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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 

Thursday, 22 August, 1889. 

Absence of the Clerk.-Question.-Formal ::\Iotions.
Petition-gran t to schools of art.-Qneensland 
Exermtors, Trustees, and Agency Company, Limited, 
Bill-second readiug.-Thc Cases of 1Iargaret 
Henry and Donald l\Ic:-feill.-Compnnies Act 
Amendment Bill-committee.-Crown J.Jands Acts, 
1884 to 1836, Amendment Bill-committce.-Ad
journment. 

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

ABSENCE OF THE CLERK. 

The SPEAKER said: I have to inform the 
House that, in consequence of a family bereaYe
ment, the Clerk has asked permission to absent 
himself from this ahernoon's sitting. 

The PREMIER said: Mr. Speaker,-I beg to 
move that, owing to the unfortunate circum
stance which has deprived this House of the 
services of the Clerk this afternoon, the Clerk
assistant be aprointed to perform the duties of 
the Clerk during his absence. 

Question pnfand passed. 

QUESTION. 
Mr. COWLEY, in the absence of Mr. Dal

rymple, asked the Minister for Mines and 
Works-

1. Will he ransc to be laid upon the table of the 
House, as soon as possible, the report on the geological 
formation of the 2\facka,y district, u11on which 31r. 
:Maitland has been engaged for some months? 

2. Will he state when SLlCh report will probably be 
ready? 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
WORKS (Hon. J. l\1. Macrossan) replied-

1. I shnll lay the report on the geolo:dcal forma
tion of the ~Incl<ay district upon the table of the 
House as soon as possible. 

2. I cannot say when the repo1•t will be ready. 

FORMAL MOTIONS. 
The following formal motionR we"e agreed to:·
By Mr. SA YERS-
That there be laid upon the t~ble of the House a 

return showing-
1. The quantity of machinery-distinguishing be

tween mining and all other machinery-landed at the 
port of Towns1ille, coastwise and otherwise, from 1st 
January, 1881, to 31st December, 1885. 

2. 1'he quantity of such machinery sent by rail to 
plaCf'3 inland of rl'ownsville for thit.t period. 

By Mr. COWLEY-
That thEre be laid upon the table of the House a 

return showing-
1. rrhe quantity of Crown lands alienated in the 

Northern division of the colony bct,veen the 80th Jnne, 
1888, and the 1st .July, 18!39, distinguishing between 
ordinary town lanrl.s. town reserves, suburban lands, 
reserves, and country lands, and specifying the several 
localities. 

2. The amounts realised by such sales in each such 
case and in each locality. 
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PETITION. 
GRANT TO SCHOOLS OF ART, 

Mr. LITTLE presented a petition from the 
School nf Arts, Herberton, having reference to 
the endowment now granted by the GoYern
ment to schools of art, and praying that the 
Honse would afford such relief as it might think 
fit. The petition was similar to those previously 
)Jresentecl on the subject; anrl he moved that it 
be received. 

Question put and pa<;sed. 

QUEENSLAND EXECUTOllS, TRUS-
TEES, AND AGENCY COMPANY, 
LIMITED, BILL. 

SECOND RllADING. 

Mr. PO\VERS said: Mr. Speaker,-In movino
the second reading of thb Bill I shall not detai;~ 
hon. men1berf! long, ina:<much as last session a. 
simil~r Bill was brought forward, and the 
questiOn as to whether the powers of executors 
and tr:1stees should be granted to companies was 
fully d!SC11Ssed, and the second reading of that Bill 
wasagTeed to by a large majority of members of the 
House. The Bill that at that time passed the secoml 
reading was considerably altered in committee in 
the dir~ction of _further protecting tho,,e parties 
w?o m1ght appomt the company propo~ed in the 
B1ll a~ executors or trustees. The securities 
required to he given by the company, before it 
was allowed to act as e'Cecutor, trustee or the 
o~her ngm;cies asked by the Bill, w~re con
siderably mcreased by the committee of this 
House. A Bill similar to the one now before 
the House was brought forward last session by 
the same promoters, and a select committee 
recommen~ecl that it should be passed, but there 
was no tnne to carry it throuuh before the 
session closed. This Bill is n~w presented 
to the House, and is similar to the Bill 
which passed this House last session. All the 
protections suggested by the Committee in p,w;
mg the last Bill have beer: imported into this, so 
that any members approvmu of the second rea::l
ing of this Bill will be simply approving of the 
second reading of a Bill which is similar to one 
that has already received the as;;ent of the 
House. There is no difference in this Bill so far 
as the security required and the conditions im
posed upon the company are concerned. They 
have be~n alre .dy ar.proved by the House, and 
so I w1ll now only go through the Bill and 
briefly refer to its provisions. C!au'se 3 
provides that the company may act as 
executor, and obtain probate on the same 
conrlitions as at present R]Jply to a private 
individual, and under clause 4 the company may 
obtain letters of adminhtration, and act as 
administrator under the same conditions. By 
clause 5 persons entitled to administmtion on 
intestacy may authorise the company to obtain 
a?ministration. Clause 6 provides for saving 
nghts of other persons to probate or administra
tion, and is for the protection of parties having 
an interest in an e:>tate. Under clause 7 the 
cou_rt may act upon the affidavit of the manager, 
act1ng. man3Jger, or secretary, or ~tny two of 
the dn·ectors in an apnlication for probate or 
administration. By clause 8 no bond to 
administer is to be required when the suhscribed 
capital is £125,000, and when £20,000 is invested 
in Government securities or depo,ited with a 
hank. This clause is in the form as alterecl 
in the last Bill by the Committee. In the 
last Bill it was proposed that £10,000 shoulrl be 
considered sufficient sc·curity but the Committee 
decided that it should be '£20,000, and there 
must be a subscribed capital of £125,000. 
f'hat was for the protection of persons ap!Joint
!ng the company to act as executor, or 
1n any other way as agents under the Bill, 

and was the security provided over and above 
what any private person must give. The assets 
of the company are to he liable for the proper 
administration of estates. U nrler clause 9 and 
under clause 10 the company may be appointed 
a trustee, receiver, committee, trustee in insol
vency, or guarantor or surety for any person 
appointed as Rdministrator, whether solely or 
jointly with any person, and by clause 10 the 
company may act under power of attorney. 
Under clause 12 executors and others may 
avvoint the company to discharge their duties 
for them, and in all these ·c,ctses it will 
be seen that this must be done with the 
consent of the court. Clause 13 provides that a 
trustee may, with the consent of the court, 
appoint the company to be trustee in his place; 
and clause 11 provide,; that application for the 
consent of the court shn.Jl be by motion. Clause 
15 states th:1t the 1nanager, or actjng Inanager, 
or secretary, may attend on behalf of the com
pany, and they shall be personally responsible to 
the court ; and, notwithstanding such personal 
responsibility, the assets of the company shall 
be liable for any pecuniary loss which may be 
occflsioned by the improper conduct of an e>;tate. 
Clause Hi provides that the cornp'1ny may receive 
a con1mission upon rnoneys received by thern, 
but there is a limit to the cmmui&.,ion they can 
charge on revenue, and as to capital they must 
go to the court to fix the amount of commission. 
'That is alw the result of a sugg·estion made when 
the last Bill was before the House, not to allow 
them to fix 5 per cent. on revenue and 2?, per cent. 
on capital, but to fix a percentage on revenue, and 
to go to the court to fix the commission on capital. 
Chmse 17 states that the company may IJe 
removed from <lffice by the court, and deals with 
provisions for relief against the corn pany or 
directors. Clause 18 deals with the filing and 
passing of accounts by the company ; and 
clause 19 provides for an order for account 
on the application of a trustee, cesttu' que 
trust, executor, or legatee, or any per;;;on 
entitled to an interest in any eotate. In sec
tion 20 it is provided that the Supreme Court 
or judge may order audit in any estate com
mitted to the company, as a further protec
tion to those whose interests may be concerned. 
Section 21 provides that the voluntary winding
up of the company, or disposal of shares, may be 
restrained by the Supreme Court or a judge, 
so long as the company has the control of any 
estate, in order to prevent any misapplication of 
the moneys belonging to such estate. Clanse 22 
states that no member of the company shall hold 
more than 2,000 shares nor less than twenty 
shares, the object being to distribute the liabilities 
over a larg-e number of shareholders. Then it 
states the liability of the directors as follows :-

"In the event of the comJHmy 1Jeing \vound-np, every 
pers.on who has. been a director of the company at any 
time \Yithln the period of two year~ preceding the com
mencement of the winding-up s.hall he liable for the 
balance unpaicl on every share which he may have held 
and trans.ferred durin,g such two years, in addition to 
his liabllity upon any shares held by him at the cmn-
1nencement of the winding-up.,, 
It is then stated that the capital of the company 
is to be in £5 shares and not to be reduced, and 
a following subsection ~tates that no more than 
£2 10s. per share shall be called up, except in the 
event of and for the purpose of the winding-up 
or dissolution of the company, and every mem
ber shall, in such event, be liable to con
tribute the unvaid balance of every share 
held by him ; so that there must always be 
an uncalled ca11ital of £2 10s. per share to 
fall back upon in addition to the other assets 
of the company. Then it is prm'ided that if any 
director becomes insolvent, he is to cease to hold 
office ; and the 24th section pr.Jvides that moneys 
remaining unclaimed for five years are to be paid 
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to the Colonial Treasurer. The company ea;; get 
no benefit from moneys that may possibly fall 
into their hands in that way ; they are to be 
handed over to the Colonial Treasurer, who will 
place them to the credit of a fund to be called 
the Testamentary and Trust l<'uncl; ancl the 
next clause provides that persons entitled to 
moneys in that fund may apply to the Supreme 
Court or judge within six years. Clause 27 pro
vides that a declara.tion of the state of the com
pany's affairs is to be made every oix months, 
and put up in a conspicuous plltce in the regis
tered office, or branch offices, of the company. By 
clause 29, if a testator wishes to avpoint his own 
solicitor as against the company's solicitor he has 
a perfect right to do so. Clause 30 provides that 
the £20,000 invested, as provided by a pre,-ious 
section, shall be held by the Colonial Treasurer 
as a security for the due performance by the 
company of its duties as executor or administrator, 
in priority over all other creditors of the com
pany. Clause 31 relate' to the incorporation of the 
company, and clause 32 provides that penalties 
imposed by the Act may be recoverd in a 
summary way before two justices of the peace. 
I have given a brief outline of the clauses, because 
some hon. m em hers may not remember the 
whole of the discussion last year. The JJrinci pie 
of the Bill having been approved last year, I 
need not detain the House longer, and I move 
that the Bill be read a second time. 

