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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY.
Puesday, 18 June, 1889,

Questions—7Petitions—grants to Schools of Art—railway

from B ane to the Southern bhorder.-—Formal
Motion.—Crown Lands Aects, 1884 to 1888, Amend-
ment Bill—seeond reading.—Adjournment.

The SPEAKER took the chair at half-past

3 o’clock.
QUESTIONS.
Mr. JESSOP asked the Minister for Rail-
ways—

Is it the intention of the Government to lay on the
table of the House this session the plan, section, and
ook of reference for the first section of the Dalby to
Bunya Mountain railway ?

The MINISTER FOR RAILWAYS (Hon.
H. M. Nelson) replied—

The necessary plans, ete., of the railway from Dalby
to the Bunya Mountain will probably be ready in the
course of a month; and if so, it is the intention of the
Government to lay the same on the table of the House
during the presens session for approval.

My, JESSOP asked the Minister for Lands—

Is it the intention of the Government to throw open
for selectinon under the Mineral Lands Act the reserve
Lknown as the coal land at Dingo Point ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. M, H.
Black) replied—

This rescrve is at prescnt reserved for railway pur-
poses. So soon as the plans are approved by Parlia-
ment, the balance not required for railway purposes
will be disposed of to the best advantage to the public
interest.

PETITIONS.
GRANTS TO SCHOOLS OF ART.

Mr. GRIMES presented a petition from the
vice-president and secretary of the School of
Arts, Rocklea, having reference to the endow-
ment now granted by the Government to schools
of art, and praying that the House would afford
such relief as it might think fit. The petition
was similar to those previously presented ; and
he moved that it be received.

Question put and passed.

Mr. SAYERS presented a petition from the
chairman and secretary of the School of Arts,
Charters Towers, of similar purport and prayer ;
and moved that it be received.

Question put and passed.

Mr. UNMACK presented a petition from the
vice-president and secretary of the School of
Arts, Toowong, of similar purport and prayer;
and moved that it be received.

Question put and passed.

RAILWAY FROM BRISBANE TO THE SOUTHERN
BORDER.

Mr. MORGAN presented a petition from 1,070
electors in the Southern districts, praying'for the
construction of a direct line of railway between
the Southern border and the capital of the
colony ; and moved that the petition be read.

Question put and passed ; and petition read by
the Clerk.

On the motion of Mr., MORGAN, the petition
was received.

FORMAL MOTION.
The following formal motion was agreed to:—

By Mr. BUCKLAND~-

1. That the Bill to enable the corporation of the Bris-
hana Total Abstinenee Society (being the trustees of an
allotment of land in the city of Brisbane, parish of
North Brisbane, granted for the purposes of the erection
thereon of a Temperance Hall) to sell the residue of
such land now remaining in their hands freed and
absolutely discharged from the trusts on which the
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same are now held, and to enable the socicty to scll,
mortgage, or lease the same, and for other purposcs, he
referred for the consideration and report of a select
committee.

2. That such committee lave power to send for
persous and papers, and leave to sit during any adjourn-
ment of the House, and that it cousist of Messrs.
Mellor, Cowley, G. H. Jones, Luya, and the mover.

CROWN LANDS ACTS, 1884 TO 1884,
AMENDMENT BILL,
SrconD READING.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said: Mr.
Speaker,—In submitting this further amend-
ment of the Crown Lands Acts, 1884 to 1836,
to the House, it is not my intention in any way
to discuss at any great length the Land Acts, 1884
to 1886. The object the Government have in
view in introducing this Bill is to make such
amendments as experience has taught me, and I
believe has also taught previous Ministers
charged with the administration of the Land
Act, will be beneficial in giving effect to the
intention of the framers of the Act of 1884, It
will probably be necessary during the remarks
I may make on the various clauses contained in
this Bill to draw some comparison between
what we hope to attain by some of these
amendments in the shape of increasing settle-
ment, and, I hope, adding somewhat to the
revenue of the country—it will probably be
necessary to make some comparison between the
clauses of this Bill and those referring to the
»same subjects in previous Acts ; but I wish to
assure the House that in making these amend-
ments my wish is, as far as possible, to carry
out what I consider was the intention of the
framers of the Act of 1884, And I think the
House will give me credit when I say that during
the twelve months I have been charged with the
administration of the Land Act, I have con-
scientiously endeavoured by every possible means
to throw lands open to selection, to increase
settlement, and in every way to carry out the
intention of the framers of the Act. There are,
however, some anomalies in the Act which I do
not think its framers contemplated, and experi-
ence has shown that a slight amendment would
be an improvement. And although the House
may not agree with some of the details which
are proposed, I hope hon. members will con-
sider and discuss these amendments in a friendly
way, accepting those they consider will be advan-
tageous, and amending those which they think
are capable of amendment. This amending Bill
is not a long one. It contains only twenty
clauses. The first clause to which I will draw
the attention of hon. members is the 3rd clause,
the 1st subsection of which deals with the re-
hearing by the Land Board. The 20th clause
of the original Act provides that ‘“‘upon the
application of any person aggrieved by a decision
of the board the Governor in Counecil may remit
the matter to the board for re-consideration.”
Hon. gentlemen will see that there is no finality
of appeal given, and I do not think the framers
of the Act ever intended that the lessee, or the
person considering himself aggrieved by a
decision of the board, should have the oppor-
tunity of asking for a re-hearing at any time.

L Th‘e Hox. Sz S, W.. GRIFFITH: Hear,
ear!

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: When the
board has arrived at a decision in connection
with the division of a run—one part being the
leased portion and the other the resumed por-
tion—the matter is decided in open court, and
all the parties interested have the opportunity of
appearing before the board and bringing for-
ward witnesses to support their case, and it
is considered that as the decision of the Land
Board is given in open court, and every facility

for protestis afforded, thatdecision should befinal,
But it does not say so. Therefore this amend-
ment states that applications to the Governor in
Council under section 20 shall be made within
ninety days after the decision of the board. It
may be that the lessee is not aware of certain
evidence to be brought before the board on the
hearing of the case, and this amendment will
give him ninety days within which to make an
appeal. In the way the law stands at present
it is extremely doubtful to me whether he has
not the right of appeal during the twenty-one
years of his lease, or during the thirty years
given in the case of a ‘grazing farm, 1 can
assure hon. gentlemen that I have had a case
submitted to me three years after the deci-
sion of the Land Board had been given,
After the appellant had actually appeared in
court and heard the whole of the evidence
given, he waited for three yearsand then lodged
a request with me for an appeal to the board for
a re-hearing of his case. T think there should be
some finality, and I propose here that anyone
aggrieved should have the right of appeal for a
re-hearing within ninety days after the board
have given their decision. Subsections 2 and
3 refer to grazing farms. Now there has
been in some instances a good deal of compe-
tition for these grazing farms., When grazing
farms have been thrown open: to selection
on a fixed day there has been in some instances
a great rush to secure them, and we find practi-
cally that a great many dummy applications are
put'in, It has assumed a very serious aspect in
some districts, and it frequently happens that the
settler who has gone to a great deal of trouble in
corresponding with the Land Board and request-
ing that certain areas of land should be thrown
open to selection as grazing farms—it very often
happens that that man who is really best entitled,
havig talken most trouble to secure a farm, is
met by a host of dummy applications put in
when the land court opens. The farms for which
there is competition are then submitted to
Iot, and unless the bond jfide man connives
at the saine fraud, I may say, for it is virtually
a fraud, and puts in say a dozen dummy applica-
tions himself, he has really little chance of
getting the land against the twenty, thirty, or
forty dummy applications put in by persons out-
side.

Mr. ARCHER : Against several hundreds in
some cases.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Well, we
have the present system of lot, we have the
auction system, and the tender system which I
propose here. The auction system undoubtedly
gives the man with the longest purse the greatest
chance of securing the piece of land he wants. I
do not think the members of this House will
consider that a good plan. What is proposed by
this amendment is simply this: In the event of
there being competition, each applicant putsin
with his application, in a sealed envelope, the
amount of premium he is prepared to give. In
the event of a man’s application being accepted,
and there being no competition, he will get the
grazing farm at the upset price put upon it
Dy the Land Board. Should there be two or
more applicants offering the same premium then
the grazing farm is offered by auction amongst
those only who have tendered the same pre-
mium. Althougheachapplicant statesinhissealed
envelope the amount of premium he is willing to
pay he is not called upon to pay that except in
the event of there being competition for the
farm for which he has applied, otherwise he will
get the farm at the upset price. Subsection (3)
refers to agricultural and grazing farms. Agricul-
tural farms, as hon. gentlemen will understand,
include what are called homestead selections
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It was always intended by the framers of
the Act of 1884, and it was contended as one
of its great advantages, that it would ensure
settlement. It was also said that it was
going to ensure a considerable increase of re-
venue to the country. That has not been carried
out according to the sanguine anticipations of
those who framed the Act. It was, at all events,
considered certain that settlement upon the land
would be absolutely compulsory. But owing to
a slight law—and it could not have been any-
thing but a flaw, because I am sure the framers
of the Act never intended it—a difference was
made in the occupation conditions between
licenses and leases, and at present all the com-
pulsory clauses compelling occupation apply only
to leases. The question of occupation, so long
as the land was held under license, was
entirely omitted. The conzequence is, that
the homestead selector who gets up to 160
acres at only half-a-crown an acre is only com-
pelled to prove five years’ residence out of seven.
The consequence of that is, that if he chooses he
has two years at first within which he need not
reside upon the land, and no forfeiture can ensue
if he does not, except for non-payment of rent.
So long as he pays his rent I fail to see that the
department has any power to forfeit for non-
residence. He has to prove five years’ residence
out of seven, but he may take the last five years,
and you cannot compel him to take the first two
years. A selector of 160acres can hold hisselection
for five years under license, and after that time
it Dbecomes forfeited if he does not apply for a
lease, which he can only get upon proving that
he has fenced his selection in. But he has got
five years to do that in. He can hold that selec-
tion for five years under license, during which
occupation is not compulsory,  If he likes to go
upon his selection, well and good, but we cannot
forfeit an agricultural selection except for non-
payment of rent. I do not think the framers
-of the Act intended that. I think they in-
tended that the conditions applying to land
held under lsase should also apply to land
held under license. Then, again, with regard
to grazing farms, a man may take up a
maximum area of 20,000 acres, and he can also
hold his grazing farm for three years under
license. 1If it is then fenced in he applies for a
lease ; but so long as he holds it under license,
residence, so far as I can judge—and I have con-
sulted the law advisers of the Crown on the sub-
ject, and they agree with me—is not compulsory.
1 think hon. gentlemen, admitting, as I am sure
they will, that it was the intention of the framers
of the Act, as it is the intention of the Govern-
ment now, that occupation at all events within
reasonable limits should be compulsory, will
allow the amendment of the law contained in
subsection (3) to pass so as to give effect to what
I believe the framers of the Act intended. The
subsection reads thus :—

““(3.) The following provision shall be added to section
fifty-five :—

Within three months after the issue of a license,
the selector must enter upon the land and take
possession thereof, and thereafter, during the
currency of the license, he shall occupy the
land continuously and bond fide in the manner
preseribed by the said Act with respect to
oceupation by a lessee.

In the event of his failing to perform the condition
of occupation hereby prescribed, the same
consequences shall ensue with respect to the
license as are preseribed in the case of a leass
upon the like default.”

Referring to section 55 of the Act of 1884, hon.
members will see that it reads thus : that *““upon
the issue of a license the selector may enter upon
the land and take possession thereof, but shall
not be entitled to impound any stock ” of the
last outhoused tenant, ete. 'The selector may
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enter upon the land, and there is no doubt that
a majority of the selectors do so, but it is not
compulsory under the Act. The amendment
here proposed meets the case, and provides that
the same conditions as are imposed on a lessee
shall be applied to a licensee. Then we come to
subsection 4 in this 3rd clause of the amending
Bill, It deals with a matter on which I have no
doubt there may be some difference of opinion.
At present large areas of land are being locked up
for very long periods as grazing farms; they are
being locked up, subject to the conditions of
the Act, that is subject to re-assessment of
rental, for thirty years. I think thirty years is
too long, and that pefore thirty years have
elapsed a great many of these very large areas
of land will be required for more profitable use
than for cccupation as grazing farms, especially
when we consider the great and important pro-
gress which has been made during the last few
years in the search for artesian water out West.
I think that the time will come when some of
those rich plains in the West will be devoted to
very much closer settlement than is possible
under 20,000-acre grazing farms. Thirty yearsis
almost a lifetime ; it is certainly a generation ; and
when I take into consideration the experience of
the past, how dissatisfied the general public
become after a few years at the acquisition and
holding of large areas of land by individuals, I
can see that the time will come when those who,
in response to the invitation of our laws, are now
doing what they have an undoubted right to do—
namely, to select 20,000 acres of land and hold
them for thirty years, will be looked upon as
huge land monopolists. The term, in my opinion,
is too long. Amnother thing T would point out to
the House is, that by these large areas continuing
to be selected at the rate they have been selected
for the past two years, I am satisfied that the
fortunate possessors of these lands will in thirty
years become an important political factor in the
House and in the country, and what was in-
tended as a leasehold will become by some means,
perhaps owing to the necessities of the Govern-
ment for the time being, converted into freeholds.

The Hox. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH : The con-
verse is much more likely.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: What is
the converse? Confiscation?

The Hox. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH : Turning
freeholds into leaseholds.

The MINTISTER FOR LANDS: Ob, nol!
Now, since the Act of 1884 came into force—that
ig, since the 1st of March, 1885, up to the 31st of
December last—we have alienated 2,991,895 acres.
We must bear in mind that previous to the
passing of that Act we had alienated about
10,000,000 acres of land in the colony, out of a
total of 428,000,000 acres ; and as I say, during
the last four years we have alienated nearly
another 3,000,000 acres.

The Hon. Sz 8. W. GRIFFITH : No; not
alienated.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: Well; we
will not differ about what it is, whether 1t is
alienated or not; it is practically alienated,
because out of these 3,000,000 acres, 2,164,770
acres have been alienated as grazing farms—
alienated certainly for a generation—and I think
the time will come when these grazing farms will
be converted into freeholds. T have reasons for
what I say. I see the avidity with which the
general public always buy freehold lands when-
ever they can possibly get them, and I am very
glad to see it, as 1 am not one of those who
deprecate the holding of freeholds. I think it
would be better for the country, and that the
country would progress at a much more rapid
rate than it is doing at present, overburdened
as it is with an enormous debt, if we faced the
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difficulty manfully and recognised the ineradie-
able disposition of the people to possess freeholds,
and were to alter our policy and alienate far
more land than we are doirg.

Mr. HUNTER : Tax the land.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I most
cerlainly am not averse to the taxsztion of land.
But suppose the time comes when a land tax
should be impesed, are we to be told that such a
tax is only to be applied to the 10,000,600 acres
of land alienated previous to the passing of the
Act of 1884, and mnot to apply it to those
3,000,000 acres that have since been alienatad,
or to the 10,000,000 or 15,000,000 acres that may
be alienated in the future? I am, however,
diverging frown the intentions of the Bill, and T
have not the least intention to debate upon any
other project for alienation, Ihavegivenreasons
why I hope and trust that hon. members will see
the advisability of limiting this thirty years’
tenure to twenty years, I believe twenty years
will be quite sutficient for all purpeses. It is
well known that at the expiration of the lease it
may easily be renewed, should succeeding Govern-
ments think fit, or the holder may obtain full
compensation for the improvements which he has
effected on the land; and I may say that the
shorter term will not in any way prevent settle-
ment. But there are lands out West now which,
I firmly believe, will be able to support, T may
say, millions of people long before the thirty
years has elapsed.

Mr. GROOM : By destroyingexistinginterests?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : We cannot
break existing arrangements. It may be in-
teresting to hon. members to have a few more
details respecting the land taken up under the
Act of 1884, The information will, I am certain,
also be interesting to the country. The gross
area of agricultural farms of 160 acres and under
amounts to 427,402 acres, which shows the
enormous extent to which the Act has
been talten advantage of by what we may
call the homestead selector. As against 427,000
acres of what I call homestead selections—
although there is no such word in the Act
—the quantity over 160 acres has only been
399,493 acres.  For some reasom, therefore, which
I think is very intelligible, the small areas of
land have undoubtedly received the preference.
One reason no doubt is that the people who take
themn up are getting for 2z 6d, an »cre what
anyone else will have to pay £1 for. That
is a very strong reason. Another reason—
and I vefer to this now, because I wish in
a later clause to give the same facilities for
the acquisition of frechold to holders of over
160 acres—another reason is, that the love of
freehold is so strong that they take up these
small areas, knowing that they can make a free-
hold of them in five years.” The number of
agricultural farms which have been alienated is
4,144 ; that is, assuming that settlement neces-
sarily follows the alienation of these agricultural
farms, those 4,144 agricultural farms have been
added to the wealth and prosperity of the colony
since the passing of the Act. Those 4,144 agri-
cultural farms embrace an area of 827,125
acres, But I am sorry to say that, not-
withstanding the large area which has been
alienated, the amount of revenue, which is
to a certain extent a consideration in a country
like this, is only £13,747. There are 441 grazing
farms, amounting to 2,164,770 acres, of which
the rent is only 4£11,910. The total revenue
from agricultural and grazing farms is £25,657.
If we add to that the increase of pastoral rents
caused by the subdivision of runs—&£36,765—
since the passing of the Act of 1884, the total
amounts to £62,422. So you will see, Mr,
Speaker, ithas taken fouryears to get thisfinancial

result of £62,422, which is equal to 4 per
cent. on a loan of £1,560,000. But it must
be borne in mind that this increase of pastoral
rents has been the accumulation of four years,
and, the runs having been subdivided, there will
be no further increase from that source. The
revenue derived from agricultural and grazing
farms—#£25,6567—is equal to 4 per cent. on a loan
of £640,000. That is briefly the financial result,
leaving the occupation result out of the question,
of an Act which was honestly believed by its
framers at the time to be the justification for a
£10,000,000 loan. We cannot shut our eyes
to the fact that if we desire settlement to
progress—if we desire our public works to
be prosecuted with the rapidity which we
see the people desire—if our railways are
to be extended @n accordance with the loudly-
expressed wish of the people—which means an
additional loan at a very early date—I think hon.
members will agree with me that any reasonable,
rational method by which we can derive a greater
revenue from the enormous area of pastoral
land which this colony possesses, is a matter
deserving of the grestest and most serious con-
sideration. I do not wish the House to ac-
cept any proposition by which lands will be
recklessly alienated at anything below its fair
value ; but I think it is absoiusely necessary, if
we wish to maintain our credit with the people
who lend us money—if we wish to be able to
borrow more—it will be absolutely necessary,
before very long, for the completion and further
extension and construction of new railway lines—
it will be absolutely necessary that the House
should adopt some means by which our land
revenue cau be increased. :

Mr, HYNE: Cannottherentsberevised every
five years?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: We shall
want to borrow long before five years. There are
only two alternatives, Customs taxation is one,
and that is not a popular way of raising revenue.
I think the public at large, if they were appealed
to on this question—if it were pointed out to them
calmly and plainly, as T have laid it before the
House, how ridiculously small the land revenue
is that we are deriving at present from the opera~
tion of the Act of 1834—if they were asked
whether they would prefer the present taxation
through the Customs or to 1e relieved of a part of
that by the alicnation of more land, I think
there 1s no doubt that they would consider that
a far greater revenue should be derived from the
Land Act than we are receiving at the present
time.

The Hon. 818 8. W, GRIFFITH : Those are

not the only alternatives.

