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LEGISLATIVE ASBSEMBLY.
Tuesday, 4 Novenber, 1884,

Questions.-—Motion for Adjournment.—Formal Motion
~—Jury Bill—third veading.—DBrands Act of 1872
Amendment Bill--thirvd reading.—Crown Lands Bill
—commitice. —Adjournment.

The SPEAKXR tovk the chair at half-past
3 o'clock.

QUESTIONS,

Mr. NORTOX asked the Minister for Lands—

1. IIas the rent of Monduran Run. in the Wide Bay
and Burnett Settled Distriet, been paid each year during
the currency of the lease, which was hought at auction
wder the 1876 Aet?

2. If not, for which year have the lessees been
defaulters, and for what amount ¥

The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. C. B.
Dutton) replied —

The Monduran Bun was purchased at auction underthe
provisions of the Settled Districts Pastoral Leases Act
of 1876, on the 24th September. 1879, when a year's rent
was paid to 31st Decenher, 1850. Rent was also paid
in September of 1541, 1852, 1883, and 1884; the latter
payment heing to 31st Deeember, 1584, on which date
the lease will terminate.

Mr. NORTON : I would like to ask the
Minister for Lands—without notice, if I may—-
the reason why the lease of the Monduran Run
should have been gazetted as forfeited last
Saturday week, and the lessees made defaulters
to the extent of £210 for arrears of rent ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said: The
mistake arose in this way : The run was purchased
in 1879, and the rent for the next year, dating
from the Ist January next, was not paid because
no demand was made by the Treasury for it.
The lessee missed one year and was not called
upon to pay until 1883. There was no doubt
the rent was due in September, 1880, and none
was paid until the next year, 1881 ; so that there
was one year missed. The lessee need not, if he
had paid in 1850, have paid in September, 1884,
as he had done, which completed his payments
up to the end of his lease. He missed one pay-
nent between 1879 and 1881—the year 1880,
which was not demanded by the Treasury and
not paid.
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The Hox. B. B.
Minister for Works—

In reference to the reply given by the Minister,
referring to extension of the Maryborough and Gympie
Railway to the Vengarie Sugur Refinery and to Messrs,
Wilson, ILart, and Company’s Sawmill, and extension of
the Bundaberg Railwav to the Mouut Perry Smelting
Works--have the conditions nained beenr complied
with ¥

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS (Hon. W.
Miles) replied—

All eonditions have been complied with, except the
conveyances of land for Cran and Company’s Branch,
which are not yet completed.

Mr. BLACK asked the Minister for Works—
Where the Govermment have boughtland, from whom,

and price paid, for court-house, Mackny ¥

The MINISTER FOR WORKS replied—

The Government liave been for some time negotiating
tor the purchase of a piece of land adjoining the present
court-house at Mackay, which is the only suitable and
available site for the ersction of a n2w coumrt-house.
£800 was offered some months since for the land, but
refused. After further negotiations that sum has
recontly been accepted. The contract for purchase is
made with Mr. Michael Ready.

MOTION FOR ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. ARCHER : Mr. Speaker,—Before I sit
down I shall put myself in order by moving the
usual motion. Some tinie ago, on the 24th July,
T had occasion to ask the Premier a question.
My attention had then been drawn to the fact
that the Government had intended to make use
of the frontage below Parliamnent House for a
certain purpose. It was even reported that it
was intended to lease it for wharves, and I there-
fore put a question on the notice-paper, to which
I received an answer from the Premier. That
answer finished in this way:—

“But if they (the Govermment) resolved to lease any
of the land reterred to (of which they had no present
intentiou) swilicient notice will he given to afford this
House an opportunity of expressing an opinion on the
subject.””

T am eredibly informed that although there is no
leasing, so far as I know, the Government are
going to use that land for Government purposes ;
and although, therefore, the answer of the
Premier will not be broken by so doing, yet 1
think the spirit of the answer will be broken.
The hon. gentleman promised that before any
of those lands were leased he would consult
this House, and allow this House to express an
opinion upon it. The Government, I am in-
formed, being in want of a shed for the purpose
of sheltering the torpedo-boat which has lately
arrived here, are now proposing to use the
frontage to Parliament. House for that purpose.
"This, I believe, is just the thin end of the wedge.
If we begin using that water frontage extending
from the street along here for such a purpose as
is now proposed, it will be the first step to taking
up all the frontage, which, I believe, ought to
be kept specially for the benefit of the people of
Brisbane. 1 am not a resident of Brisbane, and
therefore have no special intevest in the matter ;
in fact, I live in Brishane as little as L ean, 1
prefer my own home infinitely, ax when there T
can have free air and free exercise. I do not
like town very much, so that I am not
speaking in my own interests in this matter,
but in the interests of the people of Brishane.
Not only that, but I believe that this House
should be consulted before any of the land that is
included between this and Government House
Domain down to the river is used in any way.
I believe there is already a plan prepared,
and I have heard it said that it will be laid on the
table of the House before this session closes, for
the extension of these buildings. T understand
that the present Refreshment Rooms are to be
taken down, and that other arrangements are
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to be made with respect to them and to the
Library. I have not seen the plans, and am
now speaking under correction if I make any
mistalke. This bunilding will, T understand, if
these plans are fully carried out, be extended
far bevond its present position; and I do not
see why, in our case, as well as in the case
of the Honses of Parliament in England, where
they have a river frontage, that frontage should
not be devoted to the use of the House. That
is to say, that down to the river we ought to
have an unbroken right of approach, and it ought
to be steadily kept in view that nothing shonld
come between the building ultimately to be
erected here and the river frontage. That ismy
own opinion, and I am speaking for the sake of
those who will follow me, as it can have very
little effect upon me. I think the Premier,
having given us his promise, should have observed
it in the spirit as well as in the fact, and have
consulted this House before he nsed the land
for any public purpose. 1 am perfectly satisfied
in my own mind that allowing that frontage
to be used for public purposes will gradually lead
to a further extension of it, and wil! deprive the
citizens of Brishane of what I should look upon,
if T was one of them, as one of the most precious
things in the city—a free space where the people
could come and take recreation. Imay perhaps
have something to say after the Premier has
spoken on the matter, and T will not detain the
House any longer now. I move the adjournment
of the Houwe, in the hope that the Premier will
agsure us that none of the space left will be used
for any such purpose as T have heard this is to
be made use of. I beg to move the adjournment
of the House.

The PREMIER (Hon. S. W, Griffith) said:
Mr. Speaker,—On the 2(th July, the hon.
gentleman, as he has said, asked me whether it
was ths intention of the Government to lease
any of the water frontage extending from
Alice street round the Government House
Domain and the Botanic Gardens. I answered
that it was not the intention of the Govern-
ment to lease any of that land, nor is it
T also added that if the Government intended to
do anything of the sort this House should have
ample notice of their intention. It is not the
intention of the Government to do anything of
the kind, but I do not see that the answer given
in any way precludes the (Government from
making use for public purposes of the little
strip of water frontage hetween this House
and the river. This piece of land is per-
fectly useless to the ecitizens of Brisbane for
recreation purposes, and is entirely shut out
from the public by these builldin The
whole width of the land between here and the
river is entirely occupied by buildings, and 1
suppose the hon. gentleman does not suggest that
all these buildings should be pulled down in
order that hon, members might have a clear and
uninterrupted view of the river. Where clse ave
the Refreshment Rooms, the residence of the
Clerk of the Assembly, and the stables, to be
put ? It is very undesirable, in my opinion, to
allow it to pass out of the hands of the Govern-
ment, but T do not see any reason why a small
strip of water frontage which is at present
perfectly useless should not be utilised for public
purposes. It happens that at the present time
we have just received a torpedo-boat from
England—--

Mr. ARCHER : What is the cost of it ?

The PREMIER : Between £3,000and £4,000.
Tt is necessary for its preservation that it should
be kept on a slip out of the water, and it is there-
fore absolutely necessary, unless it is to become
perfectly useless in a very short time, that a
slip and shed should Dbe constructed for the
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purpose of housing it. The Government have
looked round, and they ean find no site under
their control in Brisbane—that is, anything
like so suitable for this purpose, as this
piece of land, which at present is utilised
for no purpose whatever, except that there is a
tank upon it for storing spare telegraph cables.
It can do no possible harm to the people
of Brisbane or to the river frontage, and it can
do no possible injury to the members of this
House or anybody else, that I can see, if this
strip of land is utilised in the way proposed. It
seems to me the most natural thing in the world
that the Government, having in their possession
a strip of water frontage suitable from its position
for this purpose, for which they must have land,
and of no benefit to the public—that they
should put that land to that purpose. Surely
the hon. gentleman does not suggest that we
should buy a water frontage, at an expense
of £10,000 or £12,000, to build a shed for a
torpedo-boat costing between £3,000 and £4,000.
That would be absurd. The site recently
acquired at Kangaroo Point is not suitable for
the purpose on account of its formation. This
piece of land decided upon, nobody can look at
except from a boat on the river ; and it is in-
tended to utilise thirty feet of the bank—perhaps
not so much., Those are the intentions of the
Government with respect to that, and unless
they are to incur very large and entirely unneces-
sary expense, that piece of land, thirty feet in
length, will be put to that use.

The Hox. Sir T, McILWRAITH said : Mr.
Speaker,—Itis not because thisland cannot, as the
Premier says, be seen from the land on this side
that it is to be utilised, Lut it is because we have
seen the torpedo-boat for the last fortnight or
three weeks lying in a disgraceful state near the
Port Office, that the Government desire to do
something at last. A more disgraceful sight I
have not seen in my life—a boat that cost be-
tween £3,000 and £4,000 left lying for weeks in a
disgraceful state in the mud. ~ Why, it has been
the talk of the town. The Government want to
find some sort of place to put the boat in at last.
I think my colleague, Mr. Archer, was quite
justified in calling the attention of the House to
this matter, and I am glad to hear the assurance
of the Premier, that 1t is not in contemplation
by the Government to make any permanent
reserve of the river frontage round the Gardens
for the use of the Port Otffice. I do not believe
in inserting the thin end of the wedge in this
way. There is far too little free space for the
town as it is, and it would be a great deal
better for the town if there were more. I have
nothing to say as to whether this is the proper
site or not—that is a matter for the department
to decide—but I cannot see any connection be-
tween its position now and where it is most likely
tobe used. There are any number of sites down
the river more in contiguity to the place where
it will most likely be used, and where it could
be better taken care of ; and where I think pro-
vision should have been made for the housing of
it before it arrived.

My, BEATTIE said: Mr. Speaker,—I have
no serious objection myself to the torpedo-
boat being placed on this narrow strip of land,
but I am certainly much obliged to the
hon. member for Blackall for getting a promise
out of the Premier, and T am very glad to
hear the Premier say that it is not the intention
of the Government to interfere with any of
the land from Alice street round to Xdward
street. I think it would be a great loss to the
city of Brisbane if such a proposition were made
or entertained for one moment. We have few
enough breathing-places in the city without
taking away any that already exist.  With
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reference to the torpedo-boat, she is a very nice-
looking little thing, but T am afraid she will be
rather an expensive ormament. I fancy it will
cost a large sum of money to make the slip and
shed proposed, and I should like the Premier to
give us some information as to the amount. I
believe the boat only weighs ten tons, and it
appears to me that it is scarcely necessary to
erect a slip and shed for a vessel of that weight,.

The COLONTAL TREASTURER (Hon. J. R.
Dickson) said: Mr. Speaker,—In answer to
what has been stated by the hon. member for
Mulgrave, I may say that, immediately on the
arrival of the British-India steamer which
brought the torpedo-boat, instructions were
given to the Port Office Department to take
care of the hoat. She was moored at the Port
Office, but that was found an exceedingly incon-
venient place, inasmuch as barges and other
vessels berthing alongside the wharf there would
be likely to come into contact with her, and
possibly do her some damage. It was therefore
necessary that some safer place should be found,
s0 as to avoid the lability to injury ; and this
was done with all possible expedition. T thinlk
the place selected is a very suitable one for
the purpose. 1 should not like it to go forth
to the public that the vessel was left in the
neglected condition implied by the remarks of the
hon. member for Mulgrave, It is quite possible
she may have been lying in the mud at low
water, as he said; but I did not see her in
that position, and I believe every care was
talen of the boat by the Portmaster. The
Premier has said that it is not the intention
of the Government to cut up the Garden front-
ages for the purpose of leasing them for wharves,
and that is quite correct. I must, however,
say that individually I do not share the senti-
mental feelings expressed by hon. gentlemen
who hold that those water frontages should not
be applied to commercial purposes. I hope the
time will come when wharves will surround

the Gardens, and our commercial inter-
ests be greatly extended. A stone wall
could be built at a suitable distance from

the water to protect the Gardens from the
encroachment of the wharves and keep the
Gardens retired. Such wharves would afford a
great convenience, which is very much required
for the extension of our business ; and T hope the
time will come—and that it will come speedily,
too—when we shall see a line of wharves extend-
ing from Petrie’s Bight to Victoria Bridge.
That is my view of the question, but I cannot
say that it is the view of the Government, or
that it has ever been considered by the Cabinet
up to the present time. But I individually, as
a citizen of the colony, express the hope that the
time will soon come when the trade of Brisbane
will be so great that the whole of that river
frontage land will be used for commercial pur-
poses; and that, I think, can be done without
detracting in any way from the beauty or seclu-
sion of the Botanic Gardens.

Mr. NORTON said: T am very sorry to hear
such views expressed by the Colonial Treasurer.
I can only suppose that the object of the hon.
gentleman is to drive people out of town, in
order to compel them to live on those 16-perch
allotments of which he has lately been selling
so many in the suburbs. I cannot conceive any
other reasen for advocating that a reserve like
the Gardens shounld be taken away from the city.
What would the people do without that reserve ?
There must be some place in every town where
the people can go out and get some fresh
air, without absolutely having to run away
from their business. [ must say that I was
exceedingly sorry to hear such sentiments as we
have just listened to expressed by a gentleman
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occupying the position of Colonial Treasurer,
and I can only tell the hon. gentleman that l
would rather see the tmped() boat blown up
and him with it than that the Gardens should
be done away with. The objeetion urged
against any portion of that reserve being made
uxe of for commercial purposes correctly repre-
sents the general opinion of the people of Bris-
bane, and those who come into the city some-
times and have to spend a few days here. People
who come here from the country, who have
not very much to do, are exceedingly glad
during the few idle hours they have at their
disposal to take refuge in the Gardens from the
noise and dust of the city, which they caunot
otherwise avoid. T think it would he one of
the greatest wrongs that could be perpetrated to
interfere with the (ardens in any way, with the
view of devoting them to any other purpose than
that to which they are now applied.

Mr. ALAND said @ T was certainly very much
surprised at the Colonial Treasurer speaking of
the objection to any portion of the Gardens being
taken away for wharfage purposes as a piece of
sentiment. I do not believe that there is a
vreater sentimentalist in the House than the
hon. gentleman ; yet, because the views which
have been expressed on this matter do not
coincide with his ideas, he calls them a
piece of sentimentalisma on the part of hon.
members. I consider the city of Brisbane is
very poorly off for reserves. If you look at the
large cities of the other colonies you will find
that they are very much better off in this respect
than Brisbane. It would be an act of wicked-
ness—an act of vandalism—if we were to rob the
city of any portion of the Gardens for wharfage
purposes ; and I hope the time will never come
when the river frontage there will be taken away
from the people of Queensland. I hope, with
the Colonial Treasurer, that the time will soon
arrive—I believe it is fast arriving—when the
wharfage accommodation will have to be greatly
increased, but I think that can be done without
touching the Gardens.

Mr. FOOTE said: I cannot fall in with the
views of the last speaker. T have always held
that Government House and the Gardeus are
Jocated in the wrong place. The very best part
of the city for water frontages is taken up by
the Dotanic Gardens and Government House.
And what are the Gardens after all? The whole
area is only about fifty-two acres, and that is
a very small space for public gardens. A few
hundreds of people, or at any rate a few thou-
sands, would fill it, and they would be packed
together like a flock of sheep. The proper place
to have a garden is farther away from the city
or on the other side of the river. The present
site might have been suitable in the old days,
Lut it isnot suitable for a city with a large popu-
lation. CGovernment House ought also to bave
Deen built in some other place. hi certainly coin-
cide with the views expressed by the Colonial
Treasurer, and I sincerely hope that we
shall soon see the day when the whole of
that river frontage from Petrie’s Bight to
the Bridge will be used for wharves, and
that Government House, instead of being
cooped up in a corner on the bank of the river,
will be placed in a far more eligible, suitable,
and airy place. We continue to make railways,
and the people need not be confined within the
town as they used to be. There are means of
getting out inte the country ; and in fact the
ureater part of the population, the tradesmen
and the merchants, now live outside the town., I
have no doubt that, as the country goes ahead
R u] the pupuLnLlon increases, that state of
atfuirs will eontinue, and T am satisfied that if
the trade of the city increases it will becume 2
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necessity to resume the whole of the river
frontage for wharfage purposes. 1 hope to live
to see the time when this will be so.

Mr. NORTON : T hope you will not.

Mr. FRASER : While wishing to retain for
the people of Brishane all the advcmta(res of
what are called *‘lungs,” at the same time I
sympathise with the views of the Colonial
Treasurer.

Mr. NORTON: Another savage !

Mr. FRASER : We live in a time when the
exigencies of trade and commerce are inexor-
able, and everything has to give way to them.
T can well conceive a line of wharves ex-
tending round that beautiful bend of the
river, without in the slightest degree inter-
fering with the reserves or depriving the
people  of Brisbane of the use of them;
and I can well conceive that the existence of
wharves in  that locality 1ay  become a
very considerable attraction to the people
of Brisbane. Supposing at some future time
we find lying within that bend of the river some
of those first-class vessels such as the steamers
of the Orient line—floating palaces as they are—
T venture to say that nothing that could be given
to the people of Brisbane would be a source of
greater delight. The wharves would then be
one of the most attractive spots in the city, and
would be a source of infinite amusement to the
people. T remember very well in the old country
having to wend my way through the back slums
and low quarters of Liverpool %o get on to some
of those magnificent ships belonging to the
American and Australian lines, and in doing so
I exposed myself and family to the chance of
catching some infectious disease. It is quite
true, as the member for Port Curtis says, that
strangers coming from the country may enjoy a
few hours’ recreation in our Gardens; but
the fact is that the people of Brisbane are
so very familiar with their Gardens, that, like
everything else, when they have them they
do mnot appreua.te them sufficiently. 1 am
sure that if the idea of the hon. the Colonial
Treasurer were carried out, both the pleasurable
and utilitarian motives could be combined ; and
T hope to see the time when we shall imperatively
require for commereial purposes the whole of the
river frontage now occupied by the Gardens.
We know it is a primary object in commercial
undertakings to concentrate our trade as much
as possxble, and hence it is important that
we should concentrate our shipping as much as
possible.  As for Government House, there is
only one defect, and it is this: Tt should
have been at Tpswich—at least, I gather from
the hon. member for Bundanba that that is so
and if he can induce the Government to take
Government House up to Ipswich I shall say
nothing against it.