Mr. SA YERS said: Mr. Speaker,-With 
regard to the 8th clause it is the opinion of 
many hon. members that the £20,000 should be 
invested in Government securities only, and not 
in banks, fl.nd I believe that in committee the 
clause will be opposed, nnleo.> that alteration is 
made. There is nothing else in the Bill that I 
object to, and I daresay the hon. member will 
be quite willing to consent to the lt!teration I 
have pointed out. 

Mr. HODGKIKSON said : Mr. Speaker,
Although this is a motion for the second reading 
of the Bill, I do not intend to enter upon a dis
cussion as to its merits. I merely wish to point out 
what appears to me to have been a want of care in 
the drafting of it. The 'l'reasurer of the colony 
is a very important feature in this Bill; he is in 
fact the guardian of the public lts against the 
intere·1ts of the company. There is no definition 
in the Bill of the word "Treasurer," and he is 
designated in it under a variety of titles. In 
the first clause in which he is refterred to-clause 
8-he is spoken of simply as "the Treasurer." 
It does not say what 'frea.:urer; it might bo 
the treasurer of the company. Of course WA 

know what the hon. member me,tns, but I 
think the word should be defined, so that there 
n1ay be no IniRtake as to what Treasurer i:.; 
intended. In clause 24 it is stated that certain 
moneys are to be paid to the Colonial 'fre~snrer. 
That is scarcely sufficiently clear; I think it 
should be the Treasurer of the colony; and iu 
clause 26 the words "the Treasurer of the 
colony" are used. In clause 30 the words 
''Colonial Treasurer" again appp·~.r. These are 
merely verbal matters, and I point them out 
because the hem. member was no doubt more 
occupied with the legal prinriples involved th .n 
in the petty details of the dmfting of the 
meaHure. Still, it will perfect the measure if 
the Treasurer is designated in the same way in 
every clause in which he is mentioned. \Vith 
regard to the details of the Bill, J am not ,;oing
to offer any remarks, for reasons that are obvious 
to the House. 

Question-That the Bill be now read a second 
time-put and passed. 

On the motion of Mr. POW:ERS, the com
mittal of the Bill was made an Order of the Day 
for Thursday, 10th September. 

1889-4 E 

THE CASES OF MARGARET HENRY 
AND DONALD McNEILL. 

On the Order of the Day being read, the 
House went into committee for the further 
consideration in committee of the followJng 
resolutions, which stood adjourned (under Ses
sional Order of 22nd l\Iay last), at 7 o'clock p.m., 
on Thursday, the 18th ultimo :-

" 1. That the report oft he select committee appointed 
to consider the peti lions of .3-li~-; l.Iargn,ret Henry and 
Mr. Douald }lc:\"eill. au1 laid upon tlle table of tho 
House on 5th June, l8S9, be now adOIJted. 

"2. 1'hat an all dress be pre.;;ented to the Governor, 
praYing that His Excellency will bP pleased to cause to 
be i}laecd on the Snpplcmcnhry :g~timates .ror the year 
1889 the snm of £200 :;'-;compensation to 31ISS )fargaret 
Henry, and the sum of £150 as compensation to Mr. 
Donald .\Jc~t.ill, for lo~ses, injuries, and damage 
respectively sn.stainrd by them at the \Ycst Ipswich 
Railway level crossing." 

:\fr BARLO\V said in order to sn,ve time, he 
w;,;ld submit to the Committee the ad.ditiol_lal 
evidence that he had obtained in connection w1th 
this 1natter. Knowjng the preciousness of tilpe 
on private members' days, he should be as bnef 
as possible. He could nnly repcilt what he had 
said beforA-that in his heart he had a thorough 
conviction of the justice of the case; and i~ was 
mmecec·,<1rv for him to do more, in addressmg a 
number ot"~entlemen who were guided entirely 
by the ded~ctions uf their own consciences, than 
to appeal to their sense of justice in dealing with 
the mattPr. ·without further preamble, he w~mld 
read a letter he had been reque>ted to snbm1t to 
the Committee from :Mr. IUchard Bradfie_ld, to 
whom he hltd previously referred as hem;:: a 
witness of truth. If there were any expressiOns 
in the letter which might ltppear to be out of 
place he trusted the Committee would. excuse 
them' been, use he was certain that no disrespect 
was i;1tended. The writer said :-

"Brisbane street, Ips1vich, 22nd July, 1889. 

"A. II. Barlow, Esq. 
"I 1vas snrn1·ised on the arrival of your telegram, 

and more so whel1 I saw in I-Ir· nsard the statements 
made hv Jne·,:u's. Tozer and Camp bell. 

"I did tell ~Ir. ~orman VVilson, in the presence of }fr. 
Tozer, t.hat I haft b(~~n at t\YO or thrre inquiries, and 
had never been ao;;Jwd. the qn ~·o;;tlon if 3feXeill was sober 
whon t11e accid~nt happened. I said the~ that he "":as 
not, and I ~m:v t<O now, for I could smellllquor on him 
distinctly; but I do not mean to ::,ay _that he was 
ineapable of driving his cab or landing h1s passengers 
safely. 

"How :.Yir. Tozer couHl construe my words to mean 
that the committee had_ only put quE·.,tions to suit 
thcms2:vcs, I am at a los~ to know. 

' As for J'Ir. C':-tmpbcll's remarl.;:s, I deny ever ~eeing 
him in the train or lllaking the statements which he 
said. l\Icl\~cill wa· in the same compartment with l!le• 
and could ha\.·) he"rd nny conversation I had With 
anyonP, al1(1 I would like to l.;:now if it is usual for 
members of Parliament to t1·avc1 second class. 

"\Vhen summoned before your committee I stated 
what I saw an cl f'an vouch tor as facts. 

•• Had you asked me H l\IcXeill was sober, I would 
have ansv.;ercd that he \Vas not us sober as he ough~ to 
hwre heen, nml hacl :you a~ked me what compensatiOn 
I eon~idered he\\ as entitled to, I 1vould have answered, 
I\othing, 

"I luwe only expr"-~~ed my opinion, \vhicl~ I c~nsider 
I have a perfe('t right to <lo; bnt I hope 1t will not 
influence any gentleman in forming- his own, though, of 
cour.::c, my opinion is founded on what I saw. 

"I remain, 
"Yours truly, 

'' ltiCHARD BRADI?IELD.
1

' 

In justice to Mr. Brad field, and in honest dealing 
with the Committee he bad read that letter, and 
would now proceed to read affidavits which had 
been made on the subject. The first was the affi
davit of ·Messrs. Thomas Arm strong-, .Tames Gall, 
and 2\Iichael .T osiah Dean e. The last mentioned 
person was a prominent member of t~e total 
abstinence cause, and was therefore 1,1ot likely to 
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look with an indulgent eye upon any ~lleged in
toxication on the part of l'vicN eill. It would be in 
the remembrance of the Committee that two 
theories were set up-one was that Mc::'\eill was 
drunk when .he started with his passengers and 
that the accrdent sobered him; the other was 
that he was drunk all through, and that the 
catastrophe was the result of that intoxication. 
The affidavit had been prepared by a firm of 
solicitors in Ipswich, and stated:-
"In the colony of Qneensland. 

''·we, 1.'homas Armstrong, sav;.'-sharpcncr, of 
Ipswich, in the colony of Queensland, Jame~ Gall, of 
the same place, s~nvyer, and J.Iichacl Josiah Dcane, of 
the same place, rate collector, do scYcrally solemnly 
and sinecrel.r declare-

" 1. 1Yo know and have been '''ell ncqna'mtcd with, 
for Hp wards of eight years last pn::;t, Domtld :\1cXcill, of 
Ipswich, in the colony of (.!ncrDsland, calJ driver. 

"2. On the afternoon of Tuesday. the thirteenth dny 
of l\larch, 1888, at the raihvay erossinp;. Brisbane street., 
Little Ipswich, the horses of tlJc ~~aiU Donald :Jlc).;eill 
were killed, his cah wa.:. injured, and. 'Wilson Henry, 
of Ipswich, aforE ,aid, gang-er, deceased, and his \Yife, 
the occupants of the saicl cab, received such injuries 
that they died. 

"3. 1Ve saw the said Donald 1IcXeill in the afternoon 
of the said thirteenth cla::;- of :Jfarch, 1888, in Brislmne 
street, Ipsvolich, aforcs~lid. immediately after the said 
'\Yilson Ilenr~ and his wife wcm injnrccl. as afol'P::mid, 
and the said Donald :Jicl\~eill \Yas then to the best or our 
knowledge and belief perfcctt· so1Jer. 

·'And we make this solemn declaration com~dcntiously 
believing the same to ·be true, a.ncl by virtue of the 
provisions of the Oaths Act of 18C7. 

Signed and declared by the! 
abovenamcd 'rhomas 1 

Arrdstrong.J:uncs Gall, I Tno1IAS An::-tiSTH.o_:-,;G, 
and )1iehael Josiah (JA~tr:s G.\LL. 
Dcane, at Ipswif'h, i his I JhcnAEL J osu .. H DEA::m. 
third day of ./1 ugn~t.. 1 

1B8V, befurc me. ) 

"JNo. G!U~ENIIA:\I, Je.xn., 
"A Justice of the Peace." 

The next affida;-it was from three cabmen, who 
assisted to load the luggage at the rail way 
station:-
H In the colony of Queensland. 

"\Ye, \VHliam Boody, Pat.rick Byrne, and rrhomas 
But.lor, all of Ip~\vieh, in the colony of Queensland, cab 
driYer~ .. do severally solemnly and sincerely declare as 
follows:-

" 1. 1Ve know. and have been well acquainted witL, 
for upwards of ninP years l<:tst. vast, Donalcl l\lcXcill, of 
Ipswieh, in the eolc.ny of Queensland, cab drivel'. 

"2. In the afternoon of rrucsday, the thirteenth day 
of ::\lareh, 188-j, at the raihvay crossing, Bris.bane street, 
Little Ipswif'h, the horses of the :-::tid Donald ;}1C'\'eill 
\\'ere ldlled, his cab \Yas injured, and Wilson Ucnrr, of 
Ipswich. aform;:aid, ganger, dcceas.Pd, and his wifP, the 
occuvants of the said cab, Teceived such injuries that 
they died. 

