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2. C. C. AGREENENT

Nr. S, ¥, Richardson, former Mamager, called this moming
by arrengement to discuss the above Agreement, particularly the

following passage in Transit Research Corporation‘s letter of
8th September, 1952:

“They arrived and absolutely insieted that the

Board had suthority to spesk for the five major
operating companies of Australia, that all five agreed
that the license should be given to the Melbourne Eoard
and not %o a manufacturer, and that we would so offend
81l of the operators if we failed to comply, that ne

- PGC ecars would ever be used in Auetralia. In response
to that, we granted the license to the Board with the
specific agreement collateral to the license that letters
would be furnished to us confiraing that the other
mﬁgn wanted the license to be held by the Melbourne

“They” in the sbove passage are Mr, Richardson, Mr. Bell Jar. and

Nr. Patterson.

¥r, Richardson, Mr, Oulce (Aoting Secretary), Mr. Bell Jnr.,
and I conferred.

s Rim_nn brought with his and .ave me his attached
letter of 16/1/53, setting out the relevant clrcumstances, vartly
from his notes made at the time and partly from memory.

Ii: the course of m conversation he said that he, as spokesnman
for himself and his colleagues, had certainly mot made the definite
statements attributed to them in the Transit Research Corporation's
letter, He obviously could not do so, he said, becauce he was not
in poesession of the assurances from the other Australian operators
that would be necessary before he could do go, FEe had ss 2 matter
of fact discussed this point with the Chairman of the Board before
leaving Nelbourne. The Chairman then told him in effect that,
although he had nothing definite from the other Australian operators,
he was econfident that he would have no difficulty ‘m'auuring their

coneurrence,
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¥y, Richardeson quite agrqod. in our conversation, that he
had given Transit Researeh Corporation (Mr, Rossell and Nr, Davis)
the impression that Melbourne would have, or would expeot, no
difficulty in securing the conourrence of other Australian operators

with Melbourne's holding of the license.

The Transit Research Corporation had, he said, initially, or
at some stage, desired to have an addendum added to the Agreement
requiring Melbourne to submit written evidence from the other
operators of their concurrence accordingly. It wms possible, in
fact, that such an sddendum was ineluded in the draft Agreement sent
by the Corporation under cover of its letter of 25th September, 1946,
to Mr, Richardson in SanFranciseo on his way back to Australia,
¥e agreed that this‘could probably be checked from the file, It was
noted, however, that no such recuirement wae included in the Agreenent
as Tinally signed.

¥r., Nichardson retired from the Board's service not long after
returning to Melbourne in October, 1946 — some months before the
Agreement was finelly ecompleted on 11th July, 1947. At the time of
his retirement he expected that the Chalwmen oould, and would, secure

written eoncurrence from the other Australlan operators,

It was noted that requests for supply of such written con-
currence were made from time to time in subsequent letters from the
Trangit Research Corporation, but apparently these requests remained
unanswered,

Nr, Bell Jnr. indicsted that he knew that the Chairman and the
Secretary took no aetion on them — evidently as 2 matter of poliey.

referring o New York diecvs=ron=
He sald,,"vhat we told them 1a my recollection was that 'we felt that

wve would have no difficuity in getting the other ‘uthorities' concur-

rence ', *
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Hy final impreseion 1s that, ae lr. m rdeon says, he did
mot make he derinite statement or promtse s socii st/ iTe and nis
eolleagues by Tranczit Research cerponum'a letter of 8th September,
1952, but that he d1d give the Corporatlon to understand that in his
and his colleagues', and in ‘the Chairman’'s, opinions, there would be
no diffisuity in getting the eoncurrence oi; the other Australian
operatore anéd that those operators would, in faot, welcome Melbourne's
holéing of the ».C.C, 11#9!!“. I think, too, that they wcre' right in
those opinions, I an oon!"iﬁant that at the time Erighane at least
would have readily acquieseed, and probably have actively welcomed
Helbourne's securing the license. There seems to me, ton, every
resson to imagine that the other Australisn opemfor: would have felt
similarly, but none of them, I belleve, had the same active interest a
Brisbane in the P.C.C., or snything approsching Brighane's interest.

Probably it would have been better, looking at the positien as
we know it now, had the written concurrence of the other operators
been obtained and forwarded to the Transit Research Corporation, but I
am not at all prepared to say that in the eircumstances at the time I

. would have acted differently from what was done, T do not think that

the fallure to take this aetion has in any way influenced the produetic
of P.C.C ears in Australia. Thelr production has unfortunately not
proceeded for, I belleve, two reasons, The first of these wae the
lengthy time that elapsed before Helbourne's one P.C.C.type car was on
the road: in the meantime Brisgbane, the most actively interested of
the other operators, had proceeded on other lines towards the same :
general objective, by using Maco wheels, helical gears, rubber mounting
for conpressors, trolley bases, etc, The gecond reason was the
abnormal economic conditions in Australia in the early post-war years,
which made all costé execeasively high, and made it impracticable to
have P.C.C. ecomronents manufactured in this ecountry.

@2—/

26th January, 1953,



