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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 
TVednesday, 1i) Octouc;·, 1884. 

Q.uestion.-Ji'ormal Jiotions.-Crown Lnnds Rill-com
mittee.-Immigration Act. of 1882 Amendment Rill. 
-.\.pprol'riatwu Bill .So. t.-Health ]~ilL-Printing 
Committee.-Adjournment. 

The RPEAKEH took the chair at half-past 
3 o'clock. 

QUESTION. 
J\fr. STEV:EXS asked the Minister for 

Lands-
1Vllat steps the GoYernment intend to take with 

regard to the rabbit llest ~ 

The MINISTJ~R FOR LANDS (Hon. C. B. 
Dutton) replied-

As the Government are satisfied that the present 
method for treati11g the rabbit pest in New south nrales 
is effe~tually checldng· its spread, they do not propose to 
deal w1th the matter this session. 

FORMAL MOTIOKS. 
The following- formal motions were agreed to :
By Mr. P ALMER-
rrllat there be laid upon the table of the House, a 

Return showing,-
1. Amounts of all assessments receiv~;cd uncter the 

Brands Act of 1872 in eac11 tlistrict since the Act came 
into force. 

2. Also amounts of fines recovered under the Act in 
each district, and to whom those tines were paid. 

3. Expenditure in working the Brands Act in each 
district. 

·4. Balances to debit or credit of each district. 
5. Li::.t of otlicers employed at present, with amounts 

of salary. 
By J\Ir. LALOR-

'1'hat there be laid upon the table of the House, all 
letters and correspondenc~e relative to the dismissal of 
:J.fr. King, of the EXIJCrimontal .Fal'm, Ynleba. 

CHOWX LAKDS BILL--CO:\I~IITTEE. 
On the Order of the Day being read, the House 

went into Committee to further con,ider this 
Bill in detail. 

QueRtion-That clause 2fi, as amended, stand 
part of the Rill-

To which it had been proposed, aR an alnend
ment, to add the following proviso to sub
:-;ection :~ 

''Provided that the rent vayahle in respect of the 
periorl terlllinating on the thirtieth day of ,Tnue next 
after the comrnenccment of the t.el'lll ot· the lease shall 
he pay.1ble \vithin thret' months after the notification 
of the order of the hoard eontirming the division." 

::\Ir. SCOTT said that as he read the sub
section now the rent waR to be paid fifteen 
months in advance. 

The PRE::YHEH (Hon. S. W. Griff,th): No. 
Mr. SC()TT said the clause stated that the 

rent was to be payable in advance in Brisbane. 
He understood the Colonial Treasurer yesterday 
to move words to that effect. 

The COLOXIAL TREARURER (Hon. J. R 
DickRon) said that the object of the amend
ment, "" he had explained on the previouR nig-ht, 
was to make the rent payable on the one day 
fur the two terms, .T uly aml.T anuary. 'fhere would 
then be uniformity, the rents being-made payable 
ou the 30th Reptember, three months after the 
lease for the vear haLl commenced; therefore the 
le88ee would 'only be paying nine months in ad
vance. The propm~ed prnvi)'<.o~the question having 
been settled by the Committee that there should 
be uniformitj;-now ,]ealt with the commence
ment of the lease. The order of the board con
firming the diviRion might be made during- the 
currency of the year, and the proviso was to the 
effect that three months after that order such 
pro[Jortion of the rent as might be due till the 
following 30th .June must be paid. 

The Hox. Sm T. MolL WRAITH said it was 
hard to say whether the explanation of the 
Colonial Treasurer tallied with the clause as it 
would appear when read as a whole. It would 
ha,·e been much more convenient had the whole 
clause been printed as amended. The amend
n1ent that v.raR carried on the previous evening 
inserted the words "in respect of the year 
ending- the 30th of June " after the word 
"payable" in subsection 1. That was not the 
amendment proposed by the Colonial Treasurer 
in the first instance. He would like to hear the 
clause as it now stood read through. 

The CHAIRMAN said the clause as amended 
read as follows :-

"The lessee shall, during the continuance of the lease, 
pay a yearly rent at the rates h :reinaftcr stated, and 
such rent ~hall be pnyable in re~peet of the year ending 
on the thirtieth day of June, at the •rreasury in Brisbane, 
or other place appointed by the Governor in Council, on 
or before the thirtieth day of September in that year." 
It was now proposed to add the words :-

"Provided that the rent payable in respect of the 
period terminating on the thirtieth day of June next 
after the commencement of the term of the lease shall 
be payable w·ithin three months after the notification of 
the order of the hoard confirming the diYision." 

The Hox. Srn T. MolL WRAITH said the 
rents were now paid in Reptember. Supposing
a tenant had paid his rent for the year, and the 
division of his run was adjudicated upon and 
decided in October, what would take place in 
that case? Three monthR after the decision 
would be .January. vVonld the tenant who had 
already paid his rent under the old system up to 
the 30th June be called upon to pay the new rent 
also up to that date? 

The COLOXIAL THEASURER said he 
assumed the question of the hrm. gentleman to 
be this : Rupposing the pastoral lessee had paid his 
rent for the whole year on the 30th September, and 
that a division of his run was made immediately 
after, would he be cltlled upon by the board to 
pay another year's rent under the new arrang-e
ment? He (the Colonial 'J'reasurer) took it that 
whatever rent the lessee paid woulrl be placP.d to 
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hi~ credit. If a portion of the run was with
drawn from his occupation the amount that he 
had p>tid would be plR,•ed to his credit, and he 
would be charged the balance of rent clue on the 
moiety of his run, which, according to the 
decision of the board, would remain in his occu
pation. 

The HoN. SIR T. lVIciL WRAITH said a 
clauRe ought to have been formulated t,, provide 
for such a contingency, as it was a contingency 
that was likely to occur, seein'l' that the board 
would be working all the year round. It might 
happen in some cases that, instead of the pastoral 
lessee having to pay additional rent, he would be 
entitled to receive something from the Treasury. 
But according to that clause it was compulsory 
on him, quite irrespective of the fact that he 
might have paid his rent under the old system, 
to pay the new rent on the dh·ision of the run 
from the time that the division was made by the 
board. Again, in the previous part of the clause, 
it was provided that the term should be " from 
the first day of ,January or first day of ,July 
nearest to the date of the notification in 
the Ga :ette of the order of the board con
firming the division." That was, that the 
term of fifteen years would date from that 
time. He understood that the object of the 
amendment of the Colonial Treasurer wa~ to 
make all leases date from the 1st of .July next 
present. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER : To make 
the annual rents accrue from the ht of July ; not 
to alter the dates of the leases. 

The Ho:-~. Sm T. ~felL WRAITH said that 
then, according as applications were made and 
adjudicated on, the leases would elate from the 
1st of ,July or the 1st of January. That was 
not prop<med to be altered, but it was simply 
intended that the tenant should pay six months' 
rent at the first payment, and that all subsequent 
rents should be payable on the 30th of September. 
He did not see now how the amendment would 
provide for that. He knew what the Colonial 
Treasurer was aiming at, but failed to see that 
the h<m. gentleman had carried it out in the 
amendment he had placed before the Committee. 
How did the hon. gentleman meet the objection 
he had previously made-nan1'ely, that in many 
cases it must happen that double rents were 
being paid? 

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he 
thought it would be iucon venient if the Bill 
dealt in any way with rents accruing under a 
previous tenure. It very properly dealt only 
with leases conferred and rents payable under 
the Bill. Any payment that might be made by 
a tenant under any previous lease on account of 
land, the occupation of which was not enjoyed 
by him, would be placed to his credit in the 
Treasury, against which would be placed any 
charge that might accrue under the Bill. He 
thought that was simple enough. It woulcl be 
exceedinglyincon venicnt if the Government intro
duced a clause dealing with rents which accrued 
under an entirely different tenure. \Vith regard 
to the proviso, he would give an illustration which 
would perhaps make it "' little clearer to hon. 
members. Assuming that an adjudication of the 
board took place in the mouth of :February, and 
that the order of the board issued at that time, 
the lease would date from the let of J,cmmtry, 
and the rent would accrue on the uuresumed 
portion from the 1st of ,January to the 30th 
of June ensuing. The pastoral lessee would 
receive three months' notice that he should pay 
a fractiomtl part of the year's rent up to the 
30th of ,June. On that date he would be put on 
the regular list, and all future payments would 
he made annually on the 30th September. That 
arrangement would prevent any confusion. If 

the proviso were not inserted the tenant wonl<l 
have to vav on the :iOth of Reptember for tlw 
cnrrent yea:f, and alRo for arrea.rs accruing front 
the 1st' of .January to 30th .Tune, preceding. 
As he had stated last night, those mixed elates 
would lead to considerable confusion. As the 
hon. gentleman had just said, it was purely a 
matter of account, and its object was to enable 
the pastoral tenant, at the beginning of his new 
term, to adjust the fractional part of his year's 
rental before commencing to pay to the Treasury 
hi~ anuua1rental during the fifteen years' tenure. 
The lease w,mld elate from the 1st .T anuary, or 
the 1st .July, whichever might be nearest to the 
notification of division issued by the board. The 
amendment merely dealt with a fractional part 
of the year which might present itself when the 
board had adjudicated upon the lease. 

Mr. P ALlVIER said he wished to know 
whether, in case the lessee did not pay that 
fractional part of a year's rent, the lessee would 
be allowed to pay it with the usual twelve 
months' rent on the 30th t:leptember, without 
rendering himself liable to a penalty ? 

The COLONIAL TREASL"RER said that it 
was intended by the proviso that the fractional 
part of the year's rent should he paid by itself, 
and not along with the ensuing year'R rent. 
Otherwise there would be no object in making 
the proviso. 

The Ho~. SIR T. MuiLWRAITH said the 
question asked by the hon. member for Bu~ke 
was <tuite justified, because subsection 7, which 
imposed a penalty for non-payment of rent, 
contemplated only the annual rent; and the 
Colonial Treasurer would therefore have to make 
a consequential amendment to cover non-pay
ment of the fractional rent referred to. 

Mr. SCOTT asked whether, in case of a 
division being made in February, the lease would 
elate from the 1st January previous, or from 
the time the division was notified? 

The COLOXIAL TREASURER said that 
the lease would date from the 1st ,January or the 
1st .July-whichever date was nearest to the 
elate of notification in the Gazette of the order of 
the board. 

Amendment put and passed. 
The PREMIER said there was a verbal 

amendment to be moved in subsection 3. 
The HoN. Sm T. MaiL WRAITH said that 

before they came to that he had a question to 
a.sk. It was provided in subsection 3 that the 
rents of leases in the settled districts should be 
fixed at 40s. per square mile, while for all other 
runs there was n maxi1num and a minin1um 
fixed-the maximum being 90s. and the minimum 
20s. per square mile. \Vhy should that difference 
exist~ 

The MI::'USTER FOR LANDS replied that 
the rent in the settled districts had been fixed at 
40s. per square mile, bec>tuse lessees there were 
at present paying that amount, and had been 
doing so for some years past; and the Govern
ment thought it a very fair amount. It had been 
decided to fix the rent at 40s., and the amount 
was not liable to any increase or diminution by 
the board. 

The Ho~. SIR T. MciLWRAITH asked why 
that principle should not be applied to runs helrl 
under other Acts than the Settled Districts 
Pastoral Leases Act of 187G, and the Settled 
Districts Pastoral Leases Act of 1882? \Vhy 
should the distinction be made between them? 

The MINISTER lWR LAXDS said that 
40s. per square mile was considered a fair 
rent to be paid for all the runs in the settled 
districts. That had been accepted for a long 
time, and the Government had decided to 
fix it at that amount for five years, There 
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might be some difference, probably, in 
the character of the run:; along the con,st 
generally ; but still the rate of 40f<. was not 
an excessive price. It had not been considered 
so heretofore. It was a fair rate. In the other 
cn,ses it was not so well known what the runs were 
worth. The rents of the runs in the settled 
districts had been discusf<ed over and over a"ain · 
in other portions they had not, and there ,;ould 
be no means of ascertaining. It wa:; left in thi,t 
way in ortler that the matter might be dealt with 
hy the hoard. 

Mr. PALMJ~It sai<l that the J'ITinister 
for Ln,nds argued that the fact of 40s. 
pel' xquare ntile having- been p::tid for thmm 
runs for such a numher of years showed th:tt 
that W:tR about the value of the runs. He 
would call the hon. gentleman's at ten tinn to the 
fnct that there were a great number of people 
who thought that rent far too high ; and the 
rAmlt wa.s that there were thousands of miles of 
cuuntry in the settled districts of (~ueensland 
that harl not been, nor were ever likelv to be 
taken up at the present rent of 40s., "for the 
simple reason that they knew it was uot worth 
that rent. The land i'bont Cape York and to the 
western border was all open at 40s., but people 
declined to pay tlmt rent because they thought 
it excessive. The Minister for Lands was pretty 
well aware too, in son1e instances, of the reasons 
why that country had not been taken up. 

The MINIST:B~R FOR LAXDS said he would 
point out that, under the lJart of the Bill which 
clealt with occupation licenses, the lands which 
had not been taken up might he offe1·ed ttt the 
discretion of the board at l.Os., so that that 
would meet the cases of the runs which it had 
not been worth while to take up at 40s. \Vhere 
they had l•een taken up at that price it had been 
snp]J<med that that was a fair v"lue for them. 
That wn.s under the "Occupation licenses," 
clause 73, which provided that occupation 
license!' might be granted from year to year at 
such a rent as might be determined by the board, 
who were to ascertain the value of them, the 
minimum being 10s. That woulcl also meet the 
case of lands not worth 40s. If they were not 
worth 10s., he questioned whether they would be 
worth taking up. 

Question-That the words "of 187() Amend
ment Act" be inserted after the word "Act" in 
the 45th line-put and passed. 

The Hox. Sm T. MciLWRAITH saicl he did 
not think that the ::VIinister for Lands, from the 
remarks he had macle, was acquainted with the 
opemtion of the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases 
Act of 1876. \Vhen that Act was passed 40s. per 
square mile was made the minimum rent for land 
within the settled districts. The effect of that 
Act was that there were ~o many runs forfeited 
on account of the rent, whrch was 40s.-the sn.me 
as here-that the aggregate amount of rents for 
the whole of the settled dh;tricts clid not 
equal wlmt it was in the previous years, as the 
pastoral lessees reduced their rents by forfeit
ing certain portions of the runs ; and it had con
tinued so ever since. The Government had met 
the case in this way : That, instead of putting 
up the runs at the usual mileage-which had 
been the practice in the office constantly~-they 
reduced the mileage of the run until it cnme 
within the scope of the pastoral lessee to pay. 
He understood the Minister for Lands to say 
that to provide for cases of that sort, where 
the pastoral lessee considered the price at 
which he could take up l:tnd prohibitory, the 
Crown might deal with that land uncler the 
occupation licenses in Part VI., when it might 
be taken up at 10s. He did not think it was in 
the interest of the Crown that they should make 
a jump down wards from 40s. to 10s. There 

might be a medium, and there ought to be one. 
It was recognisee! in the New South \Vales 
Land Act that the minimum in certain 
cases might be too high, and, therefore, 
machinet·y \Vas providec1, by which, in such ca~eH, 
the minimum price being fixed, there might be 
an appeal to the ::Vlini:;ter to decide whether that 
minimum should not in such cases be departed 
from. But itS the Government here had made 
it one of the specialities of the Bill that there 
Rhould be no appenl from the minimum, as there 
was in New South \V ales--not to the l\:Iinif<ter, 
but to a court of ttrbitration-the effect would be 
that where the price w:ts too high the pastoml 
les:;ee would not rent it; but it would get a 
better price than the 10s. under Part VI. He 
would therefore recommen;l that the 1\Iinist~r 
ftlr Lands should provide machinery by which 
the price might he reduced without making a 
reduction to such an extent as from 40,;. to 10s., 
a,; provirled in clause 73. 

The J\IINIS'fEH FOR LANDS snid there 
was nn necessity for reducing the rent to such a 
low rate as 10s. ; that was optional with the 
board. They coulcl offer it at any price not less 
than 10s. It did not by any means follow that 
because the land was not taken up at 40s. it 
should only be taken up at JOs. 

The PREMIER said that what was proposed 
in the clause was th11t the lessees should continue 
to pay the rent they were now paying. 'l'hey 
die! not propose to make it less for a better 
tenure. The land would not have been t:1ken 11p 
if it had not been considered to he worth it. 

The HoN. Sm'l'. MoiL\VRAITH: The lands 
hnve not been taken up. 

The PREMT ~;R said that that part of the Bill 
did not deal with lands not taken up by anylJndy. 
There were other provisions in the Bill for that. 
It only dealt with lancls already leased at 40s. 
per square mile. 

Mr. NORTON said he wished to point out 
that some of the runs now held contained far 
greater areas than rent was paid for. \Vhen 
they were put up in the first instance, the lessees 
would not pay the rent, so they were withdrawn 
and put up a second time, with the same boun
daries but with the nominal area reduced ; and 
in some cases that was done a third time. There
fore, a run which was now let itS fifty miles 
might actually contain seventy-five miles, and a 
difficulty might arise in such cases. Some of the 
lessees might prefer giving up their holdings to 
paying £2 per square mile for the actw>l area. 
He woulcl like to know the opinion of the 
Minister for Lands in regard to that ; did he 
in ten cl to leave the areas as they were, or to alter 
them? 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that 
under the Settled Districts Pastorttl Leases Act 
there was no such provision made for unnvailable 
country as in the present Bill. In many in
stances the runs contained a very large extent of 
absolutely worthless country-fully half the 
whole area in some runs, he knew. The lessees 
would not be required to pay for that. 

Mr. NORTON saicl the Bill provided only for 
the case of land that was wholly unavailable. 
There was a good deal of land included in some 
of the leases which could not carry more than 
about one-tenth of the stock that the remain<ler 
of the run could carry, but which yet could not 
be called whollv unavailable. 

The MINISTER FUll L4.NDS said it 
hardly Reemed practicable to distinguish .to "' 
nicety between partially and wholly unavarlable 
bncl. He thought such land as that mentioned 
by the hon. member might be regarded as 
practically wholly unaYailable, and would so be 
determined by anyone appointed to decide the 
question. 
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J\Ir. DONALDSON s'ticl that there was a 
very large extent of country in the interior where 
the land was of such a character that les;;ees 
could not possibly afford to pay so high a 
rental as 20s. per square mile. He thought the 
board should be authorised to fix a lower rent 
than 20s., and he Bhould like to see the minimum 
retluced to 10s. \Vhere land was almost uselesB 
it was very hard that the holder should be called 
upon to pay a high rent. He proposed to omit 
the wore! "twenty" in subsection 3, with the 
view of inserting the word "ten." 

The Hox. S1u T. MciLWRAITH said that 
before the amendment was put he Bhould like 
to aBk the Minister for Lands again why, in the 
special case referred to, it "'"s foun'cl expe
dient to fix both a maximum and a minimum, 
while in every other case the board had been 
hound by a minimum only, and the maximum 
had been left entirely to themselves. 

The 11INIST.ER JWH LANDS said that it 
was an expression of opinion on the part of the 
Government as to the two extremes within 
which the board should keep Lluring the first 
period of five years. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWlLUTH: ·what 
luwe the Government got to do with it? 

The 11INIST.EH :FOR LANDS said the 
Bill waK a reflex of the opinions of the Govern
ment; and they thought it ad vbahle to define the 
limits for the first term, at all events. It was 
the opinion of the Government that the valua
tion of grazing land should be between 20s. and 
£4 10s. per square mile. That was the reason 
why they fixed a maximum and minimum. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said that 
instead of being an explanation, that was saying 
only half what the clause itself told them. The 
clause was not the expression of an opinion from 
the Government that the rent should be between 
!JOs. and 20s. ; it was an actual direction by 
Parliament that the rent should be between 
limits. vv;.hat had the Government to do 
with that ? The Minister for Lands was 
simply a unit in a majority or " minority, 
as the case might he- the same as any 
other member of the House. He (Hon. 
tlir T. Mcllwraith) asked why it had been 
found necessary to fix both a minimum ancl 
1naxi1num for rentf) in one case, while in every 
other case the ma:;<imum had been left entirely 
to the board. If 1t were necessary for the Bill 
to give an indication to the board of the rent for 
the first five years, was it not equally necessary 
for the next period of five years, or ten years ? 
\Vhat he wished to get at was whether there was 
any special reaBon for it in the present c"se. 

