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there is no reason why people in the coun-
try should not have facilities provided for
them. According to some members, the
mere fact of amending certain Acts would
lead to the stamping out of the evil that
has been spoken of. I would not be a party
to supporting one law for one section of
the community and another law for an-
other section.

I opened my remarks by saying that I
had no practical experience of the subject
matter of the Bill and I am not interested
in it in any way, but I cannot see the
logic of stamping out what is described
as an evil only when associated with a
shop, while on the racecourse it is quite all
right. I believe that the measure, if it
does not lead to an improvement, will not
worsen matters very much. Provision is
made for the statute to expire in three
years.

Hon. H. Hearn: You are not looking for
it to cease.

Hon. E. M. DAVIES: I think the hon.
member knows what is set out in the Bill.
The Government has taken the respon-
sibility of introducing this measure.
Whether members support it or not is a
matter for their own consciences. We have
heard some very good speeches both for
and against the Bill. I take no umbrage
at anything that has been said, but T have
no sympathy for those who speak about
the moral standards of the people being
affected by betting in a registered shop
while betting on a racecourse is quite re-
spectable. That does not appeal to me.

During my recent visit to Kalgoorlie, I
took an opportunity to visit a number of
places known as betting shops and did not
see anything to which exception could be
taken. They appeared to be conducted in
an orderly manner; there was no one under
the influence of intoxicating. liquor; there
were no young children about. In one of
the shops, I saw a woman, and in another
shop I saw three women. There was no
congregation of people outside the shops,
and I believe that such a system would be
far better than allowing betting as we
know it today to continue.

We were told by Mr. Watson and Dr.
Hislop of what they saw during a visit
to Tasmania. Mr. Watson said that he
entered premises in a back lane past some
latrines, and Dr. Hislop said he heard book-
makers calling the odds. Well, bookmakers
can be heard calling the odds in very loud
voices on the racecourse, and I cannot see
anything very detrimental in that. I, too,
have been to Hobart and I took the oppor-
tunity to visit those places, and my ex-
perience was vastly different from that
of the two members I have mentioned. I
do not say that their statements were not
correct—the conditions might have been
different on the two occasions—but I found
that operations were being carried on in a
very orderly manner. I entered premises
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from the main street and not through a
back lane. I saw no children about, and
I saw no women on the premises.

Anyhow we have this problem of betting
which has existed over a long period of
vears, which everyone has discussed and
which nobody has attempted to deal with.
The Bill is a genuine attempt by the Gov-
ernment to do something to improve pre-
vailing conditions. If members believe
that some amendments can be introduced
to improve the measure, they will be quite
at liberty to move them in Committee.

In conclusion, I trust that, if the meas-
ure becomes law and a board is appointed
to control 'and regulate betting on and
off the racecourse, it will be the means of
bringing about an improvement on the
conditions that exist today. With those
thoughts in mind, I support the second
reading of the Bill.

On motion by Hon. Sir Charles Latham,
debate adjourned.

House adjourned at 10.31 p.m.
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QUESTIONS.

EDUCATION.

(a) As to Classroom Accommodation and
Ground Improvements, Waroona.

Mr. MANNING asked the Minister for
Education:

(1) Is it proposed to erect further class-
room accommodation at the Waroona
school?

(2) If so, when will this accommodation
be provided?

(3) When is it intended to effect im-
provements to the school grounds at
‘Waroona?

The MINISTER replied:

(1) Yes.

(2) It depends on allocation of further
loan funds.

(3) Owing to shortage of loan funds for
urgent building requirements, expendi-

ture on ground improvements must be de-
ferred.

(b) As to School for City Beach,
Commencement.

Mr. NIMMO asked the Minister for
Education:

(1) Further to my question of the 15th
September, 1954, can he give any additional
information regarding the commencement
of the new school at City Beach?

(2) If there will be any appreciable
delay, what is the reason?

The MINISTER replied:
(1) No.

(2) Departmental correspondence with
the Perth City Council concerning the
selection of a site for City Beach school
dates back to 1939, but it was only in
December, 1952, that any progress was
made in the matter, the council then mak-
ing available a plan showing the proposed
site of approximately 7% acres. The Pub-
lic Works Department now finds that the
work of erecting a school cannot commence
because—

(i) the area is not surveyed; and
(ii) there is no road approach.
The council advises that work on the road
approach will commence in January, 1955.
Therefore the work of erecting a school
cannot commence until June next.

ELECTORAL.
As to Enrolments.

Hon. A. F. WATTS asked the Minister
for Justice:

(1) What are the latest figures of the
total number of electors enrolled for the
following areas under the provisions of the
Electoral Districts Act, 1947—

(a) the metropolitan area;
(b) the agricultural, mining and pas-
toral area?

[ASSEMBLY.]

(2) What are the latest figures of the
number of electors enrolled for the Met-
ropolitan, Suburban and West Provinces
respectively?

The MINISTER replied:

19;1) Enrolment on the 30th September,
(a) Metropolitan area, 198,251;
(b) Agricultural, mining and pastoral
area, 132,117.

(2) Metropolitan Province, 14,814, Sub-
ui'b3a3xé Province, 27,404; West Province,
11, .

BUILDERS REGISTRATION ACT.
As to Conditional Registrations.

Hon. D. BRAND asked the Minister for
‘Works:

How many conditional registrations have
been granted under the amendment made
last year to the Builders Registration Act?

The MINISTER replied:
There have been 1,076 registrations.

DAIRYING.

(a) As to Artificial Insemination and De-
partmental Research.

Mr. HEARMAN asked the Minister for
Agriculture: ‘

(1) Can he say if any dairy cows will be
artificially inseminated by the Department
of Agriculture in the year 1954-55?

(2) Can he say how it is intended to
spend the £3,000 shown in this year’s Esti-
mates of Revenue and Expenditure, page
74, item 13?

(3) Can he tell the House what arrange-
ment or understanding, if any, exists be-
tween the C.S.I.R.O. and the Department
of Agriculture as to the general areas in
which their respective research activities
are to be concentrated?

The MINISTER replied:

(1) Plans envisage commencing arti-
ficial insemination in time for the general
mating season, 1955, but may not com-
mence before the 30th June, 1955,

(2) Essential buildings and yards.

(3) The C.S.I.R.O. is not associated with
the Department of Agriculture in the
scheme for introducing artificial insemina-
tion.

(b) As to Respective Research Spheres.

Mr. HEARMAN (without notice) asked
the Minister for Agriculture:

I would like to point out to the Minis-
ter, in connection with a question I have
on the notice paper, that it not only re-
lates to artificial insemination but is de-
signed to prevent duplication of research
and so forth. Originally, all these ques-
tions were put under one heading, and they
could quite easily be made three separate
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questions. I would be glad if the Minis-
ter would read the three questions care-
fully and supply any information that he
can.

The MINISTER replied:

There was no doubt in my mind, and in
that of the department as to what the hon.
member was trying to get at. We both
agreed that he was referring to the sub-
ject matter of the preceding question.
Now that he has explained the informa-
tion he requires, I will endeavour to have
a statement made available.

WATER SUPPLIES.
As to Availability of Geological Advice.

Mr. HEARMAN asked the Minister for
Agriculture:

Will he consider making geological -ad-
vice available to farmers to assist them in
locating underground supplies of water?

The MINISTER replied:

The Mines Department does render geo-
logical advice to farmers as far as it is
able. At present, however, that depart-
ment is extremely short of geologists and
is, therefore, greatly restricted in rend-
ering this type of help.

TRAM AND BUS SERVICES.

Tt onmn
2L TVENSIoNS.

As to Carbarn

Mr. YATES (without notice) asked the
Minister for Transport:

(1) Is it the intention of the Govern-
ment to proceed with the extension of the
carbarn?

(2) If so, will tenants have to vacate
homes in the area held by the department
to make way for new buildings?

The MINISTER replied:

The question of extending the carbarn,
and the workshops attached to it, has been
under consideration for some years, and
land in the area has been resumed for
that purpose. Until the report and
recommendations of Professor Stephenson
are made available, no attempt will be
made to enlarge the carbarn or to extend
the workshops section.

PIG IRON.

As to Request to B.H.P. Regarding
Supplies.

The MINISTER FOR INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT: The member for Mt.
Lawley asked me certain questions as to
whether I was aware that on Government
files there existed a request to B.H.P. not
to sell pig iron in Western Australia. At
the time, I said that I did not know such
a letter existed; but I find there are two
letters which may have some bearing on
the questions asked. One letter, dated the
13th February, 1948, written by the then
Premier, Hon. Sir Ross McLarty, and
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addressed to Mr. Essington Lewis, manag-
ing director of the Broken Hill Pty. Ltd.,
reads as follows:—

You will be pleased to learn that the
Wundowie Charcoal Iron Plant is now
in production and is expected to be
capable of supplying this State’s re-
quirements of practically all grades of
pig iron.

I wish again to express our appre-
ciation of the valuable assistance
given to the project by technical offi-
cers kindly made available by your
company. The excellent advice re-
ceived from the officers concerned,
particularly Mr. J. Young, is mainly
responsible for the success of the pig
iron production section of the plant.

Knowing the difficulties which you
are experiencing at the present time
in maintaining steel production, you
will, no doubt, appreciate the prospect
of being relieved of supplying pig iron
to Western Australia.

In view of the difficult shipping
position to Western Australia, consid-
erable benefit will be derived by this
State by the fact that available ship-
ping space from Kembla and New-
castle can, we hope, in future be
utilised for the transport of much
needed steel products in preference to
pig iron. :

Although the letter in reply has no further
bearing on the question, I think it should
be read. It is addressed to the Premier,
at the Premier’s Department, signed by
Mr. Essington Lewis, dated the 17th Feb-
ruary, 1948, and reads as follows:—

Dear Mr. McLarty,

Thank you very much for your
letter of 13th February, from which
I note that the Wundowie charcoal
iron plant is now in production.

I also note that you expect that
this unit will be capable of supplying
Western Australia’s requirements of
practically all grades of pig iron, and
that you will therefore not require
further pig iron from our company.

I thank you, too, for your Kkindly
reference to the technical assistance
we were able to render in connection
with the establishment of the project.

MOTION—STATE FORESTS.
To Revoke Dedication.

THE MINISTER FOR FORESTS (Hon.
H. E. Graham—East Perth) [4.42]: I
move—

That the proposal for the partial
revocation of State Forests Nos. 21,
22, 28, 33, 34, 36, 38, 51 and 55 laid
on the Table of the Legislative As-
sembly by command of His Excellency
the Governor on the 26th day of
November, 1954, be carried out.
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Last Friday I laid on the Table of the
House a document which contained plans
and descriptions of areas which it is pro-
posed shall be excised from State forests.
The motion for this purpose is one of
those formal, but at the same time im-
portant, matters brought forward regu-
larly practically every year. As is gener-
ally known, the State forests of Western
Australia are so jealously guarded that
when they have been set aside for forestry
purposes then, only by consent of both
Houses of Parliament, is it possible for
any of the areas to be excised or inter-
fered with in any way.

The present set of proposals comprise
ten areas totalling almost 675 acres. The
principle behind them, as hitherto, gen-
erally speaking, is to give a better align-
ment of State forests boundaries, in some
cases making exchanges with settlers for
certain areas that are better suited for
forestry purposes, and, of course, return-
ing to them some adjoining forestry lands
that are better used for purpose of agri-
culture. I will now give a brief descrip-
tion of the areas concerned.

Area No. 1 is situated about six miles
west of Greenbushes, and it comprises
approximately 20 acres of poor forest
country not required for the permanent
growth of timber and applied for by an
adjoining landholder as an extension to
his property. Needless to say, in this,
and in all other cases, the value of the
land and its potentialities are fully ex-
amined by competent forestry officers.

Mr. Hearman: Do you know the name
of the applicant?

The MINISTER FOR FORESTS: No.
Area. No. 2 is about three miles south-
west of Kirup. It comprises approxi-
mately 134 acres situated between pri-
vate property and a main road. It has
been applied for by the adjoining land-
holder as an extension to his property
and to give him main road frontage. The
landholder is to surrender a small area
of about three-quarters of an acre of his
property beyond the road which extends
into the firebreak system.

The third area is situated about ten
miles north of Nannup and consists of
approximately 8% acres situated between
private property and a road, and has been
applied for by the adjoining landholder
as a holding paddock for stock.

About seven miles north-west of Jar-
rahwood we have area No. 4. It com-
prises approximately ‘50 acres of poor
forest country recently cut over and ap-
plied for by the adjoining landholder as
an extension to his property and to give
him frontage to the new alignment of the
Busselton-Jarrahwood road.

Area No. 5 is about 12 miles south-west
of Yornup. It is approximately 216 acres
in area and embraces the Donnelly River
sawmill and existing buildings and houses,
and provides for extensions. The area
is to be declared a townsite.
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The next area is No. 6 which is about
six miles west of Pemberton and com-
prises approximately 42 acres which has
been applied for by the holder of an
adjoining location as an extension to his
nursery. An equal area of the same loca-
tion is to be surrendered for inclusion in
State forests in exchange. .

Area, No. 7, which is about 14 miles
south-east of Manjimup consists of about
13 acres of cut-over country between pri-
vate property and a main road. It has
been applied for by an adjoining land-
holder as an extension to his property and
also to give him a main road frontage.

About 12 miles south-east of Manjimup
is Area No. 8 which is approximately five
acres. It is to be exchanged for about
8% acres for inclusion in State forests.

Area No. 9 is about 14 miles west of
Contine siding and is approximately 137
acres in area. It is to be exchanged for
about 100 acres of adjoining private pro-
perty for inclusion in State forests. The
larger area is poor forest country, more
suitable for agriculture, whilst the areas
of a private property to be surrendered
for exchange are better mallet country.
The exchange will considerably improve
the firebreak system in this vicinity.

Area No. 10 is about 24 miles south-
east of Manjimup. It consists of approxi-
mately 170 acres embracing the Tone
River sawmill and existing buildings and
houses and provides for extensions. The
area is to be declared a townsite.

On motion by Mr. Wild, debate ad-
journed.

BILL—WHEAT INDUSTRY
STABILISATION.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the 23rd Novem-
ber.

MR. PERKINS (Roe) [4.501: All mem-
bers should be interested in this Bill be-
cause it deals with an industry the pros-
perity or otherwise of which has probably
a greater bearing on the general level of
prosperity in the State than almost any
other industry. In the times which most
of us can remember, the wheat industry
has had considerable ups and downs.

I, and many other members, have a very
vivid recollection of the difficult times the
industry experienced in what was known
as the depression period of the thirties.
During that time it was necessary to assist
those engaged in the industry by various
comparatively small subsidies from Con-
solidated Revenue. That period carried on
into the early years of the recent war.
Because of the ravages of war, and the
need for foodstuffs towards the end of
hostilities and in the period following, all
food prices, particularly those for wheat
on the open markets of the world—if there
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was such a thing as an open market at
that time—rose to a very high figure in-
deed.

However, following the war, as I think
most members know, the price of wheat
to consumers in Australia was kept down
to a figure very much lower than that at
which the wheat could have been sold on
the international markets. To further
complicate the position, what was known
as the International Wheat Agreement was
negotiated; and that, in the light of sub-
sequent events, proved to be an instru-
ment of benefit almost entirely to the con-
suming countries of the world—those
countries that were importers of wheat.
During that period the growers returned
to the consumers of Australia very many
times the amount of assistance they had
received at an earlier stage.

Members will recall that towards the
end of the forties there was considerable
discussion about the future organisation of
the wheat industry; and with a view to
carrying on an orderly marketing scheme,
with the Australian Wheat Board as the
sole selling agency for Australian wheat
overseas and also in Australia through its
various agencies, it was necessary that
Commonwealth and State legislation
should be passed. That legislation has
provided the framework under which the
industry has operated in recent years.

I thought that, in introducing the Bill,
the Minister made quite a reasonable sur-
vey of the position as it has existed in the
immediate past, and I think that if mem-
bers read his speech, they will have an
idea of the background which must be
taken into account in considering this leg-
islation. In deciding whether we should
have a stabilisation scheme along the lines
envisaged in the Bill, consideration should
be given to the fact that the proposed leg-
islation has been submitted to the wheat-
growers by referendum, and that refer-
endum was carried in the affirmative by
an overwhelming majority.

