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Messages from Council.

[ASSEMBLY.] Supply.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Wednesday, 8 October, 1884,

Petitions.—Suspension of Staunding Orders.—Supply—
resumption of committee.—Ways and Means—
resunption of cominittes.—Appropriation Bill No. 2,
1884-85.—Crown Lands 3Bill—commitiee.—Native
Labourers Protectinn Bill—Hecalth Bill.—Adjourn-
ment.

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past

3 o’clock.
PETITIONS.

The Hon. R. B. SHERIDAN presented a
petition, signed by Dbetween 2,000 and 3,000
citizens of Maryborough and Gayndah, praying
for a line of railway to be constructed between
Maryborough and Gayndah.

Petition read and received.

The Hox. B. B. MORETON presented a
petition, signed by 170 residents of the town of
Gayndah and the surrounding districts, praying
for a railway between Gayndah and Mary-
borough, vid Kilkivan.

Petition read and received.

The PREMIER (Hon., 8. W, Griffith) pre-
sented a petition from the municipal couneil of
Brisbane, relating to certain provisions in the
Bill to amend the Jury Act now before Parlia-
ment.

Petition read and received.

SUSPENSION OF STANDING ORDERS.

The COLONTAL TREASURER (Hon. J. R.
Dickson) in moving—

That so much of the Standing Orders be suspended
as will admit of the reporting of resolutions of the
Committee of Supply and of Ways and Means on the
same day on which they shall have passed in such
Committee ; also, of the passing of a Bill through all
its stages in one day—
said : I thought this motion would go as formal
after the explanation made by the Premier on
moving the adjournment of the House last night,
when he informed hon. members that it was the
intention of the Grovernment to ask for Supply to
the extent of £200,000. Hon. members are aware
that we have had one Supply Bill already this
session to the amount of £250,000; bub that sum
is nearly exhausted, and the plesent Bill will
provide for depar tmental requirements up to the
middle or end of November. Had it not been
for the information given by the Premier last
night, I should not have wanted the motion to
be formal.

Question put and passed.
SUPPLY—RESUMPTION OF COM-
MITTEE

On the motion of the COLONIATL TREA-
SURER, the Speaker left the chair, and the
House resolved itself into a Committee of

Supply.
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The COLONIAL TREASTURER moved—

That there be granted to Her Majesty., for the
service of the ysur 1884-85, a sum not exceeding
£200,000, towards defraying the expenses of the various
departments of the serviee of the colony.

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the COLONIAL TREA-
SURER, the CrHamimax left the chair and
reported the resolution to the House.

The report was adopted, and the Committee
obtained leave to sit again to-morrow.

WAYS AND MEANS—-RESUMPTION OF
COMMITTEE.

On the motion of the COLONIAL TREA-
SURER, the Speaker left the chair, and the
House resolved itself into a Committee of Ways
and Means,

The COLONIAL TREASURI]

That towards making good the Supply granted to Her
Mujesty for the service of the year 1884-85, a swin not
exceeding £200,000 be granted out of the Consolidated
Revenue Iind of Queensland.

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the COLONTAL TREA-
SURER, the CHAtkyaxN left the chair and re-
ported the resolution to the House. The report
was adopted, and the Committee obtained leave
to sit again to-mmorrow,

APPROPRIATION BILL No. 2, 1884-85.

On the motion of the COLONIAL TREA-
SURKER, a Bill to give effect to the foregoing
resolution was 1nt10duced passed through all its
stages, and ordered to he transmitted to the
Legislative Council for thelr concurrence, by
message in the usual form.

CROWN LANDS BILL—COMMITTEE.

On the Order of the Day heing read, the
Speaker left the chair, and the House went into
Conunittee for the further consideration of this
Bill.

Mr. DONALDSON said he had a new clause
which he proposed to be inserted in the Bill, to
follow clause 19, and which he would read forthe
the information of hon. members; it was as
followed :-—

There shwil be a loeal laud board for every laud
distriet, and the members of sush board shall not
exceed three in nuwmber, and shall be appointed by the
Governor in Council. Every member of the board shall
e paid such fee for eaclh sitting as may be prescribed.
Any member of 1 local land Hoard who shall sit or act
in any way as a member of such board in any case in
which he is directly or indirectly interested shall he
liable to a penalty not exceeding five hundred pounds.

The commissioncr of the district for the time being
shall be the chairman, er offi¢io, of the local board.

Ivery local hoard shallhave and exercise the powers
ahd duties hereinatter prescribed.

He should have preferred that the Bill had some
provision such as that in the New South Wales
Bill, by which local land boards were appointed
for various land districts of the colony, and their
decision should be remitted to the Minister.
However, as the Committee had committed
itself to the land board, he would propose
his amendment. He thought it would have
good effect in the various districts, and
he would state a few of the reasons he
had for saying so. He thought it was quite
possible that members of a board living in the
district would have far better ]\no\vledne of that
district than strangers would, who mwht only
visi it from time to time. Therefore in most of
the cases which cane before them they would be
in a pO\Ithn to give a falr and just decision.

And again it w ould have this effect : that instead
of one man being appointed to give very
important, decisions there would not be less than
three to do so.

1884—3 1

SR moved-—
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The PREMTIER : Does that include the com-
missioner or exclude him ?

Mr, DONALDSON said he intended it ¢
include the commissioner. He thought that
in numbers there was general safety, and for
that reason he should like to see his amendment
take the place of clause 20 in the present Bill.

Question—That the new clause stand part of
the Bill-—put.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. C. B.
Dutton) said that the amendwent just proposed
by the hon. member for Warrego was far too
much like the amendments disposed of on
the previous might. Tt had all the objection-
able features—at least it had some of the ob-
jectionable features that distinguished the local
land hoards elected by the ratepayers, inso-
much as the members had local reference and
were to be appointed by the Governor in Council.
It said that—

“ Iivery loeal board shall have and exercise the powers
and duties hereinafter prescribed.”

He presumed those were the duties laid down in
the Bill for the commissioner to deal with, which
were very important, and were of various kinds.
For instance, the local board would be required
to report upon any matters of the division of runs,
and possibly they were neighbours and friends
wholived in the same district. That was one of the
duties, and then they had to value improvements
for compensation and rents, and the value to be
paid. That they should take part and be directly
interested while having to deal with the case of
their neighbours, friends, and relatives, and
those in the district in which they were acting,
he thought was a duty they ought not to per-
form. It should be kept out of the hands of
the people interested in dealing with those
things, and be placed in the hands of an indepen-
dent’ person.  Then they would have to in-
spect all fulfilment of conditions of fencing or
imyprovements. There was no case where they
were called upon to perform a duty that might
not conflict with the surroundings. That
men whose interests or associations were directly
connected with the whole of the people of the
district should be allowed to deal with matters of
that kind went as close home to them as they
possibly could. Though they had no direct
interest in the matter they were likely to have
an indirect interest in 15, and who was to
ascertain that? Then they had to inquire into ~
any violations of the Act, and surely, if their
friends were concerned in any violation, they
were not likely to take a lively interest in bring-
ing them to book for such violation. e thought
it would be rather the reverse—that they would
shield them as often as they could. Then in
clause 68 the commissioner had to inquire
whether the conditions to acquire the fee-simple
of a holding in agricultural areas had been ful-
filled. And there again the interests of the
local board would conflict with the discharge
of their duties. They also had to take action
against the Crown tenants in connection
with the occupation of Crown lands, and
there again the same thing would apply.
He had expressed his opinion of the evil effects
likely to result from the appointment of an elec-
tive local board, and they would be greater
than in the case of a nominee board, inas-
much as they would be men who were local
residents who were interested in the matters
carried on, and therefore unfit to deal with
the matter which would come before the
board—not directly interested, but through
their friends and neighbours. Another objection
was equally as important as any of those he
had mentioned, and that was that they would be
nominated also by the Minister, and would
have to do duties which would be very difficuly
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for the board to deal with afterwards, because
they had been guided by the reports of the
commissioner ; and they would have to report
upon matters in which they were more or less
interested themselves.

Mr. MOREHEAD: The commissioner is
nominated by the Minister ; you forget that.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the com-
missioner would have no interest in the district.
He would be quite free from any interest what-
ever., The commissioner would be simply a
cypher in the hands of four or five members of
the board, unless he was a man of very extra-
ordinary force of character. He would be in a
winority in any case.

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH. : Speak to
the amendment ; the amendment says *“two.”

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
objections he had raised to the local board, as
proposed in the amendment disposed of last
night, were also applicable to the present amend-
ment.

Mr. GOVETT said he very much regretted
that the Minister for Lands could not accept
the amendment, because it would be the very
best thing for the country if there were a local
board ; and as to the Governor in Council having
to appoint men who were directly interested, that
did not follow at all, any more than the commis-
sioner, as he might appoint men who might live
outside the district. If a commissioner could be
appointed, surely two other men might be found
equally free from any feelings of the nature
suggested by the Minister for Lands! He was
certain that a board of that kind would be very
much to the benefit of bond fide selectors—people
who wanted land really for bond fide purposes.
He was sorry the hon. gentleman could not
accept the amendment of the hon. member.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said he had
been trying to school himself into the belief that
he had been mistaken in the Minister for Lands
in regard to the Land Bill, but he had no hesita-
tion in saying that he had never met, during his
ten years’ experience in the House, any member
—save one, who had happily left the House—who
was imbued with such blue-blooded Tory senti-
ments as the hon. Minister for Lands. The hon.
gentleman seemed to be opposed to every kind
of representation, unless actual despotism—that

-was, the representation of the powers that be.
Last night he heard him deliver a speech which,
fresh as he was from reading the debate in the
House of Commons on the Irish Land Bill, re-
minded him very strongly of what was urged
against that Bill by the most Conservative
member—namely, ‘“You have made a bargain,
and must keep to it; if you die for it, you
must stick to it.” The hon. gentleman had said
he did not_believe in elective land boards, and
now he said that he did not believe in nominee
boards. He believed in nothing but boards of
hisown appointment. He(Hon,J. M. Macrossan)
was disgusted with hon. members on that side of
the Committee, especially with the Ministry, who
dared to bring such a man into the House as a
member of a Liberal Ministry. The thing was
utterly intolerable. It was only the faith of the
most believing disciples that would make Liberal
members on that side follow him in his antago-
nism to every true liberal sentiment in regard
to the administration of the lands of the colony.
The hon. gentleman said that members of
the board, as proposed by the hon. member
for Warrego, might be interested, but they
might also be disinterested as well as in-

terested. The commissioner whom he would
appoint might also be interested. It did

not necessarily follow that, because the hon.
gentleman was a squatter, every member of
the board should be a squatter also. That was
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the prevailing idea on the other side. The hon
gentleman believed that every member of the
board administering the Act would be a squat-
ter—-

The Hoxn. Sir T. McILWRAITH :
scoundrel,

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said that
““scoundrel ” ran through the whole thing. The
hon. gentleman believed that every man was
dishonest.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Except himself.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said that the
hon. gentlemancould notbelieveinhonesty of pur-
pose at all.  Hedid not believe in nominees, and
preferred an elective board ; but the former was
better than no local board atall. The hon. gentle-
man supposed that the nominees must necessarily
be squatters, and would therefore have their
friends’ runs to decide upon—the division of runs,
Were there no disinterested townspeople in the
district? Were there no disinterested store-
keepers? He could not attempt to answer the
hon. gentleman ; his ideas were too preposterous.
The leader of the Government ought to be
thoroughly ashamed at having such a man among
his colleagues. The hon. gentleman said that
the indirect interest of those gentlemen on the
land boards would be such as would defeat the
objects of the Bill. Tt was hopeless to expect
that hon. members on the other side, whom
they knew did not believe in the Bill, would
break through the ring that had been drawn
around them and express themselves and
vote as they ought to do. It would be
the case before the Bill became law ; he was
certain of that. Hon. members who were im-
bued with liberal principles—and there were
many of them on that side-—would see the fallacies
contained in the Bill, and would see that the
Minister for Lands was not the man to be
depended upon to legislate for the good of the
country.

The PREMIER asked what was the meaning
of that tirade against the Minister for Lands—
what was it all about? Of course it was very
plain that there were several hon. members
opposite who extremely disliked the Minister for
Lands.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : Ido not.

The PREMIER said they disliked the idea
of the land laws being administered in
a way extremely beneticial to the colony.
He hoped the power to deal with the lands of
the colony as they had been dealt with in the
past would for ever be taken out of the hands of
any Minister for Lands, whether from hon.
members opposite or from his own side of the
Committee. He was surprised at the hon.
member for Townsville affecting the indignation
which he affected just now. He called it affected
indignation because they knew very well how
indignant that hon. member could get sometimes.
They could, however, always distinguish be-
tween when he really felt indignant and when
he only simulated indignation. He could tell
the hon. member that his effort that afternoon
was not successful. It had not the true ring
about it. Why should the hon. gentleman get up
and tell that Committee and the country that
the hon, members on the Government side did
not believe in that Land Bill?

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN : Because I
know it.

The PREMIER said the hon. member knew
nothing of the kind, and he simply chose to
make statements of that kind because he had
heard them elsewhere. Hon. members on that
side thoroughly believed in the principle of the
Bill, although there were some minor details
which many of them desired to see amended.

And a
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The hon. member had spoken as if a desire to
amend a Bill in some particular indicated a dis-
approval of the principle of it, but he knew
at the same time that that was a transparent
fallacy. As he had said when he began—
What was all that about? The Minister for
Lands thought, as the Government thought,
that commiissioners such as they had had in
the colony for some time would be better than
commissioners assisted by two casual residents of
a district. Where was there room for indigna-
tion about that? It hadbeen the customn for the
past sixteen years to have their land laws ad-
ministered in different districts by a commissioner
who was a permanent officer appointed by
the Government. That system had worked,
in the opinion of many persons, extremely
well, and had been regarded by many of
the other colonies as a better system than
they had themselves. The Government thought
that the experience of the past had shown that
that was a good system, and they proposed to
perpetuate it ; and because they did so the
Minister for Lands was abused as if he was the
most Tory and Conservative person who ever sat
in that House. He wondered that, during the
sixteen years the system of commissioners had
existed, and without objection, no complaint
should have been heard concerning it, and that it
should only now beconsidered the most Tory, Con-
servative, and objectionable system ever intro-
duced into the country. Why was that idea only
discovered that day? He thought there was
something wanting in the hon. member’s speech.
The premises were wanting. He had come to a
conclusion, but the premises he had favoured
them with did not warrant it. What were his
premises? They took up an intelligent posi-
tion. They did not think there would be a
sufficient advantage gained by appointing
two persons to sit with the commissioner,
or for having one commissioner and two
assessors, as he understood the hon. member’s
amendment. Whether having one commissioner
as at present, or one commissioner and two
assessors, was the better scheme, was o matter
which might be discussed without heat or indig-
nation. In fact, he thought there was less room
for heat in the discussion of that question than
in the discussion of any other point in the BRill.
Let them try to consider it from that point of
view. As he understood the hon. gentleman,
he proposed that the commissioner should be
assisted by two others. He was not quite sure
whether the hon. member intended that there
should be a board of three, including the com-
missioner or exclusive of him.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : He told

you.
The PREMIER said he understood the hon.
member to include the commissioner ; to intend
that there should be the commissioner and two
assessors.  Still he did not quite understand the
hon. member’s scheme. Did he mean that the
board was to consist of three including the com-
missioner ; and if so, could there be a quorum
without the commissioner, or must the commis-
sioner be always there. Again, he did not
understand whether the hon. member intended
that a matter should be settled by the majority,
or whether the commissioner as chairman was to
have a casting vote. Did the hon. member con-
sider it necessary that the three members should
always be present? He knew of many districts
in the colony whereit might happenthat the three
members would not always be present when a
court was to be held. What was to be done
then? Did the hon. member propose that a
court should be held from month to month, and
that the gentlemen sppointed to assist the com-
missioner should be permanent and Government
officers, as was the case in New South Wales
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or was there to be a kind of panel, from
which members of the board would be
selected from persons probably interested in
the lands of the district? He could not quite
understand what the hon. member’s scheme
was. 'The hon. member had not shown clearly
what advantage was to be gained by having two
persons to assist the commissioner. He could
not understand either what were the functions
in which the hon. member intended that the
other members of the board were to assist the
commissioner. Were they to beinrespect to valua-
tion, or simply in respect to dealing with applica-
tions to select, and inquiries into the performance
of the conditions of the lease? So far as the ad-
ministrative action of confirming an application
was concerned he did not see what would be the
use of the board, as, if the applicant could prove
that he had complied with the law, his applica-
tion would doubtless be accepted. If it was to
be understood that those men were to sit with
the commissioner to inquire into cases of
dummying, he confessed that was a case he
could not agree to leave in the hands of what
he must call *‘ casual residents.” They had various
boards in force now. In the case of one recently
introduced—the Licensing Board—opinions dif-
tered astohow they worked. Hedidnotknow that
a board such as the Licensing Board would be the
hest authority to inquire into the performance of
the conditions of occupation. The hon. member
had not shown that sufficient advantages would
be gained by the appointment of two men to
assist the commissioner, to justify the adop-
tion of such a scheme., They had at pre-
sent a system which, he ventured to think,
had worked adwmirably. What reasons could
the hon. gentleman urge for altering it? They
had already disposed of the question of elective
boards, and he thought it devolved upon those
who proposed that scheme to assist the commis-
sioner by others nominated by the Governor in
Council, to give the reasons why they thought the
commissioner should be so assisted.