The MINISTEH :FOR LANDS said that 
when he &aid it was the opinion of the Govern
ment that certain rents should be fixed, he did 
not presume to imply that therefore it must 
necessarily be right. They had submitted it to the 
C';'mmittee. as the expression of their opinion ; it 
nnght or 1mght not be accepted by the Committee. 
It was necessarY in matters of that kind to have 
a starting poin"t; the board were to tnke that 
direction for the first five years, and afterwards 
they could fix the rents themselves. 

The HoN. Srn T. MciLWRAITH said if the 
Bill had left it to the board to decide what the 
rent should be in the second and third periods he 
cm,,]?- have nnderstood the reason given by the 
i\Immter for Lallds, but that power was now in 
the hands of the board, because the minimum 
WU,H fixed. rrhe reaHOll gi VCll by the hon. gentle
wan whv the maximnm should not be fixed in 
the secn;}d period was that it could not he fore
seen wlmt might h:tppen---thttt :;omething might 
occnr to wonderfully in<Orease the value of the 
nwc. "\V a;' it not l'"~~ible that ~omethin~ might 

happen to decrease them, and might not the 
tiiue cmne when not a single squatter in the 
country could not pay his rent out of his profits. 
The same thing might happen for two or three 
years consecutively. Why, therefore, should 
they give such instructions to the bmtrd for the 
first period, and refuse to give it to them for the 
second and third periods? The hon. member 
had said-because they could not foresee what 
would take place. vV ell, granting that he could 
not see why the board should be limited, why 
should they say now that the minimum rent should 
be so and so, and refuse to allow the board to 
make it wore if they thought fit. 'That was de
pmting from the principle laid down in the Bill. 

'rhe PRKMIEH said they were dealing with 
the question so that the tenant should have some 
idea what his rent would be. It was, he under
stood, desirable-and everybody agreed that it 
was desirable - that at present some limit 
should be fixed, whether between 10s. or DOs., or 
between 20s. and 90s., or 20s. and lOOs. That was 
the qnestion to be decided. With respect to the 
other matter, the provision of the fith subsection, 
he might say at once that the Government, after 
further consilleration, had come to the conclusion 
that it would be better to leave the matter 
entirely unfettered after the first five years, and 
leave the board free. If the run had become 
reduced in value the board could reduce the rent, 
and if it became increased in value they could 
increase the rent. Therefore, the Government 
proposed to omit the 6th paragraph altogether. 
He n1ight give a reason why it was undesirable 
that a maximum should be fixed. 'l'his was a 
thing that he trusted would happen in many 
cases. The Government, by the expenditure of 
public money in the exploration for water, 
would show the pastoral tenant how he 
could treble the value of his run by the expendi
ture of very little capital. Another thing 
would certainly happen in many instances 
during one of the two periods ; in son1e cases 
during the first, and in more during the second. 
He hoped and expected that railways would run 
np to almost the very doors of some of the pas
toral tenants; and, instead of their having to pay 
heavy carriage mtes, they would be able tn send 
their goods by rail. He merely gave two instances 
of the nmnnerin which runs 1uight la,rgely increaf3e 
in value during five years of occupation by the 
expenditure of public moneys. On the other hand 
a case might happen of a run becoming practically 
valueless or reduced in value by some natural 
calamity. They hrtd seen some cases where a run 
had deen depreciated in consequence of the in
roads of marsupials, but that was not likely to 
occur again. But, in any ca~e, it would Le 
desirable that the board should not be required 
arbitrarily to increase the rent if they thought 
it sufficient. 

The Hox. Sm T. :M:ciLWRAITH sttid the way 
in which the Mini.'lter for Lands had met his a.rg-u
ment on the point was rather astonishing, but it 
was more strang·e that the Premier should get up 
and announce that it was the intention of the Gov
ernment to negative subsection 6. It struck him 
that the intention:; of the Government were the 
intentions of the Premier, and that the Minister 
for Lands knew nothing of the p1·oposed amend
ment. It was quite possible that they might 
progress too slowly. 

The PH.EMI.ER : Hear, hear! 
The Hox. Srn T. MoiLWHAITH: At all 

events it wttnted some personal intelligence to 
force the Bill through and explain what it a.!l 
rneant. 

"\lr. ~[OUEHEAll sttid he h:~d P''inted ont 
mt objection lnst night· ··thnt n maximnm was 
fixecl without the permisHion of the bootrd. The 
Uuvernment might have infonnecl the Com· 
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mittee that they had determined to abandon the 
subsection, without wasting time as they had 
done. He did not believe in tbe amendment of 
the hon. member for vVarrego as it stood. He 
believed in the maximum and minimum being 
fixed a,; had been done in former Acts. So far 
as the amendment was concerned, he could say 
that there were very few nms held under a less 
renk>l than 10s., and he knew of many of 
those les,;ecs who came underthe Act of 1869 who 
paid a great deal more than 30s., in the outside 
districts. 

Amendment put and passed. 
On the motion of the PHEMIER, the clause 

was further amended, in subsection 4, bv the 
omission of th~ word "term" and the substitu
tion of the word '' period." 

The HoN. SIR T. MciL WRAITH said that 
before the hon. gentleman came to subsection 
6 he should like to have some explanation of 
subsection (e), and he hoped the Minister for 
Lands would be able to explain it. 

The MINISTEH FOH LA~DS said he 
might as well state that the Government in
tended to omit from subsection (e) a.!! the words 
after the word "account." The words they pro
po;ed to omit were as followed :-

"Except so far ::ts sneh improvements were necessary 
and proper iml_Jrovements without which the land 
could not reasonably be utilised." 
He proposed that as an amendment. 

The HoN. B. B. MORETON said he had an 
amendment to propose in paragraph (o) if it was 
not too late. 

The MINISTER :FOR LANDS : With the 
permitJsiun of the Committee, I will withdraw 
my amendment. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 
The Hox. B. B. ::VIORETOK haid the amend

ment he wished to move in paragraph ( u) was 
the omission of the words " after a proper and 
reasonable expenditure of money in improve
Inents." The reason for the arnendment \Vas 
that in estimating the atJse~sment it was pro
vided in subsection (c) that the increment in 
value attributable to improvement; was not to 
be taken into account, "exce1Jt in HO far aK such 
in1prove1uents were nccesKary and proper iin
provements without which the land could not 
reasonably be utilised"; and the Government 
proposed now to omit those words. 

The ::VIII\ISTJ~R FOR LANDS said the 
Government could not admit the hon. member's 
amendment. If any person occupied country 
•tnd declined to make use of it, it might he left 
in the state in which it was first taken up, and 
the amendment wonld he equivalent to saying 
that they should not assess it for increased 
rental at all, unless some reasonable use was 
made of the land and some reasonable expendi
ture of money made upon it to utilise its natural 
advantages. That subsection was not a tax 
upon improveUlents, but it simply required the 
owner and occupier of the land to utilise it in 
some fair way, and if he failed to do so he 
would still be liable tu have the rent increased. 
He did not think the proviso would press un
fairly in any way. 

Mr. STJ,;VENSON asked whv the :Minister 
for Lands did not distinctly specify the number 
of stock which would be considered sufficient to 
fully stock the runs with, as was the cafle under 
the present A~ et? That would be much more 
satisfactory to all parties. The Minister for 
Lands surely had experience enough to know 
what was a fair number of stock to fully stock a 
run in an onlinary ~:-~er.won. 

:VIr. l\101lEHEAD s"id that if the Govern
ment wisher1 to get a fttir rentttl from the runs it 
would be much betttJr to have an assc~smenL 

upon the stock. They could decide what 
number uf stock a run could be fairly 
and reasonably expected to carry, and the 
stock could be assessed at so much per head. 
Such a system would h>tve the effect of making 
the occupiers stock their runs to a certain extent. 
That was the old system in New South vV ales, 
twenty years ttgo, when he thought the country 
was supposed to carry 4,000 sheep to 3,000 >teres. 
It wouhl take a hundred courts to arrive at " 
conclusion as to what was "a proper and reason
able expenditme of money in improvements," 
unless sonte opinion was given as to the ntunber 
of stock a run would be expected to carry. He 
agreed with the hon. member for Burnett, and 
would support his amendment. 

The MINISTER "!<'OR LANDS said the 
hon. gentleman had not pointed out how they 
were to ttrrive at the number of stock a run could 
carry. vV ere they to accept the occupant's 
statement? They would have to bring the same 
justice to bear upon that que~;tion as upon the 
one rai,;ed by subsection ( u ), unless they were 
content to accept the occupant's statement as to 
what was a sufficient number of stock to stock 
his run fully ; and after that was decidecl they 
would haYe to fall back upon the provisions 
of the clame. It was no use to say they should 
accept the occupant's statement. He had not 
much faith in declarations. 

Mr. MOHEHEAD : Still you are getting a 
good many people to make them just now. 

The MIXISTER FOR LANDS said that was 
the htw as it stood, and he was required to carry 
out its directions-not that he attached •tny great 
valne to those declarations. He did not see that 
the hon. member's amendment would in any way 
assist them to arrive at the increased value of 
runs. 

Mr. MOHEHl,;AD said the :Mini:;ter for Lands 
failed to see what was pointed out by the hon. 
member for Burnett, that unless the chntoe 
was amended as that hon. member proposed it 
would be incomistent with the amendment the 
Minister for Lands had himself proposed in sub
section (e). To make the clause consistent, if 
the words which the Minister for Lands proposed 
to omit in subsection (e) were omitted, the words 
referred to in subsection (b) by the hon. member 
for Burnett should also be eliminated. 

The PREMIEH said there was no inconsis
tency whatever in the contention of the Minis
ter for Lands. There was a great distinction 
between the two matters. It was one thing to 
make a man pay rent in respect of improvements 
he made, and it was quite another thing to insist 
that, in estimating the rent he should pay, it 
should be assumed that he ~would nse the land in 
a reasonable manner. In considering how many 
stock a run could carry it was taken for granted 
that the tenant used his land in a reasonable and 
sensible manner. There was some country which, 
if unimproved, could not carry any stock at all, 
even in average seasollis, but with or<.linary and 
proper rnanagementthatcountrymightbe made to 
carry a good many stock. The clause simply 
pl'ovided that the rent would be estimated on the 
assumption that the land would be used in a 
reaROnahle And sensible manner. It was a very 
different thing from that to make a man pay rent 
on his improvements. There was therefore no 
inconsistency whatever in the contention of the 
l\Iinister for Lands, nor in omitting the words 
proposed to be omitted in paragraph ( r ), and 
retaining those proposed to be omitted in para
gm ph (b). 

:l'.It·. DOKALDSOX said a difficulty presented 
itself to him in the chtuse. If there were two 
pieces of land, equal in quality, but one havin;; 
natuml water, and ilw other compelling the 



Crown Lands Bill. [i5 OcToBER.] Cro,wn Lands Bill. 1023 

tenant to spend perhaps £5,000 in improving it, 
the rent would be the same in both cases. It 
was easier, he knew, to find fault than suggest a 
remedy; but he thought the clause should be 
altered so that some allowance could be made to 
the tenant who had expended money in im· 
proving his run. That would meet the objection 
of the hem. member for Burnett. If a man spent 
£5,000 in improvements, the intereilt on that 
money \Vas certainly an annual nntla,y tu hhn; a .. nd 
he would not only htt ve tu pay higher rent tht>n the 
man who had the naturally watered country, 
but also the interest on his expeurliture. He 
thought, therefore, that the mnendment of the 
hon. member for Burnett would meet the 
objection. A great deal was left to the dbcretion 
of the board in valuing runs. If the board when 
taking evidence would ascertain wbether the 
country could carry stock, with or without 
expenditure, they should certainly make some 
allowance for any expenditure that wtts nmde. 
Supposing a block of country with natural wttter 
carried 1,000 head of cattle, another block 
of the same size without water would not carry 
the same number without improvements ; and it 
should be left to the discretion of the board to 
make allowance to the pcrwn who had the 
unwatered country. He thought the Committee 
ought to arrive >tt some conclusion by which the 
man who got the naturally watered country, and 
the man who had to make artificial water were, 
by t.he terms of the section, placed in exactly the 
::;an1e position. 

Mr. NORTON said he <ruite agreed with the 
amendment moved by the hon. member for 
Burnett. Every lessee taking up country under 
that Bill >Vould have a certain amount of rent to 
pay whether he used the land or not, and there
fore it was not likely that he would leave it 
unoccupied. That would be taken in tu considera
tion in arriving at a calculation of what stock 
the run would carry under ordinarv circum
stances, and therefore he did not think 
there was any danger in omitting the words 
of the amendment. If a man went on to 
unwatered country, he would not pay rent for 
nothing; and having to pay rent, he would 
try and make the land available for stock. If, 
however, the subsection passed in its present 
form it would have the effect of encouraging 
him to put more stock on his land than he would 
do under ordinary circumstances, and that was 
not altogether desirable. 

Mr. STEVEI\S said he thought the amend
ment was a very reasonal>le one. As the hon. 
member for \Varrego had pointed out, it would 
be unfair to expect one man with watered and 
>tbsolutely good country, and another man with 
bad and unimproved country, to pay the same 
rent. In 100 miles of country in the \Y est, 
they would find one run well watered, and 
another that was not ; and, of course, it would 
be unfair to place the unwatered country on 
the same footing as the other. It wonlcl be mani
festly unfair that the lessees should pay equal 
rents. It would be far easier, and make the 
clause much more workable, if it were amended 
so that the board would be compelled to take 
into consideration the money expended in im· 
provements. The simplest way, perhaps, would 
be to accept the mne!llhuent uf the hrm. ruem1Jer 
for Burnett. 

The HoN. Srn T. MciLWHAlTH said that if 
the JVIinister for Lands would consider subsec
tions (u) and (e) he would find that they were 
inconsistent. \Vhat the Premi0r admitted he 
wanted to get at wao to make provision for 
unwatered country being put clown at a mini
mum rent. That wao the difficulty; aud it wtto 
met in subsection (d), under which tlw supply 
of wJ-ter, whether U<ILllral ur artifidal, and the 

facilities for the storage or raising of water, were 
to be taken into consideration. He thought the 
provision in subsection (b) that regard should 
be made to the number of stock which it might 
reasmmbly be expected to carry in average 
seasonH, "after a proper and renbouable expendi
ture of money in irnproven1ents," was perfectly 
inconsistent with subsection (c); because it cli<l 
exactly what the Premier said he dirl rwt want 
to do. \Vhttt was wanted w:ts to provide that 
water facilities-water on the run, and the 
possibility or a cl ntntages that the rnu presented 
for providing water-should be taken into con
sideration tu wake the subsections consbtent. 
The last part of snb;ection (/;) should be struck 
out. 

The Pl~EMIER said he did not see the incon
sistencY. If a man took up unwatered country it. 
would: unimproved, carry no stock at all ; and if 
those words were left out he would have to pay 
no rent. But thttt was only one element ; all 
the elements had to be taken into consideration. 
One was the qmtlity of the land; another the num. 
her of stock it would carry; another the mean." 
of counnunication; and another the supply of 
water, whether natural or artificiaL Those were 
all different elements, and all had to be consi
dered. In con:-:;idedng how many stock a run 
would carry, the <]Uestron would not be whether 
it was unwatered country, but how many stock it 
would carry if it were put to proper use. There 
was no inconsistency whatever in that. \Vhat the 
hon. member for \Varrego suggested was a dif
ferent thing altogether: it was that some allow· 
ance should be mttde the tenant for money he 
had expended in improvements, That W>ts 
really covered by the clause. The number of 
stock that a run could carry would be the 
number which it might be expected to carry if 
the run was used properly-" after proper and 
reasonable expense of money in in1proven1enb:~." 
l\Iany runs would not carry stock without im
provements ; that ought to be considered and 
recognised. It ought to be understood that it 
was the duty of every tenant to improve his run 
in such a manner as to make it useful and put 
it to the best advantage. Of course he would 
not be expected to exvend money unnecessarily. 
That was an important element, and one that 
should be considered by the bm.rd. 

l\Ir. I\OHTOI\ said the hon. gentleman wali 
quite right in what he said with regard to un· 
watered country. Unwatered country would 
carry no stock ; bnt then in dealing with that 
subject they must not consider one paragmph 
only, but look at the clause as a whole. Subsection 
(d) referred to "the supply of water, whether 
natural or artificial, and the facilities for the 
storage or raising of water," and subsection (e) 
to such improvements as were "necessary and 
proper improvements without which the land 
could not reasonably be utilised." 

Mr. STEVE:NS said he could not see the use 
of retaining the two clauses. He did not see 
what reasonable expenditure there would be in 
a great part of the colony for improvements 
otherwise than in the storage of water-making 
wells and providing dams and tanks ; and that 
was provided for in subsection (d). 

The PREJ'viiEH said the hnn. gentleman 
seemed to think there was something contr>tdic· 
tory in the clauses, They were not contradictory. 
Subsection (d) stated thttt one of the things to be 
taken into consideration by the boarcl was "the 
supply of water, whether natural or artificial, and 
the facilities for the storage or raising of \Vater.~' 
'l'hen they were to consider further the number 
of stock which the run might "reasomtbly bt: 
expeeted to carry iu aserage ~eat:~unti a..fter ~t 
proper ami reasonable expemlitut'e of muuey iu 
iwvrovcments. '' 
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lVIr. STl•jVENS "'tiel that wa~ clear enough, 
but it was with regard to the mode of fixing the 
rent that he was "peaking. ·where the injustice 
ean1e in wa::; here, that ·a 1nan who bad a la.rge 
supply of permanent water on his run had to 
pay the same rent as the man who provided an 
artificial water supply. 

:VIr. DONALDSON said that was the objec
tion he had to the clause. The rent in both 
cases was the same. The man who had naturally
watered country and the one who had expended 
a large sum of 1noney in providing an artificial 
supply were treated alike so far as rent was con
cer·ned. He thought that by the omission of the 
words objected to, themembersoftheboard would 
surely have cmnn1on sense enough to arriYe at 
what would be a fair rental. No reasonable 
man would be at a loss to determine wha.t was 
a fair rental under those circumstances; but no 
man would be justified in putting the same rent 
on country artificially watered as he would on 
country that had a good natural supply of 
water, provided the quality of the land was equal 
in both cases. There was certainly a difficulty 
in properly interpreting the clauKc as it stood at 
present. He could not sug-gest any remedy 
except the omission of the subsection under dis
cussi,m, but probably the h<m. the Premier might 
be able to add a few words that would meet the 
crtse. If reasono,ble allowance was made for the 
expenditure incurred by the lessee, and the 
expenditure was taken into consideration bv the 
board as determining the rent, that would 'ineet 
the difficulty. He did not contend for that 
alteration with a view to enable persons to take 
up country and only pay the minimum rental. 

The PREMIER baid he believed that all that 
the h<m. member who hncl just sat down desired, 
'md all the hon. member for Burke desired, 
wonld be secured by a verbal alteration in the 
provi~o to subsection (c). As it was worded 
now it only dealt with the increased ntlue 
ttttrilmtable to improvements, and practically 
only dealt with the rent for the second and third 
tenus. It read as follows:-" Provided that, in 
estimating the increased value, the increment 
in value attributable to improvements, shall not 
be taken into account"; that was the ir10rer!'e 
for the second and third terms. The objection 
which had been urged by hon. members might 
be met by making the proviso apply to the whole 
subsection, and altering it .su as to read "pro~ 
vided that in e~timating the value any increment 
iu value attributable to improvements shall not 
be taken into account." 'l'hat would ap]Jly to 
every stage from start to finish, and a man who 
had expended money in providing water w•mld 
not lmve to pay for that improvement. That 
would cover all, and would harmonise the whole 
clause. 

Mr. MORE HEAD said he did not think that 
any membe1· who had spoken on his side had 
any difficulty with reg,trcl to subsection (!J). As 
tu the question of rent and water supply, he wtt« 
of opinion that no hon. member would propose 
to tax a tenant who provided an artificial water 
supply on his run to the same extent as a person 
whose land possessed a good natural supply. To 
his mind it was quite clear that the board would 
nut rate both men in the same way. 