It was only natural that that should
be so, because in the immediate postwar
years, when the growers would have re-
ceived some considerable benefit from a
freer marketing organisation, in order to
obtain something closer to world export
value, that was not possible. Now, when
the worst of the ravages of war have been
overcome and wheat production in some
countries at least has built up to a high
figure, it is only natural that the growers
should be looking to Governments to
underwrite, to some degree at least, the
uncertainties that the market may have
for a few years to come.

I believe that although at present there
may be some difficulty in marketing the
surpluses that have been built up, we will
fairly rapidly arrive at the position where
the world supply and the world demand
will largely level themselves out. Anyone
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who studies the reports of the United
Nations PFPood Organisation must be im-
pressed by the concern of the experts who
prepare those reports regarding the food
supplies of the world. World population
is increasing at a more rapid rate than
has been the case for a very long time;
and as there are no entirely new areas in
the temperate regions of the world that
can be opened up for food production, it is
necessary, in order to meet the growing
demand of - an increasing population, to
make more efficient use of the areas al-
ready developed. Although surpluses may
be evident at the moment, if one takes
a long-range view, one must come to the
conclusion that in the not too distant
future the world will again be looking for
food supplies wherever they can be ob-
tained.

Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: Has there not
been an increased demand for wheat over-
seas recently?

Mr. PERKINS: Yes. But I think that
that is more of a short-termm fluctuation,
and may be governed by the fact that
Britain has used up the reserve stocks that
were created during the war and in the
postwar period. Now that those reserve
stocks are not available, the market has
returned to what we have been accustomed
to regard as a normal trading position.

If members have studied the financial
columns of the local Press, they will have
noticed that, because of the dock strike in
Britain and the fact that Britain trans-
ferred its reserves from within the country
to the exporting countries of the world,
millers found themselves in a very difficult
position indeed, in that there was a tem-
porary shortage of wheat available for
gristing at mills in Britain. That may
have taught the British millers something
of a lesson, and we might find that in the
future rather larger stocks will be carried
than have been held in recent months in
the British Isles. I was not thinking so
much of the short term fluctuations, as the
overall position.

I wish to make the point that the most
expert body that we have in the world—
the United Nations Food Organisation—
recognises that food reserves should be
maintained wherever possible. If that is
to be done, it is necessary to look at the
food producing industries within our own
borders; and, of course, the wheat industry
is one of the most important. ‘Therefore,
it seems to be sound policy, even though
under the terms of this legislation the
Commonwealth may find it necessary to
take some money from revenue in order
to live up to the terms of the guarantee,
for us to keep our food producing indus-
tries in good order.

Those countries which are members of
the TUnited Nations Organisation, and
which are exporters of food, must also
take steps to see that their various food
producing industries are maintained in
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sound condition. The point must be self-
evident that if the price of wheat in Aus-
tralia falls below the cost of production,
it will have a serious effect on the industry
in every State. From time to time I have
Theard statements in this Chamber that the
present cost of production is an extremely
generous one for the wheatgrower. That
‘may be so in regard to the well established
farmer, but if we are to extend the industry
in this State, then we must move out into
what are known as the marginal areas.

¥ is .only natural that under less favour-
ale conditions the cost of production will
be ‘higher. The Minister must know—I
hwve had many discussions with him on
ihis subject—that a great many men are
attempting to establish themselves as
wheat farmers on virgin land in the outer
areas. I know from personal knowledge of
their operations, that the cost of produc-
tion figure is not a generous one so far
as they are concerned. It will be many
years before they are in an affluent posi-
tion. I rather fear that some of those who
are working under less favourable condi-
tions, may not make the grade and that
we will have abandoned farms on our
hands. :

Mr. May: That also refers to the re-
duction in wool prices.

Mr. PERKINS: The wool industry has,
yrobably, been the most prosperous of our
primary industries in recent times, but
there again, the recent fall in prices is
having severe repercussions, but I know,
Mr. Speaker, that you will not allow me
to discuss these aspects on the Bill. The
principle behind this measure has been
approved by the growers at a referendum,
and I am hoping that members will accept
the general principles contained in the Bill.

So far as the machinery is concerned
that is provided in the measure, I under-
stood the Minister to say, when replying
to an interjection, that the Bills in all the
States were identical. I have not had an
opportunity to see those introduced in
the other State Parliaments, but I presume
the Minister has either examined them
‘himself, or has arranged for the Crown
‘Law Department to do so. Some of the
-drafting of the measure that is before us
seems to be rather involved, and I would
‘like the Minister when replying to elab-
-orate on the point as to the need for uni-
form provisions. I would be glad, too, if
he would tell us whether the Crown Law
‘Department has actually checked this Bill
-against the measures that have been in-
troduced in the other States.

The Minister for Agriculture: Have you
in mind any specific provision that you
-are in doubt about?

Mr. PERKINS: I have in mind the word-
ing of the clauses dealing with the setting
up of licensed receivers. One would think
that a clause just providing for licensed
receivers would be sufficient. If the Min-
ister has a look at the Bill, he will see that

[ASSEMBLY.]

the end is arrived at by a rather round-
about means. While I am not questioning
what the Crown Law Department has done,
I wish to ensure that the Bill achieves what
we expect it to.

The Minister for Agriculture: The Bill,
compared with the 1948 stabilisation Act,
has one omission, and I shall be correcting
that in Committee along the lines you are
mentioning with regard to licensed re-.
ceivers.

Mr. PERKINS: That may clarify the
position somewhat. I find one provision
in the Bill {o be rather obnoxious. On page
8 it states that the Commonwealth Minister
may give directions to the board concern-
ing the performance of its functions and
the exercise of its powers, and that the
board shall comply with those directions.
I am not enamoured of that provision, and
I would like the Minister to give some ex-
planation of the need for its inclusion.
Obviously, if the provision is interpreted
literally, the Federal Minister in charge
of the legislation will have almost un-
limited power to do as he pleases in the
administration of the Act.

The growers have some rather unfortu-
nate recollections of what previous Federal
Governments have done in the exercise of
their powers under wartime legislation.
We remember the postwar concessions that
were extended to New Zealand, for in-
stance. It took some considerable time to
stop that arrangement. We also recall the
attempts that were made to make the
wheatgrowers bear the cost of the trans-
port of wheat for consumption in Tas-
mania. If members think back, they will
recollect that there was a rather heated
debate in this Chamber on that subject.
While we retain some control of this legis-
lation within the State Parliament, the
growers in Western Australia have some
opportunity of expressing their desires re-
garding it.

If the Commonwealth Minister is to be
given such overriding powers as are sug-
gested here, our growers will have no op-
portunity, so far as I can see, to curb any
of his actions, whether they be for party
or other reasons, that are entirely obnoxi-
ous to them. The wheatgrowers have cer-
tainly subsidised the rest of the community
enough, without leaving further loopholes
for other impositions to be placed upon
them. Unless the Minister can give some
good reason for this provision, I shall feel
inclined to move for its excision.

The Minister for Agriculture: You might
as well vote against the Bill if you do,
because the Commonwealth will not ap-
prove. You have it in your hands to have
stabilisation, and, as far as I am con-
cerned, you please yourself what you do.

Mr. PERKINS: I cannot see that this
provision is necessary. Obviously the Com-
monwealth has some liability under the
stabilisation scheme, but the liability is
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limited by the terms of the legislation. The
measure is fairly detailed, and if members
look at it, they will see that if the export
price of wheat is above the cost of produc-
tion, then money is taken out of that par-
ticular portion of the price which is above
the cost of production and paid into the
Federal stabilisation fund until the fund
reaches the figure of £20,000,000. Surely
that safeguards the Commonwealth reason-
ably well.

The Minister for Agriculture: The Com-
monwealth does not think so.

Mr. PERKINS: I want to know what
this particular provision is designed to do.
If the Minister can give some reasonable
explanation of the difficulties the Com-
monwealth may encounter, and if he can
show that this provision will safeguard the
Commeoenwealth, then quite obviously what
he says will be a strong argument for the
acceptance of the provision, but on the
face of it, it looks as though the Common-
wealth is safeguarded in every possible way
both in the Federal and the State legisla-
tion. At this stage I cannot see why any
further safeguards are necessary.

The Minister for Agriculture: You refer
to the Commonwealth, but I refer to
the taxpayers. It is the taxpayers who
require protecting.

Mr, PERKINS: I maintain that the tax-
payers are already protected under the
terms of the legislation. If the Minister
can show me where they are not protected,
I will be ready to listen to him.

The Minister for Agriculture: What
about when the £20,000,000 cuts out, if it
ever does?

Mr. Ackland: Why is it necessary to
make the Bill so much more drastic, in
this regard, than the previous one?

The Minister for Agriculture: They both
mean the same.

Mr. PERKINS: I am unable to find any
similar provision in the previous legislation.
‘When the Minister replies, I hope he will
deal with this point, because it is extremely
important to the wheatgrowers. If un-
limited powers, such as are contained in
this clause, were made available to a
Federal Minister there would be grave
temptation for him to take aetion which
would be convenient from the Common-
wealth Government’s point of view, but
which could be obnoxious and unjust to the
wheatgrowers. We have already had ex-
perience of these matters and they are
very pertinent points—the concession sales
to New Zealand and the question of the
wheatgrowers paying the freight on the
wheat sold in Tasmania. If the Federal
Minister had had that power without hav-
ing to go back to the States, I feel cer-
tain that the wheatgrowers would be meet-
ing those imposts.

The Minister for Agriculture: That
power has been in the Act since 1948.
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Mr. PERKINS: 1 do not think it has.
The Minister will have an opportunity of
examining the point and of making his
explanation when replying to the debate.
The legislation is at this stage very im-
portant from the growers’ point of view
and we cannot delay it very much longer
because the new seasons wheat is already
being received, and arrangements have
been made for the first advance to be paid.
It is therefore undesirable that any un-
certainty should remain longer than neces-
sary.

Members, I think, realise that this
measure is to some degree restrospective,
because if last seasons wheat returns more
than the cost of production, the stabilisa-
tion levy will be deducted from the pro-
ceeds as well as from those of the current
crop and the next three crops. 1 believe
the growers realise that something like
this is necessary in order to achieve unani-
mity between the various States and the
Commonwealth. In the circumstances I
think the Bill is as good as we could get
from the States and the Commonwealtle
and the feeling of the growers is that it
should be enacted as quickly as possible.

For that reason I hope it will pass
through this House, with the exception of
that one provision to which I have made:
special reference. I hope the Minister will
also clarify the position in relation to the

;i i A 3en 3
other peint I raised. He has already indi-

cated that he intends to move an amend-
ment. I support the second reading.

MR. ACKLAND (Moore) (5.201: It is my
intention to vote for the second reading
of the Bill, but I wish to make it clear
that I will do so with no personal en-
thusiasm. I think it is known to mem-
bers that I have always been a consistent:
opponent of Commonwealth wheat stabi-
lisation because I believe it has worked to
the disadvantage of the growers in this
State, in ‘particular. Of course, it has
never been a wheat stabilisation scheme,
but an equalisation scheme in which, on:
paper, the Federal Government has car-
ried some responsibility, while, in fact, it
has been a scheme that has built up a
fund which would prevent the Federal
Treasurer from being called upon to make
any contribution.

I do not think it is necessary for me to
enlarge on that aspect. I have done so
on several previous occasions and my
reason for voting for the second reading
is that I believe in private ownership. T
believe the product of the producer belongs
to him, subject only to his just debts, and
by an overwhelming majority the wheat-
growers of the five mainland States of
Australia have voted in favour of a con-
tinuation of this so-called Commonwealtix
wheat stabilisation.

Under the provisions of this legislationr
the Wheat Board has powers to receive,
store and sell wheat both within and with-
out. the Commonwealth subject, of course,
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to some well defined conditions. Those
conditions have been itemised in this
measure and have been set out in the
legislation with one notable addition—an
addition of which the growers were not
advised and which was not given to the
Federal Minister prior to the ballot being
taken. It is well to remember that in the
parent Act of the Commonwealth those
conditions are clearly laid down in Sub-
sections (1) and (3) of Section 13. Sub-
section (1) reads as follows:—

The board may, subject to any di-
rections of the Minister, for the pur-
poses of the export of wheat and
wheat products, the interstate market-
ing of wheat and the marketing of
wheat in the Territories of the Com-
monwealth, or for the purposes of, or
purposes incidental to, any interna-
tional agreement to which Australia
becomes a party—

(a) purchase or otherwise acquire
any wheat, wheaten flour, semo-
lina, corn sacks, jute or jute
products;

(b) sell or dispose of any wheat,
wheaten flour, semolina, corn-
sacks, jute or jute products pur-
chased or otherwise acquired by
the board;

(¢) grist or arrange for the gristing
of any wheat, and sell or other-
wise dispose of the products of
the gristing;
manage and control all matters
connected with the handling,
storage, protection, treatment,
transfer or shipment of any
wheat or other things pur-
chased or otherwise acquired by
the board or sold or otherwise
disposed of by the board; and
(e) do all matters which it is re-
quired by this Act to do or
which are necessary or con-
venient to be done by the board
for giving effect to this Act.

Subsection (3) states—

Nothing in this Act shall be deemed
to prevent the board from exercising
any capacity, power or function con-
ferred upon it by any State Act.

. The wheatgrowers voted with an over-
whelming majority of 94 per cent. for and
only 6 per cent. against Commonwealth
wheat stabilisation, and they did so know-
ing that there was an Australian Wheat
Board consisting of 14 members of whom
nine were direct representatives of, and
elected by the wheatgrowers of the Com-
monwealth. Section 7 of the Common-
wealth Wheat Industry Stabilisation Act
says—

The board shall consist of—
(a) a chairman;

(b) a person engaged in commerce,
with experience of the wheat
trade;

(d)
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(c) a finance member;
(d) a representative of flour mill

owners;
(e) a representative of employees:
(f) two wheatgrowers representing

wheatgrowers in the State of
New South Wales;

(g) two wheatgrowers representing
wheatgrowers in the State of Vic-

toria;

(h) one wheatgrower representing
wheatgrowers in the State of
Queensland;

(i) two wheatgrowers representing
wheatgrowers in the State of
South Australia; and

(j) two wheatgrowers representing

wheatgrowers in the State of
Western Australia.

Realising that the Australian Wheat
Board was so composed and that its
powers were limited to protecting the
people of Australia, the wheatgrowers of
the Commonwealth by an overwhelming
majority agreed to this legislation by
referendum; but what was not known to
them when the referendum was conducted
was the intention of the Minister to put
into the Bill Subclause (2) of Clause 13. I
say definitely that the Minister cannot
show us, in the previous Acts which have
allowed the Australian Wheat Board to
carry out the functions enumerated in this
legislation, any place where this is done.

It is true that the Commonwealth Min-
ister has power of veto over any action
that the Australian Wheat Board may con-
template if it is against the best interests
of the State, and as the Commonwealth
Treasurer does carry some responsibility
under certain conditions, I believe it
would be unwise if some power of veto did
not exist. This makes the Australian
Wheat Board nothing but a puppet of the
Commonwealth Minister for Agriculture
and I am sure the provision was not in-
serted with the knowledge of Mr. McEwen,
who was in Europe when the legislation
was being printed and when it was intro-
duced in the Federal Parliament. I can-
not conceive him doing such a thing as
this, because it turns the Australian
Wheat Board into nothing but a socialistic
concern when any Minister can do what
the member for Roe has indicated.

Under that provision he could compel
the board to act against the best interests
of the people they have been elected to
represent. We all know what has trans-
pired in relation to the New Zealand wheat
deal, which was mentioned by interjec-
tion, and we know of several other things
that have been done, greatly to the detri-
ment of the wheatgrower, under certain
provisions. Although I wish to see the
legislation placed on the statute book on
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somewhat similar lines to those which ob-
tained previously, I would be prepared if
it were ‘necessary—I do not believe it is—
to see the measure lost rather than this
provisiom should remain in it.