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN said he was
not going to answer the hon. gentleman after
the fashion that hon., member himself usually
adopted in replying to another hon. member ; but
he was going to say this: that there wasno affec-
tation or insincerity about what he had said
—neither one mnor the other. He believed
every word he had said. He believed the hon.
Premier had alongside of him the most Tory
Land Minister that that House ever possessed
before, or he hoped ever would possess again.
He said that, believing it to be true, and he was
only judging the hon. gentleman by his own
statement in the House. He knew nothing of
the hon. gentleman otherwise than as a member
of that House, and had never spoken to him
except across the table of the House ; and his
opinions of him were entirely formed by the hon.
gentleman’s own statements in the Chamber.
The Premier talked about the system of com-
missioners, and said that, if there was any fault
in it, it would have been discovered long ago.
He could tell the hon. gentleman this: that
whatever maladministration there might have
been under the Land Acts of the colony—he did
not know how much or how little there might
have been—but whatever there might have been,
the commissioners were entirely to blame for
such maladministration, for no Minister for
Lands had ever done anything in the way of
administering the Acts, rightly or wrongly,
without consulting and having reports from
the commissioners for lands. And yet the hon.
gentleman considered it the best system that
could be adopted. He (Hon. J. M. Macrossan)
had never been Minister for Lands, and had
never been a member of a Government that
attempted to alter the land laws but if he had
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been he should certainly have gone in for local
land boards. He believed in local land admin-
istration the same as he believed in local admin-
istration in alimost everything else. He thought
it would be much better to assist and check the
Minister for Lands by having two local residents
who could prevent, to a very great extent, the
evil he spoke of last night—that was, “ peacock-
ing” the lands of the colony. He did not allude to
dummying at all, but siniply * peacocking.” The
two local residents would have a knowledge of
the district in which they were appointed, and
would know at once, when any application came
before them for land on any particular spot,
whether the application should be granted or
not. They would know at once whether the
granting of the application would lock up
thousands of acres by giving one man the
control of a water frontage, or by giving him
land which would otherwise control a certain
number of thousands of acves. That was why
he would go in for local land boards. As he
had said before, although he didnot believe in
nominees of any kind, he believed in local
nominees, having a local knowledge, to assist
the land commissioner in preference to the
land commissioner doing the work himself.
The land commissicner was simply a Govern-
ment officer; and, to a certain extent, he
might be influenced by the (Government of the
day, or by the opinions which he might believe
influenced the Government of the day. He was
quite certain that land commissioners had been
responsible, more or less, for the administration of
the different Land Acts of the colony. There
had not been a single proposal made on which a
land commissioner could not be got to furnish a
report to favour the Government view of the
matter. Of course he knew that they had
been removed from one district to another, and
the Premier himself had been a member of a Gov-
ernment that had removed them ; and certainly
they ought to be removed. That alone was
a strong reason why they should have local
boards of some kind or other. Hon. members
said they wounld not have elective boards. Well,
the hon. member for Warrego had given them
the alternative of nominee boards whom they
could appoint themselves, composed of men
who he Dbelieved would have the in-
terest of the country and their own district at
heart. Surely there was no man possessed
of common sense who would believe that a
Government officer, not having the same amount
of local knowledge that two men would have
who lived in the distriet, would be able to
administer the land affairs of that dis-
trict as well as if he was assisted by two
men who had thelocal knowledge ! The Premier
was imbued with the same principles that he
(Hon. J. M. Macrossan) had accused the Minister
for Lands with being imbued with. Hon.
members of that Committee knew each other
well. They were not so ignorant of each other’s
character as the people outside the House were
of their characters. Hon. members knew the
Conservative instinets that ran through the hon.
gentleman wholed the Government. Theyhadhad
conversations with each other. He knew himself,
and hon, members of the Opposition knew from
conversation, that the very principles of the Bill
which it had beenstated by the Minister for Works
and the Minister for Lands, if rejected, ought to
lead to the rejection of the Bill, were not believed
in by hon. members on the opposite side. They
did not believe in them, and he hoped they
would recover their senses as soon as the Bill
became law; as he believed they would., Tt
would be much better for the hon. gentleman to
devote himself to trying to make the Bill a Bill
for the people instead of a Bill for the land board,
It was a Bill to be simply administered by a
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Jand board.  If the people themselves were not
fit to be entrusted with the administration of
their own affairs, then responsible government
ought to be abolished, and that Chamber ought
to make the Minister for Lands or the Premier
Dictator of the colony.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the hon.
member for Townsville had indulged in a good
deal of vituperation,

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH : He has
not said a single word of vituperation.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
hon. member had taken upon himself to say
that he (the Minister for Lands) was an
ultra-Tory — that he was sailing under false
colours, and affecting to be a Liberal. Well,
if a Liberal were such as the hon. member
for Townsville and other hon., gentlemen on
that side of the Committee, after the way they
had administered the Land Acts at presentin exis-
tence, then he claimed to be a Tory, or any other
epithet that would distinguish him fromthem. He
repeated distinctly and emphatically that if his
claims to be called a Liberal were to be on the
same line of conduct and character as the hon.
member for Townsville and the other hon. mem-
bers on that side, then he was quite willing to be
called a Tory or anything else that would con-
vey an impression of contempt and derision
which he supposed it was intended should he
conveyed. Look at the way in which the Land
Act had been administered for the last eight or
ten years! The hon. member for Townsville
had said that he did not believe in the aggrega-
tion of big estates, or in the land being alienated
before there was any possibility of competition
or any possibility of keeping it. Yet that had
been done.

The Hown. Sir T. McILWRAITH : Where?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : On the very
land held by the hon. member for Mulgrave ;
that was on the Burdekin-—40,000 acres, at bs.
an acre.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH : On the
Burdekin ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : Yes, on the
Burdekin.

The Hox.
whom ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : Sugar lands
were obtained at 5s. an acre, which were worth
a good deal more now,

An HoxouvrabLE MEMBER: That was by the
last Government.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he knew
the difference between Liberalism and Toryism.
In hisidea, ¢ Liberalism” was, studying the inte-
rests of the people, without any distinction
whatever being made. Then the hon. member
went on to say that the two men who were to be
appointed as a local board would be the most
effective check on what was called ‘‘peacock-
ing” as carried on in New South Wales, and
assumed that those two men, who would
absolutely have an interest in the district in
which they lived, where all their friends and
relatives were, would be free from influence;
they were the men who were to prevent the
practice of ““peacocking.” He (the Minister for
Lands) thought it was more likely that they
would not prevent it to the extent supposed,
because they would do nothing against the
interests of their friends. That had been
the case everywhere. Wherever men had
been called to place their intervests in conflict
with their duties to the State, the latter
had gone under. In every colony that had
been the case; and he did not know that
men were likely to be any different here to

Sre T, McILWRAITH: By
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what they were in Victoria, South Australia,

and other colonies. If that were to be the
panacea for the evil—if two men who were
interested in the district were to be expected to
sacrifice the interests of their friends—then he
said it was contrary to all experience.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that the Premier, in
addressing them just now, asked, what was all
that about? and took the Opposition to task
for getting warm over a measure which they
held hon, members had a right to get warm over,
as it was one that affected every member of the
community. He (Mr. Morehead) wondered the
hon. gentleman did not serve the same sauce to
his colleague the Minister for Lands. That hon.
gentleman got up and shrieked, in a voice alinost
inarticulate with rage, that the hon. member
for Townsville had used vituperative lan-
guage to him, and had hurt his tender feelings.
He imagined that the hon. gentleman had been
somewhat warmed up by the remarks of the
hon. member for Townsville, which remarks
were certainly within the bounds of parliamen-
tary language, and could not be in any way
termed vituperative. He had no doubt it was
the intention of the hom. member for Towns-
ville that ““the galled jade should wince,” and
the galled jade did wince. He hoped the
hon. member would make the Minister for
Lands wince again. If he (Mr. Morehead)
had the same power of making the hon. gentle-
man realise his true position as the memnber for
Townsville had, he would male him do so. The
hon. member for Townsville had done and said
nothing but what was right, just, and proper in
dealing with such a great question, and he hoped
he would not shrink frow doing the same again,
if it was only in those lines that the hon. mem-
ber spoke. The Minister for Lands took exception
to being called a Tory, and he seemed to take that
tobeaterm of opprobrium. He (Mr. Morehead) did
not know that it was. It wasnot considered so on
the other side of the world, but the hon. gentleman
—who might be called the cuckoo of the Ministry
—who had laid an egg in another bird’s nest, and
that other unfortunate bird who had hatched the
egg had found it to contain a different bird to the
one he expected. He thought the hon. member
for Townsville was perfectly correct, and that,
so far ag he could judge—and he was judging the
hon. member by his utterances, and what he had
said in that House with regard to this question
—he had shown himself to be an ultra-Tory.
He fully agreed, also, with the remarks made last
night by the same hon. gentleman, with reference
to the Minister for Lands, when speaking about
the position of the landlord and tenant—the
State being the landlord. When the Minister
for Lands told the Committee that he was going
to put the land board in such a position that they
would not have to attend to the whining tenant,
who came and complained that the rent was too
high, and that he could not pay his rent, and that
if it was not reduced he would be a ruined nan,
the hon. gentleman wished to put the land
board in such a position that they should not
show any mercy. That was the word he used,
and a most inappropriate word it was; but it
was one that commended itself to the extra.
ordinary way of thinking of the Minister for
Lands.  If they wanted to prove that the hon.
gentleman was a Tory they might go further
still.  The member for Townsville had touched
upon the point, which was the intense hatred the
hon. gentleman showed to any elective body, and
his hatred and horror of putting any power what-
ever in the hands of the people. He had shown to
the Committee most distinctly his opposition to
elective bodies, and he had asserted his dislike
of them again that afternoon ; and when he said
he did not believe in the elective system he
showed clearly that he did not believe in what
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was the very backbone of the Constitution of
this country and of all countries under respon-
sible government. The hon. gentleman had
again stated that if a provision had to be
embodied in the Bill such as that proposed
he would prefer the nominee boards, and thus
his whole statements and arguments had
gone to prove that the charge brought against
him by the hon. member for Townsville, that he
had been sailing under false colours and that he
was a Tory affecting to be a Liberal, was per-
fectly true. That had been amply proved by the
whole tenor of the hon. gentleman’s speeches
on the Bill. The Minister for Lands had
further stated that he would see that such a land
law was passed as would prevent the aggregation
of large estates, and again he cast in the teeth of
mewmbers on the opposite side of the Committee
the assertion that it was by their legislation that
the aggregation of land had been brought about.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Adminis-

tration.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he denied it. It was
brought about by the legislation of those now
sitting on the Governmment benches; and for
proof of that they had only to turn to the Rail-
way Reserves Act and the Western Railway
Act, Let hon. members dothat, and then tell
him who were the persons who aggregated the
largest estates that existed at the present day.
That aggregation was created against the
distinct votes and arguments of hon. gentlemen
on his side of the Committee. Why, the hon.
the Premier was the father of large estates in the
western portion of the colony under the Acts he
had mentioned, and the hon, gentleman ought to
think a little before he made such sweeping
assertions ; which assertions, if narrowed down
to the narrow limits of truth—a limit not often
reached by the hon. the Premier—would reflect
very little credit upon him or his colleagues.

Those were facts, and he could not get
outside them. Hon, gentlemen who sat in

the House at that time, and those who
had read the debates, knew that he was
simply stating what was absolutely true. The
Minister for Lands spoke of the ruin of the
country by previous administrations—and he was
nothing if not personal—but when he levelled his
personal attacks upon hon. gentlemen on his
(Mr. Morehead’s) side he had better look out
that they did not fall back on his own head.
Although he might not live in a glass house
his colleagues did, and the tenement in
which the hon. gentleman resided was a
very fragile one indeed. The hon. gentleman
supposed that there was no honest man in the
world except himself. He had told them so in
so many words, and he (Mr. Morehead) looked
upon that as an insult, not only to every mem-
ber of the board, but to every individual elector
in the colony who returmed members to the
House. Every member of the House had aright
until he had been proved to be a dishonest man
to be considered honest, and every individual had
that right., The (Government had landed them-
selves 1n a strange position on the amendment
before the Committee. They agreed that it was
well that power should be left in the hands of one
man ; but, on the other hand, only the other day
they had appointed a board of advice to the
Agent-General. Surely the Minister for Lands
and the Premier saw the inconsistency of their
position! It might be that the board of advice
for the Agent-General was a good and proper
thing ; but, if so, why was not the proposal of
the member for Warrego accepted, embodying
as it did the same prineciple ? The commissioner
would have the advantage of having with him
on the board men of local knowledge and expe-
rience, whose advice and opinions were of great
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value to him in arriving at a decision with regard
to local matters with which he would have to deal.
They had recognised the principle all through
their legislation so far as regarded the internal
management of the State. They recognised it
in their divisional boards, their municipalities,
and in their Parliament. And yet, when an abso-
lutely consistent amendment was moved in the
Land Bill it was treated by the other side with
scorn and contempt ; and when any hon. member
on that side dared to comment upon it and to
point out the inconsistency of the Minister for
Lands in posing as a Liberal, while really he was

Tory, they were told by that hon. gentleman
that they were indulging in vituperation and
abuse, and got back from him language which,
if he had been in a fish-market in Billingsgate,
could not have been excelled.

Mr. GROOM said that, as he had remarked a
few evenings ago when the House was in
committee on that question, he was in favour of
local land boards; and he was of that opinion
still. But he dissented entirely from the com-
missioner being a member of that local land board.
Indeed, he fully endorsed what fell from the
hon. member for Townsville that a very con-
siderable amount of the maladministration of
previous Land Acts had been owing to the
fault of the commissioners and mnot to the fault
of the Minister in charge. When Parliament
passed the first Land Act in 1860, it ordered that
certain portions of the country should be set
apart as agricultural reserves, and the duty of
locating those reserves was entrusted to the com-
missioners. Where did they go to select them ?
Did they go tothe banks of rivers or creeks, or
other places where there was suitable land?
Nothing of the kind. They went to the most
inaccessible places, where the land was heavily
timbered, and where all attempts at agriculture
had practically resulted in failure. When the
Land Act of 1868, which the hon. member for
Blackall assisted to pass, became law, the com-
missioners were again entrusted with the admin-
istration of it ; and much of the maladministra-
tion which had occurred was entirely due to
them, They had the subdivision of runs, and
he (Mr. Groom) was prepared to say that they
favoured the pastoral lessees a great deal more
than they favoured the public. The result was
that all the best land was secured by the
pastoral lessees, and the worst given to the
public for settlement. The intentions of the
Legislature which passed that Act were good, but
the Act had been a failure, and a great deal of
the failure of it was owing the maladministra-
tion of the commissioners, He was quite satis-
fied in his own mind that a local board in a
district would be of immense service to the
Land Minister in administering the Act, but
not if the commissioner had anything to do
with it. He greatly preferred the New South
Wales system, where the chairman of the
board was a paid officer and directly respon-
sible to Parliament, by whom his salary was
voted. That was a mode far preferable to the
one suggested in the amendment of the hon.
member for Warrego, and the hon. member
must see that himself. It was said by the
hon. member for Townsville that a commis-
sioner could be got to write a report on almost
anything that was desired. That was a
broad statement to make, but there were many
facts in the possession of hon. members to sub-
stantiate it. Xven in the parliamentary records
of the present session thers was a curious in-
stance in which two commissioners were con-
cerned, One of them was sent to a district to
value land, and he valued it at something like
10s. or 12s. 6d. per acre. The gentleman con-
cerned did not approve of that valuation, and
complained that he had been treated wrongly.
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Another commissioner was sent to the same
locality, and he assessed the value of the land at
30s. an acre, with which the gentleman was per-
fectly satisfied. Within a very recent period that
same land had been thrown open to the public at
15s. per acre, and the loss to the country through
the action of that commissioner had been £3,500,
With facts like those before them, how could
it be asserted that the administration of the new
measure by commissioners was likely to be a
success ? Indeed, all the cvidence they had was
entirely antagonistic to such a proposal. As he
had said before, he was in favour of land boards
in the different districts of the colony for a great
many reasons. One reason was that they would
tend to the better settlement of the country.
As it was intended to select large agricultural
areas. a local board would be the best parties to
select those areas. And there were many other
duties which a board could perform more satis-
factorily than a commissioner. The system
he (Mr. Groom) preferred was the one adopted
in New South Wales—a system which had been
arrived at after great consideration, which
appeared to Dbe a satisfactory solution of
the difficulty, and which had the con-
currence of a very large number of members
who represented the free selectors of that colony,
and who were in a position to judge what the
effect of local administration of the Land Act
wouldbe. Butinthatcolonythere wastobeapaid
chairman assisted by two assessors who received
fees ; and that, to his mind, was much better
than appointing the commissioner of the district,
who would be called upon to sit in judgment
on his own actions. While agreeing with the
principle of local administration by local boards,
he did not agree with the principle enunciated
the other evening, of elected boards. In sparsely
populated districts such boards would be in the
hands of a dominant party, who would care more
for their own interests than for those of the com-
munity. Under the New South Wales system,
which he preferred, nothing of the kind could
possibly occur. He was perfectly certain that a
board with the commissioner as chairman wonld
never give satisfaction,; it certainly would not in
the district in which he resided, where they had
a very lively recollection of what had been
done by commissioners in times gone hy.
The land there had gone, and it was entirely
owing to the act of the commissioner. It would
have paid the colony to have sent that one com-
missioner out of the colony altogether rather than
that he should have performed those duties.
That commissioner had been the means of
inaugurating the triangular system of surveys
on the Darling Downs, which had been produc-
tive of so much wrong to that part of the colony ;
and to perpetuate it would be the most grievous
mistake they could make on the present
occasion.

Mr. KATES said that the hon. member for
Townsville had alluded to the dangersof ¢ pea-
cocking.” The hon. gentleman was quite right
there, but to effectually check and prevent *“ pea-
cocking” survey before selection would be neces-
sary. If the various blocks were surveyed
before selection, and the incoming selector had
to take bad, good, and indifferent land as it stood,
¢ peacocking ” would be done away with. He
himself had given notice of an amendment—a new
clause to follow clause 36-—to the effect that—

“ Before any land is proclaimed open to selection under
this p of the Act, mnain lines of road, and also all
reserves for public purposes, shall be surveyed
and marked on the ground; and the remainder of the
area shall be subdivided into suitable portions for
selection ; and 1if some portion e suitable for agri-
cultural farms and others for grazing farms, the procla-
mation declaring that such land is opento selection shall
specify which portions shall be open to selection as
agricultural farms and which as grazing farms.”
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If that clanse commended itself to the Com-
mittee and was passed, he did not think there
would be any fear or danger of *‘peacocking”
in connection with the Bill.

Mr. DONALDSON said he had listened with
very great attention to the remarks of the hon.
member for Toowocomba (Mr, Groom), and he
certainly quite concurred with them. He should
like to see the board on the same basis as that of
New South Wales, but to have attempted to
introduce that principle into the present Bill
would have required the whole Bill to be re-
modelled. Therefore, in proposing his amend-
ment, he thought that it would be the best way
to remove any inequalities in the Bill at the
present time. With regard to the commissioner
being a member of the board, he did not par-
ticularly care whether he was or whether he was
not, and he did not have any objection to his
being removed from it, and let the board
consist of three members.  With reference to the
remarks of the hon. the Minister for Lands, he
thought, with all due deference to him, that the
hon. gentleman was entirely mistaken in his
reading of the amendment. Certainly he did
not make himself clear when he proposed the
amendment, by explaining the object of it fully;
but as the matter had been so well argued lately—
the matter of the commissioner and land boards
—he had thought there was very little necessity
to make any long explanation to the Committee,
and he was under the impression now that
either the Minister for Lands or he himself had
fallen into a very great error. For instance, the
hon. gentleman asked whetherit would be theduty
of the hoards to divide the runs, He(Mr, Donald-
son) would reply, ¢ Certainly not.” Clause 19
of the Bill, which was already passed, made pro-
vision for the appointment of a ¢ commissioner
or commissioners,” and he thought that all
through the Bill they had certain duties to per-
form. By clause 24, subsection 3, of the Bill—

“The commissioner, or soume other fit and proper

person appointed by the Governor in Council on the
recommendation of the hoard, shall be required to
inspeet the run and report as to the best mode of
making a fair division thereof.”
That matter would not at all come before the
local land boards. Fencing would not come
before them ; it was an improvement. Clause
17, which was passed, dealt with the valuation
of improvements upon runs. Subsection 1 of that
clause said -—

“The board shall require the eommissioner to furnish
them with a valuation and report of and respecting the
Jand or improvements in respcet whereof the rent or
compensation is to be paid.”