Ir. ARCHER said : T have certainly been
very much astonished at some things which have
fallen from hon. members. There appear to be
i the Colonial Treasurer,
the member for South Brisbane, and the member
for Bundanba amongst them—who look upon
the possession of wealth as above every other
thing in the word. They would sacrifice health,
lecrgwtlon, and everything else to put an extra
penny in their pockets. The hon. Colonial
Treasurer says he has no sympathy with the
sentimental side of the ¢ question. Well, T can
assure him there is no sentiment in it. Tt is a
matter of absolute necessity that we should
retain our recreation grounds. It is amatter of
health, and yet the lon. gentleman advocates the
cutting-up of this beautiful place. It is the
very best place that can be preserved for the
recreation of the people of the city, and T look
upon those hon, members with feelings of utter
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astonishment who advocate the destruction of
our beautiful Gardens. I cannot understand
them. Icannotsympathise with their vandalism,
and they cannot syinpathise with my sentiment.
But I can assare hon. members I have no feel-
ings of sentinteut in this matter. T have simply
a wish that this place should be preserved for
the people; and I believe that if the represen-
tatives of the city of Brisbane anunounced the
fact that they intended to haund that place
over to the rapacity of those who think that
commerce is everything, they would lose their
seats. Brisbane is increasing very rapidly in size
and importance, sud T hope will eontinue to in-
crease; and everyone knows that more wharfage
accommodation will berequired ; but Ibelievethat
can be obtained without infringing in any way
on almost the only place left to the citizens for
recreation purposes. There is ample room for
wharfage from the municipal wharves at
Petrie’s Bight right down to opposite Tiytton s
and while we have all that space, theve
does not scem to be any uecessity or- ex-
cuse for resuming the water frontage of the
public gardens, 1 believe that if the men who
have spoken on this cuestion were in London
they wonld really propose te zell Hyde Tark.
Our Gaordens ave of o certain monetary value,
but they have nothing like the value of Hyde
Park if it was cut up into building sites. I
believe that park could be turned into millions
and millions of money; but 1 do not suppose
the people of London would allow Hyde Park
to be sold for £100,000,000 sterling—and it would
feteh that if it were sold. And here are
hon. gentlemen, who ought to know hetter,
coolly talking about taking away this beantiful
reach of the river, which has Dbeen devoted
for so long a time to public purposes. It is
a question of far greater moment than hon.
members appear to think ; and I hope the hon.
member for Fortitude Valley will see that the
citizens take an interest in this matter, and
check any sign of such vandalisin as the how.
Colouial Treasuver has displayed. With regard
to the original question, I utterly disagree with
the action taken by the Government in bringing
the torpedo-boat round to this reach of the river.
I believe that that ground onght not to have
been used without consulting the House.

believe it is part of the reserve for the Parlia-
mentary Buldings, and that this House ought
to have some control over it. T think, therefore,
the Governinent ought not to have done any-
thing in this matter without consulting the
House. Had they done so, I should have
opposed most strongly the erection of this boat-
shed. he Government have at Kangaroo
Point a very large property. The Premier
says that it is unfit for the purpose required,
but I do not think it is. Or they might have
gone to Lytten, where the forts are; or they
might have obtained plenty of sites along the
river which would have been equally suit-
able, and would not have in any way in-
terfered with what I look upon as one of those
things that we ought to hand down to those
who come after us. These are really not senti-
mental views at all. They are views which I
hold, because I believe there are plenty of sites
for wharves up and down the river bank ; and
there is deep water too. I know that if the
Premier liked to part with his river frontage
it would be worth thonsands of pounds for
wharves ; and there ure other sites equally as
good. Why, therefore, it should be thought
necessary, in order to provide for this little boat,
to interfere with what I look upon as the
one spot in Queensland which strangers most
admire, I cannot possibly see. However, I
wuppese the strong majority of the Government
will agree with the views of the Colonial Trea-
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Crown Lands Bill.

surer in this as in other matters. T have done
my duty in calling attention to the matter. If
the people of Brisbane are so callous to their
interests as to consent to such a great loss to the
city, and to the country by-and-by, Lcandonothing
by what I say except to try and rouse them to
stand up for their rights. I have expressed my
opinions, but 1 have not the slightest hope that
the Government will take heed of them ; it is
quite hopeless to expect them to do that. A$
the same time 1 feel strongly that if they liked
to use their wits they could find sites that would
not at all interfere with the reserve 3 and T am
¢lad that the Premier has repeated his promise
that nothing will be done to take it away. I
beg to withdraw the motion.
Motion, by leave, withdrawn.

FORMAL MOTIOXN,

The following motion was agreed to:—

By Mr. NORTON—

That there he lanid on the table of the I[ouse a list of
all railway eontraels entered into by the Government
sinee the 1st of January, 1876, specifying the amount of
cach contract, the total amonnt paid on the completion
of each contr: and the conditions and specitieations
unger which cucl contract was let, with the names of
the contractors and also the duate on which each con-
tract wus let, and the day on which the line was
opened.

JURY BILL—THIRD READING.

On motion of the ATTORNEY-GENERAL
(Hon. A. Rutledge), this Bill was read a third
time, passed, and ordered to be transmitted to
the Legislative Council by message in the usual
form,

BRANDS ACT OF 1872 AMENDMENT
BILL—THIRD READING.

On the motion of the Hox. B. B. MORETON,
this Bill was read a third time, passed, and
ordered to be transwitted to the Legislative
Council by message in the usual form.

CROWN LAXNDS BILL—COMMITTELE.

On the Order of the Day being read, the
House went into Committee to further consider
this Bill in detail.

On clauge 91 Power to reserve lands for
public purposes”-——

Mr. PALMER said he saw that the clauss
gave power to reserve land for alprost any con-
ceivanls purpose, with the exception of one
which he thougut the Minister for Lands failed
to recognise with the importance which he
thought such an object ought to bear in the
interests of the colony-—he referred to forest
reserves ; reserves for the conservation of timber.
There was no doubt that Queensland could grow,
within herself, sufficient timber for all her wants
if there was not so much waste, and if the growth
was regulated as well. At present the railways
as they proceeded out tn the western part of the
colony were not opening up fresh timber supplies,
but were actually going out to almost treeless
plains, and were consuming the timber that was
growing now on the coast lands, A large amount
of it might be seen on any railway line, for the
supply of railways further out. He had seen on
the Central Railway, for miles beyond West-
wood, piles of sleepers for the extension of lines
hundreds of miles further on. He believed the
same remark applied to each line, The example
given by the mother-colony might well be
followed here. There the Forest Branch Depart-
ment had heen talken from the Mines Office and
transferred to the Minister for Lands’ Office. Its
revenue, he thought, for the year 1882 was
£13,000, and in 1883 it amounted to £16,685.
The expeaditure came to wbout £15,000; buf
that sum was ineurred, to a large extent, by
the in:psctors who had to iuspect the ring-




Crown Lands Bill.

barking. He saw that a new clause refer-
ring to ringbarking  had been placed in the
hands of hon. members. Those inspectors of
forest reserves had also to inspect the country
for which applications to ringbark were sent
in. He believed it had been the opinion of
many scientific men who had studied the question,
that ringbarking the whole country through, and
denuding the country of its forests, was a system
that did not conduce to either the healthiness
of the country or its prosperity. It had been

called in question in every country—the clearing
of their native forests without, at the same time,
making any provision for growing others in their
place, In America its importance was looked
upon with such interest by the Governiment that
a gratuity of 160 acres of land was given to any
one who cultivated 10 acres of trees for ten
years, or eight years; to say nothing about the
commercial aspect of the question, which, he
thought, anyone would acknowledge was one of
great importance, and one which shou]d he taken
in hand at once by the Department of Tauds or
by the Grovernmment. Fach vear saw the source
of supply diminished, and hon. members would
remember that they had a petition presented to
the House not long ago, from Maryboronugh,
requesting that a duty might be placed on the
importation of tnnbm' the1ebv increasing  the
cost of dwellings to every working man in
the country. If that consumption and waste
went on year after vear, of course it could
only tend to make the supply scarcer and
dearer ; but to say nothing of the commer-
cial aspect of the question, the conservation
of forests had been looked upon as conducive to
health—the xpecific temperature of trees being ~o
low as to regulate the extremes of heat and cold.

He knew very well that on the treeless plains of
the interior they had both the intense cold and the
intense heat, showing the truth of that scientific
principle. He did not know what were the views of
thehon. Minister for Lands on the question, but it
was one to which the hon. gentleman ight very
well give hisattention. The first timber reserves
in New South Wales were made in 1871, to pre-
serve some magnificent forests of hardwood on
the Clarence, and some red-gum forests on
the Murray ; and since then reserves had been
proclaimed from time to time, till in 1883
there were 666 reserves, embracing an area of
5,000,000 acves. They were in charge of a
department  with a staff of sixty officers,
whose salaries amounted to £8,000 a year, and
travelling expenses to £6,000. Tn 1882-5 they Aealt
with 530 apph( ations for ringbarking, and gave
permission in 342 cases, ha\ ing re&pect to 4 000
square mil He saw that Barvon Musller
recommended local boards for Forest culture, and
he thought it would be well to bring local know-
ledge and interest to bear so as to prevent the
needless waste which went on when there were no
regulations. He commended the question to the
Minister for Lands, and he hoped the hon. gen-
tleman would take that interest in it which the
importance of the subject deserved.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that reser-
vations for timber purposes had always been made
under a clause somewhat similar to the onein the
present Bill, so that the Government would have
power to make all necessary timber reserves
throughout the colony. With regard to ring-
barking, if the hon. member had read the clause
dealing with that subject he would see that
the commissioner had to inspect and determine
whether the timber was of a kind which should
be ringbarked for improving grazing or agricul-
tural selections, The commissioner, assisted by
the ranger, would, he thought, be quite compe-
tent to settle questions of that kind.  Of course
it was necessary lo exercise some care that

valuable timber was not destroyed ; and that
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was intended to be done by the clause proposed,
He thought that all the ditficulties raised by the
hon. member had been fairly provided for.

Mr. PALMER said he did not think the hon.
gentleman had grasped the matter in the right
way. A great deal of country that was not suit-
able for grazing purposes was admirably adapted
for growing timber. Many of the barren ridges
about the Burnett and Wide Bay districts grew
beautiful ironbark-—the straightest he had ever
seeu ; and it was dhudcteuxtlc of a good deal
of country, which was considered very poor for
grazing purposes, that it would grow excellent
timber. He thought if such country were
reserved, and the timber sold, the returns would
pay all the expenses.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS =aid that
what the hon, member proposed was an elaborate
system of forest conservancy or cultivation.
That was a matter which should be dealt with
separately, and not as part of the Land Bill. 1f
it were necessary or desivable—and he had not
the slightest doubt that it was—to cultivate
timber, it would have to be taken in hand in an
altogether separate measure. Some steps had
already been taken in that direction, but they
were nmerely experimental efforts so far ; still they
showed, ab all events, that something of the sort
could be done., He did not think, however, that
it was desirable to deal with it in the present
BilL

Mr. PALMER said he did not wish to take
up any more time on the subject, if the hon.
gentlenian was not sufficiently interested in it.
He would just refer him to the Land Act of
New South Wales, where it was not thought of
so little importance. Part VL provided solely
and wholly for the counservation of forests
““Btate forests — timber reserves — licenses—
permits,” The first clause of the part read as
tollows :—

* [tshall be lawful for the Governor by notitication in

the Gasette to prociaim auy arveas of (rown linds therein
deseribed to he State forests, mnd in like manner to
reserve from sale any sueh arcas as timber reserves for
thepurpose, in each case, of preserving, under regulations
in that Hehalf to he made hy the Governor. the growth
and su ion of timber trees, and of preventing as far
as practicable the destruetion and exhaustion of such
Siate forests,”
There the whole question seemed to be brought
under the supervision of officers who had made it
remunerative to the State, besides a means of
providing for the future enormous vequirements
of ratlway extension. The fresh sieepers requirved
every year to supply the place of those which
decayed, to say nothing of extensions, amounted
to 40,000 or 50,000.

Mr. NORTON said he was inclined to think,
with the Minister for Lands, that the question of
forest conservancy was not one to be discussed
in connection with the present measure. He
doubted, moreover, whether the clause gave
special power to reserve land for forest purposes,
though no doubt there was a general power.

The PREMIER said that a great many State
forests had been proclaimed under a similar
clanse which had been in force for a number of
years. However, there could be no objection to
make it morve specific. He would propose to
insert after the words “required for” the words
‘“State forests or for.”

Amendment agreed to.

The Hox. B. B. MORETON said he thought
the clause should provide for camping and
watering reserves,

The PREMIER said it might be as well to
jnwert the words,  He moved that the words
for for camping places for travelling stock” he
inserted after the word works™ 1o the 28th
ling,
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Amendwment agreed to ; and clause, as amended,
put and passed.

Clauses 92 and 93 passed as printed.

On clause M4, as follows :—

“The Governor in Couneil may grant licenses to
mine tor coal om temrporary or permanent reserves ou
such terms as to securing the surface, license fees,
royalties, or otherwise, as he shall see fit.”

Mr. PALMER said the subject of royalties
on coal was likely to be a very large one in
Queensland before long,  When the Land Bill
was under discussion in another colony, the
question was referred to by Mr. James Fletcher,
an experienced mining engineer, who said :—

*There is one clause in the Bill of which I approve.

This is the one which provides for a royalty on coal,
and the reservation to the Orown of alt minerals, I
am confident that in a few years more the revenue
from the coal lands of the colony will be guite asx great
ax that which the Jinister for Lands expeets to get
from the pastoral leases. 1 think we shall be acting
wisely if we pass this provision.”
The clauses to which he referred weve the Tth
and the 93th of the New South Wales Land
Bill, which provided that all royalties should be
collected by the Crown. According to the article
from which he (Mr. Palmer) had quoted, the
royalties collected about Newcastle amonnted to
Is. per ton. It went on to say :—

At Lake Macquarie, about twelve ‘miles {rom N
castle by the line of railway in course of construction,
more than onc agreement for lease is in existence, by
which 1s. per ton royalty is to be paid on the coal
ised. In fact, 1s. per ton is now the minimun price
asked for coal under lands situate a considerable dis-
tance fromn port. According to a prospectus of the
North Illawarra Coal-inining Company, Limited, there
are thres of these properties, coverig respeetively 1,500
aeres, YOO acres, and 1,000 acres—together. 3.100 acres
held by the company-—subject t0 a royalty of nsarly 1s.
per ton, with theright of renewal for a similar period at
3d. per ton additional. And he it known that those
properties are situate from 37 to 40 miles from Port
Jackson by the fllawarra line of ruilway.”

The Bill introduced by Sir John Robertson in
1861 contained a clause fwposing a certain
royalty on 1ninerals; and had that clause been
carried, the amount rcalised—even with a 5
per cent. royalty—would have reached £160,163
per annum. Last year the value of the total
vield of minerals in that colony was £3,203,000.
It had always been said that if the Governiment
wanted more revenue they should go to the
pastoral tenants, who used the grass of the colony
without giving a sufficient quld pro quo for it

Lut there was a certain point beyond which even
the pastoral tenant would be no longer squeezable,
and he would recommend that when the Trea-
surer had done squeezing the squatter he should
turn his attention in another direction, and
squeeze something out of the mineral wealth of
the colony. The land possessed a twofold value
—the value on the surface, which the pastoral
tenant was quite willing to pay for; and the
value beneath the surface, in the shape of coal
and other minerals, Whlch might pay a greater
percentage to the State. He wanted to know
whether it was the intention of the Minister
for Lands to impose aroyalty on coal. Queens-
land was not as yet, perhaps, a large coal-pro-
ducing country, but the time was coming when
she would rival New South Wales or any of the
other colonies in the production, notonly of coal
but of other minerals as well.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied that
power was given to the Government in the clause
to impose a royalty on coal found on Crown land.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH: Noj it
is not.

The MINISTER

FOR LANDS sald the

power reserved to the Governor in Council

covered it ; and if it was at any time considered

Judicious to exact a royalty it could be done,
Clause put and passed.
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Clause 95— Commons may be resumed’—

passed as printed.

On clause 96, as follows :—

“The Governor in Conncil may malke regulations for
the management of any existing comuion and for giving
effect o eommona hts, subject, however, to the
following condition

That commonage rights shall appertain solely to
resilents in the township or district for which
the ¢ommon was proclaimed;

That the depasturing of sheep and entive male
animals cxeeeding six months old, except under
special conditions, shall he prohibited;

That payinent he nade for the depasturing of cattle
at », rate not less than two shillings per head
per anuum, and that in no case shall any one
person he allowed to run more than twenty
head on the sane commmon.

“ Jut nothing hievein contained shall prevent hoaw fide
travellers from depasturving their bullocks, horses, or
other stork onany conunou. Provided that no person
travelling with the stoek shall bhe deemned a bouwe fide
traveller who shall not proceed four miles iu onc
direction during every twenty-four ours, unless delaycd
hy floods.”

The Hox. B. B. MORETON suggested that
the distance to be travelled should be six miles
instead of four miles, so as to make the provision
in that respect similar to the one already passed
with regard to travelling stock.

The PREMIER said he would accept the
suggestion, and move, as an amendment, that
all the words after the word ““traveller” be
omitted, with the view of ingerting the following
words—¢unless such stock are driven towards
their destination at least six miles within every
period of twenty-four hours, unless prevented
by rain or floods.”

The Hown. Stk T. McILWRAITH asked if
there was any particular reason for the difference
in the rate of mileage between the two clauses
relating to travelling stock—why ““six miles” was
inserted in clause 31, and ‘“four miles” in the
clause now hefore the Committee ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied that
clause 96, in its present form, was a copy of the
corresponding clause in the existing Act. There

were few cominons more than four miles throngh,
and probably that was the reason why that
number of miles was fixed upon.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said that
what he wanted to know was whether there was
any particular reason for ‘‘six miles” being
inserted in one clause and ‘four miles” in the
other ?

The PREMTIR said that, ashis hon. colleague
had pointed out, the present clause was a trans-
cript of the clause in the Act of 1876, which in its
turn was taken from the Act of 1868. It was an
inadvertence that the two clauses, as printed,
did not run together.

Mr. ARCHER said he was glad that so much
was being copied from the Act of 18G8.

