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Crown Lands Bill.

[ASSEMBLY.] Questions.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Wednesday, 24 September, 1884,
Questions. — Motion for Adjournment.— Question of

Oride Native Birds PTrofection Bill.—Petition of
Leonidas  Koledas and  Thomas Tleeton.—Crown
Lands Bill-- committiee.—Adjournment.
The SPEAKIER took the chair at half-past
3 velock.

QUESTIONS.

My, PALMER asked the Attorney-General—
1. Whether, in view of the inerease of ])()plﬂdflon in
e distriet and Normanton, and the i
facilities of stean communication hetween
and Normanton, hie intends to establish a district cowrt
at Normanton?

And it he has arrived at such determination, when
will it be carried into effect ¥

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Hon. A.
Rutledge) replied—

The Government recognise the necessity for the
establishnient of a district conrt at Normauton. and
purpose making such arrangements as will admit of
their intention to establish a district cowt thiceve beir g
carried into effect early next year,

3
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Mr. STEVENS asked the Colonial Secretary—

Whether the Goverminent intend to appoint auy-
one as German interpreter in Beenleigh iu place of
My, Thorshorne, resigned ¥

The COLONIAL SECRETARY (Hon. S, W.
Griffith) replied—

The yuestion of the hest node of providing interpreters
for the German population of the Beenleigh district isat
present under the consideration of the Govermunent.

MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. BATLEY said: Mr. Speaker,~I shall
conclude with the usual motion for the adjourn-
ment of the House. T wish $o call the attention
of hon. members to what I consider rather a
curious fault in the practice of this House. It is
customary when a Bill has passed its second
reading and gone through committee to consider
its third reading as a formal matter ; but when
the third reading is made *“not formal” the Bill,
I submit, again becomes a subject for discussion.
To illustrate what [ mean I shall have to refer
to a recent debate, and I hope I shall not be out
of order in so doing, because I shall say as little
as possible on the subject-matter of that debate.
On the 18th instant the Local Authorities
By-laws Bill stood on the paper for its third
reading and was read out by vou, sir, from the
chair. I pronounced it “not formal,” thereby
indicating that it was tobe reopened for discussion
again on some point or other. I think the point
ont which it was to Le again discussed had been
pretty well indicated in the previous debate, 1t
was certainly on record that several members of
the House misunderstood the Timber Regulations
which affected a certain class of men who would
be seriously affected under the provisions of
this Bill. Having declared the third reading
of the Bill “‘not formal,” when it came to be
discussed I found there was no such Bill in the
possession of hon. members. T asked that the
Bill should be distributed to hon. members, and
a Bill—but not the Bill we passed in committee—
was circulated amongst hon. members. I my-
self had to go to the Clerk to get the manuscript
copy of the amendment passed in comittee, I
think there was plenty of time—five days—in
which to have furnished hon. members with a
copy of the Bill containing that amendment.
The amendment was a most serious one, and
it gave an enormous power to local authori-
ties to impose a tax which would be seriously
embarrassing to a large class in the community.
Still, when the third reading of the Bill came
on, not one hon. member had a copy of the
Bill with that amendment appended to it. 1
only bring this under the notice of the House
because I think that in the future, when the
third reading of a Bill is objected to as a formal
matter, hon. members should have an oppor-
tunity of seeing the real Bill they are about to
pass, and not as brought in in the fivst instance,
without amendwment. I beg to move the adjourn-
ment of the House.

The PREMIER (Hon. S. W. Griffith) said :
Mr. Speaker,—It is so unusual in this House for
the third reading of a Bill to be taken otherwise
than as a ““formal” motion, that I do not
wonder copies of the Bill were not circulated to
hon. members. I certainly think it wounld be a
convenient rule that the third reading of a Bill
being declared “not formal” should of itself be
considered a sufficient indication of a desire
that it should be circulated amongst hon. mem-
bers in the form in which it passed through
committee. I understand that there are always
two or three copies in the House, but not
sufficient to go round to every hon. member.
T think it is desirable that, when it is known that
Bills at their third reading will be opposed, they
should be circulated to hon. members the day
before in the form in which they left committee,
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The How. Stk T. McILWRAITH said : Mr.
Speaker,—The remark of the Premier does not
apply in the present case at all, because the hon.
member for Wide Bay ealled “ not formal” and
the Bill came on immediately.

Mr. BAILEY : Noj; five days afterwards.

The How. Str T. McILWRAITH : Not only
in a case where a motion for the third reading
of a Bill is made ““not formal,” but, I think,
in every case, before a Bill passes its third
reading it ought to be in print, and be in a posi-
tion to be distributed to hon. members if neces-
sary. 1 had thought that was always the case,
and this is the first case in which I have foundit
was not so. At the third reading of a Bill hon.
members should be able to get a copy of it
embodying all the amendments carried in com-
mittee,

Mr, SCOTT said : I think the practice has
been, when important alterations have been made
in a Bill, even when it is going through commit-
tee, to have the Bill reprinted for the convenience
of hon. members, 1 think it is only right and
proper, when important alterations are made,
that hon. members should have an opportunity
of seeing them in the Bill before going on with it
further,

The SPEAKER said: I may state for the
information of hon. members that, on making
inquiries, I find that it has not been the practice
to have a Bill reprinted for the third reading ;
but if the House now expresses its opinion that
it is desirable for the third reading, whether
objection is made or not, and more particularly
when the alterations are important, then care
will be taken that copies of the Bill are distri-
buted tohon. members, Upto the presenttime, as
I say, it has not been the practice.

The Hox. S T. McILWRAITH: Not
where important amendments have been made?

The SPEAKER: The practice has been
as stated by the hon. member for Leichhardt.
‘When important amendments have been made
in committee, they have been printed.

The Hox. Smr T. McILWRAITH : Xxactly.

The SPEAKER : T find that it has not been
the jractice to issue copies of a Bill for the third
reading ; but, if it is the wish of the House, care
will be taken that it shall be done in the future.

Mr. BEATTTIE said : I take this opportunity
to bring a matter under the notice of the House
which I think deserves some consideration. 1
think it is my duty to bring it before the Gov-
ernnient. The matter is this: Lately, officers
have been appointed in the various departments
of the Government in connection with different
works in the country; and in the exercise of
their duty—I do not know whether it is their
patronage—they have adopted a course which
I think is very objectionable. What I mean
is that when inspectors or overseers of works,
or even superintendents of works, are required,
these newly appointed officers from the south
send to New South Wales and Victoria for
men. Now I think that is a very undesir-
able thing to do, because I know there are
plenty of men in this eolony who are qualified
for these positions—competent and capable
men. I think it is unfair that these newly
appointed officers under the Government should
send to those colonies for men when we
have here persons of talent—individuals who
are quite capable of carrying out these works.
There is no doubt that it might be a con-
venience for the new officers to have men
with whom they have been associated in the
other colonies; but I think when they came
here, and were employed by the Govern-
ment of Queensland to expend money judi-
ciously for the taxpayer, they ought to have
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left their old loves behind, and taken some
of the material that is placed at their disposal
here to superintend works, T hope the informa-
tion I have received on the subject is not cor-
rect, T have heard a great many complaints
about it ; but I hope, for the sake of those men
whom we have in the colony, that the rumours I
have heard are not correct. 1 take this oppoy-
tunity of bringing the matter under the notice of
the Government because, if there is any founda-
tion for the statements, then I think the course
taken by the new officers is w very wrong one.

Mr, JORDAN said: There is another matter
which I should like to bring under the notice of
the Government and the House. It is an
‘“application for Indian coolies,” and, as pub-
lished in this morning’s paper, purports to be a
copy of a petition to Lord Derby :—

“The following copy of a petition addres
nunber of Queensiand planters to Lord Derhby was
terday handed to us for publicition. We obtained it as
the risuit of inquirirs made, hecanse it had been
reported that communications had heen exchanged
hetween Lord Derby and My, Garrick on the subject.”
That petition is signed Dby certain gentlemen,
two of whose names are given——namely, J. 8.
Davidson and R. J. Jeffray, It is, as I say,
addressed to Lord Derby, and asks that coolies
shoulil be sent into the colony from India with-
ont being subject to any regulations. The
paragraph to which I wish to draw particular
attention is this —

At the same time it has heen ascertained, by inquiry

from the proper department in the rolory, that if the
Indian Govermment will consent to ths engagement of
their suhjects for private employment in Queensiand
there is no legislative obxtacle in the enlony to their
comiryg, and, moreover. that the Colonial Government
will not interpose any difficulties.”
If T did not know something of the subject, T
should suppose from that that the Government
of Queensland are willing that the sugar-planters
should be enabled to make private arrangements
for the introduetion of coolies for the cultivation
of their plantations in this colony ; and that the
Government would not interpose any difficulties
in the way, but would rather encourage the
immigration of Indian coolies under ordinary
regulations. Of course, this astonished me, and
I think it will astonish other hon. members ; and
I have therefore brought the matter under the
notice of the House and the Government,

The PREMIER said : T ask the permission of
the House to speak again on the motion in order to
refer to the matter brought forward by the hon.
member for South Brisbane. T observed this
petition this morning, and the statement in it to
which the hon. member referred. I was not
aware, until [ saw it in the Courier, that there
was a copy of the petition to be procured in the
colony, although I became aware on Monday of
some action being taken in London on the subject.
The statement that-—

“It hus been ascertained, by inguiry from the proper
department in the colony, that if the Indian Govern-
ment will consent to the engagement of their subjects
for jprivate employment in Queen-land there is no
legislative obstacle in tiie colony to their coming, and,
moreover, that the Colonial Goverument will not inter-
pose any difficulties”—
is not, it will be observed, accompanied by any
statement as to the time when those inquiries
were made from the proper department. I pre-
sume that the Colonial Secretary’s Office is the
department from which inquiries should be made.
It is quite true that no legislative obstacle exists
at the present time, because therve has always been
sufficient legislative obstacle in India. Thatisone
reason, As to the statement that it has been
ascertained that the Colonial Government will
not interpose any difficulty, I have only this to
say : that if it refers to the period that has
elapsed since the present Government came into
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office it is entirely and absolutely untrue.
Nothing of that kind could have been as-
certained from any department since the
present Government came into office. What
is intended to be conveyed, I do not know ;
but if it is intended to convey that that is the
attitude of the present Government, then I say
it is  distinctly and entirely untrue. Now,
sir, T will take this opportunity of saying
what the Government have done. It came to
their knowledge on Monday that negotiations of
this kind were on foot, and yesterday morning I
telegraphed to Mr. Garrick informing him that 1
understood negotiations were being carried on in
London for introducing coolies without regu-
lations into Queensland, and asked him to
communicate with the Colonial Office request-
ing that nothing might be done in  this
matter until this Government had an oppor-
tunity of dealing with the application. To-
day I received a reply from him informing
me that an application of the kind had been
made to the Colonial Office, and had been for-
warded to the India Office ; but that he had
received a verbal assurance from the Colonial
Office that they regarded the concurrence of the
Colonial Government to any proposition of that
kind as absolutely essential. I think hon. mem
bers may rest perfectly assured that no concur-
rence of that kind will be given solong as the
present Gevernment is in office.

The Hox. Str T. McILWRAITH said : Mr.
Speaker,—No doubt I shall receive the consent
of the House to the few remarks I intend to
make. When I was in London I was waited
upon by one of the gentlemen who signed this
petition, Mr. R. J. Jeffray, who told me that it was
the intention of several gentlemen in London to
present a petition to the Government, the tenor
of which would be something like that which was
published in the paper to-day. He told me also
that his representatives in Queensland—Mr. ¥
J. Jeffray is the principal partner, I believe, in
the firm of William Sloane and Company—had
received from the Premier, Mr. Gritfith, an
assurance that the Government would put no
obstacle in the way if the Indian Government
and the ¥nglish Government consented to allow
Indian coolies to come out under the Masters
and Servants Act. I was very much astonished
at this

The PREMIER : T should think so.

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH: And I
asked him before he took any action to satisfy
himself that thie matter was in that position ; at
the same time expressing my disbelief. I could
scarcely believe that a man would turn round so
soon after election and malke a nullity of all his
previous political actions. Mr. Jeffray said, I
had better telegraph and find out,” and he did
telegraph, and told me afterwards that he found it
wasabsolutely true that Mr. Griffith had informed
his representativethat there was no existinglegis-
lative obstacle, and that the Government would
put no obstacle in the way whatever, provided
the Indian Government allowed these coolies
to come out without regulations. There is no
reference whatever in this petition to any con-
sent obtained from the previous Government,
because such consent was never asked from the
previous Government.

The PREMIER: Or from the present
Government.
The Hox. SIRT. McILWRATITH: The hon.

the Premier must understand that I am not saying
he gave such consent; I am telling the House
what took place between myself and Mr. Jetfrayin
England. I doubted if he had bheen correctly
informed, and he cabled out and received 2
reply stating that Mr, Griffith the Premier of
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Queensland, had said that there was no legisla-
tive obstacle, and that certainly no objection
would be raised by the Government.

The PREMIER : I ask permission to repeat
that no such information was given by me.

My, BLACK said : I think, siv, that as T have
been connected in some way with the article that
appeared in the Courier this morning, I may as
well state to this House the real facts of the
case, My attention was directed last evening to
a short paragraph in the Zelegraph to this
effect :—

*“ News of a very neat stratagem has just been flashed
per cable from London to Queensiand. 1t is to the
effect that vigorous attempts have heen made on hehalf
of the sugar-planters from Mackay to induce the Indian
Govermment to agree to the introduction of Indian
coolies into Queensland to work on sugar plantations
without being under the han of any regulations made by
the Queensland Government. These are very straight-
forward, upright, and honourable tactiecs for members
of a conseientious Opposition to pursue. The probahility
is that the Hon. J. . Garrick will make himself ac-
quainted with the desires of the sugar-planters and
th ir solicitude to lighten the burdens of the present
Government, but in the long run the sugar-planters of
Mackay will @iscover that neither Earl Kimberley, as
head of the Indiun Government, nor the majority of
Queenslanders, will countenance a condition of things
which prompted the writing of ‘ Uncle Tomn’s Cabin.’”

I thought that was rather a sensational para-
graph, and it was quite evident to me that the
hon. the Colonial Secretary or his department
was not in possession of the facts of the case—
that, as this article implies, a telegram had been
received from home intimating that something of
the sort was going on, but that the Government
were not in a position to define exactly what it
was ; otherwise they would have been able to
supply more ample information to their news-
paper organ, the Teleyraph., 1 was In possession
of a copy of the actual application that had been
made in London to Earl Derby, and having been
questioned last night as to whether there was
any truth in this statement, I expressed my per-
fect willingness to hand it over for publication.
This article states that the sugar-planters of
Mackay have been doing this. Now, the sugar-
planters of Mackay have done nothing of the
sort, although I am quite prepared to say that
the movement has very likely the sympathy, not
only of the sugar-planters of Mackay, but of
the whole of Queensland. This movement was
originated by certain gentlemen in England who
are interested in the sugar industry, and one of
them sent out to me a copy of the memo-
rial that is published in this morning’s paper.
Now, sir, when the Coolie Act was repealed by
the present Government last session, I pointed
out that by that repeal the Government had
virtually removed the only safeguard to the
introduction of coolie labour into Queensland.
That Act provided that without the sanction of
the Government and both Houses of Parliament
no coolies could he introduced, but when the
Act was repealed it became quite possible for
any private individuals to introduce coolies
without being hampered by any regulations, if
they could possibly influence the Indian
Government ; for the only restrictions which
at present exist to the introduction of
coolie labour are imposed by the Indian
Government and not by our Government.
The Indian Coolie Emigration Regulations pro-
vide expressly that no coolies shall be allowed to
emigrate unless the country to which they are
going to emigrate is in accord with the Indian
Government ; but they except domestic servants
and they also except coolies employed on board
ships. There is nothing at this moment to pre-
vent any person in Queensland or in the Austra-
lian colonies going over to India and bringing
down as many domestic servants as he likes. The
Indian Government, so long as they are assured
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that the coolies are to-be used only for domestic
purposes, will not interpose any difficulty in
the way; and I think that 1 need hardly
tell this House that there is no law on
the Statute-book which prevents British sub-

jeets coming from India to Queensland. They
might have done it before they repealed

the Coolie Act last session; but, as the law
of the country at present stands, coolies, if in-
tended for domestic servants or to be employed
on board ship, can come freely into the colony.
The position the planters hold is this : The Gov-
ernment, for certain political reasons, may not
be prepared to pass regulations allowing the
introduction of coolies into Queensland, but
if the Indian Government consider them as
British subjects, coming to a British colony, who
will receive the same protection that the law
affords to our own British subjects ; if they are
content that those laws are employed for the
protection and regulation of the coolies coming
here, there is no reason whatever why the Indian
Government should not relax their regula-
tions ; and I may point out now that the only
thing which prevents coolies coming here i3
the action of the Indian Government, and
not of our Government. I think a matter
of this sort, which is very likely to be of
considerable interest in certain parts of the
colony, should receive most ample discussion
and fair explanation, and that is the explanation
which I have very much pleasure in giving the
House now ; and should I receive any further
information as to the progress of these negotia-
tions with the Home Government 1 shall be
most happy to lay it before the House when the
proper time comes,

The MINISTER FOR WORKS (Hon. W.
Miles) said: I must refer to a remark which fell
from the hon. member for Fortitude Valley.
The hon. gentleman must be aware that some
short time ago applications were invited from
competent persons to fill the office of Colonial
Architect, and Mr, Clarke, who was one of the
applicants, got the appointment ; and a very good
officer he is. Some time afterwards—in fact,
duringlastsession—the House voted aconsiderable
sum of money for the erection of bridges in the
North—one over the Pioneer River at Mackay,
another over the Endeavour River, and another
over the Annan River. I applied to the Harbours
and Rivers Department to ascertain if they could
provide a gentleman of sufficient ability for the
purpose of designing and constructing those
bridges, and they were unable to recommend
anyone, I then applied to Mr. Ballard, to see
if he had an officer 1n his department who would
be capable of carrying out those works. You
must remember, Mr. Speaker, that bridge after
bridge has been erected over some of those
northern rivers and been swept away by floods,
and I thervefore came to the conclusion that if
such a large expenditure was to be made it
should bemade under the supervision of aman who
understood the subject well. Mr. Ballard told me
that he had not an officer in his department
competent to undertake the work, unless he did it
himself, I knew that Mr. Ballard had other
work to do than to design bridges, and I there-
fore applied to the Railway Department if they
could supply anyone, and they recommended
me to employ somne professional men by the name
of Brown and David ; and their proposition was
that all the expenses should be paid of taking
levels, ete., and they wanted 5 per cent or 10 per
cent. commission upon the construction of the
work, which was out of the question. I then
communicated with the Colonial Secretary of
New South Wales, and asked him if he could
recommend a gentleman suitable to undertake
the work, The New South Wales Government
recommended Mr, Daniels, who was second in
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charge of the department there. That gentle-
man, who was most strongly recommended, was
appointed, and arrived here a short time ago
and proceeded to Mackay to inspect the river,
and will shortly have the designs prepared.  Mu.
Daniels applied for a draftsman and a clerk who,
he said, bad been under him for a considerable
time in New South Wales, and I sanctioned the
appointments. Next time I am in want of any-
one to construct bridges, I will apply to the hon.
member for Fortitude Valley. I am sure he
would be quite prepared to undertake the work.