The MINISTER ¥OR LANDS: What I am
referring to now is apropes of a clause we shall
come to later on, in which I ask the House to
give the Government power to sell larger areas
of land. I would point out that while our
territorial revenue in 1883-4 was £619,959, the
estimate up to the end of this menth—and I
believe the amount will be about realised
~—for territorial revenue is £608,000. This
estimate is very likely, indeed, to be ex-
ceecded ; we may get £9,000 or £11,000 more,
and I dare say we shall; but if we do, our
total revenue from this source for 1888-9
will be only about equal to that of 1883-4, At the
end of four years, therefore, since the Act came
into operation, we ure obtaining the same
revenue that we had in 1883-4, instead of having,
as was expected, a much larger revenue. But
there is another peint in connection with this
that T will refer tv, and that is that when the
Land Act of 1884 came into force, there was a
credit of a million and a quarter on rents of
selections under the 1876 Act. The territorial



Crown Lands Acts, 1884

revenue during the last four years has been aug-
mented to the extent of about a quarter of a
million every year out of that credit of a million
and a quarter, and at the present moment there
is only about £277,000 left to the credit of the 1876
Act. That in all probability will be paid ; that is,
the Jand held under that Act will become freehold
during the next two years. About £140,600 a
vear is the estimate of the departinent for the
rents which will fall in under the 1876 Act, so
that the House has got this position to face:
That within two years in all probability the land
revenue will suffer a sudden fall—a sudden
decrease. If hon. members bear in mind the
very small amount of land revenue we are getting
at present under the Act, they will see that there
is every probability of a very serious diminution
in our land revenue taking place at the end of two
years. That is a matter, Mr. Speaker, that the
House should be made aware of, in order that
when this time comes it shall not come as a
surprise upon them. I ask the House to take
some steps by which our land revenue will be
kept up to, I think myself, a basis by which it
would pay the interest on the loans for our rail-
ways, which have been constructed chiefly for the
improvement of the waste lands of the colony.
Subsection 6 refers to agricultural farms and the
acquisition of freeholds, and reads as follows :—

“ 8o much of section seventy-three as is contained in
the words ‘or of each of two or more successive
lessees ’ is hereby repealed, and the period of five years
is substituted in lieu of the period of ten years therein
mentioned.”’

Now, Mr. Speaker, a selector of 160 acres and
under not only obtains his land for half-a-crown
an acre on complying with certain conditions,
but he is allowed to acquire the freehold in five
years, At present a selector whose operations
require a larger area than 160 acres has to pay no
less than £1 per acre, that iseight times as muchas
a selector of 160 acres, but he is further debarred
from acquiring the freelrold until he hasperformed
the conditions of ten years’ personal residence, I
see no reason, My, Speaker, why this anomaly
should be allowed to exist. I think it is quite
sufficient to penalise a selector whose neces-
sities require more than 160 acres, by making
him pay eight times as much as a selector of
160 acres. That is the minimum. He must

ay that, and it is quite possible that the

and Board may pub such a high value
on the land in the shape of annual rental
that he will have to pay, as has happened in
some cases in the North, very much more than
£1 an acre. Hon. mewmbers must also notice
that the condition of residence is not to be per-
formed by hailiff, it must be personal residence ;
and I think that a selector of over 160 acres who
resides personally—not by bailiff—for a term of
five years, should be allowed the rzame privilege
to acquire his frechold as is enjoyed by the
selector of 160 acres who gets his land for half-a-
crown an acre. Subsection 7 deals with occupa-
tion licenses, and the same remarks that I made
before with regard to applications for grazing
farms apply to applications for these licenses.
I have no doubt, Mr. Speaker, that hon.
members will have read In the newspapers
lately an account of what I think the
most scandalous proceedings that took place at
Clermont recently, where over 400 applications
were put in for one occupation license. There
havebeen other cases, and I am sure hon. mem-
bers know that what I say has come under their
notice. There are men travelling about the
country levying blackmail upon the pastoral
lessees, and levying blackmail upon anyone who
desiresto get anoccupationlicense. They putina
score or more applications for occupation licenses,
being certain that from the large number they put
in, even without a power-of-attorney, that the
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chances are 10 to 1 they will get the license, and
having obtained it, they proceed at once to the
individual who is most deserving, or whose
necessities require that he should have an
additional grazing area, and sell it to him at
sums varying up to £200. I think the attention
of the House only rrquires to be directed to this
scandalous system which has prevailed during
the last few years to ensure an alteration of if,
and I trust the alteration which I propose
will be found to be a good one. I am
sure it will be better for the country.
It will be acting fairly towards the pas-
toral lessees and those who are bond fide
selectors who desire to settle down upon the
land. Part II1. refers to the amendment of
section 2 of the Crown Lands Act of 1884
Amendment Act of 1885, and Parts I1., IT1., and
IV. of the Act of 1886, and Part VIIL of the
principal Act, and has relation to the closing of
roads, Clause 4 provides :(—

“When land is resumed from a bolding under Part
IV.of the principal Act for the purpose of a public
road, the lessee shall not be entitled to accept the
notice of rssumption of such land as a notice of
resumption of the entire holding within the meaning
of the one hundred and second section of the principal
Act.””

I think, Mr. Speaker, that in the Crown Lands
Act Amendment Act of 1886, clause 10, there
was an unintentional mistake made.

The Hon. Sir S. W. GRIFFITH: Hear,
hear !

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That clause
states—

‘“ When land is resumed from a holding under Part
III. of the principal Act for the purpose of a public road,
the lessee shall not be entitled to accept the notice of
resumption of such land a3 a notice of the resumption
of the entire holding, within the mecaning of the one
hundred and second section of the principal Act.”

I think, Mr. Speaker, it was intended that that
should have read, ‘from a holding under Parts
III. and IV. of the principal Act.” The clause
provides that the lessee through whose run a
road has been made is mot to consider the
resumption of such road as giving him a right
to surrender the whole of his lease, but it
should apply with equal force to the holder of a
grazing farm. Although large resumptions for
roads had been made in these 20,000-acre areas,
we know very well that before the thirty years
of the leases have expired, that it will be abso-
lutely necessary, in the interests of the public, to
proclaim additional roads through them, and,
from the way the Act is framed at present, the
resumption of a piece of land for road purposes
through a grazing farm or an agricultural farm
gives the lessee the right to surrender the whole
of his holding with the right of compensation.
I do not think that clause 10 of the Act of 1886
was intended to apply to Part III. only of the
principal Act, and the clause of the Bill
which I have read is intended to bring agricul-
tural and grazing farms, when roads are taken out
of them, under the same conditions as clause
10 of the 1886 Act, which I have referred to.
Clause 6 also refers to resumption of roads. I
may say that since we have had these large areas
of land selected during the last few years, a very
great difficulty has been thrown upon the Roads
Department. Roads are being frequently found
necessary where the land has been surveyed pre-
vious to selection, no proper reservation for roads
having been made. Roads are frequently found
to be in impracticable and unsuitable places, and
this clause lays down some defined rule under
which resumptions for roads can be made. I
would point out that in this clause the words



266

““before survey thereof ” should be omitted, and
Ishall propese that in committee. The clause
will read then as follows :(—

“Where a farm lhas been selected in any agricul-
tural area, if within the ten ycars immediately succeeding
the date of the application to seleet the samne it shall
be deemed necessary to open any public road through
such farm, it shall be lawiul for the Governor in
Council to proclaim by notice in the Gacelfe a public
road, not exceeding two chains in width, through such
farm.”

The next paragraph of the clause provides for
compensation, and the compensation is to be
twice the amount that the selector has paid for
his land ; but if the land is enclosed it will be the
duty of the Government to fence that road in on
both sides. It is necessary in the interests of the
public that roads should be made, and it is only
fair to the selector that the country should pay
the expense of fencing off the road, which is not
necessitated by anything the selector himself has
done. Clause 7 refers to selection before survey in
agricultural areas only. Ashon. members know,
we have certain districts in the enlony known as
scheduled districts, within which selection before
survey is actually in force—such as the districts
of Gympie, Maryborough, Bundaberg, Mackay,
Bowen, Townsville, Brishane, Rockhampton, and
Toowoomba—all the coast districts, which have
been very considerably picked over by former
selectors. There are certain areas of land in
these districts which are not of sufficient extent
to justify sending a surveyor to survey them,
and they remain still unselected, and in those
districts selection before survey is allowed to
take place. I may say that experience has
led me to think that the ordinary agricultural
selector very much prefers selecting the piece of
land which he thinks best adapted to his require-
ments. At presentit frequently happensin many
cases, where we have survey before selection,
that great dissatisfaction iy felt by the selector,
who finds that, while getting a small piece
of good land, he is compelled to take a large
piece of indifferent land. I think that if we
desire to settle a large population on the Jands of
the colony we should do all we can to make
them as contented as possible; and I see no
reason why the first comer should not have
the advantage of picking out the piece of
Jand he wants, under certain conditions as
to length, breadth, and river frontage, which
can all be laid down by regulation., I see no
reason why a man should not be allowed to have
the advantage of what is in many cases his own
exploration. At present he finds the land, he asks
for the land to be thrown open for selection, and
after several months’ delay the land is selected,
and he then finds that it is not the particular
piece he wanted to get, or else there are so many
applications for it that perhaps he may not get
it at all, and all his time has been lost. But
there is another reason why, I think, for
a time at least, we should allow selection
before survey to take place, and that is that
we have a very large extent of land already
lying idle which has been surveyed; and when
1 say that the expenses of the Survey Depart-
ment for the last twelve months have amounted
to the enormous sum of £30,000 for surveying
land, keeping it before the public, and having
land ready in all parts of the colony for selec-
tion, hon. members will see that in the mean-
time—although a large part of this money will
eventually come hack to the Treasury—there is
a very considerable amount of unnecessary
expense being incurred by survey before
selection. A great part of this surveyed
land will not be taken up for many years,
and the marks will become obliterated, pegs
will be pulled out of the ground, and when
selection does take place a great many of
those areas will have to be re-surveyed. To
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show that we are taking ample steps to provide
land for all classes of settlers, at the present
time we have open for grazing farm selections,
as surveyed under the 44th section of the Act,
3,520,000 acres awaiting selection ; and unsur-
veyed in the coast districts I mentioned, consist-
ing in most instances of land which is not
suitable for grazing farm selections, we have
1,216,000 acres. We have open for agricultural
farm selection, surveyed ~under the 44th
section of the Act. 1,090,000 acres, and unsur-
veyed in the coast districts, 2,560,000 acres. We
have a total at the present time of just 9,500,000
acres open to selection. Now, I think that it
would bea judicious thing to suspend for a rea=on-
able timesurveybeforeselection. Mind, this clause
is not to apply to grazing farms, but to certain
districts, and is not to have universal application.
It is only to apply to such agricultural lands as
the Land Board may recommend, and is not in
any case to apply to grazing farms. Clause 8
deals with sales by auction. It reads as fol-
lows :—

“Section twenty-five of the last-mentioned Act shall
be read and construed as if instead of the words  twelve
months’ inserted therein the words °three years’ had
been therein inserted.”

This clause should be read in connection with
the next clause, which reads—

“ 80 much of section twenty-six of the last-mentioned
Actas is contained in the words—

‘The area of any portion of country lands so sold
shall not exceed forty acres, and the upset
price shallnot be less than one pound per acre,’

is herehy repealed, and the following provision shall he
substituted in the place thercof—

‘The area of any portion of country lands so sold
shall not exceed three hundred and twenty
acres, and the upset price shall be determined
by the board.’”’

At present we may sell as much land as there
is a demand for, but it must be in 40-acre
blocks. It must be surveyed into 40-acre blocks,
and the average cost of survey of one of these
blocks is about siX guineas. There is nothing
to prevent anyone buying twenty or thirty such
blocks ; he may acquire as much as he likes, but
he is subject to this disadvantage—that he has
to pay an unnecessary amount in survey fees.
It may be said—it has frequently been said—
that the advocates of sales by auction, especially
of country lands, desire the power of making a
sudden huge addition to the revenues but hon.
members will see that what I propose in section
8 is to extend the term of payment. The auction
sales conducted during the last two years—
certainly for the last twelve months—have been
very successful, and I believe that one cause of
that success has been the system introduced by
the previous Government of deferred payments
extending over twelve months. The public have
been very well satisfied; and seeing the ad-
vantage that has accrued, I ask the House
to extend the system still further and allow us to
sell larger areas, say, up to 320 acres; and in
order to guard aguninst the danger of any
Government selling huge areas for the sake of
getting a temporary surplus, extend the payment
over three years. I would have no objection to
extending the payment over five years; I believe
the country would benefit by it, because in many
cases people not able to pay cash down would give
a good honest price, and competition would .be
free and brisk if they knew that the payment
would be extended over three years. Con-
sidering the success the system of deferred pay-
ments has been during the last couple of years,
I think the House may safely grant this further
concession to the investing public who desire to
purchase land by auction. We do not attempt
in any way to curtail the desire of those who
prefer leasehold ; but seeing that that system has
not been thefinancial success that wasanticipated,
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and as I have already pointed out that the
revenue under that system is likely to fall off
rather than increase, let us try the two systems
side by side for a few years, or until it is found
that the system we propose is not a good one.
And having tried both systems the House and the
country will see which is really preferable. It is
not anticipated that we shall sell any very large
areas, As I pointed out just now, we have
already the power to do that in an indirect way ;
and I ask the House to meet the state of affairs
and let us survey those lands in 320-acre blocks,
and instead of putting a fixed price on land
which is of comparatively small value, let the
upset price be decided by the board., Clauses
10, 11, 12, and 13 all refer to artesian wells. The
country has had a great deal of experience
during the last two or three years with
regard to the question of artesian bores, and
I think it is a matter of the greatest
congratulation to the colony that so much
success has crowned the efforts of the Go-
vernment—and the previous Government—in
this direction. At present a pastoral lessee, of
course, can sink as many artesian bores as he
likes on that part of a run of which he has
secured a lease for twenty-one years; but on the
resumed portion he can only sink an artesian
bore on getting permission from the Land Board,
Probably that permission would never be with-
held, but the powition would be this: Having
secured permission and having sunk an artesian
bore on the resumed half of his run—having gone
to an expense which experience has taught us
amounts to between £3,000 and £4,000—if he
is successful the first person coming along who
desires to obtain a grazing farm, not having
incurred any expense or any risk, can obtain a
grazing farm with a bore on 1t—-of course paying
compensation, but having had no risk or anxiety.
If a lessee were foolish enough to do such a
thing under the existing law, having secured a
supply of artesian water, that would inspire the
confidence of those who desire toselect in the dis-
trict, and he would at once lose the use of the
resumed half of his run. In short, he attracts
settlement, which, however desirable from a
public point of view, is most disastrous probably
in his case. There are vast tracts of country out
‘West that, owing to the entire absence of water,
will not be selected as grazing farms for many
years ; but there is this anomaly in the Act—
that the Crown lessee may go into the next
district and take up a grazing farm which he may
secure for thirty years, but he is not allowed to
hold a grazing farm on the resumed half of his
own run. What is proposed therefore is to
encourage the lessee to do something to develop
the large areas of land held under occupation
license by him; and we propose to give him, if
he is willing to sink an artesian well on the re-
sumed half of his run, permission to obtain one
grazing farm on the resumed half, and one only

Mr. JORDAN : Without competition ?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : The price
will be fixed by the Land Board, so that there
will be no pre-emption in that case. I am not
at all certain that many pastoral lessees will be
found willing to accept even these terms. How-
ever, I have been asked to adopt some means
by which the lessee will be encouraged, if he
8o desires it, to sink artesian bores on the
resumed half of his run; and all that is pro-
posed is to give him the same right in his
own district which he has without any legislation
in the next district. There is no pre-emptive
right about that ; he is not getting the right to
purchase any land at a certain price. And if
hon. members will acquiesce in the proposal of
the Government to reduce the term of the lease
of grazing farms to twenty years, the lessee who
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acquires such a farm on the resumed half of his
run will be in the same position as other
selectors, and will have only a twenty years’
lease of his farm, I ask any sensible business
man to give any good practical reason why alessee
should be allowed to select a grazing farm fifty
miles away from his leasehold and not close byit
on the resumed half of his run. He is not to be
allowed to take up more than one farm; and I
say that, in the interests of the country, it is
advisable that some such equitable provision as
this should be inserted. Whether the pastoral
lessees will be willing to take advantage of it or
not is another question. Tam told by some that
they will, but by a great many others that they
would never dream of doing so. In section 13
hon. gentlemen will see that the Government
reserve the right of making regulations, issuing
licenses, and doing ewverything necessary for
the inspection of artesian wells, and for prevent-
ing the waste, misuse, or fouling of the water.
Part V., dealing with provisions as to mining,
contains some very important clauses. In con-
sequence of the alteration in the definition of
¢ Crown lands” it was found that having once
granted leases, whether pastoral or grazing farm
leases, under the Act, we had to a certain extent
debarred the miner from acquiring the right of
leasehold which he possessed under previous
Acts. It is intended in these clauses to re-
establish the miner exactly in the position
he occupied previous to the passing of the
Land Act of 1884. I do not think it was
ever intended by the framers of that Act that
the miner was to be in any way prejudiced by it
in the rights he enjoyed up to the time of its
passing. I believe that that definition of
“Crown lands” was never intended to have the
effect which it is now contended it has had in
this respect.

The Hon. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH : The defi-
nition had nothing to do with it. It had not
that effect.

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND
WORXKS : Lawyers differ upon that.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: As the
Minister for Mines and Works says, there is no
doubt that there is a difference of opinion
amongst legal men upon the subject. I know it
has been a bar to miners, and I only ask the
House now to give a decision upon the matter.
I do not profess to be able to argue from a legal
point of view what the correct interpretation
of the definition should be. I know that a
miner has the right to search for minerals,
but the question now arises, Who is to pay
the lessee for damage done by disturbance?
The legal opinion, I believe, is that at present
the miner is obliged to pay compensation,
and so far his rights under previous Acts are
prejudiced. He cannot get a title to his mine,
and if he wishes to get a site on which to put up
machinery to work his mine, it is impossible for
him to get a lease on top of a lease already
granted to the pastoral lessee or grazing farmer
by the Land Board.

The Hon. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH: A regula
tion of ten lines would have put it all right.

The MINISTER ¥OR LANDS: That may
be, but the hon. gentleman’s colleague, the hon.
member for Charfers Towers, Hon. A. Rutledge,
says there is a difficulty in the matter.

The How, Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH: Thereisa
difficulty, no doubt.

The MINISTER FOR LLANDS: Thereis a
difficulty, and I hope the hon. gentleman with
his undoubted legal knowledge will try to amend
these sections, if they require amendment, so as
to obviate that difficulty. I am not bound to
the particular wording of these clauses, and I
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only desire that they should be so framed as to
mee} the difficulty which has arisen, and re-es-
tablish the miner in the position he occupied be-
fore the passing of the principal Act. I wish the
claim for compensation by the lessee on account
of disturbance to be put npon a distinet basis. 1t
is no use for the pastoral lessee or grazing farmer
to look to the miners for compensation, because
they will not give it. TIf it is necessary to allow
the miners to continue to lease areas for the
purpose of searching for minerals, it is far better
that the Government should face the difficulty
manfully and say we shall pay compensation for
disturbance, That is what is intended to be
effected by the Bill before the House. Hom.
gentlemen will see that the definition which gave
rise_to this difficulty is the definition of  Crown
lands” in the Act of 1884, because it differs from
that given in previous Asts. It defines “ Crown
lands” as—

“All lands vested in Ier Majesty which are not for
the_time being dedicated to anv public purpose, or
subject to any deed of grant, lease, contract, promise, or
engagement, made by or on behalf of Her Majesty; and
all lands which are subieet to s right of depasturing
under Part IIL of this Act, or are held under an oceupa-
tion license under Part V. of this Act.”

That covers every lease and license issued under
the Act of 1884, " Now, in the Gold Fields Act of
1874, which the miners have worked under, and
which they believe they are entitled to work
under at the present time, *‘ Crown lands” are
defined to be—

“Alllands vested in Mer Majesty which have not
been dedicated to any public purpose, or which have
not been granted in fee or lawfuliy contracted to be so
granted, or whick are not under lease for purposecs
other than pastoral purposes.”

