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TUESDAY, 17 OCTOBER, 1950.

Mr. SPEAKER (Hon. J. H, Mann,
Brisbane) took the chair at 11 a.m.

AUDITOR-GENERAL’S REPORT.
Loaxs Singing Funps.

Mr. SPEAKER announced the receipt from
the Auditor-General of his report on the
operations of the various sinking funds of the
State for the year 1949-50.

Ordered to be printed.

QUESTIONS.
COMMONWEALTH A0, BURDEKIN DAM SCHEME.

HMr., MeCATHIE (Haughton) asked the
Premier—

‘“Has his attention been drawn to an
article appearing in the ‘Courier-Mail’ of
12 Oectober, with respect to the Federal
Government’s attitude to the Burdekin dam
scheme? If so, will be make a statement
on this matter??’
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. Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca) replied—
“‘Yes. 1If there is any foundation for
the statement which appeared in the press,
it is just another indication of the present
Federal Government’s complete indiffer-
ence to the future well-being of the
Northern part of this State. I find it
difficult, however, to believe that the Com-
monwealth Government will refuse to
contribute towards the cost of this major
project which will be the means of
attracting a greatly increased population
to North Queensland. As population ig
so vital to the defence of North Queens-
land, the Commonwealth Government has,
I feel, an obligation to the people of this
country to see that the Burdekin projeet
is completed with a minimum of delay.
I have already made it perfectly clear that
with or without Commonwealth assistance,
the Queensland Government is proceeding
with the projeet. Without Commonwealth
financial assistance, however, the com-
pletion of the scheme will take longer than
would otherwise be the case. There is no
doubt as to the soundness of the scheme
as propounded by my Government. In
this connection, hon. members will be
interested to know  that in a
letter dated as. recently as 28 August
last, the Minister for National Develop-
ment (Mr. Casey) expressed the opinion
that, following talks between his technical
officers and the Co-ordinator-General and
his officers, it looked as if the anticipated
demand for power in the area within
seonomic reach of the Burdekin could
warrant the main Burdekin Dam being
largely justified from the power point of
view. I cannot understand why the Com-
monwealth Government should quibble
about giving assistance to the Burdekin
Scheme when it is realised that Queensland
taxpayers and Queensland industry
generally will be called upon to make a
eontribution of something like £30,000,000,
approximately the cost of the Burdekin
Scheme, towards the cost of the Snowy
River Scheme which is regarded by the
Commonwealth Government as a defence
project, and is being paid for by the Com-
monwealth from its Defence Vote.’’

CoaL Boarp aAND ABERDARE No. 8 COLLIERY.

Mr. DONALD (Bremer) asked the Secre-
tary for Mines and Immigration—

‘“1, Has his attention been drawn to a
statement made by the Seeretary of the
Queensland  Colliery Employees’ TUnion
which appeared in the ‘Queensland Times’
of Thursday, 12 October, 1950, in which the
Queensland Coal Board was charged, among
other things, with refusing to make a joint
inspection of the haulage conditions at
Aberdare No. 8 Colliery, Bundamba, with
a view of agsisting in the settlement of a
dispute which has to date been responsible
for over 50 men being idle for a week and
a loss of 180 tons of coal daily?

¢¢2. Will he have inquiries made into this
charge and the other charges made by Mr.
Tucker in a statement referred to in the
interest of those engaged in the industry?’’
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Hon. W. POWER (Baroona) replied—
1. Yes.

¢¢2. The statement reported in the news-
paper referred to is concerned mainly with
the refusal of the Coal Board to agree to
make an inspection of Aberdare No. 8
Colliery during the period of an industrial
dispute. On 35 October last, the men at
this colliery, without reference to the
established industrial authority or the Coal
Board, ceased work on a question which
involved the method of haulage and work-
ing at two places in the mine. As the
hon. member is aware this cessation of
work made the matter an industrial one
and in terms of the Federal Award govern-
ing the coal mining industry in this State
it was immediately brought within the
ambit of the Reference Board constituted
under that Award to settle industrial dis-
putes in the coal mining industry. While
the Coal Board has power and authority
to investigate methods of working at
collieries, and, if work had not ceased,
would have been prepared to make such
an investigation of Aberdare No. 8
Colliery, it would have been highly
improper for it to intervene while the
matter was before the Reference Board as
such intervention might be construed as an
attempt to undermine the jurisdiction and
authority of the properly constituted
industrial tribunal—the Local Coal Refer-
ence Board. The hon. member can rest
assured that if any request is made to the
Coal Board for an inspeetion of any mine
when the efficiency of any mining methods
or practices are questioned, the Coal Board
will be ready and willing to accede to such
request while work is continuing, and had
a request of this nature been made prior
to this stoppage the inspection would have
been made without delay. However, as the
stoppage occurred, the matter became an
industrial one and not one for intervention
by the Coal Board.’’

FINANCIAL RESULTS, QUEENSLAND-BRITISH
Foop CORPORATION.

Mr. NICHKLIN (Landsborough—Leader

of the Opposition) asked the Premier—

‘“1, In reference to his answer on
11 Oectober to my question relative to the
profit or loss on the operations of the
Queensland-British Food Corporation for
1948-49, as the report for that year was
for the period ended 31 March, 1949, and,
as stated on page 11 thereof, the value of
growing erops was then unknown and was
brought ‘into the balance-sheet at the
actual expenditure ineurred at the farms,’
will he kindly supply the complete financial
results for the first year’s operations,
showing the profit or loss when the a¢t11a1
value of growing erops had been realised?

€2, In vegard to the supplementary
accounts for 1949-50 to which he referred,
will he kindly request the corporation to
inelude a complete profit and loss aecount
for the second year’s operations, including
the amount aectually realised for growing
crops?’’
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Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca) replied—

‘“1. The loss on the 1948-1949 crop was
£21,992. It will, of course, be remembered
that this cerop ‘was reduced at least 50
per cent. by exceptionally early frosts.
But for these unprecedented frosts the
harvest which was worth £109,000 at ports

would have been in the vieinity of
£220,000.
‘2. Yes. The change in the eorpora-

tion’s financial year, mentioned in my
answer to the lion. member on 16 August,
will enable this to be done.’’

FarM MACHINERY FROM AMERICA.,

Mr, JESSON (Hinchinbrook) asked the
remiler—

‘1. With reference to the dollar loan
recently obtained by the Prime Minister
from America, will he please advise
whether anything has been done regarding
the allocation of heavy.farming and other
machinery to the States?

2. If not, will he make strong repre-
sentations to see that Queensland gets its
equitable  share of heavy  farming
machinery, particularly caterpillar traetors
for farmers?’’

Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca).replied—
““1. and 2. Allocation of heavy farm-
ing and other machinery under the recent
one hundred million dollar loan is being
dealt with by a Commonwealth Advisory
Panel. Applicants for import licenses have
been requested to submit full details of
their requirements, together with par-
ticulars of intended use of the equipment
to the Central Import Licensing Braneh of
the Customs Department. As regards
heavy earth moving equipment for Govern-
ment Departments and TLocal Authorities
for developmental works, details of the
former’s requirements have already been
forwarded for consideration, whilst the
Loeal Authorities’ requirements which are
being collated will be submitted to the
Commonwealth Authorities very shortly.
At the request of the Commonwealth
Bureau of = Agricultural Eeconomics, a
survey  of  the requirements of the
farmers of Queensland for heavy farm-
ing machinery, including tractors, was
reeently made and the result forwarded to
the Bureau by the Department of Agrieul-
ture and Stock. In consequence, the Com-
monwealth Government is well informed of
this State’s shortages of heavy farming
equipment.’’ 7

SUBSIDIES To LOCAL BODIES.

Mr. HILEY (Coorparoo) asked the
Treasurer—
‘“With reference to the amounts of

£087,458 and £2,954 500 shown ag expended
1948-49, and required for 1949-50 for
loans and subsidies to local bodies, inelud-
ing harbour boards, how much was actually
expended for subsidies to local authorities
in each year?’’
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Hon. V. (.,
replied—-
€€1948-1949, £502,455 Ss.
1950, £565,134 4s. 8d.7”’

GAIR (South Brishane)

8d.; 1949-

DELAY T0 CARRIERS, BRISBANE RAILWAY
STATIONS.

Mr. SPARKES (Aubigny), for Mr.
BJELKE-PETERSEN (Barambah), asked
the Minister for Transport—

““In reference to his answer to my
question on 11 October, relative to Roms
Street and South Brisbane Stations, in
which he admitted the existing congestion,
will he give favourable consideration te
an extension of the present free radius of
15 miles from Brishane for motor trans-
port up to, say, 50 miles, in order to
relieve such congestion and improve trans-
port generally, pending the improvements
in railway services to which he referred?’’

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN
replied
¢“Should any variation be necessary 1n
the steps now being taken to facilitate the
flow of tfraffic to the country, an appro-
priate announcement will be made.’’

(Toowoomba}

Crass I. STATE SCHOOLS.

Mr. MORRIS (Mt. Coot-tha) asked the
Secretary for Public Instruction—
‘‘Further to my question and his
answer thereto on 10 October, in relation
to the 67 Class I. schools in Queensland,
how many classes consisted of (a) 86
pupils or over; (&) 70 to 79 pupils; (¢) 60
to 69 pupils; and (d) 50 to 59 pupl}_s;
as at 30 June, and 30 September, 1956,
respectively?’’
Hon. G,
replied—
‘A good deal of time and work is
involved in searching the relative returns
in order that the information may be com-
piled. The information will be supplied as
soon as it is prepared.’’

H. DEVRIES (Gregory}

PROMOTIONS o©OF SCHCOL TEACHERS.

Mr. SPARKES (Aubigny) asked the
Seeretary for Publie Instruction—

““1. Is it a fact that promotion of
teachers is made, firstly, on efficiency as
indicated by the average of the last five
yvellow cards, and, if these are equal, on
seniority as indicated by (a) classification,
and (b) length of service?

€42, If promotion is now based on the
average of the last five yellow cards, at
what date was this system introduced?

€¢3. Who were the parties to this
arrangement, if any?

€4, Was the system of computing pro-
motion on efficiency only submitted to the
Queensland Teachers’ Unicn? TIf so, what
was its attitude to the proposal?’’
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Hon. 6.
replied—

H. DEVYRIES (Gregory)

‘“1. Publie Service Regulations provide
that in determining the claims of officers
for promotion, econsideration shall be given
first to the relative efficiency and, in the
event of an equality of efficiency of two
or more officers, then to the relative senior-
ity of the officers available for promotion
to the vacaney. Grade promotions of
teachers are made annually, the eligibility
of a teacher for promotion being deter-
mined by the Distriet Inspector’s appraise-
ments of his work for the previous year.
The relative efficiency of head teachers seek-
ing promotion is determined by taking the
average appraisements made by the Dis-
triet Inspector or District Inspectors over
the previous five (5) years.

‘2. The system was introduced after
1927, when it was first suggested by the
Queensland Teachers’ Union. :

. ‘¢3. The Department of Public Instrue-
tion and the Queensland Teachers’ Union.
‘4. See answer to No. 3.7’

PREFABRICATED HoMES.

Mr. PIE (Kedron) asked the Secretary
Works, Housing and Loeal

.“Concerning State activities in connee-
tion with the importation and erection of
prefabricated homes, will he state—(a) the
number of prefabricated houses so far
erected, if any, under the scheme; (b) the
number of houses on order; (¢) when such
orders were placed, with what firms, com-
panies, or persons and in what countries;
(@) the estimated f.0.b. cost of such houses;
(e) The estimated landed cost; (f) the
estimated erected cost; and (g) the esti-
mated cost of land, fencing, sewerage,
fittings, and furnishings for each of such
houses?’’

Hon. W. POWER (Baroona—Secretary
for Mines and Immigration), for Hon. P.
J. R. HILTON (Carnarvon), replied—

““(a) Nil. (b) 1,450 for which contraets
have been signed. (¢) On 16 March, 1950,
for 750 houses with Bts LeCorche Freres
and Societe Des Entreprises Schroth and
Co., France, and for 700 houses with
Mo-Konga Trahus A/B, Stockholm, Sweden,
as Supplier, and A. Sundell, Sydney, as
Contractor. (d), (e), (f), (g) Confracts
are for supply and erection, and the answer
to  questions (d), (e), (), (g) is—
Excluding cost of land which is not yet
known, £3,130,858 including £435,000 sub-
sidy to be recouped by the Commonwealth
Government. Nett estimated  cost
£2,695,858 plus Rise and Fall. In addition
to (¢), a tender from Ligna and Co. Ltd.,
Czechoslovakia, for supply and erection of
a further 750 houses for £1,355,941 10s.
has been accepted, but the contract is not
yet signed.’’

[ASSEMBLY.]

Questions.

MINING 0F BEACH SANDS.

Mr. PIE (Kedron) asked the Premier—

‘“Will he appoint a committee of inquiry
to investigate all aspects of heach-sands
mining in view of the fears expressed that
they are likely to affect the tourist and
holiday facilities of South Coast beaches,
the investigation to have particular refer-
ence to; (a) suitable sites for treatment
and other works, to ensure these shall not
be an eyesore or encroach on camping or
other reserves and so cheat workers and
their families of ecamping-areas, as exist at
Currambin Beach; (b) the allegations that
large-scale sand removal is a factor in beach
erosion; (¢) desirable conditions for leases
and methods of policing these conditions to
ensure that after any sand remoeval the
cperating company shall restore the beach
level and replace natural or other specified
flora; (d) the desirability of a condition
attached to leases which would provide for
a proportion of profits earned by operating
companies to be returned to local authori-
ties controlling the areas concerned, for
expenditure on general foreshore improve-
ments; and (e) any other related
matters?’’

Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca) replied—

¢“For the information of hon. members,
I lay upon the Table of the House a Report
which has been prepared by the Acting
State Mining Engineer, in regard to the
mining of black sands on South Coast
beaches. In view of the nature of the
Report, I can see no good purpose in
appointing a Committee of Inquiry along
the lines suggested by the hon. member.’’
Paper—Whereupon, Mr. Hanlon laid upon
the table of the House the report referred
to.

EMERALD-SPRINGSURE MAIN ROAD.

Mr, V. E. JONES (Callide) asked the

Treasurer—

““In view of the heavy and increasing
traffic on the Emerald to Springsure main
road, which has been considerably
augmented by the operations of the
Queensland-British Food Corporation, and
the fact that this road is frequently in an
untrafficable condition, will be give favour-
able consideration to inclusion of construe-
tion of an all-weather road between those
places amongst the works of the Main
Roads Commission requiring urgent atten-
tion?’’

Hon, V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane)

replied—

‘‘Provision has been made on the pro-
gramme for 1950-1951 for permanent works
on the Springsure-Emerald road in
Bauhinia and Emerald Shires.’’
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CosT oF Maixn RoaADps, NORTH (QUEENSLAND.

Mr. KEYATTA (Townsville): I desire
to ask the Treasurer whether he has an
answer to the following question which T
addressed to him on 11 October—

““Will be supply the costs of construe-
tion and reconditioning of roads under the
jurisdiction of the Main Roads Commis-
sion as follpws:—(a) Townsville South
to Mackay; (b) Townsville West to
Clermont and Hughenden; and (¢)
Townsville North to Cairns?’’

Hon. V. €. GAIR
replied
‘¢Since ineeption of the Main Roads
Commission, until 30 June, 1950, the
following amounts have been expended on
Permanent Works and Maintenance as set
out below:—

(South Brisbane)

(1)—
Per- .
; Main-
- I\%"g?{gt tenance. Total,
£ £ £
Townsville South
to Mackay 1,321,890 327,186 | 1,649,076
(5)—
Per- N
Main-
- Tnent | tenance. | Total
£ £ £
Townsville West
to Clermont
and Hughen-
den—
Townsville to
Charters Towers 572,601 77,049 649,740
Charters Towers
to Clermont 39,692 49,782 80,474
Charters Towers
to Hughenden 33,5679 13,393 46,972
645,962 140,224 786,186
(¢)—
Per- :
Main-
- I&%ﬁi’{gt tenance, | Lotal
£ £ £
Townsville North
to Cairns 1,035,736 374,363 | 1,410,099
“*During the War, the road from

Duaringa to Charters Towers, a length of
406 miles, was constructed as a war
measure by the Department of Main Roads,
New South Wales, at a total cost of
£1,750,000. The length of the section from
Clermont to Charters Towers is 252 miles,
but a disseetion of the expenditure is not
available.’’

ComMUNIST PARTY DISSOLUTION BILL.

Mr, PIE (Kedron), without notice, asked
the Premier—

““In view of the Australian Labour
Party’s decision to support the Menzies
Government in introducing legislation that
will eounter the menace of Communism in
Australia, will he give urgent consideration
to the introduction of legislation in this
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House that will supplement the Federal
legislation and so make more effective
action against Communists in this State.’’

Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca) replied—

““The hon. member as usual has made a
mis-statement on this question. No branch
of the Australian Labour Party has agreed
to support the present Federal Government,
The Iederal Labour Party has a con-
siderable amount of self respect and would
not support Mr. Menzies.’’

Errrcr oF BASIC WAGE oN STATE FINANCES.

Mr. PIE (Kedron), without notice, asked
the Treasurer—

1. Will he state whether the report
appearing in the last issue of the ‘Sunday-
Mail’ that the State Government faces an
extra cost of £3,000,000 as a result of the
Arbitration Court’s awarding an increase
of £1 a week in the basic wage, is sub-
stantially correct?

2, If it is correet, has he made pro-
vision for the increase in his Budget?’’

Hon., V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane)
replied—

““As I shall bhe delivering the Financial

Statement this afternoon I would ask the

hon. member to be patient.’’

EFFECT OF BASIC WAGE ON RAILWAY
DEPARTMENT,

Mr. PIE (Kedron), without notice, asked
the Minister for Transport—

““1, Is the statement appearing in the
‘Sunday-Mail’ of the 15th instant that
the railways will have to pay another
£1,500,000 in higher wages as a result of
the £1 a week basic-wage rise substantially
correct?

¢¢2. If so, how does he propose to
recover the extra cost of the increase?’’

Hon. J. E. DUGGAN
replied
“¢1t is true that each 1s. rise in the basie
wage represents an annual cost of £80,008
to the department. Such inereases as wi_
result from that variation will be dealt
with in due course.”’

PAPERS.

The following paper was laid on the table,

and ordered to be printed—

Report of the State Electricity Commission
for the year 1949-1950.

The following papers were laid on the

table:—

Proclamation uuder the Mining Acts, 1898
to 1948 (12 October).

Statement of Income and Expenditure and
Balance-sheet of the Coal Mine Workers’
Pensions Fund for the year 1949-1950.

Regulation under the Explosives A%t of
1906 (5 October).

Orders in Couneil under—

The Aliens Acts, 1867 to 1948 (5 Oectober
(2)).

The Landlord and Tenant Aets, 1948 to
1949 (5 October(3)).

(Toowoomba}
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STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE.
APPOINTMENT OF MR. FARRELL.

Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca—Premier),
by leave: I move—
‘“That Mr. Farrell be appointed to the
Standing Orders Committee for the present
session.’”’

Motion agreed to.

; LANDLORD AND TENANT ACTS
P AMENDMENT BILL.

THIRD READING.

Bill, on motion of Mr. Larcombe, read a
third time.

QUEENSLAND-BRITISH FOOD
PRODUCTION ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

INITIATION IN COMMITTEE—RESUMPTION OF
DEBATE.

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Farrell,
Maryborough, in the chair.)

Debate resumed from 12 October (see page
679) on Mr. Hanlon’s motion—
¢“That it is desirable that a Bill be intro-
duced to amend the Queensland-British
¥Food Production Aect of 1948 in certain
particulars.’’

Mr. HILEY (Coorparoo) (11.23 am.):
The outline of the Bill that the Premier gave
to the Committee shows that in legislative
importance it is a simple measure. Aus-
tralian currency is to be replaced by
an assessment in sterling values, and so the
total investment of £2,000,000 will become
£2,500,000, and our share, £500,000, will
become £625,000. The second principle is a
simple omne protecting the corperation by
vesting in it fixed improvements on lands
acquired by the corporation in the terms of
the principal Act, which land is vested in
the Queensland Government,

Dealing with those points in reverse order,
I say that no-one can cavil at the purpose of
the second one, the vesting of the properties.
It should have been thought of originally.
The only observation I make is that having
regard to the spirit that promoted this
enterprise, which is a partnership between the
two Governments for their mutual advan-
tage, the purpose being that on the one
hand we should provide more food for the
Government of Britain and on the other
hand that the British Government should
contribute to the development of some of
our undeveloped areas, I am sorry to see
this point raised for writing into the con-
tract. It seems to me that when you get a
deal of this kind, an attempt by separate
units of the Bmpire to form a mutual trust
to earry out purposes of common advantage,
I hate to see one of the partners taking the
attitnde of saying, ‘‘Forget the spirit of
mutual trust; let us sign on the dotted line.’’
It would be unthinkable that any Queens-
land Government whatever would take
advantage of the legal position and say
‘‘Because these lands are vested in our name
we will take the fixed improvements on
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them,’” and I regret that the British Govern-
ment thought it necessary to write this par-
ticular provision into the legislation now.
If I might make the bitter comment, how-
ever, it is rather refreshing to find how
these Socialists trust one another,

On the second matter, that of additional
capital, I wish to make some observations. On
the way in whieh it is presented to this
Committee, it would appear that the purpose
of the present legislation is merely to cor-
rect what had been an initial blunder.
Apparently there was a feeling in White-
hall that we were discussing this matter in
terms of sterling currency but on the contrary
it is clear that there was a feeling in this
House that we were discussing it in terms of
Augtralian currency. The suggestion that we
are just correcting the exchange differenti-
ation would make it appear that we are
merely correcting or straightening out a
drafting bungle but, Mr. Farrell, as I study
this project and peruse the reports that have
been presented for the enlightenment of
members of this Parliament since it began
operations it presents to me every appearance
of a great financial tangle and a tangle
of such extent that the present additional
contribution by us of £125,000 and by the
British Government of £500,000 is a drop in
the -bucket of the requirements. I propose
to put before the Committee figures that are
gathered from the initial statement of the
Premier when the first Bill was introduced
and from published reports of the corpora-
tion to show that the capital requirements,
if the full project is proceeded with,
will not be met by even the £2500,000
that is now contemplated. Unlike some of
the other proposals that come before this
House no reports were prepared in advance
and available for the guidance of members
when we first considered this proposal, but
we did have a fairly full and complete state-
ment on the matter by the Premier to the
House at the time he presented the original
Bill for the first reading and at subsequent
stages of the Bill. Some of the information
that was then given to us, and information
on whiech this House relied, has proved in
the light of subsequent experience to be
very misleading.

Take one of the questions argued with
considerable strengtly on the original
occasion, the competition that might be set
up in the market in the supply for essen-
tial farm equipment. When I raised the
matter on the floor of this Chamber the
Premier gave this Assembly some very cate-
gorical assurances. Listen to what the hon.
gentleman said in reply to my suggestion
that it would eat into existing supplies of
material in short supply. The Premier then
said—

‘“There is no tractor on any farm in
Australia suitable for the job. There is
no heavy gear that would suit this pro-
ject on any individual farm.’’

This was to be a projeet that would operate
in terms of mechanised equipment and
would not interfere with the requirements of
any individual farmer or any .individual
producer. T ask the Committee to read page
9 of the latest report of the corporation.



Queensland-British Food

What do we find? It had 100 farming trac-
tors with complete sets of matching imple-
ments, comprising ploughs, harrows, seeding
combines and headers. In addition two
secondhand auto-headers had been purchased,
and three new Massey auto-headers were on
order from England. .

Many members of this Committee know
full well that the type of tractor that the
corporation has actually set out to acquire
has been the very weight of tractor in most
popular demand among the farming com-
munity of this State. Hon. members must
then realise how the I ouse was very gravely
misled by that categorical assurance that
eame from the lips of no less a person than
the Premier himself.

That is one direction in which the Com-
mittee was misled. Another is this: we were
led to believe that hy an expenditure of
£2,000,000 Australian it would be possible
to command a production of enough grain
to equip enough piggeries to produce 500,000
pigs for export each year. Let us look into
what has been spent to date to see what it
has produced. We find that the £2,000,000
already provided in terms of the Act passed
three years ago is now approaching exhaus-
tion and it is necessary to supplement that
figure by a further £500,000 for immediate
requirements. What have we got for that? I
say t}flgmio,\ffr’ the report shows by spend-
Ing WO Lusimianu Uiy Uno- bl
of the grain requirements and st1ﬁieient to
provide for 1/100th of the pig establishment.
Those are the figures taken from the ecor-
poration’s report. Looking further to the
eventual requirements, for 1950, we see that
from 66,000 acres, in a season that might be
admitted to be a reasomably good season,
1,250,000 bushels of sorghum will be har-
vested. In 1951 there will be 100,000 acres
and the most enthusiastic person would look
for no more than a 2,000,000-bushel erop, the
maximum upon which you could rely in a
normal season.

Mr. Foley: They expected 1,250,000
bushels from Peak Downs.

EPAVAVIVR VY]

Mr. HILEY: But they did not get it.
Mr. Foley: Only for the frost.

Mr., HILEY: And this year, when they
have had a good season, they will only har-
vest 1,250,000 bushels from 66,000 acres.
The planning will continue up to the cultiva-
tion of 100,000 acres and, taking all hazards
into account, particularly that of drought,
plus the faet that grain sorghum is a
notoriously gross feeder and the rich soils
of the Darling Downs cannot stand up to
repeated cropping, I am generous when I
suggest that the existing land might produce
2,000,000 bushels as the maximum erop from
100,000 acres. To feed and fatten 500,000 pigs
we shall need not 2,000,000 bushels of grain
sorghum but 6,000,000 bushels. So that, hav-
ing spent the whole of the £2,000,000 and
a bit more, we have only got one-third of
the grain we need.

Mr. Foley: What amount do you allow
for each pig?
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Mr. HILEY: Other hon. members on this
side will give the Minister that answer. It
will take me virtually all my time to develop
the main features of what I am about to say.

Coming to the pig project, we find that
there has only been a tiny start, the Moura
and Bajool piggeries being the two in use,
and that at FEmerald being in course of pre-
paration. To implement the project 40,000
sows will be needed; so far we have only 400.
To ecarry the project through on the scale
promised by the Premier, we shall need 198
new piggeries and for the capital outlay for
each unit with land, fenecing, piggeries and
sheds, farm machinery and transport, £10,000
is a low computation of the sum required to
produce each piggery. In other words, a
further £2,000,000 will be needed.

Summarising the position, we have spent
£2,000,000 on the grain side and we need
to spend £6,000,000. On pigs we have spent
virtually nothing, but we shall need to spend
£2,000,000. So that to carry out the original
project that was described to us as being
within the compass of an expenditure of
£2,000,000, wc shall need to spend mnearly
£8,000,000. T submit that is a very different
horse from that which was sold to us in the
first instance.

