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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 
Tuesda,y, 14 Octoba, 1884. 

As:;ent to Bills.-Question.-llrands Act of 1872Amencl
ment Bill.-Townsville GaH and Coke Company 
(Limited) Bill-third reading.-~ative Labourers 
Protection l~ill- consideration of LegislatiYe 
Council's a.mend1nents.-Health Bill-further con
sideration in committee of the Legislative Council's 
a1nendments.-Orown JJands Bill--committec.
Oaths Act Amendment Bill.-}Iaryborough Itace
eoul'l>oC Bill. 

The SPEAKER took the chair at lmlf-past 
3 o'clock. 

ASSEJ'\T TO BILLS. 
The SPEAKER announced the receipt of 

mesf>ageR frmn His :Excellency 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 ; vV ages Bill ; 
Local Authorities By-laws Bill; JYhryborough 
Town Hall Bill ; Pettigrew :Estate Enabling 
Bill ; Gym pie Gas Company Bill; and Skyring's 
Hoad Bill. 

QUESTION. 
The Ho:-;-. Sm T. JYiciLWHAITH asked the 

Colonial Treasurer-
"~hen will the Loan Estimates be introduced? 

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

'l'hc Government do not propose to lay ihc Loan 
J-:stimatcs on the table of the IIonse until considerable 
fnrther 11rogres:-; is made with the Land IHll. 

DRAKUS ACT OF 1872 AMJi~NDiVIENT 
BILL. 

On motion of the HoN. D. B. MORETON, 
leave wtts given to introduce "Bill to amend the 
Dmmls Act of 1872. 

The Bill was read a first time, >end the seeond 
readin;;- made an 0l'C!e.r of the Day for :Friday 
;next. 

1884-B :P 

TOWKSVILLE GAS AND COKE COM
PANY (LIMITED) BILL-THIRD 
READING. 

On motion of the HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN, 
this Bill was read a third time, and ordered 
to be transmitted to the Legislative Council 
for their concurrence, by message in the usual 
form. 
NATIVE LABOURimS PROTECTION 

BILL-CONSIDERATION OJ!' LEGIS
LATIVE COUNCIL'S AMENDMENTS. 

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

The PHEMIER said the amendments were in 
clau.ses o, 1', 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 J3ill was propo~ecl to provide ; but being 
very anxious to put down the abuses by such 
means as were at 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 Legishtive 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 bbourers in the presence of a shipping 
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 been carried on, 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 mttster or owner of such vessel to obey 
the law, and, in his opinion, £50 was not too 
heavy. The Sth Bection contained another 
provision, throwing upon 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 
fi. He would '"sk the Committee to disagree to 
the mnendment in clause 7:-

.. Becau,e, thte object of the Bill being to prevent the 
1 1mproper ahductiou from their homes of native Iabourera, 

it " ;esAentially ne·c6e<ary that their engagement allli) 
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discharge should be regularly and formally made before 
an officer of the Government, and that in order to secure 
the performance of this duty a substantial penalty 
should be imposed for a breach of it. 1'he penalty of 
£!0 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 111so-

" Because, unless the burden is cast upon the ves!'el of 
showing what has become of a native labourer who is 
not brought back to port, the provisions of the Bill 'vill 
he inoperative, it being imposs;ible for the Government 
to produce affirmative proof in snch cases. The abnses 
which the Bill is intended to suppress would therefore 
be allmved to continue.'' 
He proposed that the 11menclment in clauHe 9 
should likewise be disagreed to, it being "' conse
quential amendment upon their omitting clause 8. 
He now formally moved that the amendment in 
clause 6 be agreed to. 

Question put 11nd 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 wa" required of them before a 
shipping master. If they were in a place where 
there was no shipping m11ster, why should they 
not be allowed to discharge the natives before 
<1 police magistrate? It appe11red to him a very 
serious thing indeed to insist that the men should 
go before a shipping master; and he did not 
think the object of the measure would be 
defeated if the disch11rge were allowed to be made 
before any officer of the Government, as he 
would see that it was properly clone. 

The PREMIER said he was obliged to the 
hon. member for remincling him of that nmtter. 
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 w11ges in the presence 
of a shipping master, or other person appointed by 
the Governorin Council in that behalf." He would, 
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 
a,; convenient a way as any of dealing with the 
matter. 

Mr. BEATTIE said that at the present time 
the principal Customs officers 11t those ports were 
shipping masters, so that there were shipping 
masters already in existence at Cooktown and 
'l'hursday Island. 

The Ho:-;. J. M. MACROSSAN said he would 
ask the Premier whbther he could inform the 
Committee what was the penalty for discharging 
11n English seaman on board an English ship 
without doing it in the presence of a shipping 
master ? 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 all shipping ports where English seamen called 
there was a shipping master or English consul ; 
so that there was 110 hardship in their case, but 
there mig-ht be some slig-ht h;udship in com
pcl1ing lnn~terH to diHcharge aburiginah in the 
preoencc of shippin;; masters. 

The PREMIER said there was a great 
difference between aboriginals and white men. 
\Vhite seamen could take care of them se!' es 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 to do th·1t was to rer1uire their 
engagmnent and discharge to be n1ade before 
shipping masters. The pen11lty for discharging
a semnan in the United .Kingdom without doing
it in the presence of a shipping master was £10. 
He die! not think the case.s were at all analogous. 
\Vhat they wanted to know was, what had 
become of men who had been shipped on board 
the vessels and had not returned. 

The HoN. J. M . .MAOlWSSAN said there 
was certainly a great difference between 
:European Reamen and aboriginals, both in colour 
and intelligence ; but the hon. gentleman must 
be aware th11t Rnglish seamen were often ab
ducted. It was not a very uncommon thing for 
men to be what was called " shanghaied" 11nd 
taken on board vessels without being shipped at 
11ll; 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 
lJeen 11dministered to them. Those men were 
their own peoplP, and surely deserved protection 
against abduction as much as the aborigines. 

The HoN. Sm T. IVIciL\VRAITH 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 
so heavy, and the restrictions so great, as ju 
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-extimated. \Vhen he was Colo
nial Becretary they were extremely few, and 
were 11mply provided for by the p1·ovisions of 
the Pearl-shell and Beche-de-mer :Fisheries Act. 
\Vhat he had said applied more particularly to 
the next clause, which, if ret11ined, would abso
lutely lead to the abduction of natives. The 
penalty was so great th11t 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 wa~ a 
shipping master. 

Mr. BEATTIE said that under the English 
law a captain of a vessel was obliged, under 11 
heavy penalty, to give a satisfactory account of 
any man whose name n,ppearecl in the ship'" 
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 
h11d to give satisfactory information to the regb
trar of seamen as to what had become of any 
absent man whose name was borne on the ship's 
articles ; 11ncl 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 
"truck out, and the onus of proof thrown on the 
Government, it would defeat the object of the 
Bill. 

The Hox. J. :M. JYIACROSSAN said it would 
]Je very easy for the master of a vessel to 
11ccount for the absence of any of his men-
in the same way in which the aLsence of English 
seamen w11s often accounted for. It might be 
said that a man lmd deserted at a certain 
port, or a certain iH!and, or thnt he had dis
appeared 011e night ln a, gale of wind, and 
the eil'('ltnH--tancP.'-' 1nig-ht bt~ Lhtly entel·cd in tht: 
lo<j. That cuulu be 1·cry c;'"ily t!uuc. lu fact, 
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the clause afforded no protection whatever. The 
best protection would be to compel the ship
owner or 1naster, in the event of a 111an dis· 
a,ppearing who::;e name \vas on th~ articles, to 
pay the wages due to him to the Government. 
In the J~ngli~lt Herviee, if a captain lost a rnan 
by dm;ertion or accident, the owner:-; were not 
nllowed to keep the money which that man lutd 
earned. Tlmt was the best protection for the 
"1fety of the native lahom·m·s on board veHse!o. 

The Pl{El\IlElt said the (;overnment wanted 
to pui the nnn:-; on the Hhipowner of proving that 
;1, nti:-;~·'iing nHtll hatl di:-;~"ppeared in a, certain w~Ly. 
1 [owe Hr, that questiun woulcl be more properly 
tl'ented in connection \Vith the next clau:-;e, at 
which tlwv had not yet arrive<!. Jt was neces
sary, for the pmvoses of the Bill, tu insist that 
nten :-;honld be pa.id off before a, :-;hipping uutster, 
and the penalty ong-ht to he Hnfficiently hea\'Y to 
make it worth the owuet''B while to do so. It 
\n\S the same principle that was already carried 
out with regarcl to Polynesian labourers. 

::\[r. SCllTT sa,id he did not think tht1t under 
the Bill there would be many labourers to dis
clmrge; the difficulty of hiring them would be 
too g-reat. If they ha.ppenecl 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 \\'ere generally obtained, without 
Leing brought in ves~eh; ; and if the owners were 
liable to such se\-ere penalties they would not 
bring them. 

The Hox. J. ::\1. MACROSSAX said that wuulcl 
depend greatl)- on the length of time for which 
the nwn were engageU and the auwunt of 
rennrneration given thcrn. There wel'e a good 
llHtny of thew engaged in fi:-:;hing at 'fo\Vn::;ville, 
lmt be did not know what re!L1uneration they 
gut. It was certainly not nnwh, and he sc-rtrcely 
thought one of them would have £10 to dmw on 
his return frmn a voyage. He would like Lo 
inl)n·ess on the Premier that the best protection 
would be that to which he had already referred 
n~ existing in the l~nglish rnercantile Hervice, 
as then he would have no interest at all in letting 
a. 1W1U go. AH to the difficulty of ~aying how a 
uutn di::·HtlJpcared, how rnany hundred n1en diR
appem·ed of whom nobody ever afterwanls heard? 
In the majority of cases iu bad \\·eather, when a 
umn di""appeared, even hi~ rnates would not know 
how it happened. 

( ~ue~tion 1 mt and pas~ed. 
On the motion of the PRl<::\HElt, the Legis

la,ti ve Council'::-; mnendrnent::; in claui""le~ 8 and U 
were disagreed to, and that in clause 12 was 
a!jreed to. 

The House resunwd, and the CHAIJUIAN 
reported that the Committee had agTeed to 
certain of the Legieln,ti ve Council'" amendments, 
and disagreed to otherH. 

The report wat< adopted, and the Bill was 
ordered to he returned to the Legislnti.-e Council 
with a llle8sage, intin1ating that the House-

" Dbagrce to the amcu:lment in elan:-:e i, because, the 
object of the Bill being to prevent. the improper nbclnc
tion from their }IOmt'~ of natlYC labourers. it is l:*\'i\Cn-
1 ially neef•..,sary that their engagement and di:-:charge 
should 1Jc regnbtrly and formally made before an officer 
of the GovermnenL. awl that in order to secnrc the per
formance or this ilnty a snh~tantial penalty :::honld he 
imposed for a llreaeh of it. '!'he penalty of £10 i~ likely 
to prny(' inr.td!~qnatc for that pnrpo~c. 

"Disagr('e to the amendment omitting· elanse H. 
heeaww, nnlc~s the 1Jnrdeu is <'ast npon the vessel of 
slwwing- what has be(•ome of a nat ivD labonrcr who is 
not brong"ltt lJa('k to port. the p1·ovisions of the Bill ·will 
be inoperative, it being impossible for the Government 
to produce attirmatin~ proof in smch ease~. rl'lw abuses 
whi('ll tlw Bill i.-; intl.:'llllCd to :->llJllll"css wonhl. therefore, 
hr allnw··d to I'OlltilliH'. 

,, Dba,;:~TPf' In I hP tlll\Cllfhll('ll( in cl;Jll~n n. it. he in;: ;L 
C0 ll'-Cqncnti<ll am~Jl(lllwnt npn11 ll1at nmi! 1 iu~ t·bln:-:p R. 

":\~~l'P" to t.!Jf; otllcr amcllihlL'Htc- of tlJC Lct;i~lativc 
Couucil." 

HEALTH BILL - FURTHER COKSI
DEHATION IN COiYilVIITTI<:E OF 
THE LEGISLATIYE COUNCIL'S 
A:\IEKD:\IEKTS. 

On the motion of the PRJ<jl\IIER, the Speaker 
left the chair and the House resolved iteelf into 
a Connuittee'of the '.Vhule to further con~ider 
the amendments nutde by the Legislative 
Conucil in thb Hill. 

The PRElVIIElt snicl tlmt the <ruestion before 
the Committee, when they vostponed the further 
con~iderntion of the Legislative Council's a1nend
ments, "'"" tlHit the amendment in cl>tnse 68 be 
di~mgreed to. The elause related to corntnun 
lodg-ing--houses, ,md he confe,"sed ,tl~>t.t he had 
given np attetuptin~ to fra.u1e a. de?nrtlon of t]m 
ter1n '~ conn1wulodging-house." There \\'<:M:i.nu 
definition tlmt he could think of. Dependmg 
upon the length of time for which persons 
were allowed to hire a room or a bet! 
would make it apply to alllodging-house8. There 
were no lodging-houses where a rnan cou!d 
not sleep for only one night under certmn 
circumst>tnces. Another w>ty would be to define 
the term by reference to the a_mount _of hire 
tmid. But that would be undesirable ; It could 
easily be evaded, >tnd would introduce invidion~ 
distinctions. He did not know of any other 
way and ~;o he fell back on the term used in 
Imp~rial statutes. He [JI'O!Josed to disagree to 
the amendment. 