That expression, “other than pastoral purposes,”
they contend, allows them the right to go upon
lands held under pastoral lease or as grazing
farms. I am quite prepared to let clause 14
and the clauses sppertaining to it come on for
discussion, and I invite the able legal criticism of
the leader of the Opposition upon them, and I
am quite sure he will be able to suggest some
scheme by which the difficulty may be met if these
clauses do not effect the object we have in view.

The Hox. 8iz 8. W, GRIFFITH: The

clauses are remarkably well drawn.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I shall be
glad to accept any suggestion from the hon.
member to meet the difficulty. By clause 15 it
is provided that—

“8omuch of section one hundred and nine of the
principal Act asis contaived in the words ‘on condi-
tion of making compensation to the lessee for any
astual damage and all such other conditions as may be

preseribed’ is hereby repealed.”

I think some hon. members interasted in pastoral

pursuits were under the impression that that was
doing away with a right of compensation to
them, but that is not so. They will ses that in
clause 102, while subsections 1, 2, and 3 are
repealed, subsections 4, 5, and 6 are retained,
and subsection 4 provides: —

“TUpon the resumption of the whole or part of a
holding the lessee shall be entitied to compensation
for the loss thercof, the amount of which shall be
determined by the board.”

Therefore no pastoral lessee, or selector of a
grazing farm, will be in any way prejudiced by
the operations of miners upon their leaseholds.
They will be entitled to full compensation, to be
assessed by the Land Board and paid by the
Government. In clause 17 hon, gentlemen will
see that it is provided that—

' Where hefore the passing of this Act a grazing farm
or part thereof lias boen occupied or leased for fnining
purposes under either of the Acts relating to mining

hereinbefore mentioned, the lessee or licensee of such
farm may take advantage of the provisions of the last
preceding section upon giving such notice as aforesaid
within three months after the pussing of this Act.”
That is to say, that if the holders of grazing farms
have been prejudiced to a very serious extent by
the operations of miners upon their farms they
will be allowed to surrender those farms and
obtain compensation. Part VI, vefers to general
conditions, and clause 18 refers to the correction
of errors in deeds of grant, Clause 19 refers to
useless reservations for roads, and shows what is
to be done in such cases ; and clause 20 deals with
the vesting of roads in the Crown. These clauses
cannot beconsidered contentious. They areclauses
which the working of the department has proved
to benecessary inorderto facilitate publicbusiness.
Owing to various causes in connection with the
obtaining of deeds of grant and reservations
for roads, very great annoyance has been felt by
the general publicin consequence of the delays
which have taken place. It is hoped by the
introduction of this amendmsnt to benetfit the
public and to expedite public business, to reduce
delay to & minimum, and, contingent upon that,
to reduce the expense which the public are put
to in obtaining their deeds of grant. There is
one matter to which, perhaps, I should have
referred at an earlier stage. Having given the
House some statistical inforination in connection
with our present land revenue and our probable
future land revenue, I do uot think it would
be complete unless I alluded to our land order
system, in order that the House may be in the
possession of information which I am in possession
of, and may consider it in connection with the
remarks I have made as to the probable diminu-
tion in the future of our land revenue. Up to
the present time-—that is, up to 21st May last,
quite a recent date—the revenue from grazing
and agricultural farms has been about £25,000 a
year, Qur future land revenue is furthermore
pledged by 1,132 land orders, which are now
either in the hands of the public or in the Lands
Office waiting distribution, and the value of these
land orders is £32,250. Hon. members must
bear this in mind in considering our future land
revenue, and they will sea that at the pre-
sent rate of selection those land orders will
cover ome and a-half year’s revenue. I
have nothing further to add. I must thank
the House for the patient hearing accorded me,
and I hope that hon. members will take time to
consider the few novel principles which are
being introduced by this Bill. There is nothing,
as I said some time ago, of a very revolutionary
nature in this Land Act Amending Bill. 1%
has been framed with the intention of adding to
the settlement, and, to a certain extent, of adding
to the revenue of the colony. Any further
amendments that hon. members may suggest as
necessary will certainly receive the most carefal
consideration fromme. I think that in carrying
this measure through the House—and I hope it
will be carried—hon. members wiil meet the
proposals in the same spirit in which the Bill is
framed, asa Bill intended to improve the working
of the Land Acts of 1884 and 1886. I beg to
move that the Bill be now read a second time.
Mr. JORDAN said: Mr. Speaker,—It is
apparently the opinion of the hon. gentleman
who has just sat down that this Bill does not
make any material alteration in the Land Act of
1884 and the amending Acts of 1885 and 1886.
He has, I think, persuaded himself that these
alterations, which he hopes will b# carried, will
be an improvement on the Land Act we have
now in foree in this colony. I am sorry to say
that I cannot agree with the hon, gentleman in
that. Further, even if he could substitute a
better Act for that we have now in existence,
I can seereasons for not making any change at
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present. I think that the effect of the kind
of legislation we have had in this colony
from the very beginning has been a very
bad one, so far as encouraging settlement is
concerned, if we look at it froin the point of view
of making frequent changes in our land laws.
‘We have had the Land Act of 1860-—a very good
Act ; the Unoceupied Crown Lands Occupation
Act of the same session; the Pastoral Leases
Act of 1869 ; the Land Act of 1868 ; the Land
Act, I think, of 1372; the Land Act of 1876;
the Crown Lands Act of 1884 ; and the amend-
ing Acts of 1835 and 1886, and now we are o
have another Land Act of 1889. So that we
shall have ten Acts of Parliament affecting the
settlement and occupation of lands in Queens-
land, which is quite a new colony, being only
twenty-nine years old. About every thre=
years, thevefore, we have been interfering with
our land legislation, and the cousequence has been
uncertainty and distruzt in the minds of a
great many persons who wish to settle on the
land. They cannot keep the run of it; they
-do not understand our land legislation. I have
been astonished in talking to many gentlemen,
some of them even members of Parliament, to
find that they do not waderstand our land
legislation, and do not really know that great
facilities for sottlement exist under our present
Act. I have been surprised at the extraordinary
misconeceptions there are as to the powers of that
Act, and the way persons can take up land under
its several provisions. I think thisstate of things
is very undesirable, and T regret very much that
this amending Bill has been brought in. There
are one or two parts of the Bill which I think
are good—namely, those relating to mining and
the resumption of land for roads ; but the greater
part of the Bill is, in my opinion, unnecessary,
and I disagree with the hon. gentleman when he
says that the proposed changes will encourage
settlement on the lands. I think they will have
the very opposite effect. In the Land Act of
1884, and the Amending Acts of 1885 and 1886,
we aimed at two or three things. We wished in
the first place to lessen the vast areas of the
squatters’ runs ; we wished to secure a fair and
inereasing rent, taking into account the large
sums of money expended in making railways to
the great pastoral districts in the west, and the
fact that we liad reason to -believe that water
could be found over a vast area of that magnifi-
cent country—or which would otherwise be
magniticent only it had no surface water. Then
the Act provided for the gradual increase of rents
from 10s. persquare mile up to 90s. per squaremile.
Theleadersof the Government, and their foremost
supporters, although they have generally united
as with one voice to condemn the Act as bad,
as utterly bad, until recently, have lately dis-
covered that it is not so bad after all, that there
are a great many good things in the Act; and that
one of the best things in it is that it gives to the
great pastorallessee security of tenure—what they
call an indefsusible lease—and that it gives to
him compensation for improvements at the end of
his lease if he does not continue at the increased
rent. That is what the great pastoral lessees
have been asking for ever since this colony came
into existence, twenty-nine years ago. Ever
since the first session of the first Queensland
Parliament we have continually heard from these
gentlemen complaints about the want of fixity of
tenure, and the want of compensation for im-
provements. Well, this Act gives them that on
a certain reasonable condition that they would
give up one-half, or one-third, or one-fourth of
their runs to be resumed for close settlement.
It was considered very desirable that we should
not only have a fairer rent, aregularly increasing
rent, from the great pastoral tenants of the Crown
under the altered condition of the colony, but that
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we should endeavour to introduce a better system
of pastoral occupation. It was assumed that if
the pastoral tenants of the Crown would accept
indefeasihle leases for twenty-one years, and
compensation for improvements, they would be
willing to give up a large portion of their runs
for close settlement ; and no less than 47,000,000
acres have been resumed under that Act for close
settlement. That is a remarkable fact. The
pastoral tenants of the Crown voluntarily came
under the Act; they saw it would suit them.
They considered, I suppose, they would have
many advantages, and they voluntarily brought
their runs under the Act. The great bulk of
them have done so—1 believe at least 75 per cent.,
or more. If, havingsecured that, they, by some in-
genlous device, get possession agein of theresumed
portion of their runs, that would be a great stroke
of policy. There is danger in that direction,
because by the 381st section of the principal Act
the pastoral tenants of the Crown may continue
to occupy what is called the resumed portions at
the old infinitesimal rents, averazing in the out-
side districts, including what is called unavailable
country, three-quarters of a farthing per acre. If
they could get possession again of the resumed
portions, their rents on the whole would be
very greatly reduced, and they would have
this further advantage, in their opinion, of
keeping out the little men. That is what
they want to do; but that is not what we want,
on our side of the House at all events. We
invite the little men. We believe that if we
can get ten men, or a hundred, or a thousand
men, in some cases, as pastoral tenants at a fair
and Increasing rent, we shall do much better for
the country by settling a vast population on the
land. The Act of 1884 admirably devised, on
the lines recommended by the Commission of
New South Wales, a plan for establishing a
system of pastoral occupation, not the ‘ water-
hole squatting” which the hon. member for
Barcoo is fond of talking about, but scientific
squatting, within fences, wherve the occupant
provides for his own wants; where he is
compelled to sink for water, where he may grow
winter food for his cattle, where he must expend
a very large amount of money and employ a very
considerable amount of labour. Iwill take asan
illustration those farmis which the leader of the
House adduced last session, and spoke of as an
illustration of the dummying that was going on
under this Act. He will forgive me, I Jdare-
say, for alluding to them, because I do so merely
to illustrate the advantages of pastoral occupa-
tion on small areas. There were 119,010
acres at Aramac taken up by a number of
gentlemen, whose families were related. There
were two distinet families. It was said that
this was done by combination, and it was
contended that those gentlemen paid very little
more than the old lessees did, that they were
simply driving out the original pioneer of the
country, or the original Crown lessee, and that
the country would derive no benefit from it; and
I remember that it was stated that it showed
how a gigantic system of dummying could be
carried on under the Act. Thavefound out that
those gentlemen who took up these 119,010 acres
would be compelled within three years to fence
in each separate farm. There were really nine
of them, but we will take it that it was only
divided into six. It would have to be divided
into nine, but for the sake of argument we
will say it was divided into six farms. The
land contains 186 square miles. I do not
know the shape of it, but if it was of an
oblong shape 1% would be 154 miles long and 12
miles wide. Divided into six farms it would
require 943 running miles of fencing, which must
Dbe erected within three years, or else the land is
forfeited. This, at £60 a mile, which I suppose
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is not an extreme estimate for a good sheep fence,
would cost £5,670. Supposing that only haif of
this amount were spent on the labour of putting
up the fence, it would employ ten men during
the whole three years at 36s. a week each man.
I say that if we could establish such a system as
that and extend it very largely, what a benefit it
would be to the country. Those men at Aramac
paid four times the amount that was paid by the
pastoral lessee who was in occupation before.
That is a fair way of showing how this system
of pastoral occupation on small areas will open
up & wide field for labour, and lead to the
employment of a great many men. I have
said nothing about the men who must be em-
ployed cultivating the land for winter food.,
I have referred simply to the labour required for
putting up the fences that must be done before
the expiration of three years of the lease. Now,
I should like to encourage that system. I do not
wish to discourage it by any mesns, but I am
very much afraid that this Bill will discourage it.
We cannot expect people to try it unless there is
some inducement. The old squatter has now an
indefeasible lease for twenty-one years. T am
very glad he has; I have no objection at all
to the old squatter ; I am a believer in the
old squatter. They have been the pioncers of
the country ; we are greatly indebted to them.
They are willing to pay a fair rental, and they
have been willing to help us in this matter by
giving up such large quantities of land. But stiil
they are always looking after their own interests,
and if they could again get possession of huge
portions of the public estate at infinitesimal rents
they would be very glad to do so. I would
prevent them from doing that, Sir, therefore I
would encourage the small man., I would not
give him a lease of less duration than that of the
old squatter, who gets a twenty-one years’ inde-
feasible lease. 'Why should the squatter who has
to lay out so much money, and who has to
pay four times as much rent get a lease
for a less period than the old squatter? I
say we should give every encouragement to those
men., Now, as to the rents of the pastoral
lessees. They are fixed by the Act, and T think
that is very wise, Thus far the minimum in the
outside districts 18 10s. per square mile, just three-
quarters of a farthing an acre; in the settled
distriets it is 40s,, or about §d. per acre; in
grazing farms %d. per acre, and in agricultural
farms 3d. per acre. I think there is very much
advantage in fixing the minimum price. The
board, then, taking all circumstances into con-
sideration, which they are obliged to do, have to
deal with it, and from the experience we
have had of the board, I do not think anyone
will say that they have not brought great
intelligence and ability to work in the adminis-
tration of the Act. Thave never heard a breath
of objection against the board and their adminis-
tration. I think it a very great advantage
that there should be a minimum fixed for their
guidance, and for the guidance of the people we
wish to see occupying the land in various ways.
But, now it is proposed that instead of having a
minimum to guide the board, and fixing the price
at that contained in the proclamation issued by
the board for any land thrown open as a grazing
farm, there shall be a system of auction sub-
stituted, and a system of a most objectionable
kind—people bidding against each other in the
dark, not open, above-board auction at all.
People are told, in fact, that although the rent is
fixed at 3d. or £d. per acre, if they wish to have
any hope of getting it they must pay a little
more ; and a poor man, very anxious to secure
the land, will pay a premium, and then if anyone
else offers a larger premium and the first man
withdraws his application he loses his premium
under this Bill,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: No; he
loses nothing.

Mr. JORDAN : I think that is very unjust
and very undesirable, The Minister for Lands
now wishes to make an alteration as to the con-
ditions under which a lessee holds his land before
he gets his lease. He said there is great
danger in allowing a person to take up land
on a grazing farm unless he is Immedi-
ately compelled to reside upon it either
personally or by bailiff. As the matter stands
now under the Aect, I think it is perfectly safe.
A person makes application for the land; he
pays the first year’s rent and survey fees. He
must do so, and as soon as his application is
accepted he gets notice of the condition of occu-
pation which constitutes him the nominal tenant
Within seven dayvs of that time he must pay for
any existing improvements, and then, and not
till then, he gets his license. Then he must, if
he wishes to secure the land, complete his
fencing within three years. Although he does
not reside on the land with his wife and
family, he has to send men to put up the’
fencing and other improvements, and that
is occupation, Then what can he do during
these three years? He cannot impound cattle
until his fence is complete. He cannot deal
with the land in any way. He cannot mortgage
t; he cannot sublet it ; he cannot do anything
with it except put up his improvements, and
within three years he must get a certificate,
otherwise he will lose the land, except that the
board have the power, under special circum-
stances, to extend the period twelve months.
Otherwise I say he must complete those improve-
ments within the three years. That, I con-
tend, is sufficiently safe. So that this is in
reality ““ much ado about nothing.” It is
sounding an alarm where no danger exists.
I know that the Act of 1876 was vexatiously
administered sometimes—by the commissioners;
T am not saying by the Minister. I know cases
in which the letter of the Act was exacted in a
way never intended—where most unreasonable
and unnecessary requirements were insisted upon.
I do not wish to see any obstacles placed in the
way of settlement. I do not wish to see the
period of the lease decreased. I believe 1t would
stop settlement to a large extent. I believe that
when this preminm system comes into operation
it will deter persons from taking up land. For
these reasons I object very much to these
provisions so far. Now I come to something
else. The selectors of agricultural or grazing
farms are to be subjected to the same pro-
vision; they are to live personally or by
bailiff on the land from the commencement,
As far as agricultural farms are concerned, I
believe every farmer availing himself of the
privilege of ten years’ credit will secure the
freehold of his land at the end of the period, and
to do that he must reside personally, continu-
ously, and bond fide on it during the ten years.
‘Where is the dangerin that ? There is no danger,
whatever the Minister for Lands supposes he
has discovered in that way. Now, I come to
something else in the Bill, o which I think there
is very grave objection, ¢ Agricultural farms—
acquisition of freehold.” The clause reads:—

“ 8o much of section seventy-three as is contained in
the words ‘ or of each of two or more successive lussees’
is hereby repealed, and the period of five years is
substituted in lieu of the period of ten years therein
mentioned.”

