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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL.
Tuesday, 16 December, 1884,

Assent to Bills.——Maryborough and Urangan Railway.—
Ofticials in Parliamnent Bill—Bundaberg Gas and
Coke Company (Limited; Bill—Defence Bill—
Suspension of Standing Order 111.—Maryborough
Wharf Branch Railway Ixtension.—Cooktown
Railway Extension.—Passifern Branch  Railway
Fxtension.—Crown Lands Bill—consideration in
connnittee ot Legislative Assembly’s message of date
1Ith Deeember.

The PRESIDENT took the chair at 4 o’clock.

ASSENT TO BILLS.

The PRESIDENT announced that he had
received messages from the Governor, intimating
that His Kxcellency had been pleased to assent,
in the name of Her Majesty, to the fullowmu
Bills :—Pharmacy Bill, Divisional Boards Agri-
cultural Drainage Bill, and Jurors Bill.

MARYBOROUGH AND URANGAN
RAILWAY.

The PRESTDENT announced that he had
received a message from the Tegislative As-
sembly, intimating the agreement of that House
with the amendments of the Legislative Council
in this Bill.

OFFICIALS IN PARLIAMENT BILL.

The PRESIDENT announced that he had
received a message from the Legislative Assembly
transmitting the Bill to the Legislative Council
for their concurrence.

On the motion of the POSTMASTER-
GENERAL (Hon. C. S. Mein), the Bill was
read a first time and ordered to be printed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said: Hon.
gentlemen,—Imove that the second reading of the
Bill stand an Order of the Day for to-morrow,
‘In asking the House to assent to the second
reading bemu made an Order of the Day for
such an eally date, I wish to intimate that if
there is any decided feeling on the part of hon.
gentlemen that an adjournment of the discussion
should take place, of course I shall offer no ob-
jection. But we are getting very near the close
of the session, and it is desirable, especially as it
is a matter that does not affect this House very
materially, that we should get on with the dis-
cussion of the Bill as speedily as possible.

Question put and passed.

BUNDABERG GAS AXND COKE COM-
PANY (LIMITED) BILL.

The PRESIDENT announced that he had
received a message from the Legislative Assem-
bly, transmitting this Bill for the concurrence of
the Legislative Council,

On motion of the Hox. P. MACPHERSON,
the Bill was read a first time, and the second
reading made an Order of the Day for to-morrow.

DEFENCE BILL.

The PRESIDENT : I have also received the
following message——

[The President here resumed his seat, the
Hon. W. H. Walsh being engaged in conversa-
tion with the Clerk of the House.]

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: Order!

The PRESIDENT : I am getting accustomed
to these interruptions.

“MR. PRESIDENT,

“The Legislative Asseimbly having had under con-
sideration the Legislative Conueil's amendments in the
Defunee Bill, heg to intimate that they—

“Agree to the ILegislative Couneil’s amendment in
elause 52, with the following amendiment, viz. :—After
the word *shall’ in the 10th line of page 11, insert
while actually scrving therein’:
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< Inwhich amendment the Legislative Assembly invite
the concurrence of the Legislative Council

“ And agree to the other amendments in the Bill.

“The Legislative Assembly do not insist oun vheir pri-
vileges in respect to certain amenduients in the Legisla-

tive Council with regard to the office of senior naval .

officer, such amendments being in furtherance ot the
intentions of the Legislative Asseinbly.
“WiLriax H. Grooar,
“ Speaker.
“ Legislative Assembly Chamber,
“ Brisbane, 15th December, 1884.”

On the motion of the POSTMASTER-
GENERAL, the consideration of the Legisla-
tive Assembly’s message was made an Order of
the Day for to-morrow.

The PRESIDENT: Mr. Radford,—If you join
in conversation when I am reading a message
again, I shall have to take some action with
regard to you. You must attend to the President
and to the business of the House. I insist upon
it.

The Hox. W, H. WALSH: I cannot help
thinking that the conduct of the President is
very dogmatic, if not offensive, I have always
understood that the President was to occupy
that chair with the special object of keeping
order, not to object to the clerks—the unfor-
tunate clerks who cannot defend themselves—in
the way we have just listened to. The dignity
of the House requires, at any rate, that we should
expect from the President, no less than from the
clerks of this Chamber, that they should do
their duty in dignified and proper form, I object
to Mr. Radford, the Clerk of the Council, being
lectured because I, apparently, have committed
some offence. Mr. Radford is not at all to
blame. It is not a courageous act at all to
attack him in this way. I am the object of the
disorder if there was one; and I certainly think
I know what is my position in this Chamber. I
have had as much experience as anybody here.
I know what is due to this Chamber, and I
know what is due to the dignity—if the Presi-
dent himself does not know it—of the Chair. I
do object to even the most menial officer of this
House being attacked in that way. Certainly,
the Clerk was no more to blame than that chair
in front of me was. Really we have to look out-
side this Chamber as well as in it to see that a
reign of terror has arrived. I protest against
this Chamber being interrupted in its business by
such acts of exacerbation—an unnecessary one—
on the part of any officer of this House, including
the President.

The PRESIDENT : What is the question ?

The Honx. W, H. WALSH : I beg to give
notice that to-morrow I will ask the Postmaster-
General—

Are the Government aware that the Governments
of New South Wales and Victoria have agreed to lower
the rate of telegraph charges betwecn their two colonies
by 50 per cent. from the Ist January next? Do the
Government propose to make similar arrangements
between this colony and those southern ones*® If so, to
what extent have negotiations between the respective
colonies been carried on ?

The PRESIDENT : With respect to the re-
marks of the Hon. Mr. Walsh, he was exceed-
ingly out of order. There was no question hefore
the House whatever, and mno question being
moved. I say it is utterly useless me calling the
hon. member to order. He systematically inter-
rupts me. I had to request his silence the other
evening when I was reading a long message from
the Lower House. I cannot keep him in order,
but I shall take very good care that the officers
of this House are kept in order and behave
themselves. They shall not enter into conver-
sation while I am reading messages from the
other House.

The Hox. W. H. WALSH : Hear, hear!

[COUNCIL.] Suspension of Standing Order 111,

SUSPENSION OF STANDING ORDER 111,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said : T beg
to move—

That so much of the 111th Standing Order as provides

that “ resolutions calling for the sanction of Parliament
to the construction of railways and approval of plans,
sections, and books of reference shall lie on the table
for a period of one week ” hefore being referrcd to &
select committee, be suspended during the remainder
of the session.
A similar motion has been previously made ab
the end of a session, and T find it necessary to
table this, because two or three, if not more,
proposals for the construction of railways have
been sent up from the Legislative Assembly, and
as the sesslon is very near its close, practically
we would not be able to deal with them in pur-
suance of the strict terms of the Standing Order,
which requires that the plans and specifications
shall lie upon the table for a week before being
referred to a select committee. As a rule, there
is very little room for examination until the
matters are referred to a select comnmittee, and
as long as we inquire into them before a commit-
tee, I think we may be satistied that, practically,
the requirements of the Standing Order have
been carried out.

The Hox. W, 1J. BOX : Hon. gentlemen,—If
will be in the recollection of hon. members that
this House, after a very strong effort, established
this Standing Order, which is well known to the
hon. the Postmaster-General and the Parliament
of Queensland ; and it seems to me that session
after session the value of that Standing Order is
reduced. This has been a long session; the
probabilities are that Parliament will be calied
together soon again, and I think the House is
unwise in diminishing the time within which these
motions for the construction of railways should
be before it and before the country. I think
it is a most valuable Standing Order—one
that gives the House and the country an oppor-
tunity of comsidering the resolutions of the
Legislative Assembly with regard to railway
construction. Session after session the power of
this Standing Order has been taken away from
the House and the country by similar motions to
the one now moved by the hon. the Postmaster-
General. I have always objected fo it, and T
object to this motion, which will have the
effect . of hurrying these resolutions through
the House somewhat sooner than they would
in the ordinary course of business. The
House has been in session a long long time, and
if these railways bad come on in the natural
course they would not have been sufficiently
forward to have been submitted to Parliament
at all. T do not see that the country will suffer
very much if they were passed over until another
session, and we could then follow out the pro-
visions of the 111th Standing Order. I do not
know whether I shall be supported, but we had
a great deal of trouble to get this Standing
Order passed. I am sorry to see, session after
session, the power taken away from it by motions
of this kind.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR: Hon.
gentlemen,—There is no doubt that what the
Hon, Mr. Boxsaysiscorrect, and the Government
should bring matters of this kind on earlier in the
session. At the same time there is one railway
T can answer for as being a necessary line.
Whether the others are the same I do not know,
but I trust the hon. the Postmaster-General does
not intend to bring forward any other railways
of which we do not know, because if the Stand-
ing Order in question is suspended during the
session we may have any number of railways
brought before us. We can now see what is
hefore us and what we are doing ; and I think
we ought to have a pledge from the hon. the
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Postmaster-General that he will not bring for-
ward any other railways this session. It is, of
course, near the end of the session, when it is
sometimes necessary to do what we do not quite
like to do in order to facilitate business. T

tlularefore ask the Postmaster-General if he
will——
The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : I will

speak in reply. As a matter of fact the rail-
ways that will be brought before the House are
railways in vespect of which this House has
practically expressed its approval already. The
plans of every one of those railways have practi-
cally been confirmed by this House some sessions
ago, and it is only extensions of the lines already
in existence that the House is asked to approve
of. When this Standing Order was introduced
it was really for the purpese of investigating
new railways—-not for extensions of existing
lines. Here have the plans been on the table
since Friday last, and no hon. member has
had the curiosity to open them. I do
not Lknow that the Hon. Mr. Box has
on any occasion, except possibly in regard to
the Crow’s Nest Railway, made any inquiries
whatever ; and the whole of these railways have
yet to go before select committees, who will
report upon them in terms of the Standing
Order. All T am asking the House to do is
to postpone so much of the Standing Orders
as requires that these plans shall be idle,
mninquired into, unopened for one week. 1 do
not think there is anything unreasonable in
that proposition. In reply to the Hon. Mr.
Murray-Prior, T may say that 1 shall ask the
House to allow me to bring forward and deal
with in the same way another railway which I
believe will be sent from the Legislative As-
sembly to-day. If the Select Committee are of
opinion that there is not sufficient information
upon which to recommend the construction of
the line, it can stand over till next session ; but
if it is desirable in the interests of the publicthat
the line should be made, there should be no un-
necessary delay. :

The Hox. W. H. WALSH : Hon. gentlemnen,—
T hardly think the Postmaster-General was
correct in saying that when we voted previous
railways in previous sessions we committed our-
selves to these railways. If so, what necessity is
there for being called upon now to sanction them
and allow them to be put before select com-
mittees in a most hurried manner? I protest
against the idea that because [ unwittingly or
ignorantly sanctioned the construction of fifteen
or twenty miles at agiven cost, I am therefore com-
mitted to carrying on that railway ad infinitum
according to the wishes of the Government., We
know very well that the most disastrous railway,
as far as cost and revenue are concerned, was
initiated by the late Government—the line from
Highfields—and some of us warned the Govern-
nment of the day that it would end in disaster to
the Government.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : Not a soul
spoke against it.

The Hon. W. H. WALSH : If there was not
a soul spoke against it, there was one soul that
thought against it and against the iniquity and
bribery involved in such a railway ; and I strongly
suspect that if I were in my place I spoke
strongly against the line, for I seldom hide my
feelings when I see outrages of that sort being
perpetrated. I am not surprised to see the Hon.
Mr. Taylor absent himself at this particular
moment.

The Hox. J. TAYLOR : T am here.

The How, W, H. WALSH: T am glad the
hon, gentleman is here, and T trust that T have
awakened some little conscience in him, We
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are now told, after seeing the disastrous result
of the construction of that line, that it is
necessary to extend it to make it pay. It
is to go to Crow’s Nest now. I protest against
the doctrine that, because we have begun a rail-
way and constructed a few miles, we are there-
fore committed to an extension. I see nothing
at all to prevent the Government of the day
bringing forward their railway policy at the
beginning instead of at the end of the session ;
but the policy of every Government seems to be
to hide it as long as they possibly can from the
people, and then hurry it through Parliament at
the fag-end of the session. Kach railway isabid for
the votes of members in the other Chamber, and
that is the reason for the course generally adopted.
Now we are asked to suspend our Standing
Order, which means to suspend our judgment and
our investigations so that the Government may
bring the session to a close. I object, as I said
before, to the doctrine laid down by the Post-
master-General. It is not new; hence, I
suppose, we shall have to agree to it this
session ; but if we carried out the Standing
Order in its integrity, no Government would
dare to introduce at the fag-end of the session
these important railway schemes, involving the
expenditure of probably a million of money—
involving an enormous expenditure, because
though the first expenses may be under a quarter
of a million, we shall be told next session, or the
session after next, that we must carry these
railways on because we committed ourselves to
them in the year 1854, The Postmaster-General
will cairy his resolution, and we are in such an
unfortunate position that the best thing we can
do is to avail ourselves of the small opportunity
we have and try to prevent too much wrong
being done. I shall not oppose the motion, but
I strongly oppose the principle.

The Hon. ¥. H. HART: Hon. gentlemen,—
I recollect when the 111th Standing Order was
passed, that it was introduced because the
Council was indignant at the way in which
measures were forced through at the end of the
session, and if we suspend them without better
reasons than those given by the Postmaster-
General we shall be stultifying ourselves. I
know very little about the railways on the paper,
but the Postmaster-General was wrong in twit-
ting the Hon. Mr. Box for not having taken the
trouble to examine the plans and sections which
have been lying on the table since Friday. I
have not examined them either, and I have no
hesitation in saying why I have not done so.
Simply because I knew that they had to go before
a select committee, and I wished to get the
report of the committee, who, I think, are
better judges than myself whether it is desirable
or not to construct the railways. But I do not
see why these matters should not be brought
forward earlier in the session. T have no wish
to hamper the Postmaster-General, but I would
suggest that he might enumerate the measures
he thinks he is likely to bring forward as abso-
lutely necessary to be passed. I am very much
opposed to interfering with the Standing Orders
unless it is absolutely necessary.

The Hox. A. J. THYNNE : Hon. gentle-
men,~—It has occurred to me that the duties and
responsibilities of select committees have not
hitherto been sufficiently appreciated. I have
seen committees examine the Commissioner for
Railways, who has never been on the ground,
and then some officer who has perhaps ridden
over the country once; and on the evidence of
those two gentlemen send in a veport in favour
of the line. 'We have heard a great deal lately
about defective plans, and lines constructed
on bad principles ; but I think that, whatever
responsibility may fall on other people for those
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defects, this House shares that responsibility.
Ttis our duty to refer these lines to a select
committee to examine—amachinery not provided
in another place—and if we neglect to do so in

. as complete and careful a manner as lies in our
power we are responsible for any loss the country
sustains through our neglect.

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY : Hon. gentle-
men,—I think the difficulty would be overcome
if the Postmaster-General were to amend his
motion by stating the specific railways he wishes
to bring forward, because then there would be
no doubt as to the matters for which the Order
was to be suspended. At the same time I think
the Government ought to have their measures
with regard to such important matters as rail-
ways laid on the table at a much earlier period of
the session,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : I can only
speak with the permission of the House, and if
hon. members will allow me T will do so.

HoNoUvrRABLE MuMBERS : Hear, hear!

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: I concur

in the remark made by the President
recently, that it would be much more
convenient if hon. members in charge of

motions were informed of hon. members who
desired to speak. The mover of a motion
is supposed to have the right of reply ; but four
hon. gentlemen have spoken since I replied to
the Hon. Mr. Murray-Prior. There are three
motions with regard to railways on the paper,
and those I wish to be dealt with under the
resolution ; there is also another railway before
the Legislative Assembly which deals with a
matter that has practically received the assent of
Parliament already-—the extension of the Sand-
gate line on the way to Gympie as far as
Caboolture. I may remind the Hon. Mr, Hart
that my resolution does nnt do away with the
necessity of referring the lines to a select com-
mittee ; it only suspends that part of the
Standing Order which requires plans to lie onthe
table seven days.
Question put and passed.

MARYBOROUGH WHARF BRANCH
RAILWAY EXTENSION.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL moved—

1. That the plan, section, and hook of reference of
the proposed extension of the Maryhorough Whart
Branch along Kent street, and sidings to sawmills,
Maryborough, as received by nessage fromn the Legisla-
tive Assemhly on the 1ith instant, be referred to a Select
Committee, in pursuance of the 111th Standing Order.

2. That such Committee consist of the following
members, namely:—3Mr. A. C. Gregory, Mr. Wilson, JMr,
Raff, Mr. Walsh, and the Mover.

Question put and passed.

COOKTOWN RAILWAY EXTENSION.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL moved—

1. That the plan, section, and hook of reference ot the
proposed extension ot the Cooktown Railway from 31%
miles to 50 miles, as received by message from the Legis-
lative Assemnbly on the 11th instant, be referred to a
Select Coumunittee, in pursuance of the 111th Standing
Order.

2. That such Committee consist of the following
members, namely :—Mr. A. C. Gregory, Mr. Macpherson,
Mr. Raff, Mr. Walsh, and the Mover.

Question put and passed.

FASSIFERN BRANCH RAILWAY
EXTENSION.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL moved—

1. That the plan, section, and Took of reference of
the proposed extension of the Fass fern Branch of the
Southern and Western Railway from Iurrisville to the
Teviot, 18 miles 1 chain 10 links to 3% miles 64 chains 60
links, as received by message from the Legislative
Assembly on the 11th instant, be referred to a Select
Committee, in pursuance of the 111th Standing Order.

2. That such Committec consist of the following
members, namely :(—Mr. A. C. Gregory, Mr. Macpherson,
MMr. Raft, Mr, 'oote, and the Mover.

Fussifern Railwey Evtension, [COUNCIL]

Crown Lands Bill.

The Hox. W. D. BOX said: Hon, gentle-
men,—1 cannot help congratulating the Govern-
ment on the proposed extension of the Fassifern
Railway to Teviot, for I have had an oppor-
tunity of witnessing the prosperous appearance
of the country. Oftentimes I have had to vote
for or against proposed railways or exten-
sions  without having had an opportunity of
seeing the country; but this country I have
seen, and a more gratifying sight than the
settlers along there T have never seen in Queens-
land. The extension will tend to develop a
valuable portion of the colony, and T am sure
the Select Comnittee will bring up a favourable
report. 1 had to vote on the Crow’s Nest Rail-
way some timeago, butunfortunately I did not sce
the country there till afterwards. 1 told the
Hougse, however,what I thought of theextension. T
shall be ealled upon to vote on the Cooktown Rail-
way; but Idonotknowanything about the country
through which the line will pass. T was willing
to give up my time; but the present Government
will not do for members of this Flouse what they
will do for members of the Assembly—enable
them to travel along the coast at the expense of
the country. The expense by steamer was refused
tome. 1 was willing to give up my time; and
I thought it was not an unreasonable thing to
ask the Government to give mea veturn ticket
by steamer—hecause I am a poor man and it is of
consequence to me—hut I was refused.  So that
of the Cooktown Railway 1 can only speak from
report ; but I can say with regard to the Fassi-
fern extension that a more valuable piece of
country I never passed through.