That clause was already inserted in the Bill. Tt
provided that the commissioner had got a
certain duty to perform; it had nothing to do
with the board at all. The board had simply to
sit with the commissioner. Tt was provided by
sections 21 and 22 of the Bill that the commis-
sioner should hear certain verifications that
might be made. That would be a duty they
would be c¢alled upon to perform. He thought
sometimes there would be very diflicult
duties to perform under the Bill, and it
would be of very yreat assistance to the
commissioner—-in fact, to any one person—
to bhe assisted by others. But he thought
it would be of greater assistance still that
some local gentleman with local knowledge of
the district should be there—as had been so
ably pointed out by the hon, member for
Townsville—to prevent the taking up of all the
water in one block, and thus to prevent settle-
ment i other parts of the district. He thought
that the members of the local board would be of
very great assistance in that respect. He knew
that the local land boards of Vietoria had
worked most harmonionsly in that respect : they
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always tried, when conflicting claims came
before them, to adjust them in the best possible
manner for all parties in the good of the
country, and he believed that they would do so
in this colony. Ie could not agree with the
Minister for Tiands that those people would take
a corrupt view of a case in their own district, He
had every reason to believe that they would do all
they possibly could to prevent wrong being done ;
and then, inregard to their nomination, it would
be at the discretion of the Minister for Lands to
appoint some persons in the district whose
interests would not conflict with any decision
they would have to give. It was also provided
that a member of a board who was directly or
indirectly interested in a decision he gave
should forfeit a large sum of money. Another
duty they would have to perform would be to
inquire into evasions, Hethought that duty was
a very proper one for the members of a
local board, because any one person might take a
wrong view of a case. It would be very bene-
ficial that the truth should be elucidated, and he
might say that persons living in the district
would be of very great assistance in finding out
the truth of any charge brought in regard to an
evasion of the law. And again, any decision
given by the board should not be final until it
was confirmed by the board. The acquisition
of fréehold, under clause 68, was a proper thing,
he thought, to be investigated before a body of
men. It was a matter that would be far better
done by more than one person. Those gen-
tlemen, from their own knowledge, would
know whether a man had carried out the
conditions of the law properly, and that would
be of very great assistance to the commissioner.
Clause 71 said :—

*“ Any person may make application to the commis-

sioner to become the lessee of any portion of scrub
lands not exceeding 10,000 acres.”
That was putting very great power in the hands
of the commissioner, Would it not be better
that such power should be in the hands of more
than one person? If an application came be-
fore the court in the district it would be publicly
investigated, and possibly that would prevent a
wrong being committed.  Either he did not
understand the Bill or the hon. the Minister for
Lands had fallen into a very great error indeed
in thinking that the amendment would conflict
with several of the duties of the commissioner.
He had gone through the Bill—certainly rather
hurriedly—and he found that the duties of the
commissioner in many cases were clearly defined.
The recommendations of the commissioner, and
so on, were made to the board—should he call
it the central board %—for verification. His
amendment was merely intended to treat the
cases that he had just enumerated. He did not
see the slightest inconsistency whatever. 1t was
no attack on the principles of the Bill. He
thought it was really a safeguard ; and certainly,
as far as the squatters were concerned, he
did not think that a squatting claim would
ever come before the local land board at all.
He trusted that hon. members opposite would
not persevere in their opposition to the clause.
They would find the explanation he had given
would throw a different light upon it entirely,
and they might alter the conclusion they had
arrived at. He always listened to the hon,
Premier with a great amount of interest; but
the hon, gentleman had not had sufficient time
to compare his new clause with the other por-
tions of the Bill, and he hoped he would consider
the matter further.

The PREMIER said he had listened to the
hon. member and still he did not know what his
scheme was. He did not think the hon. gentle-
man knew himself. The hon. gentleman thought
the local boards would he very nseful becanse
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they would be possessed of local knowledge—they | port to the Ministry. That had been aggravated

would know whether a piece of land was a desir-
able pilece to be selected. The hon. member
surely did not mean that land should be selected
according to the discretion of any individuals !
Surely they would never trust any body of men
with power to declare any selections forfeited be-
cause they believed they had been dummied, or
refuse a man’s application because they did not
think he would be desirable. They would never
entrust that power to anybody. The administra-
tion of the land laws must be confined within
certain limits. Supposing the land board thought
dummying was——

Mr. DONALDSON said the hon. gentleman
was misquoting him. He only asked for the
boards the same power as the commissioner had
under clauses 21 and 22.

The PREMIER saiditwasin regard tothat that
he was speaking. The hon. gentleman said local
knowledge was necessary ; surely they were not
going to allow any men to act upon what they
conceived they knew of their own knowledge,
and say, “1I know that man to be dummying”
or “ ITknow that he is not dummying.” As tothe
other case about a selector taking all the perma-
nent water, the commissioner would look after
that, The board might see no objection to
that at all. In Victoria, where there were
local boards, there was only one instance where
a squatter had been appointed to a local board ;
and he should be very sorry to entrust some
Governments with the appointment of local
boards. The persons who administered the
Act ought to be as impartial as possible. It was
simply a question of which would be the most
convenient way of administering the law. The
hon. member had limited the duties of the
board to inquiries or granting applications,
which duties the commissioner would be able to
do as well as the board, and in some respects @
great deal better.

Mr, JORDAN said the objection which had
been raised to the appointment of local boards
was that the power would fall into the hands of
the Crown lessees or persons subjected to their
influence. Not that they believed those persons
were dishonest or would do what was not right
and proper, but they had an idea that those
gentlemen were not in favour of the settlement
of the country by small tenants. A good many
of the present land commissioners had been
resident in certain localities and had been under
the influence of the Crown lessees ; probably
had been interested in station property. They
belonged to a class who, ever since the country
had been colonised, had believed that it was
designed by Providence to be one grand sheep-
walk, and that farmers were intrnders. The
farmers had been called hard names, and
contemned, and looked upon as intruders. Some
of the commissioners in the early days had been
of that class, and believed honestly enough that a
cabbage would not grow on the Downs. They said
50, so often that they had come to believe it them-
selves. The Govermment did not think men
were dishonest ; and it was not right to accuse
them of saying so. They thought the hon. mem-
bers opposite were not in favour of settlement by a
large number of small proprietors, especiaily
those engaged in agriculture. He was sorry the
hon. member for Mulgrave had gone out, because
he wished to allude to the remarks he made,
which had been repeated by the hon. member for
Townsville. He had called upon hon. members
on the Government side to break loose from that
“ring,” and spoke of them as persons who did not
believe in the Land Bill under discussion. The
hon, member for Mulgrave went so far out of his
way as to say that hon., members on his (Mr.
Jordan’s) side were not giving an intelligent sup-

|

by what had appeared in a paper recently which
supported the Opposition, which spoke of meu-
bers on the Government side as a ““servile and
speechless majority, who gave a blind and unin-
telligent support to Dutton’s despotism tempered
by Griffith law.” Those were very hard words,
and fell heavily upon the men who were just
learning their A B C of parliamentary experience.
Some allowance should be made for members not
joining in a debate so frequently as they ought.
All men could not acquire the power of speaking
in public. Some of the greutest men the world
ever kuew had been men who never acquired
the power of speaking in public. Dr. Samuel
Johnson was one of themn ; he was the very best
of talkers, but he had vepeatedly tried to speak
in public and had failed. There was a great deal
in nationality. Irislinen could always say what
they knew, which was a remarkable fact; and
they could say it so well that a listener would
hold his breath to hear. That was the case of
the hon. member for Townsville. Then the
Scotch had tongues of fire.  They could persuade
one that black was white, and hence the homn,
member for Mulgrave could almost persuade
members on the Government side. The power
of speech of that hon. gentleman was actually
dangerous. Then there were the Welsh, who
were the most eloquent speakers in the world in
their own tongue. He knew that at an Eistedfodd
people would be transported with rapture if they
only knew the language, which no mortal man
could unless he were born in the principality.
Most of them were English.

Mr., MOREHEAD : You have 2
Grermans.

Mr. JORDAN said ¥nglishmen had not the
gift of speech; but they would all admit that
Englishwomen had. He could assure hon. gentle-
men that if they had the right to sit in that
House they would settle the business of the
colony very quickly. He had heard some very
brief and rapid summaries from some ladies
about coolie labour and the Land Bill, and they
could show what was to be done with them.

Mr., MOREHEAD : You must get it hot
when you go home !

Mr. JORDAN said he had shown before that
the mangle which Madame Mantalini used to
grind must be superintended by the hon. member
for Balonne. Englishmen as a rule could not
speak, though of course there were occasional
exceptions, such as the hon. member for Fassi-
fern, but they could not all be expected to speak
as ably as he did. They knew a good many
things on the Government side of the Committee,
and they claimed to understand the Land Bill,
but they could not say what they knew very
well.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : Hear, hear !

Mr. JORDAN said one of their British poets
had put their position in this way :—

“ We sometimes think we could a speech produce,

Much to the purpose, if our tongues were loose :

But, heing tied, it dies upon the lip,

Like to a chicken's note that's got the pip.

Few I'renclnnen of this evil have complained:

1t seems as if we English were ordained,

By way of wholesome check upon our pride,

To fear each other—feuring none beside.”
He thought hon. members on that side of the
Committee were gallant enough to lead a
storming party to an attack on the Malakoft if
it had not been taken already, but when it came
to facing the talking power of hon. members
opposite it was a different matter altogether.
They prayed for indulgence ; and that they
should not be come down upon so heavily hy the
leader of the Opposition because of their innate
modesty, and because they had not yet acquired
the confidence which hon. gentlemen had who

good many
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had been in the House for he did not know how
many years; and had, besides, the natural gift of
speech such as those four or five hon. gentiemen
opposite possessed, and whom they had to face
night after night. They had complained that
the hon. members on the Government side did
not discuss the Land Bill. He did not think that
a just charge.

Mr. DONALDSON : You are not discussing
it now.

My, JORDAN said that very much against
his will he had been requested to speak upon the
question. e, as well as other hon. gentlemen,
had got tired of hearing the speeches ou it. It
seemed to be considered an obligation upon
every hon. member to make a long speech upon
the Land Bill. He gave hon. gentlemen on the
other side the credit of having discussed it very
fairly, and he had no complaint to make of the
way in which it had been discussed on the second
reading. But what the Committee had reason
to complain of was, the way in which the dis-
cussion was conducted when the Bill was in
committee. For instance, on the other night,
when they were determining whether, if com-
pensation was to be given for improvements
on the resamed portion of a  run, the in-
coming tenant should pay the full value for
the head-station. It was explained hy the
Minister over and over again that evening,
that the incoming tenant would not be compelled
to pay the full value for the head-station—that
that would not be fair or just ; and after hours
of talk it was asserted that that would be con-
fiscation of the property of the squatter. On that
occasion hon. members on the Government side
did not take any prominent part in that debate,
necause they knew it would be useless, and simply
a waste of time. The Minister for Lands ex-
plained distinetly that the full value of the head-
station, in such a case as was supposed, would
not have to be paid by the incoming tenant if he
was o farmer and did not want it, or if he only
intended to keep 200 sheep instead of 2,000,
Hon. members opposite then said that if that
was to be the case it would be confiscation, It
would have been simply a waste of time
to have followed the lead of hon. gentlemen oppo-
site, who wasted the time of the Committee and
the country in talking over and over again—one
perpetual and never-ceasing round of talk upon
that question. They were never satisfied with
the distinct replies given by the Ministers.
Some few gentlemen on the opposite side seemed
to be determined to amuse themselves at the
expense of the country, in trying to irritate and
annoy the Minister for Lands. In that they on
the Government side could not take any part,
and they did not pretend to do so.

Mr. ARCHER said he was rather surprised
at what had fallen from the hon. gentleman who
had just sat down, and he was quite confident
the hon. member did not understand how neces-
sary that long discussion the other night was,
and he was also quite certain the hon. member
did not understand the results of it. They were
informed by the Minister for Lands that the
incoming tenant would only have to pay for
improvements the value they would be to himself,
and they had not the slightest indication from
the Minister for Lands, from the Premier, or
from any of the Ministers, that any other pay-
ment would be made to the outgoing lessee,
beyond simply the ammount to be paid by the
incoming tenant. That would have been con-
fiscation. The hon. member did not understand
the question.

Mr. JORDAN: Oh, yes, I do!

Mr. ARCHER said that according to the
present laws certain gentlemen had a right
to select 2,560 acres to secure their improve-
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ments. That was repealed on the promise that
they would be paid for all the improvements they
had made on the portions of their runs to be re-
sutned ; but when they came to ask the Minister
for Lands what that payment was to be, he
stated plainly that it would be simply the value
of those improvements to an incoming tenant,
and no other suin whatever would be paid. 1t
was only after hours and hours of talk that the
Premier stated that clauses 100, 101, 102, and
103 might be altered so as to malke it clearer thatthe
Crown would have to pay the balance, He really
doubted whether the hon. member for South Bris-
bane understood what the discussion was about.
There was not the slightest wish to harass the
Minister for Lands ; but he had never heard a
Minister—and he said it with regret—who had
such a bad manner in the House. He was con-
tinually accusing people of acting from Dbad
motives, and he used the wildest language in the
wildest possible sense,  He spoke as though he
was the only honest man who had been a
squatter, and referred to previous Ministers for
Lands as being utterly corrupt. Then, when
the hon. member for Townsville said a few
words calling his attention to that, he got
excited, because he could not bear criticismi.
The hon, gentleman had utterly mistaken the
manner in which people ought to be addressed.
Hon. membersonthe Oppositionside wereno more
corrupt than the members of the party to which
the hon. member belonged. If the hon. member
liked to look back at the administration of the
land under the Act of 1869, to see how it had
been worked, he would find that there had been
no departure, either by one Government or
another, from the way in which it had been
worked. He (Mr. Archer) maintained that the
discussion which took place the other night was
an exceedingly useful one. He was perfectly
satisied that the Premier knew that he said
that the Crown would give compensation to the
outgoing tenant.

The PREMIER : Look at Hansard.

Mr. ARCHER said he heard what the hon,
gentleman said, and he was not so utterly devoid
of common sense as not to understand it. He
understood the Minister for Lands to tell them
that they would not give more than the value to
the incoming tenant. That statement was ob-
tained after some hon. members had continually
gone back to the subject—after the hon. member
for Normanby had kept asking, ““ What is to he
given to the oubgoing tenant in place of what he
is to lose?’ There had been no wasted time
except that caused by the natural irritation felt
at the opprobrious terms used by the Minister for
Lands.” No such terms were used by the hon.
member for Townsville. The Minister for Lands
lost his temper, evening after evening, and yet
hon. members who were attacked by him were
expected to keep their tempers. He thought
the hon, member for South Brisbaue had better
lecture his own side.

Mr. JORDAN said that of course he could
not lecture the Minister for Lands. The hon.
member was mistaken in saying that he (M.
Jordan) did not understand thediscussion aright ;
he was not so devoid of sense as that, He did
not understand the hon. member for Blackall to
say that, if a person took up a piece of land on
which £5,000 or £6,000 had been spent, that
would be the value to him, and that the State
would pay him that valuation. He did not
think that was in the Bill.

Mr. ARCHER : No, it is not.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. member for
South Brisbane was coming out in a new rdle
altogether ; he had been absolutely comie.
Under the pretence of protesting against what he
called the overtalking of hon, members on the
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Opposition side, the hon, member indulged in
one of the most comic speeches he (Mr. Move-
head) had listened to in that Committee,
and one not at all apropos to the question.
He told them that Welsh was an eloquent
language ; but unfortunately it could only
be understood by a goat—at least that was what
he understood the hon. member to say. He
also spoke of the Scotch, and the great
eloquence of the Irish; but he forgot two
important factors in that Committec — the
Australian and the German. Why did the
hon. gentleman omit them? If the hon.
gentleman was going to give them a masterly
speech on the different oratorical powers of the
nations of the earth, he hoped he would include
those two, He was told that the hon. member
was in the habit of redelivering his speeches
until he knew them by heart; and many hon.
members knew, as soon as he had given his
text, what the sermon would be, Therefore,
when the hon, member redelivered his speech on
the eloquence or want of eloquence of different
nationalities, he (Mr. Morehead) hoped he would
not omit the Aunstralian and (GGerman eloguence.
The hon. member also said it was not his busi-
ness to attick or annoy the Minister for Tands.
Such a thing had never been suggested on the
Opposition side. The fact was that hon. mem-
bers on that side had, both collectively and
individually, had to submit to the greatest
insults not only from the Minister for Lands but
from some of his colleagues. The hon. member
for Maryhorough had gone so far as to apply the
termy ““thieves™ to them ; and hon. members
would Dbe less than human if they could sit
quietly and listen to language of that kind. He
did not know that they were bound, when
they were smitten on one cheek, to turn the
other also; at all events, hon. members on the
Opposition side were not likely to adopt that
Christian precept. The Minister for Lands did
not show that he adopted it in any way what-
ever; in fact, before his cheek was smitten he
had smitten other people. If there were any
truth in the report that appeared in the public
Press no later than last night—that one of those
positions was to be offered to the hon. member
for South Brisbane—he thought the remarks the
hon. member had made in the first portion of his
speech, where he spoke in special condemnation of
the squatters, could only be deseribed as indecent.
There might possibly be truth in the rumour,
because it was well known, and it was not only
an open secret that the appointment had been
already offered before the Bill had even passed
the House. He had heard that said in Sydney
and Brisbane, and the same news had come from
Melhourne.

The PREMIER : That was discussed lait week
for several hours.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he did not care whether
it was discussed last week or not: it might
have been, but it was not settled. That suchan
offer had Dbeen made at all went to prove
that the rumour which appeared last night in
the evening paper was also true; and he said
that if it was so the speech of the hon. member
for South Brishane savoured of indecency, when
he made such a gross attack upon the squatters
of the colony as he had done. By «o doing he had
shown that he was a man with a prejudice, and
was thevefore unfit to be placed in a purely
judicial position. He hoped the rumour was not
true, and he regretted very much that the hou.
member for South Brisbane had made such a
speech. So far as regarded his speaking in the
House, it appeared from his own showing that
he spoke under instruction. He had told the
Committee that he was instructed to speak, and
therefore he spoke. Conld there be any clearer
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proof of the absolute servility of the following of
the hon. the Premier than that statement made
by an hon. gentleman, whom he (Mr. Morehead)
believed to be as independent as any follower of
the Government ?