Mr. KORTON said he thought the clause 
mig·ht be improved by omitting the words 
•· avera.ge seasont-3" fron4 subsection (fJ), which 
would then read thus : "The number of stock 
which it may reasonably be expected to carry 
after a proper and reasonable expenditure of 
1nnney in ilnprovmnent~." 

The Ho~. B. H. :IIORETOT\ "'id. '"far a.s he 
1mclersto"'d the Premier. t.he :crnimdmcnt he 
suggested would only re'fer tu the oeconJ and 
third periods of the lease, 

'fhe l'HKi\Imlt : I will make it apply Ln the 
whole. 

Mr. S'fKVENSOl'\ sttid subsection (d) was 
calculated to mislead. He did not know whether 
the Premier conttended that it simply referred to 
\Vater iu1provernents or penna,nent iulprove
rnents as well. It might be very mislettding 
in so1ne cases. ~For instance, one n1an n1ight 
elect to fence his run, and another might choose 
to employ shepherds. If a man put up fencing, 
was he to be taxed for doing so'? He thought the 
board should be instructed that they were not to 
tax a man who fenced his run in the same way 
as a man who did not fence. It was important 
to know whether subsection (d) referred to water 
improvements only or to fencing improvements 
as well. 

The PHK\IIER &aid that was " matter of 
detail which it would be better to leave in the 
hands of the bottrd. In some cases fencing 
might be necessary, and in others entirely un
nece,•sary; it would be for the board to decide. 

Mr. NOR TON said there was nothing to be 
gained by retaining the words in the subsection 
after "cany." The matter might very well be 
left to the board. 

The MINISTEH :FOE LANDS said the 
words merely directed the board that they should 
nnly take average seasonH into their caleulationF:. 
'l'hey might be called upon to assess in an excep
tionally good season or in an exceptionally bad 
one, and it was evident that they could only go 
by the average seasons. He did not see what 
would be gained by omitting the words. 

:'IIr. NORTOX .;aid the members of the bmtrd 
would surely have sense enough to know the 
nuruller of stock ;t run would carry, and they 
would, of course, take one year with another. 

The lVII::'i'n:lT.EH .FOR LAJ'\DS said he could 
see no harm in directing the board to take 
average sea,sons into account. The direction ·was 
s]Jecific, and at the same time it left them ample 
scope to exercise their judgment. 

The Hox. B. B. MORETON asked the 
Premier if he understood him to say that the 
proviso, as proposed to be amended, would apply 
to the first rent, and not to the second ;md third 
only'! 

The PREJI.:IU;R replied that he proposed to 
amend the proviso in that wtty. 

The HoN. B. B. l\iOimTO~ said that in that 
case hii; vie\V8 were nwt, and, 'Yith the pern1ission 
of the Committee, he would withdraw his amend
Inent. 

Amendment withdrawn accordingly. 
On the motion of the PREJ\HJ<;R, the word 

"and" was added at the end of subsection (d), 
and the words "with respect to the rent for the 
second and third periods of five yearo," at the 
beginning of subsection (e). 

On the motion of the PREMIER, the proviso 
following subclause (e) was amended by the 
onlisHion of the wurd '' increased '' in the llSt 
line ; the substitution of the word "any" for 
" the" in the 2nd line ; and the omission of 
all the words after the word " account" in the 
3rd line. 

The l\:IIXISTJ~n J<'OH LA~DS moved 
that subsection G be omitted. 

:'IIr. MOHEHEAD asked if the same course 
of procedure would be followed as had been fol
l<nYed in regard to grazing and agricultural 
fann~? 

The PREJ\U.ER: Yes; with some modifictt
tions. 

QueHtion pnt ;_u_lfl paHt:lcd. 
The PREsliER said he would mo1 e Lhe 

verbal amendment in sub.,ection 7, line 3, EUg'· 

gested by the hen. me:~1ber hr I•·!ulgra?e. 
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i\fr. M:OREREAD said he did not rise to 
object to the verbal amendment; but he wanted 
to know frorn the Prernier, who was teally in 
charge of the Bill, what would be the effect to 
the lessee if he was placed in such a position by 
lmving a heavy rent imposed upon him that he 
was rrnable to pay it ; supposing he had spent a 
htrge arnount of n1oney in irnproven1ents, \vould 
he lose all those improvements-would they be 
absolutely forfeited to the State? 

The PREMIER said there Wtls no provision 
in the Bill for paying for improvements on 
forfeited runs, and there never had been in any 
Act that he knew of. 

1Ir. ::\IOREHEAD said he would ask the 
hon. gentleman to look at clause 33, which read 
as followed:-

"If any tease umlcr this part of this Act is forfeited 
or otherwise det.ermine<l before the expiration of the 
tern~ thereof, the Governor in Conncil may, by proclama
tion, declare the land 'vhich was comprised in such 
lease to be open to be leased to the first applicant, for 
the remainder of 1he term of fifteen years, subject to 
the ~ame conditions as were applicable to the former 
lease. 

·'Or the land may be dealt 'vith nnder any other pro
visions of this Act :.t)Jplicable thereto." 
That only applied to the rent. But waR the new 
applictlllt, who was willing to pay the advanced 
rent that the original holder could not pay, to 
have the benefit of all the improvements or 
were they to be valued? It a]Jpeared to him to 
be the most reasonable way, that if any tenant 
found that the rent was too high and he could 
not pay it, and anyone else came in and took it 
up under the same conditions, that those im
provements should be valued, and the sum paid 
to the outgoing temtnt. It was a very impor
tant point, because it was a 1natter that was 
perfectly possible ; many such cases might '1rise 
owing to bad seasons, or many other causes 
which might prevent lt tenant from paying his 
rent at the termination of the first period, or 
the second, or during the duration of any of 
those periods. It wonld be very hard if the 
improvements were taken away by the St:tte, 
and he should get no compensation whatever; 
and somebody else was prepared to take his 
place. Some provision ought to be made to meet 
case" of that sort. 

The MINISTER JWH LAXDS said he did 
noG think tenants should be allowed compensa
tion in the case of a forfeiture. The nnpaid 
rents would cover, to a certttin extent, the value 
of the improvements. It would not he let to 
the new tenant at the rent at which it stood 
when it was forfeited by the original holder. 

Mr. MOREHgAD : It says so in the 33rd 
clause. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said, on the 
same condiGions hnt not at the f'ame rent. 

JI.Ir. MOREHEAD said that if the improve
ments were of any v,tJue at all the value should 
be taken in part payment of the rent, and the 
rest of the money handed over to the man who 
was unfortunate enough not to be able to keep 
his holding any longer. 

Amendment put and passed. 
The PREMIER said he wished to propose a 

verbal amendment in subsection 8-to omit the 
word "run" and insert the word "holding." 

Mr. MOREHEAD said that, before they 
passed on to that, he thought they should give 
some further consideration to the point he had 
raised with regard to improvements on forfeited 
holdings. It was a matter more likely to 
affect the poorer class of pastoral tenant than 
the rich. It mic;ht Yery easily happen that 
a man with a few thousand pounds, throU''h 
adverse circun1stances would be cmnpelled 'to 
£orfeit his le,'t-;e, and yet RJl his improvements were 

1884--3 R 

to go to the State, and would be handed over free 
of cost to any man who conld take up the same 
position as he did under the lease. The larger 
squatter would not be so much affected, because 
he could probably tide over the difficulty ; nor 
the selector, because time would be given to him 
in case of bad seasons. He thought some provi
sion should he put into the Bill, so that if a man 
had to forfeit his lease he might get compensa
tion for the improvements he had put on the 
land, and which were, of course, of value
prohablythe same value-to the man who came 
in after him. 

Mr. BEATTIE said the request for an 
explanation made by the hon. member for 
Balonne was a reasonable one. He would point 
out that the incoming tenant who got the 
forfeited le>tse would be paid at the expiration of 
his term for the improvements put on by his 
predecessor. He thought some provision ought 
he made for a ctLse of that description. 

Mr. KATES said he agreed with the hon. 
member for Balonne that some compensation 
for improvements should be given to the unfor
tunate lessee who was compelled to give up his 
lease. 

Mr. J'ORDAN said that when adverse circum· 
stances compelled the lessee to forfeit his lease, 
he thought some allowance should he made to 
him for his improvements. At the same time, he 
did not consider it would be just or desirable that 
there should be a claim against the Government 
in all cases-or at all. The claim should be 
against the incoming tenant. 

Mr. MOREHEAD : Hear, hear! 
Mr. JORDAN said the matter might be 

arranged by a proviso at the end of the 33t'd 
clause. 

The MINISTER JWR LANDS said the 
contingency was a very improbable one, but 
it might occur. It did not necessarily follow 
that because a run was forfeited it would 
he handed over in its entirety to some 
other man to occupy in the same way. It could 
be dealt with under any of the provisions 
of the Bill applicable to the case. He admitted 
that there was something in the argnment of the 
hon. member for Balonne. There would be 
hardship in some cases where forfeiture occurred, 
and that might he met, as suggested by the hon. 
member for South Brisbane, by providing that 
the incoming tenant should pay the value of the 
improvements. 

Mr. MOREHBAD : That is what I suggested 
myself. 

The PREMIER said that the Government 
would be prepared at a later hour with an 
amendment to clause 33, dealing with the 
matter. 

Amendment agreed to. 
The PREMIER said he had another verbal 

amendment to propose in the 8th subsection. It 
provided that the lessee should pay "the 
same amount of annual rent." It should be 
"the same amount of rent per square mile"; 
otherwise, when a run was divided, the tenant; 
would pay the same rent for part of it that he 
formerly paid for the whole. 

Amendment agreed to_ 
Clause, as amended, put and passed_ 
On clause 26, as follows :-

H 'Vhen any portion of a run is resumed under tha· 
provisions of this Act, the lessee of the remainder may 
continue to clepasture his stock upon the re::mmed part 
or any part thereof until the same has been selected 
under Part IV. of this Act or otherwise disposed of under 
the provisions of this Act; but he shall not be entitled 
Lo exclude ar(~' person from entering upon it for the 
bona .firle purpose of examination or inspection. 

''If the lessee desires to exercise such right of depa~ .. 
tnring, he shall, within three months alter the divisioll' 
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o! the run has been confirmed by the board, give notice 
to the Minister, and shall pay, at the time and place 
appointed for payment of the rent of his holding, an 
annual rent at a rate to be determined by the board, 
but not exceeding the rate per square mile payable 
under the previously subsisting lease of the run. Pro
vided that if any of the land on which such right of 
depasturing is exercised is proclaimed open to selection 
under Part IV. of thi• Act, the rent payable in respect 
thereof shall be reduced by one-third. 

''When any part of the land is selected or other,vise 
disposed of, a reduction shall be made in the rent pro
portionate to the area so selected or disposed of. 

''If the rent is not paid at the time and place 
appointed, the right of depasturing shall be forfeited, 
but the forfeiture may be defeated under and subject 
to the 8ame conditions as are herein before provided in 

• the case of the lease. 
"The same abatement shall be made in respect of 

unavailable land in the case of such right of depasturiug 
as is hereinbetore provided in the case of leases." 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved the 
insertion of the following words after the word 
"this" in the 2nd line of the clause-" part of 
this." 

Amendment put and passed. 

Mr. DONALDSON moved, in the 2nd line 
of the 2nd paragraph, the omission of the 
word "three," with a view of substituting 
"six." He thought a fair time ought to be 
allowed the pastoral lessee to make up his mind 
whether he would take up the resumed portion 
of the rtm. It was quite possible that the lessee 
might not be in the colony, and he ought to have 
the benefit of the extended time. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Mr. DONALDSON said he wished to draw 

attention to parapraph 3 of the clause, which 
said that the reduction in the rent should be 
made in proportion to the area selected. He 
thought that was hardly fair, because it was 
quite possible that in a large area of 40,000 or 
50,000 acres of land open to selection there might 
be various qualities. Twenty thousand acres 
might be selected out of the 50,000, and it might 
be worth twice as much as the remaining 30,000 
acres. Instead of the rent being fixed in propor
tion to the area, it should be fixed in proportion 
to the quality of the land. 

The'MINISTER FOR LANDS said if it was 
attempted to meet cases of that kind the Bill 
would become so complicated as to be unwork
able. Any attempt to meet cases of that kind 
would add tremendously to the difficulty of 
working the Bill. The occupier had the un
resumed portion of his run at the present rent, 
and the portion liable to resumption at one third 
less than the present rent until it was required, 
and he thought those were very easy terms 
without attempting to meet the difficulty of the 
best part of the land being taken away. He felt 
sure that would not be found to be a grievance. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he did not think the 
alternative suggested by the hon. member for 
"\V arrego existed in any of their Land Acts. 

Mr. NORTON: Yes, it does. 
Mr. MORE HEAD said it did not exist in the 

Pastoral Leases Act. 
Mr. NOR TON: In the Settled Districts Act. 
Mr. MOREHEAD said he was talking of the 

amendment of the hon. member for Warrego, 
and he felt perfectly certain that it did not exist 
in any leasehold Acts in the unsettled districts 
of the colony, nor did it exist in the Hailway 
Reserves Act. Where a portion of country was 
taken the rental was fixed simply on the acreage 
or mileage. He quite agreed with the Minister 
for Lands-and it was the only time he had 
agreed with him-that if the amendment of the 
hon. member for "\Varrego were passed it would 
lead to such complications and difficulties as 
}I'OUld l'~P.d~r the Bill practically unworkable. 

JYir. P ALMER said if it should happen that 
the lessee failed to give notice that he would take 
advantage of the clause and pay rent for the 
resumed half, how was that to be notified ? How 
would that be notified, and to whom would it be 
open to take advantage tJf a grazing right to the 
resumed half ? 

The MINISTER FOR LA::'{DS said that, if 
the lessee did not express his willingness to take 
ad vantage of the clause, the rewmed half might 
be cut up and opened to selection generally. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
On clause 27, as follows :-
"If in the opinion of the board any lessee exercising 

the right of depastnring is injuriously nsing the lantl 
over which the right to depasture is exercised by over
stocking the same, the board may require him to red nee 
the number of his stock thereon to such an extent as 
the board may think tit; and if the lessee fails to comply 
with such requisition within six months after receipt 
thereof, his right of depasturing shall be determined." 

The Hox. B. B. MORETON said, before 
going into discussion on the remainder of those 
clauses he should like to have a clear under
standing on the question of compensation as 
affecting that p<lrtion of the run which was to 
be resumed. They had provided that one-half 
of the run should be re-leased and the other half 
resumed. If the tenant did not think it worth 
his while to get a license for the resumed portion
if he only held the portion re-leased, and threw 
up the portion resumed, and upon which there 
might be some imrJrovements-was the value of 
those impt·ovements to be paid to him there and 
then, or must he wait until some selector came 
and took up the resumed land? Clause 47, he 
found, said :-

,, If there are upon any land selected un(ler this 
part of this Aet any improvements, the selector shall 
pny the value of such imyrovcments to the commis
sioner within sixty days from the date when the value 
thereof has been determined. 

"Such value shall he that stated in the procbmatiou 
declaring the land open to seleetion, or, if no value was 
therein stated, shall be determined by agreement be
tween the commissioner and the person entitled under 
the provisions of this Act to f'Olllpensation for the im
provements, and, in case of their not agreeing, the value 
shall be determined by the board in the manner herein
before provided.'' 
It seemed from that, that before the proclama
tion declaring the land open for selection was 
made, the value of tho"e improvements must be 
ascertained. That was so, as he understood the 
clause ; and, thereforP, as soon as the lessee 
threw up his right to the land he was to be paid 
compensation for improvements by the Govern
ment, and the Government would chttrge the 
incoming selector or grazier with the value of the 
improvements. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that 
where the lessee did not recognise his grazing 
rig-ht he threw it up and it WM left to some other 
person to take up on a yearly tenancy, and the 
rent he would have to pay would include the 
value of the improvements. When a tenant threw 
up his right to the g-razing of the resumed por
tion, he was, of course, entitled to compensation 
for the improvements he made on it. After he gave 
up his rif.'ht it was transferred to some other 
person, and the rent the new tenant would have 
to pay for it would be the rent according to the 
value of the place and the improvements. The 
Government would certainly have to recognise 
the right of the leaseholder to the value of his 
improvements upon the portions of the land 
resumed. 

l\Ir. P ALMER said the clause was a provision 
against over-stocking, and it began with the 
words "If, in the opinion of the board." In a 
cttse of that sort the board could not have any 
opinion of their own ; it must be that of some
body el"e - the connnissioner, he suppooed. 
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Considering all the difficulties there would be in 
coming tu a decision on the point, and seeing 
that there were numerous objections to the 
clause, and that there was great improbability 
of its being carried out effectually, he thought it 
would be as well for the Minister for Lands tu 
withdraw it. He (:\Ir. Palmer) failed to see 
that it would serve any good purpose ; on the 
other hand, he could see a great many reasons why 
it would never be carried out. It would be 
impm;sible to determine the overstocking of a 
run. The connnissioner n1ight say it \Vas over
stocked, >tllll the tmmnt that it wtts not. Who 
then w'" to decide~ There were a number of 
lights in which the clause might be regarded, all 
showing the difficulty of working it. 

The iYII:NISTKR }'OH LANDS said the 
clause provided a necessa,ry sa,£eguard against the 
lessee using the renewed half of his run in such 
a way as to deter people from selecting. He 
might preserve the leased portion and use the 
resumed portion in such a way as to make it 
valueletM to anybody who wished to select; and 
it w"s necessary that the country should be 
secured against such a deterioration of the 
resumed portion. The decision of the board would 
be based on the information derived from the 
report of the commissioner. If they thought the 
charge that the lessee used improperly the l>tnd 
on which he had the right of pasturage \ms 
substantiated, they would require him to surren
der that right. 

l\Ir. MORE HEAD sai<l he would ask how they 
were to get at the opinion of the board? As 
had been pointed out by the hon. member for 
Burke, the clause would be surrounded with diffi
culties if it were passed. There must be some 
machinery broug·ht to bear before the boarct could 
arrive at an opinion ; and the other side must be 
heard also; so that it would possibly take two or 
three years, or at any rate a very long time, to 
discover whether the wrong-which might 
posoibly exist-had been committed. If the 
hon. gentleman had accepted the proposition 
made by more than one member on both sides of 
the Committee in regard to subsection (b) of the 
25th clause-to define the number of stock which 
might be carried on each squal'e mile of country 
-there might be something in the clause ; but 
the Government would not agree to that propofual. 
As it stood the clause would be perfectly 
unworkable, and it would be much better to 
strilm it out altogether. 

The MINISTER }'OR LAKDS said that the 
mere fact that the board had the power contained 
in the clause would act as a deterrent ; and the 
difficulties in getting at the real facts of the case 
were not so great as the hon. g·entleman 
imagined. When a lessee was charged with 
overstocking, the board would be able to get 
information on which to act ; and if they 
considered that information sufficient to justify 
them in exercising the power given by the clause,· 
they would do so. The hon. gentleman admitted 
that mischief might be done in the way of over
stocking the resumed portion of nms; and he said 
that the difficulty could be met by providing that 
a certain quantity of stock should be allowed to 
each square mile of country. He (the Minister 
for Lfmds) denied that such a provision would 
meet the difficulty unle,;s the quantity varied 
according to the varieties of country, because 
the number in one case might not be more than 
"ufficient to fairly graze the run ; while in 
another it might be altogether in excess of the 
carrying capabilities of the country, and would 
have the <effect of destroying it for the time 
being, at all events, if not for a long time. 

~fr. ::\IOREHEAD "'Lid it appeared tu him 
that there must be some unit by which to Jeter
miue the am'JtlUt uf stock to ·be carried on a 

particular portion, otherwise there would be no 
means of discovering whether the resumed por
tion of a run had been overstocked or not, except 
by examining witnesses and going through a long 
process, which would probably lead to ouch a con
flict of opinion that the board could not arrive at 
a right decision. ·where watl a charge to origi
nate under the clause? vVas Tom, Dick, or 
Harry, who might have a dislike to the person 
de past tll'ing stock on the resumed portion of a 
holding, tu write to the board~ And would thttt 
compbint form the basis of an inr1uiry un which 
the board might arrive at the decision which it 
was pnlp<med should be arrived at under the 
clause? 

