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Brands Act Amendment Bill. [14 Ocroser.] Nutive Labourers, Etc., Bill.

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Tuesday, 14 October, 1884.

Assent to Bills.—Question.—Brands Act of 1872 Amend-
ment Bill—Townsville Gas and Coke Company
(Limited) Bill—third reading.—Native Labourers
Protection Bill — consideration of Legislative
Cowneil’s amendments.—Health Bill—further con-
sideration in committee of the Legislative Council’s
amendments.—Crown Lands Bill—committee.—
Oaths Act Amendment Bill—Maryborough Race-
coursg Bill,

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past
3 o’clock.

ASSENT TO BILLS.

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of
messages from His Hxcellency the Governor,
stating that, on behalf of Her Majesty, he had
assented to the following Bills :—

Native Birds Protection Bill; Patents,
Designs, and Trade Marks Bill; Wages Bill;
Local Authorities By-laws Bill ; Maryborough
Town Hall Bill; Pettigrew Istate Enabling
Bill ; Gympie Gas Company Bill ; and Skyring’s

Road Bill.
QUESTION.

The Hox. Sip T. McILWRAITH asked the
Colonial Treasurer—

When will the Loan Estimates be introduced ?

The COLONIAL TREASURER (Hon. J. R.
Dickson) replied—

The Government do not propose to lay the Loan
Estimates on the table of the Ifouse until considerable
turther progress is made with the Land Bill.

BRANDS ACT OF 1872 AMENDMENT
BILL.
On motion of the Hox, B. B. MORETON,

leave was given to introduce a Bill to amend the
Brands Act of 1872,

The Bill was vead a first time, and the second
reading made an Order of the Day for Friday
next,
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TOWNSVILLE GAS AND COKE COM-

PANY (LIMITED) BILL-—THIRD
READING.

On motion of the Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN,
this Bill was read a third time, and ordered
to be transmitted to the Legislative Council
gor their concurrence, by message in the usual
orm.

NATIVE LABOURERS PROTECTION
BILL—CONSIDERATION OF LEGIS-
LATIVE COUNCIL’S AMENDMENTS.

On the motion of the PREMIER (Hon. 8. W.
Griffith), the Speaker left the chair, and the
House went into Committee of the Whole to
consider these amendments.

The PREMIER said the amendments were in
clauses 6, 7, 8, and 12. In order to assist hon.
members in considering the matter, he had, in
accordance with a practice which had sometimes
been observed, had printed the reasons proposed
to be assigned why the House should disagree
with some of the amendments, The first amend-
ment was in clause 6, which provided for the
forfeiture of any ship, and a penalty of £500 for
carrying any native labourers with respect to
whom the provisions of the Act had not been
observed. For his part, he did not think that
penalty too severe for the offences against which
the Bill was proposed to provide; but being
very anxious to put down the abuses by such
means as were ab present practicable, and con-
sidering that if they insisted on the provision as
originally framed it might defeat the Bill alto-
gether, he was content to accept the amendment
of the Legislative Council in that clause. With
respect to the other amendments he did not
propose—with the exception of that in clause
12, omitting the provision requiring the sanction
in writing of the principal officer of Customs at
any port to the employment of a native as a
boatman—to ask the House to agree to them.
The 7th clause provided for the discharge of
aboriginal labourers in the presence of ashipping
master, and the penalty for failing to do that
was fixed at £50. The Council had reduced the
amount to £10. Considering the way in which
abduction had heen carried oun, and that
aboriginals might be taken away to some remote
island and left there, he thought a penalty of
£10 was entirely inadequate. The penalty ought
to be such as would make it worth the while
of the master or owner of such vessel to obey
the law, and, in his opinion, £50 was not too
heavy. The 8th section contained another
provision, throwing wupon the person who
was responsible for aboriginal labourers being
taken away the onus of showing what had
become of them. That, of course, considering
the circumstances of the case—that the natives
were employed on small vessels trading in the
northern waters of the colony about Torres
Straits, where no supervision could possibly be
exercised—was a necessary provision. If the
master of a vessel were allowed to come back
without giving any account of the aboriginals he
employed, there would be no proper protection
for the natives ; he could do what he liked with
them ; he might drop them overboard if he chose.
The 8th clause was intended to compel the owner
to account for them under a penalty. It was an
essential part of the scheme of the Bill that the
natives should not be taken away except under
conditions which would secure proper super-
vision. He therefore proposed, for the reasons
he had given, to ask the Committee to agree to
the amendment made by the Council in clause
6. e would ask the Committee to disagree to
the amendment in clause 7:—

** Because, the: object of the Bill being to prevent the
 lmproper abduction from their homes ofnative labourers,
}‘ it 12 eesentially necessary that their emgagement ang
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discharge should be regularly and formally made before
an officer of the Government, and thatin order to secure
the performance of this duty a substantial penalty
should be imposed for a breach of it. The penalty of
£10 is likely to prove inadequate for that purpose.”
With respect to clause 8, which the Council pro-
posed to omit, he would ask the Committee to
disagree to that amendment also—

“Because, unless the burden is cast upon the vessel of

showing what has hecome of a native labourer who is
not brought back to port, the provisions of the Rill will
be inoperative, it being impossible for the Government
to produce affirmative proot in such cases. The abuses
which the Bill is intended o suppress would therefore
be allowed to continue.”
He proposed that the amendment in clause 9
should likewise be disagreed to, it being a conse-
quential amendment upon their omitting clause 8.
He now formally moved that the amendment in
clause 6 be agreed to.

Question put and passed.

The PREMIER moved that the Legislative
Council’s amendment in clause 7 be disagreed to.

Mr. ARCHER said he did not see that there
was any reason for disputing the opinion of the
Premier as to the amount of the fine that
should be imposed under that clause of the
Bill. But it certainly seemed unnecessary that
the masters of vessels should be -compelled
to do all that was required of themn before a
shipping master. If they were in a place where
there was no shipping master, why should they
not be allowed to discharge the natives before
a police magistrate? It appeared to him a very
serious thing indeed to insist that the men should
go Dbefore a shipping master; and he did not
think the object of the measure would be
defeated if the discharge were allowed to be made
before any officer of the Government, as he
would see that it was properly done.

The PREMIER said he was obliged to the
hon. member for reminding him of that matter.
He had intended to refer to it when he was
speaking before. He wished attention had been
called to the subject earlier, as an amendment
could then have been inserted so as to make the
clause read that every native labourer should be
¢ discharged and receive his wages in the presence
of ashipping master, or other person appointed by
the Governorin Council inthat behalf.” Hewould,
however, state that it was the intention of
the Government, as he intended to say in his
previous remarks, to appoint the police magis-
trate at Cooktown and Thursday Island, and the
master of the Government schooner up there, or
any other Government vessel which might be sta-
tioned in that locality—shipping masters for the
purposes of the Bill. That would possibly be
as convenient a way as any of dealing with the
matter.

Mr. BEATTIE said that at the present time
the principal Customs officers at those ports were
shipping masters, so that there were shipping
masters already in existence at Cooktown and
Thursday Island.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said he would
ask the Premier whether he could inform the
Committee what was the penalty for discharging
an Ynglish seaman on board an English ship
without doing it in the presence of a shipping
master 2 If the penalty was not more than £10
he could not see why they should enforce a
higher penalty in the case of aboriginals, because
there was every facility for complying with the
law in the case of European seamen, but it was
altogether different with regard to aboriginals.
At allshipping ports where English seamen called
there was a shipping master or English consul ;
so that there was no hardship in their case, but
there might be some slight hardship in com-
pelling masters to discharge aboriginals in the
presence of shipping masters,
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The PREMIER said there was a great
difference between aboriginals and white men.
‘White seamen could take care of themselves as a
rule, and did so. The Bill, however, was not in-
tended to regulate the shipping trade with regard
to aboriginals, but to prevent their abduction.
The only way todo that was to require their
engagement and discharge to be made before
shipping masters. The penalty for discharging
a seaman in the United Kingdom without doing
it in the presence of a shipping master was £10.
He did not think the cases were at all analogous.
What they wanted to know was, what had
become of men who had been shipped on hoard
the vessels and had not returned.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said there
was certainly a great difference between
European seamen and aboriginals, both in colour
and intelligence ; but the hon, gentleman must
be aware that English seamen were often ab-
ducted. It was not a very uncommon thing for
men to be what was called * shanghaied” and
taken on board vessels without being shipped at
all ; they did not even know where they were
going until they had been two or three days at
sea and had recovered from the drug that had
heen administered to them. Those men were
their own people, and surely deserved protection
against abduction as much as the aborigines.

The Hon. Sz T, McILWRAITH said he had
not an opportunity of discussing the Bill when it
was before the House, and he felt bound to say
that it seemed to him that the amendments
made in it by the Council rather improved the
Bill than otherwise. There were two things to
be aimed at—first, to protect the natives as far
as possible, and, next, so to protect them as not
to injure anybody else. If the fines were made
s0 heavy, and the restrictions so great, as in
clauses 7 and 8 of the Bill, the injury to masters
and owners of vessels would be very con-
siderable. The cases of abduction had been
greatly over-estimated. When he was Colo-
nial Secretary they were extremely few, and
were amply provided for by the provisions of
the Pearl-shell and Béche-de-mer Fisheries Act.
‘What he had said applied more particularly to
the next clause, which, if retained, would abso-
lutely lead to the abduction of natives. The
penalty was so great that a man who had com-
mitted the crime could easily dispose of an
abducted native, and would not risk the fine by
bringing him back to a port where there was a
shipping master.

Mr. BEATTIE said that under the English
law a captain of a vessel was obliged, under a
heavy penalty, to give a satisfactory account of
any man whose name appeared in the ship’s
articles, and who was absent when the crew
were taken before the shipping master to be paid
off on the conclusion of the voyage. The captain
had to give satisfactory information to the regis-
trar of seamen as to what had become of any
absent man whose name was borne on the ship’s
articles; and it was extremely necessary that
such a provision should be retained in the Bill
now before the Committee. If the clause
referred to by the leader of the Opposition were
struck out, and the onus of proof thrown on the
Government, it would defeat the object of the
Bill.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said it would
be very easy for the master of a vessel to
account for the absence of any of his men—
in the same way in which the absence of English
seamen was often accounted for. It might be
said that a man had deserted at a certain
port, or a certain island, or that he had dis-
appeared one night in a gale of wind, and
the civeumstances might be duly entered jn the
log. That could be very casily done.  In fact,
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the clause afforded no protection whatever. The
best protection would be to compel the ship-
owner or master, in the event of a man dis-
appearing whose name was on the articles, to
pay the wages due to him to the Government.
In the English service, if a captain lost & man
by desertion or accident, the owners were not
allowed to keep the money which that man had
earned. That was the best protection for the
safety of the native labourers on board vessels,

The PREMIER said the Government wanted
Lo put the onus on the shipowner of proving that
a missing man had disappeared in a certain way.
However, that question would be more properly
treated in connection with the next clause, at
which they had not yet arvived. It was neces-
sary, for the purposes of the Bill, to insist that
nien should be paid off before a shipping master,
and the penalty ought to be sufficiently heavy to
make it worth the owner’s while to do so. It
was the same principle that was already carried
out with regard to Polynesian labourers.

Mr, SCOTT said he did not think that under
the Bill there would be many labourers to dis-
charge ; the difficulty of hiring them would be
too great. If they happened to be on the spot,
of their own accord, to be hired, well and good ;
but they could not be got from the islands,
whence they were generally obtained, without
being brought in vessels ; and if the owners were
liable to such severe penalties they would not
bring them.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said that would
depend greatly on the length of time for which
the men were engaged and the amount of
remuneration given them. There were a good
many of them engaged in fishing at Townsville,
but he did not know what remnuneration they
got. It was certainly not much, and he searcely
thought one of them would have £10 to draw on
his return from a voyage. He would like (o
impress on the Premier that the best protection
would be that to which he had already referred
as existing in the KEnglish mercantile service,
as then he would have no interest at all in letting
aman go.  As to the difficulty of saying how a
nan disappeared, how many hundred men dis-
appeared of whom nobody ever afterwards heard ?
In the majority of cases in bad weather, when a
man disappeared, even his mates would not know
lrow it happened.

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the PRIEMIER, the Legis-
lative Council’s amendments in clauses 8 and 9
were disagreed to, and that in clause 12 was
agreed to.

The House rvesumed, and the CHAIRMAN
reported that the Committee had agreed to
certain of the Legislative Council’s amendments,
and disagreed to others,

The report was adopted, and the Bill was
ordered to be returned to the Legislative Council
with a message, intimating that the House—

“ Disagree to the amendinent in clause 7, hecause, the
object of the Bill being to prevent the improper abduc-
tion from their homes of native labourers. it is essen-
tially necessary that their engagement and discharge
should be regularly and forinalty mmade hefore an officer
of the Govermuent. and that in order to secure the per-
formanee of this duty a substantial peunalty shounld he
imposed for a breach of it.  The penalty of £10 is likely
to prove inadequate for that purpose. ’

* Disagree to the mmendinent omitting eluwe 8.
Dhecause, mnless the urden is cast upon the vessel of
showing what has become of a native labourer who is
not brought hack to port, the provisions of the Bill will
be inoperative, it being impossible for the Government
to produce affirmative proof in such cases. The abuses
which the Bill is intended to suppress would, therefore,
be allowsd Lo continue.

“ Disagree to the wnendment in clanse 9, it heing a
consequential amendmentoapon that omitting elae 8.

“Agree to the other awcndiments of the Legislative
Couneil.”

[14 OcroBER.]

Health Litl. Qo

HEALTH BILL — FURTHER CONSI-
DERATION IN COMMITTEE OF
THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL’S

AMENDMENTS.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the Speaker
left the chair, and the House resolved itself into
a Committee of the Whole to further consider
the amendments wmade by the ILegislative
Council in this Bill.

The PREMIKR said that the question before
the Committee, when they postponed the further
consideration of the Legislative Council’s amend-
nients, was that the amendment in clause 68 be
disagreed to., The clause related to common
lodging-houses, and he confessed that he had
given up attempting to frame a definition of the
term ““ common lodging-house.” There was no
definition that he could think of. Depending
upon the length of time for which persons
were allowed to hire a room or a bed
would make it apply toall lodging-houses. There
were no lodging-houses where a man could
not sleep for only one night under certain
circumstances. Another way would be to define
the term by reference to the amount of hire
paid. But that would ke undesirable ; it could
easily be evaded, and would introduce invidious
distinctions. He did not know of any other
way, and o he fell back on the term used in
Imperial statutes. He proposed to disagree to
the amendment.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said he
did not think that was a proper conclusion to
come to.  After having considered the whole of
the question, the proper conclusion to come to
was that they had been over-legislating alto-
gether—legislating for a class of houses that, to
a certain extent, did not exist. If those
houses did exist, it was certainly within the
power of man to define them. As the Bill stood,
they had admitted that they could not define
what a common lodging-house was. The hon.
gentleman said they could not fix it on the basis
of time, because that would apply to all lodging-
houses ; and they could not fix it upon the rate
of payment, because that wonld involve invidious
distinetions, and so he fell back upon the English
statutes, and said that it was a perfectly well-
defined term. He questioned very much whether
it was a well-defined term ; at all events, it was
certainly not a very well-defined term here.
They had simply a lot of ill-digested clauses, not
at all applicable to the colony, by which it
was made compulsory on the local authority
to keep a register of common lodging-houses.
Then it was compulsory on the keepers of all
common lodging-houses to have them registered.
Then, unless they performed certain conditions,
the local authority was not to put them on the
register. There were also conditions with respect
to lime-washing and other duties, which would
apply to any lodging-house in the country. The
Premier was quite right in saying that the
definition given in another place of the term
“common lodging-house 7 was inapplicable,
because it included all lodging-houses; but the
chief chjection to the clause was that it was made
for a class of house which they could not define,
and which, therefore, did not exist. A few
clauses giving power to the local authorities
to enforce sanitary arrangements would have
answered the purpose much better.

The PREMIER said he believed the definition
he proposed when the Bill was before the Com-
mittee in the first instance was better than the
one now proposed.  That was—

¢ Lodging-houses  to which  persons  pronjisciionsly
resort ax bdeers, or in which persons, strangers to one
another, are allowed to mhahit or sleep in one common
roow,”
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However, it was too late to insert that now.
The term was perfectly well understood.
The HonN. Sik T. McILWRAITH : Then

how is it we cannot put it into words ?

The PREMIER said everyone knew what a
common lodging-house was, but it was very hard
to lay down an exact definition to cover that class
of houses and no others. There were a number
of things which, taken together, went to consti-
tute a house a commonlodging-house. Any police-
man could point out two or three such houses at
once—everyone knew what the term meant—but
it was not easy to define it in exact words. When
he first came to that part of the Bill he had,
after a good deal of consideration, given up the
attempt to frame a definition ; the attempt was
resumed in committee, but finally those hon.
members who had been most in favour of
defining the term agreed that it would be better
left alone, and now he thought the conclusion
they had arrived at before would still be seen
to be the best.

Question put and passed.

On clauge 132, as follows :—

““No justice shall be deemed incapable of acling in
any case arising under this Aet by reason of his being
45 one of several ratepayers, or as one of any other
class of persons, liable in common with others to con-
tribute to, or he benefited by, any rate or fund out of
which any expenses incurred by such local authority
are under this Act to be defrayed.”

The PREMIER said the Council’s amend”
ment rendered any justice of the peace who was
also a member of aJocal authority, incapable of
acting in a case in which that authority was con-
cerned. Perhaps it was just as well it should be
s0, although of course inconvenience might arise
from the only magistrates available being mem-
bers of a local authority, However, they would
be able to get along without the words which
had been struck out, and he proposed that the
amendment should be agreed to.

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the House
resumed, and the CHAIRMAN reported that the
Committee agreed to one of the Legislative
Council’s amendments with an amendment, had
disagreed to another amendment, and agreed to
the remaining amendment.