"3. 1re saw the ~Rid DonnlU 31cXeill in the afternoon 
of the thirtuenth day of ::\!arch, U8tj, at tbe railway 
station, Ipswich. aforc~aid, when he \vas employed by 
the said 'Yilson Henry·, deceased. 1Ye af< ,isted the said 
Donald 1fcNcill to put the luggage of the said deceased 
on hi.s cab. At this timo the saicl Donald )IcXeill VYHS, 

to the best of our knowledge and belief, perfectly 
sot er. 

"4. '\Ye have been informed bv the said Donald 
~Ic)leill, and verily believe that· he drove the sfnd 
~~ilson Henry and his wife direct to Little Ips\Yich 
aforesaid, where the said Wilson Henry and his wife 
were injnrcd, as aforesaid, and that not mor,, than 
twenty minutes elapsed fron1 tht time of our assisting 
the said Donald ::uc~ei.ll, as afore• :1id, till the sa.id 
'\Vilson HelFY and his wife wel'P so injured. 

"And we make this solemn decla.ratirm conscicntionslY 
believing tl1e same to be trne. an ll l.Jy virtue of thC 
provisions of the Oaths Act oE 1SU7. 

VVilliam Boody, at Ipswich, .,. 
'Signed and declnred by the ~a.jd} 

this 2nd day of August, 18S9, Vt ILLLUI 
e!ore me. 

" J. 0. Foon.-:, 
HA Jutitice of the reuce. 

BOODY. 

" Signed and declared by the said} 
Pa.trick Byrne, at lps\Yich, PATRICK BYRNE. 
th1s 2nd day of August, 1SS9, 
before me. 

" J. 0. FooT>:, 
"A Jnsticc of the Peace. 

"Sign eel and declared by the said) 
~'homas Butler, at rvswiell, ~ TII<HIAS BuTLER. 
tln::. 2nd day of A ugnst, 1889, \ 
before me. ) 

"J. 0. l~oo·n;, 

" A Justice of the Peace." 

He had also a certificate from Dr. Thornton, 
medical superintendent of the Ipswich Hospital, 
which read as follows:-

"I hereby certitv that I visited Donald 'Yic~eill at 
the Harp of Erin 'uotel, Ipswich, on the evening of 
March 13, l!;-'i8, about. one hour after the ar•tJident whieh 
caused t.he clLd,th of :J.Ir. and ::Hrs. Henry. At the time 
of my Yi~it he was :·ober, and a.s. he returned to the 
Ipswich IIo:'J:.'ital >vith me, I h~1d ample opportunity of 
judging his condition. 

"PJIJLll' rraoRXTO:V, 
"l\leUical Superintendent. 

"Ipswich Hospital, 2nd Augnst, 1889." 

Further, he h"'d the following affidavit from 
Donald .McXeill :-

"I, Donald :\Ic"\'"eill, of Ipswich, do solemnly and 
sineol'oly deelaro tha,t on I :3th ~larch, 188'1, when Wilson 
Henry all(l ::Hrs. Henry were killed, I was driYing a bay 
horse, AU:3 near shoulder. bought by me ft•om James 
Anld on -1th ScpiemlJer, 18Sfi, and a roan mare, 2QQ over 
51 near shoulder, bonght by me on 31st Oct'1ber, 1887, 
at I!ar<ling's a net ion, in a cab which [ bonght for cash, 
nearly t\Yeh~c months before the accident, from Elias 
Harding, jun. I paid him with a cheque-m,Y own 
monev.. At the time of the accident no one hnd a 
mortiage Ot' lien on cjther horses m· cab. :J.fy house in 
(;ulland street, Xm·th Ips-..vich. \Yas then mortgaged 
throug-h l<'oxton and Oardcw fpr £100. The troubles 
brought on me h~T the aeei.dent eo.11pelled me to sell the 
house a.t. a sacriJlce for .-:CHlQ~,, I have now no property 
or me-ans \YhateYer. I 1mYe fonr ehilrlren three girls 
of four, six. HlHl eight years. an cl a. bo:'-~ oi ten-dependent 
on me, al~o a wire. ADd I make this solemn declara
tion co~I::,slenti\msly belL·ving the same to be trnc, and 
by virtue of t.he provision~ of ihe Oath~ Act of 1867. 
'' Signed and declared by the said\ 

Do.na~d. JlcXcill, at lpswieh, ( .. DONALD ::UcXEILT,, 
th1s l!lth day of August .. 18SD, 1 
before me. ) 

"A. II. B.\RLOW, J.P." 

There was a theory started that the horsrs ancl 
cab were not the property of MeN eill, but the 
following receipts would disprove that:-

" Ferguson street, Xorth Ipswich. 
"I have this clay sold to lJ011ald '\IcXcill a dark !Jay 

hor:o;o brandccl AUJ on near shoulder. ltcceivcd pay
ment. for same. 

"J.un:s AULD. 
"Scptcmllcr gh. 1886." 

The price he (1'\IcN eill) believed was £10, and 
the horse was unbroken. The receipt for the 
mare was as follows :-

"Ipswich, 31st October, 18d7. 
"Thir. Donald 11cXeill, 

"Bought of Elit~s Ilarding, junr. 
"One roan mare, 2QQ over 51 near shoulder, white 

hairs on off hind foot, £8 10s. 
"Received payment by che(1ue. 

" ELl AS HARDr:-.rG, JuxR., 
"Per A. HAit\'EY." 

That animal was unbroken, running wild, and 
had to be roped. As regarded the damage, he had 
a duplicate bill from F. Golcby, the saddler who 
furnished MeN eill with a new set of h"'rness on 
the 14th September, 1888, for £10, that was six 
months after the accident; and a receipt d,1oted 
September lOth, 1888, fnr £30, from H. Henrick
son for repairing the cab. It appeared that the 
cab was left at Bradfield's for a long time while 
::'vie:\' eill was getting well, as it was comidcred to 
be in a hopelf',s state. There was a statement 
made on the previous occasion when the matter 
was under consideration, to the effect that 
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MeN eill's cab and all his horses were mortgaged. 
On that point Elias Harding, junr., had been 
good enough to give the following certificate:-~ 

"Ips1vich, 5th Ang;nst, 1880. 

"I hereby certify that I neither held a mortgage or 
a lien over ~1r. Donald :.\lc~eill's horses or cab in ::\larch, 
1888, or since. 

"ELIAs H.\RDING, JuN.'' 

With regard to the sale of McNeill's property, 
he (Mr. Barlow) harl the original .1ccount sales, 
which read as follows :-

H AccouNT SALES of land sold by thtJ undersigned. at 
auction on Saturday, 2nd Fehnmry, lt:lS9, at IpsY>'ich, 
by order and on account and at risk of ~:Ir. Donald 
lHcXeill. 

Allotment 4 of section 34, with 
frontage to Gullaml street, 
~\orth Ipswich, containing 
30~ pcrchc~, more or less, 
with bnildings thereon, sold 
to .:\1r. \Vm. \.Yilliamson for 

£ s. d. £ s. d. 

thesumof 150 0 0 150 0 0 

CHA1WE~. 

To commission, 2} per cont. 3 15 0 
Advertising ... 1 G 0 
By contt·a arwount 5 4 4 
Account allowed, Foxton and 5J, 3 4 

Cardew 
Account allowed, promissory 

note due Royal Bank 
ll 0 0 

Account allowed, Foxton and 0 0 
Cardew (half renewal) 

Account allmvcd, re P. L. Car~ 50 0 0 
dew's account 

By Che<[Ue 23 ll 
150 0 0 

E.&O.E. 
"ELT AS liARDT~G, JUN., 

"per A II. 
Hlpswich, 11th February, 1889." 

So that all MeN eill got out of the sale of his 
property was ,£2311s. 4<1. He (:\1r. Barlow) had 
closely questioned MeN eill himself as to what 
his losses were, and :iUc:N eill reckoned that, at 
the very least, his loss in connection with the 
two horses, cab, and harness, and his loss of 
time for six months would amount to £90. 'l'hat 
estimate did not take into consideration the 
an:ount he paid fo; medical attendanco, or any
~hmg ~!se than. hrs ac~nal loss in hard money, 
mcludmg the trme whiCh he might have spent 
in earning a living. He (Mr. Barlow) would 
sum up that evidence by :,ubmitting to the Com
mittee that Mr. Bradfield did not stw that 
J'vicN eill was drunk, or that he was sober,'but, in 
the face of that, they had the dechwations of six 
persons-the declarations of three people who 
saw McNeill before he loaded up the hi"'ga"e 
and the declarations of three persons" '·~~ 
saw him at the scene of the accident-and 
they had also the certificate of Dr. Thornton, 
in addition to the certificate pr•l''ionsly giv,m 
by Dr. V on Lossberg, the Government medical 
officer at Ipswich. It was stated on the last 
occasion when the matter was before the Com
mittee that McNeill could have avoided the 
accident by seeing the train in time. He (Mr. 
Barlow) had taken particular trouble to make a 
personal survey of the place where the accident 
occurred, and the result was that he found that, 
snpposing MeN eill wa,s driving in the centre of 
the roc,d-though hy the rule of the roRd he 
should have been driving on the left-hand side
that was ':ean<t to Bradfield's side; but Lking 
th~ .case. ID the wor1.t light, t:mppu-,ing he waJ 
dnvmg m the centre of the rm1d, if an en,;ine 
had been drawn up level with Brad field's premi:;es, 
which cut off the view, then at thirty-seven pccces 
from the line, that engine would have been in
visible, so that the whole space MeN eill had tu 
pull up in wasthirty-sevenpaces. He(~Ir. Bm·low) 

pointed out in the lengthy remarks he macle 
on the previous occasion that if the man had had 
room to pull up it was a very easy thing to do; 
but there was no room. If he turned to one side 
that wonld h<tve involved running against the 
engine, and if he turned to the other side that 
would have involved running into the board 
which was put up to guard people against the 
trains, and also running into the gutter. He 
(Mr. Barlow) had no desire to press the case 
unduly on the Committee. He believed it was a 
bond tide case. He had r~ddressed himself mainly 
to J'vi:cN eill's ca•e. \Vith respect to Margaret 
Henry he believed she needed assistance, as when 
the proprorty left by her father was di dded 
amons: the relations \', ho would be entitled to 
share in it, and the cost of administration was 
paicl, there would be nothing for her worth 
sper~king ttbout. He therefore confidently sub
mitted the case to the Committee. He had no 
interest in it except a desire to do justice, and he 
was sure the same feeling would influence every 
member of the Committee. 