'l'he :MIXISTJW, FOH LANDS said there 
would be no Llifficnlty in getting at the origin of 
the charge. If an intending selector went on a 
piece of land open to "election, and found it 
in such a condition that he could not attempt 
to tttke it up, he would go to the connnis
sioner and complain that the lessee had used 
it in such a way that it was valuele;s, either to 
him or to anybody el,;e, for the purpose of selection. 
The commissioner would then report to the board, 
who would require him to inspect and report 
upon the condition of the resumed portion in 
comparison with the leased portion, the pro
bability being that the lessee would be saving 
his leased portion and overstocking his resumed 
portion. The commissioner would in due time 
make his report to the board, and on that report 
the board would take action. 

Mr. STEVENS said he would point out one 
great hardship that might exist under the clause. 
It might happen that the only permanent water 
on a holding would be on the resumed part ; and 
with the view of saving that for a bad season, 
the lessee would keep a great portion of his 
stock on the other portion. vVhen the dry season 
came his stock would of course be crowded on 
the well-watered portion in the resumed part. 
Then some person travelling with a view to selec
tion would perhaps pass through the run, and 
report what he saw to the commissioner. The 
commissioner would visit the run, and finding 
the statement perfectly correct-that the reserved 
portion was very much overstocked-would make 
a report to that effect to the board, who would at 
once order the lessee to remove his stock. \Vhat, 
he would ask, would be the result? Where would 
the lessee take his stock? There would be no 
water on the other portion of the run, and all the 
feed would be gone. That was where hardship 
might come in under the clause. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that if it 
were shown that the country appeared to be 
overstocked from the fact that the only per
manent water available was on the resumed por
tion, he could not imagine that the board would 
determine the right of pasturage. The object 
of the clause was to prevent a lessee dealing with 
the resumed portion in such a way as to make it 
unfit fur selection. If he were dealing with a case 
under the clause, he should ask whether the 
overst'Jcking was in consequence of the water 
being dried up on the rest of the run ; but to 
require a man to give up his right for that reason 
would be a great injustice. They could not pro
vide for every case : it must be left to the sense 
of right and good judgment of the board to do 
what was right according to circumstances. 

Mr. S'rEVENS said, as far as he understood 
the clause, the board had no option in the matter. 
If country which would ordinarily carry, say, 
one sheep to five or six acres was at any time 
stocked with one sheep to the acre, it would be 
overstocked, ttml the board must then act upon 
the provisions relating to uwrstocking. The 
clause mi~ht be differently wordcd1 so ns tu n,ect 
~uoe:l of tne uature to whkh he haa referred, 
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Mr. FOOTE said as he read the clause it was 
a very good safeguard. It was not intended, he 
thought, to operate in a manner that would be 
injurious to the lessee. For instance, as the 
Minister for Lands had already stated, if it 
could be shown that the resumed part of a run 
contained the only natural available water in 
certain seasons of the year, no land commissioner 
would report adversely to the tenant without 
qualifying his report by stating that the land was 
not overstocked intentionally-that, owing to 
the fact that it contained the only available 
water, the stock were depa.stured there for a 
short period only, and would be reduced as soon 
as rain came. No doubt that was what would 
be done, and the board would act accordingly. 
And he might there remark that no lessee could 
o.versto.ck such country for any great length of 
tune without sulfering the cono;equences. If he 
had six sheep running where he ought to have 
only one, he himself would suffer. The clause, 
he repeated, would not operate injuriously to 
anyone ; he did not think it was intended to be 
put in operation except in cases of necessity. 

Mr. GRIMES said the clause was a very 
important one, and should by no means be allowed 
to be eliminated from the Bill. Hon. members 
knew very well what was the result of over
stocking on the Darling Downs many years ago. 
There the consequence was that the country had 
never since grown natural grasses to such per
fection as it did before the overstocking took 
place, and perhaps never would. He thought it 
was right that the Crown should prevent pastoral 
lands from being de3troyed by overstocking. He 
could not seewhereany hardship would be inflicted 
by the clause. The lessee would receive notice 
that his run was overstocked, and would be called 
upon to reduce his stock within six months; which 
allowed him plenty of time for that purpose. 
How would any hardship result from such an 
arrange1nent ? 

Mr. MOREHEAD said, if there was any
thing in the contention of the hon. gentleman 
who had just sat down, it was that they should 
not only prevent a squatter from overstocking 
the unresumed portion of his run, but they 
should also prescribe the number of stock he 
should be allowed to depasture on his leasehold. 
He (Mr. Morehead) was perfectly certain that 
the clause would be inoperative. Supposing 
it was reported to the board that a lessee was 
overstocking the land over which the right to 
depasture was exercised, and they decided to 
send a commissioner to examine the country, 
possibly rain might fall in the meantime, and 
the country which had been absolutely laid bare 
might be covered with a splendid growth of grass. 
The provision was too absurd. A person 
might go to many a run in the interior of the 
colony at the present time and find that there 
was very little grass on it, and might report that 
it had been laid bare by the squatter; and the 
board might call upon the commissioner to make a 
report to them, when as a matter of fact Providence 
had done it, and not the squatter. The disastrous 
effect might have been caused by dronght, and 
not by overstocking. And perhaps in a few 
months hence the country would be covered with 
a magnificent growth of grass. The clause was 
unworkable, as in practice it would be found that 
many things had to be taken into consideration 
in determining whether land was overstocked or 
not. 

Mr. P ALMER said the statements made 
by tlie hon. member for Oxley with regard 
to the country on the Darling Downs being 
spoilt through overstocking were open to <jues
tion. He (Mr. Palmer) had no doubt that if 
they had good seasons, o;uch as used to prentil 
in olden times, that country would be as &ood as 

ever it was, and that was proved by the fact that 
in places reserved from stock the natural grasses 
\Vere growing as well as ever. In reference to 
the other remarks of the hon. member, he would 
observe that according to his argument they 
might just as well put a provision in that clause 
extending it to every part of the lexsee's run. 
There was no reason why they should not ex
ercise that power over the pastoral tenant in 
every way, and say that he should not overstock 
any part of his run, if it was made applicable to 
the resumed portion. The :Minister for Lands 
seemed to conclude that there was only one way 
by which country could be deteriorated-namely, 
by overstocking ; and apparently took no notice 
of drought in that connection. 

Clause put and passed. 
On clause 28, as follows:-
"If a pa:-3toral tenant does not, within three months 

after the order confirming the divh;ion of his run, give 
notice to the l\'Iinister that he desires to exercise the 
right of deyasturiug hereby conferred, or H ut any time 
thereafter he gives notice to the l\:Iini8ter that he 
surrenders such right in respect of the whole or any 
portion of the resumed part, or if his right is deter
mined under the provisions of the last preceding section, 
or if he fails to pay the prescribed rent, the land may be 
dealt with as Crown lauds under any of the provisions 
of this Act applicable thereto." 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that 
the word "three" in the 1st line be omitted, 
with the view of inserting the word "six." 

Amendment agreed to. 
'rhe HoN. B. B. MORETON said he had 

asked the Minister for Lands for information 
respecting compensation for improvements on 
the resumed portion of a run, and as far as he 
understood the hon. gentleman, his reply was to 
the effect that the (iovernment would pay the 
lessee the amount of the improvements on the 
resumed half if he did not exercise the right to 
depasture referred to in the 26th clause. He 
presumed the hon. gentleman had no objection 
to put a provision to that effect in the Bill when 
they came to clause 100, which dealt with com
pensation for improvements. 

The PREMIER said the provisions about 
compensation for improvements had been ex
plained on more than one occasion. The lOOth 
clause provided that the tenant should receive 
such compensation M would fairly represent 
the value of the improvements to an incoming 
tenant or purchaser ; and clause 103 provided 
that the compensation should not be payable 
to the lessee until he was actually deprived 
of the use of the land, or of the improve
ments in respect of which compensation was 
awarded. In the cases of portions of runs 
resumed under that part of the Bill, the 
compensation for the improvements would 
be payable when the tenant was deprived 
of the use of them. So long as the tenant 
continued to exercise his grazing right over 
the resumed part compensation for improvements 
would not be given. Nor, if he chose to 
abandon his improvements on that part of the 
run, would compensation be payable until some 
other use was made of them by the Crown. As 
soon as the Crown made any other use of them, 
either by allowing somebody to select the land 
as grazing or agricultural farms, or by granting 
an occupation license to some other pastoral 
tenant, the compensation would be payable. 
The Crown would pay the compensation as soon 
as they took t.he improvements from the tenant 
and gave them to somebody else. The tenant 
could not have both the improvements and the 
money representing them at the same time. 
That was the scheme of the Bill. 

The Ho:-~. B. B. :MOEE'l'ON said that accord
ing to the clause under diocussion the tenant 
might give up the right of. ;depasturing on any 
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portion of the resumed land, and the improve
ments would conserrnently be of no use to him 
whatever. 

The PRl~MIER said it was not intended that 
the pastoral tenant, saying he should not pay 
any more rent, should be entitled to exact com
pensation for improvements before they were 
wanted by the Crown. The improvements would 
be paid for as soon as the Crown took possession 
of them. 

The HoN. B. B. MORETON said he under
stood that, if a lessee gave notice that he did not 
want to use the resumed land, he could still use 
it if nobody else came and interfered with him. 

The PREMIER said that was very much the 
case now. If nobody else wanted a piece of lan<l, 
the man who was there used it. 

The HoN. Sm T. MaiL WRAITH said that, 
according to the explanation given by the 
J'remier, the pastoral lessee would have to wait 
until the improvements on his reBumed land were 
utilised by somebody else before he was entitled 
to compensation. That was a new light that 
had been thrown on the subject for the first time. 
He had not understood it in that way from the 
Minister for Lands, either in his speech on the 
second reading or his subsequent speeches in 
committee. He understood the principle to be 
that the runs were to be divided into two parts, 
and that on the resumed part the lessee 
was to be actually paid for the improve
ments he had made, whether he elected to 
continue the right of depasturage upon it 
or not. Surely that was only fair. But there 
was another difficulty in the clause. It pro
vided that a lessee might give up any portion of 
the resnmed part, but there was nothing to show 
that his rent was to be reduced in proportion to 
the amount of land so given up. Agricultural 
or grazing farms might be so selected as to render 
perfectly useless a certain portion of that 
resnmed part. Then, if he renounced his right to 
that portion, what would happen? The clause 
did not say. 

The PRF.MIER said the 26th clause provided 
that the rent •lvmld be pay:tble at per srruare 
mile. If a lessee paid on thirty scpmre miles, 
and gave up six of them, he would thereafter 
have to pay on only twenty-four square miles. The 
remainder would be simply looked upon as Crown 
land, and dealt with accordingly. 

'l'he HoN. Sm T. MaiL WRAITH said that 
clause 2G provided that when the Government 
took the land away the rent was to be reduced 
proportionately. But clause 28 provided for 
another state of things-where the pastoral lessee 
might give up the land-and it did not provide 
for a proportionate reduction of rent in that 
case. 

The PREMIER said the pastoral tenant would 
only pay rent per square mile occupied. 

Mr. STEVEi\'S said that, according to the 
an.swer given hy the Premier to the hon. member 
for Burnett, the action of the Bill would be, by 
reducing the area of a lessee's country and 
charging hitn an increa~ed rental, to dispro
portionately improve one portion of his run, and 
increase its carrying capacities ; and it might take 
the whole of his resources to do that. Conse
quently he would not be in a position to work 
the portion of the run resumed by the Govern
ment, and he would have to forfeit all his irn
provementH upon it, and get no cornpensation. 
The fact of the lessee holding the run would not 
prevent other people from using the improve
ments. If the lessee did not pay the rent for the 
resumed portion, any person travelling with 
stock could settle there and use the improve
ments, and neither pay rent to the Government 
nor compensation to the man who put the 
improl'ements there. 

'riw PREMIER: The more fools they, to let 
them. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Premier said, 
" The more fools they, to let them." He did not 
know what the Premier meant. The Govern
ment would want a very large staff of officers to 
look after those people. 

Mr. GOVETT said the arguments brought 
forward now wonld prove what he stated the other 
night-that a great deal of country would be 
wasted. What would become of the improve
ments, he would like to know, in cases where the 
srruatter chose to give up the resumed part of the 
run at once? \V ould he not look to the Government 
for payment for those improvements? \Vho was 
to keep those improvements in repair? Because 
it was very well known that station. improve
ments, if they were left out of use, w1th no one 
to look after them, would soon go into disrPpair. 
Darns, particularly, wanted very careful watching 
after every storm, otherwise they would soon go 
to ruin, and be washed away by the first flood. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did 
not know why the hon. gentleman should assume 
that, as soon as a portion of the run was resumed, 
the srruatter would at once withdraw all his 
claim to it. Would he be in a position to do so 
at once? The object of the Government 
was to provide means of keeping stock on the 
resnmed portion of a run until it was wanted. 
The srruatter could avail himself of that right 
unless his run was so poorly stocked that he could 
afford to keep the whole of it upon one-half, ami 
abandon the rest, which was a very improbable 
thing. If it did happen at all it would only be 
in isolated cases. The leader of the Opposition 
said there was some difference in the Yiew he 
took from that taken by the Premier. Re 
simplv stated that if a man gave up his run, and 
the Government chose to re-let it on a yearly 
license to somebody else, they would then be 
making use of the land and would pay for the 
improvements. Until the Government made 
some use of the land the original owner had no 
claim for compensation from the Government for 
the value of the improvements. There was no 
real difference. 

Mr. MOREHK\.D said he did not think the 
hon. gentleman altogether grasped the scope of 
what a Land Bill should be. In fact, the hon. 
g'entlernan almost admitted it. They should not 
only deal with probabilities, but with possibili
ties; and a fJUestion of this sort was quite possible 
and probable. A lessee might be, for instance, 
quite content to abide by the decision of the 
Government, and say, "Very well ; one part of 
my run is to be taken from me ; I will devote 
my energies to the part left"; and he wonld give 
up the one-half or one-third which would be 
demanded of him as soon as the Bill was 
passed; that was referring to the lands in
side the schedule. The question would arise 
as to what compensation would be given 
to the tenant who chose to adopt that course, 
and said-" I will g·ive up this land, as has been 
done under the Act of 1869 where the si:< 
months' notice has been waived; but give me 
compensation fur my improvements. You take 
the land and do what you like with it. I will 
fence it off ; I do not want it. I will go 
on with the land I have for fifteen years, after the 
one-half, or one-third has been taken away." 
Surely that lessee was entitled to some com
pensation for improvements, when he immediately 
handed over what wa• asked of him? He would 
have nothing to do with what the State did with 
the land afterwards; he wonld say-" I am 
going to depastnre on that no more. I will 
spend my money in developing the portion left ; 
but I want compensation for the improvements 
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the State has taken away from me." How would 
the Bill meet a case of that sort? It was not an 
uncommon case. 

The PREMIER said squatters were not 
usually so anxious to give up their runs as the 
hon. member would lead the Committee to think 
they were. On the contrary, they would, in 
nearly every instance, continue to keep the 
land at the low rate. They paid the rent at 
pre8ent, and why should they not continue to 
do so? There was no reason to suppose they 
would not. The clause might operate as an 
inducement to them not to abandon their 
improvements until they were wanted by the 
Crown. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said the Premier might 
assume anything. He had put a case before them 
in which a squatter-a pastoral lessee-who had 
received notice that one-half or one-third of 
his run was to be resumed, said, "I do not want 
to depastnre over that part; I will concentrate 
my attention on that part which iil mine for 
fifteen years; let the Government take the 
remainder, and do with it what they will; I will 
develop so far as I can that portion which is 
left." ·what would the Government do in such 
a case, when the pastoral lessee took up that 
position, and asked for compensation for the hn
provements upon that portion of which they had 
given him notice of resumption, which notice he 
had absolutely acquiesced in, and had handed 
the land over to the State. 

The PREMIER said the whole thing was part 
of the same bargain, and the squatter knew what 
that bargain was. The scheme of the Bill was 
that compensation was to be given when the land 
was taken away-not when the tenant desired it 
should be paid. The Government looked at it 
from the State's point of view. The Government 
would pay for improvements when they took the 
land away from the lessee. If the lessee chose to 
give it up that was his business, and he could do 
so if he chose. If he liked he could keep it, and 
use the improvements, and pay a small rent ; or 
he could do the other thing. He ought to take all 
that into consideration before he made up his 
mind. The whole thing was perfectly plain and 
intelligible. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said the machinery of the 
Bill took away from the tenant a certain portion 
of his run. Clause 26 said that he might continue 
to depasture upon the resumed part. One part 
would belong to the State, and the other portion 
would belong to the tenant for fifteen years. 
The tenant might say-" Very well; I am 
content to abide by the division ; I do not wish 
to depasture upon the resumed part of the run
let the public have it. The Government may do 
as they choose with it-throw it open for grazing 
areas, or anything they like. I am not going 
to put further improvements upon it, as I would 
not be entitled to compensation. But if the State 
take it, I am entitled, having handed it over, to 
demand compensation for the improvements upon 
the part they resumed, which I wish no more to 
occupy." 

Mr. P ALMER said he would point out that 
in some clauses the board was the authority 
that they would be subject to; and in other cases, 
it was the Minister. In the present case, the 
lessee had to give notice to the Minister. ·what 
was the difference between the Minister and the 
board? 

The PREMIER : It means the department. 
It is a departmental affair. 

Mr. P ALMER said, with regard to rent-was 
there any fixed limit as to the amount of rent? 

The HoN. SIR T. MciLWRAITH said that 
the scheme of the Bill, as laid down by the 
Government, was to pay compensation to the 

· pastoral lessee for the improvements on the land 
resumed when the land was taken away from 
him. Clause 24, he thought, showed very plainly 
when it was that the land was taken from him :-

"The Minister shall cause the run to be divided into 
two parts, one of which, hereinafter called 'the resumed 
1mrt,' shall be thereafter deemed to be Crown lands 
(subject to the right of depagturing thereon hereinafter 
defined), and for the other part the Jmstoral tenant 
shall be entitled to receiYC a lease.'' 
The land was divided into two parts; to one part 
of which the tenant was entitled to a lease. 
The other part was resumed, and if the tenant 
did not ask for the further right of depasturing 
on that part it was to all intents and purposes 
taken from him by the Government ; so that in 
the case mentioned by the hon. member for 
Burnett the Government ought to pay compensa
tion. How the tenant was to get compensation 
in any other way he failed to see. The Premier 
tried to get over the matter by saying- it wai-i 
very unlikely that any pastoral lessee would fail 
to ask for the right of depasturing oYer the 
r0sumed portion; but he (Hon. Sir T. Mcll
wraith) knew many cases where selection was 
certain to go on so quickly that it would 
not be worth while asking for the right. 
The Premier would no doubt answer to 
that, at once, "In that case we will get it 
from the persons who take up the land." But 
those people would not be able to pay for the 
improvements. How was a man who took up a 
grazing selection of 2,000 or 3,000 acres to pay 
for a piece of fencing that might run-and in 
nine cases out of ten would run-in some 
grotesque way across his holding? In very few 
cases indeed would the selectors be able to 
utilise the fences that had been put up by the 
pastoral lessee; in fact, it would be to their 
interest to select in such a way as to leave out 
the improveme,nts. Yet the only relief the 
pastoral lessee was to have was, that he was to 
get compensation from those people who took up 
the land. He had understood most distinctly, 
when the matter was before the Committee the 
other night, that the Minister for Lands laid down 
the principle that, on the resumption of any pas
toral lessee's land he was to be paid for his 
improvements. He thought himself that that 
was the only way they could keep faith 
with the tenants of the Crown at the present 
time. Under the Act of 1869 the lessees coulrl 
claim to be paid for their improvements, 
so that the Bill was actually taking away 
the right which at present existed. On the 
broad principle of equity they should provide 
some means by which the lessees should be paid 
for their improvements as soon as the land was 
resumed, provided they did not elect to take 
advantage of the right of depasturing. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that 
under the Bill the tenant had practically the 
same rights with regard to the resumed part of 
his run that the Act of 18G0 gave him. As he 
had pointed out the other night, where a selec
tion contained improvements, if the value of 
those improvements were not paid in full by the 
selector, the balance would have to be made up 
by the Crown. 

The Hox. SIR T. MciLWRAITH: Where 
is that? 

The MINISTER :FOR LANDS said that the 
lessee would have to be paid in full for his im
provements when they were made use of, or he 
was dispossessed of them. He was not di"
possessecl of them till the land was selected, the 
Government assuming that he would continue 
in the nse of the resumed portion until it was 
selected, or until it was made use of in some 
other way by the Government. 