On the motion of the PREMIER, the Bill
was ordered to be returned to the Legislative
Council with the following message :—

“ Mr. Presipent,—The Legislative Assembly having
had under consideration the Legislative Council’s amena-
ments in the Health Bill, agree to the amendment in
clause 23 with amendments, to0 which they invite the
concurrence of the Legislative Council ; disagree to the
amendment of the Legislative Couneil in clause 68, be-
cause the proposed definition would include lodging-
houses of all classes, to many of which the provisions of
the Bill relating to common lodging-houses are not
applicable, and because the term ‘common lodging-
houses,” as used in analogons statutes of the Imperial
Parliament, has for many years had a well-known and
recognised meaning ; and agree to the other amendments
of the Legislative Council.”

CROWN LANDS BILL—COMMITTEE.

On the Order of the Day being read the
Speaker left the chair, and the House went
zinto ?ommittee to further consider the Bill in

etail.

On clause 25, as follows :

““The pastoral tenant shall therenpon he entitled to
veceive 4 lease from the Crown for the remainder of hig
zun not included in the resumed part,

““In the ease of a consolidated run which has been
subdivided by order of the board, separate leases shall
he issued for each part of the subdivided portions not
so included,

“ Lvery such lease shall, in the case of runs held
<der the Scttled Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1876,
or Lie Bettled Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1882, be

[ASSEMBLY.]

|
I
i

i

- -

Crown Lands Bill.

for the term of ten years, and in other cases for the
term of fifteen years, from the Ist day of January or
1st day of July nearest to the date of the notification
in the Gazetée of the order of the board confirming the
division, and shall be subject to the following conditions
and stipulations :—

1. The lessee shall, during the continuance of the
lease, pay a yearly rent at the rates hereinafter
stated, and such rent shall be payuble at the
Treasury in Brisbane, or other place appointed
by the Governor in Counecil, on or before the
thirtieth day of September in each year;

2. The rent shall be computed according to the
number of square miles of land comprised in
the lease: Provided that any portion of the
Tun, not exceeding one-half of the whole, which
consists of inaccessible ranges or for the time
being consists of dense scrub, and which is for
the time being wholly unavailable for pastoral
purposes, shall not he included in computing
the area upon which rent is payable;

. Tlie rent payable for the first fiveyears of the
term of the lease shall, in the case of runs held
under the Settled Districts Pastoral Leascs Act
of 1876 or the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases
Act of 1882, be at the rate of forty shillings,
and in the case of other runs at a rate to be
determined hy the board, not exceeding ninety
shillings, and not less than twenty shillings, per
square mile;

4. The rent payable for the second period of five
years and for the third term of five years (if
any) shall be determined by the boaurd ;

5. In determining the rentregard shall be hadto—
{«) The quality and fitness of the land for

grazing purposes ;

(b) The number of stock which it may reason-
ably be expected to carry in average
seasons after a proper and reasonable ex-
penditure ol money in inmprovements ;

(¢) The distance of the holding from railway or
water carriage ;

(/) The supply of water, whether natural or
artificial, and the facilities for the storage
or raising of water;

(¢) The relative value of the holding at the
time of the assessment as eompared with
its value at the time of the commencement
of the lease:

Provided thatin estimating the increased
value the inerement in value attributable to
improvements shall not be taken into
account, except so far as such improve-
ments were necessary and proper improve-
ments without which the land could not
reasonably be utilised ;

6. In the case of 1 held under the Settled
Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1876 Amend-
ment Act of 1882, the annual rent for the
second period of five vearsshall not be less than
sixty shillings per square mile, and in the case
of other runs the rent for the second and third
periods of five years shall not be less than forty
shillings and sixty shillings per square mile
respectively ;

7. If default is made by the lessee in payment of
rent the lease shall be forfeited, but the lessee
may defeat the forfeiture by payment of the
full annual rent within ninety days from the
date hereinbetore appointed for payment thereof
with the addition of a sumn by way of penalty
caleulated as follows, that is to say—if the
rent is paid within thirty days 6 per centum is to
be added, if the vent is paid within sixty days
10 per centiun is to be added, ang if the rent is
paid after sixty days 15 per centum is to be
added; but unless the whole of the rent
together with such penalty ispaid within ninety
days from the appointed day the lease shall be
absolutely forfeited ;

8. When the rent of a run is to be determined by
the board, the lessee shall, until it has heen so
determined, continue to pay at the prescribed
time and place the same amount of annual
rent as theretofore, or the minimum rent
hereby prescribed, whichever is the greater
amount ; and when the amount of rent has
been determnined by the board the lessee shall,
on the next thirtieth day of Séptember, pay at
the prescribed place any arrears of rent found
due by him at the rate so determined, so as to
adjust the balance due o the Crown,”

&
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Mr. NORTON said he would draw the Min-
ister’s attention to the title of one of the Acts
as quoted in the 3rd subsection. There was
evidently a mistake which required amending.

The PREMIER said he was obliged to the
hon. gentleman for drawing attention to the
error. If there was no previous amendment to
be proposed, he would move that after the word
¢ Act” in the 3rd line of the 3rd paragraph the
following words be inserted—of 1876 Amend-
ment Act.”

Question put and passed.

The COLONYAL TREASURER (Hon, J. R.
Dickson) said he would point out in connection
with clause 25 that there were under the Bill
two forms of lease, one dating from Ist January
and the other from 1st July. According to sub-
section 1, the rent of both of those leases was to
be paid, as at present, on the 30th September in
each year. Hehad been considering the position
in connection with the Treasury, and he thought
the clause would require amending. Hon. mem-
bers would see that, if the clause was strictly ad-
hered to, pastoral tenants would be paying, in some
cases nine, and in other cases fifteen, months in
advance, according to the time from which the
lease dated. He proposed to introduce an
amendment in the 3rd line of the 1st subsec-
tion, so that it should be stated definitely that
the rent should be payable in advance; and he
intended to follow that up by proposing a new
subsection, to come in after subsection 1, making
all the rents commence from the 1s of January,
as was the case at the present time. In that
case the payments to the Treasury on the 30th
September would represent the rental for the
year from the 1st January. That would prevent
a considerable amount of confusion, and would
avoid complications likely to arise from the two
leases having a different date.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Under existing circam-
stances the year ends on the 30th June.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said the
first amendment he would move would be the
insertion of the words *“in advance” after the
word ‘‘ payable” on the 31st line.

Mr. MOREHEAD : There may be sume
amendments before that.

The COLONIAL TREASURER: If so, 1
will withdraw the amendment for a time.

Mr. DONALDSON said the clause was a
very long one, and one that would require the
serious consideration of the Committee before
it was passed. He should like to see a few
verbal amendments put in, and he should now
briefly refer to each of the objections he had to
the clause, and further on he should take the
opportunity, if it were not done by some other
hon. member, of proposing certain amendments.
He found by the 3rd paragraph of the clause
that every lease was, in the case of rums held
under certain Acts mentioned, to be for a term
of ten years, “and in other cases for the term
of fifteen years, from the first day of January
or first day of July nearcst to the date of
the notification in the Gazette of the order
of the board confirming the division.” With
regard to the term of fifteen years, he
hardly thought that was quite long enough.
The Committee would bear in mind that one-
half the runs, according to the preceding clause,
would be resumed for grazing farms or agricul-
tural settlement, as the case might be. He said
one-half, because practically it amounted to that.
He did not think there were many runs that
would come within the Act that had not been
taken up for twenty years. There might be a
few taken up only for fifteen years, and
where only one-third or one-fourth would
be resumed; and in those cases they would
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be found to be of inferior quality, and not
lilely to besettled upon by either an agriculturist
or a grazing farmer. On the other hand, in the
case of all the runs of good quality, one-half wag
nearly certain to be resumed, because it would
be the lands of the best quality that would be
taken up first, and they might take it that one-
half would be resumed in those cases. Those
runs had at the present time not less than six
years, and in some cases ten years, of their
present tenure to run, and he thought it would
be only wise to give an extension of lease of
from fifteen to twenty years as an inducement
to the present pastoral tenants to come under
the Bill. Because, where they had only ten
years to run, the probability was they might
prefer to remain under the Act they were under
now, and take all the chances referred to in the
discussion of the previous clause. If the run
was resumed under the Act of 1869, compensa-
tion was allowed for improvements—the same as
under the present Bill—and the only consequence
the lessee would have to risk if he refused to
come under the Bill was, in case his land was
of inferior quality, he would not get equal com-
pensationfor his improvements when his lease fell
in. He thought it wasnot considered desirable by
that Committee that the pastoral lessees of the
country should be deprived of their holdings
until they were wanted for the purpose of pro-
moting settlement, and for the next ten years
certainly not more than half of the runs of the
country would be required for settlement. He
trusted the concession he asked for would be
granted. Further on he found, in subsection 3,
that in the case of certain runs the rent
payable for the first five years of the term
of the lease was to be “at a rate to be
determined by the board, and not exceeding
90s. and not less than 20s. per square mile.”
The rent according to that was to be fixed by the
board, and it could be any amount between 90s.
and 20s. In speaking upon that question on the
second reading of the Bill, he had pointed out
that in the case of a great deal of inferior land
in the country a rent of 20s. per square mile
could not be paid. He trusted the amount would
be reduced to 10s. He had an objection also to
90s. as the maximum, as he really thought it was
a good deal too high. But as it was within the
discretion of the board to fix the amount, and
as they would hardly make it more than
could possibly be paid, he would not persevere
in an amendment upon the word “ninety.” He
should, however, take an opportunity of moving
that the word ““ten” be inserted instead of the
word ‘‘twenty.” Then, with regard to the re-
newal of a lease, under subsection 6—

“In the case of runs held under the Settled Districts
Pastoral Leases Act of 1876 Amendment Act of 1882,
the annual rent for the second period of five years
shall not be less than sixty shillings per square mile ;
and in the case of other runs, the rent for the second
and third periods of five years shall not be less than
forty shillings and sixty shillings per square mile,
respectively.”

If it was the determination of the Committee to
adhere to a fixed rental he did not think they
should go beyond 40s. in the case of runs held
under the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases
Act, as with the previous resumptions the
eyes of the country were picked out, and only
the inferior lands left. With regard to other
runs, he thought, instead of fixing the amount
at 40s. and 60s. as stated, it would be better
to have it increased by a percentage upon
the previous rental, as he noticed was pro-
posed in clause 53 in respect to grazing farms,
and in which it was stated the increase of
rent should not be less than 10 per cent. He
thought it would be a wise course to make
a similar provision to apply to subsec-
tion 6 of that clause, Subsection (¢) referred
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to “the distance of the helding from railway or
water carriage.” As heread that, it was intended
to convey the meaning that the cost of carriage
to the nearest seaport was to be taken into con-
sideration when the rents were being fixed. But
as the matter was to be administered by the
hoard they might give some rigid interpretation
to the Bill which was never intended by that
Committee; he would like, therefore, to see
some addition to it to make it read clearly that
the cost of carriage to ports should be taken into
consideration in fixing the rental of runs. For
instance, in the case of two stations, one 100
miles from a port and another 500 miles, and
both otherwise equal, the board might fix the
same rental to be paid for each, whereas the
cost of carriage from the one would be very
much greater than from the other. He therefore
considered it would an advantage if the clause
were made a little more clear. On the 25th
line he begged to move—-

Mr. MOREHEAD said he intended to move
an amendment previous to that. DBefore they
went further he should like to hear from the
Minister for Lands whether it was intended to
continue the distinction between the leases in
what were known as the settled districts and the
unsettled districts, the term of lease in the
former being ten years, whereas in the latter it
was fifteen years. That was a distinction
which he thought should never have been
made, and he was of opinion that the same
tenure should be given in each case. He
should like, therefore, to hear from the Minister
for Lands whether he was prepared to accept
an amendment in that direction. Clause 19
gavefull power to resume land in either the settled
or the unsettled districts if it were wanted,
The settled districts had for many years been
handicapped. Not only had they suffered from
unfairly the loss of country, which had been
thrown open for selection, but for the balance
the lessees had had to pay a high rent; and
he thought it was time that injustice was re-
moved. He hoped, therefore, the GGovernment
would see their way to accept an amendment of
that kind.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
the settled districts were on the coast-line, and
therefore that part of the country would most
likely be first required for occupation. There
must be an arbitrary line somewhere ; and if
there was any division at all that of the settled
and unsettled districts would have to be adopted,
and the tenure of those runs in the settled dis-
tricts must be distinet from those outside the
line in the unsettled districts. It might bestrange
that an arbitrary line of that kind should in
earlier times have been laid down ; but there was
greater need for it under the present Bill than
under any previous one. For that reason he
could not consent to any alteration being made
in that respect.

The PREMIER said that, in addition to the
reason given by his colleague, there was a very
sound reason why the distinetion should be con-
tinued. It was only two years since the lessees
of runs in the settled districts gave themselves
an extension of ten years without competi-
tion. The Government proposed to give them
ten years, and he did not think that any
turther extension should be allowed. He pro-
tested most vehemently at the time against that
extension, and he thought that giving the lessees
another ten years’ tenure would be giving very
good terms indeed ; they would be more liberally
treated under the provisions of that Bill than any
other pastoral tenants in the colony,

Mr. MOREHEAD said he would point out
that the names—settled and nnsettled districts,
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as they were called—had ceased to exist. In the
interior, half the runs were to he thrown
open for selection, and if there was to be
any selection there at all—and he assumed
that the Government thought that there
was to be both selection and settlement
—it would he their duty to encourage that
settlement away from the coast-line. In that
way selection would not be specially confined to
what had been called the settled districts. There
was nothing in the argument of the Premier.
The leases of the whole of the runs should be
treated alike, and as one important whole.
They ought to do away with those distinctions,
which were very conflicting, and likewise very
puzzling to those who eame into the colony pre-
pared to take up land. The simpler the land
laws were made the better. That arbitrary
barrier ought to be knocked down, and the
same tenure given to all the pastoral lease-
holders within the schedule.

Mr. ARCHER said he thought that what had
fallen from the hon. member for Balonne should
be favourably considered. There was no doubt
that the settled districts had suffered a great
deal more than others. They certainly had got
an extension of their leases. He supported that
because he knew that it was simply to induce
people to take up land the rent of which had not
been paid. He remembered that the present
Minister for Works said at that time that it was
absurd to expect people to make improvements
if they did not get a renewal of their leases.
The Premier had just said that the Crown lessees
had given themselves another ten years lease.
That was not a very nice way of putting it.
It was not they who did it at all; they
had very few representatives in that House.
He himself was not one of them; he had no
interest in any run in the country now, nor had
he at that time either. He supported the ex-
tension simply because it would be an advantage
to the country if the leases were of such a length
as would induce lessees to make use of the land.
He thought the proposal of the hon. member for
Balonne was an exceedingly reasonable one. 1f
the arbitrary line were abolished he did not see
why the Government should not consent to make
the tenure the same in all cases.

The PREMIER said he would like to re-
mind the hon. member of what, perhaps, he had
forgotten—that the leases of the runs in the
settled districts were first created under the
Act of 1868, when half the runs were vre-

sumed and a ten years’ lease given to
the remainder, resumable under a resolu-
tion of both Houses of Parliament. At

that time there was mno suggestion of any
renewal after that. All those leases expired in
1878, and the title of the lessees was then abso-
lutely ended. Anything they had got since then
was the result of consideration shown then:
Some people seemed to think that they were
entitled to have their leases renewed for ever.
Parliament in 1876—very much for the purpose
of letting it be distinetly put upon the Statute-
book that they had no right to renewal—passed
the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases Act of
1876, giving the squattersleases for five years, sub-
ject to selection being allowed all over the runs.
The lessees were in fact tenants at will, and their
land was liable to be taken at any moment as
required. While those five years’leases were run-
ning, the late Government gave them an exten-
sion from five to fifteen years. He did not think
that anybody could fairly say that they had not
received fair play, for they actually got fifteen
years’ leases in addition to their tenure under the
Act of 1868, What was proposed in the Bill
before the Committee was very fair indeed ; it
was most favourable to the pastoral tenants,
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The proposal was to give them a lease—an
absolute lease—for ten years, not subject to
selection or anything else. They were getting
even more favourable terms than the pastoral
tenants in the unsettled districts, if there was
any difference between the two. Under the Bill
the mode of dealing with the land was the same
in both cases, the only difference being that the
leases in the settled districts were for ten years,
while those in the unsettled districts were for
fifteen years; and he thought the reason he
had given for that difference was a very sound

one,

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Premier had
hardly stated the whole case with regard to
leases in the settled districts. In the year
1878, half the runs were taken away from
the lessees. What had happened since then
under the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases
Act, which it was now proposed to repeal?
Why, speaking roughly, the tenants had paid
about threeto one for each square mile held by
them, as compared with those who took up their
runs under the Act of 1869. And, in addition to
that, the half of the remainder of their runs had
been taken away from them. So that, altogether,
they had had three-fourths of their runs taken
away from them, and they had at the same time
an immensely larger rental than was resumed
from those who held leases in the unsettled
districts under the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869.
He thought the hon. gentleman had not touched
the arguinent he brought forward-—mamely, that
the same consideration should be shown to the
Crown tenant in the settled districts as was
shown to the lessee in the unsettled districts.
It selection was to go on in the manner
proposed by means of 20,000-acre grazing farms,
it would not be in the coast distriets; it would
be in the interior of the colony. They should
deal equally with all the pastoral tenants; and
he did not think they would be acting justly in
giving lessees in the settled districts leases for
ten years, and to those in the unsettled districts
leases for fifteen years. In his opinion, the clause
should be amended by the omission of the words
““for the term of ten years.”

The PREMIER said he had omitted one
very important point just now. When he spoke
about the lessees who held their runs under the
Act of 1868 having half their runs renewed
under the Aect of 1876, he was wrong. By the
Act of 1876 the leases were rold by auction. The
leases granted under the Act of 1868 were
entirely at an end, and they were sold by auction
—in faet, the country made a fresh start. The
Government then in power were determined to
break down the opinion that the lessees were
entitled to a perpetual tenure; they determined
that when the leases came to an end it should be
recognised that they had come to an end. The
leases were therefore sold by auction, as he
had already stated. The result was that the
former tenants got the same land, but it was
under a new lease. The leases they had now
were leases that they had bought at auction for
five years, but which had since been extended
without competition for fifteen years.