Mr. PAL'VU‘ 3 suggested that, after the word
“proclained ” in the Ist subsection, the words
‘“and that they shall be under the control of the
divisional h(mr(k of the district,” should be
added. A provision of that kind would ensure
that the reserves would be put to a proper use.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
next clause empowered the Governor in Council
to place conmmons under the control of muni-
cipal councils; and he thought that provision
might be extended to divisional boards.

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the question—put and
negatived.

Mr. NORTON said he did not know whether
the clause applied to goats; but he did not sce
why people in small townships should not be
allowed to keep goaty, and have some place for
them to run. He would ale point out that
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although there was a price fixed for depasturing
cattle—2s. per head—there was none fixed for
depasturing sheep.

Question — That the words proposed to be
inserted be so inserted—put and passed.

Mr. SCOTT asked if the concluding portion of
the clause would apply to carriers, or to men
travelling with two or three led or pack horses.
As the clause stood, with the amendment, those
persons would be compelled to move on six miles
a day, and he thought that was not intended.

The PREMIER said there were some com-
mons_in the colony, but very few; and it
would be observed that there was no provision
in the Bill for making new ones. It was con-
sidered that the system of reserves was much
better; and the clause was only intended to
deal with existing commons as long as they con-
tinued in existence. The depasturing of sheep
was prohibited except under special conditions,
but there was nothing to prevent a bond fide
traveller from turning his horses or bullocks on
to a common., If he was not a resident in the
district he must show that he was a bond fide
traveller, that was, travelling with stock in the
ordinary sense of the term. They would not
call a man with a bullock-teamn “‘travelling with
stock”™—they would call him *‘ a carrier.”

My, SCOTT said it was invariably in the
neighbourhood of small townships that people
with a few horses or a bullock-team wished to
remain for more than one day, and not out in
the bush. As the clause read it would force
those people to move on, and he did not think
that was intended.

The Hon. B. B. MORETON asked if the
system of commons was to be done away with
by the Bill, and whether no more would be
created ?

The PREMIER: Not by that name.
will be called camping reserves.

The Hox~. B. B. MORETON said he did not
think camping reserves would meet the case of
small townships in the interior.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he sup-
posed what the hon. gentleman meant was that
the inhabitants of small towns throughout the
colony should be provided with commons, or a
place where they could keep stock; but it was
not the intention of the Bill to provide runs for
people living in townships who desired to become
stockowners. If they wished to become stock-
owners it was their duty to take up land for
that purpose. They were not entitled to have
portions of country given to them where they
could depasture stock free. As the hon. the
Premier had pointed out, the clause only dealt
with commons at present in existence.

Mr. NORTON said he quite agreed with the
Minister for Lands that it was not desirable that
people living in towns should be provided with
runs if they wanted to become stockowners ; but
he did not see why a man should not be allowed
to keep a cow or a couple of cows running about
a common belonging to a township. No doubt
commons had been abused, but that was because
they had not been properly regulated ; and he
thought that if they were to be abolished it
would be a serious objection to that portion of
the Bill. He did not see what objection there
was to commons, provided they were not too
large.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said, perhaps
the hon. gentleman would say what size, in
his opinion, the commons ought to be? It
would depend upon the population.  For in-
stance, what extent of commoen would the
city of Bristans rvequire to allow each resi-
dent to keep = cow or two? If what the
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hon. gentleman referred to was the supply
of milk, he could say that, as a rule, in
large towns milk was supplied by men who
took up land and became dairy farmers; and he
did not think that the country should be called
upon to proclaim commons to enable other people
to compete with those men who had taken up
and paid for their land. Tf people lived in
town they should pay for their milk, and not
ask the country to establish commons to supply
them with that commodity free of expense.

Mr. NORTON said the hon. gentleman’s re-
marks might apply very well to the metropolis ;
but there were many towns in the colony where
people did not always buy their milk. It was
only in the large towns that they could do so,
and he could say that a great many dairymen
supplied very bad milk indeed. They added a
very great deal of water, and sometimes pipe-
clay; and he did not see why persons living in
country townships should not be allowed to keep
a cow or two. He knew some country towns
where the milk supplied was simply abominable.

Mr., BEATTIE said he was of opinion that
cows were becoming a great nuisance, par-
ticularly in the large towns of the colony,
because from his experience he found that, when-
ever an individual kept a garden, it was just for
the convenience of his neighbours’ cows to feed in.
There was no doubt a cow would very soon
find a way to open a gate. He was sure that if
it were possible to have a commonage for all the
cows about the city of Brisbane it would be one
of the greatest blessings about. If anyone
would walk round the suburbs and see the
animals that gave milk to the inhabitants of
Brisbane, he was perfectly satisfied that he would
pity the people of Brisbane who had to drink the
milk, because he (Mr. Beattie) was certain that it
was most unhealthy, and one of the sources of the
great amount of sickness that had been dissemin-
ated around the suburbs of Brisbane. It wasall
very well to talk about commonages, but anyone
who wanted to set up a dairy farm oughtto go out-
side the town. He objected to people keeping a
cow if their neighbours had to keep gardens to
feed it. He saw that every day—and they had
complaints from people of the same thing both
in the city and in the suburbs—that they had
to keep gardens to feed other people’s cows.

The Hox. B. B. MORETON said he thought
the case brought forward by the hon. member
who had just sat down was altogether different
from that brought forward bv the hon. member
for Port Curtis. In small towns in the interior,
where they were not able to grow much corn
for feed, there was no meansof getting feed unless
there was a common alongside the town. Heknew
many cases where the system had been abused,
and the commmonage was much larger than it
should have been. Commonages were well
enough in the interior, where much ill-feeling
might otherwise be engendered between the pas-
toral tenants who surrounded those towns, and
the townspeople whose animals might be im-
pounded. Tt was a perfect necessity for the
small townships in the colony to have a com-
monage alongside or around them.

Mr. NORTON said it was evident from the
speech of the hon. member for Fortitude Valley
that he kept a garden, and his neighbour kept a
cow, He could assure him that there was not
very much sentiment about his contention, He
could tell the hon. member of a case which came
before him some time ago. A lady went to a
town with her family where she had been residing
before, and wanted to make an arrangement with
aman tosupply her with milk. Theman offered
to do it at 4d, per quart; but she said she
wanted the best millz she could get.  He replied
ghat if she wanted the very best milk she could
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get it at 6d. per quart, and then it would be over
half water. The ordinary milk would be 4d.
The hon. member would quite understand that
t}ﬁere was not a great deal of sentiment about
that.

Mr. FOOTE said he did not quite see the
matter in the light in which the hon, member for
Burnett did. Allthe commonages hehadseenhad
never been worth anything. They were right
enough to turn out a horse or a cow to rest upon ;
but they were generally so crowded that a blade of
grass was never seen upon them, and they were,
therefore, of no use whatever for the purposes
of grazing. Sometimes it happened that there
was a good waterhole there, and, so far as that
waterhole was concerned, it was some use to
the inhabitants ; but, in regard to the matter of
feed, it could be of no use whatever, and he was
sure that the milking cattle kept upon a com-
monage, or depending upon a commonage for their
feed, at some seasons must be very poor indeed.
The hon. member for Port Curtis talked about
water inmilk. There wasno necessity to put water
into the wilk, as if they gotany at all it would not
be much better than water.  Helooked upon those
commmonages sitmply as a nuisance to the State.
The stock were driven to them in the morning,
and returiied to town, as the hon. member for
Tortitude Valley said, through the strects and
into the gardens; they soon became very know-
ing and knew where to find feed; they could
open a gate, many of them, and open a door.
He had known them to get into a store occa-
sionally, in hard times, and he had no doubt other
hon. members had too. He was glad to hear
that the Government did not intend to proclaim
any further commonages, and that the provision
simply referred to those already in existence.

Question put and passed.

On clause 97 — “ Commons may be placed
under municipal councils”

Mr. PALMER said he had understeod the
hon. Minister for Lands to say that he would
make an amendment in the clause to the effect
that the commons might be placed under the
control of divisional boards. Those camping
reserves were previously called commons, and
he had no doubt they would be very useful for
travelling stock staying near a town, and they
would be rendered very nmch more useful if
they were placed in the hands of divisional
boards,

The PREMITIR said the hon. miember would
see that the clause only dealt with commons
already proclaimed for the use of the inhabitants
of municipalities. No commonage had been
proclaimed for the use of the inhabitants of
a division.

The ATTORNEY - GENERAL (Hon, A.
TRutledge) said that clause 56 of the Divisional
Boards Act provided that—

“The board may, and if required to do so by the
Governor in Council, shall take the sole charge and
management of any botanic garden, park. or common-

age, Aand may vote moneys in aid thereof from the
divisional fund.”

So that all that was required was to proclaim the
common under the control of the board.

Question put and passed.

On clause 98, as follows -~

“The whole or any part of any Lolding under this Act
may he resumed from lease by the Governor in Couneil
on the recommendation of the board, subject to the
tollowing provisions, that is to say :—

1. A n«)_tice signed by the 3Minister must be
published in the GGesetle, and served on the
tessee either persoually or by post letter
addressed to him at the bolding, ix months at
least before the resuinption takes effect;
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2, The resminption must, except in the casc of the
resuuiption ot land for a public road, be made
to take effect at the expiration of soine year of
the tenancy ;

3. The lessee may, at anv time within three months
after service of notice of resumption of part of
a holding, serve on the Minister a notice m
writing to the cffect that he accepts the same
as a notice of resnmption of the entire holding,
to take effect at the expiration of the then
current year of tenancy; and the notice of
resumption shall have effect accordingly ;

Upon resumyption of the whole or part of a hold-
ing the lessre shall be entitled to compensation
for the loss thereof, the amount of which shall
e determined by the board.”

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH said
that was one of the most important clauses
in the Bill, and he thought the Ministry
might reconsider the decision that they had
come to in rcfusing to have an appeal

-~

from the bhoard to some higher authority.
That clause provided for events happening

in which a lease was taken away from a lessee,
Under circunstances of that kind they would
expoct at least that the lessee wonld have some
right of appeal to @ higher court than the board
providedifthecompensation swarded by the hoaswd
was nob, in his opinion, sufficient.  Of course,
hon.  members  understood  that  the  clause
appled to all leases held nnder the Bill
When the Govermmeut for some reason or
other determined to break the lease, the whole
power was left with the board to dstermive
what amount of compensation should be granted.
He knew it had Dbeen determined already thag
there should be no appeal from a decision of the
bhoard except that provided for in clauses 19 and
20. 1In the present case he thought there should
be an appeal to arbitration, because the Govern-
nient, in taking back a lease, took back probably
the work of a man for fifty years. They might
take back the whole of his labour for forty-
nine years by breaking a lease, or a man
might labour for five-and-twenty years and
then have his lease broken. There was an addi-
tional reason why there should be an appeal
in that case. Teople might be satisfied to give
the board the power of determining the amount
of compensation in ordinary cases, such as the
valuing of the amount of compensation to be
paid for improvements. They might expect
ordinary officers to act with the usual honesty
and integrity of the oftficers in the Government
service i such cases, But bere a guestion of
policy might be involved. 1t was quite poseible
that « tinie might come within the next tive and-
twenty vears when it might be the policy
of the Government to determine all those
leases, and  why should it De left to the
board to determine all those leases for the
parpose of getting the Government of the
day out of some disagreeable consequences of
past legislation? He was quite sure that no
such power was granted to any two men by any
previous colonial legislation, as was proposed to
be granted to the two men composing the board
under the Bill. That was the clause in the Bill
which would give the board the greatest amount
of power. He might point out that the Premier
had repeatedly referred to the fact that that
clause was based on the same principle and on
the same lines as the railway resumption clauses.

The PREMIER: On the same principle;
hear, hear !

The Hox. Sir T. McITWRATTH =said the
Premier had referred to that very often. On
that principle, supposing they were to give such
nnlimited powers to any arbitrators appointed
by the Government, the public would imme-
diately dissent, on the principle that they could
uol posdbly et two pald arbitrators constantly
emnployed by the Government who would act for
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hoth parties. Tt was exactly the same case in the
clause. The work of a life might be taken ; while
in the case of ordinary railway arbitrations the
matter was probably of small moment. Here
they saw the enormity of the principle to which
they had committed themselves by giving those
vast powers to a board without any ‘Lppea.l to a
higher power.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said there
was no doubt that the powers given to the board
nnder the clause were pretty extensive, and
men wmight feel that perhaps it was a power that
might iinperil the work of a lifetime. So that
he did not object to any amendment in the
clause providing for an appeal after the
board had given their decision, if the lessee
was dissatisfied with that decision.  Pevhaps
the present wethod of ascertaining the value of
land in casex of reswnption by the CGovernment
would be a fahly good one to introduce here—
that under the Public Works Land Resumption
Act. He had no objection to an appeal being
wiven toa court constituted as that Act pro-
vided. in cases where there was an objection to
the decision of the hoard,

The PREMTER said he had prepared an
amendment which would give effect to the view
%uggexted by the hon. wentleman opposite, and
accepted by his u)lleaym tlie Minister for Lands,
He proposed to add to the provisions of the
clause as it stood the following additional sub-
sections +—

If the lessee is atistied with the decision of the
board, e may, within one month after such decision
has boen pronounced. give notice 1o the Minister that
he objects to the deeision.

If such notice of objeetion is given, ths compensu-
tion shallbe determined in the muanuer prescribed by
the Public Works Land Resumption Act of 1873 for
ﬂ\etermining commpensation for lands taken under that
Act.

He begged to move that those additional subsec-
tions be added to the clause.

Amendment put and passed.

Mr. MIDGLEY said the amendment just
agreed to would do away with a good deal that
was objectionable, but he thmwht the 3rd sub-
section of the clause

Mr. FOOTE : That iv passed.

The CHATRMAN said he would remind the
hon. member that the amendment just passed
was subsequent to the 3rd subsection.

Mr. MIDGLEY said he would point out to
the Committee that the probabilities were that
they would have to come back to the 3rd sub-
section, as it really took away the power of
resuming unless the lessee was a party to the
resumption,

Clause, as amended, put and passed.

On clause 99, as follows 1—

“The amount of compensation in respect of the
whole or part of a holding shall, irrespective of the
compensation payahle in respect of the improvements
thereon (if any:, be snch sum as wounld fairly represent
the value of the whole, or of the part resumed, to an
incoming purchaser of the whole or that part for the
remainder of the term of the lease :

“Provided that upon resmunption of part of a holding
the lessee shall be entitled to compensation for the loss
of that part as hereinbefore provided ; and shall also he
entitlesl to a proportionate reduetion of rent in respeet
of the portion resumed, and in respect of any deprecia-
tion of the value to him of the residue ot the holding,
cansed hy the withdrawal of that portion from the
holding. or by the use to he made thereof ; and the
amonnt of tlint reduetion shall be determined by the
Board in manner hersin provided.”

The Hox, 81 T. McITAVRALTH said he
thought that the principle upon which it was
preposed thal compensation should be granted
was 1ot a ronnd basts, The wames principle was
observed in the case of resmumption of parl of a
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holding as was followed where a whole run was
taken away. He did not object to the compensa-
tion to be given to the person whose whole hold-
ing was taken away. He assumed that the value,
where the whole of a run was concerned, would
be the same to the purchaser or incoming tenant
as to the outgoing tenant; and he believed that
bhoth the board and the arbitrators would agree
to that principle. But it was quite different
where part of a holding was taken away ; in that
case the compensation was to be such sum as
would fairly represent the value of the part
resumed to the incoming purchaser. The out-
going tenant, therefore, would not only not get
the full value for that part, but he would also
lose the decrease in value of the portion of
the run that was left him after the resump-
tion. The same objection would apply to the
amendment which it was proposed to make in
clause 100 by adding the words, “‘of the run or
holding, or the part thereof resumed, as the case
nmiay be.” In taking away a whole run it was
quite right to compensate the lessee according to
the value to the incowming tenant; but it was
quite a different matter where part of a run only
was restinied.  He had no doubt that the Premier
would see the point of his argument.

The PREMIER said the hon. gentlemnan did
not express his conclusions very clearly, but he
inferred that he meant that the value of the part
severed from a holding might be less to a person
who took it by itself than to the former holder as
part of his holding ; that was, that the lessee
from whom the part was taken might actually
lose more by having it taken from him than
the person who bought it would pay for it.
Cases of that kind were provided for in the 2nd
paragraph of the clause, which stated that—

“ Upon restunption of part of & holding the lessce shalt

be entitled to compensation for the 1055 of that part as
hereinbefore provided ; and shall also be entitled to a
proportionate reduction of rent in respect of the portion
resmned, and in respect of any depreciation of tle value
to him of the residue of the holding causcd by the
withdrawal of that portion from the holding, or by the
use to he made thereof; and the amount of thut reduc~
tion shall be determined by the board in munner herein
provided,”
Therefore, if only purt of a run were taken, the
lessee would be entitled to additional compensa-
tion in the way of a reduction in his rent in
respect of any depreciation of the value to him of
the residue of the holding.  That, he thought, met
the objection vaised by the hon. gentleman.

Mr. NORTON said there was another matter
requiring attention, and that was that the clause
seemed to recognise the possibility of a holding,
or part of a holding, being taken away from one
man and given to another. He did not suppose
that was intended to be done; but the clause
would bear that construction. It appeared that
the amount of compensation in respect to a hold-
ing, or part of a holding, was to be the sum that
would represeut the value to the incoming tenant.
He presumed the understanding was that that
was a sort of illustration of the way in which
the value was to be arrived at. He did not
suppose there was any intention to take the
whole of the holding from one man and give it to
another.

The PREMIER said that was the best
definition he had been able to find for saying
what was the compensation to be given. The
phrase was taken from the Agricultural Hold-
ings Act of 1883, which was passed in England
for repealing an earlier Act under which most
elaborate provisions were made for assessing
compensation.  After long experience those
elaborate attempts were given up.  The Zud
paragraph was also talen from another clause in
the same Act. He had consulted the statute
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named and various other authorities, and that
was the best expression that he could find
It was simply a measure of value,

Mr. NORTON : An illustration.

The PREMIER: Yes. The question was,
what was a fair price to give a man for what was
taken from him? Supposing the owner was sell-
ing his property, what would he get for it in the
open market ? That was the basis of the clause,
and that was what it meant in short. It was the
fair selling value they wanted to arrive at.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said he
meant to take objection to clause 100. He
had read clause 99 hurriedly, and thought at the
time that the same objection applied to it. He
saw now that it did not.