The HoN. SIR T. MciLWRAITH said the 
explanation the hon. gentleman gave now agreed 
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with the explanation he had given on a previous 
occasion ; but in what portion of the Bill was it 
provided that the pastoral lessee was to be paid 
the difference between the true worth of his 
improvements and their worth to the selector 
who Rhould take them up? 

The PREMIER : Part IX. \V e discussed it 
the other night. 

The HoN. :SIR T. MciLWRAITH said they 
certainly had discussed it the other night ; and 
perhaps the result was satisfactory to the Pre
mier, but it was not so to other members of the 
Committee. He had examined .Part IX., and 
could not see where the provision_ came in. He 
would like to know in what way the pastoral 
lessee would be paid for the value of his improve
ments, over and above their value to the selector 
who took up the land. 

The PR:KMTER said he would try to explain 
the matter once more. Of course the discus8ion 
was perfectly irregular, and related to matters 
dealt with in Part IX. of the Bill. That part 
provided that on resumption of a run-

" The pastoral tenant shall be entitled to receive as 
compensation in respect of the im1n·ovement such sum 
as would fairly represent the value of the improvement 
to an incoming tenant or 1nu·chaser." 
That compensation he would receive from the 
Crown. The provision as to the amount to be 
paid for improvements by the [selector was in 
Part IV. of the Bill. The proclamation de
claring land open for selection would put a value 
on the improvements. The price paid by the 
selector and the price the le.ssee got from the 
Crown were two different things. What the 
Crown paid the tenant was the value of what the 
Crown took from the tenant. An improvement 
which might 1Je worth £100 to the pastoral 
tenant might only be worth £50 to the selector. 
Provided the Crown paid the outgoing tenant 
the value of the improvement, it did not matter 
to him what the selector paid the Crown. The 
Crown was going to pay the tenant on the 
basis laid down in Part IX. of the Bill. \Vhat 
the selector paid the Crown was altogether 
another matter. 

The Ho~. Sm T. MciL WRAITH said the 
Premier had told them it was useless discussing 
that question on clause 2!), and wanted them to 
wait till they got to clause 100 before raising the 
point. Hon. members on both sides of the 
Committee would by that time have come to 
an understanding of how the hon. gentleman 
was trying to work thr-ough the Bill. By the 
time he g·ot to clause 100, he would point 
out that the whole matter had been considered 
when they passed clause 29. The point now 
under discussion had been raised and put clearly 
the other night. It was asked then in what way 
the pastoral lessee was to be compensated for 
the improvements on the resumed portion of 
the run. The Premier pointed out that the 
method was laid down in clause 100. Hon. mem
bers on the Opposition side showed at once that 
th,, compensation provided there wa" for the value 
of the improvements to the incoming tenant 
or purchaser. The Government then pointed 
out that that part of the Bill was an imitation of 
some clauses in the Irish Land Act, where the value 
to the incomingtenantand theoutgoingtenant was 
practically thes:tme. The man who came into 
the business carried on his business on the Rmne 
ground and engaged in exactly the same kind 
of agriculture aR the outgoing tenant, so that 
practically it was an arrangement made by one 
tenant \Yho waR g-oing in to use the whole improve
ments for the same purposes and on the same 
ground as the other. But what they were con
sidering here was a perfectly different thing. 
'l'he half of a run was taken away, and was sub
divided into possibly a dozen different portions. 
The value in that case to the incoming tenant 

was actually in many ca~es not a great deal less 
than the value to the outgoing tenant. That 
had been pointed out clearly by the Minister for 
Lands, who immediately rose and said that 
it was not at the value of the improvements 
to the incoming tenant that the pastoral 
lessee was to be paid at all, but that what 
the Government intended to pay was the actual 
value of the improvements on the resumed 
portion ; the incoming tenant would be made to 
pay a certain amount under the Act, but the 
difference would be made up by the Govern
ment. In what way would it be made up by the 
Government? They were referred back again and 
again to clause lOO as a solution of the question; 
but there was no satisfactory answer to be ob
tained therein. That was the point on which 
they differed. The hon. member said he saw no 
difficulty. He (Hon. Sir T. Mcllwraith) saw the 
greatest difficulty; as no provision whatever 
had been made in the Bill having reference to 
the improvements being paid for on the resump
tion of the land, as had been promised on the 
second reading-as had been promised repeatedly 
since then, and as the Minister for Lands had 
promised ten minutes ago. 

The PREMIER said he could not follow the 
hon. gentleman. He did not understand what 
he was driving at, except that the one thing to 
1Je considered was how much money the pastoral 
tenant was to he paid by the country. What 
the hon. gentleman's arguments meant he could 
not understand. The Bill provided that when 
the improvements were taken away from the 
pastoral tenant he should be paid for them. 
\Vhat business was it of the tenant where the 
money came from so long as he got it; or what 
did it matter to him whether part was provided 
by the taxpayer and part by the incoming 
tenant? The pastoral tenant was told what he 
was going to get ; and what more did he want? 
Did it concern him how the Crown was going 
to get the money? He (the Premier} confessed 
he did not see where the difficulty came in. He 
should be glad to deal with the matter if he could 
comprehend it, but he couldnotgraspthedifficulty 
if there was one. They had to deal with the 
question between the landlord and the tenant, 
and not between two tenants. The landlord told 
the tenant something definite-that if his im
provements were taken from him he would be 
paid for them ; but the compensation would he 
paid when the improvements were taken
not when the tenant chose to give them up, but 
when the landlord wanted them. The landlord 
having got the improvements dealt with them 
as he thought proper. If he had a tenant, and 
an agreement existed that all improvements were 
to be paid for, he should not feel bound to tell 
that tenant what he was going to do with the 
improvements. He could do what he liked with 
them. He might sell them for three times the 
value of what he gave, or he might give them 
away for nothing. He did not see what was to 
be gained by discussing the question now. They 
would have to discuss it when they came to Part 
IX. of the Bill, hut it had nothing to do with the 
present question. 

The HoN. SIR T. MciLWRAITH said he 
had no doubt that when everything had been 
pointed out, and the justice of the different cases 
put before him, the hon. gentleman would have 
amendments prepared and ready to propose when 
they came to the different clauses. He admitted 
that the proper time for the discussion was when 
they came to clause 100; hut, as he had already 
said, if they passed the present clause it would 
be a strong reason for not reopening the question 
again further on, and that argument would be 
used by the hon. gentleman. He would advise 
the hon. gentleman to keep his abuse of the 
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squatters to himself. The hon. gentleman 
would not prevent him from spenkin" on 
the rights of the squatters as strongly as 
he felt whenever he thought the Govern
ment were doing an injustice. But the hon. 
gentleman had drifted into his old style of 
argument agnin, and the fnct of his revertino· 
to abuse was an indication that he was beate~ 
in argument. The hon. member was in pretty 
much the same box as he was a few nights ago, 
and he asked why they should concern themselves 
as to how the Governmentweregoin;;- to pay for· the 
improvements? That was, perhaps, not a matter 
of concern to him, but what he (Hon. Sir T. 
Mcllwraith) had asked to be pointed out was, how 
the Bill provided that the pastoral lessee should 
get the value of hi5 improvements from the 
Government. There was no machinery in the 
Bill by which the pastoral lessee was to get the 
value of his improvements, nor was there any
thing in the Bill by which those values were to 
be assessed. Clause 100 provided that the value 
should be the value to the incoming tenant. 
That was no value at all. The value to the in
coming tenant, as had been pointed out, time 
after time, was perfectly inadequate to com
pensate the pastoral lessee for the improvements 
he lost. In fact, so much had been admitted by 
the Minister for Lands, who rose and pointed 
out that that would not be the value given to the 
pastoral lessee ; but that the value of the im
provements would be the actual value. In what 
part of the Bill did that additional amount come 
in? They saw at once how the pastoral lessee 
might get the amount that was paid by the 
incoming tenant; they could see how he· could 
get that, but there was no machinery by which 
he was to get any additional amount. 

The PREMIER said the hon. member had 
got back to a mistake which had been made and 
explained over and over again with reference to 
the words "the" and "an." He took arlv,uJ
tage of a slip made by the Minister for Lands at 
the commencement of the discussion, and was 
now harking back on it. Of what use was it 
going back to a point of that kind, when the slip 
had been explained and the matter cleared up by 
a previous debate? The matter had been di;;
cussed for three or four hours previously, and if 
they discussed it for three or four hours more it 
would remain in exactly the same position. The 
hon. member knew that very well, and it was 
only waste of time continuing the discussion, 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said he 
remembered the hon. gentleman trying to 
put the Committee into a fog about the words 
"the" and "an," but nobody but himself 
understood what he was driving at. Not one 
member of that Committee understood what 
he meant at that time, and nobody under
stood what he referred to now. He had tried 
hard to understand the hon. gentleman but had 
failed, and he had not met anyone who had 
understood him. The hon. member knew that 
he was trying to throw a fog over the whole 
matter, and to prevent discussion until they came 
to clause lOO ; but he ought to know that 
if he wished to get the Bill throng·h com
mittee it would have to he by a very different 
system than by trying to hoodwink hon. mem
ber8. The Com1nittee were not going to take 
the hon. gentleman's word for everything. If 
they saw a clause in the Bill providing for a 
certain thing they would let it pass, but if they 
were not quite satisfied that that provision was 
in the Bill they would keep up the discussion on 
the point. The hon. member for Burnett had 
felt exactly as he had done upon the point, and 
it was that hon. gentleman who had raised the 
question that night. He had felt that the promise 
made by __ the •• Minister for!l Lands had not been 

redeemed-the promise that he would provide for 
the actual value of the improvements to be paid. 
They had W>ttchecl patiently to hear the announce
ment of an amendment from the :Minister for 
Lands carrying out his interpretntion of the Act, 
but none had been forthcoming. They were still 
waiting patiently until the hon. gentleman could 
show them that some such provision was in the 
Bill, or until he actually introduced such a pro
vision. He had told the Committee that night 
that the Government would at some time get,the 
amount of the improvements fron1 the incoming 
tenant, according to the v>tlue they were to 
him ; but aJJ., additional amount was to go 
to the pastori;L~ lessee, and the hon. gentleman 
said that was coming from the Crown. He 
wanted to know in what part of the Bill it was, 
because, as far as he could see, there was no pro
vision in the Bill at all by which the outgoing 
tenant got any more than was provided for by 
clause 100. 

The PREMIER said the hon. member's 
argument was just about equivalent to saying 
that the laws providing for the collection 
of revenue were not contained in their laws 
providing for payment of interest on their 
debentures. The hon. gentleman might just as 
well ask, "\Vhere is there in the Loan Bill any 
provision for the collection of revenue?" The 
question he asked no\V was analogous to that. 
The Bill provided distinctly and plainly that 
compensation to the outgoing tenant wa• to be 
paid by the Crown. Surely it was not necessary 
to say from what som'ce the money was to 
be paid by the Crown! If it was, then they 
could put in "out of the consolidated revenue." 
\Vhat necessity was there to provide expressly 
for the payment of the difference? They did 
not provide for the payment of the difference; 
they proYicled for the payment of the whole 
amount. Surely the whole included a part ! If 
they provided clearly for the payment of the 
whole amount, where did the question of the 
difference come in? It was no use whatever t.o 
sav that the provisions were not in the Bill. 
They had been pointed out twenty times. They 
could not do more than point to them. The hon. 
member said he could not see them, but tlwro 
they were neverthele.ss. 

The HoN. Sm T. MulL WRAITH: Where 
are they? 

The PREMIER: The lOOth and103rdsections. 
They had been pointed ont twenty times, but 
the hon. gentleman evidently did not want to 
see them. There they were, and if it were 
thought necessary to make a verbal amendment 
in them they could make it when they got to 
them. There was nothing ,,-hate\'8r in the p<ert 
of the Bill they were now cli:;cussing relating to 
cornpensation. There waR nothing in clanses 
29 to 34 that touched on the question of cmn
pensation. 

The Ho:-~. Sm T. MciL WRAITH said it 
seemed ahmrcl to twgue as they were doing on 
that matter. The hon. member would insist 
th;ct the provi:;ions in those two clauses secured 
the payment of the compensation. He could see 
quite the contrary in then1-tha,t no provision 
was made. The pastoral lessee on the resump
tion of a portion of his run, nccording to clause 
100, \va.8 to receive '"as cmnpensation in respect 
of the improvement, such sum as would 
fairly represent the value to an incoming 
tenant or purchaser." It was pointed out to 
the Minister for Lands that that was a most 
unfair thing, as it did not recognh:;e the real va1ne 
of the improvements to the pastoral lessee who 
\Vas p:iving then1 up. The hon. gentle1nan irrune
diately rose antl intimated to the Committee that 
there was a provision by which the pastoral 
lessee was to be paid the actual value of the 
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improvements; that it lute! nothing to do with the 
value to the incoming tenant, and they might 
relieve their minds >tbont that. He asked 
where those provisions were. Clause 100 pro
vided how a certain amount promised by the 
:Minister for Lands rmrl the Premier shonlrl he 
got, but there was no provision in the Bill to 
provide for the additional amount. 

The PREMIER sairl there was no additional 
amount at all. The 100thsectionprovideclforthe 
whole amount. \Vhere then did the additional 
amount come in? How could they get more than 
the whole, unless the hon. gentleman wanted 
the pastoral lessee to be paid twice over? The 
hon. member was again playing on the words 
" an incoming tenant." It did not s:<y the 
"succeeding" tenant ; it did not say the person 
who became the selector of the land upon which 
the improvements were situated. The words were 
as had been pointed nut-until they were sick of 
pointing it out-words used in an Imperial Act, the 
meaning of which was perfectlywelllmown. If the 
question was raised as to the lOOth clause not being 
explicitly worded, by all means let them amend it 
when they got there. But he could not see what 
was to be gained by discussing the phraseology of 
the lOOth clause, when they were on clause 29. If 
the hon. gentleman said he wanted to prevent the 
progress of the Bill he could understand his insist
ing upon criticising the verbal construction of the 
lOOth section, on the 29th section. But that was 
simply obstructing the Bill. They could ha Ye a 
full discussion upon clause 100 when they got to 
it, and if they found the meaning of the clause 
was not clearly expressecl they could amend it ; 
but there was nothing to be gained by discussing 
it then. They might w>tste time in that way 
certainly, a' they had clone in occupying a whole 
night in discussing it last week. Did the hon. 
gentleman propose to occupy another night in 
discussing it? 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWllAITH said the 
hon. gentleman made very little impression upon 
him, he could tell him, by accusing him of 
obstruction. He did not think it likely he would 
obstruct any Bill in that House. He never had 
done sn ; but when he saw the Committee wanted 
to understand any part of a Bill and wanted it 
made plain, and when he himself wanted to 
understand a Bill and wanted it macle plain, 
he would take very good care that he talked 
until he did understand it if he felt so dis
posed. The hon. gentleman need not get angry. 
He found the hon. gentleman always got 
angry when he had got a weak case, a11cl he 
had let out just now that he was coming 
down just as quietly as he could, and 
wa., going to admit that the cl>tuse did not 
mean what it was intended to me;m, and what 
he (Hon. Sir T. Mcllwraith) thought it ought to 
rnean. The hem. men1ber \Va8 good enough 
to say that he had been playing upon the 
word " the" instead of the w-ord •' an.:' 
He had now some glimmering· of what the 
hon. gentleman had been aiming at all through ; 
but he was quite sure nobody else understood 
the distinction he had made. \Vhat he held the 
Premier and the :Minister for Lands to was this: 
It had beon distinctly promised and stated as 
the principle of the Bill tlmt the pastoral lessee 
was entitled to the value of his improvements; 
and it was dietinctlv stated also that the im
provements were not to be valued on the ]Jrm
ciple that the value should be taken as 
to an incoming tenant, or, if it pleased 
the :Minister for Lands better, "the" in
coming tenant. He did not care which 
article he used, as it did not alter what he meant 
to say. The pastoral lessees were entitled, 
according to the Minister for Lands, to be paid 
for their improvements, and the value of those 

improvements was not to be the value to "an" 
incorning tenant, or "the" incon1ing tenant, but 
tu be the value fairly assessed to the pastoral 
lessee who actually used them. That he con
sidered to be a fair understanding, and that he 
understood to be the declaration made by the 
:Minister for Lands. The Premier seemed to have 
come now to pretty much the same conclusion, 
although he insisted that everything was con
tained in cl:<use 100. The statement made by 
the hrm. member was no justific>ttion of what he 
harl said-that it was never provided actually 
how certain amounts should be paid ; that they 
had a certain way of dealing; and they paid loan 
by one Bill, and money out of the consolidated 
revenue by another. He knew that perfectly 
well; but what he wanted to know was, by 
what machinery it was to be paid. He 
wanted to know if that machinery was 
provided in the Bill, and, if not, was it 
provided in any other Act'! If it was provided 
in any other Act, that would be enough for him. 
\Vhat he wanted was to see the promise of the 
Minister for Lands carried out, and that the 
principle which the Minister for Lands had laid 
down should be embodied in the Bill. 

Mr .• TORDAN said he did not think the prin
ciple referred to by the hon. member for Mulgrave, 
as laid down by the Minister fot· Lands th~ other 
night, was in the Bill, and that was what made him 
say the other day that two hours were wasted. He 
regarded what was said then as a mere slip. It 
was not at that time as fully explained by the 
Premier or by the JHinister for Lands as it was 
that night. They knew now from the Premier 
that provision was to be made for the payment 
of compensation to the outgoing tenant, and that 
compensation was to be in full. He was sure 
that the Committee and the hon. member for 
J\:Iulgrave were satisfied upon that. It w»s now. 
he thought, very clearly understood that the 
outgoing tenant, \vhen his runs were resun1ed, 
was to receive the full value of his improve
ments. 

Mr. STEVENSO:i'\ said that if the hon. 
member was fully satisfied, he himself wa• not. 
He could quite understand the argument of the 
Premier, if the outgoing tenant was to get full 
compensation for improvements on the half of the 
run which was to be resmnecl; but the :Minister 
for Lands told the Committee distinctly that he 
W>tS to get full compensation only when he was 
dispo,sessed of it all. 'I'hat w:ts a very different 
thing. It had already been pointed out that 
he might not be dispossessed of it for a long time, 
and he could put a c>tse where he might not be 
dispossessed of it at all, and where the improve
ments would be perfectly useles,, There might 
be a case where a man might h1we certain improve
ments, and they might not be taken up at all. 
\Vhat was to happen then ? The Minister for 
Lands told them the other night that he could 
hardly conceive of a case where a board would 
take away any part of a run on which there were 
valuable improvements, such as the head-station 
and woolsheds. He (:Mr. Stevenson) knew of a 
case where a valuable woolshed was some twenty 
or thirty miles from the head-,tation. The land 
all rouml it might be resumed, and perhaps a 
small strip left with the wools heel on it. That 
woolshecl would be perfectly useless to the 
lessee and would not be taken up by any tenant. 
\Vhat position would the lessee be in then ? Was 
the State going to pay for it, although it had 
not been taken up by any tenant? That was 
a case in which he should like to know whether 
the State would fully compensate any lessee. 
The Premier lmd »ccused the leader of the 
Opposition of arguing simply from the pastoral 
tenants' point of view. He (Mr. Stevenson) did 
not think that at all; he thought that other 
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classes had been just as well looked after by hon. 
members on the Opposition side, and tho;;e 
classes ought to thank hon. members fm· so 
doing-. As the Premier was now evidently in 
charg-e of the Bill, and not the Minister' for 
Lands, he ought to give a promise that some
thing- would be done in that matter. He (Mr. 
Rtevenson) could quite conceive n, case where the 
lessee would not be cam pensated for improve
ments. 

Question put. 

Mr. STEVEXSOX •aid he sbould like some 
aw:nver to his question, or son1e exph.tnation of 
what would be done in a case where, when the 
land was selecterl, a valuable wcolshed was left 
nntouched. Such a va1uable irnprovenwnt would 
he renderecl perfectly nsc> less to the le'Rel' and 
might not be taken' up by any tonant. \\'hat 
would he the result then? · 

The PR}:Ml ER said that if by selections all 
round a woolshed it was rendered useles", the 
tenant would be entitled to the value of it. 