TUnder the Act we know that persons can mort-
gage their leases, they can sublet them, or they
can transfer the subleasss, and that is an
immense and incalculable benefit, in my idea;
but by omitting the words “or of each
of two or more successive lessees ” we shall
do away with that, because if a person wishes to
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get a freehold he cannot sublet it. He must
personally reside upon the land. Residence by
the other lessees to whom he sublets will not do—
they have nothing to do with the matter. If he
wishes to get a freehold he must reside upon it
himself from the first, and that will do away
with one of the greatest advantages of the Act of
1884, and will be in my opinion a great mistake.
Then there is to be an alteration in the period
from ten to five years, which will be most objec-
tionable. I donot think that there is any part of
the Act of 1884 which commends itself so much
to the class of men who cannot do all their
own labour, but who want some assistance and
intend to employ labour on their farms, as this,
which gives them credit for ten years; but now
we are going to do away with that in this
amending Bill—they are only to have credit for
five years for their Iand. I think that is a most
objectionable provision, and I believe there is a
greater objection to it even than that. At
present it is a fact that persons cannot get
very large areas of land by any system of
dummying, as the present Act prevents the
aggregation of large estates. We know that
large areas of land suitable for farming occu-
pation—the best lands in the colony, and in
the most suitable localities—are put up in blocks
of not more than 1,280 acres and not less than
160 acres, and if persons could dummy that land
—that is if they could get their friends to take up
adjoining blocks for them—such a system could
be very well carried on within a period of five
years’ residence, but it cannot well be carried on
with ten years’ residence, We know that
dummying was done extensively under the
Act of 1868, by which the pastoral tenants
of the Crown could purchase as much as
10,000 acres on their runs, and they could get
it at 5s. an acre. Under that Act 2,666,000
acres were taken up at Bs, an acre, and
although they were nominally limited to 10,000
acres, they got hundreds of thousands of acres
on their runs because they dummied the land.
In the same way farm lands have been dummied.
I could refer to one of the reports of the
Under Secretary not long ago in which he
points out that farming land has been exten-
sively dummied. The provision in the Act
of 1884 was a preventive of dummying, and
if there was anything in that Act which
commended itself more than any other part
to the general public it was this, which was
calculated to put a stop to the aggregation of
large estates—that old leprosy from which this
colony is suffering now. Nine millions of acres of
land have been alienated, including some of the
finest agricultural lands in the colony, which, if
it had not been for that dummying, would have
settled thousands of families, and instead of
spending one and a quarter millions of money,
as we are now doing, in importing farm produce
which we cannot grow, we should be growing it
ourselves. Settlement was kept out, and facilities
were given for getting hold of large blocks of
land, and this much-abused Aect of 1884 has
been the means of putting a stop to that
aggregation of large estates. What did we
read the other day in the concluding portion
of "the admirable report drawn up by one
of the commissioners sitting on the Sugar Com-
mission 7 He pointed to the fact that vast areas
of splendid land in the North have been bought
up and are now lying unused. One reason why
certain politicians in this colony, and certain
gentlemen for whom we have great respect other-
wise, dislike the Act of 1884, is because it has
put a stop to dummying, and to the aggregation
of large estates ; and we do not want to see that
system brought in again. Now, as to the
occupation licenses, the same system is to
obtain in this as with grazing farms—that is,
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there is to be a system of premiums. A person
who wants an occupation license, instead of
offering the amount fixed by the Land Board,
which may be a fair rent, has to offer a
premium under this Bill. The present system
works very well, although I dare say there may
be curious instances, such as that very funny
one with which we were entertained by the
Minister for Lands, where 400 people wanted the
same land, and where there was a rush for a piece
of land ; but they are of rare occurrence. One of
the land commissioners says of occupation licenses,
that the application for country under Part V.
of the Act is still very great. The easy rental
and small areas offer considerable facilities for
the small stock-owner to acquire country, so as
to get away from the heavy fees he may have
to pay to the squatter for the run of a compara-
tively small herd. It is of great advantage that
there should be facilities for the small stock-
owner, without his being compelled to pay an
exorbitant price to the runholder. The run-
holder has fixity of tenure and compensation for
improvements, and he should be content to carry
on his operations on the leased portion of his
run. I do not think it is desirable to oblige
a person who wants to take up land under
an occupation license to have to offer this
premium as proposed. I believe it is undesir-
able, and on that account I shall opposeit. Now,
another part of the BIill seems to be equally
objectionable—that part which deals with sales
by auction. T do not think that it is very safe,
as large blocks may be bought by speculators, I
think it is limited very wisely under the Act, by
which the farmer can get a freehold, the home-
steader can get a freehold, and persons in towns
and suburbs can buy land, but it would not
be desirable to institute sales by auction on
large scales. We should not wish to depart
from the principle of leasehold, from which
we should get regularly increasing rents. Now
it 1s proposed to create great facilities for
the acquisition of large pieces of country land.
At present the upset price is £1 per acre ; now
it is proposed that there shall be no minimum
upset price, but that the upset price shall be
fixed by the board. The gentlemen who at present
compose the Land Board—long may they live l—
will not live forever; and other gentlemen
may take a different view of matters, and give
facilities for the purchase of large blocks of land,
especially as three years are to be allowed for pay-
ment. I think the present arrangementis a very
good one,and I do not wish to see facilities afforded
for the acquisition of large estates. Then there
is the proposal with regard to artesian water, and
that is entirely in the interests of the big man.
He is invited to go away from his leasehold and
fossick for water on the resumed portion of his
own run which he has given up for certain advan-
tages which he had in exchange. Why not
encourage him to find water on his own leasehold
of which he has a twenty-one years’ lease with
compensationforimprovements? The Ministerfor
Lands tells us that the lessee would be bothered by
small men coming in and taking up the resumed
portion close to his leasehold. That is just the
very thing we want ; we do not want to give him
power to keep out those men., It is proposed
that he shall be allowed to get 20,000 acres on the
resumed portion—no doubt he will select the best
part—for twenty years, and no minimum rent
isfixed. Isay thatisin the interests of thebigmen
altogether, and opposed to the interests of menwho
carry on pastoral pursuits on improved principles,
on smaller areas at much greater expense to them-
selvesin the way of outlay for labour ; and, there-
fore, I do not believe in the artesian part of this
amending Bill. In fact, I think the whole of
the Bill is unnecessary. I think it will lead
to the aggregation of large estates, facilitate
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speculation, and do away with many of the
great advantages provided in the Acts of 1884,
1865, and 1886. I am not afraid about the land
revenue. We have been told till recently that
there was no settlement under the Land Aect of
1884, and never conld be any worth speaking of ;
but in the last report of the Lands Department
we find that the territorial revenue last year was
£61,884 7s. 9d. more than in 1887, That is so far
satisfactorv. We also find that bond fide settle-
ment has vastly increased during the last twelve
months, no less than 1,683,207 acres having been
taken up as grazing farms or agricultural farms
under the Act during the past year. And in the
last part of his report one commissioner speaks
of the growing confidence felt in the Act of 1884,
now that its liberal provisions are being gene-
rally known. Hon. members on the other side
may laugh. Tt is no doubt very entertaining to
gentlemen who have all along ridiculed the Aect.
The Act has not only been ridiculed by them,
but has also been deliberately and persistently
misrepresented for years by that section of the
Press which supports them.

The PREMIER : Properly represented.

The Ho~N. Sz T. McILWRAITH :
demned by it.

Mr. JORDAN : T say deliberately and per-
sistently misrepresented. When I was Minister
for Lands I published the conditions upon which
persons could take up land as grazing farmers, as
agricultural farmers, and as homesteaders ; and
they actually said I had invented those things.

The Hox. StR T. McILWRAITH : No, no!
Mr. JORDAN: I say they did, and the

reason is not far to seek. One commissioner
tells us of the growing confidence in the Act, now
that its liberal provisions are becoming generally
known. When I was Minister for Lands, I
endeavoured in my own simple, straightforward,
English sort of way to make its provisions
known. I put the Act into plain English. Tam
nothing of a lawyer, but I can understand the
Land Act. Though hon. gentlemen on the other
side never could understand our Land Act, T
never found any difficulty in understanding
every part of it, and I put it into plain English
and put it on the walls, so that every one who
ran might read.

The PREMIER: We have heard of hand-
writing on the wall before now, but an interpreter
Was necessary.

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND
X’O%}KS: Do you understand section 8 of the

ct?

Mr. JORDAN : Where are they to be seen on
the wall now ? Thad them printed in red ink, and
was very much annoyed to find the red ink
faded away. Then I had them printed in
black ink and sent to all the railway stations
in the colony, and to most of the offices of the
land agents in the various districts. But where
are they now? I see the red ink copies, which
are faded away, still hanging on the walls, We
want the land settled ; but we cannot expect the
land to be settled unless we make the provisions
of the Act generally known, not only here, but
also on the opposite side of the globe. Now,
about the revenue. We are told in the reports
that the time is fast approaching when we shall
find ourselves landed in a terrible hole. The
revenue under the Act of 1876 ceasesin two years’
time ; but thereis yet £277,718 due under that
Act, In this report I read:—

“The two items under the Crown Lands Act of 1884
which shonld produce what, for example, T will call its
mainrevenus, cousistof rents of selections and increases
of rents of runs in the 1st schedule, the first amounting
10 £19,250 1s. 4d., the sccond to £36,765; total, £56,0156
1s. 40. Now, bearing in mind that the former have

Con-

only increased from seven to nineteen thousand in 1888,
the latter from £29,527 18s. 6d. to £36,765, I think I am
perfectly justified in downbting whether the increase in
the next two years will make up for the gradual
cessation of payments under the Act of 1876. There
now remains under this head to be paid £277,713, which
is heing received at the Treasmry st the rate of about
£14A8,000 a year, and henee it follows that after the end
of 1580 a very sudden decrease of revenue will oceur.”
Up to 1890 we shall be receiving £146,000 a year
under the 1876 Act. That will be at the end of
three years, not two years as is here stated. We
are invited to consider, as the increase of rents
has only been £12,000 on £7,000, what it will be
next year on £19,000, and so on for three years.
I make out a very different result from that
stated in the report. Instead of it being an in-
crease of £12,000 on £7,000, making £19,000 from
rents on selections, the increase ab the end of 1889
will be £32,000, making altogether £51,200.
Then what will the increase be in the follow-
ing year on £51,000? I am invited in the
report to say what will the increase be in
three years on the basis of the increase last
year of £12,000 on £7,000. On that basis the
increase on £51,000 in 1830 will be £87,000,
making £188,000 ; and on the same principle the
increase in 1891 on £188,000 will be £236,000,
nmaking the total at the end of 18391 £374,000.
That is the direction in which I am invited to
caleulate. I am invited in the report to make a
calculation, and I have done so; and that is
what the increase will come to on the basis in
the report. That can be shown by a rule of
three sum, and neither the hon. member for
Barcoo nor anybody else can disprove it. In
the same way if the increase of rents from
the pastoral temants is taken into considera-
tion, we shall find that the increase from them
in the three years on the same basis will be
£68,000, and if we add that to the £374,000 we
shall get £442,000. That is the result of the
calculation I have been invited to make upon the
basis of the increase of last year. It will amount
to £442,000. T do not say, and I do not think,
the increase will really be anything like that, but
I do say that, taking into account that the
territorial revenue has inereased in the face of
the severe drought and bad seasons we have had
since the 1884 Act was passed, and taking
into consideration the settlement which has
occurred in agricultural and grazing farms,
and taking into account the infinitesimal rent
paid, 5d. an acre, and that the selector pays
half-a-crown an acre for the land in ten years,
and that if the price is fixed at £1 an acre he has
to pay 17s. 6d. an acre more at the end of that
time to make it his own—I say, taking all this
into aceount, we may look to having an abundant
and overflowing revenue from the operations of
the Land Act of 1884. Therefore I say there isno
necessity whatever for this Bill in that respect.
In paragraph 5 of the same page of the report, it
is stated :—

“Reviewing the present financial aspect of the land
question, T beg to submit the expediency of taking such
measures as will provide for maintaining the revenue.”
1 consider a full answer to that is given in the
next paragraph, which states that—

““The total area selected under the Act since it came
into operation amounts to 2,991,895 acres, and there
are at present 9,500,000 acres open to selection.”

If there was any fear for the revenue, and I
hold there is none, the true remedy wonld
be to take proper and sensible steps for the
occupation of those 9,500,000 scres remain-
ing open for selection. hat is the remedy
T should take. I believe, from what hasalready
taken placs, in spite of the terrible drought of
the last few years, we could soon get these
grazing and agricultural farms settled upon to
a vast extent. 1 wish now to say a word abous
the question of land orders, to which the Ministex
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for Lands referred. The Under Secretary for
Lands, in this report, seems to be under the
impression that the land orders have not been
availed of by the immigrants to any considerable
extent, Six hundred were issued to the end of
the year 1888, and only thirty-three were taken
up. Then he goes on to say that the total yeurly
rental from lands taken up under land orders is
£149 6s. 11d. That is a bald way of putting it,
and it must be remembered that these land
orders are available in payment of rent for ten
years, and this £149 is only for the first year,
and that will have expanded to £1,490 at the end
of ten years. He goes on tosay :—

“The points I desire to draw attention to are, that
though the land order system has been in force for over
two years, and the colony stands committed to part
with lands to the value of £15%5) for the evpress
purpose of assisting newly-arrived selectors, they have
only taken advantage of it to the extent of £119. Iiad
this sum been, say, about £2,000, then it would have
indicated that the majority of holders of orders had
paid first year’s rents under section 74 of the principal
Act, and would expend the halance when due. Bug
under present circumstanees no such assumption is
possible.”

Isay that is not a fair way of putting it. I do

not say there has been any intention to state it.

unfairly, but that statement of it does not convey

a correct impression, because the colony does not:

stand committed to part with lands to the value
of £16,850. These land orders must be claimed
within six months of the time the person arrives
in the colony. Oub of 600 issued only thirty-
three have been claimed. What becomes of the
rest? They are waste paper. 'The land orders
are only available in payment of rent, and cannot
be used in any other way. It is, therefore, a
mistake to say that the colony stands committed
to part with land to the value of £16,850. The
29th section of the Act of 188G, which provides
for land orders to be issued, states that—

“ Every such warrant shall entitle the person named
therein as the person to whom it is issued to receive,
at any time within six months after his arrival in the
Australasian colonies, a land order, in the form of the
3rd schedule of this Act.”

The Under Secrotary for Lands statesin his report
that 600 land orders have besn issued, and that of
these only thirty-three have been madeuse of. 1If
no more land orders have been made use of than
the number mentioned, the colony is under no
obligation in reference to the other land orders
issued ; they become waste paper, as I understand
the Act. It is therefore notstrictly correct to say
that ‘“‘the colony stands committed to part with
lands to the value of £16,850,” the full amount of
the 600 land orders that have been issued ; that isa
misapprehension entirely. I know the Minister
for Lands is not very strict in exacting compli-
ance with the provision of the Act which states
that the land order shall be presented within six
months, for the reason that many persons when
they come here are not made acquainted with the
land order system. 'The hon. gentleman satisfies
himself on evidence that they have paid their
passages in full to the colony, and if he iesues a
land order it is a matter of grace; an immigrant
has no legal claim for a land order unless the
warrant is presented within six months after his
arrival in the colony,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: These 600
land orders have been issued.

Mr. JORDAN : We are liable for these land
orders to the extent to which they have been
made use of, and not one farthing more. Iregret
that out of the 600 land orders issued only thirty-
three have been made use of to the extent of £149.
But what does that prove? It proves that the
people ggg ignorant of the land order system ;

1889—r
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they have not been properly informed in Eng-
land, on the opposite side of the globe, or on
their arrival in the colony. I shall take this
opportunity of saying that, when T was speaking
on this subject the other day, I mentioned that
proper means had not been taken to make our
land order system known in England, and T gave
some factz in proof of that. I carefully stated
then that I was not reflecting on the present
Government, but I knew that this had taken
place while the Liberal party were in power,
but I think my hon. friend, if he_will allow me
to call him so, the Minister for Lands, did not
catch that ; he thought I was reflecting on
the present Government and felt somewhat ag-
grieved that I should have made such a statement.
I thought at that time that the edition of the
¢ Colonial Office List” for 1888 was the latest
edition, but I have since been informed that
there is a laler edition, for 1889. But on
looking into it, I find the very same words. It
is distinetly stated that—

“The land order system of nnmigration has been dis-
continued, the present liberal system of disposing of the
public Iands of the colony heing considered by the
logislature a sufficient attraction to the better class of
immigrants.”

I complained of that the other day, and I think
with good reason. That has been intentionally
done by someone. The “ Colonial Office List ”
is published from information collected from the
variows colonies every year; and after we have
re-established the lund order system on a much
better basis than before, somebody has taken the
trouble to publish in the ‘“Colonial Office List”
that the system has been discontinued. I accuse
someone of doing that intentionally, not the
Minister for Lands, of course, nor any of his
subordinates ; but T say that somebody has sent
that false inforination to HEngland purposely. I
guarded myself the other day so as not to reflect
on the present Minister in that matter. My
words were these i—

“When I went into the Lands Office I found that
there had been scsrcely any immigration under that
Aect, although it had then been in existence eighteen
months. I found persons trying continually to get
land orders, but they had no land order warrants. I
heard of one case a few days ago in which a respectable
fumily stated they wore told in England that the land
orders were no use. How is it that when that system
has become the law of the land these misrepresenta~
tions are sent homs by Government officials, and that
people who come outfrom England through the agency
of the Agent-General of the colony are uninformed ?
How isit? It could not happen when I wasin England,
because. of course, I made it my business to see that
every person who paid his own full puassage to the
colony got his land crder warrant before he sailed. I
know very well t at this took place while the late
Government were in power, and I say it is obvious to
my wind that proper means wers not taken after the
passing of that Act to make it known in Great Britain.”

I did not accuse the Government. In saying
what we had not done, I asked them what they
were doing. I hope the Minister for Lands will
be satisfied with that explanation, for I believe
the present Government are anxious to have the
land order systemn thoroughly known in England.
They know very well what the first result of it
was. Twenty years ago, during the first year
the system was in operation, and entirely in
consequence of it, between 5,000 and 6,000
persons came out, paying their own passages,
and bringing mnearly £30,000 in each ship. We
have even a better system now, and the result of
it, if put into full operation, will be still more
beneficial to the colony. I may say a word also
in the way of criticism on what is stated in the
report about village settlement, because I think
that what is there stated is intended to bring
that system into contempt. The reason given
here, 1 think, is not sound. A bald statementis
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made which is calculated to give a wrong impres-
sion—I do not say intentionally, of course. Itis
stated—

“The provisions of the Act of 1886 with regard to

village settlement have been actively carried ont, all
village sites proposed by the late Minister, Mr. Jordan,
being dealt with as intended.”
T am very glad to see that, because we know,
some of us, that during the late elections it wus
stated at public meetings again and again that in
reference to this village settlement I had either
blundered or intentionally selected land utterly
unsuited for the purpose. I am very glad the
present Minister has approved of all the sites T
had selected. That entirely disproves the state-
ment made and circulated to the effect that T had
set aside lands for village settlement that were
utterly unsuited for the purpose. Then the
report goes on to say —

“Up to date the total cost of surveys of land thrown

open in connection with village settlement amouuts to
£3,866 13s. 11d., and the total area selected out of the
total areas opened to 7,912 acres 18 perches, while the
total sum received in return is £418 2s. 8d., of which
£196 8s. 7d. only is rent.
But, Sir, that is only rent for one year, and that
should have been stated. The impression con-
veyed is, that although £3,866 has been spent in
gurveys, the return has been only £418, of which
only £196 is for rent. But, as 1 have said, that
is only the first year’s rent, because those lands,
like homesteads, are taken up at 6d. per acre, so
that you must multiply the £196 3s. 7d. by five
to get the full result. That will give a total of
£980. Then out of the £418 2s. 8d., £196 3s. 7d.
having been for rent, leaves £221 19s. paid for
surveys. That will cover half the survey fees
on the 7,912 acres taken up, leaving the other
half to be paid. Multiplying the first year’s
rent by five, gives us £980; add to that the
£220 balance yet to be received, it gives us
£1,200. We are told that 7,912 acres have been
taken up, but what proportion does that bear to
the total areaof the seventeen village settlements?
I have got that information from the Land Office
since. The total area is 29,128 acres, and the
cost of surveying that is stated to have been
£3,886 13s. 11d. We know that the cost of sur-
veying 160 acres is £7 7s, 6d. That is the rate
fixed and published to be charged to home-
steaders, and at that charge the cost of survey
would amount to £1,335 15s. 10d. But I find
from the report of the Surveyor-General that
the cost of survey of agricultural farms had
been 1s. 13d. per acre. At that rate, the cost of
the survey of these seventeen village settlements,
29,128 acres, would amount to £1,638 9s. Then
how is the cost put down at £3,886?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS : What about
the village surveys ?

Mr, JORDAN: I am speaking about the
village surveys. According to the rate men-
tioned by the Surveyor-General, the cost of those
surveys should amount to £1,638, whereas £3,856
is put down in the report of the Under Secre-
tary for Lands. There must therefore be some
mistake. Besides that, the bald statement that
the return of rent from these seventeen village
settlements has amounted to only £196 is
misleading. It conveys a wrong impres-
sion—I do not say intentionallr—and is calcu-
lated to bring the system into contempt.
In addition to that, I find figures something like
these were quoted by hon. gentlemen on the
Treasury benches, forgetting that, as I have
stated, they are only one year’s rent. Again, the
area selected is only about one-fourth of the
whole area in these settlements, so that we must
multiply the total return so far by four to arrive
at what the actual results will be ; and I believe
that if proper steps are taken to make the
system known it will yet prove a great
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success. One part of the Surveyor-Generals
report I am very glad to see, and I shall
quote it. It will be remembered that T
once stated here that when I went into office
T was anxious to ascertain what the result of the
operations of the Land Act of 1884 had been up
to that time, and that I had, therefore, inquiries
made from all the land agents and surveyors
througheut the colony. I had maps made, on a
scale of two miles to an inch, showing all the
land that had been brought under the operation
of the Act by the pastoral lessees; then all the
Jand that had been resumed from the pastoral
lessees ; then all the land in the resumed portions
that had been dealt with by the dividing
commissioners and the board ; then all the
land within the resumed portions that had been
thrown open to selection, dividing that into
the portions that would be used for grazing
and agricultural farms., The land agents of
the colony were supplied with maps showing
all this, and they were instructed to keep the
head office in Brisbane posted up day by day by
wire, showing all the land that had been
selected or applied for in their districts, in
order that the maps at the head office might
be charted up every day, so that any poor
man coming from Ireland, or Scotland, or
England, and wanting a farm, on walking into
the office might find every information he
required. I may say that the Surveyor-General,
falling in with my views, gave me most efficient
and zealous assistance in the matter of preparing
and exhibiting these maps, and there they are
now. That gentleman speaks of the success of
the scheme in this way, because, Mr. Speaker, I
hold that we malke a great mistake if we do not
male these things thoroughly known, We may
have the best Land Act, as I believe we have, in
any British colony, and yet it is of no use what-
ever unless people know of it and of its pro-
visions, and unless all facilities are created to
give persons who want to settle on the land every
help we have it in our power to give. This
is the way in which the Surveyor-General speaks
of the matter :(—

«“7The map room has been enlarged and arrangements
made for supplying reliable information on all subjects
connected with the selection and sale of land. It is
largely availed of by persons who are desirous of ae-
quiring land, many of whom are ignorant of the pro-
visious of the Crown Lands Act. Ina few minutes the
whole procedure is explained to them by the officer in
charge. Information conveyed verbally in this way is
better understood by o large class of inquirers than by
reading printed directions, which, though admirably
drawn up, do not always succeed in supplying the par-
tieulars required. In this room maps of every district
in the colony can be inspected, and tracings can be
made by the public if they desireit. Particularsofall the
lands open to selection and to be offered at auction can
be obtained on application, and every assistance given
to show their position on the map. This map roomisd
sort of burean where ingniries can be made. It is only
in its infaney, and its usefulness is beginning to be
appreciated. In former years it was very difficult for a
stranger to find out, amidst the ramifications of the
Lands Department, the precise office where he could ob-
tain information.”