What are the prospects of Britain’s play-
ing ball with Queensland in carrying this
projeet .through to its limit? Several dis-
turbing signs cause me to suggest that
Britain will not play ball to the extent or
paying three-quarters of the additional econ-
tribution mnecessary to make this possible.
Already the British Ministry of Food and
the Overseas Food Corporation are retreat-
ing from their ecapital investments on the
food-production front.

T have here a report dated 7 Cetobher, 1950,
from T.ondon, which follows the report of
the working committee that was sent by the
Overseas Food Corporation to its Kongwa
project in South Afriea. That report says—

¢¢The Overseas Food Corporation has
decided to accept the recommendations of
jts working party on the future size and
seope of its operations at Kongwa. The
most important of these is that for a three-
vear period, beginning with the new plant-
ing season at the end of the year, the
cultivation of groundnuts and sorghum
should Ve confined to four independent
farms making up a total of no more than

1,200 acres while the rest of the cleared

area should be used for ranching cattle.

This is a very modest programme com-

pared to the original project of clearing

and planting 450,000 aecres.’’
The original target was 450,000 acres, but
it has heen chopped back to 1,200 acres.
The report continues—
¢¢Tt is small even by comparison with the
94,000 aeres which have already been
cleared. The figures of costs produced by
the working party which reveal that during
the last year it cost £600,000 to produce
£100,000 of crops (the greater part of this
being due to the failure of the sunflower
harvest) show how unjustified would have
been any attempt to continue planting over
a large area.’’
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I ask the Committee to observe what has
happened as the result of the visit to South
Africa of that working party, and I say that
we should be justified in regarding with great
caution any attempt to carry out a project
that, at the lowest estimate, will cost many
times more than the capital outlay that was
indicated to this Parliament. Of course, I
believe that we are morally liable to con-
tribute the extra £125,000, although it is
against my better judgment from the point
of view of an investment. However, as we
entered info a partnership with Great
Britain to engage in this project we shall
have to see it through; we cannot attempt to
withdraw at this stage.

Before carrying this projeet right through
in accordance with the original intention, T say
we should consider the report of the working
committee. It is quite true that this project
is not the disaster that Kongwa was, which
was measurable only in terms of disaster,
but there-is room for some concer:m.

Mr. Foley: Do you think it is a worthy
objective?

Mr. HILEY: I always said it was, but
my concern is caused by the high costs of
production. During the first two years of
cropping, which is a period before the fer-
tility of the soil has been eaten into, they
have been far too high. It must be remem-
bered too, that sorghum is the  grossest
feeder of any cereal crop known to agricul-
ture. In the first year the costs were above
10s. a bushel, but we had to market it for
8s. 9d. This year, although the correet costs
are not yet available, having regard to what
we know of the harvest and to what has
already been spent, and making allowance for
the fact that the harvesting costs on the
remaining area have still to be met, and
bags and freight provided, it seems to me
that the sorghum will cost a very high
figure.

Let us face the fact of the world market
in coarse grains. Information from world
sources discloses that they are now in pretty
free supply, and that the market is likely
to retreat. I ask the Committee to observe
that whereas the wheat-producers of the
world banded themselves together to safe-
guard themselves by the adoption of an
average world price for wheat based on an
International Wheat Agreement, there is no
corresponding international stabilising
arrangement in the case of coarse grain.
There is a free market the world over, so
that althongh a stable price is guaranteed
to the Australian wheat-grower, there is no
corresponding guarantee with regard to
coarse grains and the evidence from all world
sources is that coarse grains are now in
abundant supply.

Let uvs stop for a moment to reflect on the
costs of this venture. One thing that
impressed me very much on reading the
report was that quite apart from the pro-
dueing labour, these farms had a staff of 89.
T have scen the positions advertised in the
Press. I lave noticed that there was a
separa*s manager for each of the farms,
that there were accountants and store-
keepers. and I even saw an advertisement for

[ASSEMBLY.]

Production Act, d&c., Bill.

three internal auditors. These things may be
thought necessary for a project of this type
condueted by a semi-governmental institu-
tion but if the primary producers
generally of this country, producing the
foodstuffs for this nation to eat, ran their
farms on the basis of internal auditors, store-
keepers and managers for each property, we
should have a Ditter experience of high
prices. A staff of 89 to administer the pro-
jeet is a factor that would lead to dear
production. The best production, the average
production per acre this year, according to
the report, is the proved recovery of 24
bushels to the acre. There are speakers in
the Committee who will tell you that on the
Darling Downs 40 bushels to the acre is
common, and there are men in the Committee
who have actually harvested as high as 85
bushels to the acre.

The fact of the matter is that this has
been a very interesting agricultural experi-
ment. I have always said that having regard
to the history of the land, putting this area
under the plough to see what could be done
in the production of grain sorghum has been
well worth while, but that having regard to
the fact that the British Overseas ¥ood
Corporation is getting out of the food-pro-
duction front and, in particular, retreating
at Kongwa—actually eutting down the area
of the produet from 450,000 acres under
cultivation to a miserable 1,200 acres—we
should seriously ask ourselves whether we
are wise in carrying this projeet through,
espeeially in the light of the report by the
Premier on the introduection of .the original
Rill that £2,000,000 would be sufficient for
the purpose, when it is now seen that it
will be only a mere fragment of actual
requirements. I have already pointed out to
the Committee that in order to obtain the
grain requirements to build up the pig pro-
duction to 500,000 pigs a year the capital
investment will be mnearer £8,000,000 than
£2,000,000.

Having regard to all these things, I
suggest that the prudent course for Parlia-
ment to follow is to await the visit of the
working committee of the British Overseas
Food Corporation, a working committee that
has already reviewed and dealt with the
Kongwa project. Let us wait until the work-
ing committee arrives here. The members
of that committee will see mueh here to
encourage them and cause them fo take a
more optimistic view than they did in
Kongwa. Having regard to the overall posi-
tion, this is a case in which we should pro-
ceed cautiously and consider whether we
should not take further stock of the sub-
missions made to this Chamber, upon which
we authoriscd the original investments, pat-
tieularly when you have regard to the fact
that we were assured by the Premier that the
project would be a non-competitive one 'and
bas in fact turned out to be a very serious
competitor with primary producers generally
in the matter of tractors, headers, and other
farming requirements. We must ask our-
gelves whether every bushel of grain sorghum
produeed at Peak Downs has mot been pro-
duced at the expense of 1§ bushels some-
where else,
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Mr. AIKEXNS (Mundingburra) (11.45
am.): Without in any way referring to what
has been said by the Govermment or Opposi-
tion about Peak Downs and this remarkable
experiment in agriculture, let me tell you in a
few words the real truth behind the estab-
lishment of this Peak Downs scheme. I heard
the Premier when he first introduced the
original Bill. I doubt whether there is a
more grandiloquent speaker than fhe Premier
when he is ‘‘putting something over.”” I
have heard the buskers outside their show
tents in the showgrounds trying to inveigle
the people into their tents to see the
show, but they have nothing on the Premier
when he is putting over a story. Conse-
quently I did not take any notice at all of
what the Premier sald when he introduced
this Bill, nor did I take any notice of the
criticism directed against the Bill or this
scheme by the Opposition, but as I did in
connection with the Blair Athol scheme, wrote
to England and got the information from
there. Over the last few years I have heard
so much about the Peak Downs scheme both
in its favour and adversely that I wrote to the
place where it was originated, that is, the
English Labour Party itself. T have also read
through the books, pamphlets and periodicals
that it has published, and I have paid partieu-
lar attention to everything they said in
public about the Peak Downs scheme.

Let us examine the reason why the Peak
Downs scheme was established. In 1945 the
Attlee Liabour Government were returned to
power, mueh to the consternation of our
friends opposite; much to the comsternation
of the racketeers and profiteers in Britain the
Churchill Government were thrown out of office
and a Labour Government installed in power,
Then there lined up against the Attlee Gov-
ernment all the forces of the Opposition—
the racketeers and the profiteers—who wished
to crush them. There ranged up against them
all the financial and economic forces. Conse-
quently the Attlee Labour Government had
to go elsewhere in order to see that the
threatened famine that then confronted the
people of Great Britain would not oecur. They
did many things, and this scheme at Peak
Downs was not the only one they embarked

on in order to provide the people of Great
Britain with food.

Their first move, which unfortuntately
turned out to be the greatest failure, was
when they took over the African Unilever
scheme. That was established originally by
Lever Bros. in order to provide oil for the
various Lever Bros. factories throughout the
world. TUnilever is the name that Lever Bros.
applies to its combined company schemes. It
in turn sold the scheme to the British Govern-
ment, who took it over. It was a failure, Also
they had to look further afield and they came
to Queensland, where in conjunetion with the
Queensland CGovernment they established the
Peak Dewns scheme purely and simply to feed
the people of Great Britain, but beeause the
conditions at the time were those of panic the
Peak Downs food scheme was launched in an
atmosphere of panie, but justifiable panie.
The British Labour Government thought they

[17 OcTOBER.]

Production Act, &c., Bill. 687

would mnot be able to supply ‘ghe .food
necessary to the people and that imminent
starvation faced them.

Their fears were not realised. As time went
on since 1945 the position ecomomically and
particularly on the food front got much better
for the British people. I am not going to go
into the various ramifications of the sterling
and dollar juggling that went on—I am not
going to digress into those channels at all—but
I am just going to make the bald statement
that since this scheme was conceived in 1946
and put into operation in Queensland in 1948
all the fears of famine and starvation of the
British people that then existed have not been
realised. Today Great Britain, through her
own efforts, is in a position to get an ade-
quate supply of food within the Empire and
other countries without depending on the
Unilever scheme in Africa and the scheme in
Queensland. Consequently, the British Govern-
ment are unloading the Unilever food scheme
in Kenya in Africa. They are going to convert
that into a big grazing farm and they are
going to turn the cattle loose on what was to
be a huge peanut farm.

Mr. Hiley: Nigeria is the place.

Mr. ATKENS: Oh, yes! The hon. member
is right. Kenya is where all the snobs from
Britain go to do their whoremongering

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

My, AIKENS: Consequently, they find
they do not need the Peak Downs scheme for
the production of pig-meats for the purpose
for which it was established: so they are
trying to get out of it as easily and as cheaply
as they can.

That is the whole sum and substance of the
British-Overseas Food Corporation’s scheme
here. It was established in panie, a panie
created by the machinations of the political
blood-brothers of the members of the Opposi-
tion in this House in Great Britain. Now
all the fears that agitated the minds of the
British Labour Party have not been realised
and they want to make the best terms they

can about Peak Downs. It devolves upon
us to find out what we can do
with TPeak Downs. I believe had that

panic eountinued something would have been
done to make Peak Downs the basis of a pig-
raising enterprise. I think the Government
are doing the best possible thing at the present
time and in the present circumstances in
growing sorghum and shipping what they do
not want overscas and using the stubble on
the property for the purpose of cattle-
fattening. If Peak Downs has done nothing
else it has demonstrated that by initiative
and hard work countless acres of land—
ruined again by the greedy, grasping politi-
cal blood-brothers of members of the Opposi-
tion—can be brought back to fruitful produe-
tion. I think as a result of the experiment
at Peak Downs the Government should bring
down legislation to foree every grazier holding
over a certain number of acres to plant on
his property either sorghum or ecertain cthor
Crops

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
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My, ATKENS: I am trying to give an
example. If they compel them to plant
sorghum or other suitable crops that eould be
used for fodder conservation and for fatten-
ing much good would result. It has been said
by the Opposition that Peak Downs, as a
cattle-raising and fattening proposition, does
not breed one beast. Neither it does; but is
that peculiar to Peak Downs? In the Burde-
kin distriet, which I represented ably, fear-
lessly and well for six years, we have some
of the biggest graziers holding vast tracts of
land without a breeder on the whole property
and they have not had one for years and they
do not intend to get ome. They use their
properties for fattening store stock and
selling them. The Government are doing no
more than the grazing friends of the Liberal-
Country Party have done in the Burdekin and
all over the North of this State for many
years.

That is the position as we find it. I repeat
that Peak Downs was conceived by the British
Labour Party in an atmosphere of panie.
Fortunately they found that their fears were
not justified and they want to get out of
Peak Downs as lightly and as cheaply as they
possibly can. I see no reason why the Queens-
land Government should not continue with
the Peak Downs experiment; it has proved
to be such a success.

Mr. McINTYRE (Cunningham) (11.55
am.): The Bill to be introduced on the
motion presented by the Premier last week
contains only two principles. One provides
for the inerease of the capital that was made
available by this Parliament and the other
is to preserve the equity of the corporation
in the improvements that have been set up
in the areas concerned.

Dealing with the last first, I suggest that
we all readily agree that if there is any
weakness in the legislation in that regard
it is very desirable it be tightened up. I
am just afraid that the urgeney given to
this amending legislation, after two years,
may be a suggestion that something is going
wrong with the scheme and it will be neces-
sary in the very mnear future to deal with
some antieipated change or abandonment of
the scheme. If the scheme is the unqualified
success that the Premier tells us it is and
is likely to remain, why the urgency for the
preservation of the corporation’s equity in
the improvements on that land?

Mr. Hanlon: What sort of profit did
your farm make in the first two years?

Mr, McINTYRE: I have something to
say about that later. I am just afraid that
there iz a suggestion that something is not
right and it is neeessary that the equity
should be preserved when the eollapse tales
place. Tt will be a tragedy if this oceurs
and T hope T am not right.

The original measure was presented to this
House in March, 1948, a little over two years
ago, and we, as the guardians of the public
moneys, were asked to make available
£500,000 to finance the scheme. Britain was
to find £1,500,000. We had, therefore, a set-
up in which £2,000,000 of capital was being
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made available to experiment with, as the
Premier said. During the week-end I went
to the trouble of reading the debate that
took place on the passing of the Aet and I
saw that the Premier then said that it was
regarded as an experiment. He said that
the expenditure of £500,000 of public money
was justifiable, to prove whether we could
or could not grow sorghum.

I will deal with the aim of the corpora-
tion that was placed before the House at
that time by the Premier. He told us what
they were going to do with this £2,000,000,
whiech was the sum believed to be sufficient
to finance the undertaking and to prove
whether it would be a success or failure.
The aim was the cultivation of 250,000 acres
under erops, 1,000,000 acres under irrigation,
and the Premier mentioned also 200 pig
units—units of pig production—with 200
sows in each unit and the ultimate objective
of 500,000 pigs for Britain each year. That
was the objective. He has suggested that
£2,000,000 was required to carry on this
experiment—to find out whether the under-
taking could be a success or mnot. To-day
we find that that money has been exhausted,
the funds are depleted, and we are being
asked to make available additional funds to
continue the experiment.

Notwithstanding the statement made by
the Premier that it is an unqualified suceess,
I still think it is in the experimental stage
and I do not think anything has been proved
up to date. In the little over two years it
has been in operation, what has been accom-
plished? An area of 70,000 or 80,000 acres
hag been under crop. I do not know the
exaet area. Of the main objective of
250,000 acres, only 70,000 or 80,000 acres
has been achieved. As far as irrigation is
concerned, very little or mnothing has been
done. As to pig-production, one unit has
been established and another started; 200
units were the objective. I understand that
there are about 200 brood sows against the
objective of 40,000, to set up the whole
secheme of pigs for Britain.

Mr., Hanlon: They will have large
families.

Mr., McINTYRE: That is another
matter. So far as pig-meat for Britain is

concerned we can regard it as nil. A token
number have been marketed, acecording to the
information available to us.

Thus we have the comparison between the
objective and what has been achieved, and
we find that the £2,000,000 has been
exhausted, and the Govermment are coming
back and asking us to make a further grant
from public money to carry out the experi-
ment. I agree with the hon. member for
Coorparoo that unless something more ean
be achieved with the next two nullion, many
more two millions will be required before
we get the scheme developed on the lines
of what was promised us.

I suggest that the experimental stage is
not yvet over. I do not think anyone can
say that it has been a sucecess. The Premier,
when introducing the amending legislation,
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said that the scheme was abundantly sue-
cessful, but I disagree with his statement.
I remember—and on this matter I am open
to correction—that when the original legisla-
tion was intrgduced, not ounly was there pro-
vision for a ecapital outlay of £2,000,000 but
there was also  provision for the borrowing
of money from. the State Treasury or from
the British-Oveiseas Food Corporation. I do
not know why, if the scheme is abundantly
successful, instead of asking the public to
find more- hard ecash, the corporation has
not .considered berrowing money. If you
have a scheme that is abundantly successful,
it- is not diffieult to borrow money on it.
The majority of our.primary producers have
established their assets and farming activi-
ties on the.basis of borrowed money, and if
they require more capital they go to the
finaneial institutions and if their ventures
are abundantly successful they get loan
money up to the maximum. It has been
necessary for many primary producers to go
back -again and again to get extensions of
loans during the initial stages of their enter-
prises. I suggest that the Government or
the corporation, if the money is running low,
should consider the provision in the Act for
the borrowing of money.

I suggest further that the whole scheme
has been changed. The original idea, as the
Premier told us when the Aet was intro-
duced, was to provide pig-meat for Britain.
The pig-production part of the scheme now
seems to be of secondary importance, because
the corporation is entering into the cattle
industry, or establishing State stations, as
we knew them in the past.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! State stations

have nothing to do with this amending legis-
lation.

Mr. McINTYRE: I know that State
stations are not involved but I suggest that
a lot of the money has been devoted to
developing cattle stations and launching into
the cattle industry.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

. Mr.. MeINTRYE: I suggest that money
is being made available for the finaneing of
the scheme and that cattle-raising is becom-
ing part of the scheme. A great part of
the report is devoted to the venture into the
cattle industry—the buving, fattening and
rearing of stock—and we are justified in
assuming that much of the money is being
made available for use in that™ direetion,
Only a very small amount has heen used in
developing the pig-raising industry.

I repcat here what I said at the very
outsct when this legislation was first intro-
duced, that is, that a wrong approach was
made to the whole scheme. It wag all right
to enter into an experiment, but it should
have been done in a more modified form that
would not have entailed the expenditure of
a large amount of public money. 1 believe
that in the first instance an approach should
have been made to the then producers, who,
if they had been given an opportunity

The CHAIRMAN: Order!
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Mr. MeINTYRE: T am endeavouring to
prove that it is unnecessary to grant this
money, because we could get far better results
through other chanmnels. I believe that the
individual producers

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. MeINTYRE: 1 am discussing what
has happened, Mr. Farrell. We could have
achieved better results by choosing a more
effective medium. In 1947, the Darling
Downs growers produced 4,000,000 bushels of
sorghum. As a eomparison, this corporation
produced only 300,000 bushels in its first year
and looks like producing only a little more
than 1,000,000 bushels this year, after spend-

_ing £2,000,000, and after operating for a

iittle more than two years. As I say, in 1947
the Darling Downs growers produced
4,000,000 bushels, and what happened? The
need for food for Britain was greater then
than it ever was, but we were not permitted
to export grain to meet that need. The loss
of sorghum suffered by the Darling Downsg
growers in that year was comparable with
the whole of the production by the Queens-
land-British Food Corporation in its first
year. If growers on the Darling Downs and
the Burnett and the Callide and other parts
of Queensland were encouraged to grow
sorghum and other grain crops, they
could not only grow more, but they ecould
grow it at a cheaper rate than it will ever
be grown at under this scheme. If they
had been encouraged to grow sorghum in the
first instance and if the suggestions from this
side of the Chamber had been given effect
to, there would have been a steady flow of
pig-meat to Britain today, and we should not
have been askéd to provide more money te
finance this scheme.

Morcover, the machinery that was so des-
perately needed by the individual producers
has been obtained by the corporation. What
has been said by the hon. member for Coor-
paroo about the supply of farm machinery is
well worth repeating, and we raised this very
matter when the original legislation was being
considered. However, the Premier assured us
again and again that no machinery required
by individual producers would he taken. He
said—

““The present growers will be protected.

We do not want their machinery. Britain

will send farm machinery out here in the

form of tractors. She will send out the
necessary motor power to do the job, and
the present producers will not be affected
in any way.”’
When the matter was pressed by the present
hon. member for Coorparoo, the Premier said
that no tractor on any farm in Australia was
suitable for the job at Peak Downs. He said
there was no heavy gear on any farm that
would suit this project. However, what do
we find? Every type of farm machinery
being used by the corporation is comparable
with that being used on the Downs, and the
corporation has a monopoly in proeuring it.
The ecorporation is using many units of
smaller machinery than is being used on
the Darling Downs. Many traetors being
used on the Darling Downs today have more
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power than those being used by the ecorpora-
tion. According to the report itself there are
100 tractors up there, with complete sets of
matching units. I personally inspected some
of them and I know that every one of them
was comparable with the machinery that we
used on the Darling Downs. Therefore, we
must discount the statement made by the
Premier on a former occasion that there
would be no interference with the machines
of this kind to be made available to produc-
ers generally. Not only are these machines
actually being used today but the latest report
from the corporation points out that it is
‘hoped during 1950-51 to obtain enough addi-
tional machinery to enable the cultivation of
100,000 acres to be earried out and that
orders for this extra machinery have already
been placed, So that the end to the shortage
of machinery on the Darling Downs is not yet
nor is it going to be relieved if this big
scheme continues.

Mr., CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. MeINTYRE: If you will not allow
e to continue along those lines, Mr. Farrell,
I shall have something to say now about
what has been achieved in the matter of pro-
duetion at Peak Downs. I am sure you can-
not stop me from developing my argument
along those lines. They have had two years
in production at Peak Downs and I suggest
that they were two years above the average,
that the rainfall was above the average,
When I was up there in eompany with some
of my colleagues we talked with farmers
there who had had 50 years’ experience in
the distriet and some were of the opinion that
if they could get two successful years out of
five that was all they could expect, while
others, more optimistic than they, said that
three good years out of five was more than
likely.

Mr. Hanlon: According to you, a farmer
never gets one good year out of 10.

}Ir, McINTYRE: I have not said any-
thing about one good year in 10 and I shall
make my own speech in my own way.

I make the positive statement that the lagt
two years at Peak Downs have been above
average years, yet the yield has been disap-
pointing. During the first year the yield was
only ten bushels to the acre and I know
the reasons that were given. Sorghum is not
an easy crop to grow. That faet is recog-
nised on the Darling Downs. The standard
of farming practice must be high and it must
be eonducted along the right lines. For the
first year the projeet at Peak Downs averaged
only just a little better than 10 bushels to
the acre and the report suggests that on the
first 34,000 acres this year an average vield
of 24 bushels to the acre is indicated.
Recently T saw figures that 1 think are reason-
ably authentie that indicate that the average
for the year will be about 18 to 19 bushels.
I want to say, as one who has had experience
in sorghum-growing on the Darling Downs,
that we could not make it pay on that yield
and so this year the scheme must show a big
loss on that yield. On the Darling Downs
we expect an average of at least 40 bushels
to the acre and, as I have said before, it has

[ASSEMBLY.]

Production Act, &c., Bill.

gone as high as 70 and 80 bushels and above
that. The scheme at Peak Downs cannot be
made to pay on the basis of its present
yields,

When the value of grain is reasonably high
it is an easy matter to sell it on a waiting
market but the time will come sooner or later
when the only medium through which
sorghum can be marketed is through pig-
meats and the corporation, in common with
other producers, will be faced with being
compelled to sell its sorghum grain through
the medium of pig-meats, as that will be the
only economic way of doing it. When that
happens all its difficulties and problems will
be inereased. It is quite easy to harvest the
grain and ship it overseas when a market is
waiting for it but it is known by those
associated with grain sorghum that eventually
its only economie market will be by means of
pig-meat. Wheat is the No. 1 grain and it
governs the price of all other grains. The
time will eome sooner or later, I repeat, when
the only medium for the economic disposal of
grain sorghum will be by way of pig-meats.
When that time comes the present position
will be intensified.

In the few minutes I have at my disposal
I want to say something about the eattle-
fattening aspeet of the scheme. In July
last year I was privileged to visit that area
in company with the Leader of the
Oppositicn and met the first 500 bullocks
just as they were entering Peak Downs.
They went onto the stubble in May and
were sold as fats in December. Shouts of
joy went up throughout the Ilength and
breadth of the land because of this fact, and
they re-echoed in England. But these bul-
locks were not fattened on sorghum stubble.
What ever value sorghum stubble might have
had in May, how ecould it bhe retained in
December? It was a bountiful season and
vou could fatten cattle on the road. At Peak
Downs, as a result of the waste that oecurred
in harvesting, luscious grain was avgulable
in abundance on the ground. That is the
reason why the cattle were fattened. It is
ridiculous to suggest that these bullocks were
fattened on sorghum stubble. When sorghum
is correctly erown and produced and a satis-
factory yvield is obtainel the stubble has no
value from a bullock-fattening standpoint.
That has been established over and over
again by the present producers. These
bullocks were fattened at Peak Downs as
a result of the bountiful season that oerurred.
Anyone who knows anything about sorghum-
growing knows that after sorghum has bheen
harvested the stubble has onlv = limited
value. Tt is possible to keep eattle in con-
dition on it but to suggest that they can be
fattened on sorghum stubble and sorghum
stubble alone is the height of folly.

Mr. Devries: You could make ensilage
of it. -

Mr. MeINTYRE: I have never seen
ensilage made of sorghum stubble. T have
seen tons of ensilage made out of green
sorghum. It is ridiculous to suggest that
ensilage can be made -effectively from
sorghum stubble. It is ridiculous to suggest
that there is some mysterious element in
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sorghum stubble that will fatten cattle, If
sorghum stubble was placed in a pit after
the grain was harvested it would come out
with no better food qualities than when it
was placed in the pit.

Mr. Aikens: You told us that most of
the grain was lying on the ground.

Mr., McINTYRE: I know a lot of the
grain was lying on the ground and any
benefit derived by the bullocks grazing on
the area was from the grain that was not
harvested, not the stubble. If sorghum is
affected by frost before proper development
and is placed in an ensilage pit before it
reaches maturity, it has a definite food value.
Take also wheat, which is perhaps ome of
our best fattening products when used in its
green stage. Allow it to reach the ripening
stage and it loses much of those properties.
The same applies to maize. You can fatten
stock on the stalk in its green stage, but
after it has produced a crop it is valueless as
a ecattle-fattening food.

(Time expired.)

Hon, E. M. HANLON (Ithaca-—Premier)
(12.20 p.m.): I have listened to the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition and the hon. mem-
ber who just resumed his seat with a good
deal of amusement. It is amusing how these
people try to damn with faint praise. They
are not sure whether they will attack the
thing or ‘‘kid to be a bit with it.”” They
are frightened of its being a sueccess and
that they will be in difficulties afterwards
if they cannot say that they gave it some
blessing—that although they doubted the
wisdom of it, they were not against it.