Mr. ARCHER said he assumed that the
clause did not mean that the whole of a holding
would be allowed to go to one man, but that it
might be wanted for a great many settlers, and
that the compensation would be reckoned accord-
ing to the value of the improvements to a person
taking the whole of the run.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said the hon.
memberfor Northern Downs (Mur. Nelson)had just
pointed out to him that the reservation made in
the clause did not go far enough, because the only
compensation it provided for was a reduction of
rent. A minimum rent was fixed in clause 53,
and he would like to know whether the reduc-
tion in rent would be legal, and whether the
minimum previously provided could be ignored ?

The PREMIER : 1 do not think there is any-
thing to limit the reduction.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH : The rent
can be fixed lower than the minimum provided
in clause 537

The PREMIER : Yes.

The Hox., Sir T. McILWRAITH said, was
it so clear that they could not make it clearer?
They should not give a power that could not be
exercised. It seemed to be the general opinion
that the rent to be obtained from the two classes
of tenants would be the minimum rent. Sup-
posing a man paid the minimwm rent for his
land, and half was resumed, conld the rent for
the remainder be lower than that provided for in
clause 537 He agreed with the Premier that
clause 53 provided a minimum. Counld that
minimun be reduced under the present clanse?

Thie PREMIER : Of course it may.

Mr. NORTON said he thought there was
soine doubt about that ; because the probability
was that the members of the board would not be
able to take a Iegal view of the case, and there-
fore they would decide that the rent could not
Te reduced beyond a certain point, because that
was the miniinum fixed.

Clause put and passed.

On clause 100, as follows 1

*Where there is npon a run or holding an improve-
ment, the pastoral tenant or lessce shall be entitled,
subject to thic provisions of this Act, on the resumption
nunder the provisions of this Act of the part of the run or
holding on which the improvements are, or on the
determination of the lease otherwise than by for-
feiture, to receive, as compensation in vespeet of the
improvement, such swm as wounld fairly represent the
value of the improvement to an incoming tenant or
purihaser.”

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the following words he added to clause 100 of
the run or holding, on the part thereof resumed,
a8 the case mayv he.”

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

Mre. PALMER said the canse provided for
the lessee’s title to compensation. He said,
in all good faith, that there was a clondiness
about the c¢lause that he ¢ould not understaud,
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Perhaps the Minister for Lands would enlighten
him, as it seemed to be very ambiguous, and
a cloud of politieal dust had been thrown
over the whole clanse. The doubtful part
of it was that the (tovernor in Council re-
summed one half of the run, and the pastoral
tenant was entitled to compensation should any-
one select a part of the resumed portion ; but on
theremaining resumed portion he might not choose
to take up his grazing right. It might remain
for five or six years before anyone dealt with that
part of it; and then the improvements would
be wasted. In that case what became of the
compensation? He would like to ask also
a question in reference to the compensation
which the incoming tenant would pay. The
improvements, although they might have cost the
tenant a great sum of money, might consist of a
diagonal fence, or something of no use to the
incoming tenant. Perhaps the Minister for
Lands had an impression how the clause would
work, but the members of the Committee had not
the same impression. How would the pastoral
tenant, in the case he had mentioned, be com-
pensated for the improvements which would lie
idle for so many years? He was induced to ask
that on account of what the hon. member for
Townsville had said the other night in reference
to the immense sum of money—£30,000,000 he
mentioned—which would have to be paid away in
compensation. That statement had gone through
the country, though he (Mr, Paliner) didnot think
the Minister for Lands ever intended anything of
the kind. Tt would be unjust to the conntry to
pay so much money for compensation.

The MINTSTER FOR LANDS said he did
not see why the hon. gentleman should find so
much difiiculty in understanding the clause.
Tt meant of course that, when a pastoral tenant
was dispossessed of the resumed portion
of his run, he would be paid the value of
the improvements on it. What difficulty was
there in that? The tenant would be paid the
value of the hnprovements; not exactly the
value that they would be to him, but the
value they would be to the incoming tenant
in working the land, 1In the case of a dam,
for instance, which was taken into a moderate-
sized selection, the pastoral tenant would be
entitled to the value of that dam to the country
all adjoining, The words that were to be added
to the clanse— of the run or holding, or the
part thereof resumed, as the case may be —
wonld meet both cases of which the hon. member
had spoken.

Mr., PATLMER said he understood it just as
the Minister for Lands put it. But supposing
the pastoral tenant did not wish to take up a
grazing right, then the Minister for Lands might
have charge of a lot of improvements of no
nse to him, because mno selector might turn
up for four or five years; the improvements
would be idle all that time ; the dams would be
wasted, and the fences broken down.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he was
perfectly certain that it would be easy, under
such circumstances, to issue yearly licenses by
which the improvements would be used. Many
of the pastoral tenants would take yearly licenses.

The Hox. B. B, MORETON said the present
discussion was similar to that which took place a
few nights previously. At that time he under-
stood the Premier to say that he would insert
the words ** from the Crown’ after ** »uch sum,”
to show that the Crown would pay the outgoing
tenant for his improvements as soon the land
wa restmed.

The PREMTIER =aid he did not think at the
time that that was seriously asked. There was
no doubt what the clause meant ; nobody but
the Crown would pay,




Crown Lands Bill,

The Hon~. Sir T. McILWRATTH said it was
quite clear that the pastoral tenants were entitled
to receive from the Crown the value of their im-
provements on the resumption of their holdings.

The PREMIER said the clause could mean
nothing else. He did not think it was necessary
to insert the words ¢ from the Crown.”

Mr. ARCHER sail the debate which had
previously taken place was as to whether com-
pensation was to bhe given for imiprovements,
according to thelr value to the incoming tenant
and not to the outgoing tenant, which was quite a
different thing. He did not think the amend-
ment that had just been proposed by the Minister
for Lands altered the matter wuuch.” If the whole
of the run or holding were taken up, then, of
course, it would be compensation to the outgoing
tenant ; but if the holding or run were made
frechold by the resumption, that would put quite
a different face on it.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said that
during the debate on the previous clauses it was
stated that the compensation was to be granted
on the resumption of the holding by the Crown;
but he was pretty well satisfied that the present
clause did not provide that, unless there was
something before to mieet it. The clause as it
stood would not lead themn to expect that the
compensation would be given on the resumption
of the lease or run or holding.

The PREMTER : Look at the 103rd clause,

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH said he
would point out to the Premier that in the
amendment that had been proposed it would be
better to leave out the last words, “inthe part
thereof resumed as the case may be.” By put-
ting in only the words ‘‘of the run or holding,”
it would mean that the compensation would
represent the value of the improvements to any
man who took the whole run or holding.

The PREMIER said it raised rather a nice
point, Of course the principle of compensation
was that they should not take any man’s property
without paying him for it. If one-third of a
run or holding were vesumed, and upon that
portion there were an improvement: then, as
the amendment stood, it would mean that the
lessee should receive aw compensation what the
improvement was worth to an incoming
tenant, or purchaser of that third. What
he understood the hon. member meant to
suggest was that it might be worth more, con-
sidered as an improvement upon the whole run,
than considered only as an improvement upon
the third, As the amendment was worded, the
lesser value only would be granted. With
respect to leases under the Act, he thought there
could be no possible objection to making the
concession, butasomewhat different consideration
might perhaps arise with respect to a resumption
under Part ITL., where the pastoral tenant
himself voluntarily surrendered part of his run.
The question was whether the sane compensation
was to be given in the case of the present
pastoral tenant agreeing to surrender part of
his run for the purpose of getting a better
lease for the remainder. There appeared to him
to be a distinction which, he confessed, did not
oceur to him until it was pointed out by the hon.
member. In the case of the voluntary surrender
of part of a run, there was no reason why the
tenant should get more for improvements than
they were worth to the State. He did not sup-
pose that in many cases the difference would be
very important, because the runs were so large
that an improvement such as a dam or shed
would be worth as much to the holder of the
resumed part as to the holder of the whole run.

The Hown. Sz T. McILWRAITH said he
did not understand the distinction between a
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voluntary resumption and a resumption under the
Act. What resumption did the hon. gentleman
refer to when he spoke of a voluntary resumption
on the part of the tenant? They all came volun-
tarily under the Act; they had to apply to come
under it.

The MINISTER ¥FOR LANDS said that in
the case of a resmuption the only compensation
contemplated by the elause, and the only com-
pensation which he thought could fairly be
recognised, was for the value of the improve-
ments taken in connection with the part re-
sumed ; not the value they might have had in
conuection with the whole run as originally
held. 1t would scarcely be fair to the State, or to
the incormning tenant, to recognise more than that.

Mr. ARCHER said that the question had
already been discussed at an earlier stage of the
Bill. The contention that had been raised then
was that where very valuable improvements
were on the resumed half—such as a woolshed —
the lessee should be paid the fall value of the
improvement. If a man had the misfortune to
take up 20,000 acres with a woolshed upon it, the
woolshed could not possibly be as valuable to
him as to the man who was accustomed to shear
100,000 or 200,000 sheep init. He understood
the Premier to give a distinct promise that
when the 100th clause was veached he would
rectify it, so that the value of the improvements
to the outgoing tenant, and not their value to
the incoming tenant, would be the measure of

compensation.
The PREMIER : They ought to be the same
thing.

Mr. ARCHER said they could not be the
same thing in such a case as he had supposed.
A woolshed was of greater value to a man who
was going to shear 200,000 sheep in it than to
one who was only going to shear 4,000 or 5,000.
The matter had been previously debated for
honrs, and he understood the Premier to give a
distinet promise that the improvements were to
be estimated at their value to the outgoing, and
not to the incoming, tenant.

The Hon., Sz T. McILWRAITH said the
Premier had agreed to the reasons for which he
asked the amendment, but drew a distinction he
(Sir T. McIlwraith) did not understand between
the voluntary surrender of any portion of a run
and its being taken away under the Act. He
did not understand what the hon. member
referred to as the voluntary surrender of a lease.

The PREMIER: Under Part IT1., where the
lessee elects to come under the Act.

The Hox. S T. McILWRAITH asked
what difference there was between those dealt
with by Part I1T. and those from whom the
land was taken according to the provisions of
the Bill ? It had been pointed out that to pay for
the improvenents, to the value only they would be
to the incoming tenant of onlya portion of the
lease, would not be doing justice to the lessee
from whom they were taken, but that value
should be given according to the value they
would be to a man who took the whole run as it
stood. That would be met by the omission he
had suggested.

The PREMIER said that on consideration he
thought the omission of the words would make
the matter clearer, and would not be at variance
with the principles enunciated in the Bill. Com-
pensation should be compensation—that was,
1t should fairly represent the value of the
improvements for the purpose for which they
would be used if the Bill had not become law,
He suggested that the words *“of the whole run
or holding” should be substituted for those con-
tained in the amendment before the Committee,

Anendment, by leave, withdrawn,
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the words “‘of the whole yun or holding ” he
added to the clause.

Mr. NELSON said the clause provided for
compensation in two cases—when the Crown as
landlord resumed the holding or any part thereof,
and when the lease was determined otherwise
than by forfeiture. He presumed the latter case
would mean only by effluxion of time. They
knew, from the way the Bill was framed, that a
man must go to a certain extent blindfolded into
taking up land under the Bill. He only knew that
the rent would be so much for the first ten years,
at the end of which time the board had power to
raise it—they could not lower it, but must raise it
10 per cent.; and they might raise it 50 per cent.,
or to any extent they chose. Suppose a tenant
were dissatisfied. Suppose he said, “I cannot
make a living, and rather than pay the rent I
will surrender my holding to the landlord”—did
the clause provide that in such a case he would
be entitled to any compensation for his improve-
ments? Clause 105 made the rent a debt to the
Crown ; and the Crown being the landlord, he
supposed the Crown could either forfeit the
run or sue the tenant for the amount of the debt.
It could be only reasonable in such a case that
the holder should be in a position to say that,
rather than pay too high a rent, he would
surrender his holding, and take compensation for
his improvements. Did the clause provide for
that ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
clause 60 as amended, in Part TV., provided for
cases of that kind. If the holder gave up his
lease, and it was re-let to somebody else,
compensation had to be paid by the incoming
tenant.

Mr. NORTON said that clause scarcely met
the point raised by the hon. member for
Northern Downs, because the lessee might
surrender his lease, and the land might not be
talen up for some time ; and the improvements
during that time might be going to the bad.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : He mmst
take his chance of that.

Mr. NORTON sald that if a lessee were com-
pelled to forfeit his run on account of a high
rent he ought to be compensated for his improve-
ments.

The PREMIER said thatsurely thehon. gentle-
man could not desire that any tenant should be
entitled to surrender his run in order to make the
Government pay for improvements — that the
lessee should have the power to convert his
improvements into cash at any time! That, of
course, was an impracticable proposition, yet it
was what the hon. member suggested in effect,

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH said the
board had unlimited power to raise the rent.
The question therefore was—What remedy had
the lessee when the rent was fixed too high?
None, except surrender. But he must sur-
render at a disadvantage, bhecause he must
leave his improvements behind, unless some-
hody else took up his holding under clause
60, and gave him the compensation to
which he was entitied under that clause. It
was not very likely, however, that anyone else
would take up land which had been surrendered
on account of the rent being too high ; if it were
taken up at all it would be at a lower rental ; so
that, though the succeeding tenant would have
to pay a certain value to the previous tenant, he
would really have the value of the improvements
in the reduced rent, The argument on the other
side was simply that such case. would not happen
because the board would not be oppresaive. Bug
the Bill ought to be framed so that the hoard
wonld not have the pawer to be oppressive,
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The PREMIER said it was quite clear that
the proposition made by the hon. gentlemen
opposite could not be accepted : they could not
give the tenant the option of making the Gov-
ernment pay for improvements by throwing up
his run.  1f they adinitted the principle that the
board were to be trusted to assess the rents, they
must carry out that principle. The suggestion
of the hon. member involved the idea that the
board ought to fix the rent according to the
liking of the tenant, and that suggestion could
not be adopted. The tenant must make up his
mind whether he would surrender his lease with
the improvements, or go on paying the rent. He
would have an opportunity of appealing against
the rent to the Minister, who could refer the
matter back to the board; but having ad-
mitted that the rent should be fixed by
the board, it must be fixed by the board.
The hon. member’s proposition was that it
should be fixed Ly the board, subject to the
lessee being entitled to refuse the fixing by the
hoard ; and if he did not like the rent he was to
be able to make the Government pay for all his
improvements. That would make the whole
scheme unworkable.

Mr. JORDANX said that when the amendment
to clause 60 was inserted there was an under-
standing that {t would never do for the Govern-
ment to be compelled to pay compensation for
improvements in case of forfeiture, If such were
allowed, there might be a combination among
persons in a certain district to get their rents
reduced under the threat of throwing up their
leases, knowing that the Government would have
to pay for the whole of their improvements.
That would be a way of coercing the Govern-
ment to get the rents reduced. The subject was
fully discussed at the time when clause 60 was
amended.

Mr. NORTON said the difficulty was one which
arose out of the Bill itself. It was provided that
the board might assess the rent to any extent
they liked ; therefore a man who took up u
selection knew what his rent would he for the
first ten vears, and he would asume that it
would not be raised so very high afterwards.
But if the rent were raised very much higher
than he anticipated, he might be absolutely
obliged to forfeit his selection, and the improve-
ments with it, unless somebody else took up the
land at once. It was quite possible that a
selector might be subjected to a very great hard-
ship, no remedy for which was provided in the
Bill as it stood.

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

On clause 101, as follows :—

“ Where after the commencement of this Act a lessee
affixes to lLis holding an cngine, machinery, or other
fixture for which he is not under this Act or otherwise
entitled to compensation, and which is not co afiixed in
pursuance of some obligation in that behalf, or instead
of some fixture helonging to the Crown, then such
fixture shall be the property of, and be removable by,
the lessee before, or within areasonable tinwe after, the
termination of the tenaney:

“ Provided as follows:—

1. Before the removal of any fixture the lessec shall
pay all rent owing by him, and shall perform or
satisfy ali other his obligations to the Crown in
respest of the holding :

2. In the vemoval of any fixture the lessee shall
1ot do any avoidable danage to any huilding
or other part of the holding:

3. Immediately after the removal of any fixture the
lessee shall make good all dmnage oceasioned
10 any building or other part of the holding hy
the removal ;

t. The lessee shall not remove any fixture without
giving one month's previous wotice ito the
Minister of bis intention to relnove it
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5. At any time hefore the expiration of the notice
of removal, the Minister, by notice in writing
given by him to the lessee, may elect to pur-
chase any fixture comprized in the notice of
removal, and any fixture thus elected to he pur-
chused shall be leit by the lessee, and shall
becoulc the property of the Crown, who shall
pay the lessee compensation therefor.”

The Hon. Sk T. McILWRAITH said the
clause seemed entirely unnecessary. He did not
see the wisdom of putting any needless restric-
tions on a tenant. Forfeiture must have taken
place before the clause could be put in operation,
and he did not see the use of it. If the clause
were omitted, and the tenant were allowed to
remove his engines and machinery, the Crown
would lose nothing and would have to pay much
less compensation.

The PREMIER said the clause was entirely
in the interests of the lessee ; it only dealt with
the fixtures for which the lessee would not other-
wise be entitled to compensation. The lessee was
entitled to take them away

The Hox. Stk T. McILWRAITH : He has
that right already. Flow is the clause to benefit
the lessee?

The PREMIER said that without it the
lessee, if he left those fixtures on the land, would
not be entitled to any compensation for them.
‘With the clause, the fixtures might, if it were
desired by the Minister, become the property of the
Crown. Take the case of a windmill—assuming
it to be a fixture—it might be desirable that the
windmill should remain there ; if its being there
enhanced the value of the pr ()pe1ty the Minister
might decide to take the mill and pay for it; it
would save the expense of putting up a,nother

The Hox. Str T. McILWRAITH : Explain
how the clause is in favour of the lessee—I1
cannot see it.

The PREMTER said it benefited the lessee
by allowing him compensation for fixtures, which
was not otherwise provided for. The clause was
not, perhaps, of much importance. It was taken
from the Agricultwral Holdings Act passed laxt
year by the Immperial Parliament.

The Hox. S T. McILWRAITH said he
did not objeet to that part of the clause which
gave the lessee the right to remove those fixtures
on the termination of his tenancy; sofar, that
was a concession to the lessee. But the other
part of it formed a restriction which at present
did not exist ; for under it the tenant could not
remove the fixtures without the leave of the
Minister, He failed yet to see how the clause
was for the benefit of the tenant,

The PREMIER said the hon. gentleman
looked at the question only from the point
of view of the large pastoral tenant. In the
case of a small selector it would be beneficial.
To an individual landlord a provision of that
kind would b2 most beneficial ; and why should
not the Crown be placed in the same position
upon paying the value of the improvements?
They could not tell what was likely to happen
during the next forty or fifty years ; but takethe
case of alarge selection resumed to be subdivided
into a number of small agricultural farms, the
improvements upon it might be extremely useful
for agricultural purposes, and why should not
the Jandlord have the option of paying the full
value of those improvements, and putting the
land to the best use it was capable of? Was
there any reason why that should not be done?