Question put and passed.

CROWN LANDS BILL — CONSIDERA-
TION IN COMMITTEE OF LEGIS-
LATIVE ASSEMBLY'S MESSAGE OF
DATE 111 DECEMBER.

On the motion of the POSTMASTER-
GENERAL, the President left the chair, and
the House went into Committee to consider the
above message.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
message from the Legislative Assembly involved
a variety of subjects, and he should be very glad
to discuss either the whole matter at once arising
ont of the various subjects, or to deal with each
matter seriatim, He had carefully read through
the amendments, apart from two or three pro-
posals to amend their amendments simply in
verbal points, and he found there were really
fourteen matters in issue between the Legisla-
tive Assembly and that Chamber, com-
mencing with the 1st clause and going right
through to the end of the Bill. He did not
know what the opinion of the Committee was
as to the way in which they should deal with the
amendments, but he was prepared to discuss the
matter either way. A large number of the
Assembly’s objections were raised upon one
ground and that really was one of privilege.
The Legislative Assembly contended that, with
regard to a very comsiderable quantity of the
important amendments made by that Chamber,
they had the right exclusively to deal with
those matters—that they were matters affecting
the revenue of the colony, and over which that
Chamber had no amending power whatever.
They could either reject the Bill in fvto or accept
it 7n toto, and they had no power to deal with the
matter by way of amendment. That was a very
important question, and he was prepared to deal
with it at once, or he was prepared to deal
with it when the first amendment upon which
the question was raised cropped up. The
first objection of the Legislative Assembly
related to their striking out Part V., which pro-
vided for the leasing of scrub lands.  Theve was
no vhjection taken to that on the ground of
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privilege, but he was prepared to deal with the
question of privilege at once, or to deal with the
amendments seriatimn.  Hetook it that it was the
desire of the Chamber to deal with the amend-
ments seriatim.  The first disagreement of the
Legislative Assemnbly was to an amendment in
clause 1, and there were consequential amend-
ments upon that in clauses 75 to 79, both
inclusive, and in clauses 121 and 139, and in
clause 4, lines 14 and 39. "He proposed, therefore,
to bring the matter to an issue at once, that that
Chamber do not insist upon their amendments
in those clauses, The Legislative Assembly’s
objection to their excising the provisions with
regard to leasing scrub lands was contained on
page 135 of their journal, and was to the effect
that—

“ It is very desirable that the vast tracts of land in
1lie interior of the colony, cov red with dense serub,
should be utilised. and the schenie proposed by the sill
is likely to be effectual for that purpose.”

He did not intend to discuss the matter at
any considerable length, as he had admitted
when the subject was before them in com-
mittee on the Bill he could not speak upon
it from any practical experience whatever. A
large number of pastoralists, however, and
many other persons in the colony, were of
opinion that a vast proportion of the scrub lands
of the colony, absolutely umused at the pre-
sent time, could be made use of under provisions
of the character indicated in Part V. of the Bill,
and could be made reproductive to individuals
and through them to the State. He had been
favoured with a printed document intimating the
views of a section of the Commmittee in regard to
the Legislative Assembly’s message, and he ob-
served that it was proposed by those gentlemen
to insist upon the amendments in the clause to
which he had referred on the ground that—

“1It is doubtful whether an extensive destruction
of the acaecia forests niay not decrease the already
deficient rainfall in the interior, while it will cerrainly
decrease the grazing capabilities of the country in
seasons of drought.

* Because more effectunal provision for the experi-

meutal clearing of scrub is made by leases of grazing
farms under conditions less likely to lead to evasions of
the law.”
‘With regard to the first objection, that could be
met at once by the Committee saying that the
provisions should not extend to acacia scrubs.
That was not o _matter of principle at all, but a
watter of detail, and if the Committee were of
opinion that it was desirable not to include acacia
scrubs they could amend Part V. so as to prevent
its including those serubs. He had asked hon,
gentlemen how they wished to take the amend-
ments, and he understood that the desire was to
take them seriatim. That was what he was
doing now, and he was taking the first ob-
jection of the Legislative Assembly, and
embracing in it all the subsequent parts of the
Bill to which it applied. It was much more
convenient to discuss it in that way, and if they
insisted upon the amendments mwade in respect
to the provisions for scrub lands it would be
embodied in one objection. He did not actually
kknow whether brigalow was an acacia, or whether
gidya, mallee, sandalwood, bendee, or oak were
acacias.

An HoxovrasLe: MEVBER : Yes, they ave.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said it was

the first time he ever heard that oak was an
acacia. He believed that wattle was an acacia,
but it was also the first timme he had heard that
cattle were fond of wattle. The second reason
those gentlemen proposed for insisting upon the
amendments was that “ because more effectual
provision for the experimental clearing of serub
is made by leases or grazing farms, under con-
ditions lees likely to lead to evasivns of the law.”

[16 Decemsrz.]
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Well, they proposed, according to the clause re-
lating to scrub land, to give leases for nothing
during a period of five, ten, orfifteen years,accord-
ing to the density of the scrub, subject only to
the condition that during the earlier periods of
the lease the land should be fenced in, while
under the provisions with regard to grazing
farms they insisted that the minimum rent
payable for grazing farms should be 3d. per
acre. Who was going to pay #d. per acre forland
overgrown with scrub ? He thought the objector
or objectors, whoever they were—and he did not
know them at present, though he had a good
idea who they were—had better not  have
given that reason for objecting, because it was
not tenable. No person who had the slightest
particle of common sense would take up scrub
and pay #d. per acre for thirty years for it. The
Bill assumed that it would be finpossible during
the earlier period of the lease, ranging fromn
five to fifteen years according to the den-
sity of the scrub, to make the undertaking a
fairly profitable one; and if there was any force
in the first objection, the second one, he sub-
mitted, could have no application whatever. As
he had said before, he was not competent to
speak from experience about the matter, but he
deferred to the opinion of the representatives of
the people, who had a very decided opinion in-
deed upon the subject, and to the opinion of
pastoralists whe had expressed themselves as
favourable to this clause. Their opinion was in
favour of the experiment being made, and he
said it should be allowed ; and if it worked
badly, then the Legislature could step in and
put an end to it.

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said it would
have becn more convenient if, instead of taking
the consequential clauses in the way they were
taking them, they had taken the important
amendinents in their sequence, and then the
contingent amendments—such as were found in
clause 1, for instance—would be dealt with as a
matter of course, according to the decision
arvived at with respect to the important and
primary amendments themselves. It had been
argued by the Postmaster-General that no one
would take up land with as much as one-third
scrub on it, and pay Hd. per acve for it
but there was very little in the colony which
was proposed to be brought under the operation
of that Bill, especially with respect to the portions
that would be resumed from pastoral leases,
upon which there would not be at least one-third
scrnbj and in taking up an area of 20,000
acres o man could very well afford to take
up the scrub land with it.  The Postmaster-
General’s objection no doubt arose from what he
had admitted himself—his want of practical
knowledge of those scrub lands. Why should
they allow a person to take up a large block of
land, which would he considered as first-class
country in an ordinary pastoral lease, for several
years for nothing? There was another very serious
objection, that if a man took up that country
without paying anything for it he could hold it
at least for twelve months, and as much longer
as he could avoid being inspected by the Crown
lands ranger; so that in most cases it was
perfectly clear that, without paying anything,
they would be enabled to occupy country which,
to a great extent, would be quite as good as was
found on first-class runs. They knew that, when
they allowed people to tender for country with-
out paying anything, tenders came in by
hundreds. He knew of six hundred tenders
that came in for runs in one month, but
as soon as tenderers were informed that they
would be required to make a deposit in proof
of their bonw fides the number dwindled down
to less than 10 vper cent. of the original
number of tenders. Oue reason why such land
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could not be brought under the operation of
the special clause proposed in the Bill was that
under the other parts of the Bill, and especially
under the clause velating to grazing farms, people
could get the same country and the same area,
and could be allowed the conditions of clearing
under a better supevvision, because they
would have to ringbark and clear the scrub
as decided by the commissioner ; and that
they had to pay a certain small amount of
rent which would stand as a sort of guarantee
that it was a Dond #de application for the
country. The amount of it would probably be
just enough to prevent a man who was worth
nothing and had a very indifferent reputation
from taking up a piece of country, feeding over
it, perhaps taking in the cattle of pastoral
lessees near him, because he would be risking
nothing ; he could do that certainly for one
year, possibly for longer—at any rate until
he was found out—and then, when it was
found out that it was in contravention of the
law, he would vanish. He would be a man of no
means, and it would not matter to him what
liecame of the selection. In other cases the
payment of rent, although only #d. per acre,
would be some guarantee of hune fides; so that he
did not see any necessity forthe provision by which
they could get the country upon easier terms than
under grazing lease. (razing leases would cer-
tainly afford abetter guarantee to the Government
and the public that there would be no improper
practices carried on by the lessee, 1'nder those
conditions, he would move that the Council
insist on their amendment in clause 1.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
usual and proper course to adopt when the Com-
mittee proposed to insist upon their amendment
was to pass a resolution affirming that; then
that resolution was reported to the House, and
an address was drawn up in conformity with the
resolution giving reasons for the insistence.
He had moved that the Committee ““do not
insist on their amendment in clause 1,” and the
wmore convenient course would be for the hon,
gentleman to move that the word “mnot” he
omitted from the motion.

The Hox. W, H. WALSH said he would
counsel hon. gentlemen opposite to give no rea-
sons whatever. They were not bouud to give
any reasous at all. The Postmaster-General
wade a proposition, and if hon. members opposite
differed from him all they had to do was to
refuse to accede to it.  That did not entail upon
them the necessity or the duty of giving their
reasons.  Nothing could be more unwise. Their
reasons were sure to he wrong, and probably
their resolution would be right.  He thought the
hon. the Postmaster-General was laying a trap
for that innocent leader of the Opposition, Mr,
(iregory.

The Hox. . C. GREGORY said, in order to
properly conforin to the rules of the House, he
moved that the word ““not™ be omitted from the
motion ; and although it might not be necessary
that he should give the reasons for insisting upon
the amendnient at that moment, he would do so,
in order that the position he took up wonld be
better understood. It was really very doubtful
whether the extensive destruction of those serubs,
which were composed chiefly of various kinds of
acacia, would conduce to the henefit of the
colony.  He helieved that if they were to cnt
down those scimbs extensively it would certainly
reduce the grazing capabilities of the country.
Again, it had often been found convenient for
those holding eveu frechold land nottoclear off the
scrub.  He could refer hon. gentlemen to several
places notably, where, if the scrub had been
olaared offy, the whole stock there this year would
jave been utterly sunjhijated ; but the owneps
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had allowed the scrub to grow up on part of
their frechold land, and the result had been that
their stock did not perish. No doubt in places
where they had enormous quantities of serub,
such as they had in the interior, it might be
cleared off to some extent and do very little
harm, if very little good. But the real difficulty
he saw in regard to the matter was that those
scrub leases would be used for improper purposes
and would not be taken up by bond fide selectors.

The Hox. Sz A, H. PALMER said he would
point out to hon. gentlemen that under the 148th
Standing Order— No. 7 of the Joint Standing
Orders of both Houses—they must give reasons
—written reasons—for not accepting the amend-
ments of the other Chamber.

The Hox. W. H. WATSH said the hon. the Pre-
sident was quite right ; but those were not amend-
ruents of the other Chamber, but amendments of
that House which the Assembly refused to accept.
They had therefore simply to insist upon their
amendments and give no reasons whatever. The
very fact of digressing from the subject in the
extraordinary way in which the Hon. Mr.
Gregory had done, inexpatiating upon the various
kinds of acacia, showed the absurdity of their
going ad infinitnm into offering reasons every
time they differed in their action from the other
Chamber.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
hon. gentleman was quite wrong in his conten-
tion.  The Standing Order provided—

“When either House of the Legislature shall not
agree to an amendment made by the other House in
any Bill, vote, or other resolution, with which its con-
cirrence shall have heen desired, or when either House
shall insist upon any amendnient previously proposed
hy sneh Tlouse, and any communication shall be desired,
then the communication shall be by message, and the
House transmitting such 1nessage shall at the same
time trausimit written reasons for not agreeing to the
amendment proposed hy the other House, or for insist-
mg upon any amendment previously proposed by the
Houselsending sneh nessags."

That was as clear as A B C.

The Hox, W. H. WALSH : It is not as clear
as A BC.

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said he was quite
preparved to conform to the rules of the House in
such matters, and would give his reasons thereon
at a subsequent period, whichever was correct.

The Hox. W. H., WALSH said the Hon. Mr.
Gregory totally misunderstood the reading of the
Standing Order. They were not his reasons that
they were going to send back to the Legisla-
tive Assembly.  The hon. gentleman said he
would send his reasons for refusing to agree to
the proposition of the Legislative Assembly,
but he conld do nothing of the kind. It
was not for the hon. gentleman in each case
to bring forward his reasons and state them as
hiss it was wholly irregular. What ridicule
they would cast upon themselves if they sent
back to the other Chamber u message with a
reason stating that it was the reason of the
Hon. Mr. GGregory, or any other member—him-
self especially, The thing was totally absurd.
What they had to do was, to say whether they
assented to or dissented from the clause or other
matter introduced by the Postmaster-General ;
and then at the end of their proceedings the hon.
gentleman in charge of the Bill might give his
reasons or not, as he thought fit.  The fewer
reasons they gave the wiser they would be.

The Hov, J. ¢. HEUSSLER said there was
not the slightest doubt that they were required
to give reasons : but the Hon. My, Walsh was
quite correct in stating that the reasons were not
to be the reasons of apy particular hon. wember,
. but of the whole louse, That hLad been the
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course always followed hitherto, and on several
Oﬁcasions he had so ruled from the Chairinan’s
chair.

The Hon. Sz A. H. PATLMER said the pre-
ferable mode of conducting the business was for
the Committee to go through the amendments
first, Those they insisted upon they would have
to give reasons for to the other Chamber when
they sent up the message; but those reasons
should be introduced afterwards, aud then the
question put to the House, ‘“that the following
message be nowsent to the Legislative Assembly.”
They then became the reasons of the House. It was
only splitting hairs to argue that the reasons were
those of any particular hon. member, hecause he
supposed that the leader of the Opposition would
draw up the reasons. They must be adopted hy
the House before they could be of any avail.

The Hox, T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said there
was no doubt that what the hon. the President
had stated was the case, and he took it that
the Hon. Mr. Gregory would follow the course
pointed out, which was the usual custom of the
House, The hon. the Postmaster-General had
very properly allowed that he knew nothing about
the scrubs of the colony, personally ; but, after
allowing that, he went on to say that no person
with the =slightest particle of common sense
would take up a grazing avea at {d. per acre,
when he could take up scrub land for nothing.
He took that to be the meaning of the hon. gen-
tleman ; at all events those were his expressions.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: I said no
man of common sense would take up serub lands
and pay $d. per acre for them.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR xaid that
was what he had stated ; but they knew that the
hon, gentleman meant the opposite. It was his
usual way of trying to get out of such dithi-
culties, He thought it would be a very serious
objection, indeed, to allow any person to take
up scrub lands, and have the use of them for
nothing, to commit, perhaps, all manner of de-
predations—in fact, to rear up another sort of
Kelly gang. There was no necessity to go at
length into that reason, because it was gone into
fully on the second reading of the Bill, and he
should not say much more on that point. The
Hon, Mr. Gregory, who had had more experience,
at all events, than the Postmaster-General, in
the utilisation of land, had very sensibly urged
that any person who really wished to make
use of the land could pay #d. per acre for
20,000 acres, having in that area a very large
portion of first-class land, which would be free
from serub.  He would, in fact, get for almost
nothing a very nice little station.  Perhaps the
hon. the Postmaster-Geeneral was not practically
aware that if they attempted to utilise acacia
serub, ringbarking would not be sufficient, because
any person who knew the character of those
scrubs would be aware that when they cut the
acacia down it threw out its roots to a very large
extent, and in a short time the scrub would be
far worse than it was before; in fact, so thick
that a person could hardly cut his way out at all.
He should vote for insisting upon the amend-
ment, because he thought that a great deal of
harm would accrue to the country if they did not
do so; and he also thought that the framers of that
portion of the Bill had no notion, no practical
experience, asto whatthe results were likely to be.
The Postmaster-General allowed that the Bill
was only an experiment.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : Idid not
say that. I said that this part of the Bill was an
experiment.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said he
thought the greater portion of the Bill was an
experiment ; and, if so, he did not see why it
should not he deferred a little while.
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The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said he
would ask hon. gentlemen opposite one question.
Were they in the habit of treating the scrubs on
their runs as available or unavailable country ?

HoxourapLe MEMBERS : Available.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said his ex-
perience with regard to the matter was not by
any means limited, but it was the first time he
ever heard of scribs on runs being classified as
available land. He was confident that they were
always classed as unavailable, and it was for that
reason that they were treated in the Bill as un-
utilisable, and that it was proposed to utilise
them. The Government would take every pre-
caution against scrubs being proclaimed open to
selection in districts where frand was likely to
be perpetrated.

The Hox. J. C. HEUSSLER said he had
some doubts as to the wisdom of clearing away
scrubs, because wherever the destruction of
forests had taken place great calamities had
followed. With regard to the scrub clauses he
had made inquiries of a good many squatters
on the Darling Downs, and they told him
it would be a great boon if the clauses were
left in the Bill. He had also spoken to
the Postmaster-General on the subject, and
that gentleman informed him that only cer-
tain areas of the densest scrub lands were
destined to be leased under the Bill; and that
being the case he saw no objection to retaining
the clawses. He could not speak from his own
personal knowledge of the subject, but he had
got the best information he was able to procure
from practical men.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said
the Hon. Mr. Heussler could not find more
practical men than he saw around him with
regard to scrub lands and bush craft generally.
The Postmaster-General said that scrub was
classified as unavailable. Of course, no person
looking for a run would go into the totally
scrubby places, because his cattle would get into
the scrub and become wild.  No doubt the
existence of scrubs contributed to the rainfall,
and during seasons like those which the colony
had recently passed through they had been the
means of keeping alive sheep and cattle that
would otherwise have died

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said the Post-
master-General would probably be surprised
when he told him that several of the best runs
more than one-third

near Roma contained :
serub, and that was freehold land. Under

the conditions laid down in the Bill, a person
would take up a 20,000-acre scrub farm, for
which he would pay nothing, and even if he did
not comply with the conditions it was not likely
that he would be turned out at the end of the
first vear, and he might occupy the land
another year, Then at the end of two years,
number two would come in and occupy the
land on the same conditions. In faet, the
clauses showed such a complete ignorance of
the actual condition of things that he could not
understand how the Minister for Lands, who
had lived where scrubs existed—he could not
understand how that gentleman could bring in
such a Bill.