Mr. MOREHEAD : He would have done it
too.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : Seeing the
results of the badly designed and constructed
works over those rivers previously, I thought
it as well that there should be a competent
engineer employed to undertake the work.” Iam
very sorry if anything I have done should have
given the hon. member for Fortitude Valley any
trouble. It seems a most extraordinary thing
that the hon. gentleman should know more
than anybody in the Harbours and Rivers
Department, or the Works Department,
or the Railway Department. He is always
finding fault. If the hon. gentleman had
recommended any officer suitable for the
undertaking I should have been very glad
to have taken his advice. He has a very
good opinion of himself, and if there is a
vacancy again I shall apply to him to fill it.
I firmly believe in employing men in the eolony,
if T can get suitable ones. It is an old fact
that there are a great many people about who
have come to the conclusion that the Govern-
ment employment is a paradise, They will
spare no pains or trouble—they will apply to any
hon. member of the House—to try to get them
into the (rovernment Service ; and when they get
there they are perfectly useless. As far as lies
in my power, I shall employ competent persons
in the colony ; but I will take care to get rid as
somi as possible of anyone who is unfit for his
work.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said: After
the extremely sarcastic speech of the Minister
for Works, the hon. member for Fortitude
Valley ought to feel very small. From my ex-
perience, when in office, of that hon. member—
and my. experience was longer than that of the
Minister for Works—1 always found him to be a
very practical man ; and in this particular case
he very likely has reason to find fault with the
Minister for Works. The hon. gentleman says
he could not find men, either in the North or the
South, competent to make a bridge ; and he also
stated that the bridges over the rivers in the
North have been swept away time after time.
Will he tell us where those bridges were placed?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : There was
one over the Pioneer River, and another over
the Endeavour River,

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : The bridge
over the Pioneer River was not swept away ; it
was only damaged at the ends—a thing to which
any bridge in any part of the colony is liable,
no matter by whom designed. The Endeavour
Bridge was swept away, and also a bridge in the
South—the Miva Bridge. The only real bridge
in the North is one which Mr. Ballard, the
Engineer for Railways in that part of the
colony, thought fit to turn into a railway
bridge—I refer to the Burdekin Bridge; and
the individual who designed it must have
been a very competent bridge-builder indeed.
That is the only bridge in the North that is
worth calling a bridge ; the others are simply
little structures over creeks. The Iindeavour
Riveris nothing more than a creek at the place
where the bridge alluded to by the Minister for
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Works was built.  There is another bridge in the
Central district, designed by a bridge-builder in
the Government Service, which has been turned
into a railway bridge, and has stood the test of
railway work for many years—the bridge over
the Dawson River. I am at a loss to know why
the Minister for Works sent to New South
Wales to find an ordinary bridge-builder, and
accepted a man on the recommendation of the
New South Wales (tovernment. Did he think
they were going to send their best man up
here? Without wishing to say a word against
the gentleman who has been appointed, whom 1
have never seen, and whose name I do not know
—1I only know what I would have done had a
similar application been made to me, and I am
quite certain the New South Wales Government
would act in the same way. In making a
reconnnendation they would see that their own
interests did not sutfer. As to the statement of
the Minister for Works, that he could not find a
bridge-builder in the North, T know he could if
he had chosen. He would have found Mr.
Macdonald, a brother of Mr. P. ¥. Macdonald,
formerly o member of the House; but for
political reasons, perhaps, he did not feel inclined
to employ him.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : The hon.

member does not know what he is talking about.

The Hox. J,. M. MACROSSAN : It is strange
if I do not, after having had four and a-half years’
experience of Mr, Macdonald, whow I found vne
of the most competent officers in the service, If
it is true that Mr., Ballard could not find the
hon. gentleman a bridge-builder, all T can say is
that 1 am extremely sorry for Mr, Ballard’s
staff, which must be a very inferior one indeed if
it does not possess a man capable of building a
bridge over the lindeavour, the Pioneer, the
Annan, or Ross’s Creek. Iither Mr. Ballard is
served with extremely inferior men, or else, like
the New South Wales GGovernment, he was not
inclined to have his best men taken from him to
build bridges. Even if the Minister for Works
found it necessary to send to New South Wales
for a bridge-builder, why should he send there
also for astaff of clerks and assistants 7 Surely we
have enough men in Queensland competent for
that sort of work, and to send abroad for themis
extremely unfair to the taxpayers of the colony.
We ought to employ our own people first, and
not send abroad until it is ascertained that
there are no local men competent enough, As
long as the hon. gentleman carries on the public
works of the colony in that style—asking outside
Governments to send him a good man—he will
find that the work will not be done, I again
assert that the hon. gentleman could have found
competent bridge-builders in Queensland, though
for political reasons he would not appoint them
—first and foremost of whom is Mr, Macdonald,
of the North.

Mr. T. CAMPBELL said: T must take the
liberty of correcting the hon. member for
Townsville in one or two particulars. With
regard to his statement that the Endeavour
River is listle more than a creek where the
bridge was built, 1 can say from my own
knowledge that it is a great deal more than a
creek, although the structure over it could hardly
be called a bridge. It was so fliusy, indeed,
that with the very first flood-water away it went.
Karly this year I mentioned the matter to the
Minister for Works, and urged him to erect the
new bridge as speedily as possible, pointing out
that the settlers on the other side of the river
were entirely cut off from communication with
Cooktown. Thehon, gentleman dealt very fairly
with me. He said it was not possible at the
time to obtain a competent man to put up a
bridge that would stand the pressure of flood-
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water there, and that, instead of wasting the
public money in erecting another structure like
the one destroyed, it would be bLetter to wait
until a competent bridge-builder was found. The
hon. member for Townsville*is also somewhat
mistaken when he says that the Minister for
Works was actuated by political reasons in not
giving the appointment to Mr. Macdonald. I
happen to know that Mr. Macdonald is by no
means a political supporter of the party to which
the hon. member for Townsville belongs—quite
the contrary—and it is hardly likely that the
Minister for Works could harbour any political
animosity against him. I fail to see, therefore,
how that accusation can hold water. As to the
hon, member for Fortitude Valley, he deserves
the thanks of the House and the country for
Dringing this matter forward — although the
Minister for Works did not exactly catch the
point raised, which was, that he should not have
gone to the southern colonies for the bridge-
builder’s assistants. I hold the same opinion,
That gentleman ought to have employed Queens-
land material instead of bringing up his former
employds, to the detriment of the nechanics
in the colony. In the North, particularly,
there ix abundant material for bridge-inaking
—there are plenty of men who can do the
subordinate work, when directed by someone
who understands the matter thoroughly. I
quite agree with the hon. member for Fortitude
Valley that it is a wrong principle to adopt
altogether; and I think that hon., member
deserves the thanks of the country for having
brought the matter torward. T do not say that
the Minister for Works isin the slightest way to
blame in the matter. Possibly it may have been
a matter of neglect. But the hon. member for
Fortitude Valley hasbroughtnoaccusationagainst
the Minister for Works ; and I donot see why he
should be singled out in the matter. The hon.
member referred tosome meinber of the Govern-
ment ; I do not know whether it is the Minister
for Works or not; but if anything »f the kind
referred to has been carried on I think it has
been more a matter of neglect than of inten-
tional doing. T understand that the instructions
given with regard to the bridges in the North
are, to proceed first with the bridge over the
Pioneer, then that over the Endeavour, and
afterwards that over the Annan. T repeat that
the hon. member for Fortitude Valley has done
good work by drawing the attention of the
House and the country to the irregularity that
has occurred, because 1 am certain it is an
irregularity ; and if it has been done it should
not be repeated.

Mr. ANNEAR said: Two gentlemen have
recently been Lrought to this colony, one by the
late Ministry, Mr. Clarke from Melbourne ; and
the other by the present Minister for Works,
from Sydney, Mr. Daniels. T am confident that
Mr. Clarke is an acquisition to this colony,
and I am also confident that Mr. Daniels will
prove himself the same. At the same time I
fully understend the remarks made by the
hon. member for Fortitude Valley. What he
objects to, Mr. Speaker, is that when we can
find competent men in the colony capable
of performing the duties of clerk of works,

or of staff to either of those gentlemen
who have come from Victoria and New
South Wales, those men should be em-

ployed, and we should not go out of the
colony for others. I am aware that the
additions to the Government Printing Office
have been commenced within the last few weeks,
and what do we see, sir? Scores of competent
men, citizens of DBrisbane—and the same may
be seen in Maryborough and Rockhampton—
walking about with nothing to do; while others
are brought up from Sydney and Melbourne for

_not occur again.

that work. Tite men here are not considered good
enough ! I maintain that this is an injustice to the
tradesmen of tuiscolony. When competent men
cannot be obtained here then it will be time
enough to send elsewhere for them. I think
the Minister for Works has acted quite right
in the interests of the peopleof the colony in
sending to New South Wales for a bridge
engineer. When Mr. Ballard said he had not
a man, he meant that he had not a man
le could spare —that he had sufficient work for
the staff he has employed. I have seen bridge-
builders in the coiony before. The hon. member
for Cook seems to confuse a bridge-builder and
a bridge-designar. They are two very different
things altogetlier; I am sure he knows that.
We have a bridge at Mavyborough, sir, which
cost £31,000 ; and I could pick up many men in
Queen street, who do not call themselves bridge
engineers at all, who could make a far better
structure than it i, It will have to be taken
down and rebuilt before very long; and the
man who built that was supposed to be a great
bridge engineer. 1 know something about Mr.
Danjels and Mr. Clarke, whose work T have seen
in the ¢olony ; and § am sure both those gentle-
men will prove an acquisition to the colony.

The Hov, Stz T. McILWRAITIL: Who was
the engineer of the Maryborough Dridge?

Mr. ANNEAR: Mr. Byerley was the de-
signer of the bridge. I believe he designed
it as it was built, from day to day. We
want men who can design and construct
bridges, and 1 am sure that Mr. Daniels will
be able to design the three bridges mentioned
by the Minister for Works properly, and in such
a way that contractors can see what is required
and send in proper estimates. Mr. Daniels is
a very competent man, which I maintain Mr.
Byerley was not. I think the Minister for
Works deserves the thanks of the country for
what he has done in respect to that appointment,
but I hope the other matters referred to will
I may say that a great
number of tradesmen have waited upon me
since I came to Brisbane—knowing I am a me-
chanic myself—with regard to getting work ;
and I think a great injustice has been done in
sending to the other colonies for men to form
the staff of the gentlemen referred to, when
competent and suitable men are to be found in
the colony.

Mr. MOREHEAD said: T must say that I
feel rather soiry for the Minister for Works, as
he seems to be getting it, so to speak, all round.
He got it very properly, in the first instance,
from the hon, member for Fortitude Valley,
who I think has not done with himyet. Then the
hon. member for Cool, Mr. Campbell, tried to
square matters with both. He told the hon.
member for Fortitude Valley that he was a very
excellent and able man ; that he quite shared his
views up to a _certain point. Then he told the
Minister for Works that he was really a magnifi-
cent man ; and then he wound up by telling the
hon. member for Townsville that he was very
ignorant of the wants of the North. So far as
regards his two first statements, possibly
they may be right; but as to the third
I am sure that it w.ll not be accepted by
the House or by the public outside. But I dare-
say the hon. member for Townsville does not
require any syapathy from me or anybody else.
I daresay he will survive the statements of the
hon. member for Cook, who knows so much
about the North. He knows a great deal!
He says he crossed the bridge referred to
three times—that he was there three times
altogether. 1 suppose he might have been there
several other tines, in pieces, At any rate
he was there thres times altogether, and knows
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all about it. The hon. member quite adopts my
views with regard to importing labour from
another colony that can be obtained in this, and
I only regret that he does not follow me also
with regard to the Tmmigration question. If he
would only apply the same arguments that he
does to the introduction of skilled labour from
the other colonies to the introduction of labour
from other countries—dealing with the British
Isles first before going abroad—he and I would
be very much more In unison than we are at
present. At any rate he is following in iy
steps, and in time may complete the cycle, and
fall into the ranks of those who are thoroughly
in earnest on that matter, which I am sorry to
say some hon. members on the other side of the
House are not. I quite agree with what has
fallen from hon. gentlemen opposite, who have
protested against the introduction of labour
from another colony when we can find compe-
tent men here to do the work. I think, sir,
the sneers cast by the Minister for Works, with
regard to the ability and energy possessed by the
hon. member for Fertitude Valley, beneath the
contempt of that hon. member. 1 consider that
hon. member guite as competent, or a great deal
more competent, from his special knowledge, than
the Minister for Works, to discharge the duties
of that office. That hon. gentleman has made
the construction of public works a special study.
It may be that they are on a small scale, but
still he has done so, and it is admitted on all
hands that he has done really good work in the
division in which I live. I thiuk, therefore, that
it ill becane the Minister for Works to sneer as
he did even at an opponent ; and still more so to
sneer at an hon. member who has always sup-
ported him, and whose objections are such as I
am sure will commend themselves to the
majority of members of this House. 1 am
certain that if the House were divided to-night
on the question raised by the hon. member
for Fortitude Valley — that while we have
within the colony men competent to fill Govern-
ment appointinents or to do Government work,
we should not go outside for them—the vote
would be in favour of that hon. member. It has
been admitted that the Minister for Works made
- a great blunder in the first instance in this
matter ; but he has blundered still further in
getting the staff of this gentleman from another
colony. He went further and further into the
mire; and I hope that, if he is not too old to
learn, this will be a lesson to him—that while we
have in our midst men capable of doing Govern-
ment work, those men should be employed,
instead of going to other colonies to get inen,
As regards the remarks made by the hon. mem-
ber for Maryborough—Mr, Annear—in reference
to Mr. Byerley, I think they were perfectly un-
called for, perfectly unjust, and not based on fact.
Mr. FERGUSON said : I quite agree with the
remarks that fell from the hon. member for Forti-
tude Valley. The course adopted by the Govern-
ment lately is not confined to the bridge-building
branch, as I know it is adopted in the building
brauch., I know several competent persons who
applied, not very long ago, for the appointiment
of foreman of works. The answers they received
were to the effect that there was no such officer
required in the departient ; but only a week or
two afterwards an appointment was made, either
from New South Wales or Victoria, of aforeman
of works, or, at all events, of some officer within
the branch of that department. I do not know
whether more than one such appointment has
been made, but I am certain one has been
made. There were a great many applicants for
the appointment I have referred to, 1 think the
course taken by the department is very wrong
to many of the taxpayers in the colony, who
consider that they have a prior right to
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an appointment of this kind, if there is
nothing known against them to prevent their
appointment. There is not the slightest doubt
that they are competent—quite as competent as
any who have been appointed from the other
colonies, And it is not altogether just that the
old servants of the colony should not be con-
sidered when these appointments are made;
they are neglected very often. There are
several old servants, who have been very faithful
to their duties, and who have always carried out
their works without the slightest fault being
found, and who have proved themselves to be
competent men in every manner, who have been
overlooked. New appointments have been
actually made over their heads, and the new
officers have been paid a bigher salary; yet
at the same time I know that the old official has
had to go, on several occasions, to correct and
put straight the work of the new officer when it
had got out of order. It showed that the newly
appointed officer was not so competent as the
old servant, who had worked well for fifteen or
sixteen years. I know several cases of this kind
which have occurred in the Railway Depart-
ment. Naturally the Colonial Architect pre-
ferred the men he had Dbeen used to, and in
whom he had confidence ; but at the same time
we know that there are quite as good men in the
colony, orin the town of Brisbane even, Ibelieve
wmyself that equally good men can be found in
Brishane as are obtainable in the southern
colonies. At the last exhibition in Melbourne,
several exhibits which had been sent down from
Queensland took the leading prizes in the build-
ingline itself, thusshowing that Queensland stood
very high in that line at that exhibition. I
Delieve that it is a great mistake to go out of
the colony for our officers, because as a rule we
do not get the best men by following this course ;
we only get the refuse. Any head of a depart-
ment in Victoria or New South Wales would
only send their third-class men away ; they keep
the best men for themselves, and if they are
applied to for anyone of the class they send
their third or fourth class men. I quite agree
with what was said by the hon. member for
Fortitude Valley, and T hope it will have some
effect on the works carried out by the Works
Department.

Mr, BEATTIE: Mr. Speaker
Mr. SPEAKER: The hon.
already spoken.

Mr. BEATTIE: I ask permission of the
House to say a few words in reference to the
remarks of the Minister for Works, I think it
is only fair to myself that I should make some
sort of explanation. The Minister for Works
spoke evidently without having heard what I
said. He started with the idea that I had con-
demnned theappointment of the Colonial Architect
and the Bridge Engineer; I simply referred to
officers who have been appointed. My complaint
was that those gentlemen, after receiving their
appointments, were allowed tomake the appoint-
ments of their subordinate officers from the other
colonies. But the Minister for Works went a
great deal further ; he wanted to lead the House
to believe that T was in the habit of going to
the Works Office and to other departments for
the purpose of recommending people for appoint-
ments. I ask the hon. member for Townsville
if T ever went to his office when he was a
Minister and recommended people for appoint-
ments, or if T ever went to the office of Sir Thomas
MecIlwraith for such a purpose? They never saw
me in their offices.  Only on one occasion have I
spoken to the hon. gentleman, and it was torecom-
mend a man, who was already in the Government
employ, for another appointment. He was a
man in whem I had every confidence, otherwise

member has
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I would not have recommended him. Whilst
I have the honour of being a member of
this House I will enter my protest against any
measure which is a waste of the taxpayers
mouey. If 1 think I can suggest a better plan
to save the money of the taxpayers, I will do so
without any fear of the hon. Minister for Works.
T can tell him that, and, what is more, that with
reference to my experience I flatter myself
that he was not very far wrong. He was not
very far wrong; and I think I know a little more
than he does of the practical working of a good
many departments. And I know many things
occurring in his department that I do not approve
of ; but.I am not going to speak to the House
about them. Thisis a public matter, and T think
the taxpayer has a perfect right to complain of
men being brought here from the other colonies
to fill up appointents, when we have plenty of
competent men in this colony to take the position
of foreman of works or inspector of works,
think that practice is objectionable, and I hope
this discussion will have the effect of preventing
any similar appointments being made in the
future. As to the competency of Mr. Clarke
or Mr. Daniels, I never for one moment called
it into account; and I do not see there was
any necessity to bring any man’s name into this
discussion. I did not do so; I did not speak of
a single individual in an offensive manner ; hut
the Minister for Works did. He referred to
some firm of Brown and David. A request was
made by the Works Office to that firm. I may
say that Mr. Brown has made a speciality of
bridge-building.