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said the
hon. gentleman had run away with the idea that
he (Sir T. Mecllwraith) was arguing the question
from the large leaseholder’s point of view, but as
a matter of fact he had the small holder in his
mind when he first wentioned it, because it
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applied to them much more than to the others.
If the clause simply gave the Government power
to step in and say to the tenant, ¢ Leave those
improvements, and we will pay you for them;
it will be botter than removing them,” there
would be no objection to it; but as it stood it
restrained the tenant from removing any fixtures
without the leave of the Minister. The tenant
should have the right to remove anything he
liked during his tenancy. If the object of the
clause was that the Government should have the
power to intimate to the tenant not to remove
fixtures, but to allow them to stand as improve-
ments for which he would be paid, let them
say so0, and there would be no objection to it.

Mr. BEATTIE thought the hon. gentleman’s
suggestion ought to be agreed to. The provision
referred to was certainly a restriction upon the
lessee, because whilethe lease was in existence the
lessee should do as he liked with his own pro-
perty. Take the case of a selector of 160 acres.
Suppose that man had a piece of freehold land
contiguous to his leased property and wanted to
remove his improvements from his leasehold to
his freehold, why should the Government have
the right to prevent him from doing so, if they
had not to pay for it? If there were noimprove-
ments upon the land, of course they would have
nothing to pay the outgomg tenant. Certainly
the latter portion of the clause was a concession
to the lessee, because it gave him permission to
remove his improvements at the expiration of
the lease ; but the other part ought to be struck
out.

The PREMIER : What part?

Mr. BEATTIE : The part requiring the lease-
holder to get the permission of the Minister
for the removal of his improvements. He thought
that during the continuance of his lease the
leaseholder should have a perfect right to do
what he liked with his improvements.

Mr. NORTON said the clause would work
very inequitably in many cases. Take the case
of a small selector who sunk a well and obtained
a windmill to work it. He might find it rather
a more expensive Juxury than he had expected
at first, or that it did not work as well as he
had expected ; and, being short of funds, he
might find it desirable to get rid of it. He could
sell it and work the well on the old windlass plan,
which would cost very little; but, if the clause
passed as it now stood, he would not have power
to sell the windmill without getting the authority
of the Government. A man of small means
could not always tell how things would turn out,
and if he found that he had spent more money
than he intended, or was short of money at any
time, under the clause he would not have the
right to sell any part of his improvements to his
neichbour without the consent of the Govern-
ment. That was where the restriction came in
upon the rights he now had.

Mr. BLACK said he believed the clause
would work very inequitably in the agricultural
holdings up north. He took it that the lessee
would not be able during the currency of his
lease to remove his Improvements — he was
speaking mow_ more particularly of mills—he
would not be able to remove such improvements
except with the consent of the Minister. The
Bill, when it came into operation, was supposed
to be applicable to the next fifty years, and it
was quite likely that a case might occur where the
land round about a mill would become exhausted,
and it might be necessary from various causes
that the lessee of a large  agricultural
holding should remove his mill to another
loc'xhtv but according to the way the clause
was worded he conld not do so. Then again,
if the lesspe was vof allowed to remove his
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own property at his own option, it would inter-
fere very much with his power of mortgaging.
He (Mr. Black)did not think that any mortgagee
would advance money on a large mill, worth
perhaps £20,000, if he knew that he could not
remove the mill without the consent of the
Government. He thought the clause would
work very inequitably in that way.

The PREMIER said he had pointed out that
the clause only applied to such fixtures as
engines or machinery, in regard to which the
lessee would not be entitled to compensation
under the Bill ; and it gave the GGovernment the
option in such cases of taking the whole of the
improvements on the land and paying for them.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH : There is
no objection to the Government having power
to do that.

The PREMIER said that was all it did. It
was only intended to apply to the termination of
the tenancy, and perhaps it would be better to
state that in more express terms.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH: TIf it
applies to that only there is no objection to it.
At present it applies during the whole of the
tenancy.

The PREMIER said it would be better to
limit the clause in the way he had suggested, by
making it apply to the termination of the
tenancy.

Mr. BEATTIE said he would point out to the
Premier that in looking over those subsections he
thought it would be advisable to omit Nos. 2, 3,
and 4, and simply keep in the 1st and Hth.
That would meet all that the argument had
tended to make clear. He did not see the object
of retaining subsections 2, 3, and 4.

The PREMIER said the best way to meet the
matter would be to insert the words “‘and such
fixture is affixed to the holding at the time of
the notice of resumption or six months before
the termination of the tenancy.” That would
not interfere in the slightest degree with the
right of a tenant to do what he chose during the
time he held the lease. It was only intended to
apply to cases where notice had been given to
resume the property. That was, that if a fixture
was on the holding after notice of resumption
were given, the Crown should be entitled to
take it.

Mr. NORTON said that before the amend-
ment was put he might say that it would be
rather hard upon a tenant if, when his land was
resumed, there was machinery on it that he had
put up under the impression that he would hold
his land until his lease expired. Of course,
when erecting the machinery he had taken into
consideration the term of his lease, and had made
arrangements accordingly. But if the lease were
talken from him before the term had expired,
then his machinery was left on his hands, and he
would have to get rid of it the best way he could.

The PREMIER said that subsection 5 pro-
vided that the Government should pay the lessee
compensation. They might add the words “to
be paid at once.” It was a matter entirely
between the Crown and the tenant. It simply
made it optional with the Crown to take the
fixtures.

Mr, NORTON : Suppose the Crown will not
take it ?

The PREMIER said they would not take it
unless they liked. The tenant was not entitled
to compensation unless the Crown liked to pay
it. Jtlay with the Crown to take the fixtures in
certain cases and pay for them. He thought the
clause would be good and useful.

The Hox. St T. McILWRAITH said the
clause must have been taken from an Act where
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the circumstances were different altogether. The
words in the 34th line “which is not so affixed in
pursuance of some obligation in that behalf”
had no meaning there. If they looked on
further to the subelauses pointed out by the hon.
member for Fortitude Valley, they would see
at once that they were intended to apply to
cases where the improvements belonged to the
landlord, and there was provision made against
damaging his property. They were making a
provision that a man was not to damage his own
property by removing those fixtures. The man's
own interest would prevent his doing that ; but
if he did, it was his own property, and there
would be so much the less compensation due to
him, He did not think the Premier had made
up his mind what he wanted ; and when he did,
he could make a clause to fit it. There might be
somnething in giving leave to a tenant to remove
fixtures after his lease had expired, and there
was something in the fact of giving leave to the
tenant to remove fixtures when notice was given
of resuming any portion of his land, The clause
provided for that; but he thought the hon.
gentleman had better leave it out, and frame a
clause to provide for those things which would
come in afterwards.

The PREMIER said he did not attach much
importance to the clause. It would not come
into operation forthe next twenty or thirty years,
at any rate. They might just as well leave it
out.

Clause put and negatived.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
had a new clause to insert. It provided that
where a lessee wished to ringbark any timber
he would have to get the permission of the com-
missioner. In the first instance the commis-
sioner had to inspect the land and see that
there was no timber worth preserving. If there
were not he would give permission to ringbark ;
and within twelve months the applicant would
have to produce proof of the cost of ringbarking,
which cost would have to be certified to after-
wards. When applicants were, in reality,
credited with the amount of the cost of ring-
barking it would be taken as money laid out in
improvements ; but the last paragraph provided
that the value of such improvements should not
be estimated to exceed the sum so certified by the
commissioner., Ringbarking, when injudiciously
done, might do a great deal more harm than
good, as the land might deteriorate into a sapling
scrub.  In such cases as that the lessees could
not be allowed to receive back money expended
in ringbarking in the first instance. The value
of the compensation to be given could then be
estimated. He begged to move the following
new clause, to follow clause 100, as passed:—

When a lessee has ringbarked timber upon his
holding in accordance with the comrmissioner’s per-
mission, as hereinafter provided, he may, at any time
within twelve months after he has incwrred any expen-
diture in respect of such ringbarking, apply to the com-
missioner to allow and certity such expenditure; and
upon yproof of the expenditure being made in opeu
court the commissioncr may allow and certify such
expenditure accordingly, but at a rate not exceeding
two shillings and sixpence per acre,

Any ringharking done in accordance with the per-
mission of the commissioner shall be deemed to be an
improvement in respect of which the lessee by whom it
was done, or his assignee, may be entitled to comnpensa-
tion under the provisions of this Aet relating to compen-
sation for improvements.

The value of such improvement shall not be esti-
mated to exceed the sum so certified by the commis-
sioner.

Mr. KELLETT said he took it that, according
to the clause, a man could not ringbark on his
selection without the permission of the com-
missioner. He thought a lessee ought to have
far better knowledge as to whether ringbarkin
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would be advantageous to his property than the
commissioner. How the commissioner was to
find out whether ringbarking would be good for
the land or not, hedid not know. The selector
was the proper person to ringbark, and he should
beallowed to ringbark if he chose ; and if he did
not ringbark in a proper way, then the commis-
sioner could step in and see whether he should
get any compensation for it as an improvement.
The lessee should be allowed to ringbark without
the permission of the commissioner; and if he
did not do it in a way that would bhenefit
the property, the commissioner or the board
might refuse to grant him any compensation
for it.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the object
of authorising the commissioner to inspect the
land before giving permission to ringbark was
to prevent the wholesale destruction of valuable
timber. In most cases & man ringbarked timber
on his property simply to improve the grazing
capacity of his land, without any reference
whatever to the value of the timber destroyed.
It was not desirable to allow selectors to

ringbark wholesale, simply for the purpose
of improving the grazing capacities of the
1and.

Mr. NORTON said he thought some such
clause as that proposed was very necessary. He
could not say to what extent ringbarking had
been carried on here, but he knew that in New
South Wales thousands of acres of valuable
timber had been destroyed by it. He thought it
would be better if certain kinds of timber were
reserved. That was to say, that the selector
should be allowed to ringbark any timber but
particular kinds specially reserved from ring-
barking. He did not know what the present
arrangement was in New South Wales, but some
time ago selectors there were allowed to kill a
good many kinds of timber ; whilst there were par-
ticularkinds reserved which they were not allowed
to touch. He thought that was a better arrange-
ment than was provided in the clause. A selector
taking up land on which there was a good deal
of young timber might want to get rid of it at
once. If, for instance, he took up a selection
in March, he would want to begin ringbark-
ing while the sap was up; but, under the
clause, he had first to get the permission of
the commissioner, and if he had to wait
for a couple of months for the permission he
would have to put off his ringbarking for another
year. In some classes of country, where there
was gum-topped box growing, the ringbarking
killed the trees, but the young scrub came up
thicker than ever. People coming from other
countries, and not accustomed to that sort of
timber, might set to work and ringbark 100
acres of gum-topped box, thinking that they
were making a great improvement on the
land ; but in a couple of years they would find
it worse than everit was before. A man who did
that would place himself in an awkward position;
he could not expect to be allowed so much
per acre for improvements, because by ring-
barking he would have put the land in a worse
position than it was before. The clause raised
rather a difficult question, and one which, he
thought, could not be settled without a good deal
of consideration. He thought, himself, that the
hest arrangement would be to set apart certain
trees that should not be ringbarked, and allow
the selector to ringbark everything else.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
thought they must leave it to the selector to say
what sort of timber he would ringbark, when once
he got the permission of the commissioner to
do so. After a selector had got permission to
ringbark on his selection he should be allowed
to do it at his own discretion. As to the
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time it would take to get the permission of
the commissioner to ringbark, the application
could very well be made beforehand, so that,
when the proper season had arvived for carrying
on the work of ringbarking, the selector might
have already obtained the permission to carry on
the work. There was no question as to the
value of ringbarking in some parts of the
country : it made an enormous difference in the
value of the country in many places where there
was stunted ironbark, stunted bloodwood, and
many kinds of box timbers. He was quite
satisfied that it would he better for the selector
to leave the gum-topped box alone; as the hon.
membeyr who had just sat down had stated, when
it was ringbarked it came up worse than ever,
whether from seeds or roots he did not know,
but he thought it came from seed.

Mr. NORTOXN : From both.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said a great
many of their dry ironbark ridges would make
magnificent grazing land when thoroughly ring-
barked ; but it must be done thoroughly ; it would
not do to ringbark a piece here and a piece there.
He thought, after the selector had obtained per-
mission to ringbark, it should be left to his
judgment to say what trees he would ringbark.

Mr. KELLETT said there was nothing in
the clause, so far as he could see, to prevent a
man ringbarking the valualle timber which the
Minister for Lands had spoken of.

An Hovxotrasre MEeMBeR: There is another
new clause.

Mr. KELLETT said that, if the selector
destroyed the valuable timber, he took it he
would get no compensation for improvements,
He thought himself the selector would not destroy
the valuable tiinber at all, because by keeping it
he could make more out of it. Some hon. member
had said that there was anothernew clanse dealing
with the subject, but there certainly was nothing
in the clause under discussion to prevent the
selector from destroying valuable timber. He
could not see himself why the lessee should not
be allowed to ringbark without the permission of
the commissioner if he chose to do so, as he would
talke very good care not to destroy the valuable
timber, because it would be to his own interest
not to do so.

Mr. NORTON saidhethought that, if particular
kinds of timber were reserved, the commissioner
might give the selector leave to ringbark after
inspection if he thought it desirable. By allow-
ing the selector to ringbark the trees at his
own discretion he might destroy a great deal of
valuable timber.

Mr. BLACK said he thought the clause
should apply to grazing areas only, and should
not be applicable to agricultural selections. He
noticed that in the next clause—the new amend-
ment which was to follow clause 104-—it was dis-
tinetly stated that its provisions should only
apply to pastoral holdings and grazing selections
under Part IV, of the Bill. Agricultural areas
were exempt under that clause, and he thought
they should also be exempt from the provisions
of the clause before the Committee. It very
often happened that an agricultural selector
found it necessary to ringbark even the largest
trees on his holding, and he did not see why a
man should have to get permission to do that
from the commissioner.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
clause did not refer to ringbarking for the pur-
pose of burning off timber, There was nothing
in the clause to prevent that being done by a
selector.

Mr, DONALDSON said the clause was a
useful one, and he thoroughly approved of it.
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With regard to the restriction requiring the
lessee to first get permission from the comnis-
sioner before ringbarking, he thought that was
very necessary. In New South Wales it had been
found that when such arestriction was notimposed
useful timber was ringbarked and destroyed.
The commissioner would be able to judge at a
glance whether the ringharking of timber on a
holding would be beneficial to the State or not,
and it was desirable that he should be allowed
to exercise the power which would be given him
by the new clause. As to whether ringbarking
improved the country, he did not think there
could be two opinions on that point. He had
had considerable expervience in the different
colonies, and he could say that the improvement
resulting from ringbarking was really astound-
ing. He had known some places where the
stock-carrying capabilities of the land had been
doubled by that means, and, in a few cases, he
might say trebled.  An  instance occurred
to him, where some country in New South
Wales, which was of a very poor deserip-
tion and thickly . timbered, was wonderfully
improved hy ringbarking. The work was done
abeut four years ago; and last year, which
was one of the driest experienced in that part
of the colony for some time, it was splendidly
grassed and carried a large number of stock.
That was only one case ; many others might be
mentioned. The hon. member for Port Curtis
alluded to the fact that, if trees were not ring-
barked at the proper season, there was a strong
probability that young trees would spring up and
form a serub.  He (Mr. Donaldson) knew that it
was a very cotmmon thing to see voung gums grow
up in cattle and borse paddocks; but he had never
seen that in sheep country in any part of Vie-
toria or New South Wales, He had never seen
scrub growing up in sheep paddocks, as the sheep
always atetheshootsassoonasthey appeared. He
could not say what happened in cattle paddocks.
In reference to the season at which trees should
be ringbarked, there were many differences of
opinion onthe subject ; and he had known xome
practical men, who had frequently done that
worls, to be incompetent to give areliable opinion
as to which wasthe best time. He thought it could
be done at almost any time ; there was no doubt
that it would improve the grass, whatever time
it was done. With regard to the price allowed—
half-a-crown an acre—-he considered that was
rather too low a maximum, as there were many
places in the colony where it would cost more
than half-a-crown an acre, and he understood that
theintention was to allow thelessee what he actu-
ally had to pay for ringbarking. Thehon. mem-
ber for Port Curtis had referred to the fact that
in the Ringbarking Act of New South Wales
there was a provision that so many trees or
timber of a certain kind should be left on a
holding, But he (Mr. Donaldson) would remind
the Committee that that had been found imprac-
ticable, inasmuch as the land bailiff could not go
all over the country and see how many trees
should be left on a holding ; and because where
certain trees had to be allowed to stand they
grew and spread at a rapid rate after the sur-
rounding timber was ringbarked. In the pine
country, for instance, pines had to beleft, and the
result was that there those trees had grown up as
thick as hairs on a dog’s back. Since then pro-
vision had been made allowing the ringbarking
of any timber, and reserves had been set apart for
pine.  He would repeat that whilst he thought
the clause under consideration was a very good
one indeed, he would like to see it amended as
he had suggested. He did not wish to propose an
amendment, but would suggest to the Minister
for Tiands that the maximun amount to be
allowed shonld he raised from 2%, 6d, to 3s. Gd.
per aere,
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The MINISTER TFOR LANDS said he
thought that land which would require more
than 2s. 6d. per acve for ringbarking should be
classed as serub land.