The Hon. A. RAFF said that, as the lessee of
a run on the Darling Downs containing a large
area of scrub, he might venture an opinion on
the subject. He believed there were many parts
of those scrubs that could be dealt with under the
clauses both for the benefit of the country and of
the lessee. He did not know any area of 20,000
acres, 13,000 acres, or even 10,000 acres in the
scerubs on the Downs; hut there were areas of
2,000 acres more or less cut up by belts of
brigalow serub that might be leased as pro-
posed. They would be cleared ; and they were
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of no value whatever if not fenced, because
in the scrubs the wallabies increased to such
an enormous extent. It would pay a lessee
to put up a wire fence round a cleared
area of secrub land. He did not think, how-
ever, that any mwian would go to the expense
of clearing large areas of brigalow serubs so as to
affect the rainfall, because it would cost £2 or £3
an acre. And as to the serubs being harbours
for cattle-stealers, that was not the case now ;
and no man would take up serub country now
with the prospect of doing any good with serub
cattle, Ile knew what they were. He had
seen them thirty-eight years ago between Wes-
tern Port and Gippsland, Their owners at-
tempted to get them in; they got “coachers”
and paid wages to men specially adapted for the
work, but they did not get as many cattle as
paid for the rations of the inen, and when they
were got they were not worth the grass they ate.
Men afterwards volunteerved to go out merely for
the sport, to bring them in at so much a head,
if the owners provided the coachers, They were
not new chums, but men who would gallop after
a beast, catch it by the tail, and put a strap
round its head and stick to it. But those were
cattle that had got away from the herds on the
vuns ; whereas the wild cattle now had been wild
for two or three generations, and were not worth
more than the hide even if a man got them.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR asked
whether a lessee could take up a scrub area ?

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said there
was no bar against the lessee taking up such an
area. It was admitted now' that the scrub lands
were very useful ; yet the pastoralists desired to
pay nothing for them. Now they had an oppor-
tunity of taking them up on the condition that
they destroyed the scrub by ringbarking or any
other process. They did not desire to take up
sernb lands themselves ; and they did not desire
to see any other person get hold of them and
utilise them.

The Hon. T. I, MURRAY-PRIOR said that
if the Bill would allow a lessee to take up serub
it might also allow him to take up something
besides, and pay for it.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
fact could not be disguised that the scrub lands
were regarded as unproductive and useless at
present ; and the Government wished them to
be utilised during the occupation of the lessce,
and available for settlement after the scrub had
heen destroyed.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said the
Postmaster-General wished to make out that
hon. gentlemen on his side were only acting for
themselves ; but the fact was that they were
acting more for the good of the country at large
than was the hon. gentleman, The Postmaster-
General ought to state the system on which the
scrub lands would be proclaimed open to selection.

The Hox. J. TAYLOR said he had heard the
Postmaster-General say that the scrub lands
were at present useless, and that the Government
wished to make them useful. Only two or three
hours ago he heard a past Premier, Postmaster-
General, and Minister for Lands and Works,
state that his stock had been saved entirely by
the presence of serubs. He found that his land
would carry more sheep when it included some
serub.

The POSTM ASTER-GENERAL said he was
tired of talking about it, and not all the talking
in the world would convince hon. gentiemen ;
but he saw that they wanted a little enlighten-
ment still. They did not propose to interfere
with the serub on any run whatever. They
simply proposed that where there was vacant
country infested with scrub of that description
and lying idle, the Governor in Council, on the
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recommendation of the board, might proclaim
those scrub lands open to lease, under the pro-
visions of the Bill, That was all; and scrub
lands on runs could not be interfered with in any
way at all by that part of the Bill.

The Hox. W, FORREST said, in reply to the
last remark of the Postmaster-General, he would
read the first of the clauses relating to scrub
lands. It said :—-

“The Governor in Council, on the recommendation
of the board, may by proelamation declare any country
lands which are entively or cxteasively overgrown by
serub of the kinds known as brigalow, gidya mallee,
sandalwood, beudee, oak, and wattle, or any of them, tn
be serub lands for the purposes of this Aet, and there-
upon the same may he dealt with in the inanner pre-
seribed in this part of the Act.”

Would those scrub lands refer to any run ?

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : Certainly
not.

The Hox, W. FORREST said of course they
would. Most of the discussion had gone away
from the main issue altogether. The question
to his mind was whether if they re-inserted those
clanses they would do any good to the country
or not? That question presented itself to him
from several points of view, and the answer to
his mind was that they would do no good, but
a great deal of evil. Tn the first place the
scrubs were necessary in regard to the rainfall,
because if they destroyed those scrubs thev
would reduce the rainfall ; and in the second
place it was the duty of the Legislature to direct
the labour of the country into the best channel.
They had more than 500,000,000 acres— just
think of that !—some of which was unoccapied,
and most of that occupied wagoccupied for grazing
purposes. Yet it was proposed that they should
try todirect the labour of the country, and it was
actually hungering for labour, to taking up land
which, it was admitted, was not worth ‘1. an acre, .
He looked upon that as a gross political biunder,
Their duty was to place the people of the colony
upon those lands of the colony from which they
could get the hest return, and thus put labony
where it could be of most usetothecountry. They
could not hope to have those scrub lands taken
up now, though in 1984 there would, perhaps,
be a good chance of it. The Postmaster-GGeneral
had said that he did not think any man of common
sense would give #d. an acre for those lands.
He would go further than the hon. gentleman
and say that no honest man, whether he had any
sense or not, would attempt to go into the scrub
lands under the conditions laid down in the Bill.
No honest man could live upon those lands if he
did. Under the grazing farm clauses a man
could lease 20,000 acres at 3s. 4d. per acre per
annum or £26 10s., and it was a political blunder
to ask men to take up land which adwmittedly
was nob worth #d. an acre. On those grounds he
distinctly objected to the clauses being retained.

The How. J. C. HEUSSLER said that the
hon. gentleman had really used very feeble argu-
ments, Scrub lands of late years had acquired
a very much better reputation than they used to
have. Many men made very fine farms out of
scrub lands ; and he had no doubt that the areas
that would be set apart under the provisions
of the Bill relating to serub lands would be in
the neighbourhood of populous towns; and he
was sure men would be able to make really good
farms out of them, and use some part of the
land for grazing purposes as well. That was his
humble opinion of the use that might be made
of scrub lands.

The Hov, W, FORREST said the feebleness
of his argument, as it struck the hon. gentle-
man who had last spoken, arose entirely from
his own ignorance. The scrubs already takenup
along the coast, known as vine scrubs, .where
men had settled upon the land, tilled it and
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prospered, had no more parallel with the
scrubs which were clearly defined in the Bill—
and therefore gave no excuse for the ignorance
of the hon. gentleman—there was no more
parallel between those scrubs and the ones to
which the hon. gentleman referred than there
was between the top of a stony mountain and a
rich black-soil plain. A man had no more
chance of earning a living under the conditions
contained in the Bill upon the scrub lands men-
tioned in the Bill than he had of flying—that was
to say to earn an honest living—and the provisions
opened the gate very wide to dishonest men.
He knew a great deal more about those scrubs
than the Hon. Mr. Heussler did, and he knew
many brigalow scrubs in which there were large
waterholes, and a cattle-stealer could not find a
better nest to settle down upon than near one of
those waterholes—he would take care to get a
living somehow. A man who intended to live
honestly would not go there; but dishonest
men would go there, and would have a legal
position, because those scrub clauses would
give him a title to the land, and it would
be very hard indeed to get him out of it.
1t was very hard to get at the cattle-stealer
now when he had no legal position, and it
would be harder still to reach one under the
Bill. There was no doubt that in good seasons,
when there was plenty of water and grass, scrubs
were practically useless, for the simple reason
that it was almost impossible to watch stock in
them ; and it was equally true that in bad
seasons, when it was a question of keeping stock
alive to the last shilling a man possessed, the
scrubs became of great use, and saved the lives
of many sheep and cattle. He knew of a great
many people who had saved numbers of stock by
being m a position to allow them to feed upon
the scrubs.

The Hox. J. C. HEUSSLER said he did not
wish to measure his knowledge with other
people, and he did not care for the arguments:
“1 know this much better than you do,” and
“ T know that much better than you do,” and
“You know nothing about the matter.”
They were very baby-like arguments, and there
was no argument really in them. So far as ignor-
ance went, nobody need be ashamed of ignorance
if he acknowledged that he was ignorant on
a subject. There were a great many people,
however, who were quite as ignorant as others,
and were as blind as bats, though all the time
they thought themselves as wise as owls.
He had travelled a good deal about the Dar-
ling Downs, and he did not speak only of scrub
farms near the coast, but he spoke of such as
might he et with on the Darling Downs,
and those especially about (Goondiwindi and in
that direction, and he could assure hon. gentle-
men that what he said on that subject was un-
varnished truth. He said there was a factious
opposition by hon. gentlemen on the other side
of the question that day. His hon. friend Mr.
Murray-Prior bad sald that there was a good
deal of experience on that side. He (Hon. Mr.
Heussler) never doubted it, but he enly repeated
what he said before, that he received such infoi-
mation from squatters on the Darling Downs
during the last eight days as induced hiin to put
very little value upon the arguments used by the
other side. The Hon. Mr. Raff had used strong
and sound arguments on the subject, and he
valued what that hon. gentleman said more than
the whole lot on the other side.

Question —That the word proposed to he
omitted stand part of the question——put, and
the Committee divided :—

CoxN] T8, &,

The Ilons, C. 8. Mein, W, II. Walsh, J. C. Heussler,
A. Raft, W, Pettigrew, J, ¢, TFoote. J. 8, Turner, and
4. Swaun,
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The Ions. Sir A. II. Palmer, W. Graham, W. Ap_lin,
J. F. McDougall, A. C. Gregory, T. L. Murrav-Prior,
F. IL Hart, W. D. Box J. Taylor, J. C, Smyth, W. Forrgzst,
W. F. Lambert, . Maepherson, A. 1. Wilson. G. King,
and A, J, Thynne.

Question resolved in the negative.

Question, as amended, put and passed.
The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the

next question was that involved in the con-
sideration of what was ecalled the pre-emptive
right clause of the Act of 1869. That matter
had been fully discussed in that Chamber
over and over again, and he should not go
through all the arguments that had been used
by himself and others with regard to the
position taken by the Government upon that
point; but it was desirable that he should
refer briefly to the reasons which the I.egis-
lative Assembly had given for their further
insistence upon the retention of the clanse. In
dealing with those reasons he should briefly refer
to the counterblast which had been issued by
some person or persons, and which he imagined,
from the tenor of it, was intended to be an
answer to the several reasons the Legislative
Assembly had offered. The first reason given by
the Legislative Assembly was—

«“ Because the power conferred upon the Governor in

Council by the 5ith section of the Pastoral I ases of
1869 to seil land to lessees to secure permanent im-
provements has been frequently used for other purposes
than the securing of improvements, to the great loss of
the colony and hindrance of settlement upon the public
lands ; and it is consequently highly expedient that the
eonditions under which this power may be exercised
should be defined.”
Upon his word, after reading that through, he
thought it was hardly necessary to say another
word. It was an undoubted fact, which had
been freely admitted in that House, that in a
very large number of instances pre-emptions
had been allowed to be secured upon which no
improvements whatever—let alone permanent
improvements—had been erected. Indeed, so
strong had been the opinion expressed on that
point, that several hon. gentlemen had got up
and deliberately stated that the securing of im-
provements was no part of the engagement
entered into under the Act of 1869 between the
pastoral tenant and the Crown.

The Hown. J. TAYLOR : Hear, hear !
The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said even

the hon. gentleman who introduced the Bill into
the Legislative Assembly in which those words
occurred had stated that he did not know how
they got into the Act. Notwithstanding the
deliberate utterances of the gentleman in the
other Chamber who endeavoured to have the
clause amended in 1869, that the sole object of
the clause was to enable the pastoral lessees
to secure permanent improvements, the gen-
tleman who introduced the Bill into that
Chamber had deliberately stated that the
question of improvements was not considered by
the Legislature at all. He could not nnderstand
such a statement, which was irreconcilable with
the plain verbiage of the clause of the Act, and
inconsistent altogether with the plan adopted in
the earlier years of the colony in dealing with
those lands after that clause came into operation.
The Hox. J. TAYLOR : No.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : The hon.
gentleman said “No”; but he repeated dis-
tinctly that it was so, and there were members
in the House who could confirm his statement—
that in the vast majority, if not the whole of the
cases where applications were made for pre-
emptions after the Act of 1869 came into opera-
tion, a distinet demand was made upon the
applicant as to the character of his improve.
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ments, and their value; and it was only within
very recent years that such inquiries had not
invariably been made. They had occasionally
been made when the Minister was dealing
with a tenant to whom he was not particularly
friendly. In cases of that kind he had called
upon the pastoral tenant to show the value of
his improvements, and what was their charac-
ter ; but it could not be denied—in fact, it had
been admitted all round—that of late years the
land had been granted without those inquiries
having been made, contrary, as he submitted,
and as any reasonable man must admit, to the
clear intention of the Legislature. Under those
circumstances, the Legislative Assembly pointed
out that, as the country had suffered a loss by
such a course of procedure, it was desirable
that the conditions under which that power
might be exercised should be defined ; and they
had done so by framing the clause in its present
shape. They provided that in all cases where
improvements had been erected to the value of
10s. an acre on the land proposed to he pre-
empted, the Governor in Council could, if appli-
cation was made within six months from the
passing of the Act, sell to the pastoral tenant,
without competition, at the rate mentioned in
clavse 54 of the Act of 1869, 1,280 acres. The
objection urged to that was-—

“That if there has been any improper administration

of the law. it is a matter for excentive reform, and not
legislation.”
‘When they found, forsooth, Ministers of the
Crown year after year deliberately evading or
setting aside the provisions of the statute,
the Legislature was not to step in and
remedy the evil! They knew that for years
past those who had the administration of
the law had not carried it out—for motives that
it was unnecessary to scrutinise; and as such
things had taken place in the past they would
probably take place in the future. Under these
circumstances, seeing that the country had suf-
fered by that course of action, he thought the
Legislative Assembly had done wisely by sub-
mitting that as the reason why the power con-
ferred upon the Governor in Council in that
respect should be withdrawn. The second reason
of the Legislative Assembly 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
heing 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.”

Ashe had said before, the intention of the Legis-
lature in the Act of 1869 was, that the pastoral
tenant should have an opportunity of securing
improvements by buying land in cases where
the Governor in Council thought the country
could not possibly be injured thereby. But
that privilege had been abused — the Gov-
ernment had not acted as honest trustees
for the people, and it was therefore now
proposed, without in the slightest degree
injuring the pastoral tenant, that the peoyple
of the country should be protected. It was
provided that where a pastoral tenant who
had erected improvements was deprived of
them he should be paid for them. Inthe ob-
jection that had been set forth against that con-
tention of the Legislative Assembly it was
stated—

“That the Bill as amended does not entitle lessees
under the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 to claim any com-
pensation for improvements on runs on being deprived
of the use thereof, as the operation of the Bill only
extends to leases issned under its provisions after the
leases under the Pastoral Leases Act of 1859 have been
surrendered and ceased to have effect.”

That was true. Tf the pastoral tenant did not
bring himself under the provisions of the Bill
he would not get compensation under the Bill ;
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but if his run was resumed under the Act of
1869, the 55th and 56th sections of that Act
enabled him to get compensation. He would
not be deprived of his improvements by resump-
tion without being paid for them, whether under
the Act of 1869, if he continued under it, or
under the Bill if it became law, and he brought
bimself under its provisions. What possible
injustice was done in that case? Whatever loss
the pastoral lessee sustained by the action of the
Government would be paid to him by the Gov-
ernment as long as the lease existed. He would
pass by the third objection to the reason of the
Legislative Assembly—

“Because the clause, as framed, confers on present
lessees a legal right to purchase the land in every case
in which they could fuirly prefer a claim to be permitted
to do 80" —
because he had already referred to it in dealing
with the first objection. The answer to that in
the counterblast was to the effect that it did not
confer any right to purchase land. Surely
the hon. gentleman who composed that, or
the combination of gentlemen who framed it,
could not have read the clause carefully ; because
it said that in all cases where the pastoral tenant
could show that he had really erected improve-
ments within the spivit of the 54th section he
should be at liberty to purchase thelandif he ap-
plied for it within six months after the Bill came
into effect. Under the 55th section of the Act
of 1869, the Governor in Council could resume
2,660 acres on his own motion at once, or, if
he required a larger area, or the whole of
the run, he could give six months’ notice to
the pastoral tenant after the expiration of that
period, laying a schedule of the whole or any
portion of the run intended to be resumed on the
table of both Honses of Parliament, and if both
Houses of Parliament did not choose to dissent
from the propoesition, the resumption would take
effect ; in other words, the lease that the lessee
held would terminate, subject to the power con-
ferred by the 55th section, of having the grazing
right over the resumed portion until it was actu-
ally alienated. So that in fact all the Governor in
Council had to do to deprive a lessee of that
privilege—or right, as some hon. gentlemen were
pleased to term it—was to give notice under the
55th section ; and if both Houses did not dissent,
that right, or privilege, or whatever it was, would
cease to exist after the expiration of eight
months. The answer to that in the counter-
blast was simply a negative; that the power
to terminate a current lease by notice did not
confer any power to abrogate any of the other
conditions during its currency. But the statute
distinctly said that the resumption was to take
effect on the expiration of sixty days, and the
whole right and title of the lessee to the land
thereupon ceased to exist. In fact, the person
who had held it was no longer a lessee, but simply
a man in permitted occupation of the land for
grazing purposes until the Governor in Council
required the land for the purposes of alienation.
Then the next and last obhjection of the ILegisla-
tive Assenbly was—

“ Beeause for these reasons, and in order to nore
effectually promote the settlement of the colony, and
prevent large arveas of land fromn being practically mono-
the acquisition of specially valuable bloeks,

of existing lessees should he equitably dealt with, and
that the power of sale shounld in future cease to exist.”

