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1810 Cooktonn Railway

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Tharsday, 11 Deceinber, 1884,

Question.—Formal Motion.—Cooktown Railway FEx-
tension.— Fussifern  Railway  Extensio Mary-
borough Wharf Branch Railway.—Supp oport
of committtee—Crown TLands Bill—consideration
in Commiittee of the Legislative Council's arend-
ments.—Adjourmunent,

The SPEAKFER took the chair at half-past

3 o’clock,
QUESTION.
Mr. MELLOR asked the Colonial Secretary —

L Is it the intention of the Government to wmake
provision for a suitable number of clam side-lift
dredges for the purpose of dredging the smaller rivers
on the coast?

2. Where is the present clam dredge employed ?
The COLONTAL TREASURER (Fon. J. R.
Dickson) replied—

1. Provision is made for two clam-sheit dredge in
the Loan Estimates.
2. On the Coomera River,

FORMAL MOTION.

The following formal motion was agreed to :—

By Mr. JORDAN—

That there bi laid upon the table of the ITnuse Sopy
of the correspondence, in the year 1883, hetw L

Departmeut of Public Lands and Mr. T Bevnuy s,
relative to the management of the public guidens snd

reserves of the colony.

COOKTOWN RAILWAY EXTENSION.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS (Hon. W.
Miles) in moving—

1. That the House approves of the plan, scetion, and
book of reference of the proposed extension of the
Cooktown Railway from 31% 1niles to 50 niles, as laid
11%)8?411 the table of the House on Thursday, 4th December,

2. That the plan, section, and book of refercnce be
forwarded to the Legislative Couneil, for their approval,
by message in the usual form.

—said : The plan, section, and book of reference of
the second section of the Cooktown Railway is
for a length of 18% miles, commencing: ut
313 miles—the end of the section at prasent
under construction — about 2 miles west of
the Normanby River and terminating at
50 miles, within ahout 18 miles of the Laura
River, the general direction being northward of
west from Cooktown.  From the point of com-
mencement the proposed line runs weaterly,
crossing Granite Creek, about 32 miles, to the
Granite Range at 33 miles. Here advantage is
taken of a considerable depression in the range
to obtain a favourable crossing ; it is the highést
point on the extension, and the section shows on
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each side of the range continuous grades of 1
in 44 for nearly a mile. From Granite Range
the course tendsnorthward to Bafe CampRange,
crossing Puckley Creek at 34 miles, wherve there
is a grade for 45 chaing of 1 in 44 on the eastern
side, and on the western side a grade of 40 chains
of 1T in 33; wlso Clayhole Creek at 34 miles
The crossing of Baffle Camp Range at 373 mile
Iy obtainesd by following up a cresk similarly
named which iy crossed by the railway at 363
miles. In the ascent there is a gradient of
1in 38 for half-a-mile. Thence the course is again
westerly, and in the descent a continuous grade of
1in 51 for nearly one mile occurs.  The follow-
ing creeks are crossed—namely : Hast branch of
Welenne Creek, at 374 iniles; Tuarkey (‘reck, at
305 miles ; and the western branch of Welcome
Creek, at 45 miles. At 47 miles the route at the
end of the section is south-westerly. The water-
shed separating Welcome Creek from the
Deighton Waters is crossed at 49} miles, ap-
proached on its eastern side by another long
gradient of 1 in 51. The works will be eaxy.
Some gradients will be rather sevire—namely,
1in 33—Dbut the Chief Engineer advises that in
laying out the permancnt line the grades will be
wmuch improved; probably reduced to 1 in 50,
except in a few places, where compensating
cgrades are used.  There will be no curves sharper
than one of 7 chains radius. The cost of con-
struction is not lilely to exceed £3,000 per mile
—£33,500 for bridging, and all works. Devia-
tions necessary when the permanent survey is
made may lengthen the line about a mile,

but will not alter the general situation
from end of the section. The line will be
constructedd  wholly through Crown lands.

I believe there Is some land that will be suitable
for settlernent; but I cannot speak on the
stuhject myself, for Thave not been in the locality.
I believe the object of the line is to connect the
goldfields at Cooktown and Maytown with the
coast, and until that is done I do not think that
the goldfields are likely to result in very much
benefit to the colony. I look forward to the
time when this line 1s constructed, and when it
will give an impetus to the mining industry
which will considerably alter the present state
of things for the better. It is generally con-
ceded that the Maytown Gold Fields are very rich
indeed, and the construction of this line will
induce capitalists to go there and develop the
wines,

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said : Mr.
Speaker,—It is rather difficult to understand the
Minister for Works at any time, and it is not
very tuteresting when he reads his speech, as he
is not easily understood. T could not make out
half what the hon. member resd, but there is one
satisfaction—that the reporters will have a chance
of putting the speech in verbatim as it has been
read, for neither they nor I conld hear much of
it. There is one matter T wish to draw attention
to, and that ix the form of the plans put before
the House. The plan is understood to be a per-
manent one after the permanent survey has been
made; but the plan before us is simply a tracing
of theline, and the only object the Engineer seems
to have wished to attain was to make the parcel
as small as possible so as to post it as cheaply
as possible.  The plan is certainly not in
the usual or sensible form.  From the memo-
randum the hon. member read he speaks of the
section ax likely to be altered to a cc erable
extent by lengthening the line one mile. Well,
is it not a farce to ask us to approve of plans
and surveys when we do not know what the line
is actually going to he? The plan simply shows
a trial survey.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It is a

patliamentary plan,
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The How. Sk T McILWRAITH : We do
not want a temporary plan, but one that is
permanent, because the very object of plans
being submitted to Parlinment is that we may
express our approval of the position of the line
in the country, the gradients, and, in fact, the
whole work.  We, as a rule, give our sanction to
lines of railway as they will be, and not to
lines as they might be; and as the plan
stands, the whole thing is left entirely in
the hands of the Ministry or Kngineer. The
attention of the House has been called to
this hefore, and I know that Mr. Stanley alsvays
gets his plans preparsd in a proper manner for
the approval of the House. This is s violation
of the practice, for which Mr. Ballard should be
brought up. There is another point to which I
wish to refer. The Minister for Works th= other
night, in referring to the Fassifern Railway, spoke
strongly against the yradients that had been
used. I think the steep gradients have been a
mistake, and should be avoided, but they are
not avoided in this line ; and the Maytown line
will probably become a very important one,
We approved of gradients of 1in 30, and now
that we have had actual experience of them we
ought to disapprove of them. I am astonished
that the Minister for Works said not one word
on the subject in support of gradients which he
himself condemned. I think the approval of
these plans should be subject entirely to the al-
teration I have indicated, and that the gradient
of 1 in 50 should be fixed as the maximum. There
ought to be sowme special reason given for
employing a steeper gradient ou any railway;
but there 1s no reason at all given here. Ithink
the Minister should give instructions to the
Engineer-in-Chief not to do what is not permitted
elsewhere. Judging from some provisions in the
Loan }stimates, it appears to be the intention
of Mr, Ballard to malke higher bridges and less
gradients in certain portions of the line. We
ought, therefore, not to commit the nistake
made on the Fassifern line, according to the
speech of the XMinister for Works.

Mre. T. CAMPDBELL : I would like to ask the
Minister for Works—TI do not understand the
matter fully myself—when he will be able to call
for tenders for this work, and whether these
plans and specifications are the working plans,
or only the trial survey ?

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN:
survey. .

Mr. T. CAMPBELL: Then I should like to
agk the Minister for Works whether he can give
us any approximate idea when tenders will be
called, because 1 can ussure the House that the
line is urgently required, and I think the matter
ought to be settled.

Mr. BEATTIE said: I think the Minister
will find it impossible to give any such answer;
and Lhope he will not do so, if, acecording to Mr,
Ballard, we are going to have these gradients of
1in 33, We have universally condemmed these
compensating gradients on the Fassifern line, and
yet we are going to have them introduced on the
Cooktown line. It would be far better to go to
a little more expense in the construction than to
have such unsatisfactory gradients. Looking at
these {racings, they do not appear to me to
be anything like perinanent plaus, and the
Minister himself sald it was simply a trial
survey. The Iingineer's estimate is £3,000 per
mile, but that is on a trial survey; and we
shall perhaps hear that it will cost more
when the permancnt survey is made. I:mquite
satisfled that this House will not agree to
gradients of 1 in 33; and I hope the Minister
will see the desirability of insisting on a
change from the Engineer-in-Chief. It scems

Trial
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way up north, treats the Minister and this
House very cavalierly when he sends such
plans., Instead of expediting the work, which,
as the hon. member for Cook has said, is
very mnecessary, he is certainly blocking it. He
is not expediting it at all, but is preventing hon.
meanhers who are anxious to see the work carried
out from agreeing to the proposal made by the
Minister.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said: Accord-
ing to the written speech of the Minister for
Works on this second section of the Cooktown
Railway, he is asking us to approve of a trial
survey—a thing which has never been done in this
House before. Of course, we know that on Crown
lands the Inginesr has a wider scope than on
private property; but we do not give quite as
uch as is asked for in this plan. He says here
that the gradients are to be 1 in 33, and perhaps
they may be altered to 1 in 50. Considering
that this is a main line, and is intended to be
one, and that we have not got any gradients so
steep on our main lines, except where there was
an absolute necessity both for the saving of
money and time, such ason the Townsville Range,
T do not think we ought to have such gradients. 1
do not want to object to the motion, because
if it is rejected it may be the means of prevent-
ing the construction of the line for some time;
but I donot know why we should be asked to
approve of such gradients, I know that in New
South Wales they have gradients of 1in 33 ; but,
as was observed by myself and other hon. mem-
bers the other evening, tliey have more powerful
engines there, and the road is wider by 143
inches, The engines there could do the work
better on a gradient of 1 in 33 than ours could on
gradients of 1 in 40 or 1 in 45. We should not
be asked, therefore, to assent to 1in 33. It is all
very well to try cheap gradients on branch
lines, where the line is steep, and no extra haul-
ing power is required ; but on the main lines it
is very ditferent. I think the Minister for
Works has made a serious mistake in not bring-
ing this matter before us for discussion earlier in
the session, so that it might have heen remitted
back to the Enginecr-in-Chief for his considera-
tion.  The hon. member for Cook has asked
whether these are plans on which tenders can
be called. Of course not ; they are simply the
plans of a trial survey, which any surveyor
could run in a couple of weeks. Now, the
Glovernment have had twelve months from the
time the first contract was let to get this survey
made, and after all it is only a trial survey.
The Engineer will not only have to make another
survey reducing the gradients, but he will have
to make a survey on which tenders can be called
—that is, he will have to prepare what are called
working plans. It will therefore be months—
probably five or six months—before tenders can
be called. But I object to the line because it is
not carried further, It is only carried 50 miles
from Cooktown. Why could not the Engineer
have been instructed to survey a much longer
distance than 185 miles 7 If the GGovernment
were serious in their intention to carry on this
line, they would have proposed at least 30 miles,
probably 40 miles more, and have had such plans
that the House could have approved of them.
But here there are only 185 miles, and of
that we have only a trial survey. I think
it proves a want of fonw #des on the part of
the Minister for Works in having the line pushed
on. Then it is said that the cost of construc-
tion is not likely to exceed £3,000, but that
is very vague. 1 hope it will not exceed that,
because I helieve the line can be made for that if
Mr. Ballard chooses to do it. I should like the
House to have some clearer information than that,
I know that when I was in office Mr. Ballard

to me that the Engineer, who lives a long | always expressed a most decided opinion that he
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could make arailway for £3,000 amile. Not only
was he willing to stake his professional reputation
on that, but he was also willing to stake his
existence ; and he said that he would give up his
position and make it himself for that. I think,
therefore, this is very unsatisfactory indeed. It
is not at all satisfactory to the people of the
district that this House should be asked to
approve of only 184 miles of this second section.
We are placed in a difficult position here. If we
object to these plans we stop the construction of
the line, as we cannot pass the plan after next
week, and it will be impossible to have a new
plan by that time. Therefore, we are compelled
to approve of a thing which we really do not
approve of, and which we should not approve of.

The PREMIER (Hon. 8. W. Griffith) said :
Mr, Speaker,—It is very amusing to hear the
hon. member for Townsville talking like this

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN : Very.

The PREMIER : I sometimes wonder whe-
ther he is not amusing himself. I think
what the hon. member for Mulgrave said is
quite correct, that complaints have been made in
this House of the meagreness of some of the
plans submitted from the Engineer of the
Northern Division of the colony

The How. J. M. MACROSSAN: By the
hon. gentleman himself.

The PREMIER: 1 remember when those
meagre plans were first submitted that I called
attention to their meagreness, and it was the
hon. member for Townsville who first set the
example of allowing these very meagre plans to
appear before the House.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN : No,

The PREMIER : The hon. gentleman said
that they were quite good enough. That is so,
and after the hon. gentleman has initiated the
system, and carried it on——

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN ; That is not
true. I did not initiate the system.

The PREMIER : It istrue: I remember it
very well. I have not the volume of Hansard :
but the hon. gentleman laid upon the talle
plans exactly in this form. The Chief Engineer
of the Northern Division was never told to do
anything else, and it was accepted as the proper
way to do it, although T think that they should
be made out more fully; but after the hon.
member has done certain things for several
years, it seems funny to abuse my hon. colleague
and this Government for not having made a
change in the system already, and pointing to it
as showing want of bona fides. The hon, gentle-
man says the survey ought to have gone further ;
but we know Mr. Ballard has not an unlimited
staff. The Cooktown Railway isnot the only one
he has to deal with, Mr. Ballard was instructed
to push on the surveys with all possible expedi-
tion, and send down plans for the approval of
Parliament. He hasdoneall that he can do with
the staff at his command. Heis a very energetic
officer, and does all he can ; but I am very sorry
that there is not a longer distance surveyed, be-
cause [ think that short lengths are a mistake in
the construction of low-cost railways, or railways
not exceeding in cost £3,000 per mile, The con-
tract ought to be for a much longer section, to
secure economy in working plant.  Still we have
to do the best we can under the circumstances,
and this is all we have been able to get ready,
and it is extremely undesirable that the work
should be stopped. Therefore the best thing we
could do was what we have done. Nooneregrets
more than I do that, owing to the shoriness of
the staff at the command of the Engineer, we
cannot ask the approval of the House toa greater
length.
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Mr. NORTON: I cannot remember what
took place with regard to other surveys, but I
understand that there was only one case in
which a plan was put before the House in this
form, and it was strongly objected to. T do not
say that of my own knowledge, but it is what
I have been told. The Premier referred to the
small staff at Mr. Ballard’s command, but T
would point out to the homn. gentleman that a
number of the lines in the norihern and western
country are over such level country that there
are few engineering difficultiex to overcome,
and therefore the ordinary trial survey is
for general purposes, all that is required. There
is another matter, it must have taken sowme fif-
teen months to get this plan of 18% miles worked
out, and it is not put before the House as other
railways ave, but as a survey which may be
slightly alterved, or slightly improved; and we
are told that the gradients of 1 in 33 may be
altered to 1in50. That involves alterations which
are not often made, and certainly none of the
plans I have seen have shown the probability of
such a change being made. It may be done in
some cases, but the engineer, as a rule, in lay-
ing out lines, takes what he supposes to be the
best route that can be obtained ; and, although
some changes may be made to improve it, I
have never heard of any case yet where the
Minister has been allowed to accept the alterna-
tive of a gradient of 1 in 38 being reduced
to 1in 50. Anyone who looks at these plans
will doubt very much whether the line can be
constructed for #£3,000 per mile. I Lknow,
comparing it with other plans that have
been laid upon the table, that it will cost
more like £5,000. There is another matter I
would like to ask the Minister for Works
about in connection with this line. It begins
at a point to the west of the Normanby
River, and I wish to ask the Minister for Works
whether the approval of the House has been
given to the construction of the bridge over the
Normanby River. The House originally ap-
proved of the plans of the railway to the bank of
that river, and I pointed out to the hon. gentle-
man last January that when tenders were called
for the construction of that railway the bridge
was included, although it was not included in the
place which received the sanction of the House.
I daresay the hon. gentleman will remember
that, and the reason for doing it was that
had the line terminated at the river bank
it would have been utterly useless, because
no freight could be obtained until it crossed the
river, IthinkT am right in that, and I simply
wish to call the attention of the Minister to it,
because, if I am right, the sanction of the
House will be required to the bridge. The
hon. member for Fortitude Valley objected
just now to the plans being laid before the
Houase in this form, as, where the country is so
rough, to carry out changes will involve a very
great alteration. The hon. Minister may say
“No”; but let him look at the plans and see the
roughness of thecountry. Doeshemean tosay that
the line can be altered so as to reduce the
gradient from 1lin 83 to 1in 50 without great
difficulty ? The whole of the line is over very
rough country, and for my own part T think it
would be a great mistake if any difficulty were
placed in the way of the line bheing carried out
as early as possible. Still, T think it might be
possible to get other plans prepared which will
enable the Minister to obtain the sanction of the
House, and still call for tenders at once.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said: With
reference to the objection taken to the plans by
the hon. member for Mulgrave, I was assured
by the engineer that they were in exactly the
same form as those which have always been
submitted for the approval of Parliament, and
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which are called parliamentary plans. I can
quite understand that if the line went through
private property there might be some difficulty,
because by the Act you cannot deviate further
than a certain extent from the plans as approved
by Pacliament ; but thisline goes solely through
Crown land. With reference to the gradient, 1
confess I should like to see a line constructed on
a more even gradient; but where the line is
straight I do not think there is so much objec-
tion, I went over the Fassifern line some time
ago for the purpose of ascertaining how those
steep gradients worked, and I must confess my
surprise at the hon. member for Towunsville con-
demning them, when he was the Minister who
introduced those steep gradients. It is in keep-
ing with the hon, member’s proceedings
during the whole session. TLast night he
complained that the stimates were not
framed properly. After he had been in office
five years he comes and condemns what he should
have rectified himself. The hon. member comes
here to see what he can find fault with. As to
the objection of the hon. member for Port
Curtis that Parliament had not approved of a
certain bridge across a river—whose fault is
that ?
Mr. NORTON : Yours.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The hon.
member laid the plans on the table himself, and
this section now commences from the point where
the first section terminates. If there is any
fault the hon. member is responsible for it, The
hon, member for Cook asked when tenders will
be called. It is ubterly impossible that they
can be called before working plans ave pre-
pared; Dbut, as soon as they are prepared,
tenders will be called. T amn not in a position to
say when that will be.

Mr. T. CAMPBELL : T asked for an approxi
mate date only.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: We are
very anxious indeed that this section should be
gone on with as soon as the first section is com-
pleted.

Question put and passed.