Mr. GROOM said he did not know whether
the hon, member for Warrego was aware of the
fact that the New South Wales Parliament had
declined any longer to pay for ringbarking trees.
Under the Free Selectors Act of 1861, or rather
the amended Act, they allowed 2s. 6d. an acre;
but the new Act, a copy of which he held in his
hand, had abolished that payment altogether,
upon the contention of the Government and those
who supported theni, that the abundance of grass
which followed ringbarking was in itself sutficient
remuneration for any labour expended on the
work. What the Act of New South Wales
abolished they proposed to establish, and he did
not see that there was any necessity for it. The
94thsection of the New South Wales Act provided
that when a lessee of Crown lands desired to ring-
bark his land he should obtain permission to do
so from the local land board, and in his applica-
tion should describe the boundaries and area of
the land. The board might refuse or grant
the concession after inquiry and under such
conditions as might seem necessary. There
was no payment for what the lessee did, and
he must get the permission of the land board
before he could ringbark. Then there was a
provision that if a person ringbarked trees after
having been refused permission to do so by the
land board he was liable to a penalty of not less
than 1s. or more than 10s. His (Mr. Groom’s)
object was to point out to the Committee that the
proposed payment of half-a-crown an acre was
now obliterated in New South Wales altogether ;
and he did not think the Minister for Lands bad
made out sufficientjustification why therate should
be fixed at that sum here, or even a higher rate,
as suggested by the hon. member for Warrego.
The New South Wales Legislature had decided,
after long contesting the point, that the addi-
tional grass provided through ringbarking was
sutficient recompense for any labour employed,
and it certainly appeared an innovation on the
part of the Committee to do what the Parlia-
ment of New South Wales had decided they
should not do again in the future,

Mr. DONALDSON said he would just re-
mind the hon. member that under the Act
of 1861 there was no fixed price for ring-
barking ; and only a few days ago a gentleman
whom he knew had told him that when his
run was selected upon he made a claim of
Bs. an acre. The case was taken into court,
and several parties gave evidence that the land
had been increased in value to the extent of
between Hs. and 10s. an acre, and the court
deeided that he was entitled to 5s. per acre for
his ringbarking improvements, notwithstanding
that it had only cost 1s. an acre. That decision
was afterwards appealed against by the Govern-
ment, but it was upheld on the ground that the
cost of the improvements need not be taken into
consideration, but only the increased value of the
land. After that a ringbarking Bill was brought
in, fixing the price which persons were entitled
to for ringbarking. He might further remind
the hon. member that, finding that that clause
had been done away with in the present Land
Bill of New South Wales, the holders of land
had obtained permission to ringbark under the
Act then in force.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
would point out to the hon. member for Too-
woomba that the New South Wales Act, in his
eyes, was incomplete; in that it did not admit
the principle of compensation for improvements.
The hon. member must also bear in mind that
the improvements were not to be paid for hy
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the State, but were estimated when the lease
terminated, or when the incoming tenant had
come in. He would have to pay for the improve-
ments and not the State, and if the so-called
improvement was not an improvement at tihe
time the compensation was determined, then the
outgoing tenant did not receive payment. If,
however, the improvement was a real improve-
ment, no man would object to pay for the addi-
tional value put upon the land.

Mr. PALMER said he supposed the ringbark-
ing of alarge extentof conntry might be reckoned
asanimprovement ; but theincoming tenant, when
he paid for the improvewents, might find that the
land was overgrown with an immense amount of
undergrowth. In fact it might be in a worse
state than in a state of nature; and in many
places where ringbarking had been called an
improvement it was quite the reverse. The only
objection he had to the clause was that the in-
coming tenant might have to pay for what might
not be an improvement at the time he toolk the
land over. If the grass was so much improved
by the ringbarking as it appeared to be in some
cases, that improvement would be quite sufficient
without the incoming tenant having to pay
extra for it. The commissioner would scarcely
ever be able to inspect all those places in the way
they should be inspected before he gave per-
mission to ringbark. That was another great
objection. He might not be able sufficiently to
supervise his district, and he would have such an
immense amount of work on his hands that he
(Mr. Palmer) could hardly understand him giving
sufficient attention to the subject as to be able
to state whether the country had been properly
ringbarked ovnot. He qnite agreed that that part
of the Bill should be strictly carried out, because
indiscriminate ringbarking, all over the country
would do a great deal of damage. He would ask
the Minister for Lands how the practice of
selectors taking off sheets of bark for their
buildings would operate. Selectors when they
first started their humpies made them of bark,
and also constructed their outbuildings of the
same material. How would they be affected ¥

Question put and passed.

On clause 102, as follows —

“The amount of compensation to he paid to a pas-
toral tenant or lessee wnder this Act shall be deter-
mined by the hoard in manner heoreinbefore provided.”

Mr. DONALDSON said that clause very
much resembled clause 98, which they had
already passed. It was one by which value was
to be determined, and it was left entirely in
the hands of the board to say what the
compensation should be. He thought the pro-
vision made in clause 98 was a very wise one;
that was, that if the lessee of the land did not
agree to the compensation within oune month he
had the right of appealing against it, and the
case was then to be tried by arbitration. The
only thing to guide the board in that matter was
the evidence to be given by the commissioner
and by the lessee, and a line might have
to be drawn between the evidence of the
two. 1t was not amatter in which the board
could exercise their own opinions, because they
were not in a position to see and value the
improvements for themselves, They had to
decide everything on evidence ; and everyone
knew how conflicting evidence was, hecause it
was so hard to draw a line between the two
interested parties. If the same provision was
made in that clause as in clause 98 it would be
very satisfactory. He should like to hear an
opinion from the Minister for Lands upon the
point he had raised.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said it was
intended to introduce an amendment to meet
the objection mentioned by the hon, member,
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The PREMIER said that compensation on
the resumption of holdings was sufficiently dealt
with in clause 99, and the next clause provided
how the lessee was to be compensated. The
present clause, therefore, need only deal with
compensation for improvements. He would,
therefore, move that the words “for improve-
ments” be inserted in the 1st line after *‘com-
pensation.”

Amendment put and passed.

The PREMIKR moved that the following
provixo be added to the clause :—

Provided that in the easc of the resumption of the
wliole or part of a holding under the provisions of this
Act, if the lessee objects to the decision of the hoard
with respect to the compensation payable in respect of
the holding, he shall be entitled to have the amount of
compensation in respect of the improvemcents deter-
mined under the provisions of the Public Lands Resump-
tion Act of 1878, in the same manner as herein provided
with respect to compensation for the resumption of the
holding or part thereof.

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

On clause 103, as follows :—

“The amount awarded to any pastoral tenant or
lessee for comnpensation under the provisions of this Act
shall not, except in the case of the reswnption of an
entire holding, be payable to him nntil he is actually
deprived of the use of tiic land or of the improvements,
in respect of which the compensation is awarded.

“In the case of the resumption of an entire hiolding
the amount awarded shall be payable when the resunp-
tion takes effect.”

The Hon., Sir T. McILWRAITH said that,
of course, it was quite understood that the board,
in fixing the amount of rent that was to be paid
for grazing over the resumed portion, must
take into consideration the fact that theimprove-
ments belonged to the lessee, and that he wasnot
to be paid for them until the land was actually
taken from him. He (Sir T. Mecllwraith) was
afraid that that would lead to very considerable
difficulty, because the improvements might be
gradually reduced or wiped out without the occu-
pant of the resumed portion having much use of
them ; and when it camne to granting compensa-
tion there would be very little improvements left.
Let them take the case of a ring fence on a
holding that was divided into two parts, with a
selector on each side. The whole of the benefit of
the fence was gone; the pastoral lessee wounld
not have the use of it. How wounld the clause
act in a case of that kind ? There were a great
many other improvements that could be referred
to in the same way. He thought the best plan
would he to make the compensation payable on
the resumption of the land, the holder of
the land paying for the improvements in the
shape of rent. That would be more equitable.
Of course, the amendments in previous clauses
had taken away the injustice that might have
been inflicted under the present clause.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS was under-
stood to say that the proposition of the hon.
gentleman would involve a tremendous outlay
which eould never he contemplated.

Mr. ARCHER said that, under the Bill
as it now stood, a man might select—say, in
some of the paddocks out west, which were
very large—2,000 or 2,560 acres, and inside
a marsupial fence. In such a case he un-
doubtedly ought to pay, because the fence
had kept off the marsupials from that land.
The selector ought to be made to pay, because
if he did not fence his selection he would get all
the benefit of the fence round the paddock for
two years. He fancied that the selector should
pay for the use of that fence. However, if the
land was properly surveyed, a man who had a
decent head on him would not allow a piece to be
taken in the centre of a paddock in that way;
still it might oceur. ’

Question put and passed,
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On clause 104, as follows :—

“All leases issued under this Aet shall contain «
veservation of all mines and minerals in the land comn-
prised therein, and shall contain such other reservations
and exceptions dneluding a reservation of the right ot
access for the purpose of working any mines or minerals
inany part of the Iand that may be resumed from the
lease) as may be prescribed.”

Mr. SMYTH said there was one part of the
clause he did not like. It was the provision
which gave miners the right to enter on land to
prospect. It was only on leased property that it
did so, but, according to some of the clauses they
had passed, there was provision given by which a
person who had taken up 960 acres of land and
had held it a certain time could make it a free-
hold. 1If thatland became freehold there was no
chance of getting minerals out of it without
paying compensation or royalty to the owner.
He wished to insert after that clause—with the
permission of the Minister for Lands, and pro-
vided the Committee were willing—a mining
clause.

Mr. FOXTON said the hon. member for
Gympie had stated that the clause included pro-
vision for entering upon lands for the purpose of
prospecting. Now, he should like to see that
provision a little more clearly expressed in the
clause—that leases should include a reservation
of the right of access for the purpose of searching
for any mines or minerals in any part of the
land. He should like to see the words ¢ search-
ing for or prospecting” inserted between
the words ““of ” and *‘working.” He thought
that would be very necessary, because it did not
necessarily follow that, because a man had per-
mission to enter on land for the purpose of work-
ing any mines on theland, he had, therefore, the
right to enter upon it for the purpose of searching
for or prospecting for minerals. He proposed an
amendment that the words *“searching for or”
be inserted in the 4th line, between the words
“of” and * working.”

Mr. ARCHER said he had no doubt that it
would bea good amendment if there was any-
thing contained in the clause to show that any man
would not go in and dig without getting leave
from some competent authority ; and that if he
was allowed to search and dig, and make holes
on a person’s ground, he should be compelled
to fill them in. There was nothing in
the clause that showed that had to be done.
He knew that he had lost valuable animals
himself through that cause; and he did
not see why miners should be allowed to
go on to a farm and search for minerals, dig
holes, and leave them in an open state. There was
nothing in the clause which would prevent a man
doing a great injury to his neighbour without
compelling him to do as much as in his power
lay to rectify that injury.

Mr. SMYTH said that if miners had to fill
in every hole, after they had paid alicense to the
Grovernient for permission to search for minerals,
it would be very hard on them indeed.

Mr. ARCHER : What is the expense of the
license ?

Mr. SMYTH : Ten shillings. Miners were
heavily taxed. If they wished to take up land
they had to pay £1 peracre. The heaviest taxed
class of people were miners,

Mr. ARCHER said if the hon. gentleman took
up the lease of a certain number of acres for £1
a year, then herobbed the farmers. A miner
was now going to enter upon what was the
lessee’s land, and then he was to be allowed to
digholesforthe farmer’s cattle to fall into; and the
farmer was to stand it all. The thing was absurd.

Mr. FOOTE said he thought that one amend-
ment would mean anocther, Tt might be the
cultivation paddock, a garden, or it might be
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close to a well, that a miner would enter upon,
If a lessee went and found persons going about
on his leased land with a pick and shovel, and so
on, in search of minerals of some sort, he might
ask them what they were doing there, and they
would tell him it was neo business of his:
they were going to search for so and so;
and they might stop there as long as they
liked, and they might do as much mischief as
they liked. He would not presume they woulid
do great mischief in digging holes. The work
might he too hard for them. He thought if they
were allowed to dig holes or break the surface of
the land they should be compelled to leave
it in as good order as they had found it.
They broke up the ground to a considerable
extent, and though if they found any payable
minerals that part of the lease wounld probably
be resumed and the lessee compensated, yet in
many cases they would be unsuccessful, and it
was in such cases that the amendment would
have the most serious effect. He thought if they
gave persons power to go digging holes all over a
run they should compel them to fill them up
again, and leave the ground as they found it.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said he did
not see that any danger was to he apprehended.
The miners were not a reckless class of men who
went about all over other people’s property
doing injury to it. The work was too laborious
for them to do it simply for amusement, and it
was hardly likely that miners would go search-
ing for gold unless there was some reasonable
prospect of their obtaining it. To enact that
they should fill up all the holes and trenches they
might make in their search for gold would be to
deter them from engaging in such an enterprise.
Of course it would not do to allow any person
to go digging holes in a man’s garden in the hope
of finding gold ; and abuses of that kind were
guarded against by the last words of the clause,
‘“as may be prescribed.”

Mr. ARCHER : We want to know what will
be prescribed.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said there
would be regulations framed under the Act.
““ Prescribed,” by the interpretation clause,
meant prescribed by regulations under the Act.
The miners would be able to prosecute their
search for minerals only in accordance with the
regulations, which it was to be hoped would be
so framed as to prevent private property from
being needlessly injured, and to prevent, on the
other hand, the miners from being deterred
from an enterprise which carried with it immense
benefit, not only to themselves, but to the colony
as a whole.

The Hon. Sz T. McILWRAITH said the
hon, member evidently did not understand the
clause. If he would read it he would see it was
the reservations and exceptions that were to be
prescribed, and not the privileges of the miners
at all. There was no doubt that at the present
time miners had a right to search for minerals
on all the leases of the colony, and it was not to
he supposed that they were going to take away
that right; but at the same time it would be
very indiscreet to give in a parenthetical clause
such an extraordinary power—nottominers, butto
everyone choosing to call himself a miner—as that
of intruding on other people’s property, without
the slightest provision being made as to the way
in which that power was to be exercised. The
amendment moved by the hon. member for
Carnarvon would establish the right of trespass,
The miners should be bound to made good the
damage done to the property of the lessee, or the
lessee should get compeunsation in some way,
Before they went on with that clauze he would
like to hear the amendment to be proposed by
the hon. member for Gympie,
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Mr. SMYTH said the new clause he intended
to introduce read as follows :—

Any land alienated under the provisions of this Aet
may be taken by the Crown for mining purposes under
the provisions of the Public Works Lands Reswinption
Act of 1878. DProvided that the value of any gold or
other minerals contained in such land shall not he
taken into acecount in esthmating the compensation to
Be paid for any land so taken.

It was something similar to the provision in the
Victorian Act of 1869. The 99th section of that
Act read as follows —

* Alllands alienated under the provisious of this Act

shall be linble to he resmumed for nining purposes hy
Her Majesty on paying full compensation to the licensee,
lessce, or purchaser in fee-simple thereof, for the value,
other than auriterous, of the lands and improvements
s0 resumed, such valus, in case of disagreement, to be
ascertained by arbitration. The terms, conditions, and
events upon which such lands way be resumed, and the
manner in whiek such arbitrations shall be conducted,
shall be determined by regutations in sueh mauner as
the Governor shall from time time direet.”
Since that Act passed in Vietoria, all land sold
was subject to the proviso reserving the minerals
for the Crown. The necessity for some such
legislation had become apparent from the way
in which landowners extorted money from the
miners. It was estimated that they had taken
a million of money in the way of royalties and
rents. On one claim the miners spent £35,000,
and of that amount £14,000 went to the owner
of the land for the rvight of mining onit. In
Victoria it had lately been found necessary to
pass a Mining on Private Property Act. Tt
might not be necessary for many years to pass
such an Act in this colony, and such a clause as
he suggested would make a very good proviso in
the meantime. In one part of his electorate a
great deal of land was being selected, and he
was certain it was not for the grass, or timber,
or anything on the surface of the land, but for
the sake of the minerals. The persons taking
up the land would get the freehold of it, and
then they meant to work the minerals. He
thought it was time to put a stop to that kind of
thing. In Queensland they had, he supposed,
more minerals and in greater variety than all the
other colonies put together, and the Govern-
ment should step in and reserve those minerals
to themselves,

Mr. FOXTON said he did not think his
amendment would bring about all the evils
anticipated by the hon. member for Mulgrave.
It simply proposed to give the miner exactly
what he had at the present time—the right to
enter upon land leased from the Crown to_prospect
for minerals, Asfor the dreadful picture drawn
by the hon. member for Blackall, of selectors’
cattle tumbling into fearful chasms sunk in their
property, he might say that he had lived for ten
years in a district as thickly covered with pros-
pecting holes as any in Queensland, and although
he had seen vast numbers of cattle dead In
the creeks he had never seen one down a pros-
pecting hole,

Mr. ARCHER said he had seen plenty of
cattle down prospecting holes. He hadno doubt
the Minister for Lands could bear him out
as to what took place on his own run. Talk
about miners not being likely to go into gardens !
On one oceasion during a rush some miners
came within half-a-mile of the head-station, and
it was only the presence of a dozen strapping
fellows that kept their picks and shovels oug
of the garden. Those were facts of which the
Minister for Lands was well aware. Cattle
had often fallen down those holes and died there,
50 that it was not such a silly thing as the hon.
member (Mr. Foxton) supposed.

Mr. FOXTON : I did not say it was silly,

Mr. ARCHER said the same thing would
happen again if people were allowed to dig holes
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just where they liked. Unless something were
done to prevent that sort of thing, the clause
ought not to pass. Asforthe Attorney-General,
he did not understand the clause, for, leaving out
the part contained in parentheses, it said :—

“All leases issued under this Aet shall coutain a
reservation of all mines and ininerals in the land com-
prised therein, and shall contain such other reservations
and exceptiouns as may be prescribed.”

That did not refer to the miner's license, but to
the lease of the tenant.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said he was
aware that the clause, with the exception of the
parenthetical part, did not specially refer to
uminers; but he did not know why the hon.
gentleman should intimate that he had not read
the clause.

Mr. ARCHER: T said you did not under-
stand it.

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said the hon.
member for Carnarvon had proposed an amend-
ment to the effect that every lease should
contain not only a reservation including the
right of access for the purpose of working
mines, but also a reservation including the
right of access for the purpose of searching for
minerals. The bhon. member for Blackall
suggested that the amendment might inflict a
hardship on private lessees by reason of the
miners not filling up the holes they made. He
(the Attorney-General) combated the objections
of the hon. gentleman, and pointed out that the
reservation was a matter contained in every
lease, and was subject to regulation the same as
every other matter.

Mr. ARCHER asked why nothing was said
about regulations in the clause ?

The PREMIER said the snggestion that the
clause should contain all the restrictions and
termns on which miners should be allowed to
work involved the insertion of a scheme for
mining on private property. But the Bill
was framed in such a way that those things
must be provided for by the regulations. ‘“ Pre-
scribed ” meant prescribed by the regulations,
according to theinterpretation clause. The hon.
gentleman wished to know what difficulties the
lessee would be placed under, and what right
the people would have to trespass on his land
and look for minerals. That was the whole
scheme of mining on private property—a scheme
which it was impracticable to put into the Bill,
but which should be put into a Bill by itself.
So long as they provided for the reservation of
mines and minerals, and of the right to search
and mine, that was all that was required in the
Bill now under consideration.

Mr, ARCHER said there was nothing in the
clause to show that the mining was to be done
under regulations, though it might be the con-
tention of the hon. gentleman that certain regu-
lations should guide the miner. As it was, they
referred only to the lease of the tenant.

The PREMIER said the clause was gramn-
matically correct. It provided that the lease
should contain ‘“ such other reservations as may
be prescribed.”  One would be the right of
access for the purpose of working any mine;
another would be the right of access—not by
Her Majesty personally, but persons authorised
by Her Majesty—for the purpose of searching
for minerals.