Mr. PALMER said, when listening to the
amusing and mildly sarcastic speech of the mem-
her for South Brisbane, it struck him that they
had in that hon. gentleman’s speech an example
of the suaciter in modo as against the fortiter in
re of the Premier when he replied to the hon.
meinber for Townsville. The whole course of
the Bill through committee had often struck
him as rather similar to the ¢ Pilgrim’s Progress,”
and the speech made by the hon. member
for South Brisbane was like reaching the
“Delectable Mountains.” The hon. member said
every man might make a public speaker in
time, and he thanked the hon. member for
holding out such hopes to his (Mr. Palmer’s)
side of the Committee. They had had the
emollient from the hon. member, and the drastic
from the Minister for Lands, and between
the two he was getting into a difficulty. Now, in
reference to the amendment proposed by the
hon. member for Warrego he noticed that the
duties of commissioners were very onerous and
heavy. They were more than the commissioners
could carry out, and it was his opinion that local
assistance would introduce a healthy adminis-
tration, and would be a great help to the com-
missioner. The commissioners, he noticed, were
appointed by the Governor in Council, meaning
the Minister for Lands for the time being; but
it was apparent that the board would see with
the eyes of the commissioners. The report they
would get from them would be the report to be
acted upon, and the Act would in reality be ad-
ministered by the Minister for Lands. How
was that for impartiality? He was sorry the
Minister for Lands did not take a better view of
the question and accept the amendment.

Mr. DONALDSON said he did not think he
could becharged with useless speaking. He cer-
tainly had introduced some amendments, which
he had conscientiously believed it would have
been an advantage to adopt. Finding that the
Committee were against him on a previous occa-
sion, and against him now, he would withdraw
his amendment, and checlc useless debate.

Amendnent withdrawn accordingly.

Clause 20— Commissioner to hold a court once
in each month ”—put and passed.

On clause 21, as follows :—

“The connmissioner shall have power to hear and
determine any question relating to the granting or
refusal of any application to select raised at any such
court by himsell or any other person, and to inguire
into any objection made thereto, either on public or
private grounds, aund to examine witnesses on oath in
relation thereto, and fron time to time to postponte any
application, or the hearing or deeision of any guestion
or objection.

“The commissioner shall also have power for the pur-
poses aforesaid. or for the purposes of any inquiry held
under the provisions of this Aect. to summon any person
a8 a witness, and to examine him upon oath, and for
such purposes shall have the same powers and authori-
ties ns any two justices of the peace in petty sessions
have in respect of offences punishable on sumimary
convietion.

“ Any party to any such inquiry may be represented
by his connsel, attorneyv, or agent.

“The cominissioner’s decision on every such (uestion
or inquiry shall be pronounced in open court.”

Mr. MIDGLEY said it did not appear to him
that the clause gave the applicant or selector
power to summon witnesses, The cominissioner
could summon them, but there was nothing
¢iving power to the individual.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did not
see that an applicant for land would be likely to
want any witnessex; he knew the land he
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applied for, and wanted no witnesses. If there
were two or three applicants for the same land,
they might then ask the commissioner to adjourn
the case, in order that they could summon their
witnesses.

Mr. MOREHEAD said there were many things
the hon. gentleman could not conceive. He said
he did not conceive it possible for two members
of the board to disagree. He (Mr. Morehead)
held with the hon. member for Fassifern, and he
hoped the hon. member would see to that. He
did not see why the power to summon witnesses
should lie all on one side.

The PREMIER said that was the usual form.
If a party wanted witnesses, and asked the court
to summon them, they would be summoned.
The power was given to the authority, and not
to the individual.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he understood from
the Premier, with regard to the objection raised
by the hon. member for Fassifern, that the clause
as it stood did not debar a person who
wished to prove his case from calling witnesses.
He understood him to say it in that way. He
interpreted the clause that permission or sum-
mary power was required by the other side.

Mr. PALMER said the Minister for Lands
ought to give them some information about the
clause, Was the commissioner on the commis-
sion of the peace, a magistrate of the territory,
or was the court equivalent to a court of
petty sessions? What were the powers or
punishments ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
hon. member would see by another clause that
the coimmmnissioner exercised powers similar to a
court of petty sessions. Any applicant desiring
to have witnesses summoned might request the
commissioner to issue summonses, and the com-
missioner had power to put off the case from
time to time for the purpose of getting witnesses
in any case with which they had to deal.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that the hon. the
Minister for Lands must forget that was not
what he stated when the hon. member first
called his attention to the clause. The hon.
gentleman said he did not see what necessity the
individual should have of calling witnesses at
all, and certainly led the Committee to believe
that those witnesses only attended under the
provision by which the commissioner could call
witnesses. 'The hon. gentleman certainly in the
first instance stated what he (Mr. Morehead) had
said, that the power rested only with the com-
missioner to call witnesses on his side, and that
the other side had not the power.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that if
an applicant applied for land, and the com-
missioner did not think it right to grant his
application for some reason or other, the
applicant, if he requested the commissioner,
could, of course, have witnesses to give evidence
in his favour.

Question put and passed.

On clause 22, as follows :—

¢ No decision of a commissioner shall be final unless
and until it has been confirnied by the hoard; and the
board may confirm, vary, or reverse any such decision.”

The MINISTER FOR LANDS, in moving
the clause, said he intended to propose an addi-
tion to follow the last word of the clause, as
printed in the Bill ; it was as followed :—

But the board shall not vary or reverse any decision
without hearing in open court the party in whose
favour the decision was given, if he desives to he so
heard. And every order of the board varying or re-
versing a decision shall be pronounced in open court.
So that they could not reverse any such decision
without ecalling a person in whose favonr the
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decision was given to be again heard in open
court, and they must pronounce their decision
in open court.

Question—That the words proposed to be
added be so added—yut.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he thought the Com-
mittee should have some explanation from the
Minister for Lands with regard to the addition.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he could
not see what further explanation the hon.
gentleman could want. The third party in
dealing with the clause would be the Crown, and
its object was that the board should not vary or
reverse any decision of the commissioner without
giving the person who was interested the
opportunity of being heard in the matter. If
the commissioner decided in a certain way, when
it went to the board thev might call upon the
person who was interested to furnish any further
evidence before they dealt with it, and in doing
so they had to do it in open court. He did not
know what further information was wanted,

The Hon. Sk T. McILWRAITH <aid the
explanation of the Minister for Lands might be
sufficient, but the clause, as amended, did not
bear that out—

“The board shall not vary or reverse any decision

without bearing in open court the party in whose
favour the decision was given. if he desires to be so
heard.”
There was no provision there by which the party
whose interests were involved could know that
the decision was likely to be varied or reversed.
How was the party to know? The variation
was pronounced in open court. The man very
likely would know nothing about what was to
take place, and how was he to have the chance
of being heard in open court ? The explanation
given by the Minister for Lands was that notice
would Be given to the man to appear. In the
amendment there ought to be some provision by
which they might call upon him to appear and
give reasons why the decision should not Dbe
reversed.

The PREMIER said it appeared to him that
that was involved in the statement that the
decision should not be varied or reversed without
hearing the person in whose favour it was given.
If the board were not satistied with the de-
cision of a commissioner, and proposed to re-
verse or to alter it, they could not do it
without giving the party in whose favour the
decision had been given an opportunity of being
heard. They could not give their decision until
they gave the person an opportunity of being
heard.

Mr. MOREHEAD: The amendment does
not say so.

The PREMIER said that the board could not
vary or reverse a decision without hearing him,
and they could only obtain that hearing by
asking him whether he wished to be heard.
That was involved necessarily in the language
used. They might insert words to the effect
that notice should be given, but that would not
carry the matter any further, because the board
could not give a decision until the party interested
had been heard, and if he was not heard the
matter would stand over for ever.

Mr, MOREHEAD said the clause seemed to
him to involve an appeal where no appeal was
sought. Supposing a decision was arrived at by
the commissioner, and all parties were perfectly
satisfied with it, still there would be an appeal
lying between the commissioner and the board.
Surely that was not in accordance with the other
provisions of the Bill! An individual was satis-
fied with the decision of the commissioner ; the
commissioner was satisfied that all was right;
and yet behind that they had the board,
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who might vary or reverse the decision of | to whether the decision of the commissioner
the commissioner. He could mnot conceive should be referred to the board ut all. The scope

how the wording of the clause carried with
it provision that notice should be given to
the ndividual. He would assume, for the sake
of argument, that the applicant was satisfied
with the decision of the commissioner and
desired to go no further, and there was nothing
in the clause to invite his attendance or to tell
him that the board intended to vary or reverse
the decision that had been already given by the
commissioner. The clause seemed to him at
variance with the whole spirit of the Bill.

The PREMIER said he would explain the
matter again, and in order to do so he would
assume two different cases. A man applied
for a selection; the commissioner approved of
it, but objection might be made on public or on
private grounds; the commissioner granted the
application, but when the matter came before
the board for final decision it might appear to
them that the decision of the commissioner was
wrong ; and it would be most unfair that they
should be allowed to decide in such a case
without the knowledge of the applicant. There-
fore it was provided that he should be heard,
and until he was told he could not be heard. In
the other case he would suppose that com-
plaint was made against a man that he had
not fulfilled the conditions, or that he was a
dummy ; the commissioner on investizating the
case might find that he had fulfilled the condi-
tions, or that he was not adwnmy : that decision
went before the board, who might be of opinion
that the evidence tended in the contrary direc-
tion, It would be very unfair for the board
to decide against that man without hearing
him, and therefore it was proposed to add
the words contained in the amendment.
If the board were not satisfied with the
decision of the commissioner they could investi-
gate further, but before they decided against a
man they must hear him. That was only
common justice. It was quite impossible, as the
clause stood, for the board to take any action to
the prejudice of an applicant or a selector without
giving him an opportunity of being heard in open
court. How notice should be given to such
persons was a matter of procedure which would
have to he provided for in the regulations made
under the Act.

Mr., MOREHEAD said the hon. gentleman
did not follow his argument, or perhaps he {Mr.
Morehead) hadnot made himself sufficiently clear.
Thehon. gentleman had given a case in point in
which there was some objection to the selector,
and that was, of course, a definite position to
take up ; but what he (Mr. Morehead) wished to
point out was this : Supposing both sides agreed
to ahide by the decision of the commissioner
that they were satisfied that his decision was
correct—why should the individual in whose
favour the commissioner had given his decision
—there being no objection by any other party—
be subjected to further trial? If the hon.
gentleman wanted to make the clause clear he
should insert some words to the effect that ‘““‘on
appeal” the board might confirm, vary, or reverse
the decision of the commissioner, The hon. the
Premier had mentioned acasein which theremight
be a difference of opinion between two contending
applicants for land, or on some other point ; hut
if both parties agreed and were satisfied with the
commissioner’s decision he could not see why
any further proceedings were necessary. If
there was to be an appeal allowed from the
commissioner’s decision, words to that effect
should be inserted in the clause, and he thought
it very proper that there should be such power
of appeal.

The PREMIER said the hon. gentleman
had raised quite a different point altogether—as

of the Bill was that every decision should be
reviewed by the board. The scheme of the
present law was that the decision of the com-
missioner should be referred tothe Minister, and
in the Bill it was proposed to substitute the board
for the Minister in that particular. The hon.
gentleman asked why there should be any appeal
at all ; the answer was, because it was not
considered desirable to give the commissioner
power to determine anything without reference
to the board. The hon. gentleman was not
present last week when the question now raised
was discussed at very considerable length, when
thev were considering what the functions of the
board should be.

The Hox. Str T. McILWRATTH said two
objections had been taken to the clause, and
they had hetter dispose of them in the order
in which they had been raised. The first ob-
jection was that the clause, as proposed to be
amended, involved the selector following up his
application to the land board, and seeing that
nothing went wrong there. There was no pro-
vision made in the Bill by which, in the event
of the land court intending to reverse or vary
the decision of the commissioner, the party in-
terested should receive notice that such a thing
was likely to be done. The hon. the Premier
had said that was involved in the words ““if he de-
sires tobe so heard 7 ; but the desire to be so heard
involved his following up his selection to the
land board; and that was not likely to take
place at all. A man put in an application for a
selection: ; he argued the case before the com-
missioner, and a decision was given in his favour,
and there the matter stopped. The applicant
might be 1,000 miles from Brisbane, and have
no intention whatever of appearing before the
land court; and if the court intended to take
steps to vary or reverse the decision already
given there ought to be some machinery pro-
vided by which he should have notice to that
effect. There was no provision of that kind in
the clause, and the applicant would probably
not hear anything of the matter until final deci-
sion had heen given.

The PREMIER said the remark of the hon.
gentleman about a man being 1,000 miles
away suggested the ideato his mind that he might
not care to be heard in open court. His remon-
strance might be sent down in writing. It was
only fair to point out to the hon. gentleman that
the other point which was raised took precedence
of that, and if he had any desire to say anything
about it he should do so before the amendment
was put.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the point which he
raised, which was one that should receive serions
consideration, had not been fairly dealt with
by the Premier ; it was that the word ¢ con-
firm” was contained in the word *‘reverse.”
The hon. gentleman stated that the intention of
the Bill was to vest the power now held by the
Minister in the hands of the board, and he sug-
gested that the word ‘“appeal,” or some word of
similar import, should be put into the clause to
leave the decision in the hands of the commis-
sioner. The first part of the clause showed that
the hon, member wasin error, because no decision
of the commissioner could be final until it had
been confirmed by the board. Therefore there
could be no decision arrived at with regard
to anything until the bvard had confirmed
it. Then it said that the board might ‘‘con-
firm, vary, or reverse” any such decision.
Of course, non-confirmation by the board was
practically a reversal of the decision. The
word ‘““vary” he objected to, unless there
was some appeal from some person who con-
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sidered he was aggrieved.  Surely, if everything
was in order, and there was no appeal, the
decision would be confirmed! He did not see
the necessity for those words; or, in fact, for
any portion of the clause, except that portion
which had been accepted by the hon. the Premier
himself.

The PREMIKR said the hon. member
suggested that the board must either confirm or
reverse a decision,

Mr. MOREHEAD:
embraces both.

The PREMIER said he was not sure that it
did, and he could give an illustration at once.
Suppose an application was made for a selection
which comprised soume permanent water, and
somebody before the commissioner objected to
the application, and the commissioner never-
theless granted the application ; the board on
Iooking over the papers, and seeing the plan of
theland, and knowing that the water should not
be comprised in the application, might very
likely confirm the application subject to a
variance in the boundaries, so as not to let it
eomprise all the water. They might leave one
side of the water or some reserve in a corner for
travelling stock. There were lots of cases in
which the board might see the necessity for
varying the boundaries without refusing to con-
firm the application. It was very desirable that
those words should be stated in the clause.

Mr. MOREHEAD said if there was no excep-
tion taken to the selection or to the application,
even in the case put by the Premier, he could
not see why the decision of the comumissioner
should not be final, if there was no appeal
against it.  After the hon. gentleman had
accepted the amendment of the leader of the
Opposition, he did not care very much to press
the point; but he thought it would be better
that the proclamation should be final unless there
was an appeal.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH said he
understood the objection of the hon. member
for Balonne, and would put it in this way : that
it was not obligatory on the board to ‘“ confirm,
vary, or reverse.”’

The PREMIER: They must do one of the
three.

The How. S1r T. McILWRAITH said they
might let the appeal stand. The words should
be: they “shall ” confirin, vary, or reverse such a
decision. No matter what decision had been
arrived at by the commissioner, by the board
taking no action the case might hang as long
as they chose, That was the objection that wax
taken ; that there was nothing obligatory in the
clause to make the board take action, Why
should they leave it with the board whether they
should take action or not? The clause ought to
read, ‘““the board shall confirm, vary, or reverse
any such decision.”

The PREMIER said that would be saying
that the commissioner must deal with any
application that came before him. Suppose he
did not, he would be removed. It was the same
as saying that a judge shall decide a case; he
did it as soon as he could. The board were
appointed for a purpose, and if they did not do
their duty they would be removed; but they
might exercise their functions in whatever way
they thought right.

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH said a
great deal had been said upon the use of the
words “may” and “shall.” Tt was not usual
to say that the Governor in Council *‘shall”
do anything; but he did not suppose that
the satue courtesy in language should be
used towards the buard, The hon, gentleman

The word ““confirm”
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said that, as the board was appointed for that
purpose, they would be removed if they did not.
He could conceive a case in which the Minister
did not want to come to a decision. There would
be a great many cases of that kind ; where@ man
applied for a selection, if it was a diflicult
point they might hang it up. There would be
no power to compel them to act.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that surely the hon.
Premier could see that difficulties might arise if
the amendment proposed by the leader of the
Opposition was not accepted! The clause
said :—

“ No deeision of a commissioner shall be final unless
and until it has been confirmed by the board ; and the
bourd may confirny, vary, or reverse any such decision.”
According to the interpretation put upon
the word *“‘may” by the Premier himself,
under that clause it rested with the board
to hang up a thing for all time, and they
might never confirm it if it were not made
compulsory upon them. Take the very case
instanced by the Premier himself of a man
taking up one side of a waterhole : the matter,
as the clause stood, might be held up for years,
and a decision never given. The man would
have the decision of the commissioner, but it
might eventually be reversed by the board, and
he could not in the meantime go on with any
improvements. He could not see why the hon.
Premier should object to the amendment if
he wished the clause to be a valid one.

The PREMIER said suppose they said “shall,”
the question would arise ‘“ when?”

Mr. MOREHEATD : Then we can alter the
clause to meet that.

The PREMIER asked how they were to fix
the time within which the board were to give
their decision? Suppose they said it should be
three months, Tt might take three months and
a week before they could get the necessary infor-
mation. Suppose they said six months, inter-
ruptions might occur to delay communication,
and it might be seven months before they
could hear from the selector. They could not
lay down a hard-and-fast line as to the time in
which it should be done. Attempts had been
made in America to fix the time within which
judges must give their decisions. He believed
that in California a judge must give his decision
within six months, and if he did not do so he
could not draw any salary until he had given his
decision. It was no use saying “ shall” unless
they could enforce the provision. They had to
consider all those points in framing an Act of
Parliament. TIf they fixed the time within which
the decision was to be given, and the board
did not give the decision within that time,
what was to be done then? They could only
punish them for not doing it. In many instances
they must trust to public officers to do their
duty. Their duty was plainly enough described,
and it was their duty to do it. He was dealing
with the suggestion that the word to be used
should be “shall” instead of “may.” If they
said “shall” that did not carry it any further.
If they said it shall be the duty of the board to
deal with such decision of the commissioner, and
they shall confirm, alter, or reverse that decision,”
it would not be saying any more than was already
said by the use of the word “ may.” It wastheir
duty to give a decision, and to do one of three
things—-confirm, vary, or reverse the decision of
the commissioner—to say “No,” or ¢ Yes,” or
““Yes” with certain additions.

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH said the
hon. member stated there was no difference
between the words ““may ” and *‘shall ” in that
clawse,

The PREMIER : No practical difference,
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The Hox. S T. McILWRAITH said he
would quote the hon. member's words. The
hon. member said there was no difference be-
tween the words ““may” and ‘““shall” in the
clause, unless along with ¢ shall” they appointed
a time within which the decision should be given,
and he did not think it was necessary to appoint a
time. If they said *‘shall confirm, vary, or
reverse,” it put upon the board a certain duty ;
but if they used the word ** may” they might do
it, or the matter might be hung up for all time.
That was the very clause which would provide
for collusion between the Minister for Lands and
the board. If they said the board ‘ shall con-
firm, vary, or reverse,” and they neglected to do
80, they would have neglected to perform a duty
forced upon them clearly by an Act of Parlia-
ment ; while if they said ‘““iay” it made it
optional with the board to do what was required
of them or not.