FASSIFERN RAILWAY EXTENSION.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS, in moving—

1. That the House approves of the plan, seetion, and
bhook ol reference of the propossd extension of the
Fagsifern Branch of the Southern and Western Railway
from Hrrisville to the Teviot, 18 miles 1 chain 10 links
to 34 miles 61 chains 60 links, as laid upon the tablc of
the Ilouse on Thursday, the #th December, 1884,

2., That the plan, section, and book of refergice he
forwardsd to the Legislative Council, for their approval,
Dby messuge inthe usual form.

—said : Mr. Speaker,—I would point out to hon,
members that this line from Harrisville to the
Teviot will benefit the Fassifern, Teviotville,
Dugandan, and Coochin districts, where there
is a wvery considerable agricultural population.
When the extension is completed it 1s expected
that the receipts will be very much increased, as
the present line doss not go sufficiently far to
make the traffic profitable. The engineering
difficulties are not considerable, although the
country in many places is broken, and the cost
will be somewhat heavier than the Cooktown
Railway. After passing some distance from
Harrisvilie it enters broken country, more
particularly in the neighbourhood of Dugandan.
The cost will be something about £4,000 or
£5,000 a mile. There will be five bridges on the
line, of which one at 13 miles 60 chains will have
a span of 630 feet, and one at 21 miles 30 chains
a span of 460 feet, There will be seventy-three
culverts and box drains at different parts of the
line. T trust hon. members will see their way to
adopt these plans, because the present line is so
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short that the traffic cannot be profitable. That
is the rule with branch lines where the traffic
chiefly consists of agricultural produce and
timber. It is not profitable tratfic, but the
country dervives the benefit from getting th
farm produce to market. I may state that
there will be no curves under 8 chains
radius, and no gradient steeper than 1 in 50.
The hon. member for Mulgrave referred to he
gradients being altered on the range. But he
cause of that is that the curves are very sharp;
and where the curves are sharp the gradient of
11in 23 is certainly not suitable. The gradients
on this line are not steep. The steepest will be
1 in 50, and there will be no curves less than six
chaing radius.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : What is
the cost per mile?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : The cost
is put. down here at about £4,200 per mile. I
have already stated that the line goes through
very broken, rugged country; that there are
sonie heavy cuttings and a great many culverts ;
and where the work is so heavy you cannot
expect to get it done as cheaply as over level
country. I believe that it is a desirable work to
carry oub in order to make that which is already
made more profitable.

The Hox~. J. M. MACROSSAN : Does the
engineer state the total amount of earthworks
on the line?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS : I havenot
any note of that.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN: Mr.
Speaker,—I am very glad that the Government
have made up their minds to extend this line
from Fassifern to the agricultural country beyond
Harrisville—to the Teviot—and I hope it will
not be anything less profitable than the branch
already opened to Harrisville. But I am cer-
tainly rather surprised at the estimate of the
cost as stated by the Minister for Works—4£4,200
per mile—which will probably, before the line is
finished, mount up to at least £4,500. I have
looked over the plans, and although there are a
few broken parts here and there, I see nothing
whatever in the plans to warrant the statement
that it i« a line that should be more costly than
the Cooktown line ; nothing whatever. 1 should
have liked to have known the amount of earth-
works on the line ; and I think the Minister for
Works should have compelled the Engineer to
give him that important information. He
is awarc that he cannot give an estimate of
cost unless he knows the amount of earthworks
and bridging, and in fact all the works on the
line; and he should supply the Minister for
Works with these particulars. Tormer Ministers
for Works were in the habit of receiving this
information.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
working plans are not prepared ; these are the
parliamentary plans.

The How. J. M. MACROSSAN: I am
quite aware of that. But is it not evident
that the Jngineer knows the amount of earth-

work Dbefore he can give an estimate of
cost? The working plans are very different

from the parlimmentary plans; they are
made for the purpose of calling for tenders.
They are correct to a few cubic yards, more or
less, and they are drawn out for the guidance of
the contractors in tendering for the work. These
are the parliamentary plans, not the working
plans, and they are quite different from the plans

which we have passed for the Cooktown
line. T say that the Ingineer could not

estimated cost of the line
the amount of earthwork
Of course we do nob

have told the
without Lknowing
that is to be done.



1814 Maryborough Wharf

expect him to be accurate to alineal yard or two,
but he should have informed the Minister for
Works of that, as he informed his predecessors
under similar circumstances; and probably he
would have informed the present Minister for
‘Works if he had been asked. T think £4,200 per
mile for this line, though I approve of the
line being made, is far too much. It cer-
tainly will put it beyond the possibility
of the line paying f(n a  good many
years to come, because this is a line which
will simply carry agricultural produce and
timber ; and, as the hon. the Minister for
Works admitted, a line carrying agricultural
produce and timber cannot be expected to pay
much—in fact, nothing. The higher the cost of
a line of this description the greater the loss to
the country. Tt is not the same as if it were
a main line, where we can expend £5,000
or £6,000 per mile or even more, know-
ing that we shall be recouped for that by
increased paying traffic. DBut actually the more
traffic we have of the description given by the
Minister for Works the less profit there will be.
T am sorry the Minister for Works has not got
from the Engineer the amount of earthworks,
because Tam quite certain from my examination
of these plans that he is not justified in giving
as a reason, for the great cost of £4,200 per mile,
the few broken ridges beyond Harrigville,
Question put and passed.

MARYBOROUGH WHARF BRANCH
AILWAY.

fhe MINISTER FOR WORXKS moved—

1. Thatthe House approves of th2 plan, scction, and
book of reference of the proposed extension of the
Maryborough Wharf Branch along Kent street, and
sidings to sawmills, Maryborongh, as laid upon the table
of the IIouse on Thursday, the 4th Decswiber, 1884,

2. That the plan, section, and book of reference he

forwarded to the Legislative Council, for their approval,
by message in the nsual form.
He said: In moving that the plans in reference
to the extension of the Maryborough Wharf
Branch be approved of, may mention
that when the line was constructed up
to Messrs. Walker and Company’s works
it would have gone through their property.
They have a shipbuilding vapd there, through
which the line would have gone. A great deal
of objection to the railway being carried through
their worlks was raised, and if it had been
done the compensation to have been paid would
have been very considerable. T propose to make
a deviation from opposite the A.S.N. Cowpany’s
wharf into Kent street, and from there to con-
struct sidings into three sawmills—those of Mr.
Hyne, Mr. Pettigrew, and, I think, Mr. Ramsay.
If the line had been carriec through Walker and
Company’s property it would have destroyed
their works. The length of this proposed branch
is only forty-seven chains, and it is very
necessary that it should be completed, s0 that
the sawmill proprietors may have sidings on
their works. I beg to move the motion standing
in my name.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said: We
have before approved of plans and sections and
voted money for the construction of a line of
railway along the wharf at Maryborough, "That
is o Government wharf, and present pro-
posal, as I understand it, is to extend the line
from the Government wharf on to private pro-
perty for the accommodation of the owners of
that private property. I approve of theGovern-
ment ¢iving every facility to owners of sawmills
and ochers engaged in similar industries; but
they should all be dealt with alike. The Minister
nas not told us whether the usual principle has
been carried out in this case, nanwly, that the
men for whose benefit the line is to be con-
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structed should contribute a certain amount
towards the expense of carrying the line up to
their private property. In this case a large ex-
pense will be incuwrred. I believe there is some cor-
respondencein theotliceshowing thatsome of those
sawmill proprictors have a“lced to be at the
expense of acquiring the pri\'aIc property over
which the line will pass. What I wish to know
is, have those individuals contributed anything
at all towards the costof the work? The
Minister for Works gave us no information on
that point, Take, for instance, the branch line
to Yengarie. The whole of the private pro-
perty thlourrh which it went was paid for by the
milllowners who were to be benefited by it. The
same principle was adopted in the branches
which run to the coal-mines. I do not know of
any case in which that principle has been
departed from.

The MINISTER ¥FOR WORKS: The hon.
gentleman is entircly wrong about Yeng.nl(,.

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH : I believe
T am wrong about that line, which the Govern-
ment did make through private property ; but
that was a Government line, and it is not “used
exclusively by the Yengarie works. This, how-
ever, does not seem, from the plans, to be a case
of that kind. The branch is exclusively for the
use of the sawmill proprietors.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:
sawmill proprietors want sidings into
works they will have to pay for them.

The Hoxn. Sir T, 3cILWRAITH: Am Tto
understand from the hon. gentleman that w here
the line goes through priv ato property the indi-
viduals henefited by the line will pay forit? Is
that s0?

The MINISTER FOR WORIS: Yes.

Mr. NORTOXN : The whole of the land from
the A.8.N. Company’s wharf to Kent street is
private property ; who pays for it ?

The PREMIER : It will have to be resmmed.

Mr. NORTON: The hon. member told us
that when the line passed through private pro-
perty the individuals benefited by the line
would pay for it. Iere they do not. There
is some correspondence in the office about the
payment for the private land through which the
railway would have to pass. The hon, gentle-
man has not told us anything about that. Pro-
porals were made by Mr. Ramsay to the Govern-
ment to carry out this line from the A.S. N, Com-
pany’s whart into Kent street, and up as far as
his mill.  If T am not wistaken, Mr. Ramsay
then made an arrangement that he and other
sawmill owners sho_u]d pay the cost of all the
private property through which the line would
have to go. Does the Government propose to
pay the cost of resuming that private land? It
v a valuable picee of Lmd close to the wharf ;
and if the railway goes tlnou"h i, its value for
am other purpose w vill be dcstroyed It is a pity

the hon. gentleman did not produce the corres-
pondence e has in the office in connection with
this matter,

The Hox. J. AL MACROSSAN said : I think
it rather strange that some member of the Gov-
erninent has not got up and wade a statement as
to how the case stands at present between the
Government and sawmill owners. This is a
project which came under the notice of the
late Government two years ago, and it was
their intention then to carry the plan out exactly
as it appears now, with the exception of running
sidings into the sawmills.  There was no inten-
tion of doing that, and the sawwmill proprietors
were to pay for the reswunption of Mr. Robert-
son’s land. Mr. Ramsay undertook positively
that if the savmill owners would not jointly

If the
their

>
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buy the land, he would do it hinself. I think it
is incumbent upon the Government to say that
they will adhere to the usual rule, because,
a}though Yengarie had a line run through
the

works, an arrangement was come to
by which the Government were greatly
benefited. The Yengarie people had a large

flotilla  of  punts and  stesomers
ing their sugar to hMaryborough and bringing
back coal, but an arrangement was come to by
which they andertook to aboli-h their steam
and punts and use the railway. So that there
was aguid pro guoin that case, and no fault could
be found with that arrangement. The amount
of cirringe which the Government received
by the arrangement amounted to several thou-
sand tons per year, and the whole of the intercst
upon expenditure wassaved T donot think that
that arrangement justifies the Government in
breaking through the rule m all cases. We are
making a rallway to Crow’s Next, and there are
several sawimill owners on the line ; and I have
heard it said that one of them states that if the
Government do not make » branch into his mill
he will not use theline. The Minister for Works
must, therefore, take great care that he does
not incur any expense in sidings to these sawmills
which will embarrass him in the future. There is
some correspondence in the Works Office on the
subject, and we should have hadit, so as to under-
stand the question thoroughly. I would like to
know from the Minister what the cost of thisline i«
tobe. It will costa great deal, Thave no doubt, if
the Government have to pay for the resumption
of Mr. Robertson’s land, because the line cuts it
diagonally and renders what remains almost use-
less,  Will the Minister tell us what will be the
expense of the resumption, and whether the saw-
mill owners themselves are to bear the cost of the
resumption ; and also whether each one isto bear
the cost of the line being extended to his own
mill ?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS said : The
surveys have been made to ascertain whether the
DLranch lines to the sawmills will work in, but
that does not bind the Government to make
lines to the sawmills. At Maryborough, there
are three or four mill proprietors who get their
timber down in logs at considerable expense, and
by extending the line they will be able to carry
on operations with more eage. Of course there
is a swmall portion of land to be resumed, for
which the Government will have to pay.

for carry-

The How., J. M. MACROSSAN: That is
what T have always stuck at.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS said: I

might as well ask all the people using the rail-
way to pay for the land required in its construc-
tion. The land resnmed will have a water front-
age, which will De very useful to the Harbours
and, Rivers Departwent, and I believe myself
that the amouut requived will not be very great.
T ant not in a position to say what this half-mile
of railway will cost, becavse I do not know the
value of the land resumed. Seven chains will
not cost a very large sum of money, although I
am afraid it will cost more than the cost of the
railway. The valuc of the land will be deter-
mined by arbitration in the usual way.

Mr. BEATTIE said: If the present case is
going to form a precedent, T #hall be an applicant
for a similar extension to the one being made in
Maryborough. That is simply for the benefit of
gsawmill owners, and the Governmment ave going
to buy three-quarters of a mile of land for the
purpose of running the line through the saw-
mills,

The PREMTER : Tt is not five chains,

Mr. BEATTIE: At all events, those five
chains are very valuable land. T am Jooking
forward to the day when the Government will
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contruct the railway to Fortitude Valley to a
point where there will not be a very long distance
toreach the river. Tunderstood the Minister for
Works to say that this line would be a great ad-
vantage to the Harbours and Rivers Department
in Maryborough, but an extension of the Valley
line would be a great advantage to the mercantile
eommunity. I hope the Government will treat
all alike, and although I know the Minister for
Works objects to this proposal of mine, still we
are going to have that line whether he objects
or not. An application of a similar nature
was made to the late Ministry, and I took

some trouble in the matter, but the Gov-
ernment  decided against making a siding
to the blue-metal quarry at DBundanba.

conclusion : that
to the proprie-

They, however, came to this
they would supply old rails
tors of the line, and also the points and
facings—everything, in fact, except sleepers.
The lesscas of the land guaranteed to the Gov-
ernment that the rails would be returned to the
Government at the expiration of their lease.
That, I know, was one of the conditions of the
lease. I know that, because it cost me a good
deal of going backwards and forwards to the
Minister. The work brought a large amount
of traffic to the railway; and T think such
works, no matter in what locality, increase the
traffic on the’railway, and by thus increasing
the revenue they are advantageous to the
country., T am opposed to the present
system. 1 mention this because I wish to tell
the Minister for Works that possibly I may
shortly be an applicant for something similar
myself, and I just wish toremind him that when
that time arrives I shall bring this under his
notice.
Question put and passed.

SUPPLY—REPORT OF COMMITTEL.

On this Order of the Day being read,

Mr. FRASER, as Chairman of Committees,
bronght up the various resolutions agreed to in
Committes of Supply, and the same wereread by
the Clerk.

On the motion of the COLONIAL TREA-
STURER, thereport was adopted.

CROWN TLANDS  BILL — CONSIDERA.
TION IN COMMITTEE OF THE
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL'S AMEND-
MENTS,

On this Order of the Day being read—

The SPEAKER said:

Before the House proceeds with this Order of
the Day, I desire to call the attention of honour-
uble members to certain amendments which
have been made by the Legislative Council in
this Bill. Tt is part of the Speaker’s duty to be
the guardian of the rights and privileges of the
Legislative Assembly, and, in performance of
that duty, I think it is incumbent upon me on
the present occasion to call the attention of the
House to certain amendments which have been
made by the Legislative Council, and which, in
my opinion, infringe the privileges of this
Chamber.  Although the title of the Billis “ A
Bill to make better provision for the Occupation
and Use of Crown Lands,” and in that respect
be regarded as one of general public policy,
it is, nevertheless, in its intentions and purposes
a Revenue Bill. In Xngland the Crown
lands are vested in the commissioners for woods
and forests, and the vevenue derived from
them is entirely at the disposal of the House
of Commons. In this colony the waste lands of
the Crown are placed under the jurisdiction of
the Tegislature, aund the revenues derived from
themn form a very essential part of the general
revenue of the colony, If the House concurs in
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my opinion that the Bill in question isa Revenue
Bill as well as ‘A Bill to malke better provision
for the Occupation and Use of Crown Lands,”
then the character of the amendments which
have been made by the Legislative Council will,
I think, be better understood. From the year
1664 up to the present time the House of Com-
mons has been exceedingly jealous of any inter-
ference with Bills which are understood as money
Bills, or Bills which have in any way affected
the public revenue ; and to that question I will
refer more at large presently. The amendments
as set forth in the schedule are very numerous,
and those which bear more particularly upon the
question of revenue are comprised in clause 6,
clause 20, clause 27 and several subsections
of that clause, in clause 43, clause 51, and
in clause 506, in subsection (¢) of that clause, and
in others which bear more or less directly
upon the same question. These amendments
all more or less affect the revenme portions
of the Bill. It is open to doubt whether the
amendments made by the Legislative Council
in the 6th clause can be fairly brought under
this category. It is for the House itself to de-
cide on that matter. It is simply my duty to
point out the nature of the amendments, and
then for the House itself to decide upon the
course of action to be taken. The principle, or
I may say one of the principles ofthe Bill, is
to increase the revenue at prescnf derived from
the use and occupation of Crown lands; and in
order to accomplish that object, it was stated by
the Minister in charge of the Bill, that, to carry
out the system of leasing, it was necessary that
the principle of pre-emptive right should be
abolished, and that it would be 1mpossible for
him to carry out the leasing principle in its
integrity without the B54th section of the
Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 being repealed.
The Legislative Assembly had determined
that there should be no further sales of
country lands ; that sales by auction should he
confined only to town and suburban lands ; and
the minimum prices of these latter were fixed by
the Bill. The amendment of the Legislative
Council sets aside the intention of the represen-
tative branch of the Legislature in this respect.
It is for the House to say whether this is an
amendment of the nature I have indicated or
otherwise. Of the other amendments, however,
niore particularly those in clause 27 and its
various subsections, and the addition of subsec-
tion (f), and the words at the end of subsection
(e) clause 56, as well as of some other amend-
ments, there can be no such doubt. These are,
in my opinion, a direct interference with the
revenue portions of the Bill, and also directly
interfere with the disposal of land for purposes
of revenue, which, in my opinion, is exclusively
the privilege of the Legislative Assembly. 1t
may be necessary, to strengthen the opinion I
have now given, to direct the attention of the
House to certain precedents, both Imperial and
Colonial, which have been established, and which
will show to the Househow very jealous the House
of Commons and Legislative Assemblies have
invariably been of any interference by the House
of Lords or nominated Houses with Revenue
Bills. Of course the House must understand that
I am assuming that the Bill is in its very nature
a Revenue Bill as well as “ A Bill to make better
provizien for the Occupation and Use of
Crown Lands.” The House of Commons, from
time immemorial, has laid it down as a consti-
tutional maxim, that where the Bill, or the
amendments made by the Lords, appear to be of
a nature which, though not immediately, yet in
their consequences will bring a charge upon the
people, the Commons have denied the right of
the Lords to make such amendments, and the
Lords have acquiesced.
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On the 8th March, 1792, the Lords made an
amendment to a Bill for enabling the Govern-
ment to grant leases of the Duchy of Cornwall,
which amendment increased the fees payable on
the renewal of the leases, To this the Commons
disagreed, and the Lords acquiesced in the dis-
agreement. The Commons on that occasion
assigned as one of their reasons :—* Because the
enlarging the fees, as by the amendment, is the
laying a charge upon the subject which is so
inherent and fundamental a right of the Com-
mons as they can by no means depart from.”