An HONOURABLE MEMBER :
Railway Department ?

Mr. BEATTIE: I am informed that Mr.
Brown was trained in England as a bridge and
drainage engineer. A letter was sent to his firm
asking on what terms they would prepare plans
and specifications, and see to the construction
of the bridges over the Pioneer, the Annan,
and other rivers. I think they sent in the usual
professional commission, which is, as the Minis-
ter for Works has said, 5 or 10 per cent.

An HoxourasrLE MEMBER: Oh!

Mr. BEATTIE: Well, 5 per cent. I believe
they offered to do the work at 2% per cent., their
expenses being paid for going up to examine the
sites and take the levels. Their terms were
not accepted, and that ended the matter ;
but I do not see why their names should
have been dragged into the discussion. If the
Government did not want to employ them
they should say nothing about it ; and I do not
see that the Minister for Works is justitied in
holding up these men as having made some ex-
orbitant claim upon the Government for super-
intending work, or for offering to carry out work
that the Government wanted done. We know
very well, and I may tell the Minister for
Works, that in England bridge-building is a
speciality.  No Government officer constructs
bridges in England ; the work is done by private
professional men, whose ordinary practice is to
give plans and specifications for the eonstruction
of some bridge ; and if their plans and specifica-
tions are approved of they have the superinten-
dence of the work. = Precisely in the same
manner, Brown and David, as professional men,
sent in their offer to make plans and specifica-
tions for the construction of these bridges, and
the Government would not agree to their
proposal. I think this firm acted very reason-
ably indeed if they offered to make plans
and superintend work at 2} per cent.

Was he in the

Of course I do not know that T am actually
correct in saying it was 24 per cent. It would
have heen a much more pleasing duty if, instead |
of making an attack upen me for bringing this
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matter before his notice, the Minister for Works
had simply replied to it in the manner in which
it was put. [ did not attack those gentlemen
who have been appointed as professional advisers
to the Government; but I simply said I thonghtit
was unfair on the part of those gentlemen, having
received those appointments, to go to the other
colonies for their swbordinates and men they
wanted as supervisors over the work they had
in hand. That is all I said, and T hope for the
future, when an hon. mwember brings a matter
before the House, the hon. gentleman will reply
to it in language more becoming a Minister of
the Crown. The hon, member thought he was
giving me, or tried to givene, a castigation, but I
tell him I considerit a great compliment {rom him
to think I had sufficient knowledge to give some
information, which some of the gentlemen in the
other departments would never have taken in
the offensive manner in which he took it.

Mr. MACDONALD-PATERSON said : Mr.
Speaker,—To use a collogquial phrase, I am pre-
pared to back the hon. member for Fortitude
Valley level with the Minister for Works in
that or any capacity in regard to the adminis-
tration of the Works Department of the colony.
I believe that opinion is founded on common
sense, and I respectfully submit that opinion to
the House, and specially address it to the
hon. the Minister for Works himself. It is
nonsense for him to think that he should
become a despot in  his department, and
use his own opinion without regard to the
opinions of different members on both sides
of the House, who are representing the people of
the colony. I am very pleased indeed that the
hon. member fer Fortitude Valley has brought
this matter up. It enables me to say that the
Estimates that will be placed before the House
will require the closest scrutiny. I find that
“new chums ”—and when I say “ new chums” I
refer to men who have been here even for three
vears as against men who have been here
twenty-five years—have been shoved ahead in
the matter of salary and promotion as against
those who have had a great deal more experience.
How is this brought about? Is it by ear-
wigging, or by the heads of the departments? I
know, atany rate, that gross injustice has heen
done to a number of Civil servants in the Works
Department. I think any gentleman occupying
the position of Minister for Works should have
a close knowledge—an intimate knowledge—mnot
only of the chiefs and lientenants of his depart-
ment, but of the officers under them, and should
be able to discern who really are the deserving
ones, in the interests of the colony. The
men who should have the loaves and fishes are
the men who have borne the heat and burden
of the day in the time gone by, and not the men
who have jumped up within the last five or
seven years. Y et these latter men are the men
upon whom have been lavished the extra £50 or
£100 a year ; and older men in the service—and
equally deserving, if not more so—have been
entirely forgotten and omitted. The hon. Minister
for Works truly expressed his opinion—TI believe
he expressed his true opinion when he said that
some nien regard the Civil Service as a paradise.
The hon. gentleman thinks himself it is a para-
dise ; but I believe it is not a paradise for a
good man. I know many hon. members on
hoth sides of the House agree with me that it is
the very worst place possible for a good man.
The good working bee of the hive is the man
who is ignored, but the drone, provided he has
always a civil word, and is ahle to present him-
self attractively before the head of the depart-
ment for the time being, is the man upon whom
is lavished all the sweets of office. T hope that
hefore long we shall begin to inquire about the
chiofs of the departments and learn what their
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abilities are, and upon what experience their
positions are founded, and wpon what the very
high salaries attached to those positions are
founded also. We require a very searching in-
vestigation of the Works Department. We were
promised, year after year—and especially by the
Minister for Works, who said that, when
he had the portfolio of Works, things would
be sweetened—things would be put right,
and there would be no complaint. What
do we find? He has had the portfolio for
some time, and rumours are beginning to be
heard ; and I say they are not without some
justification. We expected a thorough reform.
Where is the reform? Ts the reform to take
place by having £30 or £100 added to the
salaries of special officers? It must take place
in a different way altogether. There must be a
complete readjustment throughout the service,
and one that will satisfy the country. The
thing has not been taken in hand, and there has
been plenty of time for it.  With these observa-
tions, and indicating, as T intended to do, that
upon this side of the House, at any rate, there
will be a close serutiny of these favourved indi-
viduals, in the consideration of the Estimates, T
will sit down, promising that these matters will
have my best attention.

Question put and negatived.

QUESTION OF ORDER.

Mr. BAILEY said : Mr. Speaker,—I rise to a
point of order. I wish to have wvour ruling
as to whether the proceedings of the House on
the third reading of the Local Authorities By-
laws Bill are vitiated by the following facts:—
That, on the 17th September, in committee on
the Local Authorities By-laws Bill, with twenty-
three members present, an amendment on clause
2 was passed by a majority of 16 to 7. That on
the following day the third reading of the Bill
was declared “not formal,” and, therefore, to
be discussed again. That, on the 23rd September,
with forty-one members present, the third read-
ing was passed by a majority of 22 to 19, but
the amended Bill was not in the possession
of members. In place of the real RBill, as
amended, being in the hands of members, the
original unamended Bill only was exhibited. I
ask your ruling as to whether such facts as these
have not vitiated the proceedings of the House
on the third reading of the Bill?

The SPEAKHKR : The Bill which passes its
third reading here before it is sent to the Legis-
lative Council with the Legislative Assembly’s
message is compared, by the Chairman of Com-
mittees, with the Bill which passes through
committee, and is certified by him to be correct
before the third reading takes place. Sothat no
mistake whatever has occurred in this case, and
the Bill which passed its third reading is the Bill
as it left committee,

NATIVE BIRDS PROTECTION BILL.

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of a
message from the Legislative Council stating
that the Council didnot insist upon their amend-
ment in this Bill, to which the TLegislative
Assembly had disagreed.

PETITION OF LEONIDAS KOLEDAS
AND THOMAS FLEETON.

Mr., ISAMBERT, without notice, asked the
Minister for Lands when the papers for which
he had moved in connection with the case of
Leonidas Koledas and Thomas Fleeton would
be produced? He had postponed the matter for
the production of the papers, and he should like
0 know when they would be presented.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. C. B.
Dutton) said it would take two or three days, at
least, to prepare the papers. They were very
voluminous and had all to be copied. He would,
however, endeavour to produce them as soon as
possible.

CROWN LANDS BILL—COMMITTEE.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Speaker left the chair, and the
House resolved itself into a Committes of the
Whole to consider this Bill,

Question—That the new clause stand clause 6
of the Bill—put.

Mr. McWHANNELL said it was an” unjust
clause, applying simply to a section or class,
and he hoped the hon, gentleman in charge of
the Bill would take into consideration an exten-
sion of the period to pastoral lessees outside the
schedule. A very large proportion of the runs
of the colony were not included in the schedule,
and the holders of those runs would in nauny
cases be precluded by the clause from availing
themselves of the privilege of pre-emption. He
thought they should be allowed sufficient thne
for the construction of such improvements as
would entitle them to make application for the
purchase of the land.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did
not feel at all disposed to accept any such proposi-
tion. The holders of runs outside the schedule
areas, unless they elected to come under the new
Act, were not debarred from making application
to exercise their pre-emptive right within six
months from the passing of the Act. He cer-
tainly could not consent to any extension of the
time beyond that ; the whole object of the clause
was to allow them to secure by pre-emption such
improvements as had been made now orup to
the time of the passing of the Bill,

Mr. McWHANNELL said the hon. the
Minister for Lands appeared to have misunder-
stood his question. In the Gregory district there
were a great many runs which had not been
taken up for a sufficiently long time to allow of
the construction of the improvements in the
manner specified by the clause, upon the
block selected under the pre-emptive right.
From the difficulties those settlers had to
contend with in getting up supplies, it would
be utterly impossible for them to complete
their improvements by the time the Act passed,
and so they would be altogether cut off from pre-
emption, He thought it would be only fair to
extend the time either till the expiration of the
lease or until the runs were brought within the
schedule. As the clause now stood, it simply
benefited the settlers who were within easy
reach of railway communication or of the
seaports, and shut out those in the far
West who had not completed their im-
provements, either from want of sufficient
time, or because they understood that they
could exercise their right at any time before
the expiration of their lease. The Bill would
deprive them of their right at a day’s notice, and
the putting up of improvements in the western
districts, as the hon. member well knew, was a
matter of years. e thought, therefore, the
hon. member might modify the clause so as to
allow those settlers some chance of erecting
improvements, and give them equal justice in
comparison with those inside the settled districts.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that of
course the hon. member’s object was to in-
definitely extend and continue the right of pre-
emption, and that was what the Bill was
intended to restrict, so far as was possible,
consistently with anything like justice to those
who had expended poney on improvements, 1
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they had been led to put valuable improvements
on their land in the expectation of being allowed
to purchase 2,560 acres at 10s. an acre, “then the
clause would allow them to purchase it ; but if
they hadnotany improvements on their leaseholds
they had to be content to come wunder the new
condition of things, whereby they would get
compensation for their improvements when their
runs were resunied, or at the termination of
their lease. If thcy constructed valuable im-
provements necessary for the working of the
runs, and did not exhaust them during the cur-
rency of their tenure, the Governnient, on re-
sumption, would pay them the full value.

Mr. McWHANNELL said that, notwith-
standing the hon. member’s explanation, he
corld still see that a great amount of injustice
would be done to outside settlers in comparison
with those inside the schedule. The runs in
the settled districts were mostly within easy
reach of communication, and in many cases
were largely Improved, and under the clause
the holders would be able to avail them-
selves of pre-emption ; but those farther west,
who had not been in a position to make improve-
ments, would have taken away from them a
right which was a very valuable one { and the
hon. the Minister for Lands ought to consider
whether they should not get some valuable
compensation. The hon, member had said that
they would get compensation for the improve-
ments ; but in the settled districts they would
get their pre-emptives to secure their improve-
ments, and also get compensation for improve-
ments outside the pre-emptions.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No.

Mr. McWHANNELL said there was nothing
in the Bill to prevent it, so that the settlers in
the far West were suffering in a double manner.
He hoped the hon. gentleman would see some
way of rectifying that before the adoption of the
clause by the Committee.

Mr. SCOTT said there was a good deal in what
had fallen from the member for (Jte-rrm y in regard
to the matter. The outside squattexb were Dlaced
in a curious position ; they had only lately taken
up their runs, and the (overnment had acknow-
ledged that they had a moral pre-emptive right if
not a legal right; in fact, they were placed in the
same position as conditional selectors. They
had certain conditions imposed that they might
obtain the pre-emptive right, and it was not
fair that those who had not had time to
fulfil those conditions that the Government
insisted upon should be deprived altogether of
that right. It was not fair that the squ&t‘cers
who had only taken up their runs within the
last three or four years should be practically
debarred by political differences from the right
that others had. The time should be extended—
a certain number of years should be allowed from
the time a run was taken up—to fulfil those con-
ditions, and if the Minister for Lands could see
his way to make some specified time for the con-
ditions to be fulfilled 1t would be a great im-
provement,

Mr. PALMER said he was quite certain that
without some extension of time that new clause
would be very little better than the old one. He
considered that an extension of time was the
principal part of the whole question. Hon.
members would not or did not understand the con-
ditions which obtained at present in the western
country ; how impossible it had been for improve-
ments to be carried on within the last eighteen
months, or wouldbefor the nexttwoyears. Tnless
the clause was extended he considered the whole
clause would be just so much waste and of no real
use whatever. He had nodoubt that the spirit of
the original Act was that, in according those
pre-empticns, it was intended for nuprovemevt%
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made upou them; and it was only within the
power of the Governor in Council, or the Premier
for the time being, to withhold any pre-emptions
of which he had not sufficient evidence that they
had Dond fide improvements. He considered
that great injustice was being done through
their having conceded a certain right and then
withholding it from a large eclass who had
not had the means to avail themselves of
the conditions of the Act under which they
took up country, and on the strength of which
the greater part of Quecnsland had been settled.
He thought that o Minister for Lands who had
placed the pastoral tenants in the far West in
such a had case as he had done, by compelling
themw to come within that schedule, was really
breaking the conditions under which the country
was held. No pastoral tenant would have any
faith in any Act under which he would hold his
land in future. He would have no faith in any
Act under which he held land under the Crown,
if the conditions could be done away with by any
Minister for Lands who came into office with any
ideas in his head which were not practicable or
to the point.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he wished
the hon. member for Leichhardt and the hon.
member for Burke to understand that he,
as well as the whole of the Government, re-
garded leaseholders as men who were ready to
accupy or did occupy Crown lands on a lease-
hold for grazing rights. It seemed that the con-
tention of those gentlemen was that the lease-
holder had a different object in view. He was
not satisfied with the lease he had, and the
many conveniences that he received by the ex-
tension of railroads and other expenditure of
public money ; he also wanted in the far future
—he did not say how long—but he wanted a
time when he could secure a large freehold.
That was what he wanted, in addition to
the many advantages he at present received.
And he must admit that they were advantages.
They had had drawbacks, but they had also
had advantages. To men who had gone out
into the country, the idea of exercising their
pre-emptive right had never entered their heads.
It had never been an element in their calcula-
tions at all. He had been an outside man on
each station that he had formed, and he had
never heard a man yet who referred to the day
when he could look to the privilege of exercising
his pre-emptive right at all. It was never done
until land got very valuable, and close settlement
came as it did on the Downs, and at Clermont,
and Springsure, and, within the last three or
four years, on the Barcoo. As soon ag they saw
settlement approaching they set to work to
enclose the township by acordon of pre-emptions,
or else by securing as much as they could of the
different yuns. The object of the Bill was to
limit the time wunder which pre-emptions
could be taken up. He did not intend to recede
from that position one inch. He desired to see
the squatter limited to what he ‘was in reality—
a leaseholder—and with a more fixed tenure than
he had at present. That was a concession that
he would get for the removal of that supposed
privilege. It was nothing but that, and it was
passed at a time when there were only half-a-
dozen squatters in the country in a position to
exercise that right—at all events, outside the
Downs. The sooner it was recognised, at all
events by hon. gentlemen on the opposite side,
that the Government did not intend to recede
from that position one inch, the better.

Mr. MOREHEAD said it was very gratifying
that the Government had at last arrived at a
position that they were not going to recede from.
That position appeared to have been arrived at
by two amendments-—one moved by a member on
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his side of the Committee, and in the other case
moved by the hon. member for Stanley, and
suggested by the Government. He might
point out to the hon. Minister for Lands that
he did not know, nor did he care, who his
friends might have been who took up coun-
try without having regard to the pre-emptive
right. He knew hundreds who had taken up
country, and who had bought country, and who
had regard to the rights that existed and did
exist at present under the Act of 1869. The
hon. gentleman’s contention was simply that he
knew some person who did not care for those
rights. That was not what the Committee had
to deal with ; they had to deal with those who
did regard those rights, and had taken up
country having regard to the existence of those
rights. The hon. member’s argument was
nothing at all. Last night, and again to-night,
he.had pointed out that at the time the Act
was passed the improvements were very small.
The Parliament of the day was well aware of
that, and granted the pre-emptive right of 2,560
acres for permanent improvements with that
knowledge. To that right those men held, and
very properly held. Last night the Premier
made the following statement, and he (Mr.
Morehead) wished to know if it was a correct
interpretation of the Bill. The hon. gentleman
was reported to have said :—

“If a man had a lease running till the year 1890, he
would he entitled, under the Bill, to an extension of
fifteen years for one-half of his run and compensation
for his improvements.”

The PREMIER said he was speaking at the
time in answer to a question put by the hon.
member for Mackay, who pointed out what he
conceived to be the unfortunate position of a
man whose lease would run out in 1890. He
(the Premier), in answer to that, said that if a
man had a lease that ran out in 1890 he was
entitled under the present Bill to get the lease
of half his run renewed for fifteen years with
compensation for the improvements taken from
him ; and that if he did not take advantage of
those terms he would not deserve much com-
miseration.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the only interpre-
tation he could put upon the words was that any
leaseholder who held a lease terminable in 1890
was entitled to a fifteen years’ lease for half his
run and compensation for his improvements.
T}}S,t was certainly what the hon. gentleman
said.