Mr. Melntyres We hope it will be a
gucceess.

Mr., HANLON: That is where the catch
is. Hon. members opposite have displayed
from the time it was first mentioned their
intense desire to see it a flop. That has been
their attitude all along—they made every
effort possible to make it a flop.

The faet that an enterprise of this kind
has shown a loss the first year is nothing to
be surprised at. I venture to say that the
hon. member who has just resumed his seat
—7I do not know whether he tackled virgin
country; I do not know whether he bought
a working farm or took up fresh country—
put more in than he took out the first year,
and the second year too, and possibly the
third year. It is not surprising that an
enterprise of the size of the Queensland-
British Food Corporation should put more in
than it takes out in the early stages. There
is the matter of the fattening of cattle dur-
ing the first year when the bullocks were
turned onto the grain that could not be har-
vested and the stubble. The result was that
although they were marketed the mnext finan-
cial year, some of the credit belonged to the
first year. Possibly if the whole thing was
carefully calculated the loss would not be so
great the first year.

The suggestion made by the hon. member
for Coorparoo that the proposal to proteet
the rights of the corporation in any improvye-
ments on the property was indicative of
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the British Government’s wanting to get out
of the undertaking is d figment of the
imagination, as the hon. member for Kedron
would say. There is no intention of getting
out of it at all. The fact of the matter is
that under our Land Act, if a lease is trans-
ferred the value of the improvements is
always the property of the vendor. These
people want to see it in this Aect. Obviously
the Queensland-British TFood Corporation,
which consist of pretty capable men, wants to
see that prineiple in the Act under which it
works. The idea that it is a sign of distrust
between Governments is a nasty insinuation
introduced by the hon. member for Coor-
paroo. In passing I should like to say this:
I would stake my mortal soul on the fact
the hon. member for Coorparco would not
make a deal worth a shilling with anyone if
he did not have it signed on the dotted line.
So the Corporation wants to have it clarified
in order that the improvements of the pro-
perty will be the Corporation’s if we ever
close down the undertaking.” To suggest
that this is a sign of mistrust is a nasty
insinuation. The insinuation is, ‘‘How they
trust omne amnother!’’ and that there is some
ill-feeling between this Government and the
Government of Great Britain. I do not
think there has ever been a keener apprecia-
tion of the services, one to the other, between
the Queensland Government and the Govern-
ment of Great Britain than there is today.

However, to proceed: when this undertak-
ing was started the first year’s preparation
of the soil and ploughing were done entirely
by contract. The contract was let for the
breaking up of the soil and its preparation
for planting. Later we were able to get a
special allocation of 29 tractors for this
undertaking. This did not in any way inter-
fere with the allocation that had been made
already. At that time we had what is in
the eyves of hon. members opposite the hated
Labour Party in power in Canberra and
we were able to procure from them a
special alloeation of 29 tractors for this
undertaking, without in any way interfer-
ing with the allocation made to the State
for our own farmers. Thereafter the
corporation had to stand on its own feet:
it was treated just the same as any other
farmer.

As our undertakings increased the allo-
cation for Queensland increased. Hon.
members opposite surely do not think that
if there was only one farm in Queensland
we should get the same allocation of
machinery as when there were 10,000
farmers in the State. The allocation of
machinery is based on the number of people
tilling the soil and the requirements of the

State. The Queensland-British Food Cor-
poration, by inereasing the cultivation
another 60,000 or 70,000 acres, increased

the allocation to Queensland of harvesting
and farming machinery. Tf it increases it
by another 100,000 acres it will increase the
allocation to Queensland proportionately.
It one follows the argument of hon. mem-
bers opposite to its natural conclusion we
should Dbe justified in preventing any other
farmer from starting to farm in this State
beeause he would be competing for tractors
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with existing farmers. They cannot get
away from that.. If there is anything in
the argument of the hon. member for
Cunningham, we should not allow any
farmer to start in Queensland, because he
would be competing with existing farmers
for farming machinery.

Mr. Meclntyre: My argument was——

Mr. HANLON: The hon. member’s
argument was what he said. It is not a
bit of good his quibbing here like that.

Mr. Hiley: No.

Mr. HANLON: I am capable of under-
standing what the hon. member said and,

believe me, he is pretty cunning. 1 do not
need the help of the hon. member for
Coorparoo.

A well-known pig authority visited Peak
Downs last year and said that as a grower
of small grain crops and producer of pigs
from his boyhood days he appreciated the
splendid efforts being made at Peak Downs
by the management and staff and he could
find no fault. T do not think there is any
man in the Country Party in this Parlia-
ment today who can say he took up a
virgin undertaking and did not show a loss
for the first couple of years. If he did not
show a loss, why is he always howling about
the hardships he has borne on the land?
Listening to hon. members of the Country
Party on the Opposition benches, one would
think that the mnext worst thing to being
in a Japanese prison camn was to be on
the land in Queensland. Thev are always
moaning about the terribly hard times they
have. I think the undertaking has done
very well so far.

The hon. member for Mundingburra said
that this scheme was started in 1946. As a
matter of fact, T met the delegation from
overseas in (anberra at the end of January,
1948, and I invited them to Queensland.
‘They came here on 5 February of that year.

Mr. ATKENS: I rise to a point of order.
I said that it was conceived.

Mr. HANLON: I was not present at the
conception; I was only present at the birth.
The delegation ecame here because Great
Britain desired to make the British Common-
wealth self-supporting in the matter of food,
in view of the possibility of another war at
some time or other, in which event that Gov-
ernment did not want to be dependent upon
foreigners for the feeding of their people.
‘They were prepared to place themselves at
the mercy of a more obnoxious band, in the
members of the Country Party of Quecns-
land. The delegation went to the southern
States but as nothing could be undertaken
there and they could not get any encourage-
ment they came, at my invitation, to this
State. Very shortly afterwards this under-
taking was born and the first plough was
put into the land in May 1948. I think the
scheme has done very well indeed.

The hon. member for Coorparoo suggested
that there was some distrust on the part of
the British Govermment in the matter and
that some working party was coming to
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Queensland to inspect Peak Downs. I have
not heard of any such working or inspection
party; nobody at Peak Downs knows any-
thing about an imspection by any such party.
The chairman of direetors of the Queensland-
British Food Corporation is coming here for
an annual visit, to have a look at the under-
taking. His deputy is Mr. John Kemp, of
Queensland. The previous chairman of the
corporation was out here when the scheme
was founded; he came out last year and
intends to come this year. There is not the
slightest indieation that the British Overseas
Tood Corporation is in any way dissatisfied
with what has gone on. The venture has
been suceessful and that corporation is quite
pleased with the efforts so far. It knows,
of course, that it will get all the whines and
growls in the world from hon. members of
the Opposition.

Hon. members opposite believed that if the
corporation did not grow sorghum and pig-
meat the present growers in Queensland
would get a higher price for those products
out of poor old Britain. They had no sense
of obligation to Britain for what she has
had to contend with. They believe that if the
undertaking did not proceed the present
sorghum-growers would get a better price fpr
their sorghum out of Britain and the pig-
growers a better price for their pig-meats
and they said the undertaking was bad
beecause it was going to supply food to
Britain at a lower price than hon. members
opposite sought to get.

Mr. Evans: You know that is not true.

Mr. HANLON: I know that when the
original debate was proceeding the hon.
member for West Moreton, now Senator
Maher, said, ‘‘Business is business’’ when
we were talking about the prices to be
charged to Great Britain. The hon. member
for Aubigny helped him along with
«¢Buginess is business.’’ Every penny they
could get out of Britain they sought to get.
Thevy have no sense of moral obligation to
do z{nvthing more for Britain thar_l fpr China
and Russia. With these people it is not a
matter of doing something for Britain, but
doing Britain for sometbing. T could not let
the little stories invented by hon. members
opposite go by without making some reply
to them.

Mr. Pie: Why don’t you reply to the
hon. member for Coorparoo on the eapital
involved? What will it be?

Mr. HANLON: I have told hon. memn-
bers what it will be. If the hon. member
for Kedron had been paying any attention
to the debate, he would know that when I
jntroduced this measure I explalped the
amount of capital that would be involved.
The hon. member for Coorparoo went on to
say that £2,000,000 would be only a fraction
of the eapital required. That is his guess.
On the basis of those figures, I should not
like him to advise me on the amount of
capital required in any undertaking in which
I was personally interested.

Mr, Hiley: How would you arrive at
the capital requirement?
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Mr, HANLON: The directors of the
corporation cstimate that what we are putting
in now will be sufficient.

My, Hiley: What, for 500,000 pigs?

Mr. HANLON: I am not talking about
500,000 pigs; I am talking about £2,000,000
sterling. I am accepting the advice of the
directors and their experts. I certainly do
unot regard the hon. member for Coorparoo
as an expert in pig-breeding.

Mr. Pie interjected.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr., HANLON: I am not supposing that
the Queensland-British Food Corporation will
buy 500,000 sows. I do not think that the
hon. member for Cunningham or any of his
fellow pig-breeders will be able to unload
any pigs that they do not want on the
corporation. On the contrary, I think the
corporation will do things the semsible way
and will breed only first-quality pigs. It
was mever suggested that the corporation
would plough a quarter of a million aeres
and grow half a million pigs for export in
the first year of operations.” The projeet is
being planned by people with some eommon
sense. As I say, the main objection of homn.
members opposite is that the secheme has not
turned out to be a flop.

The hon. member for Cunningham said
that the price of grain might fall and that
the corporation would then be in difficulties.
However, if such a thing happens, I ecan
assure him that the corporation will not be
whining on the Treasury doorstep for a
hand-out.

Mr, Pie: They are doing it now.

Mr. HANLON: No, they are not whining
for anything. We are paying in this money
as the result of an undertaking——

Mr. Pie interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. HANLON: The hon. member had
better tell those stories to Santa Claus. He
swore on oath that he was a figment of his
imagination.

Mr. Pie: He is a friend of yours.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the
hon. member to obey my eall to order. 1
shall not warn him again.

Mr, HANLON: Every penny spent on
this projeet is represented by solid assets,
and all the property that has been purchased
could be sold now for much more than was
paid for it. The improvements on the pro-
perty are worth more today than when they
were put on. The plant and equipment there
1s more valuable today than when it was
purchased. Every pound that has been put
into this undertaking is represented today
by more than a pound’s worth of assets.
Hon. members have seen many undertakings
in this country that have had the blessing
of so-called financial advisers about which the
same thing could not be said. Assets are
there that are more than equal in value to
everything that has been spent, and the
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whole thing could be realised today at a profit
on the ecapital investment. It is a sound
investment for the State. If disaster over-
takes it, it will be just too bad—disasters
have overtaken all sorts of wundertakings.
However, so far as can humanly be seen,
there is no likelihocod of a glut of food in
the world for a long time. I do not think
the world will allow for mueh longer the
setting up of organisations that will restrict
the production of food for the purpose of
keeping prices high and certain producers
rich. There are thousands and millions of
people in the world today who have never
since their birth had enough to eat, and it
must bhe realised that this business of
restricting crops, restricting production for
the sake of enabling certain people to make
big profits, is going to end. Inevitably it
must end, because the hungry peoples of the
world sooner or later will take the necessary
action to prevent the restriction of food pro-
duction. That is the duty of every intelligent
man.

HMr. Decker interjected.

Mr. HANLON: I know that dumb-bells
like the hon. member who has just inter-
jected eannot understand that, but it is the
duty of every intelligent man in the country
today to contribute every pound of feod he
can for the people of the world. There is only
one fear that we have in the world and that is
that we cannot produce enough food to feed
the people of the world. It is our duty to do
what we can in this connection, and T am very
pleased to be associated with a food-produe-
tion scheme designed to produce food for the
hungry people of the world.

Mr., INGRAM (Keppel) (1242 pm.):
Ever since this scheme was launched it has
been roundly condemmned by hon. memlers
opposite. Aceording to them the crop last
year was a failure, but it was not a failure.
They in their heart of hearts had hoped that
it ‘would be a failure. They ecriticised the
Government on that account and taunted the
Government with the suggestion that the
sorghum crop did not realise expectations. It
only shows them wup in their true colours.
They criticised the scheme, hoping in their
own hearts that it would be an absolute
failure. They are hoping again today that it
will be a failure. Theirs is mnot the only
patriotic party in this State, and to hear
them on that score leads us to say that their
talk is utter nonsense. When they condemn
the Labour Government for their aections in
connection with this food-production scheme
it only shows them up in their true colours—
that they are concerned only for the big
finaneial institutions, the beef barons, the
wealthy landholders who support them at
election times. They are not concerned to
provide food for DBritain who went through
difficulties and privations on their account 1n
the last war. They are concerned only for
the big greedy landholder.

The Government are doing the proper thing
in resuming this land and bringing into pro-
duction property that has not been producing
for years. I am a native of the Central-West,
I speak from experience of this part of the
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State. T remember the time when the carry-
ing capacity of Peak Downs was 60,000, but
prior to its resumption by the Government it
would not feed omne beast. And why?
Because the owners did not give a
tinker’s curse for the production of food-
stuffs. They had taken the best out of the
land and were content to allow it now to go
to rack and ruin. That is what is happening
on many other properties in Central Queens-
land held by big greedy landholders and it is

nearly time the Government took action
against them. At the present time there are
properties in the Central-West of 30,000

to 40,000 aeres with not a beast on them, not
a soul living on the place, not even a hut or
a house, only held for greed. It is nearly
time that the Government took some
action to compel these people to brimg the
land into active production. The Government
would be doing the right thing in bringing
such properties into full production. The
people should be compelled to make proper
use of their land, and the Government are
acting correctly in taking land for the
purpose of producing foodstuffs for the
people of Britain and the rest of the world.
Is it any wonder, when such things are allowed
to continue, that the people are leaving the
country centres because they are unable to
procure land for farming because of the
actions of these big greedy, lazy land-owners.
(Opposition interjections.) It is true; hon.
members opposite cannot get away from it.

Much has been said by the Opposition as
to the great amount of sorghum grown in
previous years. How mueh sorghum was
grown in the Central-West prior to the
establishment of this scheme? Can the Oppo-
sition answer that question? Very little sor-
ghum was grown in the Central-West prior
to the establishment of this scheme.

Mr. Kerr: It was grown.
Mr. INGRAM: How much?
Mr. Kerr: Quite a lot.

Mr. INGRAM: The hon. member for
Sherwood cannot answer my question. I
know very little was grown, because I have
travelled the Central-West time and again.
The action of the Government in resuming
these properties and demonstrating to the
people and farmers that sorghum ecan be
grown in the Central-West successfully has
moved dozens and dozens of selectors to
engage in the growing of sorghum to pro-
vide food to preserve their stock. No mat-
ter how the Opposition might eriticise this
scheme, and no matter how much destruetive
criticism ‘its members engage in, it will not
do them any good beeause the people of the
Central-West are very hostile to the Opposi-
“tion for their criticism of this scheme. The
people in various parts of my electorate con-
tend that the Government should have got
busy vears ago and made the owners and
oecupiers of this land produce, or resume it,
to enable those who are willing to do so. As
I have already mentioned, there are thou-
sands of aecres, not hundreds, in this area
with not one beast, or a man, or even a hut
on them.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Production Act, &c., Bill.

Much has been said by the Opposition,
partieularly the Leader of the Opposition,
that sorghum stubble is absolutely useless for
feed purposes because it is just like dust.
They stated even that today it was useless to
fatten bullocks on. I contradiet that state-
ment and I will go further and say that they
do not know what they are talking about.
It has also been stated that bullocks on Peak
Downs were fattened on the grain that had
fallen to the ground.

Mr, Ewan: The grass.

Mr, INGRAM: The hon. member does
not know what he is talking about. The
Government have demonstrated what these
properties are eapable of producing. There
was very little grain on the ground when the
bullocks were driven onto the property. There
certainly was mnot sufficient grain on the
ground to feed 2,000 or 3,000 head of stock. I
hold in my hand a photograph that appeared
in the Rockhampton ‘¢‘Morning Bulletin,’’ a
Tory newspaper even more Tory than ‘‘The
Courier-Mail,’’ showing cattle fattening on
sorghum stubble at Orion Downs.  This
photographer often pays a visit to Peak
Downs and no-one is louder in its praise as a
producing area than he is. This shows that
even the Tory Press in Rockhampton is in
favour of the Government’s eontinuing this.
scheme. It says that it is one of the best
schemes that the Government have under-
taken. T have here a reproduction of that
photograph, which shows the condition of
the stubble and you ean see how cleanly it
has been headed. That is proof that the
Opposition do not know what they are talk-
ing about when they say that the bullocks.
were fattened by the grain on the ground.
I had no intention of speaking until I
received these photographs from the ‘‘Morn-
ing Bulletin,’”’ and then I thought the best
thing I could do was to say a few words and
exhibit them to the Opposition in order to
prove to them that they did not know what
they were talking about. The majority of
the people in the Central-West are very hos-
tile to the Opposition in this matter and it
is only a few landholders who are causing
the Opposition to ecriticise the Government
for their share in the projeect. The criticism
of the Government by the Opposition will not
do any good because the Government will
carry out their duty not only for the benefit
of the people of this State but for the people
of the Mother Country. That being so, I am
surprised at the attitude of the Opposition.
I appreciate the Premier’s bringing this
measure before the House. It will have not
only our support but the support of the great
majority of the people of this State.

Mr. V. E. JONES (Callide) (12.53 p.m.):
When the original legislation was brought
before the House on 23 March, 1948, I believed
—and the majority of the people of the State
believed—that the obligations of the Queens-
land-British Food Corporation and this Gov-
ernment was to produce in the vieinity of
500,000 pigs per annum for export to
Britain. That belief was strengthened by the
fact that in the first annual report it was
stated that the corporation’s objective was
the production of pigs for export to Britain.
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I am amazed that the Premier has not taken
this opportunity to acknowledge to the
people of this State where the Government
have mot carried out their obligations. He
introduced this amending Bill last Thursday
and spoke on it again later in the day and he
spoke today also without mentioning that the
obligations of the corporation to supply pig-
meats to Britain have not been ecarried out;
nor did he tell us on the other hand that
the pigs turned off are sold to private enter-
Pprise.
Mr. Evans: The few they breed.

Mr. V. E. JONES: The few pigs pro-
dueed today are all sold to the one company.
The pig-meats and cattle are sold to this
company on the competitive markets through-
out the State. It is not necessary for this
company to export meat to Britain. It has
markets all over the world and it ean export
the pig-meats to any part of the world.

When this legislation was first introduced
the pig-producers stated that they could pro-
duce all the pig-meats desired if they
received costs of production.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. V. E. JONES: The pig-producers
were ignored.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I hope the
hon. member is not going to develop that
argument.

Mr. V. E. JONES: In his speech on
‘Thursday the Secretary for Public Lands
stated that they can do this and produce the
necessary food for people in Britain. As I
stated, to-day I expected the Premier to
acknowledge that they had not carried out
their obligations. He merely countered the
remarks of the Opposition. When the Legis-
lation was first brought down the Opposition
stated that we could produce pig-meats and
there was no need to undertake such a project.
It is all right for a concern that has no end
of money at its back but the farmers to-day
have proved that if they get cost of production
they can produce pig-meats. I will substan-
tiate that statement by pointing out that in
1943, when we were getting a priece for our
pig-meats related to the price of grain, the
pig-producers of Queensland produced 700,000
pigs. In later years the price of grain rose
and we were not getting a price related to
the price of grain and produection of pig-meats
fell to 350,000 carcasses a year. If the
Queensland-British Food Corporation got a
price related to the price of grain the price
it would have to get would be far in excess of
that which the pig-producers of this State are
asking for to-day. We are only asking for
the cost of production. That has been proved
by reports and by members of the Opposition.
Take the price of grain, which it was sug-
gested is in the vieinity of 10s. a bushel,
multiply that by 27 and divide the result by
144 and the price is far in excess of what we
ask for to-day for our cost of production.

Now I will point out something about the
quality of pigs the corporation is producing—
and this is eclear enough. In the first com-
petition in which it entered pigs, it came 75th
on the list.
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Mr. Sparkes: How many in the com-
petition?

Mr. V. E. JONES: Only round about
the 100 mark. The Queensland-British Food
Corporation got only 57 points, which placed
it 75th on the list.

Mr. Burrows: Who was the judge?

Mr. V. E. JONES: A Government man
and a good judge. He knows his job. By
producing pigs of such quality the corporation
is riding on the back of the pig-producers
of this State. We want the ideal earcass te
be produced, the product that the housewife
needs the shopowner to hand across the
counter to her. It is mo use producing a
commodity that the housewife refuses because
it is too fat.

Progress reported.

TREASURER’S FINANCIAL TABLES.

Hon. V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane—
Treasurer) presented the tables relating to
the Treasurer’s Financial Statement for the
year 1950-1951.

Ordered to be printed.

ESTIMATES-IN—CHIEF, 1950-1951.

Mr. SPEAKER announced the receipt of
a message from His Excellency the Governor
forwarding the Estimates of the probable
Ways and Means and Expenditure of the
Government of Queensland for the year end-
ing 30 June, 1951.

Estimates ordered to be printed,
referred to Committee of Supply.

and

SUPPLY.

OPENING OF COMMITTEE
STATEMENT.

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Farrell,
Maryborough, in the chair.)

Hon, V. €. GAIR (South Brisbane—
Treasurer) (2.18 p.m.), who was received
with Government ¢‘Hear, hears,”’ said:
Before proceeding with the reading of my
Finaneial Statement of the Public Aceounts
of the State, I respectfully request that the

Committee accept the tables contained in the
Statement as read.

Honourable

Mr. GAIR: Mr. Farrell——

On this, the first oceasion on which I have
had the privilege of presenting the Financial
Statement of the Public Accounts of the
State, I desire to acknowledge the confidence
reposed in me by my colleagues and to
assure the people of Queensland that I am
fully eensible of the responsibilities associated
with my Office and the necessity to administer
the State’s finances wisely and prudently.

Since the Committee’s previous meeting
for the same purpose, the international
situation has considerably deteriorated and
whilst nations generally have not become

FINANCIAL

Members: Hear, hear!
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geared for war, a certain degree of pre-
paredness against aggression has become
essential.

In the five years sinee the cessation of
World War II., mueh progress was made
towards off-setting, throughout the world,
the effects of this great catastrophe and 1‘5
is to be hoped that steps mow being taken
will result in mnations of goodwill being
enabled to follow their peaceful ways and
work for the betterment of their people.

During this period the Government of .

Queensland has continued its efforts for the
welfare of the people of the State, and policy
and budgets were designed to this end.” The
budget which I have the honour to present
to you is no exception in this regard within
the revenues available.

It is my intention to follow the usual
practice and to review the transaections of
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the several funds for the financial year just
past, and then to place before the Committee
the anticipations for the current year.

The usual comprehensive Budget Tables
are being made available in conjunetion with
this Statement, and I feel sure that Homnour-
able Members will find them informative
and helpful.

FINANCIAL YEAR, 1949-50.
CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND.

The transactions of the Consolidated
Revenue Fund showed a surplus of £29,389,
this sum being £5,976 less than was forecast
in the budget.

The following summary shows the total
estimated and actual Revenue and Expendi-
ture for the year:—

Estimated. Actual. Over
—_ Estimate.
£ £ £
Receipts 36,391,235 37,119,291 728,056
Expenditure 36,355,870 37,089,902 734,032
Surplus £ 35,365 29,389

REVENUE.

The following table supplies details of the actual receipts, under their respective
headings, and compares them with the amounts in the Estimates:—

Head of Revenue. Budget Actual Over Under
Estimate. Receipts. Estimate. Estimate.
£ £ £ £
Amount received from Commonwealth 1,096,235 1,006,235 .. ..
Taxation—
States Grants, Income Tax Relmbursement
Grant and Specml Graut .. . 11,535,000 11,539,692 4,592
Land Tax 0,000 368,335 8,335
Licenses .. 244,000 262,742 18,742
Succession and Probate Duty .. 1,300,000 1,372,437 72,437
Stamp Duty 1,500,000 1,756,864 256,864
Totalisator and Bettmg Tax 250,000 220,921 29,079
State Transport Facilities Act and Traffic Act 527,000 630,906 103,906
Total Taxation 15,716,000 16,151,797 435,797
Land Revenue—
Selection, &c. 824,000 891,851 67,351
Timber .. 404,000 288,135 .. 115,865
Pastoral Occupatlon 397,000 425,596 28,596
Total Land Revenue .. 1,625,000 1,605,582 19,418
Mining .. 47,000 52,155 5,155
Railways 15,250,000 15,458,390 208,390
Other Receipts 2,657,000 2,755,132 98,132
Total .. .. .. .. £ 36,391,235 37,119,291 747,474 19,418
e — i
Over Estimate £728,056 £728,056

Taxation from all sources provided
£16,151,797 of which £11,539,592 was received
from the Commonwealth as Income Tax Reim-
bursement Grant and Special Grant. The
Taxation Grant was £1,398,205 greater than
in the previous year and thls, together with
the Special Grant of £1,308,765, made an
inerease of £2,706,970 in grants from the
Commonwealth as compared with 1948-49,

The other main sources of taxation were
Succession and Probate Duty £1,372,437 and

Stamp Duty £1,756,864, these sums excceding
the anticipated figures by £72,437 and
£256,864 respectively. The income under the
State Transport Facilities Aecet and the
Traffic Act totalled £630,906, which was
greater than the estimate by £103,906.

Land revenue, £1,605,582, did not realise
the estimate by £19,418 and was £15,043
less than the sum received in the previous
year.
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Receipts from the Railways totalled
%£15,458,390, which was £555,159 greater than
the collections in the previous year and was
the highest yearly revenue since the termina-
tion of the war.
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EXPENDITURE.

Digbursements amounted to £37,089,902 or
£734,032 in excess of the estimate. The
follownm table shows a comparison between
the total appropriations for the departments
and gervices and the actual expenditure:—

Head of Expenditure. Budget Actual Over Under
Tstimate. TExpenditure. Estimate. Estimate.
£ £ £ £

Schedules 1,758,224 1,737,072 . 21,152
Interest on Public Debt 4,753,914 4,765,482 11,568 ..
Executive and Legislative . 5:;,736 56,414 678
Premier and Chief Secretary 267,977 275,155 7,178
Health and Home Affairs 5,839,931 6,023,227 183,296 .
Public Works .. 572,298 559,665 .. 12,733
Labour and Industry 253,340 238,815 .. 14,525
Justice .. 696,312 658,284 .. 38,028
Treasurer . 1,680,159 1,634,967 54,808 ..
Public Lands and Irngatlon 738,418 727,259 .. 11,159
Agriculture and Stock 463,932 437,392 .. 26,540
Public Instruction . 3,993,035 4,080,756 87,721 ..
Mines and Immigration 352,766 337,689 .. 15,077
Railways (excluding mterest) 14,933,600 15, 466 196 532,596 ..
Transport . . 41,276 37,385 . 3,891
Auditor-General 54,952 54,244 .. 708

Total .. .. .. .. £ 36,355,870 37,089,902 877,845 143,813

¥ ~ J “ ~ -4
Over Estimate £734,032 £734,032

Apart from the Department of Health and
Home Affairs and the Railways, which
together exceeded the budget estimate by
£715,892 out of a total of £877,845 over the
estimate, appropriations were substantially
adhered to. This was satisfactory despile
a general increase in cost of materials and
services and salary and wage increases since
the presentation of the Budget in October,
1949.