Now, is that not an admission that it was very
difficult for persons wanting Jand to find out in
the Lands Office itself where they could get the
information ?

Mr. ARCHER : Whose fault was that?

Mr. JORDAN : The hon. member can investi-
gate that for himself. ¥ am not saying whose
fault it was, but I am commending the system
now in operation. The report goes on to state :—

“Taese inquiries also took up the time of superior
officers who lhad often more important business to
attend to. The present system works well, and, what
is better, gives satisfaction. I have been especially
pleased with the manner in which visitors have
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expressed their thanks for the attention they have
received, and also their approval of the whole arrange-
ments. There is nothing like it in the other eolonies.”
What a shame that is to the other colonies I—

“ By direction of the Minister for Tands maps have
been prepared for exhibition in the map room, showing
the lands open to selection in every distvietin the
colony. These mapsshow the land selected from day to
day-—so that they truly represent what they vrofess to
do. These maps are a great boon to those desirous of
selecting land, as they are able to ascertain at Brishanc
the lands that are open to date before they decide to
visit the locality where they are situated. and so avoid
the disappointnient attendant on their finding rhe land
they desire to select already applied for when they
attend at the local land office. As there arethirty-saven
land agents’ districts, the maintenance of these maps
involves a large amount of work. Inaddition to these,
similar maps in duplicate are in course of preparation
for each of the land offices.

“Some of the offices are already supplied, and I hope
soon to see the whole series completed. Bach map is
allowed to remain in the local oflice for three months,
when another map, charted to date, is forwarded to take
its place. The old one is ther returned to this office
for the purposc of having the necessary additions made,
S0 as to be ready to replace the previous ona at another
interval of three months. By this arrangement there
will be a reliable map in each land office, which was
not always the case hefore this system was introdueed.”
I am very glad tosee the system that T intro-
duced, and which had commenced operations
before I left office, has been fully approved of by
the present Minister for Lands, and is being
carried out in all its details. T amsorry that Thave
detained the House so long, and I am sure
hon. members must have listened to e with
some pain from the difficulty I have laboured
under in speaking to-night ; but I could not allow
this Bill to pass without giving my views on the
subject, because I believe our present Land Act
is a grand reform in land legislation, and sur-
passes anything existing in any of the Australian
colonies, I am satisfied from our experience, in
spite of the long-continued droughts we have
had, that it is going to prove a glorious success,
and I regret that this amending Bill should be
brought in, as, in my opinion, a very great injury
will be done by it to the Act now in existence.

The Hox. P. PERKINS said : Mr. Speaker,—
T am sure it must have been an intellectual treat to
hon. members to hear the story that the hon.
member for South Brisbane has just told us
about the land, and settling people in the colony.
We have heard that story a great many times,
and I regret that age has not brought wisdom to
the hon. member, and that in the autumn of his
life he sings the same old song—that the same
old barrel-organ is grinding away still. In saying
so I am not going to compliment the Minister
for Lands upon the Biil that he has placed
before us this evening. I am not going to
treat you to a very long speech. It may be
expected that I am going to travel over
the ground that the hon. member for South
Brisbane has ploughed. I am not going to
harrow after him ; but unfortunately it happens
that in the colonies the land question has been
made the bogus question of every politiciun who
wanted to get popularity cheaply. Now, the
present Minister for Lands should be in a better
position to know the wants of the people possibly
than any other member of this House. I
recollect the time when it was the popular cry,
“ Why don’t you settle the people on the land 77
‘Who was raising that cry at the time? It wos
an individual who happened to have the good
fortune to be rejected by a constituency since, and,
as the Minister for Mines and Works called
our attention the other evening, because he was
rejected he got a very important appointment,
and he has been learning his business since. I
regret to say the leader of the Opposition, when
his attention was directed to the matter the other
day, tried to escape out of responsibility for
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that appointment by saying, ‘I was not in the
colony at the time.” If the hon. gentleman was
not in the colony at the time, he must have lef
instructions, as he was the Ministry. There isno
doubt about it that he was the cause of the
appointment, and I think it was one of the
scandals of the colony that a carpenter should be
appointed to go and study settling the people
upon the land, He himself selected 320 acres
down at Beenleigh, but he never did anything
with it. He left his family there, while he went
about the country preaching water prineiples.
We are invited to believe that he has become a
splendid man since, but 1f he has it is at the
expense of the country ; and it must be admitted
that a better appointment could have been made
at the time. It was not creditable to the leader
of the Opposition to try to get out of it by saying
that he was not in the country at the time ; and
I think he will admit on reflection the responsi-
bility of theappointment. Thisland businessseems
to be the question of all politicians who possibly
havenoopinionsoftheirown. Weknowthatin the
earlier days the so-called squatters on the Darling
Downs got hold of the land there in their own
way, and afterwards got the railway to pass
by their doors. All the good land on the
Darling Downs seems to have been parted with ;
and we are now talking about land that, to all
intents and purposes, is of very trifling value.
If people were allowed to get it for half-a-crown
an acre, provided they settled on it, the State
would not lose much. I have seen leaders in
the newspapers about the frauds committed on
the State by selling land at Cullin-la-ringo
and in other parts of the colony ; but now people
have had time to reflect, those who have a local
knowledge of those transactions have no difficulty
in coming to the conclusion that the persons who
boughtland at Cullin-la-ringo, andin other parts of
the colony at that time, would be very glad to get
their money back. I do not think it was a bad
bargain for the State, and I do not think it did
the purchasers much good. I have had a little
experience in buying land, and I would be glad
to part with the land T purchased for the price
T paid, minus the interest. But what I complain
of is, that after the four or five years’ experience
we have had, and the leading article which
appeared the other day in a newspaper, showing
what the result to the country has been, the
Minister for Lands has not brought in a Bill
to wipe the Land Act of 1884 out altogether,
and go in for a comprehensive measure. We
all know the ability of the hon. gentleman,
and what a complexion he can put on a case.
I did expect more from him. Instead of that, I
am informed by the hon. member for Kennedy,
Mr, Lissner, that the Minister for Lands made an
apology for bringing in the Bill. He began with
an apology, and he attempted to make an apology
as he wound up. I did not hear the first
apology, but I heard the second. Seeing how
ruinous the present Act has been to the country,
and how the intentions of its introducers have
failed in every direction, and looking at it from a
revenue point of view, I think the hon. gentle-
man should have introduced a measure to repeal
that Act; but instead of that he allows the Act
to remain, and goes tinkering with it by bringing
in a few clauses. What has been the curse of
this country for some time ?

Mr. MACFARLANE: Drink!
The Hon. P. PERKINS : Tinkering with the

land laws. Take the transactions in sugar
lands here, for instance. Those with experience
in other places, who invested their capital in
sugar plantations—what will they say? The
great danger to the placeis that, if it is suspected
that we are doing well, there will be some
alteration in the land laws, There is no greater
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misfortune than that people elsewhere should be
from day to day thinking that investors are never
safe, and that during any session of Parliament
there may be an alteration in the land laws.
The Chief Secretary himself must know that
the distrust felt by people elsswhere is so
great that they will not buy a station here;
they will not even entertzin the offer. Why?
Because they think that if they buy at a price
which appears fair at the time, some man may
come into office, and if he thinks they are doing
well he will alter the land laws. Those are the
statements made down below ; and I am ziving
them for what they are worth. Hon. members all
know, if they have anything to sell here, how diffi-
cult it is to find a purchaser. People are alarmed
and warned down below that we have a lot
of treacherous legislators to deal with here ; and
if they have any money they will keep it in the
country where they made it. The squatter’s
position at the present time is a most unfortunate
one. He has had the elements to contend with,
in addition to many other misfortunes that
combined against him. When it rains, too much
of it comes, sometimes to his discomfort. And
we are not doing anything to invite settlement
here. I will give asquatter’s statement made the
other morning. Hesuid : ‘T have 160,000 acres of
land. T have ringbarked the timber. I purchased
60,000 acres contiguous to that, which was a great
inconvenience. It encumbered us, and we had
to go tothe bank orsome financial institution. But
under the present Act we managed to get 160,000
acres, We discovered that the land was much
better after the ringbarking than the plains we set
a very bigh value on.” He says, “This land
should helong to the people.” He was perfectly
fair and candid over the matter. ¢ This land
should go to the people ; and the people want it.
There are any ampunt of them looking for it, but
if you were in my place you would do the same
as I have done.” I could not dispute the honesty
of his statements. There it is; the Act we have
in force at the present time, and which the present
Minister for Lands permits to continue in
operation, is about the best Act to enable
squatters to take away the lands of the country
from the people that is in force in any part of
Australia, That is admitted, and I hold that any
alteration in the land law at the present time
should take the shape of a repeal of the Act
of 1884, and the introduction of a comprehensive
measure dealing with the subject. I have had
some troubles upon me lately, and disabilities
which rendered me unable to give the attention
to this matter that I perhaps should have given.
However, I need not gobehind any mar tosay that
when in office I made every endeavour to settle
people upon the land. I give the hon, gentleman
wholast spoke every credit for his good intentions,
I have no doubt he meant well. I have
never had any other opinion about him since
I have been in this House, but that he was an
honest man. However, he has made a mistake,
and, though he is now inthe autumn of his life,
years or time havenot brought him wisdom. He
has asked us to believe that he has invited
people to come out here and settle upon the
land, but I think it is unfortunate that
some of them came here. I invite the House to
delay the passing of this Bill and decide upon a
comprehensive amendment of the land law to be
fixed for, say, ten years, so that the people at
home, and especially in the other colonies, may
find that we do not intend to tinker with cur land
laws every year. Iet there be zome finality
about it. I may say that most of the land in
Victoria is now disposed of, and it is the bogus
of every politician to be talking about framing a
liberal land law. There are any number of
people there who would come here if they
only knew they would have some fixity of
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tenure, and that our land laws would not
be tinkered with every two or three years.
While that is the case they will take their
capital and wisdom elsewhere. I do not know
how the House may be inclined to look at
this Bill, but T confess my own disappointment
with it, and I trust the Minister for Lands will
give time for reflection upon it, and will not try
to forea it through this evening. [ think he said
he was willing to accept suggestions from the
leader of the Opposition. The Government had
better take the leader of the Opposition on to
the Treasury bench. If the leader of the Opposi-
tion is to be asked to square every matter, we
have no business here at all, and had better
shift to some other place. I admit the ability
of the leader of the Opposition, and T know
what good he has done the House and the
country by his criticisms of Bills, but it is
a very unfortunate position for the Minister for
Lands to be in to say that if the leader of
the Oppesition has any amendments to suggest
upon his Bill they will be taken. What are hon.
members on this side doing? Are there too
many here ? I think it looks very much like it.
I trust the Minister for Lands will himself pause
and see the necessity for introducing a more
comprehensive measure.

Mr, HODGKINSON said: Mr. Speaker,—
The hon. member who last spoke read the party
he supports a very useful homily, and has obviated
the necessity of hon. members on this side
following in the same strain. I only pro-
pose to deal with that part of this measure
which sets at rest, or is calculated to set at rest,.
a painful uncertainty as to the position of gold
miners, No doubt, through an oversight, the
Act of 1884 has led to a difficulty upon which
professionsl gentlemen of equal ability have
expressed different opinions, and the clauses in
this Bill restore the status of the gold miner to
that he occupied under the Gold Fields Act of
1874. I was not in the House at the time, but 1
understand from the debates that the Act of
1884 was in some sense a compromise—a compact
—between two parties, between that very im-
portant party who hold the pastoral leases
of the Crown, and what may be termed
the rest of the population., It has always
been the argument, and so far as I am
capable of passing an opinion upon it, it has
always seemed a just argument, that the squatter
was not fairly treated in this respect—that he got
no security of tenure. Personally I have always
advocated dealing with that great interest in a
most liberal manner, recognising that the squatter
is a primary agent in the cause of civilisation,
but letting him clearly understand that he is bub
a primary agent, and that when the land is
required to be satisfactorily put to a higher pur-
pose he must move on. I believe the real
squatter has always bsen of the same opinion,
and thit he is averse to acquiring the fee-simple
of land; but in many cases—especially in the
case of squatting in the vicinity of Brisbane—the
rich squatter has been tempted by hopes of
great profit to acquire the fee-simple of land, and
has found himself ultimately nothing more or less
than the mouthpisce of certain financial associa-
tions, and he is himself perhaps not in
as good a position now as he was in as a
squatter without the fee-simple of these lands.
But there is one thing which, if the squatters
will forgive me for mentioning in their own
interest, £ will refer to, and that is this: Let
them by no means attempt to violate in any way
the compact that was come to between the
pastoral interest and the other interests of the
colony. If they once show the least desire to
obtain in any way whatever possession of that
portion of these lands which has been resumed
for general purposes for the benefit of the



Cronw Lands Acts, 1884

country, they will excite suspicion and distruss,
and they must, as they have always done,
go to the wall, as indeed must bhappen in
every such case in a country where democratic
government is the form of government adopted.
There is no man worthy of the name of
Liberal, or radical if you choose so to call him,
who does not recognise that squatters as the
ploneers of civilisation in this country merit
treatment of great liberality, and who would not
measure out to them more than they might
be entitled to in equity and justice. Bnt if,
after having succeeded in obtaining an Act which
is without exception the most advantageous Act
the squatting interest has ever obtained in any
colony in the Australasian group, they begin to
complain of their position—that by reason of
droughts, floods, rabbits, iniquitous taxation,
want of communication, and a thousand other
evils, the squatter’s life is a burden, and rather
to be regarded as a penal than a voluntary occu-
pation—if they attempt to violate that Act,
which was a compact, in order to secure a
part of that land vested in the public in the
interest of the general public, they will excite
distrust.  ¥f this clause in the Bill, under
the insidious guise of furthering improvements
in the shape of artesian wells, is acted on in
the manner laid down by the Minister for
Lands it will re-excite the suspicions which
some of us had hoped were 1aid to rest by the
cheerful acceptance by ths squatting interest of
the Act under notice. If their troubles are so
great, why should they seek to increase them ?
But we know it is all nonsense tallking in that
way ; we know that as long as a squattage can
pay one penny in excess of rental and the charges
to be paid to the Crown that is an asset ; and we
know perfectly well that all the seasons during the
last four orfiveyearshavebeenunfavourable to the
pastoral interest, but in that respect they have
been no greater sufferers than the rest of the
community. - We know that like every other
industry in the colony it is subject to those
changes which make it at one time a de-
sirable, and at another time an undesirable
pursuit. There is no doubt of one thing, that
they have a desire for self-agurandisement, that
they desire to occupy more country than they can
guccessfully work, even under the loose style of
working in which squatting is carried on here,

:;)\Ir. MURPHY : What do you know about
it ?

Mr. HODGKINSON : The hon. member for
Barcoo asks, what do I know about it? Well,
I know a great deal about it ; I know perfectly
well that it is an occupation which enables a
great many men to obtain wealth and position
with the smallest stock of brains possible.  There
is one point that the Minister for Lands did not
clearly explain, and that is the question of com-
pensation. That section of the community
which I vepresent more than any other—the
mining section—does not object for one moment
to pay the pastoral tenant or the holder of an agri-
cultural or grazing farm full compensation forany
disturbance of his recognised title; he is legally
entitled to compensation, and the miners do not
want to infringe on his rights. But T do not see
any provision n this Bill as to who is to pay the
compensation. Of course it is impossible for
individual wminers to pay it, and it is only fair
and just that some machinery should be pro-
vided for fixing the amount of the compensation
and the quarter from whence it is to be derived.
No doubt it is the intention of the Government
to supply such machinery, but no explanation on
that point was given by the Minister for Lands.
At any rate, the Governinent, however they may
reimburse the squatter, will not suffer. The
squatter now pays an excess of rental over what
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he paid originally, and for the resumed portion
of his run taken up by agricultural tenants and
grazing farmers an increased rent over what the
present squatter pays is received, and the miner
again will pay to the Government a much larger
revenue for whatever land it is necessary to
reswume under this section.

Mr, NORTH : No

Mr, HODGKINSON : The hon. member says
““No.” Hereally looks a youthful gentleman, but
1 ask him does he for one moment contend that a
strip of country which only supports sheep and a
few boundary riders and the men requisite to keep
in order a rabbit fence, and pay interest to the
mortgagee, returnsas much revenue to the Govern-
ment, as, ray, 610 acres in which Gympie is situ-
ated? Tsupposetherevenue from Gympie amounts
to more money than the revenue from any squat-
ting districtin the colony. Tam perfectly certain
that no member in this House believes for one
moment that the mining community does not
pay more to the revenue than the squatting
community. I may also say, whatever interjec-
tions that hon. member may make, none would
be more loth to ses the mining community
driven out of the colony than the hon. member
hiraself, because miners give a cash market to the
squatter. 1 do not say if I were a squatter that I
should like to see a diggings break out on my run,
but I should like to see it on my neighbour’srun,
as near my boundary as possible, No doubt
in the early days a jealousy existed between the
pastoral tenant and the miner, but that jealousy
has altogether died away now, and there is
nothing the squatter likes better to see than the
breaking out of a diggings in the broken country
where a few blacks are permitted to exist and
harass his stock, and which is utterly profit-
less and expensive to him. With regard to the
legal aspect of the amendments dealing with
mining 1 will not attempt to speak. They will,
T am sure, be received with great satisfaction by
the mining community as setting beyond doubt
the position of the miner. I am confident that
no member inthis Chamber wishesfor onemoment
to eripple such an industry as the mining industry.
For that reason I am sure both sides of the
House will do their best to pass the measure into
law. The details of the Bill are so very small
that they are hardly worth talking about.  With
the exception of the recognition of the rights of
the miner, and a little alteration in the terms of
tenure, this aiendment is about as complimen-
tary to the much-abused Act of 1884 as has ever
been made in this House. The neglected infant
has become such a beautiful child that she has
actually been dressed up in new frippery by the
very gentlemen who ignored her paternity six
months ago.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL (Hon. J,
Donaldson) said : Mr. Speaker,—It is very well
known here that I am looked upon as asquatting
member, inzsmuch as I represent a squatting
district ; therefore I take the earliest opportunity
of replying to what I may almost call the threats
of the hon. member for Burke, who just now
made reference to the squatters with regard to
their tryivg to prevent the miners from getting
on to their runs. This Bill in itself is a slight
proof that I, at all events, am not opposed tothat,
nor have I met a squatter who is; and I am sure
everyone will be glad to see this amendment
in the law, which is necessitated through an over-
sight in the original Aet. There was no inten-
tion, when that Act was passed, that there
should be any such restriction on miners; it
was even contended at the time very strongly
that they should not be restricted in the slightest
degree of their rights. That was the opinion of
most hon, members who were in the House at the
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time, Experience has since shown the necessity
of defining clearly the privileges it was intended
to give them when that measure was passed. I
am certain that every member of the House,
whether a squatter or interested in squatting,
will give his most hearty support to the pass-
ing of this clause in such a manner as will
give complete assurance that they, at all events,
are not adverse to the mining interests of the
colony. It is not necessary for me to say more
on that subject. Still, speaking for myself per-
sonally, it 1is very well known in this chamber,
and to many people outside it, that 1 have
always held most liberal views with regard tothe
Land Act. As far as settlement is concerned, I
do not yield to any member of the House in my
desire to see the country properly setiled by afarm-
ing population. It has already been stated by my
hon. friend the Minister for Lands that this isnot
a radical alteration in the existing land laws, but
that the experience of the last few years has
shown the neces:ity for introducing a measure of
this kind for various purposes. I have already
referred to mining, but it is necessary that some
amendment should be mwade in the direction of
offering greater facilities to persons who desire
to settle on the land as farmers. Through
existing restrictions, I believe, it takes aresidence
of ten or twelve years before a selector can get
his title deeds, and this, it will be admitted, is
detrimental to one of the best interests of the
colony. T have held that opinion for some time,
because it is a very large portion of a lifetime, and
people donot care about going onland when they
have to reside on it so long before being able to
acquire the freechold of it. That this is detri-
mental is proved by the figures placed before us,
showing the large amount of land taken up under
occupation licenses, where the period is only five
years. We may call them homestead selectors,
although there 1s no provision in the Aect to pro-
vide for homestead selection. The homestead
selectors have been amongst the most successful
settlers in various parts of the colony, and have
given a greater impetus to the agricultural indus-
try than all the selectors under the previous Acts
put together. To show howsuccessful the system
has been we need only look at the large amount
of land taken up by them since the passing of
the Act of 1884. The area is larger under that
clause of the Act than under the other, which
allows upto1,280 acres ; and that makesitevident
that something should be done to decrease the
restrictions with regard to the latter class of
selectors having to reside ten or twelve years on
their land before being entitled to the freehold.
I followed, or rather attempted to follow, the
very long speech of the hon. member for South
Brisbane, the late Minister for Lands. There is
no doubt this is a subject in which he takes a deep
interest. It is one which he has read a great
deal about, but I fear it is one which he doex not
thoroughly understand. I do not say this by
way of any disparagement of the hon. gentleman,
for no member of the House has a higher opinion
of him than I have myself; but as far as land
laws are concerned, and the settlement of people
on the land, or experience in settlement, I think
he knows very little ; and whenever he touches
on the squatting question, he knows a great deal
less. One of the first statements he made to-
night was that all the squatters in the colony
voluntarily came under the Act.