That was simply stating to a great extent what
had been already stated in that Chamber. One
hon. gentleman had candidly admitted that the
object of the pastoral tenants desiring to retain
what they were pleased to term their pre-emptive
rights was, not tosecure improvements, permanent
or otherwise, but to keep out other people hy
selecting and getting the fee-simple of land, the
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acquisition of which would render occupation
by other persons impossible. The intention of
the Legislature which passed the Act of
1869 was to enable the pastoral tenant,
where it suited the Crown as representing the
people, to sell a piece of land, to secure
improvements—not to keep other settlers off.
The proposed answer to this contention of the
Assembly was—

“ Becanse the Iixecutive Government have full power

to refuse to sell any land, the sale of which might in any
way prejudice the public interests, and it is desirabie
that the claims of existing lessees should be equitably
dealt with.”
This answer in the counterblast was refresh-
ing. It was an admission exceedingly gratifying
to him. During the discussion of the Bill in
committee they heard over and over again
that the bHith clause conferred an absolute
right to buy any 2,560 acres the tenant thought
proper, whether improved or not, and whether
the Governmentliked it or not. It wasadmitted
now that the Executive Council had full power
to refuse any land the sale of which might be
prejudicial to the public interests. The position
taken up by the Government was that, if a lessee
had erected improvements, his outlay should be
talkenintoconsideration, and heshould be recouped
any loss when the land on which those improve-
ments were erected. was talken away. Hon gentle-
men opposite further stated that the amendment
only ““protected existing contraects,” but he should
like to know what those existing contracts were.
The statement was quite inconsistent with the
previous statement. All that the pastoral tenant
had under the 5ith section of the Act of 1869,
was the power, privilege, or right, what-
ever it might be, to ask the (overnment
to allow him to buy without competition;
and the Government was at liberty to sell or
not, ag the Governor in Council thought fit,
provided there were permanent improvements of
substantial value on the land. The Bill pro-
posed to deal equitably and justly with the pas-
toral tenant and not to deprive him of anything
without paying its full value. No right was
conferred by the 54th section ; therefore nothing
could be taken away by the repeal of the sec-
tion. The Government simply proposed to pay
for improvements in another way than by allow-
ing the lessee to monopolise land to the detriment
of the country. He therefore moved that the
Council do not insist on their amendments in
clause 6.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said the
Postmaster-General had told the Committee that
ample justice was to be done to anyone who lost
his homestead by any action of the Government;
but he would reply by saying that a contract
had been entered into between the Government
and the lessee, and that the lessee had a pre-
emptive right by the 54th clause of the Act of
1869, Whatever might have been the intention
of the Legislature that passed that clause, subse-
quent action had shown that it was the inten-
tion of succeeding Governments to grant pre-
emptives wherever they were asked for, simply
because they wanted to replenish the Treasury.
The Postmaster-General alsosaid that theland was
too cheap at 10s. an acre ; hut he was of opinion
that the lessees paid very highly for the land they
bought. The sum of 10s. at 10 per cent., which was
alow rate when mostof the lands were purchased,
would double itself at the end of seven years;
and at the end of fourteen years it would amount
to £2; so that actually the lessee had paid what
was now equal to £2 an acre for the land without
improvements, and the Government had reaped
the benefit of the money. Not long ago a highly
improved property below the Range was sold
under 30s. an acre; and if that was the
value now, surely no one cowld say that
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the persons who pre-empted land years
ago did not pay full value for the land.
His great reason for insisting on the amend-
ments was that not only had the purchasers paid
full value for the land, but that it would be
direct repudiation to do away with the pre-
emptive clause. He did not believe that one in
twenty or thirty would exercise the right. It was
merely a bugbear brought forward by the adverse
party when they stated that an enormous number
of applications would he made for pre-emptions.
Then the Postmaster-General spoke of a counter-
blast. If there was a counterblast there must
also have been a blast, so that the hon. gentle-
man might have left that term alone. To cast a
slur on a deliberative assembly was bad in
itself, and the hon. gentleman would have done
much better if he hLad not brought a grave
charge against preceding Governments. How-
ever, he would leave it to others to continue the
discussion. They were not likely to alter onc
another’s opinions, and under the circumstances
he would move that the word “mnot” be
omitted.

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said his conten-
tion was that the 54th clause of the Pastoral
Leases Act of 1869 gave the Governor in Couneil
power to sell land which might contain some
improvement,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL:

nent improveinent.

The Hon. A. C. GREGORY : No doubt it
was intended that it should contain some per-
manent improvement ; and there was no doubt
that in earlier times the Government en-
forced that condition. They gradually became
somewhat lax; but the purchases were so small
that it did not become a question of policy
whether the right should be exercised or not.
Then what was called a Liberal Government
passed an Act called the Railway Reserves Act,
which turned the permissive power held by the
pastoral lessee into an absolute right.  The words
used in that Act would certainly be read by any
layman, whatever view might be taken by
a legal eye, as an absolute right to purchase,
and that almost irrespective of whether there
were permanent improvements or mnot. The
purchases were stimulated by the fact that the
Government wanted money, and they took every
means in their power to compel the lessees to
purchase. The 54th clause gave the Govern-

Perma-

_ ment the power to sell at a certain price or not

to sell at all, the only definite part of the con-
tract being the price, which was fixed at 10s. an
acre. Suppose they concurred in the view
taken by the Government and repealed the
clause—he admitted that then the pastoral lessee
would not be able to purchase land from the
present (Government at 10s. an acre; still

it was quite possible that another (zov-
ernment might say, ‘“We want money
and we are prepared to sell you land.”

‘Whereupon they would go to the Attorney-
(teneral for an opinion as to whether the repeal
of that clause affected the contracts with the
lessees who held their leases before the repeal of
the clause. The reply would most certainly be
that if the 54th clause of the Pastoral Leases Act
was in existence at the time the lease was acquired
by the lessee, it therefore became, as all the rest
of the Act, a part of the existing contract with
the lessee ; and no simple vepeal of that clause
would abrogate that contract as far as concerned
the lease existing prior to its repeal. There was
an ambiguous expression used in the Aects
Shortening Act which no doubt the present
(Government were anxious to take advantage of,
though he doubted whether their view would be
upheld if the matter was properly discussed
and adjudicated upon. He did not believe
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it would be possible for the Legislature to
pass an Act abrogating a contract. They
might pass an Act saying that after this
year a certain thing should be done, but
still parties would be entitled to compensation
under ordinary law for the breach of contract.
What was the effect of the amendment they had
made in clause 67 It would be first that in any
leases whatever which might be issued under the
Pastoral Leases Act after that Bill hecame law
there would not be the shadow of a claim to
any pre-emptive purchase whatsoever, or to
plead that there was a price fixed in the event
of the Government agreeing to sell land to the
holders of those leases. Land would have to
he acquired under totally new conditions, As
regarded existing contracts, they simply «aid the
law should stand as it was, and they would not
give the parties to the contract anything more
or take anything away from them than they had.
It had been stated by the Postmaster-General,
on behalf of the Government, that if they left
that they would give the lessees a very great
power to take a large quantity of land that was
required for other purposes. He said it was
in the hands of the Government, and if they
wers true to thelr position and executed their
functions properly, there would be not the
slightest risk from an excessive amount of land
being alienated from the State that might have
been used for purposes of moare benefit to the
country. In fact, had it not been for the
forced action on the part of the Government, he
did not believe they would have had more
than perhaps a dozen pre-emptive purchases
since the Act had passed. There was no use
in his going on to argue the matter of a moral
right and a legal right, as that part of the ques-
tion had been pretty well worn threadbare. It
was undoubtedly the object of the Postmaster-
General to evade the true question, and go abroad
to deal with the question of a moral right which
had been raised as a collateral discussion in
that Committee. The hon. gentleman carefully
avoided going into the real question at issne--
namely, what was it their amendment really
proposed to do.  As the matter stood he thought
they had far better not waste too many words
upon the subject, but carry out their amend-
nient.

The Hox. W. FORREST said that all hon.
members were agreed that they had better get
the matter over as quickly as possible, He
would not have spoken on the subject at all were
it not that he wished to correct some statements
that had fallen from the hon. Postinaster-
General.  Astute lawyer as that gentleman was,
he knew the value of the legal maxim—¢ When
you have got a had case abuse the other side.”

The POSTMASTER-GENKRAL: That is
not a legal maxim,

The Hon. W, FORREST said the greatest
portion of the hon. gentleman’s speech in this
case was devoted to showing that the pre-emptive
right was abused. He would test that statement
by the hard logic of facts, He had been calcu-
lating it while the hon. gentleman was speaking,
and he found that if the whole of the pre-
emptives in the unsettled districtsthat might have
been taken up had been taken up, there would
have heen about 12,000,000 acres taken up.
What were the facts? It was about fourteen
years since the Act was passed, and only
about 700,000 acres had been taken up, or
about 50,000 acresa year, and the greatest portion
of the land taken up in that way, certainly more
than half, had been granted by the Ministry or
by the party of which the hon. gentleman was
a member ; but of course that party could not
permit any Act to be abused. So much for that.
There was another matter upon which he would
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like to correct the hon. gentleman. The hon. gen-
tleman had repeated a statement he had made
before, and he had corrected him then. He said
that when the pre-emptive right first came into
operation a schedule of improvements and
their values were insisted on. The hon. gentle-
man was right to a certain extent in saying
that when the pre-emyptive right wus first exer-
cised the Government then in power asked for a
schedule of improvements; but he was utterly
wrong when he said that they asked for a valua-
tion. e had taken up many of them himself,
and the Government never asked for any valua-
tion. They simply asked for a schedule of im-
provements. It was necessary to show that
there were some improvements, but he said
again that no valuation was ever asked for. He
took the trouble to get a complete list of the
pre-emptives applied for that came under his
notice, and only in one case was a valuation
asked for, and this was how that arose: On a
certain station there were very valuable improve-
ments at the head-station on one block of country,
while the wonlshed was built on another block
about a mile away. The owners did not want
to take more than 2,560 acres, but they tried
all they possibly conld to be allowed to take
up their pre-emptive in such a manner as to
include the whole of the improvements. The
(rovernment—and he did not know whether
the Hon. Mr, Mein was a member of it or not,
but it was a Government of the party with whom
the hon, gentleman was now associated—refused

. to allow the pre-emptive to be taken up in that

way. Those who knew anything about pre-
emptives knew that they must be taken up on
one block. In the case he referred to it was
pointed out that the lessees wished to secure the
whole of their valuable improvements by taking
a pre-emption partly on one and partly on
another run. The (Government, however, refused
to grant the concemsions asked for, and the
parties were compelled to take up two pre-
emptives, thereby proving what the Hon.
Mpr. Gregory had pointed out—that the Govern-
ment actually compelled people to exercise
those pre-emptives. KFor his own part, he
did not look upon it as a very great privilege,
and he thought it was one that very few
would exercise. In his opposition to the
repeal of the 54th section of the Pastoral Leases
Act, he was animated entirely by a desireto save
the country from the scandal and disgrace of
repudiation,

The Hoy. G. KING said he had on former
occasions given his opinion as to the construction
he had placed upon the 54th clause of the Act
of 1869, He had seen no reason to change
the opinion he had previously expressed with
regard to that clause. He would have been
better pleased if, in paragraph () of clause 6
of the Bill, instead of providing that applica-
tion to purchase should be made within six
months, two or three years had been allowed
to the pastoral tenants in which to apply to
purchase the land and secure their improve-
ments, so that they might have more time to
complete any arrangements they would like to
make to secure them. He was sorry that exten-
sion of time did not exist in the clause, but as it
was, holding the opinion he did of the construe-
tion of the 54th clause of the Act of 1869, he
would vote for the retention of the clause as it
stood.,

The Hox. A, RATF said he had always been
opposed to the repeal of the 5H4th clause
of the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869, because
he believed it conferred a right; but as it
was admitted now by hon. gentlemen on the
other side, and it had Dbeen made plain to
himself, that the lxecutive Government had
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full power to refuse to sell land—when that
was admitted, he did not see that there was
a right, and that he would be justified in voting
against the motion of the Postmaster-General,
It was the strongest argument ever brought
forward against the bH4th section conferring a
right, to say that the Executive Government had
full power to refuse to sell any land the sale of
which might in_any way prejudice the public
interests. Another reason given for insisting
upon the amendment was that it only protected
existing contracts. He did not know what
further length they wished to go than to protect
existing contracts. And when it was admitted
that the clause did that, they need not go any
further. He did not see who was to be benefited
by the omission of it. He did not think they
would be justified in rejecting the clause.

The Hox. A. J. THYNNE said he did not
think it would be necessary for him to have had
anything to say on the subject. The Hon. Mr.
Raffhad put the effect of the Postmaster-General’s
argument so plainly that he thought he was
called upon to make some reply. The Post-
master-General had chosen to put s construction
upon the reasons offered by the Hon. Mr. Gregory
for insisting upon the ainendment—the construe-
tion that it was an admission that the Governor
in_Council had the right to refuse at any time to
sell land.  Anyone who had read the reasons put
forward by the Hon. Mr. Gregory would see
that it was only by very great twisting and
straining of the sense of the paragraph to which
the Postmaster-General had alluded that that
sense could be taken from it. The paragraph
said :—

*“ Because the Exccutive Government have full power

to refuse to sell any land the sale of which might in
any way prejudice the public interests; and it is desir-
able that the claims of existing lessees should be equit-
ably dealt with,””
The plain intention of the clause was that when
a lessee wished to take up a particular piece of
land which the Governor in Council thought
would be more suitable for a township or for some
other public purpose, the Governor in Council
could refuse to allow the lessee to take up that
piece of land ; but he would be at liberty to take
up the same area of land in some other place.
It would not assist the arguments of the Post-
master-General for him to put a strained
construetion upon any words which another hon,
member used in conveying his ideas to the
Committee. Having said so much upon that, he
would like to allude to another part of the
question,  The main reason offered by the
Awsenbly, in support of their disagreement to
the Conneil’s amendment, was—

* Reeause the Bill entitles every lessee under the
Pastoral Leases Act of 1839 to claim full compensation
for Lwprovements made by him on his run upon his
heing 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 eompetition.”
For a long time conditional purchases had been
made, schedules of improvements had been sent
in, and on those schedules of improvements the
pre-emptive purchase had been allowed. The
Government were giving those people who had
already exercised their pre-emptive right the
value for the amount of the schedule of improve-
ments, and they were now giving them a further
claim for compensation for those improvements
wmnder the Rill,

The POSTMASTER-GENKRAL:
nothing of the sort.

The Hon. A. J. THYNNTE said the hon.
gentleman said the Government did nothing of
the sort, but he repeated that they did. Perhaps
the hon. gentleman did not quite understand
what he had said. It bad been admitted that
schednles of Improvements were sent in, and ;

They do
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that those improvements had not always been
upon the land purchased under the pre-emptive
claim.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: I never
admitted that.

The Hox. A. J. THYNNXNE said that, even if
the hon. gentleman had not admitted it, it had
been frequently stated in that House, and it
could be admitted as a fact that such was the
case. Those men had taken up pre-emptive
selections hy virtue of improvements which
spread over a large block of country, and were
not included upon the pre-emptivetakenup. But,
in the present Bill, the Government were now pro-
posing to give those men who had taken advantage
of the pre-emptive clause, and obtained value for
their improvements, theright to compensation for
those improvements again, and were depriving
the men who had for the time being withheld
the exercise of their rights of pre-emption of
any right to the second compensation. That
was not justice, and was not dealing equitably
with all lessees. For that reason he did not
approve of the clause, and he would support the
amendment of the Hon. Mr. Gregory.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said it was
hardly worth while answering the hon. gentleman,
but he would say one or two words., The hon,
gentleman had put words into his mouth which
he never used. Some hon. gentleman might
have made the remark the hon. member referred
to during the course of the discussion, but it
certainly had not attracted his notice that per-
sons were allowed to pre-empt because of im-
provements on other portions of land than the
portions they applied to pre-empt. What did
the very words of the clause say ? ¢ Forthe pur-
pose of securing improvements it shall be lawful
for the Governor in Couneil to sell 2,560 acres.”
If the improveinents were not upon the piece of
land sold, how could they be secured?

The Ho~x. A. J. THYNNE : That is not the

question. I alluded to the practice.
The POSTMASTELR - GENERAL : They
wanted to abolish that nefarious practice. The

provision was distinetly made for the secur-
ing of improvements; and how any person
could get up and coolly say that, under that
section, the Government ought to authorise a
lessee to select any piece of land, because his
improvements were somewhere else, he could not
understand. The Act of 1869 itself enabled a
man to be compensated for any improvements he
had on any resumed land; but if he had con-
verted any portion of his run into a fee, there
was no provision under the Bill for compensating
him for improvements on the land that he had
made freehold. It only dealt with land in the
occupation of the lessee ; if the land was resumed
from him at all under that Bill, or under the
statute of 1869, when the resumption was followed
by actual deprivation of ocenpation, he was
entitled to compensation for the improvements
on the land which had been so taken from
him.

The Hox. A J. THYNNE said the hon. the
Postmaster-GGeneral had chosen to twist some-
what the meaning of what he (Hon, Mr. Thynne)
had stated. He did not say—nor was there any
ground for the assumption the hon. gentleman
had made—that a person would be entitled to
claim for improvements upon freehold land.
What he had said was, that it had been
acknowledged in that Chamber—whether by

the Postmaster-General or other hon. mem-
bhers he did not know, and it did not
much matter — that pre-emptives had heen

granted for improvements spread over the
general body of a run ; those improvements were
not wpon the freehold land---one portion might
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have been upon the freehold and the other
portion upon leasehold land—and in cases of
that kind under the Bill, lessees would be able to
come in and make a second claim with respect to
those improvements, because they were given the
right to claim compensation whenever the land
was taken from them.

The Hox. J. C. HEUSSLER said the effect
of the argument was that people who were
dishonest would endeavour to make money
improperly, and really the Government must say
¢ Amen.”

The Hox. J. TAYLOR said there was no
doubt the Postmaster-General looked upon it as
his duty to his colleagues, and to the public, to
speak as long and as strongly as he could against
the amendments of the Legislative Council.
There was no question that he felt himself com-
pelled to do so; but as he (Hon. Mr. Taylor)
had said before, he was convineed that the hon,
gentleman did not care two straws about the
amendment personally. He would now call
attention to what he had been looking
for for a long time., He found that the
Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 was brought in by
himself on the 29th of May of that year, and on
looking over the various parts of it he found that
there were two pre-emptions allowed in that
Bill—one for improvements, and one in regard
to every 16,000 acres, independent of the im-
provements altogether. He knew that he was
right all along. In the first place, it provided
that ““for the purposes of securing permanent
improvements, it shall be lawful for the Governor
in Council to sell to the lessee of a run without
competition, at the price of ten shillings per acre,
any portion in such run in one block, not being
more than 2,560 acres.” That was for securing
the improvements; but going a little further he
found that Mr. Archer said :—

*Yes, there was the pre-emptive right, but what was
it? Certainly if a person had a fine station, he might
take up a block of good ground, if he could find it, in a
portion of his run.