The maintenance of public hospitals is a
considerable portion of the total apprepria-
tion for the Department of Health and Home
Affairs. In the Budget for 1949-50, th» sum
appropriated for requirements of hospitals
was £1,850,000 out of a total of £5,839,031
for all the activities of this Department.
The actual expenditure was £2,050,000 or
£310,548 in excess of the sum expended in
1948-49.

Additional requirements for exchange on
account of the purchase of materials from
overseas and the provision of £45500 to
write-off portion of the debit balances of
certain Trust Funds accounts mainly for the
excess of £54,808 shown under the heading
of the Treasurer.

Salary increases under Industrial Awards
and inereased costs of equipment and main-
tenance were responsible for the excess
expenditure by the Department of Public
Instruction.

The total expenditure for Railways was
£15,468,496. Interest amounting to £1,529,200
has been allocated to the Department as that
portion of Public Debt interest chargeable
on Railway Capital Expenditure. The opera-
tion expenses were substantially eovered by
the receipts which totalled £15,458,390, a
small deficit of £10,106 resulting. Collectlons
were therefore mqufﬁment by £1,539,306 to
meet the total interest chargeable

I now submit a summary of the disbursements from the Consolidated Revenue Fund
in 1949-50 which will enable hon. members to see in broad outline how the expenditure was

incurred.
Expenditure, 1949-50. Compared with 1948-49.
X Percentage
. Particulars. Amount. to Total Increase. Percentage
Revenue Increase.
Expenditure.
i £ % £ o
Interest on Public Debt 4,765,482 12:85 151,241 338
Sinking Fund . 1,252,960 3-38 76,327 6-49
Exchanoe on Interest Pas ments 536,474 1-44 4,914 92
6,554,916 1767 232,482 3-68
Salaries and Wages .. 19,910,512 53-68 2,634,398 1525
Statutory Payments (e\icludmg Smkmg Tund) 416,659 118 24,076 613
Other .. 10,207,815 27-52 1,269,591 1419
£37,089,902 100-00 £4,160,547 12-63

Of a total expenditure of £37,089,902, the
sum of £6,554,916 was in respect of Interest
and Sinking Fund on the Public Debt and

Exchange on Interest remittances overseas.
Salaries and wages absorbed £19,910,512 and
other statutory payments, £416,659. The
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remaining expenditure totalling £10,207,815
represents the controllable portion of the
expenditure in 1949-50.

It will be seen that the cost of serviee of
the Public Debt, other statutory payments
and salaries and wages which are largely
payments according to the awards of the
Industrial Arbitration Court equalled 72.48
per cent. and the controllable portion only
27.52 per cent. of the total of the year’s
expenditure.

TRUST AND SPECIAL FUNDS.
1949-50.

The aggregate receipts of the Trust and
Special Funds for the year were £20,559,148,
this sum being £2,530,233 more than the
collections in the previous year.

Receipts included £45,500 charged to.
Consolidated Revenue Fund to adjust portion
of the debit balances of the following Trust
Funds:—

£ £
Irvinebank State Treatment
‘Works Fund .. 3,000
State Coal Mines Funds—
Mount Mulligan Mine .. 15,000
Styx River Mine 15,000
30,000
State Coke Works Fund .. 12,500
£45,500

Expenditure totalled £21,710,799 compared
with £18,936,191 in 1948-49.

A large proportion of the transactions of
the Trust and Special Funds concerns moneys
received from the Commonwealth for expen-
diture by the State. Such purposes include
Commonwealth-State Housing, Servicemen’s
Re-establishment Allowances (Rural) and
Reconstruetion Training (Rural), Dairying
Industry and Local Authority Roads.

This division of State Finance also includes
large operational accounts such as Main
Roads, State Coal Mines and Coke Works
and Queensland Housing Commission. Much
developmental and useful work is financed
through these funds and this faet should be
kept in mind when reviewing the transactions
of the Trust and Special Funds.

The disbursements of the Main Roads
Fund totalled £4,230,910, Quecnsland Hous-
ing Commission £943,932, State Insurance
Fund £4,131,729, Hospital, Motherhood and
Child Wdfclre I‘und £769,456, TForestry and
Lumbering Fund £722,326, Fish Supply Fund
£642,441, Co- ordinator-General of  Public
Works Construction Fund £481,419, Post-war
Reconstruction  and  Development Fund
£1,428,517, Commonwealth-State  Iousing
Fund £1,478,062, Commonwealth Aid, Local
Authority Roads Fund £96,047, and Agricul-
tural Bank £1,855,537, including Loans to
Discharged Servicemen.

These figures are evidence of the variety
and extent of the activitics of the State quite
apart from the expenditure of the Consoli-
dated Revenue and Loan Funds.

Details of the receipts and expenditure,
and balances of the various Trust and Speecial
Funds, »re to be found in the Budget Tables
and Estimates.
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1949-50.

The dishursements from Loan Fund during
1949-50 aggregated £9,035,152 which was
£1,916,614 greater than the expenditure in
the previous year. This expenditure repre-
sents much sound development. Railways
accounted for £2,134,872, Loans and Subsi-
dies to Local Bodies, &c., £1,816,560, Land
Settlement and Development £1,229,635,
Main Roads £692,353, Water Supply £675,320
and Agricultural Bank for loans to settlels
£800,000.

Details are as follows:—-

£

Railways .. 2,134,872
Public Buildings .. 1,148,511
New University Works 126,750
Main Roads Commission 692,353
Access Road to Callide Coalﬁeld 122,000
Loans and Subsidies to Local Bodies and

Hospitals Boards 1,816,560
Land Settlement and Development 1,229,635
Mining .. 234,184
Burdekin River Bndge 171,710
‘Water Supply .. 675,320
Tully Falls Hydro- Electnc PrOJect 154,000
Harbours and Marine .. 67,578
Agricultural Bank 800,000
Other Capital Works .. 18,276
Adjustment of Suspense Account .. Cr. 356,597

.. £9,085,152

Total ..

Included in the Loan Tund expenditure
arc the undermentioned amounts which were
credited to the relevant Trust Funds:—

£ £
Main Roads Commission 822,000
Burdekin River Bridge 171,710
Agricultural Bank—
Advances to Borrowers . 300,600

War Service Land Settlement 500,000
- 800,000
Co-ordinator-General of Public
‘Works—
New University and St. Lucia
B.idge
Somerset Dam
Tully Falls Hy dro-Electric
Project . 154,000

126,750
51,431

332,181

Total £2,125,891

The unexpended balances in these Trust
Funds, at 30th June, 1950, were available for
expenditure and have been takcn into account
when framiug the Estimates for the current
year.

The total of repayments in 1949-50 was
£1,125,679 and during the last five years
£5,551,720. After allowing for an allocation
of £600,000 towards Sinking Fund contri-
butions in terms of the Financial Agreement,
there was £4,951,720 available for loan
expenditure over the five years. Loan rais-
ings to this extent were thus obviated.

The proceeds of Loan raisings received by
the State during the year totalled £7,861,500.
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There . was a credit balance in the Loan
Account of £1,302,298 at the close of the
year, A statement of the transactions of
this account is as follows:—

£
Cash Balance, 1st July, 1949 Cr. 1,366,528
Receipts—
Repayments
Tess amount utilised
towards Sinking ¥und
Contributions .. 150,000

Proceeds of Loan Raisings—
Domestic Issues .
Australian Loans

Less Expenses

1,125,679

975,679

.. 1,020,500
6,841,000
6,837,513
Australian Redemption
and Conversion
Loans .. 8,324,190
Less Expenses .. 6,738

8,317,452
Stock

720,530

Instalment
Conversions

Expenses of Loan Raisings
and Conversions pro-
vided from Consolidated
Revenue Fund .

Excess of funded Expenses
in connection with the
Redemption of Queens-
land Second Amerrcan
Loan, 1946-47 .. . .. 29

20,224

19,258,855

Disbursements-——
Expenditure on Works
Australian  Loans Con-

verted
Instalment
verted
London Loan Redeemed
Queensland 64 per cent.
Treasury Bond Re-
deemed .. 10
Expenges in connectron
with redemption of
London Loan
Expenses in
with  Loan
194849 ..
Refund of portlon of ex-
penses in connection
with the redemption of
American Loans in
194647 and 1947-48 .. Cr.

9,035,152

7,641,490
Stock Oon-
720,530

544,526

138,174

connectxon
Ralsmgs,

. 10,814

815
18,089,881

Cash Balance, 30th J une,
1950 . .. Cr. £1,168,974
Extended Deposrt .. .. .. 133,324

Total Balance of Loan
Account, 30th June,
0 .. .. - . COr. £1,302,298

PrBric WORKS ACTIVITIES.
1949-50.

The co-ordinated programme of works for
the past financial year was framed on the
basis of the results likely to be achieved.

Although the programme as planned was
not fully implemented, there was a sub-
stantial increase in expenditure, as compared
with the previous year.

The total number emploved at 30th June,
1950, under that portion of the plan financed
from State funds was approximately 8,600
as against 8,200 in June, 1949, and 7,400 in
June, 1948,
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Disbursements from State funds on capital

works and development in 1949-50 totalled
£12,580,508 (as detailed hereunder) compared
with £9,507,674 in 1948-49:—

£

Stanley River Dam 178,500
University Works (including temporary

accommodation and 8t. Lucia Bridge) 158,089
Soldier Settlement, Rural Development

and Irrigation 2,168,497
Railways (including Deferred \Iamten—

ance and Renewals) . 2,544,145
Burdekin High Level Bridge 168,609
Reclamation and Erosion Prev entlon

Works . .. 30,906
Housing . 620,237
Water Facilities on Stock Routes 62,294
Brisbane Harbour and Port Development 141,756
Mining 189,817
Main Roads 1,716,220
Buildings . 1,075,709
Land Settlement and Forestry 1,244,226
Loans and Subsidies to Local Bodies and

Hospitals Boards (other than Brisbane

Harbour and Malarial and Erosion

Prevention Works) . 1,673,773
Mosquito Eradication . 124,859
Queensland-British Food (‘orporatlon .. 308,250
Burdekin River Dam (Investigations) .. 29,983
Tully Falls Hydro-Electric Project 110,025
Sundry Works and Advances for Develop

ment . 35,113

£12,580,508

The sources from which the funds were
provided were :—

£
Loan Fund .. .. 8,371,636
Post-war Reconstructlon and Develop-
ment Fund 1,428,516
Consolidated Revenue 34,685
Trust and Special Funds 2,745,671
£12,580,508

In addition, a sum of £1,478,062 was
expended from Loan Funds provided by the
Commonwealth under the Commonwealth-
State Rental Housing Agreement, as com-
pared with £1,004,208 in 1948-49.

Semi-governmental authorities and other
Local Bodies spent approximately £7,600,000
on works financed from debenture loan rais-
ings, this being in addition to the State works
expenditure.

CAsH BALANCES AND INVESTMENTS.
1949-50.

The total of cash balances and invest-
ments at 30 June, 1950, was £15,912,802
comprising £3,394,178 cash and £12 518 624
investments. Except for £133,324 L‘xtended
Deposit on account of Loan Fund the whole
of the investments was in respect of the
Trust and Speecial Funds. These investments
are exclusive of sums invested in Common-
wealth Government loans and loans to loeal
bodies by the Insurance Commissioner.
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CASH BALANCES AND INVESTMENTS AT 30TH JUNE, 1950.
£
Cash Balances—
Consolidated Revenue Fund .. Dr. 2,884,192
Trust and Special Funds .. Or. 5,109,396
Loan Fund.. .. . .. COr. 1,168,974
Total Cash Balances .. .. Cr. 3,394,178
Investments—
Assurance  Fund, Real
Property Act—
Commonwealth Loan .. 35,350
Main Roads Fund—
Commonwealth Loans .. 500,000
Parliamentary Contributory
Superannuation Fund—
Commonwealth Loans .. 15,950
Post-war Reconstruction
and Development
Fund—
Commonwealth Loans .. 1,185,000
Fixed Deposits . .. 800,000
- 1,985,000
Trust and Special Funds—
Commonwealth Loans .. 4,549,000
Fixed Deposits .. 5,300,000
—— 9,849,000
Extended Deposit. . .. .. 133,324

Total Cash Balances and

Investments .. £15,912,802

The cash balances were held as follow:—

Commonwealth Bank— *
Current Account . 712,490
Debenture Deposit Account 2,003,722

Commonwealth Savings Bank 32,617

Agent-General, Current Account 645,263

Bank of England, Current Account .. 46

National Cxty Bank of New York Current

Account . 40
Total Cash Balances, as above .. £3,304,178
Investments by the Insurance Commis-

sioner, at the end of the year, were £9,378,450
in (Commonwealth Government securities, and
£3,500,430 in loans fo semi-Governmental
authorities and local bodies.

Pusric DEsT.
At 30 June, 1950, the gross Public Debt
of the State was £150,661,535 which exeeeded
the debt at the close of the previous year by
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£65,573 to the credit of the State in the
National Debt Sinking Fund, the net Publie

Debt was £150,595,962 compared with
£144,048,109 at 30 June, 1949.
Three cash and conversion loans were

placed on the Australian market by the Com-
monwealth during  1949-50. Queensland
received the sum of £6,841,000 from the pro-
ceeds of the portions raised for public works
and services. In addition, the State raised
by domestic issues £1,020,500, of which
£1,003,000 was raised from the Common-
wealth Savings Bank in terms of the Savings
Bank Amalgamation Agreement and
£17,500 from the Public Curator’s Unclaimed
Moneys Fund.

Loans raised by the Commonwealth earried
interest at 3% per cemnt. per annum for long
term and 2 per cent. for short term invest-
ments whilst the domestic raisings were at
3 per cent..for the Savings Bank loans and

% per cent. for the loan from the Public
Curator.

For many years past the greater part of
Australia’s loan requirements has been
obtained from the Australian market. The
present rate of 3% per cent. has remained
constant since 1947 and is lower than the
prevailing rate of approximately 3% per
cent. on the London market for long term
investment.

The servicing of the Public Debt of the
State cost £6,554,916 or 4.35 per cent. of the
total amount of the indebtedness. Interest
absorbed £4,765,482, Sinking Fund £1,252,960,
and Exchange £536,474. It is of interest to
note that the cost of the debt serviee in
1949-50 was £258,461 less than in 1939-40
although the total indebtedness had inereased
by £21,628,318.

I now present in this connection a table
whieh shows that the average rate of interest
payable on the Public Debt has declined

£6,536,390.  Allowing for the balance of during recent years:—
e 30th June, | 30th June, | 30th June, | 80th Jure,
1947. 1948. 1949. 1950.
£ s £ s d. £ s d. £ s d.
Including Exchange—
Overseas Debt 5 0 4 8 9 4 8 4 8 8
All Debt 317 3 314 2 312 11 312 2
Ezcluding Exchange—
Overseas Debt 318 10 3 9 6 3 611 3 7 0
Australian Debt 3 110 3 5 4 3 410 3 4 1
All Debt . 3 4 3 611 3 5 7 3 5 1

It is also worthy of note that the Public
Debt charges now represent a much reduced
proportion of the total Consclidated Revenue
Expenditure. In 1939-40, the percentage was
32.85 per cent. of expenditure totalling
£20,739,750; whilst in 1949-50 only 17.67 per
cent. of £37,089,902 was required.

A marked change has also taken place in
the same ten-year period in the domicile of

the debt, that is, as to a comparison of the
indebtedness held in Australia and overseas.
The following table illustrates this point,
and it will be noted that whereas at 30 June,
1940, approximately 46 per cent. of the debt
had been incurred in Australia, this figure
had increased to 67 per cent. at 30 June,
1950. As already indicated, loans raised in
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Australia entails a lower cost of service and the satisfactory
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position is evidenee of the

growing financial strength of the Australian Commonwealth.

Comparison—
1949-50 with 1939-40.
Per- Per-
Domicile of Loans. At 30th centage At 30th centage
June, 1940. of June, 1950. of Amount of Percentage
Total, Total. Increase or Increase or
Decrease. Decrease.
£ % £ % £ A

Australia. . 59,842,231 45-99 101,105,429 6711 Inc. 41,793,198 Ine. 70-38
Overseas 69,690,986 54-01 49,556,106 32-89 Dec. 20,134,880 | Dec. 2889
Total £129,038,217 100-00 £150,661,535 l 100-00 Ine. £21,628,318 |Ine. 1676

SiNkiNg Funp.
Under the Financial Agreement the State,
in 1949-50,  contributed £1,252960 to the
National Debt Sinking Fund, and the Com-

by the National Debt Commission as com
pared with £1,541,597 in 1948-49.

Particulars of the statutory contributiong
provided by the State, and by the Common-

monwealth’s contribution was £265,182. wealth, in the last five years, towards the
Queensland  securities  amounting to  redemption of the Publie Debt of Queens-
£1,463,273 were redeemed during the year land are ag follows:—
Particulars of Contributions. 1945-46. 1946-47. 1947-48. 1948-49. 1949-50.
; X Y 70 354,856
5/~ per cent. on Debt .. .. .. 344,162 346,343 35():,491 367,044 ,885
15/— per cent. on Special Debentures. . 16,110 16,110 16,110 ’_1{),}19 16,110
4% per cent. on Cancelled Debt .. 550,019 591,763 687,126 143,:)?1 sog,gl‘z
4 per cent. on Revenue Deficit Loans 49,892 49,892 49,892 49,802 49,892
Total by State 960,183 1,004,113 1,109,619 1,176,633 1,2:’3‘_&,990
Commonwealth Contributions 2221231 224,412 234,561 247,341 265,182
Total Contributions .. £ 1,182,414 1,228,525 1,344,180 1,423,974 1,518,142
BsTIMATES FOR YEAR 1950-51. in our Federation that the States are
required to play and thelr Increasing

I have given a broad outline of the trans-
actions of the past ycar and it is now my
intention to inform you of the proposals
of the Budget for the year 1950-51.

Before doing so, however, I deem it
essentizl to make refercnce to the uusatis-
factory position that exists in regard to
Commonwealth and State finaneial relations.
As you are aware uniform taxation whereby
the Commonwealth is the sole authority for
imposing taxation on incomes has operated
since 1942, TFollowing the close of the war
the regular annual conferences hetween the
Commonwealth and States have to a large
extent been concerned with the rights of the
States to a just proportion of the proceeds
without permanent solution becomine any
nearer. 'T'he matter has lhecome more diffi-
cult because of the economic inflation which
is gripping the Commonwealth.

A solution, however, would be nearcr i
hand were there a disposition by the Com-
monwealth to reeognise the necessary part

finaneial burdens.

The States carry on activities genmerally
much nearer to the lives of the people than
those of the Central Government. Among
these are public health and the provision of
public hospital services, the preservation of
jaw and order, maintenance of publie insti-
tutions, education and ‘the adminigtration
of justice, to mention only a few but impor-
tant functions of State Administration. In
times of rising costs, the States must scek
increased revenues, but the attitude of the
Commonwealth, particularly at the most
reeent conference, has been to mostly retain
buoyant revenues and allow the States from
time to time what is an inadequate increase
in the grant to offset increasing expenditure.

To demonstrate this, I give a table in
which the inereases in the Grants and Con-
solidated Revenue expenditure are compared
with those of the year 1945-46, this being
the last wear in which the original ameunt
of the Grant was distributed. The expendi-
ture figures are exclusive of the Railway
Department’s disbursements.

Expenditure. Grant.
Year.
Amount. Increase Over Amount, Increase Qver
1945-46. 1945-46.

£ £ £ £
1945-46 14,657,476 .. 5,821,000 .
1946-47 15,140,629 483,153 6,601,000 780,000
1947-48 16,577,475 1,919,999 7,426,125 1,605,125
1948-49 .. .. 19,161,438 4,504,012 8,332,622 3,011,622
1949-50 .. .. 21,623,706 6,066,230 10,230,827 4,409,827
1950-51 (Estimated) .. 23,995,560 9,338,084 12,277,500 6,456,500
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These figures make it abundantly clear
that, excepting for the vear 1946-47, the
Grant has not increased at a rate sufficient
to cover the increase in expenditure. Had
it not been for the excellent net returns from
the railways in the years 1947-48 and
1948-49 and the Speeial Grant in 1949-50,
the State’s financial position in those years
would have been unsatisfactory.

For the benefit of hon. members, it might
be opportune, at this stage, to review the
history and operations of the TUniform
Taxation Scheme.

Under this Scheme, which operated from
Ist July, 1942, the States were paid Grants
by the Commonwealth on condition that they
refrained from imposing taxes on incomes.
The original Reimbursement Grants were
based on the average receipts from Income
Tax by the several States for the years
1939-40 and 1940-41. In accordance with this
formula the aggregate Grant payable to the
States was £34,254,787, of which Queensland
refgeived £5,821,000, or 17 per cent. of the
total.

Grants at this rate were paid to the States
during the finaneial years 1942-43 to 1945-46,
inclusive.

In 1946 an effort was made by the State
Premiers to secure the abandonment of the
Uniform Taxation Scheme, but it was clearly
indicated that the Commonwealth did not
%ptend to relinquish its hold on income taxa-
ion.

The State Premiers, however, succeeded in
securing the approval of an amended plan
which was designed to provide for inereased
Reimbursement Grants in 1946-47 and each
year thereafter for an indefinite period.

This scheme is very briefly summarised as
follows :—

1946-47 and 1947-48—£40,000,000 to be
distributed to the States.

1948-49 to 1956-57—£40,000,000 varied
in acecordance with the increase in the
population of Australia and also by
half the percentage increase in wages
paid in industry as compared with
1946-47, to be distributed partly on
the 1946-47 basis and paftly on an
adjusted population basis which will
take into consideration relative sparsity
of population and numbers of children
aged 5 to 15 years.

1957-58 and thereafter indefinitely—
£40,000,000, varied as in the previous
period, to be distributed solely on an
adjusted population basis.

The amount of £6,601,000 was allocated to
‘Queensland during 1946-47.

In 1947-48, it was evident that the aggre-
gate Grant of £40,000,000 would not be
sufficient to meet Budget requirements, and
at the Premiers’ conference in August, 1947,
it was agreed to increase the aggregate
Grant to £45,000,000. Queensland received
£7,426,125.

The amount due to the States for 1948-49
aunder the approved plan was £43,200,000,
which, in accordance with the amendment
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agreed upon in 1947, was raised to
£45,000,000. However, even with this amount,
the States were faced with impossible condi-
tions as regards attaining budgetary equili-
brium for the year. After exhaustive
examination at the Premiers’ conference it
was agreed that the approved formula be
retained, but that, in computing the aggre-
gate Grant to be distributed in the year
1948-49 and subsequent years, the following
variations be made:—(a) that the basic
Grant be £45,000,000 instead of £40,000,000;
(b) that the basic Grant be varied by a
percentage equal to the full, instead of half,
percentage inerease in average wages; and
(¢) that the increase in average wages be
based on 1945-46 instead of 1946-47. Suit-
able Commonwealth legislation in due course
validated these alteratioms to the formula.

Under the modified formula the total
amount distributed to the States in 1948-49
was £53,744,471 of which £8,832,622 was
received by Queensland.

In 1949 conditions were again adverse to
the States, and after a very careful examina-
tion of the States’ prospective budgets, the
Prime Minister recognised disabilities suffered
by the States as a result of the nation-wide
coal strike, and announced at the Premiers’
conference that he was prepared to recom-
mend that the aggregate Income Tax Reim-
bursement Grant for 1949-50 be inecreased by
£8,000,000, such inerease to be in addition
to the amount available under the formula
and to be distributed in accordance with the
formula. This additional sum was to assist
the States’ budgetary position, and was to
be for 1949-50 only. This proposition was
accepted by the Premiers.

The aggregate Grant due under the formula
in 1949-50 was £62,537,279 which, with the
additional £8,000,000, brought the amount due
to the States to £70,537,279 or £16,792,808
more than the aggregate Grant distributed
in the previous year. Of the aggregate dis-
tribution Queensiand received £11,539,592 or
16.4 per cent. of the total.

The amount due to the States for 1950-51,
in aceordance with the formula, is £70,300,000,
Queensland’s allocation being £11,463,000.
At the recent conference pregsure was exerted
by the Premiers to obtain a substantial
increase over this amount. However, the
Prime Minister would not agree to an addi-
tional sum greater than £5,000,000. There-
fore, the aggregate Grant this year will be
£75,300,000, of which Queensland will receive
£12,277,500 or 16.3 per cent. of the total.

These frequent changes are evidence of the
failure of the present scheme to provide for
rapidly changing conditions. The formula,
under which the distribution of tax revenue
to the States is made is sound in prineciple,
but it was never designed for present economie
difficulties.

The Premiers at last month’s eonference
with the Prime Minister made particularly
pointed reference to a practice of the Com-
monwealth in charging the whole of the cost
of capital works and services to Consolidated
Revenue and the inordinately large amounts
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being so charged. In 1949-50 the sum in
question was £73,000,000 and in the previous
year £43,000,000. These sums are exclusive
of war expenditure charged to Consolidated
Revenue. The States are compelled to borrow
for similar works and serviees and ineur
an annual commitment for interest and
sinking fund whilst the Commonwealth in
recent ycars has borrowed on its loan pro-
gramme only to lend to the States for the
Commonwealth-State Housing Scheme.

It is considered that whilst the States are
finding it increasingly difficult to carry on,
or expand present policies, the practice of the
Commonwealth in charging excessively large
sums to revenue for eapital works and services
should be modified.

I might state that the 1950 confercnce was
noteworthy for the unanimous attitude of the
Premiers on the unsatisfactoery state of
Commonwealth and States financial relations
and for the strength with which their views
were expressed.

Belatedly the Prime Minister recognised
the force of the Premiers’ ecase and the need
for a review of the whole matter. The
Premiers adopted his suggestion of calling a
confercnce of Commonwealth and State
Treasury officers to explore the problem, with
particular reference to the Commonwealth
practice as regards financing ecapital works
and services, and to report thereon and make
recommendations. The Prime Minister and
Premiers will consider suech report and
recommendations at a speeial conference to
be called for the purpose.