The Mil'\ISTER l<'OR JtAILW"\YS (Hon. 
H. l\1. ]'\ elsrm) said he did not think it necessary to 
take up the time of the Committee any further, as 
every member must have madP up his mind on the 
matter :1fter what was said <'n the previous occa
sion when it was under consirleration. He would, 
however, draw attention to the very extraordinary 
way in which the c:~se had been conducted. 
First of ttll, the hon. member had allowed the 
matter to be referred to a select committee, and 
that committee had brought up a report which 
had been duly discussed. In the meantime the 
chairman of that committee obtained certain 
affidavits, and visited the scene of the accident, 
and gave his own evidence. It was upon the 
sworn evidence taken at the inquiry that he 
formed his opinion; and upon that evidence he 
was perfectly satisfied that no case had been 
made out. That inquiry was held shortly after the 
accident happened, which wM the proper time for 
it, and a petition was pre:;ented to the late Govern
ment askin.s:forcornpensation, and the late Govern· 
ment took t'he matter very fully into consideration, 
and decided against it upon its merits. He could 
not se(~, inasn1lwh as the late Govern1nent, who 
''ere cognisant of the facts of the case, and who 
had investigated it when full evidence was 
available, had refused to grant compensation, 
thttt there "as any reason to \\·anant the present 
GoYernn1ent coming to a different conclusion. 
The qmstion as to whether the man waB drunk 
or sober he hac! not comment~d upon before. 
So far as the ev1clence was concerned, it did not 
appear whether the m m was drunk or sober; 
but it was p8rfectly clear, and the man admitted 
it himself in hi~ sworn testimony, that he knew 
the train v, as due, and with that knmvleclge he 
drove his cab and his passengers on to that 
croHsing, \Vithont looking where he was going. 
\Vhether the man was drunk or sober, could any
one justify such a, piece of grosF care~essness ? 
Those were the facts of the case. 1he man 
turned round to speak to his passengers inside 
the cab, and had allowed the horses to go on, as 
''as said, at the rate of about ten miles an hour 
right into that place, and with the knowledge 
that it was just about time for a train to be 
pt~ssing. 'l'he rest of the testimony brought 
forward by the hon. member had very little 
bearing up'on the case. As he had said already, 
the whole of the proceedings in connection with 
the inquiry had been of a very irregular 
character, and it vva3 perfectly unjustifiable for 
affidavits and corresprmd:'Hce of that sort to be 
brought before a committee of the House after a 
select committee had been appointed to make an 
inquiry and had brought up itt; report. He saw 
no reason to change his mind on the subject, and 
he hoped hon. members would not do so either. 
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Mr. BARLOW said the testimony he had 
brought forward was sworn testimony, while 
that brought before the select comnuttee was 
not sworn. 

The MINISTER J<'OR l\IIXES AND 
WORKS (Hon. ,T. M. Ma<Tnssan) said he would 
remind the Committee that the sworn te,-tinwny 
referred to had not been subjected, and could 
not be subjected, to cros,>-examination, and that 
was a very important point. It was the most 
irregular proceeding he had ever known. He 
never saw anything like it before. The decision 
of the select committe;e was of a very wellk 
character, and if the hon. gentleman thought 
hon. members would be convinced by the evi
dence he had just bronght up, he must think 
them very simple indeed. 

Mr. CAMPBJ~LL said it was quite possible 
that the witne,,, Bradfield did not know him, and 
he (Mr. C~mpbell) was sure that he did not know 
J3radfield. A person with whom he had travelled 
in a train, had stated tha,t he was a witnE,,s in the 
case, and had gi' en him the information he (:Hr. 
Campbell) had furnished that Committee with. 
Up to that time he had not read the evidence, but 
afterwards he discovered that there were only two 
male witne;;ses, one of whom was the mayor of 
Ipswich, J\fr. Shenton, with whnm he haci been 
acquainted for the last twenty-five vears. The 
other witness was Mr. Bn1dfield, at1d he natur
ally concluded that J3raclfield \-;<;s the man which 
had given him the information. It was asked if 
it were nsnal for members of Parliament to 
tr::tvel in Recond-class carriages. He h:l(~ done so, 
and did so for the convenience of ladi' only the 
other night, and had often done it. If he found 
a first-class carriage unusurtllv full, he travelled 
second-class. He was not ~tbove doing that, 
and hoped no other hon. member was. It 
seemed strange that after the prolonged debate 
they had on the ~;ubject three weeks ago, that 
the hem. member in charge of the motion 
should be so zealous a'l to obtain fresh evidence. 
Although he might have beqn hone~;t in wlmt he 
lmd stated, Bradfield must have been the man 
who hnU given hiln his information, nnd he had 
modified his views considerably in what he had 
tolcl the hon. member for \Vide Bay, )Jr. TozPr, 
so that not much reliance could be placed upon 
what he said. 

Mr. MELLOlt said that the hon. member for 
Ipswich ought to have received commendation 
in~tead of censure, for having brought forward th~ 
evidence he hac] produced that afternoon. He con
sidered the statements made hy the hon. member 
for \Vide Bay, l\1r. Tozer, and the hon. member 
for Aubigny convPyed a cerktin amount of stigma 
upon the select <'CJmmittee who were :mid to 
hav_e only asked snch questions as would suit 
thmr case. The hon. member for \Vide Bay had 
eaid that the witness Bradfield had told him so; 
but he (;'vir. Mellor) denied anything of the kind. 
So far as his lights went, he clenied that he had 
withheld any question that might properly have 
been askecl, and he was sure the other members 
of the committee acted in the same way. He 
thought at the time thttt Brad field must certainly 
be a blackguard. \V hat that witness had said in 
his evidence was quite sufficient to show that the 
accident was caused by proper precautions on the 
part of the Government not being taken. J;'rom 
what he had read of Bradfield's letter he dicl not 
think any the better of him. If he had asked him 
the question if the man was clrnnk at the time, he 
would have said very likely the man was ccober. 
According to his evidence before the e<Ject 
committee, Bradfield said he had several times 
prevented ttccidents occurring there before and 
as to his saying that it was not a, place ol real 
dan!ier, _the fnct of the Railway Department 
.havmg Bmce placed a signal-man there for the 

purpoBe of preventing similar accidents showed 
that they thonght it was a dangerous place. He 
had asked the mayor of Ipswich, and other 
witner,.ses, if the railway authorities had ever 
been made acquainted with the dangerous 
character of that crossing, and so far as he 
could understand, they had not, nor had the 
Ipswich l'llunicipal Council. Therefore, those 
who had to do with the matter were to 
blame for not bringing the dangerous state 
of that place before the proper authorities. 
It w<ts clear that the accident was due to want 
of proper precautions on the part of the railway 
authorities. He himself askecl McNeill "' 
question in reference to the train, and it appeared 
that l\IcN eill w: s expecting the usual train from 
the other direction, ancl that the train which 
came along was a :;pecial train that tra vellecl 
about twice::: a week. 

Mr. BARLO\V said he thought thrtt was a 
mishke ahont the special tnin. He was 
informed by l\IcN"eill that the Dngandttn train 
was hte, and the outg-oing Fassifern train could 
not leave Ipswich till the other arriYed. He 
was looking out for the train leaving Ipswich 
when he can1e in contact v;ith the other. 

l\Ir. l\IELLOR said he accepted the explana
tion; at the same time he could not help feeling 
that McNeill had to some extent contributed to 
the accident hy his negligence. But no h(m. 
member would say that :l\Iiss Henry had contri
buted to the accident in any way. She had 
suffered a very great bss ; ami he felt snre that 
she had the '"<ympathy of hon. members. 

The l\IINISTERI<'OR RAILWAYS said he 
would read some of tlw evidence given by 
MeN eill at the first inquiry held after the 
accident by the IpHwich police magiHtrate; and 
he thought that a mttn would be more likely to 
give correct evidenre then than nearly two years 
afterwmds. Accorclim; to the depositions taken 
before Mr. Yaldwyn, he said:-

" J\Iv name i~ Donald ":\fc~,-ill. I am a eab prO})rietor 
and d1·ivcr living in Ipswich. I recollect 13th instant. 
I was drivinrr a cab Olil. tha· dny. I v>'as tlrivlng- 1Yilson 
Henry :mtl his \vife to Little ItJ::;\vich. They came up by 
the 5 o'clock p.m. train. and engaged me. \Yhen 
oppo~ite Bradfiel:l's, I asked 1n1son Henry "\vherc he 
was going to. He :replied' Round by the tannery.' I said 
'Alri~ht.' 1fbcn my boy said, 'Here is a train. father/ 
I pulled my horses ronnel to the left as hard as I conld. 
The tr:J.in \Vas a little hit from the level cro~sing, nnd I 
was; close to it. If I had another foot tn spar8, we 
wonld have escaped; bnt the pole struck the engine, 
and I knew nothing more till I found myself under 
my own cab. I did not hear the en~inowhistling. The 
horses were quiet. I ha v, ~been accustomed to using them. 
I eonld not :o;ee the train till I had p~t~-sed Bradfiold's 
sllop. I hL'.rcl no whh,tlingof any kind." 

It was alleged before the select committee that 
he cunld not hear the train on account of the 
whistling of the sawmills. McNeill sc~id further 
at the inquiry before the police magistrate :-

1' I knmv the half-past 5 train was due. I was looldng 
for it as it was the proper time. I was sober." 