The PREMIER said if it was considered
desirable they could say ‘“shall forthwith.”
That would mean ““with all convenient speed.”
He would propose that as an amendment.

Mr. NORTON said he was glad the hon.
member supported the amendment, because in
the 17th clause the word ¢“ shall ” was used with
regard to the action of the board, and no time
wasfixed. The Ist subsection said, “ The board
shall require the commissioner to furnish them
with a valuation,” ete. The 2nd subsection said,
““They shall also require the pastoral tenant or
lessee or other person,” ete., to do certain things;
and the 3rd subsection said, ¢The board shall in
open court,” etc. He could not see what objec-
tion there could be to adopting the word ““shall”
in this clause, seeing that it was adopted in
clause 17,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that,
with the permission of the Committee, he would
withdraw his amendment to enable the clause to
be amended as proposed by the Premier.

Amendinent, by leave, withdrawn.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the clause
was aniended by the omission of the word
“may” in the 2nd line of the clause, and the
ingertion of the words ‘“shall forthwith consider
and ”; and by the omission of the word ““any”
in the 3rd line, and the insertion of the word
““every.”

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he would
now move his amendment, which was to add to
the clause the following words ;—

But the bourd shall not vary or reverse any decision
until after notice to the party in whose favour the
decision was given, and heuaring him in open court or
otherwisc, if he desires to be so heard. And every order
of the board varying or reversing a decision shall be
pronounced in open conrt.

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

The Hox. Stk T. McILWRAITH said that
before the next clause was moved he wished to
draw the attention of the Government to some
remarks made by the hon. niember for Towns-
ville. Of course he did not wish in any way to
circumscribe the powers of the Government,
but he thonght that it was a matter of great im-
portance in the working of the Bill that wem-
hers of the board should bLe appointed who had
the confidence of the House. On account of the
extraordinary powers that had been given to
those members—powers which had not been
given to any other officer of the Government by
any previous Act—he thought that on the partof
the Government it would Dbe acknowledged that
the House ought to have something to say with
regard to thelr appointiment. That was not
taking away from the position of the Govern-
ment, nor would it interferc with their respon-
sibility to that House, It was important to
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know who were to be the men to be associated
with the Government in the working of an Act
which would be extraordinarily difficult to work.
As had been pointed out by the hon. member
for Townsville, a similar course was adopted by
the House of Commons on the Irish Land Act.
Before that Act was passed, it was insisted on
by both sides of the House that, prior to its
becoming law, the commissioners should
be actually named in the Bill; and he
thought a similar course ought to be taken
here; they ought to know who the mem-
bers of the board were to be. The Bill
provided what the Government considered
sufficient safeguards against their duties being
interfered with by the Government, by any
officers of the Government, or by any other
power except the parties themselves ; and Par-
liament therefore ought to have some knowledge
as to who were to be appointed. He would
therefore like the Government to consider the
matter before the Bill passed its third reading.
Hon. members would be glad, he was sure, to
see the names of the gentlemen whom the
Government desired to appoint. That would
give the Government time to consider their
arrangements, and it would give satisfaction to
hon. members on both sides, if they could then
state that the members of the board would be
gentlemen in whom the House would have the
fullest confidence.

The PREMIER said that of course it was
extremely desirable that the members of the
board should have the fullest confidence of
Parliament, and, as he had said on a previous
occasion, the question of naming them in the
Bill had been under the consideration of the
Government, but at that time it was not con-
sidered desirable to .do so. If, however, the
Government were in a position, before the Bill
passed its third reading, to name the members of
the board, he did not think there would be any
objection to the insertion of the names in the
Bill. At the present time they were not in a
position to do so, because they had no idea who
the members of the board were to be. As the
hon. member had suggested, the best time to deal
with the matter would be bhefore the Bill passed
its third reading. The names might perhaps be
inserted before the 12th clause.

The Hown. Str T. McILWRAITH said he
was glad the hon. member had accepted his
suggestion in the spirit in which it was made.
The hon. member spoke of the 12th clause.
There was a proviso in the previous clause to
the effect that ““this section takes effect from the
passing of this Act.” The constitution of the
board would take effect from that time, and,
any way, immediately on the passing of the Act,
the appointment would be necessary; but the
Government would have time to make their
arrangements before that time.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said that, as
far as he could gather from the debate which
took place in the House of Commons when the
Irish Land Bill was in committee, the Gladstone
Government had not made up their minds as to
the appointment of cominissioners; the matter
was postponed. The Bill was in committee after
that, he thought, about four weeks, the Com-
mittee sometimes sitting the whole night through.
It was imagined that the only objection the
Gladstone Government had to naming the com-
missioners was that probably some of the com- °
missioners might be members of Parliament.
He for one would not object to a member of the
House being appointed a member of the board, if
he had the confidence of the House and the Gov-
ermnent ; and, in fact, he believed that one of
the Trish commissioners, Mr. Litton, was a mem-
ber of the House of Comunons, If the Government
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therefore really had any such intention, they ought
to inform the House who the members were to be.
As he said before, he had no objection to any
member of the House being appointed as a
member of the board, he being otherwise quali-
fied.

On clause 23, as follows :—

“PART IIL—EXISTING PASTORATL Limases,

At any time within six months after this purt of this
Act becomes applicable to any run, the pastoral tenant
thereof may give notice to the Minister that e clects
to take advantage of the provisions of this Aet with
respect to such run.

“The notice of elestion shall be in the formn in the
third schedule to this Act, or to the like effeet.

“In the case of two or more conterminous runs
being held by the same pastoral tenant, the whole shall
be dealt with as one ran (hereinafter called a cousoli-
dated run) for the purposcs of this part of this Act; but
the board may require any consolidated run whicl: con-
tains more than five hundred square miles to be snub-
divided for the purposes of this part of this Act into
two or more portions, but so that any two of such
portions shall together conta’n not less than five hun-
dred syuare miles. Hach of such portions shall be
deemed to be a consolidated run for the purposes of this
part of this Act.

“Tor the purposes of this section, the lease of any
run the term whereof has expired by effluxion of time
sinee the thirty-first day of December, one thousand
eight hundred and eighty-lwo,shull he deemed to be a
subsisting lease until the expirvation of the period of
six months hereinbefore mentioned.””

The HoN. Sir T. McILWRAITH said that
was the proper time to ask the Government for
some information with regard to the future
working of the Act. The Bill provided the
machinery for dealing with portions of certain
runs included within the red line on the map;
but at the same time it had been pointed out by
the Minister for Works on the second reading
that the Act would be purely optional as to
whether anyone should come under it or not.
They ought to see the consequences of the Act
not only with regard to those who came under it
optionally, but the consequences to those who
did not elect to come under it. It was useless
legislating in the dark, and all men whose in-
terests were affected ought, in common fair
play, to know in what respect they would be
affected. He wanted to know in what way the
Government proposed, supposing there were cases
in which the present lessees of a run did not
elect to come under the Act—in what way
the Government proposed to deal with them ?
Of course, supposing all the lessees elected not to
come under the Act, then it went for so much
waste paper, and they would have simply re-
pealed all the Land Acts of the colony and
virtually left nothing instead. What the Com-
mittee was entitled to know was the action the
Government proposed to take in regard to those
lessees who did not elect to come under the Act,
They might take the probable case that nobody
would elect to come under it except lessees in
particular districts. What would be done then?
Did the Government propose to resume portions
of the runs of those who were not under the Act
under the powers of the Act of 1869, and if so
what power would the Government have to deal
with portions of runs so resumed ? All that
information the Committee ought to have. They
ought not to have to guessatit. They ought
to see how the Government would stand.
The information was wanted not only for the
pastoral lessee, but for the whole colony. It
was also useful to members to Lknow; and,
in fact, it was necessary that they should
have the information. = As regarded the
pastorsl lessees, he assumed that the Gov-
ernment did not wish to put an option
before them, keeping them dark as to what the
option was. The pastoral lessees would know
that they might elect to come under the Act or
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supposing they did not come under it, what
then ensued ? The Government ought to give
that information.

The PREMIER :
second reading.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH said it was,
but the only reference he xaw to it—and he read
the whole of the speeches delivered on the second
reading—was made by the Minister for Works,
whetein he said the whole matter was simply
optional. He said nothing would ensue. The
way in which he talked was that it would be
an advantage to come under the Act, and the
phraseology of the Bill was, ¢“ elect to take ad-
vantage of the Act.” The Minister for Works
assunted that it would be an advantage, and if
the lessee did not choose to take that advantage
—well, nothing would come of it, and no harm
would be done. He (Hon. Sir 1. McTlwraith)
did not think that was likely to be the policy
of the Government, but if it was they ought to
know. The Government could not have a Bill
providing for dealing with land under certain
contingencies without letting them know what
would be the course they would follow, provided
those contingeneies happened, and which would
actually happen. The Commniittee ought to
know what the Ministry intended to do. Tt
was only fair to the pastoral lessees, and fair
to the whole colony.

The MINTISTER FOR LANDS said there
was no desire on the part of the Government to
keep anybody in the dark as to their intentions,
which he thought were fairly explained on one or
two previous occasions, and more especially by
himself on the second reading of the Bill. If
the pastoral lessee did not care to come under the
Act, and his run, or portion of his run, was
required for settlement, the Government would
exercise the power they already possessed under
the Act of 1869, and resume the runs for settle-
ment if required. Once resumed, the run was
unoceupied Crown land, and was open for settle-
ment.

Mr. MOREHEAD : It is not.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said when
a run was resumed it was in that position.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. gentleman
was wrong. Under the Act of 1869, land re-
sumed under the 55th clause was not unoccupied
Crown land. The pastoral lessee had the right
to oceupy it by paying rent until it was abso-
lutely taken away from hiin by settlement, and
when it was taken away from him by selection
or otherwise he was entitled to compensation
for improvements on the land so resumed. That
was the law as it stood, and the hon. gentleman
was utterly wrong when he told the Comnittee
that whenland was resumed under the Act of 1869
it became unoccupied Crown land. It became
the property, so far as the grazing right was
concerned, of the pastoral lessee until otherwise
used or alienated.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said they
need not squabble over aterm. The land would
be available for settlement if resumed. The
settlement of the lands was the only object the
Government had in view, and the runs would be
in that condition when resumed, whether the
lessees had the right of depasturing on them or
not,

Mr. DONALDSON said he wished to ask a
question. Under the Act of 1869 it was pro-
vided that the Governor in Council might resume
the whole or any portion of a run. Provided the
pastoral lessee did not choose to take advantage
of this Act, was it the intention of the Govern
ment to restune more land on the runs that were
not under the Act than the Act provided for?

It was referred to on the

not; but what they would want to know was, | The Bill provided that Lalf the avea of a run
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should be taken ; butif the power of resumption
was exercised in the case of a run that did not
come under the Act, was it the intention of the
Government to resume half or more than half of
that run?

The MINISTER ¥OR LANDS said if the
lessee elected to remain wunder the Act under
which he held his run, then the conditions of the
Act under which he held it would apply to him.

Mr, MOREHEAD said that was to say that
pastoralists were to be hrought under the Act by
a threat or by compulsion. 'The question asked
by the hon. member for Warregy was a very
pertinent ome, and that was, whether in the
event of resumption under the Act of 1869 the
saine course of procedure wonld be adopted, and
the same amount of land thrown open to the
publicunderthat Act, as was proposed to be thrown
open under the present Bill? That was what the
hon. member asked, and the answer hegot wasthat
pastoral lessees could not be under both Acts.
The Minister for Lands, with the chuckle which
seemed to delight him so much, thought he made
a very great point; but he might have known
that no hon, member assumed that a man would
be under both Acts. He was asked whether
more than one-half of a run which had been held,
say, twenty years, would be thrown open to
selection if the lessee elected to remain under the
Act of 1869,

The PREMIER said there was no threat in
the matter. If a man did not choose to come
under the provisions of the Bill he must take his
chance. How could any Government answer for
the intentions of the Govermment for the next
twenty years? If they did state their intention
that would not bind anybody else. If they said
it was their intention not totake more than was
specified in this Bill, a man, by not coming
under the provisions of the Bill, would have all
the advantages of both Acts. That would be a
singular state of things. A promise of that kind
would be extremely foolish, and, if made, would
be quite inoperative.

Mr. DONALDSON said the Premier was
wrong. A lessee would not have all the advan-
tages of both Acts, because he would only have
a short tenure under the Act of 1869, whereas
he would have a long one if he came under the
Bill.

The Hox. B. B. MORETON said he had a
question to ask. When the Railway Reserves
Act was passed a large number of runs were
divided, part of each being resumed. If any of
those lessees took advantage of the Bill, wouldthe
half he now held under lease be subdivided, or
would there be a fresh subdivision of the whole
of the run—the leased half and the portion
resumed ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that in
the case of the runs which had been divided
under the provisions of the Railway Reserves
Act it would be better to deal with the whole run,
and not with the resumed halves alone.

The Hox. Sizx T. McILWRAITH said the
Premier had not met the answer to the cquestion
put to him by the hon. member for War-
rego. That hon. gentleman did not wish to
know what the Government proposed to do
twenty years hence, but what they were
likely to do next year. It wasquite evident that
there was only one class of pastoral lessees who
would voluntarily and without coercion come
under the Bill when it became law—those pro-
vided for in the last paragraph of the clause
under discussion. That paragraph proposed to
give new leases to runholders who had no claim
to them at all, and they would necessarily accept
anything in the shape of a lease. They had not
yet got an answer to the question as to what the
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Government would do in the case of a lessee
who refused to come under the Bill-—whether
they would resume from the whole of the runs a
proportionate amount or an amount considered
suitable for selection, and bring it under the
operation of the Bill. And in dealing with that
selection, would they deal with those lease-
holders on the same principle as that on which
it was proposed to resume land by clause 24?

The MINISTER ¥OR LANDS said it would
not give an unfair advantage to those men
whose leases had expired to allow them to
come under the provisions of the Bill. With
reference to yesumption on the runs of those
lessees who did not choose to come under the
provisions of the Bill, there would be no restric-
tion when the runs were of such a character as
to make it desirable that settlement should
take place. The Government would recognise
no lmit to the amount of resumption if the
lessee declined to come under the Bill. If every
particle of their land should he taken up by
selectors it would have to be resumed for that
purpose, unless the lessees chose to protect
themselves by coming under the provisions of the
Bill.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that was a refreshing
piece of information. The Government proposed
to lock up the lands of the colony. The hon.
gentleman knew very well that land could be
vesumed under the Act of 1869, just as well as
under the Bill now before the Committee, if it
was wanted for settlement. That could be done
by a course of procedure which had never been
objected to by either House of Parliament.
Now, however, the hon. gentleman told the
Committee that the course proposed by the Bill
would be adopted—as if it were a new depar-
ture. But the hon. gentleman had not given
an answer to the question put to him  yet.
To put it broadly, he was asked whether—-in
the event of the lessees of runs held under
the Act of 1869 not electing to come under
the Bill — whether a wholesale notice of
resumption would be given to those lessees?
They were perfectly aware that the Act of 1869
provided for those resumptions, but what did
the hon. gentleman propose to do with the land
when it was resumed? He could not bring it
under the Bill and throw it open in 20,000-acre
selections, It would have to be dealt with under
the provisions of the Act of 1869.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
prescnt Bill contained provisions for dealing
with the land so resumed.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he was glad to have
clicited that additional information. He would
now ask the hon. gentleman how he proposed to
deal with those runs situated near townships,
where large areas had been resumed and thrown
open for selection, but where the right of selection
had been exercised to only a limited extent—
whether he was prepared to consider those re-
sumptions in the division of the runs? Suppose
that, from a run of 200,000 acres, 88,000 acres
had been taken from it, and thrown open for
selection, and that only a portion of that area
had been selected—would the hon. gentleman
treat the unselected balance of the 88,000 acres
as a portion of the run to be divided under the
provisions of the Bill? It was only fair that that
should he so. There were a good many runs
near townships in that condition, and it would
hardly be right to put the lessees of them in an
extra unfair position as compared with the lessees
of other runs.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied that
all the land on which the lessee was paying rent
would be considered as a portion of the run.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that was all he
wanted,
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The Hox. Siz T, McILWRAITH said that
what he pointed out was that in the Bill certain
principles had been adopted by the Government
for the resumption of land. They held that a
certain amount should be taken from runs which
had been leased from the Crown for a certain
period 5 that a smaller amount should be taken
from runs that had been leased for a shorter
peviod ; and so on.  He had asked the Minister
for Lands if he meant to put the same principles
into play in the resumption of land from those
pastoral lessees who did not come under the Act,
and the hon. gentleman’s reply was, ¢ Certainly
not ; in those resumptions only one matter
would be considered, and that was the demand
for settlement.” The answer might be right,
but it was perfectly inconsistent with the
Bill all through. What he had insisted on
was that the Bill did not recognise settlement.
Its object was to give a long lease for one-half of
a run, twice as long a lease for another part,
and a fifty years’ lease for a large part of the
remainder, without the slightest recognition of
settlement. It had always been a principle of
their legislation that if the whole of a run was
required for settlement the whole should be
resumed for the purpose ; but the Bill departed
from that principle. The Minister for Lands
guarded himself against such a contingency
happening in the case of men who did not come
voluntarily under the Act, by saying that the
Government would resume as wmuch as was
required for settlement. He (Hon. Sir T.
MecIlwraith) held that the whole of it should
be resumed, and the argument was the
strongest  that - could be brought against
the Bill, simply because it provided for those
long leases, and had not taken settlement
into consideration at all. Then there was the
last paragraph of the clause, which provided for
giving pastoral lessees—whose leases had ex-
pired, and who had no more right to their runs
than any hon. members had—a renewed lease.
The Minister for Lands asserted that those
men had as much right to a lease as anybody
else. If the hon. gentleman had heard the
Premier, when in opposition, denouncing a
modified proposition of the same sort, made by
the late Government two years ago, he would
not have made such a flippant answer. On that
occasion the leases were actually falling in, and
the late Government proposed that there should
be short leases, so as to bring them under the
operation of the Act on a certain date. That
was denounced by the hon. gentleman as one of
the greatest pieces of spoliation that had ever
been attempted in the colony.

The PREMIER : So it was.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH : And yet
when the same principle was now introduced the
hon. gentleman never said a word about it. He
dared say there were not half-a-dozen members
on the other side who were aware that by the
last paragraph of the clause it was intended to
give a ten years’ lease to men who had not the
slightest right, legal or otherwise, to the land
they occupied. He was not satisfied with the
answer given to the hon. member for Burnett.
He could not understand how on the dictum of a
Minister certain lands showld De treated as
portions of a run, when they formed no part of
it at the present time. The hon., gentleman
said that in the division of a run certain lands
outside it would be dealt with as if they were
inside it. There was nothing to that effect in
the Bill, and if it was intended to insert it,
where would it come in ?