Mr. JORDAN said he understood the conten-
tion of the hon, member for Blackall and the hon.
member for Mulgrave to be that the words ““as
may he prescribed ™ did not refer to anything
within the parenthese<. It might be as well to
insert after the word ©* access ” the words ““under
regulativns to be framed.”
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; Mr. ARCHER : That is just what I contended
or.

The PREMIER: T did not understand hefore
that that was the hon. gentleman’s objection.

Mr. ARCHER: T said it as plainly as I
possibly could.

The PREMIER: T imust be stupid this
evening, for the hon. gentleman did not make
it clear to me. However, the hon. nember for
South Brisbane has come to the rescue.

The Hox. Sik T. McILWRAITH said the
Premier pretended not to understand the hon.
member for Blackall, in order to cover the
bungling of his colleague. There was not yet
a clear understanding about the clause. The
hon. member for Carnarvon said he desired
nothing more than the miners had always
had ; but the hon. member was asking for
a great deal more, and it was their duty
to see that, while granting the miner all
the privileges to which he was entitled, they
were not taking away the rights or huting the
intercsts of others, At present neither a gold-
miner, nor what was called a mineral searcher-—
a man working with o license under the Mineral
Lands Act—had the right to touch a sclection :
and the leaschold properties to be formed under
the Bill would take the place of those selections,
Selections under the Acts of 1868 and 1876 were
perfectly protected from miners, who had no
right to go upon them to search ; and now they
were asked to allow miners to search upon
the properties which would take the place
of those selections, without any compensa-
tion being paid to the selectors. Those rights
should be guarded; how to do it he did
not kuow. The right ought to be given to
miners to search for minerals so long as they

were prevented from hurting the interests
of the lessee of the ground so searched.

Although at present search might be made for
minerals on the land held by pastoral lessees, the
searchers were restricted from touching any land
used as a yard, garden, orchard, or cultivated field.
They were now asked to allow miners that right
without any restriction. While willing to allow
that right, he thonght provision should be made
for full compensation for damage done to the
surface being paid to the lessee either by the
State or by the miner. The lessee ought cer-
tainly not to suffer from the right of searching
for minerals,

The PREMIER suid the dithiculty might he
met by transposing some of the words in the
clause. He understood the ubjection of the hon.
member for Blackall to be that the precise con-
ditions were not prescribed in the Bill, and
he addressed himself to that ; but he understood
now what the hon. member’s point was., It
might be advisable to so alter the clause as to
provide for compensation being given for actual
damage done to the land while searching for
minerals. Paying compensation for damage
done would, he thought, be better than putting
the old restriction on yards, gardens, and culti-
vated fields. There was no reason why, because
a valuable piece of mineral land was under
lucerne, it should not be worked except at the
option of the tenant.

Mr. FOXTON, with the permission of the
Committee, withdrew his amendment.

The PREMIER moved that the words “as
may be prescribed ” be omitted from the end of
the clause, with the view of inserting them after
the word ‘‘ exceptions.”

The ATTORNEY-GENERAT suid that
before the amendment wai put he wished to say
a word with reference te an obzervation made
by the hon. member for MMulgrave, and which
was unworthy of that hon. gentleman or of the
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position he occupied. The hon. gentleman
charged the Premier with having purposely mis-
understood the hon. member for Blackall, in
order to cover the bungling of his colleague. He
(the Attorney-General) denied that there was any
bungling. The Premier now, to meet the views
of the hon. member, proposed to transpose the
words ‘“ as may be prescribed,” and when trans-
posed the words would have precisely the same
effect as they had now.
Amendment agreed to.

Mr. FOXTON said he would now again move
his amendment, so as to make it agree with
that suggested by the Premier. He moved that
after ‘“ purpose of ” the words ‘‘searching for
or” be inserted.

Amendment agreed to.

The PREMIER moved as a further amend-
ment that all the words after *land” to the end
of the clause be omitted, with the view of insert-
ing “on condition of making compensation to
the lessee for any actusl damage, and on such
other conditions as may be prescribed,”

My, LISSNWR said that the words should
he “reasonable compensation.”  1le certainly
thought that any Dowd fide miner who went
on land  belonging to a squatter or agricul-
turist searching for minerals vught to be pro-
tected to a certain extent as to the amount of
compensation to be given. Who was to decide
the amount of compensation?

An Honourastk Memser: The board.

Mr, LISSNER said he did not think an agri-
cultural board would know sufficient about the
value of mining to give a proper decision in such
cases, At any rate, heshould very much like to
see the clause made more definite as to the
amount of compensation to be paid.

Mr. SMYTH said in his opinion the compen-
sation oaght only to apply to cultivation pad-
docks, or improved land such as gardens, yards,
or places of that kind. If a squatter had twenty
or thirty square milss of land—as the clause stood,
a miner would not be able to sink a hole on any
portion of it without paying compensation.

Mr. FOXTON said he agreed with the hon,
meniber for Gvinpie that compensation ought to
be in regard to endtivated lands only. Ifthe mere
destruction of the grass that took place in sinking
every little hole that was made for prospecting
would render miners lable to claims for compensa-
tion, he could quite conceive thatit would bealmost
impossible for them to carry out prospecting in
anything like a proper or efficient manner, if the
Crown lessee was in any way opposed to their
doing so. 1t would be going too far to hamper
the mining industry in that way. The grass
destroyed would, of course, be very small,
and, as has been said, it was very probable
that a man who owed another a grudge
would find some better method of paying
him off than by buckling to and sinking holes
on his ground. It was too hard work to justify
the fear that any damage worth speaking of
would be done to pastoral property in that way ;
while, at the same time, to allow claims for
compensation in all cases would very materially
hamper miners in prospecting for minerals.

The PREMIER said they could not very well
give property to a man and allow another to
injure him without giving him compensation.
He did not see how they could reconcile the
two things, If no harm were done, there would
beno compensation given ; but when damage was
done it should be paid for. If a man dug a big
trench acrows o cattle track it might result in a
creat deal of damage being done, In the same
way comw iderable damags might be done by 2
| number of men entering to mine in a lucerne
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paddock. He apprehended that conditions of
that sort would arise, until dealt with by an Act
providing for mining on private property, which
must come sooner or later. They must be
careful not to interfere with the right of pros-
pecting for minerals, and, at the same time, if
they gave aman alease of certain lands they must
protect him. All those matters could be pro-
vided for by the regulations.

Mr. MACFARLANE said he thought there
was a great deal of force in what the hon.
member for Gympie had said with regard to
giving compensation only in cases where cultiva-
tionhad taken place. He (Mr. Macfarlane) didnot
know very much about mining, but he could quite
understand that, if persons searching for minerals
were to be compelled to give compensation for
every hole they dug in leasehold property, there
would be no end of trouble and petty annoyance,
which would very likely retard prospectors from
going out to prospect at all. He thought the
words should apply only to enltivated lands.

Mr., SMYTH said that as o mle very few
cattle indeed fell into holes thst were snnk by
miners in search of minerals; and in travelling
through country where prospectors had bheen at
work the holes they made were found very
useful, because water was nearly always to
be found in thewm. The goldficld upon which
he lived was riddled with holes, and he
had never heard of a case where o beast had
fallen into one of them. He thought the danger
on that point was greatly exaggerated. He knew
there was a gentleman in the other Chamber who
once said that the holes made by miners only
killed squatters’ cattle; hut as far as his ex-
perience went he thought cattle were too cun-
ning to fall into them ; in fact, more men
fell into them than cattle. He believed
that, if they put such restrictions upon
miners—that they must fill up the holes they
made, and give compensation for the damage
done—it would hamper mining to a very con-
siderable extent, especially under the circum-
stances existing in Queensland, which were
different from those of the other colonies. TIn
this colony the holes sunk were generally near
the surface; and in cases where the holes were
deep it was a great advantage to leave them
open. A great miany miners had made a very
good thing by going down abandoned shafts
prospecting.

Mr. JORDAN said, in his opinion, the clause
ought to apply to all deseviptions of land.
He could easily imagine what might happen
to a squatter in a mining distriet, from what
occurred to himself the other day on an area
of 40 acres. He had a few head of cattle
upon it, one of which fell into a ditch that had
been dug for drainage ; and he could quite under-
stand what might occur to squatters who had
thousands of cattle upon their runs.  He should,
therefore, vote for making the clause apply to all
descriptions of property.

Mr. NORTON said that hon. members spoke
of the clause as if it applied to squatters’ runs
only ; but that was a mistake, because it applied
to grazing selections and agricultural farms also.
He only wished to point out that if hon. members
would support a Bill that gave indefeasible leases,
that was one of the blessings that went with it.
Miners were hampered in their movements, and
he did not see how it could be any other way.
He did not think any particular ditficulty would
be put in the way of mining by paying compen-
sation.

Mr. SMYTH said he would propose, as an
amendment, that the clause should only refer o
cultivated or fmproved land.

The Hov. v T. McILWERATTH caxd he did
not think that anything of the sort was neces-
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sary, as under the Gioldfields Aet and the Mineral
Leases Act a digger had the right of prospecting
anywhere ; and as for compensation, if a certain
amount of a lesses’s land was taken up for mining
purposes, a certain amount was deducted from
his rent.  Compensation had never been given to
a pastoral lessee; and what would the compen-
sation De if it werc given? All the diggers could
do would be to talee away a certain amount of
grass.

Amendment put and passed.

Mr. FOXTON moved that the following words
be added to the clause:—

Prrovided that no compensation shall he charged or
payable in respeet of any daniage done to uncultivated
land held under Part IIL. of this Act or as a grazing
farm.

Mr. FERGUSON asked if he was to under-
stand from that amendment that, if a grazier
fenced in 1,000 acrex and put his stock upon it—
and a miner, or a hundred miners, chose to go
into that paddock and disturh the stock, and
sink as many holex as they liked—the grazier
had no right to compensation; was that the
weaniny of the amendinent ?  Tf they were going
to admit such o clsuse as that they would
dmply make the Bill inoperative, no-
body would think of taking up land under
such conditions, Tt was not  altogether the
holes sunk in the ground, or the grass des-
troyed, but there might be valuable horses or
cattle there, and their peace would be altogether
distmbed.  Such  an  amendment as thag
should have Dbeen taken notice of. He quite
believed in giving miuners every facility for
prospecting  and mining.  But supposing a
man took up 90 acres, and that was all the
land he occupied, if a bundred miners chose to
come in after he had gone to the expense of
fencing it in and stocking it fully they would
ruin himn; and was he to have no concession?
The amendment should have been better con-
sidered before it was put before the Committee.

The Hown., Sz T. McILWRAITH said the
greater part of the clause was quite unnecessary ;
for instance, that part referring to pastoral
leases. No doubt the hon. member for Gympie
thought he was doing a great stroke for the
miner by providing that he should not have to
pay compensation tothe squatter. But he would
read some of the powers which the gold-miner
had now under clause 9 of the Goldfields Act :—

“any person who shail be the holder of a miners
right and auy nwnber of persons in conjunction who
shall be the holders of any suwel consolidated miner's
rights shall, subjeet to the provisions of this Act, ete., be
entitle 1 to take possession of, mine, and occupy Crown
lands for mining purposes;

“7To cut, construct, and use races, dams, and reservoirs,
roads, and tramways, which may be required for gold-
mining purposes through and npon any Crown lands;

“To take or divert water from any spring, lake, pool,
or stream situate in or flowing through Crown lands on
a proclaimed goldfield, and to use such water for mining
purposes and for his own dolnestic purposes; and to
use, by way of an easement, any unoccupied Crown
lands;

“To take possession of, and occupy, Crown lands for
the purpose of residence on a proclaimed goldfield, but
not for business purposes, except as hereinafter other-
wise provided;

“To putup and at any time to remove any building
or other ercction upon such land so taken up and occu-
pied;

“To cut timber on, and to remove the same, to strip
and remove the hark from any such timber, and to
remove any stone. clay, or gravel front any Crown lands
for the purpose of huilding for himseif or themnselves
any place of residence, or for mining purposes,” ete.
The miner had all that power already for 10s.
a year, without paying any compensation at all.
What was the use of that little fiddling amend-
ment to prevent the equatter claiming any com-
pensation from the miner? It was absurd to go
on in that way with legislation—interrupting

i
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an important Bill by little, fiddiing amend-
ments, to gain popularity with the miners.
If they were going to give a man a lease for
thirty years of a piece of land to use it for
grazing purposes and not for other pumoses,
they ought to let him definitely understand what
he was to have. That was thoroughly under-
stood under the Bill to be a grazing right 5 and if
they gave any other persen in the world the
vight to destroy any purt of the property that
person should pay compensation for it.

- M. SMYTIH said the arguments they used in
favour of mining upon those lands were not
that they had any intention of injuring the
squatter in any way at all, but they had been
urged owing to what the hon. member {for
Blackall had said about miners entering upon
improved land, such as a cultivated paddock.
The reason he (Mr. Smyth) spoke upon the
matter as the representative of a mining com-
munity was, that he did not wish that they
should enter upon any land and damage it
without compensation. He was not using any
argument for the sake of popularity. As to
popularity, that was cheap.

Mr. FOXTON said the case quoted by the
hon. member for Rockhampton was not one in
point, as it was not proposed to extend the
proviso to agricultural farms, but simply to
uncultivated land which was held as grazing
farms andto land held under Part T11. of the Bill.
The grazing farms might be farms of 20,000
acres. A large portion of the colony would be
held under those grazing leases; and virtually
the miner would be excluded from prospecting
on those areas.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH : How?

Mr. FOXTON said that virtually that would
be the case, because for every hole he put down
he would have to pay compensation—it might,
perhaps, be only 3s.—for the damage done to
the grass. There was not the slightest doubt
that would be the case wherever the lessee was
opposed to the miner going on the land for
the purpose of prospecting. For every prospect-
ing hole the miner would put down he might find
himself involved in a contention with the lessee
as to whether he ought or ought not to pay com-
pensation for it. In that way, most unquestion-
ably, the genuine prospector would be decidedly
hampered in his operations.

Mr. JORDAN said he wished to know if
the proviso suggested by the hon. member for
Carnarvon excepted agricultural farms of 960
acres. He thought it was worded to except such
farms ; but he would point out that such farms
might be alienated at the end of ten years, and if
the new clause proposed by the hon. member for
Gympie were carried, those farms would, even
after they were alienated, be liable to be tres-
passed upon by diggers, without compensation.

The CHAIRMAN : I will read the proviso
again. It is as follows :—

“Provided that no compensation shall be charged or
Ppayable in respect of any damage dons to uncultivated
land held under Part IIl. of this Act, or as a grazing
farm.”

The PREMIER said he confessed he did not see
how they could give two persons the same property
at the sametime. That was what the amendment
really involved. If they gave a man the absolute
right for thirty years to the use of the land,
they could not give somebody else aright to turn
him out of it within that time, without compen-
sation. The two things were incompatible.
What injustice was there, if one man Injured
another, in asking him to pay for the injury he
did? Il a man injured him, why should he not
pay him for the injury done?  And if he injurel
any man, Le ought to be obliged to pay for the
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injury. If there was no injury done, he would
of course have nothing to pay. It seemed to
him that the matter was as simple as possible.

Mr. NORTON said there was one thing he
would say in connection with that subject. He
thought that, if compensation was to be given
for miners going upon land, the State ought to
give the compensation, and not the miners, It
wis the State which reaped the benefit from the
niiners’ work, and it was not the miner who
onght to be obliged to pay the compensation.
The State got the benefit of the vent from the
lessee, and the State also got the benefit of the
annual payment made by the miners; and he
contended that any damage done by the miners
in carrying out their legitimate business ought
to be paid for by the State.

The PREMIER said that, if there was a lease-
hold upon which there was a mining field, the
State would no doubt step in and take it for
mining.

Mr. SMY TH said the Premier did not explain
what the hon. member for Carnarvon had
argued. The argument was, that if a miner in
prospecting was called upon to pay a small
amount in compensation for every hole he sank
upon 2 run it would soon put a stop to mining.

The Hon. Stk T. McILWRAITH said
there was no compensation payable for any
damage done on a run by a miner. He could
go on any squattage in the country without
paying anything.

Mr. FOXTON said that what the hon, mem-
ber for Mulgrave had stated, and what he had
quoted a little while before concerning the
powers of miners, referred to lands held under
the land laws at present in force. They
applied only to Crown lands held under the
Pastoral Leases Act at present in force,
and not to lands to be held under any portion
of the Bill. The proviso he (Mr. Foxton)
suggested simply proposed to apply the same
rights, which the hon. member for Mulgrave
had quoted as being held by the miner at
present, to lands held under Part II1. of the Bill
—that was, the fifteen years’ leases, and also to
lands held as grazing farms—provided always
that those lands were not cultivated.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH said that
surely the hon. member must see what a great
mistake he made! Did hemean to say that the
Government had taken away the whole of the
rights of the miners in this colony by that
particular clause of the Bill, or that they would
have been taken away, if he had not complained,
and inserted that little amendment in the
parenthesis of the clause? The thing was
ridiculous ! If all those rights were taken away
by the clause they would want a dozen clauses
inserted to provide for them., There was no
danger of anything of the kind being the case.

Mr. FOXTON : There is.
The Hon. Siz T. McILWRAITH : Then I

would like you, as a lawyer, to explain how.

Mr. FOXTON said he thought the thing was
clear enough for any orvdinary comprehension.
The Act from which the hon. member himself
had read applied to Crown lands; but as soon
as the leases were granted under the Bill they
ceased to be Crown lands. The whole thing was
in a nutshell.

The PREMIER said the only lands which a
miner could take possession of were lands which
had not been dedicated to any public purpose,
which had not been granted in fee-simple, or
which were not under lease for purposes other
than pastoral purposes. That way the pressnt
law, and it was very much the same as it
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would be under that Bill. There might perhaps
e some cuesbion arise as to whether the Gold-
fields Act and that Bill were consistent with one
another.

The Hox. Sk T. McILWRAITH said a
miner could enter upon Crown lands, which,
according to the (Goldfields Act—a statute which
hon. members would bear in mind they had not
repealed—were defined as—

“All lands vested in Ier Majes
heen dediested to any public purpose, or which have not
been granted in fee, or lawfully contracted to he so
granted, or which are not under lease for purposes other
tlhan psstoral purposes.”

So that at the present time, without the amend-
ment of the hon. member for Carnarvon, miners
could construct and use races, dams and reser-
voirs, roads and tramways, on those pastoral
farms hon. members had been talking about.
The hon. member shook his head, but let him
read the clause and he would find that it was so.