The Hox. Sm T. ::IIuiL'.VRAITH said he 
did not think that was " proper conclusion to 
come to. After having considered the whole uf 
the question, the proper conclusion to come to 
was tha,t 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 wa.s certainly within the 
power of man to define them. As the Bill stood, 
they lmd admitted that they could nut define 
whcit a con1nwn lodo·ing-house \VaR. The hnn. 
gentleman said they ~ould not fix it on the b!"sis 
of time, because thnt would apply to all lodgmg
hnnses ; and they could not fix it upon the rate 
of payment, because that would involve invidi<?Us 
distinctions, and so he fell back upon the Eng-lmh 
statutes, and snid 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 wefl-<lefined term here. 
They had simply a lut of ill-digested claus':s, IH?t 
at all a1,plieable to the colony, by whiCh. It 
was made compulsory on the local anthonty 
to keep a ref[iBter of cmnmon lodging-houseH. 
Then it waH compulsory on the keeper~ of all 
counuon lodo·ing-houses to have thmn reg1stered. 
Then, unle"~ they performed certain conditions, 
the local authority was not to put them on the 
re" ister. There were alRO conditions with respect 
to

0

lime-wa8hing 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 
"" comnwn lodging-house " was inapplicable, 
because it included all lodging-hons~s ; but the 
chief t>bjection to the clause wa' that It was m_ade 
for a elass uf house which they cunld not define, 
aml which, therefore, did not exist. A few 
claur;e . ...; gh·ing power to the Ioeal authoritif'.s 
tn enforc+~ sanitary arrangernents \vould have 
amwered the tmrpo8e much better. 

The PllK~HER said he believed the definition 
he proposed when the Bill was before the Com
mittee in the first instance wa8 better than the 
one no\v propo.-;nd. That wa . ...;·-~ 

" Lo,l;:in.:;-hon~Ps to wh1ch pr>r~nlli- pr0nJi~~:nr_1 H"l.\ 
n"~orl a~ lnd'!f'r:-, or in "-lJ]!·ll pr>.r~mJ:o:, .,.f,J'Rll~1'l"" to rtlll' 

an()tlwr, arc HllO'\\'Ccl to mlmhtt or :-.lccp Jn one CiJU!IIIOU 
rouw.·' 
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However, it was too late to insert that now. 
The term was perfectly well understood. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH: Then 
how is it we cannot put it into word,;? 

The PREMIEH 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 common lodging-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. \Yhen 
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 
tlwy had arrived at before would still be seen 
to be the best. 

Question put and passed. 
On clause 132, as follows :-
" Ko justice shall be deemed incapable of acting in 

any ca:,e arising under this Act by reason or his being 
as one or several ratepayers, or as one of any other 
ela:~s of persons, liable in common with others to con
tribute to, or be 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 pmwe who was 
also a member of a local authority, incapable of 
acting in a case in which that authority was con
cerned. Perhaps it was just as well it should be 
:-;o, although of course inconvenience rnight 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 PllEMIER, the House 
resumed, and the CHArmrAX reported that the 
Committee agreed to one of the Legislative 
Uouncil's amendments with an amendment, had 
disagreed to another amendment, and agreed to 
the remaining amendment. 

On the motion of the PHEMIER, the Bill 
was ordered to be returned to the LegiRlative 
Council with the following message:-

" :J.Ir. PRr:sroENT,-'l'he Legislative Assembly haYing 
had under consideration the IJegislative Council's amenct
ments in the Health Bill, agree to the amendment in 
clause 23 with amendments, f,o which they invite the 
concurrence of the Legislative Council; disagree to the 
amendment of the Legisla.tive Council 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 statntes of the Imperial 
I)arliament, 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 
into Committee to further consider the Bill in 
detail. 

On clause 2i!, as follows :-
" rrhe pastoral tenant shall therenpon be entitled to 

'i'C(•,eive a lease from the Crown for the remainder of hi~ 
;;cnn not included in the resumed part. 

" In the case of a consolidated rnn whieh has been 
Rubdivided by order of the board, separate leases shall 
lJe issued for each part of the subdivided portions not 
l:iO included. 

''}~very f'neh lea!'C shall, in the case of l'HH:-: hPlrl 
·nnt1rr tl1e ~cttled Districts Pastoral Lea:sei-5 Act of lt:!7li, 
or the betlle(j l!iotricls l'uotoral Leaocs Act ot 1882, ])c 

for the term o! ten vears, and in other cw::~es for the 
term of fifteen years: from the 1st day of January or 
1st day of July nearest to the date of the notilieation 
in the Gazette of the order of the board confirming lbc 
division, and shall be subject to tlle 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 ~hall be payable at the 
Treasury in Brisbane, or other place appointed 
by the Governor in Council, 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 
run, not exceeding one-half of the 'vhole, which 
consists of inaccessible rang·es or for the time 
being consists of dense scrub, and which is for 
the time being 'vholly unavailable for pastornl 
purposes, shall not he included in computing 
the area upon which rent is payable; 

:J. 'l'lte rent payable for the first five yoaTS Of the 
term of the lease shall, in the case of rum; held 
under the Settled Districts Pastoral I1eascs Act 
of 1876 or the Settled Districts Pa~toral Leases 
Act of 1882, be at the rate of forty shillings, 
and in the case of other runs at a rate to be 
determined bv the board, not exceeding ninety 
shillings, and ~not less than twenty shillings, per 
square mile; 

·t. '.rhe rent payable for the second period of five 
:rears and for the third term of five years (if 
any) shall be determined by the bmcrd ; 

G. In determining the rent regard shall he l1ad to~ 
w) 'rhe quality and fitness of tl1e land for 

grazing purposes ; 
(b) The number of stock which it may reason

ably be expected to carry in aYerage 
seasons after a proper and reasonable ex
penditure of money in improvements; 

{C) rl'hc distance Of the holding from raihvay 01' 
water carriage; 

{d) 'l'he supply of water, whether natural or 
artificial, and the facilities for the storage 
or raising of water; 

W) 'fhe relative value of the holding at the 
time of the assessment as compared with 
its value at the time of the commencement 
of the lease: 

Provided that in estimating the increased 
value the increment in ntlue attributable to 
improvements shall not be taken into 
account, except so far as such im}Jrove
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 flve years ,:;;hall not be le!:ls than 
~ixty shillings per SllUare mile, and in the case 
of other run,:;; the rent for the second and thirct. 
11eriods of five years shall not be less than forty 
~hillings and sixty shillings per square mile 
respectively ; 

7. If default is made by t11e lessee in payment of 
rent the lease shall be forfeitefl, but the let-~see 
may defeat tile forfeiture by payment of the 
full annual rent within ninety days from the 
date hereinhelore appointed for payment thereof 
with the addition of a .sum by way of penalty 
eaJculated as follmvs, that is to say~if the 
rent is paid within thirty days 5 per centum is to 
be added, if the rent is paid within sixty days 
10 1)er centum is to be added, and if the rent is 
1mid after .sixty days 15 per e.entum is to be 
added; but unless the whole of tllC rent 
together with such penalty is paid within ninety 
rlays from the appointed clay the lease shall be 
absolutely forfeited ; 

s. When the rent of a run is; to be determined by 
the board, the lf"-;see l"hall, until it ha.-. hccn so 
determined, conthme to pay at the pref.lcribed 
time and place tl1e 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 determined by the board the lessee slmll, 
on the next thirtieth da.y of September, pay at 
the pre,:;;cribcd place any arrears of rent found 
•hw by him at the rate ~o rtetrrminr-d, so as to 
acljnst the balall(:e clue to the CroWll." 
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Mr. NOR TO~ 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. g·entleman for drawing attention to the 
error. If there was no previons 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 187U Amend
ment Act." 

Question put and passed. 
The COLONIAL TREASUREH (Hon. J. R. 

Dickson) said he would point out in connection 
with clause 25 that there were under the Bill 
two forms of lense, one d>tting from 1st J >~nuary 
and the other from 1st July. According to sub
section 1, the rent of both of those leases was to 
be pa,icl, as at present, on the 30th September in 
each year. He had 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 elated. He proposed to introduce an 
amendment in the 3rcl 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 1st of January, 
as w>ts the case at the present time. l n that 
case ,the payments to the Treasury on the 30th 
1:-leptember would represent the rent>~! 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 elate. 

~Ir. MORBH:EAD: Under existing circum
stances the year ends on the 30th .Tune. 

The COLONIAL TREASUJmR said the 
first ammHhnent he would move would be the 
insertion of the words " in advance" after the 
word '' payable" on the 31st line. 

Mr. MORBHBAD : There may be some 
amendments before that. 

The COLONIAL 'fREASURER: If so, I 
will withdraw the amendment for a time. 

Mr. DOX ALDSON 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 clone by some other 
hon. men1ber, of proposing certain amendn1ents. 
He found by the 3rcl paragraph of the clause 
that every lease was, in the case of runs 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 clay of January 
or first cby of .T uly nearest to the date of 
the notification in the Gazette of the order 
of the bo>trd confirming the division." With 
regard to the term of fifteen years, he 
h>trrlly thoug-ht 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 f!razing farms or agricul
tural settlement, as the case might be. He said 
one-half, because practically it amounted to th>~t. 
He did not think there were many runs that 
would come within the Act that had not been 
taken up for twenty yenrs. There might be a 
few taken up only for fifteen years, and 
where only one-third or one-fourth would 
he resumed ; and in those cases they would 

he found to be of inferior quality, and not 
likely to be settled upon by either an agriculturist 
or a 'grazing farmer. On the other hand, in the 
case of all the runs of g·oocl quality, one-ha.]f was 
nearly certain to be resumed, because it would 
be the bnds of the best quality that would be 
taken up first, and they might tal<e it thRt one
lutlf 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 Jmstmal tenants to come under 
the Bill. Because, where they had only ten 
years to run, the probability was they might 
prefer to rem>tin under the Act they were under 
now, aucl take all the chances referred to in the 
discussion of the previous clause. If the run 
was resumed under the Act of 186!l, compensa
tion was allowed for improvement,;-the ~ame as 
under the present Bill-and the only consequence 
the lessee would have to risk if he ref1med 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 was not 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 
gmntecl. 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 \JO.<. 
and 20s. In speaking· upon that question on the 
second reading of the Bill, he had pointed ont 
that in the case of a gre>tt de>tl of inferior lan• l 
in the country a rent of 20,. per square mile 
could not be paid. He trusted the amount wonh.l 
be reduced to 10s. He had an objection >tlso 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, an<l 
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 Dist1·icts 
Pastoral J.Jeases 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 Stluare mile ; 
and in the case of other runs. the rent for the Recond 
and third l_}Criods of five years shall not be less than 
forty shillings and sixty shillings per sttuare mile, 
rcspectiyely." 
If it was the determination of the Committee to 
adhere to a fixed re.ntal 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 thoug-ht, instead of fixing the amount 
at 40s. and 60s. >~s stated, it would be better 
to have it increased by a percentage upon 
the previou.~ 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 cl>tuse. Bnbsection (r) referred· 
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to "the distance of the h0lding- from railway or 
water carriag-e." As he read that, it wax inteJide<l 
to convey the meaning- that the coxt of carriftg-e 
t<> 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 rigifl 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 
comirleration in fixing the rental of runs. For 
in~ta.nee. in the ca~.;e of two ~tationR, one 100 
miles fron1 a port ant! another 500 mile.s, and 
both otherwi;;e equal, the hoard mig-ht fix the 
same rental to he paid for each, whereas the 
eot;t of carriage frmn the one would he very 
mnch greater than from the other. He therefore 
considered it would an advantage if the clause 
were made a little more clear. On the 2i\th 
line he begged to move--

Mr. MOREHEAD said he intended to move 
an amendment previous to that. Before 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 rtud 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 l\Iinif>ter 
for Lands whether he was prepared to accept 
an amendment in that direction. Clause l!l 
gave full power to resume land in either the settled 
or the unsettled districts if it were wanted. 
The settled districts had for many years heen 
handicapped. Not only had they ;;nffered from 
unfairly the loss of country, ,,;hich had been 
thrown open for selection, but for the balance 
the lessees had had to pay a high rent ; anrl 
he thought it was time that injustice was re
moved. He hoped, therefore, the Government 
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 he distinct from those outside the 
line in the unsettled districts. It might be strange 
that an arbitrary line of that kind shot<ld 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 rea.<on why the distinction should be cOli
tinned. 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 
further 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. MORl<jHEAD said he would point out 
that the nn.meR-s~tt.Ier! and qnsettled districts, 

as they were called-had ceased to exist. In the 
interior, half the runs were to l1e thrown 
open for selection, 11nd if there was to be 
any selection there at all-and he assnme<l 
that the Government thought that there 
was to be both selection and settlement 
-it would be their duty to encourage that 
settlement away from the coast-line. In that 
way selection would not he specially confined to 
what had been called the settled districts. There 
was nothing in the rLrgumeut of the J>ren1ier. 
The leases of the whole of the runs should be 
treated alike, an<l as one important whole. 
rrhey 011ght to do :twa.y with tho,-,e diRtinctionr.:~ 
whieh were very conflicting, and likewi~e very 
puzzling to thnNe who ea.rne into the colony pte
pare<l tu take np land. The simpler the hLJHl 
laws were l!Ht<le the better. Th>tt arhitrary 
barrier ought to be knocked d(rwn, a11d the 
8mne tenure given tn all the IKt~:~toral lease
holders within the schedule. 