The PREMIER: In the next clause.

The Hox. Sig T. McILWRATTH said that
it it was intended to propose such an amendment
in the next clause 1t was limne hon. members
had 1t in thsir hand:.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
drift of the hon. gentleman’s remarks was that
squatters should not be allowed to have anything
in the shape of a fixed lease, and that they
should be liable at any time to lose the whole
of their runs. 1t would not be denied that there
were numbers of people ready to take up small
erazing holdings in the colony ; and the want of
openings for such men had been felt for years.
No provision had hitherto been made for them,
although the hon, gentleman had it in his power
to have made such provision during his five years’
term of office, if he had believed in them. He
was certain the hon. gentleman did not belieyve in
them, or he would haveacted up to his convictions.
And either the hon. gentleman thought there
was no such class of people in the country, or else
he thought it undesirable to promote settlement.
He was inclined to think that the hon. member
thought it was undesirable to promote settlement.
What the Bill intended to do was to give an
opportunity to men like that to settle on small
grazing holdings, and at the same time to
give the squatter an assured position which
he thought he was thoroughly entitled to.
The squatter had been before always in
a state of uncertainty, but in the main he
had been safe. There had been great risk
attached to it by the prevailing opinion of the
country. However, while the squatter occupied
that position, he maintained that he was not in a
position any man ought to be in, simply at the
mercy of the Government of the day. The
squatter ought to have an assured position,
whether that was a restricted one or an extended
one. He thought it onght tobe a restricted one,
s0 as to give other people opportunity to come in
and occupy the land under different conditions.
The Bill did that. It enabled them to come in
without doing ruinous injury to the squatters.
It gave the squatters an assured position,
and it gave ample opportunities tomen to come
in under the terms of the Bill, on grazing areas.
It also did the same with reference to agricul-
tural areas. Agricultural districts did not
conflict generally throughout the colony with
the great pastoral interest, because the districts
in which the pastoral interest prevailed were not
districts that would be required by agricul-
turists. There might be coming a time when
agriculturists would use the land in that way.
‘Where the great pastoral interests prospered
those agriculturists did not want to come
in. The Bill enabled those who came after
them to deal with lands and make them avail-
able to agriculturists as well as to small pas-
toralists. Theland hadnot passed out of the hands
of the State altogether. Ifat theend of the term
they required to further subdivide the hold-
ings—whether of the agriculturist or the grazier
—it could be done, but under the old system
the land would be absolutely alienated. There
would be no check at all, as in the case of New
South Wales, where men were driven to outside
places—the most miserable holdingsinthe country
—to take up holdings for agricultural purposes.
That was what the Bill proposed to prevent. It
proposed to retain the land in the hands of the
State, so that at some future time those large
holdings might be susceptible or capable of
further subdivisions for small graziers or small
agriculturists.

Mr. MELLOR said that reference had been
made by the hon. member for Burnett to the
leases of pastoral tenants. He would like to know
in the interests of the settled districts whether
it was proposed to give the lessees who now held
yearly leases, a lease for ten years. He thought
himself that, if such should be the case, it would
greatly retard settlement in the settled districts.
He was clearly of that opinion, because he was
aware that there was a great deal of land in the
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settled districts at the present time that would
be required for agricultural purposes if the pro-
posed railways were carried out. If ahalf of the
runs was leased for a further term of ten years,
he thought himself that would retard settlement
in the future.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said the hon.
member was another of those on the Govern-
ment side who seemed not to have read the Bill
very carefully ; and the first, second, and third of
the Government supporters who had spoken on
the Bill had read it just as carefully as that hon.
member had done, However, he passed that over.
The Minister for Lands complained in the last
speech that he made that there was no provision
wade for small graziers, and that only provision
was made for the large grazier. He thought the
hon. gentleman must have forgotten the history
of the squatting system. The history was that
it was for the small grazier—that was, small
according to the relative meaning of the word
now, Twenty-five square miles formed the
original run under the squatting system, and
that system existed yet. Any man could take
up land if he counld find it, but the land was all
occupied. Surely the present race of squatters
were not to complain because the amount of
land in the possession of the State was
limited ! They could not manufacture land.
Any man could take up a run of twenty-
five square miles, which was quite as small
as the run proposed to be taken up by the
small grazier under the Bill. So where was the
great object ? It was simply this: By the
effluxion of time and the influx of capital, the
small graziers had been driven out, and the large
ones had taken their place. Now the State
stepped in and said they would do away with
that race of large graziers, and take away half of
what they possessed, and divide it amongst
the small ones; and the same process would
have to be done at some future time unless
a law was passed to prevent people using
their capital to what they considered the best
advantage. That was what the hon. gentleman
stated lately in his speech. He was not going
to speak for the large graziers; there were
plenty there to speak for themselves. What he
was going to say was that the answer which
the hon. gentleman made about the compulsion
which would be exercised upon a squatter who
did not elect to come under this Act, seemed to
him to be even worse than the repudiation of
the pre-emptive right under the Act of 1869,
giving every man who came under it a lease for
twenty-one years under certain conditions, One
of those conditions was that he was liable to
have his land resumed in & certain way for public
purposes.

The PREMIER : The law does not say so.

Mr. MOREHEAD : It does.

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN : It does, and
the Premier must read the law again.

The PREMIER : One section does,

The Hox. JJ. M. MACROSSAN said that the
Act having provided the way in which land was
to be resumed when it was required for public
purposes, and given the lessee a right for twenty-
one years, unless it was resumed in that way, it
seemed to him that by bringing in a Bill now,
by which the Government ‘could operate on that
run and take it from the holder, would be an act
of repudiation quite as great as the withdrawal
of the pre-emptive right. The word ‘‘may?”
having been left in clause 54 of that Act, it gave
the Government the power of exercising it or not.
That was the opinion he had formed simply on
listening to the speech of the hon. the Minister
for Lands. The Minister for Works had dis-
tinctly stated that it was an optional thing. But
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a new light had struck the Minister for Lands, or
else the Minister for Works did not understand
the Bill. Had the Minister for Lands given the
answer that it was optional for those who did not
elect to come under it to remain out till the end of
theterm, heconsidered that thematter would have
been quite a fair one, and the Government could
do as they pleased with the leases which fell in,
or which had fallen in at the present time, or
which would fall in at any time between now
and 1890. That was the basis on which he
argued when he spoke on the second reading
of the Bill ; considering that it was optional,
and that the Government would have only a
certain number of leases—hetween 400 and 500—
to operate upon between this year and 1890
—about 500 leases in six yvears; but now they
found that not only would they have those leases
to operate upon, but that they might, if they
chose, take away the whole of a man’s run if he
did not come under the present Bill, and
devote it, not to agriculture or to purposes
of settlement, but to smaller graziers. That,
he maintained, was simply carrying out the
operations of the squatting system as it now
existed ; and in realiby the Government were
going to give the power, under the Bill, to take
away a man’s lease that he had for twenty-one
years, and carry out the same system as before.
He knew several men who had been gold-miners,
and were fortunate enough to get a few hundred
pounds together, who had gone squatting upon
twenty-five square miles. He knew several,
within 100 miles of Charters Towers, who had
done so; so that it was utter nonsense
for the hon. member to talk of the pre-
sent system as not giving opportunities to
small graziers ; because it really did so, so long
as land could be found open for selection. Of
course, as he had said before, if there was no
land open the Government could not make more,
and those who came last must take the conse-
quences. It wasjustthesameasmen goingtoafirst-
class rush ; the first comerstook up all the payable
ground, and those who came afterwards had to
take what they could get, if they could get any.
And so it was with the class which the hon. the
Minister for Lands imagined existedinthe colony.
He (Hon. J. M. Macrossan) should be very glad to
know that there was such a class, but he was
very much inclined to doubt it; but what he
had stated about the Act of 1869, giving the
squatter an absolute right to hislease for twenty-
one years, with the condition he had spoken of,
could not be denied. Therefore, in his opinion,
the Bill should not be compulsory, but per-
missive ; and all the runs in the last paragraph
of the clause should be operated upon at once—
that was, runs the leases of which had fallen
due. Those men had no legal right whatever to
their runs. It was simply an act of grace
on the part of the Government to renew their
leases under any terms whatever ; and he held
that it was upon those runs the Government
should first begin to operate, and not to takeaway
leases from men who did not wish to come under
the Bill.

The PREMTER said the country would be in
a very deplorable condition indeed if the hon.
gentleman’scomparison was correct. He compared
1t to a goldfield in which every claim had been
taken up. He (the Premier) hoped the colony was
notreduced tosuch adeplorable condition asthat—
that the hundreds of millions of acres of land they
had were not in the position of a goldfield every
claim on which was occupied. The hon. gentle-
man had actually told them that under the Act
of 1869 land could only be resumed for public
purposes. Did he think that was a provision of
that Act?

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : Would you
rezume it for private purpoces?
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The PREMIER : What did the hon. gentle-
man mean by ““public purposes” ? Was he
playing upon words? Land might be resumed
under that Act for any purpose the Government
thought fit. There was no restriction whatever
in the Act of 1869 as to the purpose to
which lands resumed should be put; and
it contained no such words as had been sug-
cested by the hon. member. There was
simply power given to resume any portion, or
the whole of a run; in order to do so, certain
notice must be given, and if not dissented from
by both Houses of Tarliament, the resumption
would take effect, and the land would become
Crown land, to be dealt with in any way the
Government thought proper. And that was
what the hon. gentleman now called repudiation,
In the name of fortune, what was the next
thing that would be called repudiation? They
had been told over and over again that all the
Act of 1869 really conferred upon the pastoral
lessees was a six months’ tenure; and now,
when it was proposed to exercise that power,
it was called repudiation. There was no argu-
ing with hon. members who used such arguments.
The facts were that under the Act of 1869 runs
might be resumed upon six months’ notice when-
ever the Government or Parliament thought it
desirable to do so ; and when resumed the Gov-
ernment _could do whatever it pleased with the
land. The object, of course, in resuming the
land was to put it to some better purpose than
that to which it had been devoted, and Parlia-
ment would determine from time to time
what was a sufficient or better way of deal-
ing with it. The Government considered that
the lands of the colony were being monopolised
to an injurious extent by large owners, and that
they should be taken out of their hands, and
placed in the hands of small owners to be
settled upon as closely as possible. Hon. gen-
tlemen opposite used to say that was their
object, but now they said it was not their
object, and that it ought not to be the object of
the country. That was the power that the
Government and Parliament had, and that
power must be exercised from time to time as
land was required for settlement. That power
had never been exercised oppressively, but it
must be exercised as fast as land was wanted for
close settlement; and if the pastoral tenants
did not take advantage of the provisions of the
Bill they would remain under the Act of 1869,
and any portion of their runs would be liable to
resumption whenever they were wanted for
settlement. They could not say where settlement
would be required in the course of three or four
years, but wherever it was required there must the
land be taken away from the pastoral tenants
who held it under the Act of 1869. Of course,
land held under the Bill could not be taken away
until the lease expired ; but if it was not under
the present Bill it could be taken away. He
wished to say a word or two with regard to the
position of leases in the railway reserves. Under
the Railway Reserves Act, and the Western
Railway Act, the provisions of which were
substantially analogous, it was provided that on
the resumption of runs in the reserves created by
those Acts—that was, by exercising the powers
of the Act of 1869—the land would nevertheless
be subject to lease. It was a kind of formal
resumption by which the land was made avail-
able for alienation, if required, but not other-
wise. In fact, while the land was opened for
selection, it still, for all practical purposes,
remained a portion of the run. Txcept in
regard to certain powers of selection, nothing
was  to interfere with the rights of the
lessees ; so that, in point of fact, the whole of
the land not actually alienated or selected re-
mained a pact of the ruu, That was the eflect
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of those Acts. It might be desirable to make
the matter somewhat more clear by inserting an
express provision in the next section; and he
was glad that attention had been drawn to the
matter by the hon. member for Burnett.

The Howx. J. M. MACROSSAN said the
hon. gentleman had not met his arguments, and
he thought \it was because he could not do so.
What he said, as plainly and distinetly as pos-
wible, was that a lessee under the Act of 1869
had got a twenty-one years' lease under certain
conditions, one of which was that the land should
be resuined in a certain way ; and he held that
if they wanted to take land away from him they
should do so in that way. DBut instead of that
they were now going to pass an Act by which
they could resume the whole of the run if they
pleased.

The PREMIER : No.

The Hown., J. M. MACROSSAN maintained
that it was so. That was the very thing they
were doing. The Minister for Lands had stated,
in reply to a question put to him, that in the
case of lessees under the Act of 1869, within the
schedule, who did not choose to come under the
Bill, the whole of their runs might be taken
from them. He (Hon. J. M. Macrossan) main-
tained that that was repudiation. That was not
the way in which the lessees bargained that their
land should be taken. The bargain was that it
should be taken from them in a certain way, and
to take it in any other way was illegal.

The PREMIER said of course any other
way was illegal. If a man did not choose to
come under the provisions of that Bill, the Bill
would not affect him in any way whatever. If
the land had to be taken from him it must be
under the Act of 1869, That had been said all
along, and nobody ever said anything to the
contrary. If a man chose to come under the
provisions of the Bill there was no repudiation.
He could not understand the hon, gentleman.
There was power under the Act of 1869 to take
the whole of a run if it was wanted; and it
was perfectly optional for a man to come under
the provisions of that Bill.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that was not actually
what fell from the hon, the Minister for Lands
and the hon. the Premier. What the Minister
for Lands said was, that if lessees under the Act
of 1869 did not come under the provisions of that
Bill they had better look out for themselves, for
they would have notice given them that their
runs would be resumed under the 55th clause of
that Act. There was a disclosed threat made by
the Minister for Lands and by the Premier. He
(Mr. Morehead) joined issue with the Premier in
his interpretation of the 55th clause of the Act
of 1869, and maintained that it did not intend
that land should be resumed from the lessee to
be utilised for the same purpose as it was before.
And that was proved by the fact that the
lessee was entitled under the existing law
to a renewed lease for fourteen years. He
would read the clause relating to that, as
it would show which was the more liberal
measure—the Act of 1869, or the Bill before the
Committee ; and also that the hon. gentleman
was utterly wrong in his arguments in reply to
the hon., member for Townsvillee The 44th
clause of the Act of 1869 said—

“ It shall be lawful for the Governor, on the expira-
tion of any existing lease or promise of lense, to grant to
the holdcer thereof a renewed lease for fourtcen years of
the land held by him, or such portion thereof as shall
not be reguired to be resumed for sale, or otherwise
lawully withdrawn from merely pastoral cecupation.”

The PREMIER : Any cxisting lcase ?

Mr. MOREHTAD said the hon. gentlentan
kuew as well as hedid what that clause meant, and
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he had admitted it in that House before now. The
words he (Mr, Morehead) wished to call atten-
tlon to were, ‘““merely pastoral occupation.”
That did not mean what was proposed under the
Bill before the Committee—namely, to withdraw
land from pastoral occupation, and put it under
pastoral occupation again in what were called
grazing farms, which were to be locked up for
thirty years. That was the liberal land law
which the present (Government proposed to pass,
The Act of 1869 clearly laid it down that where
land was wanted for better purposesthan “merely
pastoral occupation”—that was, where the settle-
ment of land could be effected by throwing it open
to selection—resumptionshould take place. There
could be no misconception as to the intention of
the law, for the phraseology was quite clear.
‘When closer settlement was~ desired there was
all the machinery in the present statute by
which it could be achieved. But what he rose
to point out was that the Premier was utterly
in error with regard to his contradiction of the
hon., member for Townsville. As he (Mr.
Morehead) had shown, the 55th clause of the
Pastoral Lieases Act was intended to be put in
operation when they required to secure closer
settlement ; and proof positive of his statement
was found in the fact that the Aect had
always been worked in that direction, and had
worked very well indeed. The Minister for Lands
had stated that one of the chief reasons that
that Bill should become law was that he wanted
to give his sons and his overseers and his friends
an opportunity of obtaining some land. That
was the principal reason why the land was to be
taken away from its present occupants. He
thought if the Premier would read the 40th and
subsequent sections he would see that what he
(Mr. Morehead) had said was absolutely true.
He would tell the hon. gentleman that opinions
of legal gentlemen, possibly quite as capable as
himself, had been taken as to the meaning of the
40th clause, and they agreed that any intelligent
man could only read that one way. In resuming a
man’s run, not only was the balance of his
twenty-one years’ lease taken away, but also the
renewal for a further period of fourteen years,
to which he was absolutely entitled under that
clause,

The PREMIER said the sooner that delusion
was expelled the better. The 40th section had
nothing whatever to do with leases under the
Act of 1869. It simply referred to pre-existing
leases mentioned in clause 5. The wording of
the clause showed that very clearly. The 5th
clause stated that lessees who surrendered ¢ their
existing leases or promises of lease” could *‘ obtain
new leases under the provisions of this Act.”
The 41st section perhaps referred to leases, under
the Act of 1869, but if it did, it conld not possibly
come into operation until 1890. There was
therefore no necessity to discuss it now.

Mr. NORTON said he did not think it was
wise to go on with that discussion about the
provision with reference to renewal of leases
for fourteen years. There were other clauses
which indicated the intention of the Act. He
had no hesitation in saying that the intention
was to allow the Government to resume

lands for selection, but not for re-leasing
under the circumstances under which they

were now leased. If the contention of the
Premier were any good at all, it amounted to this :
that the Government might say to the lessee,
*“If you do not choose to pay us an increased
rent we will resume yourland, and cut it up into
blocks of twenty-five square miles each, and let
these small blocks to anyone we choose.” Let
them Jook at the 53th clause. According to
that clause the (Government had the right to
resume from runs any portion not exceeding
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2,560 acres. But if that was not sufficient they
might, by a process which was laid down in the
statute, resume the whole of the run, The land,
however, was not taken from the lessee, even
though 1t was resumed. The last part of the
clause said :—

“The lessee of all lands so reserved may vequire that

lands alienated or selected for sale in virtue of such
reservations shall be computed in deduction of the
rent paid by sueh lessee, and the amount of rent to be
remitted shall be determined by arbitration in reference
1o the grazing capabilities of the said leaschold.”
If that country were to be taken away from
them merely to be resumed, why was that
provision made for a reduction of the rent in
the case of sale or alienation? There was no
object in making a provision of that kind if it
were to be re-let. It stood fo reason that if the
tenant had the run which he held for twenty-one
years they could not tale it from him and chop
it up or re-let it.