On the 8th April, 1700, the Lords amended a
Bill for granting aid by sale of forfeited estates
in Ireland. To these amendments the Commons
digagreed.

In 1857 the House of Lords made certain
amendments in the Valuation of Lands (Scot-
land) Bill—a Bill which provided for the
valuation and assessment of land by Her
Majesty’s Inland Comnmissioners of Revenue.
The House of Commons proceeded to take into
consideration the amendments, and the journals
of that House record that ‘“it appearing that
the amendments related to the evidence admis-
sible in certain cases, and did not alter or
otherwise affect any valuation or assessment,
were agreed to”—a clear indication that, had the
Lords altered the valuation or assessment, the
House of Commons, in accordance with the well-
known axiom above quoted, would not have
agreed to them.

Sir Erskine May has pointed out that in Bills
contined to matters of aid or taxation, but in
which pecuniary burdens are imposed upon the
people, the Lords may make any amendients,
provided they do not alter the intention of the
Commons with regard to the amount of rate or
charge, whether by increase or reduction, its
duration, its mode of assessment, levy, collec-
tion, appropriation, or management, or the
persons who shall pay, receive, manage or control
it, or the limits within which 1t is proposed to be
levied. As illustrative of the strictness of this
exclusion, it may be mentioned that the Lords
have not been permitted to make provision for
the payment of salaries, or compensation to
officers of the Court of Chancery out of the
Suitors’ Fund, nor to amend a clause prescribing
the order in which charges on the revenue of a
colony should be paid ; but all Bills of this class
must originate in the Commons, as that House
will not agree to any provisions which impose a
charge of any description upon the people if sent
down from the Lords, but will order the Bills
containing them to be laid aside.

In the Dominion of Canada the same jealous
regard as to rights in connection with Revenue
Bills has been observed by the Dominion House
of Commons. The Senate of Canada is com-
posed of seventy-eight members, nominated by
the Crown ; each member is to have a property
qualification—value, 4,000 dollars; and at the
opening of every Parliament he has to sign a
solemn declaration that he is still possessed of
that property qualification. [t will be observed,
therefore, that the Senate of the Dominion of
Canada is in constitution analogous to the
Legislative Council of Queensland, except as to
the property qualification. On the 23rd May,
1874, a Bill was returned from the Senate with
an amendment providing for an increase in the
quantity of land granfed to certain settlers
in the north-west. The Premier and other
members doubted the right of the Senate to
increase the grant of land, the public lands
being, in thefopinion of the House, in the same
position as the public revenues. The amend-
ment was only adopted with an entry in the
journals that the Commons did not think it
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““necessary ab that late period of the session to
insist on Its privileges In respect thereto, but
that the waiver of said ])I‘l\ ileges was not to be
drawn into a precedent.” I\Iany other entries
are to be found in the journals of the Dominion
House of Commons, accepting Senate amend-
ments on the conditionsabove stated, rather than
delay the passage of a Bill at an advanced period
of the session. I wouldalso draw the attention
of the House to a very imnportant opinion which
was given by the Crown Law Of¥cers in England
in 1872 In that year a difference arose
between the two Houses of the New Zealand
Legislature as to the statutory right of the
Legislative Council to amend Bills of Supply.
The Council contended that the New Zealand
Parliamentary Privileges Act of 1865 had placed
both Houses upon an equal footing in respect to
Money Bills, and empowered them to amend
such Bills as freely as other measures. The
House of Representatives resented this preten-
sion as being an unconstitutional encroachment
upon their peculiar privileges. After confer-
ences had been held between the two Houses,
and being unable to agree, by mutunal consent a
case was pmpo:ed for the law officers of the
Crown in England, which was forwarded to Her
Majesty’s Secretary of State for the Colonies by
His Fxcellency the Governor. In due course a
reply was received from these eminent function-
aries, which was transmitted to the (Governor for
the information of the Colonial Legislature, and
is as follows :-—

“ The Law Officers of the Crown to the Eart
of Kimberley.
““Temple, 18 June, 1872,

“ My Lorp,

‘“ We are honoured with Your Lordship’s
commands, signified in Mr. Holland’s letter of
the 12th 1nbtant stating that he was directed by
your Lordship to acquamt us that, a difference
having arisen between the Le"mlatne Council
and the House of Assembly of New Zealand
concerning certain points of law and privilege, it
was agreed that the questions in dispute should
be referred for the opinion of the law otficers of
the Crown in England.

“That he (Mr. Holland) was accordingly to
request us to favour your Lordship with our
opinion upon the accompanying case, which had
been prepared by the managers of both Houses.

“In obedience to Your Lordship’s commands,
we have the honour to report :i—

“1. We are of opinion that, independently of
the Parliamentary Puwlewes Act, 1865, the
Legislative Counecil was not constltutlona.l]y
Juatlﬁed in amending the Payments to Provinces
Bill, 1871, by striking out the disputed clause
28, 'We think the Bill was a money Bill, and
such a Bill as the House of Commons in this
country would not have allowed to be amended
by the House of Lords; and that the limitation
proposed to be placed by the Legislative Council
on Bills of Aid or Supply is too narrow, and
would not be recognised by the House of Com-
mons in Kngland.

2. We are of opinion that the Parliamentary
Privileges Act, 18653, does not confer upon the
Leﬁlalatwe Couneil any larger powers in this
respect than it would otherwise have possessed.
We think that this Act was not intended to
affect, and did not affect, the Legislative powers
of either House of the Le(nslatme in New
Zealand.

“3. We think that the claims of the House of
Representatives, contained in their message to
the TLegislative Council, are well fouudul
subject, of course, to the limitation that the
Le"hla,tl\e Council have a perfect right to
reject any Bill passed by the House of Repre-
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sentatives having for its object to vary the
management or appropriation of money pre-
scribed by an Act of the previous session.
““We have, ete.,
“J. D. COLERIDGE.
(. JESSEL.
““The Right Hon. the Earl of Kimberley.”

The cases above quoted will, T think, assist the
House in arriving at the concluqon that some of
the amendments made by the Legislative Council
in this Bill are infringements upon the rights and
privileges of the Assembly. As to the course to
be taken by the House in regard to a Bill of this
kind containing such amendments as I have
indicated—that is entirely for the House itself to
decide. I shall have discharged my duty as the
guardian of the privileges of this House by
simply pointing out where, in my opinion, those
privileges have been infringed upon. Hatsell,
in vol. 3, page 153, gives very valuable sugges-
tions with regard to questions of this kind, and I
think that I shall not be trespassing upon the
time of the House if I read a few of the con-
clusions to which that distinguished constitu-
tional writer arrives in relation to Bills which in
their character may be designated Revenue Bills,
After referring to some 100 precedents in which
the House of Commons has jealously maintained
its rights and privileges as guardians of the
public revenue, Hatsell proceeds :—

“ Tt may perhaps be ditficult to express, with
precision and correctness, the doctrine that is to
be collected out of these precedents ; but as far
as my observation has gone, I think the follow-
ing propositions contain very necarly everything
which has at any time been claimed by the
Commons upon this subject :—

“First, that in Bills of Aid and Supply, as
the Lords cannot begin them, so they cannot
make any alterations either as to the quantum
of the rate or the disposition of it ; or indeed any
amendment whatsoever, except iIn correcting
verbal or literal mistakes—and even these the
House of Commons direct to be entered specially
in their journals, that the nature of the amend-
ments may appear, and that no argument pre-
judicial to their privileges may be hereafter
drawn from their having agreed to such amend-
ments.

“Secondly, that in Bills which are not for
the special grant of Supply, but which, however,
impose pecuniary burdens upon the people, such
as Bills for turnpike roads, for navigations, for
paving, for managing the poor, or for rebuilding
churches, &e., for which purposes tolls and rates
must be collected—in these, though the Lords
may make amendments, these amendiments must
not make any alteration in the quantum of the
toll or rate, in the dlspo&tlon or duration of it,
or in the persons, commissioners, or collectors
appointed to manage it.  In all the other parts
and clauses of these Bills, not relative to any of
these matters, the Commons have not objected to
the Lords making alterations or amendinents,

¢ Thirdly, where the Bill or the amendments
made by the Lords appear to be of a nature
which, though not immediately, yet in their
consequences, will bring a charge upon the
people, the Commons have denied the right of
the Lords to make such amendments, and the
Lords have acquiesced.

““And lastly, the Commons assert that the
Lords have no right to insert in a Bill pecuniary
Ppenalties or forfeitures, or to alter the application
or distribution of the pecuniary penalties or
forfeitures which have been inserted by the
Commons. These Rules with respect to the
passing or amending of Bills are clear, distinct,
and easy to be understood, and applied in all the
cases which may occur. It has been sometimes
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attempted to extend this claim, on the part of
the Cominons, still further ; or rather so to con-
strue the claim as to tend very much o embarrass
the proceedings of the Howsz of Lords upon
Bills sent from the Commons. This has never
appeared to me a prudent measure. I think the
House of Conmimons may rest satisfied with
the observance of these Rules, which they
can maintain  upon the ground of ancient
practics, and admitted precedents. Their sole
and exclusive right of bezinning all aids and
charges upon the people, and not suffering any
alterations to be made by the Lords, is sufh-
clently guarded by the claims as here oxpressed ;
and it does not seem to be either for their
honour or advantage to push this matter further ;
and, by asserting privileges which may be sub-
jects of doubt and discussion, thereby to weaken
their claimn to those clear and indubitable rights,
which are vested in them by the Constitution,
and have been confirmed to them by the
constant and uniform practice of Parliument.”

I have now discharged my duty in calling the
attention of the House to this matter. The
course of action which T have taken is one
which has been adopted by some of the most
eminent Speakers of the House of Commons.
When Bills have been brought down from the
Lords containing amendments which have more
or less infringed the rights and privileges of the
House of Commons, the eminent men who have
presided over the deliberations of that august
agsembly have mnever been slow to draw the
attention of the House to the nature and
character of those amendments; and they have
done so as the authorised guardians of the
privileges of the House, Acting upon pre-
cedents so eminent and valuable, T have followed
their course of action, and now leave the matter
entirely in the hands of hon. members.

The PREMIER said: Mr., Speaker, — The
attention of the Government was, of course,
drawn, during the passage of this Bill through
the Legislative Council, to the nature of the
amendments that were made in it; and they
had to take into consideration which of two
courses they should propose to adopt on its being
returned here—whether they should move that
the Bill be laid aside because some of the
amendments made were an infringement upon
the privileges of this House; or whether
they should adopt a course which is now,
I think, quite as common as the other—that
is, to proceed to consider the amendments in
detail, declining to agree to those which are
an infringement of the privileges of this House.
'There are one or two amendments which might,
but for that reason, perhups, be open to serious
discussion. The course the Government propose
to adopt is to proceed with the Bill. I need
scarcely give any reazon for that; the great im-
portance of the measure, and the great amount
of time and attention bestowed upon it by Par-
liament, would certainly render it inexpedient
to lay it aside if it could be avoided. With the
view of facilitating the consideration of the
measure by hon. members in conunittee, I have
had printed a draft of the message we desire to
send to the Legislative Council, indicating what
amendments we propose to agree to, what ainend-
ments we propose to disagree to, and the reasons
for disagreement in the latter cases. In cases
where the privileges of this House have been
infringed in matters of revenue, it is proposed to
follow the practice of the House of Commons in
similar cases, which I will quote from ¢ Ma,
Parliamentary Practice” :—

*“When it is determined to disagree to amendments
made by the other Housc.—il) The Bill may be laid
uside ; (2j the consideration of the wmendments imay be
put off for three or six wmonths, or to uny time beyond
the probable duration of the session; (3) a message may
be sent to communicate reasons for disagreeing to the

Ed
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amendinents: or (4) & confcrence may be desired with
the other Hewse. The twotivst modes of procecding
are only resorted to when the privileges of the IHouse
arc infringed by the Bill, or when the ultimate ugvee-
ment of the two Iouses is hopeless; tho latter are
prerared wherever there is a ressonable prospect
of wmutan! agseement and  compro sSometimes,
when  an amendinent affeers the priviieges of the
House, it is disagresd to, the only reason offered to the
3 eing that it would interfere with the publie re-
or cif¢et the kevy and appl on of rate
carca of taxation, or othorwise infringe the pri-
vileges of the ITows and it is added that the Commons
do not deem it noesssury to offer any furtlier reasou,
hoping the above son may he suflicient. This hint
of privilege is gene aceepted by the Lords, and the
amendment is not insisted upon.”

We propose, in respect to the revenue amend-
ments, to follow that practice, except in one or
two instances. I think it is convenient that I
should take this opportunity of saying, before
going further, that it has occasionally been the
practice to circulate the proposed message to
members ; it has been done on two or three occa-
gons that I can remember, in casex of important
Bills, The formula as I have read it from May’s
“Practice” states the reasons, and adds, ¢ That
this Houxe does not desire to offer any further
reason, boping the above reazon may be suffi-
cient.” In two instances it is proposed to depart
from that simple statement, with reference to the
20th clause, the amendment on which provides
for an appeal from the land board to arbitrators ;
and the 28th clause, proposing to extend the
terms of the pastoral leases. 1 will read now what
we propose to do in respect of the 20th clause of
the Bill. The amendments propose that there
should be an @appeal from the land board to
arbitrators in all cases. It is proposed to disagree
to that, because we consider that one of the most
important functions of the land board or com-
mission 18 to assess rents; and a proposal that
there should be an appeal from the decision of
the tribunal appointed to fix the amount to be
paid to the revenue is clearly an infringement of
the privileges of this House. It iz, however, a
matter of so much importance in conncction
with the working of the Bill, that we have
thought it not undesirable in this case to give
additional reasons besides that one.  And that is
proposed to be done in this way by stating that
we—

Disagree to the amendments in clause 20—

Besanse the land bourd as constituted by the Bill is
an independent judieial court of appeal appointed to do
justics between the Crown and the subjeet, and thie
allowance of an appeal from such a court to arbitrators
would destroy the anthority and usefulness of the cohurt,
and introduee utter contusion into the administration
of the luw ;

Because many of the functions of the board are such
as could not be satisfactorily perforaed hy arbitrators;

Beesuse it ix highly deszirable that the rents for
shonld be aseessed on a delinite »nd con-
, Wwhich would he impossibie if the rents
for cach holding were to ba assessed by a different
trihunal ;

Beeause the adininistration of the law on the bisis
cf the proposed amendinent wounld become inmpossible.
And we propose to add to that—

Thie Legislative Assembly have offcred these ressons
for disagrening to the proposcd wmendments on account
of the great importance of the =wubject, and of their
desive to point out to the Legislative Council the in-
expediency of the proposced amendments, at they do
not waive their right to insist upon the hurther N -

That ths prop amendments would interfer
the public revenne;

Which reason they hope will be suffictent.

A somewhat similar course is proposed to be
adopted in reference to the amendments on
clause 28, We propose to—

Disag: to the mmendments substituting * fifteen”
for =ten” and “twenty” for *fifteen ™ in the 3rd
parngraph of that clause—

Beeawse. the tenwre conferred by the Bill being a
fixed and absolute iense, it is not desirable that the Jand
should be withheld from the possibility of being other-
wise dealt with for so long a period as that proposed ;

b
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And to add that—

The Legislutive Assembly offer this reason without
waiving their right to insist on the further reason-—

That it would interferc with the public revenue;

Which reason they hope will be suflicicnt.

In the other cases of revenuc being interfered
with we propose to follow the formula I have
referred to before. I need not refer to all the
amenchnents now. They will be referred to in
committee. Hon. members will see that it is
not proposed to blindly refuse every amendment
that has been made by the Council, but to accept
those which will not interfere with the ohject of
the Bill. I now move that the IHouse go into
Committee of the Wholeto consider the Legisla-
tive Council’s amendments to the Crown Lands
Bill.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH : Mr,
Speaker,—I hawe no doubt it was your duty,
which you seem to have discharged well, to put
before the House the principles on which we
differ from the other Chamber, It is a matter
which has at previous times been before this
Assembly. I know it is a matter of very
great importance, but I do not suppose that
there has been any time in the history of the
colony when so much Importance has been given
to it as by the long memorandum just vead. If
any action is to be taken on that memorandum,
I think the proper course—considering the fact
that the course of action consequent on that
memorandum has no doubt been under the con-
sideration of the Government for some time—is
that we should postpone the consideration of the
Land Bill until we have had time to digest that
learned document.

HoxouraBrLe MEMBERS on the (Government
Benches: No, no!

The Hoxn. Sir T. McILWRATITH : T suppose
hon. members opposite have all read it and
studied it, and know everything about it.

The PREMIER and HoNOURABLE MEMBERS :
No,no!

The Hox. Str T. McILWRAITH : Here is
a document—I give great eredit to Mr. Speaker
for having prepared it—which I say no layman,
or any lawyer even, conld reply to on the spur
of the moment, and from simple recollection
of points of constitutional law. I disagree
with a great part of it. I consider it a
very learned document which might have
been delivered by the Speaker of the House
of Commons in reference to the privileges
of that House. Our position, however, is,
though analogous, not the swme. We have a
constitution of our own, and we are hound to go
by that constitution as long as we ean.  When
we cannot, we may take precedents from the
House of Commons and House of Lords, but
not otherwise, As to the course proposed
to be taken by the Premier—who seems to
have taken up the position of the Minister
for Lands—I have no objection at all to go vn
with the consideration of the Bill, but I think
the proper course would have been to have
deferred the consideration of the Bill until we
had had time not only to study that document,
but also the document put into our hands by
the Premier. I think that that would have
possibly tended to the chance of the Land
Bill passing; but it strikes me very forcibly,
from the style in which this fight between the
Assembly and the Upper House has been got
up, that the Land Bill will not pass. I think
there are a good many reasons for believing that
the Government do not desire to see it passed ;
and every unnecessary obstruction that is put
in the way of its passing the Upper House must
tell against the Minstry, and prove my asser-
tion that they do not wish it to pass.
Let us discuss, by all means, on their merits, the
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amendments that have been made, and if we dis-
agree with them let us state our reasens for
deing so ; but if we simply state, as 2 reason, that
the Clouncil have no right to interfere, we are
putting an unnecessary impediment to the
passage of the Bill. In addition to the general
reason that they have no right, as an Upper
Chamber, to meddle with those matters, we ought
to give aspecialreason, If wegive nootherreason,
we leave 1t open to the other House to put aside
the Bill. If thatis intended the Government
could not have adopted a better course than
the one they now suggest. The Governinent seem
to reject the idea that we should have time to
consider this matter. I leave it entirely with
them., We are prepared, as we always have
been, to go on with the Government business ;
but I submit that the House is placed at a
disadvantage in not having time given to it to
consider the elaborate document which you, sir,
have put before us; and which, it seems, is
accepted by the Premier. I understood the
Premier to follow the ruling you have given
in asserting the privileges of the House. He
has embodied your ideas in that
The PREMIER : My conclusions have been
arrived at quite independently of the Speaker.