Mr. JORDAN: No; I'said alarge proportion,
at least 75 per cent.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : That at
least 75 per cent. of them came under the Act,
and had given up something like 47,000,000 acres
of their land for settlement. We kuow they did
not do so voluntarily, but because a threat was
held over them by the hon, gentleman who was

Minister for Lands at the time, that if they did
not wish to come under the Act he would exer-
cise the right to resume the whole of their runs
under the Actof 1869, By that Act, after giving
six months’ notice, the Government could resume
the land and throw it open for selection. The
squatters were placed in this position: Theyhad
either to come under the Act, and get what I
have always looked upon as a very good tenure,
or remain outside it with the chance of having the
whole of their land taken from them. In spite
of the proportion provided by the Act of 1884,
which might be one-fourth, one-third, or one-
half, as the case might be, T do not think there
was much of a voluntary nature about that
action of the squatters, because it was a chance of
losing the whole of their land or retaining a por-
tion of it by coming under an Act, the operations
of which they were very doubtful about. I do
not wish to speak too strongly on this point ; but
even within the last few days some squatters
have informed me that if they had only known
the position they were going to get into, they
would have remained as they were. Having
taken that step, they will, of course, have to make
thebestofitnow. The nextobjectiontaken by the
hon. gentleman was with regard to the tenure of
grazing farms ; he said he thought they should at
least be of the same length as the squatting leases.
Well, personally I have no objection to that, Mr.
Speaker, but there is only a year’s difference after
all. The tenure under the Bill is twenty years,
and under the squatting leases twenty-one. Of
course in the case of those who have come under
the Act a considerable portion of their leases have
expired ; they will yearly be getting less, and in
the course of nineteen or twenty years hence the
whole of those lands will have fallen into the
State to be again dealt with, But it will be
very different in the case of these selections.
It "is mot long since the first selections
took place, and if the Act remains in force
exactly as it is now, thirty years hence there
will not be a large quantity of land falling in to
the State to be dealt with by the legislature in a
manner applicable to the requirements of the
colony at that time. The great advance we are
making in the way of irrigation is opening up a
new era, and from my experience of the lands of
this colony I am perfectly confident that if we
only get a sufficient supply of water by
boring—and we do not know what the dis-
coveries in the way of artesian wells may be—
or by conservation, the interior of Queensland
may yet be turned into a vast wheat field. That
is quite possible. Supposing, for the sake of
argument, that a scheme of irrigation may be
able to do a great deal in this direction, I
think that the present generation of legislators
ought, at all events, to be careful when dealing
with the public lands, to do so in such a way as
not to bind future generations from being able to
turn them to the best advantage. Another
danger is that those selectors of 20,000 acres may
become so strong a body in the colony and
will exercise such a power that they will agitate
for the purchase of these lands. In Victoria I
remember some years ago, under the occupation
licenses there, where the selector had not the
right to purchase, within a few years the holders
became so strong as to demand from the legis-
lature the right of purchase. I say that when
that happened in a colony like Victoria, a more
radical colony than this is likely to become, how
do we know what powers the selectors of these
grazing farms may exercise here in the future to
the detriment of the colony—admitting of course
that large areas of freehold would be detrimental,
T know that a large number of people hold that
opinionnow. Idomyself; I believe that theaggre-
gation of large estates so asto prevent close settle-
ment is not a desirable thing in any colony. I
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haveno objection toseeing moderate-sized estates,
because we know that they will be turned to
better use, and be made more valuable by being
freehold than being under leasehold. Of that I
am confident. At the same time we must be very
chary of legislating in such a way as to tie up
future generations from dealing with the public
lands. Thirty years is a generation ; and thirty
or forty years hence we can hardly form any
idea of what the condition of the colony
may be. If one carries his mind back thirty
years, would he expect to see Queensland as
it is to-day ; would he expect to see the large
amount of settlement thut has taken place up
to the present time? I am sure that very
few, if any of us, ever dreamt thenm of the
discoveries we are now making in the way of
artesian water boring. And this discovery is
only in its infancy. I hope to see very large
results from it, and if we are only able to do as
much in that direction as I hope to see done, Iam
confident that the lands of thiscolony will be de-
veloped to an enormous extent. A great deal of
our land is rich enough for agricultural purposes,
and I am certain that it will be turned to good
account, Only a few months ago, in company
with the Minister for Lands, I paid a visit to
Mildura, which is nearly as poor land as ever 1
saw, I am sure that if it had heen offered to me
a few years ago at 6d. an acre I would not have
cared about purchasing it. But the Chaffey
Brothers have clearly demonstrated that they
willmake their scheme there a great success, and
actually add another important province to Vie-
toria. I am very sorrythat they didnot come here
first and form a settlement of the same kind. I
am sure it would have added greatly to the progress
of the colony. Another matter in which the late
Minister for Lands criticised this Bill was in
connection with the Land Board fixing the rents.
Bust there is noattempt made to do what he stated.
Tt is only in regard to applications for farms, in
the first instance, that a premium can be offered.,
If two or more persons apply for the same land,
they can state, in a sealed envelope, the
amount of premium they are willing to pay.
The board previously fixes the rental to be
paid, and if the selector is willing to pay
more than the price stated, he will have an
opportunity of being able to do so. I think
that will prove a considerable check on dummy-
ing, because at present, supposing a selector—
T win speaking now of a bond fide selector—wants
to take up a piece of land, there may be some
person who is interested in keeping him out of
that land, and he will put in a large number of
what they called in Riverina some time ago
““ clashers,” and the chances will be ten to one
against the bond fide applicant getting the land.
T think the provision in the Bill will tend to
prevent that. It will enable any selector
who is prepared to pay a higher rental than
the price fixed for the land to do so. I know
this matter is open to argument. I see the hon,
member for Toowoomba looking at me, and I
know this is a clause he will take exception to.
T have heard his argument against it before, and
to a certain extent it is a sound one, because he
pointed out that under the 1876 Act some of the
selectors had to pay more than they intended to
pay. However, I think the system a good one.
The hon, member for South Brishane, Mr. Jordan,
also fell into an error with regard to the conditions
of selection. The conditions in this Bill areexactly
the same as in the present Act, with the exception
that the selector will within three months haveto
enterinto possessionof theland, Previouslyhehad
three years, and that was the biggest opening to
dummying under the Act. If I were a squatter
desirous of being able to evade the law I should
say instead of three years make it five or seven
years, because until the lease is issued there is no
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control whatever over the land except the pay-
ment of the rent. There is no liability whatever
on the selection until the expiration of three
years.

Mr. JORDAN: If he does not make his
improvements in three years he loses the land.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : There is
no necessity for a selector to do anything what-
ever until the expiration of three years, then,
if he has not fulfilled the conditions, forfeiture
follows, and even then he may apply to the
Land Board to extend the term another year,
making it four years. Of course I assume that
such an extension would not be granted without
very good reasons being shown. The Govern-
ment have every desire to prevent anything like
dummying being carried on in any shape or form.
I might as well inform the House that
during the bad times there was a class of
selectors going about the country for speculative
purposes, taking up the most valuable water-
holes on stations, which they rented to others
with travelling stock, and by that means, after

" getting a great deal more than they paid for the

land, they gave it up. We do not want selectors
of that kind. We want people who will settle
upon the land, and make their homes upon it.
That is the position we desire to attain by this
amending Bill.

The Hox. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH : Of course
you remember where the agitation came from to
extend the time.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: Yes, it
came from the Ministerial corner. Of course I
was then sitting on the other side of the House.
I am breaking no confidence, so I will make a
clean breast of the whole affair. I came into the
House and wrote on a piece of paper, which I
handed to the leader of the Government at that
time, ““If you extend the time to five years you
will open the door to wholesale dammying.”
He immediately saw the effect that it would
have, and he got up in his place and condemned
the extension at once. There was silence from
his supporters after that. All the agitation
came from the hon. gentleman’s own side of the
House. ’

The Hox, Sz 8. W. GRIFFITH: The
Government proposal was two years all round.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : I make
this explanation to show that my desire was not
to open the door to wholesale frauds, and I
think the leader of the Opposition will remember
the fact. I do not remember the date, but
refer the hon. gentleman to the report of the
proceedings. The proposal, Mr. Speaker, to allow
a squatter to select a farm upon hisown run, pro-
vided thathe boresforand obtains water, isone that
I am sure the squatters themselves will not be
very thankful to the Government for. I approve
of the clause myself, because I never could see
the object of preventing a squatter from selecting
upon a portion of his own run, inasmuch as he is
not debarred from selecting on another man’s
run, or acting as his neighbour’s dummy, or
taking up a piece of land outside his own districs,
and twenty-five miles from his own run. I think
that is likely to have a demoralising effect. I
would not suspect any squatter who goes outside
his own district to take up a selection; but I
think it is better that he should take it up on
his own run. My reason for thinking the
present proposal will not be very successful is
that bores cost from £2,000 to £5,000, and there
is no guarantee that water will be obtained
then. The squatters run a very great risk, in
the first place, in expending such a very large
amount of money, and they receive very
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small consideration for it. They have to comply
with all the conditions of the law the same as an
ordinary selector, and have to pay rent just the
same. They receive no reduction in the rept
they are paying at present for the land, and T
certainly have never thought it was fair to
prevent squatters from taking up selections in
their own districts; but that it would be prefer-
able to allow them %o select upon their own runs.
That is a step in the right direction; but I
do not think it is one the squatters will feel
very thankful to the Government for. I
do mnot think it will pay; and I make this
explanation to show that this is not a =op
for the squatters, bucauss there mre squatters
on this side of the House. I do not look upon
it as any sop, but it is just giving them a certain
amount of justice, and I would like to v2e them
receive that justice. No doubt hon. members
will havean opportunity of hearingsome squatters
speak upon this particular clause, and if they do
g0, I am sure that if they are under the impres-
sion that the squatters are pleased to have such a
clause in the Bill, they will be undeceived in that
matter. I do not wish to conclude without
making some reference to the long speech of the
hon. membher for South Brisbane in regard to
village settlement. I hold in my hand a return
brought down to the latest date in regard
to village settlement, and I think that hon.
gentleman will find that the country is not
to be congratulated upon the success of that
scheme. I find that at the present time there
are twenty-one villages in twelve districts, and 748
farms have been surveyed. Of these--mark the
fignres I—158 have been taken up. The total area
surveyed is 36,429 acres, and the total area
selected 8,818 acres. The total cost of surveys
has heen £4,970 Ss. 5d., while the total amount of
rents has been £457 12s. I do not think the
country is to be congratulated upon the success
of village settlement,

Mr, JORDAN : One year’s rent.
The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: It is two

years’ rent. If it werenot for Ravensbourne, near
Toowoomba, where there are eighty farms thrown
open and sixty-eight taken up, and actually
£178 2s. 3d. out of the £457 received for rents,
the result would look still worse. There are
some districts where not one farmn has been
taken up.

Mr. GROOM : Where the land is no use.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: That is
just the very thing; I did not like to say it ; but
that is not the fault of the present Government.
I am sure no Minister for Lands has tried harder
to do his duty than my hon. friend, the present
Minister for Lands, has since he has been in that
department. He has earnestly tried to work the
Act of 1884 as intended by its framers, and has
tried to carry out the ideas of his predecessor.
Yet I have heard the statement made that he
has not tried to give publicity to it; I can con-
tradict that statement.

Mr. JORDAN : I did not say so.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: You said
that some of the notices issued by you had been
in red ink, which bad faded out, and they had
not been renewed, while in others, the black ink
had been washed out, and they had never been
renewed. I know that notices have been issued
in London, as well as in the colonies, in regard to
land orders. Xvery publicity is given, and the
hon. gentleman has never shrunk from his duty,
and sometimes those duties cannot be very
pleasant. He has done his level best to try and
promote settlement in this colony, and while he
is in office I know he will continue the same

course. I have an official document regarding
village settlement, and some of the remarks made
are very interesting :—

“Village scttlement will not be a success until some
irrigation schome has been started.””
And the next remark is “ Ditto, ditto.”

Mr. HODGKINSON : That is a new fad,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : It cannot
be. In the placethe first remark applied to there
are fifty-nine farms surveyed, containing 3,782
acres, at a cost of £339 145, 7d. There has not
been one single acre selected. Where is the fad
in that?

Mr. HODGKINSON : The fad is irrigation.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: Yes;
people are too seusible to take up land at
present without any water upon it, or any
prospect of obtaining water fo enable them
to cultivate it. That is at Bimbah, in the
Avamac district, a very suitable place for a
village that must be. Then there are Foxhall,
in the Blackall district, and Conway, near Bowen
the same remarks apply in regard to these.
Then in the next one there are seventeen farms
occupied, three selectors living on three allot-
ments. The residence sitesare consideredafailure.
Improvements to the value of £271 were effected.
That refers to Ninderry, near Brisbane, Con-
nondale, near Brisbane, and Gneering, also near
Brisbane, I presume that there was one of
those three selectors settied upon each. The
next place is Cordalba, near Bundaberg. There
are fifteen farms all occupied, and selectors
living upon them ; the improvements made are
valued at about £1,230. Then there are twenty-
eight farms containing 1,281 acres, of which area
953 acres have been selected, and the rental
amounts to £29 1¢%;, 10d. At Tuchekoi and
Brooyar, ncar Gympie, it is stated that there is
“no progress, farms only recently confirmed ;
maximum ares allowed is considered too small.”
Of the next place it is stated ¢‘ village settlement
will not be a success until the maximum is
increased.” The next place is Dullawunna, near
Mount Britton—thatis unoceupied. At Taabinga,
nesr Nanango, it is stated that ¢“the selectors
were making very satisfactory progress. All
live on their allotments.” There are at that place
1,600 acres surveyed, 480 acr=s being selected, the
rent and survey feespaid amounting to£19 13s.4d.
as against £140 19s. 1ld.—cost of survey.
At Huluma and Marrin Murrin, near Port
Douglas, “the village seftlement is viewed with
disfavour.” At Coouurra, near Roma, two farms
are occupied. Farms would be more sought
after if the maximum area were increased. In
North Hodgson, also near Roma, twelve farms
only are occupied, owing to farms having been
very recently confirmed. Then we come to
Ravensbourne, near Toowoomba, and out of 158
farms taken upinthecolony, sixty-eight have been
selected at Ravensbourne. It is stated of that
village settlement, “Ina few monthsa very satis-
factory report may belooked for. Two allotments
occupied.” It is an unfortunate thing for the
colony that there is not some more good landlike
this at Toowoomba to be occupied for the same
purpose; but I know that the hon. member
for South Brisbane, Mr. Jordan, while he
had every desire to settle people under this
scheme, proposed to do it in some parts of the
colony where it could not be successful, and
at the same time ran the colony into a very
large amount of expenditure for survey fees
that will not be refunded, as the land will
not be taken up for the purpose for which it
was intended, I doubt whether the village
settlement is going to be a success, unless, as
is stated in some parts of this report, an
irrigation scheme is started, That, of course,
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will be of great assistance. Now, with regard
to homesteads, where they get 160 acres instead
of 80 acres, there is a very successful settlement,
and one that has never ceased. It has gone
along finely all through since the Act of 1884
calne into operation, as it was doing previous to
that Act coming into operation. The hon, mem-
ber for South Brisbane said to-night that he had
not the slightest anxiety so far as the revenue
scheme of the Act of 1884 was concerned, Well,
I feel rather sorry for the hon. gentleman, 1
think that is one great reason for bringing in this
measure, which will to a limited extent—and I
think only to a limited extent—restore the balance
that we have lost by passing the Act of 1884.
At the time of passing ‘that Act there was
a large revenue coming in under the Act of 1876.
Now, as the hon. gentleman admits, in about
two years the whole of that revenue will be lost,
as the progress payments will cease. About
£277,000 will be lost in two years, and if we
cannot improve on that what will be the result ?
The hon. gentleman adduced a few figures to
show the progress that we are likely to make ;
but it reminded me of paying so much for the
first nail put into the horse’s shoe, doubling it
each time, and then finding what the result
would come to at the thirty-second.

Mr. JORDAN said : Mr. Speaker,—I rise to
a point of order. The hon. gentleman has mis-
represented what I said. What T said was that
I worked out a sum that was given in the report.
If the increase in rent from selections in one year
was from £7,000 to £19,000 we were entitled to
caleculate what it would be in three years. I
simply gave the working out of that sum, and I
said carefully I did not believe it would come to
anything like that amount. I simply gave the
working out of the figures propounded in the
report.