Mr. STE VE::'\SON said he wanted to know 
what provi.,ion there wa;; in the Bill to meet 
such a case. 

The PREMIER said that the wnrdin" of the 
Bill waR that if the tenant was deprivel of the 
use of the Nhed he would be paid for it. 

CLwse as amended put >tnd passed. 
Clause 2D-"Description of leasPd lande "· and 

clause 30-'' F se of timber or materiO:l by 
lessees''-passed as printed. · 

On clalme 31, >ts follows :-
"Any P?r,.;;nn clriving l10rses, cat.tl(-), or shPep along any 

!'oad. passmg t.hroup:ll a holding under thi~ pa,rt of this 
Act. 'vhieh is ordinaril~T usecl .t'or the pnrpose of 
travelling·, and is not sop~Ll'atcd by fences from tll€ 
ndjoining la11d, may clrpasture such horses, cattle, or 
shce1, on nny nnenelos.ed lands within the distance of hnlf
.a-mi.le from :.ueh road, not\vithstanding that such lancl 
1s leased nn,ler this part of this Act: Providetl that, 
nnle.-;s preveJJted by rain or flood. l'mch horses, cattle. or 
~heep shall l1c moved at lf'aRt six mile~ in one and the 
same dirrction within every suceessiyc l)Qriod of twenty-
four hours." · 

Mr. MOREHJ<~AD said he thou~ht there 
should be a little explanation of the cla~se. 

Mr. DO:!'\ALDSOX said the clause required 
some amendment. The way he r<'''d the latter 
portion was, that it was quite within the power 
?fa person in charge of stock to travel six miles 
m one day and return that distance the next. 
\Vitl; reg:ard to rain or floods, the slig-htest drop 
of ra1n nught be an excuse for trespas:-;ing on a 
run, or rather in not travelling the proper dis~ 
tance; no matter how li,;ht the rain mig-ht be, he 
contended that the person need not move half a 
mile unless he liked. He should like to hear the 
:Minister for Lands state whether he had any 
objection to amend the latter part of the clauee 
or not. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did 
not see that any amendment was required. The 
hon. member said that the smallest quantitv of 
rain might be used >ts an excuse for not tra:rel
ling-. The only way to move a man in a case of 
that kind would be to summon him, and then 
he would have to show that there was sutticient 
rain to stop him. It should be left to the justices 
to deal with the case, and say whether the rain 
could have prevented him travelling. If a msn 
chose to stop he could not he made to g-o on with
out taking that course. 

Mr. DUNALDSON said he contended that 
the slightest drop of rain was quite sufficient 
justification for a person not travelling. In the 
event of proceedings being- taken against a man 
in charge of stock, and a conviction obtained, he 
(Mr. Donaldson) was quite certain that if the 
defendant appealed the decision would be re
versed; because the clause did not state that 

such quantity of rain must fall as to make the 
road impassable. A case of that kind had been 
tried in Kew South \Vales. A man was fined for 
having- delayed on the road ; he appealed to a 
higher court and the conviction was quashed; 
the judge stating that the law in that respect was 
faulty, bec~use it did not state that such a 
quantity of rain should fall as to make the 
road impassable, and justify the person in not 
procei!ding with his r:;tock. That was a case 
which was repeatedly taken advantag-e of. 
In his experience he had seen such cases, 
and he had determined that if ever he had 
the opportunity of inti"Oducing an amendment !n 
the law he would do so. He thoug-ht the ram 
should be of sufficient quantity to make the roads 
impassable before it could he used as an excuse. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did 
not see how they could define the quantity of 
rain which must fall before a person travelling
with stock would he entitled to stay where he 
was. That was a question which mt<st he left to 
the bench. He had known men camp when 
there was no rain at all-when they g-ot to a good 
waterhole where there was plenty of feed-and 
the only remedy was to summon them for not 
travelling the proper dist>tnce. 

'rhe HoN. Sm T. MciLWRATH said the 
clause was one of those crude importations from 
old Acts, \Yhich experience oug-ht to have 
taug-ht the Government to reject in favour of a 
new clause. It was open to both the objections 
rai;;ed by the hon. member for \Varrego. A man 
might perform the conditions by tra,·elling six 
miles in one direction, and corning back six 
mile" the next day; and the only reason why he 
would not be likelv to do so would be that the 
pastoml les,ees, throug-h whose district he tm
velled, would be on the bench to give their 
de<,ision against him. But there was a greater 
objection to the clause-it entirely ignored the 
rights of the people travelling stock. The 
tmvelling public mmt not be looked upon as a 
nuisance to he guarded against by every pos
sible means. The clause provided that travel
ling stock should have the right to depasture 
half-a-mile from the road, provided there was 
no fencce in the way ; hut there was nothing
to prevent any lessee putting up fences and 
making- the road a ch>tin wide. Anybody with 
the leatlt experience must know the inconvenience 
the travelling- public would suffer by the pastoral 
lessees putting- up fences along-side the road. 
They never yet had the impudence to deprive 
the public of the use of both sides of the 
road ; hut if they g-ot such leases as the 
Minii,ter for Lands proposed to give them, 
they would treat their holding-s as freeholds, 
and make the roads a chain wide. There was 
nothing- in the Bill to prevent a lessee from 
putting up a fence anywhere he liked-it ~ad 
been done over and over again-and preventing 
the travelling- public from using the roads of 
the colony. Hitherto the right had not be~m 
recognised, and he had always doubted 1ts 
leg-ality ; but by the clame it was made leg-al for 
the pastornllessees to monopolise what were sup
posed to be the roads over which the public had 
a right to travel stock. 

The MINISTER J?OR LANDS said the 
difficulty could be overcome by setting- aside 
reserves of 640 acres at certain distanceR along 
the roads over which stock travelled. His 
sympathies did not go so far as those of the hon. 
gentleman in regard to the people who travelled 
larg-e numbers of stock. It was notorious that 
some people kept stock on the roads for three
fourths of the year, and he did not see why they 
should receive any consideration. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he was astonished to 
hear the Minister for Lands-an old squatter-
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speak in that way, when he knew that it was not 
only the interest of the squatter but of every 
consumer of meat in all the colonies that 
the travelling stock roads should be kept open. 
The hon. member knew very well that for years 
and years the travelling public had been 
entitled to the use of half-a-mile on each 
side of the road; and he (Mr. Morehead} in
tended to do all he could to keep the roads open 
for tra veiling stock. He would ask the Minister 
for Lands, in reference to his scheme of making 
reserves, how he would protect those reserves? 
\Vould he appoint men to ·see that they were not 
abused as they had been hitherto ? If so, it 
would require an expenditure of tens of thou
sands of pounds ; and he really did not see why 
they should take away, not only from the 
stock-owners, but from the public, the right 
of depasturing stock on Crown lands within 
half-a-mile on each side of travelling roads which 
they had enjoyed in the past. If the lessee 
chose to fence in both sides of the road, 
that might be an improvement within the mean
ing of the Bill, for which he might possibly 
receive compensation; but though it might be 
beneficial to himself, it would be destructive to 
a large majority of those who travelled stock. 
They knew perfectly well that it would be 
impossible for fat stock from the interior to get 
into any of the other colonies, or even into 
Brisbane, if they had to travel through narrow 
lanes, as they would probably have to do where 
the country was good. \Vhere the country was 
barren, sheep or cattle might be allowed to spread, 
but it would be impossible to take stock from the 
Thompson to Brisbane or Rockhampton in any
thing but poor condition if the clause passed in 
its present shape. All those words should be 
struck out which gave the lessee power to block 
the roads which belonged to the travelling public 
and not to the lessee. lt would be detrimental to 
the community to pass a clause giving the lessees 
such a power, and he hoped the :Minister for 
Lands would accept an amendment which would 
prevent the prerogative of the traYelling public 
from being interfered with. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he sup· 
posed the hon. gentleman who had just spoken 
represented the wishes of a great number of 
pastoral lessees ; and, if he proposed the amend
ment he had suggested, he (the Minister for 
Lands} would not object to the alteration. In 
his arguments he (the Minister for Lands} had 
spoken as a stock traveller and station-holder,and 
he must say that he preferred the arrangement 
which provided for reserYes along the main 
roads. He always had to go off the road when 
travelling fat stock, and he generally took a line 
through the bush, away from the road alto
gether. No good drover would follow the ro:1d. 
He never restricted himself to within half-a
mile or two miles of the road, but cut off into 
the bush whenever he could. If the hon. gentle
man would propose his amendment, he was 
quite prepared to accept it. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he had been asked 
whether he was representing the pastoral lessees? 
He did not represent any class, but spoke in the 
interest of the whole country. The hon. gentle
man had told them that half-a-mile on e,teh side 
of the road was too little for him-that he found 
it utterly imposoible to take fat stock to market 
without going beyond that, sometimes as far as 
two miles from the road ; and yet he now pro
posed to limit travellers of stock to ten chains, 
for that was practically what the clause amounted 
to. He trusted the hon. gentleman would accept 
his amendment. He (Mr. Morehead} spoke in 
the interest of the whole colony, consumers as 
well as producers, and contended that it would 
be a mistake to pass the clause as it stood. 

The HoN. B. B. MORETON said he quite 
agreed with the hon. member for Balonne that 
that portion of the clause should be excised, and 
when that amendment was pai'sed he would 
move that the words "half-a-mile" be omitted 
with the view of inserting "a quarter of a mile." 

Mr. P ALMER said the question arose, how 
that amendment would ttffect grazing farms of 
15,000 or 10,000 acres. 

The PREMIER: This clause only applies to 
this part of the Bill. 

Mr. P ALi\LER said roads could pass throngh 
resumed portions of runs as well as through the 
unresumed paets, and selectors could take up 
5,000 or 10,000 acres on the resumed parts. 
Tra veiling stock would soon swamp a small 
selection. 

The PREMIER said the provision contained 
in the clause under discussion only applied to 
that part of the Bill. It did not apply to 
grazing· farms ; they were in another part of the 
Bill. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he would move that 
all the words between "travelling " and " may" 
-namely, "and is not separated by fences from 
the adjoining land"-be omittecl. 

The HoN. Sm T. MclLWRAITH said it 
would have been much better if the clause had 
been considered by the Minister for Lands before 
he brought it before the Committee. It was 
virtually a copy of a clause in the Act of 1869, 
which passed the House when there was very 
little fencing on runs, except for gardens and 
home paddocks, >tnd when the complications that 
had arisen lately were not in existence. The 
clause in the old Act said :-

"Any person driving horses, cattle, or sheep, :"tlong 
any road used for the purpose of travelling, may 
depasture the same on any unenclosed Crown lands 
within the distance of one-half mile of such road not
withstanding any lease of any such land for pastoral 
purposes.'' 
The meaning of that was plain enough in those 
days. The only enclosed lands then were the 
gardens and home paddocks of the lessees. 
Since then, as he had before pointed out, the 
lessees had blocked one-half of the road. By the 
clause they were now considering, they actually 
acknowledged that right. The amendment moved 
would not meet the case. Half-a-mile should be 
allowed on each side of the road, and at the 
same time the lessee should he protected. The 
words '' and is not separated by fences from 
the adjoining land," also the words "on any 
unenclosed" should be omitted, and a proviso 
inserted to the effect that the half-mile should 
not embrace land fenced in for home paddocks 
or gardens at the head-station. 

Mr. DO:t\ALDSON said there was another 
matter he wished to point out. The Minister 
for Lands, in speaking on the clause just now, 
said there was a class of persons who travelled 
stock with whom he had no sympathy. Nor 
had he (Mr. Donaldson} any sympathy with 
people who roamed about the country with their 
stock, and he would not allow them the privileges 
conferred by that clause. It was quite necessary 
that they should have the roads open in snch a way 
as to afford every facility to per"ons who were de
sirous of moving stock from onepartoftbe country 
to another, or to market ; but the class of people 
referred to by the 1\:Iinister for Lands did not 
care where they went so long as they got grass 
for their stock. The road on which stock were 
allowed to be travelled, as defined by the elause, 
was <tny road ''ordinarily used for the purpose of 
travelling." Now travellers might use a road 
which might not be a proper road for travelling 
stock on. He would therefore suggest that after 
the word "travelling" there should be added the 
word "stock." That amendment would prevent 
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persons travelling stock going into the interior of 
a run along some by-road which led to the head
station, and which, as a rule, was well grassed. 
\Vhi!e he wished to see persons blocked from 
using such roads, he was anxious to see every 
facility given to people who travelled stock bon~1 
,tide. He would move that the word "stock" be 
inserted after the word "travelling." 

Amendment put a.nd passed. 
'rhe PREMIER said that, in order to meet 

the suggestions that had been made, he would 
move one or two further amendments in the 
clause. The first was to omit the words "and 
is not separated by fences from the adjoining 
land." 

Amendment put and passed. 
On the motion of the PREMIER, the clause 

was further amended hy the omission of "unen
closed lands" in the 1\th line, and the insertion 
of" land.'' 

The Hox. B. B. MORETON moved, as a 
further amendment, that the words "half-a
mile," in line 5 of the clause, be omitted, for 
the purpose of inserting "quarter of a mile." 

Mr ST.EVENS said he had heard no reason 
from the hon. member why the alteration he had 
proposed should be made. He (Mr. Stevens) 
did not think it was a movement iu the right 
direction at all. It might suit owners of 
runs close to townships to have the distance 
lessened that tmvelling stock could pass over, 
but when stock had to travel hundreds of miles 
they must have something to eat. Thev aot 
very little as it was, and if the distance .;as 
reduced from one-half to a-quarter of a mile they 
would get a great deal less. In Victoria, he 
believed the distance was only a-quarter of a mile, 
and it was notorious that travelling stock there 
got nothing to eat. He thought the amendment 
would be a step in the wrong direction altogether, 
and hoped that the hon. member would not 
press it, or that, if he did, it would not be 
carried. 

Mr. GOVETT said he CJuite agreed with the 
last speaker that half-a-mile was little enough to 
allow for travelling stock. They knew that the 
markets were in some cases a great distance off
GOO, 700, 1,000, or even l,fiOO miles-and how 
could stock travel those distances unless they 
got umple food and water? So that he con
sidered half-a-mile quite little enough. 

Mr. STEVENSON said he would like to 
hear what the Minister for Lands had to say on 
the amendment-whether he intended to accept 
it or not? 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that, 
until reserves were made along the roads, he 
thought it better that the distance should be 
half-a-mile on e"'ch side of the road, instead of 
quarter of a mile. 

Mr. STEVENSON said it was proposed in 
the clause brought forward by the Minister for 
Lands to provide nothing at all, except a mere 
lane, between fences, and now he wanted to give 
half-a mile on each side of the road, im;tead of 
a quarter of a mile, as proposed by the hon. 
member for Burnett. vVhat did the hon. gentle
man mean? He (Mr. Stevenson) could hardly 
believe his own ears when he heard him talking 
about having reserves of 640 acres. Did he 
know what he was talking about? What would 
640 acres be on a road that 10,000 or 12,000 
sheep had to pass over, and perhaps camp there 
for a day? Surely the hon. gentleman had not 
read the Bill, or considered it at all! He jumped 
from one thing to another in a most extra
ordinary way. Hon. members could not JlOS
sibly judge, from what the Minister for Lands 
said, whether a thing was right or wrong. He 

(Mr. Stevenson) quite agreed with the hon. 
members for Logan and Mitchell that half-a-mile 
was quite little enough; but why the Minister 
for Lands should be at the beck and call of 
every hon. member who liked to move an 
amendment, without protecting his own Bill 
in the least, he could not understand ; and 
the idiotic idea of having 640-acre reserves 
along roads for travelling stock was perfectly 
absurd. Why, 10,000 or 12,000 sheep on it 
for one night would clear the reserve l He 
hoped the hon. gentleman would really consider 
the clauses of the Bill before he moved them, 
and let hon. members know what they were 
doing. 

The HoN. B. B. MORETON said the hon. 
member for Logan had asked why he had moved 
the amendment, and in reply he had to say that 
his only reason for doing so was because he had 
promised several of his constituents that he 
shoulcl propose some limit in that direction if ever 
he had the opportunity of doing so. In certain 
districts of the colony he thoug·ht that a quarter of a 
mile was sufficient ; in other places it was not 
considered sufficient ; and that only showed how 
difficult it was to legislate for the whole colony. 
During the last six months there had been an 
inroad into the district he had the honour of 
representing, of sheep from the Darling Downs, 
and they went here and there and everywhere. 
They went over every little by-track they conic! 
find; and it was for the purpose of trying to prevent 
that-allowing stock to travel all over the country 
in any way they liked-that he had moved the 
amendment. 

Mr. P ALMER said that as an old drover his 
sympathies were entirely with the drovers. 
Another view of the question was that a large 
portion of the wealth of Queensland consisted in 
stock that was travelling, and every facility 
should be given to owners of that stock to get it 
to market. The only way they had of realising 
their property, which the country produced, was 
in the form of fat stock; and instead of hindering 
them every facility should be put in their way 
to enable them to reach the market. He con
sidered half-a-mile on each side of the rna1l 
quite little enough to allow. He would ask the 
:Minister for Lands whether the words "un
enclosed lands," which had jnst been struck out 
of the clause, would apply to padrlocks. A large 
extent of country was now in paddocks, and 
travelling stock must go through those paddocks. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
The PHE::YIIER moved that the words 

" which is not part of m1 enclosed garden or 
paddock within two miles of a principal home
stead or head-station" be inserted between the 
words "road" and "notwithstanding" in the 
51st line. 

Amendment put and passed. 

On the motion of the PHEMIER, the word• 
" or is enclosed" were inserted after the word 
" Act" in the .~2nd line. 

The PREMIER said the hon. member for 
\Varrego had raised the point about stock travel
ling "in one and the san1e directi(m," and said 
that in New South \V ales it had been held that 
a shower of rain was sufficient to excuse stock 
from travelling. He did not know how the 
section was worded in that case. 

Mr. DONALDSON: It was worded in the 
same way. 

The PREMIER said the hon. member must 
be mistaken. He did not see how a shower of 
rain could prevent stock from tmvelling. 

JHr. MOREHEAD : It might. 
The PREMIER said it might or it might not. 

With reference t the other point, he thought 
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the words "towards their destination" should 
be substituted for "in one and the same 
direction." 

On the motion of the PREMIER, the word 
"driven" was substituted for the word "moved" 
in the 2nd line of the proviso. 

Mr. :MACFARLAKE said that the proviso had 
seemed defective to him from the first time he 
read it; he did not see how it could be worked 
unless there was another amendment. It should 
read, "driven at least six miles every twenty
four hours in the same direction." Anyone 
dridng stock could comply with the clause by 
driving backwards and forwards every twenty
four hours. The phraseology might be ,,)tered. 

Mr. l\fOREHEAD said they might have to go 
south-east one clay and a little bit to the west
ward of south next day, but they would hccve to go 
in the smne direction according to the hon. 
member. The amendment of the Premier was 
the best. 

The PREMIER moved that the words "in 
one and the same direction" be omitted, with a 
view of inserting "towards their destination." 

Amendment put. 
The HoN. B. J3. MORETOJ'\ said that before 

that amendment was put he wished to propose 
one earlier in the clause, making the distance to 
be travelled daily by sheep and cattle six and ten 
miles respectively. That was the system in 
Victoria, and, he thought, in New South Wales 
also. The distance was by no means excessive. 
Six miles a day for cattle was too little alto
gether. 

The MINISTER JWR LANDS said that 
sheep could out-travel cattle, whether fat or 
store. Six miles a day was quite enough for 
sheep or cattle. 

Mr. STEVENSOX said that the hon. mem
ber seemed to have had a most extraordinary 
experience about travelling stock. For his own 
part, hedidnotsee why the distances should not be 
eight miles and six miles as in the present Act. 
There was no reason to change it. He should 
support the amendment of the hon. member if 
he would mccke it eig·ht miles instead of ten. 

The HoN. B. B. MORE'l'ON said he would 
accept the hon. member's suggestion, so as to 
leave the matter as it stood at the present time. 

The PRE:YIIER said it would be necessary to 
alter the construction of the former part of the 
clause, so as to admit of the hun. member's 
amendment being introduced. He would there
fore withdraw his amendment and propose thcct 
the words " towccrds their destination " should 
be inserted after the words " driven." 