The HoN. Sir T. McILWRAITH : If so, it
is one of those peculiar coincidences which one
cannot help remarking. The Speaker read a
long printed document to us, and the Premier
read from another long printed document which
agrees entirely with that of the Speaker. I do
not blame the Premier and the Spealker with
having concocted this peculiar system of getting
through the business of the House, but it seems an
extraordinary coincidence that they should both
be agreed. 1t looksas if one party had written
both documents. I do not know whether it is
you, sir, or the Premier, but I take the Premier’s
interjection as a disclaimer with regard to the one
you read. If the Premier insists on going into
Committee, I am quite prepared to do-so, and to
discuss the merits of each amendment as it
comes before us.

Mr. BROOKES said : I should like to say a
word on the subject before the House by way
of expressing such ideas as come at once to my
mind ; and I think that in what I say I shall
faithfully represent the opinions of the outside
public of thiscolony. Tam purticularly glad, Mr,
Speaker, to have heard the long statement which
you have just read. I do not wish to pay
you a compliment to your very face, but I say
that it is indicative of the care you take of the
matters entrusted to you that you should have
been at the pains to have prepared such & state-
ment. With reference to what has fallen from
the leader of the Opposition, it is just exactly
such a speech as we might have expected from
him. One of the functions of an Opposition is
to carefully criticise every action of the party
in power; and it may well be, and often is, that
when the Government fall into mistakes, it is
the duty of the Opposition to pull them up.
But in this matter of the Land Bill the motive
of the Opposition is so plain that it cannot
be concealed. They say they want more fime,
first, to comsider what you, sir, have said ; and
then to consider these propositions of the
Premier. That is an old and worn-out
artifice of the Opposition. They want no time
at all. The issue is simple. I will tell you,
Mr. Speaker, what the Opposition is wishful for,
During the short period that I have had the
honour of a seat in this House—and twenty
years ago, when I held a similar position—we
have always heen hammering at this one issue—
whether the tenants of the Crown shall have
the fixing of their rents. The people outside
will judge of that issue. Does the leader of the
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Opposition suppose that the general public of
this colony are going to allow a few gentlen.en
in another place—a mere handful of people—to
determine a great question such as the rent of
the land, or the use to which the land shall
be put? If he does, he never made a greater
mistake in his life. Tt may as well be
brought to this simple issue at once without
any forms and diplomatic phrases; and I
can assure him that, as far as I am con-
cerned, I do not intend to allow the gentle-
men in another place to have very much to
do with this matter. They are outside the
question ; they are too intimately concerned;
it is too much a breeches-pocket question
with them ; and their opinion will not weigh
with me very much, and I am quite certain
it will not weigh very much with the colony.
But there is another question which may
arise—I hope it will not, but if it does I
and many others will be prepared to face it—
and that 15, the constitution of the Upper House.
It is perfectly preposterous that we should have
gentlemen sitbing inthat “ other place”—I think
that is the phrase, Mr. Speaker, and I hope you
will call me to order if I am discourteous to
them, which I do not intend to be—it is
perfectly preposterous that a lot of squatters
in another place should decide what their rents
shall be. 1 do not intend to say very much just
now on this subject, but I do say that every
syllable that has fallen from the leader of the
Opposition is exactly such as might have been
expected from a person who is playing the game—
or, perhaps, I had better say, acting as the special
pleader—of that party in the colony. Itis “the
squatters versusthe people;” you cannot get over
that ; and whether the squatters are to be the
judges of their own cause or nobt it will be
for the common sense of this House to decide.
Question put.

Mr. NORTON said: I consider, Mr. Speaker,
you are putting the question in somewhat of a
hurry, if you will excuse my saying so. It is
quite possible that some other hon. members may
wish to express an opinion on the subject. The
leader of the Opposition has asked that after the
long statement you read to the House—a state-
ment so important that you did not commit it
to memory, but had it printed to malke sure of
its accuracy—-time might be given to hon. mem-
bers to consider the full meaning of it. T do
not believe that any hon. member on the other
side who has not seen that document before
could stand up now and tell us what it contains.

Mr. MACDONALD-PATERSON : T am sure
I could not.

Mr, NORTOXN : The hon, member for Moreton
isa sensible man and a lawyer, and yet even he
could not follow it so closely as to tell us all that
it contains.  We on this side are not such dense
fools as to profess to do so.  If it had been an
ordinary subject you would not have taken the
trouble of putting it into print in order that
there might be no mistake on the part of hon.
members as to what your views are upon it.
I ask, under the circumstances, is it much to
ask that sufficient time should be given to hon,
members of this House to read that statement
and ascertain fully what it means? I do not
think that is an unreasonable request. Now,
Mr. Speaker, I do not pretend to say I nnder-
stand all that you have said, and T do not think
for a moment that other hon. members will
presume, if they have not heard or seen the
statement before, to say that they understand
its full meaning. And there is not only your
statément to consider, but thatof the Premier,
which alone would take an hour to understand.
Lvery one of those reasons for disagreeing or
agreeing to the amendments in the Bill would
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take a very long time for consideration, and
surely it is not too muchto ask, under the cir-
cumstances, that other business should be gone
on with this evening. I am sure I do not wish
to delay the consideration of this matter at all.
I am not going to say anything about the
functions of the Upper House, but I disagree
with some of the amendments they have made.
That, however, is not a matter for discussion
until we come to the particular clauses. 1 do
think that, underthe circumstances, the position
being an entirely new one, the House is entitled
to some sort of consideration, so that they may
be enabled to make themselves more familiar
with the two documents we have had laid
before us.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Council’s amendments in clause 1 be disas
greed to. The amendments were consequential
upon those in clauses 75 t0 79 of the Bill.

The HoxN. Sir T. McILWRAITH said it was
becoming usual for Ministers to read their
speeches,  They had had a speech from the
Minister for Works which was written out, and
now the Minister for Lands followed the same
course. Surely some reason should be given for
the disagreement ! They knew the amendiments
were consequential, but they should first discuss
the clause which made those amendments con-
sequential,

The PREMIER said he thought it would be
convenient to postpone the amendments in
clause I. They were purely verbal amendments,
consequent upon amendments in clauses 75
to 79,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he would
withdraw his motion with the permission of the
Committee.

Motion withdrawn.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the consideration of the amendinents
in clause 4, lines 14 and 89, were also postponed.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the other amendments in clause 6—
inserting the word ‘‘cultivation” and omitting
“ other ” in line 7, page 3—were agreed to.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRAITH asked
the Chairman whether he had for distribution
any copies of the document read Dby the
Speaker ?

The CHAIRMAN : T have not.

The Hox, Siz T. McILWRAITH «aid he
thought they ought to be obtained at the earliest
possible moment — at any rate, before the
resumption of business after dimmer. If the
document was in print it ought to be distributed,
because it affected the Bill so much,

The PREMIER said he did not know whether
the document was in print or not—he did not
notice whether the Speaker read from a printed
copy ; but if it was in print, there could be no
objection to its distribution. He knew nothing
about the document.

The Hox. J, M. MACROSSAN : Never saw
it, T suppose?

The PREMIER : He had never seen it. He
understood that the Speaker was going to follow
the example of Mr. Barton, the Speaker in New
South Wales, and express his opinion ; but he
was not aware what he was going to say.

Mr. NORTONX : T hope he will not always
follow the example of that Speaker.

The PREMIER said he had expressed no
opinivn to the Speaker as to the propriety of
doing so or not. It was not the function of
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that Committee to express the reasons why
amendments were agreed to. It was for the
Committee simply to arrive at a conclusion
whether it did or did not agree to them ;
and when the House resumed, the reasons
for disagreement, if any, were given. That
had Dbeen the usual course. He could call
to mind one memorable occasion with which he
had just refreshed his memory, when the hon.
gentleman who was now the leader of the Oppo-
sition insisted strongly that that House should
not allow the Upper House to interfere in
matters of revenue.

The Hox. Sz T. McILWRATITH said that
was just the position he toolk up again, and he
had not said one word to show that he was
going to take up the cudgels on behalf of the
Legislative Council. All he wanted just now
was_ to see the document that the Speaker had
read.

The PREMIER said he understood that the
document was in print, and copies would be
struck off at once, and be ready at any rate
before half-past G.

The Hox. SR T. McILWRAITH said the
hon. gentleman seemed to know the document
nmuch better than he did. Perhaps he could say
whether it contained any quotations from his
(Sir T. MecIlwraith’s) specch—as one of the
eminent anthorities alluded to—from his cele-
brated speech which he was said to have delivered
against the Legislative Council,

The PREMIER said he did not know any
more about it than the hon. gentleman hiniself,
and therefore he was not aware whether the hon,
gentleman was included among the eminent
authorities, It was not usual to quote living
authorities—

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : Oh, yes!

The PREMIER : Living authorities present
in the House.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the amendments in clause G—omitting all the
words after ¢ the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869, ’ in
line 31 to the end of the clause, and inserting the
words ‘“ where the lease has been acquired after
the passing of this Act”—be disagreed to.
That involved a principle which was fully
discussed in that House. He did not think
anybody who listened to the discussions could
have any doubt whatever that the effect of the
pre-emptive right had been injurious throughout
the length and breadth of the colony. At all
events, the Government and every member on
their side of the House, and even some on the
other side, were perfectly satisfied that if pre-
emption was allowed to the fullest extent it
would absolutely nullify the whole object of the
Bill. That was the opinion of all hon, members
except those who were determined that it was a
good thing to retain the system. As the
question had been fully discussed, he did not
think he need say more about it.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said that
the Minister for Lands, in moving that the
amendment to the clause be disagreed to,
gave as his reason that it would nullify the
whole object of the Bill. He thought the hon.
gentleman must have a very poor opinion,
himself, of the character of the Bill, if he thought
that an amendment of the other House could
possibly have that effect. That was proved by
the fact of the clause having been in operation
so long, and so very little harm having been
done to the colony, and so little land having
been taken up under its provisions; not only
that, but the pre-emptives were not of much
value, and that fact would be more effectual in
limiting pre-emption, than legislation, While
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the Bill was passing through the House, it was
admitted that very liftle pre-emption would take
place in the future; and the principal reason
urged on his side against the clauses was that it
was simply repudiationof anational bargain. The
fact that very few would be in a position to take
pre-emptives, from their proved want of value,
should have been a reason urging the Government
to guard against anything that had the shape of
repadiation at all. The reason given in the
draft message to the other Chamber—which, he
thought, ought to have been discussed by the
Minister for Lands—did not seem to him sufli-
cient for disagreeing from the amendments. If
the object of the Government was to pass the
Bill, reasons should be given, and inducements
offered to the other Chamber to agree with the
Assembly. The first reason given was—

“ Beeause the power conferred upon the Governor in

Couneil by the 5tth section of the Pastoral Leases Act
of 1869 to sell land to lessses to socurc permanent
iimprovements has heen frequently used for other pur-
poses than the seeuring of Lmprovements, to the great
loss of the colony and hindrance of settiement upon the
public lands; and it is consequently highly expedient
that the conditions under which this power may he
exercised should he defined.”
There were two answers to that. In the first
place it had not been proved that the lands had
been selected except to secure permanent im-
provements; and in the next place, as the bar-
gain had been made by the State, whether good
or bad, it ought to be kept. Whatever arrange-
ment was made with the pastoral tenant, it should
not bear the stigma of repudiation in any shape
or ferm ; and the reason given simply amounted
to the argument that the State had made a bad
bargain, and therefore clause 54 ought to be re-
pealed. He did not think himself that it was a
bad bargain, but even if it were the colony
should stand by it. The next reason was—

“ Because the Bill entitles every lessee under the
Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 to claim full compensation
for improvements made by him on his run upon his
being deprived of the nse of such improvements, and it
is unjust that he should in addition be permitted to
acquire large quantities of land without competition.”
That was no reason at all ; because the pastoral
lessee had not asked for the substitution to be
made. They were perfectly willing that the 54th
clause should stand as it was. Where there
were two parties to a bargain, it was not compe-
tent for one to say, I have madeabad bargain,
and instead of fulfilling it I will substitute
another.” The other party had a perfect right
to vefuse to accept the substitution if they
chose,

“Beecause the clause, as framed, confers on present

lessees a legal right to purchase the land in every case
in which they could fairly prefer a claim to be permitted
to do so.”
That had been fully discussed when the Bill
was before the House; in fact, every phase of the
matter had been fully discussed. That simply
afirmed what the other House affirmed not
to be the fact—that the clause conferred a full
right on lessees when they could fairly claim it.
He did not think it did so; it left out the great
bulk of pastoral tenants and their rights which
had accrued during their tenure under the Act of
1869. The fourth reason was—

“ Because the tenure under the Act of 1839 is such
that the power of the Governor in Council to sell under
the provisions of the 51ith section can be taken away at
any tine.”

That was to say, the right to take away the runs
was contained in the Act of 1869. But, if the
Government took away the leases simply to de-
prive the lesszes of the rights they had acquired,
it was national repudiation all the same. It was
impossible to conceive of a (Fovernment doing
that, No doubt the lessees held their lands under
what was virtually a six months’ tenure, but they
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would never have taken them up and improved
them but for their faith that the nation would
secure to them their leases till the lands were
wanted for some other and better purpose. If
the Government should at any time exercise
their power of reswming the leases for the pur-
pose of depriving the lessees of any inconvenient
right under the Act of 1869, it would be an act
of repudiation worse than the repeal of the 54th
clause. The next reason was—

“ Beeause for these ons, and in otder to more

effestually promote the settlement of the colony, and
prevent large areas of land from heing practically
monopolised by the acyuisition of specially valuable
blocks, the possession whereof would render the adjoin-
ing land unavailable for lement. it is dssirable that
thE eclaims of existing ces should he cquitably dealt
with, and that the power of sale should in future cease
to exist.”
He contended that the claims of existing lessens
had not been equitably dealt with, and that was
what was asserted by the other Chamber in
making the amendment. He knew perfectly
well that it was useless to have a protracted dis-
cussion on that amendment, The Government
and their supporters had evidently made up their
minds to pass the clause as originally agreed to ;
but he thought it his duty to point out to the Com-
mittee that they were simply raising objections
to the passing of the Act, which otherwise would
not be pressed. He believed that the vetention
of the bith clause would do the nation no harm,
He did not believe it would lead to the acquisition
of large estates so much feared by the hon.
Minister for Lands. At all events, leaving
the clause as it stood would save the pastoral
lessees from the appearance of having mis-
represented their actual position to those
parties from whom they had borrowed money.
In his opinion the right of the pastoral
lessee to the pre-emptive was mnot of very
much money value. It had been of very great
value in the eyes of people at home who lent
money on atation property out here, and it would
do an immense amount of harm if what they
considered a sound security was taken away
from them by legislation. That would do a great
deal more harm to the colony than depriving
lessees of the right of pre-empting land at a
price below its real value. As he had said
before, in ordinary seasons the right of pre-
emption would be very little exercised ; but from
the long run they had had of bad seasons he
thought it would be exercised less than ever. It
certainly would never be exercised so as to have
the effect of preventing settlement.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the hon.
gentleman had asssumed in his speech throughout
that the pastoral lessees would not exercise
their pre-emptive right to a great extent, and
consequently that no great harm would be done
by accepting the amendment as made by the
Council. But what had been the effect hitherto?
They found that wherever the pastoral lessees
held runs on which grazing settlement had taken
place, they at once, to the utmost extent possible,
exercised their pre-emptive right, And as soon
as they commenced settlement under that Bill
so certainly would they exercise it to the fullest
extent as settlement approached them. Tt had
been proved here and in every other colony
that the pastoral lessces did not care to put
money into the purchase of land until settle-
ment was about to begin in their neighbour-
hood, and that then they attempted by pre-
emption to secure the land against settlement.
Another point made by the hon. gentleman
was, that the money-lenders who had lent money
to lease-holders on the faith of their right
of pre-emption would be deprived of their
security by the clause in the Bill. But he
(the Minister for Lands) contended that the
money-lenders had only looked to pre-emption
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as a means of securing the whole of the rights of
the leasehold, and that was why they v«lued
it, and not as being of any intrinsic value in
itself as a right of freehold. DBnt the DBill
proposed to give them a reasonable and fair
equivalent for that by giving leases for a stated
and cartain number of years. That was a
real security to money-lenders, As far as
he knew, and he had had a good deal
to do with them, what they objected to
was the uncertainby of tenure; and the only
means of counteracting that uncertainty was by
exercising the pre-emptive right and picking out
the choice bits of their runs. The hon. gentle-
man said that the pre-emptive right had only
been exercised for the security of improve-
ments, He (the Minister for Lands) knew
the contrary was the case, and that in the
large mujority of cases it had not been done
to secure improveients, but to secure an
unfair advantage which enabled them to com-
mand a large proportion of their runs. That
was what every ian divected his attention to
when he wished to retain a continuous holding,
and he did that by picking out the best parts of
his ran. Whereverthe pre-emptive right had been
exercised to any great extent in Queensland, or
Victoria, or New South Wales, it was whenever
settlement had approached, and then the lessees
knocked about their runs, and picked out the
water and the choicest pleces of land so
that grazing settlement could not be carried
out; if that were permitted, the Government
could not carry out any scheme of settle-
ment by grazing areas as proposed under the
Bill. They would have to purchase out the
pre-emptors; and that had been pointed out
clearly and distinctly by those who understood
the matter. In the New South Wales Bill the
first provision to deal with those men was to
make a bargain with them by which the State got
possession of the portions of the land resumed,
because it was well known that the object of
the New South Wales Legislature would be
frustrated by those men going over the land and
picking out the very best bits. It was proposed
here, by the amendment of the Council, to
create a difficulty that could not be overcome in
any way whatever., What the Bill proposed was
to give full compensation for the value of the
improvements on the determination of the
squatters’ leases. What more could they want
than that? It was asked again and again that
they should have the opportunity of securing
thetr finprovements, and that they should not
be dispossessed of them on the determination of
theirleases, or when their land was resumed. The
Bill enablesd the leaseholder to get the full
value of his unexhausted improvements at the
end of his lease, or when his land was resumed,
and that was a fair equivalent for all the risk he
had run in putting on those improvements. The
real object of those whocontended forthe privilege
of pre-emption was, that they might select large
tracts of land in freehold, and make the rest of the
land absolutely valueless for small grazing areas.
And to permit that to he done would be to
destroy whole districts of the colony for grazing
settlement. It would not have that effect in
agricultural distriets, but it would nullify the.
Bill entirely in grazing districts, and prevent
sottlement. As to the stutement that the lease-
holders were not likely to exercise the pre-emptive
right, he held that experience proved that they
would. He hiinself had never exercised the pre-
emptive right, but if he had found settlement
approaching he confessed that he would have
secured his pre-emptive rights on the best parts
of his run, and have thereby secured his run
against settlement. That would, he was sure,
be done in every case, and there was not a man
who could work a run who did not know that
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by that means he could render it valueless for
grazing settlement. Ifor those reasons, he hoped
the Committee would give a distinet and decided
opinion on the question,