The wheatgrowers have done more than
enocugh for the people of Australia. In the
13 years, from 1939 to 1952, the Australian
Wheat Board received 1,815,423,000
bushels of wheat, at a loss to the members
of the wheatgrowing industry, which rep-
resented a subsidy to Australia as a whole
and, in part, to the rest of the world
through the International Wheat Agree-
ment, of £308,479,103, which, during that
perind, represented 3s. 42d. a bushel.

We in Western Australia have contri-
buted considerably to the people of the
Eastern States by way of subsidy. In
1948-49, from the No. 12 pool, the subsidy
paid by Western Australia to the Eastern
States amounted to £1,948,390: in 1949-50
—No. 13 pool—it amounted to £3,091,359:
in 1950-51—No. 14 pool—it was £4,513,958
and in 1951-52-—No. 15 pool—it amounted
to £4,083,333. The particulars for later
Years are not readily available.

That is old history. I am sorry that
I have not more recent figures with me
this afternoon. Although it is quite true
that, up to 1940, the wheat growing in-
dustry received approximately £26,000,000
by way of subsidy from the people of
Australia, the whesat farmers have, in the
interim, contributed about £300,000,000
by way of selling wheat below its actual
value. I am not at all willing to agree to
the clause which gives the Minister com-
Dlete control over the actions of the Wheat
Board, and therefore I hope the Minister
will look at the position in a reasonable
light in the way that some of us at least
will view the clause.

I believe that if the wheatgrowers of
Western Australia, at any rate, had known
of that provision in the Bill, the voting
at the referendum would have been 6 per
cent. for the legislation and 94 per cent.
against it. In other words, I believe that
the voting would have been completely re-
versed if the wheatgrowers had known that
such a provision had been contemplated
by the Commonwealth Government.

The Minister for Agriculture: I do not
think it would have been.

Mr. ACKLAND: I think I know the
wheatgrowers better and more intimately
than does the Minister. I think I can speak
with a great deal more conviction and
knowledge on the matter than he can.

The Minister for Agriculture: You are
more often wrong than right.

Mr. ACKLAND: By interjection, the
Minister said that the defeat of this sub-
clause would mean the defeat of the Bill.
I want to take the Minister’s mind back
for about three or four years, to 1950 or
1951—TI am not certain which year it was
—when some of us in this House who were
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supporting the party now in opposition, re--
belled against the then Government for’
passing legislation which made wheat~
growers responsible for the payment of
interstate freight on wheat.

Mr. Nalder: How did the Minister vote
on that occasion?

Mr. ACKLAND: On that occasion the
Minister was a most enthusiastic supporter
of those who adopted that attitude and we
were not then seeking to defeat a sub-
clause, but the second reading of the Bill.
On that occasion we were told that we had
ruined the wheatgrowers; we were told
that because of our action we had pre-
vented the wheat stabilisation scheme from
coming into operation, and for two or three
days there was much running hither and
thither.

But we found that a Bill still existed.
We found that we had a wheat stabilisa-
tion scheme and in this Bill we find that
the Commonwealth Government has seen
fit to insert a clause that takes care of the
interstate freight by sea to Tasmania and,
of course, in the previous case, to Queens-
land as well. The wheatgrower, in com-
mon with the rest of the community, will
meet his share of the cost of that freight
to which we do not object, but we do
strongly object to running the risk of an
irresponsible Government, very likely ad-
vised by a far more irresponsible eivil
servant—and there are some irresponsible
ones in the Department of Commerce at
Canberra, in the opinion of wheatgrowers
of Aﬁxstralia—implementing a clause such
as this.

We are not prepared to see another
New Zealand scheme: we are not prepared
to see concessions being made to sections
of the community at the expense of one
section only—in this case, the wheat-
growers. I have the greatest sympathy
for the pig breeders and the poultry farmers
at present. I am quite agreeable to the
community, of which the wheatgrowers
comprise one section, doing something to
make their lot better, but I am not pre-
pared to let any irresponsible Minister
have complete control in this matter, and
I believe that all wheatgrowers, irrespec-
tive of their party political opinion, would
agree with me on this point. T feel that
the Minister wants to cast his mind back
three or four.years when he realised the
justification of the action that was taken
by some of us who were on the other
side of the House then and who are on
this side of the House now—

The Minister for Agriculture:
the point you made on that?
it again.

Mr: ACKLAND: I will be accused of
repetition. It has already been explained
to the House on two occasions now.

The Minister for Agriculture:
talking about interstate freight?

What is
Let us have

Are you
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"Mr. ACKLAND: I am glad to hear the
“Minister say that he is going to rectify
what was an omission in the Bill, and
therefore there is nothing for me to talk
about on that score. His amendment will
be supported by every member on this side
- of the House. Apart from the clause which
gives the Minister complete control and
which will make the Australian Wheat
- Board nothing else but 14 puppets dancing
" to his will, if he so desires, I support the
:second reading of the Bill.

‘MR. MAY (Collie) [5.391: I do not alto-
‘gether agree with some of the remarks
made by the member for Roe or by the
member for Moore. The member for Roe
outlined the history of the industry since
the depression days to date. Nobody knows
better than I do the position of the wheat
industry in the days of the depression.
I noticed that some members who repre-
sent the farming community very con-
veniently . forgot one of the aspects of the
position in those days, namely, the amount
of money that was given to the farmers
under the Farmers’ Debts Adjustment
Act.

Mr. Ackland: A matter of £26,000,000.

Mr. MAY: The farmers who were as-
sisted in those days, at a later stage very
conveniently forgot to repay, when they
were in a position to do so, the moneys
that were loaned to them. How many
‘members representing the farming com-
munity have spoken about that?

Mr. Ackland: What are you referring
t0? You cannot give something, and then
ask for it to be repaid!

Mr. MAY: But that money was not given
40 them. It was loaned to them on the
-understanding that it would be repaid
-when their conditions improved. Members
:should read the figures relating to the
number of farmers who have repaid the
amounts that were loaned to them during
the depression days. In my opinion, they
are a disgrace. However, I do not want
to make a big mouthful of the matter, but
when the member for Moore quotes figures
and refers to the fact that the farmers
have contributed a great deal to the Aus-
tralian people in regard to the interstate
freights, it is just as well to refer to the
other side of the question.

It should also not be forgotten that if
-a farmer repaid 20 per cent. of the loan
.advanced to him under the Farmers’ Debts
Adjustment Act, the balance of his loan
-would have been written off. But how
‘many farmers did that? Members should
‘read the report by the Rural & Industries
Bank, and they will soon realise that the
number fell far short. I do not think the
farmers realise their obligations in regard
10 the amounts that were granted under
that legislation, especially at the time
when they were receiving extremely high
prices for their wheat.
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I do' not think the wheatgrowers in
this State have had much to growl about
since the depression days, when we take
into consideration the price of wheat that
has been obtained by them during the
postwar years. I know the story of some
of the wheat farmers who have obtained
those high prices. I know that the member
for Roe and the member for Moore would
not like me to mention the names of some
of them in this House. I believe in every-
body getting a fair return for their pro-
duce, and that applies to the wheat farmer
too. However, I also believe that when
the members of an industry are assisted
in their time of difficulty, it is up to them
to realise their obligations and, when they
receive top prices for their products, repay
the amounts loaned to them.

Mr. Ackland: Do not you think that they
have already repaid those amounts by con-
tributing £3,000,000 of their money?

Mr. MAY: These loans were granted to
them purely on the understanding that
they were to be repaid.

Mr. Nalder: How much was given to
them?

Mr. MAY: If the hon. member will look
at the Rural & Industries Bank report, he
will find out what the amount was. I have
noticed that the representatives of the
farmers in this House have very con-
veniently overlooked it.

Mr. Nalder: If the people you represent
contributed to the State as much as those
we are talking about, they would have
something to be proud of.

Mr. MAY: If the people the hon. mem-
ber is talking about had contributed to
the State as much as the people that I
represent, this State would be in a much
better position at present.

Mr. Yates: You are patting each other
on the back.

Mr. MAY: I am not opposed to the
farmers of this State. Do not believe that.

Mr. Ackland: It is a good thing you told
us.

Mr. MAY: The hon. member thinks
that I am opposed to farmers, but he is
wrong. Sooner or later, every primary pro-
ducer, including the wheat farmer, will
come to realise that the prices for their
commodities must come back to normal,
which is the cost of production plus a
reasonable return for labour. That will
represent the normal price of a primary
product. Surely, no farmer will assume
that the price of wheat is going to remain
at the very high level it has stood at in
the postwar years. It is too stupid for
words for any farmer to expect that.

Mr. Ackland: I expect that.

Mr. MAY: I know the hon. member is
sitting back and feeling happy in his posi-
tion. I do not blame him for that. We
must realise that sooner or later the price
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of wheat and wool will come back to a
reasonable level. Under this Bill, it is
proposed to advance to farmers a sum of
10s. 4d. for every bushel of wheat delivered
to silos. What would be the position of
the majority of the farmers of this State
if they took their wheat to the silos, and
there was not 10s. 4d. a bushel waiting
for them?

Mr. Ackland: There would be plenty
of empty stomachs in Perth.

Mr. MAY: The hon. member had his
say, so he should be quiet! With a very
large surplus of wheat left over from last
season, what would happen to the strug-
gling farmers who are developing their
holdings? They would not be in the race
to meet their commitments. I contend
that the farmers of this State have to be
thankful for the Comomnwealth Govern-
ment advance of 10s. 4d. per bushel from
taxpayers’ money in order to tide small
farmers over.

Mr. Ackland: There is not a word of
truth in that statement.

Mr. MAY: I am not asking the hon.
member to believe me.

Mr. Ackland: I am telling you what are
the facts.

Mr. MAY: 1Is it not a fact that the

Commonwealth Government is subsidising
every wheat farmer to the extent of 10s. 4d.
a bushel at the moment? Can that be
denied?

Mr. Ackland: Of course it is not right.

Mr. MAY: Where does the money come
from?

Mr. Ackland: The money is borrowed
and the farmer pays interest on it.

Mr. MAY: I agree that the farmers will
eventually pay the money back,

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The member
for Moore has had his opportunity to ad-
vance his views. :

Mr. MAY: I thought he got a very good
hearing. It is all very well for the member
for Moore to sit back now because of the
high prices he received for his products in
postwar years, and not worry about farm-
ing at all these days. Over those good
years, he had enough commonsense to
realise that what he was getting for his
primary products would not last for ever,
and he hung on to his profits.

Mr. Ackland: Get on with the Wheat
Pool.
Mr. MAY: 1 am talking about the small

farmer who has just started, and is trying
to develop his property. What will happen
to him if the 10s. 4d. per bushel is not
made available when his wheat is delivered
at the silo?

Mr. Perkins:
erty.

He would walk off his pro-
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Mr. MAY: He would be shoved off. Who
is supplying the 10s. 4d. to the wheat
farmer?

Mr. Perkins: It is borrowed money.

Mr. MAY: It is money borrowed fromx
the taxpayers.

Mr. Perkins: The taxpayers will get

interest on it.

Mr. MAY: They might get it back. I
gave an instance where in the past farmers
were advanced money from taxpayers’
money, but the taxpayers did not get it
back. Assuming that the present cost of
production is 10s. 4d. a bushel—

Mr. Ackland: It is a lot more.

Mr. MAY: I also produce wheat. Ob-
viously, the 10s. 4d. is assumed by the
Commonwealth to be the cost of produc-
tion, and any amount over that will depend
on the price at which the wheat is sold.
The member for Moore dealt with the
stabilisation scheme and said he was not
in favour of it; but had it not been for
that scheme, he would not be sitting as
pretty today.

The Premier: You mean so.comfortably.

Mr. MAY: That might be more ap-
propriate.

Mr. Yates:
we know!

Mr. MAY: The majority of wheatgrow-
ers in this State will not be able to carry
on if this Bill is not passed. As one who
is interested in the wheat industry, though:
not as large a producer as the member for
Moore or some other members, I say that
the wheat farmer should be grateful for
the assistance provided by this Bill. Clause
13, to which the member for Moore has
taken so much exception, has been inserted
by the Minister for Agriculture at the re-
quest of the Commonwealth Minister,

Mr. Ackland: So was the interstate
freight provision, which you helped to put:
through.

Mr. Nalder: How did the member for
Collie vote four years ago?

Mr. SPEAKER: These interjections:
must cease. The member for Collie must:
address the Chair and not pick on in-
dividuals.

Mr. MAY: The wheat farmers of this
State would be well advised to support
this Bill which is complementary to the
Federal legislation. 1 realise that it is.
the only solution and the only salvation
for the small wheatgrowers in' the State.
It is a scheme backed by the taxpayers
of Australia to ensure that the wheat
farmer will at least get 10s. 4d. a bushel
to enable him to carry on. I am not
losing sight of the fact that the amount
of 10s. 4d. has been received fiom the
last season’s crop up to date. I am aware
of the struggle which some farmers will

He might be broke, for all
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face by having to wait until the wheat
is sold before they will get any further
payments.

Mr. Ackland:
rot get this amount.
‘tions.

~ Mr. MAY: I know all about that. I
know very well that farmers do not get
10s. 4d. and that deductions have to be
made; but the amount they will receive
‘will enable the majority to carry on until
such time as the world wheat situation
rights itself. By that time, the farmers
will receive the normal price, with which
I hope they will be satisfied.

The wheatgrowers do
There are deduc-

THE MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
(Hon. E. K. Hoar—Warren—in reply)
[5.55]: I wish to reply to one or two
points raised by members opposite. They
did not, and I did not expect them to,
attack the Bill, except the member for
Moore who bitterly opposed any idea of
stabilisation; so much so that I am won-
dering whether his reference to this
clause, which gives so much power to the
Minister, was brought up with the in-
tention of encouraging other people to
wreck the Bill. If that is so, I must
certainly oppose him.

As in other years, and also during this
year, I am much more concerned about
the welfare of the farmers than are some
members opposite. It would be a most
retrogade step to take notice of the mem-
ber for Moore or fhe member for Roe,
other than to accept their fair criticism,
but not any criticism that would result
in this Bill failing to pass through Parlia-
ment. If that should eventuate, we would
have a situation in which the Common-
wealth has passed legislation, but with
one State standing out, it could flatly
refuse to continue assistance along the
suggested lines.

I feel sure that farmers will accept
this Bill in good faith because they know
that, with the situation that could easily
develop within the next three or four
years, this is the time, once more in the
history of the wheat industry, to vote for
stabilisation. It is perfectly true that
Western Australia has the machinery at
its command to market wheat on its own
account, but it would be inadvisable to
attempt to do that. This is the day for

stabilisation, and these things come
around in cyecles. In this case, we have
been lucky.

Regardless of the fact that Labour Gov-
ernments are not supposed to support
wheatgrowers or farmers generally, we
have evidence that five Labour Govern-
ments out of six have come to agree-
ment on the matter of arranging a mar-
keting Bill, in the first place to cover
an emergency beriod of three years, and
subsequently to transform it into a stabi-
lisation scheme for all wheatgrowers in
the Commonwealth. If anyone suggests
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that Labour Governments do not support
the men on the land, then he will find
an answer in this legislation.

Mr. Ackland: There was some trouble
with the Victorian Labour Government.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Yes. We must expect trouble when six
or seven State Governments are dealing
with such legislation, and we cannot expect
them all to act alike. In the long run,
this Bill and the scheme it covers to
apply throughout the Commonwealth, will
benefit the wheatgrowers. With regard
to this clause, advice was given to me
today which came from a reliable source.
While the Commonwealth Government
has all the control and direction of the
Wheat Board, nevertheless it is only pre-
scribing something which has been in the
Act since 1948 by putting the legislation
into plainer words and using different
phraseology.

Mr. Ackland: Veto is inecluded in the
Bill, and not control.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The words “at the direction of the Minis-
ter” were included in the 1948 legislation,
just as they are in the Bill. This is the
directive word which gives action to that
subclause. There might be some argument
about one being a stronger word than the
other, but in law they operate and mean
the same. We have only to read what the
1948 Act says. That measure states the
position clearly, namely, that the board
may, subject to the direction of the Min-
ister administering the Commonwealth
Act, ete.