The HoN. B. B. MORETON : Are you going 
to accept my amendment, then? 

The PREMIER said he only wished to put 
the clause so that it might be in an intelligible 
form if the hem. member's amendment were 
carried. 

The HoN. Sm T. MaiL WRAITH said he 
thought a good many hon. members could not 
divest themselves of the notion that people 
travelling stock were a nuisccnce. 'l'hey 
simply considered the annoyance to the run
owners, and never remembered that it was 
necessary, not only to the people travel
ling stock, but to the whole colony. He did not 
believe in the clause at all, as it was simply 
inserted to make things ccs easy as possible for 
the pastoral lessee over whose run the stock 
passed. He would like to know from the hon. 
member why they were to depart from the ordi 
nary usages of BngliMh law, and cmnpel n1en to 
do work on Sunday that was not at all neces
sary. He could quite understand " provioion 

allowing stock to be travelled on Sunday if it 
were necessary, but it was a different thing 
altogether to pass a law compelling everyone 
tmvelling stock to work on Sunday. He did not 
see why travelling stock should not be allowed 
some respite from the weary grind of six or eight 
miles " day. ~Why not make the Bill symmetri
cal-six miles a day, ccnd six days a week? He 
did not see why the Minister for Lands should 
copy slavishly from other Lccnd Acts. Of course 
he had nothing like the experience in pccstoral 
pursuits possessed by the hon. member, who had 
SC(ueezed out the concentrated essence of the 
knowledge of all the squatters in the country 
and put it into the Bill. There was no reason 
why they should compel men to work on 
Sunday ; nor did he see why they should make 
the minimum distance eight miles a day. Six 
1niles wa~ a fair 1ninimum. 

'!'he MINISTER FOH LAKDS said he did 
not know whether the hon. n1ember waB arguing 
in the interests of the stock, or of the men looking 
after them. Whether they travelled or camped 
on Sunday the men had to look after the stock ; 
and it was far more disagreeable to camp a day 
tlmn to travel. There was more risk with the 
stock, and a great deal more trouble in minding 
them. As for the stock, he did not think they 
cared much whether it was Sunday or any other 
dccy. 

Mr. MOHEHEAD said he thought the hon. 
leader of the Opposition was slightly in error in 
supposing that the Sabbath was altogether a day 
of rest. He knew it was a day which cum
mended itself to all Presbyterians, but there was 
what was known as "a Sabbath clay's journey," 
though he had never been able to ascertain how 
much it was-whether six or eight miles. The 
proposition of the hon. member would amount 
to giving practical effect to the injunc
tion, "\Vatch and pray." The shepherds were 
to do the watching and the sheep would do 
the preying. It was nut shown by the hon. 
member whom the sheep were to prey on. They 
were allowed to go half-cc-mile outside their 
camp, but if they were not to move beyond that 
they would be far better travelling. He fancied 
if the sheep or cattle themselves were indi
vidually consulted and allowed to express an 
opinion, they would much rather move on 
and get grass than rest even on the Sabbath 
day where no grass was to be obtained. 
Therefore, having the interests of those pure 
secularists at heart, he thought he must oppose 
the amendment that was to be moved by his hon. 
friend the leader of the Opposition. 

Mr. JOHDAN sccid the hon. member for 
Balonne must hccve his joke, of course, but 
he did not think the present was a matter for 
joking. He thought, with the hon. member for 
JYiulgrave, that they should not compel a man 
to travel on Sunday. If the drovers thought 
proper to travel, that was their lookout. If 
they had no regard for Sundccy, that was their 
concern- not that of hon. members. But 
when they were passing a law in a Chri~tian 
country he did not think they should make a 
provision to compel men to travel on Sunday ; 
ccnd on that account he would strongly support 
the suggestion of the hon. member for Mul
grave. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. gentleman 
(:\fr. Jordan) must know that he was tcclking 
nonsense, and must know that in the old times, 
and in the outside districts at the present 
time, sheep had to be shepherded. He did not 
know whether the hon. member was a pas
toral tenant, or an occupant of Crown land ; 
or, if he owned sheep, whether he would insist 
on his shepherds putting his sheep in the yards 
on Sunday, and remain themselves in their huts, 
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He did not think it would last long under that 
system. He did not think the hon. member 
could be in earnest in the contention he had set 
up. 

.Mr. J'IIACF~~RLANE said he quite agreed 
with the suggestwnoftheleader of the Opposition. 
The hon. member for Balonne hael raised an ob
jection that sheep were a great deal better travel
ling--:-g:ttii:g grass-on the Snbbath dny than 
rei~u:ttnlng 1n o~w vlace and getting no feed. fie 
<jmte ''greed w1th the hon. member that it was a 
nece""ity, if sheep required to travel for food, 
that they should travel; but he said, no man, 
whether a shepherd or not, should be compelled 
to work on Sundays. Of course there were 
works ~>f necessity. The shepherd must shep
herd Ins sheep on Sundny as well as on any 
other day; and cows must be milked · that was 
a necessity; but there was no nece~sity at "'ll 
for cattle or sheep to be tmvelled on the 
Sabbath da~. . Hon. members might laugh, 
but the opmwn he held was simply what 
he had stnted. There was no occasion nt all to 
travel sheep unless in the case of there being no 
gr,tss, or no fences tc~ keep the sheep together. 
If there was a necessity, drovers might then use 
their discretion whether they would travel or not. 
He had no doubt the drovers would travel if the 
sheep were in want of food, but there was no 
renson why they should compel them to do it 
against their will. 

Mr. STEVJQ\S said the point might arise 
that a drover would be compelled to cnmp 
ou a Snnday if it suited his men ; but 
how many of his men would it take to 
compel him to cmnp '? If one man refused to 
travel, would it require a majority of his men to 
compel him to camp? Or supposing he hnp
pened to be near an outside shnnty on tlunday, 
nnd some of his men sttid he should camp there, 
hon. members would see what position the 
drover would be in then. If sheep were to 
travel n certttin number of miles a day, and were 
to cnmp on Sunday, that part of the clause 
would interfere with a former part. \V ould the 
drovers be allowed to go back a few miles, and 
then come on round to the shanty, or would they 
feed all round the shanty ? If they wanted to 
introduce that element into their law, they would 
have to introduce n small Bill which would re
quire n number of provisions. 

Mr. STEVE~SON said the suggestion of the 
hon. member might be got over by the hon. the 
Minister for Lands setting apart one of his 640-
acre reserves at every six tniles and fencing them 
in, and then turn the stock int.o those reserves on 
Sunday-sheep and cnttle. 

Mr. FOOTE said he agreed with the leader of 
the Opposition that the matter of travelling 
stock on Sunday should be entirely optional with 
the drover. If they passed the clause as it stood, 
drovers would be compelled to travel a certain dis
tance every twenty-four hours. Redid not see why 
those men who were travelling stock should not 
have the option as to whether they would travel 
on Sunday or whether they would not travel. 
Stock got tired of travelling; and sometimes bad 
weather set in-wet weather or dry hot weather 
-which was very injurious to their travelling. 
The stock got very tired, and that rest on 
the rond would do no more harm to the stock 
than it would do to the men. He thought 
that the drove1·s should hnve the option 
of travelling on Sunday or not, Just as 
they pleased. Those men should not be com
pelled by Act of Parliament to travel their 
stock on Sunday. If the leader of the Oppo
~ition were to 1nove au an1enchnent to except 
tmvelling on Sunday" he certainly should sup
port him or any other hon. member who pro
paGed an amendment of that sort. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he would point out to 
the hon. member that if that amendment were 
carried it would lead to any amount of litigation. 
Hon. members might not see how the litigation 
would come about. They would either have to 
supply almanacs to those men or they would not 
know what clay in the week it was. In the old 
days he had gone out to a station, believing 
and knowing it was Sunday, nnd had found 
a man-to his horror-bmnding calves. He 
asked the man, " Do you work on Sunday? " 
The man replied, " Sunday be hanged ! It is 
Thursday." The same thing woulLl happen 
under the clause, nnless the man kept a diary 
very carefully. It would lead to no end of 
litigation if that particular "fad" of the hon. the 
leader of the Opposition was carried into effect. 

The PHEMIER said that the amendment of 
the hon. member for Burnett ought to be taken 
first. 

The Hox. B. B. MOHETON moved that the 
word "eight" be inserted in the clause in place 
of the word "~ix." 

question-'l'hat the word proposed to be 
omitted stand part of the chtuse-put, and the 
Committee divided:-

AYES, 27. 
Sir •r. :Jicllwraith, :Messrs. Rutledge, Griffith, 1\Iilcs, 

Dutton, Dickson, J. Campbell, J.<~ootc, Palmer, Stevens, 
Buckland, Kate~. ~'oxton, Kellett, White, l\:lorehead, 
Crimes, Jordan, I~ambert, .Annear, Smyth, Groom, 
Govett, Salkeld, l!~erguson, :Jiidgley, and I-Iorwitz. 

?.'OES, 10, 
:J.Iessrs. :Jioreton, Bailey, SteYen.son, Jjalor, Jessop, 

.Alaml, Donahlson. l\Iacfarlane, :Melior, and JHacdonald
Patcrson. 
Que~tion resohed in the ttffirmntivc. 
On the motion of the PREMIER, the words 

"in one nnd the same direction" were omitted 
from the second lnst line of the clause. 

Question-That the clause, as amended, stand 
part of the Bill-put. 

The Hox. Sm T. ::1-IciLWRAITH snid he 
intended to propose an amendment such as he 
had wggested some time ago. He asked the 
Minister for Lands to explain why it was that 
Sunday travelling wns made compulsory by the 
Bill, nnd the answer he gave was thnt from his 
experience it was better for both the men and 
stock that they should tmvel. 1'hat was no 
answer to his contention. The clause dealt 
with travelling stock; and if it was good 
for the men or stock that they should 
travel on Sundny, there was nothing to prevent 
them doing so. So that the answer of the hon. 
gentlerrmn was completely nnswered by his (Hon. 
Sir T. 1\.Jcilwraith's) statement now. He did 
not wish to mnke the clause read so that stock 
should not travel on Sunday, but he protested 
ac;ainst any law 1.lu1t forced a man to travel on 
that day whether he liked it or not. The clause 
was a remnant of an old Act which considered 
travelling stock as simply a nuisance to the pas
toral tenant. In a matter of that kind they should 
give all the privileges they possibly could, and 
should tnke away no privilege from any man. 
He did not see why they in this country should 
make n law actually forcing a man to travel 
when in charge of stock, if there was no neces
sity for it. If it wns necessary to trnvel for 
food it could be done-there was nothing in 
the Bill or amendment to prevent it ; but 
it should not be nwde compulsory. Hon. 
members must not think that he moved 
the amendment from a Sabbatarian point 
of view. He believed that men and horses 
and c<tttle ought to have the seYenth dny when 
they possibly could in all possible eircumstances 
of life. Men ought to be allowed, when travel
ling stoclt, to take the Sunday if they liked, and 
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that was all he contended for. He did not 
propose the amendment because he protested 
against all work being done on Sunday. He 
often worked on Sunday himself, and hoped it 
was necessary ; but he never compelled a 
man to work on that day if he could avoid it. 
He moved the addition of the words " exeept 
Sundays" at the end of the clause. 

The MINISTEH FOR LANDS >aid the con
cession wonld be of no real value to anybody 
travelling stock, but it would be availed of by 
those men who travelled to plunder grass. They 
got on to a rnn,n's run, picking ont the best spob:;, 
<tnd they could so regulate their time that if " 
man had a paddock which he was reserving· for 
l<tmbs, for instance, or any other purpose, 
they would drop on that paddock and camp 
there on Sunday. The amendment would 
do no possible g·ood, and for a mere sen
tinlental notion an encourage1nent was given 
to grass pirates to pursue their nefarious tmde. 
It was nothing less than an opportunity for 
plundering under cover of observing the 
Sabbath, and as he would be no p<trty to 
anything of that kind he would oppose the 
amendment. 

The HoN. SIR T. MciLWRAITH said he did 
not think the hon. gentleman could have coll
sidered the amendment he had moved, or what 
would be the effeet of it. Every traveller on 
the road was entitled by the Bill to graze his 
sheep for half-a-mile on each side of the road. 
The hon. Minister for Lamh had given them his 
experience, and told them of the way in which 
he had himself stolen the grass of his neigh
bours for two or three miles from the road. They 
assumed that they were dealing with hon<'~t 
men. They were honest men, at all events, on 
the Opposition side of the Committee. The hon. 
gentleman told them plainly that he had plun
dered the graSR of his neighbours, and he wanted 
to prevent people travelling honestly with sheep 
frorn can1ping on Sunday, because they n1ight 
probably be up to the same nefarious prac
tices as had been resorted to by the :Minister 
for Lands himself. The argument of the 
hon. member was ridiculous. He said they 
would pick out a good spot and be down upon 
that on the Sabbath the same as the Minister 
for Lands himself. Let the hon. gentleman 
conft'~S his sim; and he as miserable as he 
liked in the proper place, but when he came 
forward and cnufessed his sins in that way before 
them they simply believed him to be a dishonest 
man who had no business to occupy the position 
he did. To argue from the sinner's point of 
view, he believed in their being compelled 
to travel so many miles a day, but he said the 
law should not compel men to travel sheep on 
Sunday. Under all circumstances they were 
entitled to half-a-mile of the road, and the 
squatter would be just as well protected on the 
Sunday as on any other day. If on the Sunday 
they did not travel, but pilfered the grass belong
ing to other Jtoople, they could be punished under 
the Bill. 

Mr. DONALDSON said he really thought, 
when the matter was spoken about first, that it was 
a joke which was being perpetrated by the hon. 
member for N[ulgrave. Any person having any 
experience of travelling stock would know that 
there was just as much difficulty in keeping them 
camping in one spot as in driving them six n1iles 
ahead. If there was a shanty in the neighbour
hood the probability was that the men in 
charge of the sheep would get drunk, and 
further difficulties would arise. They had 
to consider, too, that there wonld have to be 
men employed on the stations on the Sunday. 
They knew that travelling :;tock had to be seem 
through run~ for variou5 reasons. And if the 

men were allowed to camp with their sheep on 
the Sunday, it would necessitate two or three 
men from the station having to watch them. 
The hem. member for Normanby sugg0';tecl that 
where there were reserves on the road they might 
stop there on the Sunday ; but he could see a 
difficulty that might also arise in tha_t case. 
There might be two flocks of sheep reachmg the 
reserve on the same day, perhaps from opposite 
directi()ns. How could they get over that diffi
culty? 

Mr. STEVENSON : Box them. 
:\fr. DO::'{ALDSON :;aid if they did th:tt they 

would have great ditlieulty in se]"tmting them, 
and prolmbly a greater injury would be clone to 
the stock than if they were traveJIC<l straight 
ahead. He had every sympathy with stock 
travelling to market, or stock bond .tide travelling 
for grass; but stock were sometimes travelled 
for the purpose of loafing-and he was sorry to 
say a number of persons in the colony made a 
practice of it; and for them he had no sympathy. 
Travelling stock had half-a-mile of the road, and 
only a reasonable distance to travel every d<ty, 
and he thought they had better go ahead. 

The HoN. SIR T. MciLWHAITH said that 
the hon. gentleman made just exactly the same 
mistake as the .:\Iinister for Lamk Instead of 
reading the clause "'he intended to put it
that was, that no man should be compelled to 
travel his sheep upon the Sunclay-he assumed 
that a man neces,;mily stayed and loafed about 
the camp on a Su11clay ; and he reasoned that 
that would be bad for the stock, and bad for 
the man, and b<td for the squatter. If it was 
to the man's interest to travel with his stock, he 
would rnake arrangcrnents accordingly ; but he 
(SirT.l\Ici!wraith) said it was against all :English 
laws to compel a man to do what was not right. 
It was enough to compel a man to work six days 
in the week, and they should not compel him to 
work seven days. If a man found it necessary 
to travel his sheep on the Sunday, as he had 
amended the clause that could be done. vVhat 
he obj@cted to was that a man should be 
compel!ed by law to tr:wel his sheep on a 
Sund<ty. 

The PREl.HER said that argument sounded 
very well, but they should go a little further 
with it, and then they would see, as the hon. 
member for V\T arrego had pointed out, that 
instead of it really being an amendment to pre
vent people being compelled to work upon 8nn
dtty, it actually compelled others to work who did 
not want to. 

The HoN. Sm T. :MciLWRAITH: No. 
The PREl.IIEl"t said that was practically 

the effect of it. In the first place the men in 
charge of the sheepwonldhave to do just as much 
work a.s if they were travelling-evet·y bit and 
perhaps more-because they would have to be 
shepherding the sheep to keep them from goin!l" 
off at each side of the road, instead of simply 
driving them ahead, which would be much 
easier. In mldition to that the men on the station 
would be obliged to watch them all the time. 
It was no use saying they would not have to do 
it, because they must do it. Travelling sheep 
were always followed through a run, so that, 
practically, allowing them to camp on a Sunday, 
although it apparently looked like stopping people 
from working npon Sunday, actually made them 
work upon that day. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said that, as a matter of 
fact, according to the statement ma<le by the bon. 
m em berfor :Yl ulgm ve, it would merely amount to'" 
special agreement between the owner and drovers. 
The agreement would be made simply tlmt they 
should work for seven days of the week, as they 
had often done before. There was no doubt 
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about that, and he hoped the hrm. member for 
lHulgrave would not push his amendment 
to a division. If the hrm. gentleman did 
as he usually did, and looked ::tt the matter 
from a commercial and financi::tl point of 
view, and supposed that it was his own stock 
that were coming into town, he would not 
wish to have one-seventh added to the expense,. 
The hon. member prO]Josed that men should not 
be compelled to work on a Sunday; but he might 
look at the matter in another way, and say that 
stock should not be compelled to suffer on the 
Sunday by being kept upon son1e ''no rnn,n'R 
land," when they might be travelling over 
good grass. \Vhen the hon. g·entleman 
looked at it ::tpart from the Sabbatarian 
point of view, and looked at it from a 
practical and financial point of view, putting 
sentimentality on one side, he would have no 
objection to those men working on the Sunday, 
as they would be paid for it. He knew, of coun;e, 
that the hon. gentleman was a very strong ob
server of the Sabbath himself, and would never 
work his sheep on the Sunday. Still he hoped 
the hem. member would not pregs his amend
ment. 

Mr. MIDG LEY said he did not know whethm· 
the leader of the Opposition had introduced his 
amendment in jest or not. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciL\VRAITH: I protest 
against the statement of the hon. gentleman. I 
never was more in e::trnest in my life. 

~Ir. JVIIDGLJ<;Y said he quite believed that 
the hon. the leader of the Opposition was in 
earnest; but the hon. member for \Varrego 
seemed to intimate that it was a kind of joke. 
Believing, as he (:Yir. Midgley) did, that the 
arnendrnent was introduced in all seriousness, 
it did the hon. gentleman who introduced it 
infinite credit and honour, and he was grecctly 
surprised that the Government did not at once 
ttccept the amendment of the hrm. member. 
The law they were asked to pass was that 
men should be literally and absolutely fm·cet1 
to travel on Sunday, and do the same 
dull, miserable, and monotonous work that 
they had been doing all the week. He felt 
confident that the GoYernrnent had taken the 
wrong side in the matter, and that they were going 
to be beaten. It could not be supposed that 
•tock would be travelled oYer every particular 
station on every particular Sunday in the year. 
There might be a mob of cattle or a flock of 
sheep passing a station on one Sunday, and 
none for many Sundays afterwards. He hoped 
the Committee would not allow the hon. member 
to withdraw his amendment if he thought of 
doing so, but that they would divide on it. 

Mr. STEVENSON said he felt inclined to 
support the leader of the Opposition; hut before 
doing so he wanted some explanatiun from the 
hon. member of wlmt he proposed the travellinR 
stock should do on Sunday, and how he proposed 
to give the men rest? 

The Hox. Sm T. MciLWHAITH said the 
questions put by the hon. member showed how 
little the amendment was understood. He (Hon. 
Sir T. Mci!wr:tith) wanted the law made so that 
they would not compel a man to work on Sundays ; 
he did not want to make it illegal to do so. The 
two things were quite different. The hon. mem
ber for Balonne had ::tddressed to him the 
crruumentum, ad hmninem, about the kind of 
observer of Sunday th::tt he (Hon. Sir T. 
Mcilwraith) wa", and advised him to drop 
the Sabbatltrian aspect of the matter. If 
any argument were wanted to •how the Com
mittee that there was no S::tbbatarian idea 
connected with his argument, it wa;; ju;;t 
the argument used by his hon. friend. 