Mr. STEVENSON said he did not intend to
go over the long arguments in favour of pre-
emptive right and against the repudiation policy
of the Government. But he wished to
refer to one or two things that had fallin
from the hon. gentleman who had just sat down.
The hon. gentleman told them when moving the
clause in the first instance that it was the general
opinion of the House that the 54th clause of the
Act of 1869 should be done away with. He
(Mr. Stevenson) doubted it, and he regretted
that a division was not taken upon it at the
time. TIf that had been done he fancied the hon.
gentleman would not have found the general
opinion of the House as much in his favour as he
imagined. Iiverything that had since transpired
was in favour of the retention of that Hdth
clause. After the experience of the last few
months he did not think that many squatters
out west, at any rate—and that was about
the only place where the thing was likely—
would care to exercise their pre-emptive
right to a very great extent at all, except
for the purpose of secuving improvements,
or giving something tangible in the shape
of sccurity. The hon. gentleman adwmitted
that he had never excicized his pre-emp-
tive right. He (Mr. Stevenson) had been
connected with squatting in the colony for over
twenty years, and he had never exercised his
pre-emptive right to one single acre; and that
showed the value he placed upon it. At the
same time there was a certain value to be placed
upon it, if only to save the colony from the
stigma of repudiation. Assomething tangible in
the shape of security, it was now ot even more
value than before. Peovle who had lent money
to the squatters of the colony had found out to
their cost that there was very little security
as far as stock was concerned; indeed, that
security, especially in the western districts,
was almost entirely gone; and it seemed like
adding insult to injury to wipe out the little
security that remained to meu who had invested
their capital in the colony. It had been said
that squatters out west were making a great
deal too much money, and accumulating large
estates, and so forth. After the experience of
the last few months, none of themn would have
any great desire to spend 10s, an acre in accu-
mulating large estates. For the information of
hon. members, he would give a few instances
of the devastation that had taken place on the
Barcoo, Thompson, Diamantina, and other rivers
out west ; and they were facts which he knew
to be true: On one station where there were
200,000 sheep, 28,000 only had been shorn, and
there were very few of those left now. On
another station  with 200,000 sheep there
was not one left, and only a very few
travelling for food. On a station with
20,000 head of cattle, there was not one
single beast left. On another, with 60,000 head
of cattle, it was not expected thsat 10,000 were
left alive. On another station, which was
stocked to the extent of 70,000 sheep axsl 3,000
head of cattle, there was not a single hoof left on
it. He could mention many other instances, and
it was & well-known fact that if the drought con-
tinued—he was glad to hear to-day, from reports
and private telegrams, that a Iittle rain hadl
fallen—another couple of months, not a single
hoof would be left in the whole of that vast
territory. A well-known genileman. and one
who was not likely to exaguerate matters—>Mir
Ldking, the manager of Mount Cornish Station-
wrote to him that the people there were getting
quite nervous about themselves through fear o
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famine. The stock was alinost in an uneatable
condition, There were hardly any supplies left
in the district, and no hope of getting any more,
and if the worst came to the worst there would
be nothing for the people to eat; and they had
no means of getting away, because there was
not 2 horse in the entire distriet it to carry a
man out of it. Those were the districts which
the Minister for Landsspecially had his eye upon
when he wished to take away the pre-emptive
right, which was the only little security they
had left. The action of the hon. gentleman
had certainly not tended towards any flow of
capital into the colony ; indeed, the desire of
men who had invested capital in the colony was
to take it out as soon as ever they could, While
on a visit to the southern colonies lately
he had talked to a good many of those
men, and they, one and all, said to him that
although the drought was bad enough, and they
had lost money through it, yet they felt far more
the wrong done by the Government in taking
away what little security they had left. He was
certain that the land policy of the Government
had tended to keep a great deal of capital out of
the colony which would otherwise have flown
into it. No real harm would be done to the
colony if the pre-emptive right was allowed to be
retained. The hon. gentleman said that wher-
ever settlement had tuken place to a certain
extent the pre-emptive right had been exercised
to its fullest extent. He should greatly like to
know where those places were. He did not
know of a single district where the pastoral
tenant had exercised his right to the fullest
extent. Wherever the pre-emptive right
had been attempted to Dbe exercised to a
pretty full extent, was where there was no
settlement taking place, but where security
was required, and where the country was sup-
posed to be good. That country was very
valuable s0 long as good seasons prevailed; but
it had since been shown that it was not good
enough to pre-empt as far as its money value was
concerned. Men would not graze cattle or sheep
on purchased land at 10s. an acre if they could
graze them on leasehold at £1 or £2 a square
mile. Perhapsthehon. gentleman wasreferringto
the inside or coast districts. He had known those
distriets a good many years, and he knew of none
where the pre-emptive right had been exercised
toany large extent. The hon. gentleman admitted
himself that he never exercised his pre-emptive
right to the extent of an acre. He did not, but
he tried to once. He applied for a pre-emptive
on Baubinia Downs, but he would not go to the
extent of 2,560 acres, and he wanted the Gov-
ernment to give him 640 acres. The hon,
gentleman wanted to secure a bit of land
round his head-station, but he thought so
little of the right that he would not go to the
sxtent allowed by the Act. He did not think
the hon. gentleman could point to many
instances in that distiict—and it was supposed to
be a pretty valuable one about Rockhampton—
where the pre-emptive right had been exercised
to any extent. The hon. gentleman had told
them that the squatiers were troubled with
the uncertainty of tenure buthe (Mr. Stevenson)
had never heard that expressed. There had
never been any complaint of the tenure, and the
squatter had always been ready and willing to
give up his land when it was required for settle-
ment. He did not know of one man who had
grumbled on that score, and there was no general
complaint of uncertainty of tenure. The action
of the hon. gentleman, and the e associated with
him, showoed that Lo could, withs a: froke of his pen
as it were, take avay freeholl se arity ; and the
squatter would fe:! it a very Insecure positionnow
that his pre-emptive wasabolished. There was no
doubt it was a part of the lease, and had been
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considered so under the Act of 1869. The hon.
gentleman said the right of pre-emption was
exercised to secure natural advantages, but the
only natural advantages must have been per-
manent waterholes, and the only place where the
right had been exercised had been in the country
he had spoken of. He would like to ask how
many permanent waterholes there were on the
Barcoo and Thompson rivers.  Why, they could
be counted on one’s fingers. He could not for the
life of him make out how the hon. gentleman
imagined that with a block of 2,560 acres being
talken up at 10s. an acre the country was com-
manded all round. He did not understand how
it could be dons, because thesquatter before taking
up his pre-emptive had to put a permanent
waterhole on the land, and thercfore another
man could just as well come in and take up any
part of the run and put permanent water upon it.
He thought the hon. gentleman must him-
self admit that there was a feeling in the
colony, and a very strong feeling outside, that
the pre-emptive right should not have been
interfered with. He knew very well that no
harm could arise from retaining it ; and he (Mr.
Stevenson) thought that the Government, in get-
ting 10s, an acre for the land, got a very good in-
terest for their money. It was about as good a
way as they could have of raising money. He
was sure the experience of the hon. member
would show that there was even a greater reason
now than there ever was before for keeping
faith with capitalists, and they ought not, in the
face of things as they found them, do anything to
tend to keep capital out of the colony by breaking
faith with those who had invested their money
in the country.

Mr. PALMER said he thought any hon. gen-
tleman, looking at the clause with an unpre-
judiced mind, and free from party feeling, would
see that it was considerably Improved. Let
them see the simple manner in which the clause
read now :—

‘It shall not be lawful for the Governor in Couneil to
sell any portion of a run to a pastoral tenant under the
provisions ofthe fifty-fourth section ofthe Pastoral Leases
Act of 1869 where the lease has been acquired after the
pussing of this Act.”

That was where the simplicity of it came in,
and he could not see why they should force
retrospective legislation on the country. He
saw hon. members smiling. Perhaps the very
simplicity of the clause was amusing. He had
not the least doubt that the clause was an im-
provement, and did not interfere with the work-
ing of therest of the Bill. Tt did not give any
right that was not in existence at the present
time, and it did not take away any right. He
must take exception to something the Minister
for Lands said when he told the Committee that
the squatters would get paid for the improve-
ments at the end of their leases. There was
nothing in the Act of 1869 to provide for that. In
the case of those leases which were expiring in a
few years no payments would be made for im-
provements unless the lessees came under the
new Act. The conditions of the leases when
they expired under the Act of 1869 were that the
lessees were entitled to another fourteen years’
occupation ; but the hon. gentleman could
not prove that any compensation would be
granted unless the lessees cameunderthe new Act.
The hon. member also said that there was an
inclination on the part of the pastoral tenants to
secure all the land they could as settlement pro-
gressed, and to make use of their pre-emptive
rights for that purpose. Xe (Mr, Palmer) knew
many stations where settlement had come so
close that townships had sprung up alongside,
and almost surrounded, the head-station ; and
yet no attempt was made to use the pre-
emptive right to the detriment of those
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townships. If the hon. member had stated
one case in support of his argument it might
have carried some weight 3 but he did not
think the hon. gentleman could give a case;
at all events, he (Mr. Palmer) knew of none. He
supposed the motion would go by force as usual.
When he saw the junior member for North
PBrisbane in his place, he knew there was some-
thing in the wind ; he knew that the fiery cross
had gone out, that the forces were mustered in
battle array, and that things would be carried
vi et wrmis. He supposed that no arguments
that could be brought forward would alter the
position of things. Nothing had been shown
in favour of the view that the pre-emptive
right had been detrimental to the settlement
of the country inany way. There was one thing
he was quite certain of, and that was that it
would 1ot be proved that the working of that
system had been so detrimental as the fifty years’
leases would be ; they would hinder settlement
far more than the pre-emptive right. He
believed that the amendments were a great im-
provement on the clause, because they had made
it workable.

Question—That the amendments in clause
6 be disagreed to-— put, and the Committee
divided :(—

AxEs, 23,

Messrs, Miles, Griffith, Dutton, Dickson, Sheridan,
T. Camphell, Foote, Rutledge, Isambert, Jordan, Kellett,
White, d. Camphell, Buckland, Foxton, Annear, Kates,
Grimes, Beattie, Iorwitz, Macfarlane, Brookes, and
Mellor,

Noss, 12.

The Hon. Sir T. McIlwraith, Messrs. Archer, Black,
Macrossan, Stevenson, Chubb, Norton, Donaldson, Lissner,
Midgley, Palmer, and Stevens.

Question resolved in the affirmative,

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS the amendments in clause 7, conse-
quential upon thosein clause 6, were disagreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER TFOR
LANDS, verbal amendmentsin clauses 12 and
14 were agreed to.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the following amendments in clause 17 be agreed
to :—

After the word “them,” in line 13, to insert the words
“including allowances to witnesses atttending for the
purposes of giving evidence at the hearing of any such
inquiry, appeal, or dispute”; and at the end of the
clause to add new paragraph—* Lvery witness summoned
on any such inguiry or appeal shall be cntitled to a
tender of his reasonable expenses by the party requiring
his attendance.”

Question put and passed.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that the

amendment in clause 20 would really alter the
constitution and powers of the land board, and
was of a very important character. TItspractical
effect would be to reduce the land board to the
position of a commission, and nothing more, or
even worse than that. It would utterly destroy
all that was intended to be done in the adminis-
tration of the Bill by an independent body
of men. In the practical working of the
measure—as in a case of compensation for
improvements—{first, the commissioner would
send in his report, and then the land board
would have to deal with it. Then it would be
referred to the Minister ; and from there, on the
appeal of the claimant, the case could be sent on
to arbitration. After being dealt with by
arbitrators, who probably would not agree, it
would be given to an umpire, and the practical
effect would be that any person having a case
would seek to put it through all those different
phases before it was decided. There was scarcely
any man in the colony who had not had some
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practical experience of the effects of arbitration.
There were two advocates, one standing up in the
interests of one side, and one in those of the other
and the result was that perhaps the man who
had most strength of character would manage
to make his influence felt and make it prevail.
Tf it was not decided in that way the case was to
be sent to an umpire, but how was the wmpire to
be selected? The arbitrators must be selected
inevitably from among the very men who were
interested in the matter to be dealt with. The
case of one man would be dealt with by his
neighbour ; that was what it amounted to,
while the object of the Bill was to
have two men, with a thorough knowledge of
their business and no interest in the cases that
they would have to deal with., Yet it was pro-
posed that their judgment was to be set aside,
and the case referred to two arbitrators, got from
who knew where, perhaps interested more or less
in the matter—not directly, but still interested ;
consequently he considered that the method
of settling cases by arbitration was the very
worst one they could adopt, and anyone
who had had any experience of it would agree
with him. He would far rather trust a case of
his to a single man with no personal leanings
than to any arbitrators. Besides, cases would be
interminable ; there would be no end to them.
Every one would drag its weary length along in
many instances, probably taking nine or twelve
months to settle. So that the effect of any such
amendment in the administration of the Bill
would be to utterly destroy the principle it was
thought desirable to maintain. He did not think
there could be any two opinions as to the efficacy
of the board, and hon. gentlemen must be quite
convinced that any amendment of the kind pro-
posed if introduced into it would absolutely de-
stroy its efficiency. He therefore moved that the
following amendment of the Legislative Council
be disagreed to ;—

“ To omit all the words after the word ‘hoard,” in line
42, to end of clavse; insert the words ‘the Minister shall
remit the matter to arbitration in the manner prescribed
by the PublicWorks Lands Resumption Act of 1878, and
E_he la}\"?rd of the arbitrators or their umpire shall he

nal.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said the
Minister for Lands had been drawing upon his
imagination for the argument he had wused
against the amendments of the Upper House.
He said that it would be practically impossible
to get arbitrators having sufficient knowledge
of a case who would not be interested men.
That was the strongest possible condemnation of
the land board itself. A stronger condemnation
could not have been given than in the few
words the hon gentleman used—that it was im-
Fossible to get arbitrators having the requisite
knowledge and ability who would not be inte-
rested.  Still the hon. gentleman professed
to be able to point out two men in the colony
who were quite capable of doing it as a board.
It was for the purpose of having men who
would give a final decision in cases which
would so much affect the interests of the
people of the colony, that the scheme was
devised by the Council; and he believed it
was a very wise one. He did not believe that
any board should have such immense authority
as the Bill proposed to give that one. When the
clause was under discussion before, he wanted to
make it a local board, but hon. gentlemen on the
other side would not entertain his amendment.
He believed that the whole Bill would work
badly, as he did not believe that two men could be
found in the colony who would give satisfaction.
He thought it was a very wise amendment of the
Council, and he also thought that the Minister
for Lands would show his diseretion in adopting
it. Theé}lon.ﬂ gentleman would have been wiser
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if he had read as hisspeech, the following reasons
for objecting —

«Because the land board, as constituted by the Bill,
is an independent judicial court of appeal appointed to
do justice between the Crown and the subject, and the
allowsnee of an appeal from such a court to arbitrators
would destroy the authority and usefulness of the
court and introduce utter confusion into the adminis-
tration of the law ;

“ Because many of the functionsof the board are such
as conld not be satistactorily performed by arbitrators ;

“Becanse it is highly desirable that the rents for
Crown lands should he assessed on a definite and con-
sistent basis, which would be impossible if the rents for
each holding were to be assessed by a different tribunal;

« Because the administration of the law on the basis
of the proposed amendment would become impossible.”
He did not think it would introduce confusion
into the administration of the law. He did not
believe, as the hon. member had assumed, that
all who had cases would drag them through
every stage, and appeal from the board to arbi-
trators. It was not his experience that when a
man had a bad case he would risk the ex-
pense of arbitration; if the loser had to pay the
costs, a man must have a pretty good opinion
that his case would win before taking it before
that tribunal. The assertion that the board
was an independent judicial court of appeal was
simply an assumption. The members of the
board were made judges, and what was objected
to was that there should not be any appeal from
them as from any other authority. It was
pretty well acknowledged by the Committee
when the Bill went through before, that there
should be some kind of appeal, and the
Government met that objection to a cerfain
extent; but the appeal was simply from
themselves to themselves. He admitted that
that was going a certain length in the right
direction ; it ensured a rehearing of the case, but
it was not sufficient. They should, of course,
take every possible precaution to prevent bad
cases going fo the arbitrators; but the decision
of the board should not be final. The other
Chamber had provided a very fair safeguard
against injustice being done to any of the tenants
of the Crown. He was arguing not merely
on hehalf of the present tenants of the
Crown ; because the Bill provided for quite
a different class of pastoral tenants over
about half the country; and those people
ought not to be at the mercy of any two men—
he supposed they would be only men—appointed
by the Government. They were parliamentary
officers in theory ; but in practice they were
Government officers to start with, because up to
the present time the Government declined to say
whom they meant to appoint as the first arbi-
trators. As they were Parliamentary officers he
thought the Government should have taken
Parliament into their confidence. The difficulty
of making up their minds ought to have been got
over by now., He would like to ask the Premier
if the Government would be in a position to state
before the Bill passed who the two members of
the board were to be. The next reason was—

“ Because many of the functions of the board aresuch
as could not be satisfactorily performed by arbitrators.”
The Minister for Lands had not told them what
those functions were. They wanted the arbi-
trators to be simply arbitrators, to decide cases
where an appeal was made from the board to
them,

“Because it is highly desirable that the rents for
Crown lands should be assessed on a definite and con-
sistent basis, which would be impossible if the rents
for each holding were to be assessed by a different
tribunal.”