Mr. Ackland: Read the whole of the
context and you will find that it gives the
power of veto.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The whole of the powers under Section
7 of the Act are subject to the direction
of the Commonwealth Minister and all of
those powers are included in the Bill. The
only Qifference is that the language em-
ployed in the Bill has been altered some-
what, but not the sense. My information
is that the meaning of the two provisions
is identical. Whether that is so or not
does not matter. A provision similar to
that in the Bill has been passed by the
Commonwealth Parliament and this is
complementary legislation which must be
in conformity with the Commonwealth
statute or, in the eyes of the Common-
wealth, it will have no value. It would
not matter if we deleted Subelause (2) be-
cause it would still be in the Common-
wealth Act and the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment is the only body that could alter it.

Mr. Ackland: That was not your ap-
proach when you assisted to defeat the
whole Bill three or four years ago.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I am nof sure whether the hon. member
is referring to the 14d. freight to Tasmania
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or the allowance of 3d. per bushel, but
neither would rank as an important matter
in the eyes of the Commonwealth in
comparison with this. The Common-
wealth Minister contemplates that
£20,000,000 will be provided by the con-
tributions of growers, but the price of
wheat might fall so far below the cost of
production that £20,000,000 would noft be
sufficient to bridge the gap, in which case
the taxpayers would have to make up the
difference. No Commonwealth Minister
would permit the Wheat Board to have
complete power to market the wheat at
whatever price it chose if it necessitated
the taxpayers’' providing large sums of
money to make up the difference. From
the political point of view, he would not
dare to do it. Both Mr. McEwen and
Senator McLeay knew of this. We dis-
cussed the matter at several meetings of
the Agricultural Council to ensure that
there should be power along those lines.

Mr. Ackland: The Wheatgrowers’ Fed-
eration knew nothing about it.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Every State Minister knew all along that
this principle would be embodied in the
Bill, although the actual wording of it
was not known. As a similar provision has
been the law since 1948, I cannot see what
there is to argue about. If members as-

sociated with the wheat section of the

Farmers’ Union feel any real fear, they
should approach the Commonwealth Gov-
ernment and seek an amendment. We
cannot make any amendment, but if the
Commonwealth did so, I would advise our
Government to do likewise. If members do
not intend to wreck the Bill, they must
support it as printed.

A point was raised by the member for
Roe regarding licensed receivers of wheat
and I pointed out by way of interjection
that the Bill, in my opinion, is not com-
plete in that respect. On page 8 of the
Bill, there is a subclause providing that
where a licence to receive wheat on be-
half of the board was in force immediately
before the coming into operation of this
measure, the licence shall be deemed to
have been granted under this measure.
In Committee I intend to move to strike
out that subclause and insert what is con-
tained in the 1948 Act and was effective
under the emergency provisions of the
three-year scheme and also under stabi-
lisation. It is something that has inad-
vertently been omitted from the Bill. The
amendment would make the position of a
licensed receiver clear and enable Western
Australian growers to be recouped for new
cornsacks in respect of the relatively small
quantity used in this State. This amend-
ment will tidy up the Bill.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.
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In Committee.

Mr. J. Hegney in the Chair; the Minister
for Agriculture in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 6—agreed to.

Clause 7T—Licensed receivers:

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I intend to move to strike out Subclause
(3) with a view to inserting in lieu provi-
sions which were included in the 1948 Act
and which it was never intended should be
removed. If my proposals are agreed to,
there will be a consequential amendment
to Clause 12. The amendment will restore
a privilege that the growers have enjoyed
and which should not be taken away from
them. I move an amendment—

That Subclause (3) be struck out
and the following inserted in lieu:—

(3) An authority, authorised under
the provisions of any other Act
to receive wheat, shall by force
of this subsection be regarded as

. licensed by the board as a
licensed receiver with the
powers and subject to the
duties conferred and imposed by
those provisions.

(4) When the licensed receiver re-
ceives from a grower wheat in
new cornsacks, the licensed re-
ceiver shall—

(a) eredit the grower with

the weight of that wheat;
(b) pay the grower an
amount equal to the
market price of the new
cornsacks when received.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 8—Powers of board:
Mr. PERKINS: I move an amendment—

That after the word “may” in line
7, page 8, the following words be in-
serted:—‘‘subject to the direction of
the Minister administering the Com-
monwealth Act.”

No difficulty has been experienced with
the section of the Act and I see no reason
why different wording should be adopted
in the Bill. If those words are inserted,
I shall move to delete Subclause (2) which
reads—

(2) The Commonwealth Minister may
give directions to the board concern-
ing the performance of its functions
and the exercise of its powers, and
the board shall comply with those
directions.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. PERKINS: The words in my amend-
ment are the same as those included in
the Wheat Industry Stabilisation Act of
1948. If the amendment is agreed to and
Subclause (2) is deleted, this measure will
read exactly the same as the 1948 Act, as
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regards this provision. I take it that the
wording in the Bill means that if the board
desires to take any action which, in the
opinion of the Federal Minister, could en-
danger the Federal position, the Minister
could veto the proposed action. In other
words, a permissive power is provided but
Subclause (2) could give the Federal Min-
ister far-reaching powers. The board
might desire to take some action but the
Federal Minister could issue a direction
which would prevent the board from doing
what it thought necessary. That could be
dangerous and could extend to, for instance,
the concession sales to various bodies.

I take it that the purpose of the legisla-
tion is to enable growers to get as much
as possible for their wheat. If they get
more than what the Federal Government
guarantees, it is all to the good. I would
imagine that the main interest of the
Federal Minister would be to see that the
Federal Treasury was not endangered. My
amendment should enable that position to
be covered and therefore I hope that the
Minister will accept it. Apparently the
1948 legislation has been satisfactory, but
now we have a far-reaching proposal, such
as is contained in this measure, thrown
into the ring, and I do not think we should
accept it.

The Minister has said that the provision
in this measure is the same as in the
Federal Act and therefore that must pre-
vail. That is not necessarily so. All sorts
of ©provisions can be inserted into
Acts of Parliament, particularly those
that relate to an agreement with some
other party. The provisions of this legisla-
tion can have force only on those Acts
which come within the ambit of the powers
of the other party to the agreement. If
any provisions in the Federal Act go further
than those in the State Act, I take it that
the Federal Act will not bhe enforceable,
otherwise why is it necessary to pass a
State Act? The fact that it is necessary,
indicates that the Federal Act can extend
only so far as the provisions of the State
Act permit it. Therefore 1 believe that
we should refuse to grant this far-reaching
power to the Federal Minister because he
will be able to exercise his powers only so
far as they come within the limits of the
State legislation.

Looking at it from all points of view, I
think it highly desirable that at this stage
we should not sign away any rights that
we have. If my amendment is agreed to,
it will not make the Act unworkable and 1
do not think it will in any way endanger
the working of the stabilisation scheme.
If we agree to the Bill as it stands, I fear
that at some future stage the wheatgrow-
ers may have great cause to regret our
action.

Mr. ACKLAND: I want to remind the
Minister that the wording in the amend-
ment appeared in the 1948 Act and, in
my opiniesm, that Act had a great deal of
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virtue in it. It was introduced by a Labour
Minister for Commerce and Agriculture
and during the intervening years it appears
to have given a good deal of satisfaction.
Whereas it gave the Minister a power of
veto it was, in fact, a negative power, inas-
much as it enabled the Australian Wheat
Board to be prevented from doing some-
thing which was not in the best interests
of Australia, but it could not compel the
board to carry out a direction of the Minis-
ter for Agriculture. But that is what this
Bill intends. In speaking to the second
reading, I said that had the full informa-
tion been available to the wheatgrowers
a different result would have been obtained
from the ballot taken. The Minister chal-
lenged me on that point.

The CHAIRMAN: I would like to draw
the hon. member’s attention to the fact
that we are dealing with an amendment
to insert words “subject to the direction of
the Minister administering the Common-
wealth Act.” I think the hon. member
should confine his remarks to the discus-
sion as to whether the amendment should
be agreed to. He cannot discuss the sub-
ject matter of the clause now.

Mr. ACKLAND: I am trying to give rea-
sons why the amendment should be ac-
cepted and I want to give members some
information about the growers’ attitude.
An article appeared in this morning’s issue
of “The Wes! Australian’” headed “Wheat-
man Says Growers Were Deceived.” I do
not intend to read the whole article but
portion of it states—

The addition of a significant sub-
clause to the Commonwealth wheat
industry stabilisation legislation was
strongly criticised yesterday by the
president of the Australian Wheat-
growers’ Federation (Mr. D. W. Mai-
sey).

It meant that the Australian-wide
ballot of growers on stabilisation had
been conducted under “false pre-
tences,” he said.

It provides that the Commonwealth
Minister may give direction to the
Australian Wheat Board concerning
the performance of its functions and
the exercise of its powers, and the
board shall comply with those direc-
tions.

This, said Mr. Maisey, could only be
interpreted as meaning that the com-
plete socialisation of the industry had
made a gigantic stride forward.

The failure of the Federal Govern-
ment either to inform the industrial
organisations of its intention to in-
clude this power in the legislation, or
to make available copies of the pro-
posed legislation before the ballots
were held, was a distinct breach of
faith with the industry.
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It allowed the ballot to take place
and growers to reject the orderly mar-
keting plan in favour of the new stabi-
lisation plan without permitting grow-
ers to know that the principle of
trusteeship of the Australian Wheat
Board would be destroyed and the
board, in effect, would become a rub-
ber stamp for the Minister.

That is why the member for Roe and I,
and others on this side, have taken the
attitude we are adopting. We feel-—al-
though the Minister does not agree with
me because he says that this Biil is the
same as the other legislation—that this
measure is a big departure from anything
that was enacted in 1948. I trust the
Minister will see the reasonableness of our
attitude and I do not think he need have
any fear that this legislation will be de-
stroyed if the amendment is accepted.

Hon. A. F. WATTS: I presume the Min-
ister proposes to make some comment on
this amendment and on that assumption
I propose to place a few points before him.
In replying to the second reading, he said
the language of the 1948 Act and that
used in the Bill amounted to the same
thing. If he meant they mean exactly
the same thing, I see no reason why we
should not accept the amendment and put
to rest the fears of those supporting it.
I do not agree with the Minister; I do

PP IR A o b2 ) d T i A
not think they mean the same thing at

all. I think they mean something en-
tirely different, and anybody who applies
himself to the question will agree.

If the Minister has been correctly ad-
vised and believes that advice, then the
changed phraseology as suggested by the
member for Roe, will not make any dif-
ference to the Bill, nor will it affect the
powers of the board in the slightest de-
gree. 1 have always understood that the
words in the 1948 Act which are similar
to those the member for Roe desires to
put in, namely, “subject to the Minister”—

The Minister for Agriculture: Subject

to the direction of the Minister.

Hon. A. F. WATTS: —have a very defi-
nite meaning, namely, that the Minister
could prevent the board from doing some-
thing to which he objected on any ground,
but particularly I suppose on the ground
that it would be harmful to the wheat in-
dustry. He cannot, under that phrase-
ology, say to a statutory body like the
Wheat Board, “You shall do things which
you think, as the wheatgrowers’ repre-
sentative, are inimical to the industry.”
The difference in this Bill is that the
words embodied in it do give him that
right.

The board might have made up its mind
to do or not to do something. In the first
case the Minister would say, ‘“You shall
not do it” and in the second, ‘“You shall
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do it.” It says the board shall comply
with those directions. So there is no es-
cape for the board. I think the phrase-
ology in the Bill is unnecessary and unde-
sirable and if taken out, would not affect
the powers of the board at all. If the
board were going to do something wrong.
the Minister could stop it; he could not
compel it to do something which, in its
considered opinion, and perhaps unanimous
opinion, was injurious to the wheat in-
dustry of Australia.

It is not generally known, but Subsection
(2) in the Commonwealth Act was taken
exception to when the Bill was debated in
the Senate. Amendments were moved f{o
rectify the error. It was considered by
the mover and his supporters to be an
error, as I consider it to be an error, to
have these words as they are in the Act.
Unfortunately, the amendment was not
carried in the Senate. The phraseology
is entirely new. There is no such phrase-
ology in the other marketing legislation;
there has been no such phraseology in the
wheat marketing legislation hitherto. It is
dangerous and could place the board in an
invidious position. 1 support the amend-
ment, believing that if it is carried, it
will not affect the measure or the powers
of the board, but will prevent, at some
future time, an unhappy occurrence.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
It is not very often the member for Stir-
ling enters into a debate without taking
particular care as to what he is going to
talk about.

Hon. A. F. Watts:
care this time.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
He has not taken care on this occasion.

Hon. A. F. Watts: I certainly have.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
He is under the impression that the amend-
ment moved by the member for Roe is
subject to the Minister.

Hon. A. F. Watts: He is going to strike
the rest of it out.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
But does not the hon. member under-
stand that he wants to insert something
in the first part?

Hon. A. F. Watts: If this amendment
is passed, he will endeavour to strike
something out.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
I do not think the hon. member knows
what he is going to do.

Mr. Perkins: That is exactly what I
propose to do.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The hon. member says there is no differ-
ence between the one and the other.

I tock particular
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Hon. A. F. Watts: You said that.

Mr. Ackland: That is right. You said
it.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
Usually in Acts of Parliament we have
such words as ‘‘subject to the approval
.of the Minister.” It means simply what
the member for Moore and others are
trying to apply to this Bill, but unfortu-
nately for their argument, it does not say,
“With the approval of the Minister,” but
“Subject to the direction of the Minister.”
That is entirely different.

Hon. A. P. Watts:
same thing.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The Minister cannot direct policy, but he
can refuse to sanction it. In the 1948
Commonwealth Act and in this Bill, there
is no such reference; it is subject to the
direction of the Minister. Only recently,
the Commonwealth Government had a full
scale debate on this very matter. It was led
by Senator Seward and he said it was
wrong to give the Minister so much power.
I do not argue whether it is or not; I am
arguing from the point of one who repre-
sented the State, with others, at the wheat
conference when we came to the conclu-
sion that we would give unanimous support
to the Commonwealth legislation along
these lines. If that were not so, there
might be some reason for believing that
what the hon. member wants could be
achieved. Senator Seward had eight
Country Party supporters, but the amend-
ment was defeated.

Hon. A. F. Watts: No, he did not.

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
That is what I am informed. The Com-
monwealth Government refused to accept
the amendment moved by Senator Seward.
Opposition members here are endeavouring
to obtain the same sort of amendment, but
they will not approach the matter in the
proper way, namely, through the Wheat-
growers’ Federation to the Commonwealth
Government. They want to destroy the
legislation brought in recently to protect
the growers in a scheme of stabilisation. If
that is their purpose, then, thank heaven,
they are not in power today. Western
Australia has already given its pledge, with
other States, not to do anything to destroy
the legislation which I understand was
proclaimed only today, and it would be
quite wrong for us to do anything to the
contrary.

Mr. Ackland: Would you tell us why
you did not inform the Australian Wheat-
growers’ Federation that this clause was
in the Bill?

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
The Wheatgrowers’ Federation should have
known as much as I did about the accept-
ance of this principle. I did not know the

You said it was the

[ASSEMBLY.]

kind of phraseology that would be used,
but I did know that this gives power to
the Minister to protect the taxpayers of
Australia in the event of wheat being sold
50 low on the market that the £20,000,000
in the stabilisation fund would not be
sufficient to equate it.

As Minister for Agriculture, I agree
with that principle, but I had no idea
of the form it would take. I do not know
whether Country Party members are play-
ing with this, but they are not doing
a service to the wheatgrowers of this State.
If the members of the Liberal Party decide
to follow the lead of the member for Stirl-
ing and his colleagues, there will be chaos,
and Western Australia will be out of the
run of things. To do so, would be running
contrary to Commonwealth legislation,
which we agreed to support.

Mr. PERKINS: The Minister has made
no reply whatever. He has not set out
the reasons why he cannot accept my
amendment. He has made reference to
phra.se_ology used in some other Bills which
says, “With the approval of the Minister.”
I am not seeking to insert those words.

’I.‘he Minister for Agriculture: I was re-
plying to the member for Stirling.