l\Ir. ARCHER said he thought that what had 
fallen from the hon. memLer for Ualom1e shonl<l 
be fa vonrably 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 \Vorks said at that time that it was 
n hsnrd to expect people to make improvemenb 
if they did not get a renewal of their lea~es. 
The Premier had just said that the Crown lessees 
had given themselves another ten years leas~. 
~hat was not n. very nice way of putting it. 
lt was not they who did it :tt all ; thf'\" 
had very few representatiYeH in that House. 
He himself ""''" not one of them ; he had no 
intere:;t in any rnn in the conntry 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 thoug-ht the proposal of the hfm. me m her fm 
Balonne was an exceedingly reaRonable nne. If 
the arbitrary line were abolished he did not sec 
why the Go;·ernment 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 18G8, when half the runs were re
smned and a ten yPars' lease given to 
the remamder, resumable under a resolu
tion of both Houses of Parliament. At 
that tin1e there was no suggestion of a11y 
renewal after that. All those leases expired in 
1878, and the title of the lessees was then ahso
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 187G-·very much for the Jmrpose 
of letting it be distinctly put upon the Statute
hook that they had no rig·ht to renewal-passed 
the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 
18713, giving the squatters leases for five years, <nh· 
ject to selection being allowed ltll over the nm.,. 
The lessee9 were in fact tenants at will, and their 
land was liable to be taken at any moment as 
required. \Vhile those five years' lease' were run
ning, the Ia.te Gover1unent gave thmn 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 favomable to the pastoral tenant:', 
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The proposal was to give them " lease-an 
"bsolnte lettse-for ten ye"rs, not subject to 
selection or anything else. They vvere getting 
even more favourable terms than the p"storal 
tenants in the unsettled districts, if there was 
any difference between the two. under the Bill 
the mode of dealing with the l"nd was the same 
in both cases, the nnly 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? 
\Vhy, speaking roughly, the tenants had paid 
about three to one for each square mile held by 
them, as rompared 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 a""ay from them. So that, altogether, 
they had had three.fonrths 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 argument he brought forward-namely, that 
the 'ame comideration should b@ shown to the 
Crown tenant in the settled districts as was 
shown to the lessee in the unsettled districts. 
If selection wa < to go on in the manner 
proposed by means of 20,000·acre grazing farms, 
it would not be in the coast districts ; it would 
be in the interior of the colony. 'l'hey should 
deal equally with all the pastoral tenants ; and 
he did not think they woulrl be acting justly in 
g-iving lessees in the settled districts leases for 
ten yem·s, and to those in the unsettled districts 
leases for fifteen years. In his opinion, the clause 
should be amended by th8 omi;;sion 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 rnns under the 
Act of 1868 having half their runs renewed 
under the Act of 1876, he was wrong. By the 
Act of 187G the leases were sold by auction. The 
leases granted under the Act of 1868 were 
entirely at an end, and they were sold by auction 
-in fact, the country made a fresh start. The 
Government then in power were determined to 
break down the opinion that the le>sees were 
entitled to a perpetual tenure; they determined 
that when the le><ses cttme 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 distrids. 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 
nrmngement clid not appe~r to he a fair one, 

1\Ir. STEV:ENSON 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 the leases? He could 
see why a difference should exist before, because a 
great deal of land was required for gugar 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 MIJ'\ISTER FOR LANDS said that, as 
he had before explained, more land was likely 
to be required for settlement in the settled 
di,tricts 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 htrger tenure then ten years. Inferior 
country near the coast-line and markets was 
likely to be more rapidly taken 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. M 0 RE HEAD said that if 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. P ALMER 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. STBVENSON said he would remind the 
Minister for Lands that the best coast lands 
were already selected, and that in the future 
therR w~s not !j!,e!y to b~ the sflm!'l C!eTPr>ncl fov 
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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 
lessees in the unsettled districts. 

The MINISTER !<'OR LANDS said he had 
omitted to answer a question put by the hon. 
member for vV arrego, who thought it would 
be only right to give a twenty years' tenure, 
instead of a fifteen years' tenm·e, in the unsettled 
districts. 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 be required under the Bill fur 
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 W arrego 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 ea villing on the part of the 
Government ; more especially as the schedule 
did not embrace one-thhd of the country. Re 
hoped the Minister for Lands would aceept the 
amendment. 

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. But 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 
to have the period extended for another five 

years. It was not with the intention of lJlocking 
settlement that he asked for that concession. 

The PRE::\HEB, : \V e 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 meantirrLe, and he went on further to 
say that probably the e-,;tensiou to twenty 
year:-; would really n1ean giving a lease for 
the next thirty ye:us. If such were the case 
it was simply because the demands of settlement 
were not sufficient to ask fm' those lands ; that 
seemed to be the objection. The Land 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. 'rhey could hardly expect it to be 
so successful as that, and he did not helieve 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 1\HNIST:EE FOR LAKDS said that the 

hem. member for W arrego had stated that, if an 
extension of the schedule were not necessary to 
make a larger extent of land available for settle
ment, it would 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 ltmd to-morrow in 20,000 acre lots, 
andheclidnot suppose there would be half-a-dozen 
men who would care to touch it at all. Itconld only 
be settled in those places where them wm;e 
opportunities Gf railway carriage or other con
veniences. The gradual settlement of ]Jeople ,,f 
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, etc. 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. 

::V[r. XORTO.:'f snid that, in referring to the 
pmposal of the hon. member for \V arrego 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 Lands saicl the objection to extending the 
lease was that, if the schedule were extended, the 
runB ontside of it at present, or so1ne of then1, 
might not be brought in for the next ten years-
that some runs now outside the schedule might 
not fttll 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 
nut be available for thirty years from the 
present time. 1:_: nder 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 nntil his lease was 
nearly up, however long that might he, and 
then he would apply to be broug·ht 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 presumed some of them would 
run for about eighteen years in the unsettled 
districts--at any rate, for fifteen years. 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 
th8 schedule in the meantime, he then put in 
his application io be brought under the Bill. 
\Vhen 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 g-ot fifteen 
years more~thirty years altogether. That ap
peared to be a strong argnn1ent against having 
a schedule at all. 

Mr. STEVENSON said he did not lay very 
much stress on the amendment, because he did 
not believe there could be such a thing as an in
defeasible tenure in the colony under the present 
system of government. \Vhen a demand arose 
for the land it would be taken from the sr1natter. 
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 introdnced into the colony. \Vhilst 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 J\Iinisterfor Lands need object 
very much to a twenty years' lease, because he had 
once t>tlked himself of " fifty years' lease, so that 
it would not be much of a concession on his part. 

Mr. J\IIDGLEY said that the question raised 
by the la;;t speaker as to the squatters' leases to 
he given under the Bill was a very important 
one. It would be an assistance to hon. m em hers 
un that side of the Committee, espechtlly in 
r!ertling· with the amendment of the hon. member 
for \Varrego, if they knew definitely the in· 
tentions of the Government with reg-ard to the 
!l8th clause. They had understood all throug-h 
that the sr1natter was to have an inrlefeasible 
lease of a portion of his run ; but the !JSth 
and 9!Jth clauses undermined n,]] that. It 
seemed to he hmnbugging ~ 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 uf 
tenure. If the sr1uatter 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 "'ssis
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 PREMH;R said the 98th clmme was very 
plain and distinct indeed. The leases given under 
the Bill were just as g-ood as freehold for the time 
they lasted. The 98th clause provided that the 
whole or any part of a holding might be resume<! 
on the recommendation of the board; bnt the 
leNsee 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 nnw 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 was to be paid; that was, a sum fairly 

representing- the value of the whole 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 thoug·ht 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. He confidently anticipated 
that in the great majority of cases the lanrl woulcl 
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, 1t d1dnot 
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. 
\Vould 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 
ftepealing- Act annulling the leases would bo 
quite leg·al. If one Legislature could destroy 
a pre-emptive right, another Legislature could 
certainly clestroy any leasehold tenure created by 
Parliament. 

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

The HoN. ,J. M. MACROSSAN: It has that 
power. 

The PREMIER said he did not think there 
was any probability of Parliament doing so. 
It had power to appropriate any 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 >L 
tHfl.rn without giving con1pensation. 

Mr. MOHEREAD : How ahout tlw prP
emvtive right ? 

The PRENITEH : The hon. member said, 
"How about the pre-emptive right?" That 
depended upon whether there was one. 

Mr. MORRHEAD : You admitted it. 
The PREMIER said they had said there was 

no such right. 
Mr. JYIOIU~HEAD: What is the meaning of 

the 55th clause? 
Mr. NOR TON said he understood the Premier 

to say that if the land was not rer1uired at the 
end of fifteen years the tenure wonld be undis
turbed. If that was the case, he would ask 
what gu<Lrantee the lessee had that he would not 
be disturbed. because it appeared to him that 
by coming under the Bill when it became law 
ti1e lessee placed himself in exactly the same 
position as the les.sees in the settled districts :vere 
in now. Their lease was a new lease and ent1rely 
distinct from anv lease held before. \V ell, the 
same "'rgument applied in this case. A;ny less~e 
in the schedule who came under the Bill was m 
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 :.ppeared to him to be superfluous to 
state that if the land was not required »t the 
end of fifteen years the lessee would be undis
turbed. He might be left undisturbed or he 
mig-ht not. 

Mr. STRVRNSON said the Minister for 
Lands, in reply to the hon. member for "\V arrego~ 
who pointed out that the difficulty might be g-ot 
over if there was not enough land in the schedule 
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to last for twenty yearH by the extension of the 
schedule-said the facilities for traffic wonld have 
to be increased. If the lVIinister lnol<ed at the 
map he would find that a great portion of the 
country outside the schedule w>J.s a great deal 
nearer water carriage than that inside of it. He 
did not see why the difticnlty could not be 
got over in the vni.y tlHg'ger:ted. the Uulf conntry 
Jmd 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 hn,d, 
whe11 before their cnnstitueuts, talked about 
gi dng- extended 1easeH. The 1liuiRter fol' La.nd~ 
once talked }l Lout giving a tmnu·e fnr fifty ye<tn.;; 
while the ],reiHier, in his l!lllJlic a(ldres::-;es, 
di:-;tinctly prmniRed, or rather :-5Uggested, that a 
fair lease wonld be for twenty -one years for the 
half of the run. He (:Vlr. Steveuson) did not 
think it would be ally great conce,,sion on the 
part of the ( :-overmnent to give way to tlw hon. 
n1ember for \V arrego; the only ad\·nntage to be 
gained being that upon a lease for twenty year8 
it ,~·ould be 1nnre eaHy to raise rnoney than upon 
one for only iifteen yearR. 

Mr. MO i ~EHEAD said the l\Iinister for 
Lands had forgotten nne thing when he said 
that, if thev were aRsnred of those ont,ide the 
~chednle get tin~ rail wa.y connnnnication, that 
\Vonlcl be really an argn1nent in favour of ex
tending· the schednle. \V!mt was the reason 
for introducing the Bill at all? They were told 
by every member of the l\Iiuistry that the Bill 
was to provide intereRt, hy getting an in<:rea~ecl 
rent ft·orn tlw Crown lands, UllOll nine nlillions of 
money to Le bnrrowed fnr ihe !Jurpose of extenrl
ing the railway;.;. If tho~e railwayR vrere ex
tendecl in th:Lt mmmer he assumed thev would 
be, they certainly would bring- those "'men at 
present out,icle the schedule within a rr•:J.son
able distanc<· of rail way corrnmmication. There
fore, if the Minister for Lands' policy was to 
be carried out, there conld l1e no dimculty 
arising throngh adopting the amendment; aud 
if settlement was to go un the lines laid down in 
the measure the extension of the schedule would 
beeonw a necessity. 

Mr. NELSOX 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 
Separntion -a C.Jueensland lease had Leen re
garded as a )Jiece of paper of very little value. 

The PRRJ\liER : That will be altm·ed uow. 

J\lr. XELSOX said it had never had any value 
in the 1narket, an(l no nunwy was advauc€d Ul>On 
it. He was certain the Bill was not g-oing to 
increase the value of the leases one bit 1,;ore. 
Certainly it prodded for compensation, but they 
wonld have to go to law to obtain it, and when 
they had to do that, it was l1etter to forego the 
compensation. That was the only difference be
tween the present Hill and former Bills---lessees 
\Vere now suppm.;ed to he in a p<mition in which 
they could sue the Government. He looked upon 
the Gth clause as a caution to all futme lessees, 
that their leases, whenever it suited the interest 
of the htndlord-that was the Parliament-would 
he tam!Jered with; because it was distinctly 
a.dmitted by all hon. me1u hers on the other side 
that there was at least a moral rig;ht in the pre
emvtive right, and that there was a pennis~h-e 
ri1(ht everybody admitted. Here they had a 
precedent established which would he made use 
of in the future. He had no faith whatever in 
Queensland leases. vVhen the late Government 
came into power, by some extraordinary means 
those leases became more mark eta l>le ; but since 
then they had gone down in value considerably. 
He was quite satisfied that the leases under the 
:t::liU wm1ld be of no more ralne than they were 

formerly, as he did not see what was to make 
them of any value. All !Jl'evious leases granted 
by vreviou.s Land Bills were supposed to be good 
leases, but they had turned out to be of no value 
to ~he tenant. ·with regard to the freehold 
term re, they had a different thing to deal with. 
'.rhe heeholder had got the whole of the British 
nation at his back, because freeholds had been 
firmly e.otablished. There could be no quibbling 
aLout them, and there could be no question as 
to \Yhether it \t a:-; "rnay" or "~hall," or whether 
that rig-ht was permissi ,-e. It was a thing that 
hat! been e,tablished for years and years, ancl 
could not be disputer!. But the clause under 
discussion was very different. It \Vas a clau~e 
that 11Iight be n1ade use of in the Yery smne way 
as the :)ilth clause of the existing Act. Therefore, 
with regard to that amendnrent, he did not 
care whether it was "fifteen," "twenty," or 
"five" yea,rs, and he would vote for ''fi~e" year:::; 
jnt-(t a~ soon as for "twenty" or "fifteen." 