Bradfield's testimony at that time was sub
stantittlly the ,ame as he gave before the select 
committee. He said :-

n I \YUS in my :::.hop in Ridge lane, J,ittle Ipswich, at 
the corner of Brisbane street. ~1y shop is close to the 
line. I sa'v a eah ahout t\venty-iiYe yards from the 
crossing driven by Donald :\Ic:\eill. I saw the tr~lin come 
down the Fasqifern line tmvnrds the crossing. It was 
then a hont cightrcn or twenty yards from the crossing. 
The fah v;ras going nhont ,!;even miles an hour, and 
Uw train was going abont the same pace. I then saw 
the cah <"'Ome into collision'' ith the cugjne. The cab 
was broken up. Before the collision occurred I ran out 
ol'my shop, shouvd, and held np' y hnnd to the cab. 
'l'he calnuan toPk no notice of my action, he was looking 
in the opposite direction towards the cornnr of the 
Rn.wmill. The 11ole of the cab appeared to run into the 
boiler of the engine, the horses and the cah were 
tllrown backwarcli5 and seemed to face up the hill. I 
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ran up a.nd saw J~r. and ::\Irs. Henry lying on the ground. 
~~~~~Jncl..:ocl a little boy up and carried him into my 

Then Bmdfield went on to sav :-
-"I heard_ the us_nal \Vhistle ;f the train ,vhcn at 

L1tt.l~ Ip~wlCh plntform. As tlte train approached the 
cro~sn~g 1t gave t\YO whihtlp, us nsu ~1. The train was 
wlnsthug, the last t~r_ne I heard, about 1ortv or tlft.y 
y;~wls away. I can't sa> if it whi':ltlr~l :-Lrterwm·d. 
\1 hen I rushed out to give the alarm .JicXeill (the 
?~'Lbrnan) appeal'ed to be eon'' ,_,rsing With the pas&.;ugcrs. 
?~he tr~un w~s the wma1 passcugoe ons from Dug-andan. 
I here 1:< a s1gnbm~rd at thi.~ ero~sing i on it is written 
'Look ont. for trams,' an<l if :J.ieXcill looked he could 
have seen It. ·when I !il·"t ~a.w l\fc\"eill he conl<l have 
~l~.;;ect the horse~ round the same as I have seen others 

There was a great dc_;l,more testimony, but he 
t~ought tlmt was suf!ictent. In cross-examina
twn Dradfield went on to s:,y :-

'.'It \vould bc:.tbout twenty-five or thirty yards ·when the 
dr1vcr of a .. vclnclo could. obtain the 1ir.:'lt view of train 
round t.hc north-\VP.'~t coruer o: my shop, but train 
conl:l also be seen tlnon\4"h the hank of Ill\' yard when a 
hm;ctred yard~ off. 'l'heFe is nolJcHly at 1.110 erossing to 
wmn peopl~ 1f the tr~uns arc late. I h;:we never ~con 
any precautions .bY: GoYernment oflicials on foot. 'J1llf 'i" 
m!Ly l.mve done 1t m the tr:1i11. The \Vhi-.tle from s;n,;
nnll 1s fre(1nently blown. 'rho aJarm notic-e: board is 
fully two feet by six feet." 

And so on. He "aid lastly :-
"There i~ plenty of room for a vohklc to pull up 

before reaching the culvert anc1 signboard." 

Mr. SAYERS said that the last time the 
m~tter was und <r consideration great stress w._Ls 
lmd on the fact that cert:tin questions were not 
put to ::\ir. Bradtield by the belect committee 
th~ n;embers. of which were virtuallv accused of 
shirlm.'g. thmr duty. He had listened to what 
t~e Mmister for R:til w:tys had .i ust re:td ; but it 
did not appear th:tt the police magistmte, or :tny 
of the leg:tl gentlemen prAsrnt at th:tt inquiry 
put t~e question to Dradfield as to whethe; 
lHcN eill was sober ; and if th8 question WftS not 
put to Bra~field, then he did not see that the 
select comnuttee could be blamed for not l'ntting 
the questwn. \Vhen tbe proper time Ltrrived 
th;o hon. i~e.mh~r fo

1
r Stanley, Mr O'SnllivLtn, 

asked 1\l.cN ell! h11nse,f. It Braclfield had thonght 
fi, t to gwe the select committee the informa
twn, he had ample opportunity of doino· so· 
:tnd if he had given the slidhtest hint tliat 
lVIc::'-r eill was not sober, ther~ was no doubt 
that the question would h;,ve been put to him. 
It had never occurred to his mind. He did not 
know what the hon. member for Stanley knew 
of the ma.tter, but. he hacl put the question to 
the man himself pomt bl:tnk, and it seemed that 
the saJ_ne f]UL,,twn had been put at the inquiry to 
McNmll, The letter he held in his hand had 
been, wr1tten. by Bradfield, and he said, "How 
Mr. Tozer. 1msconstruecl my words to mean that 
the comm1ttee only put questions to ,,uit them
selves, I am at a losB to know." The hon. 
member for \Vide D:ty said what was tanta
mom:t to that-at least thrtt was the im
presswn ccm veyed to his (Mr. Sayers') mind. 
The hon. member for \Vide Day had stated 
th.at Bmdfield had informed him that the colll
nuttee had only askerl questions to suit them
selves, and he (Mr. Sayers) had felt sore about 
~he state~nent, because he had had no personal 
mterest eJther one w:ty or the other in the case. 
PerhaJ?s, being new members, and unused to 
that km? of work, they might not have gone 
so f~lly mto the case as tbey should have done, 
but 1t was not from any w1sh to :tct unfairly. 
After ~he statement m:tde by the hon. member 
for \V1de Bay he bad thought that Bradfield 
!'lUst be a very peculiar man, to scty the least of 
1t, to ma!<e such a remark; but in his letter he 
hac! demed that he had ever said anything 
whiCh could be construed to mean that. It 
would be very hard to get hon. members to 

sit on select committees if hon. members got 
up afterwards and said th:tt witnesses had 
told them tb:tt members of the committee had 
only taken evidence to suit themselves. He 
;vould not go upon any select committee deal
mg with any matter with which he had any 
personal intere,,t, :tnd he bdkvnd other hon. 
memuers would be of the 'ame opinion. It 
was very hard tlwt such motives should, be 
impntul to members of that select committee, 
who had not known anything about the parties. 
He hoped the expbnation of the hon. member 
for Ipswich would at least convince the Com
mittee that no hon. member sitting on the select 
co~nmittee had h:td any object in preventing any 
ev:dence being brought out, or in only t:tking 
endence to suit themselves. 

:\fr. HAMILTON said that he did not think 
any evidence had been addnced to lead the 
Committee to revoke the decision of the late 
Government. ::\Ici'\ eill had known, or he ought 
to have known, tlmt the trnin was dne, and the 
evidence rea<l by the i\Iinister for Hail ways 
showed that had Mc:'f eill been in full jl<Jsse ,'sion 
of his senses he could have averted the acctclent, 
but he wac more entitled to be punished than to 
receive compensation, as he had not exercised 
common prudence. ]"ven if :iYicN eill bad not been 
drunk he wonld not be on titled to compensation, 
but the testinwny was in fa vonr of the man 
having been drunk. They h:td now a letter 
from Bradfield commenting upon the statement 
m:tde by the hon. member for \\"ide Bay. The 
hem. member for \Vide Bay had stated that 
Brad field had told him tlu1t MeN ei!l w:ts not 
sober, and they had no reason to doubt that 
statement. It w"s evident that Brad field wished 
to please b'lth sides, as that letter was evidently 
written with the view of pleasing hon. members 
who were desirous of giving cmnpensation. He 
admitted, however, that the nmn was not 11s 
sober as he ought to have been. They l1<tcl 
got TllcN eill's evidence, saying that he was 
not drunk, bnt he (:\Ir. Hamilton) had 
never yet s~en a drunken man who would 
admit tbat he wtts anything but sober. They 
had :tlso the evidence of a sur"eon to the effect 
that the man wr<s sober one hour after the acci
dent, and they hod the eviclence of two other 
witnesses that he was sober jm;t :tfter the :tcci
dent. Dnt, :tclmitting th:tt that tc,timony was 
relittble, it did not prm e that l\1cl'\ eill was sober 
immediately before the accident, because as 
the} all knew very well :t sudden shock or fright 
would cause sobriety. He had seen case,; of that 
in his own experience. He would just men
tion one c,•,se. On the Calliope Gold :Field a 
friend of his had been drinking too freely, and 
thinking cold water would do him good, he, (::\Ir. 
Hamilton) had induced him to go down to the 
river, a diRtance of a. 1nile or two, for a swim. 
As the man was slouching along through the 
long gr:1ss he emitted a sudden yell, :tnd 
when he (l'vfr. Hamilton) looked around he saw 
his friend about four feet up in the air with a 
snrtke coiled round his leg, while his leg was 
going, like the piston of a steam engine, sixty 
strokes to the minute. \V hen the man reached 
the ground the snake w:ts off and the man w11s 
sober. In fact, he had gone up drunk, but he 
had come down sober. Now, if a fright of tlmt 
kincl-:t sn:tke being round his leg-would sober 
a drunken man, surely a steam engine run~ 
ning into a man would have an equally sobering 
effect; :tnd, therefore, the only point the corn
rrnttee h:td brought forw11rtl in support of their 
contention that :\I eN eill should get compensation 
had been knocked on the head. 

Mr. PL UNKETT said that, as the only 
member of the select committee who had not 
yet spoken, he wished to say a few words. He 
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did not rise to justify his action with reg::ml to 
the evidence, because he woulr! do the same 
thing again, if it were to be all to do again. 
Brad field was n,sked by the hon. member for 
Stanley if :i\Tc:i\ieill Wt1s sober, nnd he had re
plied that he was. l!'rom the f.vidence of 
Bradfield it must be eviLlent to an' one that 
MeN eill was entitled to compensatioi1 from the 
Government. In ([Uer-tion GD, 13r,tclfield said :-

''You arc a whcPhvrlght haYing :-t shop immcrtiatcly 
alongside the railwl:ty cro~:;sing in Brisbnnn ~trPet, I11ttle 
Ipswich? Yes. 

"·we want you to give~. our opinion about thu t~nngcr 
of that crossing, and to tell us of the ~:on hnvo 
saved from accident thcrr~ Jiy 'l:nont the 
crossing is that it is very dan.:~cron.s. Tlwrc e-mnot be 
two queo:;tion~ about that. I date~- bnt I<' ·n 
rememlJer some names of I ha...-e 
nearly smashen. The on~ I 
a waggon, jnt3t before tltA Hue '\\'"~opened. 
one 1vas Paddy Byrnos, cab-driver. rrltr: next was a. 
German who lived. at ::\larhnq1;; he 1va~ np~Jt iu his 
waggon in exactly tlle sa.me place v:hcru JicXeill':-; 
horses were upset. 

"By Mr. Plnn1\:ett: Upset by \vlmt? B'r the train? 
The train did not touch him. lie pnlh 1 i·ound ant of 
its way, and so he"~ as upHct." 

Then, in question 100, Dradfield s-cid :-
H By l\ir. Plunkett: How many trainJ cro ·~ this vlaco 

in a day? Ahout four to c;ght. 
"Two up and t\YO clown? Ye ; ,•.omctimc~ more ;-in 

the da.y, I mean. Someiim0-s spe::ial tr .Jns. and. trains 
for timber. JJast Friday, Qnecn 's 1:\irthU.:: ··, the trrdn 
very nta.rly smashed up three horsemen. Th: train did 
not Ieave till half-past 6; it was dark; and there \Vas 

quite a rac The front of the cng~nL was not a yard 
from the horsr& 