The PREMIER said the contention of the
hon. member for Mackay was that the lease-
holder would be deprived of any compensation
for his improvements if his lease ran out in 1890,
and he (the Premier) pointed out that such a
man would have the right to exchange his lease
which would run out in 1890 for the terms given
in the Bill, under which he would get a renewed
lease for half his run and compensation for his
improvements. The point raised by the hon.
member for Balonne was not under considera-
tion,

Mr. MOREHEAD said he did not wish to use
unparliamentary language, but the hon. gentle-
man did not say anything of the kind. The
statement reported in Hansard was quite correct,
and he (Mr. Morehead) immediately followed by
saying—

**The hon. gentleman seemed to forget that in the
year 1890 a man had a right to a renewal for fourteen
years under the Act of 1869.”

However, he would now deal with another phase
of the question before the Committee. Hon.
members had never yet been asked to consider
the financial effect that would be produced by
the destruction of the pre-emptive right, and
the substitution for it of the proposed com-
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pensation given by the Bill. Under the
Bill, it was proposed to reserve one-half the
squatter’s run, giving him a lease for fifteen
years for the remainder on terms to be fixed by
the board. The other half of the run was to be
thrown open for selection in areas up to 20,000
acres at a minimum rental of 13d. an acre
for thirty years. He would ask the Committee
to look at the question from a purely financial
point of view, Which was the better plan—to
allow the squatter to exercise his pre-emptive
right by purchasing the land at 10s. an acre,
or to lease it at 13d. an acre for thirty
years ? Any child with a knowledge of figures
would see at a glance which was the better
plan, Taking one year with another, money could
not be borrowed at anything less than 74 per
cent., but, assuming for the sake of argument that
it could be borrowed at 5 per cent. by selling
land at 10s. per acre, the State would receive 6d.
per acre for ever. On the other hand, it was
proposed by the scheme of the Government to
lock up the country for thirty years, in areas of
20,000 acres, at a rental of 14d. per acre.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he was willing to
take the average rental for the entire period at
3d. an acre. What would be the result? Some
of the squatters would be quite willing to employ
themselves and their friends in getting hold of
the whole of the resumed halves of the runs for
a period of thirty years, at a less cost to them-
selves than if they had purchased it at 10s.
per acre. There was no doubt that that
would be the case. Under the pretence
of advocating the leasing system, the hon.
gentleman was advocating a project which
would lead to the locking up of the lands for a
period of from thirty to fifty years, and, instead
of developing the colony, was laying the founda-
tion for the greatest land syndicates that ever
existed in the world. Hon. members might
laugh, but when they got the agricultural tenant
and the grazing tenant, holding on a somewhat
similar tenure—one a little longer than the
other—with the same interests at heart, the same
desire to continue to hold the country—instead
of there being two adverse and competing bodies
of men, as at present—the pastoral tenant and
the selector—there would be one solid body
possessing such an immense voting power that
they would make that land inaccessible to
the public for ever, or until a revolution
took place. Financially, it was a gross error
to let those lands even at an average of 3d.
an acre, instead of parting with them at
10s. per acre, which, at only 5 per cent.,
would be 6d. per acre to the State for ever.
And they had, in addition to that, to consider—
and it was an element also of great consideration
—that compensation would have to be given at
the end of the tenure to the outgoing tenant.
He maintained that sufficient stress had not
been laid on that point. He thought further that
sufficient information had not been given to the
Committee as to the fiscal aspect of the whole
Bill. He held, as he had said before, that it
would be a great deal better to alienate the whole
of the land at 10s. an acre, or even to give it
away, leaving it a taxable commodity, than to
lock it up in the way proposed under the Bill.
The hon. the Minister for Lands could not
traverse the figures he had used or the conten-
tion he had set forth—that financially, irrespec-
tive of its other aspects, it was a very much
worse mode of dealing with the lands than if
they were sold under pre-emptive right. And if
the proposed amendment were passed his argu-
ments would apply with double force, because
if the squatters had to pay practically £1 an
acre for their pre-emptives, so much stronger
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would be the arguments he had adduced in
comparing that mode of dealing with the lands
with that proposed by the Minister for Lands.

Mr. NORTON said when the Minister for
Lands was speaking a few minutes ago he spoke
of what was termed the pre-emptive right as
““a supposed privilege”; but he (Mr. Norton)
did not think the Government looked upon
it merely as ‘‘a supposed privilege,” when
they introduced a measure to abolish it, be-
cause they did not usually pass legislation
to abolish supposed privileges. They all knew
very well that the Minister for Lands, when
moving the second reading of the Bill, did not
regard it as ‘‘a supposed privilege.” He then
spoke of it as “a right,” and also as ““a power ™ ;
and, if it was merely a privilege, he would not
be likely to apply the word * power "—which
implied something a great deal stronger than a
“privilege ” or “supposed privilege "—to it. It
implied a right—a distinet legal right ; and there
was not the slightest doubt that the legal right
existed. The hon. the Minister for Lands had
stated that when he was in the outside districts
he never heard a pastoral lessee speak of his
intention to make use of the pre-emptive right
at any time ; but it did not follow from that,
that under some circuinstances some lessees
might not wish to use it. Although those
lessees might not have desired to use it then.
was it not possible that circumstances might
have arisen since to induce them to use it ? Kven
if they never intended to use it, possibly the
persons to whom they sold might wish to use it ;
and why should they be prevented from doing
s0? If 1t was a right, it was a right from first
te last, as long as the lease existed; and in
accepting the amendment the Government had
acknowledged that it was what they called ‘“a
moral right.” But he did not see in this case
the difference between a moral and a legal right.
If it was a moral right it was a legal right. He
would point out that, whereas the (Government
maintained that it was never intended to give a
right, the hon. the Speaker of the House, the
other night, in speaking after a member of the
(overnment, declared that at the time it
was proposed the country was up in arms
at the idea of the right being given. He
did not speak of it merely as ““a privilege,” but
as ‘‘a right,” which was being actually given,
and which was condemmned because it had had
such an injurious effect upon the country up
to that time. So that they had in evidence the
statement of an hon. member well acquainted
with the whole circumstances of the case, that
both inside and outside the House it was re-
garded as a legal right that might have a bad
effect upon the country. The Minister for Lands
had said it was a fact that lessees did not usually
avail themselves of the use of the pre-emptive
right until they thought settlement was likely to
take place, or that the land was likely to have
additional value ; and he (Mr. Norton) had said
that all along. He did not mind saying that he
believed it to be a bad thing for the country
that the right should be given at all; but, the
right being there, it could not be taken away.
He did not know whether the Minister for
Lands had ever taken a long lease of a
house with a purchasing clause in it. Sometimes
a house was leased for eight or ten years, and the
tenant had the right of purchase at any time
during that term. He did not elect to purchase
at the beginning of the term, but waited to see
whether the property would rise in value. If it
did, then before his lease expired he elected to
purchase. Tt was not likely that he was
going to purchase when he did not Lknow
what value the property might have; and
it was not lkely in any cuse that he
would pay the purchase money as long as
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he had only to pay the rent, which was low in
comparison with the purchase money. The
result was that if he found it beneficial to him-
self to parchase he waited until the latest date
at which he had the option of purchase, and
then notified his landlord that he intended to
do so. The pastoral lessees were in exactly
the same position. The country was let to
them on the condition that they might purchase
certain portions of it during the currency of
the lease. At the time the Act under which
they held was passed, the land had no value
whatever. It was not supposed—as stated by
the Minister for Lands in moving the second
reading of the Bill—that the lessees would avail
themselves of the privilege thus given. Hon.
members had in the Act of 1868 an indication
of the small value that was then attached to
Crown lands in the interior. That Act was
passed a year before the one to which they
were now referring-——the Act of 1869—and at
that time anyone could take up a selection
of unoccupied country, and all he was required
to do was to pay Bs. an acre, and he had ten years
to pay the whole of the money. Not only had
he the privilege of taking up a lease of country,
but he might buy the whole of his selection, no
matter what the area was—whether it was 10,000
acres or 10,000 miles-—because there was no limit
to the area that might be selected in theunsettled
districts—on the same terms-—5s. an acre, payable
in instalments extending over ten years. Was
not that an indication of the small value attached
to lands in the interior at that time? But
when the Act of 1869 was passed they raised
the price to 10s. an acre, limited the area,
and insisted upon a cash payment of the
whole sum whenever the land was selected.
Hon., members would argue on the other side
that the intention of granting a pre-emptive
right was to enable lessees to secure their
improvements. So far he agreed with them;
but, whether the design was a mistake or not,
the framers of the Bill in the definition clause,
which defined what improvements were, distinctly
did it in such a way that if any building were
placed on the run, if only of the value of £5,
the lessee must secure his block of country.
That definition might not have been intended,
but still the Act provided that to secure
his 2,560 acres he must take that amount; it
must not be sinaller or greater. The Act also
defined the improvements which were to be
secured, as follows :—Permanent buildings, reser-
voirs, wells, dams, and fences. Perhaps some
hon. members might say that a slab hut was not
a permanent improvement, but he would point
out that fencing was included among permanent
improvements, and the Act itself defined the life
of a fence to be fourteen years. That was the time
laid down in another part of the Act; therefore,
they might assume from that that any building
which had been erected fourteen years might
be considered as a permanent building, in
the same way that a fence was considered
a permanent improvement. Taking the defini-
tion clause in conjunction with the 54th clause,
he said that any lessee who chose to put up a
hut, or stockyard, or paddock, or well, or any
of those improvements which were mentioned in
the definition elause, whatever their value might
be, had a right to secure his improvements.
‘Whether the intention of the Legislature at the
time was to compel him to take upimprovements
of a certain value or not, he did not know. It
did not say so; and therefore the only legal
definition that could be given was, that if any
improvements were put on land the lessee had a
right to take out a pre-emptive lease to secure
them. Though the mere giving of that right
wag a wrong thing for the country, he held it was
a wrong thing for the Legislature, after having
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given the pastoral lessees such right, to say that
they should not have it. No man of honour in
private life who had made a nistake in omitting
a condition out of an agreement would fail to
fulfil his agreement,

Mr. JORDAN said he could not allow the op-
&%)Ortunity to pass without expressing his viewson
she question before the Committee. He would

t willingly be a party to any wrong-doing,
and if he believed the pastoral lessee had a right
conferred by law to those pre-emptives, he
should be the last person in the world to
consent to that right being invaded by the
Legislature. It had been maintained very
strongly —especially by the hon. member for
Tassifern—that in vepealing the 54th claunse of
the Act of 1869 the Conuwittee would be guilty
of an act of repudiation. That hon, member main-
tained that when that clause was passed which
said it should be lawful for the Governor in
Council to allow theexercise of the pre-emption—
now called a pre-emptive right—it wasimperative,
and was made an absolute necessity when applica-
tion was made for the exercise of pre-emption that
the Governor in Council was compelled to allow
that pre-emption. But it had been explained tohis
satisfaction very clearly by the Premier, in his
reference to the Acts Shortening Act, that the
expression, ‘it shall be lawful for the Governor
in Council,” was permissive, and only permissive.
The Governor in Council had power to accede to
the request, or power to deny it altogether, He
was fully satisfied on that point. There were
not many hon. members now in the House who
were parties to the passing of the Act of 1369,
The hon. member for Port Curtis had again
alluded to the words used by the Minister of
Lands (the Hon. James Taylor) when he had
that Bill in charge in 18G9, The hon. member
said that Mr. Taylor had alluded to it more
than once as a right ; but they must not forget
that the Premier of the colony, at that time, was
an astute lawyer and an out-and-out Liberal,
He could not suppose for a moment, remember-
ing all the circumstances of the case, that Mr,
Lilley—mow Sir Charles Lilley—was so fast
asleep as to permit the hon. member, Mr. James
Taylor, to frame that clause. The Premier
had pointed out distinetly that pre-emptive
right had really existed in the Act of 1868,
Pre-emption existed in the Act of 1869, but
it was not a right—it was simply permissive,
His impression was, from his remembrance of the
circumstances of the case, that they regarded the
clause simply as permissive — as at present
explained by the Premier. It would be found
in Hansard, he believed, that he objected to
the clause, because he believed it would he
abused. Nevertheless, he regarded it, and he
thought it was regarded generally in the House,
as perinissive only. Now it was claimed by hon.
gentlemen opposite that it was an absolute
right, and that under it the Crown lessee
could claim a right to purchase at 10s. an acre
four square miles out of every block of twenty-
five miles which he rented from the Government,
at an average of 9s. 1d. per square mile. If a
man owned six blocks of twenty-five square miles
each he could purchase sowething like 15,000
acres, and he would be able, by an expenditure of
between £7,000 and £8,000, to get poesession of
96,000 acres of land, because he might exercise
the pre-emptive right, as it was called, in various
parts of the country, andin such a wayas tocom-
mand the whole of the water. Hecould take upall
the water frontages ; he could take out the eyes
of the land and select the very best of it, and
in effect would get possession of the whole 96,000
acres of land at an expenditure of about £7,000,
Although that was a coalition (fovernment which
passed that Act, and there were two men in it
who ight be called represcutabive iwen as
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Crown lessees—Mr, Arthur Hodgson and My,
James Taylor—still those two gentlemen were
no match for Sir Charles Lilley; and to
think that Sir Charles Lilley ever intended
it to be what it was claimed to be now—
an absolute right by which they were to give
away the land in such o way as to give entire
command of millions of acres to a few country
gentlemen-—was to say what none of them could
conceive for a moment. If Sir Charles Lilley
and the members of the House at that time,
including himself, had united to do such an act
as that—to hand over the colony to a few country
gentlemen—then he said they did a wrongful act,
and united together to despoil the people of their
patrimony and their inheritance. If they did such
an act of spoliation as that he would go the
length of saying that all the powers of the Con-
stitution should Le brought into operation to
repeal that Act and redress the wrong inflicted
upon the colony. But no such wrong was in-
flicted, because, as he said, the clause was intended
and understood to be simply permissive. Even
though it was intended to be permissive, they
knew it had been greatly abused; and hon.
gentlersen opposite now held that not only could
the pastoral lessee get possession of the land in
that way, but after he had taken up his pre-
emptive he could claim compensation for im-
provements as well. He thought that should be
remedied, and the Bill in its original form went
a short and a right way to work i remedying it.
It appeared also that gentlemen had claimed the
right of pre-emption, irrespective altogether of
whether they made improvements upon their
runs or not, and hon. gentlemen opposite now said
that the pastoral lessee had the right to pre-empt
whether he made improvements or not, Although
that should be remedied it should not be
violently remedied, and he thought the new
clause enabled them to proceed with caution and
in a spirit of fairness sand justice to all parties
concerned.  He would illustrate what he meant
in this way : Many years ago, under the sanc-
tion of British law, men went to the coast of
Africa and there procured shiploads of black
men and conveyed them to the British posses-
sions in the West Indies. They sold them,
worked them, and used them as slaves—mere
chattels without any rights—yet under the sanc-
tion of British law their masters had the right of
possession over them and the right of property
in them. The British Government awoke at
length to a realisation of the fact that they had
given a right which they had no right to confer,
and their action was in violation of the right
which every man possessed of his own freedom,
if he did not forfeit it by crime; and they set
about repealing that frightful wrong. They said
to the planters—* You must give up those men
although you bought them under the sanction of
British law., We require you to give up pos-
session of them, but we will not require you to .
do so without reasonable compensation.” And
it cost the British Government twenty millions
of money to do that act of justice, and repeal
their unjust law. That was what they were now
trying to do in this Bill in its amended form, for
the squatters ; because those men got wrongful
possession of the land under the sanction of their
laws they were to get compensation. He thought
the case parallel. If they gave an absoluteright
to take land which did not belong to them but to
the people, they had aright to give those men, to
whom the right was given, compensation for
taking the land from them. It was now sought
to redress that evil, and he thought every just
claim would be met. If the gentlemen seeking
the right had made improvements, expecting to
be reimbursed by being allowed to purchase the
land at 10s. an acre, he thought it was a fair
thing for the Crown to exercive il as it it were
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in fact, a right so far as they were concerned.
He thought those amendments were a fair and
reasonable compromise, and would meet every
just claim, and for that reason he gave them his
support. .

Mr. STEVENS said that, with regard to
subsection (b)) in the proposed new clause, he
thought. that the sum mentioned there, £1,280,
as required to he expended on improvements,
was very much more than met the requirements
of the case. 1In the 54th clause of the Pastoral
Leases Act of 1869, it wax stated that a lessee
had the power of purchasing land at 10s. an
acre to protect certain improvements, That
was actual pre-emption. DBut the clause said
nothing about the value of the improvements. 1t
did not state that the improvements should
amount to 10s. an acre on the whole pre-emption
amounting to £1,280. He could understand that
the reason for framing the clause in the way in
which it was done was that it wounld beabsurd fora
man to spend more money over improvements
than was actually necessary. For instance, a
lessee might sink a well at a cost of £200 or £300,
or perhaps £1,000; yet its value to him might be
many thousands of pounds. Was it not mani-
festly absurd that the lessee, in order to have
the right of pre-emption and protect that im-
provement to the value of £200 or £300, should
have to make fanciful improvements to a further
sum of £900 or whatever amount might be re-
quired ? The 54th clause was made to protect
improvements whatever the value might be—
£200, or £300, or £1,000. With a view, therefore,
of testing the feeling of the Committee on sub-
section (), he would move, as an amendment,
that the words “‘twelve hundred and eighty ” be
struck out, for the purpose of inserting ¢ six
hundred and forty.”

The MINISTER FOR TLANDS said the
interpretation he put on the 54th clause, making
it lawful for the Government to grant a pre-
emption, was that they should have the power
of determining whether or not the improvements
on the part sought to be taken up were of a
sufficiently valuable character to justify them in
granting the right to pre-empt. Now it was
simply a difference of opinion whether the
amount should be £100 or £30—which sum
had been mentioned — or £640, or £1,280.
The opinion of the Government was that a sum
of £1,280 should be expended in improvements
before the right was granted to take up 2,560
acres. If he thought £640 sufficient he should
be quite willing to accept the amendment, but
he thought £1,280 was quite little enough, and
%0 he could not consent to the amendment.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said he did
not think it was any use to argue the pre-
emptiye right question any further after the
speech they had had from the hon. member for
South Brisbane. That hon. member professed
to subordinate his party feelings to a sentiment
of justice, but, from the frame of mind he had
displayed in making his speech, it was evidently
hopeless to attempt to argue any further with
hon. gentlemen on the other side. His (Hon, J,
M. Macrossan’s) view was that the clanse should
be allowed to go. It was no use attempting to
amend it, because amending it would malke it no
better. The difference between the amount
proposed by the Government and that proposed
by the hon. member for Logan was so slight,
and would affect so few people, that it was
scarcely worth while to say anything about it.
But he would like to say something with regard
to what had fallen from the hon. member for
South Brisbane. That gentleman had stated
that the clause was always considered permis-
sive, and he had stated also that when the Bill
was under discussion in 1869 he pointed out that

{24 SgrrEMBER.]