The MIXISTER 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-mnptive privileges. 

Mr. l'\ELSOX : No; the advantages of leasing 
under the Act of lSG~l. 

The ::\II:NIS'l'.EH FOR LAXDS said that it 
waH the san1e as in the case of private persons; if 
a man took land on a lease of fifty years, and a 
perwn bought it before the time had expired, he 
wonld h>tve to pay for the balance of the lease. 
The hon. gentleman had compared the action of 
tlm Uovernmeut in the pre-emptive matter, to 
the prolrabln dealing of some future Government 
with the leases under this BilL All he had to 
""Y to that was that, if the lmLses under that 
Bill were nsed in the way the pre-empthe 
was, he hoped the Government would not permit 
any le>"ee,; 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 clau"e 
as the pre-emptive clause was. The question 
evidently still remained as to whether there was 
a pre-ernptive right or not. The present Gov
ermnent had all along maintained that there was 
not. 

l\Ir. :NIOHEHJ<:AD: Yes; and that is why 
you repealed it. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did 
not think anyone could mislead himself or 
anyone else into the belief that, according to th>tt 
Bill, the value would not have to be calcu
htted according to the time the lease would have 
to run. It woulrl he just the same as in the case 
of dealing.> of that kind among private persons ; 
thong·h, of comse, the Government alwayH had 
the right of resumption, and then they proposed 
to pay for the value of im]Jrovements. 

Mr. GOVJ,;TT said, with regard to the pro
posed fifteen years' lease, he thought the Govem
ment might ,-ery well make it twenty years. At 
the same time, while the maximum rent was fixe<l 
as high as f!Os. a s<Juare nrile, it was very little odds 
what the term of the lease might be, because 
<tfter the first term of five years the board might 
pnt on any rent they liked. A lease of that kind 
waH not of any great value when such a rent n1ight 
Le put on after the first term of five ye'Lr" as would 
make the land of no value at all. He thought 
the c\{inister for Lands might very well re1lnee 
the maximum of 80s. a S<]Uare mile. Then, again, 
the fixing of the rent fOI' 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 uvon. The rent fixed for the first term 
might be right enough, and might not be too high ; 
hnt the holrjer, who won!d be bnilding lllXlJl 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 hi' 
holding for the second term that he woul<l 
rather throw it up ; and then he would forfeit all 
improvements. The present holder, who ha<i 
got improvements made and his stock to deal 
with, was put in a verynnlCh wnTRe position than 
Hmne stranger who <lid not know anything about the 
value of the run at all. The stranger might say 
he would take the run at the rental fixeJ, while 
the present holder woulcl have to go out because 
he woul<l know thnt he could not rttfD!'d to pay 
the rent fixe<!. Again, there was an.1ther nmtter 
for eonsidemtion iu the Hth sull'ection in respect 
t•> the rent to he paid pending assessment. That 
was a most unjust section of the danse, to call 
np<m the holdel' to pay arrears of rent. If 
the board took n long time to fix the 
rent the holder should not be cctlled upon 
to prty any more than the original rent up 
to the time the new rent was fixed. It 
might happen that the board would not be able 
to fix upon the rent to be paid for twelve or 
eighteen months, and it would be very hard to 
call upon the holrler to pay the arrears of rent 
when it wrts no fault of his that the new rent wrts 
not fixed at once. 

Mr. P ALMER sn,id, in connection with the 
objection mised on the other side as to land being 
required f<H" settlement before the expiration 
of fifteen years, he would call attention to the 
state of thing-s existing in the siRter colony of 
New South \Vales, where there wns nearly four 
times the population they ha<l in Queensland 
and only a bout one-half the area. 'rh ere were 
vortions of New South \Vales quite as unsettled 
a.R the weRtern parts of Queensland, Rhowing 
that, even with a greater extension of time than 
was proposed in the leases under the Bill, 
there woulrlnot be any want of land for settlement 
in the western part~ of f.lueenslaml, or even in 
the case of runs within the schedule. There was 
a ~'Teat rleal to be said in support of the argu· 
ment of the hon. member for l'\ormanby, when 
he spoke of the fact of n twenty years' lea•e 
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' 
lertse was far more conducive to the making of 
permanent improvements on the htnds. 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 le,sees would 
recover from the losses they had suffered during 
the present drought. They might not recover 
within five or even ten years. l\fany rnen during 
the present drought had really lost the earnings 
of " lifetime, through no fault of their own, 
but through the ad verse seasons they had 
passed through. He was quite satisfied th>tt, 
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 rtlways he resumed when necessary, 
and he ,,·as sure the squatters would be the last 

t o object to their runs being resumed if they were 
actually wanted for settlement. The Committee 
woulcl not be departing in any way from the 
principles of the Bill, or the Minister for 
Lands either, by extending the term of the 
leases. Subsection G should receive the 
serious consideration of the Committee, because 
meang 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 clr,n~e to read i\S it did, 

The Hox. .T. M. MACROSSA~ said he 
thought the amendment of the hon. member for 
\Varrego was rather too important to be allowed 
to be put without " little more discussion. It 
might be convenient for him to say a few words 
as to the lea8e which at present existed, am\ 
which had al wrtys existed in tlueew<land ; al\(l 
not only in f.lueensl:md, hut all over Australia. 
Prtstoralleases in every colony nf Anstralirt had· 
been of a sirnilrtr chamcter. He admitte<l the 
force nf the argument used by the hon. memher 
for Xommnhy, when he srti<l that it did not 
mrttter to the present lessees whether the lease was 
for a Rhort or a long tenn, bnt it 1nattererl n great 
deal to the per::;on \Vho was going to lnnd 
money and conseqnently in that wny it rnattere<l 
a good deal to the penmn holding the lertxe, 
or the lessee. That was one Yiew of the 
que:-;tion, a.nd it was one which \Vas certainly 
favourable to the extension of the lease. Now, 
howeYer, the Governrnent 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 wll<) was 
lending money, but between the lesgee and the 
Government. The Committee had been told by 
the Minister for Lands that the lease they were 
about to give now waR as good as a freehold; a.nd 
by the Premier that it was the same as a freehold 
so long as it lasted. \Vhat had the squatters 
done that that Committee should so favour them 
M ~m~e ili~ ~M~ o~ ~~~cl 
the land included within the red line in 
the schedule as good ag freehold ? Did 
hon. members consider what they were about to 
do ? He was afraid they had not thought 
seriously over the Bill, or they would pans<> 
before they gave to the Government power to 
confer upon thele:-umeswhat was as goodttH a free
hold over the whole colony. The Committee 
ought to be guided to a certain extent not 
only by the ex1'erience in Queensland, but. by 
that in other colonies. At the present tnne 
in New South \Vales the Government had 
passed, or almost pnssed, a new Land Bill. 
The leases existing in that colony prevwus to the 
passing of the Bill which had just become l_aw 
were of an inferior chamcter to the leases exist
ing in this colony under the Act of 18G9. Under 
the New South \V ales Act of lSGl, genemlly 
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 thnt system, 
and they had taken away hctlf of the runs 
in certaill caseR, and the sf_luatterR were giYen 
leases for different periods within the three 
different districts into which the colony was 
di viderl, 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 occupatio_n 
of it. Now what were the Government of thm 
colony about to do? They were about to gh·e 
not only "lease for fifteen years, and all the im
provements which the scruatter might erect 
npon the land during his occupation of it, but 
they also proposed to compensate him if they 
evei·, for any public purpose, took that lertse 
away from him before the expiration of fifteen 
yeais. Had any hon. member attempted 
to calculate what might 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 W arrego? The gentle
man in the Legislative Council of New South 
\Vales who had charge of the Land Bill there had 
" good dertl of information to give thrtt House 
--·much more, he (Hon, .T, M. :Vfacrnssan) was 
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sorry to say, than that Committee hall received 
from the Minister for Lands. The hon. 
gentleman to whom he referred stated that 
the number of acres which were to be 
brought under 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 ; £3,000,000 worth 
of dams, tanks, and wells ; and many million 
pounds' worth of improvements in buildings and 
machinery. If the improvements, umler such 
leases as the squatters in that colony held, were 
so vuhmble, 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 saitl 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 them from the present 
time until the expiration of their leases. \Vould 
hon. gentlemen tell him that that was a good thing 
for the country to do? \Vould hon. gentlemen 
tell him that it was being done in the in
terest of settlement, or of anybody in the country 
except the pastoral lessees themselves ? He 
objected so much to that 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 years 
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, anrl also compensation 
for the resumption of the rnn. 'rhe value of the 
improvements on lGO,OOO,OOO acres in New South 
'vVales amounted, in round numbers, to '"bout lis. 
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. He believed the lessees were 
quite willing to pay an additional rent for an addi
tional tenure, but not for such a tenure as the Gov
ernment proposed to give them. They had never 
asked for it, and he said the Committee should never 
give it. He repeated that the sum 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 't But no, they were 
actually giving what did not belong to them-for 

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 hoB. 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, or the 
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. \Vith regard to 
srnall 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 18G8-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 sm>tll grazing 
farms. vVhat 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 expl'essing an 
opinion upon it-he would do so. He cert»inly 
should oppose any extension of the fifteen years, 
and would far rather curtail the time tt> t>ne year 
instead. 

The ::YIIXISTER l<'Olt LAKDS said that 
from the hon. member's remarks it would 
appear as if he knew little or nothing about the 
grazing bminess or the occupation of a squatter. 
The hon. gentleman assumed that the Govern
ment had enough power under the Act of 1SG9 to 
regume 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 ha.d 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 endure to 
pay for the enormous improvements that would 
have to he paid for when the le>tses fell in? Those 
improvements would be such as would 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 
put up improvements which were not profitable. 
If 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 ntore 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 hir 
profit, because the lessees had not sufficient 
inducement to put up the necessary improve
ments to make them J•rofitable. 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 X ew.Rnuth 
\Vales 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 K ew South \V ales Bill 
did not recognise the value of-the improvements 
of the pastoral tenant, and the consequence 
would be, as in the ca,;e 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 pastoral tenantfirsttookitup. Under the 
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 bnsineRs, 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 occupiers. 

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 know
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 scruatter was so anxious for 
the passing of the measure-that was, the ultra
squatter- with regard to compe1mation and 
extension of tenure. He did not think that 
they quite grasped what had fallen from 
the hon. member for Townsville. 'l'here 
were Rnnw squatters \vho rmninded hirn of 
the dog that w~tH cros::~ing the strearn with 
et piece of liver in his mouth, and when he 
oaw the shadow of it in the water endeavoured 

to grasp it, and in trying to get it lost 
all. The ultra·squatters' sometimes did that. 
'fhey should be very chary in pushing t~eir 
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 compen,ation, 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. \V as it at all likely that, 
when that period arrived, the Parliament 
of the colony would be content to pay such 
an enorn1ous sum of 1noney for con1pensa~ 
tion for improvements to the tenants whose 
leases had terminated ? The thing was too 
ah'11rn. The existing law was that when a 
re6umption took place, including in1provement~, 
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 
year,; the country would be saddled with the 
payment of £30,000,000 or £40,000,000, or even 
£:)0,000,000, as compensation to the squatters 
whose leases had terminated. ThesrJuatters would 
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. :Niorehead) 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 be~ter purpose than the 
squatter was puttmg 1t to. That 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 
>ts he had imid. 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 he 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 >t small 
increase in the price of land, if necessary. 

The HoN. J. ::\f. MACROSSAN said the 
J\Iinister for Lands accused him of not under
standing the Bill. He certainly was not :t 

grazier; but he understood the tenn ''grazing'' as 
it appeared in an Act of Parliament. He had 
stated that the small grazing farms of the Bill 
\vere a,n experirnent. 

The MINISTEH. HOB LXc\'DS: ::'\n. 
The Ho:-.-. J. :u. ::\Li.CIWt:iSA::'\ said it "'"'" 

so, and the hon. M:inister frr Lands knew it hll.d 
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never been tried before. ·without reference to 
the action,<:; of previous Governments, it was a 
matter of indifference to him what thev had been. 
He said tlmt if an experiment was to"hnve been 
tried, it should not have been tried in a Bill of the 
kind before them. It was no argmpent to say that 
because he did not understand :;razing, therefore 
he did not understand the Bill. If a man had to be 
a grazier to understand it, there were fe\V n1e1nbers 
in the Committee who did nnclerstand it. '!'he 
lwn. gentleman said he<louhte<l his figures. It was 
i"itnpJy becansc he wa~ ignontnt tha.t he did HO, 

and .-;intply lH''Gall:-it' he had not g·onc inbl tht..: 
question '" he ought to have clone. That was 
why his colleague the Colonial Treasurer doubte<l 
some figure' he (Hon. J. l\1. JHacros.-an) lwd 
(Iuoted t;mue weeks ago ; and he was very glmu 
about them a few days afterwards. Let him read the 
s[Jeech delivered byl\Ir.llalley, in the Legisbtive 
Couucil of X ew South \V ales, when he introduced 
the Bill on its second reading-, and he would find 
the ;;t?"tements he (Hon. J. JYI.l\lacrossan) quuted 
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 rmtchinery. He was 
only taking that basis to calculate upon ; and all 
that money was spent where there was no fixity 
of tenure at all. "C"nder the Act of 18G9, and under 
the present Bill, the hnd could not be selected in 
that way ; the Government alone would have the i 
power o'f saying what portion should be selected. · 
If so many millions of pounds' WOI'th of improve
ments were put nr,on the land in Xew South 
\Vales without any tenure at all, what would be 
the value of the improvements in (lueensland 
with the tenure they ~vere ~oing to gi \re'? He 
vvished that question to be answered, whether he 
nnder:-;tood grazing or not? In a,ddition to that, 
the hon. Minister for Lan<ls had to answer what 
would be the amount of compensation to be 
g-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? 
\rhat cmupensation was to be given to the 
s<[natter for his improv-ements and for the forced 
sale of his stock ; could the hon. g-entleman 
;m:;wer that? The hon. member also talked about 
previous Governrnentt; having thrown open land 
in area>; an<l at price< which practically prohi
bited selection. He denied it. If such was the 
case, the Government of which the hon. gentleman 
was a member were equally as guilty as any other 
U.overnment. But he denied it. He said that 
the areas were larger for selection than those 
given in the Bill, and the price was le;s than 
that proposed to be paid ; and under the home
stt'rtd clauses which the hon. gentleman tried 
his very best to abolish there were thousands 
of homesteads taken up at half-a-crown an 
;tcre. The hon. gentleman was entirely astray 
when he got up to make statements. But 
let him answer his question. It was a very 
plain one-about the value of improvements 
put upon land, and who was to pay it. 'rhe 
hon. n1mnber :;.aid "the incm:ning tenant"; v.rhich 
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 
llig squatter for his improvements; the small 
selector could not afford it. If the State paid 
lJeforehand, and waited till it could get its money 
lmck from the small gra~ier and the selector, then 
the State would make a very bad bargain indee<l. 
The value of the improvements would be many 
tinw~ ~nore thnn tbe hH..;reu,~ed renta.J uuder the 
I ;iJl fur fifteen ypar;;. 