The SECRETARY Tor Puuric Lanps: He would have a
right to buy 2560 acres for every 15,000 acres upon
every run.”

He was certain all along that that was the case,
and it was only that night that he had found it
in Hansard. The pre-emptive right was an ab-
solute right given under that Act. At that time
the colony was in a very bad state. They had
scarcely & £5-note inthe Treasury ; the Ministry
were compelled to find funds, and that was the
way they proposed to raise money. He hoped
the hon. the Postmaster-General would not
press his objection to the amendment, although
he knew that he was pretty well bound to do so.

The Hox. W, H. WALSH said he thought it
a pity that the debate should have wandered away
from the real position that it should occupy, and
he charged the hon. the Postmaster-General
with having led to it. The question was the
consideration of the differences between the
Legislative Assembly and that Chamber, and
they should strictly apply themselves to that
question, whereas the hon. the Postmaster-
(Feneral seemed to be imbued with a morbid kind
of hostility to any person who wished to become
possessed of Crown lands. The hon. gentleman
had for the last quarter of an hour indulged
in accusations against individuals who had
acquired properties, and against supposi-
tious individuals who might desire to do
s0. In fact, he (Hon. Mr. Walsh) did not
know whether going in charge of a labour vessel
for a certain voyage or trying to purchase a
piece of land was the greater offence. The hon.
the Postmaster-General had made use of a term
most obnoxious to him, when he spoke of men
who wished to acquire land in fee-simple as
being engaged in a ‘“‘nefarious practice.” A
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man openly went into the land office, made
a regular bargain with the State, carried out the
conditions, paid the money demanded of him
by the seller, and then years afterwards he was
told hy the leader of the Government in that
Chamber that he had been guilty of ‘‘nefarious
practice.”

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: I did not

say he was guilty of nefarious practice.

The Hox, W, H. WALSH: It appeared
that they were all to come under the contumely
of those very innocent gentlemen who followed
the legal profession. There seemed to be two
great classes in the colony—one, those who
had been endeavouring to the best of their
ability to advance the interests of the colony
and pursue the avocations that destiny had led
them to—namely, the pastoral interest ; and the
legal profession who appeared to be the bred and
born, constant, and flourishing persecutors of that
branch.

The Hox. P. MACPHERSON : No, no!

The Hox. W. H, WALSH : The hon. gentle-
man said “No, no” emphatically, and no
doubt he was sincere, but he was yet
comparatively young in political science and
circles, and he was not at all sure that he
(Hon. Mr. Macpherson) would not fall into the
meshes of the holy band of prosecuting
brethren. He protested against the owners of
land in the colony being constantly referred to
by the Postmaster-General or anybody else as
great criminals, The hon. gentleman was very
unwise in raking up old unfounded charges
against a valuable portion of the community,
and by doing so could effect no good. He might
pose for the moment before certain people in a
certain way, but he could do no good to that
Chamber or to the cause they had then in hand.

Question—That the word “not” proposed to be
omitted stand part part of the question—put, and
the Committee divided :—

CONTENTS. 8.

The Hons. €. 8. Mein, W. H. Walsh, J. C. Heussler,
W. Pettigrew, J. Swan, J. C. Foote, A. Raff, and G. King.
Nox-Covirxis, 15.

The Hons. T. L. Murray-Prior, A. C. Gregory, J. Taylor,
J. F. MeDougall, W. Graham, A. J. Thynne, W. D. Box,
A. 1L Wilson, P. Macpherson, W, Forrest, J. C. Smyth,
J. 8. Turner, W, Aplin, W¥. F. Lambert, and F. IL Hart.

Question resolved in the negative.

Question—That the Committee do insist upon
their amendments—put and passed.

The POSTMASTER - GENERAL said they
now came to the decision of the most important
matter that the Committee had to deliberate
upon, and that was with regard to the position
and funections of the land board as constitnted
by the Bill. There could be no doubt that, if
the principle enunciated in the Bill with regard
to the character, constitution, and functions
of the land hoard did not stand, the
whole Bill might as well be swept away.
The Legislative Assembly had taken up a very
strong position upon that point. They had gone
out of their way, as he would be able to show, to
give reasons for the advisability of retaining the
clauses as they were sent up to that Chamber.
In addition to that they stood upon what they
called, and what he contended was, their
undoubted privilege. The constitution of the
land board affected all the provisions of the
Bill by which revenue would be derived, and if
they interfered with the constitution of the
board they interfered with the machinery by
which a revenue would be secured to the State.
For the last 300 years the House of Commons had
rigidly insisted on its absolutevight to deal with
such matters, stating that all the House of Lords
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could do was to refuse or accept them in their
entirety. In matters either directly or indirectly
affecting the revenue the House of Lords had
no right to interfere by way of amendment;
and that doctrine was laid down distinctly by
all the text-writers. He was prepared to admit
that the Bill was not a money Bill pure and
simple ; but it would not be seriously disputed
that it was one by which pecuniary obligations
were laid upon the people.  “ May,” at page 595
of the edition of 1879, said :—

“ In Bills confined to matters of aid or taxation, but in

wlhich pecuniary burdens are imposed upon the people,
the Lords may make any amendments, provided they
do not alter the intention of the Comnons with regard
to the amount of rate or charge, whether by increase or
reduction, its duration, its mode of assessiment, ievy,
collection, appropriation, or management, or the persons
who shall pay, receive, munage, or control it, or the limits
within which it is proposed to be levied.”
He went on at greater length, but that was the
pith of the statement. Another writer on par-
liamentary government and constitutional law
—perhaps the most distinguished writer of the
present age on the subject, the late Mr. Todd—
discussed the matter very fully, particularly
with regard to colonial legislatures. At page 475
he said:;—

“ Whether constituted by nomination or election, the
Upper House in every British colony is established for
the sole pupose of fullilling therein ‘the legislative
functions of the House of Lords’ whilst the Lower
Touse exercises within the same sphere, ¢ the rights and
powers of the House of Commons.”

On page 477 he suid :—

“The Victoria Constitution Aet, 1855, see. 56, and the
British North Awmerica Act, 1857, sec. 53, severally
declare that Bills for appropriating any part of the
public revenue, or for imposing any tax or impost, shall
originate in the (Assembly or) House of Commons.”
And that was exactly the position with regard
to the Houses of Parliament in Queensland.
Section 2 of the Queensland Constitution Act
contained the following words :—

“Within the said colony of Queensland Her Majesty
shall have power by and with the advice and consent of
the said Counecil and Assembly, to make laws for the
peace, welfare, and good govermment of the colony in
all cases whatsoever, provided that all Bills for appro-
priating any part of the pnblic revenue for imposing
any new rate, tax, or impost, subject always to the
limitations hereinafter provided, shall originate in the
Legislative Assembly of the said colony.”

The words used in the Victorian Act and in the
North American Act were:—

“ Bills for appropriating any part of the public revenue,

or for imposing any tax or irnpost, shall originate in the
(Assembly or) House of Commons.”’
Hon. gentlemen had contended, and he himself
had also contended in that Chamber some years
ago, that, as they owed their existence to a
written law embodied in the Constitution Act,
unless their powers were taken away in like
manner, they could do anything which they were
not debarred from doing by that Act. The
last oceasion on which he maintained that
position was in 1879 in connection with an
amendment made in the Divisional Boards Bill,
when that Chamber conceded the position taken
up by the Legislative Assembly. He then
plainly intimated that he would never again stand
forward and contend for such privileges. At that
time, however, he had never seen the authorities
from which he was now going to quote. If he had
been aware of the matters specifically referred to
by the two highest legal and constitutional autho-
rities in Great Britain, he should not have taken
np the position for which he then contended.
However, the Chamber admitted the position
taken up by the Legislative Assembly, and he
warned hon. members that it would be futile
on any future occasion to attempt a resuscitation
of their old claimn. Mr. Todd said :—

* No further deflnition. of the relutive powers of the
iwo Houses iy ordinarily mgade by any statute. But con=
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stitutional practice goesmuchfurtherthan this, Itjustifies
the claim of the Iinperial House of t ‘ommons (and by parity
of reasoning of all representative chambers framed after
the model of that House: to a general control over
public revenue and exper diture, a control which has
been authoritatively defined in the following words:
“All aids and supplies. and aids to His Majesty in Parlia-
ment, are the sole gift of the Commors, and it is the
undoubted and sole right of the Commons to direct,
limit, and appoint in such Bil's the ends, purposes, con-
siderations, conditions, limitations, and qualifications of
such grants, which ought not to be changed or altered
by the House of Lords.””

“This parlinmentary principle, moreover, has been

generally if not universally admitted in all self-govern-
ing British colonies by the adoption in both legislative
chambers of Standing Orders which refer to the rules,
forms, usages, and pract ces of the Imperial Parliament
as the guide to each IHouse iu eases unprovided for by
local regulations.”
It was surprising how accurate Mr. Todd was
with regard to all those matters—it showed how
complete his research must have been. Their
own Standing Orders were almost verbatim in
those words. The 21st Standing Order was to
the following effect :—

 In all cases not herein provided for, having reference

to the joint action of both Houses of Parliament, resort
shall be had to the rules, formns, and practice of the
Imperial Parliament.”
Then Mr. Todd went on to point out that in the
year 1872 a dispute took place between the two
Chambers in the colony of New Zealand. An
Act had been passed called the Parliamentary
Privileges Act of 1865; and that conferred a
strong power on the Upper House. There was
no analogous provision with regard to the Upper
House in Queensland. The 4th section of the
Act provided :—

‘“The Legislative Council or House of Representatives

of New Ze«land respectively, and the committee and
members thereof respectively, shall hold, enjoy, and
exercise such and the like privileges, iinmunities, and
powers as on the 1st day of January, 1865, were held,
enjoyed, and exercised by the Commons House of
Parliament of Great Britain and Ireland, and by the
committees and members thereof, so faras the same are
not inconsistent with or repugnant to such and so many
of ihe sectious and provisions of the said Coustitution
Act as at the thne of the coming into operation of this
Act are unrepealed.”
By virtue of that provision the Legislative
Council of New Zealand contended that, except
as to the restriction in their Constitution Act
which was similar to ours with regard to the
initiation of meney Bills in the Assembly, they
had the same power to deal with Bills as the
House of Commons. A Bill was sent up to
the Council in 1872, in which it was proposed
amongst other things tc apportion certain
moneys amongst certain districts. The 28th
section provided :—

“ Notwithstanding anything herein contained, it
shall be lawtul for the Minister for Public Works, if he
thinks fit, on the application of the superintendent of
any province, to expend any sum not exceeding one-
half the money to be allotted to sueh province for the
vear ending the 30th of June, 1872, under section 11 of
this Act, in payment of or repayment to sucl province
of the cost of permanent works in such province: Pro-~
vided, however, that, except in the county of Wesland,
such works shall have been authorised by any Act of
the Superintendent and Provineial Council of the
province now in foree.”

The Legislative Council amended that clause,
and a collision hetween the two Houses took
place; the Assembly resented the interference
of the Legislative Council, and the Council
retorted that they had as much power under
the Act of 1865 as the House of Commons. A
conference took place, and it was agreed that
the matter should be referred to the law officers
of the Crown in Great Britain, who at that time
happened to be two of the most distinguished
legal anthorities and jurists of Great Britain,
the late Master of the Rolls, and the present
Lord Ohief Justios (Mleridge. He would not
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weary the Committee by reading their opinion,
but would quote the last paragraphs, which would
be found in ““Todd,” page 479 :—

“ We are of opinion that the Parliamentary Privileges
Act, 1865, dnes not confer upon the Legislative Couneil
any larger powers in this respect than it would other-
wise have possessed. We think that this Act was not
intended to affect, and did not affect, the legislative
powers of either Ilouse of the Legislature in New
Zealand.”

“We think that the claims of the Iouse of Ilepresentu-
tives, contained in their message to the Legislative
Couneil, are well founded ; subject, of course, to the
limitation that the Legislative Council have a perfect
right to reject any Bill passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives having for its object to vary the manage-
ment or appropriation of money prescribed by an Actof
the previous session.”

Commenting on that, “Todd” went on to state :—

*The relative rights of both Houses in matters of aid
and supply must be determined in everv British colony
by the ascertained rules of British coustitutional prac-
tice. The local Acts upon the subject must he con-
strued in conformity with that practice whenever the
Imperial policy is the accepted guide. A claim on the
part of a Colonial Upper Chamber to the possession of
equal rights with the Assembly to amend a money Bill
would be inconsistent with the ancient and undcniable
control which is exercised by the Imperial House of
Commons over all financial measures. It is, therefore,
impossible to concede to an Upper Chamber the right of
amending a monay Bill upon the mere authority of a
local statute when such Act adnits of being construed in
accordance with the well-understood laws and nsages
of the Imperial Parlimmnent.”

There was one more authority which he would
bring before the notice of the Committee. It
was contained in the journals of the House
of Commons, and was to be found in ** Hatsell’s
Proceedings.” In 1700 a Bill was introduced
into the House of Commons providing for
the sale of forfeited estates in Ireland, and
the House of Lords made several amendments,
amongst which was the following proviso :—

“Nothing in this Act shall be coustrued to vest in the
said trustees any other powers, interests, on estates, as
to estates in tail, of any of the forfeitures in Ireland by
this Act vested in them, than the King has. or may
have, at any time during the last day of Trinity term,
1700.”

“No grant of any man.rs, lands or teuements, suin
or sums of 1noney, to ANy person or persois hithis Act
before mentioned, shall take any effect, or vest any
estate or interest in any of the said persons, until the
King's Most Iixcellent Majesty shall by his letters
pat:nt, under the great senl of Ireland, grant such
manors, lands, or tenements, sun or sums of money, to
such person or persons, and for such estate and interest,
as are hereinbefore particularly naned or mentioned.”

The House of Commons unanimously protested
against those amendments, and the matter was
brought up in a conference before the House of
Lords, when the House of Lords surrendered
their position, admitting that it was an inter-
ference with the privileges of the House of
Commouns, though it only said that there should be
no grant of lands or moneys except inacertain way.
In the present case the Legislative Assembly sald
that by interfering with the rules laid down
with regard to the land board they were inter-
fering with revenue matters—interfering with
the rules laid down for the collection of moneys
out of the pnbhc estate ; or, in the language of
“ May,” varying the mode of assessment and
collection and management of charges to be raised
out of the public estate. TUnder the circum-
stances he contended that the authorities were
decidedly in favour of the Legislative Assembly’s
contentions, and that all the Council had a
right to do was to reject the clause in its entirety.
86 much for the matter of principle; now for the
question of expediency. lheLeglslatlve Assembly
sald, as their first reason for insisting upon the
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land board being interfered with as constituted
in the Bill—

““ 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 allowance of an appeal from such a court to arbi-
trators would destroy the authority and usefulness of
the court, and introduce utter confusion into the admin~
istration of the law.”

The Hox. J. TAYLOR: Now for the
““counterblast.”
The POSTMASTER GENERAL: As the

¢ counterblast™

hon. gentleman had said, in the
they had this statement—
“Becaunse it is expedient that there should be an
appeal from the decisions of the board, who were to
originate proceedings’—
That was not the case. The board did not
originate proceedings except in very rare in-
stances. There was a suppressio vert there; it
was not the whole truth. There was nothing
to be gained by not stating the whole truth.
That was not a correct statement of facts. Any
person reading that statement outside would
come to the conclusion that the board were the
originators of all matters coming under their
jurisdiction. That was not the case. For
instance, in regard to the division of runs, which
was one of the most important matters upon which
they would have to decide so far as the pastoral
tenants of the Crown were concerned, they
were not the originators. The Governor in
Council first of all appointed a commissioner
or some other proper person to investigate the
matbter, and the commissioner or other person was
to be guided by certain fixed rules, and made a
recommendation. That recommendation went
before the board, and the board’s decision upon
the commissioner’s report was final, unless in
the case where a person was aggrieved, and then
on appeal the Governor in Council might
refer the matter back to the board for recon-
sideration. That was one of the most important
things that could come under the consideration
of the board, and it did not originate with them.
The proceedings originated with the Governor
in Council, were taken up by the commissioner
or some other person appointed, and came from
that person by way of appeal to the bodld The
clause in the manifesto went on— ‘““adjudi-
cate thereon, and finally decide on the
validity of their own verdicts”— He said
that was not true so far as the particular
portion to which he had referred was con-
cerned, and there werc other instances — for
instance, those dealing with applications for
leases upon which the commissioner had to
report before the board adjudicated; so that
what he had read was really an incorr ect mode
of stating it undm any circumstances, The
clanse went on— “and it is subversive of
constitutional government that any such
board, while entrusted with unlimited power
to increase or decrease rents”’— What did the
hon. gentleman mean? Did it mean that
they were going to surrender the amend-
ments which they had pretended to force
upon the Legislative Council? That was incon-
sistent with the Bill in its present state, and it
was inconsistent with the manifesto itself. The
clause went on — and it was really good and
entertaining — ‘“‘should not be responsible to
either the Legislature, Executivp Government,
Supreme Court or arbitration.” An outsider
would think, after reading that, that there had
been a deliberate propobal either to have an
appeal to the Legislature, to the Executive, or to
the Supreme Court. There had been no pro-
posal of the sort made when that matter
had been before the Committee previously.
He had then said that he could understand a
contention that there should be an appeal f
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the board to the highest tribunal in the land
~—the Supreme Cowrt of (Jneensland—and he
felt that, when making that statement, he had
the sympathies of a large number of the hon.
gentlemen who now sat opposite to him. He
pointed out the inconsistency of the Hon. Mr.
Gregory’s proposition with the subsequent pro-
visions in regard to compensation. He pointed
out that under the compensation clauses an
appeal was allowed within a limited period from
the board to arbitration within the provisions
of the Act of 1878, and he further pointed
out under that Aect, where the matter
in dispute was over £300, there could he an
appeal to a judge and jury, and he pointed out
thatthe proposal to extend a provision of that
description, so far as the rents were concerned,
so far as the division of the lease was con-
cerned, and so far as forfeiture was concerned,
would be to take the decision of those
things out of the hands of an impartial tribu-
nal, and give it to two persons, one of
whom was nominated by the party interested.
As to there being any appeal to the Legis-
lature, he pointed out this: that there was
practically an appeal to the Legislature, because
the Legislature could show its strongest opinion
of misconduct on the part of the board Dby dis-
missing them from oftice. With regard to the
appeal to the HExecutive—that there was no
appeal provided to the Fxecutive—in any case
where a man was aggrieved by a decision of the
board, there was an appeal to the Executive, and
the lixecutive Council could refer the matter
back to the board for recommendation.