Crown Lands Bill. 789

it would beliabletoabuse. Thehon. gentlemanhad
certainly done so, but he did not point out how
it would be abused. The fact was, he said he
did not believe the clause would be of any use at
all to the outside squatters. He would give the
hon. gentleman’s own words, so that there could
be no mistake. He(Hon. J. M. Macrossan) might
tell hon. members that so far as he could ascertain
there was no division on the second reading of
the Bill, and not a single member objected to the
passing of the Hath elause. The only member
who drew attention to it was the hon. member
for Blackall, and in reply to him it was
stated that it was a power to pre-empt 2,560
acres, 'There was not a single member in the
House who objected to that, not even the “astute
gentleman,” as the hon. member had called him,
who was Premier at the time. What the hon.
menther said then was—

“This provision was liable to be greatly abused, and

he did not think that by allowing these syuatters to
buy, sav, 2,560 acres, at 10s. an acre, making them pay
cash dowi, any good would be done to them.”
The hon. member’s objection at that time was
not in the interest of the country, but in the
interests of the squatters, He gave bis reason
as follows :—

“He must say it did not look at all liberal, for
squatters in the central districts could get the land for
the same money, and have ten yeurs to pay it.”

That was the hon. gentleman who stood
up now and said he had given warning that
the provision would he liable to abuse. Now
he said that the clause was intended to be
permissive and not peremptory. For fourteen
years the clause had been administered as a
peremptory one, except that the Government
could prevent a man from pre-empting a piece of
land containing the only available water for
several miles round, or too close to a township,
or so situated in any way that its selection would
be prejudicial to the public interest. The
Minister for Lands at that time, in reply-
ing to the hon. member for Blackall, said
it was a positive right to pre-empt so
many acres ; and he said so in very strong lan-
guage—in fact he could not have spoken more
strongly ; so that the ¢ astute gentleman” who
was Premier at the time (Sir Charles Lilley)
must either have deceived his colleague and
allowed him to deceive the House, or else
he must himself have believed it was a right.
Now, which side of the dilemma would the hon,
gentleman take? Would he say that Sir Charles
Lilley was guilty of an act of deceit and
baseness such as that—that he not only de-
coived his colleague in making him believe
that it was a positive right, when it was only a
permissive one that could be withdrawn at
the option of the Government, but allowed
him to deceive the House also — or would
he admit that Sir Charles Lilley looked
upon the right as an absolute one? He
(Hon, J. M. Zi\lacross&n) did not believe that
deceit was an essential part of Sir Charles
Lilley’s character, and he was sure he
would not stcop to anything of the kind.
The hon. member for South Brisbane was
evidently very much mistaken, and he (Hon, J.
M. Macrossan) could not conceive how he had
been able to bring himself round to that way of
thinking after seeing the Act administered in
an absolute way for the five years before Sir
Charles Lilley’s retirement from politics, and ever
since that up till the end of last year, While
giving the hon. member for South Brisbane full
credit for good intentions, it was evidently quite
useless to attempt to argue with hon. gentlemen
on that side. For his own part he would prefer
the total abolition of the 54th clause to accepting
the proposed clause even with the amendment
by the hon. member for Logan. He wonld
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like to throw the whole responsibility on the Glov-
ernment, without the Committee accepting any
share of it by dividing onthesubject. Letthe Gov-
ernment take it ontheirownshoulders and do what
they liked, and let them stand by it afterwards.
That was the position that he intended to occupy
on the clause as it stood. He should not vote on
it, as he believed it was not worth voting on; he
would let the Government take the responsi-
bility ; and he advised the hon. member for
Logan to do the same thing, because he was
certainly doing no good by attempting to improve
the clause, any further than that he gave half-a-
dozen more men the opportunity of pre-empting ;
and there should be no pre-emption allowed unless
it was allowed to all.

Mr. JORDAN said he should be sorry that
any hon. gentleman should suppose that he
had said anything that really wmeant that
Sir  Charles Lilley had used any decep-
tion in the matter. His contention was that
the Premier had shown them that the 54th
clause, according to the Acts Shortening Act,
which was an interpreting Act, really was a
permissive act, and he said that his impression
was, from what he remembered of that debate,
that such it was the intention of the House it
should be. He did not say that Sir Charles
Lilley had used any deception in the matter.

Mr. STEVENSON said he had no doubt that
Sir Charles Lilley meant by that clause what it
had been understood to mean by every succeed-
ing Ministry. The right had always been recog-
nised ; and if it were not recognised as a right, why
did not the Ministry of which the hon. Premier
was a member, before the late Ministry came
into office, repudiate it then? Why did he not
say so instead of doing everything he could to
get people to take up land at 10s. per acre, and
increasing the power in the two Acts that he
brought in himself? The hon. Minister for Lands
had tried to make the people believe that he was
making a concession to the squatters in lieu of
the pre-emptive right. He wanted to know, on
the second reading of the Bill, where the conces-
sion was to those who did not elect to come
under the Bill at all~to those who were outside
the schedule, or those within it who did not
come under the Bill? There was nothing in the
Bill at all to show that the squatters were to
get anything in lieu of those rights, and the hon,
gentleman knew perfectly well that they did not
get anything, and that it was only taking away
a right—simply repudiation. He should like to
know why hon. gentlemen opposite had changed
their opinion so much on the question since the
second reading of the Bill. Was not the hon.
member for South Brisbane one who got up and
told them that he would be no party to depriving
the squatter of his pre-emptive right, because he
considered it a right ?

Mr. JORDAN : No.

Mr, STEVENSON said that, so far as he
remembered, he was. He knew one hon. gentle-
man on that side who said so. It seemed that
hon, gentlemen had a very small opinion of
themselves, to ease their consciences for taking
away that right ; because, as the hon. member for
Townsville had said, the amendment proposed
was nothing at all, and he would as soon see the
whole 54th clause wiped out. A great deal had
been said about that right being abused. Last
night the hon. Minister for Lands was chal-
lenged by the leader of the Opposition to show
where it had been abused, and if he could
show one single instance where it had been
abused it would be something. The hon. gentle-
man himself, since he had been in office, had not
been so careful as his predegessor. He (Mr.
Stevenson) knew t_hat when the late Ministry were
in power not a single pre-emptive was granted

[ASSEMBLY.]

Crown Lands Bill.

during their term of office giving frontage to any
permanent watercourse which was considered a
main watercourse, and they would not allow
any selection to come within ten chains of any
watercourse. Notwithstanding what the Minis-
ter for Lands had said, he knew that he had
granted pre-emptives since he came into office,
giving frontage to a main watercourse. The
Inte Ministry were more careful than the hon.
gentleman had been, so far as the public inte-
rests were concerned, in regard to watercourses.
The hon. gentleman tried to make a great point
to-night by saying that the pre-emptives were
calculated to put the squatter in such a position
that he could command a certain amount of
country. If the squatter were cut off from the
water, as was done by the late Ministry, in
granting pre-emptives, how could they possibly
have any advantage in securing more country
than the number of acres they proposed to
pre-empt ? It was simply impossible, and
the Minister for Lands could do far better
than by talking so much and throwing out in-
sinuations ; he should give the Committee
information instead of trying to mislead them.
He had said he was going to have some finality
on the question, and he considered that he would
be justitied in according pre-emptives where im-
provements had been made to the extent of 10s.
peracre. Why should not that be extended to all
the selectors and leaseholders under the present
Act? If he considered that one man had aright
to pre-empt because he had spent 10s. per acre
on improvements, why should he not consider
that another man had as good a right to pre-
empt if he elected to spend 10s. per acre in
future? The repudiation must come in some-
where. He did not care whether the hon. gentle-
man considered it as a privilege or a right,
or permissive or the opposite—whatever it was,
it ought to remain in the Act as it was; and let
the Minister of the day administer it in such a
way as to satisfy himself, and take the conse-
quences. That was only afairthing. If the hon.
gentleman considered it only a privilege, and he
had a right to decide who should take up pre-
emptives and who should not, let him administer
it in that way, and then when any other Minister
came into power let him use his discretion. The
hon. gentleman seemed to think that he was the
only man in Queensland who could be trusted,
and so long as he was in office he would grant
that privilege and administer the Act as long as
he could decide himself who were to have those
pre-emptives, and who not. He would not trust
any other man to have any power, and was
going to wipe it out so that no one in future
should have any power to grant pre-emptives.
Last night he asked the hon. gentleman
whether he had approved of any pre-emptives
since he had come into office. The hon.
gentleman replied that he had granted all the
pre-emptions approved of by the late Govern-
ment, with the exception of some against the
granting of which there were special reasons.
He would ask the hon. gentleman again if those
were the only pre-emptions that had been granted
since the present (Government came into office ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
believed the answer he gave last night was )l.)er-
fectly correct—that only those pre-emptions had
been granted which had received the approval of
the late Government.

Mr. STEVENSON said he could tell the hon.
gentleman that he was wrong. He could show,
frem letters from the Lands Office, that the hon.

gentleman had granted several pre-emptions
since he came into office that were not approved
of by the late Government. There was one
letter dated the 18th April, 1884, addressed to
| B, 1), Morehead and Company, stating that the
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plan and survey of the pre-emptions noted in
the margin had been approved, and requesting
the sum of £1,290 13s. 4d. to be paid into the
Treasury, otherwise the application would lapse.
That was an application not approved of by the
late Government, Another letter, addressed to
the same firm, was dated the 24th November, 1883.

The PREMIER : That must have been ap-
proved of before the present Government came
into office.

Mr. STEVENSON said it was not. That
letter stated that the Administrator of the Gov-
ernment had been pleased to approve of the ap-
plication for pre-emption on the run named in the
margin, and requesting the sum of £1,309 13s. 4d.
to be paid into the Treasury, otherwise the appli-
cation would lapse. He had two other similar
letters, which he could read if necessary. The
hon. gentleman ought to tell the Committee the
plain facts of the case, instead of giving them to
understand that he had only granted those pre-
emptions that had been approved by the late
Government. The hon. gentleman had granted
several applications that were not approved by
the late Government, and he had made fish of
one and flesh of another. The hon. gentleman
wished to have the power to grant pre-emptives
to his friends, and to refuse them to those whom
he had no desire to favour. The late Adminis-
tration, as he had already shown, had not
granted a single pre-emptive with a frontage to
a main watercourse, whereas the hon. gentleman
had done so since he came into power. The late
Minister for Lands had shown in his administra-
tion of the Act a great-deal more care for the
public interests than the present Minister for
Lands had done.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
should be prepared, when next the Bill was
discussed, to tell the Committee exactly what
had been done since he came into office. Speak-
ing from memory, he believed the answer he had
given was perfectly correct. The letters read
by the hon. member for Normanby were simply
applications for deposits on pre-emptions which
had received the sanction of the late Govern-
ment, and which the present Government were
carrying out. But he would be prepared, when
next they considered the subject, to say whether
that was so or not.

Me. STEVENS said that the Minister for
Lands, in speaking to his amendment, stated
that he considered he had a right, as Minister,
to decide the amount of money that should be
expended on those pre-emptive blocks to entitle
the lessee to have the right to pre-empt. He
(Mr. Stevens) never admitted that the Govern-
ment had the right to do away with pre-emp-
tives, and he moved the amendment in order to
see whether the Government were really inclined
to be less severe on the pastoral lesseesthan the Bill
indicated. But if the Government intended to
stick to the amendment as proposed by the hon.
member for Stanley hard and fast right through,
it was of little use any hon. member moving
amendments on it or trying to make the measure
less severe than it probably would be. One idea
he had was that, although the Government were
determined to pass an Act very much on the
lines of the Bill before them, yet that they would
be inclined to modify it in some degree. They had
the power, by numbers, of forcing any Bill through,
unless it were stopped by obstruction. He hoped
that, in the event of the Bill passing, it would be
modified in such a manner as to meet with a
large amount of approval from those who were
opposed to the Bill, as it at present stood, almost
in toto. But, as he had said, if the Government
intended to stand by the proposed clause in a
hard-and-fast manner it would be very little
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upon it or arguing the question any further.
The subject had been thoroughly thrashed out,
and no fresh light could be thrown upon it. One
party asserted that the squatter had the right to
pre-empt, and the other party asserted that he
had not. If the Minister for Lands could show
him any clause in the Act of 1869, giving him
the power of deciding the amount of value of
improvements on pre-emptions, he (Mr. Stevens)
would give way at once; but he maintained that
there was nothing in the Act even indicating
that the Minister had that power.

Mr. PALMER said he had already spoken on
the question before the Committee, and he now
rose to enter his protest against the clause alto-
gether, Unless the time was extended he pre-
ferred the original clause as it stood, because they
would then know the position they were in.
There was only one amendment possible in the
new clause that could make it of any use
whatever, and that was an extension of time.
But the Minister for Lands seemed to have
got fresh inspiration on the subject, and
had come down in an autocratic manner,
and said that he would not move for anyone,
or in any way whatever ; that he had made up
his mind, and it should be so. Where the hon.
gentleman had got his inspiration from he could
not say. IHe imagined that it must have been
from the Minister for Works whenhe spoke on
the subject in such an autocratic manner last
night. Of course, when the Minister for Lands
spoke in that way it was intelligible ; they could
understand it. The only query now was why the
hon. gentleman did not from the first utter the
same thing, instead of backing and filling in
every way, as he had done, to suit his own
party—accepting amendments in one quarter,
and now putting his foot down and not allowing
amendments in_any shape or form or listening
to reason, Did he think in his wisdom and
experience that the proverbial coach-and-six
could not be driven through the Bill when it
became law? Did he think that the squatter
would not be able, under it, to acquire as
great command over the lands as ever the
pre-emptive right gave him? If he did- not,
before his measure was in force very long he
would find occasion to alter his opinion, He
(My. Palmer) thought, with the hon. member for
Townsville, that it was useless talking, As he
had said already in the course of the debate, the
squatters were in the hands of men who never
showed mercy, and they could expect very little
now. The cry now was, “Down with the
squatters.” The hon. the Minister for Works
had explained that, when he said the squatters
legislated for themselves, he referred to legislation
on the Darling Downs many years ago; but
he (Mr. Palmer) had always understood that the
hon. gentleman was a Darling Downs squatter,
and that when, as he said, they legislated for
themselves and not for agriculturists, there were
no agriculturists in Queensland in those days to
legislate for. But now the hon. gentleman
sald the agriculturists were to legislate for the
squatters; and if that was a sample of the
legislation they were going to give them, all he
could say was that they had better take to the
back tracks for the future.

Question put.

Mr. MIDGLEY said, for his own guidance, he
would like to ask if, in the division about to be
taken, they were dividing on the whole clause, or
upon subsection (a).

HonouraBLE MEMBERS : On subsection (b).

Mr. MIDGLEY : There has been no division
upon subsection («) yet.

Mr. MACDONALD-PATERSON said he
quite agreed with the amendment moved by the

use any hon, member moving any amendment  hon, memher for Logan, He thought £640 was
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an ample amount to be enforced by the Govern-
ment to be expended in improvements to enable
a squatter to make application for his pre-emp-
tive. He did not think that the Xlinister for
Lands had answered the point very satisfac-
torily. The hon. gentleman said, in reply to the
hon. member for Logan, that, in his opinion, the
sum mentioned in the proposed new clause was a
fair and proper one to be expended on the land to
be sold by the Government as a pre-emptive ; and,
furthermore, he added that that was the sum
the Government had fixed upon, and there could
be no departure from it. He had great respect
for the opinion of the Minister for Lauds,
but it was the opinion of one man after all ; and
he thought the opinion of the hon. member for
Logan was just as good as that of the Minister
for Lands in that regard. The hon. member
for Logan understood outside squatting, the
interests of the lessees, their rights and their
wrongs, just as well as the Minister for Lands ;
and he (Mr. Macdonald-Paterson) thought the
amendment was one which should commend
itself to the Committee, and which, at any rate,
was entitled to fair consideration.

Mr, MIDGLEY saidif hehad known last night
that it was the intention of the Committee to
divide on subsection (« ), and that that subsection
should be settled by that division, he should have
taken part in it. He certainly understood the
division last night to be on the question of the
omission of the words ‘ portion so sold,”
with the view of inserting the word *‘run.”
Subsection () dealt with a very different
matter from that. He now understood from
hon, members that there was no objection
raised to that subsection; but to his mind
it was the very essence of the whole con-
tention. However, if the other side of the
House were prepared to accept subsection (o }—
that the improvements were to be made within
a certain time—then he had nothing more to
say upon the question.