Mr. SCOTT said he could not see that there
was any advantage in making the term of the
leases in the unsettled districts longer than
those held in the settled districts. Many
leaseholders in the settled districts had recently
got leases for ten years, and when they came
under that Bill half their runs would be
resumed, and they would receive a ten years’
lease for the remainder. In the unsettled dis-
tricts the leases in many instances would expire
in a few years, and the holders in those cases
would receive a lease for fifteen years, and only
one-fourth of their runs would be resumed. The
arrangement did not appear to be a fair one,
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Mr. STEVENSON said it was quite true, as
the Premier had pointed out, that the leases
were supposed to be at an end under the Settled
Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1876, and that
they were put up to auction. But hon. members
on that side did not argue that the present lessees
had a particular claim on the Government any
more than any other tenants. What he wished
to hear was the reason for making a differ-
ence in the tenure between runs in the settled
and in the unsettled districts? The question was
not whether the lessees in the settled districts
had any particular claim to consideration, but
whether it was better for the State if the whole
of the land would not be required for settlement
as the Minister for Lands had stated, that a
difference should be made in theleases ? He could
see why a difference should exist before, because a
greatdeal of land wasrequired for sugar selections.
As far as he could see there was not likely to be
any land taken up as sugar selections, and for
any other purpose the land outside what were
called the settled districts was just as likely to
be taken up as the land within them. There
was, therefore, no reason why any distinction
should be made between those two parts of the
colony ; more especially as the land in the unset-
tled districts was, perhaps, more valuable for
pastoral purposes, and would, consequently, be
in greater demand for grazing farms. The people
in the settled districts had for years been paying
higher rents than those in the unsettled dis-
tricts, and it was only fair that their tenure
under the Bill should be as long.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that, as
he had before explained, more land was likely
to be required for settlement in the settled
districts than in the unsettled districts, on
account of its being nearer ports and large
centres of population; and that being the case
it would not be right to give the pastoral tenants
there a larger tenure then ten years. Inferior
country near the coast-line and markets was
likely to be more rapidly takem up than
better land further afield. That would more
especially be the case with small men, and
probably more land would be required there
within ten years than would be available if the
larger tenure were given. It was simply a
question of how much land was likely to be
required for settlement within a certain time.

Mr. MOREHEAD said thatif the Land Bill were
to last for nine years—which would certainly be
a novelty in the land legislation of the colony—
at the end of that time they would have to legis-
late afresh for the land held under the ten years’
tenure ; and it would be much more simple, and
would save future complications, to make the
tenure of both parts of the country alike. That
was a serious point and one which should be
considered.

Mr. PALMER said that owners of pastoral
properties had often told him that they would
far rather have a run in the settled districts,
near the coast, than a run in the far West, on
account of obvious advantages that were attached
to the former. It was certain that persons
wishing to take up grazing farms would take
them up in the settled districts where carriage
was cheap, communication good, and where they
were within easy reach of a market rather than
venture out into the unsettled districts. He
could not see that the extra rents that were being
paid in the settled districts had in any way kept
those runs back from settlement, and it was well
known that objections had often been made
against settlement on the western lands.

Mr. STEVENSON said he would remind the
Minister for Lands that the best coast lands
were already selected, and that in the future
there was not likely to be the same demand for
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them for purposes of settlement that there had
been in the past. Therefore, considering that
only the poorest of those lands were left, it
would be only fair to give the lessees a fifteen
years’ tenure—or the same that was given to
Tessees in the unsettled districts.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he had
omitted to answer a question put by the hon.
member for Warrego, who thought it would
be only right to give a twenty years’ tenure,
instead of a fifteen years’ tenure, in the unsettled
distriets, That was a matter that could only be
decided in accordance with the probable require-
ments of the colony. The Government were not
actually wedded to any particular term of lease,
since the lessee was liable to a continuously
increasing rent. The question was, whether the
land would probably berequired under the Bill for
settlement at the end of fifteen years and before
the end of twenty years. If there should be a
demand for that land for grazing farms before
the termination of the latter period, it would be
an oversight now to prevent settlement by giving
the lessees a twenty years’ tenure absolutely.
If there were any means by which provision
could be made for the extension of a lease for
another five years, if the land was not wanted at
the end of fifteen years, it would be worth con-
sidering.

Mr. MOREHEAD said it must be quite
patent to everybody that if that land were not
utilised within the next fifteen or twenty years
the Government could extend the schedule.
Surely it was not intended that the lands that
were scheduled were the only lands to be thrown
open for fifteen years! The extension of the
schedule would meet all requirements, and he
thought that the suggestion of the hon. member
for Warrego was a very fair one. Considering
how much the pastoral tenant was asked to give
up and how little he was getting, there should
not be so much cavilling on the part of the
Government ; more especially as the schedule
did not embrace one-third of the country. He
hoped the Minister for Lands would accept the
amendiment.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he would
point out that the extension of the schedule
might possibly mean a term of occupation for
twenty-five or thirty years, because the extension
of the schedule to lands inland, towards the
South Australian border, might not take place
for eight or ten years, and then the division of
runs and resumption of one part would take
place. That added to the twenty years’ lease
would give thirty years.

Mr. MOREHEAD said that the same argu-
ment could be applied to the lands at present
outside the schedule. The same necessity would
arise, and the same method of dealing with the
necessity would have to be taken.

Mr. DONALDSON said he had understood

the Minister for Lands to say that the chief

objection of the Government to the extension
of the period to twenty years was the fact
that they were not now aware whether that land
would be required or not. That was one reason
why an extension of five years should be given.
Further on the hon. gentleman said that
in all probability lands outside the schedule
might not come within the schedule for
five or ten years. If such were the case,
it proved to him most conclusively that
settlement would not take up all the land., If
land were required for settlement the schedule
could be extended. DBut if there were no neces-
sity for extending the schedule, it showed there
was no demand for land ; and if there was no de-
mand for land it would not be asking too much
te have the period extended for another five
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years. It wasnot with the intention of blocking
settlement that he asked for that concession.

The PREMIER : We are at cross purposes,

Mr. DONALDSON said he understood the
Minister for Lands to say that the chief objection
of the Government to extending the period was
that the land might be required for settlement
in the meantime, and he went on further to
say that probably the extension to twenty
years would really mean giving a lease for
the next thirty years., If such were the case
it was simply because the demands of settlement
were not sufficient to ask for those lands ; that
seemed to be the objection, The ILand Bill
would be a greater success than any member
could for a moment anticipate if half the lands
of the colony were taken up within the next
twenty years. They could hardly expect it to be
so successful as that, and he did not believe such
a large amount of settlement would take place
under it. He hoped there would not be any
objection to extending the period. He moved
that in the 25th line the word ‘“fifteen” be
omitted with a view of inserting the word
“twenty.”

Amendment put.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that the
hon. member for Warrego had stated that, if an
extension of the schedule were not necessary to
make a larger extent of land available for settle-
ment, it wounld show that the land was not
required so soon as was anticipated. By limit-
ing the period to fifteen years he must remember
that other things had to keep pace with settle-
ment. The advance of settlement must be to a
great extent co-existent with the extension of
other kinds of settlement—the extension of rail-
way communication, to enable small men to
take up country. They might throw open
that outside land to-morrow in 20,000 acre lots,
and hedid not suppose there would be half-a-dozen
men whowould eareto touchit atall. Ttcould only
be settled in those places where there were
opportunities of railway carriage or other con-
veniences. The gradual settlement of people of
the same class in the country would enable them
to occupy land, so that extension of settlement
would have to keep pace with the extension of
railways, ete. If they were advanced as fast
as settlement progressed, the extension of the
schedule would meet all difficulties at once.
That was one reason why the extension of the
term should not be made beyond fifteen years.

Mr. NORTON said that, in referring to the
proposal of the hon. member for Warrego to
extend the leases of portions of runs to twenty
years, he thought that the Minister for Lands
had given a very good reason why there should
be no schedule at all. He pointed that out the
other night, but did not know whether the hon.
gentleman understood what he was referring to—
whether he had made himself clear. The Minister
for Liands said the objection to extending the
lease was that, if the schedule were extended, the
runs outside of it at present, or some of them,
might not be brought in for the next ten years—
that some runs now outside the schedule might
not fall in within the next ten years. Then they
would be subdivided, and if the term provided
in the Bill for the portion of the run not re-
sumed were extended to twenty years, it would
not be available for thirty years from the
present time. TUnder the present Bill, anyone
outside the schedule might bring himself within
it under the 5th clause, which provided that he
could do so, after having given notice of his
desire. He could go on until his lease was
nearly up, however long that might be, and
then he would apply to be brought under
the Bill, and would come in the same
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as those who were in the schedule now. He
did not know how long the present leases
extended, but preswmed some of them would
run for about eighteen years in the unsettled
districts—at any rate, for fifteen yeavs. In the
case of a run, the lease of which now had
fifteen years to run, the lessee might wait
quietly enjoying his lease until his time was
nearly expired; and presuming the Bill to be
in force, and he had not been brought under
the schedule in the mneantime, he then put in
his application {o be brought under the Bill.
‘When he put in his application his run was
divided, and he then got the extended lease
which the Bill provided ; so that if he had fifteen
years to run, and waited till the end of that
time, the run was divided, and he got fifteen
years more—thirty years altogether, That ap-
peared to be a_strong argument against having
a schedule at all.

Mr. STEVENSON said he did not lay very
much stress on the amendment, because hé did
not believe there could be such a thing as an in-
defeasible tenure in the colony under the present
system of government. When a demand arose
for the land it would be taken from the squatter.
At the same time the extension of the term
might be a good thing, because people at a dis-
tance with money to lend would be more likely
to lend it on a twenty years’ lease than a fifteen
years’ lease, and so more capital would probably
be introduced into the colony. Whilst it did
not matter directly one bit to the landholders,
still he was satisfied it would be to the advantage
of the colony, and not to its disadvantage. He
did not think the Minister for Lands need object
very much to a twenty years’ lease, because he had
once talked himself of a fifty years’ lease, so that
it would not be much of a concession on his part,

Mr. MIDGLEY said that the question raised
by the last speaker as to the squatters’ leases to
be given under the Bill was a very important
one. It would be an assistance to hon. members
on that side of the Comimittee, especially in
dealing with the amendment of the hon. member
for Warrego, if they knew definitely the in-
tentions of the Glovernment with regard to the
98th clause. They had understood all through
that the squatter was to have an indefeasible
lease of a portion of his run; but the 9Sth
and 99th clauses undermined all that. It
seemed to be humbugging — for want of
a better term — the whole arrangement.
The squatters were to lose part of their
runs, and their rents were to be increased, under
the pretence that they would have security of
tenure. 1f the squatter was to get security of
tenure he should certainly not vote for giving
him a twenty years’ lease—he would prefer
ten to twenty years. It would be a great assis-
tance to hon. members to know the intentions of
the Government with regard to the 98th clause,
and the amendment the hon. member for Darling
Downs had proposed with regard to it.

The PREMIER said the 98th clause was very
plain and distinet indeed. The leases given under
the Bill were just as good as freehold for the time
they lasted. The 98th clause provided that the
whole or any part of a holding might be resumed
on the recommendation of the board; but the
lessee would then be entitled to compensation
for the lease, and also for his improvements.
It was just the same as in the case of land
taken for railway purposes or any other public
purposes. It was impossible to say now for
what purposes it might be taken — perhaps
for railways, perhaps for canals—though he
did not suppose that was likely—perhaps for
townships, perhaps for mining purposes—which
was extremely probable. When it was taken, full
compensation wastobepaid ; that was, asum fairly
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representing the value of the whale or of the part
resumed to an incoming purchaser of the whole
or of that part for the remainder of the term of
the lease. That made the tenure as good as a
freehold so long as it lasted. Under those cir-
cumstances he thought a fifteen years’ lease was
sufficiently long. At the expiration of that time,
if the land were not wanted, the tenant was not
likely to be disturbed. Heconfidently anticipated
that in the great majority of cases theland would
be required in fifteen years’ time, and he thought
it would be a great mistake to put any obstacle
in the way of settlement by extending the term
now. As to extending the schedule, it did not
seem to him desirable to scatter settlement in
isolated patches separated by large tracts of
country.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. gentleman
told them the leases given by the Bill would
be as good as freehold so long as they lasted.
‘Would the hon. gentleman tell them what would
be the effect on the leases if the Act were
repealed? He took it that a clause in the
Repealing Act annulling the leases would be
quite legal. If one Legislature could destroy
a pre-emptive right, another Legislature could
certainly destroy any leasehold tenure created by
Parliament.

The PREMIER said that probably the Par-
liament had power to resume the whole of the
freehold land of the colony without paying any
compensation.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN:: Tt has that
power.

The PREMIER said he did not think there
was any probability of Parliament doing so.
It had power to appropriateany man’s property,
but it was a power never exercised. It was the
same power that the State had to repudiate its
debts, but it was never exercised, and not worth
considering. As to whether a Parliament could
do so, he did not think that any European Par-
liament had ever taken away any right from o
man without giving compensation.

Mr. MOREHEAD : How about the pre-
emptive right ?

The PREMIER: The
“How about the pre-emptive right ?”
depended upon whether there was one.

Mr. MOREHEAD : You admitted it.

The PREMIER said they had said there was
no such right.

Mr. MOREHEAD ;: What is the meaning of
the 55th clanse ?

Mr. NORTON said he understood the Premier
to say that if the land was not required at the
end of fifteen years the tenure would be undis-
turbed. If that was the case, he would ask
what guarantee the lessee had that he would not
be disturbed, because it appeared to him that
by coming under the Bill when it became law
the lessee placed himself in exactly the same
position as the lessees in the settled districts were
in now. Their lease was anew lease and entirely
distinet from any lease held before. Well, the
same argument applied in this case. Any lessee
in the schedule who came under the Bill was in
the same position. Therefore at the end of
fifteen years, if his right was to be conceded,
there was no provision made for extending the
lease. It appeared to him to be superfluous to
state that if the land was not required at the
end of fifteen years the lessee would be undis-
turbed. He might be left undisturbed or he
might not.

Mr. STEVENSON said the Minister for
Lands, in reply to the hon. member for Warrego—
who pointed out that the difficulty might be got
over if there was not enough land in the schedule

hon. member said,

That
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to last for twenty years by the extension of the
schedule—said the facilities for traffic would have
to be increased. If the Minister looked at the
map he would find that a great portion of the
country outside the schedule was a great deal
nearer water carriage than that inside of it. He
did not see why the difficulty could not be
got over in the way suggested. The Gulf country
had far more facilities in the way of carriage than
two-thirds of the land included in the schedule.
Both the Premier and Minister for Lands had,
when before their constitnents, talked about
giving extended leases. The Minister for Lands
once talked about giving a tenmure for fifty years;
while the Premier, in his public addresses,
distinctly promised, or rather suggested, that a
fair lease woild be for twenty-one years for the
half of the ran. He (Mr. Stevenson) did not
think it would be any great concession on the
part of the (rovernment to give way to the hon,
member for Warrego ; the only advantage to be
gained being that upon a lease for twenty vears
it would be more easy to raise money than upon
one for only fifteen years.

Mr. MODREHEAD said the Minister for
Lands had forgotten one thing when he said
that, if they were assured of those outside the
schedule geiting railway communication, that
would be really an argument in favour of ex-
tending the schedule.  What was the reason
for introducing the Bill at all? They were told
by every member of the Ministry that the Bill
was to provide interest, by getting an increased
rent from the Crown lands, upon nine millions of
money to be borrowed for the purpose of extend-
ing the railways. If those railways were ex-
tended in that manner he assumed they would
be, they certainly would bring those men at
present outside the schedule within a reason-
able distance of railway comnunication. There-
fore, if the Minister for Lands’ policy was to
be carried out, there could be no dificulty
arising throngh adopting the amendment; and
if settlement was to go on the lines laid down in
the measure the extension of the schedule would
beconie a necessity.

Mr. NELSON said he took exception to the
statement that a lease under the Bill was as
good as a freehold, and he could not conceive
that anyone could believe such a thing. He
knew that from time immemorial—ever since
Separation —a Queensland lease had lLeen re-
garded as a piece of paper of very little value.

The PREMIER : That will be altered now.

Mr. NELSON said it had never had any value
in the market, and no money was advanced upon
it. He was certain the Bill was not going to
increase the value of the leases one bit more.
Certainly it provided for compensation, but they
would have to go to law to obtain it, and when
they had to do that, it was better to forego the
compensation. That was the only difference be-
tween the present Bill and former Bills—lessees
were now supposed to be in a position in which
they could sue the Government. He looked upon
the 6th clause as a caution to all future lessees,
that their leases, whenever it suited the interest
of the landlord—that was the Parliament—wonld
be tampered with; hecause it was distinctly
admitted by all hon. mewbers on the other side
that there was at least a moral right in the pre-
emptive right, and that there was a permissive
right everybody admitted. Here they had a
precedent established which would be made use
of in the future. He had no faith whatever in
Queensland leases. When the late Government
came into power, by some extraordinary means
those leases became more marketable ; but since
then they had gone down in value considerably.
He was quite satisfied that the leases under the
Bill would be of no more value than they were
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formerly, as he did not see what was to make
them of any value, All previous leases granted
by previous Land Bills were supposed to be good
leases, but they had turned out to be of no value
to the tenant. With regard to the freehold
tenure, they had a different thing to deal with.
The freeholder had got the whole of the British
nation at his back, because freeholds had been
firmly established. = There could be no quibbling
about them, and there could be no question as
to whether it was “may” or “shall,” or whether
that right was permissive. It was a thing that
had been established for years and years, and
could not be disputed. But the clause under
discussion was very different. It was a clause
that might be made use of in the very same way
as the 55th clause of the existing Act. The'refore,
with regard to that amendment, he did not
care whether it was “fifteen,” ‘“twenty,” or
“five” years, and he would vote for ¢ five” years
just as soon as for “twenty” or *‘fifteen.”

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he was
surprised at the idea which the hon. gentleman
had taken of the value of leases. He appeared
to want the leases to be given under the Bill to
give pre-emptive privileges.