He (Hon. Sir T. :V[cJ!wraith) did not brin~ the 
amendment forward from a Sabbatarian point 
of view at all; but he did not think it was a 
proper thing in any English colony to compel 
any class of men to work on Sunday. He ad
mitted that he worked on Sunday, though he did 
as little as he could ; and work that w::ts necessary 
to be done on Sundays could be done even if his 
amendment were carried. It w::ts not necessary 
for him to show how the shepherds would spend 
their Sundays if the amendment were adopted ; 
that was not his business at all; it did not come 
within the scope of his amendment. All that he 
wanted to do was to make the law so that men 
should not be compelled to work on Sundays. 
If it was necessary for them to work, let them 
work. The hon. member for Balonne said that 
if he (Hon. Sir T. Mci!wraith) had stock on the 
rond, and there w::ts a lot of good g-rass to be got 
by travelling on Sunday, he would nmke them 
tmve!. Most undoubtedly he would; but he would 
do that whether the amendment was c::trried or 
not. A rnan n1nst use comrnon sense in 'vorking 
his business. The amendment would not prevent 
a man travelling stook with all the care that he 
had done before ; but it would prevent a scandal 
--it would prevent that House passing- an Act 
which would force certain men to do work on 
Sunday, and a particular kind of work, too, 
which he held was in many cases not at all 
necessary. That was the re::tson for his action. 
The treatment the clause had received from the 
point of ,-iew of considering the public was 
simply nonsense. They ought to give the stock 
every lX"''ible facility for travelling. 

The MIKISTEH FOE LANDS said there 
wa,; nothing to be gained by the amendment in 
any way. It would not relieve the men from 
work, nor would it benefit the stock. As to the 
sentimental opinion that it was different entirely 
to the law in England or tlcotland, there waq 
nothing in that. The hon. gentleman said they 
were not in the habit of making laws in the old 
country con11Jelliug men to work on SundayH. 
Kor were they in the habit of doing so 
in the colony. It was nothin~t but cant, 
and a 1nere sentilnental opinion, to Hay 
that it should not be compulsory for the 
men to go on. If there was any prac
tical ad vantage to be gained either bv the 
men or the stock not being compelled to "travel 
on Sunday, then he would admit there was 
something in the amendment. He was not 
prepared to attribute to the hrm. gentleman any 
other purpose than the one he had stated; but 
to his (the Minister for Lands') mind the 
amendment savoured very much of cant and 
nothing else. The state of affair" here was very 
different to that in the old country. 

Mr. MA.CFAHLANE said he supposed every 
member who supported the leader of the Opposi· 
tion would be put down' as favouring what was 
called ''cant." He was astonished at the 
::\Iinister for Lands talking as he did ::tbout 
sentiment. It was certainly very 'good senti
ment. He thought any man who had con
scientious scruples ought to have an oppor
tunity of ::tcting on them. The Minister for 
Lands had scarcely caught the spirit of the 
amendment. The meaning of it was th::tt that 
Committee should not put on the Statute-book a 
law compelling people to work on Sundays ::tgainst 
their will. He could not understand the JYiinis
ter for Lands using such language as ''cant," 
"it wonld do no good," and other phrases like 
them. That did not meet the arguments of the 
leader of the Opprmition ; and in fact those argn
ments had not been met by hon. memher-o on 
either side who opp<med the amendment. He 
had every hope that the amP'1dment would be 
carried by a large maJority 
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Mr. STEVEKSON ~aid he did not think 
anyone who knew the le,.der of the Opposition 
would accuse him of cant in any shape or form. 
He entirely sympathised with the hon. gentle
man and the hon. member for Ipswich, and he 
S""Ve the former every credit for his action in 
that matter. At the same time he could not see 
that the amendment was going to peevent "ny 
Inan working on Sunday. 

An Hoxol:RARLJ~ lYIEli!RER: That is not the 
argument. 

Mr. STEV:B;KSON said there was not the 
&lightest doubt th,.t, if the amendment were 
carried, other amendments would have to follow 
it.. It was impossible that stock could be kept 
gomg backwards anfl forwards ; and some provi
sion would have to be made so as to allow them 
a large scope of country to go over on Sundays. 
The hon. member (Hon. Sir T. Mcilwraith) said 
they could travel if they liked. If that were 
the case, there was no use in pa~sing the ::tmend
ment .. If the hon. gentlem::tn could point out 
that rt would save Sunday work, or that it 
would have any practical effect, the amendment 
should have his support. 

Mr. J .ESSOP sttid he could not see how the 
amendment would relieve men from workin"' on 
a Sunday. Stock had to be looked after on" the 
Sabbat)r as well as on any other day, and 
very lrkely they Would get very little "'rass 
by staying in camp all day. 'The anfend
ment would cause a great deal of dissatisfaction 
between rnan and 1naster in regard to workin<r on 
a Sunday. If a man refused to look after"his 
stock on a Sunday, where would they be on 
:Monday morning? As a rule, shepherds knew 
they l;tad to work on a Sunday, and during an 
experrence of twenty-five years he had never 
known one refuse to take sheep out on that day · 
and he did not see why a shepherd shm1ld 
refuse to do so any more while travelling than 
while working on a station. According to the 
old Christmas carol, shepherds used to watch 
their flocks by night; and if thev could watch 
them by night it was not too llmch to exnect 
that they should watch them on a Sunday. • 

Mr. STEVENS said that if they were gning in 
for the redress of the Sunday working grievance, 
there was no reason why the shepherd should be 
singled out for consideration any more than the 
grooms :md coach-drivers. And the men who 
worked on the railways-that was coming a 
good deal neo,rer home-why should they not be 
considered? If any men were deserving of con
sideration, they were the men. Anyone with "' 
practical experience of droving knew that it o·ave 
a man no rest to camp on a Sunday, and th~t it 
did the stock harm, except in exceptional cases. 
If the amendment were carried it would be 
simply amatterof agreement. \Vhen a stock-owner 
wished to pirate the grass of the lessees along 
the road he would make an agreement with his 
drover to take aclv::tntage of every Sunday for 
that purpose. That was the sort of man who 
would benefit by the amendment. He had 
driven stock himself, and he could say that 
stock suffered far more fromdoclginrrabout a camp 
than by trn. velling along a road. 

0 

Mr. FERGUSON s::tid he should consider it 
'" di.sgmce to_ ::tny British community to pass a 
Jaw compelhug 1ner;. to _-work 01_1 a Snnday. 
Ther~ was no la_w m exrstence m any of the 
colomes com pellmg men to do so ; and if 
drivers of coaches did so, it was of their own 
will. The question before the Committee was 
whether they as a Parlbment should p'css a law 
compelling any portion of the community to 
work on a Sun(lav. 

The l'HE::\flJ~·R s;1,id the hun. ;.;cntlernan was 
mi~t<tkcn in thinking that there ww; no law 
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compelling a man to work on a Sunday. '\Vhat 
would happen to ::t sailor who refused to work on 
::t Sund::ty? '\V ork lmd to be done on a Snndo,y 
during every journey tho,t lasted more than 
six days. But there was no f[Uestion of 
Sunday working ,involved at all: that was 
entirely a false issue. He believed as much 
in the observance of Sunday as most people; 
but that was not the question at all. It was 
simply a question whether they should allow 
persons travelling to take other persons' pro
perty-to take more on a Sunday than on any 
other day. He did not see why Sunday should 
be mo,de use of to injure one's neighbour more 
than any other day. 

The Ho~. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said the 
travelling public had a right to the grass along 
the roads, and it was not a question of pilfering 
at all. The hon gentleman had referred to 
s::tilors, and they all knew that there were very 
good reasons why they should work on a Sunday; 
but there was no such reason why men should be 
compelled to travel stock on a Sunday. 

Mr .• TESSOP asked, wh::tt about the servant 
girls? '\Vhy should they work on a Sunday? If 
they carried the thing to its logical conclusion, 
they ought to make it illegal for cocks to crow Ol' 
hens to lay on a Sunday. 

Mr. JORDAN [said they must eat on a 
Sunday, and therefore it was quite right 
that food should be prepared. There were 
some people who did not allow meat to be 
cooked on thrtt day; and, though he would not 
lay down a law for anyone, he would respect the 
scruples of those people. He would not be a 
party to passing a law to compel a mo,n to travel 
on Sunday. They had not to consider whether 
the amendment would he inoperative or not, but 
whether they should get rid of the discredit of 
putting· on the Statute-book a law compelling 
men to travel on Sunday. He did not suppose 
that persons travelling stock would be obliged to 
work more in looking after them than in travel
ling for six or eight miles on a Sunday ; and if 
the amendment were carried it would give a rest 
to the horses at any rate, and that would be 
something. The Sabb::tth was instituted in the 
decalogue as a day of rest, and he did not think 
it should be regarded with contempt or scorn. 
He thought the wisdom of Providence had pro
vided for the rest of cattle as well as horses-he 
meant working cattle-and he did not go with 
the Minister for J "~•1 •·· at all, when the hon. 
gentleman said that ,,, .abour of minding stock 
on a Sunday was equal to travelling them six 
or eight miles. He did not think so himself, 
thoug11 he admitted that the hon. gentleman 
knew more about the subject than he did. It 
seemed to him (Mr. Jordan) that getting up 
horses, and droving cattle, would involve far 
more work than simply minding the stock in 
camp. 

Mr. KELLETT said the hon. member who 
had just sat down had stated that he did not 
believe in the statement made by the Minister 
for Lands, to the effect that there was more 
work in keeping stock in camp on a Sunday 
than in travelling them. The hon. member for 
South Brisbane f..'l.id tlmt simply because he did 
not know what he was talking about. It seemed 
to him (Mr. Kellett) that the men who knew 
least about the subject could speak best upon it, 
or, at any rate, had most to say. He had 
heard it said by a member in that House, 
who g::tve ::t long dissertation on a question 
that was under discussion, that he could speak 
well on the subject becanf!e he knew nothin,; 
about it; and re:.tlly, hon. members appeared 
to be following his example. He had travelled 
a ;:;·oud many sheep himself, rtncl could oon
linn what had been said by the }Iinistel; 
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for Lands. A mob of sheep had to be dividefl 
into four or five lots every morning ; and 
the same thing had to be done on a tlunday. 
Would a man have less work to do droving them 
along the road, and reading his Bible, than he 
would, shepherding them all day and preventing 
them getting boxed? The dr<iver would certainly 
not have time to read his Bible in camp. The 
hon. member for South Brisbane also said that 
travelling would necessitate the men getting up 
their horses. Of comse it would, and if they 
were droving cattle they would have to get up 
their horses just the same whether they camped 
or travelled. But the amenrlment simply 
amounted to this : that men would refuse to 
travel on a Sunday unless they had a special 
agreement compelling them to do so ; and there 
would be very ugly work going on in camp. Should 
the camp happen to be near a township the men 
would go into town, and the consequence would 
be that they would be in a poor state for work 
on the Monday. He was quite satisfied that if 
they askefl any shepherd whether he would 
prefer to travel or camp, he would say that he 
would much sooner continue his journey. The 
proposition was the most absurd one he had ever 
hettrd from any sensible man. No one who had 
travelled stock would make such a propo.sal. 

Mr. MIDGLEY said he had just a word or 
two more to say on the subject. He had never 
travelled with stock, and he hoped he never 
should if there was to be a law in existence 
which said he was to do work on the seventh 
day which he did on the other six days of the 
week. They were asked to pass a law enacting 
that no matter what the surrounding circum
stances might be, no matter how favourable they 
were to the drover, and no matter whether there 
was any difficulty in the way or not, he must 
tmvel on a Sunf!ay. 

The PREMIER : When he uses somebody 
else's property. 

Mr. MIDGLEY said SC[Uatting was a Yery 
important industry in the colony, and droving 
was a very important imlustry connected with 
it. The men engaged in that connection had to 
perform journeys which sometimes took them 
weeks and months at a time; they lived a very 
monotonous life, and some of them were exposed 
to many dangers during their long journeys ; and 
the Committee were actually asked to force 
them by Act of Parliament to submit to the 
same monotonous thing every day from one 
year's end to the other. A man was of more 
value than a sheep, and they had as much right 
to take into consideration the me~n as the sheep. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said the hon. gentleman 
who had just sat down could not have understood 
what was the existing law. The Committee 
were not asked to interfere with any existing 
law. He believed that the provision in the 
clause had been in force ever since the colony 
had been a colony. 

Mr. MIDGLEY: It is wrong in itself. 
Mr. MORE HEAD: The hon. gentleman said 

it was wrong in itself. That might be. The 
hon. gentleman was wrong in himself when he 
said that there was any departure from the 
existing law in that Bill. The clause under con
sideration was, he (Mr. :Morehead) believed, 
almost an exact transcript from a provision in 
existing statutes. 

The PREMIER : It is. 
Mr. MOREHEAD said he thought a similar 

provision was to be found in laws now in the 
Statute-book. Really all that sympathy with 
the unfortunate drover, who had never asked 
for :.ny sympathy from the hands of the Com
mittee, was altogether too absurd. '.rhe drover 
~md never asked to be relea;;ed from his labours 

on the seventh dav. He was paid to work on 
Snndav, and he liked to work on Sunday. He 
(Mr. Morehead) was perfectly certain the drover 
would rather work on Sunday than not he paid for 
the seventh day. As had alren.dy been pointed 
out, if the amendment were passed, it would give 
no relief to the men to whom it was proposed to 
extend relief. The drovers would have to do 
smuething on the seventh day, nr extra In en 
would have to be engagecl for that clay; there 
would have to be a surplu" staff employed to look 
after the sheep when they had been abandoned. 
But really it was hardly wmth while dividing •m 
the amendment. Unless they g·ot some appeal 
from that outraged ch1ss who worked so 
hard, and got no rest on the seventh rby, 
they ought to leave the men to look after 
themselves; and his experience "·as that 
the working men of the colony, especially those 
employed in droving, were very well able to look 
after themselves. He never knew drovers to do 
too much; they were men <Juitc capable of l0ok
ino- after their own interest. The amendment 
w~uld lead to all sorts of complications, litiga
tion, and trouble, even if agromnents were 1nado 
oetween the drovers n,nd their employers. He 
1nust now refer to .sorne renHtrks made by the hon. 
member for South Brisbane. The hon. gentle
man brought the Decalogue into play. He (11r. 
:VIorehead) enjoyed that, because he wns per
fectly certain that if the hon. gentleman had 
conw round to his wav of thinking he would ha Ye 
religious education introduced into the Sta~e 
schools. To use a mining expres::;ion.~ and he used It 
with all clue deference to those mmmg members 
who had not yet spoken-the hem. mew be:· was 
" panned L>Ut." If they were really to go m for 
that Sunday business-the rest and be tha.nkfnl 
business-religious instruction 1nust be Intro
duced into the schools. At any rate, they mnst 
have the fourth commandment taught- he 
thought he was right in saying it was the fourth. 
It should be pointed out that on the seventh day 
there was a rest otherwise if the drover rested 
on that day he \~ould not know whether he was 
doin"' it ori authority or not. He was sure he 
wouk1 get the assistance of the hon. member for 
South Bri~bane in introducing religious educa
tion into the schools, at any rate to the 
extent of teaching the fourth commandment. 
He hoped the hon. member for. ~l~1lgrave w~mld 
not press his amendment to a clJvJslon ; but. If he 
did it would be one of the most extraordma1-y 
divisions that had ever taken place in that 
Chamber. The lion would lie down with the 
lamb, though only temporarily. For some 
reasons. however, he should be glad to see the 
Committee <livide on the question ; for it would 
show that there was some kind of union between 
the two sections of the Committee which might 
ultimately result in a combination, of which he 
(1\fr. Moreheacl) would be the leader. 

:Mr. GH.Il\IES asked whether the Committee 
were to do no work of the nature nflegislatiun ~but 
what w'ts called for from outside? Because the 
drovers had not asked thmu to deal with that 
particular matter, were they to be debarred from 
taking their interests into consideration? It was 
absurd to listen to such remarks from the hem. 
member. 

Question-That the words proposed to be added 
be so added-put. 

The Committee divi<led :
AYJ·:s, 1-:L. 

Sil· T. "J.Icllwraith, ::\Iessrs. Groom, Archer, .Tordan, 
VYhite, :Jiellor, Foote. l;'ergnsou, ::\lirlg"ley, :l\Iacfarlano, 
:J.Ioreton, Grimes, :::ialkeld, and Alanll. 

X m:~. 20. 
:Jir~srs. Oriffith, Dickson, Dutton. ]Iilcs, Xorton. L;tlor, 

Stcvcnson, :\facdonald-Pater~on. '1'. Campbdl. l"oxton, 
Anncar, :Jiorellcad, (fovet.t., Bailey, Isambcrt, Jm,t;op, 
Donaltbon, l:itcvcu~, Kcllutt, aull ralmer._. 
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Question resolved in the negath·e. 
Question-That the clause, as amended, stand 

part of the Bill-put and passed. 
On clause 32, as follows :-
"Any person or pm·sons driYing horses, cattle, or 

sheep, and deyasturing the ~ame contrary to the pro
visions of the last preceding section, shall forfeit and 
pa.y a sum not exceeding t\venty pounds. to lJe recoYered 
before any two justices of the peace at any court of 
pett.y sessions, aud for every subsequent ott'enee shall 
forfeit a like sum: Pro·dded that. no information for 
any subse,!ncnt offence shall be latcl until the expiration 
of one week succeecling the Hling of any preceding 
information.'' 

Mr. DONALDSON said that by the clause 
it was provided that information respecting a 
second offence conld not be laid till a week after 
the filing of the previous information. That 
'vas wrong, for a person 1night offend nne day 
and trespr~ss for the next seven days with im· 
punity. He proposed that ctll the words after 
the word " sum" be omitted from the clause. 

The ::\UNISTKR FOH L,~XDS said he 
believ-ed it would be an improvement to omit 
the proviso. If persons were not checked by 
the first penalty, it might he advisable to deal 
with them again immediately. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said that, ,;hile he agreed 
that the amendment was a good one, it was to be 
regretted that the ::\Iinister for Lands had not 
discovered it before. 

The PREMIER: \V e cannot do everything at 
once. "Live and learn.'' 

Mr. J\IORREU:AD said he admittPd that they 
could not do everything at once, and also that the 
Premier had tt great deal to learn, but the Bill 
had been a long time before the Committee, and 
whenev-er any member of the Opposition suggested 
an evident amendment it was at once accepted 
by the Government. 

.A .. n1endn1ent agreed to; and clause, as an1ended, 
put and passed. 

On the motion of the MINISTEH FOR 
LANDS, the CHAIR"IAN left the chair, reported 
progress, and obtained leave to sit again to
lnorro\v. 

BIMIGRATION AC'T OF 1882 AMEND
:"'fENT BILL. 

The SPEAKEH announced the receipt of a 
message from the Legislative Council, returning 
this Bill with an amendment. 

On the motion of the PHEMIER, the amend
ment was ordered to be taken into consideration 
in committee to-morrow. 

APPl:WPRIATION BILL No. 2. 
The ::OPJ<;AKEH announced the receipt of a 

message from the Legislative Council returning 
this Bill without amendment. 

HEALTH BILL. 
The SPEAKER announced the receipt of a 

message from the Legislative Council intimating 
that, having had under consideration the Assem
bly's message of the 14th instant, relative to the 
amendments made by the Council in the Health 
Bill, that Clmmber had agreed to the further 
amendment made by the ,'bsembly in c!tmse 23, 
and did not insist on their amendment in 
clause 68. 

PRIXTING COJ\11\UTTBE. 
Mr. FRASER, on behalf of the Spe:1ker, as 

Chairman, bmught up the sixth report of the 
Printing Committee, which was ordered to be 
printed. 

ADJOURNl\fENT, 
The PREMIER, in moving the adjournment 

of the Honse, said the business to-morrow would 
be consideration in committee of the messages 
that had come down from the Legislative Coun
cil, and the further consideration of the Crown 
Lands Bill in committee. 

The House adjourned at a·quarter to 11 
o'clock. 