The PREMIER : You will see.
Mr. NORTONX said he did not doubt what

was the hon. member’s intention, after what
they had been told. It was to dispossess the
lessees of those runs, and re-let them to other
lessees. The intention of the Act was laid down
very clearly, and there was no mistake about
its meaning. The next clause, 56, dealt with
the same subject in another way. He presumed,
from the manner in which the Act was drawn up,
that when a run was resumed, the lessee should
give up all right to it ; but, according to the 56th
clause, they were told—

“Notwithstanding any notice of resumption, the
lessee shall have aright to depasture on the resumed
portion until the swwme shall be actually alienated or
otherwise disposed of by the Crown, when the lessce
shall be entitled to claimn, and be paid by the Crown, the
value of his improvements erected or made on the lands
s0 alienated or disposed of, such value to be ascertained
by arbitration under the provisions of this Act.”

There they had in the first place a resumption by
the Crown. Then they had a provision in the
Ist clause that after the resumption of that
land the lessee should continue to occupy the
land if he chose, and, in the event of the land
being alienated, the portion of the land which
he then held he would hold under a different
tenure, and he should be paid for improvements
included in the land which was alienated. It
was already provided that so long as he
did hold he should continue to pay rent,
and that when alienation or selection took
place he should cease to pay rent upon the
portion taken away. Could anything be clearer
than that? The run should not be taken away
and re-let. He did not think any sane man
would contend that it entered the minds of the
framers of that Actthat the Government, during
the duration of those leases, would attempt to
take away those leases and give the country to
someone else. If that were to be done why
should not the run be taken from the present
holder and be let to somebody else? If they
once admitted the argument that the run could
be taken away, then they must admit that it
could be taken away and re-let in one block to
one man, or cut up and re-let to several. It
appeared that that was the only construc-
tion that could be put upon the Act.
But there was another question. According
to the contention of the Govermment, the
whole of the lands within the schedule would
be brought under the Bill when it became law.
That was to say, it would be optional with the
present lessees to hold under their previous
tenure if they chose ; but they would be always
in expectation of their land being resumed if
they did not come under the Bill, and re-let to
other persons. The hon, Premier thought it
probable that they would come under the Bill,
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and if they did they would pay a higher rent
than they did at present. The object of the Bill
was to compel lessees who held country under a
certain tenure, and at a certain rent, to pay
a higher rent. There were numbers of runs
enclosed within the schedule which were held
for a short length of time ; they would haveto pay
that increased rent, and would have a tenure
of fifteen years. Compare them with the favoured
few who were down in that lower corner of
the colony which was excluded from the 1st
schedule in case New South Wales men should
come and occupy that land. The men inside the
schedule from the very first paid a higher rent,
and got a lease for fifteen years; but the men on
the Lower Warrego who had held their runs for
twenty years or more would continue to occupy
them until there would be a risk of them heing
hrought within the schedule, or until, for some
reason, they wished to come under the Bill.
They would be left undisturbed wntil the rail-
way went there; at any rate they could
reasonably expect to be undisturbed for many
vears. The result was that they would
go on occupying the whole of that country
at a lower rate than they now paid, and not-
withstanding the term they had already had it,
until towards the end of their lease there was no
prospect of being brought within the schedule,
when they would make an application to be
brought under the Bill. 'When that application
was made they would come under the Bill in
exactly thesame position as other men who came
in at once, and who had not held their country
half as long. They would probably be compelled
to pay the same rent, and would get fifteen
years’ tenure for the part not resumed. Was
that fair to men all engaged in the same
occupation, and a large number of whom, in
the unsettled districts, were engaged in a much
more lucrative occupation than those inside the
schedule ! A large number of the men living on
the Lower Warrego and in the interior were
sheep-farmers, and sheep-farming was far more
profitable than cattle-farming. All those ad-
vantages were given against those in the
schedule, many of whom were merely cattle-
farmers, because the country was not good
enough to put sheep on. They had seen too
much of those divisions. Tverybody who had
Leen inside, or had seen much of the settled dis-
tricts, knewthat thecondition in which they were
placed some years ago, when the Pastoral Leases
Act was passed, was very favourable to those out-
sidecompared with those inside ; and it was a mere
continuation of the same thing. There were ad-
vantages and benefits conferred upon one class
of lessees which the others were deprived of.
The hon. Minister for Lands could not meet his
contention when he said it was unfair to place
certain tenants in an unfair position, and he
could not meet his argument when he contended
that the object of the Act of 1869 was to enable
the (Gfovernment to resume what lands they
liked for selection, but certainly not to let them
to graziers for grazing purposes.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that, if
the alteration of the schedule so as to include the
Lower Warrego would be sutficient to prevent
their having another such interminable speech
from the hon. member as that they had just
heard, he might see his way, when he came to the
schedule, to alter it. He was very glad to hear
that there was a very well determined line of
difference between the Government and the hon.
member for Port Curtis and the hon. member
for Balonne as to the manner of settling the
country. They had consistently contended all
through that the squatters were entitled to hold
their runs until they were wanted for other pur-
poses—he presumed, for agricultural purposes.

Mr. MOREHTEAD : They never said so.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
was what had been contended for all through by
the member for Balonne—that the squatter was
entitled to hold his run until it was required for
other purposes.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Yes; sale or selection.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said if that
were the case they might as well give those men
the land in perpetuity, or at least they might
hold it for the next half-century. Inany parts
of the country it would be quite that time before
anything could be done inthe way of agriculture,
as the land could not be used for such a purpose
until they had irrigation.

Mr. ARCHER : The question is whether the
law allows that; we are dealing with the law as
it stands.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the law,
as it stood, was very defective in that respect.
It shut up that land, according to the contention
of the hon. member for Balonne, for all time.
The hon, member claimed that nobody should
deal with it except in some way different from
the way in which it was dealt with at present.
That was where he maintained their existing
land laws were wrong ; they did not allow a man
to have the land to carry out the same work as
was being carried out on it now. That had been
a want felt all over Queensland, but it did not
suit what he must call the grasping notions of
the hon. member for Balonne, who wished the
present holders of those lands to hold them in
perpetuity.

Mr. MOREHEAD : I want a contract to be
carried out.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said it had
been maintained over and over again that the
contract was not an absolute one. There was
the power of resumption, and they might as well
take away the whole effect of the resumption as
to say that the resumption should only be for cer-
tain purposes—that the land was to be resumed
for gold-digging, or for a cabbage garden. They
might just as well say that nothing but a China-
man with his cabbage garden should be allowed
to encroach upon the leaseholder’s property. If
that was so, and if that was the contention of
hon. members opposite, it at all events served to
define very clearly the difference of opinion be-
tween members on the Government side of the
Committee and members opposite.

Mr. NORTON said he was glad to hear the
hon. member say that, after such an interminable
speech as he had made just now, he would con-
sider the advisability of altering the schedule.
Did he speak ten minutes?

The MINISTER FOR LAXNDS: An hourit
seemed to me.

Mr. NORTON said upon his soul the hon,
member was the most gross exaggerator he had
ever heard, And what the hon, member had
just said was gross exaggeration. He attempted
to meet his (Mr, Norton’s) argument, that the Act
was intended to allow the Government to resume
land for sale or selection, by saying that they
contended that the land should not be resumed
except for cultivation. Whoever said such a
thing? Over and over again the hon. member
had got up to answer an hon. member on that
side, and had never once attempted to argue
with the statements made. He continually
misrepresented and exaggerated what they
said, and never applied his arguments to
what was really said on the Opposition side
of the Committee. The fact was, there was
no attempt at argument on the Government side.
The hon. member talked of “ interminable
speeches,” but what had the hon. member done
when he introduced the second reading of that
Bill? The hon. member spoke for hours, and
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there was not a clause in the Bill he did not
refer to. The hon, member had occupied three
hours and a-half of the time of the House in
introducing the second reading of the Bill; and
the greatest portion of that time he occupied in
reading the marginal notes to the clauses, and
sometimes in reading clauses that they had in
the existing Land Acts. That was what he called
explaining the Bill on the second reading ; and
now he talked about ‘ interminable speeches.”
He {(Mr. Norton) could speak as long as the
hon. member if he thought it necessary. There
was this fact to be noticed. The hon. member,
during the whole of the evening, had got up to
speak several times, and he had not once taken
the absolute statements of hon. members on the
Opposition side, but had exaggerated them,
and had then argued against something
which was never said at all. He observed that
in the hon. member's speech just now.
Neither the hon. member for Balonne nor
himself had ever said, or even hinted, or ever said
anything which would give even the shadow of a
hint that the intention of the Act was only to
sllow the Government to resume lands from runs
for the purpose of cultivation. He had read the
words of the Act himself—‘Land may be
resumed for sale or selection.” Tt was not
a question what ought to be done; what
they had to deal with was the Act as it
existed, and the leases given under that Act.
They were held under certain terms, and he for
one contended that whatever those terms were,
were they bad or good for the country, so long as
the lease was given the Government had no
right to break faith with the lessees and take the
land from them merely for the purpose of letting
it again, If that Bill was introduced merely to
extract an increased rent from the lessees, which
they could not have extracted from them under
the present Act, he said it was repudiation of
the worst kind.

The PREMIER said that, now that they had
had a clearly formulated statement of what the
views of the Opposition were—and they were
the views of the old squatting party—he would
venture to suggest that instead of discussing the
Minister for Lands they shonld discuss the clause
under consideration. Hon. members must see
that discursive speaking simply prevented the
discussion of the Bill. If a division took place
upon the amendment now, one-half of hon. mem-
bers would not know what it was about. Dis-
cursive speaking really prevented an intelligent
discussion of the Bill; and if hon, members
would confine themselves to the discussion of the
clause, and propose amendments which they
thought necessary, if a division took place hon.
members would understand what it was about.
Hon. members could also see that they had
actually driven members out of the Chamber
by discussing endless things which were not
before the Committee at all, and particularly
their favourite object, the Minister for Lands.
There were some hon. members who had areal
desire to make progress with the Bill, and there-
fore he asked that the discussion should be con-
fined to the clause under consideration.

Mr. NORTON said he thought the hon.
member was guilty of a great piece of imper-
tinence. Did he refer to him (Mr Norton)
as discussing the Minister for Lands? He had
never done that, and therefore he hoped the
hon. member would reserve his remarks for those
who did discuss the Minister for Lands. If the
Premier thought that by laying down the law
in that way he was going to advance the Bill
much faster, he was greatly mistaken. That
matter had been brought forward because it was
connected with the clause before the Committee.

Mr. JORDAN said he should like to know
what the hon. member for Port Curtis meant.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Crown Lands Bill.

As heunderstood him, he meant that unless land
was wanted for alienation the lessees under the
Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 had a right to its
possession in perpetuity.

Mr. NORTON : No; I did not.

Mr, JORDAN said he would then like to
know exactly what the hon. member did mean.
Did he mean that unless the land was wanted
for alienation it would be a violation of the
compact with the lessees to resume the
whole or a portion of it? Was it maintained
that unless it was wanted for a higher
purpose the lessees had a right to it in per-
petuity ? It was fair to assume that it would be
wanted for a higher purpose. The very fact that
the selectors must fence it in in three years
showed that pastoral occupation would beon a
different principle ; and the higher rent showed
that the holders would have to spend a certain
sum of money on the conservation of water;
therefore it was that those small holdings would
be put to a higher purpose. That, as he under-
stood it, was the main object of the Bill.

Mr. NORTON said that if the hon. member
would read the 56th section of the present Act
he would understand what he (Mr. Norton)
meant. It was there clearly laid down that the
(Government had a right to resume the land they
required ; that the lessees had a right to depasture
their stock on the resumed portion, and would pay
a rent on that, but the land was open to selection
or sale ; and when it was selected or sold, then
the lessee ceased to pay rent on it.

Mr. STEVENSON said they had been told by
the Premier that if a division were now to take
place on the clause not a single member would
know what it was about. He quite agreed with
the hon. gentleman, because they found that
the Minister for Lands and the Premier con-
tradicted each other. The Minister for Lands,
a little while ago, in reply to the leader of
the Opposition, distinetly stated that under
the Bill there was no opportunity for the small
grazier to come in, and that that was the chief
reason why he wanted it passed. On the other
hand, the Premier said that under the Bill they
could resume land for any purpose they liked,
and that it would be let out to the agriculturist
or small grazier to use inany way they thought fit.
The two hon. gentlemen, as usual, therefore,
contradicted each other. If the Premier was
right, what was the good of the Bill? 1If the
small grazier could be accommodated under the
present Act, what was the use of taking all the
trouble to pass that Bill? The Minister for
Lands did not know what he was talking about.
He complained about the hon. member for Port
Curtis making long speeches. The hon. member
for Port Curtis at any rate generally talked sense,
and that was more than they got from the
Minister for Lands as a rule. What did the
hon. gentleman want to do with the Bill? The
Premier distinctly said it was only to be a per-
missive Bill, but then he said that with respect
to those who did not come under it they would
see what would be done with them. That was a
threat. They had been told by the Minister for
Works that 1t would net affect him one single
bit, but that they would see what would be done
with those who did not come under it. He as
much as threatened that if they did not come
under it the whole of their runs would be re-
sumed. If what the Premier said—that they
could resume the whole of the land, and
put it to any purpose they thought fit—
was right, what was the wuse of all the
fuss about passing the Bill? The Minister for
Lands accused hon. members on the Opposition
side of wishing to retain the land entirely for
pastoral purposes when it might be wanted for
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cultivation., There was not a single member
on that side who had set up any contention of
that sort. The hon. member had set up the
contention by his own argument in saying that
there was no opportunity for the small grazier
to come in. The hon. member said he wanted
to assure the position of the squatter. Consi-
dering the hon. member’s action since he came
into office, he had better hold his tongue about
that. Considering the reputation be had
obtained, not only inadministering the law, but
by his legislation, he ought to say unothing
more about assuring the position of the squatter.
He had done more to destroy the security of the
squatter than any man who had previously
administered the Lands Department. The only
little security the squatter had was the pre-
emptive right, and the Minister for Lands had
attempted to do away with that; and yet he
talked about assisting the squatter. They had
better understand what hon. members on the
Government side really meant, and it would be
well if, as he had before suggested, the Premier
and Minister for Lands would come to some
decision between themselves before they got up
and made contradictory statements, as they were
in the habit of doing, night after night.

Mr. MIDGLEY said, to facilitate the passing
of the measure, he frequently refrained from
saying what he felt disposed to say, but the dis-
cussion they had had for the last hour had been
to him an eye-opener. He had felt considerably
startled and dismayed at the doctrines which he
had heard propounded in Committee that night.
He had as keen a nose for anything in the shape
of repudiation as the Inquisition had for heresy,
and he abominated it as much as anyone; but he
had heard doctrines propounded setting forth that
the squatters had a claim to hold hundreds of
square miles of available country to the exclusion
of settlement. He thought that doctrine was
exploded, and that it was a creed of which most

men would be reluctant out of policy to
acknowledge themselves the disciples and
admirers. The speeches he had heard showed

really how brittle and uncertain the tenure of
the squatter was now, from the fact that the
whole of the runs might be resumed at any time.
If they were to accept what they had heard
that night as being the correct version of the
case, the fact was that no Government would
ever feel itself at liberty to propose any
modified, or different, or better form of tenure
or settlement than that which now existed. The
large pastoral lessee was not the most desirable
form of settlement. He was a man who did his
work and played his part—a man against whom
he had not a word to say ; but there came a time
in the history of the colony, in the progress of
events, when it was desirable, and not only
desirable—for it was desirable from the begin-
ning—but when it was possible for a hundred
men to engage in the same pursuits, and reap
something of the same advantages that were
derived by the original occupier and on
the same area of land. The doctrine they
had heard, if carried out, would prevent
any Government proposing such a land system
as that proposed inthe Bill. He was really sorry
that what they had heard seemed to be the old
spirit and aspirations of which they used to
know so much, but which he had begun to
think were dead and buried. Since the Bill
had been in committee he had not lost
sight of the discussions that had taken
place ; and he was free to confess, constrained
to confess, that he considered—though it
might seem an ungracious thing to say so—
that the proposed system of resumption was
too elaborate, complicated, and involved. What
they were attempting was a mere experiment, and
the whole thing could have heen accomnplished
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by a less elaborate and complicated machinery
than those clauses and the schedule. Under the
Act of 1869 it would have been possible to have
obtained possession of land in sufficient quantities
to try the experiment in all its various branches.
The ~ Government could have resumed land
in portions large enough to have a large quantity
of Jand available for grazing farms and for agri-
cultural farms. They could have done that under
the existing Act, but at any rate they could have
embodied their principles in the Bill in a much
less elaborate way. But they could not have
done one thing. They could not have made the
pastoral tenant pay a larger rent under the Act
of 1869, and that was really where they had got
into some measure of difficulty and dilemma
by wanting to give the squatter an option,
and wanting to constrain him into doing
something which was not a part of his
present agreement. Perhaps that had arisen
through the desire to do two almost antagonistic
and certainly different things. He would like
to ask now if there was no further information
available as to what was likely to be the effect
of the Bill upon the revenue of the colony. They
anticipated from the measure not only in-
creased and closer settlement, but they antici-
pated increased revenue. Now, supposing
a great number of those squatters should
say, ‘“ The offer of a different and better tenure is
not sufficient to induce me to part with my pre-
sent tenure, inasmuch as T will have to pay more
rent and get no different conditions”’—supposing
a large number should refuse to come under the
Act, was it probable that the anticipations with
regard to increased revenue would be rea-
lised? If those men were compelled fo take
the alternative, and if the land was
resumed, would that not also be likely to
tell against an increase of revenue? If the
Government could give any information as to
what would be likely to be the effect of the Bill
on the revenue of the colony, he was sure it
would be more satisfactory to the minds of a
good many members of the Committee. He was
certain of this: that they ought to have a great
many more grazing settlers than they had already
in the colony, and certainly they ought to have
a larger revenue from pastoral occupation ; but,
seeing that the measure was to a certain extent
optional, was it likely that from the squatters
the result of an increased revenue would be
obtained? If there was any information that
could be given it would be a very valuable help
to the Committee.

The PREMIER said it was quite impossible
to give more accurate information in respect to
the effect the operation of the Bill would have
on the revenue. The hon. gentleman had dealt
with only one object of the Bill—to provide for
closer settlement by areas of grazing and agri-
cultural farms. But there was another object
of the measure—to secure a more adequate
return for the waste lands of the colony and to
give a tenure to the pastoral lessees, under which
they were likely to put the land to a better
use. The Government believed that the induce-
ments offered to the pastoral tenant by the
Bill were such that he would take advantage
of its provisions, but they could not make him
do 80, because that would be breaking a bargain,
If, however, the pastoral tenant came under the
provisions of the Bill, the Government would
receive more rent ; if he did not, the Government
lost any increase of revenue from that source,
but would get an increase from the grazing and
agricultural selections.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that, to hismind, the
word ‘“run” inthe clause under discussion had a
meaning different from the meaning it had in the
interpretation clanse, and in the 6th clause,
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proposed by the hon. member for Stanley.
3rd paragraph of the 6th clause said :—

“Provided that any pastoral tenant of a run who
takes advantage of the provisions of the third part of
this Act in respect of such runshall not be eutitled to
purchase under the provisions ot this section any land
comprised in such run,”

And the 23rd clause said :—

“At any time within six months after this part of
this Act becomes applicable to any run, the pastoral
tenant thereof may give notice to the Minister that he
elects to take advantage of the provisions of this Act
with respect to such run.