Mr. NELSOYX : No ; the advantages of leasing
under the Act of 1869. .

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that it
was the same asin the case of private persons ; if
a man toolk land on a lease of fifty years, and a
person bought it before the time had expired, he
would have to pay for the balance of the lease.
The hon. gentleman had compared the action of
the Government in the pre-emptive matter, to
the probable dealing of some future GGovernment
with the leases under this Bill. All he had to
say to that was that, if the leases under that
Bill were used in the way the pre-emptive
was, he hoped the (zovernment would not permit
any lessees to deal with it in that way, and he
had no doubt they would come in and protect
the country from the misuse of such a clause
as the pre-emptive clause was. The question
evidently still remained as to whether there was
a pre-emptive right or not. The present Gov-
ernment had all along maintained that there was
not.

Mr. MOREHEAD : Yes; and that is why
you repealed it.

The MINISTER ¥OR LANDS said he did
not think anyone could mislead himself or
anvone else into the belief that, according to that
Bill, the value would not have to be calcu-
lated according to the time the lease would have
to run. It would be just the same as in the case
of dealings of that kind among private persons ;
though, of course, the Government always had
the right of resumption, and then they proposed
to pay for the value of improvements.

Mr. GOVETT said, with regard to the pro-
posed fifteen years’ lease, he thought the Govern-
ment might very well make it twenty years. At
the same time, whilethe maximuin rent was fixed
as high as 90s. a square mile, it was very little odds
what the term of the lease might be, because
after the first term of five years the board might
put on any rent they liked. A lease of that kind
was not of any great value when such a rent might
beput on after the first term of five years as would
malke the land of no value at all. He thought
the Minister for Lands might very well reduce
the maximum of 90s. a square mile, Then, again,
the fixing of the rent for the second term should
not be left to the board, but a maximum for the
second and third terms of five years should be
fixed now, so that people would have something
to go upon. The rent fixed for the first term
might be right enough, and might not be too high ;
hut the holder, who wonld be building npon the
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idea of a lease for fifteen years, might find all at
once that the board put such a rent on his
holding - for the second term that he would
rather throw it up ; and then he would forfeit all
improvements. The present holder, who had
got improvements made and his stock to deal
with, was put in a very miuch worse position than
somestrangerwho didnotknow anythingabout the
value of the run at all. The stranger might say
he would take the run at the rental fixed, while
the present holder would have to go out because
he would know that he could not afford to pay
the rent fixed. Again, there was another matter
for consideration in the 8th subsection in respect
to the rent to be paid pending assessment. That
was a most unjust section of the clause, to call
upon the holder to pay arrears of rent. If
the board took a long time to fix the
rent the holder should not be called upon
to pay any more than the original rent up
to the time the new rent was fixed. It
might happen that the board would not he able
to fix upon the rent to be paid for twelve or
cighteen months, and it would be very hard to
call upon the holder to pay the arrears of rent
when it was no fault of his that the new rent was
not fixed at once.

Mr. PALMER said, in connection with the
objection raised on the other side asto land being
required for settlement before the expiration
of fifteen years, he would call attention to the
state of things existing in the sister colony of
New South Wales, where there was nearly four
times the population they had in Queensland
and only about one-half the area. There were
portions of New South Wales quite as unsettled
as the western parts of Queensland, showing
that, even with a greater extension of time than
was proposed in the leases under the Bill,
there would not be any want of land for settlement
in the western parts of Queensland, or even in
the case of runs within the schedule. There was
a great deal to be said in support of the argu-
ment of the hon. member for Normanby, when
he spoke of the fact of a twenty years’ lease
being of far greater importance than a lease for
only fifteen years, in the eyes of those who
advanced money on stations. A twenty years’
lease was far more conducive to the making of
permanent improvements on the lands. A
person having the idea that his runs might be
resumed, or that he might be eased of his
lease, would not take any great interest
in improving it. It should also be taken into
consideration that it would take some time more
than five years before the present lessees would
recover from the losses they had suffered during
the present drought. They might not recover
within five or even ten years. Many men during
the present drought had really lost the earnings
of a lifetime, through no fault of their own,
but through the adverse seasons they had
passed through. He was quite satisfied that,
while the extension of the lease would be in
no way detrimental to the colony, it would
be a lasting benefit to the pastoral tenants. The
lands could always be resumed when necessary,
and he was sure the squatters would be the last
o object to their runs being resumed if they were
actually wanted for settlement. The Committee
would not be departing in any way from the
principles of the Bill, or the Minister for
Lands either, by extending the term of the
leages.  Subsection 6 should receive the
serious consideration of the Committee, because
means were provided under it for ruining all
the settlers in the colony of Queensland, as
no maximum was fixed for the rent to be paid
during the second or third periods of five years.
The Minister for Lands could never have meant
the clause to read as it did,

[14 OcroBER.]

Crown Lands Bill. 1003

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said he
thought the amendment of the hon. member for
‘Warrego was rather too important to be allowed
to be put without a little more discussion. It
might be convenient for him to say a few words
as to the lease which at present existed, and
which had always existed in (Queensland ; and
not only in Queensland, but all over Australia.
Pastoral leases in every colony of Australia had
been of a similar character. He admitted the
force of the argument used by the hon. member
for Normanby, when he said that it did not
matter to the present lessees whether the lease was
for a short or a long term, but it mattered a great
deal to the person who was going to lend
money, and consequently inthat way it mattered
a good deal to the person holding the lease,
or the lessee. That was one view of the
question, and it was one which was certainly
favourable to the extension of the lease. Now,
however, the Government were going to give
another kind of lease to that which had hitherto
existed in the colony ; and it became not a ques-
tion between the lessee and the person who was
lending money, but between the lessee and the
Government. The Committee had been told by
the Minister for Lands that the lease they were
about to give now was as good as a freehold; and
by the Premier that it was the same as a freehold
so long as it lasted. What had the squatters
done that that Committee should so favour themn

as to make their leases over the whole of
the land included within the red line in
the schedule as good as freehold?  Did

hon. mewmbers consider what they were about to
do? He was afraid they had not thought
seriously over the Bill, or they would pause
before they gave to the Government power to
confer upon thelessees what was as good as a free-
hold over the whole colony. The Committee
ought to be guided to a certain extent not
only by the experience in Queensland, but by
that in other colonies. At the present time
in New South Wales the (Government had
passed, or almost passed, a new Land Bill
The leases existing in that colony previous to the
passing of the Bill which had just become law
were of an inferior character to the leases exist-
ing in this colony under the Act of 1869. Under
the New South Wales Act of 1861, generally
called the Free Selection Act, the squatter had no
right to any portion of his run. Once a week a
free selector could go on it and take any
portion which was not selected by anybody
else.  Now they had altered that system,
and they had taken away half of the runs
in certain cases, and the squatters were given
leases for different periods within the three
different districts into which the colony was
divided, the longest lease being for fourteen
years ; but they had in no case given by that
lease the improvements which the squatter
might erect upon the run during his occupation
of it. Now what were the Government of this
colony about to do? They were about to give
not only a lease for fifteen years, and all the im-
provements which the squatter might erect
npon the land during his occupation of it, but
they also proposed to compensate him if they
ever, for any public purpose, took that lease
away from him before the expiration of fifteen

years. Had any hon, member attempted
to calculate what 1ight be the value of
the improvements upon those runs at the

end of fifteen years, the period for which
they were going to give a lease, or at the end of
the twenty years which they were asked to give
by the hon. member for Warrego? The gentle-
man in the Legislative Council of New South
‘Wales who had charge of the Land Bill there had
a good deal of information to give that House
--much more, he (Hon, J, M, Macrossan) was
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sorry to say, than that Committee had received
from the Minister for Lands. The hon.
gentleman to whom he referred stated that
the number of acres which were to be
brought wunder the operation of the Land
Bill in New South Wales was 160,000,000 ;
and he distinctly informed the House that
upon those 160,000,000 acres there were at
the present time £40,000,000 worth of im-
provements in fencing alone; £5,000,000 worth
of dams, tanks, and wells ; and many million
pounds’ worth of improvements in buildings and
mwachinery. If the improvements, under such
leases as the squatters in that colony held, were
so valuable, what might they expect in Queens-
land at the end of fifteen years under the leases
which were proposed to be given under the Bill
before the Committee ? He said that the im-
provements which they would be compelled to
purchase from the lessees would be more—twice,
three times more-—than the increased rental which
would be received from themn from the present
time until the expiration of their leases. Would
hon. gentlemen tell him that that was a good thing
for the country to do? Would hon. gentlemen
tell him that it was being done in the in-
terest of settlement, or of anybodyin the country
except the pastoral lessees thewmselves? He
objected so much tothat Bill that, if he could get
any hon. members in that Committee—he did
not care on which side they sat—to assist him, he
would oppose it to the bitter end, and prevent it
becoming law. He contended that they had no
right to impose such a burden upon the people of
the colony as that measure would impose, without
consulting them. The people did not un-
derstand the burden which it was proposed
to put upon them in favour of the lessees.
The Committee were now asked to increase
that, by extending the leases for five vears
longer than the time mentioned in the Bill. He
would vote against twenty years; he would vote
against fifteen years ; he would vote against any
term of lease giving the improvements which
were given in that Bill, and also compensation
for the resumption of the run. The value of the
improvements on 160,000,000 acres in New South
Wales amounted, in round numbers, to about Gs.
an acre. If that was the value of runs under an
inferior lease the improvements in this colony
would be worth a great deal more. But taking
Gs. an acre as the value of the improvements on
the runs within the schedule of the Bill—he did
not allude to those outside, or those which
were likely to be brought under the provisions
of the Bill during the next fifteen years—they
would be worth £30,000,000. Would anyone
tell him that they would receive £30,000,000 in
rent during the next fifteen years? And they
were actually going to make an arrangement of
that kind under the pretence that they were
doing good to the country. The squatter had
never asked for such terms. Then why force the
provisions of that measure upon them? He be-
lieved the pastoral tenants were quite willing to
pay an additional rent. That was the sum and sub-
stance of the Bill. Hebelieved the lessees were
quite willing to pay an additional vent for an addi-
tional tenure, but not for such a tenure as the Gov-
ernment proposed to give them. They had never
askedforit, and hesaid the Committeeshould never
giveit. Herepeatedthatthesum and substance of
that Bill was additional rent. Had land been
required for the purpose of settlement the Act of
1869 gave the Government authority to resume
enough for that object; but it was additional
rent the Government wished to obtain. Then
why did they not bring in a measure to impose
additional rent, fixing the amount at whatever
might be considered fair and equitable to the
lessee and to the State? But no, they were
actually giving what did not helong to them—for

[ASSEMBLY.]

Crown Lands Bill.

the people were the actual owners of the land ;
and the people had never been asked to consent
to any such proposal as was contained in that
Bill. He maintained that hon. members would
be doing a great wrong if they assented to the
proposition before them, and he hoped they
would seriously consider the matter before going
any further. He knew very well that many
hon. members had not thought over it seriously.
If they did, they would have spoken differently
from what they had done. He did not think
the hon. gentleman in charge of the Bill, orthe
Premier, had considered the question fully in all
its true bearings, because if it had been intended
to further settlement only—even grazing settle-
ment—it could have been done under the Act
of 1869, and in a way which would have given
small graziers as good a chance as they would
get under the present Bill, With regard to
small graziers, it was only an experiment, and
the experiment would have been much better
tried by selecting one district.and resuming the
whole of the land in it, giving the pastoral lessee
sufficient time to clear out; and then cutting
up the land into small grazing farms. Under
the Bill, the experiment would be tried with the
original holders of the runs still existing, and
occupying land alongside the land resumed ; and
the same thing would happen that happened
under the Act of 1868-—they would get the most
of it; they would be the small graziers. Under
the system suggested by him, the large men,
having been swept away from one district, would
not be there to dummy or select the small grazing
farms. What he objected to was giving that
great gift of millions of pounds to the pastoral
lessees—given by the very people who had been
all along, according to their own showing, the
greatest enemies of the same pastoral lessees,
As he had said before, if he could get four or
five men to assist him in stopping the Bill—he
did not wish to block it if he could alter it—in
preventing the Bill from becoming law until the
people had an opportunity of expressing an
opinion upon it—he would do so. He certainly
should oppose any extension of the fifteen years,
and would far rather curtail the time to one year
instead.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
from the hon. member’s remarks it would
appear as if he knew little or nothing about the
grazing business or the occupation of a squatter.
The hon. gentleman assumed that the Govern-
ment had enough power under the Act of 1869 to
resume all the land that could possibly be
required for settlement. But what had been
their past experience—the actual course adopted
by each preceding Government? Nothing what-
ever had been done to meet the demands of
settlement in any pastoral district in the colony.
In fact everything possible had been done to block
it. Land had been opened in such a way as to
debar men from occupying it, or at prices which
were absolutely prohibitory. Then the hon.
gentleman asked, how would the country endureto
pay for the enormous iinprovements that would
have to he paid for when the leases fell in ? Those
improvements would be such as wounld represent
money to those who had the land after the
present lessees. They were not wasted improve-
ments ; they would be of equal value to those
who held the land after them, but under different
conditions. Squatters were not so foolish as to
yut up improvements which were not profitable.
f they did so, then the State would have
made a bad bargain; but no pastoral tenant
would expend money on improvements which
did not tend to the more profitable occu-
pation of the land. If the improvements
were anything like the value stated by
the hon. gentleman—and he doubted the accu-
racy of his figures in matters of that kind—it
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would show how necessary the present Bill was
to give something like fixity of tenure to pas-
toral tenants to induce them so to improve their
runs as to work them more satisfactorily and
profitably. There were large pastoral holdings
that were not worked with anything like a fair
profit, because the lessees had not sufficient
inducement to put up the necessary improve-
ments to make them profitable. It was absurd
to suppose that any pastoral tenant would make
costly improvements simply for the purpose of
compelling the Government to pay him for them
after the expiration of his lease. All improve-
ments represented an additional value to the State,
whether worked by the present occupant or by
men who came after him under a different tenure
and different conditions. Men practically con-
versant with squatting knew that the New South
Wales Land Bill was extremely deficient in that
particular; that it gave a small holder 10,000
acres of land for fifteen years without recognising
the value of his improvements when his lease
terminated. The practical effect of that would
be to settle the land with ““cockatoo” settlers,
with ‘“water-holers”—men who would not im-
prove their holdings at all, or men who, if they
did make improvements, would take care to
thoroughly exhaust them by the time their
leases expired. The object of the present
Bill, on the contrary, was to induce men
to bring up their pastoral holdings to the
highest pitch of perfection by putting up im-
provements and making the land profitable, not
to themselves alone but to the men who might
come after them. The New South Wales Bill
did not recognise the value of the improvements
of the pastoral tenant, and the consequence
would be, as in the case of smaller men, that
they would exhaust their improvements before
their leases fell in; and then the land would be
in the same condition, if not worse, that it was
when the pastoraltenant firsttook itup. Underthe
Queensland Bill runs would be highly improved,
because the lessee was protected to the extent
of being recouped the cost of his improvements.
It was a miserable, short-sighted policy—that
recommended by the hon. member for Towns-
ville. As to the question being relegated
to the country, he believed the country had
pretty well made up its mind as to the course
the Legislature ought to take. There were men
in the country, indeed, who understood the
question even better than the hon. member for
Townsville, who, from his last speech, was
evidently perfectly ignorant of the subject of the
grazing business, and was not aware that the
erection of improvements on runs would tend to
the interest of the country as well as to that of
the oceupiers.