Well, there was a reason in that, but it was a
fearfully bad one. What it would amount to
was this :  Get a bad board and they would have
the whole of the decisions wrong; but get an
appeal from that board to arbitrators sifting in
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public, and they would get justice at last. Sup-
pose the board started in a wrong course ; a case
of that sort supplied the best reason why they
should not be allowed to give a final decision-—

“ Because the administration of the law on the basis
of the proposed amendment would hecome impossible.
That was an assumption of the Minister for
Lands. He (Sir T. McIlwraith) believed the
effect of having arbitrators would be twofold.
It would make the board more cautious in their
decisions, and in the next place it would give all
classes of Crown tenants a sense of security;
they would at all events have an appeal from the
decision of an arbitrary board.

“The Legislative Assembly have offered these reasons
for disagreeing to the proposed amendments on account
of the great importance of the subject, and of their
desire to point out to the Legislative Council the inex-
pediency of the proposed amendments; but they do not
waive their right to insist upon the further reason—

“That the proposed amendments would interfere with
the public revenue :

“Which reason they hope will be sufficient.”

Well, he did not think it was likely to be suffi-
cient. The long speech which had been made
by the Speaker opened up the whole question ;
but hon. members had not had time to consider
it so as to be able to discuss it. The Premier
had referred to a speech he (Sir T. McIlwraith)
had made on a similar question when the
Divisional Boards Act was going through.
That, he thought, decided the Legislative
Council against the Assembly. The hon. the
Premier at that time took the opposite side
very strongly——

The PREMIER : I did not.

The Hox. S T. McILWRAITH : And
the gentleman who was now representing the
Government in the Upper House did so most
decidedly. He was sure the Hon. Mr, Mein,
the Postmaster-General, would repudiate that
as a reason why the amendment should be
negatived. Mr. Mein was then the strongest
upholder of the rights of the Council, and he
(Sir T. MecIlwraith) was the strongest upholder
of the rights of the Assembly, barring one, who
was the present Premier.

The PREMIER said he did not quite follow
the hon. gentleman. The hon. gentleman
claimed to have been the strongest upholder of
the rights of the Assembly except him (the
Premier); that was true. But the hon. member
also said a few minutes before that he (the
Premier) took the opposite view. He did
not understand how he could take a stronger
view of the rights of the Assembly than
the hon. member, and at the same time
oppose them. The facts were that he com-
plained that the hon. member did not insist
more strongly upon the rights of the Assembly ;
he thought the language the hon. member pro-
posed to use on that occasion did not sufficiently
clearly express the position they should take up.
In the present case, there was no doubt that
the Council’'s amendment would render the
amount of public revenue conjectural, depend-
ing upon scratch tribunals—twenty or thirty
thousand perhaps in the course of the year. He
thought they were justified in advancing those rea-
sons separately to the Legislative Council, because
it was only right to deal with them on the
assumption that they were equally anxious with
themselves to pass a good law, and quite as will-
ing to give way to sound argument. He did
not think anything new could be said on that
subject. There was no doubt that the consti-
tution of the board was, as stated in the reasons
they proposed to give, a court of appeal.
The members of the board were not necessarily
to be lawyers—he did not think lawyers would
probably make good members of the board—they
were to be judges of fact, and judges who had to
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dispose of most important matters. They wereto be
judgesdetermining theright of parties on a definite
basis ; and to allow an appeal from such a court
to scratch arbitrators would of course be utterly
absurd. However, he did not think such a
suggestion had ever been made in that House, so
that no more need be said about it. The hon.
member had said that the board would only be
men. Of course they would be men, and would
be liable to error ; but the arguments the hon.
member used against them would apply just as
strongly against the members of the Supreme
Court or of the Privy Council.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : There is an
appeal from them.

The PREMIER : It would apply to jurymen.
There is no appeal against four jurymen on ques-
tions of fact—four men picked at random.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : You can
get another jury and another trial.

The PREMIER said that was just what
they could not do on questions of fact. What
they proposed to do was to get two
thoroughly competent men, holding secure
positions, and as likely as anyone to do justice.
The hon. member had asked if the Government
were prepared to name the members of the board.
He was not prepared to name both members, but
he was prepared to say that in all probability
the senior member of the board would be Mr.
Deshon, Under Secretary for Public Lands.

HoxovrABLE MEMBERS : Hear, hear!

The PREMIER: He said in all proba-
bility —if the Bill passed. The Government
were extremely anxious that the Bill should
pass. The Government were not in a position
to say who would be the other member of
the board, but he hoped to be able to do so
in the course of a few days. Several names
were under consideration, and next week the
Government hoped to be prepared to submit
the name of the other gentleman. The Gov-
ment were as anxious as anybody else that
the members of the board should be men who
would command generally the respect and con-
fidence of the whole community, because if they
did not the Act would break down in its opera-
tion, The Government recognised the necessity
of getting good members for the board, and in
selecting the members they would endeavour to
choose men who would command the confidence
of the whole community, and not that of only
one party.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH said that
in stating that the hon. gentleman had been a
greater champion of the rights of the Assembly
than he (Sir T. MecIlwraith) was, he ought to
have said that he (Sir T. McIlwraith) was the
champion of the rights of the Assembly, and
that the hon. gentleman was the champion of
the rights of the Council, and went further than
he did.

The PREMIER said he did the very opposite,
as the hon. gentleman would see if he read the
debate.

The How. Stk T. McILWRAITH said he
would read the debate as soon as he had digested
the long speech of the Speaker. He was not
going to enter into the point, seeing that the
reason given—mamely, that it interfered with
the public revenue— would not have very much
effect with the members of the Upper House,
He did not think the Upper House would
accept that reasoning, for they had just
as much right to deal with that clause
as the Assembly had. He was glad to
hear what the hon. Premier had stated as to
the land board. The hon. gentieman would see
that he had gone a step in the right direction
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when he admitted that the names of parliamen-
tary officers should be disclosed to the Committee.
He was glad to hear of the nomination of Mr.
Deshon, and from the satisfaction which the
announcement had given to the Committee, as
he was sure it would to the whole country, the
hon. gentleman would see that he was travel-
ling in the right direction. He was, however,
afraid that there was some shady, dark horseman
in the background for the second place. If so,
the hon. gentleman would go as far in the wrong
direction as he had gone in the right in appoint-
ing Mr. Deshon. At all events, if the hon.
gentleman wanted to give satisfaction to the
country he would disclose at once the other mem-
ber. He was gratified to acknowledge that the
Government had been so thoroughly straight-
forward as to appoint a man of character and a
man who had been years in the Public Service.

Mr. STEVENSON said he was very glad to
hear that Mr. Deshon was to be one of the mem-
bers of the board. But he could not understand
how Mr. Deshon was to be the senior member of
the board. The Minister for Lands had srid, in
objecting to the Legislative Council’s amend-
ments, that if two arbitrators were appointed
the one with the strongest mind would be likely
to carry his way. He supposed that, as senior
member of the board, Mr. Deshon would
have the stronger mind and would carry all his
own way. He would like to have some explana-
tion as to the senior member of the board. He
T‘ll}pposed the other would have equal power with

im.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said he
should like to know what was a senior member ?
There was nothing about *senior member” in
the Bill.

The PREMIER said he really could not give
any further explanation. The board would con-
sist of two persons of equal authority.

Mr. PALMER said that, having some ex-
perience in dealing with the Under Secretary for
Public Lands, he must state that he did not know
in the whole colony a gentleman better qualified
for the position of a member of the land board than
Mr. Deshon, He was quite certain that in him
they would have a gentleman of long experience
and one honourableto deal with. He was surprised
that the Government should withhold the advan-
tages which were generally acknowledged to
have flowed from the clause of the Public Works
Lands Resumption Act of 1878, under which all
difficulties and disputes were settled. He could
not understand why the Government should have
set their faces against a principle which was
acknowledged to have worked so well. He
believed the day would come when the Govern-
ment would see the mistake they were making
in not bringing local knowledge and information
to bear on the settlement of the Land question.
The clause in the New South Wales Bill was
gilsler than that laid down In the present Land

il

Mr. DONALDSON said that when the Bill
was going through committee he had proposed
the amendment on the point under discussion,
though it had been rejected. After giving that
clause due consideration, since that time he still
remained of the same opinion—mamely, that
they were putting those two men in a posi-
tion in which they need not be atall careful
as to what decisions they gave, for they

knew that there would be no appeal against

them. He was quite prepared to add his
meed of praise to the appointment of Mr.
Deshon, and from the little knowledge he had
of that gentlemen he believed he would deal out
even-handed justice. He would, however, like
to know who Mr. Deshon’s colleague would
be. He might add that he believed the
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Government had every desire to appoint
a gentleman equally as Thonest as Mr.
Deshon. He had never attacked the honesty of
the board, but he had said that in all proba-
bility they would err, and for that reason he
wonld like to see a court of appeal. Because
their decisions could not be reviewed, he was
afraid they might grow careless and give
arbitrary decisions. The hon. Premier had
mentioned that there was mno appeal from
a jury of four. But he asked the hon.
gentleman if, during his professional career,
he had not frequently found verdicts given by
juries of four which were incorrect. He was
positive, if the hon. gentleman was candid
enough to admit it, that he knew of such cases.
He went further and said that judges in the
higher courts had been known to give decisions
which were honest, but unfair as between parties.
How frequently, too, did they find that when
cases were sent to the higher courts, the de-
in the courts below were reversed!

cisions

He believed if they had some court of
appeal such as was provided for by the
amendment it would be a great safeguard.

He regretted that the Government did not see
their way to adopt that, or something like it.
The success of the measure depended entirely
upon administration, and for that reason he
should like to see it surrounded by every possible
safeguard. He felt sure hon. members would
believe him when he said that, although he
moved a number of amendments in committee,
not one of them was intended to block settle-
ment ; his sole object was to make the Bill
more perfect, according to his idea, than it
was when it came before the House. He should
like to see the clause carried with the amend-
ment made in another place. There was
nothing inconsistent in the amendment, be-
cause by clauses 105 and 107, which related
to matters of value, the Tessee had the right
of appeal. By the clause, as amended, not
only the lessee, but the Minister for Lands,
would have the right to appeal, thus protecting
the lessee on one side and the public on the
other. By ‘‘lessee” he did not refer to pastoral
tenants only, but to agricultural and grazing
farmers as well, He did not stand there as an
advocate for the squatters only, but for the
interests of all. The right of appeal should be
confined to matters of rental; all questions as to
division of runs, and such like, should be left
entirely to the board. With many of the
amendments inserted in another place he could
not agree, but if some of them were met in a
better spirit there would be a greater possibility
of the Bill getting through. He was really
anxious to see the Bill become law, and he
trusted that wiser counsels would prevail so
that the safety of the measure might not be
endangered.

Mr. BLACK said he considered the amend-
ment a decided improvement to the constitution
of the board. When the Bill was going through
committee he expressed his dissatisfaction with
the proposal, which seemed to him to be relieving
the Minister for Lands of a responsibility which
every Minister ought to have, and delegating it
to an irresponsible board. The clause, as it
originally stood, stated that on the application of
any person aggrieved by the decision of the board,
the Governor in Council might remit the matter
to the board for reconsideration. How could
they expect a board, having had the evidence
before them and having arrived at a decision, to
come to any different result on reconsideration ?
He could not imagine a board, having once con-
sidered a thing, admitting that they were wrong.
The board would naturally sit in Brisbane.
Queensland was a large colony, and questions
affecting land legislation would arise in the far
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North, when both principals and witnesses would
have to come down to the capital. The hoard
would have similar powers to the judges of the
Supreme Court, and it would necessitate a vast
legal paraphernalia. It would be alinost impos-
sible for anyone to appear before the board
unless represented by counsel ; and the expense,
annoyance, and delay which would be caused to
people dissatisfied with its decisions would be
enormous. There was a great deal in the amend-
ment moved by the leader of the Opposition
seeking to institute local boards, who would
decide on most of the questions affecting rents
and subdivisions of runs, and whose decisions
would be confirmed by the Minister. As long
as they had responsible government, the Minister
should be the responsible party, and should not
be able to shelter himself behind the decisions of
the board. If they were to have a land board
at all, its decisions should not be final ; if suitors
felt aggrieved at its decisions there should un-
doubtedly be a right of appeal to arbitration, as
a matter of fair play between both parties. As
to the Bill itself, he looked upon it as a bad one
from beginning to end ; the principles of it were
50 opposed to public feeling that it was impos-
sible to make a good Bill out of it; but, such as it
was, that right of appeal to arbitration would
effect a slight improvement in it,

Question put. \

The Committee divided :—

Avgs, 25.

Messrs, Griffith, Rutledge, Dutton, Dickson, Miles,
Sheridan, T. Campbell, Foote, Beattie, Macfarlane,
Midgley, Grimes, IHigson, Iorwitz, XKates, Toxton,
Buckland, Xellett, White, Jordan, Isambert, Annear,
Macdonald-Paterson, Brookes, and Aland.

Nozs, 9.

8ir T. Mcllwraith, Archer, Norton, Chubb, Macrossan,
Black, Stevenson, Palmer, and Stevens,

Question resolved in the affirmative,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendments in clause
21, as being consequential upon those in clause
20, be disagreed to.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the proposed new clause—

“ The bhoard shall cause a register to be kept in which
shall be entered minutes of all its proceedings and
records of all its decisions’”—
inserted by the Legislative Council to follow
clause 21, be agreed to. )

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendments in clause
26, substituting the word  nine” for *‘six,” be
disagreed to. The clause referred to the time
given to the pastoral lessee to determine whether
he would come under the Bill ornot. The exten-
sion of the time from six months to nine months
would very seriously retard the operation of the
Bill after it became law. Six months was ample
time to give a man to determine whether he
would come under the Bill or nof, and if he
could not determine that in six months, he
weould not be able to determine it any more
definitely or distinctly in nine months.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendment in the same
clause, omitting all the words after the word
¢ Act,” in line 4, on page 8, to the end of line 10,
be agreed to.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Counecil’s amendment, substitut-
ing the word “nine” for the word ““six” in the
same clause, line 15, on page 8, be disagreed to,

Question put and passed,
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendment in subsec-
tion 6, clause 27, inserting after the word * block”
the following words—*‘‘and, where practicable,
shall be separated from the remainder of the run
by one straight line, and at least one-fourth of
the external boundaries shall be coincident with
the original boundaries of the run”—be agreed to.

Question put and passed.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that

the Legislative Council’s amendments in sub-
section 8 of the same clause be disagreed to, as
being consequential upon the amendments pre-
viously disagreed to.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendment in clause
28, omitting the 2nd paragraph of the clause,
be agreed to.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Council’s amendinent, substituting  fifteen”
for ‘“ten” in line 50, clause 28, be disagreed to.

Mr. STEVENSON said surely the hon. gentle-
man was going to give them some reason for his
proposal to disagree to that amendment. When
addressing his constituents the hon. gentleman
had advocated that pastoral leases should be for
a term of as long as fifty years, and now he was
objecting to a lease for fifteen years. They had
heard a great deal about security of tenure under
those leaseholds; but he (Mr. Stevenson) did not
believe that the clause would give squatters
security of tenure, for in his opinion the land
would be taken from them when it was wanted.
At any rate, he thought the Minister for Lands
should give the Committee some reason for
disagreeing to the amendment made in that clause
by the Legislative Council.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said when
the terms originally proposed in the Bill were
submitted to the House, it was not done without
very serious consideration. The conclusion
arrived at by the Government was that leases of
ten and fifteen years in the settled and unsettled
districts respectively was a fair thing to offer,
and they certainly saw no reason why they
should accept the amendments which had been
made increasing the term by five years in each
case, If it had been thought desirable to make
thelength of the leases fifteen and twenty years,
it would have been done in the first instance.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the amendment substituting ‘‘twenty” for
“fifteen,” in the Hlst line of the same clause, be
disagreed to.

Mr, DONALDSON said when that clause
was before the Committee on a previous occasion
the Government stated that they had very
little objection to the substitution of the word
“twenty” for ‘‘fifteen.” There was certainly
no division taken on the question, although he
proposed that the tenure should be twenty years.
e had been absent from town for some time,
but he had been informed that the representative
of the Government in another place said he had
no objection to the term being extended to
twenty years.

The PREMIER: He had no objection to an

- amendment in another part of the clause,

Mr. DONALDSON said he might be wrong,
but he was informed that the Postmaster-
General said he had no objection to the amend-
ment, and he would like to know whether that
was the opinion of the Government or whether
the hon. gentleman was acting on his own
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responsibility. He (Mr. Donaldson) wished to
impress upon hon. members that practically one-
half of the runs would be resumed, and therefore
twenty years was not too long a tenure. Con-
sidering the hard times the squatting industry
was now going through, and considering the
large amount of land the lessees would have
to give up, and the increased rental they would
have to pay, he did not think it was asking
too much to extend the term from fifteen to
twenty years.

The PREMIER said the hon. member forgot
that the proposition then made to the Committee
to increase the tenure was accompanied by a pro-
posal that one-fourth of the run should be given
up by the lessee at once, and another fourth at the
end of five years, That was o very different
proposition altogether to the one contained in
the amendment, which would give the lessee in
many cases an absolute tenure for three-fourths
of his run for twenty years. Such a tenure had
never before been given anywhere in Australia,
It was quite clear that the amendment was an
extraordinary interference with the revenue of
the colony.

Mr. DONALDSON : I do not think so.

The PREMIER said it was quite clear that
it was an interference with the revenue. That
ground would be sufficient for disagreeing to the
amendment, but they proposed to offer other
reasons. The proposition to give an absolute
tenure for twenty years had never been seriously
made to that Committee, except, as he had
already stated, accompanied by the proposal that
the lessee should give up one-fourth of his run at
once, and another fourth at the end of five years.

Mr. DONALDSON said he pointed out just
now that practically one-half of the runs would
be resumed. The Premier said the tenant would
have a lease for three-fourths of his run, but he
(Mr. Donaldson) would point out that there was
hardly a run in the colony for three-fourths of
which the tenant would receive a lease under
that Bill.

The PREMIER : A lessee in the unsettled
districts can come in and get a lease for three-
fourths straight away.

Mr. DONALDSON said he ventured to state
that there were very few lessees who would be
in that position. By the time the division of
the runs was made, which would probably be two
or three years hence, all the good land would be
taken up, for only the good land would be selected
for settlement ; and that was the reason he said
that practically one-half of the runs would be
resumed. He contended that, considering the
hard times of which they had not yet seen the end,
and the other circumstances he had mentioned,
they ought to extend the tenure as proposed by
the Council. He mentioned that now, because
he had been informed that the Postmaster-
General was in favour of the extension, and he
hoped it would also meet with the approval of
the Government.