In view of what I have just stated, it
should not be a matter for surprise that the
State has no alternative but to budget for a
deficit in 1950-51. The amount is £767,825.
To budget for deficits in a time of high
national income cannot be justified in normal
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circumstances, but the position of Common-
wealth and States financial relations outlined
by me has made this inevitable. Departments
however have been requested to observe striet
economy and it is hoped that the actual
result at the end of the financial year will
show an improvement.

The greater part of salaries and wages
in the Budget is payable under awards of’
the State Arbitration Court. No provision
has been made anticipating variations of
awards resulting from applications which
will be before the Court during the eourse
of the financial year.

Any additional appropriations whieh might
be necessary in consequence of award
increases will be presented in supplementary
Estimates, and an approach will be made to
the Commonwealth for an additional grant
to cover the cost involved.

There is little scope for further substanti-
ally increased revenues, other than from
Income Taxation Grantz. Probate and
Succession Duties and Land Taxation should
be fields for further revenue but the States
are restricted by the Commonwealth invading
these flields also.

On the other hand the following evidence
of increaséd costs in relation to the moneys
received as income tax reimbursements will
enable the difficulties of State Finance to be
appreciated.

The table hereunder eompares the expendi-
ture of the last two years with the Budget
proposals for 1950-51 of certain social services
essential to the welfare of the people. The
requirements of these servieces, apart from
other administrative responsibilities of the
Government, show a substantial inerease
heside which the net additional Income Tax
Grant of £737,908 in 1950-51 is a small
contribution.

Expenditure. Provision.
1948-49. 1949-50. 1950-51.
£ £ £

Hospitals including Hospital, Motherhood and Child Welfare Fund
Expenditure .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 2,302,452 2,784,232 3,400,000
Maternal and Child Welfare .. 96,614 113,961 . 150,652
Charitable Institutions and Grants 234,664 289,995 353,727
Mental Hygiene .. . .. 617,373 757,692 843,499
Police .. .. .. .. .. 1,302,645 1,613,639 2,002,713
Education and University Endowment 3,003,288 4,120,756 4,753,443
£ 8,157,036 9,680,275 11,484,034

It will be noted that in 1948-49 the cost
of  public  hospital  maintenance  was
£2,202,452, in 1949-50 £2,784,232 and the
anticipated  expenditure in  1950-51  is
£3,400,000.

The Commonwealth’s reaction to the
increasing cost of public hospitals was a
proposal for the reintroduction of the means
test and the principle of charging for use of
public hospitals. In consideration of adopt-
mg a hospital insurance scheme the Common-
wealth would increase its payment by 1s. per
occupied bed per day. The States in the

first place were not consulted on the matter
of the abolition of payment of fees. Now
the «Commonwealth again proposecs to disturb
the established arrangements by requiring the
States to resort to the previous practice of
collection of fees. Quite obviously the
proposition is primarily to save Common-
wealth expenditure and is further evidence of
a very niggardly attitude on the part of the
Commonwealth towards matters involving a
rightful share to the States of income
taxation proceeds.
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CONSOLIDATED REVENUE FUND.
REVENUE.

The receipts of the Consolidated Revenue
Fund are expected to total £40,477,735, this
sum being £3,358,444 greater than the
revenue of the last financial year. As the
expenditure is estimated at £41,245560, a
deficit of £767,825 is likely to be shown at
the end of the year.

The amount to he receivedq from the
Commonwealth for Taxation Reimbursement
Grant is £12,277,500; the total of the Taxa-
tion Reimbursement Grant and the Special
Grant received in 1949-50 was £11,539,592.

It is anticipated that Succession and
Probate and Stamp Duties will produce
£3,500,000, or £370,699 more than during last
year.

Land Revenue will probably be £1,632,000,
or £26,418 greater than in the previous year.

An increase in railway fares and freights
operated from 1 July last. This, together
with the growing business of the depart-
ment, is expected to bring the Railway
receipts to £17,400,000, whieh is £1,941,610
greater than the 1949-50 collections.

EXPENDITURE.

In framing the Estimates of FExpenditure
“for the current. finaneial year, every effort has
been made to effect economies and to reduce
-expenditure consistent with efficiency. It
must be realised that the cost of maintaining
public institutions and essential publie and
social services is rising steeply and out of all
proportion to the State’s revenues.

Salaries and wages of all departments will
‘require £22,555,000, or £2,644,488 more than
was needed last year.

The Sinking Fund contributions due on the
Public Debt will be £1,356,000, which is
£103,040 more than last year’s payments.

The increase of £706,793, wunder the
Department of Health and Home Affairs, is
mainly on acecount of the eost of mainten-
ance of public institutions and public
hospitals, and the Police Department.

All other departments show greater appro-
priations as compared with last year. These
increases are chiefly eaused by increased

requirements for salaries and wages, and the

expansion of services to the public.

The total antieipated expenditure for
1950-51 from Consolidated Revenue Fund is
£41,245,560. .
TrUST AND SPEcIAL FUNDS.

The Trust and Special Funds comprise
"Trust Funds ereated by Acts of Parliament,
funds approved by the Executive Counecil to
facilitate the financing of special construction
projects, and funds through which econsider-
.able sums of money are expended or dis-
tributed by State Departments on behalf of
the Commonwealth. The expenditure from
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all these funds will probably total £32,242,717
during 1950-51. TItemised details of the pro-
posed expenditure will be found in the
Estimates.

Loax IFoxb.

At the recent meeting of the Australian
Loan Council a total works programme of
£173,831,000 for the Commonwealth and
States was adopted. It was, however,
decided to approve of the raising of only
75 per cent. of the loan moneys involved
in the programme on the understanding that
if any State found that it could carry out
a greater proportion of its programme it
would be provided with the necessary loan
moneys.

Queensland’s approved works programme
is £19,630,000, and the Loan Fund Estimates
have been prepared on this basis.

In addition to the above Lioan Fund pro-
vigion, the  Commonwealth  programme
includes £6,750,000 which will be available
to the Queensland Housing Commission for
the erection of houses under the Common-
wealth-State Rental, Housing Agreement.

The programme for all States for borrow-
ings by Loeal Authorities and Semi-Govern-
mental Bodies, which totalled £70,671,000,
was approved without any reduction.
Queensland’s share of this approval is
£10,566,600.

DEVELOPMENTAL WORKS AND SERVICES.

In accordance with the provisions of The
State Deveclopment and Public Works Organi-
sation Acts, 1938 to 1940, a co-ordinated
plan of works and services has been approved.
The purpose of such a plan is to avoid
haphazardness in public works poliey and to
ensure that consideration is given to the
importance and value of the proposed works
in relation to other works planned or under
consideration.

The plan makes ample provision for works
of immediate benefit to the community.
There should be mentioned in this respect
the allocations for Soldier Settlement, Rural
Development and Irrigation £2,800,154, Rail-
ways £7,090,000, Housing £1,111,570, Main

Roads £2,655,465, Land Settlement and
Forestry £1,630,240, Loans and Subsidies to
Local  Authorities and  other  Bodies
£5,523,000.

There is provision also for major works
whiech will play an important part in future

development. Amongst these are the
Burdekin River Dam, Tully Falls Hydro-
Electric Scheme, and various Irrigation
Projects.

No plan of works is worthy of the name
unless it provides coneurrently for present
as well ag future development. In this
respect, the plan adopted is well balanced
and the moneys to be expended will result
in the maximum benefits and returns.
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The following statement sets out in  programme for 1950-51 provides for the
summarised form the works and services pro- undertaking or completion of 210 stock route
posed and the financial alloeations for works at an estimated expenditure of
1950-51 :— £100,000.
Stanley River Dam 27&000 The sum of £50,000 is being provided to
University Buildings 260,275 eradicate prieckly-pear in the Roeckhampton
St. Luc - Bridge .. .. .. .. 10,000 and Collinsville districts, and the Depart-
Soldier, Settlement Rural Development ment of Public Lands is assisting land-
Railways (including Deferred Mainten- holders and local authorities by providing
B &g%%&nigg?%a{sL | Bride .. 7,228,888 at cost price, with free transport, hormone
v/ gh Level Bridge .. 50, T et 3 3
Reclamation, Erosion Prevention Works 164,688 weedicides for the destruction of noxious
%mtlsin%f st o ot . 1,111,570 plants.
ater Facilities on Stock Routes .. 138,600 . : 5
Brisbane Harbour and Port Development 317,450 . Reafforestation expenditure of £8693‘)74
Mining .. .. .. .. .. 364,000 in 1949-50 was a record figure, and brings
%&Hﬁﬁggds %gg?,égg the expenditure in post-war years o
Sundry Works and Advances for Develop- £2,475,180. Man-power difficulties associated
ment .. .. .. . o 85,667 with reafforestation were relieved by the
%gggssﬁ(tllesmgq% andtg‘%estﬁyB.d .. 1,630,240 employment of 460 New Australians under
ubsidies ocal Bodies an i i i
Hospitals Boards (other than Brisbane the Commgnwe{:alth immigration scheme. The
Harbour and Malarial and Erosion sum of £722,326 was expended on general
M(};rqe&%gtgn(}yortks) .. 5,%32,(7)23 timber marketing and allied activities, and
radication .. - . 5 = 4 3 ’ 3
Queensland-British Food Corporation | 100,750 Lo4085 in making Queensland’s _scenic,
Burdekin River Dam .. - © 175,000 recreational, and educational National
Tully Falls Hydro-Eleetric Project 330,000 Parks more accessible, mainly by the con-
£95.395.254 struction of easy walking tracks.

The prospeets of a full expenditure in the
year are of course dependent on the availa-
bility of techmical staff, labour and supplies.

The amount provided for housing is
exclusive of £6,750,000 set down for
expenditure under the Commonwealth and
State Housing Rental Scheme.

. The total proposed expenditure, £25,325,254,
is a record for a public works and services
programme. Cost of railway and other
equipment and the use of imported supplies,
such as cement and steel, have had their
influence in this result, but the pro-
gramme, nevertheless, represents a sub-
stantial acceleration of the rate of carry-
ing out practical projects for the well-being
of the community.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT.

Rural development and problems associated
therewith have always claimed a substantial
portion of each year’s Budget. During
1949-50 a total expenditure of £3,505,923
was incurred from the several funds for
land settlement, irrigation, forestry, stock
routes and rural lands protection, reclama-
tion works, prickly-pear eradieation, and
other forms of rural aectivity. In the
current year’s programme projects for these
and like purposes have been provided which
will mean a continuance of the works.

Progress is being made with the opening
ap of land for closer settlement., Thirty-
three blocks, comprising 1,208,450 acres of
sheep country, and fourteen blocks of cattle
eountry, totalling 1,613,530 acres, were made
available during the past year.

Honourable Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: In 1949-50 the sum of £48,401
was_expended on stock route works included
in the Co-ordinating Board’s programme and
£9,873 for similar works ineluded in the
Channel Country scheme being carried out
under Commonwealth-State agreement.

1950—z.

The

In connection with War Service Land
Settlement, a total area of 168,835 acres,
compriging 145  properties, has  been
acquired in various parts of the State.
Compensation to date amounts to £446,453,
but many cases remain to be finalised. An
allotment of 288 farms by ballot to
ex-service personnel has been completed, of
which 161 are for mixed farming purposes,
30 tobacco growing, and 97 sugar cane pro-
duction. Opportunities for ex-servicemen to
enter the grazing industry have also been
provided by the provision of 49 blocks of
grazing land, mainly in the wool areas.

At Clare tobaceo settlement, in the Burde-
kin area, 20 blocks were allotted to
ex-servicemen, making a total of 30 at that
settlement. Substantial returns have been
received by the early settlers from areas
ranging from 6 to 10 aeres.

Honourable Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: In the sugar industry, 97
blocks have been allotted and further lands
will be examined with a view to acquisition
within the limits of assignments approved by
the Central Sugar Cane Prices Board.

In the War Service Land Settlement
scheme the Agrieultural Bank has played a
conspicuous part. Advances approved in the
past year under the War Serviee Lana
Settlement Acts totalled £661,670, compared
with £385,520 in 1948-49. Approvals to
ex-servicemen under the Agricultural Bank
Acts amounted to £860,049, of which
£785,798 attracted a three-year’s interest
and redemption free repayment term con-
cession.

Honourable Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: There was also approved
£243,956 under the Re-establishment and

Employment Aet, which brought the total
approvals to ex-servicemen during the year to
£1,765,675.

The total value of the interest free con-
cession granted in respeet of loans to
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ex-servicemen to 30 June, 1950, amounted
to £203,015, of which £198,352 related to

’X)atns granted under the Agrieultural Bank
cts.

The total of advances approved by the
bank to ordinary borrowers as well as
ex-servicemen in 1949-50 was £2,127,186, or
wmore than £400,000 in excess of the total
for the previous year..

The provisions of the Agricultural Bank
Acts are being liberalised in a Bill which I
shall bring before Parliament, and it is pro-
posed to inerease the limit of advance from
:£5,00Q to £7,500, and authorise the
inclusion of the wvalue of stock, imple-
ments, machinery, plant and fruit trees for
the purpose of determining the loan
security value. The advance limits in
respect of stock, machinery, farm houses,
&e., will be increased.

Having in view the necessity for the settle-
ment of pastoral lands in Queensland in
such a manner as will ensure their maxi-
mum development, improvement and preser-
vation, a Royal Commission has been
appointed to investigate matters relating to
the pastoral industry.

The terms of reference submitted to this
tribunal are particularly wide and will entail
a close enquiry into the subdivision and
settle;nent of lands best calculated to improve
and inerease rural population and employ-
ment, produetion, quality and number of
stock, pastures and fodder conservation.

IRRIGATION AND WATER SUPPLY.

The Irrigation and Water Supply Com-
mission eontinued its investigation into dams,
welr sites, water resources, &c., during 1949-50
and incurred an expenditure of £69,273. This
work will be earried on in the current finaneial
year and the investigations proposed include
projects on the Atherton Tableland, the
following rivers, the Walsh, Barron, Herbert,
Burdekin, Pioneer, Fitzroy, Dawson, Nogoa,
Comet, Burnett and Maroochy, as well as
Lockyer Creek.

The Burdekin River irrigation, hydro-
electric and flood mitigation seheme envisages
the construction of a large dam above the
Burdekin Falls to store water for irrigation,
the generation of hydro-electric energy and
flood _mitigation. Initial development will
comprise intensive cultivation of tobaceo and
other high-value crops. Ultimately, hundreds
of thousands of acres will be irrigated to
provide pastures and fodder crops for beef
and dairy cattle and other stock.

Generation of substantial quantities of
hydro-electric energy will enable power to be
supplied for industrial devclopment. The
cost of investigation and survers during the
current financial year will approximate
£75,000. The development of the irrigation
settlement at Clare, for which £90,000 has
been provided, will be an integral part of
the major scheme, and £130,000 will be spent
on the construction of access roads and
bridges to the main and diversion dams and
the purchase of construetion plant.
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The total storage by weirs to date is
24,000 acre feet and weirs under construetion
will provide a further 17,000 acre feet. The
programme for 1950-51 provides for expendi-
ture of £790,000 on construection, and pro-
vision has been made for the payment of
approximately £50,000 to the New South
Wales-Queensland Border Rivers Commission,
representing Queensland’s share of the
developmental work on the Dumaresq and
MacIntyre Rivers.

The programme for 1950-51 includes pro-
vision for the construction of stock route
watering faecilities in the Channel Country
and Barkly Tableland, being one of the
measures designed to increase beef produe-
tion. The Commonwealth will contribute up
to a limit of £75,500 towards this expendi-
ture on a £ for £ basis.

The Burecau of Investigation is carrying
out experiments associated with the irrigation
of pastures and other crops at the Bureau’s
research station at Gatton and experimental
station at Theodore. At both locations,
grazing trials on irrigated pastures have
been commenced.

PRIMARY PRODUCTION.

The charge to Consolidated Revenue Fund
for the Department of Agriculture and Stock
for 1949-50 was £437,392, compared with
£216,210 in 1945-46. Fees collected in the
year and credited to Comnsolidated Revenue
amounted to £57,370. This small revenue is
evidence that the Department’s serviees are
at the use of primary producers largely free
of cost for those activities financed from
Consolidated Revenue.

Services rendered were varied and included
those related to erop and pastoral field experi-
ments, growing of pineapples, tobacco and
other crops, and pasture investigation.
Attention was also given to pest and disease
control, live stock disease control and hus-
bandry improvement, tubereulosis in dairy
cattle, and advisory and investigational
activity in the feeding and breeding of both
dairy and beef cattle.

The services rendered by this Department
to the various primary producing industries
of the State are of inestimable value and
result in improved quality of products and
greater production.

Surveys are being conducted and data
examined in relation to bulk handling of
wheat in view of the need for mechanisation
beeause of shortages of labour and jute con-
tainers.

The production of raw sugar in Queensland
in the 1949 season was 895,780 tons in terms
of 94 net titre, of which 430,788 tons were
exported and 464,992 tons reserved for home
consumption. The prices paid were £1 9s.
and £1 5s. 6d. per ton respectively higher than
the corresponding prices in the 1948 seasonm.
The increase in home consumption sugar price
was due to a rise of 3d. per pound in the

.retail price of refined sugar which took effect

in November, 1949,
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The export sugar price rose by £3 5s. ster-
ling per ton in January, 1950, and was
responsible for the higher priee realised for
the 1949 season surplus sugar. The total value
of raw sugar produced in the State for the
season was £23,954000, whieh is approxi-
mately £750,000 above that of the 1948
season’s output.

It is anticipated that another large erop
will be harvested for the 1950 season. Present
indications are that about 970,000 tons of
bagged sugar will be produced, or some
100,000 tons more than in the previous season.
The realisation of this estimate is, of course,
dependent wupon various factors, but it is
hoped that the estimate will be attained, as
a market at a satisfactory price is assured
for the exportable surplus sugar.

As a result of representations made in
London by a delegation led by the Honour-
able the Premier, the purchase of the whole
of Augtralia’s exportable sugar until the 1952
season is assured. Thereafter, until 1957, a
total of 600,000 tons will constitute the
Australian export quota.

The successful conclusion of these negotia-
tions will be a tremendous economic gain
not only in the sugar areas immediately
affected but to the State as a whole.

The value of the primary production of
the State is increasing annually., The esti-
mated values of main lines of production,
with the exception of wheat and sugar cane,
show substantial increases over the previous
year. The State was fortunate in experi-
encing bountiful rains and generally ideal
rural conditions and our exportable surplus is
of course being sold at generally high prices.
The following comparison will serve to show
the effect of this good fortune and the
industry of producers in respect of wool,
maize, wheat, sugar cane and meat and by-

products. The figures for 1949-50 are a pre-
liminary estimation of values:—
194?;49. 194%—50.
Wool 30,772,214 40,000,000
Maize 1,197,011 1,300,000
‘Wheat .. . 7,172,220 5,900,000
Sugar Cane .. .. 16,942,615 16,500,000
Meat and By-products .. 25,022,700 29,000,000

The Tobaeco Industry is making headway.
Sinee 1945-46 there has been an increase in
acreage under crop from 1,897 to 2,833, and
production from 1,411,536 1b. to approxi-
mately 2,832,000 1b. The value of production
in 1945-46 was £189,969, whilst the estimate
for 1949-50 is £849,600.

The assistance given by the Government to
the North Queensland Tobaceo Growers’
Co-operative Association Ltd. has materially
assisted in this fine result. Assistance by
Government guarantee and loan approvals by
the Agricultural Bank total £142,475. The
Government guarantees were mainly in
respect of the purchase of leaf to enable the
Association to carry on manufacturing opera-
tions.  Consideration is being given to
rendering assistance to the South Queensland
Tobacco Growers’ Co-operative Association
Ltd., which proposes to operate on the same
lines as the Northern Association,
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SECONDARY INDUSTRIES.

In the post-war years there has been a
considerable expansion in secondary indus-
tries throughout the State. The number of
factories operating in Queensland in 1948-49
was 4,083 compared with 3,642 in the
previous year and 3,087 in 1938-39,

Average employment also expanded, the
number employed being 82,945 cOmpared with
54,110 in the year immediately prior to the
war. The value of factory output rose from
£125,244,000 in 1947-48 to £154,670,000 ‘in
1948-49, ‘an increase of 233 per cent. for the
year.

Overseas and southern industrialists eon-
tinue to be interested in Queensland, and
there have been many inquiries and investiga-
tions regarding new and braneh works.
Large projects in the course of e.sta.bhshmen.t,
such as the paper and board mills at Petrie
and the cement works at Townsville, are
making progress.

Technical experts from England and the
United States are making investigations
regarding the probabilities of gstablishlng
nitrogenous fertilizer ~works in Central
Queensland, using sulphur from the Mount
Morgan Mines and coal from local coalfields.

Financial assistance either by cash
advances or Bank guarantees totalling
£1,116,998 has been given to 27 companies
sinee the inception of such assistance under
The Industries Assistance Act.

MINING.

The continued interest of the Goverrment
in the Mining Industry is evidenced by the
provision of £106,764 in the current finan-
cial year for Investigations of Coal
Resources including diamond drilling and
£8,767 as assistance to prospectors. These
allocations are in addition to the Consol-
dated Revenue budget provision of £172,512
for the Department of Mines for mining
purposes.  Coal production in 1949 of
1,970,388 tons valued at £2,874,062 was an
all-time record.

Honourable Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: The exploitation of the coal
resources of the Central distriet will be
assisted by the regrading of the Railway
section Emerald to Clermont which serves the
Blair Athol mine and the projeeted construe-
tion of a mnew rail link from Biloela to the
Callide field. To improve the transport of
coal by road from Callide to Gladstone the
Biloela-Gladstone section is being improved
by the Main Roads Commission and in the
present finaneial year it is proposed to spend
£213,000 on permanent works and £20,000
on maintenance.

The rise in the price of gold in September,
1949, from £10 15s. 3d. to £15 9s, 10d. per
oz. gave a much needed stimulus to gold
production. The increased output in 1949
over the previous year was 6,636 fine ozs. and
the total production, 76,282 fine ozs. was
valued at £930,445.
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. Copper and lead outputs were higher than
in the previous year, the respective values
being £758,374 and £4,136,607.

Zine concentrates were valued at £1,954,199
for 21,241 toms. The production was 352
tons lower than in the previous year but
£266,874 greater in value. Tin and zireon-
rutile concentrates also contributed substan-
tially to the mineral output.

The output of minerals is a big factor in
the value of the State’s varied productions
and as a result of much development and
exploratory work further expansion of the
mining industry will take place.

The search for oil is now approaching a

stage when definite results will not be long
delayed.

ELECTRICITY SUPPLY.

The demand for electrieal energy has
shown phenomenal growth in recent years
and despite difficulties in maintaining the
generating capaecity and the umnavoidable
de}a.ys in the commissioning of new plant
this demand has been met. The extension
18 evidenced by the fact that, in the last
two years, the number of consumers has
increased by 23,000 and the units sold from
425,000,000 to 601,000,000,

The State Blectricity Commission and
Blectrical Authorities in all parts of the
State are carrying out a vigorous plan of
extension which, subjeet to labour and
material shortages, is well in hand. The
estimated expenditure on works in progress
and to be commenced during 1950-51 totals
£22,300,000. The Regional Boards’ pro-
grammes account for £19,200,000 of this sum,
and £4,600,000 has already been expended.
It is estimated that a ~further sum of
£4,100.,OOO will be required in the current
financial year. The programmes both for
the Boards and the T.ocal Authorities are
being aided substantially by means of
Government subsidy, which for rural exten-
sions is at the rate of 334 per cemt. of the
capital cost and for electricity schemes in
Western Queensland 50 per cent. In addition,
the Government will subsidise other capital
expenditure by Regional Boards for five years
from 1 July, 1950. A special subsidy has
heen approved for the development of the
Tully Falls for the generation of hydro-
electric  energy which will amount to
£2,155,000 over the full period of construe-
tion. It is anticipated that £330,000 will be
spent on construction in the eurrent financial
year on the first stage, which is estimated
to cost £7,636,000. Another potential source

of electricity supply is the Burdekin River
Dam.

The subsidies for regional development
together with subsidies for rural develop-
ment, the special contribution towards the
electrifiention of Western Queensland, and
the Tully Falls projeet indieate the very
practieal ecffect which the Government has
given to its policy of State-wide electrifiea-
tion and will mean more electricity for many
more consumers in the next few years.
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TowN WATER SUPPLY AND SEWERAGE
SCHEMES.

Ever inereasing interest in the town water
supply scheme is in evidence amongst the
various Local Authorities throughout the
State. The generous subsidies made available
by the Government are encouraging the
installation of such services. Country water
supply schemes are subsidised up to a
maximum of 50 per cent. of the capital eost
whilst water supplies in towns and cities
attract 20 per cent. subsidy and half the
capital cost of sewerage schemes is also borne
by the Government. There are 35 water
supply and 9 sewerage schemes under con-
struction at a cost of £3,125,630. Works
under investigation number 161 for water
supply and 56 for sewerage schemes, the
estimated cost of which is £9,582,982.
Shortages of essentinl basic materials are
causing delay in construction. Water supply
schemes numbering 86 and 20 sewerage
sehemes, estimated to cost £2,687,029, are
fully planned but not commenced.

MAIN RoADs COMMISSION.

The receipts of the Main Roads Commis-
sion from all sources totalled £4,235,015, of
whiech £1,165,888 was received from motor
vehicle registration fees, £1,481,817 from the
Commonwealth on aeccount of the Common-
wealth Aid Roads and Works Aet of 1947,
£300,000 State Government grant and
£700,000 loans from the Treasury. The
expenditure  was  £4,230,910, of  which
£1,836,984 was in respect of permanent
works, £1,063,255 for maintenance of roads,
and £177,133 for the purchase of plant.

The Commission is also carrying out work
in connection with the DBurdekin River
Bridge. During the year £168,609 was spent
on this project. The sum of £96,047 was
also expended on projects financed from the
Commonwealth Aid, Loeal Authority Roads,
Trust Fund. This fund represents moneys
received from the Commonwealth for local
authority roads in sparsely settled distriets.

On the 30th June, 1950, the total length
of roads declared under the Main Roads Aets
was 20,608 miles, of which 10,875 were Main
Roads and 7,610 State Highways. The
increase of total mileage during the year
was 592.

The Commission is in need of further
plant to earry out its programme and
£400,000 has been provided in the Estimates
for this purpose. The value of orders placed
for tractors and graders aggregates £395,000.

The total provision for roads and other
purposes of the Commission in 1950-51 is
£6,021,903. Under agreement between the
Commonwealth and the State the Com-
mission is also earrying out the comstruction
of roads in the Channel country, Western
Queensland, which will assist in attaining a
greater beef output. The total expenditure
for works in the Channel country, comprising
the comstruction and improvement of 528
miles of outlet roads together with 8 cattle
loading and unloading facilities at selected
points, is estimated at £900,000. Projects
approved to date are expected to cost
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£454,285. The expenditure to 30 June, 1950,
was £10,355, and the provision in the current
year is £300,000.