Mr. FOXTON said the hon. member for
Mulgrave might have hit him hard—snd he did
not mind showing him how—but had missed
his chance, If the hon. gentleman had looked
at the interpretation clause of the Bill he
would have found that Crovn lands included all
lands subject to a right of depasturing under
Part IIT. of the Bill. Those were the resumed
parts, he presumed.  Sofar he (Mr. Foxton) was
in error, bhut as regarded his argunient concerning
other lands he still contended that he was right,
Desanse Crown lands were defined in that Bill,
and if it beewme law that definition would hold
good, and not the one quoted by the hon. member
for Mulgrave.

Mr. NORTON said he would point out that
the Bill defined what were Crown lands within
the meaning of the Bill, and the Goldfields Act,
which had not besn repealed, what were Crown
lands under the Goldfields Act.

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

Mr. SMYTH said he would now propose the
new clause which he had referred to previously.
It read as followed :—

Any land alienated under the provisions of this Act
may he taken by the Crown for mining purposes under
the provisions of the Public Works Lands Resumption
Actof 1873. Provided that the value of any gold, or
other minerals contained in such land, shall not be
taken into aceount in estimnating the compeusation to
be paid for any land so taken.

The PREMILER said the hon. gentleman pro-
posed by that to reserve to the Crown the benefit
of the minerals on all lands alienated under the
Bill. He (the Premier) was disposed to think a
better way of dealing with the matter would be to
provide that all Crown grants issued under the
Bill should contain a reservation of all gold found
on the land comprised therein ; and he would
recommend that the clause now proposed be
withdrawn, and the amendment he had sug-
gested substituted. The subject was too large a
one to deal with in that Bill, but that would
enable it to be dealt with hereafter.

Mr. SMYTH said he would rather settle the
matter at once. The miners in Victoria had heen
twenty-six years trying to get a Mining on
Private Property Bill through Parliament. The
right to minerals in that colony was reserved to
the Crown under the Land Act of 1869 ; but, as
he had said, it had taken twenty-six years to get
a Mining on Private Property Bill. He would
much sooner the Committee dealt with the
subject now. As the law at present stood, all
gold and silver belonged to the Crown ; but the
mant who owned theland where those inerals
were Lo be found might prohibit miners
from breaking the surface of the wrvound., The
Crovn wae the owner of the gold and wilver,
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and the Crown only counld give people the right
to take it, That was how matters stood in all
the colonies. In the year 1877, a case was tried
before the Privy Council to decide what the rights
of miners were, and it was decided that a man had
the right to go under private property, but not
on toit, in his searchfor minerals. Well, imagine
a man mining under 1,000 acres of land in his
search for gold! A man ought to know, when he
purchased land, that he did not purchase the
winerals. Immense sums had been made out of
the unfortunate miners by that principle not being
recognised by law. He knew of one distriet in
which the owners of the land charged the miners
£1 a monch for the right to enter on the land,
and extracted money from them in many other
ways. The miners had been robbed by the men
who owned the land, and in the district to which
he referred he had seen the owners collect
between £1,000 and £2,000 in a month, and of
course all that money was withdrawn from
prospecting.

Mr. JORDAN said he would point out to
the hon. member that his clause did not provide
for access to the land.  That was what the hon.
member appeared to be alming at, but had not
really provided for. It had been laid down that
the gold belonged to the Crown, and the surface
to the proprietor ; but by the clause the hon.
member proposed he would provide that the
Crown might come in and resume the land and
give a compensation, but he did not provide for
the power of access to the land. That was what
the hon. member wanted to do.

The Hox. Sz T. McJLWRAITH said he
did not believe in the clause at all, and he thought
the objection taken to it was tangible enough.
A clause thab was going to work such an altera-
tion in the rights of the owners of land should have
been duly considered, and fair notice should have
beengiven thatsuch anamendment was going tohe
moved. He had not the slightest expectation that
such a big question would be raised, and he did
not feel prepared to go into it at length. Had he
understood the Premier to say that they ought
to put in all deeds to be issued in the future a
reservation of all minerals? If so he did not
agree with such a proposal, and he thought
they ought to duly consider the position of
the present and future landholders of the
colony. The hon. member for Gympie must
not attempt to monopolise all the informa-
tion about gold-mining, and he would give
him a striking example of what they had been
discussing.  The right to mine on private
property in England was only granted within
the last few years. In the county of Derby the
minerals belonged to whoever obtained the right
to work them, and the consequence was that
Derbyshire was the worst worked county in
England for minerals, for this reason : that the law
being that minerals belonged to whoever worked
them, and everybody having a right to go on the
land, the owners of the land had shepherds on
every possible vein or reef that could be taken
up by anyone. He had seen land shepherded
year after year to keep anyone from mining on
it.  Anyone who cared to work certain land
applied to the cowrt for leave, but, whenever
they went to define the lead they were going to
work, a Iandowner proved he had been work-
ing the same land for twenty years. That state
of the law could be evaded very well, and he
believed the man who would work the minerals
of the county quickest would be the man who
owned the land. How did the hon. member for
Carnarvon like the new clause, he wondered,
taken in conjunction with the Urangan Railway
Bill?  If the coal on the 1,000 acres of land he
was applying for was Lo be reserved, the proprie
fors would be in o nice fin, Leb them et through
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the Land Bill, and then they could go to mining
afterwards, and satisfy the hon. miember for
Gympie. The subject was too wide a one to
deal with at present, and they had far better
aet along with the Land Bill, which he hoped to
see finished that week.

Mr. SMYTH said, considering the importance
of the mining industry, not much time had been
spent upon it. That industry could hold its own
against any other in the colony, But he must
say that one fault he found with the Bill was that
there was nothing about mining in it. Mining
at the present time was doing for Queensland
what it did in 1867. At that time Queensland
was in an insolvent condition.

The Hox. S1rT. McILWRAITH : Nonsense !

Mr. SMYTH said there was no nonsense about
it. The discovery of Gympie first and other
goldfields afterwards, was the means of bringing
to the colony thousands of men with capital.
Those men had distributed themselves all over
the country, and had been the means of creating
such towns as Maryborough and Townsville,
Those towns owed their prosperity to the gold-
mines at their back, and he was sorry to say that
the gold-mining industry did not receive its fair
share of attention. The hon. member for Mul-
grave need not have gone so far as to quote
Derbyshire as an instance of the troubles miners
had had. e (Mr., Smyth) believed the hon.
gentleman had been in Sandhurst, and he onght
to be aware of the way in vhich people there
extorted money out of the miners.

Mr. NORTON said he was sure there was a
great deal in what the hon. member said ; but
considering that it had taken twenty-six years in
Victoria to deal with the question, the hon. gen-
tleman could not expect to settle it here in an
hour or two. The question was altogether too
large to be considered in a Bill like that before
them.

The PREMIER said he thought the hon.
meniber for Gympie would see that the subject
of mining on private property must be dealt with
by itself ; it was not possible to deal with it in a
Land Bill; indeed, that was not the proper
place to deal with it. He thought, however, it
was desirable that there should be a distinct
reservation of the right to deal with minerals.
The hon. member should be satisfied with having
called attention to the matter. Having got an
amendnient in the Bill, he would have done good
service.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH asked
whether in all future grants the Crown would
absolutely reserve all minerals ?

The PREMIER said it was proposed to reserve
gold. He did not think it worth while troubling
about anything else. The hon. member for
Grympie, he understood, did not refer to any-
thing else but gold. Tt would certainly compli-
cate the matter to bring in other minerals.

Mr. SMYTH said it would be necessary to
include silver, because it was associated with
gold.  Other minerals also should be included.
At Kilkivan, for instance, there were cinnabar
mines which were very valuable; and the hon.
member for Carnarvon would no doubt have
something to say about tin.  As for dealing
with the matter in another Bill, he would point
out that the present Bill dealt with land about
t0 be acquired, not with land that had gone.

The PREMIER said that if the hon. member
pressed his amendment he should propose to
exclude other minerals than gold.

The Hox. Sik T. McILWRATITH said that
of eourse many hon. members had not thonght
it worth while to discuss the guestion.  The hon.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Crown Lands Bill.

member for Gympie seemed to think that what-
ever was taken out of the pockets of the land-
owners would go into the pockets of the working
miners., There never was a yreater iuistake.
If there had heen a Mining on Private Property
Act always in Queensland, the miners would not
have been worth sixpence more than they were
now. The money would go into the pockets of
the mine-owners.

Mr., SMYTH said that, as he was not getting
any support, he should withdraw the amend-
ment. [t did not speak well for hon. members
who represented mining districts that they did
not support it.

Mr. ANNEAR said he thought that, after the
remarks of the leader of the Opposition, the hon.
member should e satisfied. To say that he was
not getting any support was not true. The
Premier had stated that he was agreeable to
insert a clause including gold only, and that was
a concession which ought to satisfy the hon.
member for (zympie for the present at any rate.
The Bill was not to be a revolutionary measure
in a way ; but it would be revolutionary if they
included all minerals on private property. If he
had a selection at Kilkivan he should object to
any man going on it to mine for either coal,
silver, or copper.  He thought the hon. meniber
had taken the matter rather too much to heart.

The ATTORNEY-GIENERAL said that both
he and his hon. colleague (Mr. Lissner) were as
much interested in the welfare of the miners as
the hon, member for GGympie; but he thought
that, out of respect to the mining industry which
was quite as important as the hon. member had
described, it would be unfair to deal with such a
vital question in the way the hon. member pro-
posed. Tt was a question of sufficient impor-
tance to be dealt with by special legislation. As
far as he was personally concerned he certainly
did not intend that the interests of the mining
industry should be neglected ; but a matter of
such great importance should be dealt with in
a comprehensive way.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

The PREMIER moved a new
follows:—

Al Crown grants issued wnnder this Act shall contain
a reservation of all goid under the land cowmprised
therein.

Mr. SMYTH said he thought silver should
also be included ; because gold and silver were
always found together.

Mr. FOXTON said that if, as the hon.
member said, they could rnot get gold without
getting silver, the lessce or owner of the pro-
perty would be entitled to receive the proceeds
of the silver obtained by the person mining for
gold. If he got the gold, and also got the silver
at the same time, surely he was entitled to the
proceeds of both.

Mr. ISAMBERT said he thought the clause
should provide for all minerals found associated
with gold.

Mr. SMYTH said that, at Gympie, for every
£1,000 worth of gold they got £40 worth of
silver, for which they got about 4s. an ounce.
The more galena they got in the stone the more
silver they got.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said if it
were intended for the Crown to veserve silver, it
was a different question altogether from that put
by the hon. member for Gympie, because that
hon. gentleman urged that as silver was found
associated with gold, the clause would be in-
operative, hecause they would not be able to

clause ag

take out the gold without the silver also.  That
wax  not the case, because gold was gold
whether found with silver or not. It was

called gold, and was techuically known as gold,
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and was gold according to the Bill. Had the
hon, member for Gympie read “Shylock,” and
was he frightened they were going to crucify a
man because he took a little blood with the flesh?

Clause put and passed.

On new clause to follow clause 104, as fol-
lows :—

It shall not be lawful for a lessce under Part III. of
this Aet, or for « lessee of @ grazing farm under Part
IV. of this Act, to cut down or destroy. except for the
purpose of his holding, any trees upon the holding with-
out the pernission of the commissioner, or to ringhark
any trees upon the holding without the like per-
mission.

A lessee desiring such permission shall apply for it in
writing in the presciibed forin, specifying the portion of
the holding in respect of which he desires the per-
mission. The commissioner shall thereupon inguire
into the matter, and may refuse such pernission or may
grant it upon such conditions (if any) as he thinks fit.

Any sueh lessce who cuts down or destroyvs any
trec upon his holding, except for the purposes of the
holding, without the perinission of the comnmissioner, or
contrary to the conditions of the permission, or who
ringharks any tres upon the holding without the like
perinission, or contrary to the conditions thereof, shall
be liable to a penalty of not less than one shilling, and
not more than ten shillings, for every tree cut down,
destroyed, or ringharked.

Mr. DONALDSON sald he was aware that
the penalties under the clause were like those
imposed in New South Wales, but he thought
that the penalties were really very heavy in the
cases of those people who, not being acquainted
with provisious of that kind, had ringbavked.
Suppose a selector were to ringbark 500 or
1,000 trees, it would not be possible to fine him
less than 1s. a tree, which would amount to
a considerable sumn? He would rather see a
Inwp-sum penalty, with a fair minimum and
a fair maximum. He did not attach very
much importance to the clause, but in a
colony like this, where they were not aware of
those penalties, it was quite possible a man
might unconsciously make a mistake, and the
bench had no discretion but to fine the man
not less than 1s. per tree. The penalty was
too much. Suppose a man thought he might
have a right to ringbark on his grazing land,
and he ringbarked half of it without having
got the necessary permission, he might incur a
penalty of £400 or£500. If the penalty were, say,
not less than £5 or £10, or not more than £100, he
thought that would be fair to the selector. He
still wished to have a check against persons ring-
barking, but it was possible that some persons
might unconsciously make a mistake and be liable
to heavy penalties.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said there
was no doubt it would be a hardship if a man
ringbarked half-a-dozen trees without knowing
what penalties he was liable to; but they must
presume that men who took up land in that way
knew the laws of the country under which they
worked, and knew what penalties they were
liable to. If it was really desired to prevent
the destruction of timber, and that timber should
be preserved, it was just as well that there
should be a penalty attached to the clause.

Mr. JORDAN said it seemed to him that
the penalties were somewhat excessive, and
perhaps the Minister for Lands would accept a
compromise. A penalty of 10s. for each tree
was exeessive.  Perhaps the Minister for Lands
would accept an amendment to fix the penalty
at 10s. an acre instead of 10s, a tree.

Mr. FOOTE said he confessed he did not like
the clause. It appeared to be adding far too
much restriction to parties who took up land.
They professed to give people the land ; and they
were supposed to use it and deal with it inany way
with the exception of being able to transfer it in
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fee-simple. Now, by that clause they placed a
very great restriction on them. He held that
the person who held the land ought to know best
what he was to do with it. It might be that some
parties might select land, and might put a saw-
mill on it. The object of their selecting the
land might be to cut down the timber, and to
saw it and send it to market, and he did not
see why thoy should not be allowed to do so.
TUnder the existing Act there was a great deal
of land that had been taken up simply for the
purpose of selling the timber that was upon
it, and he did not see why they should not
deal with them in the same manner under
that clause. In the previous clause they had
allowed lessess so much for ringbarking, and
they were required to get the permission of the
board or the commissioner to be allowed to ring-
bark, but he really thought the penalties in ques-
tion were by far too great a restriction. It was
tying them down on all points. They should
soon come to the question of saying that
a man should only raise sheep or raise cows ;
and that he should do this and that with
his land. He held that the selector should
have as much right to the land under his
lease—or should have it, if it was to be of
any value to him—as if he had it in fee-
simple. Of course, it reverted to the Crown on
the expiration of the term of the lease, but he
really thought they were legislating too much.
They were drawing the lines by far too hard,
and too tight, and too fast, and he thought there
should be a greater limit given. He hoped the
clause would not be passed.

The PREMIER said the hon. gentleman had
forgotten that the clause only applied to the
grazier. He did not think it right that a man
should take up a selection at Bs. an acre, and pay
6d. a year rent, and sell the timber off it,
It might be a good speculation for the selector,
but 1t would be a bad one for the country.
That had been done, they knew. People had
taken up selections ot 5s. an acre, paying rent at
the rate of 6d. per acre per annum, and after
holding them for two or three years, and taking
off all the timber they wanted, had thrown
them up. That was a scandalous abuse, and
should be put a stop to. There must be some
restriction against cutting timber and selling
it, and it must operate in a summary way,
without the expense and inconvenience of
setting the Attorney-General in motion. As
to the amount of the penalty, that was the
same as had been lately adopted in New South
Wales. There would be no objection to a man
cutting down timber which he wanted for build-
ing or other such purposes, but he must not cut
down timber to sell it. If he wanted to goin
for promiscuous ringbarking, or cutting down
aud selling timber, he must get permission. As
to whether 1s. or 10s. should be the penalty
was a matter entirely of detail. Ie thought it
ought to be such a penalty as would prevent
breaches of the law. They could not afford to
have the forests destroyed. What the conse-
quences might be when they were destzoyed they
did not know, but they could conjecture, from
what they saw and knew of treeless countries,
and of the climate in the treeless portions of
Australia at the present time.

Mr. NORTON said he did not think much was
known about the effect of destroying timber ; he
certainly did not know a man in the colony who
knew much about it. He thought the principle
of the clause was a good one; but where the
harm might come in would be in cases where
men took wp selections and did not know what
the law was, It would be rather hard on a man
who unwittingly broke the law in that respect,
that he -hould have to pay Is. for each tree.
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There should be some power given for the im-
position of a nominal fime where the circum-
stances seenled to justify it.

Mr. JORDAN said he believed that destroy-
ing timber amounted almost to a erime in this
colony. There were some people who never
saw a beautiful tree without wishing to destroy
it. They were now providing for pastoral occu-
pation on a large scale by small capitalists, and
it was very important to provide against the
power they would have of destroying timber.

The Hown. Sir T. McILWRAITH said he was
much more concerned about the masimum than
the minimum. He thought 10s. was too little.

Mr. DONALDSON said he had no objection
to the clause, except with regard to the penalties.
He thought the penalty might he too bhigh for
persons acting in ignorance. He would rather
see it fixed at not less than £10, and not more
than £100 or even £300; but he had not the
slightest desire to move any amendment. He
had merely stated his objection.

Mr. BATLIY said he saw one other source of
danger in the clanse. If aman had a quantity
of timber on his selection he wmight make a
verbal arrangement allowing some other person
to cut it, ostensibly without the knowledge of
the lessee. The timber men were very shrewd;
and if they wanted timber they would find a
way of getting it.  How would the clause work
in that case? They could not punish the selec-
tor for what there was no way of proving he
knew anything about.

Clause put and passed.

On_ the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the House resumed; the CHAIRMAN
reported progress, and obtained leave to sit again
£O-I0rTOW,

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER, in moving the adjournment
of the House, said the Land Bill would be pro-
ceeded with to-morrow. He regretted that the
maps, showing the proposed alteration in the
boundary of the schedule, had not been com-
pleted; he had expected them to be in the
Chaniber that morning; but some delay had
taken place in the Lands Office. He thought
hon. members were aware of the change in the
schedule ; practically, the Grey Rangs would be
the western boundary.

The Hox. SizT. McILWRALITH : Will the
alterations he on the same map ?

The PREMIER : Yes, in a different colour
so as to show the change. Down to the south-
western corner the western boundary was prac-
tically the same, but following the boundary of
the runs.  From there downwards, the Grey
Range was the boundayy.

The House adjourned at twenty-two minutes
to 11 o’clock.