The Hox. J. TAYLOR : Very pretty!

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL sald that
was exactly what was contained in the Act of
1869, which had such fascinating attractions to
the hon. gentleman. Under the Act of 1869 the
Governor in Council, after having received the
decision of arbitrators, might send the matter
back to the arbitrators for reconsideration from
time to time. That was just what the Gov-
ernor in Council could do under the Bill.
He could send a matter back to the board
for recommmendation, and if he did so, it
was a plain intimation on the part of the
persons responsible to Parliament that there
had been a miscarriage of justice. He said the
manifesto presented was calenlated to mislead.
There was no proposal wmade for an appeal of
any of the descriptions referred to in it. He
had anticipated the second objeetion in the mani-
festo. The second objection to the amendment
raised by the Legislative Assembly was that
many of the functions of the board were such as
could not be satisfactorily performed by arbi-
trators.  Let them consider for a moment
whether arbitrators would be the proper persons
to determine the division of runs.

The Hon. J. TAYLOR : Yes, they would.
The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said he

had no doubt the hon. gentleman would like to
have the nomination of a friend of his who
would be of material use in the manner in which
his run was to be divided. It would no doubt
be very much more satisfactory to him, and he
must say that he could not see anything par-
ticularly objectionable so far as the individual
was concerned in his endeavouring to get the
best bargain the law would allow him to make.
A man naturally looked after himself first;
but they had to adjudicate not for indi-
viduals, but for the country, and they
had to get the best terms they could as
between the subject and the Crown; do injus-
tice to none, and to get what was fair to both.
'That was why they proposed to appoint an
unprejudiced and independent tribunal to

!
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decide those cases. The second objection in the
manifesto said :—

 Because the fuuctions of the board. which are to be
subject to appeal to arbitration, are the same as those
whicl: have heea subject to appeal to arbitration under
the Pastoral Leases .Aet of 1869, which mode of
appenl has worked satisfactorily for fifteen years, and,
therefore, cannot he deemed to be hupracticable.”

He said that was not an accurate statement of
facts ; there wasa suppressio verd there also. It
did not tell the whole truth—he did not say it
was a deliberate perversion of thetruth-—nothing
of the sort—but that it did not state the case
accurately. Under the Act of 1869 there were
two matters practically appealed about. Those
were the rents of runs and the boundaries of
runs. They were the only two watters submitted
to appeal by arbitration, and, as he had pointed
out already, arbitration even in those instances
was not necessarily final, because it rested with
the Gtoverror in Council to decide whether the
decision of the arbitraters should be final or not.
The questions of rents and the boundaries of
runs were almost similar under the present
Bill to the provisions under the Act of 1869,
The ““quality and capabilities of the country”
were perhaps included in the question of rents,
but there was nothing analogous in the Act of
1869 to the question of overstocking. Under the
Bill the pastoral tenant got a grazing right over
the resuned portion of his run, and if the
board were of opinion that it was improperly
stocked they could call upon him to reduce the
number of stock upon it, and if he did not do it
within six months his grazing right might he
cancelled.  Under the amendment upon which
hon. gentlemen proposed to insist, the pastoral
tenant would be enabled to indefinitely postpone
the matter; and he said it was not a question
which a friend of the party interested should
determine at all. It was a question of fact
which should be decided by an hnpartial tri-
bunal. There was also the question of forfeiture
arising under the Bill. No person could have
his property forfeited either for fraud or any-
thing else, except non-payment of rent, without
having the matter thoroughly investigated before
the board in open court ; and under the amend-
ment upon which some hon. gentlemen proposed
to insist, in the event of the board deciding
against a man, and stating that his selection
should be forfeited either for fraud or any evasion
of the statute, the lessee could step in and say,
“ I am not satistied with this at all ; this decision
does not suit me, and I intend to have the
matter decided by a friend of mine, and a
nowcinee of the Government.” And the nominee
of the Government was not to be a man in the
employ of the GGovernment—under the Act of
1878, the Government were expressly debarred
from appointing any man in the Public
Service as an arbitrator. It differed in that
respect from the Act of 1869, which provided
that the Comwmissioner of Crown Lands might
be an arbitrator. He said it was a monstrous
proposition to deliberately propose — as hon.
gentlemen had done, and carried it — that
there should be an appeal with regard to
questions of forfeiture, fraud, or evasion of
the statute from a board of that kind to
parties interested. It was like giving a man
power to select from the community the judge
who was to try him for an offence. With
regard to its being subversive of constitutional
practice, the proposition had only to be stated to
be regarded by right-thinking men as ridiculous
and absurd. There was an appeal provided in
the Bill in cases of compensation to arbitrators
appointed under the Act of 1878, and when
the amount in dispute was more than £300
any person dissatistied with the decision of
the arbitrators could bring the matter befere
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a jury. Let them understand what the effect
would be if the amendment were insisted upon.
In the earlier part of the Bill it was provided
that in the case of a decision by the board in
which any person felt aggrieved he could appeal
to arbitration, and the arbitrators’ decision
should be final. Yet in another part of the Bill
that Chamber had agreed to a provision for
an appeal to arbitration under circumstances
which provided a further appeual to a judge and
jury. As the amendment in the earlier clause
was very emphatic, it would probably govern
the later one, and there could be no appeal,
even upon the question of the value of a
holding or improvements upon it, to judge
and jury. He did not know that he
should discuss the matter at any greater
length, as he had gone over all the points
referred to. There was, however, another
incorrect statement of facts in the manifesto to
which he would have to refer; and he might
say that he did not think the usual discrimi-
nation had been shown by the hon. gentleman
who had prepared those reasons — * Because if
the determination of rents has to be fixed
under the control of an irresponsible board”
—that was a mere assertion, and he said it was
far more responsible than arbitrators appointed
by the persons interested — ¢‘ without any
definite instructions the amonnts would not
be assessed on any definite consistent basis
beyond the opinion of the board.” What did
that mean ? There were most definite instructions
given to the board prescribing lines they were to
follow in arriving at the valuation of improve-
ments.  He had, in fact, heard hon. gentle-
men complaining of the elaborate character
of the clauses defining the limits for the
guidance of the board with regard to their
assessments on runs. There were five rules
laid down for the guidance of the board
in determining the rents of runs, and five
rules also laid down for their yuidance in
regard to grazing and agricultural farms;
and how could any hon. gentleman get up
and truthfully say it was an irresponsible
board determining rents without any definite
instructions, when the Bill was as explicit
and complete as it was possible to make it
in that respect? Hon. gentlemen had been
invited to make it as complete as possible,
and to suggest any rule to add to those in the
Bill to render the instructions given to the
board on the mode of assessmient as coni-
plete and as free from ambiguity as possible.
The manifesto said that the amounts would not
be assessed on any defined consistent basis.
That was inconsistent with the previous state-
ment. The reason of the Legislative Assembly
was one of the most convincing arguments—
that there should be only one rule laid down all
over the country for the assessment of rents.
If they had one board assessing rents over the
whole colony they would have the same prin-
ciple adopted throughout; the same class of
justice would be done to everybody ; whereas if
every man had the opportunity of appointing one
of his own judges with regard to the matter,
it would depend upon the ability of the man to
secure an efficient co-operator. There would be
constant confusion in all cases where there could
Le power to appeal to arbitration. The manifesto
went on to say :—

“The administration of the Crown lands on the basis
of the amendment has been found practical and con-
venient during the past fifteen years under the Pastoral
Leases Act of 1869.”

That was ““letting the cat out of thebag.” Hon.
wentlemen opposite had been setting themselves
up as the champions of the unfortunate selector
and of the pour man, but he was absolutely
ignored in that reason, One weuld think that
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the board had nothing whatever to do with the
assessment of rents, or anything else with respect
to agricultural or grazing farms.

The Hox. W. FORREST : It does not convey
that.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : It dis-
tinctly conveyed that. What had the Pastoral
Leases Act to do with agriculture or grazing
farms? Nothing whatever. The hon. gentle-
men could not get out of it that they had in-
cauntiously omitted any reference to the unfor-
tunate selector. And then, finally—the reason
was one that thoroughly abolished the argument
of the Legislative Assembly with regard to
revenue :—

«1t would mot intertere witlt the public revenue, as
the appeual to arbitration would only be for the correc-
tion of errors of judgment on the part of the hboard,
and any amount assessed by the board in error would
not properly be revenune.”

It was the most absurd reason he had ever read.
The mere reading of it was sufficient to show
that the hon. gentlemen who had framed it were
utterly insincere, and that they were convinced
in their own minds that the contention of the
Legislative Assembly with regard to its being an
interference with the undoubted rights and
privileges of that Chamber was absolutely
unassailable. .

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said he rose,
of course, for the purpose of moving that the
Committee should omit the word ‘‘not” from
the motion; but before proceeding to that
he should endeavour-—although he knew it
must be in a very ineffective way — to reply
to some of the arguments brought forward
by the Postmaster-General. To hope, in any
way, to equal that hon. member in the eloquent
way he had dealt with the question would be
hoping against hope, and he would therefore
simply deal with it from his own idea of the
subject. It had been argued that any inter-
ference with the land board would in effect be to
interfere with revenue ; but the land bhoard would
not be collectors of public revenue ; they would
be simply the panagers of the Crown lands
of the colony. It was not as though
they collected or assessed any taxes; they
would simply determine the conditions upon
which the property of the Crown should
be handed over, either temporarily or perma-
nently to other parties. Therefore their functions
were not those which were directed towards the
raising of revenue. It had been argued by the
Postmaster-General that it was a matter affect-
ing the revenue; but upon such matters they
were guided by the Constitution Act. It was
all very well to say that they were limited to
something else ; but every hon. gentleman knew
that the statute must always be taken asthe
primary ground upon which everything was to
be based. If the law distinctly stated that a
certain thing should or should not be done, that
must take precedence of any inference as to what
might or might not be done. Turning over
the Constitution Act quoted by the Postmaster-
Greneral, they found that the only limitation of
the Council with regard to Bills was this :—

< Provided that all Bills for appropriating any part of
she public revenue, or imposing any new rate, tax, or
impost, subjeet always to the limitation hereinafter pro-
videq, snall originate in the Legislative Assembly of the
said colony.”

It was perfectly clear that no money Bill could
originate in the Legislative Council. He thought
all members in that Chamber would at once con-
cede that as perfectly clear and definite. If the
Act had intended to say anything more, or to
put any limit to the power of the Council to
discuss any question which might arise out of
Bills which were not purely and strictly money
Bills, 1% woeuld have recited what those vestric.
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tions were. Consequently, in theory the powers
of that Chamber extended to dealing with any
question that came before them, even on the
theoretical basis that it was a money Bill. He
thought it would be inexpedient to go so nearly
to the utmost stretch of their powers as practi-
cally to assert such a proposition as actually deal-
ing with money Bills in that way; but he held that
they were not absolutely limited in that respect,
and as they were not approaching in any way the
limits fixed by the law he certainly thought they
were not, trespassing upon the rights of the other
House. Tt was very well to plead that something
had happened in New Zealand, where there was a
totally different Act, but the matters dealt with
by the Larliamentary Privileges sAct there were
totally distinet from those now raised by the
hon. the Postmaster-General.  Although the hon.
gentleman gave reasons why they should take
his view of the subject, when he was overruled
in a matter of debate in the Council he seemed
suddenly to have become annoyed, and said he
should always in future take the opposite view
of the matter.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : T wasnot

overruied,

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY : The hon. gen-
tleinan distinctly informed the House that as
his opinion had not been taken he should always
take the contrary view thereafter. That was
very logical. They had next to deal with the
practical value of the board, and see what might
be the result of the operations of an irresponsible
board. It would be conceded that under the Pas-
toral Leases Act the Minister for Lands occupied
very much the same position as would be occupied
by the board under the Bill, and that the func-
tions were somewhat similar. He had to collect
his information from his comnissioners, to hear
the various sides of a case, and finally to give his
decision, which, in the case of the board, would be
subject to revision by the arbitrators. Fortu-
nately it was so, because he would just recite an
instance that had recently occurred. In 1859 a
certain lessee held a run on a creek, the
run being bounded by the watershed of that
creek. He did not hold anything beyond it.
Behind him, upon another creek, was another
lessee holding two runs, which he had held before
1359, In 1867 the boundaries of the front block
were determined by survey, and fixed at the
watershed of the creek upon which the block was
situated ; but in 1883 the owner of the block
went to the Minister and gave him to under-
stand that he would like to have a little more
country. He said that he had only thirty square
miles, and that he would like to have not
only the country at the back of the watershed,
but that right across to the next creek, taking in
another fifty square miles, including his neigh-
bour’s two blocks. The Minister forthwith issued
a notice in the Governinent Gazette saying that
the boundaries of the first block were extended
completely across the other two blocks held by
the neighbour of the man holding the front
block, so that it increased his run from

thirty to eighty square miles, If there
had been no appeal from that decision

the result would simply have been that one
individual would have had three runs given to
him, and the other man would have had two
runs taken from him without any possibility
of redress. Fortunately, under the Pastoral
Leases Act there was an appeal ; an appeal was
accordingly made, and he trusted that in justice
to the parties the proceeding might be put a stop
to. If cases of that kind could possibly arise
with the Minister for Lands—who, all hon.
members had Dbeen concedi was o wentle-
man very anxious to do justice, and who was
vonsidered to be the uriginatey of the Bill—
1554—2 D
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what could they expect from an irresponsibl
board to be appointed by an individual who had
shown so little tact as to do what he had recited ?
If the decisions of the board were framed upon
the same basis as the decision of the Minister
which he had recited, he thought they had better
be without any board at all. Although the
board would be composed of two men, it might
commit errors of judgment, and what he had
pointed out showed the necessity of having soime
meuns by which their actions could be corrected.
A good deal had been said by the Post-
master-General with reference to the different
modes of appeal, and he took exception to appeal
being wmade to arbitration. In framing the
amendment which had been passed by the
Couneil in clause 21, the basis taken was that
arbitration had already been adopted in a cer-
tain form in two of the later clauses of the
Bill, and it was thought better to adopt that
form of assessment in the earlier part of it.
Although he thought that a better system
might have been adopted had they been
framing a new Bill, under the peculiar con-
ditions of the case they were content with
simply amending the Bill in the way they
had done. There was a great difference between
drafting a new Bill and amending one that
was before the Committee, where they had to go
backwards and forwards clause by clause, and
move only step by step. For that reason they had
simply modified the mode of appeal so as to make
it consistent with the latter part of the Bill, The
hon. the Postmaster-General had contended that
appeal to arbitration was impracticable—that it
would tend to ntter confusion and so forth ; but the
questions proposed to be referred to arbitration in
the amended Bill were precisely those that were
submitted to arbitrationinthe Pastoral Leases Act
They were also subject to arbitration under the
Pastoral Leases Act of 1863; therefore they
had been in force fully twenty years. Yet he
had never heard of a case in which serious
difficulty had arisen in connection with arbitra-
tion. The mere fact of the existence of an
appeal would, in most instances, enable parties
interested to arrive at a satisfactory conclusion.
He moved that the word *“ not” be omitted.

The Hox. W. FORREST said that if the
Postmaster-General had opened the Constitution
Act, and had tried to guide the Committee as to
their duty with regard to their privileges, he
would have acted more in accordance with his
duty as a member of that Chamber. The 40th
clause of that Act said i—

“The entire management and control of the waste

lands belonging to the Crown in the said colony of
Queenslund, and also the appropriation of the gross
proceeds of the sales of such lands and of all other
proceeds and revenues of the same from whatever
source arising within the said colony, including all
royalties, mines, and minerals, shall be vested in the
Legislature of the said colony.”
In New South Wales recently an exactly
analogous question had arisen. The Upper
House there made a great many amendments in
the Land Bill, and the matter was ably debated
for two nights, and the Assembly carried, by 56
votes to 17, a resolution affirming that the Council
were entirely within their privileges. He would
read the opinion of Mr. Wentworth, who framed
the Constitution Act of New South Wales, as
quoted by Mr. Stephens. When Mr. Went-
worth was President of the Council in that
colony he stated that—

“When first he took the chair of the Ilous¢ his
attention was drawu principally to the question as to
whether the Land Bills then before the Council were
money Bills. e did not at that tine, nor did he now.
entertain any donbts that they werc woney Bills, If,
therefore, as he then thought, the wording of the Nrst
Standing Order made the practice of this Houge on such
Bijlz auelagous to that of the JIouse of Lords, the
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Council would have no authority to deal with them,
except in the way of concurrence or rejection. On
referring, however, to the 85th section of the Constitution
Act, he found that the wording of the said Standing
Order, giving it the construction he did, was ulire vires,
and that consequently it did not, and could not, limit
the powers of the IHouse with regard to money Bills;
those powers under the Constitution Aect heing, exeept
as to the mere right of origination, co-ordinate with the
powers of the Assembly.”

That opinion was very much better than the
opinion given by Sir George Jessel, or any other
man who knew nothing about the Constitution
on which he was deciding. He would now
read Siv Jomes Martin’s opinion of Mr. Went-
worth., Tt was as follows :—

“Mr. Wentworth thoroughly understood constitu-
tional principles, and when he was called to frame an
Act of Parlianment, knew how to carry those principles
into effect. No man could have used words more
clearly to carry cut his object than Mr. Wentworth. If
it had been his design in framing this Constitution Act
to have made it clear that the Council should exercise
no power beyond that which the House of Lords exer-
cised in reference to money Bills, he would have made
that clear beyond all question. That being so, he asked
hon. members to look at the clause in the Constitution
Aet which related to the powers of the two Houses to see
in what way Mr. Wentworth (who was independent of
the Legislature in this matter) dealt with the subject.
These were the words of the 1st clause of the Constitu-

ion Aet:—

“¢There shall be in pagée of the Legislative Council
now subsisting one Legislative Council and one Legisla-
tive Assembly to be severally constituted and composed
in the mamnmer hereinafter preseribed and within the
said colony of New South Wales. Her Majesty shall
have power by and with the advice and consent of the
said Council and Assembly to make laws for the peace,
welfare, and good government of the sajid colony in
all cases whatsoever.”

He was now quoting from the speech made by
Mr. Stuart, who went on to say that Sir James
Martin held that—

“Their powers are the same in all respects, save that
any Bill for imposing any new rate, tax. or impost must
originate in the Legislative Assembly. But when a Bill
of that kind has been originated in the Tegislative
Assembly, the power of the Council was just as great in
regard to it as the power of the Legislative Assembly.”