RATLWAYS.

Operations of the Railways in 1949-50
were affected by considerably higher costs,
and, in consequence, the exeess of gross ecarn-
ings over working expenses was only £63,108,
compared with £1,156,986 in the previous
year. After allowing for interest on the
capital debt there was a deficit of £1,466,092.

As from 1 July, 1950, fares and freights
were increased whieh, it is anticipated, will
mean additional revenue of £1,250,000 in
1950-51.

The usefulness of the Railways in the
development of the State and in the pro-
vision of essential transport for the market-
ing of produetion will be increased by
capital works recently undertaken and others
projected as well as by the acquirement of
a large number of new locomotives and
rolling stock generally. The capital works in
the year 1949-50 cost £1,741,245. Twenty-
three new locomotives and 299 new wagons
were placed in service. During the year
additional orders for 25 locomotives, 8 com-
plete air-conditioned trains, 6 rail motor
trains, and 1,602 wagons of various types
were authorised. The number of locomotives
now on order is 130 and rolling stock of
various deseriptions 3,479, at a total cost of
£11,665,694. The deliverr of these units will
relieve the acute shortage in locomotives and
wagons that has been experienced for some
time past.

The Department has a number of major
works in progress including reconditioning
and strengthening of trueks as well as the
construction of a deviation to eliminate the
rack section between Moonmera and Moon-
gan in the Central District. The duplica-
tion of the line between Yeerongpilly and

Kuraby and Dbetween Newmarket and
Mitchelton is in progress and the com-

mencement will shortly be made on the con-
erete. work om the mnew link from near
Bilocla to the Callide coalfield. A tender
ix‘as been accepted for the earthworks on this
ine.

A contract has been let for the construe-
tion of a mnew station and administrative
building at Cairns and tenders have been
invited for a mew staticn building and
administrative offices at Rockhampton.

HousIinG.

The value of gemeral building operations
which included the construction of dwell-
ings shows a substantial inerease in 1949-50
as compared with previous years. The figure
was £17,177,000, compared with £15,792,000
in 1948-49 and £13,200,000 in 1947-48.

The total number of dwellings completed
by the State Housing Commission, contrac-
tors and private effort totalled 9,494 in the

past  year, the estimated value being
£12,077,000. The number of dwellings com-
pleted in the years 1947-48 and 1948-49

totalled 9,289 and 9,405 respectively. At
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the close of the year there were 4,556
dwellings under econstruction. The State

Housing Commission completed 1,011 dwell-
ings, which was substantially the same num-
ber as in the previous year, and there were
843 houses under econstruction by the Com-
mission at the close of the year.

The Government’s housing programme for
1950-51 is very considerable, and the num-
ber of new homes to be erected should show
an appreciable inerease.  Approvals and
building agreements to 30 June, 1950, for
the erection of a further 2,390 homes
inelude 1,450 pre-fabricated houses to be
imported from France and Sweden. The
provision of funds for the programme is a
substantial increase on the: previous year
and the sum of £955570 is included in the
estimates for advances to borrowers and
purchasers under the Acts administered by
the Queensland Housing Commission and
£6,750,000 'for the ercction of homes and
purchases of land under the Commonwealth-
State  Agreement respecting houses for
rental. The total sum allocated for all
purposes in the previous year was £2,108,500.

The provision of homes has constituted a
major effort on the part of the community
generally and the State Housing Commission.
In common with other undertakings, the diffi-
culties associated with shortages of supplies
and labour have militated against the early
satisfying of all demands. In spite of thig
position, it is interesting to note that in the
period 1 January, 1946, to 30 June, 1950,
a total of 37,912 dwellings was completed as
the result of the efforts of all concerned in
home building.

Honourable Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: Expenditure by the State
Housing Commission during the past financial
year was as follows:—

Advances to Borrowers under State
Housing Acts .. .. .. .. 48,051
‘Workers’ Homes Act .. .. .. 18,196
Discharged Soldiers’ Settlement Act .. 238
"Femporary Housing .. . .. 119,645
Purchase of Land and Cost of Housing
for Rental .. .. 1,175,222

£1,361,352

LOANS AND SUBSIDIES TO LOCAL
AUTHORITIES AND OTHER BODIES.

The programme of loans recently approved
by the Loan Council contains generous pro-
visions for works to be carried out by local
authorities, regional electricity  boards,
hospitals boards, and other public bodies.
The Loan Fund Bstimates for 1850-51 pro-
vide a sum of £5,523,000 for loans and sub-
sidies to loeal authorities, &e., comprised in
the State Loan Programme, whilst Loan
Council approvals for the raising of deben-
ture loans total £10,566,600. The total pro-
vision in respect of both the State and
Debenture Loan Programme is therefore
£16,189,600 compared with £18,230,700 in
1949-50. Advances made by the Treasury in
the past year amounted to £1,256,861 for
loans and £650,790 was paid in subsidies,
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whilst the actual amount approved for the
raising of moneys by the issue of debentures
was £8,228,803.

In the eighteen year period from 1 July,
1932, to 30 Jume, 1950, the Treasury has

approved £8,384,025 in loans to local
aunthorities, &e., and £11,547,947 in sub-
sidies. Debenture loans which are guaran-

teed by the Government totalled £39,439,202
in the same period. The subsidies approved
were for the following purposes:—

£
Sewerage 4,649,949
Water .. 1,750,569
Electricity .. .. .. .. .. 284,486
Roads, Streets (including Kerbing and
Cbannelling) and Bridges 2,678,925
Dra}m.age .. .. . 638,315
Buildings .. 201,188
Miscellaneous .. .. .. .. 777,065
Harbour Boards and Brisbane Harbour 567,450
£11,547,947
These subsidies represent a substantial

contribution to the cost of local government,
and have assisted local authorities to pro-
vide amenities sueh as water, sewerage, and
electricity at very reasonable cost to the
people.

Honourable Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: As already mentioned, some
of the rates of subsidy are considerable.
For instance, sewerage works are subsidised
to the extent of 50 per cent. and country
water supply schemes up to a maximum of
the same rate. There is also the liberal
concession of 50 per cent. subsidy on western
Queensland electricity extensions.

Loecal authorities have also reeeived very
favourable treatment in the apportionment
of the cost of road works by the Main Roads
Commission. In the past ten years, of
£12,872,558 expended on permanent works
and £6,276,526 on maintenance, loeal authori-
ties were charged with only £622355 and
£1,561,768, respectively.

Mr. Jesson:
cession.

Mr. GAIR: All debenture loans raised
by semi-governmental and other loeal bodics
are guaranteed by the Treasurer which
enab}eﬂ the borrowing at favourable rates
of interest and makes the issue more
attractive as an investment to the lender.

Hear, hear! A big con-

EpucaTionN.

The provision of funds for the maintenance
of the present high standard of primary,
technical, secondary and university education
and for its expansion represents a consider-
able proportion of the Consolidated Revenue
Fund Budget. Tn 1950-51 a total of £4,693,443
will be necessary, eompared with an expendi-
ture of £4,080,756 in the previous year. It
will require 38 per cent. of the Income Tax
Grant for 1950-51 to finanece the total
educational programme,

The development and expansion of the
University is proceeding steadily. Amongst
notable activities have been the establishment
of full Faculties of Eduecation and Architec-
ture; the creating of separate departments
of Civil, Mechanical, Hlectrical and Mining
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Engineering; constituting a  Chair of
Economies; the restoration of the Faculty of
Veterinary Science to a fully operative basis;
the expansion of the Faculty of Agriculture
to include extension and research services and
the re-organising of the Department of
External Studies embracing provision for
University Centres in approved places. Pro-
ceedings are also in train for the establish-
ment of a section of Sugar Technology.

By widening the teaching functions of the
University and providing improved opportuni-
ties for research, that Institution is being
enabled to make an even greater contribution
to the material improvement of our society
and the cultural advancement of our people.

Upwards of 2,000 day and evening students
are taking either the whole or part of their
courses at the new University, St. Luecia.

These progressive activities, combined with
the overall rising costs, naturally involve
increasing expenditure. Towards the general
running expenses of the University the
Government contributed £167,181 for the
financial year 1949-50. The sum of £215,630
is being provided for 1950-51.

HARBOUR IMPROVEMENTS.

Harbour improvement works in hand and
to be commenced and the purchase of plant in
respect of all ports in the State are estimated
to cost £2,017,324, the approvals for the
various ports being:—

£
Brisbane 272,800
Maryborough 7,400
Bundaberg 7,553
Gladstone .. 194,750
Rockhampton 34,500
Bowen 35,400
Townsville 1,306,631
Cairns 158,290

Works in the Brisbane River include
deepening and widening of channels and
wharf construction. An extensive programme
at Gladstone provides for the installation of
coal-handling, storage, and loading facilities,
construction of an extension to the jetty,
and reclamation works. A large proportion
of the provision for Rockhampton 1s also for
coal handling facilities. The principal works
being undertaken at Bowen are deepening of
the channels and berths and jetty improve-
ments.

The Townsville Harbour Board proposes the
construetion of a new general purposes pier
estimated to require £750,000. Reclamation
works and removal of Signal Hill will cost
£200,000 and the purchase of a new dredge
£350,000. The programme of the OCairns
Harbour Board includes dredging of channel,
£70,000, and purchase of plant, £35,000.

Five major units of mnew plant being
acquired by the Government and Harbour
Boards include two new suction dredges cost-
ing £700,000. Plans are being prepared for
two other units. Four electric cranes are
being obtained for use on wharves in the
Brisbane River.

The completion of the Harbour works men-
tioned will increase the usefulness of the
various ports, whilst new plant will facilitate
dredging operations.
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Investigations are being carried out respeet-
ing a new outer port for Bundaberg and
the establishment of a deep water port in
the Fitzroy River.

STATE GOVERNMENT INSURANCE.

The State Government Insurance Office
business was well maintained during the year.
Inecome on acecount of all sections amounted
to £3,740,021 and claims paid totalled
£1,624,240. The aggregate amount paid in
Workers’ Compensation Claims since the
inception of the Office is £15,774,715. Invest-
ments in Commonwealth Government Stock
held total £9,378,450 and with Local Authori-
ties £3,500,430.

Life Policies issued in 1949-50 numbered
9,659 for a sum assured of £5,106,744. Other

Departments  showed very  satisfactory
progress.

The Fire profits distributions poliey of the
Office has meant substantial rebates to

insurers against fire loss. The rate of distri-
bution in 1949-50 was maintained at 333
per cent, The activities of the Government
Insurance Office have had the effect of redue-
ing fire premiums to an extent that has
resulted in considerable savings to the people.

CONCLUSIONS.

As T indieated at the outset, this statement
i¢ being presented against the baekground
of a disturbed world.

It is in the light of world conditions that
I stress in conclusion what, and this will
have been apparent to honourable members,
are the principal features of this Budget—
the determination of the Government to press
on with its policy of State development, and
the diffieulty of pursuing that policy in view
of the nunsatisfactory financial relations
between the Commonwealth and the States.

‘While we are naturally anxious to develop
Queensland to the utmost of our ability and
as quickly as possible, in the interests of
the State itself and its people, our deter-
mination is not based purely on the grounds
of self-interest.

We say that, in the interests of the whole
of the Commonwealth, the development of
Queensland, the exploitation of its vast
natural resources, the improvement of its
roads, the intense settlement of its large
tracts of fertile land are vital to the security
of the whole of the Commonwealth.

It is a hackneyed, but none the less true,
statement that this Northern State is the
gateway through which any potential enemy
of Australia will seek passage.

Therefore. it is mnot sufficient that the
development of Queensland should keep pace
with the rest of Australia; it must out-
speed it.

I do feel that the sustained pressure
exercised by sucecessive Queensland Govern-
ments on the Commonwealth for recognition
of this wurgent mnecessity will bear fruit.
Failure to develop and populate Queensland
would help to rob Australia, not only of its
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physical ability to defend itself, but of its
moral justification to retain this Continent
as a great democratic bulwark in the Pacific.

The State’s economy is sound. Although
the year 1949-50 opened with industry con-
siderably hampered by a nation-wide coal
strike resulting in a marked decline in
business during the first quarter a high level
throughout the remainder of the year was
nevertheless sustained.

Record high levels have been reached in
general employment, produetion, and build-
ing activities.

Shortages of labour, of ecertain basie
materials, prineipally those required for
building, and shortages of capital equipment,
however, continue to impede the State’s
economy from developing to the maximum.
The achievements, nevertheless, in the past
year have been entirely satisfactory. Primary
production is at a high level. Wool pro-
duction was the best sinece 1945-46. Wheat
production remainsg higher than the pre-war
average. Tobaceco output was almost double
that of 1948-49. Sugar production was high.
Beef cattle herds increased by 265,000, and
production of butter, cheese, maize, bananas,
pineapples, and some of the fodder crops
have been higher than for the previous year.

Sale prices have generally been high, and
Queensland has had a record year of income
from the agricultural and pastoral industries.

The upward trend in prices and costs,
however, is a matter of great concern to the
Government. The pressure forcing a con-
tinual rise cannot be relieved gemerally by
the States. The remedy lies with those who
control the affairs of the central Govern-
ment. Tt is the authority to apply measures
to mitigate the inflationary effects of high
export and import prices and other factors
having this effect on our economy. That
authority being in sole control of taxation
of inecomes and the Australian currency and
exehange is in the position to determine, in
its wisdom, the best means to bring about
a more healthy state of affairs.

T have, in general terms, during the course
of this statement, informed hon. members of
what the Government has done in the past
year in developing the resources of the State
and the Budget provisiong in the present
financial year.

A record provision has been made for
developmental works and services, including
several large projects which will have a pro-
found effect on our econmomy for years to
come.

Rural development has again claimed a
substantial portion of the year’s Budget.

Secondary industries are on the increase
and the employment therein has increased by
50 per cent. since pre-war.

Coal production has had the attention of
the Government for some years past and
the beneficial effects of its efforts and policies
are now beeoming evident.

The Government is pushing on strongly
with its policy of State-wide electrification,
and the valuable amenities of water supply



712 Queensland-British Food

and sewerage services are being brought to

an increasing number of centres throughout
the State.

The activities of the Main Roads Com-
mission will be on a large seale in 1950-51,
and the Railways will be in a better position
to meet the demands for transport because
of early action taken to secure new rolling-
stock and wagons.

The housing position will be relieved com-
siderably by the erection of pre-fabrieated
homes, in addition to the ordinary programme
of the State Housing Commission.

Loans and subsidies to Loecal Awuthorities
and other Bodies have been amply provided
for, and the provision of the necessary finance
for the Government’s educational programme
has not been stinted.

I submit that the features of the Budget
which I hawve outlined to you will do much
towards developing the State and bringing
prosperity and happiness to the people.

Government Members: Hear, hear!

Mr. GAIR: Mr. Chairman, I move—
¢“That there be granted to His Majesty
for the service of the year 1950-51 a sum
not exeeeding £643 to defray the salary of
the Aide-de-Camp to His Excellency the
Governor.’’

Progress reported.

QUEENSLAND-BRITISH FOOD PRO-
DUCTION ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

InrTiaTION IN COMMITTEE—RESUMPTION OF
DEBATE.

(The Chairman of Committees, Mr. Farrell,
Marsborough, in the chair.)

Debate resumed from 17 Oectober
page 695) on Mr. Hanlon’s motion—

¢“That it is desirable that a Bill be
introduced to amend the Queensland-
British Food Production Aet of 1948 in
certain particulars.?”’

(sce

Mr. V. E. JONES (Callide) (3.46 p.m.):
I have already said that the standard of
pig produced by the Queensland-British Food
Corporation has -been very low and this is
not in keeping with the policy of individual
growers, who have proved by winning com-
petitions carried out by the Australian Meat
Board over the past few years, that they
ean produce the desired carcass.

I should like to comment upon a state-
ment made by the Premier to the effect that
care must be taken to see that the whole
enterprise is not wiped out by disease and
to ask the hon. gentleman what action has
been taken in this respect. Pigs for the
scheme have been bought haphazard from all
over the State and they have not been bought
from disease-free herds. I think this is
essential, particularly when setting up such
large wunits. Disease 1is already in the
piggery at Moura, as has been proved by
killings at the Central Queensland Meat
Export Company’s works. And, what is
more, n0 test was made of the soil at Moura.
It was a foolish mistake to establish a
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piggery without first proving whether the
soil was suitable for one on a large seale.
The nature of the soil upon which pigs run
plays an important part in their welfare,
because it gives to them minerals which it is
very difficult to give them in their ordinary
feeding.

The Secretary for Publiec Lands and
Irrigation said that you had first of all to
have piggeries to breed pigs for the various
fattening depots. This was another mis-
leading statement. All the pigs used
for breeding have been bought by the cor-
poration and until recently at least no pigs
have been set aside for breeding parent stock.
Incidentally I should mention that some of
the pigs bought have not yet produced a
litter. An individual farmer running his
own business would not allow that sort of
thing to happen. Those pigs would
immediately be wiped out.

A Government Member interjected.

Mr. V. E. JONES: Knowing that the
manager of the piggery is very capable and
very efficient, I think he will have seen to
that side of it. In my opinion, the men at
the piggery are carrying out the job to the
best of their capabilities, under the system
that exists.

I heard the Premier and other Govern-
ment members say that we on this side of
the Committee fear that this project will
develop into a success. We do not fear that
at all—we wish the project every success—
but as experienced men we desire to offer
constructive criticism that we know is right.
It is the wish of members on this side of
the Committee that the projeet will be a
suceess, but T regret to say that, particularly
from the point of view of raising pigs, I
feel confident in eiving my personal opinion
that the rearing of such huge numbers by
the corporation as is suggested will not be
8, sueccess.

We have also heard some comments about

supplics. I think the Premier pointed out
this morning that the matter of getting
supplies for the ecorporation came under

separate legislation. Why could not such
consideration be given to individual farmers,
who have always been ecrying out for
supplics? T have seen large supplies of pig-
netting at Peak Downs and at the Moura
piggery, and I could nominate farmers whose
present requirements of pig-netting amount

to 500 coils. They actually need these
supplies now to earry on their work and
production.

In conclusion, all I wish to say is that
when this legislation was originally intro-
duced, the pig-farmers of this country gave
an assurance that they would produce all
the pigs necessary if they reccived their cost
of production. I assure hon. members that
we will still do it if necessary.

Mr. BURROWS (Port Curtis) (3.53
pm.): This Bill deals with two subjeets:
the first is the necessity for more capital,
and the second is more or less a machinery
clause protecting the rights of the tenants
to improvements on the land.
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There is nothing unusual in granting the
corporation further capital. Hon. members
opposite are making a song out of it, but
are we to accept their bland statement that
merely because the British Food Corporation
requires further capital it must be declared
a failure? To show how wrong they are, I
should like to remind hon. members that it is
quite common for large concerns to find it
neeessary to increase their capital, particu-
larly during this inflationary period, which
has been brought about largely as the result
of the Federal Govermment, which is sup-
ported faithfully, if not wisely, by hon.
members ‘opposite.

We all read the financial eolumns in the
Press. I admit that I do not make a fetish
of studying them, because, unlike hon. mem-
bers opposite, I have no pecuniary interest in
them. Even if I did have the opportunity and
made an investment and I got 500 per cent.,
it would not make a difference of £5 to me at
the end of the year. However, I admit that I
do look at the financial columns of the news-
papers at times and that they are of some
interest to me but not of the same interest as
they are to the affluent group opposite. How-
ever, I do not begrudge them their affluence
but I think I am just as good as they are and
perhaps better in other respects. I am quite
happy and I am not trying to ridicule anyone
for being rich.

Anyone with an elementary knowledge of
accountaney knows that under-capitalisation
can be a daugerous condition. We also know
that it is possible for an undertaking to
have assets greatly in excess of its liabilities
and yet be very much embarrassed financially
merely because it has not enough liquid or
current assets. Let me illustrate my point.
I may have a lease at Callide, worth say
£40,000 but I may not have enough money in
the bank even to pay a caretaker and so
according to law I should be bankrupt
although in fact I should he worth £40,000.
The fact that the Queensland-British Food
Corporation requires more liquid assets or

capital is mnot something to quibble
about and even the most ecritical and
most bitter member of the Opposition

cannot make a point of that. We had a com-
pany like the A.C.I.—Australian Consolidated
Industries—one of the mightiest conecerns in
Australia  recently  introducing  another
£1,000,000 of eapital into its undertaking on
top of an issue of well over £350,000 in bonus
shares. Firmg like G. J. Coles and Woolworths
find it necessary to increase their eapital and
Dunlop Perdriau increased its eapital by
about £1,500,000. Not so long ago the great
concern of B.H.P. introduced more ecapital
into its undertaking.

The CHAIBMAN: Order!

3Mr. BURROWS: The point I make is
that the need for the introduetion of more
capital is by no means an indication that the
concern is on the down grade. As a matter
of faet, where would the hon. member for
Kedron and his business be today if he had
been satisfied not to enlarge his eapital? I
think I have sufficiently made my point that
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the need to introduce more capital into the
Queensland-British Food Corporation is by no
means an indication of its failure.

The hon. member for Coorparoo very dis-
crectly refrained from making any attack on
the second feature of the Bill and his conduct
was in striking contrast with that of some of
his colleagues opposite, who rush in where
angels fear to tread.

He tried to develop that point in hig
attempt to ridicule the need for introducing
this machinery clause into the Act, which in
effect protects the tenant’s right to any
improvements erected on the land. Would
there not be a hue and cry if a Crown lessee
found at the end of his lease that he had no
equity in the improvements he had made to
it? From what I can gather, the clause is
merely a reenactment of a clause to be found
in any similar lease. The hon. member for
Coorparoo said that this was a deal between
Government and Government, and that even
the Socialists won’t trust one another. If
there was any concern on the part of the
British Government about what the Queens-
land Government would do at the expiration
of the lease or when the day came when the
corporation had attained its objective and
carried out its funetions and it was decided
to wind it up—and I very much doubt
whether there is any sueh eoncern——it would
be based only on the fear that by a political
accident hon. members opposite would then
be in power, not the present Government. If
that part of the Bill was inserted at the
request of the British Government, whiech I
very much doubt, that is what would have
inspired it. In any agreement it is not
unusual to put such things in writing. The
hon. member for Coorparoo tried to make a
big song out of the fact that this is a deal
between Government and Government. After
all, what are Governments? They are merely
trustees of the people and the British Govern-
ment, as trustees of the people of the British
Empire, are entitled to be more concerned
about the contents of an agreement and have
it made more binding than if such an agree-
ment was being entered into by individual
members of the community. The same applies
to this Government. A trustee has a trust
to discharge and a duty to observe. There
are lots of things which a trustee may not do
that individuals are not very much concerned
about doing.

I should like to deal gemerally with other
critieisms made by hon. members. Despite
the fact that two years have elapsed since this
agreement was made, hatred of the British
people engendered because they exercised their
demoecratic rights and eleeted a Government
to suit them still exists in the hearts of hon.
members opposite. The people of Britain
elected a I.abour Government and in the
eyes of the Opposition that is an unforgivable
erime. They, in effect, say that because the
people of Britain had the andacity to go to
the polling booth and vote for the Govern-
ment of their choice they should be rewarded
with starvation.

As I said previously this creates fear in
hon. members opposite, and as Australians
they should be ashamed of themselves. Wlen
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the battle for Britain was on members
opposite would have given Britain anything.
The only erime the British people com-
mitted in the eyes of members opposite is
that they exercised their democratic right
and elected a Government to ‘their liking.
That is behind the criticism of the Queens-
land-British Food Corporation. As I said
in 1948, members opposite wore the knees
out of their trousers because they would be
down on their knees every night praying
that Peak Downs would get no rain so that
the project would be a failure. That was
their general approach to this project. I
can understand their intenge disappoint-
ment. I appeal to them as Australians to
realise that the British people are our own
kith and kin.

_ Mr. Sparkes: You gave them sorghum
instead of bacon.

Mr. BURROWS: They asked for bread
from you and they got stones.

Mr. Sparkes: They asked for bacon and
got sorghum.

Mr. BURROWS: They asked for grain
and at least they got quite a lot of sorghum.
Members ®pposite more than likely think
that the Queensland-British Food Corpora-
tion should have gone to Tanganyika. If
over half a million was to be spent in South
Africa hon. members opposite would have
said it was a lovely project. If the money
was being spent in South Afriea, Argentina
or even in Franeo’s Spain, members opposite
would be in their glory.

The hon. member for Cunningham com-
plained that the store cattle bought in May
and sold in December were fat when they
were bought. He said he inspected these
cattle, which were supposed to be store
cattle, and they were fat; according to him
they were not stores. He said no eredit was
due to the sorghum stubble on which they
were grazed from May to December because
they were fat in May when they were put
on it. Anybody with an elementary know-
ledge of grazing knows that if you have a
beast fat in May. and you can keep that
condition on him till December you ars
Going remarkably well. I should be a very
happy person 1f I knew of any of our
natural grasses that could keep a beast fat
from May to December, except in very rare
conditions. These cattle were bought for
£12 or £13 a head and sold for £22 a head;
so the sorghum stubble enabled the rattle
to be bought and sold at a profit of approxi-
mately £8 a head. Tt is a pity we have not
a bit more of this sorghum stubble in
Queensland. Even if the hon. member for
Cunningham was correct, the fact that these
eattle were kept in the same condition from
May to December was no mean achieve-
ment, and thanks are due fo the manage-
ment of Peak Downs and the sorghum
stubble.

Mr. Sparkes: Do you mean they had
bought fat bullocks for £13 or £14 a head?

Mr. BURROWS: T did not say that at
all but the hon. member for Cunningham
gaid the cattle that were bought were fat.
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The hon. member for Callide submitted
certain statistics and mentioned that the first
exhibit of pork by this corporation did not
get a prize at the Lake’s Creek meatworks.
He seems to have taken great delight in that
fact, but even the exhibit that obtained the
lowest mark in that competition was very
good pork and the fact that within 12 months
of the commencement of operations by this
corporation it was able to exhibit at all is
to “be eommended. If the corporation’s
exhibit had run third in a field of four after
12 months’ operations it would have spoken
volumes for the suecess of the project.