"By l\ir. ::.\icllor: Did you know the }Jartk•, that 1vcre 
killed? Yes. 

"VYas :J.Ir. Henry in faircircnmstanc'=':lt \Yell, he was 
a hard-working old ma.n; bnt I do not think he haU n11y 
money. 'l'hat is, I think, lilw mo8t trad.~smcu, he made 
enough to keep his family. 

.. \.Yhcrc did they liYC r About -100 ya.rds from \V here 
Ilivc. 

"In the sa1ne stl·ect? Xo; in :Jioore laue. 
"By :\lr. Saycrs: In yonr opinion has his dau;~:hter 

suffered to any extrnt los:-:; in mone)· by the dca.tl1 of bnr 
father? Yes. She llas nothing to kcc:1 her; her home 
is broken up; she has nothing bnt her ne, dlo to depend 
on. 

"And she is in hrtd hen.lth, I think? Yes; she is not 
healthy like tbn other children. 

"By :Jir. Plunkctt: L her lW~Llth worse since the 
accident? It ~emns to me to be '' 0rsc. I lHLYC known 
her since she was a little girl. 

"\'ras that caused by the acr:-ldent? I think so." 

Hearing that evidence, and seeing how utterb.~ 
carele~s the Governn10nt \Vere in not station
ing '"on1e person to gi Ye notice of the 
approach of trains at that place, he conRiderecl a 
very good <':<se harl been made ont. Of MeN eiil 
he had no know ledge but w b:ot be heard from the 
witnt.~se~, and he had no heF.iitation i1:1 believing 
the evidence given before tlmt committee 
as to the man's sobr1ety, c·.nd he to<>k the word of 
the member for Sbnley, and others in preference 
to that of Brad field, who he con .. idered was rnn
ning with the hare and hunting with the hound··, 
and he gave no credence at all to that man's 
evidence. He thought the sum asked for those 
persons by the committee was not a bit too 
much, and if the question went to a division h' 
would vote for the resolution. 

Mr. TOZER said he wished to adtl some 
observations to what he had said previon ,lyon the 
([Uestion. \Vhen he addn ,se i the Cmi:nnittee 
before on the subject he had and he still bad a 
very good opinion of Bradfield's truthfulness. 
He had only met the man by accident, and from 
the w,ty Bradfield had spoken to him he did not 
seem in any way to be a sneak or anything of 
tha.t kind. Bradfield did not go back Llpon what 
he had said in the cunver8ation he (Mr Tozer) 
had given to the Committee. What he had 

stated to the Committee, on the previous occasion 
was, that in the p1·esence of another gentleman 
Brad field had told him that Mc:i\i eill was not 
sober, and he said now thrtt if the select com
mit.t<'e had asked him if l\lcN eill was sober, he 
would have f·:cicl he wa,. not as sober as he ought 
to be. He said that he then asked the man 
why he had not stnted that to the members of 
the committee, and his reply was that they had 
tn,ken good care only to ask ([Ucstions to suit 
themselvH. 

Mr. O'SULLIVAN That is a blackguard 
statement. 

Mr. TOZER said he considered he was pDr
fectly justified in placing that before the Com
mittee of the Hmme, and the gentleman \tho was 
prec,ent with him on the occasion to which he 
had referred confirmed his statement that the 
man Br"dfield had distinctly told him that he 
had nev,Jr been a .keel the question. 

:Mr. O'SULLIV_\N: That is another thing. 

l'vir. TOZ:ER 'tid that if the hon. member for 
Stanley wollld •. llow him to continue, be wished 
to state that he had gone further than that in his 
in([uiries as to why Braclfield had not been aeked 
the question, and had drawn the man's attention 
to the fact th;.,t the committee were ende« vouring 
only to do justice, and what Bmdfield had stated 
was that it was his impression that the committee 
who made the inquiry were actuaterl by a 
sympathetic view towards l\IcN eill. Bradfield 
had left that impre"ion upon his mind by what 
he had said, because when he asked him why he 
did not ,,,ay so, he said, "They did not ask me." 
He understood him to be referring to both 
inquiries that had been held when he stated that 
only "uch questions were asked as appeared to 
suit those who wore making the inquiry. He 
considered he was a very g-ood judge of a n1an's 
character, and he was not under the imprl?"'·"'ion 
that Bmdfield intended to convey that the com
mittee were D,cting unfairly, or failed in their 
dn tv. All that Brad field appeared to him to 
wish to convey w,te that the man had suffered, 
and that the committee were sympathetic, like all 
other human beings. The very sensitive feeling 
of some members of the Committee had caused 
them to rise up and say that the hon. member 
for \Vide Bav had rmtcie an inferenc~ that the 
sele<.t cotmnittee had not done their dutv. He 
had never made any such inference. He had 
simply repeated the whole of a conversation with 
a man who, when he came before the committee, 
w,,s not sworn, aud who afterwards related to 
him eomething which he (Mr. Tozer) thought it 
his duty to t.ell the Committee of the House. 
\Vhat l3radficld ,;tated then was what he stated 
nmv, and he thought it '.Yas very mnterit~l for the 
Committee to lmm;~ whether a man coming to 
that House for clam11ges eustained in an accident 
\Va.s or was not sober when the accjdent occurred. 
Bradfield had never anowered the question 
bee •.use he was not <~sked, but he n,nswered it 
now, and jt seemed to him that he was a man 
v'ho was able to back his own opinion, and said 
whnt wets reliable. He knew nothing whatever 
in the condu~t of the investigation, or in the 
conduct of l3raclfield that would lead him to 
think Bmdfielcl WfiS anything bnt a truthful 
man. He knew well that, in many instances, not 
only before select committees, but in the courts 
all the neces.sary questions were not put. All he 
bad intended to conny, in what he had said on 
the subject, v .. ls that there was an omission in 
that man's ~vidence, which he (JI.fr. Tozer) had 
since supplied. He h: d afterward" l1een lectured 
in a patemal wa~~ for his tittle-tattle, wh~n h_e 
had only enabled Brad field to supplement h1s evi
dence by a statement made to a member of the 
House. He was pleased to notice that Bradfield 
now confirmed the statement he had firot made 
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to him. All Bradfield said now was that he rlid 
not intend to convey that the committee were to 
that extent negligent in their duty in putting 
questions in such a manner as to suit them
selves, and he (Mr. Tozer) must say that he had 
not conveyed that to his mind when he spoke to 
him. 

An Ho:-~ounABLE ::\1E"!llEH : Y on conveyed, it 
to the House. 

Mr. TOZER said he begged the hem. member's 
pardon ; he did not convey it to the .Hou,;e. 
vVhat he conveyed to the House was that 
the select committee did not put all tho,;e 
questions which would lead to getting an answer 
as to the man's sobriety from Bradfield. There 
had lJeen an accident., and, like all large-hearted 
men, the members of the select committee 
acted in the intere·.ts of the sufferers. The 
members of two Governments had considered 
the matter, and the question was whether 
that House should on every occasion he made a 
court of appeal against the actions of 1\finisters. 
He had never, since be had been a member of the 
House, troubled the House witb nH1tters which 
i\Iinisters themselves were better able to deal 
with. "\Vhen two successive l'viinisters in charge 
of the department did not con.sider there was a fair 
case for compensation, was that Committee likely 
to constitute itself a court of appeal upon the 
action of both those Cabinets unless membe1,; 
who did not confirm it were strong enough to 
eject them? 

Mr. GLASSJ<~Y said there were two prominent 
points ir. the controversy worthy of con,;idera
tion. 0 ne w::.s--"\V as that crossing safe? and the 
other was-\Vas Me=" eill sober at the time of 
the accident? The impression left on his mind 
by the remarks of the Minister for Railwn,ys, 
though whether the hon. gentleman intended to 
convoy that impression to the Committee or 
not he could not say, W><s that whether the man 
wn.s l:iober or not, knowing that a tr·aiu "\Va::; due at 
the time, he could not claim compensation for an 
accident cr1used by driving over that crossing. 
If it be a fact that the crossing was extremely 
dangerous, the nw.n J\IcN eill in consequence c'f 
the accident and the loss he had sustaincd~and 
it had not been prmerl that 2\fcN eill was drunk 
--had a just r1ncllegitimate claim on the Govern
ment for ~ompensation. 1\Ir. Bmdfield did not 
say that McNeill was sober, neither did he 
say that he was drunk; so perhapil they might 
consirler he was half-and-half. But numerous 
witnesses had been examined before the police 
n1agistrate, and had sworn ,dititinctly~as aL,o 
the persons who put the luggage into MeN eill'" 
c,cb just prior to the accident-that the man 
was perfectly sober. Yet, IHJtwithstanding the 
strong tAstirnony given by those persons, and 
by the doctor who sr1w him immediate]),' after
wards, and by the medical superintendent of the 
Ipswich hospital who S>tw :\fcK eill an hour after
wards, some bun. members seemed still to think 
that the man wr1s intoxicated. If the question 
had to be decided by a court of law, would the 
mere implied statement,, of Mr. Bradfielcl-a 
gentleman whom he did rwt know and to whom 
he did not desire to impute improper motives
as to the man's sobriety be taken, or would the 
overwhelming evidenc() of witneFses whose narnes 
hr1d been given, weigh with the court? It was 
not too much to say that the balance of evidence 
would be unquestionably on the side of Me;\' eill, 
and that he was undoubtedly sober on the day 
in question. Again, if t.he crossing WitH rruite 
safe previous to the accident, and if it "· :ts left 
to persons driving over the cros~ing to unde>rstand 
when train~ were dne, and it \vas unnece'·"-ary to 
take precautions to prevent the occurrence of 
accidents, why were such precautions taken now? 
That was a strong testimony to the fact that the 

cros,,ing was at that time unsafe. The very fact 
that since that time the Minic<ter had placed a 
person there to take charge of the crossing and 
to prevent accidents showed that the Govern
ment was liable. It was an extremely small sum 
that 1\lc::'\eill was asking as compensation for the 
loss he had sustained, and to grant it would 
prevent him practically from becoming a pauper 
on the country; to refuse it would be to prevent 
l1im from r;aining a livelihood, and might force 
him to make his way to that public institution 
at Dunwich, and thus force him to become a 
permanent burden on the country. He hoped the 
Committee would take a more humane view of the 
matter, and would say that as the accident hap
pened on account of the apathy or neglect of the 
Government, the cbim set up was a reasonable 
one, and g~:mt the amount asked for. As to the 
sum asked for for 1\Iids Henry, surely it was a 