Then he came to another eminent authority, the
Hon. Charles Stuart Mein, who in 1879 said :—

“IIe was sorry to differ from the hon. gentleman
wlo last addressed the House. The assertion of a right
was nothing if the Iouse could not mainta'n it. The
Council had the possible chance now of maintaining
their rights—for the reason put by the President, that
the Bill was one which hoth branches of the Legisla-
ture were anxious should becone law. If they asserted
their rights simply, they gained nothing, Was it
likely that the Assembly would forego the Bill
hecause the responsibility of throwing it out rested
with them? Was it likely that, for a inere matter
of sentiment, they wonld throw out the Rill whiclt
they considered =o necessary for thie country: and
when they could not deny that the Council possessed
the right under the Constitittion to make the amend-
wments in it which had been made? It was a perfect
farce to talk about the Couneil asserting their rights by
erely putting it on record on a piece of paper that
they did so. To ac¢t in that manner would be simply to
make themselves the laughing-stock of the country ; and
all their discussions during two evebings would be
simply so much empty breath. Let the Council main-
tain their rights as well. If they did not maintain their
rights, not alone assert them, he would never stand for-
ward again to support the rights of the Council. If they
abandoned their undoubted constitutional rights they
would be guilty of moral cowardice and guilty of
treachery to themselves.”

‘Was it possible that a gentleman who made that
speech in 1879 could address the Chamber as he
had done to-night? He might have gone further
into the matter, but he would now conclude
what he had to say. He did not belong to the
learned profession followed by the Postmaster-
General ; but he asserted that the Council had
not only a right to amend the Bill, but even to
introduce aLand Bill. In 1846 the House of Lords
intreduceda Billfodeal with thelandsof Australia,
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the only colony then being New South Wales.
They passed it and sent it to the House of
Commons, which also passed it, and the Bill
became law. The following year the ILords
brought in another Bill to deal with the
lands of Western Australia, and that was
passed into law in like manner. The Council,
he contended, had therefore the most absolute
right to deal with such a Bill as the Land Bill.
They found the hest authorities, and those who
stood up strongest for their rights in the House
or Commons, had pointed out very clearly that
there was a great difference between a money
JlL diveetly introduced and cuestions of money
incidentally raised in any Bill. He hoped hon.
members would see the distinction ;5 and the best
authorities had held that the House of Lords had
an absolute right to interfere with and amend
a Bill under such conditions. With respect to
the board, it struck him as a most singular
anomaly that they, in a democratic country where
they prided themselves upon their democracy,
should try and establish a despotism as absolute
as the Czar of Russia. What was more—the board
might actually have control over the Legislature.
As the Bill was framed there was practically no
appeal from them whatever ; and they, in insist-
ing upon the right of appeal from the board,
showed a far greater interest and a more tender
regard for the welfare of the people of the colony
than the members of another Chamber had
shown. They knew that in popular assemblies
the whole Government sometimes resolved itself
ino the hands of one powerful man, who was sup-
ported by a servile and silent majority. He did
not say that that was the case here; but they
knew that that kind of thing had occurred in other
countries ; and under those conditions what
position would the country be in under such a
board as that proposed by the Bill? That House
would be forgetful of the rights of the people if
they gave way on the point. He would like to
draw the attention of hon. members to an article
that appeared on October 24th in the Furopean
Mail, headed ¢ Commercial Arbitration.” He
would read the first two or three sentences of
that article :—

“When great lawyers come forward to declare that the
time has arrived for asinplification of the ordinary course
of legal proeedure, there can be little doubt about the
soundness of that opinion. The intrieacies of the law
are the fare upon which the lawyer thrives; and if one
lawyer only raises his voice in favonr of the abolition of
those processes which are most profitable for him and
his class, he must have more than usually good reasons
to support him, At an influential meeting held in the
City of London Chamber ot Cominerce, several eminent
lawyers, including alearned and experienced judge, hore
testimony to the necessity that exists for greater
tacilitiex being provided for the scttlement of com-
mercial disputes. A number of practical cominereinl
men, like those forming the energetic body which has
now brought this subject before the public, could hardly
fail to support any movement for such a purpose; and
when their views are endorsed by the legal gentlemen
whose share in conducting commercial ¢ cases’ through
the law courts come in for a certain awmount of con-
sideration, the realisation of the object sought for
should surely not be very remote. And a subject
which reccives such hearty recognition with the
commercial ceutre of the world cuannot fail to interest
all those to whom English commereial relations extend—
particularly in the c¢olonies. Chawmbers of commerce
exist in most, if not all, of our great colonial cities, and
these bodies might do worse than carefully take up
the lnportant questson which the London Chamber has
thus brought into prominence.”

At a meeting of the Chawmber of Commerce in
London—a meeting attended by a great number of
eminent lawyers and by an eminent judge—it was
decided in the most enthusiastic manner that
the time had arrived when that cumbrous process
of law should be done away with, He would ask
hon. gentlemen to read that article, and he might
state that he lhad seen in the last copy of that
paper received that the question was still further
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discussed in London. With regard to the
matter more directly before the Committee, he
would support the Hon. Mr, Gregory’s amend-
ment.

The Hox., W, H. WALSH said that the
question adverted to by the hon. gentleman, and
he thought somewhat ably, was of very great
importance. It was a question upon which they
should maintain and assert their rights, Tt had
been decided in another place that that Chamber
could not only not introduce a Fand Bill,
but they could not alter it in any way. It
seemed to him monstrous that such a right
should be denied them, and that for one
moment an hon. wember in that Committee
could be found to consent to waive that right, or
maintain that it did not exist, Provided that
they did it in a proper way, he believed that that
was the proper Chamber in which such a Bill
should be initiated, and he trusted no hon. gentle-
man in that Committee would consent to
abrogate one of their rights. He trusted that
while that Chamber existed, and while they were
members of it, they would not attempt to enforce
rights or undertake duties which they did not
rightfully possess. He hoped he had misunder-
stood the Postmaster-General, whom he under-
stood to say that it was some years ago since
he committed the great error of asserting that
that Chamber had the right to alter a money
Bill. He (Hon. Mr. Walsh) remembered that
it was only the other day he took exception to
their altering a money portion of the Bill
increasing the burdens upon the people, and the
hon, gentleman got up and told them that he
believed the Council had the full right to make
the amendment. The hon. gentleman had been
guilty of forgetfulness on that point. He did
not know what explanation the hon. gentleman
gave now, but he on that occasion guided certain
Lon, gentlemen upon that very matter. It was
a magnanimous proposition made by inembers
on the other side to increase the rentals of
the pastoral lessees. He had then raised a
doubt as to whether they had the right to do
that, and he thought he should have prevailed
upon the Committee that they were going beyond
their province had it not been for the Post-
master-General assuring the Committee that they
were not doing anything of the sort.

The Hox. G. KING said when clause 20 was
before them on the second reading of the Bill he
was particularly struck with the inexpediency of
referring any grievance that had arisen out of a
decision of the board to the same tribunal which
had alveady adjudicated on the case, and
he fell in rapidly with the suggestion made
in the paper of amendments submitted that
the Minister should remit the matter to
arbitration in the manner described in the
Public Works Lands Resumption Act of
1878, and the award of the arbitrators or their
umpireshould be final. He had considered that
since, and he found there would be considerable
difficulty in carrying it out. There would,
perhaps, be a want of uniformity and of consis-
tency in the decisions arrived at, because they
would have different men taking different views
upon the same subject, and they would have
a variety of matters decided by arbitrators
who might not be very competent to deal with
them. He thought there should be an appeal to
a cowrt of appeal presided over by a judge of the
Supreme Court, assisted by two assessors; the
judicial mind would be able to grapple with the
legal aspect of the question, while the practical
knowledge of the assessors would assist the judge,
who would thus be able to understand the question
thoroughly. The amendinent proposed would
probably De carried, but he still had hopes that
perhaps upon a conference with the other Ilouse
a coust of appeal would be substituted.
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Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the question—put, and the
Committee divided :—

CONTENTS, 9.

The Ions. C. S. Mein, W. H. Walsh, W, Pettigrew
J. Swan, J. C. Foote, A. Raff, J. 8. Turner, G. King, and
J. C. Heussler.

Nox-CoNTexNTs, 14,

The Ions. Sir A. H. Palmer, T. L. Murray-Prior,
J. P. MeDougall, W. Graham, A. C. Gregory, A, J. Thynue,
A. 1L Wilson, W. Torrest, I'. Macpherson, J. C. Smyth,
W. F. Lambert, W. Aplin, W. D. Box, and ¥. 1. Iart.

Question resolved in the negative; and
question, as amended, put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
next amendment to which the Assembly took
exception was the alteration in clause 206, extend-
ing the time from six to nine months within which
the pastoral tenant could determine whether he
would come under the Bill or not. During the dis-
cussion upon the matter, he was somewhat sur-
prised to find that hon. members had not
taken into account that some time would elapse
after the passing of the Bill before the period
during which the pastoral tenants had to
determine would commence. Really more than
two months would elapse before the Bill came
into operation; so that in point of fact he had
nine months from the passing of the Bill within
which to make up his mind as o bringing his
run under the operation of the statute. He
therefore proposed that the Legislative Council
do not insist upon their amendment.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said he
was not going to make a motion at present upen
the clause, but he wished to say a few words,
He had intended to have spoken on the matter
of the interference of the Council with revenue
under the last clause, but he was absent at the
time it was under discussion. And he wished
the few words he had to say to be clearly under-
stood, If it could be shown at all that the
Council wasinterfering withrevenue by thealtera-
tions they had made in the Bill, then he sajd
there was no Bill which could be brought before
that Chamber which would not interfere more
or less with revenue. If they were not to deal—
or if they were to deal only in the way shadowed
forth in that case—with Bills brought before
them it was perfectly impossible for the mem-
bers of the Council to do their duty to the
country. When Bills were brought before themn
it was their duty to revise them, and, if neces-
sary, to alter them and to put them into such a
form as they thought would be for the guod of
the country. If it was only the appointment
of a clerk, it might be made to interfere
with the revenue of the country; and if they
were not allowed to interfere in a matter of
that kind they would be perfectly useless.
The hon. the Postmaster-General had referred
to their former agreement with a matter that
had come from the other House, but he would
point out that they had a perfect right to judge
for themselves whether they should act in a
certain way or not. It must also be remem-
bered that at that time the hon. gentleman was
not sitting on the (overnment benches and had
not a Bill to support, but was then in opposition.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: The hon.
gentleman knows perfectly well that T took up
the sane position with regard to the Navigation
Act.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said he
would give the hon. gentleman credit for sup-
porting the House on that occasion, and he was
sorry to see that he had altered his ideas on the
matter., He maintained that unless the Council
had power to deal with the Bills that canwe
before them they were perfectly wuseles.;
well as many others -



436 Crown Lands Bill.

that he knew, thought their time would be
011Iy wasted in it. He would rather at once
join issue, debate the question, and let them see
why they were placed there at all, and what was
their duty, than to go on shilly-shallying, taking
up minor awumenta, beating about the bush, and
permitting themselves to be overridden. He
felt warmly upon the matter, and he hoped bon.
gentlemen would adhere to the resclutions they
had made, whatever might happen. Tn regard
to the land board, as his hon. friend Mvr.
Gregory had 1)(»111{;9({ out, framing a Bill was
a very different thing to a,ltenno one. It was
much more easy to Tnake o Bill than to alter
it, and they had adopted the arbitration
clines Lecause they were already foreshadowed
in the Bill.  But wbat they really wanted was
to have a court of appeal--a court to which all
FEnglishmen had a right.

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said in that
instance he thought the argument which had
been adduced hy the Postmaster-Greneral in
regard to the amount of time the lessees would
have to apply for their new leases showed that
it would be sufficiently covered by the six months,
The hon. gentleman had pointéd out that the
Bill wouid not come into operation for two
months after the 1st January, and that then the
lessees would have six months to come under
its operation ; so that in point of fact they
would have eight months within which to
apply to come under it. Although he
thought it would be desirable to give them
more time, still they were anxious that the Bill
should go through in some shape or other. They
were 1ot now arguing for the purpose nf obstruct-
ing the Bill, but were simply anxious to make
it as good as they possibly could. Under those
conditions, it was not his intention to move what
would be practically insisting upon the amend-
ment now before them. He would, therefore,
join in agreeing that the Committee do not
insist upon their amendments in clause 20,

Question pub and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAT said the
next matter was contained in clause 28, The
Assembly objected to their alteration of the
duration of leasex from ten to fifteen years inthe
settled districts, and from fifteen to twenty yvears
in the outside districts. The question had been
very fully argued before, and it had been pointed
out that the tenure, especially in the settled
districts, was so much improved by the present
Bill that it was quite reasonable not to expect a
longer period than the lessees at present enjoyed.
He moved that the Committee' do not insist
upon their amendment in clause 28, paragraph
3, subsections 3, 4, and 5, clause (¢), and
clause (f).

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said a question
had arisen with regard to the extension of the
leases from ten to fifteen, and from fifteen to
twenty years, and the matter had been pretty
well discussed, both during the time the amend-
ments were being made and subsequently. He
thought it would be the wish of the Council that
w0 long as the Bill did not include anything
which they considered directly opposed to the
public interest it would be hetter to concede
than simply to stand out, because they had
arrived at a certain conclusion. Some very
good arguments had been adduced why the
number of years provided for in that clause
of the Bill should remain as they were fixed
originally, because those leases would cover
avery large proportion of the country available
for settlement as agricultural and grazing
farus. M the extemsion from ten to fifbeen
years was not necessary upon that particular
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clause, then he thought that in order to equalise
matters it would be better to omit twenty years
and return to fifteen.

Question put and passed.

The POSTMASTHER-GENERAL said the
next question was the amendment in the first
subsection of clause 28.  He would not debate the
question at any lengvh because it had been suffi-
ciently discussed on fornier occasions. The matter
was one in dispute between the Hon. Mr. Forrest
and  himself. He (the Postmaster-General)
contended that the provision simply applied to
the period of the first year under the new lease
which was to be issued to the pastoral tenant after
hehad surrendered a portion of hisrun. TheHon.
Mr. Forrest argued that subsection 7 dealt with
the whole case. 1t was certainly not intended
by the framers of the Bill to deal with the first
vear of the new lease, but simply with those cases
where there was to be a new assessment between
one period of five years and another period of five
years. It was really not a matter of importance
at all, but the Hon. Mr. Forrest and some other
hon. gentlemen whe agreed with him were of the
opinion, in making that amendment, that the
(zovernment might call upon the pastoral tenant
to pay rent twice; once under the old system,
and once under the new, for the part for which
he received a lease. That, however, would not
be the case. 1f the tenant had paid any rent for
the period in respect of which the new lease was
issued, the amount would be credited to him
when paying the rent under the new arrange-
ment, or it would be refunded on application,
because the Government would have no right to
be paid twice for the same thing. The matter
was not worth discussing. He moved that the
Committee do not insist upon their amendment.

The Hox. W. FORREST said he would not
discuss the question at any length either. As
was stated by the Postmaster-General, it had
been argued fully before. He (Hon. Mr. Forrest)
still adhered to the opinion he had formerly
expressed. Subsection 7 provided for everything
that could possibly be thought of in regard to the
payment of rent. By the subsection at the top of
page 10 of the Bill it would be in the power of
the Government to call upon a man to pay his
rent twice. He would just point out to the Com-
mittee that if a man had paid his rent and was
legally not entitled to pay any more, according
to that Bill ax it stood, if the Lands Department
and the Treasury said he war indebted a certain
amount of rent and it could be got into the
Treasury books that he owed that sum, he could
not transfer his lease until he had paid the
amount demanded. He knew from experience
what would take place. The lessee might not
owe a single sixpence, but there was no other
course open to him than to pay the money, other-
wise he could not effect the transfer.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: The Trea-
sury always acts on instructions from the land
office.

The Hox, W, FORREST said he knew what
was done. He hoped hon. members would stick
to the amendment, as a subsection further on
provided all that was required.

The Hox. A. C. GREGORY said the question
volved in the amendment was practically
much better dealt with in subsection 7. 1t was
thought by the Postmaster-General at the time
the clause was under discussion previously that
the second part of subsection 1 referred to a
different matter to that contained in subsection 7,
and that the latter subsection did not apply to
the rent under the first lease; but if they turned
to subsection 7 they would find that it provided
that—

» When the rent ot a holding isxto he determined by the
hoard, the lessee shall, until it ias been so determined,
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continue to pay at the prescribed time and place the
same amount of rent per square mile as heretotore, or
the minimum rent hereby prescribed, whichever is
the greater amount.”

That clearly showed that it applied to the rent
under the first lease. He did not think it neces-
sary to detain the Conimittee further. He would
formally move, ax an amendment, the omission
of the word “not” in the motion proposed by
the Postmaster-(zeneral.

Question, as amended—That the Committee
insist upon their amendment—put and passed,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said they
now came to the amendment in clause 43, which
raised the question whether the maximum area
of an agricultural farm should Le 960 acres or
1,280 acres. He did not propose to disenss that
question, but would say that since the matter
was debated by the Committee before he had
consulted with representatives of farming dis-
tricts, and he had been assured in each case,
without a single exception, that the farming
population considered 960 acres more than ample
in an agricultural area. It would be a waste
of time to discuss the matter, as he knew there
would be a solid vote against him. He would,
however, be bound to divide upon the point. He
moved that the Committee do not insist upon
their amendments in clause 43, the second para-
graph in clause 51, and the first paragraph in
clause 70.

The Hox. P. MACPHERSON said that, as
the proposer of that amendment in the first
instance, he moved that the word “not” in
the motion be omitted. The reason assigned by
the Legislative Assembly for disagreecing was
short, comprehensive, and luminous. 1t simply
said—* Because it is considered that 960 acres
is a sufficiently large area of land for an
agricultural area.” The hest answer to that
was furnished by a paragraph in what the
Postmaster - General called the counterblast,
namely :— “ Because 960 acres would not be
sufficient area in some districts, and the Bill
gives power toreduce the maximum area in those
districts where 1,280 acres might be deemed
to be excessive.” He had always understood
that the area of 1,280 acres was an exceedingly
popular one, instead of an unpopular one, as
stated by the Postmaster-General. By clause
44 it was enacted that ‘‘the proclamation de-
claring the land open to selection shall appuint
a day (not being less than four weeks after the
date of the proclamation) on and after which
the land will be open: And on and after the
day so notified the land shall be open to selec-
tion accordingly. The proclamation shall also
specify whether the land is in an agricultural
area or not, and shall declare the maximum
area of land which may be selected by any
one person in the district. The proclama-
tion shall also specify the numbers of the
lots, and their area, and the annual rent
per acre to be paid for each lot.” So that the
Government had the remedy in their own hands,
and could fix the area according to the quality
of the land in any particular district. Tt might
be that 1,280 acres would be too much in one
district and not enough in another. He certainly
thought they ought to insist on their amendment.