Another complaint of the hon. member for
Callide was that the products of Peak Downs
were sold everywhere. For the edification of
the hon. member for Kedron, who has been
so busy hobnobbing with Santa Claus_ that
he has lost touch with Australia and the
business of his own electorate, I would
inform him that export sales of pork are
controlled by the Australian Department of
Commeree in collaboration with the British
Food Ministry. But hon. members opposite
helieve that the British Empire consists only
of the British Isles. They forget that there
are a number of British troops in Hong
Kong, Malaya, and other places. The British
Food Ministry allocates the meat and the
economies of the position should be sufficient
to answer the criticism of hon. members
opposite. Would it be economic to ship meat
to London and then ship it from London to
Hong Kong or Malaya or anywhere else?
The ramifications of the British Empire are
not confined to the British Isles, as hon.
members opposite would like the people to
believe. The sun never sets on the British
Empire.

Anybody who has studied the report of the
Peak Downs project must realise that it is
finaneially very sound but even though 1t
were not shown to be sound on paper it must
be remembered that it has returned a big
dividend to Queensland, a return equal to
the capital already invested, in this respect:
it has demonstrated that sorghum and grain
can be produced in Central Queensland and
that millions of acres of land that was
treated with contempt by private enterprise
after it had exploited it and let it return to
burr, weeds, and other pests, is still very
valuable and capable of producing much food
for the starving people not only of Australia
but of the world.

The quibblings and the
members opposite and their hopes that the
Poak Downs projeet will fail, have not
materialised. They will not admit defeat but
are hoping against hope that the people of
Great Britain will be starved into re-electing
a Tory Government and they will go back
to the TFasecist doctrine they yearn for, and
when that comes about we will listen to their
tale of woe.

Mr. MUNRO (Toowong) (416 pm.): I
think it would be appropriate at this stage
if we made an endeavour to return to the
basic question and subject matter of the
debate. My impression is that if we get
down to the essentials, we have had a very

eriticism of hon.



Queensland-British Food

thoughtful and statesman-like analysis of the
position by the hon. member for Coorparco.
Since his speech we have had some sup-
plementary ones by hon. members on this side
dealing with matters of detail and from the
Government side we have had the reply by
the Premier, the distinguishing feature of
which was its absolute inconclusiveness, as
well as speeches along similar lines by other
hon. members opposite. It is well known
that it is a very essential feature in the
art of debate, if the case for an issue is
rather weak, to more or less avoid that issue
and talk about a number of minor points of
less relevance. Therefore at this stage I
propose, as briefly as I ean, to repeat and to
some extent amplify one or two of the major
points made this morning by the hon. mem-
ber for Coorparoo, which have not been
replied to by the Premier. I am doing this
particularly to give that hon. gentleman the
opportunity of replying further.

On the basic question of the activities of
the Queensland-British Food Corporation, it
is eommon ground that on oceasions when
food is required urgently for any people that
food must be produced urgently, and at that
stage there is perhaps not a great deal of
time to consider exactly the best means of
going about it. That to a cortain extent
was the position a few years ago from the
point of view of the British people, but we
are coming to the stage when there is evidence
that this aetivity might involve and probably
will involve very much more eapital expendi-
ture than the amount originally eontemplated.
And it behoves this Government—and if the
Government do mnot do it it behoves this
committee—to consider this activity a little
more carefully from the point of view of
where it will lead us. That was the main
point of the speech made this morning by
the hon. member for Coorparoo. What he
endeavoured to do was to analyse the pro-
posal in the Bill. It is not a very small
matter, because we contemplate the expendi-
ture of £500,000 on something in the nature
of a partnership in which the people of
Queensland have a quarter interest. A com-
parison has been made between an activity
of this kind and a large business institution
and I should say that if I were a member
of the board of directors or a shareholder
in a large business institution I should want
to know a great deal more about the proposal
if it became evident that an expenditure in
the nature of millions of pounds was likely
to be involved. For that reason, the ques-
tions that have been put forward deal with
such very important aspects as the short-
term production results, the long-term pro-
duction results, the total capital costs, and
our moral eommitments in ecompleting the
venture as distinet from the specific ecom-

mitment of £125,000 that is dealt with in
this measure.

Turning now to the response of the Premier,
I must confess as a new member of this
Parliament that I was very disappointed with
it. I was disappointed, not only because he
did not reply to the essential features of the
address by the hon. member for Coorparoo,
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but also because he used sueh outworn
political phrases as saying that we on this
side of the Committee were trying to damn
with faint praise, or, again, referred to what
he regards as our intense desire to see this
undertaking a flop. I should say that a reply
of such a nature is unworthy of any Premier
of this State.

Opposition Members: Iear, hear!

Mr. Hanlon: What I said was perfectly
true. When you have been in this House as
long as I have, you will appreciate the truth
of that statement.

Mr. MUNRO: I do not believe it is true.
I have heard today what I regard as a very
fair and impartial analysis of this proposal
by the hon. member for Coorparoo, and
merely because it may have been put in
somewhat restrained terms, as the hon. mem-
ber for Coorparoo usually puts his ease, that
is no reason why it should be referred to by
the Premier, or by anybody else, as con-
demning the scheme with faint praise. I
know most hon. members on this side of the
Committee very well and I think I am quite
correct in saying that there is no desire on
their part to see activities of this kind a
flop. But, as I have said, we are in the
position of representatives of thé shareholders
in this State of Queensland, and when large-
scale undertakings of this kind are being
carried on it is only right that full particulars
of the aetivities should be given to us.

The hon. member for Port Curtis went
even further than the Premier. He not only
emulated him in his remarks but he also
referred to the Opposition generally as having
a hatred of the British people. Could any
more absolute nonsense be spoken by a
responsible member of this Committee?

Turning now to the substance of this
debate, I submit that the real and substantial
proposition put forward by the hon. member
for Coorparoo was his analysis indieating
that on the basis of the information avail-
able to us, the total eapital expenditure on
this undertaking may amount not to
£2,000,000 or £2,500,000, which is the
increased amount envisaged in this Bill, but
to perhaps £8,000,000. We have not avail-
able to us all the information that the
Premier has, but I stress the fact that the
hon. member for Coorparoo has certainly put
before this Committee a prima-facie case
indicating that the expenditure may amount
to something of that order. The Premier has
had the opportunity of replying but up to
the present he hasg not disproved the case
of the hon. member for Coorparoo.

Mr. Smith: I could assume that vou had
the measles.

Mr. MUNRO: And the hon. member’s
assumption would be entirely unwarranted.

Mr. Smith: And I could say the same
of the hon. member for Coorparoo.

Mr. MUNRO: If I may be permitted to
reply to that irrelevant interjeetion, I could
say that the hon. member for Coorparoo gave
sufficient particulars to indicate his case,
which is entirely different from an
assumption.
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Naturally, we want a little further infor-
mation from the Premier and—because I
have found on other oceasions that ome is
likely to be misrvepresented in replies from
the other side of the Chamber—I want to
make it abundantly clear that we are not
concerned with any question of profit, that
is not in issue, but we are concerned with
the most efficient means of production, which
means also that we must be concerned with
costs; and in this connection costs, and
relative costs, are all-important.

There is another point that must receive
due consideration and that is that, rightly,
Lon. members on both sides of the Chamber
have conceded that this activity is of com-
siderable value to the State from an experi-
mental point of view, but I should like to
make the other point that when you carry on
an undertaking for experimental purposes
you do not do it by spending millions of
pounds.

Mr. Smith: The Mt. Isa Company did it.

Mr. MUNRO: Not if it could have done
it otherwise. 1 am not suggesting that this
capital espenditure is mot justified; 1 am
merely suggesting that we should be given
a little further information. If the reason
for the expenditure is mercly experiment-
ation then that is not a sufficient reason for
the expenditure of this additional vast sum.
I submit that the basis for experimentation
should be on a smaller scale and the result
could be equally effective.

Replying to the last interjeetion, which
might ‘give rise to the suggestion that the
hon. member for Coorparco was me.rely
speaking on the basis of certain assumptions,
T would point out that it is no assumption
to say that if 500,000 pigs per annum is to
be the turn-off in the future, it will be
necessary to have buildings—pigsties, yards,
fences and the like. The pigs themselves
may grow—and there are not many there at
the present time—but buildings, yards,
pigsties, plant and equipment will not grow.
We want to know something about the build-
ings. Where are these additional improve-
ments and plant to come from out of this
amount that we are considering at the
moment?

T do not want to take up the time of the
Uhamber any more than is necessary and I
would conclude by again submitting to the
Premier very specific questions that we could
reasonably expect him. to answer either

s A - N ho
during this debate or at a later stage. T
auestigons I put to him are, first; 1is the

shjective still a_turn-off of 500,000 pigs a
year? my second question 1s: what is the
estimate of the total capital cost? In other
words, will it be £2,000,000 or will it .bc':
nearer £8,000,000¢7 My third question 1s:
will the cost of production of pigs under this
scheme be favourable or unfavourable com-
pared with the cost of production under
other more proved methods of pig-raising? My
fourth question is: approximately how long
Will it be before the objective of the turn-
off of 500,000 pigs a year be achieved?

Finally, T might be permitted to refer to
something said by the hon. member for
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Keppel when he was replying to speeches
made from the Opposition benches. He
said, more or less, that what we are saying
was not of much use because our criticism
was not going to do us any good. The hon.
member for Keppel has an entirelv wrong
conception of his duties in this Chamber,
and of what we regard as our duties in this
House.

Opposition Members: Hear, hear!

Mr., MUNRO: We are not putting
forward this eriticism because we think it
will do us any good; we are advancing it
because we think it might do the Premier
some good. (Government laughter). If we
can do that we might do something that will
be of value to Queensland.

Hon., E. M, HANLON (Ithaca—Premier)
(4.32 pm.): I just want to reply to the
hon. member for Toowong. I forgive him
for his lack of knowledge of this undertak-
ing, as he has only come into Parliameut
this session.

Mr. Munro: I know a good deal about it.

Mr. HANLON: If the hon. member
knows the story of the introduction of this
scheme he will know that from its inception
it was attacked because it would prevent the
sorghum-growers of Queensland from get-
ting a higher price from the people of
Britain.  (Opposition interjections.)

Mr. Nieklin: Absolute bunkum.

Mr. HANLON: We were told then that
by going onto the British market with
sorghum we should bring down the price.
The hon. member for Toowong has to realise
that at that time Britain was in a desperate
position for food. She was desperately
short of food. Meat was almost an

unknown quantity with her people. I doubt
if the hon. member for Toowong would
know sorghum from anything else. He cer-

tainly does not know the history of this
matter, or he has been acting a part in this
debate. The attitude of hon. members of
the Opposition is typical of the attitude that
was expressed by Mr. C. H. Jamieson, the
president of the Queensland Dairymen’s
Organisation, as reported in the ‘Courier-
Mail’’ of 30 April this year. T would
hardly believe that Mr. Jamieson would say
what he was reported to have said. Thig is
what the ¢¢Courier-Mail’’ reports him as
saying—

“¢All that concerns us is the price. We
are not worrying about the Motherland
or any other land. Let them cut out
butter rationing tomorrow if they like,
but give us a price adjustment.’’

That statement was exactly the attitude of
Country Party members when this Bill was
introduced.

Mr. Macdonald: That is not right.

My, HANLON: Let hon. members read
the debate. When, as I have said pre-
viously, the question of supplying Britain
with meat was discussed, the hon. member
for West Moreton, who was then Deputy
Leader of the Country Party, did not get a
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hostile remark from hon. members opposite
when he "said ‘‘Business is business,’’ in
other words, ‘“Get as much as you can out
of the needs of Britain.”” 1 eould not go
and lay a wreath one day on a cenotaph in
memory and in honour of those who had
laid down their lives in saving and pro-
tecting Britain from her enemy and then on
another day come here and endeavour to
get every shilling out of her by exploiting
her needs. I make bold to say that if I
can do anything to help Britain to meet her
needs for food I will do so. If I adopted
the attitude that has been assumed by some
hon. members opposite I should never be
able to take part in any patriotic celebra-
tion in this country, but I am sure that the
hon. member for Toowong does not know
the history of this scheme, I am sorry the
hon. member has not read it; if he had he
would know.

Mr. Pie interjected.

Mr. HANLON: I am not going to take
any notice of the hon. member. His repu-
tation has been so completely destroyed by
himself that nobody would take any notice
of him.

Mr. Pie interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. HANLON: He destroyed it on oath.
Mr. Pie interjected.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the
hon. member to obey my call to order. If

I have to call him to order again, I will
name him.

Mr. HANLON: This undertaking was
gone into by the Queensland Government in
an endeavour to help the British Overseas
Food Corporation to provide enough food,
not only for their immediate needs but, as was
explained to the House at the time, because
Britain was attempting to provide security in
the matter of food in the event of another
war. And hon. members opposite have been
exploiting the possibility of another war for
political purposes. (Opposition interjec-
tions.) They have been trying to find some-
thing in the national situation to cover up
the complete and utter eollapse of govern-
ment by the Liberal Party in Canberra. I
suppose the eeonomic advisers of the British
Government decided that it would be better for
the British Commonwealth to be self-con-
tained in food. There was no possibility of
starting a great undertaking in Queensland
in 1948 to provide sorghum for the people
immediately; they knew it would take time
to build up a great undertaking. Hon.
members opposite know that it takes time to
build up a great undertaking. (Opposition
interjections.) They wanted to make sure
that in the event of another war later on
Britain would have within the territory of
the British Commonwealth a source of food
to enable her to keep going. (Opposition
interjections.) They were conscious of the
fact that it would be an advantage to us all
if the British Commonwealth was self-con-
tained in time of war for foodstuffs, if we
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could get our foods in our own territory
instead of being at the merey of foreign
nations. After listening to the debate on the
introduetion of the measure in 1948, I begin
to doubt the wisdom of Britain’s placing
herself at the merey of hon. members oppo-
site in preference to the Argentina or some
other foreign country. No foreigner ever
made any more rapacious demand on Britain
than hon. members opposite.

I rose particularly to correct the remarks
of the hon. member for Toowong, who was
not here at the time when the legislation
was introduced. The hon. member can read
up ‘‘Hansard’’ and let the House know
afterwards whether he agrees with what I
say now or not.

Mr. EWAN (Roma) (439 pm.): As a
new member I must say I am absolutely
shocked to see the day when a responsible
Premier would make such absurd and untrue
accusations against perhaps the finest section
of the community of Queensland. (Govern-
ment laughter.) I can say definitely without
equivocation that our people would share
their food mouthful for mouthful, with their
British brothers; they would share every
penny or every ounce of food they possessed.
It hurts me as a primary producer and one
who knows these people to hear a responsible
person like the Premier making such a damn-
ing indietment against this section of the
community.

The Premier stated that after the estab-
lishment of the Queensland-British Food
Corporation they hoped that they would build
up an export trade of 500,000 pigs. As a
responsible member of this Parliament, I feel
that onme of the responsibilities of this
Government is the wise handling of publie
funds, and I think that any opposition to
this amendment that may have been expressed
by the Opposition was a fulfilment of their
respongibility to the ecommunity as a whole,
You will find no such ridiculous statement
coming from the Opposition as we heard a
few moments ago.

I was particularly interested by the state-
ment of the Secretary for Public Lands. He
is one of the Ministers of this Government
of whom I take considerable notice. (Govern-
ment interjections.) Even though the
Minister’s colleagues disagree with me in
that respect, I believe it. The hon. gentle-
man stated that it had been said that this
was a socialistic venture, but when it is boiled
down what does it mean? It means that the
publie, as an aggregate body, are investing
a part of their capital with the public of
Great Britain for a speecific purpose. And
why mnot? That is quite right. If it will
achieve the result envisaged by the Premier
and produce pig-meats and beef for the
people of Great Britain.

Mr. Burrows: Are you not more con-
cerned about the Tory Government in
England?

Mr. EWAN: The hon. member knows
more about coal than beef. If we achieve
the end of producing meat for Britain, well
and good. I confess right here that I o

not know much about agriculture, although I
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have read a lot about it and have spoken to
practical farmers. There have been two
really good seasons at Peak Downs, and I
understand there was a very poor crop the
first year and a pretty good erop this year.
I understand the grain was pretty poor the
first year, but quite good this year. Well
and good: I am not disputing the faet that
grain can be grown, but what was set out
to be done was to produce meat for Britain.

A Government Member: Pig-meats.

Mr, EWAN: Do not come at that racket!
The Government are going to produce eattle,
because they have 15,000 head on the scheme.
They lought eattle, and that is meat. I am
going to deal with cattle too—after I have
finished with pigs.

Mr. Jesson: You stick to cattle.

Mr. EWAN: I know quite a lot about
pigs, and I am learning mueh more every
day. The Premier is not an unsophisticated
man, but he has stated in relation to the
production of pigs that if we put another
£125,000 of the taxpayers’ money into the
sqhem'e he will produce out of the hat 500,000
pigs in this year, next year, or some time.
But It us hear what the land writer of the
Brisbane ¢‘Courier-Mail’’ has to sav about
it. Do mot forget that this writer went to
Peak Downs and wrote a series of articles
on behalf of the Queensland-British Food
Corporation last year.

The talk of 1,000,000 bushels of grain
proved to be a squib, as only 316,000
bushels was produced. ILet us listen to what
Mr. Cornish has to say, remembering that
he is a very practical man, a gentleman born
and reared on the land. He has been investi-
gating land matters ever since his conneetion
Wl%l the ‘‘Courier-Mail’’ began and he
said——

‘“At the rate Queensland-British Food
Corporation piggeries are being estab-
lished, two centuries will elapse before the
objective of 500,000 pig earcases a year is
realised.’’

Is it any wonder that the Opposition take
such a dim view of the fact that the Premier
seeks to ask this State to invest another
£125,000 in the scheme?

The ome bright spot is the provision for
seeuring the corporation’s equity in the
¥mprovements. Coming events east their
shadows before them, Mr. Farrell, and it
indicates clearly that the Premier, in spite
of the hypnotic attitude he adopts, is
endeavouring to mislead w3 The provision
envisages to my mind the possibility of his
intention to bring about a liguidation of the
scheme. If it is as good as the Premier
tells us, he will probably open up the area
for selection for returned soldiers—that is,
it it is as good as he says it is. I venture
to say that if that is dome the returned
goldiers of Australia will produce more food,
more pig-meats than any socialistic venture
could produece.

It might be asked why the Opposition are
so concerned about the expenditure of
£125,000, particularly as the Premier indi-

cated that we have £500,000 already in the ,
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scheme. Let us remember that in the early
’20s—and I lived alongside of one of them
and saw what was going on (Government
interruption)—

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. EWAN: Did I hear a cock crow on
the Government benches? If the cap fits,
let them wear it. They know all about it.
Whether they got away with a few poddy
calves or not

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I hope the
hon. member will get back to the subject
matter of the debate. It is getting out of
hand. The question of State stations is not
involved in the motion before the Committee.

Myr. EWAN: No, Mr. Farrell, State
stations do not eome into the question at all
but I am dealing with the matter from the
finaneial aspect and the responsibility of a
Government towards the citizens of the State
and the taxpayers as a whole, particularly
when we know that a previous socialistie
enterprise in Queensland involved the State
in the loss of £5,000,000.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. EWAN: Let us look at the report
made by the Queensland-British Food
Corporation. On the first page it will he
seen that the corporation started off with
27 employees and now has 329.

The Secretary for Public Lands and
Irrigation said that this corporation could
engage in the production of pigs, eattle and
sorghum in the same way as a private indivi-
dual and on the same terms and conditions.
Let me point out, however, that the aggregate
area held by the corporation is 487,131 acres
and the total annual rental payable to the
State—and we are responsible for the finances
of this State and to the taxpayers and
the citizens generally—amounts to only
£533 5s. 11, or less than .26d. an acre.

Mr. Hanlon: You know
deliberate mis-statement.

Mr. EWAN: I took the figure from the
report.

Mr. Hanlon:
telling the truth.

Mr. EWAN: 1t is in the report. The
Premier says it is a deliberate mis-statement,
but I will show him the figures. No, let him
get his own report and work it out for
himself.

that is a

You know you are not

I suggest that if that same land was thrown
open for private enterprise, the people occupy-
ing it would be charged an annual rental of
4d. or 6d. an acre, but according to the report
we are charging only a peppercorn rental. I
will ind it in the report for the Premier.

Furthermore, Mr. Farrell, the report indi-
cates that the corporation has rather a
splendid plant, including 100 motor vehicles.

A Government Member: They are all
part of the assets.
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Mr. EWAN: Yes, but they are not for
carrying the grain, because a contract for
carting the grain has been let to a man named
Quinece, Those vehicles are for the use of
the staff of 329. There are something like
20 or 30 flat-top trailers. Why have they got
all those vehicles?

For this area of 500,000 acres, the Govern-
ment want this State to put in another
£125,000, they want to employ 329 hands,
they want to have 100 motor vehicles, but they
have not produced a rasher of bacon in three
years. We have it from the Premier that
some cattle have been produced, but a glance
at the photo of the cattle that appears in the
report will show that they are not by any
means high-class; they are not even prime.
The price that they brought on the open
market compared very unfavourably with that
received by private enterprise. It is con-
tended that these cattle were fattened on the
stubble and on the grain lying on the ground,
but as a practical cattle man, I suggest that
had there been no sorghum on any of these
properties the cattle would have been turned
off in just as good a condition. As a matter
of fact, T have been informed that only 400
eattle were fattened on sorghum.

Mr. Ingram: You are wrong again.

Mr. EWAN: It is in the report. Let me
revert to the report. I ask the Premier to
turn to the teport of the Queensland-
British Food Corporation dealing with
accounts for the year ended 31 March, 1950,
and there he will find total rents amounting
to £533 5s. 11d., with the different pro-
perties set out. Then all the properties are
mentioned elsewhere, Peak Downs, Retro,
Welfang, Cullin-la-Ringa, Marmadilla,
Inderi, Orion Downs, Moura and Bajool
There it is in the report and yet the Premier
tells me that what I said was an untruth.
{Interruptions.)

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask hon.
members to have some consideration for the
reporting staff, who I am sure must have
a great deal of difficulty in hearing the hon.
member for Roma. I ask the hon. member
to continue his speech.

Mr. EWAN: As my statement has been
challenged, T want to quote from the report,
which says—

¢“Of the numbers shown above as
sold, only 718 of the bullocks had actu-
ally been fattened on the corporation’s

properties. Four hundred of this num-
ber were fattened on the sorghum
residuals.. . .77

T do not know whether that is true but it
is in the report. It is the Government’s
report.

Mr.
report.

Hanlon: It is not a Government

Mr. EWAN: The Premier is responsible
for what is going on on this property
beeause he has £500,000 of the State’s money
invested in it.

Mr. Hanlon: You have.
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Mr. EWAN: The Premier indicates that
he is not a taxpayer. I want to bring my
remarks to a close by saying that we as an
Opposition believe we have a respounsibility
to the taxpayers and residents of this State
and we believe that one of the eneouraging
prospeets in this legislation is the fact that
provision will be made to enable the scheme
to be wound up if it is thought necessary
and wise and we will oppose with all the
emphasis at our command the sinking and
chvious waste of any further moneys in the
cheme,

Hon. E. M. HANLON (Ithaca—Premier)
(4.57 pm.): I want to draw the attention
of the hon. member for Toowong to the type
of criticism levelled by Country Party mem-
bers at this project. I made the hon. mem-
ber for Roma repeat several times his state-
ment about rent and he pointed out that
the total amount of rent was £533 5s. 11d.,
which he said was paid on 487,000 acres of
country.

Mr. Ewan: No.

Mr. HANLON: Yes, he did, and the hon.
member knows that his statement is mnot
true or he is too dumb to be in this Cham-
ber. When the Queensland-British TFood
Corporation toock over this property from the
original leaseholders the ecorporation paid
exactly the same rental to the Crown as had
hitherto been paid. The corporation also
naid cash for freehold land acquired for it
by the Co-ordinator-General of Public Works.
The land so acquiredi was vested in the Crown
and the Crown granted the corporation a
Jease in respeet of it at a peppercorn rental.
The Queensland-British Food Corporation
in faet paid for the freehold land and
surely the hon. member for Toowong would
not support the idea that we should charge
neople for land that they bought themselves.
The hon. member for Roma, who hasg free-
hold land, would bueck if we were to begin
charging him Crown rental on freehold
land. The corporation paid exactly the
same rent on the property as was paid by
the lessees from whom it was released. The
Department of Public Lands gave no con-
cession whatever in rent to the corporation.
T rose really to remind the hon. member
for Toowong of the ecriticism levelled by
members of the Country Party at the Gov-
ernment and to remind him of the people
with whom he is associated.

Mr. MULLER (Fassifern) (5 p.m.): The
opposition raised by hon. members on thig
side of the Committee to this legislation when
it was introduced two years ago was not so
much as to the possibilities of sorghum-
growing or pig-raising as to the economies of
the scheme. We felt it was economically
ungound, and that eventually for this reason
it would break down.

Mr. Devries: And that it was a socialistic
enterprise.

Mr. MULLER: So it is. I still say it.
The ILeader of the Opposition was not
extravagant when he said it was Communism
in its embryo form. It is. After all, there
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is not much to choose between Socialism and
Communism., What was at the back of the
minds of the British Government and Queens-
land Government when this scheme was intro-
duced was not to provide food for Britain so
much as the opportunity for introducing this
form of socialistic farming. The Premier
said that when this legislation was introduced
the Opposition were not very much coneerned
about whether the people of Great Britain
were fed or not. He knows that that state-
ment is far from the truth; in fact, he knows
it to be untrue. The only reason why the
Opposition did not vote against the Bill at
that time was that they felt that if anvthing
could be done to help the starving people of
Europe, by all means let it be done. We felt
at the time that the Government would fall
down on the job.

The Premier said that the Opposition were
more concerned with profits than with any-
thing else. The reason why the people of
Great Britain have not got more pig-meats and
more meat was the stupid attitude adopted by
the socialistic Governments of Queensland and
Australia. We were short of pig-meats at
that time. He knows very well what I am
saying is right. That was due to the fact
that the Commissioner of Prices fixed the
price of pig-meat at less than production cost.
This is mnot profiteering. No sane person
would grow cheap pigs with dear grain,
After a thorough examination of costs it
was proved that pig-meats could not be pro-
duced at the existing price of grain at less
than 1s. 4d. per 1b., and the price the pig-
grower was allowed was 1s. and 1s. 1d.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! 1 hope the
hon. member is not going to develop that
line of argument, because the question of
price does not enter into this legislation.

Mr. MULLER: I am merely replying to
the Premier.

The CHAIRMAN: Order!

Mr. MULLER: I will deal with the
wisdom or unwisdom of inereasing the
capital of the corporation. The activifies of
the corporation cannot be inereased without
eapital, but the reason why we were short
of pig-meats at that time was that the price
did not enable us to produce. The price of
pig-meat today is 2s. per 1Ib., and if the
industry had been allowed to go on there
would have been no need for the Queensland-
British Food Corporation to embark on this
project. Our line of approach to production
of pig-meats was to encourage the people in
the business. If that was done, all these
housing problems and the need for facing
up to additional costs of running this farm
would not have arisen. The Government did
not realise what they were up against when
they introduced this legislation.