small sum for a young girl who had lost both her 
parents in consequence of the accident, and who 
had suffered in bodily ~nd mental huJth in con 
sequence of it. He hoped the Committee would 
be guided bv higher considerations than had been 
shown clming the del1ate, and would, notwith
,;tanding all that had been said, grant the very 
reasonaL!e amount asked for, in order that some 
slight cornpem:;ation might be given to thot:ie indi~ 
vi duals who had suffered such serious losses. 

Mr. SALKJ~LD said that when the question 
was last before the Committee hn moved an 
amendment in the 1st parar;mph of the resolu
tion. By inadvertence that did not expre,,s what 
he inti'!Hled to move, ant! with the permission 
of the Committee, he would withdraw that 
amendment with the view of modng another. 
"\Yhat he h<tcl intended to move wad that after 
"1889" the words "in so far as rders to the case 
of niiss Margaret Henry," be inserted. 

Amendment withdrawn accordingly. 

lVIr. SAJ_,KELD moved by way of amendment 
that the following wordii be inserted after "1889" 
in the lbt paragr,tph of the resolution. "in so 
far as relate' to the case of l'viiss }Iargaret 
Henry." His object in so doing was that e,ch 
case should stand on its own merits. .\t the 
same time he harl no intention to prejudice 
:YicNcill':; mtse before the Committee. His 
former amendment made it apper1r as if he 
wished to strike out ::'11cKeill's claim r1ltogether. 
That was not his intention, which was merely 
that the Committee might come to a decision 
on each cose scpamtely. After the very 
strong evidence that the hem. member, Mr. 
Barlow, had brought forward that afternoon 
he had no doubt hon. members' opinions as 
to the oobrie.ty of Mc:-r eill on the occa,ion of 
the accident would be oomew hat modified. 
He knew it had bcm1 reported that McNeill was 
intoxicated when the accident occurred, anrl he 
(~Ir. Salkelcl) had been under that impre,sion 
himself, and therefore thought some blame wa' 
attache<! to him ; but he had no reason to doubt 
the trnth of the affidavits that had been read. 
He knew all the gentlemen who had made them, 
and bad nn doubt that thev had stated what wa'' 
correct-tlmt to the best of their knowledge an cl 
belief 7\'IcN oil! was sober when he left the rail
way station, and also at the time of the accident. 
One witness said he was not perfectly Hober, that 
he had had 'Wme liquor, bnt a man might have 
some liquor and still be perfectly sober and able 
to take care of himself and r1ttend to his business. 

Mr. BARLO\V s:,,id he presumed the didsion 
on the proposed amenrlmellt would settle t.he 
question, so far as IIIcN eill was concerned. He 
might state that on the last occasion when the 
matter was under consideration he telegraphed 
to Mr. Bradfield to know what was the meaning 
of the statements that had been made by some 
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hon. members, and in reply he received the 
following telegmm, which, at the request of 
seYeral hon. members, he would read :-

"Ips,vieh 19-7-18S8. 
"Don't know Camp1Jell Told •rozer noycr 1Jr,~n a~'!-:ed 

the question ::\1y opinion McXcill not as .:-ober as he 
ought have been. 

n R. DTL\DJ'lELJJ." 

As the proposPd amendment appe:tred to be a 
test question in the matter, he might >ay that he 
was not aware, until the hon. the Speaker had 
pointed it out to him, tlmt a perBon who gave 
false testimony before a select cormnittee of that 
House was subject to all the ]JP-inH anrl penalties 
of wilful and corrupt perjury. He every 
day learning something about the of 
legislation, and he did not know that faut before 
to-day. He had endeavoured to obbin the 
addit'ional evidence he had prodncnl in order to 
do his duty to his constituents, and also to supple
ment, as far he conld, what he believed to be the 
deficient case produced to the Committee previ
ously. He trusted his hem. friend the r•1ember for 
Aubigny would not rnisnncler.stand anything· that 
had been said about him. He could as,nre the 
hon. gentleman that the statement wr 1 m"de in 
perfect good faith, and as to the question of hon. 
members travelling second-class on the railway, 
he (Mr. Bar!ow) thought it was a very good 
thing for them to do from time to time. It enabled 
them to mix up with the people from whom they 
derived their authority and position, and get to 
learn their wants and wi;;hes. Very likely 
those were the motives which actuated the 
hon. gentleman on the occasion referred to; 
and they were highly commendable, and he 
hoped the hem. member would not feel hurt in 
any way by the remarks that .had been ma:le. 
He sincerely hoped the Cormmttee would grve 
something to the unfortunate man, ~IcX eill, 
who had been stripped of everything through the 
accident. 

Mr. MAC:FARLAl\E said, with reference to 
the remarks'ofthe Minister for Hail ways and the 
lYiinister for :Mines and \Vorks, regarding the intro
duction of new evidence by hi; lwn. colleague, :.Ur. 
}1arlow, he knew it was Unmmal to bring forward 
additional evidence after a select committee 
had inquired into re matter; but his hem. 
colleague had been met in an e·,:traordinary WDY 

by the manner in wl1ich that evidence "·as 
received, and by the in:-~innations made againHt 
~Icl'r eill, and almost again,t his own honour 
and the honour of the select committee. The>re
fore he was perfectly jmtifid in bringing 
additional evidence l1efore the Committee. lt 
must be borne in mind also that, . ccorrling to 
the evidence, Me X eill had suffer eel great loss 
through the accident-not only of his horse' and 
cab, but his house and everything. He, therefore, 
thought ~1cX eiil's case should be favonrably con
sidered. In reference to ;\.liss Hr nry, he could 
assure hon. member,, th '~if they had known her 
before the accident, and had sem1 her within the 
last three months, they would be astoni ,heel at the 
difference in her ctppearance. She looked just 
like a girl who had suffered ,t recent bereavement 
-just as if the accident had occnned a few rhys 
ago. That being so, he hoped the Committee 
would take all the circumstances into considera
tion, and award snch a sum as they thought 
reasonable to both tht,se persons. 

Mr. MELLOH said in reference to the merits 
of the case, he must say his candid conviction 
was that the acciclent had occurred more 
throu~h want of proper care on the part of 
the I~ilway authorities than anything else. 
He was satisfied that if they had taken 
proper precautions the acciiilent would never 
have happened. It had been stated by 13rarlfield 
that M eX ei!l was drunk, or under the influence of 

drink; but that was not evidence given bef?re the 
select cmnmittee, or sworn eviClence, and 1t only 
:;ho\ved lunv eae1y it was to blast n, 1na.n's character. 
:\lcN eill was said to be drunk, and everybody 
appeared to believe it. sin1ply because m~ acci
dent happened. He rlrd not know Brad field or 
M.cNeill, but as far as he had been able to learn, 
]\ Icl'\ eill was generally a sober man, and when 
it was ,taterl that he was drunk when 
the accident happened, it only showed how 
easv it; was to kick a n1nn when he was clown. 
Br<i:clfielrl in the statements he mad.e outside the 
C01nmittec did not say that :iVIcN erll was drunk 
at the time of the accident, but simply that he 
was not as Rober as he ought to have been, and 
the evidence prodncc,'J by the hor,r. member for 
Ipswich should .disabuse the ,m.mds of . hon. 
members of the Idea that .vicNerll was dr:mk. 
The e ;illence given before the select commrttee 
was sufficient to show that there was a IJTeat 
amount of traffic at the place where the accrdent 
occurred, and there appeared to be a wa_nt of 
proper precautions o_n the pttrt .of the ra1lway 
anthoritics 1n protect1n::; the crossing. 

J\!Ir. SALKELD sn.id the hon. member for 
Ipswich seemed to. think that the ":m~ndment 
proposed would decide the case. of ~IcN erlL .He 
bad asl<ecl the hon. member to rlrvrde thequestwn, 
so thttt the Committee might have an oppor
tunity of expre~sing their opinion on each 
sepa;tttely, but as the hon. member did not 
accept th"t suggesti;m he (Mr .. S_alkelcl) moved 
the amendment. \v hatcver opmron hon. mem
ber , mi«ht have respecting the (]uestion as to 
wh~ther" anv blame was attached to N eN eill, 
they certairilv could not think that any ]J]ame 
attached to ':1.1iss Henry. If the amendm~nt 
was carried it would have the effect of endorsmg 
the recommendation of the selc?t . committee 
with regard to J\Iiss Henry, and a Similar amend
mend could then be moved with regard to 
McNeill. 

Mr. HODGKil\SON said that the discussion 
was one of the most extraordinary discussions 
he had ever henrd. A select committee was 
appointed ":' gm;rdians of . the honour of 
the House Including, as chairnw.n, a gentle
n1an who·,:~, reputation for honour and pdn
ciple was un1Jlernishe(1, and another gentlernan 
whose acqu,,intarwe with local circumstance~ o,yas 
exten.-ive. and whose knowledge of examining 
witnesses from professional practice should be fully 
adequate to the requirements of the .case. Th~t 
committee sat on the c·•se, and dehvererl therr 
verdict. ~He q_nit(~, ignoted the efforts that were 
nutde to cast a stigma on the n1em bers of the 
committee by '"tying th;1t the,y asked <p;estions 
to suit thewseJve,;. \v h«tever conclusron the 
committee came to it could not be to suit them
selve.. H" did not think any memher of the 
enmmittc c harl any interest in ~Iargaret Henry 
or Donalcll\ IcN eill beyond the interest any man 
should !eel in examinin~;" a subject relegated to him 
for in vesti~ation. But whether the committee were 
ricrht or \V~nnrr in their conclusion, he declined to 
arlmit that th~v should be subject to the criticism 
or statements inade by Bradfielcl, or information 
from other outside sources. As to the decision 
of the committee, he should not travel outside 
the record for the grounds of his opinion. He 
considered that both MeN eill and l'.Iargaret 
Henry were entitled to the very moderate 
sum recommended, for the reason that every 
witne,s examined affirmed a fact, which was 
the basis which guided him in his opinion 
-namely, that the _Railwa:y Department wer.e 
contributorv by therr neglrgence to the acci
dent, and,' consequently, they sh~mld in some 
way give the sufferers eompensa~ron. He had 
watched the debate very attentrvely on every 
occasion on which the matter had been brought 
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forw~rd, and it seemed to him that there was 
something nndenwath the opposition shown 
to the proposal that was not known to mem· 
bers of the Committee. He understood that 