:'llr. :'IJJJHjLEY e.;drl that lhe h•m. meml,er 
for Tuwll"'·illc ww; not likdy to receive any 

assistance from his C~Ir. Midgley's) side in 
his attempt to oppose the reasonable and 
just intentionK of the Goven1111B11t with regard 
to the paKtoral lessee. To his mind there 
was nothing objectionable in giving the squatter 
fixity of tenure for the term of his lease, 
so long aR the tenn was not made too long, 
nor in giving him compensation when his time 
was up for the improvements he had pnt on the 
property. There were no better indic:ttions in 
the Hill of the desire of the no,·ermnent lo 
act fairly and justly by the pastoml lessee·, 
than tho::;e two conditions. The hon. lllBill

ber for Townsville seemed tu forget what 
had been pointed out by the hem. ::VIinbter for 
Lands, that those runs' would be assets which 
the Government would have in return for the 
amount spent in couqJensation. 'rhe argnrnent 
that none but capitalists would be able to take up 
theimprovedland was fallacious: because the Guv
emment of the day had power to divide the runs 
into smaller areas, and afford every facility for 
men of limited means to take up the land when 
the country was more closely settled. The hon. 
member f<ir Townsville appeared to have missed 
the really objectionable point in the leasing 
system; jJerhaps the hon. gentleman might nut 
deem it an objectionable feature. It was that 
the clause did not clearly and distinctly state 
what kind of lense the lessee was to have. The 
25th clau,;e said :-

"The pa!:ltoral tenant should. thereupon be entitled to 
receive a lease." 
Seeing how language could be quibbled over, and 
how easy it wa~ to raise objections if things were 
not clearly expressed in legal documents, he 
thought they ought to be more explicit over that 
1uatter. The n'atnre, length, and conditions of 
the lease 8houid be clearly expressed, and made 
ab8olute and final. There should be a definition 
and a description of the lease the pastoral lessee 
was to base, other\\~iHe in a fe\v year:-5' titne 
there might be a bitter and prolonged dispute 
amongst the future. members of tl;e Assembly 
over some such pomt of contentiOn as they 
had found with regard to the ]Jre-emptive 
right. The 25th clause Ihight then be inter
preted by the languag-e of the 98th clause, 
and declared to give the pastoral lessee nnly 
a pennissive leR'je-not son1ething ;;,ubstantial 
and definite, but merely a privilege. There 
ren,lly seemed to be g-round for that cm~ten
tion as the two clauses now stood; and 1f he 
contemplated becoming a pastoral lessee he 
should certainly require some more solid 
gTounds 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 hit; opinion of the utter unreliability 
of any lease issued by the (lneensland 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 distinct-ly, and the s1uatter 
should be given an absolute lease for that time. 
'rhe rental also oug-ht to be fixed now, not only 
for the first five years, but also for the subse
quent period of the Je,"'e --at any rate, a 
tnaxilnun1 and n1inimu1n ought .to be stated. 
He thought also that they ought to avoid as far 
as possible all n1ention of the Governor 111 

Council in any of those transactions ; they 
should watch the "Governor in Council" aH a cat 
"~atched a n1ou:-:;e, or a dog a rat. There \Vas 
a! ways too much room for contention and dispute 
and heartburn where the " novernor in Council" 
ean1e in ton unwh in tranl:laction,., dealing with 
the vroperty of the State. He would put to the 
G1Jvernn1ent a suppositjnu~; cn.~e which 111ight 
very -'_,oon become a ren.J one. Sn!Jpos:e tha.t the 
reoumed huJf uf a run v1·cre eagerly t<tk~n up by 
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people anxious to try their fortune at 10,000-acre it could be improved. It was very definite 
indeed except in one particular, and that was 
the maximum rent thcct should be charged, but 
that wa~ a point they vvere not now considering, 
and which would be met with a considerable 
distance further down the clause. 

;\Ir. STEVl~:\'SOX said he stated in his 
remarks on the second reading that there could 
not he an indefeasible lease, and that the very 
:Lttcuipt to gi \·e ono wn~ Hhuply ~ayi1:g thut 

or 20,000-acre grazing farms, was it not probable 
that in two or three yea.rs there would be " 
clamour amongst the people in the locality, or 
others who knew the capacity of the land 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 
conRtantly be in a. 8tate nf nneasines.-.; and i 
uncertainty with regard to what 111ig-ht tran
o)lire in that respect. He (:\lr. ~fidgley) conl<l 
not see the force of the iLi'gument that, if the 
Ie::-tR:e:; were 111ade for twenty ye<trs, p;tstoral 
lessee:; \Vtmld be better able to obtain a,..; ... ;i~tnnce 
than if they were made for fifteen years. 
If the security wa,; not genuine, and if the lease 
was not a good one, he really could not ,;ee what 
security the capitalist had at all. He would earn
estly ask members of the Committee to fix, if 
it could be done, definitely and absolutely, what 
the lease was to be. That ought not to be difficult, 
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 Corll
mittee to try and carefully define the terms of 
the lease which was proposed 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 ""id he had heard an hon. mem
ber on the other si< le stty that (.lueenslttnd 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 lm"e 
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. \Vhat 
more was wanted than that? A lease it,elf 
meant a grant of land for a certain term of years. 
\Vhen the landlord granted land in that way it 
belong·ed to the lessee and not to the landlord, 
unless there was in the lease something to the 
contrary. In all predous leases there had been 
something h> the contrary. There had always 
been a provision for the landlord taking the land 
away from the lessee. l:nder the present Bill 
it was prO])(>sed that the l:mdlord should not take 
the land away from the lessee except on the 
terms of paying the value of what was so taken. 
\Vhat 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 e,;ti
mate it: and in estimating what land was 
wanted for fifteen years they took into considera
tion what was a fair thing- to do toward" those who 
had vested interests. The Government had taken 
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 years, and that was the 
question that hon. members ought to be confined 
to. How could they more minutely define what 

1 the hon. member asked about? If there was 
any other point where it was possible by defi
nition to mal<e things more clear he shoultl he 
g1ad to recr-ive ~n~gestjons, but it was of no use 
~ttying vngncly that the HiJl ~hnuld he 1111\l'U 

definite unle:,, it wa» pointed out ex,Lctly where 

the lamls should be lockecJ 11]' even 1f they 
were •·eqnirecl for sdtlement. He re]JeHte<J th:.t 
a,gain, and in that re:-1peet hi.-; cLrp;nnwnt wafy 
the sa.tne as the hon. Ulelllber for Townsville. 
The opeech of the hon. member for l<'assifern 

' was simply in favour of what had fallen from the 
hon. member for Townsville, and it showed 
exactly that the hon. member did not nndentand 
the hc.m. 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 lea'e or otherwise, 
that they conic! not be taken away for settlement 
when required. That was exactly what he (l\ir. 
Stevensnn) argued on the second reading of the 
Bill, and he argued in the sccme way now. If he 
thought that such was to be the case, he would 
nutke one with the hon. Inmn ber for 'rownsville 
in blocking- the Bill. He repeate<l that there 
could be IH> indefeasible lease, and it was simply 
mislet~ding hon. members to say there could be. 
The whole thing wat; a delusion and a ~mare. The 
land would be taken by the people when it was 
w>tnted, no matter what Bill was passed ; and he 
said that under the existing Act land could be 
taken with more ad vantage to the colony a,nd 
far more advantage to the pastoral lessee, when 
required for settlement, than m1der the proposed 
Bill. l) nder exi..,ting .t\..cts, when land was re
quired for settlement, it could be taken at six 
months' notice ; and that, he said, was a better 
way to settle the colony. J\'o schedule was 
required, no arbitrary red lines were marked out 
in the nmp; but when the public required it they 
got all the land they wanted. They did not 
want the Minister for I,ands to tell people 
where they were to settle in the colony. 
The people ought to be allowed to chcJO,,e for 
themselves where they would select; and where 
they demanded land to he thrown open, there it 
should be thrown open. The squatter knew that 
he held his land under certain conditions, and he 
knew that no Governrnent or no Parlian1ent 
would unduly harass him by asking for land that 
wn~ not required for bowl ,fide settlement. As 
he had said in an earlier part of the evening, 
he believed the only advantag·e of extending 
the term of lease from fifteen to twenty 
years was that the pastoral lessee would h,we 
greater facilities for borrowing; and to that 
extent he went with the hon. member 
for Korthern Downs. The hon. member for 
l!'assifern 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 'rownsville had 
said that the people of the colony had not been 
a~ked what lease the Governrnent would give, 
and he was right; but the .Minister for Lands, 
in reply, said that the people had made up 
their minds. \ Vlmt about, he should like to 
ask? \Vhy the only reference to the htnd <jues-
tion had been made bv the Premier and the 
1Uinister for Lands. :i:n speaking before, he 
h:'Ld mentioned twenty-one years as the term 
referred to by the Premier for which a 
lease shoulrl he gra.nted, <tnd he wonld 
now read the lion. gentlerna,n'K own 'n~t·ds. 
Tf the cnnntry h:t<l mad<! up its wind npon the 
1uatter it must have been upon what the l'•·emier 
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himself oai<l. The hon. gentleman said before 
his constituents :-

"\Ye must utilise these '\Yestcrn lands, and this can
not be done without the expenditure of money, and to 
encourage the le~sces to do this 1ve ean afford to let them 
have them on a fixed tenure for, say, twenty-one years, 
jf they pay a fair rent." 
"\Vhy 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 
"ince 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 vVarrego only asked that the term 
should be twenty years, and on that ground he 
should suppmt the hon. member. 

Mr .• TOltDAN 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 
arnemlment of the hon. member for \Van·ego, 
ma.king the term twenty years. He believed 
there was not a member on either side of the 
Committee who was disposed to doubt the IJon" 
,tides of the Government upon thc.t Bill. To his 
mind the clause was perfectly clear, and there was 
nothing inconsistent in the H8th clause with the 
ch,nse then under C(msideration. The Premier 
had clearly explained the matter; and under the 
fJ8th 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 sur]Jrised 
to hear the hon. member for Townsville say 
that the pastoral lessees had never asked for 
security of tenure. :For the last twenty-five 
ye>trs-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 le,tsing 'te?·Hns alienation for all 
uastoml 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 pLiblic, 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 fJs. 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 n 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, tltking their area to 
be 400,000,000 acres. Some of those lands, it 
was said, were "unavailable"; but he had not 
much faith in that "unavailal,le." All land 
held shuuld be paid for ; while there was a 
large 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 htnds discovered to he 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 hecanse it was going to increase 
the rents, it wets c..:onvenient for thetn to ir;nnre 
the advantngeo which the Bill offered to the 
_pastoral tenant on condition that he paid a 

fair rent for the use of his land. For in
stance, fixity of tenure was said to. be a 
myth ; that the Government were not smcere, 
and it could not be carried out ; and that 
the time would come when that Parliament 
would say-" "\V e cannot afford this. This is a 
bad bargain we have made, and we must take 
your land away. "\Ve gave you a lease of fifteen 
years. Ten only have expired; but we wal!t 
the land for settlement, and we must take 1t 
away from you." Hun. members went on to 
argue that as tue Govemment Ol' rather the Com
mittee had repealed the J)-lth clause of the 186() 
Act in taking away what hon. gentlemen opposite 
called the pre-ernptive 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 
nb1med ; and therefore they said that privilege 
should be taken away. The Government, and 
that House, when they p>tssed the Bill, would in
tend to give IJonrZ jide 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 
dause showed that the lease would he one 
that could be thoroughly depended upon ; and 
there was no pos,ibility whatever, in the 
connnon way of speaking, that any Parlia,n 
ment in Queensland would ever interfere with 
tho.,,e leases during their currency, unless and 
until the land was wanted for public pur
pose'3, Huch as the n1aking of roads and rttil~ 
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. He thought that if the 
pastoral temtnts had secure leases for fifteen or 
twenty years they would be more likely to lay out 
large sun1s of nwney in improving their runs, 
especially by the coneervation of water. They 
knew what had been done in New South 
\Vales. The hon. member for 'rownsville 
knew that, because he had studied the 
report made by l'viessrs. :Morris and ltankin. 
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 1SGL The 
Crown lessees at that time in New South "\Vale" 
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 de,ert 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 ]Jay £:iO,OOO,OOO out of the 
public Treasury to the present Crown lessees at 
the termination of their lease.o. He said that 
those gentlemen would spend £30,000,000 in 
n1aking reservoirs and sinking wells, and at the 
end of that time the Government would have to 
pay them for their improvements. But was that a 
reasonable thing? If those gentlemen were going 
to lay out t:lO,OOO,OOO on permanent improve
ments, the country would lJC thereby '" nmch 
benefited by the Bill, :end they would ],we 
the SlLHlC 'alue to the incomi!fg tenant. \\'ere 
they to t<uppo5e that 200,000,000 acre~ WO'Llld be 
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;:;icen 11p n.t Lite end uf fifteen years? The 
a,sfluinption wtLH :.Lh:·ntr(l. _._'\s fwst af:i· the la11d waB 
giv~n _np, it would be taken up Ly capitalists ; 
or rf 1t were wanted for closer settlement, it 
would he divided among those who would take 
up 20,000-acre l<>ts. 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 Inaking pennanent in1provmuents, 
let them spend as much as they liked ; it was 
quite certain that such an expenditure would be 
a benefit to the public estate. 