I want to draw attention to one or two
items in the balance sheet. It will give some
idea of the cost of the scheme. It would
be impossible, and perhaps it would be
unfair, to analyse the whole of the corpora-
tion’s finaneial statement, and therefore I
will eontent myself with focussing attention

[ASSEMBLY.]

Production Act, &o., Bill.

on one or two items. The first item is
£104,602 for buildings and installations,
while ineluded in floating assets is agrieul-
tural equipment, £263,778.

The vehicles cost £77,311. Agricultural
equipment and vehicles can be classed as
floating assets. It is not so muech a matter
of the money that is invested as of the
interest and the depreciation. According to
the figures I have, the building installations
suffered a depreciation of £1,791 and that on
agricultural equipment £21493. The vehicles
have suffered depreciation amounting to
£11,846. When we look at the operating
account, income and expenditure, we find the
sales of grain sorghum were £109,790 and
sales of cattle £65,145. It should be remem-
bered that the cattle were bought and resold
and the real income would not be more than
perhaps £12,000 to £13,000, which would
represent a good profit on this number of store
cattle.

In the depreciation acecount we find the
following :—

£
Agricultural equipment 18,604
Wages . .. 147,000
Travelling expenses 3,462
Salaries . 21,000
Interest .. 32,000
Hired road transport 11,000
Preight .. .. 20,000
Hired labour 3,855

That is perhaps not an actually true state-
ment of what the position was on the first
year’s operations, nevertheless it does give
some conception of what the costs are likely
to be.

I know something about the project up
there. I have been farming all my life and
I know something about the economies of the
business, as well as the hard work. I made
it my business to go and look at Peak Downs.
I was there in June, 1949, and I revisited it
in April, 1950; and I saw both crops. It is
true that the first crop suffered rather badly
as a result of frost, and it would not be fair
to say that 368,000 bushels would be a fair
estimate of the crop had it been allowed to
mature. This year I was pleased with the
crop; I thought it was as good as I had seen
anywhere. The land is quite suitable for
growing grain, if you get the season. I do
want to compliment some of the officers, who
did a remarkably good job.

After all, you have to get down to the
economics of this thing if you are to see
whether it is going to pay. What have we
done so far? Two and a-half years ago we
started off to supply Britain with pig-meat.
It has been stated on two or three occasions
during the debate that the total we sent
to Britain or consumed here was 281 pigs. If
we were prepared to give the pig-growers two
and a-half years ago a price that would have
enabled them to grow pigs we would have had
the pig-meat instead of a mere 281 pigs. I
think I should be modest in saying that we
should have had at least 281,000 pigs. Apart
from the socialistic aspeet of the enterprise,
therefore, we are not going to send Britain
pig-meat at a reasonable price, because if youn
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put pigs on the market you can get nearly 2s.
a pound. We argued at the time that it was
nceessary to give the growers a price that
would enable them to produce what was
required by the starving people of Britain.
The Premier says that we are out to
exploit the starving people of Great Britain.
In faet, the hon. gentleman wused much
stronger language than that. He said that
we were concerned only about profits. We
are charging Great Britain in the vieinity of
2s. a lb. for pig-meat and they are still going
without. What have we done to cheapen the
cost to the people of Great Britain? What
are we likely to do? A moment ago I drew
attention to one or two small items in the
balance sheet of the corporation to give some
idea of what we are up against. I give eredit
to the men placed in charge. They are doing
a remarkably good job, but they are up
against it. IKconomically they cannot earry
on. Any person who has a farm will know
this to be a fact. The corporation is paying
these men the basic wage or a little more.
Some are skilled and some unskilled. Some
unskilled men today are earning £15 and £16
a week. Ther get their ordinary wage and
are paid overtime to do the job. It may
rain; anything may happen. The weather
may not be such as to enable them to stay on
the job. The men have to sit down in their
working hours because they are unable to
go out and work and then they have to be
paid overtime. No pig-grower, grain farmer,
or any other person can carry on with such
an overhead as Peak Downs has to bear.

This undertaking was approached from an
altogether wrong angle. After all, we can-
not blame the people of Great Britain. They
know nothing about farming and Australian
conditions.  They felt they were being
exploited. And I blame the Government for
this: instead of advising the British Over-
seas Food Corporation on sound lines and
telling them they could not produce pig-
meats or meat or food of any kind for the
price at which they thought they could, they
should have told the British Government just
what the position was. If they were not in
a position to do so they could very easily
have got the information from members of
the Opposition, who were prepared to advise
them on sound lines.

This scheme is the most extravagant piece
of farming that I ever saw in my life. In
days to come it will be looked on as the
greatest bungle ever attempted by any State
Government. An hon. member referred to
State Stations, but this project will be even
worse. 1 hope the Premier will implement
the clause of the Bill that provides for the
winding-up of this corporation if necessary.
In the interests of the people of Great
Britain and Australia the sooner this cor-
poration is wound up the better. We shall
not give Great Britain any cheaper meat as
the result of its carrying on in the ordinary
way. I certainly give eredit where it is due
and it has been successful in exporting some
sorghum and this year will export a greater
quantity, But the Leader of the Opposition
did not overstate the facts when he said
that Britain was over-supplied with grain
now. That is perfectly true and the Premier
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knows it to be true. I am conneeted with
a co-operative exporting organisation that
gets monthly and even weekly information
about the supplies of eommodities in Great
Britain. Mr. Farrell, vou would be amazed
to know that many of these lines, even some
lines of foodstuffs, are not wanted by Great
Britain. Only six weeks ago Great Britain
told us that she did not want honey ag there
was enough on hand for 12 months. The
assoeiation with which I am connected has
about £200,000 invested in honey that we can-
not ship nor sell. How do you know other
lines of foodstuffs will not meet a similar
fate? Dairy produce may perhaps be wanted
for a year or two longer, but the fact remaing
that many of the foreign countries are now
producing on a pre-war level and, in a con-
siderable number of instances, a greater
quantity.

If it relies on the export of grain, the
corporation will find in ‘a very short time
that the price it will get will be considerably
less than it is getting now. In faet, I have
very grave doubts whether it will be able to
ship it at all.

I realise that you cannot judge a scheme
on the first year’s operations. It would not
be fair to do that, because the corporation
had to break up the soil and to contend with
the frost, and costs were of necessitv high.
Over the last two years the corporation has
experienced exceptionally good seasons; old
hands about Capella and Emerald have told
me that the last two seasons were the best
known. The season before last was the best
for 20 years and last season was even better.
We cannot expect good seasons to be with
us all the time and if I am any judge the
grain from the project will cost nothing less
than a pound a bushel. If it is produced
at that price the corporation will not be able
to sell it.

The idea was to ecultivate 30,000 acres
during the first year’s operations, 70,000
acres in the second year, and, as the Premier
remarked, to cultivate eventually 250,000
acres of land and to produce 500,000 pigs
a year. With all the farming equipment,
buildings, and diesel trucks, ete., one can
imagine what the overhead costs will be when
250,000 acres of land is put under culti-
vation. The thing will be so big and
unwieldy that overhead costs will kill it and
the Government will look mighty silly in a
couple of years when they see the results.
On the other hand, supposing the land had
been held by private enterprise and had been:
cut up into 5,000 or 10,000 acre-blocks, do
you not think, Mr. Farrell, that there would
have been more cattle on the area than there
are now? The cattle-growing side of the
business will prove the most profitable. There
are approximately 15,000 head and any cattle
man will tell you—T know what T am talking
about and the hon. members for Aubigny and
Roma will tell you the same thing-—that if
you get a net return on store cattle of £5 a
year it is a pretty good thing. With 15,000
head there will be a return of £75,000 and,
what is more, overhead costs will not be high.
From cattle one can see the possibility of a
handsome net return but from pigs there is
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the provision of equipment, vehicles, build-
ings and plant and you have to have 400 men
round your neck all the time. Look at what
the overhead costs will be. I give the Premier
.and the Secretary for Public Lands and
Irrigation eredit for knowing something
.about the law of economics and they should
know that this thing cannot go on. The
Premier in using camouflage to inereasc the
capital to be invested, was taking the
opportunity of the legislation in a snide
fashion to wind the scheme up in quick time.

Mr. Hanlon: There
:about its introduetion.

Mr. MULLER: Perhaps I should use the
word ‘‘elever’’ instead. I am afraid that
the Premier and his Government will be look-
ing for a soft place to fall in a very short
time. I do not think that we should engage
in this experimental work when there is
really no need for it. If we were suceessful
in helping the starving people of Great
Britain and it was costing us a few hundred
thousand pounds, it would not he so bad.
After all, there is nothing more precious than
life and if we could help starving people we
should be doing a good jobh. But we have
not done that and we do not look like doing
it, despite the fact that the corporation has
obtained the services of many capable men,
such as Mr. Kemp, the late Mr. Young,
Mr. Calder, and Mr. McKeon.

Mr. Evans: Some of them are engineers.

Mr. MULLER: They are expensive men.
Ag the hon. member for Mirani said, some
of them are engineers and have to be paid
engineers’ salaries.
high-salaried men and expeect to grow
sorghum in competition with peo_ple who are
;growing it on sound eeonomic lines.

is nothing snide

Let us get back to reality again. When
this legislation was introduced 23 years ago,
the Downs people had a crop of 4,000,000
bushels and they had difficulty in getting it
away, because of a delay in obtaining an
export licence. As a result, a good deal of
it was wasted. Again I know what I am
talking about, because my own show had
gome hundreds of thousands of pounds
invested in it and we were heavy losers
beeause we could not unload the sorghum
‘that we bought. Would it not be much
better to continue along those lines? In
that way Britain would have had more
gsorghum and more pigs. What happenecd
when this corporation was established? The
people growing sorghum were somewhat eon-
cerned about the prospects of marketing
what they had grown, and statistics show
that they immediately reduced their plant-
ings.

I do not want to proceed along these
lines, Mr. Farrell, but although I admit that
the corporation can grow sorghum and that
it has verv capable men to grow 1it, the
fact remains that its costs will acecumulate
to such an extent that it will be unable to
compete. In pig-breeding, everything must
be analysed very carefully. It is impossible
to produce cheap pigs on dear feed. The
only way to grow pigs economieally is by the
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use of some other protein than grain pro-
vides. 1 suppose 95 per cent. of the pigs
grown in Australia are grown on dairies,
where they are fed on skimmed milk and
grains. Already the corporation has had to
buy other protein meals, because it is impos-
sible to raise pigs on grain alome. In my
opinion, the whole thing 1is economieally
unsound. We talk about settling ex-service
men on the land, and what better opportun-
ity

My, Burrows interjected.

Mr. MULLER: I agree with the hon.
member for Port Curtis. I am not eondemn-
ing the soil. I think it is good land, and
if it was cut up into 5,000-acre blocks I
believe that the rush by young ex-service
men would be so great that we should not
ne able to cope with it. If this area was
handled by private enterprise in areas of a
suitable size, I believe it would be a great
suceecss, it would produce mueh more than
bt the people of Great

it does at present,
Britain would derive some benefit, and there
would be some real development in the dis-
triet. There is no development in that district
now. As far as I can see, the town of
Emerald is as dead as it was previously.

Mr. Foley: What rubbish!

Mr. MULLER: I cannot see any dif-
ference in its rate of development. Thig
scheme is run from Brisbane and it is being
run at a loss. The first year undoubtedly
showed a loss, which I am prepared to over-
look, but the losses in the mext five years,
if it lasts as long as that, will be in the
vieinity of hundreds of thousands of pounds.
There will be a repetition of the experience
we had in connecetion with the State stations,

the State butcher shops, and the State
Produce Agency.

(Time expired.)

Mr. MORRIS (Mount Coot-tha) (5.25

p.m.): We in Opposition are ““fully sensible
of the responsibilities associated with our
office and the necessity to administer the
State’s finances wisely and brudently.’’
Those words are to be found in the Pinanecial
Statement, delivered in this Chamber today
by the Treasurer, a very apt expression and
one that ean be properly applied to a discus-
sion of a Bill of this kind. We have before
us a project founded some two or three
years ago by the present Premier and since
then it has been losing money. However, as
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition hag
pointed out, we are quite prepared to face a
loss in the initial stage and also face a loss
if the scheme is going to provide food for
the people of Britain in her dire needs. The
original Bill wag introduced with the object
of providing food for Great Britain in her
time of need but of course we hear today
from the Premier some talk about its being
an insurance in some future war. We know
that that aspect of the matter was never
mentioned when the project was first intro-
duced and is introduced now by the Premier
as a red herring to try to bolster a case that
has absolutely no foundation in economic fact.
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I doubt very much whether I should have
risen at this stage had it not been for one
or two statements by members of the Govern-
ment Party, statements that I resent person-
ally and on behalf of my colleagues in Oppo-
sition. They are completely false and should
not have been made by responsible Ministers
of the Crown or even by nonentity back-
benchers of the Labour Party. Because the
hon. member for Coorparoo gave a factual
deseription of the present capital cost of the
project and made a factual forecast of what
would be required in the way of capital to
bring this scheme to fruition and the fullest
stage of development, as desired "and esti-
mated by the Premier himself, he was casti-
gated by the Premier in terms that were com-
pletely unjust and unfair. For instance, he
was told by the Premier that we were damn-
ing this scheme with faint praise and that we
had an intense desire to see it fail. But,
worse than that, the hon, member for Port
Curtis had the audaeity and the effrontery
to get up and make statements that were
founded on complete fallacy, that were as
false as is his own doctrine—and God knows
that’s false enough—when he said that we on
this side of the Chamber had a hatred of
the British people and desired to see this
scheme fail. I repeat that that statement is
as false as the heart of the man who made
it, as false as his own doctrine; and I
repudiate the statement on behalf of myself
and the members of the Opposition. We have
every justification and right

Mr. BURROWS: I rise to a point of
order. The hon, member has said that I sub-
seribe to a false doctrine. That is offensive
to me and I ask that it be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the hon. mem-
" ber for Mt. Coot-tha to accept the denial of
the hon. member for Port Curtis that he has
a false doetrine.

Mr. MORRIS: To carry on

Mr. BURROWS:
order.

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the hon. mem-
ber for Mt. Coot-tha to accept the denial of

I rise to a point of

the hon. member for Port Curtis that he has .

a false doctrine.

Mr. MORRIS: I did not say he had a
false doctrine. I merely said his statements
were as false as his doctrines.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! If the hon.
member does not comply with the direction
of the Chair I shall have to ask him to
resume his seat. I now ask him to accept
the denial of the hon. member for Port
Curtis.

Mr. MORRIS: Mr. Farrell, I would
rather resume my seat.
Mr. AIKENS (Mundingburra) (5.30

pm.): I remember well the passage of this
Bill through this House in 1948, and I
remember the attitude I adopted then. As
a matter of faet, I have been reading up
¢‘Hansard’’ in order to refresh my memory
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on some of the minor points and in doing so
I have realised just how this original Bill
was rushed through the House in a spirit of
panie. I commented then on the ambiguity of
the prineiples of the Bill and, in fact, on its
general airiness. At that time the Leader of
the Opposition saw fit to agree with me,
after he heard my argument. I said, for
instance, on the first reading—
‘I want to know, for instance, whether
the Bill specifically provides for the grow-
ing of sorghum and pigs or whether the
corporation will have power to extend its
activities and grow other ecrops. For
instance, will it be able to go in for beef-
raising, and will it be able to go in for
the cultivation of other fodder erops?’’
Later on, after the Leader of the Opposition
had seen my points, he supported me, as he
very often does.

I said this also—

¢¢T make this suggestion to the Premier:
if this Bill is merely a Bill to provide for
the co-operation and collaboration between
the Queensland Government and the British
Government to provide the British people
with the pig meat that they so urgently
need, let him bring down a Bill specifically
dealing with that; let him bring down &
Bill to establish a socialised, mechanised,
collectivised or Sovietised piggery, and I
will support it.”’

So I went on. Because I thought the
original Bill was vague, and because I
believed quite honestly that it was originally
brought down to cover up a stinking racket,
I opposed it. I told the House then that
Lord Plummer, the then chairman of the
British Food Corporation, was also a director
of Lever Bros. I was of opinion that the
Peak Downs scheme was being formulated
and was going to be undertaken simply as
an aid to supplying Lever Bros., first and
foremost with oil and that the British
Food Corporation was merely going to
get the scraps. The Premier evidently
did mnot know what the objects of the
British Overseas Food Corporation were,
because although I asked him repeatedly
he could not give me any assuranece on
the real prineiples of the Bill. I have
to laugh at the present attitude of the
Opposition, because if they turn to page 2289
of the debate on the original Bill in Com-
mittee they will see that I tried to amend the
Bill to make it foolproof but the combined
Opposition ganged up with the Government
and voted against me and my colleague, the
hon. member for Bulimba. Time has shown
that the racket I thought existed did not come
off, not because the Queensland Government
woke up to Lord Plummer but because the
British Government did and sacked him.

The Queensland-British Food Corporation
is now doing at Peak Downs some of the
things the Premier suggested it might do.
It is producing grain sorghum and some fat
cattle, and it may by the grace of God and
the sustained efforts of the Government pro-
duce a pig in our lifetime, I listened with
considerable interest and sympathy at that
time to the claims of the Opposition, particu-
larly its members interested in pig-farming.



724 Queensland-British Food
‘They said that the pig-farmers could sapply
the things Peak Downs was set up to supply.
If their idea of supplying pig-meats to the
people of Great Britain is on the same plane
as that on which they supply pig-meats,
ineluding ham and bacon, to the people of
Australia, then I say, ‘“God help the people
of Great Britain,”’ because no working
man in Australia ean afford to buy bacon
and ham. Already the price of cooked
ham is 9s. a 1b. in Sydney. I should
say that the producers of pig-meats and
ceattle in Australia are holding the useful
people of Australia up to ransom. The
‘sooner someone tackles them, the better it
will be for the useful people of Australia.
‘The output of Peak Downs will not be
restricted or eircumseribed by the greed and
‘avarice of any private individual. Today
we are not turning out our full quota of
-cattle and pigs from Australian farms and
stations Dbecause of the avarice of the
graziers and pig-raisers who will look at their
income-tax returns before they sell a beast.
{(Time expired.)

Hon. E, M. HANLON (Ithaca—Premier)
(5.86 p.m.): There is not mueh to which I
need reply. The Opposition eontended when
‘this measure was introduced that the farmers
0f Queensland could produce all the pigs
‘Britain required, if they got a price. The
price has been increased but they have nof
produced the pigs. .

The Leader of the Opposition was by far
‘the fairest of the Country Party members
in dealing with the Bill during the intro-
duetion and he pointed out that the farmers
could produce the pigs if they got an incen-
tive price and that one thing holding them
up was heavy taxation. But if they were
paying heavy taxation they were getting a
price to enable them to produce pigs, con-
‘sequently we took the view that there was
no reason why production should be held up.
Except for one statement by the Leader of
ghg Opposition, his eriticism was reasonably

air.

The truth of the matter is that a few mem-
bers of the Opposition, particularly the
member for Fassifern, who so savagely
opposed the measure, went and saw the enter-
prise. The hon. member for Fassifern was
complimentary about how it was working and
other members who went up were quite com-
plimentary too.

Mr. Muller: At what cost?

Mr. HANLON: We can say quite safely
that every shilling spent on the undertaking
is represented by at least 20 shillings’ worth
of assets today. Do not forget that the land
on which the hon. member is talking about
growing sorghum on the Darling Downs cost
£20 an acre, whereas this land was bought for
18s., £1, and £1 2s. an acre, which represents
a considerable difference in the eapital
investment in the land. Furthermore, the
value of the land has increased. There is
not the slightest doubt that the land would
bring far more today if resold. As the
Secretary for Public Lands pointed out
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during the debate previously, the experi-
ment has shown cattle-growers that they can
fatten cattle with sorghum. Several of the
growers whose leases expired have acquired
further leases on condition that they grow
a certain number of acres of sorghum. One
or two have undertaken to keep 500 acres
under sorghum to fatten or top off their
cattle or, in time of drought, to keep them
alive. The whole basis of the cattle industry
in that summer-rainfall belt will alter as a
result of this undertaking. That is one of
the main advantages. If we ecan get an
experiment costing less than £2,000,000 at
that time—if we can get a £2,000,000 experi-
ment in summer-grain production in the
Central plain country and the only share
borne by the State is one-quarter, we are
getting a good job done. And every shilling
put into the show is represented by an asset
that is capable of being turned into eash.

What the end of the secheme will be 1 do
not know. As the world position improves,
it may be possible to turn it into a great
co-operative undertaking. It may be poss-
ible to break it up into small holdings, with
co-operative works for the killing of pigs or
the curing of pork-——whatever is found best.
Only experience will tell us what is the best
to produce on the property. Hon. members
cpposite seem to be affronted because the
corporation was producing ecattle, In
487,000 acres of Central Queensland plain
vou will find parts that are suitable and
other parts that are mot suitable for grain-
production. Any ‘hon. member opposite
Inows that only the suitable areas are being
put under grain. However, the remainder
of the country will earry grass in good sea-
sons, and it would be -very poor business to
allow that fodder to go to waste. Cattle
are being introduced and are being fattened
on it. The thing to remember is that we do
want eventually to producc everything
that can be produced. If one thing fails,
then try something else. The task is to try
to make a success of summer grain-produe-
tion on country that formerly ran only a
few sheep. The country had been eaten
out by overstocking. The natural grasses
Lhad gone and the country was infested with
all kinds of weeds. so badly that some of
the best country, including homesteads.
fencing, bores and everything else, was
bought for 18s. an acre.

Mr. Aikens: You have
wilderness.

Mr. HANLON: It is remarkable to know
how far that country was run down. It
has been shown now that it can be put to
another purpose.

Mr. Muller:
drought.

Mr. HANLON:

Darling Downs.

reclaimed a

With the exception of

Droughts occur on the
Droughts and floods occur

everywhere. There have been floods at
Peak Downs. The bulk of the sunflower
cvop rotted. It could not be taken in aftfer

a long run of wet weather. Only a very
gmall part of the erop could be harvested.

Mr. Muller: I repeat that a repetition
of that season will break the corporation.
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Mr, HANLON: It would break anybody.
Do not forget that many of the farmers
would have been broken by bad seasons if
they had not got aid from the Government,
aid by way of the taxpayers’ money, to
meet the situatien they found themselves
in. We have come to their aid in saving
the cattle industry. We had to provide the
money to keep them going. I am not sug-
gesting that it is not very wise for a
Government to give aid to an industry in
distress, but the point I make is that all
these disasters that hon. members opposite
prophesy for the Queensland-British Food
Corporation have to be faced by other
growers. All have to face them. That is
nothing unusual in this country. When I
was in England I spoke to a gathering of
. the House of Commons and the House of
Lords. They were very concerned about the
frosts that had affected the erop that year.
I told the gathering that in this ecountry
farming was altogether different from farm-
ing in Ingland. I pointed out that with
the good growing season we had in 1949
there would be great growth of suitable
crops. I pointed out that if we did not get
a hurricane, fire, or something else, we
should harvest the grain. That was always
so, and hon. members opposite know 1f.
We know that over a record of 49 years we
could get four good, one fair, and one bad
season out of every six. That was the record
of the rainfall in the area for 49 years as
recorded by the Weather Bureau. If we
could average four good, and one fair sea-
son out of six, that would be as good an
average as the average farming distriet in
Queensland gets. We do not get six pretty
bad seasons. If they have only one bad
season out of six, the farmer is able to
face it, onece he has established himself.
The difficulty is in trying to meet such 2
season and in trying to establish himself
at the same time. That is the difficulty the
corporation is striking now. The first crop
strueck a frost. This year a great acreage
of sunflowers was ruined by excessive rain.

The rain did not fall only on the Queens-
land-British Food Corporation property. We
know that miles of feneing and bridges were
washed away on private farms in all parts of
the State. Nature, when it strikes, does not
pick on an individual; it strikes a whole area
of the State and everybody suffers alike. We
have been long cnough at work in this State
to know

Mr. Evans: Your
these affairs is so bad.

record in handling

Mr. HANLON: The hon. member should
know perfectly well that I have not handled—-

Mr. Evans: Your Government.

Mr. HANLON: We know that a previous
Government, not so wary as the present-day
members of the Labour Party, got caught
badly with State stations. They had so many
thousands of breeding cows and bought some
excellent bulls but the cows on neighbouring
properties had the calves. The productivity
of surrounding places increased and it was
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some contribution! But if we did lose on the
roundabout we probably caught up in the
swings—or somebody else got the benefit.

I do not think hon. members need feel very
much alarmed about the proposal to increase
the eapital of the corporation, as every hon.
member knows that the cost of everything has
gone up since 1948. The provision about the
corporation’s having the right to improve-
ments on a property is according to our law
but the overseas body wants the provision put
in the Aect.

Mr. Evans: We know there will be a
lot more money to come.

Mr. HANLON: There might be. The
whole thing may prove so successful that they
might want to double or treble the amount of
capital. Under Queensland law the owner or
lessee of any property owns the improvements
on the land and all we are doing is to satisfy
the British-Overseas Food Corporation by
putting it in the Act.

Question—That the motion (Mr. Hanlon)

be agreed to—put; and the Committee
divided—-
AYES, 34.

Mr. Aikens Mr. Jesson
,» Brown ,» Marsden
»» Byrne »  MecCathie
»  Clark » Moore
,» Collins ,»  Moores
,» Crowley ,» Power
,» Davis ,» Rasey
5, Devries ,»  Riordan

Dr. Dittmer ,» Roberts, F. H.

Mr. Donald s Smith
,, Duggan » Taylor, J. R.
,» Dunstan .. Turner
,s Foley »»  Walsh
,, Gair »  Wood
,» Gardner
., Graham Tellers:

.» Gunn ,. Burrows
,, Hanlon .. Ingram
Nozs, 27.

Mr. Allpass Mr. Morris
,, Bjielke-Petersen ,, Miiller
,,» Decker ,» Nicholson
,» Dewar . _Nicklin
,,» Evans Dr. Noble
,, EHwan Mr. Pie
,» QGaven s Pizzey
,» Hiley ,» Plunkett
,, Jones, V. E. ,» Roberts, L. H. 8.
,, Kerr . Sparkes
5 LOW
,» Luckins
.,  Macdonald Tellers:

.. Madsen » Chalk

,,  Mclntyre ,» Munro
PaIrs.

AYES., NogEs.

Mr. Hilton Mr. Wordsworth
,,» Keyatta ,» Taylor, H. B
,, Larcombe ,, Heading
,» Whyte ,,  Watson

Resolved in the affirmative.

Resolution reported.

FIrRsT READING.

Bill presented and, on motion of Mr.
Hanlon, read a first time.

The House adjourned at 5.56 p.m.