The SPEAKER : The hon. member has not
stated his point of order. He has corrected the
statement made by the Postmaster-General, but
that is not a point of order.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: Tdaresay
T misunderstood the hon. gentleman. He was
dealing only with probabilities, but he pointed
out that if cartain inerecases took place we would
have a certain revenue in a certain time,

Mr. JORDAN: No; I beg the hon. gentle-
man’s pardon, T did not. I pointed out if there
were an increase of £12,000 on £7,000, if that rate
of increase were to go on in future years what the
sum would be, T wasinvited to consider what the
amount would be,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : I think if
the hon. gentleman had been careful in his
calculations he would have found that all the
land in the colony would be soon taken up. It
is quite true that the total rental received from
grazing farms from the st March, 1885, to 31st
December, 1888, was £25,657—£13,747 from
agricultural farms and £11,910 from grazing
farms—and, of course, it has shown a certain
amount of progress. But you can quote figures
in such a way as to be very derceiving, and T am
sure the hon. gentleman quoted figures to-night
that if they were believed in by this Hoase
would be very misleading, because the results
cannot become anything like what he anticipates.
‘What is the use of quoting figures if they cannot
be realised ? )

Mr. JORDAN: I was invited to calculate
that, and I did so.
+The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: T am glad
to hear the hon. gentleman say that, as I
misunderstood him. I might say that we have
427,000,000 acres of land in the colony, and at a
rental of a 1d. an acre it would bring in so much
ten years hence ; but that is not possible we
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know, and it is not probable. The hon. gentle-
man certainly did not speak so that hon.
members could follow him; and I understood
that he was quoting certain figures to show
what results would follow in two years hence
to cover up this defieit of £270,000 that
will have to be provided for. That is the
way I followed and understood the hon. gentle-
man, and that is the -force of the argu-
ment he was using at the time. That is the
reason why I have replied in the manner I have
done. If we only received £25,000 from the 1st
March, 1885, to 31lst December, 1888, and in
eighteen months hence lose £140,000, is it at all
probable that we are going to get a revenue of
£140,000 per annum to make up the deficit? I
do not think so, and that was the force of the
hon. gentleman’s remarks—to try and lead the
House to believe that there is not the slightest
necessity at the present time for bringing in
a Bill of this kind. For that reason he
took exception to several clanses providing for
additional revenue, one of them relating to
sales by auction. He made a strong point of
that, saying that there is no necessity for bring-
ing in a Bill for that purpose; but I contend
that we shall have to get a larger revenue in
future than we have received during the last
three or four years from the land. The whole of
the lands within the schedule have been dealt
with, and while there has been an increased
rental of £36,765 from pastoral occupation, that
amount has gone, and there will be no
further increase for several years—until the
expiration of the first seven years after
the runs were dealt with; and, for all we
know, it is quite possible that the amounts
may be reduced at the end of seven years. There-
fore, we have to make up the deficlency in the
Lands Department, which has not shown any
progress for the last few years. Though the Go-
vernment have the power to alienate lands, no
doubt the check which this House has upon
them will be sufficient to prevent them from
abusing the privilege ; but the Government are
not geing to abuse the privilege. They have the
power already to sell as many 40-acre blocks
as they like, if they choose to exercise that
privilege ; but they do not wish to create large
freeholds or allow the squatters to mop up the
country. No Government would dare to do that,
even if they desired to do so, neither do the
squatters desire to buy large areas of land. Those
who have bought large freeholds are in the worst
position to-day, and most of them wish they had
not indulged so freely in the privilege they
possessed of buying up large areas of land.

Mr. HODGKINSON : What about the Wim-
mera district in Victoria ?

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : Many
large estates in New South Wales—some of
them containing more than 200,000 acres—were
bought, not from the desire of the squatters
to purchase, but because they had to protect
themselves, They were forced by their creditors -
to secure the land or they would have been fore-
closed upon. It was because speculative selectors
were going about the country, which was not
fit for settlemont at that time, In that way
large estates accumulated and the result was that
very few remained in the hands of the people
who put them together, but went into the hands
of other capitalists who had no hand in building
them up. Nearly all the people who built them
up, I am sorry to say, failed, that is they went
out with small means; and we must try to
avoid that sort of thing in this colony. I
think our land legislation, as we are trying
to guide it, will prevent anything of that
kind here, because the laws of the country
are not of such a nature as to compel the
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squatters to purchase large areas to protect
themselves. It is quite right that the Govern-
ment should have the power to sell a consider-
able quantity of land for the purpose of making
up any deficiency in revenue—and for no other
purpose do they desire the power—and I am
sure that if hon. gentlemen will only reflect,
they will not see the slightest objection to a
moderate amount of land being sold by auction
in this colony, Under the terms proposed it
will be possible for a person with a limited
amount of capital to purchase 320 acres, or 640
acres, and have three years in which to pay the
money. I fail to see that it is only the squatter
or large capitalist who desires to buy 320 acres or
640 acres because terms aregiven ; and I consider
this amendment 2 step in the right direction.
So far as I am concerned, I would be glad to
make the term five years, because many people
with moderate capital who desire to buy land
would be glad to be relieved of the obligations
connected with residence and iinprovements.
I think the hon. member for Toowoomba will,
to a considerable extent, bear me out in that
argument. I do not think he fears the
danger now which used to exist in regard to
capitalists trying to grab up the land. There is
a great deal of land which men of moderate
means would like to buy if they were not forced to
expend alarge amountof money on improvements
at once; and if they have the right to acquire it
on time payment, as we propose, it will be taken
up by a class of people who will make full use of
the land in the future. I do not think I have
anything else to say. I havenot gone as fully into
the question as I might have done, because the
Bill has not been severely enough criticised. If
there had been severe criticism, I would have
been glad to have met the arguments used. A
great deal of what was said by the hon. member
for South Brisbane, Mr. Jordan, was not argu-
ment. He made a lot of statements that bore
reference to his own administration of the Act
of 1884 ; and though he took up nearly an hour
he made very few objections to the Bill. I
looked upon his speech more as an explanation
of his own administration of the Act than as a
criticisin of the Bill; and T am sure that if
hon. members look carefully into the Bill
they will see that there is a great deal of
good in it. I know what the leader of the
Opposition will say. e will eriticise us because
we have not gone in for something more severe,
because the Land Acts, 1884 to 1886, have been
freely condemned by the party now sitting on
this side. I know the ground he will take up;
but the Government canreply that they aremaking
the measure more perfect than it is at present, and
the country will have an opportunity of judging
whether the criticisms we have passed on the
Land Act in the past are true or not. Time will
tell whether we are right or not in our criticism.

The Hoxn. S1z 8. W, GRIFFITH: That is
your motive I suppose in trying to make it worse.

The POSTMASTER - GENERAL: Our
motive is to make it better ; and I am sorry that
the hon. gentleman should make such a state-
ment.

The Hox. S1r 8. W. GRIFFITH : Your main
object is to show how bad it is; and the amend-
ments tend in that direction.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: The Land
Act of 1884 was found to be defective ; and in
1885 it was amended by the Government who
brought it in. In 1886 they krought forward a
further amendment, which showed that they saw
the necessity for amending the Act. And now
we see that there is a further necessity for
amendment, and we have brought in the Amend-
ing Bill of 1889, We have given good reasons
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for doing so; and I challenge the hon. gentle-
man to disprove any of them, or to prove that
there is no necessity for any one of the amend-
ments now proposed. I am quite ready to be
converted if I hear any good arguments to the
contrary. As far as mining is concerned, every-
one must admit that the amendment is neces-
sary.

Mr. HODGKINSON: Not only necessary,
but advisable.

The POSTMASTER-GENKERAL: And the
amendment with regard to preventing an
evasion of the law—that is also necessary. And
those are the two main objects we have in
bringing forward the present Bill. There isno
force whatever in the argument that we are
trying to make the Act worse. I was sorry o
hear the charge made just now.

The Hox. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH : I only
took you up on your own words.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : Isay we
are trying to amend the Act and make it better.
We are putting hoops on a leaky cask. The cask
is loose and leaky.

An HoNoURABLE MEMBER : You put bad hoops
on.

The PREMIER : It was a bad cask.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: It was
pointed out frequently by members of the
Opposition when the late Government were In
power that the Act would fail from a revenue point
of view, and good arguments were brought forward
on that point by the present Minister for Mines
and Works, He raised the question with regard
to revenue, and his speech was answered by the
then Treasurer, who quoted figures to the same
extent as my hon. friend, the member for South
Brisbane. He quoted figures by the yard,
but what has been the result ? Have those figures
been realised? Let anyone look at Hansard
of that time and the actual figures of to-day.
Will they not admit at once that the arguments
raised by the Minister for Mines and Works
were correct, and the answer given was wrong?
The House was deceived. It was in the grasp
of an octopus Railway Bill, and that was why
the Land Act of 1884 became law, because it was
stated by the then Minister for Railways that
the Land Act would provide sufficient revenue
to pay interest on the whole of the £10,000,000
loan.  Well, I think experience has shown us that
that is not the case, and that the Act of 1884
is a lamentable failure as a revenue measure.
That it has succeeded to a certain extent I am
very glad to see. I am glad to see that it has
succeeded so well in the direction of settlement,
and I hope that with amendments it will suc-
ceed stillfurther. I hope that it will be amended
s0 as to prevent any evasion of the law, and
that we shall settle a proper class of people on
the land ; and that the colony will make that
progress under good land legislation which the
present Government are only too anxious to see.

Mr. GROOM said : Mr. Speaker,—I do not
think there is any member on this side of the
House who will not give the Minister for Lands
credit for an honourable and conscientious
endeavour to administer the Land Act fairly
since he has been in office. I have had
opportunities of noticing the hon. gentleman’s
conduct in relation to it, and I must bear my
testimony to that fact, and should be failing in
my duty if I did not express my belief to that
effect. ~With regard to the village settlements,
to which the Postmaster-General has made
allusion, I may say that I am not at all sur-
prised at their failure. Whether it is that those
who had to select the village settlements were
determined to make the system a failure, I do not
know, but I have seen some of the places selected
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for village settlements, and they are such that I
am sure you, Sir, would not turn a flock of hungry
goats on to. Iow it was possible to suppose
that any human being would settle on such
places with a half-acre allotment to live on and
80 acres of this rocky, waterless country to culti-
vate, I do not know,

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL :
selected the sites ?

Mr, GROOM : T do not know.

The Hox. P. PERKINS : Irrigate.

Mr. GROOM: Irrigation would be entirely
out of the question in such places. Noirrigation
except nature’s irrigation, and that of the most
frequent and copious character, would give any
value to the land I refer to. And my remarks
apply not only to the South but to the North.
My hon. friend, the member for Herbert, had
an opportunity of seeing the character of one
of the settlements at Port Douglas at an out-
of-the-way place on the top of mountains
where the land, according to the land commis-
sioner, was perfectly inaccessible, and yet it
was marked off into eighty-acre farms. In fact,
it was perfectly absurd to suppose that any
settlement could take place there. The only
place that has been a success has been Ravens-
bourne, the locality known as the Cedar Scrub,
joining part of theold Crow’s Nest run, and where,
I see, according to Mr. Warner’s report, there are
eighty farms, ranging from twenty to eighty acres,
which were allotted to sixty-six selectors.
number of them were Lincolnshire farmers sent
out by Mr. Randall, and they went in a body to
this particular place and assisted no doubt to
make their village settlement a great success.
Those men are there now, They are thoroughly
satisfied with theirland, and Thave no doubt it will
beturnedtoauseful purpose. But sofarasthe other
places are concerned it is not probable that village
settlement, as at present conducted, will prove a
success. I do not think it could be, and certainly
the nature of the land will not tend to make it a
success. Now, so far as this Bill is concerned,
of course it is very harmless in some respects.
I take it that it is intended to improve the
Land Act, but whether it is going to produce
the amount of revenue which the hon. Minister
for Lands anticipates is another question, I am
not inclined to think that it is.  With regard to
the grazing farms the only thing I have any objec-
tion to is that two applicants for the one selection
are to decide the matter at auction, and are to
bid against one another. I have seen the evil of
that system. I, on one occasion, went into an
auction room tosee the systein carried out, and saw
three or four men ranged before the commissioner,
each bidding one against the other. Well, it
is perfectly monstrous to see three or four men
bidding against one another, and the man who
has the longest purse getting the land. Soit will
be again, I am quite sure, if the provision
to that effect is carried. And with regard
to offering a premiwn on the annual rent,
I am sure that that will lead to the man who
has the largest amount of money getting the
land. With regard to the case referred to by
the Postmaster-General, I know it was a case of
great hardship, and I do not think the matter
has been settled to this day. The unfortunate
selector is still on his selection, but that land
was offered by the Crown at 6d. an acre per
annum 3 and, in consequence of the auction
system, he paid 9s. per acre per annum. Of
course that is more than the land is worth, and
he has to pay £80 or £90 a year as rent for
ten years. That is an instance of the objection
to the auction system. I am perfectly sure that
under the proposed clause if you bring two
applicants together—the owner of a run on one
side and a selector on the other—the man who
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has the most money—the owner of the run—is
bound to get the land. I think the system of
balloting is far the most equitable, and
far more just to all concerned, and certainly it
has worked the most satisfactorily. I may say,
with regard to the reduction of the terms of
leases from thirty to twenty years, that it is
pretty well known that when the Act of 1884 was
going through Parliament, I opposed the thirty
years leases. I believed it was too long a time
for any man to be allowed to keep land from the
public. I do not think we ought to give any
lease for a longer period than fifteon years,
and I am sure that no one who has had
any experience of the progress of these colonies
would come to any other conclusion than that
almost every ten years a different set of circum-
stances arises which necessitate new legislation.
Entirely new circumstances may arise, such
as the discovery of goldfields, which might be
sufficient in their effects to justify an amend-
ment of the land laws. I think, therefore, as I
did when the Act of 1884 was being passed, that
it is wrong to lock up the land for thirty years.
As T must act in conformity with the opinions
I expressed then, I am in accord with the
Minister for Lands in the reduction of the term
he now proposes, and I am prepared to support
the hon. gentleman so far as that clause is con-
cerned. With regard tothe reduction of the period
for the acquisition of the frechold of agricultural
farms, I cannot agree with the hon. gentleman.
I do not know whether he has had any intima-
tion that the term of ten years is too long, but
from inquiries I have made since this Bill
was introduced, I am led to the conclusion that
all the selectors regard this as the best portion
of the Land Act, and do not wish it to be inter-
fered with in any way. 1 will show what this
proposal will practically amount to, and I have
had some experience in this matter. I have no
doubt the hon, member for Stanley, Mr. O’Sulli-
van, will recall similar instances when I mention
facts of this kind. The Minister for Lands
proposes in subsection 6 of clause 3, that the
period of five years should be substituted in leu
of the period of ten years mentioned in this con-
nection in clause 73 of the Act of 1884, It might
be possible for selectors under present circum-
stances and with conditions as they are now,
where the seasons have undergone a complete
change, where we have a year of fine seasons like
the present one, which set in in March and is
likely to continue for the present year, to take
advantage of this clause ; but with the pre-
dictions of those who have devoted a lifetime
to the study of meteorology that we are going
to have another drought in 1390, which will
probably extend to 1891, it is more than
possible that the farmers will not be in a position
at the end of five years to make their selections
freeholds, and the result will be that they will
@0, as many of them go now, unfortunately, and
have done for many years past, L am sorry to
say, to the money-lender. They will borrow
from him sufficient money to make their lands
freehold, and they will then be in the hands of
the mortgagee, and instead of paying 3d. per
acre per annum to the Crown, in part payment
be it remembered of the principal, they may
have to pay, as I have known some have to pay,
40 per cent. interest upon the money they
borrowed. I have known selectors go on
the 1st March to these money grubbers—
vsurers in the worst sense of the term—and
they have exacted 40 per cent. for the money
lent to pay their remts. I have known that to
be done, and any system which may tend to
encourage that sort of thing, as I fear this pro-
posal will, is one T should deprecate in the
strongest possible terms. Therefore, I ask the
hon. gentleman whether, after all, this proposal
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is not unwise? This is not a revenue part of the
Bill, as it is simply giving means for the acquisi-
tion of a freshold. I belitve by giving the selec-
tor ten yeary, and allowing him t0 ; pay this small
modicum of rent, we encourage hin tomake a per-
manent hotme for himself and his family—induce
him to fence in his land, and permanently settle
upon it ; and we offer no facilisies whatsver for
gfxmbhnw in land. We shall not do wisely to
alter the Act of 1881 in this resprot.  Hxperience
goes to show that ten years is the best term
to provide, and T know thm Sir Graham Berry,

in pointing out a defect in Sir Gavan Duff}

Act, said it would be materially improved if they
refused to issue a title to selecbors for ten years,

becausz a shorter period offered inducement to
gambling in land and the surrendering of the
land to money-lenders. I have seen “the evil
effects of a too easy acquisition of a title
where selectors have had to pay exorbitant
interest for borrowed money. it is much
better, I think, to leave the term as it is now,
and at the end of ten yeusrs the selector may be
in a position to obtain his freehold by the proﬂa
from his farm without having recourse to the
money-lender. There is another matter referred
to in the Bill, and that is the question of sales
by auction. Ashon, membersknow, I havealways
been opposed to sales of land by auction, that is
in large areas. I ami not opposed to reasonable
sales of land, because there must always be a
certain smount of land disposed of in the
o1d1nary course. I quite see that if there
are to De sales by auction up to 320 acres,
it may lead to the eyes of the country being
picked out as they were in years past, although
I believe there is not at the present time that
strong desire to acquire large areas of land that
was noticeable some years ago. What has been
stated by some hon. members opposite I can con-
firm, as to some persons having secured large
areas which they would now gladly dispose of. I
know that the Westbrook Run, in the neighbour-
hood of Toowoomba, could be purchased for a
very small price indeed, much less than it cost
the pressnt proprietors, I think there might be
some provision inserted in the Bill such as there
is in the New South Wales Act. I do not know
whether the Government would have any objec-
tion to that. T take it that the principle of the
Land Act of 1834 was leasing as azainst alienation
by auction, and that is the principle of the Land
Act of New South Wales, and in the Land Act
introduced by Mr. Brunker it is not proposed to
disturb that principle. In the Act in New
South Wales power is given to the Government
thereto sell land up to £200,600 per annum, and
there is no intention on the part of Mr. Brunker,
in the Bill which he has introduced, to re-
peal that pm‘tioﬂ of the principal Aect in
that colony. That is of course to prevent the
aggregation of large estates, and why could not
the Government insert s clanss in this Bill
limiting them to sale of land up to £100,000 per
annum, and not have wholesale sules of land by
auction as in the past? I do not see why a man
who chooses to purchase 320 acres of land should
not do so; that is, I think, a fair concession, but
I think that the Government should limit them-
selves to the sale of land to the value of £100,000
per annum. That would be a guarantee to the
people that there was no disposition to unneces-
sarily sell the public estate. As to the pro-
visions respecting the artesian wells, I accept
the explanation of those provisions given by the
Postmaster-General. With regard to the pro-
visions with respect to mining, I believe they ave
absolutely necessary to satisfy the wining com-
munity. I have nothing further to add to these
observations. The Billis a simple one in itself,
and is, I believe, the outcome of an honest
attempt to administer the Land Act of 1884,

T think it must be admitted by every disinterested
person, at any rate as a revenue Bill, it
certainly has not had the effect which was
predicted for it, and it must also be admitted
that the contention of the Minister for Mines
and Works, when addressing the House in 1884,
and endeavouring to show that some of the
figures then quoted were fallacious and would
never be realised, has come to pass. I am one of
those who have taken this view of the Act of
1884, that it was valuable not so miuch for
bringing in a revenue as for settling people
on the land. If you settle people on the
land in large numbers you obtain a revenue in
an indirect way—through the Custom-house.
The question arises then, has settlement been
greater under this Act than under the Act
of 18767 If we really accomplish the object
we wished to attain—namely, to promote settle-
ment, the revenue is a secondary consideration,
and it is satisfactory in this respect to notice from
Mr. Hume’s report, that notwithstanding the
adverse seasons which farmers have laboured
under, the land selected in 1888, was greatly in
excess of the selections for 1887. I think the
more the Land Act of 1854 is understood by the
public outside, the better it is liked, and I
believe that the gentleman at present in charge
of the Lands Department has an honest desire
to effect the settlement of people on the
land, so far as the Land Act enables him
to do so. I believe this Bill is introduced
with that object, and I hope the hon. gentleman
will succeed. I shall give him what assistance
T can in passing this Bill, but at the same timne
T would ask him to cousider what I have pointed
out, as T think it would be an unwise step to
reduce the term within which the holder of an
agricultural farm may acquire the freehold of
his land from ten years to five. It will be a step
in the wrong direction, wiil really obstruct the
progress of settlement and will open the door to
unnecessary gambling in land.