Mr. MOREHEAD said the fact of the
Minister for Lands saying that the hon. member
for Townsville knew nothing about grazing, and
did not understand the Bill, would not, he
thought, have much effect upon the minds of
hon. members who had heard the speeches of
that hon. gentleman dealing with the subject.
His speeches certainly showed a greater Lknow-
ledge of the measure under discussion than any
speeches from the other side, and possibly from
his side either. The Minister for Lands did not
at all attempt to grapple with the great question
raised by the hon. member for Townsville. Nor
did he think that the squatter was so anxious for
the passing of the measure—that was, the ultra-
squatter — with regard to compensation and
extension of tenure. He did not think that
they quite grasped what had fallen from
the hon. member for Townsville, There
were some squatters who reminded him of
the dog that was crossing the stream with
a plece of liver in his mouth, and when he
saw the shadow of it in the water endeavoured
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to grasp it, and in ftrying to get it lost
all.  The ultra-squatters sometimes did that.
They should be very chary in pushing their
demands too far in the way of compensation,
when they considered what had fallen from the
Minister for Lands, who stated that the
£30,000,000 mentioned by the hon. member for
Townsville, for compensation, would be very
much more at the end of fifteen years. As a
matter of fact, that would come out of the
pockets of the State; at any rate, in the
first instance. Was it at all likely that,
when that period arrived, the Parliament
of the colony would be content to pay such
an enormous sum of money for compensa-
tion for improvements to the tenants whose
leases had terminated? The thing was too
absurd. The existing law was that when a
resumption took place, including improvements,
no compensation was given at the time, but the
pastoral lessee was allowed the use of the land
until it was selected by some individual who
paid for those improvements. As the Bill at
present stood, at the end of fifteen or twenty
years the country would be saddled with the
payment of £30,000,000 or £40,000,000, or even
£50,000,000, as compensation to the squatters
whoseleases had terminated, Thesquatterswould
be very unwise to go in for such a sweeping
system as that, because he was certain that
sooner or later the Legislature would step in and
say, ““This has been a bad bargain ; we are not
going to give you this ; we cannot pay it, and we
cannot borrow money to do so.” The squatter
would thus be left in the lurch altogether.
He (Mr. Morehead) had always held that the
elastic tenure was the proper one, and that
was when the land was wanted it should be
taken and put to a better purpose than the
squatter was putting it to. hat was the
whole scope and tendency of the Act of
1869. If increased rent was wanted, why did
not the Government come down and say
to the squatters, ‘‘ Pay more, and we will
give you increased tenure”? The Minister
for Lands went further, and said that, when
the present leases terminated and compen-
sation had been given by the Government, the
lands would be in a highly improved state, and
that persons coming in would have a growing
concern, but nobody but a capitalist could go
and pay such a large sum of money to the State as
had already been paid by the State to the out-
going tenant. Small men had no chance. The
very men whom the hon. Minister for Lands
pretended the Bill was introduced for would not
have the slightest chance of obtaining any land
in the colony. If that argument was worth
anything at all it was only worth as much
as he had said, The squatters would im-
prove the lands so as to get the most they
could out of them, and properly so. The
only class who could take up land would be the
wealthy, moneyed class, the introduction of
which into the colony the hon. gentleman so
much condemned. There could be no getting
outside that argument. He hoped that whilst
there was yet time the Government would go
back to an elastic tenure like that which was
enjoyed with benefit to the squatters and to the
people generally at present, even with a small
increase in the price of land, if necessary.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said the
Minister for Lands accused him of not under-
standing the Bill. He certainly was mnot =a
grazier ; but he understood the term ‘‘grazing” as
it appeared in an Act of Parliament. He had
stated that the small grazing farms of the Bill
were an experiment.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said it was
50, and the hopn. Minister for Lands knew it had
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never been tried before. Without reference to
the actions of previous Governments, it was a
matter of indifference to him what they had been.
He said that if an experiment was to have been
tried, it should not have been tried in a Bill of the
kind before them. It was noargument to say that
because he did not understand grazing, therefore
he did notunderstand the Bill. If a man had to be
agrazier tounderstand it, there were few members
in the Committee who did understand it. The
hon. gentleman said hedoubted hisfigures. Tt was
simply because he was ignorant that he did so,
and simply becanse he had not gone into the
question as he ought to have done. That was
why his colleague the Colonial Treasurer doubted
some figures he (Hon. J. M. Macrossan) had
quoted some weeks ago ; and he was very glum
aboutthema few daysafterwards. Let him readthe
speech delivered by Mr. Dalley, in the Legislative
Council of New South Wales, when he introduced
the Bill on its second reading, and he would find
the statements he (Hon. J. M. Macrossan) quoted
were made by him. He said that £40,000,000
was the value of fencing on 160,000,000 acres ope-
rated upon by the Bill, and £5,000,000 in tanks,
dams, and wells, and he did not know how many
millions in buildings and machinery. He was
only taking that basis to calculate upon ; and all
that money was spent where there was no fixity
of tenure at all. Under the Act of 1869, and under
the present Bill, the land could not be selected in
that way ; the Government alone would have the
power of saying what portion should be selected.
If so many millions of pounds’ worth of improve-
wents were put upon the land in New South
Wales without any tenure at all, what would he
the value of the improvements in Queensland
with the tenure they were going to give? He
wished that question to be answered, whether he
understood grazing or not? In addition to that,
the hon. Minister for Lands had to answer what
would be the amount of compensation to be
¢iven by the Government if they resumed a run
for any public purpose whatever—one of those
big runs, with 100,000 or 200,000 sheep, resumed
six or eight years after the lease had been given ?
What compensation was to be given to the
squatter for his improvemenss and for the forced
wale of his stock ; could the hon. gentleman
answer that? The hon, member also talked about
previous Governments having thrown open land
in areas and at prices which practically prohi-
bited selection. He denied it. If such was the
case, the Government of which the hon. gentleman
was ameimnber were equally as guilty as any other
Government. But he denied it. He said that
the areas were larger for selection than those
given in the Bill, and the price was less than
that proposed to be paid ; and under the home-
stoad clauses which the hon. gentleman tried
his very best to abolish there were thousands
of homesteads taken up at half-a-crown an
acre. The hon. gentleman was entirely astray
when he got up to make statements. But
let him answer his question. 1t was a very
plain one—about the value of improvements
put upon land, and who was to pay it. The
hon. member said *the incowing tenant”; which
would amount to this—that the land would be
occupied by the same parties to which it was
now devoted—the squatters. It would only be
a big squatter who would be able to pay the
big squatter for his improvements; the small
selector could not afford it. If the State paid
beforehand, and waited till it could get its money
back from the small grazier and the selector, then
the State would make a very bad bargain indeed.
The value of the improvements would be many
times mors than the increased rental under the
B for fifteen years.

Mre. MIDGLEY said that the hon, member
for Townsville was not likely to receive any
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assistance from his (Mr. Midgley’s) side in
his attempt to oppose the reasonable and
just intentions of the Government with regard
to the pastoral lessee. To his mind there
was nothing objectionable in giving the squatter
fixity of tenure for the term of his lease,
so long as the termn was not made too long,
nor in giving him compensation when his time
was up for the improvements he had put on the
property. 'There were no better indications in
the Bill of the desire of the (Government to
act fairly and justly by the pastoral lessees

than those two conditions. The hon. mem-
ber for Townsville seemed to forget what

had been pointed out by the hon, Minister for
Lands, that those runs would be assets which
the Government would have in return for the
amount spent in  compensation. The argunment
that none but capitalists would be able to takeup
theimprovedland was fallacious; because the Gov-
ernment of the day had power to divide the runs
into smaller areas, and atford every facility for
men of limited means to take up the land when
the country was more closely settled. The hon.
member for Townsville appeared to have missed
the really objectionable point in the leasing
system ; perhaps the hon. gentleman might not
deem it an objectionable feature. It was that
the clause did not clearly and distinctly state
what kind of lease the lessee was to have. The
25th clause said :—

“The pastoral tenant should thercupon be entitled to
receive u lease.”
Seeing how language could be quibbled over, and
how easy it was to raise objections if things were
not clearly expressed in legal documents, he
thought they ought to be more explicit over that
matter.  The nature, length, and conditions of
the lease should be clearly expressed, and made
absolute and final. There should be a definition
and a description of the lease the pastoral lessee
was to have, otherwise in a few years’ time
there might be a bitter and prolonged dispute
amongst the future members of the Awsembly
over some such point of contention asx they
had found with regard to the pre-emptive
right. The 23th clause might then be inter-
preted by the language of the 98th clause,
and declared to give the pastoral lessee only
a permissive lease—not something substantial
and definite, but merely a privilege. There
really seemed to be ground for that conten-
tion as the two clauses now stood; and if he
coutemplated becoming a pastoral lessee he
should certainly require some more solid
grounds before venturing on the strength of what
seemed to him to be two contradictory clauses.
He thought the difficulty which had been raised
by an hon. gentleman on the other side who had
expressed his opinion of the utter unreliability
of "any lease issued by the Queensland Govern-
ment might be got over by making the phrase-
ology of the clause unmistakably clear and
definite. The time for which the lease was to
run should be stated distinctly, and the squatter
should be given an absolute lease for that time.
The rental also ought to be fixed now, not only
for the first five years, but also for the subse-
quent period of the lease—at any rate, a
maximum and minimum ought to be stated.
He thought also that they ought to avoid as far
as possible all mention of the Governor mn
Council in any of those transactions; they
should watch the ““ Governor in Council ” as a cat
watched a mouse, or a dog a rat. There was
always too much room for contention and dispute
and heartburn where the  Governor in Council
came in too wmuch in transactions dealing with
the property of the State. He would put to the
Government a suppositious case which -might
very soon become a real une. Suppose that the
resumed half of a run were eagerly taken up by
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people anxious to try their fortune at 10,000-acre
or 20,000-acre grazing farms, was it not probable
that in two or three years there would be a
clamour amongst the people in the locality, or
others who knew the capacity of theland in that
district, for the remainder of the run to be
resumed and thrown open to selection? Under
the 98th clause the pastoral tenant would
constantly be in a state of uneasiness and
uncertainty with regard to what might tran-
spire in that respect. He (Mre. Midgley) could
not see the force of the argument that, if the
leases were made for twenty yeavs, pastoral
lessees would be hetter able to obtain assistance
than if they were made for fifteen years.
1f the security was not genuine, and if the lease
was not a good one, he really could not see what
security the capitalist had atall. He would earn-
estly ask members of the Committee to fix, if
it could be done, definitely and absolutely, what
theleasewas tobe. That ought not to be difficuls,
and they ought to be able to form an approxi-
mate idea of what quantity of land would
be wanted during the next fifteen years.

The PREMIER said it was rather hard to
follow the hon. gentleman. He asked the Comni-
mittee to try aud carefully define the terms of
the lease which was propoesed to be granted. That
was exactly what the clause did. It defined in
every particular what it was to be. It provided
the principle upon which the rent was to be
assessed, and all the conditions of the lease, and
defined them in the most minute manner. The
hon. gentleman said he had heard an hon. mem-
ber on the other side say that Queensland leases
in the past had been uncertain and useless. That
was perfectly true, and that was the particular
respect in which the leases to be granted under the
present Bill would differ from all previous leases.
Under all previous Acts the terms of the lease
were stated as they were stated in the Bill
before the Committee, but one of the terms
was that the land could be taken away
without compensation. The present Bill pro-
vided that that could not be done, and that was
just where it differed from previous Acts. What
more was wanted than that? A lease itself
meant a grant of land for a certain term of years.
When the landlord granted land in that way it
belonged to the lessee and not to the landlord,
unless there was in the lease something to the
contrary. In all previous leases there had been
something to the contrary. There had always
been a provision for the landlord taking the land
away from the lessee. Under the present Bill
it was proposed that the landlord should not take
the land away from the lessee except on the
terms of paying the value of what was so taken.
What could be more definite ? The hon. member
asked the Government how much land would be
wanted for settlement during the next fifteen
years. He might just as reasonably ask that it
should be defined what the revenue should be for
the coming fifteen years, or what the population
of the colony should be.  They could only esti-
mate it: and in estimating what land was
wanted for fifteen years they took into considera-
tion what was a fair thing to do towards those who
had vested interests. The Governmenthadtaken
all those things into consideration, and the result
was the Bill before the Committee. They were
engaged in the consideration as to whether the
lessee should have the unresumed portion of his
run for fifteen or twenty vears, and that was the
question that hon. members ought to be confined
to. How could they more minutely define what
the hon. member asked about? If there was
any other point wheve it was possible by defi-
nition to make things more clear he should he
wlad to receive snggestions, but it was of no use
saying vaguely that the Bill should be more
definite unless it was pointed out exactly where
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it could be improved. It was very definite
indeed except in one particular, and that was
the maximum rent that should be charged, but
that was a point they were not now considering,
and which would be met with a considerable
distance further down the clause.

Mr. STEVENSON said he stated in his
remarks on the second reading that there couid
not Le an indefeasible lease, and that the very
attempt to give one was simply saying that
the lands should be locked up even if they
were vequired for settlement.  He repeated that
again, and in that respect his argument was
the same as the hon. member for Townsville.
The speech of the hon. member for Fassifern
was simply in favour of what had fallen from the
hon. member for Townsville, and it showed
cxactly that the hon. member did not understand
the hon. member for Townsville, The conten-
tion set up by the hon. member for Townsville
was that the lands of the colony should not be
put in such a position either by lease or otherwise,
that they could not be taken away for settlement
when required. That was exactly what he (Mr.
Stevenson) argued on the second reading of the
Bill, and he argued in the same way now. If he
thought that such was to be the case, he would
malke one with the hon. member for Townsville
in blocking the Bill. He repeated that there
could be no indefeasible lease, and it was simply
misleading hon. members to say there could be.
The whole thing was a delusion and a snare. The
land would be taken by the people when it was
wanted, no matter what Bill was passed ; and he
said that under the existing Act land could be
taken with more advantage to the colony and
far more advantage to the pastoral lessee, when
required for settlement, than under the proposed
Bill. TUnder existing Acts, when land was re-
quired for settlement, it could be taken at six
monthy’ notice ; and that, he said, was a better
way to settle the colony. No schedule was
required, no arbitrary red lines were marked out
in vhe map; but when the publicrequired it they
got all the land they wanted. They did not
want the Minister for Lands to tell people
where they were to settle in the colony.
The people ought to be allowed to choose for
themselves where they would select ; and where
they demanded land to be thrown open, there it
should be thrown open. The squatter knew that
he held his land under certain conditions, and he
knew that no Govermment or no Parliament
would unduly harass him by asking for land that
was not required for bond fide settlement. As
he had said in an earlier part of the evening,
he believed the only advantage of extending
the term of lease from fifteen to twenty
years was that the pastoral lessee would have
greater facilities for borrowing; and to that
extent he went with the hon. member
for Northern Downs. The hon. member for
Fassifern talked about an absolute tenure; but
the squatter knew very well that his land would
not be taken from him unless settlement de-
manded it. He was not frightened about that,
and neither expected nor wanted an absolute
lease. The hon. member for Townsville had
said that the people of the colony had not been
asked what lease the Government would give,
and he was right ; but the Minister for Lands,
in reply, sald that the people had made up
their minds. What about, he should like to
ask ? Why the only reference to the land ¢ues-
tion had been made by the Premier and the
Minister for Lands. In speaking before, he
had mentioned twenty-one years as the term

referred to by the Premier for which a
lease  should Dbe granted, and he wonld
now read the hon. gentleman's own words

Tf the country had made up jts mind upon the
matter it wust have been upon what the Prewier



1008 Crown Lands Bill.

himself sald. The hon. gentleman said before
his constituents :—

“We must utilise these western lands, and this can-

1ot he done without the expenditure of money, and to
encourage the lessees to do this we canaffordto let them
liave them on a fixed tenure for, say, twenty-one years,
if they pay a fair rent.”
‘Why had the Government gone back upon that?
That was the only proposal which had been
before the country, and he did not think that
the public had shown in any way whatever
since that they wished the number of years to
be reduced to fifteen. The Premier himself had
proposed twenty-one years, whereas the hon.
member for Warrego only asked that the term
should be twenty years, and on that ground he
should support the hon. member.

Mr. JORDAN said he intended to vote with
the Government upon the question of the leases.
He supposed the Government knew more about
the matter than he did; but if they were agree-
able to it, he should be prepared to agree to the
amendment of the hon. member for Warregu,
making the term twenty years. He believed
there was not a member on either side of the
Committee who was disposed to doubt the bona
Jides of the Government upon that Bill. To his
mind the clause was perfectly clear, and there was
nothing inconsistent in the 98th clause with the
clause then under consideration. The Premier
had clearly explained the matter ; and under the
98th clause land could be resumed from lease-
holders for public purposes in the same way as
it could now be resumed from freeholders if
wanted for public purposes. It was, he
thought, desirable that, as was suggested,
the words ““for public purposes only ” should be
introduced into the clause. He was surprised
to hear the hon. member for Townsville say
that the pastoral lessees had never asked for
security of tenure. For the last twenty-five
years—ever since the colony had been a colony—
the pastoral lessees had been crying out for what
they called ‘“fixity of tenure.” That was
secured under the Bill. The great principle of
the Bill was leasing wersus alienation for all
pastoral lands ; that all land not wanted
for the highest purpose—that was to say, for
tillage—should be regarded as the unalienable
property of the public, in perpetuity ; and that
they might lease the pastoral lands, but they
must get a better rent for them. The country
had now been settled for forty years; and land
that was once considered worthless, and sup-
posed to be a great desert, was discovered to be
very valuable pastoral land; and it was being
held now at an infinitesimal rent—something
like 9s. 1d. per square mile, on an average.
The Bill before them was a revenue Bill, by
which the Government proposed to raise money
sufficient in the course of & few years to pay for
all their railways. At an average of 3d. per acre
the pastoral lands of the colony would yield
annually about £5,000,000, taking their area to
be 400,000,000 acres. Some of those lands, it
was sald, were ‘“‘unavailable”; but he had not
much faith in that ““unavailable.” All land
held should be paid for ; while there was a
Jarge quantity of land not paid for on the
ground that it was ‘‘unavailable.” Hon.
gentlemen on the other side objected to the
Bill chiefly on the ground that it was intended
to raise the rents of the pastoral tenants—because
it was proposed that they should pay a fair
rental for those lands discovered to be valu-
able pastoral lands, and which ought by the
present time to be yielding a large revenue
to the State. And because they objected to
the Bill because it was going to increase
the rents, it was convenient for them to ignore
the advantages which the Bill offered to the
pastoral tenant on condition that he paid a
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fair rent for the wuse of his land. For in-
stance, fixity of tenure was said to be a
myth ; that the Government were not sincere,
and it could not be carried out; and that
the time would come when that Parliament
would say—* We cannot afford this. Thisis a
bad bargain we have made, and we must take
your land away, We gave you a lease of fifteen
years. Ten only have expired; but we want
the land for settlement, and we must take it
away from you.” Hon. members went on to
argue that as the Government or rather the Com-
mittee had repealed the 54th clause of the 1869
Act in taking away what hon. gentlemen opposite
called the pre-emptive right, they would be
quite prepared for any other act of violence.
They on the Government side said it was not a
right, that it was only a privilege; that it had
been abused and was likely to be abused ; that
the history of the past showed that it would be
abused ; and therefore they said that privilege
should be taken away. The Gtovernment, and
that House, when they passed the Bill, would in-
tend to give bond fide security of tenure for fifteen
years. The leases would be very distinct from
those under former Acts, as had been explained
by the Premier. The provisions of the 25th
clause showed that the lease would be one
that could be thoroughly depended upon; and
there was no possibility whatever, in the
common way of speaking, that any Parlia-
ment in Queensland would ever interfere with
those leases during their currency, unless and
until the land was wanted for public pur-
poses, such as the making of roads and rail-
ways and works of a like nature. As he had
said, if the Government had been agreeable to
it he should have been quite agreeable to make
the term twenty years. e thought that if the
pastoral tenants had secure leases for fifteen or
twenty years they would be more likely to lay out
large sums of money in improving their runs,
especially by the conservation of water. They
knew what had been done in New South
Wales, The hon. member for Townsville
knew that, Dbecause he had studied the
report made by Messrs. Morris and Rankin.
The hon. member knew that a number of large
leaseholders in that colony had given circum-
stantial evidence in connection with land which
they took up when the Act providing for free
selection before survey was passed in 1861. The
Crown lessees at that time in New South Wales
were frantic, and many of them went out to what
was called the desert country and took up land
there that they might be out of the reach
of the free selector. They told them what they
had done there in twenty years—that country
which would not carry all the year round a single
head of cattle was now carrying large numbers
of sheep and cattle. They told them also what
they had expended on that desert country—some
of them, to the extent of from £10,000 to £100,000.
When they gave their evidence they said they
wanted security of tenure, and that they would
then go on laying out money, because it would
pay them to do so. The hon. member for
Townsville argued that, if the Bill passed, the
Government would be called upon in the course of
ten or fifteen years to pay £30,000,000 out of the
public Treasury to the present Crown lessees ab
the termination of their leases. He said that
those gentlemen would spend £30,000,000 in
making reservoirs and sinking wells, and at the
end of that time the Government would have to
pay them for theirimprovements. Butwas thata
reasonable thing ? If those gentlemen were going
to lay out £30,000,000 on permanent improve-
ments, the country would be thereby so much
benefited by the Bill, and they would have
the samwe value to the incoming tenant. Were
they to suppose that 200,000,000 acres would be
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ziven up ab the end of fifteen years? The
assumption wasabsurd.  Asfast as the land was
given up, it would be taken up by capitalists ;
or if it were wanted for closer settlement, it
would he divided among those who would take
up 20,000-acre lots. There was no doubt that if
thirty millions of money were expended it would
be to the public interest. It did not matter how
much the lessees expended on the land. If they
expended it in making permanent improvements,
let them spend as much as they liked ; it was
quite certain that such an expenditure would be
4 benefit to the public estate.