Mr. STEVENSON said there was one thing
he wished to point out, and that was that
shortening the period of the lease would have
the effect of preventing people putting up the
same improvements that they would under a
twenty years’ tenure. People did not care about
putting up improvements the benefit of which
they would not be able to enjoy, and the rejec-
tion of the amendment would prevent a great
deal of money from being spent on iinprovements,
while its adoption could do no harm to anyone.

Question put and passed,

On the motion of the MINISTER TFOR
LANDS, the amendment of the Legislative
Council in subsection 1 of clause 28 was dis-
agreed to.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the amendment of the Legislative Council in
subsection 3 of clause 28 be disagreed to.

Mr. BLACK said the hon. member should
give some reason for the motion. When the
Bill was originally introduced the minimum rent
was 20s., and it was reduced to 10s. by the
Assembly, but the Council had increased it to
15s. The hon. gentleman could not say that the
revenue would suffer from that amendment.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
minimum rent was fixed at 10s. by the Assembly
after a considerable amount of discussion, and he
was prepared to admit that the reduced amount
was preferable to 20s. for the reasons given. A
great deal of country now -occupied would be
thrown out of use if the minimum were
fixed at 20s., and he believed that 10s. was
the correct amount to fix as the minimum,
The increase of 5s. by the Council defeated the
object for which the change was made in the
Assembly, and he denied theright of the Council
to interfere in the matter,

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Committee disagreed to the amend-
ments in subsection 4 of clause 28 ; agreed to
the amendments in clause (d) of subsection 5
of the same clause; disagreed to the amend-
ment in clause (¢) of the same subsection;
disagreed to the proposed clause (f) of the same
subsection ; and agreed to the amendment in
subsection 7 of the same clause.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Committee agreed to the amend-
ments of the Legislative Council in clause 34.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Committee agreed to the amend-
ments of the Legislative Council in clause 37.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendment in clause
43 be disagreed to. There had been a very con-
siderable discussion on that clause when it was
going through, and it was ultimately decided
that the maximum area of an agricultural farm
should be 960 acres. It was not necessary fo
recapitulate all the arguments previously used in
favour of that; but he must repeat what was over
and over again asserted by members of the Gov-
ernment, that 960 acres was quite large enough
an area for agricultural purposes. The proposal
to allow larger areas would simply lock up
suitable agricultural land from its proper use
for an indefinite time. They knew that those
who took up 640-acre areas could not utilise all
their land for a number of years, and it was
thought that 960 acres was a sufficient area for
anyone who intended to use the land for bond
fide agricultural purposes. He saw no reason
why there should be any change.

The Hox. Siz T. McILWRAITH said the
matter had been sufficiently discussed ; but he
would make the remark that although the Oppo-
sition were allowing the amendments to go, it
was not because they agreed with the action of
the Government, but because it was quite hope-
less to endeavour to assert contrary opinions.
He agreed with the amendment that had been
made, and if he saw the slightest chance of sup
port from the other side he would divide
Committee upon the question,

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the MINISTER
LANDS, the amendment in the Ist ar
in clause 51 was agreed to.

On_the motion of the MINISTER
LANDS, the amendment in the 2nd
graph in the same clause was disagreed to.
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The MINISTER FOR LANDS, in moving
that the Legislative Council’s amendment in
clause h2be disagreed to, said there was very con-
siderable discussion on the clause when it was
before the House, and a very determined expres-
sion of opinion as to the inadvisableness of allow-
ing licensesto be transferable. He thought there
could be no question whatever that it was so.
There was the very greatest possible objection
to making the licenses transferable, especially
in the cases of drawing lots, or in fact in
the event of the auction system being adopted.
Men would have too great an opportunity of
blackmailing, for those who desired to get
possession of a particular lot could get a
hundred applications in against one of other
people. It would give the man who was able to
pay for dummies an immense advantage over
those who were not in that position. In fact
there would be a general scramble to obtain land,
and nobody would be secure. Besides that, the
proposed amendment would facilitate fraud.

Question put and passed.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the amendments in clause (d) of sub-
section 4 of clause 56 were agreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the amendments in clause (f) of the
same subsection were disagreed to.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendment in clause 57
be amended, by omitting ‘‘whose total holding
in the colony exceeds ” and inserting ““of a hold:
ing exceeding.”

The Hox, Siz T. McILWRAITH asked
what was the reason for the amendment?

The PREMIER said that the provisions of
the Bill were that a pastoral lessee would not
be allowed to take up an area—

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH : It was
simply a verbal amendment.

The PREMIER: No; it was not. A pastoral
lessee was not to be allowed to take up a grazing
farm in the same distriet. According to the
amendment as it stood, no pastoral lessee whose
total holding in the colony exceeded 10,000 acres
could become the lessee of a grazing farm in
the district in which his holding was situated.
He confessed he did not understand what that
meant. He believed it was intended to apply to
cages of small squatters whose holdings did not
exceed 10,000 acres; and why such a squatter
should not take up a grazing farm of 10,000
acres he did not know, That seemed to be the
intention, but it was not exactly carried out.
If a man had a large station at the Gulf of
Carpentaria, there was no reason why he should
not take up a grazing farm in Moreton.

Question put and passed ; and the Legislative
Council’s amendment, as amended, agreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER F¥FOR
LANDS, the amendments of the Legislative
Council in clause 58 were agreed to with some
verbal amendments, and the amendments in
clauses 59 and 62 were agreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the amendments in clauses 67 and 70
were disagreed to.

On the MINISTER FOR LANDS moving
that the amendment in clause 71, substituting
the word ““five” for ‘‘ten,” be disagreed to—

Mr. PALMER said he thought the Committece
ought to take that amendment into consideration.
The amendment would make the acquisition of
freehold much easier, and he was certain that the
selectors would prefer having the freehold in five
years to havingto wait forten, A great manymore
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people would take up land with a possibility of
making it freehold in five years than would be the
case if the time were ten years., He had under-
stood that the list of printed amendments—the
““bill of the play”’-—was to be carried out fully,
and that was an amendment which he thought,
in the interests of those who were going to take
up land, and who would have to find the money
for it out of the land, might very well be
accepted.

Mr. BLACK said he did not suppose that
it was very much use offering any opposition to
the Government, who seemed to have made up
their minds that they would wipe out all the
amendments of the Council which in any way
affected the principles of the Bill. He looked
upon the amendment in question as a very
important one, and one that the public, if they
were to be considered at all, would be interested
in more than any other. It specially interested
selectors. He entirely endorsed the amendment
of the Council, and thought they should
have reasons why the Minister for Lands
objected to it. He would point out several
anontalies in the Bill in connection with free-
hold tenure. First, they had the residents of
towns and suburbs who were allowed to acquire
any amount of freehold they chose to pay for
without any restrictions. Then they had the
homestead selector, who was allowed to acquire
a freehold of 160 acres on payment of 2s. Gd.
per acre for five years. And then again they
had the conditional selector, who would be
the agricultural selector wunder the Bill,
whose minimum purchasing price was £1 per
acre, and whose annual payment did not go
towards the payment of the purchase money as
in the case of the homestead selector. The con-
ditional selector was compelled to reside person-
ally, not by agent or bailiff, for at least ten years,
upon the land after getting his lease—not his
license, for it was a lease. There were three
classes: the people in the towns, who acquired
freehold immediately ; then there were the home-
stead selectors, who acquired itin five years ; and
then the conditional selectors—who were certainly
as valuable a class to the community as any
who went into the agricultural districts of the
colony and started a new industry, and settled
down upon the country—who were put to the
great disadvantage of not being able to acquire
freehold for ten years. He wished to have some
explanation that could go forth to the colony
from the Minister for Lands of that extraordinary
anomaly in the Bill in connection with freehold.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he was
certain that bond fide occupants of land would
not esteem it an advantage at all to be able to
secure their freehold in five years instead of in
ten. It was intended to prevent those whose
only object was to get their deeds as quickly as
possible, and then convert the land into money
by handing it over to somebody else, that the
term was tixed at ten years. If a man were
a bond fide occupier of land he would be
content to pay his rent from year to year, know-
ing that he could purchase it at the end of ten
years, If the man intended to be a bond fide
holder of land there would be no objection to
let him buy the freehold in a year, but they
could not distinguish between men who wanted
to make use of the land and the men who
wanted to trade with it. The best proof of
bona fides was to keep a man for ten years
before he got his freehold, so that if he did wish
to trade with the land he would have to keep it
for ten years. That was the only object, and
the conditions would not press on any man who
wanted to make use of the land.

Mr. BLACK said he would ask the Minister
for Lands why the residents of towns were not
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put under the same conditions? Why were they
not bound down, and why should they get the
freehold by paying at once, or why should the
homestead selector be able to get the freehold in
five years? The Minister for Lands had not
answered his question. The hon. gentleman
might fancy he could slur over the thing in that
Committee, but the country would take a very
broad view of it, and the Government would find
that the freehold clauses would be those which
would give the greatest dissatisfaction in the Bill.
All the members of the Government were simply
afraid of the town constituencies; they dared not
put their principles in practice where there was
any large population. It was only inthe outside
districts, where the population was scattered,
that they thought they could make that unjust
and unfair experiment.

Mr. ARCHER said that under the clause there
were very few people who would acquire a
freehold In ten years. It said ‘“‘the lessee”
should reside. A man did not become a lessee
till he had a lease, and he did not get his lease
till he had effected his improvements. He was
allowed five years to.make his improvements;
suppose he took those five years, and then got
his lease, he would still have to live on the land
ten years before getting his freehold.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No; five
more.

Mr. ARCHER said, as he understood the
clause, a man was not a lessee till he got his
lease, and he could not get his lease until he had
lived long enough on the land to effect his im-
provements. Did the hon. member mean to say
a man would be a lessee from the time he took
up the land? The clause did not say so.

The PREMIER said the effect of the Council’s
amendment would be that a man could get a
freehold by taking up land, squatting on it for
five years in a bark humpy or a tent, and
fencing it. He would then have been a lessee for
five years ; he would have resided on the land
five years, and he would have fenced in the land

Mr. BLACK asked if anyone who understood
the agricultural settlement of the colony supposed
that men could be found to go and squatin a
bark humpy for five years for the sake of
acquiring the freehold?

The PREMIER : Yes; plenty of them. Do
not you know the way dummying is done?

Mr. BLACK said he knew the way dummy-
ing was doue. He could see that there would be
more dummying under that Bill than under any
previous one; but he did not consider that
legislation should be merely to look after dis-
honest men. He thought honest men should be
protected.

The PREMIER : XKeep an eye on both of
them.

Mr. BLACK said he considered the Council’s
amendinent was a decided improvement, bad as
the whole of the freehold clavse was. Men did
not go and squat five yearsin a bark humpy
merely for the sake of acquiring freehold.

The PREMIER said that what dummying had
heen done under the existing homestead clauses
had been on that principle, and the condition
proposed to be inserted by the Legislative
Council would make the homestead clauses in
the Bill liable to the same abuse.

The Hoy. St T, McILWRAITH said that
when the Bill was passing through that House
the Government were challenged often enough
to show where dummying had taken place under
the homestead clauses, and they consistently
failed to do so. If dummying did take place
ynder those clauses, why did the Government
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reinstate them at all? The reason was pretty
plain; they were frightened of their position.
1t was a mistake to insist upon ten years’ resi-
dence before a man could acquire a freehold.
Three years was perhaps too little, but it was a
long jump from three to ten, and the other
restrictions were so severe that they would
hinc}tler bond fide men from settling on the land
at all.

The How. J. M. MACROSSAN said it was a
most unjust thing for the Premier to state that a
large amount of dummying had been done under
the homestead clauses. The (tovernment had
been challenged to prove it; and the only proof
they attempted was a report by Mr. Hume, who
had had charge of the Darling Downs as land
commissioner, which report, when it came to be
read, was shown to have been misrepresented by
the Minister for Lands. The hon. gentleman

said a great deal of dummying had been
done, and therefore they must surround
honest men with restrictions to prevent

dishonest men from taking the land. Did
he not know he was placing himself and his
Government in the same position as that occu-
pied by the most despotic governments in
Europe, and using the same arguments for
effacing the rights of the people? Those Gov-
ernments said, ‘‘ There are a number of revolu-
tionists in the community, and we must surround
the non-revolutionists and honest men with such
restrictions that they can scarcely live, for
the purpose of keeping down revolution.”
The same argmments were used by the Cuzar
of Russia and the most despotic govern-
ments for their system of government. The
hon. gentleman effaced the liberty of going
on the land, so that he might protect the land
from a few dummies— only a few dummies—be-
cause at the utmost dummying lately had been
very small indeed. There was a time when
dummying was carried on, principally on the
Darling Downs, but people had now found out
better the value of land and the dummying days
were passed. Yet, because dumimying had been
carried on in the early days on the Darling Downs,
the colony had suffered ever since in ifs land
legislation.

The PREMIER said that of course the hon.
gentleman was acute enough tosee that his argu-
ment applied to all restrictive legislation. If
people were all good, there weuld be no necessity
for restrictive laws at all. Why should they

have any laws regulating the sale of liquor ?—

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN : Forrevenue.

The PREMIER : Or for the regulation of
Polynesian labour? Simply because if such
restrictions did not exist some people might
abuse their liberty. If all men were good, they
could entrust to them the sale of liquor in any
quantity without doing any harm, and allow the
use of any kind of labour all day and all night.
Honest men would not abuse those powers ; but
there were men in the community who would
abuse liberty, and so law was necessary. The
hon. member’s argument struck- at all law,
but where the line was to be drawn was in each
case & question of expediency.

The Hon, Sz T. McILWRAITH said that
if the hon. member would address himself to the
clause, instead of those subtle legal quibbles, he
would help them to get through the Bill. Under
the clause a man might be a lessee and live on
his holding for thirty years, and still not be
entitled to get the freehold.

The PREMIER : How is that?

The Hox. Stz T. McILWRAITH : How was
that ? Under the clause as it stood, for ten years
preceding his application he mmst have had a



1832 Crown Lands Bill,

personal residence. He might be there for eight
years, and then some business might compel him
to employ a bailiff during the rest of the time,
and he would have to commence a whole ten
years’ term again after that. The ten years must
be actual bond fide residence, and if he broke it
by six months or twelve months, under that clause
it was perfectly impossible that he could get a
freehold at all,

Mr. PALMER was understood to say that
the more he saw of it the more he was con-
vinced that the Premier was the father of the
Bill. He was quite surprised that the repre-
sentatives of the selectors did not stand up for
their rights, for he was quite certain that the
selectors of the country would not approve of
it when they came to find out that they were
hampered so by the clause.

The Hown, J. M. MACROSSAN said he
recollected, in 1874, when a Bill was intro-
duced into that House by Mr. T. B.
Stephens, the hon. Premier—who then sat on
the same side of the House with the Govern-
ment—did his best to destroy the Government,
because he did not believe in the clause which
compelled personal residence, And the hon,
gentleman went across to that (the Opposition)
side of the House, and enlisted the sympathies
of hon, members to get the clause defeated.

The PREMIER : I never did.

The How. J. M. MACROSSAN said he did,
because when the hon. gentleman had carried his
point the Governmenthad to propose an adjourn-
ment of the House to consider their position.
Now the hon. gentleman had gone round quite
in the other direction. He remembered the
eloquent appeals which the hon. gentleman used
to make on the front Opposition bench to the
members there, and to the Liberal members on the
other side of the House, to alter the clause in
the direction he wanted. And he did get it
altered.

The PREMIER said that the hon. gentleman’s
recollection was so inaccurate that he must cor-
rect him. It sounded very well, but he recol-
lected the circumstance distinctly. When he
supported the Liberal Government he never
swerved from his own side of the House, and it
was from there that he spoke. He never spoke
except across the floor, and the hon. gentleman
sat at that time behind him. Now, the propo-
sition then was, that a man must live on his
selection the whole ten years or forfeit it ; which
was a very different proposition from that in the
present Bill, under which a man might go away
and sell it, or do exactly what he liked with it.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said it never
becane his own.

The PREMIER said it became his own when
he lived on it ten years. He admitted that on
the former occasion he had carried his amend-
ment, though it did not in the slightest degree
endanger the Government. He had always
been loyal to his party. The hon. gentleman
said that when his amendment had been carried
the Government had taken time to consider
their position. But the amendment had been
carried at half-past 10 o’clock, and the ques-
tion arose whether they should adjourn. Mr.
Macalister was chaffed across the floor of the
House and told he had better resign. The
Government had been in no danger ; it was only
a little chaff.

The Hon, J. M. MACROSSAN said he must
correct the hon. gentleman when he said his
memory was inaccurate, if the hon. gentleman
denied that he had come across to that side of
the House and spoke from it,

The PREMTIER said he never did such a
thing in his life,
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The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said the hon,
gentleman did. He came to that side of the
House when he thought he had not influence
enough to speak on his own.

The PREMIER : Imagination !

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said his
memory was quite as accurate as that of the
hon. gentleman’s, and he maintained that the
hon, gentleman had carried his amendment with
the help of the gentlemen on that side of the
House—the squatters—and six or seven pseudo-
Liberals.

The PREMIER : On which side did you vote ?

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN said he went
with his party. The hon. gentleman said that
he was loyal to his party; but he was so loyal
that he always turned them out. He (Hon,
J. M. Macrossan) had got the original Bill
in his box, which showed exactly what had
been proposed. The hon. gentleman said it was
residence for ten years or forfeiture. What was
the chief argument? He said, why should the
townsman, the citizen, the successful merchant,
the lawyer, the tradesman, be deprived from
acquiring land simply for the purpose of prevent-
ing dummying. .

The PREMIER said he never did.

The Hown. J. M. MACROSSAN said the hon.
gentleman should read Hansard. The very same
argument applied now.

Question put ; and the Committee divided +-—

Avuxs, 26.

Messrs., Griflith, Miles, Dutton, Dickson, Sheridan,
Rutledge, T. Campbell, Foote, Salkeld, Foxton, Annear
Grimes, Kates, Buckland, White, Mellor, Jordan, Smyth,
Isambert, J. Campbell, Brookes, Macfarlane, Aland,
Midgley, Higson, and Horwitz.

Nors, 8.

The Hon. Sir T, McIlwraith, DMessrs. Archer, Norton,
Macrossan, Chubb, Palmer, Black, and Stevenson,

Question resolved in the affirmative.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s second amendment in
clause 71—to insert the words “‘in open court”
after the word ‘‘commissioner”—be agreed to.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s third amendment in
clause 71—to omit the word ‘“ten” and insert
the word “five”—be disagreed to.

Question put and passed.

The MINTSTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendments in clause
72—substituting “is” for ‘‘ has been,” and insert-
ing the word ‘*sublet” after ‘‘has been”-be
agreed to.