The How. Stz T. McILWRAITH said they
had, he thought, argued the matter sufficiently
long ; at all events, sufficiently long to show the
dogged determination of the Government to do
injustice in spite of all reason. The hon. the
Minister for Lands had shown that perfectly
plainly. The position hon. members on the
Opposition side had taken up was this:
They held that the pre-emptive right was a
right that was attached to all leases issued to
pastoral lessees under the Act of 1869, and that
neither the present nor any other (Government
had any power, without incurring the responsi-
bility of repudiation, to violate that right. That
was what they had upheld all through. The
present Government took the very opposite
course, and said there was no right, and that
they would wipe out all pretensions to a right by
repealing the H4th section. There was therefore
a clear and definite issue before them. Then the
Minister for Lands brought forward what he con-
sidered a compromise 3 but that compromise had
the same fault that the original motion—which pro-
{)osed to doaway with the 54th section of the Act—
had—namely, that it was repudiation. It was
none the less repudiation because it affected aless
number of men., The men who would escape
under the clause were, he believed, the men who
were not justly entitled to escape. They had no
more right to escape from the position in which
they were placed than those whose rights were
actually proposed to be taken away. In the
proposed compromise offered by the Govern-
ment, a hard-and-fast line had been struck
between the men who had made their improve-
ments up to the present time and those who had
not done so. There was no justification whatever
for that, because the men who had not made their
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improvements up to the present time might have
very good and sufficient reason for not doing so.
No doubt, in many cases there had been good
cause why they should not do so.  One cause, at
all events, was perfectly clear, and that was, that
if a man hadnot the money to make improvements
he could not make them ; and those were the
very class of men whowere tobe deprived of allthe
benefits they were entitled to under the 5ith sec-
tion. All those rights, however, were proposed by
the Government to be wiped away in that compro-
mise. Another class of men whose rights had
not been considered weve those who had not im-
proved up to the extent of 10s. an acre. Their
rights had been wiped out without any reason
at all, implying the same fault-—repudiation on
the part of the Government. Another class of
men whose rights were wiped out were those
who had not had the good fortune to put their
improvements on one spot of ground, on the
2,560 acres, which they intended to pre-empt.
The rights of all those men had been wiped out,
and the right was to be given now to a class of
men who, by good fortune, or by luck, or bylong
purses, had happened to make a certain amount
of improvements on their land at the time the
Minister for Lands took it into his head to wipe
out the rights of those who were justly entitled
tothem. Itwasa compromisethat the Committee
could not, in anything like honour, accept. The
amendment that was moved the night before,
if it bad been carried, might lead to a proper
understanding by which the rights might have
been preserved, and they might have made
a sort of a compromise. But that having
gone, and subsection {«) having gone—by which
the rights of men who had not made improve-
ments up to the present time had gone —all
interest in the amendment had gone for those on
the Opposition. What did anyone cure whether
the amount was reduced from £1,280 to £640, or
not? The most important part was allowed to
be passed withoat anyone moving an amend-
ment on it, aud with the distinet threat of the
Minister for Lands that the Government would
stand doggedly by their determination. It was
repudiation in the grossest form, and it was
not made one single bit better by coming
down and conferring a favour on one par-
ticular class of men. He should like to know
who that class of men were. He had looked
with considerable interest for the details of three
stations out west. One of them had made
improvements to the extent of £17,000 ; another,
improvements to the extent of £14,000 ; and the
other, improvements to the extent of £9,000. The
result that would accrue to them wnder the
clause, if passed, would be that they would not
be entitled to one single selection on either run,
with the exception of one where the head-station
and woolshed stood. Was it not a concession to
some concealed individuals who would manage to
get some benefit under the Act, while all others
would be excluded? The Govermment, in bringing
forward thatclause, had done an immense wrong to
the eolony ; they had done a wrong that would
never be counterbalanced by any right that pre-
emptive rights would possibly do to the country.
The exercise of the right of pre-emption had
been grossly exaggerated. He believed that not
one out of fifty runs that it was possible to
pre-empt—that was, out of 30,000,000 acres it
was possible to pre-empt, as the Minister for
Lands had said—he believed there was not
1,000,000 acres that, under any circumstances,
would be pre-empted. A great evil would
result from that. The evil also that those
pre-emptions had done had heen grossly exag-
gerated, in order to gain some popularity by
having hit the pastoral lessees in a strong
way, and by having given some countenance to
the vapid talk of the Minister for Lands in
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condemning the aggregation of large estates. The
Minister for Lands was condemning his own
colleagues more than he condemmned any class
of men in the Committee. They were not
inelined to accept that compromise, The Min-
ister for Lands had better press on his amend-
ment with the light that he had got; he had
failed all through to defend the position he
had taken up. In the first place, the
Minister for Lands failed to defend the
position he took up when he threatened
to abolish the 54th clause ; then he made =a
bigger failure when he attempted to make a
substitute for it, which wds still repudiation.
There was no logical reason given why that
should stand in the place of the other. He should
like to see the whole clanse wiped out, for the
reason that it would go forth to the world as a
repudiation of the rights of pastoral lessees. It
might have been argued on the same grounds
that there were reasons of State, and some
compromise might have been come to. When
the wrongs that had been done to the pastoral
lessees were considered afterwards, it might
have been argued by those who wanted to
keep up the credit of this colony that that was
done for reasons of big State consideration,
and ought not to have the effect of depre-
ciating the credit of the colony. It might be
supposed by men who could not believe that
repudiation could take place, that a law of that
sort could not be passed without some very strong
reason for it, even although they could not see
it. But when they came to see a mean com-
promise which gave a pre-emptive right to
favoured individuals and wiped out the right
of other pastoral lessees, it stood forth a more
glaring repudiation than ever. The Minister
for Lands tried to give an eloquent answer
that night to the hon. member for Gregory
when he tried to show them that, after all, the
pastoral lessee who, in the outside districts, was
deprived of his right by not having made im-
provements up to the present time, would get a
benefit under the new Act by getting full pay-
ment for the whole of the improvements on the
run when it was taken from him. But there was
no doubt a large class of men who would not be
touched at all. It was only improvements inside
the red line that were affected by the Bill. The
greater portion of the improvements were outside
that line, and the rights of that class of men,
representing Y0 per cent. of the pastoral lessees,
were wiped away at the present time. It did not
touch them ; they stood in the same position
in regard to the Act of 1869 as they did before ;
because their right under the b4th clause was
swept away. They got no benefit from the
Bill ; they had not come under it, and might not
until the termination of their leases. He did
not believe they would come under it; he be-
lieved that its effect would prove to be so detri-
mental to the interests of the colony that it would
be wiped out on the first change of Miuistry.

The PREMIER said that he agreed that the
matter had been sufficiently discussed. The hon,
gentleman had stated plainly the position he took
up; he considered the proposalsof the Government
a repudiation of a right. The Government did
not consider them a repudiation of aright, That
was the difference between them. If it was a
repudiation of a right, the conduct of the Gov-
ernment was wrong ; but they believed implicitly
that there was no right of the kind, and that
instead of repudiation of the right of an indi-
vidual it was a deliberate assertion of the right
of the country, as against the unfounded claim
lately put forward by every pastoral lessee in the
country, that he was entitled to make frechold of,
onan average, one-sixth of his estate. Believing
that, he maintained that they were bound to take
the course they were doing,
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Mr. MOREHEAD : A maximum of one-sixth,

The PREMIETR said the maximum was one-
sixth, he knew—four square wmiiles out of every
block of country, They believed the claim way
entirely unfounded and that the time had come to
assert—not to repudiate the right of-an individual,
but to assert the right of the State. The hon.
gentleman believed that no such assertion as that
should be put forward. TIf that claim had not been
put forward in the manner in which it had been
lately, the attention of the country would not
have been called to it. Many evils slumbered
until attention was called to them by some
person attempting to take undue advantage of
the facilities granted for working those evils,
Now, their attention was called to that evil, and
they conceived it to be their duty to stop it.
They were now dealing with it, and whether
rightly or wrongly would be for the future to
deterinine. The hon. gentleman said he would
have preferred to wipe out the 54th clause of the
Actof 1869 altogether rather than concede a right
to certain individuals. There also, he believed,
the hon. member was utterly wrong, and for this
reason : If there were men in the country who
could fairly say, ‘“We have expended our money
in making buildings, in making improvements in
the country’s landsin the faith that theoseimprove-
ments would belong to us when they were made,
and it would be unfair to deprive us of the right
to carry out the expectation which we formed,”
they should be considered. That was a principle
of law recognised amongst individuals. If an
individual, the owner of a piece of land, allowed
another to make improvements on that land, and
encouraged the expectation that if they were
made he could keep them, the law would compel
the owner of that land to let that man have the
land if he gave a fair price for it. So that in re-
cognising the claims of those persons who could
show that they had made improvements on that
faith, they were not making anty distinction be-
tween classes or repudiating any law, but were
only giving effect to a recognised law of the
country governing transactions between man and
man. That was the concession the Government
proposed to make on rational, logical, and fair
grounds. That was the position the Government
occupied in the matter. He thought hon. gentle-
men thoroughly understood it now, and the Gov-
ernment wege prepared to bear the charge of re-
pudiation and to face the possibility of the Bill
being repealed at an early date, as the Lhon, mems-
ber said.

Mr. MOREHEAD said they had just listened
to the most extraordinary speech that had ever
been delivered by the Premier or by any Premier
in any colony dealing with such a question as
the present. The hon. gentleman had told them
that the clause which the Government were
supporting was simply recognising the law
that existed between man and man —that
was as he put it last night—that certain indivi-
duals had acquired certain moral rights. The
hor. gentleman forgot that the clause which he
was now so zealously advocating §was™a clause
substituted for vne which would utterly destroy
any pre-emptive right whatever, He forgot that
altogether. Where was the law that existed
recognising the right between man and man
when he brought in the 6th clause of the pre-
sent measure? When did that new departure
come upon the hon. member? That 6th clause
existed when the hon. member brought down the
Bill, and it existed until within the last few
days. He again asked the Premier where was
the consideration of the law which existed
between man and man when that 6th clause
was introduced? It was one of those sudden
and wonderful discoveries on the part of the
Premier which, although it did not surprise
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them, at any rate did not raise him in the eves
of hon. members of that Committee or of the
people, as a statesman. The hon. gentleman
came down with that Bill, and with his heaven-
born Minister for Lands, to remedy a.great in-
justice which the country was suffering under—
the existence of the pre-emptive right. That, he
had led them to believe, was one of the great
principles of the Bili—the repeal of the pre-emp-
tive right. What happened then ? Within the
last few days the hon. gentleman, hearing an ex-
pression of opinion from hon. members on both
sides of the Committee that they were in-
disposed to go in for repudiation, drafted those
amendments on the principle of giving justice
between man and man. But where would have
been the justice between man and man if the
hon. member had had a facile majority at his
back to carry the original 6th clause? They
would have heard nothing then of the justice
between man and man. The hon. member’s
idea of the right and justice between man
and man was this: that the man who had
money, and was able to put up improve-
ments, was to have the justice from that
Liberal Government—the friends of the horny-
handed sons of toil. They were to have
the justice, and the poor men who were not in
that position were not to receive justice at the
hands of the Government. A great deal had
been said about the red line, and it had been
pointed out that the reason certain leaseholders
were included in the leg-of-mutton-shaped sche-
dule was that they received special advantages
and therefore had been specially dealt with

They should also have been specially dealt with
in this case. Let that clause, if it was to go at
all—if there was to be repudiation in that
modified form—let it apply to those inside
the schedule as well as to those outside it.
That was to say, let the pre-emptive right,
as it at present existed, exist for those out-
side, and_ let those inside, the specially
favoured—if the clause was to go at all—suffer
also from that modified formn of repudiation.
The hon. the Premier and the Minister for
Lands, while acting on the ground that those
inside the schedule had been put in there
because they were specially favoured, swept all
others in the same net with them in so far as the
pre-emptive right was concerned. There might
be some possible reason why that"might suit
some capitalists interested, who might possibly
have made their improvements to such an extent
that they would be able, under that clause, to
do what was known in New South Wales as
‘ peacocking” the country. That was, that
they might select ; the rich man who had an
opportunity of improving his runs might have
the opportunity of entirely stopping any prospect
of selection by the people, by selecting himself all
the water, and such improvements as dams for
the conservation of water, and so forth ; and he
might thus prevent settlement uwpon his run.
He could understand that very well, but he could
not understand how a Liberal Government could
bring in such a measure, or support such a
clause, which, as he had said over and over
again, and as other hon. members had also said,
could only be in the interests of capitalists,
and of the wealthy men and corporations
who had been enabled to develop their runs.
He supposed, as they had been told by the
Minister for Lands, that the Government would
not accept any amendments in the clause.
Though they had accepted an amendment which
completely altered the complexion of the whole
measure, they would not consent to any alteration
in the clause which they had adopted in a way
that he thought was not at all creditable to
them. The Premier had said that the clause was
intended to give fair play between man and
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man. The whole of his argument tended to
show that the pre-emptive was justified by a
man having spent so much money under certain
circumstances ; yet he had allowed a clause to
be inserted which did not even give that modified
justice which he now pretended to affect.

Mr. STEVENS said that, having ascertained
that the Government had no intention of
receiving any further amendments, and seeing
therefore that it would be a waste of time to go
on with any, he begged to withdraw the amend-
ment he had moved.

Amendment withdrawn accordingly.

Mr. McWHANNELL said he was not in the
House when the hon. member for Logan pro-
posed his amendment, but he stated previously
with regard to subsection (b ) that he did not move
an amendment on it, because he wanted to know
the feelings of the Committee, or at least the
feelings of hon. members on the opposite side,
with regard to the clause. Seeing that a few
members were inclined to give the clause some
consideration, he begged to propose, as an amend-
ment, that the words “ before the passing of
this Act” be omitted, with the view of inserting
 within two years after the passing of this
Act.” He thought the clause had been dis-
cussed sufliciently to allow hon. members on
both sides to understand its meaning, and he
would, therefore, not take up time by speaking on
it further.

Mr. MIDGLEY said that on that matter
both he and other hon, members on that side
were under a misapprehension. To decide that
pre-emption should be granted, and where im-
provements should be made, was a different
matter from deciding that it should not be
granted except under conditionslaid down in sub-
section («). The hon. member for Rockhampton
(Mr. Higson), with whom he had had no conver-
sation on the subject, voluntarily, and out of the
fulness of his heart, told him that he should vote
against taking away the pre-emptive right from
the squatters. But what opportunity had they
had to do so? There was evidently a serious
misapprehension. * If the matter came to a
division he should not vote as he did last night.
He considered that to grant pre-emptions for
improvements made, and where they were made,
was a totally different matter from what they
were discussing now.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
could not accept the amendment the hon. mem-
ber for Gregory had proposed. To fix a period
of two years would be an element of danger. He
had pointed out before that pre-emption should
only exist for a limited time, and, in fact, the
sooner it was done away with the better for the
interests of the colony generally.

Mr. McWHANNELL said he did not think
the Minister for Lands had taken into considera-
tion the receipt of applications from distant
parts of the colony. The Bill would probably
be passed within two months from the_prese.nt,
and as that part which they were now discussing
would come into force at once, there would
scarcely be time for applications to come from
distant parts of the colony. The hon. gentle-
man, therefore, was not giving people in the
western country time to send applications to
protect improvements—improvements that might
have been made for years. He hoped hon.
members opposite would take that view of the
case. If there was any sense of justice at all
they would agree to the amendment, which he
considered was a very reasonable one indeed.
He had only asked for a limited time, and he
thought the Minister for Lands might have
given way. :
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Mr. WALLACE said he thought the amend-
ment was a very fair and reasonable one, and
that Ministers should give way on the point. It
was a matter of impossibility for improvements
to be carried out in the time stipulated—namely,
six months. It would, he was sure, take fully
two years to complete the improvements neces-
sary to comply with the provision.

The PREMIER said he would point out, in
respect to what had fallen from the hon. member
who had just sat down, that his argument was
based on the idea that improvements were to be
made for the purpose of securing the land;
whereas the Act said that pre-emption was to
secure the improvements already made. The
hon. member said it would take two years to
make the improvements necessary to secure the
land ; but he (the Premier) was sure they did
not want to encourage land being secured by
that means.

Mr. GOVETT said he should like to ask how
a squatter was to know where to put improve-
ments so that they would be approved by the
Government. That was a question to be con-
sidered, supposing they were allowed six months
or two years. As he understood it, as stated
in the Act of 1869, it was this : A man had
the whole term of his lease to make improve-
ments, and after he had made them he had the
right of applying for land to secure them. He
should like now to ask, if the time allowed was
only six months or even two years, how were
they to proceed in getting the necessary improve-
ments on the exact spot that the Government
would allow ?

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the clause—put and
passed.

Question—That the new clause as read be
clause 6 of the Bill—put and passed.

On clause 7—‘Repeal of Acts in second
schedule”—

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that the
clause would require a slight amendment conse-
quent upon the adoption of the last new clause.
He therefore moved that there be added at the
end of the clause the words “except in accord-
ance with the provisions of the last preceding
section.”

Amendment put and passed; and clause, as
amended, put and passed.

Clauses 8, 9, and 10 passed as printed.

On clause 11, as follows :—

“There shall be constituted for the purposes of this
Act a board, to be called the land board, consisting of
two fit and proper persons, appointed from time to time
by the Governor in Council by commission under his
hand and the Great Seal of the Colony. The board shall
have and exercise the powers and duties hereinafter
prescribed.

A“ This section takes effect from the passing of this
ct.”

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said it was
pointed out, on the second reading of the Bill,
that it would be necessary to make some slight
alteration in the working of that part of the
measure, and he therefore proposed to insert two
new clauses after clause 18, The first one read
as follows +—

TUpon the application of any person aggrieved by a
decision of the board, the Governor in Council may
remit the matter to the board for reconsideration.

The board shall thereupon appoint a day for rehear-
ing the matter in open court, and shall proceed to a
rehearing theveof acecordingly.

5 Tllle decision of the board on a rehearing shall be
nal.

The purpose of that was to correct any possible

mistake from any defect in the evidence or the

inability of the board to come to a satisfactory

conclusion on any matter, The new clause
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would enable the board to rehear a motion, and
therefore to do justice, which they might not
have been able to do on the fivst occasion.  The
next clause was as follows :—

If the members of the board certify to the Minister
that they are unable to agree upon any question, the
¢uestion shall be referred to the Minister for decision.

Every question referred by the board to the Minister,
the decision npon which ought to be pronounced by the
hoard in open court, shall be heard and determined by
the Minister sitting in open court at Brisbane, with the
assistance of the members of the hoard, and his decision
shall be pronounced with the reasons thereof in open
court,

The decision of the Minister shall be final.

TFor the purposes of hearing and determining any

such question the Minister shall have and may exercise
the same powers as are hereinbefore conferred upon
the hoard.
So that in that case the Minister would be em-
powered—if the board intimated their inability to
determine any question, if they could not agree
upon it and referred the matter to him—to
decide the question, and his decision must be
given in open court in the same manner as the
decision of the land board had to be given. He
mentioned that matter now to show how any
difficulty that might arise through the members
of the board disagreeing might be dealt with.
The board only consisted of two persons, and no
provision was made in the Bill for any case in
which they might not agree. The new clause
would meet that difficulty. He moved that
clause 11, as read, stand part of the Bill.