The Hox. Str T. McILWRAITH said they
had heard from hon. members on the other side
a good many opinions as to what the principle
of the Bill was. The hon. member for South
Brisbane seemed to have pinned his faith in a
very small compass. He said that the Bill was
a revenue Bill. Did the hon, member remember
that the Bill repealed all the Acts under
which the alienation of land had taken
place heretofore? Did he not know that
it was making provision for the alienation
of land for intending settlers who were not
at present in the colony, and that the land
was to be divided and put to much better
use? It was not simply a revenue Bill. It was
at first intended by the Minister for Lands
chiefly as a Bill to provide a perinanent revenue.
The hon. member for South Brisbane, in his
enthusiasm to support the Minister for Lands,
said it was only a revenue Bill. The hon.
member should read the Bill, and especially the
clause on which he had spolken, before he made
another speech, because he had shown that he
understood very little about it. The Committee
hadbeen rather startled by a statement from the
Minister for Lands, that the tenure of the squat-
ters under the 25th clause was quite as good as a
freehold. The statement was passed by just like
a good many other statements from the Minister
for Lands, who allowed a lot of undigested
thoughts to come from him occasionally. But
when the Premier had repeated it that evening,
and made a clear statement twice to the Com-
mittee that the tenure under which the pastoral
lessees would hold the land under the 25th clause
would be equal to a freehold as long as it lasted,
and explained that the term ‘“aslong as it lasted ”
meant the term of the lease—that was, ten or
fifteen years as the case might be—he (Hon. Sir
T, Mecllwraith) was not astonished that the
hon. member for Townsville should rise up in
arms against such a proposition. He (Hon, Sir

T. Mecllwraith) believed if hon. members
on the other side would consider the
matter, and come to the same conclusion

as the Premier, they also would rise up in arms
against it. Let them consider what the lease

was, The hon. member for Fassifern had
approached the difficulty at once. Hon.
members .should remember the words with

which the Premier characterised the kind of
lease which was given under the 25th clause.
He said that there the lease was distinctly and
definitely laid down, Now what was laid down ?
He (Hon. Sir T. MecIlwraith) would just describe
in a few words the character of the lease, It
extended in one case to fifteen years ; there was
no question about that. The next consideration
was—what did the lessee pay the landlord?
That also was fixed; it was put down in
the 8rd subsection as a limit between a
maximum of 90s. and a minimum of 20s. That, in
itself, was a very indefinite thing as between the
Government and the tenant. But to go on
further, he found that in subsection 4 the
rents for the future were to be tixed by the board.
Tn subsection 6 there wasa maximum provided
of the rent which the board might exact from the

rastoral lessees ; but inthe second five years they ! preposed in ths Bill?

ey
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could exact 10t less than 40s., and in the third
five years not less than 60s. He was speaking
now of the pastoral leases under the Act ot
1869. In what sense could it be said that the
lease was defined and fixed in every point ?
Why, the most material point was left
unfixed. The first five years was left with a
rent within a limit of 90s. and 20s. ; the next
five years was left entirely to the board, with a
limit fixed at 40s. ; and the next five years was
also left entirely to the discretion of the board,
with a minimum fixed at 60s. The maximum in
the two last cases was left to the board. In what
sense, therefore, could the lease be said to be
clear and definite ? In what sense could it be
said to be giving a clear freehold where the
landlord let the land for a certain period, and
retained to himself the power of fixing the rent,
deciding that for the first five years there was
to be a certain definite limit, and for the two
next terms of five years assumed fo himself to
say what the rent should be? How could that
be said to be a fair bargain to the lessee? Why it
was giving a worse lease than the lessees had
ever had before. He spoke on behalf of the
pastoral lessees when he said that they had

always held their leases subject to their
being resumed. Whenever the public de-

manded the land for settlement the pastoral
lessees were always prepared to give it up.
He utterly denied the assertion of the Minis-
ter for Lands, that past experience had shown
that it had been a fight between the people
and the squatters to get possession of the
land for settlement. Such a thing had never
taken place since he (Hon. Sir T. MecIlwraith}
had been in that House ; and he did not say that
forthefirst time inthe House. He had repeatedly,
in addressing his constituents, and at public
meetings, given every party in the House the
greatest credit for trying to meet the public wants
in that respect ; that was, to throw open for
selection as much land as was actually required.
He could say, from his experience of the pastoral.
ists of the colony, that wherever the land was
demanded, even before the legal steps were taken
for that purpose, it had always been given up.
That was a lease which provided fully for the
public wants and it satistied the lessee, but it
would be perfectly impossible for the lease now
proposed to be given to satisfy the lessee. If it
was, as was represented by the Premier, equal
to a freehold, then it was not fair to the country;
but he (Hon. Sir T. Mcllwraith) maintained
that it was not. It was a lease that was bad
for the lessee and bad for the landlord. It was
nonsense to tallk about the tenant having the
right to claim for all improvements when he
went out at the end of his lease, when the
Government could eject him at the end of
the second or third period by putting such
a rent upon his land as would compel
him to go out., If it became necessary, or
there was ever a popular clamour to resume
his land, the Government would always find
commissioners who would only be too glad to
vield to the popular will and force the lessee to
give up the land, by raising his rent to such a
point that he could not stand it. Hon. members
must also remember that under the Bill the
Government, or the board which represented the
landlord in this instance, retained full power to
fix the rent as high as they liked. But there was
no power given to the lessee who might object
to the amount of rent required as being a rack-
rent that he was not able to pay. There was
no power given to the pastoral tenant to say,
““T cannot stand this rent ; give me the money
T have spent on the place and T will go out.”
Would it be considered fair for any other land-
lord to exact from his tenant such things as wers
The board wers to fig
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the rent payable for the first term of five years,
within certain limits, and they had power to fix
the rent for the second term at any amount they
chose. The board was in this position : They
could say to the tenant, ““If you serve all that
time and perform all the conditions, those con-
ditions being the rent we demand, then at the
end of the lease we will pay you for your im-
provements; but if you do not you can
walk out at once.” Were not all the con-
ditions made to secure the landlord and leave the
lessee unsecured?  The quarrel between the
Liberal party and the squatters had always
arisen from the determination of the Liberal
party to leave in an indefinite position the leases
of the squatters. The pastoral tenants, how-
ever, were perfectly satisfied with the leases
they had up to the present, but the Bill rendered
them more indefinite than ever ; and quarrels
were certain to arise. Under it the board could
exact a rack-rent for the purpose of forcing
the tenants to go out without paying them for
their improvements, which the hon. member
for Townsville stated would amount to about
£30,000,000. He was certain that by that
Bill a severe blow had been struck at the
pastoral interest of Queensland. The pastoral
interest here had up to the present time
been looked upon as something good, upon
which the capitalist would lend money.” Now
things were completely changed. Any man
who had studied the clause as it stood would see
that there was actually no security upon which
money could be lent for the future. There was
another point to which he would allude, and that
was in reference to the extraordinary position
taken by the Government in defining the position
of landlord and tenant under that Bill. One
would expect that it would be an instruction to
the members of the board to consider all
reasonable improvements made by the tenant
in fixing the rent. That was—if a certain
increased value per annum had been given to
the land by reasonable improvements made by
the lessee, the improvements ought to be
considered when the board were determining
the amount of rent to be paid by the tenant.
But if hon. members would look at the proviso
in subsection (¢) of subsection 5, they would
find that all reasonable improvements, or, as they
were described in the clause, * necessary and
proper improvements without which the land
could not reasonably be utilised”—and the tenant
was bound to make those—were not to be con-
sidered at all. Those improvements were not to
be allowed for as adding to the value of the land.
According to his contention, and according
to the contention of every omne who had
studied the position of landlord and tenant,
if a tenant made improvements which in-
creased the value of the land, those improvements
should not be considered in raising his rent.
But that Bill provided that all *“‘necessary
.mprovements without which the land could not
reasonably be utilised ” should be taken as a reason
for raising the rent. There was no other mean-
ing to that clause. From the-fact that that
matter had not been referred to by members on
the other side, he supposed that it had not been
considered. The only justification given for it
by the Minister for Lands was that he was deal-
ing with squatters only. But when he came to
deal with squatters No. 2—the 20,000-acre men—
he dealt with them just as hardly. The hon.
gentleman got quite angry just now because the
hon. member for Townsville spoke about the Bill.
The Minister was angry with the hon. member
because he knew nothing about grazing. But he
(Hon. Sir T. Mellwraith) would remind the hon.
gentleman that even if a man did not personally
brand his own calves and cut his own lambs—if
hon. members had not spent their lives on a
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station on the Barcoo—they might be quite
competent to discuss a Land Bill. The
arguments of the hon. member for Towns-
ville were perfectly justiied. The Premier had
said that leases proposed to be given to the
squatters were equal to a freehold, and the hon.
member for Townsville had a perfect right
to discuss that point. He (Hon. Sir T
MecIlwraith) maintained that it was not a lease
equal to a freehold, or anything like a lease equal
to a freehold. It was a sham by which the
Premier was trying to deceive the squatters.
The pastoral tenants would be fools to give up
their present leases for those now offered, and he
would advise them to keep the existing tenure.
What he had to tell the Government was, that
it was perfectly impossible to deceive the
country.

The PREMTER : Hear, hear !

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH said the
squatters were not asking for better leases, and
they were perfectly willing to give up all the
land required for settlement, and to acknowledge
every argument brought forward as to why they
should pay a higher rent. But they did not care
to come forward and submit, like foolish lambs,
to be slaughtered without pretending even to
understand the process that was going on.
The Government were at the present time
ruining the pastoral industry, and they had
gone a long way in that direction. The
Premier laughed, as if that would be a great
result, but he could tell him that it would not be
a great result, It was a gradual process. He
(Hon. Sir. T. McIlwraith) loocked forward to the
time when there would be no squatters in the
country ; when every man would either work his
own freehold or a leasehold under a private
landlord. He did not want the Government in
any case to be the landlord. In that matter, the
Minister for Lands had made a leap in the dark,
and where it would lead him or the country, the
Government were perfectly unable to explain.
In fact, they did not know, and they were trying
to deceive not only hon. members on that side,
but the country generally, as to the purport
of the Bill. He considered that clause 25
gave the squatter the worst possible lease
for the remainder of his run; it certainly
did not give him a lease equal to freehold for
ten or fifteen years. He did not consider that
every condition had been defined as accurately
as the state of the case would admit, because the
principle of the rent to be paid had been left
entirely out of consideration. To sum up: The
Government had done everything they possibly
could to prevent the Bill from being accepted by
any squatter within the red line. He would now
say a word to the hon., member for South Bris-
hane about the Bill being purely a revenue Bill.

Mr. JORDAN: I did not say purely a
revenue Bill, T simply said that it was a revenue
Bill.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH: The
hou. gentleman said the only principle of the
Bill was that it was a revenue Bill. 1If the hon.
member would only look at the map he would
see, close to the red line, the town of St. George,
and other towns which had been petitioning for
years for railway commmunication, and which had
as much right to it as any other part of the
country that he knew. The hon. member would
see that, and he would also see that the red line
included about a quarter of the colony. The
Bill could not, therefore, be characterised as a
revenue Bill alone, unless it was meant to do
a great injustice to a very large part of the
colony.

The PREMIER said that with one statement
of the hon, gentleman’s everyone would agree,
and that was, that it was impossible to deceive
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the country about the Bill, The country per-
fectly understood what the Bill was, and what
the hon, member meant when he said that the
squatters, as represented by himself, had always
been willing to give up land when required for
settlement.  But the hon. member’s memory
must be verv short, for only last week hon.
members on his own side insisted that land ought
never to be taken from a squatter except for sale
~-—that to take land from a squatter and to give it
to another grazier was monstrous. It was not
the first time that that had been said. They
were told it in 1882 when the late Government
carried the Bill giving themselves an extension
of tenure of ten years, and which he at the time
charactevised as a monstrous injustice. The
present Government understood perfectly well
what they wanted, and the country understood
what they proposed. Thehon, gentleman also, no
doubt, understood what he wanted, and the
country understood it too. The hon. gentleman
said the lease proposed by the clause was in no
sense equal to freehold, because the rent was not
fixed. But were the burdens on freehold ever
fixed? Was there a freehold in England, the
burden on which was fixed as closely as it was
fixed by that clause? Take the burden of the
poor-rate alone : the hon, member knew that it
varied between 10 per cent. and 30 per cent. of the
gross annual value every year. Under the Bill, the
rent for the first term was fixed by the board before
the lease was granted, and for the other terms
was fixed by arbitration. Supposingthesame thing
was bargained for by alandlord, or was proposed to
be done by the Irish land commission, would there
be any absurdity in it ? The awmount was not
fixed absolutely in the Bill, because they did not
know what the land would be worth in five or
ten years’ time. They were spending hundreds
of thousands of pounds every year to make it
more valuable, They were borrowing money
and pledging their resonrces to give better means
of communication ; and they intended to spend
as much money as they could afford to give a
better supply of water. How, in the face of that,
could they say what the value of the land would
be in ten years’ time? Tt was proposed that a
fair rent should be fixed from time to time by a
tribunal of judges. That wasnot only the fairest
thing possible, but the only thing possible in
the interests alike of the country and of the ten-
ants. It might perhaps be desirable, when they
catne to that part of the Bill, to fix limits for the
increase of vent; but that was another question
altogether, and was not now beforethe Committee.
If they were to have a discussion on the whole
principle of the Bill on every clause as it was
brought forward, the wish of the hon. member
for Townsville would come true. It would
not come true, but it would go a long way
towards bringing it about. The Government
did not want to be twelve months over the
Bill, but they intended to get it through.
There were plenty of points in the Bill worthy
of serious discussion, if taken up as they arose,
but what had they to do now with discussing
the schedule when the question was whether
the lease should be for fifteen years or
for twenty years? Why should a red herring
be drawn across the trail continually? Some
hon, members well wnderstood why, The
hon. member for Warrego proposed, before tea,
to extend the tenure from fifteen years to
twenty years, and since 7 o’clock scarcely a
word had been said on the subject, but they
had been talking about all sorts of other things
instead. He hoped the discussion would be
confined ¢n the numerous points which required
it if the Bill was to be a good one; but if
they 1inixed them all up together the wusual
thing would occur, and the particular matter
under notice would go by the board.
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The Hox. Sig T. McILWRAITH said that
when the hon. gentleman got into a difficulty he
always acted in the same way. He drew a red
herring across the trail so as to get away from
an argument he did not like; and who was
it who brought the discussion into the state
it was in at present? The hon. member
for Warrego certainly did propose increasing
the tenure for the unresumed portion of the
run from fiftesn to twenty years. He (Hon. Sir T.
Mellwraith) did not intend to speak upon that
point, but the hon. the Premier gave it the
greatest possible importance, and sald it would
be equal to freehold. What was the conse-
quence? It made them rise up at once and
reply to his drawing the red herring across
the trail. They showed that the tenure was
anything but freehold. It was a miserable
attempt to meet the argument he had made, that
because the rent was not paid, it was the ordi-
nary condition of the landlord at home who could
not fix his -poor rates, Who ever heard a land-
lord hesitate to say that his land was worth £3 or
£4 an acre, because he did not know what the poor
rates were? The thing was preposterous, and
showed weakness in the hon. member’s argument
when he had to reply to such a strong argument
in such a way. Poorrates were like any other kind
of taxation, which everybody alike had to bear
under the same conditions. Nobody complained
about them, and they did not enter as an item of
rent at all, Nowhere else was such an element left
out as the rent ; but it had beenleft out here, and
while it was left out, and while the landlord had
the exclusive power of fixing that rent, it could
not possibly be said to be a lease at all. A lease
was given for fifteen years, and the landlord was
the only one who could fix the lease. There was
no appeal to the Governor in Council, or any
court. It might be referred back for considera-
tion, and further than that it could not go.
That was a power that the landlord actively
assumed, and they were asked by the Govern-
ment to believe that the squatters would
actually accept such leases in this country. The
leases In this country were actually destroyed.
No man would advance capital on such a lease
as that. Not content with doing the greatest
amount of damage to the pastoral lessees, thc
hon., gentleman was determined to ruin every
possible chance of doing well with the small
leases he proposed to give in future. He knew
a great many men who, under the pressure of
hard times, would have been only too glad to have
accepted anything, and they were to be given a
lease for one-half of their runs a great deal worse
than the lease under which they held them before,
It was a pitiable thing to see a Minister like the
Premier trying to gain popularity by hounding
down one of the greatest industries in the colony.
No men could be under greater pressure from
nature than the pastoral lessees were at present;
and, for the purpose of gaining popularity, the
Premier had tried to run that industry to earth.
The Minister for Lands had tried toruin them in
every possible way; and they had run their
hobby to earth. Did the Ministry not see
what the people were thinking about it out-
side? The men who understood it said there was
no more unpopular Land Bill ever brought before
the country ; and by the time it was thoroughly
understood the Ministry would be in a worse
position than they were now. But what did he
care for the Ministry 7 He cared more about the
position of the country, and the Premier should
be doing everything he possibly could to alleviate
the bad circumstances in which nature had
placed the squatters, instead of trying to deceive
them and deceive the country as to the conditions
on which he proposed to grant them leases. For
the futnre he would take very great care, whilehe
was a lnember of that Committee, to let squatters



1012 Crown Lands Bill,

know exactly his opinion of the kind of leases

they would have under the Bill. As long
as they thoroughly understood it he was

satisfied that none of them would come under
it, and he advised them strongly to bear the
threats of coercion they had had from the other
side as to the taking back of their land under
the Actof 1869. Let them resume as much land
as they liked, and they could not do such harm to
squatting as by passing a Bill of that kind.