The HoN. Sm T. ::\fciLWRAITH sctid 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. memlJer 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 hou. member remember 
tlmt the Bill repealed "'ll the Acts under 
which the alienation of land had taken 
place heretofore ? Did he not know that 
it was 1na.ldng provision for the alienation 
of land for intending- settlers who were not 
at present in the colony, and that the land 
was to be diYided and put to much better 
use? It w"'s not simply a revenue Bill. It was 
at first intended by the :i\linister for Lands 
chiefly as a Bill to provicle a permanent revenue. 
The hon. member for South Brisb"'ne, in his 
enthusiasm to support the lYiinister for Lands, 
saicl it w"'s only "- revenue Bill. The hon. 
member should read the Bill, and especi"'lly the 
clause on which he had spoken, before he made 
nnother speech, because he had shown that he 
understood very little about it. The Committee 
had been rather startled by a statement from the 
·:\Iinister for L"'nds, that the tenure of the S<luat
tel's under the 25th clause was quite as good a~ a 
freehold. The statement was passed Ly just like 
a good many other statements fmm the :Minister 
for Lands, wh0 allowed a lot of undig-ested 
thoughts to come from him occasionally. But 
when the Premier had repeated it that evening, 
and made a cle"'r st"'tement twice to the Com
mittee that the tenure under which the pastoml 
lessees would hold the land under the 25th cbuse 
would be equal to "'freehold as long as it lasted, 
"'nd expl"'inecl tlmt the term ''as long "'sit lasterl" 
meant the term of the lease-that was, ten or 
fifteen ye<trs as the cccse might be-he (Hon. Sir 
T. Mcllwraith) was not astonished that the 
hun. member for Townsville should rise up in 
arms against such a proposition. He (Hon. Sir 
T. Mcllwraith) believed if hon. members 
on the other side would consider the 
matter, nnd come to the same conclusion 
<ts the Premier, they also would rise up in "'nns 
'"g-ainst it. Let them consider what the lease 
was. The hon. member for :Fassifern lmd 
approached the difficulty at once. Hon. 
members should remember the words with 
"-hich the Premier ch"'mcterised the kind of 
lease which \VaH given under the ~.Jth clause. 
He said that there the lease was distinctly and 
definitely laid down. Now what was l<tid down? 
He (Hon. Sir T. ::\[cihnaith) would just describe 
in a few words the chamcter of the le"'se. It 
extended in one case to fifteen years ; there was 
no question nbout that. The next consideration 
W[l,s-what did the lessee pay the landlord? 
'l'hat also was fixet! ; it was put down in 
the 3rd subsection as a limit between a 
maximum of 90s. and a ;11inimumof 20s. 'l'hat, in 
itself, was a very indefinite thing- as between the 
Government and the tenant. But to ~o on 
further, he found thcot in ,ubsection '4 the 
rents for the future were to be fixed by the board. 
Tn subsection 6 there was a maximum provided 1 

c,f the rent which the board mi£;ht exa'lt from the 
;:;astcra~!~;,se~s; but in the second five. years they 1 
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cuul,l exact ant leB.-; than 40~., and in the third 
five years not less than 60s. He waB speaking 
now of the pastoral lettses under the Act of 
lSG!J. In what sense could it be said that the 
lease was defined and fixed in every point ? 
\Vhy, the most material point was left 
unfixed. The firot 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 GOs. 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 tlmt for the first five years there was 
to be "' certain definite limit, and for the two 
next terms of five ye"'rs assumed to himself to 
s"'y what the rent should be ? How could that 
Le said to be a fair barg-"'in to the lessee? vVhy it 
was giving- "' worse lease than the lessees had 
ever had before. He spoke on behalf of the 
pastoml lessees when he said that they had 
always held their leases subject to their 
being- resumed. \Vhenever the public de
nmnded the land for settlement the pastoral 
lessees were always pre]Jared to give it up. 
He utterly denied the assertion of the Minis
ter for Lauds, that past experience had shown 
that it had been a fig-ht between the people 
"'ncl the squatters to get possession of the 
land for settlement. Such a thing- had never 
taken pbce since he (Hon. Sir T. Mcllwraith) 
had been in that House; and he did not say that 
forthefirst time in the 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 "'s much land as was actually ref[uired. 
He could say, from his experience of the pastoral· 
ists of the colony, th"'t wherever the land was 
dem"'nded, even before the legal steps were taken 
for tlmt purpose, it had always been given up. 
'rhat was a le"'se which provided fully for the 
public w"'nts and it stttisfied the lessee, but it 
would be perfectly impossible for the lease now 
proposed to be given to satisfy the lessee. If it 
was, "'s was represented by the Premier, equal 
to a freehold, then it was not fair to the country; 
but he (Hon. Sir T. Mcilwraith) maintained 
that it was not. It wns a lease that W[LS bad 
for the lessee and bad for the landlord. It was 
non,ense to t"'lk about the tenant h"'ving the 
right to claim for "'I! improvements when he 
went out "'t 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 t•.> go ant. If it became necessary, or 
there was ever tt popular clamour to resume 
his htnd, the Government would "'!ways find 
commissioners who would only be too g-lad to 
yield to the popular will and force the lessee to 
give up the land, by raising his rent to such n. 
point that he could not stand it. Hon. members 
must alw 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 wa,; 
no power g-iven to the pastoral tenant to say, 
"I cannot ~tand thit'3 rent; give me the n1oney 
I have spent on the pl<tce "'ncl I will go out." 
Vvould it be considered fair for any other land
lord to e'·Gct from his bmant such things as were 
pr<'posed in the Bill? Tho boa.rd wer~ to fi~ 
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the rent payable for the first term of five years 
within certain limits, and they had power to fi~ 
the rent for the second term at any amount they 
chose. The board was in this position : They 
c?uld say to the tenant, " If you serve all that 
t1~e and perform all the conditions, those con
ditions bemg the rent we demand then at the 
end of the lease we. will pay you 'for your im
provements ; but 1f you do not you can 
'":a!k out at once." Were not all the con
d1twns made to secure the landlord and leave the 
lessee unsecured? The quarrel between the 
Li.beral 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 mor!l indef!nite than ever ; and quarrels 
were certam to anse. 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 
mterest here had up to the present time 
been looked upon as somethino- o-ood upon 
w~ich the capitalist would lend ~lo';;ey.' Now 
thmgs were !'ompletely chal';ged. Any man 
who had stud1ed the clause as 1t stood would see 
that there was actually no security upon which 
money could be lent for the future. There was 
;mot~er point to which he would allude, and that 
was m 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 
;eason;:tble improvements made by the tenant 
m fixmg the rent. That was-if a certain 
increased value per annum had been o·iven to 
the land by reasonable improvements ~ade by 
the _lessee, the improvements ought to be 
cons1dered when the board were determining 
the ~mount of rent to be paid by the tenant. 
!3ut 1f hon .. members would look at the proviso 
m subsectwn (e) of subsection 5 they would 
find that all reasonable improvemc~ts or as they 
were de_scribed in the c]ause, "nedess~ry 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 accordincr 
to the contention of every one 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 
.1llprovements w1thout whwh 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. Mcllwraith) would remind the hon. 
gentlem~n 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 

station on the Barcoo-they mig·ht be quite 
competent to discuss a Land Bill. The 
arguments of the hon. member for Towns
vi~le were perfectly justified. 'l'he Premier had 
sa1d that leases proposed to be given to the 
squatters were equal to a freehold, and the hon. 
mem~er for Townsville had a perfect right 
to dJScuss that point. He {Hon. t-\ir T. 
JYicilwraith) maintained that it was not a lease 
equal to a freehold, nr anything like a lease equal 
to a freehold. It was a sha,m by which the 
~render was trying to deceive the squatters. 
'[he pastoral tanants 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 
Jt was perfectly impossible to deceive the 
country. 

The PREMIER: Hear, hear ! 
The HoN. Sm T. MciLWllAITH «aid the 

squatters were not asking for better lea,es, and 
they were perfectly willing to give up >tll 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 tn 
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 "reat 
result, but he could tell him that it would n~t be 
a great reoult. It was a gradual process. He 
(Hon. Sir. T. Mcilwraith) looked 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 he 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, th~ 
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 
f~r the r~mail_1der of his run ; it certainly 
did not g1ve h1m 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
bane about the Bill being purely a revenue Bill. 

Mr. JORDAK: I did not say purely n 
revenue Bill. I si m ply said that it was a revenue 
Bill. 

The Hox. Sm T. MciLWRAITH: The 
hon. gentleman said the onlY principle of the 
Bill was that it was a revenue Bill. If the hon. 
member would only look at the map he would 
see, close to the red line, tl>!e town of St. Georg-e, 
and other towns which had been petitioning for 
years for railway communication, 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 
in.clucled about a quarter of the colony. The 
B1ll 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 PRK\IIEit said that with one statement 
of the hon. gentlernan 's everyone would agTee, 
and tlmt wa", that it wccs impossible to deceive 



CJ'O'Wn Lands Bill. [14 OcTOBER.] 01·own Lands Bill. lull 

the country >1.bout the Bill. The country per
fectly underBtood what the Bill was, aml what 
the hon. member meant when he said that the 
srJnatters, as represented by himself, had always 
Leen willing tn give up land when required for 
settlement. But the hon. member's memory 
must be very 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 )all({ from a S<]Uatter and to give it 
to another grazier waH nwnstruus. It wa.::-; not 
the first time that that had been said. Thev 
were told it in 1882 when the h>te Governmerit 
carried the Bill giving themselves an extension 
of tenure of ten years, and which he at the time 
characterised as a monstrous injustice. The 
present Government understood perfectly well 
what they wanted, and the country understood 
what they proposed. The hon. 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? \Vas there a freehold in England, the 
burden on which was fixed as cl<melv as it was 
fixed by that chtuse? Take the bu~den nf 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. U ncler 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. Bupposingthesame thing 
was bargained for by a Jamllord, or was proposed to 
be done by the Irish land commission, would there 
be any absurdity in it? The amount was not 
fixed absolutely in the Bill, because they did not 
know what the land would be worth in five or 
ten years' time. 'rhey were spending hundreds 
of thousands of pounds every year to make it 
1nnre valuable. They \Vere borro,:ving tnoney 
and pledging their resources to give better 1nean~ 
of conmnmication ; and they intended to spend 
as much money as they could afford to give a 
Letter 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 pro posted that a 
fair rent should be fixed from time to time by a 
tribunal of judges. That was not only the fairest 
thing pos:;ible, but the only thing possible in 
the interests ttlike of the country and of the ten
ants. It might perhaps be de,irable, when they 
came to that part of the Bill, to fix limits fo1· the 
increase of rent ; but that wa:; another question 
altogether, and was not now before the 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 hun. member 
for Townsville would come true. It would 
not come true, but it \Vould go a long way 
towards bringing it about. The Government 
did not want tu be twelve months m· er the 
Bill, Lut they intended to get it through. 
'rhere were plenty of points in the Bill worthy 
of serious discu:;sion, if taken up as they arose, 
but what had they to do now with discussing 
the schedule when the question was whether 
the lea:;e should be for fifteen years or 
for twenty yea,rs? \Vhy should a red herring 
be drawn across the trail continually? Bome 
hon. memuers well umle1·stoud why. The 
hon. member for \Varrego proposed, before tea, 
to extend the tenure from fifteen years to 
twenty years, tmd since 7 o'clock scarcely a 
word had been said on the snLject, but they 
had been talking about all sorts of other things 
instE>acl. He hoped the discussion would be 
confined to the numerous points which required 
it if the Bill was to be « good one ; but if 
they mixed them all up together the usual 
f,hing would occur, :me! the partienlar matter 
under noti~c would go by Lhc bo<1rd. 