The Hovx. Sz T. McILWRAITH said it
was now six weeks since the Bill was put before
the country. He knew it was more than a
month since he had spoken on it, and a good
many objections were pointed out in various
clauses in which hon. members on that side
differed in principle from the position taken up
by the Minister for Lands. He thought the
C):)mmi’ctee had just causeto complain of the way
in which the amendments of the Minister for
Lands were actually shied at the Committee.
The hon. gentleman had had the weakness in
clause 11 pointed out to him six weeks ago, and
had had all that time to deliberate as to what
remedy he would propose for the deficiencies so
clearly indicated on the second reading of the
Bill, and he came down that night and gave them
the new clauses for the first time. He (Hon.
Sir T. McIlwraith) had never seen them before.
The hon. gentleman said, *° We will inake a pro-
posal that will make clause 11 more acceptable,”
but he had never given the Committee the
slightest intimation that he was inclined to move
an amendment such as he had just read. That
was not the way an important Bill should go
through the Committee. As soon as a Minister
made up his mind on an alteration or addition—
and he ought to make it up as soon as possible—
he should give intimation of the change to the
Committee. The new clauses were an impor-
tant addition to clause 11, and were brought
forward without the slightest intimation. The
messenger of the House actually handed
them round to hon. members as clause 11
was being proposed. That was just of a piece
with the amendment that the Committee had
just dealt with, Ahyone who had seen the
position taken up by the Minister for Lands in
regard to clause 6 would have said the hon.
gentleman would never accept an amendment
on it ; but an amendment was brought forward
by the Government themselves, of course under
the pretence that it was introduced by an inde-
pendent member, altering very considerably their
own Bill. If the Premier did not see the mis-
take thathe wasmakingin conductingthe Govern-
ment business, everyoneelsein the Committee did.
Thehon. gentleman wasdoingeverything he could

todelay thebusiness, He(Hon, Sie'T, McIlwraith)
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remembered the Minister for Lands propounding
the extraordinary doctrine that he could not see
how two men could disagree on the board. But
after six weeks’ deliberation the hon. gentleman
had come to the conclusion that they might not
agree, and now proposed to add two new clauses
to the Bill He (Hon. Sir T. MecIlwraith)
objected to the land board altogether, for the
reason he gave when he spoke on the second
reading of the Bill. He believed, himself, that
centralisation was about the worst form of
government they could have in any country.
They had gone a long way towards de-
centralisation when they passed the Divisional
Boards Act. He had hoped that their legis-
lation  would proceed further in the same
direction, and he thought they had a good chance
in applying that principle to the land adminis-
tration, He said it was absolutely impossible
for two commissioners, sitting in Brisbane, or
travelling all over the colony, to do one tithe of
the work they would have to dounder that Land
Bill. That they would not do it was clear to
anyone who had read the Bill. He went further
and said he thought the country would derive
great benefit by adopting a system similar to
that adopted in New South Wales, and giving
the people in every district an interest in seeing
that the lands were well disposed of. There
had not, in_his opinion, ever been passed in any
of the colonies ameasure giving greater facilities
for dummying than the Bill before the Committee,
and he believed the best preservative against
that evil was to give the people in each district
the power of dealing with the lands. They were
on the spot and were the best judges of whether
applications were bond fide or not. The two men
who would compose the board would be appointed
by the Government, and, although it was said
that they were not to be removable by the Gov-
ernment, they were actually removable by a Gov-
ernment when it was strong enough. He did
not think such a board was a fit instrument to
work a Bill of that sort. He thought the
powers given to them were far too great.
He believed that no two men, and no ten men,
could do the work thrown upon them by the
Bill. He would propose, therefore, to lighten
their work by making local land boards, where
the Government would have the power of nomi-
nation, and where the distriet could also nomi-
nate to a certain extent. He believed the
(tovernmentt would preserve their own interests
in that way, and the localities could preserve
theirs. He would prepare an amendment with
that object.

The PREMIER said that no doubt it would
have been more convenient if the amendments
about to be proposed by the hon. the Minister
for Lands had been notified to the Committee
earlier ; but the Government had had to take
into very careful and anxious consideration a
great number of arguments in connection with
the land board, which had been raised during
the debate on the second reading, and a great
number of opinions which had been expressed on
the subject at that time. One opinion expressed
by members on both sides, which deserved and
had received very serious consideration, was
that there should be an appeal from the land
board to the Minister. Another question was
raised as tothe danger of the two members of the
board disagreeing ; and one of the solutions of
the difficulty suggested was that there should be
three instead of two. Much might be said in
favour of that, because then they could always
be sure of a majority ; but, on the other hand,
there would be less sense of responsibility, as
each member would know the other two could
overrule him. That, too, was considered
very carefully. Then the question arose, if
appeal to the Minister were not allowed,
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whether any provision should be made for
correcting decisions of the board which the

Government might think were primd facie
erroneous. 1t was all very well to say that all

those matters should have been settled weeks
ago. If they had been, the Committee would have
received earlier intimation of it; but the means
by which the Government proposed to solve the
difficulties which arose were determined upon
only afterlong deliberation. He did not feel at ali
ashamed that the Government had not seen all
those difficulties at first. No important measure
of the kind could be introduced withount light
being thrown upon it, and matters for serious
consideration suggested, during debate. Frrors
were pointed out which could not have oc-
curred to the six or seven men who set their
heads together to frame the measure, and so he
was not in the least ashamed at being able to
make and agree to amendments in matters of
that kind. He was very sorry that they had
not been able to notify to the Committee at an
earlier period the amendments they proposed to
make, Passing from that to the suggestion
made by the hon. leader of the Opposition,
which he had stated his intention of embodying
in an amendment— the formation of local
boards—the hon. gentleman had spoken of that
during the debate on the second reading, and
unforfunately it was a matter which he (the
Premier) had forgotten to refer to in his reply.
He admitted that there were many countries in
which the system of local land boards would be
useful; but when they considered the kind of
tenure proposed to be given by the Bill before
them he fancied they would see how difficult it
would be to get suitable persons to perform the
necessary functions. Would they propose a
jury of pastoral tenants to fix the rents paid
to the Crown? He did not think that would
be satisfactory. If the rents were to be re-
ceived by the local boards for local purposes
theiv interests would not confliet with their
duty ; but to allow the tenants to fix the rents
and also to assess compensation would hardly—in
view of the fact that the interest of the tenants
was to keep their rents.-as low as possible and
their compensation as high as possible—be the
best means of arriving at satisfactory valuations
in the interests of the country. He did not
think the time was ripe in this colony for

those matters to be dealt with by local
boards. Kven in regard to such matters as
dummying, he doubted very much whether

they could be best dealt with by local boards.
The system adopted in this colony, up to the
present time, of having local courts, presided over
by the land commissioner, had been found to
work very well. It was a decentralising system ;
and evidence was required to be given orally in
open court, in the presence of the public and the
Press; so that all the commissioner did was
done in the light of day, and could be com-
mented upon in case of any miscarriage of justice.
The Government proposed to continue that
system, and the eommissioner would perform all
those functions in his district publicly as hereto-
fore. He did not think it was desirable at
present, especially at the initiation of a new
system, to introduce the local land boards. To
begin with, in many parts of the country the
local board would necessarily be composed of
pastoral tenants or Government officers. He
did not think the pastoral tenants would be the
best persons to entrust with the duty of fixing the
rents for themselves or for the grazing farmers
or agricultural farmers in their districts. He
was sorry he had not said that, as he intended to
do, when replying to the hon. gentleman’s speech
on the second reading ; but he entirely forgot
to refer to the matter at that time. With
regard to the amendment of the hon. member, he
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presumed the local boards were proposed as a
substitute for the commissioners. If so it should
be introduced at a later part of the Bill, as it
would not interfere with the land board.

The Hox. Sizk T, McILWRAITH said he
gave the Premier and the Government all due
credit for having deliberated on the clauses of
the Bill, and haviug paid the greatest attention
to the suggestions which had been made ; but
could the hon, gentleman not see that, if it took
the Governmment six weeks to come to a con-
clusion on facts which had heen put before
them, he could not ask the Committee hwrriedly
to pass a clause of the sort now proposed?
Here they had the Goverminent cowming for-
ward with whal was practically a new scheme,
meeting several of the objections which had
Teen raised to the Bill. Had the members on
his side known of those alterations before,
the position they took up would have been con-
siderably modified. The hon. gentleman had
not given them any reason why they should not
have had those amendinents 2 considerable time
before. At all events it was a misfortune to the
Comunittee, and a misfortune to the Government,
that they could not put forward their business in
the practical way in which Government business
should be put forward. The hon. member had
made a very practical objection to the proposi-
tion to establish local boards—that it would
be a wrong thing for a board of tenants
to fix their own rents; but he had not the
slightest intention of delegating to them that
power, so that that objection went at once.
The other point was that if the principle
were to be applied in the squatting districts it
would not be a proper thing for the local board
t0 consist of squatters, where so much squatting
land was to be dealt with. His answer to that
was that surely the Government did hot contem-
plate that it should be applied in squatting
districts only ! The hon. gentleman was still in
his cave, looking out of the little hole. He said
there would be a larger number of squattages than
there were before—but still squattages. The
kind of men he would like to see on the local
land hoards were the men who were elected on
the divisional boards at- the present time,
He was glad to see squatters take just as
active a part in it as other men, consistent
with their various duties ; and in all districts of
the colony he saw men of all classes coming in
and assisting on these divisional boards, and if
they did it in spending what was one-third their
own money and two-thirds Government money,
surely they could trust them to administer a
very large portion of the duties connected with
the administration of the land ! The duties he
would prescribe in his amendment would
consist of a large portion, which he would
schedule, of those of the proposed land board,
barring, of course, those which, from the very
nature of things, they were mnot competent to
perform, such as fixing their rents. Following
on that, of course, would be the land board
over which the Minister for Lands would preside
in open court. There ought to be a land court
in Brisbane and the Minister should preside
there: but that would follow. In the mean-
time he would submit his amendment as a test
of the principle of local self-government in
connection with land. He therefore moved that
all the words in the clause between the word
‘““constituted ” in the 3lst line and the word
““this” in the 37th line be omitted, with a view
of inserting the following :—

In each district. for the purpose of this Aet, a land
hoard consisting of not less than three nor more than
seven (it and proper persons, to bhe from time to time
elected hy the municipal or divisional ratepayers, us the
case uay be, of each said distrjet in accordance with
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the regulations prescribed in the schedule of this Act.
The board shall have and exercise the duties hereinafter
prescribed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that,
much as he approved of the general principle
of decentralisation in government, he certainly
could not see how such a proposition as that
made by the leader of the Opposition—such a
cumbrous one—could possibly work .in any
district. Where were the tien to be got from to
carry out the provisions of a law of that kind,
who were resident in the district and were all
desirous of obtaining land? Kven with the divi-
sional boards it was one of the great defects of
the Local Government Act that there was a
tendency, in certain districts, for the men who
resided in the neighbouring districts to get the
power into their own hands. He did not mean
to say that power was very great, because they
had not very great opportunities. Still it did
mischief, and if they were allowed to exercise
the power that the proposed board would have
they would do avery great deal of mischief. How
could men in the squatting districts of the
colony deal with the squatters’ rents and do
everything of that kind 7 Was it to be done by
the squatters, or by the storekeepers, publicans,
auctivneers, and other persons in business in
town? He did not understand whether they
should be elected by the people of the district.

The Hon. Str T. McILWRAITH : It says so.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
might lead to still greater difficulties, If the
Government had the nomination of a board of
three, four, or five, it would possibly be more
workable and less liable to abuse. The people
would have the power within themselves to pre-
vent the possibility of any law being carried out
in its integrity. They knew that in all country
districts where there was only a small society or
community, and men had been elected to do
work of that kind, they always broke up into
little cliques. That had always been the case—
one set of men working in one direction and
another set in another. Considering the tempta-
tions there would be to wrong-doing in the ad-
ministration of the duties of a land board, it was
altogether too dangerous a power to give. That
was one of the matters in which centralisation,
defective as it might be in many respects, was
most effective ; because it controlled its outside
duties, and its work was always subject to super-
vision, There was no work done in the board
office that was free from public inspection.
They had to give their decisions in open court,
and not as in former times, when the suggestions
or decisions had to be sent down to the Minister
for approval, and nobody knew anything about
them except the persons immediately interested,
and the particulars of which could only be
known by some hon. member calling for papers
in the House. In the proposed board, if any-
body objected to the course taken by the com-
missioner, the latter had to give his reasons in
open court. A publicity would be given to the
board’s proceedings which had never hitherto
existed, and publicity which was impossible to
many existing divisional boards. In some
country districts there was no Press, and
local bodies did pretty much as they liked,
unless some person took more trouble than
others, brought to light their wrong-doings, and
urged the (xovernment to interfere. There were
instances in which divisional boards had gone to
the trouble of putting up stockyards in other
districts for the convenience of travellers from
their own districts, which was clearly an illegal
thing to do.  Still they thought they were doing
right, and there was nobody to say them nay.
But that was trifling as compared with the work
the land boards would have to do, and the
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corrupting influences that would be brought to
bear upon them. That was enough in itself to
condemn the amendment. He thoroughly be-
lieved in a board constituted as was proposed by
the Bill, and not open to any influences outside
their work. To say that all men were open to
corrupting and improper influences was but to
say that they were human; but in a posi-
tion where there was positively no temp-
tation to do wrong, even an average man
would choose the right course, because he
had nothing to gain by choosing the wrong one.
Local bodies, on the other hand, were liablc to
all the petty influences which now disturbed the
ordinary course of justice in matters committed
to their charge.

The Hox. S1r T. McILWRAITH said that if
the Minister for Lands had looked at the hon.
member for Bundanba (Mr. Foote), instead of
looking at him, he would have talked on for
another half-hour, That hon. member coloured
up with delight when he heard the Minister for
Lands repeating the old speeches he himself used
to make against divisional boards. The hon.
member had kept up his antipathy to those local
bodies ever since, and he almost jumped off his
seat with delight when he heard the Minister
for Lands running down the best effort at self-
government that had ever been made in the
colony. 'The hon. gentleman had just repeated
the arguments which the ““old fogies,” as they
used to call them, used against the Local Gov-
ernment Act in 1879, It was then said that
everything was going tobe a failure if the central
power was taken away from Brisbane. But
nothing of the kind had happened, and men had
been found in almost every district of the
colony capable of managing their local affairs
a great deal better than ever they were managed
before. It was quite possible that in some
uncivilised district, known only to the Minister
for Lands, a divisional board had put up a
stockyard where it should not have been, but
the fact remained that it was one of the
grandest Acts ever passed ; and the hon. gentle-
man in opposing the amendment was driven to
denounce local self-government, and to reproduce
the arguments that were used years ago by the
hon. member for Bundanba. That hon. member
saw no doubt a glorious vision in the vista of
the future, of Ipswich occupying its old position
— Brisbane having the power, and Ipswich
swaying Brisbane. He hoped it would be a long
time before that state of things recurred, and
it certainly would be as long as the divisional
boards lasted ; and it would be put off still
further if they further developed local self-
government in the way now proposed. The
hon. gentleman’s contention that they could not
find suitable men for the purpose within the red
line was mnot correct, because that part of the
country already possessed numerous divisional
boards manned by capable men. He had in-
serted in his proposition that the local board
should consist of from three to seven memn-
bers, and it was competent for the Committee
to decide upon any particular number. Sup-
pose they decided that five should be the number,
would the hon. gentleman tell him that in each
of those districts five competent men could not
be found to perform the duties required of a local
1and board, and men to whose interests it would
be to perform those duties properly ? No doubt
those men would be liable to certain influences.
They would be liable to look after their own
interests very much, as town councillors and
members of divisional boards were inclined to
look after the interests of their particular dis-
tricts. That was one of the weaknesses of
humanity, but it was no argument against local
self-government, because if they went to the
other extreme, and centralised all power in
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the Government, they got the same corrup-
tion at ten times the expense. They could
balance the possible corruption of a local
board against the actual and positive certainty
of the same kind of corruption in a board con-
stituted as the Bill proposed. The Minister for
Lands shook his head, remembering no doubt the
iniquity of the divisional board that had put up
the stockyard in the wrong place. He (Hon. Sir T.
Mellwraith) would rather have himself paid the
£10 that that structure no doubt cost than allow
a thing of that sort tostand as atangible obstruc-
tion in the path of the hon. gentleman’s political
education. But no doubt the hon., gentleman
would now have better views on the subject,
especially if he kept out of the company of the
hon. member for Bundanba.

Mr, FOOTE said he fully endorsed all that
the Minister for Lands had said. The pro-
posed local boards would be elected by the
very same people as the divisional boards, and
consquently they might expect similar results
from their labours. The experience of the
Minister for Lands with regard to divisional
boards had evidently been the same as his own.
The hon. gentleman had not merely driven
around Brisbane, where there were a few good
roads, but he had gone into the country; and
whoever had gone into the country must have
had the same practical experience as himself
(Mr, Foote). He approved of the principle of
local self-government, so far as this : that it was
a good thing for a body of people to be able to
govern themselves. The system was especially
good for the Government, because when the
Government had sole control over all parts of the
colony great ravages were made in the revenue,
and they must have felt the burden very much.
In that sense the move was a good one; that
was to say, jransferring the responsibility from
off the Government to the people, and enabling
them to tax themselves, say one-third, while the
Government gave them two-thirds. But he
should be very sorry to see the lands of
the colony placed 1n similar hands. Of
course, if it could be shown that there could
be boards established throughout the different
districts of the colony that would work well,
and have that decentralising effect which they
would all like to see brought about as much as
possible, it might possibly answer. But for his
own part he could not see how the system would
work, He was quite delighted with the allusion
that had been made by the hon. the leader of
the Opposition, to the fact that he (Mr. Foote)
had, in his hon. friend the Minister for Lands, a
gentleman whohad the same experience ashimself,
and held the same opinion as he did with regard
to their system of local government. He highly
approved of the new clause introduced by the
Minister for Lands. It was one of the points he
contended for on the second reading of the Bill,
because he could not see how the measure
would work without having some court of
appeal. The amendment cleared up that
point ; but he could not at present see how
the land boards proposed by the hon. the
leader of the Opposition would work. Perhaps as
the discussion went on light might dawn upon his
mind ; but holding the opinion he did, andseeing,
as he had already stated, that the boards, if
elective, mustbe elected by thesame people—that
they would be constituted of the same class of
men and the same class of intelligence as the
divisional boards—he should very much fear to
see such power placed in their hands.