The PREMIER said he could not understand
the hon. member talking about an attempt on
the part of the Goverment to hound down
squatters. Where did that argument come in?
The hon. gentleman told them in thesame breath
that the proposed new leases were such that no
sensible squatter would take them. If they did
not, they would remain just as they were. As
for it being a deliberate attempt on the part of
the (Government to ruin the squatting industry,
the hon. gentlemanreally didnot understand what
he was saying. He also said it was an attempt
to deceive them. He did not believe there was a
single squatter who was such a fool as to be
deceived by anything in the Bill. Perhaps the
hon. gentleman would be good enough to say
what was the action which he characterised as
““hounding down the pastoral interest.”

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH said he
would explain veryclearly. He had been trying to
show for the last quarter of an hour how the hon.
gentleman meant to hound down the squatting
industry.  The hon. gentleman deliberately
rose and talked quietly, and explained that
it was actually equal to freehold, and he
tried to get his squatting friends to believe
it. He succeeded in deceiving a good many
of his supporters. But he failed if he fancied
for a moment that threats of the kind used
by the Minister for Lands could have much
impression upon the squatters. The clause was
not to be passed without its being fully under-
stood what was the character of the tenure that
the squatters were to have. The little explana-
tion that had been given, especially after the
speech of the hon. member for Townsville,
would be read by the pastoral lessees of the
colony, and they could understand it better
than they did before.

Mr. JORDAN said he did not say that it was
purely a revenue Bill, or that its great principle
was toraise money. Hesaid the great principle
of the Bill was the leasing versus the alienation
of pastoral lands. Alllands except those to be
put to the highest use—namely, to be tilled—
were to be leased. That was the arrangement
which the pastoral lessees might avail them-
selves of, as they thought proper, giving up
a large portion of their runs for close settle-
ment, and receiving certain advantages for an
increase of rent; but it snited the convenience
of hon. members opposite to ignore the fixity of
tenure and compensation. The hon. member for
Townsville objected to the Bill entirely, because
it gave a tenure equal to freehold ; and
the hon, member for Mulgrave objected to it
because the tenure given was not good enough,
and because they were neot going to fix the rent
now that was to be paid in fifteen years’ time,
after they had made railways and paid £40,000,000
for improvements,

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. gentleman
did not understand the clause under discussion.
He had talked about fixity of tenure for fifteen
years, It wasnothingofthesort. Therewasafixed
rate varying from £1 to £4 10s. for the first
period of five years. It was only a leap in the
dark on the part of the pastoral tenants who
came under the conditions of the clause. The
hon. gentleman at the head of the Government
should have paid zome attention to the very fair
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vemarks that fell from the hon. member for
Fassifern, when he said that the squatters should
have, at any rate, fixity of tenure which should
have some definiteness, as well as fixity of rent.
The hon. gentleman could not say there was
fixity of tenure, when it rested with the board
in the second period to put on such a rent as
might compel the tenant to forfeit his run and
the whole of his improvements. The hon. the
Premier was simply playing with the pastoral
tenant in a not very dexterous fashion when he
said the lease would be as good asa freehold—
though he certainly qualified it by saying * as
far as it goes.” How far did itgo? Asfarashe
could see, only to the end of the first five years ;
because then it would be in the power of the
hoard toput any rent they chose on the pastoral
tenant who was stupid enough to come under
the provisions of the Bill; and there would be
no appeal. Surely the hon. gentleman would
accept the proposition of the hon. member for
Fassifern, and tix within the four corners of
the Bill the maximum rent to be paid in
the second and third periods by the pastoral
tenants. The hon. member for South Brisbhane
(Mr. Jordan)said that he had not spoken of the Bill
as a purely revenue Bill ; but it had been spoken of
outside the House by every Minister as nothing
but a revenue Bill, The hon. Minister for Works
told every deputation that waited upon him
about any public improvements, that it all de-
pended upon the revenue they were to get out of
the Land Bill. If it were not to be treated as
a revenue Bill, what was it to be treated as?
The Government would not bring in their Loan
Estimates till it was passed ; they had treated
it as altogether a revenue Bill, although he had
to admit they had not deigned to tell the Com-
mittee or the House what the revenue was likely
to be. If they did not bring in their Loan
Tstimates till they discovered that, they were
not likely to be brought in before the present
Assembly, unless they sat much longer than he
thought was possible. He agreed with the hon.
leader of the Opposition that no pastoral tenant
who was not a madman would come under the
provisions of the Bill. He would prefer to suffer
the worst the Government could do. “ Better put
up with the ills he knew than seek those he wot
not of.”?

The PREMIER said the hon. gentleman
seemed to think that the members of the board
would be two malicious, malignant sprites,
making it their business to harass the pastoral
interest in every possible way. The idea of the
Government, as formulated in the Bill, was to
haveon the board two honest, independent gentle-
men, competent to value the land and assess a
fair rent. Of course, if they appointed two
porsons with no intention of acting fairly,
the Bill could not succeed. But the power they
retained over the board was sufficient security
against anything of that kind being done. If
they attempted it they would lose their appoint-
ments ; and if injustice were done, any Govern-
ment that did not refer the matter back for re-
consideration would be ejected from office, and
the Parliament would very soon redress the
wrong. The foundation of the scheme was that
the runs were to be assessed by competent and
honest persons. The arguments of the hon,
gentleman would apply just as well against
trial by jury. A jury might give £100,000
damages for an assault; but it was not likely
they would do so, and if they did, there
would be power to set aside their award.
1f the hon. gentleman could only bring
himself to believe that the hoard would
be composed of honest, competent men, desi-
rous of doing their duty, and not actuated by
any of those evil motives, he would see that his
argunients fell to the ground.
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The Hown. S T. McILWRAITH said it
was straining the point very much to say that
the hon. member for Balonne had taken for
granted as the basis of his argument that
those gentlemen must be malignant sprites.  All
he assumed was that they would be men
subject to the same frailties as themselves—
nothing better, and nothing worse. The hon. the
Premier spoke of the power of the Parliament
to displace them if they acted unjustly. But
did the hon. gentleman not see the state of
things that might, and probably would, arise at
the end of the first term of five years? The
lessees might be most unpopular, and the hon.
gentleman, or others like him, would raise a cry,
hounding down the pastoral lessees arising
under the present Bill, exactly as he had
done those who previously existed. Then
the most honest men he could get for the
Board would be frail inen, and would
probably yield to popular clamour. Every
argument raised by the hon. member was simply
a catchy nist prius argument. He argued like a
lawyer, and not at all like a statesman, or one
who was desirous of bringing before the country
a Bill he understood himself. He (Hon. Sir T.
MecIlwraith) had just had put into his hands
something that bore very much on the present
Bill—the expression of opinion of the hon.
member in similar circumstances to the present,
when he was advocating another Land Bill in
1875. The hon. gentleman then expressed him-
self as followed :—

*“He conenrred in what had been said by the hon.

memher for Blackall on the Act of 1868, which was an
admirable Act, and which had done move for the settle-
ment of this country than any Act ever did that was
passed for the settlement of any of the Australian
colonies. He helieved it to be far and heyord
all the best land laws in Australin. That being
so, although it might have some defects, yet he
failed to sea why the Government should, especi-
ally under the difficulties pointed ont by the Trea-
surer, bring in a comprehensive land scheme. He
observed that the hon. member for Maranoa, though he
had a considerable destructive genius, yet never sug-
gested anything that ought to be done. TPerhaps, how-
ever, that was not the functionof an Opposition. Ifthe
Act of 1863 had certain defects, the duty of the Legisla-
ture, from time to time, as those defects were dis-
covered, was to remedy them. Nothing could be mora
injurious to the colony, or would frighten away settlers
more, than to be continually passing new land laws or
to be threatening them.”
Just let the hon. the Premier look at the face of
his hon. colleagne the Minister for Lands, and
consider what he thought now of the abominable
jump he had made towards amending the land
laws of the colony. He would read on a little
further—

“ HoNoURABLE MEMBERS: ITear, liear !

“The ATTORNEY-GENERAL (Mr. Griftith): The proper
way for the Legislature to act was, as a defect was
found, to amend the law to cure that defect; not to
turn the whole system upside down by bringing in an
entirely new Bill.”

Then he went on again—

“ It was supposed last year”—

That was the genius who had discovered before
now wonderful specifics for land legislation, and
for settling people on the land. Here was one of
his specifics :—

“It was supposed last year there was under the Act of
1848 no means of attacking dummies ; thatthere was no
power in the Act to enable Government to get hold of
them. Proceedings were taken. and it was found that
the Act was complete in that respect; that there was a
means, and ample power for finding them out and
punishing them.”

And that actually in the face of the miserable
failures those lawsuits had been, and the
immense expense to which they had put the
country—

“It was needless, under the circunstances, to intro-
duce a comprehensive Bill, which there would be no
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prohahbility of passing. For his own part, he thought it
was better in the case of land laws 'to endure the ills
we know than to fly to others that we know not of.” "’
Samuel was sometimes poetical. Then he pro-
ceeded to say :—

“It miglht be a conservative view, but when a defect
was found it was better to remedy it than to attempt to
discover an entirely new scheme which it was almost
certain, in two or three ‘vears, would exhibit defeets
which it would take time to find out, and that would
then have to be remedied. 1t must be remembered that
all the land laws of the colony were experiments. The
Legislature should in such matters hasten slowly.”

The hon. gentleman, instead of giving the
Committee s0o many new speeches now, would do
better just to read his old ones, and consider
whether he was right then or right now.

Mr. MACFARLANE said he hoped they
would shortly be able to make better progress
with the Bill than had been made within the
last few weeks. He thought the hon. member
for South Brishane was right in saying that
one of the great principles of the Bill was in-
creased revenue, and he thought the Hon. Sir T.
Mellwraith was right when he advocated closer
settlement. Tncreased revenue and closer settle-
ment together werethe great principles of the Bill.
He thought that every member of the Committee
must see that the great object of the Bill was
especially to obtain a greater amount of revenue.
The course that had been adopted was this: The
colony was so large that it was impossible for all
the land to be taken up by agriculture. What did
the Government do? They divided the Billinto
three great classes—agriculturists, graziers, and
squatters, The land had been long occupied by
the squatters, and they had made good use of it ;
but the time had now come when the colony
demanded greater revenue and closer settlement.
If the Government could find sufficient settlers,
it would be to their interest and the interest of
the whole colony to settle all the lands of the
colony as agricultural lands ; but that was impos-
sible. What did they do then? The next
best thing was to lease a great portion of
the land to another class of people paying
a rather smaller rent than the agriculturists
but a larger rent than the squatters. Hethought
the Government had done the best that was
pussible with a few amendments that had been
made and might be made. They had done the
best they could do in bringing in an intermediate
class such as the small graziers, The hon.
member for Balonne would remember that some
years ago he (Mr. Macfarlane) brought that
subject before the House, and pointed out that
there were many men willing to take up small
grazing farms who could not do so for want of
suitable land being thrown open. The hon,
member’s argument then wasthat men withfrom
four to five thousand pounds could do better
than invest it in small stations. Perhaps that
was the case at that time, but he thought
they had now arrived at that period when
many would avail themselves of the oppor-
tunity of taking up 4,000 to 20,000 acres as
grazing farms. The hon. member for Townsville
contended that this was a mere experiment, but
he (Mr. Macfarlane) believed that it was on
account of the success that the small squatters
had met with that created the demand now.
There were many men in the colony who com-
bined agriculture with grazing, and it was to be
hoped the numbers would increase. He did not
blame the squatting members on the Opposition
side for trying to get the best possible bargain
they could for the squatters. They had aperfect
right to do so. They had gone into the country
and opened it forsettlement, and they had a perfect
right to make the best bargain they could with the
State ; but he thought hon. members would see
clearly that if they could occupy the land with
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agriculturists paying from 3d. to 6d. an acre, it
would be foolishness not to do w0 ; and it would
not be fair to continue to lease the lands of the
colony to squatters at a low rental. The hon.
member (Mr. Stevenson) had contended that
there was no such thing as an indefeasible lease ;
and if that was so then the squatter must give
way, and the Government have power to resume
his land. He did not think the hon. the
leader of the Opposition was quite doing jus-
tice to the Premier when he said he had
done and was doing all he could to hound down
one of the greatest industries in the colony.
They did not deny that it was a great industry,
and he did not think that anyone who had read
and comprehended the Bill could say honestly
that either the Premier, the Minister for
Lands, or the Ministry, as a whole, had done
anything but made an honest attempt to
benefit all classes of the community. He would
just say before he sat down that he rose
that night simply because his patience was
exhausted. He had sat very patiently for a
very long time listening to the arguments
on both sides of the Committee. If hon.
members on the Government side had spoken as
frequently as hon. gentlemen opposite, the Land
Bill would not be passed between that time and
next October, 1885. It was for that reason pro-
bably that some hon. members had not got up to
speak either in favour of or against the Bill, On
the second reading of the Bill he had pointed out
three or four objections he had to it, and stated
that he would do his best to bring the Bill into
the form he agreed with in those particulars
when it got into committee. Other hon. mem-
bers on the Government side had done the same
thing ; but as the Government had freely met
every objection they made, they had no occasion
tu take up the time of the Committee by
continuously rising to speak wupon the Bill.
It had been repeated over and over again
by some hon. gentleman opposite that the
mouths of hon. members on the Government
side were shut, and that they were following a
leader who had told them not to speak.. That
was not the case so far as he was concerned,
nor did he believe it was the case so far as any
hon. member in the House was concerned. His
objections raised on the second reading had been
freely met by the Ministry, and that was the
reason why he had not risen to take up the time
of the Committee.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he did not know now
why the hon, member for Ipswich had got up.
If he had already given his conscience into the
keeping of the Minister for Lands and the
Premier, why was there any necessity for his
getting up and telling them that he had done s0?
The_hon. member told them that the Minister
for Lands and the Premier had said all that he
wanted them to say, and the only thing that was
wanting now, so far as the opposite side was con-
cerned, was that theymight quote from the comic
opera ‘‘Pinafore,” and wheneverthe Premiersaid
anything, there should be a chorus from hon.
members on the other side—*“And so say his
sisters and his cousins and his aunts.” That
would make a nice pleasant refrain, and would
introduce a comic element into the debate. The
hon, member for Ipswich had alluded to him as
having said some years ago—and he repeated
the same thing now —that a young man
coming into the colony with £4,000 or £5,000
would not know what to do with it, and that it
was a difficult matter to deal with and give
advice upon. That was so still, but he would
advise him now to become atravelling dummy. If
he did so he would do first-rate under the present
Bill, and would make a very good, if not a very
honourable livelihood. He next came to the
remarks of the hon. Premier. The hon, gentle
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man said that he {(Mr. Morehead) must consider
the members of the land board as malignant
fiends.

The PREMIER : Sprites.

Mr. MOREHEAD said ““ flends” was a better
word than ¢ sprites,” and would commend
itself more to the hon. Premier. The hon. gentle-
man’s statement was very well answered by the
leader of the Opposition, when he stated that he
(Mr. Morehead) assumed that the members of
the land hoard would he human beings and
actuated probably by human impulses, and by
the great pulse of the public, and that their hearts
would beat in response to the heart of the public ;
and when they found—as they would inevitably
find at the end of the first five years—that there
would be a clamour and ecry against locking
up the lands, they would be more or less than
human, if they did not respond to that ery and
put on such a rent as would probably compel
the lessee to give up his holding. Or havingin
view—and this was another point which had not
been considered by the hon. member for
Mulgrave—that the Bill before them was a
revenue Bill, and that they were told by the
Minister for Lands in his speech on the second
reading, that the Bill was introduced for the
purpose of making the Crown lands of the
colony pay the interest on future loans which
were to complete the construction of their railways
into the interior; when the members of the
board found possibly that the revenue from Crown
lands was not sufficient to meet those require
ments, they would naturally increase the charge
upon those individuals upon whom the burden was
supposed to lie. If, on the contrary, those men
were to be of the high character described by the
Minister for Lands and the Premier, he would
like to ask both of those gentlemen one question
Why was there a minimum fixed? Why
were those men not to be trusted with a mini-
mum ?

The PREMIER : Cannot you wait till we get
there ?

Mr. MOREHEAD said he was getting there
now ; in fact, he was at that point exactly now.
‘Why were those men not allowed to fix a mini-
mum ? Why was that to Le done by the Com-
mittee, while the members of the board were to
be allowed to fix a maximum? He said the
House should keep both in its hands and fix
both. The hon, member knew as well as he did
that in the Act of 1869, and every other Act deal-
ing with the increase of rents, the increase was to
be upon a certain percentage mentioned, or the
maximum and minimum was fixed. Anyone who
read the 20th clause of the Act of 1869, or any
other Act dealing with rents from the (rown
Jands of the colony, would see that they were
either fixed on a sliding scale, or the maximum
and minimum were fixed. That Committee should
fix the maximum as well as the minimum, so
that every pastoral tenant who chose to come
under the Bill might know whathe was doing, and
so that he could not say he had been deceived ; and
thatthere should not be any colour orexcuse for his
making such a statement. That proposition he
thought was so fair that he believed the Govern-
ment would at once accede to it. That House
was the proper tribunal to fix the maximum;
they should either leave the matter a blank, or
fix both maximum and minimum. He thought
the Premier had not yet answered the arguments
brought forward with regard to that point. He
would like him to further consider the question ;
and if he did, he would see the absolute justice
of the contention set up in that direction, not
only by the Opposition side of the Committee,
but also by the hon. member for Fassifern.