“The notice of election shall be in the form in the
third schedule to this Act or to the like effect.

“In the case of two or more conterminous runs heing

held by the same pastoral tenant, the whole shall be
dealt with as one run.”
It also provided that the board might require
any consolidated run containing more than 500
miles to be subdivided, so that any two portions
should not contain less than 500 miles. What
he wished to know was, whether, if the right
of pre-emption were used to the extent of 2,560
acres, of the value of £1,280 on each block, the
pastoral tenant would be debarred from any
supposed privileges which might exist nnder the
23rd clause?

The PREMIER said that notice would be
given under the provisions of the BIill with
respect to each separate run, and the pastoral
tenant would have six months in which to make
up his mind whether to come under the clause
or to pre-empt—supposing he was entitled to do
so. Of course, if he pre-empted on a particular
run, that run could not be reckoned in the
consolidation. If a tenant had thirty runs, and
wished to pre-empt on one, he could give notice
with respect to the other twenty-nine, and have
them consolidated.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he assumed that if a
pastoral lessee had ten runs of fifty square miles
each—which might be treated as one consolidated
run—if the lessee had the right to pre-empt on
five of them, and exercised his right, those runs
would stand outside the Bill altogether, and
would have to be dealt with separately. The
word ‘‘run” seemed to have two meanings.

The PREMIER said that a “‘ron” was a
““yun” throughout the Bill. It was definedin the
interpretation clause to be ¢ the land comprised
in any such lease or license.” There was a
geparate lease or license for each block of country.
If there were several conterminous runs belong-
ing to the same owner, and he desired to bring
them under the provisions of the Bill, they would
be treated as a consolidated run.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that if there were ten
runs of fifty square miles, which might take a
zigzag direction, and upon five of which the
lessee had the right to pre-empt—that would give
an opportunity to a wealthy man to ““peacock”
the different blocks.

The PREMIER said they would have to get
amap to see how that would be worked out.
Supposing a man had sixteen runs in the position
of the squares composing a quarter of a chess-
board, and that he happened to have made
improvements to the extent of £1,280 on each of
the hlocks represented by the white squares, and
none on those represented by the black squares;
if he then desired to make a pre-emption in each
of the white squares, he would be entitled to do
%0 ; but the black squares, not being conter-
minous, could not be consoliduted. But that
there should be Improvements on all the white
squares andnone on the black, was extremely
improbable.

Mr. MOREHEAD asked whether it would
not be well to introduce a clause by which the
consolidation of pre-emptive rights should he

The
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allowed in such a case as he had indicated. He
knew some blocks where a considerable number
of pre-emptives might be taken up under the 6th
clause, which would seriously hamper the sub-
division of runs; and the matter was worthy of
the consideration of the Premier.

The PREMIER said that atenant would find
it so extremely inconvenient to cut up his holding
into a number of separate runs, that they might
trust to his self-interest not to attempt it. As
to consolidated pre-emptions, he was aware that
he had to share the blame with others for
what was done many years ago, when they did
not perhaps know so much on the subject as
they did now ; but he was not going to be a party
to consolidating pre-emptions any more.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Committee were
entitled to know how many leases had expired
by effiuxion, since the 31st December, 1882, with
the names of the lessees.

The PREMIER said he was under the im-
pression that a return to that effect had already
been laid on the table.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS (Hon. W.
Miles) sald the hon, member for Balonne
and the hon. member for Normanby had
done all they possibly could to injure the
pastoral lessee, by the way in which they
had set themselves to attack and badger
the Minister for Lands; they had been the
means of preventing a number of beneficial
amendments being made in the Bill. By their
offensive manner towards the Minister for Lands
they had prevented that attention being given
to the Bill to which it was entitled. As to the
Act of 1869, which the hon. member for Balonne
considered the most liberal Land Act that had
ever been passed, the object of the framers of
that measure was to provide land for settle-
ment whenever it was required. Under that
Act the pastoral lessee was simply a tenant-
at-will, whereas under the Bill the Government
proposed to give him half his run with security
of tenure as compensation for giving up the other
half for settlenient. As to pastoral lessees not
coming under’ the Bill, he did not think they
would be such fools as not to take advantage of
it.  The rents would be trebled, and no hon.
member would dare to say that the rents now
paid were anything like adequate. By coming
under the Bill the pastoral tenants would have «
security for one-half of their runs, which was not
the case under the Act of 1869.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Minister for
Works had just admitted that the Bill introduced
by the Government stood in need of several
beneficial amendments. After some very in-
coherent abuse of himself and the hon. member
for Normanby, he went on to say that the Act of
1869 gave only a tenancy-at-will, whereas the
present Bill gave a secure tenure to those who
chose to avail themselves of it for one-half of
their runs.  On the latter point he was utterly
at variance with the hon. gentleman. He had
always been opposed to fixity of tenure so far as
regarded the squatters, and from that point of
view the Act of 1869 was the best Act for the
good of the people that wasever passed by the
Legislature. As to the pretended fixity of temwure
given by the Bill, what was it worth? There
was no tenure ever given by the House thut
could not be repealed by the House. Even the
Bill itself proposed to repeal a certain portion of
the existing law—

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : No.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that was the case ; and
he was referring to the pre-emptive right ; and a
future Parlianment could repeal the | that was
now proposed to be given. Those leases conld e
undone as easily as the present majority of thut
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House proposed to abolish the Act of 1869, and
destroy the tenures and pre-emptive rights
therein contained. If a pre-emptive right could
be destroyed most certainly any lease created by
that House could be destroyed. The Minister
for Works might laugh. The hon. gentleman
knew as well as he did that what he said was
true. The hon. gentleman had told them too
that night—and had said it with an assumption
of earnestness that would lead those who did
not know him to believe that he was in
earnest-—he had told them that the squatter
had been too long paying too small a rent in
this colony. The hon. gentleman discovered
that when he ceased to be a pastoral lessee.
When the hon. gentleman got rid of his free-
holds and leaseholds, he then came to the con-
clusion that he could give an unbiassed opinion
on matters—pastoral and others. He was sorry
that old age had not made the hon. gentleman
more generous or kind. Fle was sorry that,
having got up the ladder of success, and
through the ladder of squatterdom having got
to the top of the tree, that the hon. gentle-
man should try to kick away the ladder
by which he achieved the position he was
now in. He recollected that in those days
the hon. gentleman was very conservative in
regard to the rents; that he thought the rents
were amply sufficient ; in fact, that the squatters
were a very highly taxed portion of the com-
munity ; but now having—to use a vulgar ex-
pression—feathered his nest, he had come to
the conclusion that the squatters did not pay
half as much as they ought, or anything like
it, to the revenue. He (Mr. Morehead) thought
that every hon. gentleman in the Committee
knew how the hon. member (the Minister
for Works) made his fortune. It had been
through squatting, and now he would do all he
could to prevent any other man attaining his
position by the same means. The remarks of
the hon. gentleman about the Act of 1869
were quite illogical, because he had admitted
that power was given in it to dispossess
what he was pleased to term tenants-at-will; but
under the Act which the hon. gentleman and his
colleagues now asked that Committee to pass, he
proposed to lock up the lands of the colony to
pastoral tenants ang otherwise, for spaces from
fifteen to fifty years in what he was pleased to
term indefeasible leases. All he (Mr. Morehead)
could say was that if he lived five years and
should be a member of that House, and if the
Bill became law-—he was perfectly certain that it
would be undone—that indefeasible leases would
be broken up, not by action inside the House but
by action outside the House.

Mr. STEVENSON said that the hon. member
for Balonne and himself got a great deal of credit
from the Minister for Works for obstructing the
Bill or preventing it from being amended. The
hon. gentleman seemed to admit that a good deal
of what wasbad must bein the Bill, since he thought
it was capable of amendment. Atany rate he was
not going to have the blame thrown on him of
having the Bill ammended, and the hon. Minister
for Works, if he thought the Bill was passing in
a bad shape, had better take the blame to him-
self, the Minister for Lands, and his colleagues,
instead of casting it on the Opposition. The
Minister for Lands had brought forward several
amendnients already ; and let him bring forward
other amendments if he could not accept them
from the Opposition, and not place the blame on
them. He knew what the hon. gentleman
meant perfectly well. The hLon. gentleman
wished to throw the blame on the members of
the Opposition side of the Committee, and wished
to excuse himself in that way for not fulfilling
his promise to acertain section on the Ministerial
side. On the second reading of the DBill the
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Government found out that certain concessions
would have to be given in the homestead clauses,
and on that point they kept their promise. A
section on the Ministerial side of the Homse was
strong enough to make them keep their promise
with the influence that came from the Opposition.
Another promise was made in regard to the
pre-emptive right to a certain seetion of the
House. That promise had not been kept,
and the Minister for Works was going to
put the blame on the Opposition for their
not having kept that promise. DBut the Op-
position were not prepared to take the blame
on themselves. They knew perfectly well that
the Minister for Works and his colleagues
were not sincere in making that promise. They
had exposed the Government who did not
like it, and wanted to cast the blame on
the Opposition, and the Minister for Works
got up and said that had it not been forthe
action of the hon. members for Balonne and
Normanby, very beneficial amendments might
have been made in the Bill. Were they coming
to this farce, that they had got a Ministry so
paltry, that even any cavilling from the hon.
member for Balonne or himself could stop them
from putting any beneficial amendments into
their Bill, and were thus making the whole colony
suffer for the action of the hon. member for
Balonne and himself. The Minister for Works
was surely going off his head! The hon. gen-
tleman knew perfectly well what he wished to
say, and knew that he had kept a certain
section of the House quiet under the
impression that he was going to make certain
concessions in regard to pre-emptive rights, and
other matters which he had failed to do; and
therefore he wished to excuse himself by blaming
the members on the Opposition side of the Com-
mittee. That was what the hon, member wished
to do, but they did not intend to accept the
blame. He thought that Committee, and the
country, had to thank the hon. member for
Balonne and himself for getting a great deal of
the information out of the Premier and the
Minister for Lands, that would never have heen
got out of them except for the action which they
had taken.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said he had
pointed out that in the very last clause of the
Bill which was discussed some valuable amend-
ments had been made. He maintained that if
hon. members on the other side would approach
the Bill in a calm deliberate spirit the Govern-
ment would be prepared to accept any reason-
able amendment in it. The hon. member for
Balonne, who had accused him of being ac-
tuated by selfish motives, ought to be the
last member of the Committee to make such
an accusation; because he and his firm had
got more out of the Crown lands than all
other people put together. If the Opposition
had made a proposition that ought to have
been made, their proposal would have had fair
consideration, but what had been the course
they had followed? ™They had got up and
abused the Minister for Lands, night after
night, like a pickpocket. Tf he (the Minister
for Works) had had charge of the Bill he would
not have accepted one single amendment.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that the amendments
in the Bill had all been brought in by the
GGovernment, and with regard to the clause—

“For the purposes of this section, the lease of any
run, the term whereof has expired by effluxion of time
since the 31st day of December, 1882, shall he deemed
to be a subsisting lease nntil the expiration ofthe period
of six months hercinbefore mentioned "~
it dealt with all leases renewed under the
40th clause of the Pastoral Leases Act of 1876,
which was the clause he proposed to renew.
Now, those runs which had Deen held under
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various tenures—under the Crown Lands Occu-
pation Act of 1863, under the Orders in Council
and other provisions—were to be put in the
same category, after a renewal for fourteen years,
with runs taken up under the Act of 1869, and
were only to suffer—if there was any suffering in
the matter—by having one-half taken away
from them. He held that that was very
unjust. Some of those runs had been held for
over thirty years; and therefore, if there was
any justice in the measure, they should suffer
proportionately.  He should like to know from
the Minister for Lands whether there wasnot tobe
somespecial provision made for those runsthat had
been held for so many years? If the contention
of the hon. gentleman was a just one, those runs
should suffer a proportionate loss of territory, or
morethan the other runscontained in theschedule.
He therefore asked, were they not to be treated
on the saine differential scale as the other runs
proposed to be dealt with by the Bill ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
runs that had been held for thirty years
were very much in the same position as
those that had been Leld for twenty years; but
the hon. gentleman seemed to think that they
should have a larger area taken from themn than
those that had been held for twenty years.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Why not; if there is
anything in your contention?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
thought that runs that had been held for twenty
years were in a position to surrender as large a
proportion of territory, or larger, than those
that had been held for thirty years. Outside the
settled districts there was very little country
that had been held for more than twenty-two or
twenty-threeyears, except in one or two districts,
and those were not districts that would De
especially affected by the Bill,

Mr. NCRTON : Where are they ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said some of
the western portions of the Darling Downs
distriet, which were very inferior country. The
portions that would be affected by the Bill would
probably be treated as scrub land more than any-
thing else, Some portions of the Upper Dawson,
which had been held probably for twenty-seven
or twenty-eight years, were also very inferior
country. There were patches of good country
in it, but the greater portion would more
likely come under the definition of **scrub
Jands” than anything else. He had heard
the hon. gentleman contending before that runs
that had been held for twenty years should be
treated leniently—even more leniently than those
held for a shorter period ; but now he took up
different ground, and said that runs that had
been held for thirty years should surrender a
larger proportion.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Admitting your theory,
which T deny.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the pro-
portion was fixed according to the time the runs
had been held.

Mr. STEVENSON said that as the Minister
Works had finished his obstruction, he would
ask some questions with reference to the Bill.
A question had been asked of the Minister for
Lands that evening in regard to country which
had been already resumed by the Government,
but the former lessees of which were still paying
rent for. He understood the hon. gentleman to
say that that country would be considered as
included in the runs, and he wanted to know
if he intended making any special provision for
that, because he thought there was no provision
for it in the Bill at the present time ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he had
answered the question before. ILand that had
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been resumed from runs, and was opened for
selection, and upon which the lessees were still
paying reut, would be treated as part of the
rented run, and dealt with as portion of the
consolidated run when it came to be divided.

Me. STEVENSON said what he wanted to
know was whether any provision of that kind
appeared in the Bill; and, if not, whether the
hon. gentleman intended to make provision for
it? He did not want to know what the hon.
the Minister for Lands thounght he ought to do,
but that the matter should be clearly and dis-
tinetly laid down in the Bill.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said a provi-
sion of the kind referred to could be introduced
in the next clause.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Will it be introduced ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : Yes; that
is the proper place for it.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. the Minister
for Lands had stated that only a small number
of runs would be affected by the last portion of
clause 23. Could he give the Committee any
idea of what the number was?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he could do so.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Why did
you ask me, then?

Mr. MOREHEAD said he did so because he
wanted to ascertain if the hon. gentleman knew
as much about his own business as he (Mr.
Morehead) did. The number of runs that would
be affected by the latter part of the 23rd clause
was over 450. The hon. gentleman had tried to
hoodwink the Committee by saying that only a
small number of runs would be affected by it, bus,
as he had stated, over 450 runs would be affected,
certainly not less.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Held over
twenty years ?

Mr. MOREHEATD said: A great deal longer
than twenty years—many of them had been held
over thirty years, If the hon. gentleman would
take the trouble to lovk at the return which had
been moved for by the hon. member for Mackay,
he would see that what he (Mr. Morehead) had
stated was perfectly correct; and if he would
look into the matter a little more closely than he
had apparently done hitherto, perhaps he would
be able to give the Committee a little more
information.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said possibly
the hon. gentleman might be correct as to the
number of runs that would be affected by that
clause. But evenif he were, he (the Minister for
Lands) still thought that the holders of those
runsshould not he dispossessed of more than one-
half. He did not wish to do any man a serlous
injury any more than the actual requirements of
the country demanded ; and because a man had
held his run for more than twenty years that
was no reason why he should be dispossessed of
more than one-half.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he was surprised at
the sudden conversion of the Minister for Lands.
The hon. gentleman was now using exactly the
same arguments that had been advanced all along
by members on that side of the Committee—
namely, that not more than one-half of those
runs which had been under lease for twenty
vears should be taken away. The arguments
the hon. gentleman brought forward that night
were scouted by him the other evening when
they were used by members of the Opposition.
T.essees of runs on the Barcoo, for instance, which
had been held for twenty vears, but which had
changed hands more than once, would suffer a
great injustice if the measure were passed as
it stood, by bhaving their runs taken away
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from them. All he asked was whether the
runs were to be dealt with on a sliding scale?
The hon. gentleman said the lessees referred to
should not be dispossessed—he fancied the Lon.
gentleman used that word unthinkingly — of
more than one-half. The hon. gentleman had
introduced a system in his Bill, and he now told
the Committee that certain lessees should not be
dispossessed of more than one-half of their runs,
more especially as some of them might have
only held them for a few years. That was
exactly the contention of members on that side
of the Committee, but it had not been admitted
hy the Government side until that night.
Clause put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Chairman leave the chair, report progress,
and ask leave to sit again.

The PREMIER said he had prepared two
amendments with reference to land formally
resumed but not actually taken from the lessee,
and for which rent was paid; and with reference
to runs within the railway reserves. It was
proposed to insert them after the lst subsection
of clause 24. Theamendments would be circulated
in the morning, but for the convenience of hon.
members he would read them now :

Land which has heen resumed from a run under the
provisions of the 55th scetion of the Pastoral Leases
Act of 1869, but has not been alienated or selected for
sale, shall be deemed to be a portion of the run for
the purposes of the division thereof.

That was the first; and the second was as
follows :—

In the case of runs within the railway reserves
created by the Western Railway Act, and the Railway
Reserves Act, the whole or any part of which has, since
the passing of those Acts, respectively, been resumed
from lands under the provisions of the 65th section of
the Pastoral Leases Act of 18G9; so much of the re-
swned lands as has not been reserved, selected, or
alienated, shall be deemed to be a portion of the run for
the purpose of the division thereof.

In each case he had followed the words of the
section giving the parties the right to use the
land.

Question put and passed.

The House resumed ; the CHAIRMAN reported
progress, and obtained leave to sit again
to-morrow.

NATIVE LABOUR%RS PROTECTION
BiLL.
The SPEAKER reported that he had re-

ceived a message from the Legislative Council,
returning the Native Labourers Protection Bill,
with certain amendments, in which they re-
quested the concurrence of the Legislative
Assembly.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the con-
sideration of the message was made an Order of
the Day for Tuesday next.

HEALTH BILL.

The SPEAKER reported that he had received
a message from the Legislative Council, returning
the Health Bill, with certain amendments, in
which they requested the concurrence of the
Legislative Assembly.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the con-
sideration of the message was made an Order of
the Day for to-morrow,

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER, in moving the adjournment
of the House, said : T have not had time to con-
sider the amendments made by the Legislative
Council in the Health Bill, but I believe that
they are likely to be ones to which this House
will agree.  As that measure is an urgent one, I
propose to take it first to-morrow, and afterwards
to go on with the Land Bill.

The House adjourned at twenty-eight minutes
past 10 o’clock,

Motion for Adjournment.
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