The Hox. Bm T. MciLWHAI'l'H 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 frouL 
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 \V arrego certainly did propose increasing 
the tenure for the unresumed portion of the 
runfrmn fifteen to twenty years. He (Hon. Sir T. 
}lcllwmith) <lid nut intend to spet~k upon that 
point, Lut the hon. the Premier gave it the 
greatest pos:;ible importance, and said it would 
be equal to freehold. \Vhat was the conse
quence 1 It mttde them rise up at once and 
reply to his drawing the red herring acro:;:; 
the trail. They showed that the tenure waB 
anything but freehold. It was a miserable 
attempt to meet the argument he had made, that 
becau:;e the rent was not paid, it was the ordi
nary condition of the landlord at home who could 
not fix his ,poor rates. \Vho 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 argmnent 
when he had to reply to such tt strong argument 
in such a way. Poor rates 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 a,; the rent; but it had been left out here, and 
while it was left out, and while the landlord httd 
the exchMi ve power of fixing that rent, it could 
not J.•os,ibly be said to be a lease at all. A lease 
was given for fifteen years, and the landlord was 
the only one who cou.ld 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 S<JUatters would 
actually accept such leases in this country. The 
leat'ECN iu this country were ttctually destroyed. 
Xo man would advance capital on such a lease 
as that. X ot content with doing the greate:;t 
amount of damage to the pa:;toml lessees, the 
hon. gentleman was determined to ruin every 
po:;sible chance of doing well with the small 
leases he proposed to give in future. He knew 
a great 1nany n1en \V ho, 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 
clown one of the greate~~t indn:;tries in the colony. 
X o men could be under greater pressure from 
ntttnre than the pastoral lessees were at present ; 
and, for the pnrpose of gaining popularity, the 
Premier had tried to run that industry to earth. 
The Minister for Lands had tried to ruin 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 broug-ht before 
the country ; and Ly the time it wtts thoroughly 
understood the J\finistry would be in a worse 
position than they were now. But what did he 
care for the Mini:;try '? He cared more about the 
position uf the country, and the Premier should 
Le doing everything he possibly could to alleviate 
the Lad circumstances in which nature had 
placed the SC[Uatters, instead of trying to deceive 
them ttnd deceive the country as to the conditions 
on which he proposed to grant them leases. :F0r 
the futnre he would take very great care, while he 
wao a member of that Conuuittce, to let squatter~ 
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know exactly his opinion of the kind of leases 
they would have under the Bill. As long 
a" 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 Act of 1SG9. 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 PREMIEI~ 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 the same breath 
that the proposed new leases were such that no 
se1mible Sf!uatter 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. gentleman really did not 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 he 
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 HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said he 
would explain very clearly. He had been trying t0 
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 fm· Townsville, 
would be read by the pastoral les,.ees 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, ur that its great principle 
was to raise money. He said the gre:1t principle 
nf the Bill was the leasing re>'HIIB the alienation 
of pastoral buds. All lands except those to be 
]>ut to the highest use-namely, to be tilled
were to be leased. That was the arrangement 
which the pastoral lessees might avail them
se! ves of, as they thought proper, giving up 
a large portion of their runs for close settle
n1ent, and receiving certain advantages for an 
increase of rent; but it suited 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 not 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. o-entleman 
did not understand the clause under discussion. 
He had talked about fixity of tenure for fifteen 
yAars. It wus nothing ofthe sort.. There was a fixed 
mte varying from £1 to £4 10s. for the first 
period of five years. It was only a leap in the 
<lurk un the part of the lla.,toral tenants who 
c:tme under the conditions uf the clau,;e. The 
hnn. s·entlem:tn 11t the head of the Uuvernment 
.,lwuld have 1•aitl "onw attention to the Ye.r)' fair 

renmrks that fell fmm the hon. memher for 
Fas,;ifern, when he said that the SfjUatters should 
have, at any rate, fixity of tenure wl;ich should 
have some definiteness, as well as fix1ty 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 o;uch 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 as a freehold
thoug·h he certainly qualified it by saying " as 
far as it goes." How far did it go"! As far as he 
could see, only to the end of the first five years ; 
because then it would be in the power of the 
bo,trd to put any rent they chose on the pastoml 
tenant who was stupid enough to come under 
the provisions of the Bill; and there would be 
no appeal. ~urely the hon. gentleman would 
accept the proposition of the hon. member for 
J<'assifern, and rix 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 Brisbane 
(Mr. ,T ordan) 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 \Vorks 
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 wa.>! it to be treated as? 
The Government woulrl 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 
Estimates till they discovered that, they were 
not likely to be brought in before the pre~eut 
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 mar!man would come under the 
provisions of the Bill. He would prefer to suffer 
the worst the Government could do. "Better ]JUt 
up with the ills he knew than seek those he wot 
not of." 

The PREMIER said the hem. 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 us formulated in the Bill, was to 
have on the b~ard two honest, independent gentle· 
men, competent to value the land and assess a 
fair rent. Of course, if they appointed two 
pursons with no intention of acting fairly, 
the Bill could not succeed. But the ]Jower they 
retained over the board was sufficient security 
against anything of that kind being. done .. If 
they attempted it they would lose then· appomt
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 mig~t give £1~9,000 
damages for an assault ; ln;t 1t was n_ot nkely 
they would do ""' and Jf they d1d, thern 
wot1ld be power to set aside their nwn.:·d. 
]f the hon. gentleman could only brmg
himself to helieve that the board wou!O. 
Le cumposeLI of hom,,t, competent men, desi
rous of doing th~ir duty, and not actuated b,Y 
any of those evil motives, he would see that h1s 
<tr;;umcnts fell to the ;;round . 
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The HoN. Sm T. Mc1LWRA1TH 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 maligmtnt oprites. All 
he assumed was that thev 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, ancl probably would, arise at 
the encl of the first term of fh·e years? The 
lessees might be most unpopular, and the hon. 
gentlernan, or others like him, would raise a cry, 
hounrling down the pastoral lessees arising 
nnder the present Bill, exactly as he had 
f.]one thnse who previously existed. Then 
the most honest men he could get for the 
Board would be frail men, and would 
probably yield to popula,r clamour. Every 
argument raised by the hon. member was simply 
a catchy ni,i prius argu!llent. He argued like a 
bwyer, :md not at all like a statesman, or one 
who was desirous of bringing b~fore the country 
a Bill he understood himself. He (Hon. Sir T. 
Mcllwraith) had just h!td put into his hands 
something that bore very much on the present 
Bill-the expression of opinion of the hou. 
member in similar circumstances to the present, 
when he was advocating another Land Bill in 
1R7ii. ThP hon. g·entleman then expressed him
'elf as followed :--

,,He concnrrc<l in what had been saiil. by the hon. 
m em her for Blackall on the .Aet of l86H, 'vhich was an 
:utm irable Act, and which hart. done more for the settle
mrmt of this country than any Act e't·er did that was 
pa..10;sfld for the settlement of anv of the Australian 
colonic~. He believed it to be far and beyond 
all thn best land hnvs in Australia. That being 
so, a..lthough it might have some defects, yet he 
fniled to s0n why the Government should, especi
ally nncler the difficulties pointed out by the rrca
surer, bring· in a comprehensiYe land scheme. He 
observed tha.t, the hon. member for ::\:1aranoa, though he 
haci a consideralJle dcstrnetive genius, yet never sug·
gested anything that ought to he done. Perhaps, how
ever, that was not the function of an Opposition. If the 
Act of 18613 had <\ertain defects, the duty of the J.~egisla
ture. from time to time, as those defects were di:-:;
covered. ·was to remedy them. K othing could be mora 
injurious to the colony, or \vould frighten away settlers 
more, than to be continually passing new land laws or 
to be threatening thmn." 

Just let the hon. the Premier look at the face of 
hiR hem. colleague the Minister for Lands, and 
consirler what he thought now of the abominable 
jump he had made towards amending the land 
laws of the colony. He would re>ed on a little 
further-

" HONOURABLE )lK:.\IBimS: Hear, hear ! 
"'f1he .ATT0RN~:t-GJ<:NERAL ()fr. Griftith): The proper 

wa:v for the Legislature to act was, as a defeet was 
found, to amend the law to cnre that defect; not to 
turn the whole system upside down by bringing in an 
entirely new Bill." 
Then he went on again
" H was supposed last ycar''-
That was the genius who h>td discovere<l before 
now wonderful specifics for land legislation, and 
for settling people on the land. Here was one of 
hiR specifics :-
"It was supposed last yea.r there was under the Aet of 
1Hll8 no means of attacking dummies; th~t there was no 
power in the Act to enable Government to get hold of 
them. Pro(~ceding.s were taken. and it was found that 
the .ict was complete in that respeet; that there was a 
means, and ample power for finding them out and 
}mnh;hing them." 
And that actually in the face of the miserable 
failures those lawsuits had been, and the 
immense expPnse to which they had put the 
country-
" It was needless, nncler the circumstances, to intro
duce a comprehensive Bill, 'vhich there wonlcl be no 

probability of pas~ing. I~or his own part, he thought it 
W<tS better iu the case of land laws ·to endure the ills 
we know than to iiy to others that we know not of.' ·' 
Samuel was sometimes poetical. Then he pro
ceeded to say :-
"It might 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 almo~t 
certain, in two or three ·~'ears. would exhibit defects 
whieh it would take time to find out, and that woul<l 
then have to be remedied. It must be remembered that 
all the lnnd laws of the colony were experiment~. 'l'hc 
Legislnt.ure should in sueh matters hasten slowly." 
The hon. gentleman, instead of giving the 
Committee so many new speeches now, would do 
better jlmt to read his old ones, and COilsider 
whether he was right then or right now. 

Mr. MACF ARLANE 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 Brisbane waR right in saying th>et 
one of the great principles of the Bill was in
creased revenue, and he thought the Hon. Sir T. 
Mcllwraith was right when he advocated closer 
settlement. Increased revenue and closer settle
ment together were the great principles of the Bill. 
He thought that every member of the Committee 
must see that the great object of the Bill was 
eH]Jecially to obtain a greater a1nount 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 Bill into 
three grea.t cla~:-;eH-a,griculturists, 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 >ell the lands of the 
colony as agricultural lands; but that was impos
sible. \Vhat 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. He thought 
the Government had done the best that was 
pos;,ible 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 was that men with from 
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 cnrn
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 a perfect 
right to do so. They had gone into the country 
and opened it for settlement, 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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ngriculturists. pnying from 3cl. to Gd. nn ncro, it 
would be foolishness not to do so ; and it would 
Hot he fair to continue to lease the lantls of the 
colony to squatters at a low rental. The hon. 
member (Mr. tltevenson) had contended that 
ther~ was no such thing as an indefeasible lease; 
and rf that was so then the squatter must give 
way, and the Government have power to resume 
his land. He did not think the hnn. the 
leader of the Opposition was quite doincc jus
tice to the Premier when he said h: had 
done and was doing all he couhl to hound clown 
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 >tn honest attempt to 
benefit all classes uf the community. He would 
just say before he sat down that he rose 
that night s!_mply because his patience was 
exhausted. He had sat very patiently for a 
very long time listening to the aro-uments 
on both sides of the Committee. If hon. 
members on the Government sicle had spoken '"" 
frequently as hon. gentlemen opposite, the Land 
Bill would not be passed between that time and 
next October, 188.5. It was for that reason pro
bttbly that some hon. members had not got up to 
speak either in favour of or against the Bill. On 
the second re>tding of the Bill he had }Jointed out 
three or four objections he had to it, >tnd 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 hem. 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 upon the Bill. 
It had been repeated over >tnd over »gain 
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 b~lieve it was the case so f>tr as any 
hem. member m 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 hem. member for Ipswich hnd 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 :tnd telling them that he had done so? 
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 
wn,nting now, so far as th<> opposite side W>ts con
cerned, was that they might quote from the comic 
opera "Pin>tfore," and whenever the Premier said 
anything, there should be a chorus from hem. 
members on the other side-" And so say his 
sisters >tnd 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 yonng man 
coming into the colony with £4,000 or £5,000 
would not know what to do with it and that it 
w•.s a difficult matter to deal with a,nd give 
ndvice upon. That was so still, but he would 
n,dvise him now to become a tmvelling dummy. If 
he did so he would do first-rate under the present 
Bill, and would make a verv good, if not n very 
honourable livelihood. He next came to tl1e 
rem:trks of the hon. Premier. The hon. gentle 

man sn,id that he (l\fr. Morehead) must consider 
the members of the htnd hoard a,; malignant 
fiends. 

The PRRMIER : Bpritns. 

Mr. ::YIOREHEAD said "fiends" was a better 
word than " sprites," and would con11nend 
itself more to the hon. Premier. The hon. gentle
man's statement was very well answered by the 
lettder of the Opposition, when he stated that he 
(::\Ir. Mnreheacl) assumed that the members of 
the land ]Jon,rcl would ]Je hnman heings and 
actnated 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 cl>tmour and cry against locking 
up the lanrls, they would be more or less than 
human, if they did not respond to that cry and 
put on such a rent as would probably compel 
the le'"ee to gin up his holding. Or having in 
view--and this was another point which had not 
been considered by the hem. member for 
}Iulgra ve-th>tt the Bill before them was a 
revenue Bill, all<l that they were told by the 
JVIinister for L>tndf< in hi:< 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 
· wm·e to complete the construction of their railways 

into the interior; when the members of the 
board found possibly that the revenue from Cro\\·n 
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 tbe high chamcter de•cribed by the 
Minister for Lands and the Premier, he woulrl 
like to ask both of those gentlemen one que;;tion 
- \Vhy was there a minimum fixed? \Vhy 
were those men not to be trusted with a mini
n1um? 