Mr. PERKINS: I thought the Minister
was explaining why he could not accept
my proposal. The amendment I want in-
serted is, “subject to the direction of the
Minister administering the Commonwealth
Act.” I am quite prepared to accept that
phraseology. It has worked reasonably
well in the past, and I think the Minister
should make out a case as to why he can-
not accept that wording. We are not at-
tempting to take reasonable power of
direction from the Federal Minister. But
what we object to is the extremely far-
reaching power contained in Subclause
(2). The Minister has not explained why
he cannot accept that wording.

The Minister for Agriculture: Did you
not hear me say that that very argument
was raised in the Commonwealth Parlia-
ment and the proposal was flatly refused?

Mr. PERKINS: I do not know whether
it was raised.

a The Minister for Agriculture: Yes, you
0.

Mr. PERKINS: I do not think tha
amendment was discussed. .

Mr. Ackland: It was not. I have a copy
of the amendments.

Mr. PERKINS: I do not think it was.
However, the Minister has not made out
a case.

The Minister for Agriculture: I am not
going to make out any more; that is good
encugh for me.
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Amendment put and a division taken
with the following result:—

Ayes 19
Noes 20
Majority against .. 1
Ayes.
Mr. Abbott Mr. Nalder
Mr. Ackland Mr. North
Mr. Cornell Mr. Oldfield
Mr. Doney Mr. Perkins
Mr. Hearman Mr. Thorn
Mr. Hill Mr. Watts
Mr. Hutchinson Mr. Wild
Mr. Mann Mr. Yates
Mr. Mannicg Mr. Bovell
Sir Ross McLarty {Teller.)
Noes
Mr. Andrew Mr. Lapham
Mr. Brady Mr. Lawrence
Mr. Graham Mr. McCulloch
Mr. Hawke Mr. Moir
Mr.: Heal Mr. Norton
Mr. W. Hegney Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Hoar Mr. Rhatigan
Mr. Jamieson Mr. Sleeman
Mr. Johnson Mr. Styants
Mr. Kelly Mr. May
(Teller.)
Pairs.
Ayes. Noes.
Mr. Court Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Nimmo Mr. Guthrie
Mr. Brand Mr. Sewell
Mr. Owen Mr. O'Brien

Amendment thus negatived.

Clause put and passed.

Clause 8 to 11—agreed to.

Clause 12—Price to be paid for wheat:

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:
It is necessary to make an amendment in
line 29, in order to provide means by which
a licensed receiver can be recouped his
outlay in respect to the payment on new
cornsacks. I move an amendment—

That after the word “including” in
line 29, page 10, the following words
be inserted:— ‘“unless payment is
made for the cornsacks by a licensed
receiver under paragraph (b) of
Subsection (4) of Section 7 of this
Act in which case the board shall
reimburse the licensed receiver the
amount of the payment,”

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 13—Payment by board:

The MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE:

One word has been omitted from line 40,
page 13. I move an amendment—

That after the word “Fertility” in
line 40, page 13, the word “Research”
be inserted.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clauses 14 to 23, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments and the
report adopted.
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BILL—PETROLEUM ACT
AMENDMENT.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the 23rd Novem-
ber.

MR. WILD (Dale) [8.10]1: This is a most
important piece of legislation which could,
without doubt, affect the future economy
of this State. For a number of years Min-
isters for Mines have been endeavouring
to induce companies with sufficient capital
to come to this State to explore for oil.
I think members will recall that in 1949
we had in Western Australia representa-
tives of the Anglo-Iranian Qil Co., who are
here now with the refinery, together with
representatives from the Zinc Corporation
and one of the vast American oil com-
panies—I do not remember its name—
which went over the country, which is the
subject of this legislation, but unfor-
tunately submitted an adverse report.

Members may not realise the fact, be-
cause the publications would not come to
all of them, that is was published in most
of the oil journals of the world that this
country in Western Australia was not con-
sidered likely to be territory in which oil
would be found. So the impression was
created among the oil people from over-
seas that this was an unsuitable area.

Prior to 1951, when the company that
has staged a large-scale financial attack
on the North-West to see if oil is avail-
able came here, attempts had also been
made by the previous Minister for Mines
to persuade other large companies to come
here, but the result was negative. So when
Ampol Exploration—which, as members
know, is the Californian Texas Co. of
America, which holds 80 per cent. of the
paid-up capital—came to this country, it
wanted to be very certain that it was going
to be given a really good look at the North
when it made its first approach to spend
£1,500,000 to satisfy itself whether there
was or was not oil in Western Australia.

So legislation was put on the statute
book to amend the Petroleum Act which
met with the general approval of the rep-
resentatives of that company at the time.
I think it would be as well to read to the
House the remarks of the Minister for
Mines at that time, Hon. C. H. Simpson,
when he introduced the legislation in an-
other place, as he was the Minister re-
sponsible for the negotiations at that time.
The point I am going to make is that this
company, particularly at that time, be-
cause it was the only one interested, was
really assured by the Minister of the day,
on behalf of the Government, that it was
going to be given every inducement to set
up house in Western Australia in order to.
see whether we had oil in this State.
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This is what Mr, Simpson had to say when
introducing the measure—

The activities that would commence
as a result of the approval of this Bill
by Parliament may be a milestone in
the economic and industrial progress
of Western Australia. The measure is
introduced following discussions that
have taken place between the Govern-
ment and representatives of Ampol
Petroleum Ltd.,, of Sydney, and the
California Texas Corporation of New
York. I have no doubt members are
aware that the Ampol Co. has for
several years held titles to explore for
petroleum in the north and north-west
areas of this State. During this time
the company has conducted exhaustive
aerial and geological surveys employ-
ing in the work some of the most prom-
inent oil geologists of the United
States.

In its operations the Ampol concern
has received the utmost collaboration
of both the State and Federal Govern-
ments. The expense incurred by the
company in this work has been very
high, but it has been revealed that the
sinking is warranted of a deep bore-
hole to test the stratas. The Ampol
organisation has submitted all infor-
mation it has gained to the California
Texas Corporation. This information
has been checked by the corporation’s
experts who, towards the end of last
year, made an examination of the
areas. In April last, several directors
flew from the United States to inspect
the areas and to meet Government and
departmental representatives. As a
result of these discussions, California
Texas has indicated that it is prepared
to co-operate with Ampol in the sink-
ing of a bore-hole, at an estimated cost
of £1,500,000, to test the country at
depth, on condition that -certain
amendments are made to the State
Petroleum Act.

The California Texas Corporation is
one of the very influental American
oil organisations with world-wide
ramifications and a highly trained
technical staff. Its petrol distributing
organisation in Australia is Caltex. In
the main these amendments are of a
minor nature. They are the result of
long experience gained from the search
for oil in other countries, and they are
intended to give the operators the pro-
tection warranted by the huge ex-
penditure involved. The company’s
representatives explained that while
their principals were entirely satisfied
that the administration of mining laws
in Western Australia was sympathetic
and reasonable they had, in view of
the large amount of capital to be risked
and the valuable technical assistance
they were able to provide, thought
their shareholders would require as-
surance that they were protected
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against any possibility of fiascos such
as had occurred in Mexico and Persia.
He wound up by saying—

Unless the Bill is passed in its pres-
ent form, which I have indicated is
the desire of the companies concerned,
these concerns will hesitate to venture
the large sums of money at stake, par-
ticularly in view of the Queensland ex-
perience. If the Bill is passed as
drafted, it is expected that the com-
panies will commence operations with
the minimum delay. The Government
has given the utmost consideration to
the proposed amendments and con-
siders that they are warranted. It
therefore asks for the early and sym-
pathetic passage of the Bill through
Parliament, so that the intensive
search for oil in Western Australia can
proceed. It is hardly necessary for me
to remind members of the great ad-
vantages that would accrue to this
State, and to Australia, both from the
economic and defence angles, should
oil in quantity be discovered. By
agreeing to the amendments asked for
by the operators, we will ensure the
complete and efficient investigation of
this possible oil-bearing area.

It was evident at that time that the
representatives of the California Texas
Co. required certain amendments to be
made to our Petroleum Act before they
would return to America and tell their
organisation that they were satisfied that
they were going to receive a ‘“‘fair go” if
they invested capital in this State to see
whether or not there was oil here. I am
not saying there is a lot wrong with the
proposed amendments, because it is very
difficult for members of Parliament to be
able to judge the position. One can think
of many other industries where one
can ask, “What has been your experience?”’

We can go to a man in the coal industry
or someone in the gold, sheep or wheat
industry and ask his experience, but we
are handicapped in regard to oil because
I suppose that nowhere in Australia can
we find anyone who really knows anything
about searching for oil. When one makes
such research as is possible into what has
occurred in other countries, the position
again is very difficult because it is hard
to find any two oil-bearing fields that
are the same.

In California and Texas we find small
areas of ground—as small as three square
miles—that have from 10 to 12 holes sunk
in them, and on the other hand we can
go to Saudi Arabia, Persia and North
Africa where there are vast areas with
probably only one or two holes. It is
difficult to arrive at a conclusion as to
whether any amendments that we may
make will serve Western Australia
whether any action that has already been
taken in the past, is really in the interests
of the State.



[30 November, 1954.)

The recent visit of members of Parlia-
ment to Exmouth Gulf showed them that
0il exploration can be undertaken only by a
company with a tremendous amount of
money at its disposal. It is not a venture
that can be undertaken by people with
a limited amount of capital. So, when the
California Texas Co. came to this State
in 1951, I venture the opinion that very
few of us in this Chamber envisaged that it
was prepared to spend an amount of
£20,000,000 before the end of 1956.

Members know that in Western Australia
one or two oil companies—the Freney Co.
comes readily to mind-—have, over the
years, with only a small amount of capi-
tal, played around looking for oil in the
North. How far did they get? I come back
to the point that whatever we do in re-
gard to the Petroleum, Act, I sincerely
hope it will be in the interests of per-
suading the California Texas Co. to re-
main here rather than spend only in the
order of £3,000,000, as they have done now,
and then find that in midstream their
course has been diverted so that they will
have to go back to their people in America
and say, “It is not safe for us to go ahead
and spend the other £15,000,000 or
£16,000,000 to continue the search for oil
in Western Australia.”

At times I cannot help thinking that it
might have been unfortunate for the State
that oil was discovered in the first hole at
Rough Range. The discovery created a
fictitious boom throughout the State and
it may—1I do not say it has—have prompted
the Mines Department to put up these
amendments. I am only a layman, but 1
can see one or two points in the Bill that
savour of a certain amount of danger. I
am fearful of frightening away the com-
pany that we have taken so many years
to get to this State, and which is pre-
pared to spend such a tremendous amount
of money in searching for oil.

Large sums of money, such as £20,000,000,
are not very much to firms of the size of
California Texas because events over the
years have shown that in Turkey, Alberta
and Syria it has spent hundreds of mil-
lions of pounds in looking for oil, but this
is the type of company that we must have
in Western Australia if we are to prove
whether or not there is oil in the North-
West.

I do not intend to deal with all the
subjects referred to by the Minister in
connection with the 39 amendments in-
cluded in the Bill, because many of them
are reasonably inconsequential. I would
like, however, to touch on a few; parti-
cularly two that give me cause for con-
cern, because of the effect they could have,
not necessarily on this company but any
other that may have ideas of spending
a few million pounds in Western Austra-
lia in searching for oil.

3369

The first amendment referred to by the
Minister was that dealing with going off-
shore, but within territorial limits—that is,
up to three miles—in the search for oil.
At the present time the rights extend only
to the foreshore. Here again we must
be guided by the experience of other places.
It is now known that oil is found beneath
the sea-bed, so it is quite reasonable to
assume that it may be found here in the
same conditions. I consider that amend-
ment to be quite reasonable.

A further amendment seeks to delegate
certain authority given to the Under Secre-
tary for Mines. In the past he has been
the warden—that is, the warden for the
purposes of the Act—and has had to hear
all the cases himself. He has either had
to go to the area concerned or to hear the
applications in Perth. With such distant
places as the Kimberleys and Rough Range
it would be physically and humanly impos-
sible for him to undertake that work. I
feel, therefore, it is certainly wise and
proper to delegate that authority to wardens
who would be situated in the area.

One can visualise, particularly in the
case of pastoralists, that where there has
to be agreement between the explorer and
the pastoralist, there must be someone on
the spot to make a decision, because there
would be a lot of wasted time if one had
to send to the city to get a decision from
the Under Secretary for Mines.

The deletion is sought of the section
which deals with the disfigurement of an
area. I suppose it was originally inserted
in the Act, because of open cuts and such
like operations. It must come out if we are
to have a search for oil because, as the Min-
ister has said, if the search goes on in
the South-West, and if in the area con-
cerned there are small orchards and other
such properties, the search could not be
continued if this prov1sxon were to remain
in the Act.

A further important amendment, which
was dealt with by a number of members
on both sides of the House two or three
months ago, has reference to notification
to the Minister of any important discov-
ery that may take place from time to time.
Members know that when oil was struck
at Rough Range there appeared to be a
considerable delay in making the fact
known, although certain people seemed
to know that oil had been found. That
position was possible because the Act pro-
vided that they had to notify within 30
days after each quarter day, and that gave
them anything up to four months before
informing the department that oil had
been found.

The Minister has also included an

.amendment dealing with the period of the

licences to prospect. At the moment,
licences are for four years with two re-
curring one-year periods that the Minister
may grant, and the amendment seeks to
reduce that to two years, with three:
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single yearly periods, giving a total of
five years instead of six. I think that is a
reasonable amendment. It is only logical
that people who take up this country
should be made to do something with it,
and the amendment would allow the Min-
ister to keep his finger on the pulse of the
oil search and at the end of the period tell
the people concerned that they must do
certain things if they desire a renewal
of their leases.

There are two provisions which are to
some degree related and which cause me
concern. The first has reference to noti-
- fying the Minister of any discovery. Hav-
ing made a discovery, the party concerned
has to go to the Mines Department and
disclose his plans and tell the officers every-
thing he knows about the discovery. He
has also to declare the area that he de-
J sires to have on lease and it is then cut
in half so that the Government of the
day, or the State, can retain half for itself.

The Minister for Mines: That applies
only to the licence to prospect.

Mr. WILD: That is so, but if companies
are to go out and undertake this work,
which costs hundreds of thousands of
pounds, I do not think that provision will
encourage them. If the Bill becomes law,
this provision will come into force from
the 1st January, 1955. I feel that we
should give these oil companies every in-
ducement if those that are here are to re-
main, or if we are to encourage still others
to come here.

While it is probably fit and proper that
the State should retain some measure of
control over these leases, we must not for-
get that the companies concerned are
bringing millions of hard-to-get dollars
into the country. They are bringing their
geologists here, and their gravity meter
parties, and their seismological parties,
following which they collate the informa-
tion thus gained and determine where to
put down a bore. As members know, it
costs a small fortune to put down even
a comparatively shallow bore. Having
spent all that money to gain the informa-
tion, they are apparently to be forced to
go to the Mines Department, tell what
they have discovered and then declare
which half of the lease they desire to
retain.

I might add that this provision ties
up with another clause which provides
that the area in the lease must be parallel
to the meridian and that the width must
be twice the depth. Without seeing it
on paper, it is difficult to appreciate what
that means. However, one could pos-
sibly envisage a field of o0il which the
geologists considered lay at an angle of
45 degrees to the meridian and in that
instance, when the company went to apply
for an area—of which it could retain only
half—it would be placed in the position
of having to say, ‘“Eenie, deenie, dinie do”
in order to make. up its mind which por-
tion to keep.

.
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Members are aware of the position to-
day at Rough Range. The first bore put
down struck oil but that has now been
almost ringed around by other bores, none
of which has proved successful. If the
company were asked to pinpoint its area
there, in accordance with the provisions
of this measure, I think the geologists
would find it extremely difficult to make
up their minds. In such circumstances,
I am convinced that, were the company
allowed to retain the whole of the area,

- it would be able to go forward with its

work much more confidently.

Mr. Hutchinson: Or even if it could
retain three-quarters of the area.