Mr. PLUNKETT said: Mr. Speaker,—I
wish to say a few words in reference to this
Bill. T am somewhat disappointed with it, as
I certainly expected & morve commehenslve
measure ; but as the Minister for Lands has
invited amendmeuts, I shall {feel called upon to
propose soine amendments in committee. These
amendments will not be brought forward in a
spirit of factious opposition, but with the sole
desire to effect the settlement of people on the
lands, and I believe that can be done better than
it has been done under the Act of 1884, 1con-
sider that the Land Act of 1876 is the best Land
Act that has been passed in this colony since
separation. I propose in the amendwnents I
intend to submit to limit the maximum area to
be selected under this Bill to 1,280 acres, in place
of 5,120 acres as allowed by the Act of 1876 the
term of payment to extend over five years, and
no certificate to be granted sooner. My reasons
for this amendment are not fnancial ones;
my sole desire is to settle the people on the
lands of the colony. My experience, extending
over a period of twenty-five vears, is that there
has been more bond fide settlement under the Act
of 1876 than under any other Act passed since
separation. The Land Act of 1868 was, in my
opinion, too liberal, as it allowed one inan to
select land up to 10 000 acres in the settled dis-
tricts of the colony That has been taken
advantage of, and the result has been very
detrimental to the colony in general. The hon.
member for Toowoomha has said that the pro-
vision requiring & man who takes up an agricul-
tural farm to reside on it for ten years is one of
the best features of the present Land Act. I
certainly caunot bear out this at all. I have

had a very wide experience among farmers,
and I find that that provision has been a greater
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bar to settlement than any other clause in the
Act of 1884, I will, in support of this view,
just point out the difference between selection
of homesteads and of agricultural farms under
the existing Act. For this purpose I will refer
to three or four land agents’ districts. In the
Beenleigh land agent’s district during the year
1888 there were 25 homssteads taken up, re-
presenting 3,442 acres, and only 5 agricul-
tural farms — that is, farms not exceeding
160 acres. In the Brisbane land agent’s dis-
trict for the same year there were 356 home-
steads, representing 49,270 acres, and only 39
agricultural farms, or 16,141 acres.* In the
Ipswich district there were 183 homesteads, repre-
senting 21,991 acres, and only 38 agricultural
farms. In the districts of Toowoomba, War-
wick, and Dalby there were 303 selections,
and of these only 71 were agricultural farms.
‘Where, then, I would ask, is the proof of
the statement made by the hon. member for
Toowoomba? I think it is quite the other way.
A great many of the small selections taken up as
agricultural farmsin my owndistrict have, Tknow,
been taken up in the belief that the Land Act
of 1884 would be repealed, and that the selectors
would be allowed the same privilege as those
who have taken.a1p Iand under the Act of 1876.
There is one part of the principal Act of 1884
dealing with agricultural farms which I should
like to see amended, and intend to move that
the words ‘160 acres” be omitted, with the
view of inserting ¢ 320 acres.” I can assure
hon. members that 320 acres of land now avail-
able in some districts is not equal to 160 acres
which were taken up previously under the Act of
1876. Under that Act men could take up 160
acres near navigable waters, but even then they
could only manage to eke out a sorry existence
on that area. Now, however, a great deal of the
land available is scrub land far away from rail-
witys and navigable waters, and it is as much as
aman can do to make a living on 320 acres.
I do not therefore think it is too much to ask
that the maximum area of agricultural farms
should be increased from 160 acres to 320 acres.
Then with reference to grazing farms, T
think the present conditions with regard to
fencing are too severe and prevent small selec-
tors taking up grazing farms. I will give an
instance of what T mean. Here are two men,
for instance, say, conterminous graziers under
the present Act. they are unneigh-
bourly, are not the present Fencing and 1m-
pounding Acts sufficient to make them divide
their grazing selections ? But if, on the contrary,
they are friendly and neighbourly, and can work
their business as graziers until such time as it
may suit them both to divide their holdings, why
should the Government step in and make it
imperative ? The squattar, on an average, pays
about one-half the rent, and he is trammelled with
no conditions other than working his stock in an
amicable manner with his neighbour. If he
does not conduct his business in an amicable
manner, his neighbour can coerce him into
dividing his cattle, but it is purely a business
matter hetween themselves of which the Govern-
ment take no part, leaving them solely to the
conditions of the existing Fencing and Impound-
ing Acts. Now, what equityis there inallowing the
grazing selector leas freedom than the squatter?
They are both Crown tenants; the Crown reaps
the advantage of about double the rent from the
selector, and should in all common fairness put
him in a pesition at least equal to the squatter.
Tintend to take the sense of the House on that
clause in committee, Neither in the Act of 1884
nor in the amending Act of 1886 is there any
such thing as liberality. Why, T ask, should a
man whose daily avocations prevent him from
residing on the land be debarred from obtaining
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a freehold? Such a thing is impossible under
the present Act, and I think that in the case of
farmers, miners, artisans, and labourers, and
that class of men, they ought to be allowed to
select land by means of resident bailiffs in place
of living on it themselves, which it s impossible
to do, situated as they are. Hon. members will,
I think, agree with me that any amendment
intended to give people an opportunity to make
a country home for themselves should be given
with a free hand. T will ask hon. members
in committes to give me as much help as they
can in the matter, for I think it is a very neces-
sary thing, although I hope the Minister for
Lands will take it into consideration and himself
proyose the insertion of an amendment to that
effect.

Mr. CAMPBELL said: Mr Speaker,—
Although there are some clavses in the Bill to
which I shall give my heartiest support, there
are others that I shall deem it my duty to vote
against. Unless I become more enlightened in
committee than I am at present I shall certainly
vote against the clause referring to artesian water.
I think—and T assisted to do it—the squatters
of the colony were very fairly treated under the
amending Act of 1886 ; and if this clause pass,
enabling squatters to go out of their leased
holdings and enter upon the resumed part for
this purpose, taking off, perhaps, 1,000 acres of
it, it will be a gross injustice to other members of
the community. It will givethema decided advan-
tage over other men, because they can outbid
them. They can pay a higher premium than the
majority of ordinary men, and consequently it
will be a very dangerous thing to allow the clause
to pass. At any rate, until I have more infor-
mation on the subject than I have at present, I
shall oppose it in committee. From his speech
this evening the Minister for Lands does not
seem to have a very great amount of sympathy
with the homestead selector. I see that since
the Act came into operation something like
427,000 acres have been taken up by homestead
selectors ; and it will be admitted by all who
know anything of the country, that they have
been taken up on the very worst, or the most
indifferent land in the colony -stony, Heavily
timbered, or serub land, where a considerable
outlay will be required to bring them under
cultivation. Those men should have every
consideration, and it” will be impossible for
those lands to be utilised by anyone else. Their
hardship—I am referring principally to village
settlement—is inainly with regard to survey.
T know of persons who took up land in the
village settlement of Ravensbourne who had to
pay as much as Gs. an acre for survey fees.
That seems to me to be a gross injustice. I
represented the case to the Under Secretary for
Lands some time ago, and he showed me clearly
that that amount was paid to the surveyor.
The total amount paid was £12 123, and if
survevors are allowed to charge such a sum as
that for surveying a paltry forty acres of land,
it is a great hardship, and it will deter
people from taking up land, particularly
under. the village settlement clauses, With refer-
ence to the desire to reduce the term for agricul-
tural farms fromten tofiveyears, that will havemy
hearty support. I firmly believe that every man
has a right to his freehold within a reasonable
time, and I cousider five years ample, particu-
larly as the Act at present is wob bringing in a
very large amount of revenue. It will be a
great relief to those men if they can get their
deeds at the end of five years, With regard
to sales by auction, it may be remembered
that when the amending DBill was before the
House, T advocated that blocks of land up
to 640 acres should be sold. I am still of that
opinion. I shall support the 320 acres, and if
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the Minister for Lands makes it 640 acres I shall
be still more inclined to support it. It is only
fair that persons engaged in trade who choose to
purchase a piece of country land should not be
compelled to reside on it. They can now pur-
chase 40 acres, but that is not sufficient. If
their means enable them to buy 640 acres to form
a stud farm, or a model farm, or to make a home,
they have a right to do so, and T shall certainly
support anything in that direction. With refer-
ence to the clause relating to miners, I do
not pretend to any special knowledge. Miners
are a very influential and worthy body of mien,
and I think it is only right that they should have
the right to seek for gold or other minerals upon
the lands of the colony. But the rights of the
pastoral lessees, who hold leases for twenty-one
years, must be protected. Itis not the miners
who injure the pastoral lessees, but those whom
I may term their camp followers, Wherever
there is a new rush, a number of people follow in
the wake of the real miners, take up all sorts
of lands, form paddocks and depasture a
large number of cows upon them. Well,
if that is done it will be necessary for this
House to protect the pastoral tenants. If you
don’t the results will be very serious. If a
pastoral tenant is compelled to go to the Land
Board for compensation, I do not think he will
get any great satisfaction, because they will look
at the matter through the spectacles of the office,
and therefore the pastoral tenant will be at a
great disadvantage. I do not think I can say
anything more on the Bill, Mr. Speaker. I
shall support the second reading, but I do
hope that there will be some amendments made in
committee. I do not know whether it would
not be better for the hon. member for Albert to
bring in a new Bill, because I do not think it
%qisible to include all his amendments in this
Bill.

Mr. HUNTER said : Mr. Speaker,—In the
concluding remarks of the hon. member for
Albert he referred to the desire of miners to
take up allotments as freehold. Now, Sir, I
can assure that hon, member and this House that
there is no desire whatever on the part of
miners to acquire freeholds from the Crown.
On the other hand, theyare very much against
it. It is not very long ago that the Govern-
ment advertised certain lands held under lease
on Charters Towers for sale, and the miners
petitioned so strongly against it that the sale was
withdrawn.  Therefore I should not like the
House to be led astray with the idea that the
miners are asking the Government for power to
purchase land ifrom the Crown. I am very
pleased indeed, Sir, to see the clauses in this Bill
which relate to mining—clauses 14 to 17. They
are very valuable provisions that have been
much sought after, and I do not believe there is
a member in the House who will not support
them very strongly. In fact, I believe the
House will pass the second reading of the
Bill unanimously, simply on account of those
clauses. Bnt 1 am very sorry to see that
the Government have tacked on to those
clauses, the other provisions with regard to the
sale of land by public auction, and Part I'V., pro-
viding for artesian wells. It is well known that
the selector is a very obnoxious man to the
squatter. A squatter, part of whose run has
been resumed, would be willing to put down two
or three bores in search of water on the resumed
portion if by that means he could keep selectors
away. If a squatter, by putting down a bore
just outside the boundary of his run on the
resumed portion, can secure a largs portion
of it and keep selectors off, there is not
the slightest doubt that he will do it. This
is a very bad provision. It does away with
the whole beauty of being able to resume portion
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of the runs. In fact they might as well be
allowed to remain as they were before, because
if the land is at all good and likely to be selected
the squatter will put down a bore and secure the
whole of it. That is a power which ought never
to be placed in their hands. I am bound to
support the second reading of the Bill, because
it containg the provisions with regard to mining
to which I have referred, and I can only again
express my regret that the other clauses I have
mentioned are tacked on. I shall not detain the
House longer, because, as I have said, T am com-
pelled to support the second reading of the Bill.

Mr. PAUL said : Mr. Speaker,—The hon.
member for South Brisbane stated that the Act
of 1884 was an Act which was to do away with
all the distrust and confusion which existed
under previous Acts in this colony, but I think
if ever there was an Act that created distrust
and confusion it is that very Act. I speak from
personal experience of the effect of one of the
principal clauses of that Act--that is, the clause
relating to compensation for improvements erected
on the resumed areas. The consequence of that
provision was that before the runs were divided
the lessees suspended all work, being ignorant as
to what division would be made until their runs
were divided ; therefore thousands of men were
thrown out of employment, and were ‘hump-
ing their drum” up and down the main roads
of the western portion of the colony. Another
statement the hon. member made was—1I believe
it was the object of the framers of the Act
—that it would be the means of increasing
the revenue of the country. I cannot speak
from personal knowledge with regard to selec-
tions, but I can speak from personal know-
Jedge of the pastoral areas, and I can say
that so far from increasing the revenue it
has had the contrary effect. I am sure that
I speak for the majority of squatters when
I say that they knew they held simply the
grazing right—that is the use of the grass.
They never claimed that they rented the
land itself; and whenever the land was re-
quired for closer settlement they were quite
prepared to surrender their rights. That I
believe was the feeling of most of the squatters of
the country, and they were perfectly willing to
accept an amendment of “the previous Acts—
more especially the Act of 1869—which placed
the administration of the law in the hands of a
Land Board free from political influence,
with power to increase the rents of squattages
within reach of railway communication, and
also to give compensation for improvements
in lieu of pre-emptive right. Now, what
has been the result of the operations of this
Act, which was supposed to create settle-
ment? I am speaking now of the grazing areas
out West. The majority of those areas have
been taken up by squatters and are held simply
as depdts to fatten their stock. I think some
provision should be made to define how these
selections should be taken up.  On Saltern Creek
about10,000acreshavebeen taken up in the names
of two Victorian squatters and their children,
consequently a large and valuable portion of the
run hassimply been transferred from one squatter
to another. Settlement has not been increased
in any way thereby, because the bailiffs who are
there are simply in lieu of the boundary riders
who were previously in the employwment of the
lessees, and the holders of the property are still
living in Melbourne, I do not know how the
Land Board made the decision they did, which
was supported by the Minister, with regard
to the selection faken up on Victoria Downs.
Mr, Hunter’s son applied for 20,000 acres, which
application was refused by the Land Board, and
a re-hearing was refused by the Minister. Yet,
while that was refused to a native-born Queens-
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lander, a Victorian firm was allowed to obtain
nearly 120,000 acres in one block. Who are
the proper selectors but the native-born Queens-
landers ? Because a father leases a run, that is
no reason why his son should not be allowed to
select. I think it is monstrous that that should
be the case while other people are allowed to
select wholesale; and when the Bill is in com-
mittee I think there should be some provision
made by which the sons of lessees, or native-born
persons should be able toselect. Thenext point I
wish to refer to is in regard to paragraph 3 of sub-
section 2. That is a most wise provision, I think,
because I know of cases where six grazing farms
were offered at the low rental of #d. per
acre, and of the six only one was a good selection.
The consequence was there were about thirty
applicants for that selection, and one was known
to have put in fifteen applications and two more
four each, while the bond fide applicant, who
would not stoop to such dishonourable work, had
twenty-nine chances to one against him. So that,
I think, this is a4 wise clause, and it has my warm
sympathy. I should have spoken at much
greater length had I not been anticipated by
my hon. friend the Postmaster-General ; but he
forestalled me in many lines of argument I was
going to take up, and I have no desire to repeat
what has been already said. In regard to the
clauses dealing with mining matters, T think the
provisions are good. In places such as Thane’s
Creek and Eidsvold, the runs have Leen inun-
dated with prospectors and miners, and I think
some provision should be made by which it should
be optional with the Land Board to compensate
the licensee for the portion of his run which is
taken away. A provision might be made by
which an equal area of the resumed half could be
exchanged for the part which is taken from him,
if available.

Mr. E.J. STEVENS said: Mr. Speaker,—
I think the Government are to be complimented
upon bringing in this amending Bill to the
present Land Act. Although there is a great
deal in the Land Act of 1884 which I approve of,
there are other parts of which I entirely dis-
approve, more especially that part which deals
with the non-alienation of land. Clause 6 of
this Bill which deals with the question of free-
holds is decidedly a step in the right direction.
As T have stated before, I think ten years is too
long a period to wait before a man can obtain
the freehold of his land, and I am confident
that there would be very much more land
selected, if men had the power of acquir-
ing the freehold in a much shorter time. I
know of selectors who took up land under
the Act of 1881, with the expectation that
the time would soon arrive when that portion
of the Act would be altered, and they would
be able to obtain the freeholds sooner. Inregard
to clause 3 of Part IT., the arguments raised
seek to prove that threeyears is very much too
long a time for a licensee to be allowed to
improve his land. At present he can take up
land-—a grazing arca—for three years, simply for
the purpose of debarring settlement ; but 1 think
that the time of three months, proposed by this
Bill is too short, for the simple reason that
it is impossible for a man to put in any great
improvements in that time. In a great many
cases a man would be unable to take pos-
session of the land in that time. There are
large areas of land in this colony which
would serve admirably for those grazing
farms; but they are more or less unwatered,
some totally so, Although in many cases, as
Isay, it would be impossible for men to take
possession in three mcenths, three years is too
long, and I hope a happy medium will be dis-
covered. In regard to survey before selection, I
think there is a great deal to be said in favour
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of it, one thing being that a man will know
exactly when he applies for his farm what he
will have to pay in the way of survey fees.
At the present time no selector can have
an idea of what the fees will be, and in
many cases there are additional fees of
from £5 to £10 to be paid, which is a very
considerable sum for a small selector to pay
even in instalments. It is a very material thing
for him, and it would be a very great advantage
if he knew what the fees would be. While T am
on the subject T would like to draw attention to
theslovenly way in which some surveyors perform
their work. Some two years ugo I brought
before the Minister of the day the wretched way
in which one surveyor had dene his work in a
portion of the Logan district. The pegs were
put in badly, and the lines were not properly
cleared. The selector in that instsnce had
to pay very much higher fees than he antici-
pated, and the survey of a good portion of the
selection was of little or no use to him. In that
case, I am happy to state that the head of the
department instructed the surveyor to do the
work over again ; but there were many farms in
the same district in exactly the same position ;
but because these men did not make an oubery
in the matter, they have been more or less
troubled about the boundaries ever since. I
think a very severe penalty should be inflicted
upon those surveyors who perform: their work
so badly. I think clause 8 is a very good one
indeed—that which extends the time in which a
mar may make his payments. The present term
is one year, and that is too little. Extending
the time gives investors a greater opportunity of
competing with capitalists in purchasing land.
It is argued by some that extending the area
gives the capitalists a great advantage. That
might be so, or it might not. Giving an exten-
sion of time for the payment of the purchase-
money gives the small man a very good opportu-
nity indeed of competing with wealthier men ;
and I am quite in favour of extending the area.
I have always been opposed to the non-alienation
of land, and T see no reason to alter my opinion.
T think people ought to be enabled to buy larger
areas than forty acres, and this part of the
Bill will have my most cordial support. I
also think it will be a good thing to do
away with the difficulties which have arisen
between miners and owners of grazing areas.
If the Crown has to pay compensation, I do not
think it will be any very great loss to the country ;
in fact, it is a considerable gain to the colony that
mining areas should be opened up. There is no
doubt that, although it may be a source of annoy-
ance to the man upon whose land the gold is dis-
covered in one way, it is a great advantage in
another, as he has a close and immediate
market, which in all probability more than com-
pensates him for the annoyance caused by the
disturbance. I can easily imagine that in the
case of a man who has selected a grazing
area and has only one waterhole to depend
upon, miners entering thereon would be a source
of very great annoyance to him., In fact,
it might destroy the whole of his holding, as it is
well known by those who have had anything to
do with stock that if a mining camp is established
on a waterhole the miners with their dogs and
tents will prevent stock from going to the water,
and stock have been known to perish from thirst
sooner than go o a camp, more especially if there
are dogs. about it. That point I hope will be
cleared up before the Bill becomes law. There
are some points which I cannot approve of so
heartily as those to which I have referred, and
upon which I shall have more to say when the
Bill gets into committer, The general tenor of
the Bill is, T think, very good. Although I do
not think that it has been indicated that there
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will be a division upon the second reading, if
there should be, I certainly shall vote for the
second reading of the Bill,
Mr. MORGAN said : Mr. Speaker,—I beg to
move that the debate be now adjourned.
Question put and passed.

On the motion of the MINISTER FOR
LANDS, the resumption of the debate was made
an Order of the Day for to-morrow.

ADJOURNMENT,

The PREMIER said: Mr. Speaker,—I beg
to move that this House do now adjourn. The
first business to-morrow will be the consideration
of the Payment of Members Bill in committee,
and then the resumption of the debate on the
Land Acts Amendment Bill,

Question put and passed.

r%‘he House adjourned at four minutes past 10
o’clock.