Mr. JORDAN said the hon. gentleman re-
marked that in all former Acts the maximum
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and minimum had been fixed; but he forgot
that they were legislating in the present case
under eircumstances which never existed before.
They had spent hedid not know how many millions
of money in opening up the pastoral districts in
the West. They had made three lines of rail-
way, each about 300 miles long, and they intended
to extend them about 100 miles further into the
interior. They haddiscovered that the vast lands
of the interior were valuable pastoral lands.
They had discovered alto that by the conserva-
tion of water pastoral property could be made so
valuable that they could not form any proper
estimate as to what the value would be 1n ten or
fifteen years. Those were circumstances which
were entirely new, and fully justified the course
which the Government took in not fixing the
rent. The hon. member for Mulgrave talked
about the present Government hounding down
the pastoral interest. He differed entirely from
the hon. member in that view. He thought that
since the Premier expressed the views on the
Tand question which had been quoted by the
leader of the Opposition, he had got a great
accession of light on the subject, as indeed
they all had during the last ten years. The
pastoral tenants themselves had got a great
deal of light. They found, about two years ago,
that an immense tract of country was to be
taken away to carry out a grand scheme of
making a railway by a syndicate, and that they
had no security of tenure. Nothing was heard
now about the ‘“unholy alliance,” but they were
told that the present Government were running
a tilt against the pastoral tenants ; whereas, the
fact of the matter was that the Government had
brought in a Bill that would protect the pastoral
tenants, and give them what they had been asking
tor—security of tenure and compensation for
improvements. The hon, member for Mulgrave
said that the tenants would not be in that proper
position for borrowing money that they were
under the Act of 1868.  But under that Act they
could have their runs taken away from them on
six months’ notice, and if the hon. member had
carried his syndicate scheme a large quantity of
land would have been taken away for that pur-
pose. That transcontinental railway would have
been the beginning of a system of railways to be
carried out at the expense of the pastoral tenants.
The tenants felt that they had no security what-
ever; and he thought a great number would come
under the present Bill, and thus protect them-
selves against the possibility of the accession to
power of any Government that would bring in a
syndicate railway Bill, and thus make the
pastoral tenure insecure.

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

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he had
made some remarks earlier in the evening about
the inconvenience which would accrue to the
Treasury by the manner in which the rents were
to be paid by the terms of the Bill, He there-
fore proposed that, in the lst subsection, the
following words be inserted after the word
““rent” in the 31st line :—*“ Shall be payable in
respect of the year ending the 31st day of Decem-
ber and.” The rent would be payable on the
31st September for the year preceding the term
for which it was paid. That would meet an
objection he had taken, because in the clause
there were two dates from which the leases were
to begin—namely, the 1lst January and the 1st
July. He thought it was exceedingly desirable
that the rents for those two different terms of
leases should be paid on the 30th September.

Mr. PALMER said he thought that a
month’s notice, in the Government Gazette, of rents
being due was not sufficient for it to reach dis-
tant parts of the golony,
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The Hon, Sir T. McILWBAITH said he
did not believe in an amendment of that sort.
Allthe amendments the hon. gentleman intended
to propose ought to have been put into print
so that hon. members might understand them.
He (Hon. Sir T. Mcllwraith) had listened very
attentively to everything the Colonial Treasurer
had said about them, and had been unable
to catch what he meant. The Government
complained about the delay in passing the Bill ;
but most of it was attributable to themselves.
Those amendments must have been contemplated
by the Treasurer weeks ago, and as they were of
a technical character they ought to have been
submitted in print, so that hon. members could
understand them.,

The PREMIER said the amendments were
merely verbal, and it was not usual to put such
amendments into print. As the Treasurer had
pointed out, the leases beganin January and July.
The presentrents were duein September, butif that
system were continued, in some cases nine months
would elapse before they were paid, and as they
could not be forfeited before the end of the year,
the land would be held for nothing for a year.
Then his hon. friend pointed out that it was
desirable that the term for which the rent should
be paid should be for one fixed period, whether
it ended in June or September. It was proposed
to make that period end on the 3lst day of
December. It was a matter of detail whether it
was the 31st of December or the 30th June. It
was desirable to receive the rent in September for
financial reasons; that would be a convenient
arrangement. Instead of the rent being payable
in respect of the year or term from July to
July, or January to January, according to
accident, whether the lease began in January
or July, it was to be paid for the year ending the
31st of December.

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH said he
would like the Chairman to read the clause as
amended. 'The Premier had stated that the
amendment was purely a verbal one, but he
(Hon. Sir T. Mecllwraith) thought that an
amendment that took solong to explain could
scarcely be a verbal amendment. Would the
Chairman read the clause as it now stood ?

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he
would read the amendment for the hon. gentle-
man. It was as follows:—

The lessee shall during the continuance of his lease,
pay a yearly rental at the rates hereinafter statedr
and such rents shall be payable in respect of the yeae
ending the thirty-first day of December, and shall bhe
payable at the Treasury in Brisbane or other place
appointed by the Governor in Council, on or before the
thirty-first day of December in the preceding year:
Provided that the rent payable on the thirty-first day of
December next after the commencement of the term
ot the lease shall be payable within two months of the
notification of the order of the board confirming the
division.

Mr. NORTON said he thought he under-
stood what the hon. gentleman was aiming at.
At the same time he could not see any reason for
altering the dates which were followed now.
Under the present law the leases commenced on
the 1st of July, and the rents were payable three
months afterwards, that was on the 30th
of September, There was therefore, three months
currency of the lease before the rent was
payable, so that they would alter the whole
system if they adopted the proposition of the
Colonial Treasurer. If he was not mistaken,
under the present plan, where a lease was given
at any time not commencing on the 1lst July,
the rent was paid for the first year with a suffi-
cient sum to make it up to the 80th June. He
was not sure that that was the case.

The PREMIRR That is the practice,
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_Mr. NORTON said he thought it was, and in
his opinion it was not wise to interfere with any
existing arrangement that had been in force for
& long time. If they did, it would lead to a good
deal of misunderstanding. There did not appear
to be any sufficient reason for the proposed
alteration.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said the
object was to secure uniformity, and to prevent
the confusion which was likely to ensue from the
leases having two different dates to run from.
He did not see that anything that the hon.
member for Port Curtis had said conld be
accepted as proving that it was injudicious to
make an alteration. The hon. gentleman would
see that in the Bill it was proposed to reduce
the penalty for neglecting to pay the rent within
the specified time. At the present time, if the
rent was not paid on the 30th September, a
penalty of 25 per cent. immediately accrued. In
the Bill it was proposed to mitigate the penalty,
and very properly so; the penalty for one
month’s delay was only 5 per cent. It was
desirable that the amendment should be carried,
as it would simplify matters, secure uniformity,
and would become more intelligible in time
than the present system.

The Hon. Siz T. McILWRAITH said the
amendment just moved was more worthy of
being printed and circulated than a great many
of those of which notice had been given by the
Minister for Lands. The Chairman had only
managed to understand the amendment after
considerable difficulty, and he questioned whether
hon. members generally understood it even now.
From what he understood, it was contemplated
to alter the state of things which existed pre-
viously, when the pastoral year was reckoned
from the 1st July to the 30th June, The pastoral
lessee paid his rent for the year ending on the
30th June, on the 30th September, or nine
months in advance ; now, however, it was pro-
posed that the years should all end on the81st De-
cember, but that the 30th September be adhered
to as the day on which the rent should be paid.
In that case the first year of the lease would end
six months later than at present, so that the
tenant, instead of paying nine months in
advance, would have to pay fifteen months in
advance. He would have to pay on the 30th
September the rent due from the Ist January to
the 31st December of the ensuing year. Was
that another of the magnanimous concessions to
be granted to the pastoral lessee ?

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Committee were
entitled to have amendments like that proposed
by the Colonial Treasurer printed and circulated
instead of being brought on as motions of sur-
prise. If the hon. gentleman had read the Bill
he must have known that he desired to move
the amendment before the Committee, and he
ought to have had it printed. He thought the
Chairman had better leave the chair until they
had the proposition of the hon. member in print,
because as it was the pastoral tenants were
asked to part with a considerable sum of money,
amounting to about £200,000, and it would be a
great deal more if the Bill hecame law.

Mr. ARCHER said that the proper course to
take would be to negative the 1st subsection of
the clause and substitute for it an entirely new
one, which should be printed and circulated
before being passed.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said that if
he had thought there would have been such a
desire to have the amendment printed, he would
have had it printed ; but he would remind hon.
members that it had not been the practice,
previous to the discussion of the Bill before the
Committee, to insist on all amendments being
printed and circulated. During the past month
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the inconvenience of the present system in re-
gard to the payment of rents had been forced
upon his notice. Though the majority of them
ran from the 30th June, there were some which
ran from other periods of the year.

HoxovraBLE MEMBERS on the Opposition
Benches: No; they cannot.

The COLONTAL TREASURER : There were
some running from the st January.

Mr. MOREHEAD : No; they have always
been adjusted.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said it was
not a matter of great moment whether they ran
from the 1st January or the 1st of July, so long as
they ran for the same term. Under the present
system, if a pastoral lessee did not pay his rent
by the 30th September his run was not forfeited
until ninety days afterwards, so that he had six
months’ grazing rights for nothing if he wished
to surrencler his lease. It wasin view of that
that they proposed to reduce the penalty ina
subsequent subsection to 15 per cent. instead of
25 per cent. His desire was uniformity of
payment, and he would, if the Committee would
allow him, alter the amendment, so that rent
should be received on the 30th September as for
the year terminating on the 30th June following.

Mr. MOREHEAD said it was perfectly true
that verbal amendments, even in important
Bills, were not always printed and circulated
among hon. members ; but in the present case the
Colonial Treasurer, who was perfectly aware
from the first of the difficulty that existed at
the Treasury, failed in his duty in not altering
the clause when he perused the Bill as a member
of the Cabinet, and also in not having had the
proposed amendment printed long ago. Many
hon. members did not even now quite understand
what the Colonial Treasurer was driving at, and
the amendment ought to be printed before they
proceeded further with the clause.

The Hox. S1r T, McILWRAITH said the
amendment was introduced as a verbal one, but
it now came out that it provided for the pastoral
lessee paying his rent six months before the time
that he had been accustomed to pay it, and three
months actually before the year for which he
paid commenced. That was a very considerable
alteration, and was not what he understood to
be the object of the amendment moved by the
Treasurer. An amendment of that sort ought
to have been duly given notice of and put in an
intelligible form so that hon. members eould
understand it. The proviso, which had not yet
been spoken of, might possibly lead to the pas-
toral lessee having to pay two years’ rent at the
gtart right off. Supposing the division was made
in the month of October, then, at the commence-
ment of January, the rent became payable for
that year. But the lessee had already paid his
rent for the whole of the run for that year, and
yvet when the division was made he would be
asked to pay it over again for the divided half,

The PREMIER said he had Lknown a
Bill pass through the House almost entirely
in manuseript; but that was neither here
nor there. There was no doubt that there
should be a fixed period for the payment of
the year’s rent, so that all the tenants should
be put on the same footing. Whether it
should be put before the commencement of the
current year, or three months afterwards, was not
a matter of much consequence. The present
system was that the rent was payable at
a period corresponding with the financial
year, which ended on the 30th June. The
anmendment now proposed was nothing more
than a verbal amendment. With regard to the
proviso, some provision would have to be made
to meet cases where the approval of the board
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was given in an early part of the year—in which
case the lease would take effect from the 1st
January, otherwise the rent would not be pay-
able until the next September, and there would
be twelve months without any rent at all.

The Hon. Str T. McILWRATITH said that
instead of securing uniformity the amendment
destroyed what little uniformity there was in
the clause, by insisting that for the future
all pastoral lessees within the red line should
pay rent fifteen months in advance instead of
nine months. That had made what might have
been uniformity, worse than it was bhefore.
Then the Premier quietly said, * Oh, we can
retrace our steps, and make the year end on the
30th June.” That was not the way that amend-
ments should be sneaked in. The hon. gentle-
man need not think they were going to pass
amendments in that way. It would take half-
an-hour to make the Chairman understand the
clause. The Chairman could not explain it very
well. He knew the Colonial Treasurer would
get his ““pound of flesh” if he possibly could ; but
he did not think he would get it in such a
surreptitions way as that. That was not the
sort of way in which pastoral tenants were to he
treated. The Treasurer actually wanted the
money in the Treasury, not allowing even for
the time it would take to come from those
pastoral tenants. He wanted them to pay for the
grass they ate three months before it was actually
commenced to be eaten at all.

Mr. MOREHEAD said there were some
remarks that fell from the leader of the Opposi-
tion that he really mnst challenge. The leader
of the Opposition said that the Chairman did
not understand the amendments, and he was
certain that he did. Therefore he would ask the
Chairman to explain themn, to show that the
judgment of the leader of the Opposition was
incorrect.

Mr. PALMER said there was such a light
being thrown upon these amendments that a
certain expression used by the Colonial Treasurer
once came in very apropos ; ‘I fear the Greeks
even when they bring gifts.” When they saw the
way in which rents were being fixed by the new
sub-clause, they might exclaim: “We fear the
Colonial Treasurer even when he proposes to be
good to us,”

The Hox Sir. T. McILWRAITH said the
hon. member for Balonne was entirely wrong.
He was sure that the Chairman did not under-
stand the amendment. An amendment was put
by the Colonial Treasurer, and two other amend-
ments had been made upon that amendment,
which had not been mentioned tothem yet. The
Chairman had not got them down.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he
mentioned that he’wished to alter the date, 31st
December, to the 30th June.

Mr. MOREHEAD said he objected o the
alteration. He did not wish to show any dis-
courtesy to the hon. Treasurer, but he objected
to his tampering with the clause which wasthe
backbone of the Bill. They had before them
alterations emanating from the Government
themselves on the revenue producing clause of
the Bill, and it was a revenue Bill. They weve
fairly entitled to have those amendments in print
before they discussed them ; they should not be
hurried. He was certain that the Chairman,
with his long Parliamentary experience, would
quite agree with that. They must ‘‘hasten
slowly ” in dealing with that particular clause.

On the motion of the COLONTAL TREA-
SURER the amendment was amended by the
substitution of the words “30th June” for
“31st December.”

Amendment put and passed,
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On the motion of the COLONIAL TREA.
SURER, the word “ that” was substituted for
the word ‘“ each,” in the 33rd line.

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he pro-
posed to further amend the clause by the addition
of the following words :(—

Provided that the rent payable in respect of the
period terminating on the 30th day of June next after
the commencenent of the term of the lease shull he
payable within taree months after the notification of
the order of tlic board confirming the division.

The Hox Smik T. McILWRAITH said he
hoped the hon. member intended to adjourn, as
he should like to see that amendment in print.
Hedid not think the Committee were going to offer
any objections ; but it was a very difficult thing to
see through all the amendments ; and he thought
the best thing would be to have it in print for
to-morrow. He understood the intention of the
Government was to make the pastoral year end
on the 30th June, and malke the rent payable on
the 30th September as hefore.

The PREMIKR said that of course it was
desirable that the rent should he payable
in respect of some fixed year; what they
proposed to do now was to make it pay-
able in respect of the financial year. Another
point also suggested itself. The order of
the board confirming the division might be
made at any period of the year-—from the month
of January, to the month of December. Sup-
pose it were made within the first three months
of the year ; the lease would commence from the
1st January, and the first six months’ rent up to
the 30th June would by the proviso be payable
before that time. Supposing the order of the
board were made in January, it was only fair that
the tenant should have reasonable time to know
what he had to pay ; so it was proposed to give
him three months to make the payment for the
first half-year. Supposing the order of the
board were made in April, May, or June, the
lease would cornmence from the 1st July, and no
rent would be payable till then ; in that case the
proviso would be imperative. Passing on to the
third quarter of the year—suppose the order of
the board to De published in July, August,
or September, the lease would date back
to the 1st July. It would be very unfair

to make the lessee pay the rent in Sep-
tember, when, perhaps, the order of the
board would be published in that month. The

effect of the proviso in that case would be to
postpone the time for payment of the rent until
three months after the division was made; so
that in every case justice would be done to the
tenant. He would always have three months to
know what rent he had to pay before being
called upon to pay it. It might be postponed as
late as December. .

Mr. STEVENSON said he thought they
should have time to consider the maftter, and
see the amendment and the explanation which
had been given of it in print before deciding
upon it.

The Hown. Sir T. McILWRAITH said he
saw no objection to the principle laid down.
They should secure uniformity and carry out the
old system of paying three months after the
year commenced. At the same time he thought
they should have the proviso before them in
print. Of course the hon. member would not go
much further, because one of the most important
parts of the Bill immediately followed.

The PREMIER said that the Government
were reluctant to adjourn the matter, because if
it stood over till to-morrow, they could not tell
whether the discussion might not last the whole
evening. He hoped hon. members would not
take advantage of it; he knew the hon. member
at the head of the Opposition did not contemplate



1018 Crown Lands Bill. [ASSEMBLY.] Crown Lands Bill,

anything of the kind. He would be very glad to
have an adjournment, because he understood
there would be a discussion on the 3rd para-
graph. He thought there ought to be a discussion
on the rents in that paragraph.

The Hoxn. Sik T. McILWRAITH said he
hoped the adjournment at that hour would be a
precedent. Twenty minutes past 10 was a
reasonable thing for the members of the Oppo-
sition, especially when they had to work so hard
to knock sense into the hon. members on the
other side.

On  the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the CHAIRMAN left the chair, reported
progress, and obtained leave to sit again to-
MOrrow,

OATHS ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of a
message from the Legislative Council forwarding
the Oaths Act Amendment Bill.

Onthemotionof the PREMIKR, inthe absence
of the hon. member for Bowen, the message was
ordered to be taken into consideration in com-
mittee to-norrow,

MARYBOROUGH RACECOURSE BILL.

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of a
message from the Legislative Council returning
this Bill without amendment.

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