Mr. WILD: That is so. In regard
to the provision that the leases shall be
parallel to the meridian and that the
width shall be twice the depth, one could
take two formations which the company
in question is operating at the moment,
and each is different from the other. I
understand that in the Kimberleys the
possible structure, as the geologists have
advised the company, runs on an entirely
different bearing from that at Rough
Range. If it happened to run east and
west, they could easily take up an area
of 100 or 200 square miles, knowing rea-
sonably well—although it would not be
certain until the holes were down—that
the position would be all right.

But what would happen if the oil-bear-
ing structure ran at an angle of 45 degrees,
from south-west to the north-east, for
instance? It seems to me that these pro-
visions need further examination. As
laymen, we find it difficult to assess the
possible effect of such amendments, but
I would draw the attention of the Min-
ister to these two provisions as they could
affect the future investment of the pre-
sent and other oil companies in this
State. Are we to say to them, “Having
induced you to come here and having
promised you all possible co-operation
and assistance, now that you have spent
millions of pounds, have brought in some
of the greatest oil technicians in the
world and have made a start, we have
changed our minds and have decided to
maikg) the conditions much more string-
ent”’?

I know the Minister will reply that’
Wapet is reasonably protected because it
has a 15-year term under the agreement,
but that is only for the leases the com-
pany has at the moment. Members will
recall that the company told us, when
we visited Exmouth Gulf, that they were
prepared to bring in more money and
explore for oil in other parts of the State.
If our attitude is to be as I have stated,
will not the company then say, “While
the leases which we have at the moment
and which have been renewed are all
right for 15 years, any other area we
might look at will now be subject to the
provisions of this Bill”’?
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Would they not also say to their finan-
cial prinecipals in America, “Are we safe
in spending more money in Western Aus-
tralia in view of the fact that the Gov-
ernment there, having once changed its
mind, might do so again”? Knowing how
many countries there are in the world
in which oil is being found today, such
companies might easily turn their faces
elsewhere. 'The Minister laughs, but I
hope that these big companies do not
adopt that attitude. The Minister knows
that the spending of £3,000,000 or
£4,000,000 is nothing to a company such
as California-Texas.

The Premier: Does the hon. member
know. the area covered by the permits
which it has now?

Mr. WILD: I appreciate that it has
large permits to explore, but we must not
forget that before this company came
here, we tried all over the world to get
similar organisations to take an interest
in this State, and were not successful.
Now, at long last, we have got here a
company which has spent £3,000,000 or
£4,000,000 on a search for oil, and which
said two or three months ago that it was
prepared to spend up to £20,000,000 be-
fore the end of 1956.

The Minister for Mines:
that has been amended.

Mr. WILD: I suppose it will, in. the
light of the circumstances, be amended
further as work progresses in the area.
T am fearful that it might be amended
further in the wrong direction. We know
that all sorts of mushroom firms have
grown up in this State in the last 10 or
12 months, but I would be surprised if
any of them, apart from Freney's—I
doubt whether even it can do it with-
out heavy American backing—could do
the work that Wapet has undertaken.

Next I will refer to the provision relat-
ing to royalties. While it does not touch
Wapet, because that company is covered
under its agreement for 15 years, the pro-
vision seeks to raise the royalty at the dis-
cretion of the Minister by between 5 per
cent and 15 per cent. Here again, I want
to issue this note of warning. Merely be-
cause this company came to Western Aus-
tralia and struck oil in one hole, it seems
to me we are immediately reaching out
and saying, “We are going to havé a little
bit more of this.” But are we not tending
all the time to frighten these people away?

The Minister for Mines: No, we are not.

Mr. WILD: I am not too sure. I hope
we are not because, as I said earlier in my
speech, probably none of us in this Cham-
ber or even the State, has any knowledge
of what these amendments could mean to
the future of oil exploration in Western
Australia. So, after only a few months
of this company’s striking oil in this State,
we are going to say by this Bill, “We want
a bit more.” The emphasis today should

Of course,

be on endeavouring to get as many of
these companies as we possibly can into
this State to invest capital or we should
offer every inducement to the one that is
already here to continue its activities.

For my part, I do not think any of us
denies that if oil is found in commercial
quantities in the north-west of Western .
Australia, it will have such a tremendous
effect on the economics of the State that
anything could happen. The future is wide
open to us. I am frightened of the fact
that this company was induced to come
here under certain conditions and yet, after
only 12 months, we are, in effect, saying
to it, “We think you are getting too much
of the pork chop; give us a bit more.”

Mr. Bovell: Do not you think that the
company would have had something to
say on that?

Mr. WILD: The Minister has said that
the company is quite happy about the posi-
tion, and I hope it is. However, the men
that are here are only the representatives
of the large oil companies in America and
when the facts are brought home to the
executives in that country and they realise
that after only 12 months of their com-
pany’s starting operations in this State the
conditions relating to oil exploration are
being changed, they might take an entirely
different view from that of the adminis-
trative officers who are here at the moment.
I utter thosc words of warning to the
Minister. He says that the representatives
of the company are quite happy about it.

The Minister for Mines: You can check
on that, of course.

Mr. WILD: I only hope that they are.
The future of this State in regard to oil
exploration will be tremendous if we are
only fortunate enough to discover it in
commercial quantities. I, for one, would
be the last to deter this company from
continuing with the great activities it has
already commenced in this State. I support
the second reading.

THE MINISTER FOR MINES (Hon. L.
F. Kelly—Merredin-Yilgarn—in reply)
[8.48]1: It was obvious, from the remarks
he made, that the member for Dale showed
he was completely in accord with the
amendments in the Bill. In fact, he found
little to protest about. He said that the
previous Government offered every induce-
ment to this company to come to Western
Australia. In the eyes of many countries,
and in the eyes of the people about whom
he has spoken, it is realised that the in-
ducement was terrific.

I do not wish to detract in any way from
the negotiations that have taken place.
Nevertheless, it is recognised by all oil
men—and there have been a tremendous
number of them in this State during the
past two years—and it has also been ack-
nowledged by Wapet itself, that the con-
ditions under which it came here were very
attractive.
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Notwithstanding the fact that the find-
ing of oil in Western Australia has not
been very successful in the past, and bear-
ing in mind that Freney’s has been search-
ing for oil for approximately 25 years in
this State—although it could be more or
less termed in the nature of sending a boy
on a man’s errand—it has been frequently
acknowledged that the conditions held out
to this company were such, together with
the tremendous resources it has, that it was
prepared to take a flying stab to discover
what oil prospects the State had.

It was a mere bagatelle for a company
that had a financial standing of approxi-
mately £9,000,000 to spend £1,500,000 in this
State when we take into consideration that
it was given one-third of the State over
which to engage in its activities. In any
country that holds out a prospect of oil
being discovered, that is something unpre-
cedented. I have been in consultation
with the representatives of the company
for many hours discussing the merits and
demerits of what was given to them and
they were quite happy with what they
received from a Liberal Government. There
is no doubt in my mind that the condi-
tions—

Hon. A. V. R. Abboti: Yet those
leases were thrown up by other com-
panies.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The same
thing applies in many other countries. I
understand fully what the hon. member
means, but I still say that in many other
countries where the search for oil has
proved for many years to be abortive, no
company has been given one quarter of
the enticement and inducement that this
company obtained in this State. I am not
finding any fault with the endeavours
made to bring capital into the country,
because it was extremely necessary. How-
ever, the £1,500,000 the company under-
took to spend in this State was not a very
great amount when we take into consid-
eration that it is a £9,000,000 company. So
whilst its success in the early stages was
spectacular, it was perhaps unfortunate
that it struck oil so early in its search.
All those factors have been taken into
consideration. This legislation has not
been decided upon hastily. Every aspect
has been considered.

Mr. Hutchinson: It is a pity that it
was not introduced earlier in the session.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
reason why its introduction has been de-
layed is that the company has been fully
considered and has been consulted on
every feature of it. Not only that, but it
had a preview of the Bill. That is some-
thing that is not always done when a
Government proposes to introduce legis-
lation. However, because the Government
desired perfect harmony and because we
wanted something that would be workable
and reasonable from the company’s point
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of view as well as from the State’s point
of view, the company was given every con-
sideration.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Has the company
a lease of the whole of the areas that you
describe ?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: No, the
company has not any leases. It has per-
mits to explore which at present cover an
area of over 200,000 square miles, and
which originally covered over 300,000
square miles.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: And this Bill will
not apply to any one of those areas?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: No.
Whatever has been done in the past, or
whatever was agreed upon to 1955, is not
affected by the Bill. However, the com-
pany still has over 200,000 square miles of
country under permits to explore for an-
other 12 months. '

Mr. Hutchinson: Its exploration work
is most important, because it supplies
all the information that it obtains to the
Mines Department.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Is not
that reasonable?

Mr., Hutchinson: When you mention
the size of the area, you should also men-
tion the extent of its activities, too.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Does
not the hon. member think that that was
taken into consideration? Does not the
hon. member think that that is what
prompted the Government to grant the
company permits to explore over an area
of 200,000 square miles?

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: It cannot possibly
explore that area within 12 months.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Its per-
mits to explore will be renewed at the end
of 12 months after the Government has
taken into consideration its activities over
that period.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Butf this
might apply tc portion of that area.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Of
course it might. It will apply to licences
to prospect and, through them, to the
leases that are granted.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: So you are wrong
when you state that it would not apply.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I did not
say that it would not apply.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: You said so just
now.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I said it
would apply after January, 1955. Any-
thing that has transpired up to the 1st
January, 1955, as far as licences to pros-
pect are concerned, will remain unaltered.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: The company will
not get the rights that were originally
promised to it.

Bill
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The MINISTER FOR MINES: Of course
it will. ‘The rights that were originally
granted to it under the Petroleum Act in
regard to permits to explore could have
ceased on the 22nd October, 1954.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: They could have,
but it was led to believe that it was segrph-
ing for oil under the terms of the original
Act.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The Act
clearly provides that it was subject to the
two-year period in regard to the permit
to explore. However, after 12 months that
permit was reviewed and can be extended
for a further 12 months and 12 months
after that if necessary.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: But you are alter-
ing the Act to provide that the Government

can take half of anything it finds, if it so}

desires.

-The MINISTER FOR MINES: The Gov-

ernment could have refused the company

permits to explore under the Act as it
stands now. :

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Legally but not .

morally.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Who led
the company to understand that it would
be granted anything apart from what is
in the Act? Did the Leader of the Op-
position tell the comipany that there were
provisions in the Act that would allow it
to have something as a right?

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: I think the com-
pany was led to believe that the Act might
not be altered.

The Premier: It could not believe that.

Mr. SPEAKER: The member for Mt.
Lawley had an opportunity to speak on the
second reading and can speak again in
Committee.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Those
are normal tactics of the hon. member,
Mr. Speaker. I must say one or two words
about this “terrible thing,” according to
the member for Mt. Lawley, relating
to the Government having a say in the
future oil industry in this State. What
this State is doing for oil companies is far
more favourable than anything experienced
in other parts of the world.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott:
refer to Persia.

I suppose you

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I am re-
ferring to any other part of the world,
without reservation.

Mr. Bovell: You know why, because no
oil has been found in the southern hemis-
phere up to date, and that is why every
opportunity should be given to companies
to explore.
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The MINISTER FOR MINES: Every
opportunity has been given to this com-
pany, and it will continue to receive con-
sideration in relation to its future activi-
ties. As I said when moving the second
reading, whatever is contained in this Bill
has been brought about after many hours
of discussion with the company and by
agreement with its representatives.

Mr. Bovell: You know that no oil has
been discovered in the southern hemis-
phere in commercial quantities.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I said
that during my second reading speech. I
do not know whether the hon. member was
asleep. The clause dealing with the grant-
ing of licences to prospect on and after
the 1st January, 1955, is a perfectly legiti-
mate one and contains better terms than |
would be granted in any other parft of
the world under similar circumstances.
The Government is not only giving the
company the choice of 50 per cent. of the
area for which it holds licences to prospect,
but it will also give the company the option
of taking over the other 50 per cent. at
par value at the time when the Govern-
ment decides to revert it either by agree-
ment, by public auction or by tender.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Or the Govern-
ment decides to run the industry itself.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: There has
been no indication of that by the Govern-

ment. That seems to be an idea of the
hon. member.

Mr. Hutchinson: Can you tell us what
other countries adopt the 50 per cent.
area. method?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Sas-
katchewan, Alberta, Edmonton, throughout
Canada, and Bahrein, but not in this
particular form. Some have taken every
consecutive area, where the country is
divided into a grid system and where the
areas are very much smaller than in this
State. To put the matter clearer, the
application for a licence to prospect can
cover 200 square miles, but it need not. A
company might apply for 25 to 150 square
miles. Whatever structure the company
would encompass measures the amount it
would apply for.

The granting of that area is the end
of the matter for all time so far as the
State is concerned, from the standpoint
of becoming interested in any way in the
entire area of country within the licence
to prospect. If 200 square miles is the
area applied for, which is the maximum
laid down in each licence to prospect, it
could be divided into from one up to 50
leases, and those subdivisions would be
granted. The Government feels that is
wrong; it feels the State should have some
control of a portion of those structures.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Why did you
not raise this question when a similar
Bill was last introduced?
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The MINISTER FOR MINES: Many of
the clauses introduced by the last Gov-
ernment would have no bearing on the oil
industry today.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: We recommended
an Act to govern the industry, and the
thelcli Leader of the Opposition said not a
word.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The last
Government only introduced a few
amendments in 1951, and that was done
under duress. The company then told
the Government that it would not spend
the £1,500,000 unless the Government
agreed to certain things.

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: Is that not why
you are introducing the present amend-
ments?

Mr. SPEAKER: Will the member for
Mt. Lawley refrain from making inter-
Jjections.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
company not only has the right to apply
for as many licences as it desires, but it
also has the first option after the division
of the lease has been granted, and after
it has selected its half. In fairness to the
Government and in refuting some of the
inferences of the member for Dale, I would
point out that the Government has al-
ready agreed to 21 licences which have
been given unconditionally to this com-
pany in recognition for its good work in
exploring for oil and for its financial in-
terest in such large proportions.

It has already been granted those 21
licences which could easily encompass all
‘the oil-bearing country in Western Aus-
tralia. It holds those areas under the
concession rate of 5 per cent., although
the Government could have imposed 10
per cent. under the existing Act. Some
4,500 square miles of territory, reputed to
be the best oil-bearing country in this
State, is included in the 21 licences to
prospect.

The member for Moore will agree that
this is a very excellent reward to the com-
pany for coming here with £1,500,000 to
spend, as first envisaged. He and other
members will admit that the measure of
treatment and the generosity which the
State has extended to it could conceivably
cover the majority of the oil concessions
that are worth while in this State.

Mr. Wild: The company has to spend a
lot of money to find out if there is any
oil in those 4,500 square miles.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Let us
see what would be the position if oil were
found under any of the 21 licences. It is
envisaged that by the end of this year
the company will have spent £5,000,000,
of which £2,500,600 will be expended on
plant and is realisable. A good portion of
the remainder is also tied up in realisable
assets.
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It is admitted that some of this money
has drifted into various channels of State.
The Government considers that the com-
pany has done a good job, but that it has
also been rewarded. Any qualms or doubt
respecting the provisions in the Bill
are groundless, because the company con-
cerned was a party to the agreement and
is satisfied with the Bill. It is the members
opposite who are raising the bogey.

Another point I wish to make relates
to the expenditure of £20,000,000 referred
to by the member for Dale. That amount
has been amended for various reasons.
The company found that it could
not carry out part of its programme be-
cause of various factors. What was pro-
posed to be spent in 1955 at Rough Range
was £8,100,000, but that has now been re-
duced to £4,000,000. The company found .
it had over-estimated and that it would
not be able to spend the amount antici-
pated. The amount to be spent up to the
end of 1956 is estimated at £16,000,000.
The point I wish to stress is that before
the amount was budgeted for—that is
£20,000,000—this legislation had been dis-
cussed and agreed upon by the company.

This Bill is not a major alteration to the
Act. One or two of the amendments were
referred to by the member for Dale as a
variation of the existing Act. The Bill
seeks to bring the conditions into confor-
mity with those operating in other parts
of the world. I envisage that, before many
years have passed, it is quite conceivable
that this House will alter the existing Act
considerably.