The PREJ\IIER : Cannot you w>tit till we get 
there? 

l\Ir. MOREHEAD said he was getting there 
now; in fact, he was at that point exactly now. 
\Vhy were those men not allowed to fix a mini
mun1 '? \Vhy was that to Le clone 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 >tnd fix 
both. The hon. member knew as well as he did 
that in the Act o£186(), and every other Act deal
ing with the increase of rents, the increase was to 
be upon a certain percentage mentioned, or the 
maxim tun and Ininirrnun 'vas fixed. Anyone who 
read the 20th clause of the Act of 1869, or any 
other Act dealing with rents from the Crown 
lands of the colony, would see that they were 
either fixed on a sliding scale, or the maximum 
>tnd minimum were fixed. That Committee should 
fix the maximum as well as the minimum, so 
that every pastoral ten»nt who chose to come 
under the Bill might knowwhathe was doing, and 
so that he could not say he had been deceiYed; and 
that there shoultl not be any colour or excuse for his 
making such a statement. That proposition he 
thought was so fair that he believe<! the Gonorn
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 bad not yet answered the arguments 
brought forward with regard to thett 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 sicle of the Committee, 
but nlso by the hon. member for J<'assifern. 

Mr. JORDAN said the hon. gentlem>tn re
marked that in all former Acts the maximum 
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anrl minimum had been fixed; but he forgot 
that they were legislating in the present case 
under circumstances which never existed before. 
'rhey had spent he did not know how many millions 
of money in opening up the pastoral districts in 
the \V est. 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 had discovered that the vast lands 
of the interior were valuable pastoral land£. 
They hnd di><coverecl also that hy 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 in 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 preoent 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 
Land question which had been quoted by the 
lettder of the Opposition, he had got a great 
accession of light un the subject, as indeed 
they all harl during the last ten years. 'rhe 
pastornl tenants themselves had got a great 
deal of light. They found, about two yettrs ago, 
that n,n immense tract of country was to be 
taken away to carry out a grand Rchen1e of 
making a rail way 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 com]Jensation 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 exp@nse 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 1st 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 clay of Decem
ber and." The rent would be payable on the 
31st September for the year preceding the term 
for which it was paid. 'rhat would meet an 
objection he had taken, because in the clause 
there were two dates from which the leases were 
to begin~namely, the 1st January >tnd 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. P AL:YIER said he thought that a 
month's notice, in the Govern1nent Gctzette, of rents 
being due was not sufficient for it to re~"ch dis· 
tant p11,rts of the colony, 

'!.'he HoN. Sm T. MaiL WRAITH said he 
did not believe in 1011 amendment of that sort. 
All the amendments the hon. gentleman intended 
to propose ought to have been pnt into print 
so that hon. members might understand them. 
He (Hon. Sir T. Mcilwraith) 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 >tttributable 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 began in January andJ uly. 
The present rents were due in September, but if 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 31st 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 J nly to 
July, or January to January, according to 
accident, whether the lease began in January 
or July, itw>ts to be paid for the year ending the 
31st of December. 

The HoN. Sm 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, bnt he 
(Hon. Sir T. Mcilwraith) thought that an 
amendment that took so long to explain could 
scarcely be a verb>tl 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 be 
payable at the ·rreasury 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 
of the lease shall be payable within two months o! the 
notification of the order of the board confirming the 
division. 

Mr. NORT0::'-1" 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 ado]Jted the proposition of the 
Coloni>tl Treasurer. If he was not mistaken, 
under the present plan, where a lease was given 
at any time not comrr.encing on the 1st July, 
the rent was paid for the first year with a suffi
cient sum to make it up to the 30th June. He 
was not sure that that wa~ the case. 

The PREMIER Th>tt is the practic~. _ 



1016 Crown Lands Bill. [ASSEMBLY.] Cro,wn Lands Bill. 

Mr. NOR TON said he thought it was, and in 
his opinion it was not wise to interfere with any 
existing arrangement that had been in force fc;r 
a 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 COLO~IAL TREASURER sttid the 
object was to secure uniformity, and to prevent 
the confusion which was likely to ensue from the 
leases having two different 'elates to run from. 
He did not see that anything that the h(m. 
member for Port Curtis had said could be 
accepted a~ 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. Sm T. MciL WRAITH 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 the 31st 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 iu 
advance. He would have to pay on the 30th 
September the rent due from the 1st ,January to 
the 31st December of the ensuing year. IV as 
that another of the magnanimous concescions to 
be granted to the pastoral lessee? 

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Committee were 
entitled to have amendments like that proposed 
by the Colonial 'l'reasurer printed and circulated 
instead of being brought on as motions of sm'
prise. If the hon. gentleman had read the Bill 
he must have known that he desired to move 
the amendment before the Committee, an<! he 
ought to have hacl it nrinted. 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 became 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 

the inconvenience of the present system in re
gard to the payment of rent,, had been forced 
upcm his notice. Though the majority of them 
ran from the 30th ,Tune, there were some which 
ran from other periods of the year. 

HONOCRABLE :Yf!C~IBERS on the Opposition 
Benches : X o; they cannot. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: There wm'e 
Hnlne running frmn the 1st January. 

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

'rhe COLOKIAL TREASL'RER said it was 
not a matter of great moment whether they ran 
from the 1st .J mmary or the lst 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 :-:leptem ber his run was not forfeited 
until ninety days afterwar<ls, so that he had six 
1nonthB' grazing rights for notldng if he wiRhe<l 
to surrender his lease. [ t was in view of that 
that they proposed to rednce the penalty in :t 
subsequent subsection to li) 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 th.o 30th June following. 

Mr. :YfOllEHEAD said it was perfectly true 
that verbal amendments, even in impc.rtant 
Bills, were not always printed and circulated 
among hon. members; but in the present ca,se the 
Colonial Treasurer, who was }Jerfectly 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. JVlany 
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 HoN. Sm T. :l\fciLWRAITH 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 httve been duly given notice of and put in an 
intelligible form S!J that hem. members could 
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 
sta.rt right off. Supposing the division was rnade 
in the month of October, then, at the commence
ment of .January, the rent became payable for 
that yenr. But the lessee had already p:tid hi,; 
rent for the "hole of the run for that year, anrl 
yet when the division was made he would !Je 
asked to pay it over again for the divided half. 

The PREMIER said he lud known a 
Bill pass through the House almost entirely 
in manuscript; but that was neither here 
nor there. There wr,s 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 stune footing. \Vhether 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 
amendment now proposed was nothing more 
than a verbal amenclment. \Vith regard to the 
proviso, some rnovision 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 ht 
,January, otherwise the rent would not be pay
able until the next September, and there wonld 
be twelve months without any rent at all. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRATTH said that 
instead of securing nniformity the amendment 
destroyed what little uniformity there was in 
the clause, by insisting that for the fntnre 
all pastoral lessees within the reel line should 
pay rent fifteen months in advance instead of 
nine months. That had made what might have 
been uniformity, worse than it w11s hefore. 
Then the Premier quietly said, " Oh, we c>tn 
retrace our steps, and m>tke the year end on the 
30th .Jnne." Th>tt was not the way th11t >tmend
ments shoulcl he sneaked in. The hem. gentle
lltan n~ed not think they \Vere going tn paRR 
amendments in that way. It wonl<l take hoJf
!Ln-hour to make the Chairman nnderst>tnd the 
clause. The Chairman could not explain it very 
well. He knew the Colonial Treasurer would 
gPt his "pound of flesh" if he possibly could; but 
he did .not think he would get it in such a 
surreptitious way as th>tt. That was not the 
sort of way in which pastoral ten>~nts were to be 
treated. The Treasurer actnally wanted the 
money in the Treasury, not ttllowing even for 
the time it would t11ke to come from those 
pa.stoml tenants. He wanted them to P"Y for the 
grass they ate three months before it waR actually 
commenced to be eaten at all. 

Mr. MOREH:EAD sltid there were some 
rem11rks that fell from the leltder of the Opposi
tion that he really mnst challenge. The leader 
of the Opposition sa.id that the Chairman did 
not understand the amendments, and he w11s 
certain that he dirl. Therefore he would ask the 
Chairman to explain the;n, to show that the 
judgment of the leader of the Opposition was 
incorrect. 

Mr. P AL::VIEH said there waR such a light 
being thrown upon these amendments that a 
certain expression nserl by the Coloni11l Treasurer 
once cmne in very if propo.~ : " [ fear the Greeks 
even when they bring gifts." \Vhen they saw the 
way in which rents were being fixed hy the new 
snh-clause, they might exclaim : "IV e fear the 
Colonial 'rreasurer even when he proposes to he 
good to us." 

The HoN Sm. T. M elL WRAITH said the 
hon. men1ber for Ba.lonne wu,s entirely wrong. 
He was ~nre that the Chairman did not under
stand the amendment. An a.mendment was put 
by the Colonial Treasurer, and two other amend
ments had been made upon that amendment, 
which had not been mentioned to them yet. The 
Chairman had not got them down. 

'l'he COLOXIAL TlmARUR1~R said he 
mantioned that he." wished to alter the date, 3ht 
December, to the 30th June. 

Mr. 1fOREHJ~AD snid he <>bjected to the 
alteration. He did not wLh to show any dis
courtesy to the hon. 'l'reasurer, hut he objected 
to his tampering with the clause which was the 
backbone of the Bill. Thev had before them 
alterations emanating fron1' the G-overnn1ent 
themselve:-3 on the revenue producing clant3e of 
the Bill, and it was a revenue Bill. They were 
fairly entitled to h•we those amendments in print 
before they discussed them ; they should not be 
hnrried. He was certain th!Lt the Chairman, 
with his long Parliamentary experience, would 
quite agree with that. They must "hasten 
slowly" in dealing with that particulat· clause. 

On the motion of the COLONIAL TREA
SURER the amendment was amended hy the 
substitution of the words "30th June" for 
"31st December." 

Amendment put and pa5sed. 

On the motion of the COLOJ'\IAL TREA
SL'RER, the word "that" was substituted for 
the word " each," in the 33rd line. 

The COLONIAL TEEASUR.ER said he pro
posed to further amend the clmtse by the addition 
of the following· words :-

I>rovidcd th::tt the rent payable in respect oE the 
pcrioU terminating 011 the ::lOth day of ,Jnne next aftm· 
the commencement of the term of Uw lease shall be 
payable within t~ree months after the notinf',n.tion of 
the order of t.llc board eontirmiug the di-vision. 

The HoN Sm T. MciLWRAITH said he 
hoped the h<m. member intended to adj_ourn1 aH 
he should like to see that amendment m prmt. 
He did not think the Committee were g·oingto off m· 
any objections ; but it wa,; a very difficult thing to 
see throngh all the amendments ; and he thought 
the hest thing would be to have it in print fm· 
to-morrow. He understood the intention of the 
Government wa' to make the pastoral ye""r end 
on the 30th ,T nne, and make the rent payable '"' 
the 30th September as before. 

The PREMU]R said that of course it was 
desirable that the rent shoulrl be payable 
in re~pect of some fixed year; wha~ they 
proposed to do now was to make rt pay
able in respect of the financial year. Another 
point also suggested itc;elf. 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 tha first three months 
of the year ; the lease would commence from the 
1st ,J armary, and the first six months' rent up to 
the 30th June would by the proviso be pay!Lhh> 
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 givo 
him three months to make the payment for the 
first half-year. Supposing the order of the 
hoard were made in April, May, or .rune, the 
lease would commence from the 1st .ruly, :J.nd no 
rent would be payable till then ; in that case the 
proviso woulrl be imperative. Passing on to the 
third quarter of the year~suppose the order of 
the board to l1e published in .Tuly, August, 
or September, the lease would date back 
to the lst July. It would he very unfair 
to make the ies.,ee pay the rent in Sep
temhPr when, perhaps, the order of the 
board ~vould be published in that month. The 
effect of the proviso in that case would he t_o 
postpone the time for payment of the rent untrl 
three months after the division was made; ~o 
that in every case jnstice would be done to the 
tenant. He" would alwavs have three months to 
know what rent he ha·d to p~,y before being 
called upon to pay it. It might be postponed as 
late as Decem her. 

Mr. STEVENSON said he thought they 
should have time to consider the matter. and 
see the amendment and the explanation which 
had been gi 1•en of it in print before deciding 
upon it. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said he 
saw no objection to the principle laid down. 
They should secure uniformity and carry out the 
olcl 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 h<m. member would not go 
much further, bec11use one of the most important 
parts of the Bill immediately followed. 

The PRKi\HER 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 
evenin". He hoped hon. members would not 
take aclvantage of it; he knew the hon. member 
at the head of the Opposition did not contemplate 
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anything of the kind. He would be very glarl to 
haYe an adjournment, because he understood 
there would be a discus;;ion on the 3rd para
graph. He thought there ought to be a <liscnRkion 
on the rents in that paragmph. 

The Ho". Sm T. MciLWHAITH said he 
hoped the adjournment at that hour would be a 
precedent. Twenty minutes )Xtst 10 was a 
reasonable thing for the members of the 0 ppo
sition, especially when the;~· had to work so hn.rcl 
to knock sense into the hon. 1118lllber:; nn the 
other side. 

On the motion of the ::\liXISTEH FOH 
LANDS, the CH,\Il\}!AX left the chair, reported 
progress, and obtained leave to sit again to~ 
lllOI'l'OW. 

OATHS ACT AMEXDJVLEKT BILL. 
The SFEAKER annmmced the receipt of a 

JnesRage from the Legislati\7 8 Council forwarding 
the Oaths Act Amendment Bill. 

On them• •tion of the Pl:LKIIUER, in the absence 
of the hon. me1nber for Bowe11, the tne~Rage was 
ordered to be taken into consideration in cmn-
1Hittt~8 tO-Illt)l'I'OW. 

M.\RYBOROFGH RACJWOCJUm BILL. 
The SPEAKEH announced the receipt of a 

Inesf.'age fr01n the Legh:;lati ve Council returning 
this Bill without amendment. 

The HouRe adjourned at tweuty-two minutes 
past 10 o'clock. 

Crown Lands Bill. 