The Hox. W. GRAHAM said he was not
going to delay the Committee more than a
minute with what he was going to say. The
Postmaster-General had stated that since the
passing of that amendmeunt by the Committee he
had consulted a good many people, and had not
been able to find a single individual in favour of
increasing the maximum area in agricultural
areas from 960 acres to 1,280 acres. Al he
(Hon. Mr. Graham) could say was that the hon.
gentleman’s experience was different {rom his.
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It was extremely possible that they had con-
sulted different people. He (Hon. Mr. Graham)
had consulted with, and been consulted by,
people who took an interest in the Bill, and who
would in all probability take advantage of that
clause.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: Hear,
hear !
The Hox, W. GRAHAM said he could

imagine that the Postiaster-(+eneral had got his
view when he was walking down (Queen street.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: No: T
have consulted agriculturists.

The Hox. W, GRAHAM said he was quite in
accord with the reason given why they should
insist on their amendment, and was perfectly
certain that the amendment, so far from not
being approved of, was thoroughly approved of.

Question—That the word * not” stand part of
the question-—-put, and the Committee divided :—

CONTENTS, 7.

The Tlons. C. 8. Mein, W, II. Walsh, J. C. Heussler,

J. Swan, W. Pettigrew, J. C. Foote, and G. King.
Nox-CoNTENTS, 11.

The Ions. T. L. Murray-Prior, J. F. MeDougall,
A.C. Gregory, A, J. Thynne. W, Forrest, J. C. Smyth,
W. Aplin. P. Macephierson, W. F, Lawnbert, F. II. Hart,
and W. Graham,

Question resolved in the affirmative.

Question—-That the Council do insist on their
amendments in clause 43 —put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL moved that
the Council do mnot insist on the amend-
ment in clause 52. There was only one other
question in the manifesto likely to involve a
difference of opinion; and the votes had been
80 consistent, solid, and overpowering, and
accompanied by such luminosity and humour,
that he should refrain from taxing the patience
of hon. gentlemen by any further remarks.

The Hox. A. J. THYNNE said he could
not see why the intending selectors should be put
into the position into which they were put by
the clause, and he hoped the amendment would
be insisted upon.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said that
in no part of the world was a selector allowed to
assign his Jease until hisimprovements were com-
pleted. They did not want persons soimpe-
cunious or destitute of foresight that they could
not see their way to fence in the land they
wished to take up.

The Hox. A. J. THYNNE said he did not
think the Postmaster-General realised the full
extent of the admission he had made when he
said that the Government did not want impe-
cunious people to take up land, TUnder the
present law, if anything happened to a man who
had not had time to fulfil the conditions, his
interest was available for his widow or his
creditors, as the case might be; but under the
clause a selector was deprived of the means of
getting credit to help him at a pinch.

The Hox. W. FORREST said that by the
clause a man was allowed five years to fence in
his selection. Suppose he died at the end of
four years—what was to be done? There was
nothing to allow a relative to complete the
conditions and get the benefit of what had been
already done. The Government would get all
the benefit that was to be derived from the im-
provements made during the four years.

Question — That the word proposed to be
omitted stand part of the question—put, and the
Committee divided :—

Coxrents, 10,

The Homs., C. 5. Mein, J. Swan, W. Pettigrew,
d. F. McDougall, A. C. Gregory, G. King, T. II. Iurt,
T. T. Murray-Prior. J. C. Foote, and J. . Heussler,
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No~N-CONTENTS, 7.
The Hons. A. J. Thynne, W, H, Walsh, W. Graham,
W. Forrest, J. C. Smyth, W. Aplin, and W. F. Lainbert.

Question resolved in the affirmative.

Question—That the House do not insist on
their amendment in clause 52—put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL moved that
the Council do not insist on their amend-
wment in clause (f), subsection 4 of clause 56, and
said the amendment provided that the rent of
an agricultural farm should not be increased more
than 25 per cent. on the immediate antecedent
period of five years. The Legislative Assembly
very properly objected to that amendment.
The Council had fixed no limit in regard to the
pastoral tenant, and there was no reason why a
limit should not be fixed with respect to agri-
cultural farmers.

The Hon, A, C. GREGORY said that, in
regard to that amendment, members of the
Council could scarcely be accused of taking a
personal interest in the matter., It was really
a very important thing, when a farmer took
up land with a view of being able to purchase
it, that the price should not have to be fixed
hereafter, and that he should not be liable to
pay an enormous increase in the value of the
land.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
price was not tixed hereafter, It must be stated
in the proclamatiomn.

The Hon. A. C. GREGORY said that for the
first ten years he would have to pay the price
which was fixed by the board, and which had to
be stated in the proclamation; but after that
period any additional amount might be put upon
it, and they should do something to protect the
bond fide farmer who was encouraged to take up
those lands from being subjected to an excessive
increase in the rent by which he might be
crushed. It was true that an individual might
take ap a farm at 3d. per acre, and the rent
might be raised to 3s. very suddenly, and as that
was the case they ought to make a similar pro-
vision in the clause relating to the purchase of
town allotments. A man might buy land which
was worth £8,and its value might suddenly jump
up to £800, and the same rule should apply in
that case as in the case of a farmer. He begged
to move as an amendment that the word “*not”
be omitted from the question.

The Hon, W. FORREST said they were
accustomed to deal with large areas of land and
speak of tne rental at so much per square mile ;
so that 3d. per acre did not strike them as being
very much. He wished to point out that 3d. per
acre was £8 per mile, and, as that might be
increased to the extent of 25 per cent., a selector
of 20,000 acres might have to pay at the rate of
£10 per mile, which was an awful rent to expect
from any man.

The Hon. A. J. THYNNE said that as the
clause relating to the rents of the pastoral tenant
—inserted by that House—putting a maximum
and a minimum rent upon the leases, had been
abandoned, he thought there might be some
similar protection given to the farmer. If the
minimum increase of 10 per cent. were to remain
in the Bill, and he did not see now how they could
exclude it, it was only fair to give some protec-
tion to the farmer and fix the maximum increase.
The Bill was framed insisting upon an increase
every five years from the farmer, and no such
minimum was fixed for the pastoral tenants.
They should serve both classes alike ; and if the
minimum increase was allowed to remain they
should also fix the maximum increase as well for
the protection of the farmer,
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The Hox. W. H, WALSH said that the hon.
gentleman could not make an amendment in the
Bill now, and he thought he simply made a
suggestion that the Government should have
been more liberal to the farmers.

The Hon, A, J. THYNNE said that, as the
minimum must remain in the Bill, it was only
fair to give some protection to the farmers, and
put some limit upon the amount to which the
rent might be increased.

Amendment agreed to;
amended, put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
next amendment was merely a verbal alteration,
which certainly improved the phraseology of the
clause, and to which he understood there would
be no objection taken. He proposed, therefore,
that the Committee agree to the amendments
of the Legislative Assembly in the Legislative
Council’s amendments in clauses 57 and 58.

Question put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said the
next amendment was that in clause 67, pro-
viding that the approval of the board might be
obtained for under-leases. That amendment
was only carried by a majority of one in that
Chamber, and, as there appeared to be no inten-
tion at present to insist upon the amendment, he
would move that the Committee do not insist
upon the amendment in clause 67,

Question put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAT said they
now proceeded to clause 70, Paragraph 3 of it
referred to the annual rent which was to be paid
during the first period of the new lease that was
to be issued to a selector under the provisions of
the Act, bringing his selection under the Bill.
He proposed that the Committee do not insist
upon the amendment in paragraphs 3 and 5 of
section 70,

The Honx. A. J. THYNNE said there
seemed to be a disposition not to insist
upon the amendments in that clause, and he
thought that was a very great pity. The con-
ditions which the Government were imposing
upon selectors who wished to come under the
Bill were almost prohibitory. He did not get
the chance to come under the Bill on anything
like favourable terms. Why they should object
to allowing a man who had already taken up
land to have a right to purchase it at the price
fixed when they took it up, hecould not see. As
there was an evident disposition on the part of
hon. members not to press the amendment, he
knew it would be only a waste of time to call for
g division ; were it otherwise, he should certainly

o so.

The Hox. W. FORREST said that if the Hon.
Mr. Thynne would press his amendment he would
vote with him if no one else did. The clause
without the amendment was not of the slightest
value to the selector or conditional purchaser at
the present time. Under the present Act the
selector could make his land into a freehold in
three years, and if he came under the Bill he
would have to wait for ten years before he could
malke it a freehold, and then he would have to
pay £1 an acre instead of 10s., and what he paid
in rent would not go towards his purchase money.
It was laughing at the selector instead of trying
to assist him.

The Hox. A. J. THYNNE said the effect of
the amendment was this: A lessee surrendered
his lease and came under the new Act, and was
charged, say, 3d. an acre for the first ten years.
The effect of the amendment in the first part
of the clause would be that what he had paid
in vent previous to his coming under the Bill

and question, as
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would stand to his credit at the rate of
3d. an acre for future remts. The second
amendment merely left him the same right to
purchase as he had at the present time, and at
the same price.  As he saw there were probably
some hon. members who would support him, he
would have an expression of opinion upen the
amendment, and he would therefore mov: that
the word “not” be omitted from the uestion
before the Committee,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said they
were not depriving the selector of any privilege
whatever, If the present tenure was better
than what they proposed to give him under the
Bill, he could remain as he was, and if he con-
sidered the tenure under the Bill better than the
one he at present held he could come under it.
There was no compulsion in the matter. The
Bill simply gave him an alternative. It did not
interfere with him in any way ; but if he found it
suited his financial position and convenience to
come under the Bill he could do so.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said
that he did mnot think any selector under
the present Act would put himself under the
Bill. He did not think, therefore, that the Hon.
Mr. Thynne need press his amendment. In
many cases it would be such a hardship to a man
to come under the Bill, and pay £1 an acre for
his land, that he would not be foolish enough to
doit. Anamending Act would have to be framed
hefore long for such cases.

The Hox. W. GRAHAM said he did not
finagine that the Hon. Mr. Thynne intended to
press his amendment, but his idea was to show
what an utterly poor alternative was given under
that extremely liberal Land Bill. No sane man
looking at the alternative offered would, as the
Hon. Mr. Murray-Prior had said, come under
the Bill. The Hon. Mr. Thynne and the Hon.
Mr. Forrest only wished to point out what a very
poor alternative that was,

Amendment put and negatived ; and original
question put and passed.

The POSTMASTER-GENERATL said they
now cane to clause 71, and he saw there was no
objection taken in that case in the manifesto.
He assumed that the caucus had decided that they
would allow the Legislative Assembly to deal
with that matter which was purely within their
power to deal with, and with which that Chamber
had no right of interference, except to absolutely
veto it. The amendment referred to the period
during which there should be continuous occupa-
tion on the part of the selector before he showuld
have the right to purchase. The Bill provided
that the selector should be in occupation for ten
years, and that Chamber in its excessive liberality
proposed that the land should be given away
after an occupation of five years. He said it
was not within their functions to decide that,
because it was a material interference with the
revenue. They proposed to take away from the
Crown for five years the revenue derivable from
the occupation of land. That undoubtedly was
an interference with the revenue, and was
» matter entirely within the jurisdiction of the
Legislative Assembly, so far as alteration was
concerned.  They, in that Chamber, might
veto the clause if they liked, but they certainly
had no power, under their Constitution, to amend
it. He begged to move that the Council do
not insi~t upon their amendments in clause 71.

The Hon. A. C. GREGORY said he moved
that the Conunittee insist upon their amend-
ment on that clause, It had been urged that
it was purely a revenue question—that if people
paid up their money in five years there would
be so much rvevenue lost, But that weould
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not he the case, because they would have paid
up a sum of money which capitalised all the
rent they would be payingfor the future five years.
That was a practical question of revenue, and he
was now come to the question of finance—as to
whether the Government would benefit rather
than lose. He maintained that it was a ques-
tion which did not interfere with the public
revenue. It might be said with equal force
that they had no right to touch any part
of the Bill, because no part of it could be
touched, either to multiply the conditions of the
lease or in any other way, without treading
upon the thin ice that the hon. the Postmaster-
General stated existed all round the question of
public revenue. He therefore maintained that
the objection would not hold good at all. They
were now dealing with the management and
control of the publiec lands of the colony, and
not with the question of revenue.  The
revenue question would hardly be touched
at all, even in an indirect manner, by the
amendment. But looking upon the matter in
another light, he might fairly argue that it was
their duty to encourage bond fde settlement by
giving the people opportunities of acquiring
freehold property; because that had hitherto
been one of the principal reasons of the rapid set-
tlement of Queensland. There was no doubt that
had it not been for offering freeholds to farmers
and smallfsettlers, and making them so easy of
acquisition, they should not have had the large
stream of immigration that they had had to the
colony, and their population would not have
amounted to half what it was now. It was not
worth while to go into a long discussion upon
the question, but he thought it should be borne
in mind that if they did away with the possi-
bility of acquiring freeholds within reasonable
limits they would be putting a stop to immigra
tion, which they all agreed was so important to
the welfare of the colony ; and the result would
be to send people away to other colonies where
they could acquire freehold property. He there-
fore moved that the word ‘‘not” be omitted from
the motion.

The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR said the
clause under discussion was quite different from
the one above. He looked upon the amendment
as one of the greatest boons they could possibly
give to the selector. Ten years—which in fact
would be twelve years—was far too long in
country like that for persons to wait until they
could obtain a freehold. The time was fixed by
the amendment at five years, and it would pro-
bably beeight yearsbefore theselector could obtain
his freehold. He was sure that the amendment
was an improvement in the Bill which would
be most acceptable to selectors, and he should
therefore support it.

Question — That the word proposed to be
omitted stand part of the question—put.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: Let the
solid vote have it.

Question put and negatived.

Question-—That the Committee do insist upon
their amendment in clause 7—put and passed.

On the motion of the POSTMASTER-
GENERAL, the Committee agreed to the
amendments of the Legislative Assembly in
clauses 99 and 120.

On  the motion of the POSTMASTER-
GENERAL, the CHAIRMAN left the chair, and
reported the resolutions to the House.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: As a
matter of form, I move that the report be
adopted.

Question put and passed,
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The Hox. T. L. MURRAY-PRIOR: T beg
to move that the following message be trans-
mitted to the Legislative Assembly 1—

Legislative Comneil Chamber,

Brisbane, 16th December, 1834,
MR, SPEAKELR,

The Legislative Conneil having had under consi-
deration the Legislative Assembly’s message, of date
11th Decewmber, relutive to amendments made by the
Legislative Council in the Crown Lands Bill, heg now to
intimate that they insist on their amendments in clause
1;in clause 4,1lines 1+ and 89; on the owmission of clauses
75 to 79, inclusive ; and on their amendments in clauses
121 and 139:

Beeause it is doubtful whether an extensive destruec-
tion of the acaeia forests may not decrease the already
deficient rainfall in the interior, while it will certainly
decrease the grazing capabilities of the country in
seasons of drought;

Because more effectual provision for the experimental
clearing of scrub is made by leases of grazing farms
under conditions less likely so lead to evasions of the
law.

Insist on their amendments in elauses 6 and 7:

Because if there has been any improper adminis-
tration of the law it is a matter for executive reform
and not legislation;

Because the Bill as amended does not entitle lessees
under the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 to claim any com-
pensation for improvements on runs on being deprived
of the use thereof, as the operation of the Bill only
extends to leases issued under its provisions after the
leases under the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869 have been
surrendered and ceased t0 have effect;

Because it does not confer any right to purchase land;

Because the power to terminate a current lease by
notice does not confer any power to abrogate any of the
other conditions during its currency ;

Because the Executive Government have full power
to refuse to sell any land, the sale of which might in
any way prejudice the public interests, and it is desir-
able that the claims of existing lessees should be equit-
ably dealt with ;

Because the amendment only protects existing con-
tracts.

Insist on their amendments in clauses 20 and 21, and
subsection S of clause 27 :

Because it is expedient that there should be an
appeal from the decisions of the board, who are to ori-
ginate proceedings, adjudicate thereon, and finally
decide on the validity of their own verdicts;

Beeanse the functions of the board, which are to be
sithjeet to appeal to arbitration, are the same as those
which have been subject to appeal to arbitration under
the Pastoral Leases Act of 1869, which 1ode of appeal
has worked satisfactorily for fifteen years, and therefore
cannot be deemed to be impracticable;

Becanse if the determination of rvents is to be placed
under the control of an irresponsible board without any
definite instruction, the amounts would not be assessed
on any defined consistent basis heyond the opinion ot
the board;

Becanse the administration of the Crown lands on
the basis of the anendinent has been found practicable
ald convenient during the past fifteen years under The
Pastoral Leases Act of 1869

Because it wounld not interfere with the public re-
venue, as the appeal to arbitration would only he for
the correction of errors of judgment on the part of the
hoard, and any amount assessed hy the board in error
would not properly he revenue.

Insist on their aiendments in subsection 1 of clause
28

Beeause it is necessary to render that part of the
clause consistent with subsection 7 which makes
different provision for the sume purpose.

Insist on their amendments in clause 43, in the
second paragraph of clause 51 and the first paragraph
of elanse 70:

Because 960 acres would not he sufficient area in some
districts, and the Bill gives power to reduce the maxi-
mum area in those districts where 1,280 acres might he
deemed to be excessive.

Insist on the amendment of clause 56, subsection 4
clause (/) :

Because it does not interfere with public revenue,
and only sets limits to contracts to lease Crown lands,
in the management and control whereof the Legislative
Counecil have co-ordinate rights with the Legislative
Assemnbly under the Constitution Act,

Insist on the amendments in clauses 75 to 79.

Agree to the amendments nade by the Legislative
Assemhly in the Council's amendments in clauses 57
and 58,
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Personal Explanation.

Insist on their amendments in elause 71, to which
the Legislative Assembly have disagreed :

Becanse it was desirable to encourage bona fide settle-
ment by offering reasonable facilities for the a(‘xmisiti'on
of freeholds, as this has hitherto been one of the prin-
cipal eauses of the rapid settlement oi Queenshm'd. .

Agree to the amendmments made by the Legislative
Assemble inthe Council’s amendinentsin clauses 99 and
129.

And do not insist on the other amendnents to which
the Legislative Assembly have disagreed.

A I PATMER,
President.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: We will
not inflict the reading of the message upon the
hon. the President. We will take it as read.

The PRESTIDENT : That motion can only be
put with the consent of the House.
Question put and passed.

The House adjourned at twenty minutes to
12 o’clock.