With the oil exploration undertaken by
Wapet and other companies from time to
time, this State will be placed in a similar
position to Alberta or other countries
which have benefited very materially by
the finding of oil, and in which very strin-
gent legislation has been introduced so that
the rights of the people in those countries
can be preserved in order that they will
get something out of the discovery. That
is what the Government is doing, but in-
stead of going the whole hog, it considers
that, under the present conditions, the
legislation contained in the Bill will meet
the requirements. i

Mr. Ackland: The legislation is not
ungenerous either.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: It is not
ungenerous. If the Government had gone
the whole way and had not taken into its
confidence those most concerned, I would -
not be able to defend what I am presenting .
to the House as a reasonable Bill.

Mr. Hutchinson: Was the company in
favour of the 50 per cen se?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Yes.
That was arranged by negotiation. In the
first place the Government claimed that ;
the 50 per cent. would consist of what had -

been applied for and that the parties
would divide the structure into two, either
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laterally or longitudinally, and the com-|

pany would take whatever half it desired.
The company pointed out, and the Gov-
ernment agreed, that a structure of the
longitudinal type, more or less oval in con-
struction would enable one party to take
the half with all the oil-bearing country.
The modification was that the company
would be able to take up, irrespective of
shape, so long as it was on the rectangle
and covered by the licence to prospect, the
half it desired. That would still leave the
State with a position block and something
worth while.

N

The matter of royalty was the fin
point touched upon by the member for
Dale. The variation proposed in the Bill
from 10 per cent. to a maximum of 15 per
cent. would be brought into operation
only if the particular leases on which oil
was discovered were so productive that the
company could meet that percentage. The
minimum is 5 per cent. and in many in-
stances the minimum will be the maxi-
mum. Only in very extreme cases where
the flow was of a very high order would
any Government think of imposing a per-
centage approaching 15. I explained, when

moving the second reading, that many
countries operate on a maximum of 16%
per cent., so we are still on the low side
and are not extracting the last farthing.
The proposed 15 per cent. is not altogether
based on world practice, but it is within
the limits of what has worked satisfac-

torily in other places.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee.

Mr. J. Hegney in the Chair; the Minister
for Mines in charge of the Bill.

Clauses 1 to 9—agreed to.

Clause 10—Section 38 amended:

The MINISTER FOR MINES: An error
has crept in that needs to be rectified. I
move an amendment—

That the word ‘“prospects” in lines
32 and 33, page 6, be struck out and
the word “properties” inserted in lieu.

Amendment put and passed; the clause,
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 11-—agreed to.

Clause 12—Section 49 amended:

The MINISTER FOR MINES: A simi-
lar correction is needed in this clause. I
move an amendment—

That the word ‘“prospects” in lines
30 and 31, page 7, be struck out and
the word “properties” inserted in lieu.

Amendment put and passed; the clause
as amended, agreed to.

Clause 13—agreed to.
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Clause 14—Section 55A added:

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: The Minister
said he had been in negotiation with the
company and I have a feeling that the
company has not got what it wanted. The
Minister has reached a decision which he
considers fair, but he did not say that
he had met the wishes of the company.
I have a feeling that there might have been
some duress. The Minister could have said,
“If you do not like it, you can lump it.”

The Minister for Mines: I am not at all
like that.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Quite so, but
the company was dealing with somebody
who held all the cards. While the Minister
would not do anything unfair, his views
and those of the company might not have
coincided. The clause provides that if an
oil structure be found, the finder shall have
one-half and the Government the other
half. I have no objection to that in so
far as it might apply to any areas not al-
ready licensed. It would be tough if it
were applied to Freney’s.

The Minister for Mines: Freney's al-
ready has all the licences it can get.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: We have not
yet found an oil field, and that is most
disappointing. So far the result has been
negative. It was a miracle that oil was
found in the first hole.

The Minister for Mines: The company
is not nearly so concerned as you are.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Well, I am.

The Minister for Justice: How many
thousands have you invested?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Not much. It
would have been more reasonable not to
apply the new conditions to areas now
held under licence by the company. Then!
nobody could have raised any objection.
If any area were abandoned, there would
be no reason why this measure should not
be applied to it. I have not the same faith
as has the Minister, though the outlook
is more hopeful. Three important oil
companies made some investigations and
decided that there was no possibility of
an oilfield existing here, and we cannot
be sure that they are not right.

The company has taken up certain li-
cences under the Act, which led it to be-
lieve that they could be converted into
leases without any restrictions. That ar-
rangement has been altered because the
Minister doubtless would say that a com-
pany could claim only half of any oil
structure. The Government considers that
this is a fair proposition, but I am not
sure whether that is the opinion of the
company.

Mr. Norton: Whose interests are you
looking after, those of the State or the
company?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Both. We do
not want this Government to put a different
construction on the understanding arrived
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at with another Government. I assume
that the Minister has considered this as-
pect. Legally, the Government could have
refused to renew the licences, but not
morally.

The Premier:
very well treated.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Of course,
the Premier has a greater knowledge of
the circumstances than I have, but the
mention of negotiations and the fact that
the old conditions are not to apply to
existing areas seem to'indicate some under-
current.

The Minister for Mines: The company
has all the licences, 21 in number, that it
can apply for.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Under the old
Act?

The Minister for Mines: Yes.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: But that has
to be done within one year.

Mr. Norton: That is under the old Act.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Exactly, and
then it is up to the Government to make
up its mind as to whether it will allow the
condition to remain.

The Minister for Mines: The one year
applies only to permits to explore.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: The company
has the 200,000 acres on that basis.

The Minister for Mines: Between now
and the 1st January it can take over as
many licences as it desires.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: But the licences
after the 1st January will be under the
new conditions.

The Minister for Mines: That is so.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That is what
I am pointing out. I am not sure that
the company should not have the licences
under the old conditions. After all that
was what the company was led to expect.

The Minister for Mines: There is nothing
to that effect on the files. We have only
the Act to work on.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: When people
say, “If you alter the Act in a certain way,
we will come here,” is not that an infer-
ence that they will work under that Act?

The Premier: No. You could not hand-
cuff Parliament.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I admit that.

The Minister for Mines: You have a very
weak argument and you are putting it for-
ward very weakly.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: The Minister
for Lands has the patent rights to that
interjection! I raised the point because
I did not want to let the clause go through
without some forcible protest being made
and to make sure the Minister appreciates
what he is doing.

The company has been
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The Minister for Justice: The company
is perfectly happy.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I want to
assure the hon. member that there was no
gun-at-the-head attitude adopted. The
negotiations, if they can be called such,
were carried out in a friendly atmosphere.
There was no ‘“or else” attitude at any
stage, and when we intimated to the com-
pany that we intended to introduce legis-
lation this session, it naturally asked what
type of legislation it was. The company
was given some indication and it asked
that the matter be held up until represen-
tatives from America could be brought here
to discuss the matter. We agreed and the
legislation was discussed clause by clause.
If there was any difference of opinion both
sides had their say and finality was reached
without any duress.

The company is prepared to acknowledge
that it has been liberally treated and is
quite happy about these amendments so
long as the Act is applied in the same way
as it has been in the past. I do not think the
hon. member need have any worry about
the way the company will be treated.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 15 to 39, Title—agreed to.

Bill reported with amendments and the
report adopted.

BILL—ELECTORAL DISTRICTS AND
PROVINCES ADJUSTMENT.

Second Reading.

Debate resumed from the 23rd November.

HON. A. V. R. ABBOTT (Mt. Lawley)
[9.38]: This Bill is to repeal the Electoral
Districts Act of 1947 which provides for
periodical adjustments of electoral
boundaries when they get out of propor-
tion. To understand the Bill I think one
really has to work out a mathematical
problem.

Mr. McCulloch: Hear, hear!

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I have had the
benefit of seeing the Premier in many posi-
tions and if you will allow me, Mr. Speaker,
to be a little unparliamentary, I will say
I have seen Hawke as Leader of the Opposi-
tion, where he showed considerable ability;
I have seen Hawke as Premier, and there
again he shows a good deal of astuteness
and ability; and now we see Hawke the
conjuror, and here again he shows con-
siderable ability because under this Bill he
says, “Think of a number, do several other
things and when you come to the end—”
what do we find?

Mr. May: The answer is a lemon.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No, it is not a
lemon. We find that the Premier will
preserve the mining and Goldfields seats,
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which have been held from time im-
memorial by the Labour Party and which,
under the existing Act, the party might
lose,

The Premier:
preserved.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Under this
legislation, six of them will be preserved,
but under the existing Act only four would
remain. That is what comes out of the hat.

Mr. May: That is what the existing Act
was for.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: When one
starts to read the Bill one does not realise
what will come out of it. One has not the
vaguest idea. That is where I think it is
very smart and astute. I do not know
whether I should give all the credit to the
Premier, or whether I should give some of
it to a sub-committee of Cabinet which
assisted him. But if he is responsible for
this little bit of conjuring, he has done
very well indeed.

Now let us try to understand the Bill
but before doing so, to show that my
statement is right, it might be just as well
to deal with the position under the existing
Act. Under that measure, the agricultural,
mining and pastoral quota would be 5,081
and therefore if a seat has not that num-
ber of electors it is in serious jeopardy.
Under the existing Act these are the seats
which are in difficulty—

No, they would not all be

Eyre 3,205 electors
Hannans 3,983 electors
Kalgoorlie 3,674 electors
Murchison 3,005 electors
Boulder 4,108 electors

Merredin-Yilgarn 4,074 electors

All those seats are at present held by
the Labour Party and if there were a re-
distribution under the old Act at least one
and probably two of those seats would go
out of existence. Of course, the Premier,
being influenced, as he said a member was
likely to be where he personally was con-
cerned—I remember that little quip which
the Premier made not long ago—he would
naturally become interested. So he has to
do what he can to save those two seats and
make them safe for a number of years with
what he hopes will be strong Labour sup-
port.

But let us have a look at what will hap-
pen under the Bill. I think the total num-
ber of electors for those six seats is about
22,000 and under the existing Act, with a
quota of about 5,000, there would be room
for only four seats. So two of the Gold-
fields seats would have to go. Therefore,
the Premier says, “Well, we will create,
first of all, an outer area and give it
three seats. So that makes three out
of the six that can be saved. We
will create a new quota for the inner
mining and agricultural areas and that will
give us another three seats and so it looks
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as though I will have achieved my object
of saving the six seats.”

Let us now consider the workings of this
Bill. It took me some time to understand
their affect, which can only be appreciated
by making use of the existing figures that
were supplied in answer to a question by
the member for Stirling.

Mr. McCulloch: Where did you get
those figures?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: From the Minis-
ter’s answer to a question this afternoon.
The number of electors in the metropolitan
area is 198,251 and the number of electors
in the pastoral, mining and agricultural
areas is 132,117, making a total of 330,368.
The Bill provides that 23 seats will be
allotted to the metropolitan area and 23
seats to the inner mining and agricultural
area; three seats will be given to the outer
pastoral and mining areas and three seats
will be retained in the North-West.

To get the divisor by which we will
ascertain how many members we will
have in the metropolitan area and how
many in the others, first of all we are
directed to multiply the 23 metropolitan
districts by three, which gives 69. That
deals with the metropolitan area. Why
we should do that I do not know. We are
told to do it; why I do not know. That
is a little bit of the conjuring that goes
on! We are then directed to multiply the
22 agricultural districts by 1%, the answer
to which is 34%. Lastly we are told to
multiply the three outer mining and pas-
toral seats by one. The total is 106%. If
that is divided into 330,368 we get the
basic quota number of 3,102.

Let us consider the number of electors
to be included in the metropolitan area.
To ascertain this, we are told to multiply
the base quota by 69, which gives us
214,038. To ascertain the quota for the
agricultural and central mining area it is
necessary to multiply the base quota by
341, and the answer is 107,109. To ascer-
tain the quota for the outer mining and
pastoral ‘areas, 3,102 is multiplied by three,
and the answer obtained is 9,306.

In order to arrive at the quotas for the
various districts it is necessary to divide
the number of electors in the metropolitan
area, namely, 214,038, by 23, which gives
a quota for each agricultural and metro-
politan district of 9,306. For the agricul-
tural and central mining area it is neces-
sary to divide 107,019 by 23 to arrive at
the quota of 4,653. For the outer pastoral
and mining area, 9,306 is divided by three,
to obtain a quota of 3,102.

Hon. A. F. Watts: You come back to
your starting point.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That is so.
From which point the Premier started, I do
not know; but my nasty mind tells me that
he started at the end! Ultimately he ar-
rived at the complicated direction con-
tained in the Bill. I want to make my at-
titude clear. I believe in minorities having
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proper representation, and I have said
SO on many occasions; the Premier, on
the other hand, has not. When dealing
with local government he did not want
any sectional interest to have reasonable
representation; he wanted to throw them
all into the melting pot.

But here, where there are six seats in the
Kalgoorlie-Boulder area in the balance,
it is different. Of course, he is only human
like the rest of us. He feels this ought to
be an exception and he has made it so in
a very clever and astute manner. Let us
consider how much out of balance the
position will be. In the mining areas
we find that there are at the moment
4,108 electors in Boulder, 3,983 in Hannans,
3,674 in Kalgoorlie, 4,074 in Merredin-Yil-
garn, 3,005 in Murchison and 3,205 in Eyre,
making a total of 22,049.

Mr. McCullech: Where did you get
those figures?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: From the
Electoral Department, and I think the
hon. member will find they are accurate.
At the moment for the Kimberley, Pil-
bara, and Gascoyne districts there are a
further 3,972 electors which gives a total
of 26,021. Accordingly, we find that a
little over two seats in the metropolitan
area are going to have the same repre-
sentation as nine seats that look after the
mining and pastoral areas. That is out
of all proportion, and I think the Premier
would say so, if he were on this side of
the House.

The Premier: That result came up
under the existing Act.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: It might have.
The Premier: Your Act.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That may be
so. I admit it exists today, but when our
Act came up, there were more people in
that area.

The Premier: Not many more.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: There were
more. I do not know that I evér heard
the Premier have anything very favourable
to say about the existing Act when sitting
on this side of the House.

The Premier: You could not have been
listening.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I remember
the Premier having a good deal to say
about. it when he was Leader of the Op-
position and I do not think his remarks
were favourable. I seem to recall that we
had an all-night session and that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition at the
time gave us a dissertation on three times
three. However, bygones are bygones. But
the ordinarily principle which the Premier
adopts is adult suffrage; one man one
vote throughout the community.

To some extent I agree with the point
of view the Premier has put forward, but I
think sectionzl interests of the community
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should have reasonable and proper repre-
sentation. I suggest that this measure goes
a bit too far. When we give nine seats
to 26,000 electors, it takes a bit of justify-
ing. Admittedly, they are carrying on their
avocation in the outback, particularly in
the North-West.

The Premier: The North-West has al-
ways had special consideration.

Hon. A. V. R: ABBOTT: I think that is
deserved, but I feel it is too much to add
a further six seats to the mining and
pastoral interests.

The Premier: Your Government’s Act
took away a seat from the North-West.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: 1 think the
North-West has reasonable representation
now. If those nine members only voted
on matters of  interest to pastoral and
mining areas, I would say “Why not?” But
they do not; they have equal authority in
this House with the city members. So we
find that these 26,000 people will control
the destiny of Western Australia, and that
is very hard to justify. I am sure the Pre-
mier would not have done that had we
been holding these nine seats.

The Premier: Would your Government
have introduced a Bill to do it in 1947 if
your Government had held Goldfields
seats?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: What the Gov-
ernment of that day introduced was not
unreasonable; it was a Bill that struck a
happy medium and it gave particularly
favourable consideration to the North-
West by giving it three seats.

The Premier: It robbed it of a seat.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Does not the
Premier think three seats is a reasonable
number with 3,900 electors? I do. Admit-
tedly, they are some 1,500 miles from the
centre of government., But who controls
the North-West? Is it the real producer,
the man who slaves in the back country?
Of course not! It is the men who live in
Carnarvon, in Derby and Wyndham.
Those are the men who control the destiny
of the North-West. It would have been
fair had the Government said, “We want
to give sectional interests real authority.”
How much say has the pastoral industry?
It has very little, if any at all The
majority of electors in the outer areas are
related to the mining industry.