Mr. ARCHTR said he was not at all surprised
to hear the speech just made by the hon. member
for Bundanba. Although that hon. member
represented the electorate of Bundanba, he was
a resident of Ipswich; and for many years the
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representatives of that place used to be called the
pets or the darlings of the Government. They
possessed such power in the House before the
divisional boards were established, that they had
things all their own way, and it was therefore
not surprising that they should see no benefit in
divisional boards, when by their establishment
they had ceased to have the power of diverting the
revenue of the wholeof Queensland into their own
district, and found that they were limited to their
own means to a great extent for local purposes.
He remembered, the first session he was in the
House, that nothing disgusted him more than
the long discussion that took place on roads
and bridges. A very distinguished gentleman,
who had made a name for hiraself since then—
Mr. George Thorn—entered the House at the
same time, and he actually kept the whole
House for an hour talking about some beastly
place near Ipswich called “‘the Leg-of-mutton
‘Waterhole,” that he wanted drained. On that
occasion they found the whole Assembly of the
Parliament of Queensland discussing some defect
about a paltry waterhole near Ipswich, which
it required the whole intellect of the colony
to remedy. Of course those hon. gentlemen,
who were accustomed to that sort of thing,
saw no benefit whatever in divisional boards ;
but those who were not the pets, but the step-
children, of the Government, saw very great
benefit in those boards. They were able to
spend their own funds and to get a fair share of
what was going as well. He denied in toto that
the divisional boards had been a failure. They
might, perhaps, have led to less money being ex-
pended in the districts about Brisbane, but they
had certainly led to great benefit to the people.
The revenue had been very properly adminis-
tered in most cases. He knew that under the
Gogango Divisional Board, in his district, they
had more roads made and more bridges con-
structed than they ever had before; and they
had not even applied to the Government for a
loan to carry out those works. He therefore—
not having been a petted child of the Govern-
ment, as the people of Tpswich were in days
gone by—felt that the divisional boards had been
of enormous benefit to that part of the country
in which he resided. And he would say
further that the people j—at all events in most
cases that he knew of—he did not speak of any
others ;—should not be spoken of in the
way they had been by the member for
Bundanba, who said that the proposed land
boards would have to be elected by people
possessing the same class of intellect as the
people who elected the divisional boards.
‘What class of people were elected in this part
of the colony he could not say; but the hon.
member for Fortitude Valley appeared to be a
very shrewd man, and a man who would bring
common sense to bear if appointed on a land
board instead of a divisional board. He did
not know many other men who took part in the
working of the divisional boards about Brisbane,
but he knew that in a great many districts there
were remarkably good divisional boards who
administered the funds of the divisions, not only
justly, but with economy and good sense, and
had given to the people much better roads than
they would have had if they had remained
under the old system. The Minister for Lands
had spoken of the divisional boards as having
made a great many mistakes. He (M.
Archer) would not say that they had not made
mistakes ; but he questioned very much whether
they had made more mistakes, or committed
more blunders, or expended more money use-
lessly, than the department did before they
took over the work., Was it an fmprovenient,
or was it not, that the work had been taken out
of the hands of the Government and put into the
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hands of the people? That was really where the
question came in. Hon. members on that side of
the Committee did not believe that the adminis-
tration of the Bill should be left to the board as
proposed by the Minister for Lands, They did not
suppose for a moment that if the board was
elected it would be faultless; but they did
believe that, from the local knowledge those
hoards would possess, there would be far fewer
faults committed than if the board was a
centralised power in Brisbane. That wasto say
that it would be in the case of the public
lands as was now the case with the roads
of the colony—that the law could be adminis-
tered by the people who were cognisant of the
district in which they were working, and that
they would not only carry it out with far less
cost to the Government, but would tend to
decentralise the great and growing department
of the Minister for Lands. In fact it would be
a school for educating people into looking after
the business of the country, which was prac-
tically their own business. He insisted, there-
fore, that an elective board of the kind proposed
would be the most suitable thing to introduce,
particularly in a measure like the one under
discussion, which was a completely new de-
parture in the administration of the Lands De-
partment. As for saying that there was not
intellect enough to be found in the different
divisions to carry out the Act, that was not for a
moment to be thought of. He was sure there
was plenty of intellect to be found there, quite
equal to the average intellect of members of that
House. But he would ask the Minister for Lands
how were the people interested to decide the rent ?
The hon. member for Mulgiave said distinctly
that another clause would have to be added
defining the power of the board, if the Bill was
to be administered by them; and he especially
mentioned that the rent would not be one of the
things they would have to settle. He under-
stood the hon. member for Mulgrave to say that
there would have to be a clause stating distinctly
the work that would be given to the boards to
fulfil, and that the assessment of rates would
certainly not be one of them. He did not say
the boards ought to have that power, but as
much of the administration of the Bill as could
possibly be left in the hands of local people
ought to be so left. It would not only relieve
the department of an immense amount of work,
but it would probably enable them to administer
the Bill a great deal better than if it were kept
in a centralised department.

The COLONTAL TREASURER said that
the hon. member’s eulogy of local boards was a
key-note which furnished a valid objection
to the amendment of the hon. member for
Mulgrave. He did not propose to enter into any
discussion of the merits of local boards, but
would merely observe en passent that what-
ever excellence they might have shown up to
now had been chiefly exhibited through a very”
liberal lubrication by the Treasury. The hon.
gentleman (Mr, Archer) seemed entirely to
ignore the fact that boards, in their initiatory
works, had been very largely subsidised by the
Government, both by aliberal endowment and by
the fact that they had been treated liberally in
the way of loans. The boards had, therefore, at
the outset of their career been largely lubricated
by the Treasury;so that hon. members should
not forget, whatever excellence boards might
have exhibited, it was chiefly due to the
large amount of money with which they had
been assisted; and, as far as his observation
went, he thought that divisional boards showed
a great desire to increase their applications
to the Treasury. He took it that in the amend-
ment proposed by the hon. member for Mul-
grave, giving them opportunity to make a still
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further demand on the Treasury. they were in
effect creating a spirit of hunger for a portion
of the consolidated revenue of the enlony which
was obtained from their public lands. He
thought decentralisation would be extended to
the Treasury ; and, having once allowed them
to deal with the public lands, the next phase
would be that they would make applications to
the Treasury to administer the revenue derived
from those lands. He certainly objected to
that at the outset, and he trusted there was no
intention to divert from tlic consolidated revenue
the very large amount of annual income which
was derived frow their real estate. Kvenif there
were no other objections to the establishing of
those provincial Loards, in connection with the
lands of the colony, he saw this grave objection
looming in the future, that onee having entrusted
them with the administration, the absorption by
thent of the land revenue of the colony would
surely follow.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that he objected to
hurried amendments, whether they came from
one side of the Committee or from the other,
and he most distinetly objected that they should
have a new surprise sprung on them that night
by the Minister for Lands. No sooner had the
amendment proposed by the hon. member for
Stanley (Mr. Kellett) been disposed of, than
another new amendment was placed before them.
He asked the Government whether that was
fair play, and whether it was a nice way to deal
with such a large public question as that of
the public lands of the colony. They had had
no indication from the Minister for Lands of his
intention to bring in such an amendment, nor
did he indicate in any way that he would shift
from the position he had taken up. The hon.
gentleman told them a short time ago that
he had put his foot down and that he would
accept no further amendments; yet, within a
few minutes of having made that assertion, he
consented to an amendment which was a great
deviation from the prineciple contained in the
original Bill. As far as the new clause of the
Bill—to follow clause 18—was concerned, it
might be best described as an appeal from
Philip drunk to Philip sober. The new clause
was that—

“Upon the application of any person aggrieved by a
decision of the board the Governor in Council may
remit the matter to the hoard for reconsideration.

“The board shall thereupon appoint a day for re-
hearing the matterin open court, and shall proceed to
a rehearing thereof aceordingly.

“The decision of the bourd on a rehearing shall be

final.”
It meant that they were to send back to those
who had come to a decision, and ask them
whether they adhered to that decision, and if
they said *‘ Yes” it was final. He objected that
hon. members should be treated in that way.
A measure to deal with the public lands of the
“colony should have been brought up as a well-
conceived and intelligible scheme. Yet night
after night, and hour after hour, they had certain
surprising amendments sent in, and one of the
consequent results was that a hurried amendment
bhad to be drafted by the hon. leader of the
Opposition. )

The PREMIER: Why?

Mr. MOREHEAD : Because this was only
put into our hands half-an-hour ago.

The PREMIER : The amendment has nothing
whatever to do with that.

Mr. MOREHEAD : The Premier, surely, could
not haveread eventhe clausesthat were contained
in the Bill, or he would have known that the
amendment of the leader of the Opposition did
deal with it as much as the new clause dealt
with the powers of boards. He did not say
that he was atall in accord with the principle of
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divisional boards as applied to those hoards,
any more than he believed in the principle that
was contained in Part IL of the admin.
istration of the Land Bill. He was a believer
in neither one nor the other, and he thought,
seeing that they had come to a definite con-
clusion—so far as that Committee was concerned
—as regarded the first portion of the Bill, they
should have time to consider amendments that
were placed in their hands only half-an-hour
before ; they should have time to fully cousider
the effect of those amendments, before they
should be ssked to go on with a Bill which was
one of aterial importance to the colony, and
which should not be allowed to be hurried on,
He trusted that the hon. Premier or the hon.
Minister in charge of the Bill would see their
way to adjourn, He was not preparecl to discuss
that night—and many other hon. members were
not—the question as to whether the board should
be elected on the divisional board principle. Tt
was a very broad and big question which had
been opened out by the leader of the Opposition,
and one’that should be fully considered, and on
which no hurried decision should be arrived at.
He hoped the Minister for Lands would see his
way to move the Chairman out of the chair, since
he had succeeded, at any rate, in getting through
ten clauses of the Bill, with which he should be
satisfied.

The PREMIER said that, if anyone had
reascen to complain, they might complain that the
important amendment of the hon. member for
Mulgrave had not been circulated. He did not
complain, however, because, from the speech of
the hon. member on the second reading, he
understood that he would propose such an
amendment in regard to local boards, They all
knew that the question of the land board was to
be discussed that day, but no one had given notice
of amendments, nor had any been proposed by
the Government in that clause. In order that
hon. members might be in possession of the
matured views of the Government, amendments
were printed and circulated before they came to
the time for inserting them. One question to be
determined on the clause was, whether two, or
three, members should comprise the board. If the
amendment of the hon. member for Mulgrave
were negatived in its present form they would be
precluded from further discussion 6n the clause,
which would be unfortunate. With regard to
local boards, he did not see any reason why they
should not now discuss what was discussed on
the second reading. He failed to see any
analogy between divisional boards for local tax-
ation and supervising local public works, and the
administration of the public estate. In one case
the members of the board were more individually
interested than anybody else ; they were mind-
ing, in fact, their own business, or the business
of those who selected them from their number ;
but in the case now proposed, the members of the
bhoard were not appointed to mind their own
business, but to administer the general estate of
the country, which was a financial business to a
great extent. He did mnot see any better
reason for local boards administering land
laws than the Customs’ laws. The country
was to receive .a certain revenue from cer-
tain property, in the one case imported,
and in the other, property which was already
in the country and required to be utilised.
The persons who paid money were not the
proper persons to say how much they should
pay, and in the same way those who received
money were not the persons to determine how
much they should receive. They were not the
proper functions for local boards. What then
was left for the local boards to do—unless they
were to investigate cases of alleged dummying,
or make recomumendation: to the Government
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with regard to putting land up for selection?
He did not see what else there would be for them
to do, and he did not think such a board would
be a desirable tribunal to determine cases of
alleged dummying, which should be determined
by someone in the nature of a judge. At present
it was done by the Commissioner., In the
term *‘dummying” he included any acquisition
of land in violation of the law. If there were
local boards, there would be a large number of
persons disqualified from acting on them. Both
pastoral tenants and selectors should, he thought,
be disqualified ; and if the pastoral tenants
and selectors were disqualified there would be
few left. In some parts of the colony people
might be found qualified and willing to do a very
large amount of the work—people who might be
as competent as the members of the board
themselves ; but in the intevior of the colony,
where settlement was only beginning, and where
the pastoral tenants and selectors would be
debarred  because they were interested for
various reasons, there would be no one left hut
the inhabitants of small towns, who would not go
in the face of the persons from whom they got
their living. It seemed to him that those objec-
tions were quite suflicient to condemn any
local administration of the Land Act in the
colony of Queensland at the present time,
even if there were any analogy between
the administration of local affairs, such as
roads and bridges, and the administration of
the public estate or the collection of the public
revenue —hecause the Bill was to some extent a
revenue Bill. Tt dealt with the manner in
which the State was to be remunerated for the
use of its property, and he did not see that local
bodies were proper persons to be entrusted with
that important function.

‘The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH said it was
a great deal more than a revenue Bill. That was
not the primary object of the measure. He
believed the object of a Land Bill was to settle
people on the land, and there was not a better
means of preventing the evils which had hitherto
existed under the land laws than the local land
court. The court over which the Minister pre-
sided would be able to appeal to the local courts
for the facts of any case which might come up
for decision. He did not want the local court to
fix the rent, but to decide on all questions con-
nected with the right administration of the lands
in their particular district; and there were no
men more capable of giving the information re-
quired than the men interested. The Premier
sald that pastoral lessees and selectors would
have to be excluded from local courts; but
he thought they would be the most valuable
members, and he would only exclude them from
deciding any case in which they were personally
interested. They knew that there were people
in each district who could materially assist the
Government in seeing that settlement took place
according to the land laws of the colony ; and
that with far stricter conditions than were now
proposed they had failed to do so up to the pre-
sent time. They should therefore have local
land _boards who would control the wrongful
acquisition of both leases and the fee-simple of
Crown lands, The hon. gentleman complained
that he had not caused his amendment to be
printed.

The PREMTIER : T did not complain.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH said he
admitted that it would be better to have it in
print, and not only that, but also the clauses that
would follow—namely, the clauses defining the
duties of the local land board under the Land
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He did net think they could fully discuss the
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the matter came before the Committee again he
would have them circulated among hon. membe s.
‘What the Premier said astotheamendments of the
Minister for Lands being amendments to follow
clause18 was quite correct, but they could not
properly discuss clause 11 without considering
them. He did not want to prevent discussion
now, nor did he want the Committee to rise before
a reasonable time, but he thought they should
not come to a decision upon the question of the
board until his amendments and the amend-
ment of the Minister for Lands had been longer
in the hands of hon, members, and until they
had had an opportunity of carefully considering
them, He might say that he did not regard the
Bill in the same way as the Minister for Lands
did—as a party question at all, He thought it
was & matter upon which they might all join in
Ioking out for the interests of the colony, and
he did not care whether, if his amendments
came to a division, he should be left sit-
ting by himself; at all events he thought
they were worthy of serious consideration. He
knew that in another colony, where they had
been discussing a Land Act for, he thought,
about eighteen months, they had adopted a
system almost similar to that which he pro-
posed. He would go further, and say that it
was exactly the same as in New South Wales,
if that colony had got to the same degree of
civilisation in the matter of local self-govern-
ment as they had in Queensland.

The PREMIER said he laboured under the
disadvantage of not having seen the hon. mem-
ber’s amendment, though it had to some extent
been explained. So far as he understood it from
the hon. gentleman’s last speech, the local
hoards were not intended to supersede the land
bhoard. By the way in'which he moved the amend-
ment he thought they were to supersede the land
board altogether,

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRATITH : No.

The PREMIER said if the hon. member
desired that there should be local land boards
for certain specified purposes, his amendment
should, if he might suggest to him, come
in still in that part of the Bill, but after the
clauses dealing with the land board ; and should
either be in substitution of the clauses dealing
with the commissioner, or asadditional machinery
for the administration of those clauses. As he
understood the hon, gentleman, the land board
would exist whether there were local hoards or
not. He had not seen the hon. gentleman’s
complete scheme, but, if he understood him
aright, his amendments should follow clause 18.

The Hox, Siz T, McILWRAITH said it was
not his intention to curtail the land board in
any way, as pub forward in clause 11, The local
land boards would perform a large number of
the functions of the land board, as described in
that Bill, and if his scheme was adopted there
would be a court over which the Minister would
preside.

The PREMIER :
be constituted ?

The Ho~x. Siz T. McILWRAITH : The
Minister sitting in open court, and performing
his functions in open court on information
supplied to him by the local land board. He
knew the hon. gentleman would see an immense
amount of good in that when he considered it.
The great point he wanted to get at was this: In
all their previous land laws they had never tried
to bring the local knowledge of the district to
bear upon the Liand Minister. They had known
public opinion to be directly opposed to the ad-
ministration of the Land Acts in particular dis-
tricts ; but though it was against the interests of
that particular district, it was lawful, and was al-
lowedtogoon, Thatsortof thing would be stopped

How is the land court to
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by the sygtem he proposed. What he believed
in was getting the best form of settlement for
each particular district, and unless they enlisted
the people of the district themselves they could
not possibly attain that settlement. It was in
that particular he wished to get the assistance of
the Government. What the local land board
might do would be to prevent land being unduly
and unlawfully got, or against the provisions
of the Act, and he believed that they would be
found to be the best assistance the Government
could have in the administration of the Act. If
the Government believed that, then they would
adopt his amendments. He would, at all
events, have his amendments printed, including
%he cdlauses defining the functions of the land
oard,

Mr. KATES said they had done a good deal
of work that evening, and had got over the,
pons astnorum of the Bill. They had now two’
amendments placed in their hands, on very
short mnotice, and as they were Important
amendments he thought the Minister for Lands
would do well to adjourn the discussion at that
stage, and allow them time to consider the
amendments,

Mr. PALMER said he also thought it was
possible to have too much of a good thing.” He
was quite exhausted by the work they had
done that evening. The struggle of the Pass of
Thermopylee was literally carried out by the
minority fighting the majority that evening, and
being at last obliged to give way. He thought
the Minister for Lands would do well to give
them time to study the amendments he had
proposed, and the amendments of the hon. the
leader of the Opposition, which they had not
even seen yet.

Mr. JORDAN said he thought it would facili-
tate the discussion upon the Bill if they
adjourned at that stage.” The amendments
which had been proposed were very important,
and would require very careful consideration,
and he did not think they would forward matters
by any further discussion that evening.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the House resumed. The CHAIRMAN
reported progress, and obtained leave to sit
again.

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH asked if
the Government had made up their minds what
business they would take next week ?

The PREMIER said that on Tuesday and
Wednesday they would take the Land Bill.
They would see to-morrow whether they would
sit on Monday.

Mr, CHUBB said he would draw the attention
of the Minister for Lands to something that had
just struck him in section 8, which they had
passed. The proviso said that deeds of grant
were subject to reservations and conditions
provided by the Act. On looking into the Bill,
he saw that there were no reservations and con-
ditions in it.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR

LANDS, leave was given to the Committee to
sit again to-morrow,

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER, in moving the adjournment,
said that, if possible, after the private business
to-morrow, they would go on with the Defence
Bill, which would stand at the head of the
paper.

- The House adjourned at five minutes to 10
o’clock.