Question put and passed.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS, in moving

that the Legislative Council’samendment omitting
clauses 75 to 79 be disagreed to, said those were
known as the ‘“scrub clauses” of the Bill. Some
people seemed to think that those clauses would
lead to an increase of cattle-stealing by establish-
ing men in the scrubs in the back country. He
could quite understand that if scrub lands far
away from settlement were thrown open for
setilement it would probably here and there
induce a man to take up waterholes and carry on
a system of cattle-stealing. But no man in his
senses would think of dealing with scrub lands
in that way. Secrub lands would be thrown open
for occupation only in certain places—near a
settlement or not far from a railway line—where
no possible mischief of the kind could arise.
The evil spoken of in connection with those
clauses could only occur if scrub lands were
thrown open in large quantities back from
settlement, and back from the railway line ; bhut
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as that was not likely to be done the danger
would not be sufficient to warrant them in
locking up those lands and retaining them in
their present condition. Those lands could only
be utilised by the destruction of the scrub upon
them, and it would be unwise to prohibit people
from doing that because here and there a man
might be induced to settle in a scrub and com-
mence ‘‘ duffing” calves. It seemed a most
absurd plea to raise against the operation of
those clauses. There were lots of scrubs full of
wattle, oak, and other trees which were now
valueless, and were year by year getting
worse ; whereas, if they were at once dealt
with, settlers would, at a very small cost,
be able to convert them into grazing lands.
If the Act was administered in that way none of
the evils that had been referred to were likely to
arise. He could not suppose that those lands
wounld be dealt with in any way other than he
had indicated—certainly not by men who under-
stood the method of dealing with them.

Mr. PALMER said he wanted to call atten-
tion to the fact that the Minister for Lands was
not carrying out the programme properly. The
¢ Dbill of the play” said ““ omit clause 75.”

The PREMIER : You have got hold of the
schedule of amendments by the Council. You
have got the wrong programme.

Mr. PALMER : As the Minister for Lands
was very anxious to put the scrub lands to some
use, he had better try and find out some better
means of doing so than on the leasing principle.
If he made the people who cleared that land a
present of it they would well deserve it.

he idea that any man in the colony would
undertake to clear scrub lands for what he
could make out of them, even if he was given the
freehold, was absurd, and yet, according to the
Bill, he was to live on the land a number of
years, fence and improve it, and then give it
back to the Government. He knew that the
Minister for Lands considered the matter serious,
because he (Mr. Palmer) still saw the junior
member for North Brishane—the “stormy petrel”
ofthe party, who wasalwaysthere in case of danger
—in his place. He was therefore satistied that
there was something dangerous about those
scrub lands. He certainly had fancied that the
common sense of the Minister for Lands would
stand in his stead or come to his rescue in regard
to that particular part of the Bill, and that he
would have been only too glad to get rid of
the responsibility of having those clauses in
it. He really thought he would have been
only too glad of the chance of accepting
the Council’s amendments ; and, according
to the ‘“ bill of the play,” he understood that
he was going to do so, but he now found that he
was going to adhere to them. He could only
say, as he had said before, that if those scrub
lands were made a present to the people who took
them up and turned them to use it would be a good
thing for the country, instead of their being
required to spend money upon them in improve-
ments, and then to return them to the Govern-
ment. It would take £5 and £10 an acre in some
placesto clearthoselands, Itwouldtakemorethan
that in some instances. Forest land would cost
that; and yet after spending that on perhaps
100 or 1,000 acres, the holder was to hand the
land over to the Government. He did not know
where the Minister for Lands had got hisinspira-
tion from, but he was evidently running a wild-
goose chase, if he expected settlement to take
place on serub lands.

Mr. BROOKES said the hon, member who had
just sat down had made as squatting a speech as

e had heard in the House that session. The
hon. gentleman either knew a great deal about
those scrubs or he knew nothing at all.
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Mr, STEVENSON : He would like to have
you there, I expect.

Mr. BROOKES : Everybody in the Committee
knew—it was no use fighting with gloves on—
everybody knew perfectly well that the manner
the Government proposed dealing with those
scrubs was precisely the manner in which they
ought to be dealt with. The hon., member who
had just sat down knew that as well as he did.
He (Mr. Palmer) was only talking in the interest
of his order ; he (Mr. Brookes) was talking in the
interests of his order, and the Committee could
decide between them. It was a plain matter of
fact. Could anybody who had ever been in a
place like the Rosewood Scrub, and had seen
what had been done there, doubt that that was
the best way of dealing with scrub lands?

An Hoxouvraste MemBER: That is the
greatest mistake you could have made.

Mr, STHEVENSON said he thought the
Minister for Lands would have been only too
glad to get rid of that absurdity in the Bill. He
must know that it was perfectly absurd. How
could they expect any man to settle down in the
scrubs of the colony for the purpose of clearing
them within the next few years, or for the next
twenty or thirty years? The only use people
could make of those lands would be for the
purpose of duffing cattle, and then the Bill
would be a duffing Bill as well as a dum-
mying Bill. He could hardly believe that a
man like the Minister for Lands, who had some
practical knowledge about such matters, would
propose such clauses. They were really danger-
ous clauses. Even if the lands were given away
for nothing they would not be made any use of
except for the purpose of cattle-duffing. He
therefore hoped the clauses would be left out.

The PREMIER said he never could see of
what use it would be for a cattle-duffer to
take up a piece of scrub land on the condition
that he had to cut down a tenth or a
fifteenth part of the scrub upon it every year.
It would be no inducement whatever to a cattle-
duffer, but it would be an inducement to an
industrious man. They knew that there were
lots of scrub land between Brisbane and Roma,
to go no further, that used to be valuable pastoral
land, and which were now eaten up by the scrub ;
and if they were to give it away for nothing on
the condition that the scrub would he cut down
it would be a good bargain for the State.
Between Dalby and Roma large fortunes had
been made upon country that was now utterly
useless, being almost entirely eaten up with
serub, and there was no law at present n force
in the colony by which they could reclaim that
land. But they believed, and people competent
to judge believed, that the scheme proposed by
the Bill would be effectual in reclaiming it.
That was the place to begin, where they had
seen the evils—where they saw almost day by
day, at any rate month by month, what was
going on, and how the scrubs were eating up the

.land, It was one of the most distressing sights

in the colony, and it was, at any rate, worth
while to try the experiment for the purpose of
reclaiming the land.

Mr, STEVENSON said whether it was a dis-
tressing sight or not it was absurd to expect that
people would take up scrub land under those con-
ditions, when they could get plenty of land to
work without clearing it of scrub. The clauses
would be perfectly inoperative for the purposes
for which they were intended. They would be
of no use whatever, except for cattle-dufling, and
the Minister for Lands ought to know that.

Question put and passed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Conncil’s amendment, adding
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the words ‘““and imposing penalties not to prevent large areas of land from being practically

exceed, inany case, twenty pounds for any breach
thereof,” be amended by the substitution of
the words “to impose” for the word ‘‘im-
posing”; by the substitution of the word
““exceeding ” for the words ““to exceed ”’; by the
substitution of the word *‘five” for the word
“twenty ”; and by the addition of the following
paragraph to the clause :(—

No such by-laws shall have effect until they have
been approved by the Governorin Couneil and published
in the Gazette. Upon such approval and publication
they shall have the force of law.

Amendments agreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Legislative Council’s amendment
as amended was agreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Committee agreed to the Legis-
lative Council’s amendment in clause 113,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the Legislative Council’s amendment in clause
120, substituting the words ‘“license under Part
IV. of this Act or any holding,” for the words
“lease under this Act,” be amended by the
gubstitution of the words ‘‘lease under this Act”
for the word ““ holding.”

Amendment agreed to.

On_ the motion of the MINISTER IOR
LANDS, the amendment as amended was agreed
to,and the otheramendments made by the Legisla-
tive Councll in the same clause were also agreed
to; and the Council’s amendments in clauses 121
and 139 were disagreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the Legislative Council’s amendments
in clauses 1 and 4 were disagreed to.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the CHAIRMAN left the chair, and
reported that the Committee had disagreed to
some of the Legislative Council’s amendments,
and had agreed to others with amendments,
and had agreed to other amendments made by
the Legislative Council.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS moved that
the report be adopted.

Question put and passed.

The PREMIER moved that the Bill be re-
turned to the Legislative Council with a message
intimating that the Legislative Assembly-—

Disagree to the amendments in clause 1, as being
consequential upon the amendments omitting clauses
75 to 79 of the Bill, to which the Legislative Assembly
disagree.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 4, lines 14 and
39, for the same reason.

Agree to the other amendments in that clanse.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 6—

Because the power conferred upon the Governorin
Council hy the 54th section of the Pastoral leases Act
of 1869, to sell land to lessees to secure permanent
improvements, has been frequently used for other pur-
poses than the securing of improvements, to the great
loss of the colony and hindrance of settlement unpon
the public lands ; and it is consequently highly expedient
that the conditions wunder which this power may he
exercised should be defined ;

Because the Bill entitles every lessee under the
Pastoral Lesses Ac¢t 0f 1869, Lo claiin full compensation for
improvements made by him on his run upon his being
deprived of the use of such improvements, and it is
unjust that he should in addition be permitted to
acquire large quantities of land without competition;

Because the clause, as framed, confers on present
lessees a legal right to purchase the land in every case
in which they could fairiy prefer a claimm to be per-
mitted to do s0;

Because the tenure under the Aet of 1869 is such
that the power of the Governor in Council to sell under
the provisions of the 54th section can be taken away at
any time;

Because for these reasons, and in order to more
effectually promote the settlement of the colony, snd

monopolised by the acquisition of specially valuable
hlocks, the possession whereof would render the adjoin-
ing land unavailable for settlement, it is desirable that
the claims of existing lessees should be equitably dealt
with, and that the power of sale should in future cease
to exist.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 7 asbeing conse-
guential upon those in clause 6.

Agree to the amendment in clause 12.

Agree to the amendments in clanse 14

Agree to the amendinents in clause 17.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 20—

Because the land hoard, as constituted hy the Bill, is
an independent judicial court of appeal appointed to do
justics between the Crown and the subject, and the
allowance of an appeal from such a court to arhitrators
would destroy the authority and usefulness of the court
and introduce utter confusion into the administration
of the law ;

Becaunse many of the functions of the board are such
as conld not be satisfactori;y performed by arbitrators ;

Because it is highly desirable that the rents for
Crown lands should be assessad on a definite and con-
sistent basis, which would be impossible if the rents for
each holding were to be assessed by a different tri-
bunal;

Recause the administration of the law on the basis of
the proposed amendment would become impossible.

The Legislative Assembly have offered these reasons for
disngreeing to the proposed amendments on account of
the great importance of the subject, and of their desire
to point out to the Legislative Council the expediency of
the proposed amendments, but they do not waive their
right to insist upon the further reason—

That the proposed amendments would interfere with
the public revenue:

Which rcason they hope will be sufficient.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 21, as heing
consequential upon those in clause 20.

Agree to the proposed new clause to follow clause 21.

Disagree to the amendments substituting the word
“yine” for “six” in clause 26, line 48 and line 15,
page 8—

Because they would
revenue:

The Legislative Assembly do not deem it necessary to
offer any further reasons, hoping that this reason will
be suflicient.

Agree to the amendment in the same clause omitting
the wordsin lines 4 to 10 of page 8,

Agree to the amendment in clause 27, subsection 6.

Disagree to the amendment in subsection 8 ot that
clause, as heing consequential upon amendment pre-
viously disagreed to.

Agree to the amendment omitting the second para-
graph of clause 28.

Disagree to the amendments substituting ©fifteen”
for “ten” and “twenty” for  fifteen” inthe third para-
graph of that clause—

Because, the tenure conferred by the Bill being a
fixed and ahsolute lease, it is not desirable that the
land should be withheld from the possibility of being
otherwise dealt with for so long a period as that pro-
posed.

The Tegislative Assembly offer this reason without
waiving their right to insist on the further reason—

That it wonld interfere with the public revenne :

Which reason they hope will be sufficient.

Disagree to the amendment in the first subsection of
the same clause—

Because it would interfere with the collection of the
revenune; and

Disagree to the amendment in the third subsection of
the same clause—

Because it would interfere with the public revenue :

The Legislative Assembly do not deem it necessary to
offer any further reasons, hoping that these reasons may
be deemed sufficient.

Disagree to the amendments in subsection 4 of the
same clause, being consequential upon an amendmertt
already disagreed to.

Agree to the amendments in clause (d) of subsection &
of the same clanse.

Disagree to the amendment in clause (¢) of the same
subsection, being consequential upon an amendment
already disagreed to.

Disagree to the proposed clause {f) of the same sub-
section—

Because it would interfere with the public revenue:

The Legislative Assembly do not deem it necessary to
offer any further reasons, hoping that this reason may
he deemed sufficient,

interfere with the public
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Agrze to the amendment in subsection 7 of the same
clanse, hecanse it is in furtherance of the intentions of
the Legislative Assembly.

Agree to the amendments in clause 34.

Agree to the amendments in clause 37.

Disagree to the amendment in clause 43—

Becanse it is considered that 960 acres is a sufficiently
large area of land for an agricultural farm.

Agree to the amendment in the first paragraph of
clause 51.

Disagree to the amendment in the 2nd paragraph of
that clause as being consequential upon the amendinent
disagreed to in clause 43.

Disagree to the amendment in clause 52—

Because the effect of making a license transferable
would be to encourage persons who had no inteution
ot oceupying the land to lodge applications, with the
object, in the event of their being successful in.the
drawing of lots, of selling the right to the selection at a
premium;

Because the proposed change would enable any
person desirous of obtaining a particular selection to
lodge any number of applications in the names of other
bersons, and so secure several chances in the drawing of
lots, with the intention that .the suceesstul applicant
should transter to him ;

Because the proposed amendment would facilitate
fraud.

Agree to the amendments in clause (d) of subsection
4 of clause 56.

Disagree to the amendment in clause (/) of the same
subsection—

Because it would interfere with the public revenue :

The Legislative Assembly do not deem it necessary to
offer any further reason, hoping that this reason will be
deemed sufficient.

Agree to the amendments in eclawse 57, with the
following amendment :—

Omit “whose total holding in the colony exceeds”
and insert “ of a holding exceeding *’:

In which they invite the concurrence of the Legislative
Council.

Agree to the amendments in clause 58, with the fol-
lowing amendments :—

In the amendment in line 40, before “ holding,” insert
“any”;

Tn the amendment in line 43, before *“holding,” insert
«“of the”:

In which they invite the concurrencs of the Legislative
Council.

Agree to the amendments in clause 59.

Agree to the amendments in clause 62.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 67—

Because the system of underleasing unless surrounded
by special safeguards may be made the easy instru-
ment of fraud ; and it is therefore necessary to prohinit
underleasing unless in exceptional cases, which should
be approved by the board.

Disagree to the amendment in the first paragraph of
clanse 70, being consequential on an amendment
already disagreed to.

Disagree to the remaining amendments in that clanse—

Because they would interfere with the public re-
venue :

The Legislative Assembly do not deem it necessary to
offer any further reason, hoping that this reason will be
deemed sufficient.

Disagree to the amendments in clause 71, lines 26
and 28, substituting * five ” for “ten”—

Because they would interfere with the public revenue :

The Legislative Assembly do not deem it ncecessary to
offer any further reason, hoping that this reason will be
deemed sufficient,

Agree to the other amendment in that clause.

Agree tothe amendments in clause 72.

Disagree to theamendments omitting clauses 75 to 79—

Because it is very desirable that the vast tracts of
land in the interior of the colony, covered with dense
scrub, should be utilised, and the scheme proposed by
the Bill is likely to be effectual for that purpose.

Agree to the amendment in eclause 99, with the
following amendments :—

Omit “imposing,” and insert “ to impose’”;

Omit “ to exceed,” and insert “ exceeding” ;

Omit “twenty,” and insert “ five’’ :

Add to clause the following paragraph—

No such by-laws shall have effect until they have
been approved by the Governor in Council and pub-
lished in the Gazeife. Uponsuch approval and publica~
tion they shall have the force of law :

In which they invite the concurrence of the Legislative
Couneil,
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Agree to the amendmment in clanse 113, because it is
in furtherance of the intentions of the Legislative
Assembly.

Agree to the amendments in eclause 120, with the
following amendment in the first amendment—Omit
“holding >’ and substitute “lease under this Act”—in
which they invite the concwrence of the Legislative
Council.

Disagree to the amendment in elause 121, being con-
sequential upon amendments previously disagreed to.

Disagree to the amendment in clause 139, being
consequential upon amendments previously disagreed
to,

Question put and passed.

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER, in moving that this House
donowadjourn, said : The Government propose to
proceed with the Loan Estimates on Monday.
Of course private business will be taken to-
MOTrrow.

The HoN. Sir T. McILWRATITH : In what
form is it proposed to introduce the I.oan
Estimates ? I suppose some Minister will make
a financial statement, and that the Government
will then adjourn the debate so as to allow the
statement to be analysed. That is the usual
course, Is it the course the Government intend
to adopt, and who will make the statemnent ?

The PREMIER : My hon. friend the Colonial
Treasurer will make a short statement.

The Hox. Sir T. McILWRAITH : A short
statement ?

The PREMIER: A short statement. The
hon. gentleman says it is usual to make a state-
ment. I do not know that it has been usual here
or elsewhere to make a long statement under
such circumstances, and I confess I cannot see
where the necessity for an adjournment will be.
I should have said that it is uncertain whether
the Officials in Parliament Bill will stand first
on the paper or not, but of that I shall inform
the House to-morrow.

The Hon. Sir T. McILWRAITH : T think
the Premier is in error when he says that it is
not wsual to make a full statement in intro-
ducing the Lioan Estimates. If the Treasurer
makes a short statement it will be all the same
to me; but if he makes a long one, time will
have o be given for its consideration, especially
if it bear the character of a financial statement—
which I think it ought.

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN : Suppose
the Treasurer does make a kind of financial
statement, and we go on with the Supplementary
Estimates and the remaining Bills on the paper
which the Government intend to pass—they
will probably occupy the greater part of the
evening, and we can then go on with the
Loan Estimates if there is time, leaving
an interval between the statement of the
Treasurer and the debate on the Estimates;
or we can take them on the following day,
as there will be four Government days next
week. That might very well be done, and I
think the suggestion is worthy of consideration.
I think the Treasurer ought to make a full
statement of the condition of the finances of the
colony, and of his expectations from the different
railways.

The PREMIER: He has madé two state-
ments this year already.

The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN : They come
very easy to him.

The PREMIER : The convenience of hon.
members will be consulted as much as possible.

Question put and passed.

The House adjourned at twenty minutes to
11 o’clock,