Mr. Norton: In the North-West?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I should say
that the destiny of Pilbara is controlled
by the asbestos mines. It is not the people
in the far-flung areas that control the
North-West. The people who control! the
Gascoyne are those who live around Car-
narvon and grow bananas or work in the
whaling industry.

The Premier:
ducers.

They are primary pro-
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes.
Mr. Norton: And workers.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: They are the
ones who control the Gascoyne. This
idea of the far-flung people who live in
the hinterland controlling the situation
does not cut much ice under the existing
provisions. It is only a sop to them. The
people who exercise control are those who
live in the ports, and a few .who live in
concentrated mining areas.

The Premier: The people in the ports
help to keep the pastoral industry going.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes, the Pre-
mier is quite right. On the other hand,
the hinterland has not much say. Are
the people who dwell outback going to
have much say? No! The places that
will have the say will be those like Big
Bell and Mt. Magnet. It might have been
a good idea if we could have designed a
Bill under which the town-dweller and
the people who live under urban condi-
tions were severed from those in the less
densely populated places.

We would then sever a place like Collie,
with 9,000 people, from the agricultural
areas. Is it right that a place with 9,000
should have the same authority as one
way down in the Stirlings? Then there
is Albany where there is a concentration
of 7,600 people; and Bunbury, with a con-
centration of 9,700 town-dwellers. Should
they have the same voting capacity as
people living in the outer area around
Bunbury?

Mr. J. Hegney: They are removed from
the seat of government.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Then there are
Kalgoorlie, Hannans and Boulder. People
living there are treated much more fav-
ourably than those in, say, Subiaco. I do
not know that there is any great reason

for that. They are town-dwellers.
Mr. Moir: They are only 400 miles
away!

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes, but it is
possible to telephone them or travel to
them by plane or train. If the hon. mem-
ber were making a speech appealing for
free plane travel for members representing
those areas, I would be the first to support
him. But this Bill is all out of balance.
What is the main duty of legislators? It
is to determine what Government is to be
in power and to assist in passing legisla-
tion through this House. The mere fact
that an elector lives in Boulder does not
make any difference.

The Premier: It does not treat a person
living in Boulder any differently from a
person living in Bunbury.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No; I do not
say that Bunbury should be treated any
more favourably than Boulder. I think
that probably the proper scheme would be
to put all town-dwellers on a similar quota,
In other words, the metropolitan area,
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Bunbury, Geraldton, Albany and Collie,
which have community of interests, should
be treated on the one basis, and outer
areas should have separate consideration.
However, there is nothing like that in the
Bill, though there might very well have
been.

The Premier: It is complicated enough.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I agree that
it is too complicated, but it will definitely:
save two mining seats for the Premier.

The Premier: That would depend on the
commission.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No, it would
not.
The Premier: Yes.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No, because
there are 22,000 electors in that centre,
and it would not matter what the commis-
sion did. As the quota is 5,000, it has, under
the existing Act, to take two away. Under
the proposed measure, the Premier must
save those seats because the quota is re-
duced to 4,000 odd. I have tried to work out
some means whereby the commission could,
with any logic at all, avoid allotting the
Premier fewer than three seats in the inner
mining centres. It just cannot be done, if
the commission works in a. logical manner.

There is another direction in which I feel
that the Premier has allowed himself to be
influenced by some suggestions that have
been put to him. I refer to the Legislative
Council adjustment, concerning which a
very curious method is adopted. At pres-
ent, there are 27,404 electors for the Sub-
urban Province, 14,814 for the Metropolitan
Province, and 11,336 for the West Province.
On the metropolitan quota of 214,000 estab-
lished under this Bill—and there are only
198,000 in the metropolitan area at the
moment—some 16,000 will have to be
brought into that area. One would have
thought that when there was a readjust-
ment and the Electoral Commission was
given the duty of splitting up this new
quota for the metropolitan area, the idea
would have been to split it amongst the
provinces in as nearly an equal number as
possible. That is what one would have ex-
pected to find. Hon. R. F. Hutchison has
27,400 electors in her province, and the
Chief Secretary has 11,336.

Mr. Norton: Is that with compulsory en-
rolment?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No.

Mr. Norton: Do not you think that ac--
counts for it?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: In the suburban
area, there are 86,425 electors on the As-
sembly roll, and 33,342 electors for the-
West Province. That is a very big dis-
tinction. I am not suggesting anything,
but this is a very curious way to deal with
the matter. The Chief Secretary has a.
safe seat in the West Province, but the
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figures for his province are not to be equal-
ised. What is said is that he is to have
the same boundaries as before, as far as
is practicable; so the figures of 11,000 elec-
tors is to be retained for his province.
The 16,000 extra electors for the metro-
politan area are to be split equally between
the three provinces. That will have a very
curious result. The Suburban Province
will have 32,704 electors, the Metropolitan
Province 20,114, and the West Province
only 16,636. That is the result of the re-
distribution proposed under this Bill.

What is the reason that the numbers
were not evened up if it was not to pre-
serve the West Province for the Labour
Party? Iremember that, when I introduced
a Bill of this kind on one occasion a highly
respected member of this House, the late
Hon. A. H. Panton, took up the Bill turned
to the Premier and said, “If this goes
through, it will be goodbye to the West
Province.” I think that will be found in
“Hansard.” I remember it very well. That
Bill never went through.

The Premier: This Bill follows your own
Act in regard to the Legislative Council.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I know. But
does the Premier want to perpetuate some-
thing that is wrong?

The Premier: We can have a look at this.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes, but that
is what it does.

The Premier: Your Government did not
tackle the problem of the Legislative Coun-
cil.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: It tackled the
problem, but not far enough.

The Premier: Not at all.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: Yes. If I did
not introduce the Bill, I gave some con-
sideration to it. That will be found on
the files.

The Premier: The Legislative Council
might have some ideas of its own on this
matter.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: It probably will
have; it is entitled to. I am the first to
admit that the Legislative Council should
have something to do with fixing the
boundaries of the provinces. I am only
saying that it is curious that there are
16,000 electors to be divided equally. So
the condition, which I personally submit
is unreasonable, of having 32,000 electors
for the Suburban Province, and 16,000 for
the West Province will be perpetuated.

The Premier: You would not put all
the new electors into the West Province,
would you?

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No. I would
take it on the Assembly register and I
would divide the number equally be-
tween the three provinces.

The Premier: If the Legislative Coun-
cil is prepared to put something up by
way of amendment, we will consider it.
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Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That at once
cuts the ground from under my feet.
Naturally having a somewhat suspicious
glind, I wondered why this had been
one.

The Premier: A playful mind would be
more appropriate.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: VYes. I re-
membered a playful remark by Hon. A.
H. Panton, for whom I had a great
respect and whe was a very wise tatician.
He said, “If this Bill goes through, we
will lose the West Province seat.” The
Bill did not go through, and that was
that.

The Minister for Justice:
are a bit mischievous.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: No. I think
this is a wonderful effort. If I had spent
hours over it, I could not have worked
out a formula that would have given me
a result I wanted such as this—not as
cleverly as it has been done in this case,
I have made my position clear.

I believe in minorities having reason-
able representation; I believe that the
mining and pastoral industries are a min-
ority and should have reasonable repre-
sentation; I believe that the residents in
the agricultural areas are a minority and
should have representation, but when we
give 26,000 electors nine seats and they
represent two particular industries-—pas-
toral and mining—I think it is too tough.

For my part, I think the existing legis-
lation is fairer, and I hope the Premier
will be able to tell us that he is not alto-
gether dissatisfied with it. I wish to close
with a little quotation from “Hansard” as
follows—

What the hon. member did was to
study the figures very carefully and
skilfully, and even cunningly. Then he
and his colleagues worked out a plan
which they were sure would be to
the detriment of the Labour Party.
They tried to put that plan into

I think you

operation—
Hon. Sir Ross McLarty: Who said
that?
Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: I will tell

the Leader of the Opposition who said
it and about whom it was said; it was
said about me.

The Premier: That is right.

Hon. A. V. R. ABBOTT: That is why
I remember it; and the Premier said it.
I am just going to throw it back at him.
I say that what the Premier did was to
study the figures very carefully and skil-
fully, and even cunningly, and then he
and his colleagues worked out a plan
which they were sure would be to the
detriment of the L.C.L. Party. They are
trying to put that plan into operation,
I will not have it, if I can stop it.
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HON. A. F. WATTS (Stirling) [10.18]:
While I reach the same conclusion as
the member for Mt. Lawley, I must say
that I do so substantially by another
route. I cannot support the Bill. As I
understood the Premier when introducing
the measure, he claimed that it would, if
it became an Act, improve the representa-
tion of the country areas. So far as I am
concerned, it does not do that at all.

At the present time, out of 50 seats in
the Legislative Assembly, the mining, ag-
ricultural and pastoral areas have 27; and
the agricultural areas proper, have 21
of that number. Both the agricultural
and mining areas under the existing law
are entitled to the same quota of electors,
no distinction being drawn, except in so
far as the discretionary power of the
commissioners to allow a margin of up to
10 per cent. is concerned, between the
agricultural districts and the mining and
pastoral areas. I have always regarded
that as being perfectly fair.

It will be readily conceded that there are
many places in both sections of these
areas which are but thinly populated and
considerably removed from the centre of
government. In my electorate there are
places which are well over 300 miles from
the city, and in the mining area there
are places which are just as far away. One
can go into other parts of the agricultural
districts and find places even further
away. It always struck me that the quotas
should be the same.

The Bill proposes to increase the num-
ber of members of the Legislative Assembly
to 52. To that proposition, standing by
itself, I would have no objection, but the
effect of it is, so far as I am concerned,
that the mining, agricultural and pastoral
division, as the position is under the 1947
Act, will be reduced to a total of 26 seats
out of 52. Instead of having 27 out of
50 it will have 26 out of 52.

The Minister for Housing: Twenty-nine.

Hon. A. F. WATTS: It will be 26. The
other three are in the North-West. I am
talking about the 1947 Act which excluded
all the area, north of the 26th parallel.
That portion of the State above the 26th
parallel is a separate and distinct entity,
and south of it there are two divisions—
the metropolitan, and the agricultural,
mining and pastoral. As I have said, under
the 1947 legislation, the agricultural, min-
ing and pastoral area has 27 seats out of
50 whereas under the Bill it will get 26
seats out of 52.

Naturally it will be said that under a
redistribution in accordance with the 1947
Act, if one takes place this coming year
as it should, there will be a gain by the
metropolitan area of one seat, and a cor-
responding loss of one seat in the mining,
agricultural and pastoral area. That may
be so, although I have noticed from the
figures given to me today and those I got
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last August, that the number of electors
in the metropolitan area has shown a de-
crease of nearly 1,000. In consequence,
today the metropolitan area fraction is
only just over 20. Were there another
similar diminution in the course of the
next three or four months, the metropoli-
tan area would not get an increased seat
at all, because the fraction would not go
above 20 and so it would not be entitled
to the extra seat.

But let us assume for the moment that
it is entitled to the extra seat under the
1947 Act and under any legislation that
we might have in the future. The areas 1
represent would not lose the seat because
it would be lost in the Goldfields area. The
number of seats in the districts I am prim-
arily interested in would at least remain
the same. So, there is nothing in that
aspect of the Bill which is going to give
me any encouragement to vote for it.

Let us examine it a little further. 1
have already expressed the opinion that
the quota for the agricultural, mining and
pastoral area, being the same for every
district, as is provided for in the 1947
Act, is reasonably fair, and if the Bill had
stuck to that proposition, I probably would
have had very different views about it
because I did not approach it in the first
instance with the idea of opposing it. It
was examined with the greatest care, and
those are the conclusions I have come to.

Now there is to be a central mining area
with a quota similar to the agricultural
districts, and there is to be an outer mining
area which, as far as I can see, will consti-
tute a sort of halo around the central
mining area, because if there is mot
brought into the so-called outer mining
and pastoral area under this Bill, those
portions of the State which comprise the
eastern portion of the Merredin-Yilgarn
electorate—that is to say, between Cool-
gardie and the boundary of the Merredin
Road Board—I cannot for the life of me
find out where they are going to get even
the 7,910 electors that are required as the
minimum number to constitute the three
outer Goldfields and pastoral seats which
are given a special low quota by the
measure.

For, be it remembered that while the
commissioners are allowed a margin under
the Bill in determining the area quota
for the metropolitan area of 2% per cent,
and for the agricultural and central min-
ing area of 5 per cent. they are allowed
an area quota of the outer mining and

pastoral area of 15 per cent. which
is just three times that of the
agricultural and central mining area,

and six times that of the metropoli-
tan area, In addition, the commissioners
are allowed for every district a margin
of 15 per cent. in respect of the district
itself. So, in determining the area quota
for the outer mining and pastoral district,
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they do not need to have 9,306 electors—
the figure the member for Mt. Lawley gave;
and I think it is correct—but something
in the vicinity of 7,910.

That is in respect of the area quota.
‘When they come to apportioning the area
quota among three districts, they get an-
other margin of 15 per cent. so that it
is possible, and, in my opinion, quite prob-
able—unless they are going to make a
specialty of this halo around the central
mining area that I referred to—that we
shall have three seats each with a total
electoral population of less than 2,300.

Even that might not be so bad if the
Bill made any provision for the abandon-
ment of that idea if, unfortunately, the
population of those areas continued to de-
cline, as it has in recent years. But it
does not. In the clause that provides for
the subsequent adjustments of which inci-
dentally, as far as I can see, the first could
be postponed till about 1968 under the Bill,
it goes on to provide that the area of the
outer mining and pastoral section shall
not be altered and therefore will still re-
main with three seats, irrespective of the
‘number of the electors—

Hon. A. V. R. Abbott: For 12 years.

Hon. A. . WATTS -—so it would be
‘possible under that provision, on the subse-
-quent adjustment, for those particular areas
to have virtually no electors at all and
yet still have three members. It will be
quite apparent, therefore, that there is
‘nothing in that proposition to commend
‘itself to me.

Had there been in the Bill a provision
‘that the number of members for the metro-
politan area should be increased straight
out to 21, and the number in the outer
‘mining and pastoral areas increased to
a given number to make up a total of 52,
-or even if there had been an even dis-
tribution of the two extra seats between
the two great sections, the metropolitan
and the agricultural, pastoral and mining
areas as we now know them, without
‘tinkering with and making a special quota
for this outer mining and pastoral area,
T would have looked upon it with a great
deal more favour.

But as the member for Mt. Lawley said,
the provision seems to have been specially
designed to preserve for a considerably
long period of years the present repre-
sentation of those areas, irrespective of
what might be the effect on the other
areas of the State which are to be re-
apportioned by the commission.

Lastly, I fully appreciate the comment
of the member for Mt. Lawley on the pro-
posed Legislative Council province adjust-
.ments. I cannot see why the three province
areas, when they have been determined,
should not be divided into areas with ap-
‘proximately the same number of electors.

{COUNCIL.]

They would, it is true, be Legislative Coun-
cil electors, and therefore the figures men-
tioned by the member for Mt. Lawley would
need some amendment, but the principle
is the same.

The additional electors brought in, what-
ever their number might be—qualified to
vote at Legislative Council elections—
should be added to the total and a fair
apportionment made as equally as possible
between the three provinces, following on
a design which has always been approached
as closely as possible—although, of course,
there has always been some deviation—for
Legislative Assembly seats. I cannot under-
stand why that specific provision should be
placed in the Bill, that the boundaries
of the West, Metropolitan and Suburban
Provinces, as far as practicable, should
not be altered and that the electors brought
in should as nearly as possible be equally
divided between them, because that will
preserve the present anomaly of having
one province with two and a half times
the number of electors of another pro-
vince. I do not think that is a reasonable
proposal. Without labouring the subject,
and mainly for the reasons I have men-
tioned, I propose to oppose the second read-
ing.

On motion by Mr. McCulloch, debate
adjourned.

House adjourned at 10.35 p.m.

Legislative Comril
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