it was thought, if they g~ve th~t m~n compen:'.'l· 
tion, they would cast a stigma on officials in 
the rail way department ; but they shnuld take 
cttre lest, in being in flue need by such a considera
tion, they should do injustice to the sufferers by 
the accident. It had not been proved before 
the select committee that ::YfcN eill was intoxi
c<tted when the accident happened. He sub
mitted that hon. members had nothing to do 
with anything thev had heard outside in railway 
carriaw·, or elsewhere, but should be gLJided by 
the evidence gi v ·:n before the committee. The first 
witne~s exarnined was Samuel Shenton, mayor 
of Ipswich. That gentleman had not been 
alluded to as having any interest in the matter, 
and he stated tha,t if the crossing had been pro
tected the accident would not have been pos"ible; 
that the traffic over that cro,.,ing was far o-reater 
than the traffic over all the other crossings put 
together ; and thn.t those croRsings where there 
was ver,r little traffic were protected, but the 
crossing on which there was a great traffic was 
not protected. Richard l3radfield, wheelwright, 
gave the following evidence:-

" ~Iy opinion about the crossing is that it is very 
dangerous. There cannot be two que.stions about 
that!' 

Further on he was asked by the member for 
Ir;swich, Mr. Barlow :-

"That road has the greatest traffic over it of all the 
roads in Ips1vich. Do you not think so? Ye~. 

"And yet there is no gate, no protection there, 
though \Vaghorn street, 'rhorn street, lrharf street,, and 
\fest street are protected, and there is lC\'<S trttfllc at 
these places? Oh, yes. 'J.1his is the main outlet to the 
country-Brisbane street. 

HAnd those stl'eets that I mentioned are protected 
by gates? Yes." 

There was no question about Bradfield's evidence 
on that point. Some hon. members wished to 
establish that McXeill was drunk at the time of 
the accident. But what did BnLdfield S"Y in his 
evidence about the accitlent? He gave this 
evidence:-

"Do yr:m \Vish to give the impres~ion to the com
mltt,"·f that if :J.IcXeill had heen another man~that if 
there had been ~mother drh~er beside~ J.'fc"\"eill-this 
1!r,cident, wonld not ha.vc happened? I coulclnot give 
that impression. 

'
1 Arc yon under the impression thnt the ac~irt.cnt 

could not lmvJ happened to anyllOdy cL:d? Tllnt is, 
fll'iving as fa::;t as he \vas, and taklng no more notice 
·where he \Yas gaing --? 

" \nyl)ody would have come to the srtme accident? 
Yt..;;." 

As a member of the committee. it struck him 
(~.Ir. Hodgkinson) ail very singular that a cab
man should not be acquainted with the running 
of the trains. He asked a question on tha.t 
point, aud it was explained to him that the 
reason 1:fcN eill was looking the other way, as 
s\a~ed by Bradfi~ld, :va·' that he was expecting a 
tram ftom that d1rectwn. He (11r. Hodgkinson) 
hrtsed hi~ opinion on these facts-nam~ly, that 
the cha~rman of the committee was well 
11cquainted with the subject-matter of the 
inquiry; that his character was unimpeachable ; 
that he was supported by gentlemen bear
ing tbe same high character as himself; 
that it was universally acknowledged that 
it had been a constant complaint that the 
crossing was unprotected, and a source of 
da~~er to human life, and that many 
accidents nad been prevented frmn nccurring~ 
solely from the fact of Bmdfteld, who resided 
netLr the line, constituting himself special 
guardian of persons travelling in that direction. 
Be was not ashamed of the report to which his 

name was athched, and if the same case 
came before him again he would give the same 
decision. · 

Mr. MFRPHY sait! that, with regard to 
Donald J'.IcNeill, he might inform.the Committ.ee, 
as evidence had been bronght m from outside 
sources, that he had been communicated 
with by some very respectable people in 
Ipswich, persons in position, and they had tol_d 
him that they harl repc:1tedly war':'ed their 
\Vi ves and fa1nilie,<:; going np by train never 
to employ that man as a driv';r. Mc~eill was 
well known among cabmen m Ipswich, and 
to persons. who used ?abs,. as a man wl;o w_as 
very often m a state of mebnety. The afhdavits 
tha't had been brought forward by the hon. 
member for Ipswich, who, as chairman of the 
select committee, was in charg·e of the case,. were 
not of very much value, because the questwn as 
to whether a man was drunk or sober was purely a 
question of opinion. The witnes,es whr; swo:e 
those affidavits ''Tere never cross-exaTnined 1n 
any \vay; but, whether or no.t,. hon. rnen1bers 
knew that it might be the opHnon of one man 
that a person was perfectly sober, and of another 
that he was perfectly drunk. There were many 
cases on record, in law reports, that might be 
quoted in support of that statement, so that 
an affidavit on a question of that kind was 
simply not worth the paper it was written 
on, J\:Ic~ eill, as he had sard, was well known. 
In fact, he thought the hon. members for 
Ipswich themselves knew that the man was 
more or less a drunkard, ancl that he was 
utterly unfit to be in charge of a licens~d cab. 
He was utterly unfit to be in charge of a licensed 
cab npon that o3casion. Through sheer inat~en
tion, through not watching whe~·e he was r:jomg, 
and through driving over a railway cross1ng ~t 
the rate of seven miles an hour when a tram 
was expected, he, had caused that accident. It 
was a crossing that any driver or any person 
accustomed to driving horses would have gone 
over at a walk, and the whole of the facts proved 
con<ilusively to him that, even if the man were 
sober, he was utterly unfitted to be in charge of 
that cab, and that the accident was caused through 
his neg]irrence entirely. It was either through utter 
v. ant ~f ~~re or through his being drunk at the time. 
If in the colony they had coroner's inq'Jests 
instead of miserable ·m,;sisterial inquiries, the 
matter would have been sifted to the bottom, 
and probably the man would have been in St. 
H elena serving a sentence for causing the deaths 
d those two people. The evidence showed that 
a perfunctory inqniry bad heen held, and th<;t 
insufficient inve,tigation had been made, and It 
was well worthv the consideration of the Govern
ment whether 'it would not be better to have 
proper coronialinquiriesinto the deaths of perso~1s 
wherever possible, instead of those wretcheclmaglcl
terial inquiries which resulted in nothing. Through 
the evidence never being properlf sifted, there 
were no doubt manv criminals who woulcl other
wi,se be punished,· and the case before them 
was distinctly one in point, in which man who 
ought to have been punished for causing the 
deaths of those two persons, had esPaped. The 
hon. member who had brought the matt~r 
forward had done so in the interests of his 
constituents ; he asked the Committee to vote a 
sum of money to please his constituents, and not 
to do an act of justice. There was nothing 
in the evidence that showed that any injustice 
had been done; hut the accident had been 
caused through the negligence of the driver 
of the cab who rD'l into a train ; the train 
tlirl nc.t run into hiHJ. The negligence waR on 
the 11nrt of the cahm<tn, and not on the part <;f 
the driver of the train. He could not see hl" 
way to vote a Rum of money either to McNeill 
or 'to Margaret Henry. He was sorry he could 
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not do "it in the btter caPe, fl~ she hfld no doubt 
suffered, if not pecnni:trily, at ]ea,;t in her 
feelings, in losing her father and moi.her; but it 
was for the Committee to say whether they were 
to f(ive compensation for an "injnry of that kind. 
She appeared. in fact, to l;ave rather bene
fited than otherwise, he<.<11se she came into 
some property by the death of her father and 
mother. She had been out at service ever since she 
was sixteen ye,rs of age, and she only went to 
her mother's house when she was ,,ut of a 
situation, s:o that she wa . ..: in no worse position 
than mo,;t other domestic servants in the colony. 
She was twenty-seven years of age, and had 
been earning her own living- rver s:lnco? she 'va.s 
sixteen ye:1rs old ; so that he could not see she 
had sustrtined any injury except to her feelings. 
They must all svmpathifJe with her, and be sorry 
that her feelings had been hurt, and their 
gallantry would no doubt make them very mnch 
inclined to vote the money to that suffering 
young lady; but in the interests of the State, he 
did not think the case should ever have heen 
brouf(ht before Parliament, and he certo,inly 
could not vote for the motion. 

Mr. ADA:\!S said if ever there was a case 
~ade out in -which cmnpensatinn shonld be given, 
1t had been made out in that before them. If 
any case conld be n1ade out in favour of gjving 
compensation to any one the hon. member for 
Ipswich had certainly made out a very good 
case indeed. But there was a principle involved 
in the sysLm1 of granting compensation, and if 
it were allowed in tllP present case he would be 
jn favour of giving cornpenRation in any case 
where an injury w:" sustained. But if that was 
r1nne there won1d be any number of people asking 
for compPnsation, and he did not see whv the 
Government shonlrl always he held liable for 
injuries sustained hy people who put themselves 
in the way of being massa6red. There was 
ample proof that that ho,cl been done in the 
preeent case, and he would therefore vote against 
the motion. 

J\Ir. U='fl\IACK said he had a,t first had no 
intention of voting upon the matter. He had 
Ji.,tened attentively to the di,cussion, and was 
Hot at all sa tidied with tbe tr ,timonv which had 
heen given. In his C,•,cision he shmild he chiefly 
gnided in the lirst instance by the fact 
that the last }linistry had cnre.fully inves
tigated the whole .cfl'air immediately o,fter 
the accident, and had decided ngainst giving 
compensc,tion to the applicants in that c<>se. 
The present 1\Iini"try also lnd im'estigated the 
1natter, g,nfl had opposed givi11g any compensa
tion. He was strictly OJlpo>,ecl togivingJVIc::'Jeill 
anything, anrl the only doul1t in his mind as to 
whether any cn:mpen~n,tiun should be g-iven waR 
wich reference to }1iss Henry. According to the 
evidence, Rhe clahnecl con1pe11sation on the grnnnd 
that through the death of her parents she had 
sustained serious loss of affection, comfort, and 
maintenance; hut he considered that her brothers 
and sisters were equally entitled to compensa
tion on that ground. There was a family 
of three or four, and the parents being killed, 
presumably by neglect on the part of the 
Government, if one w:cs entitled to compen
s>ction, the others were also ; therefore he might 
fairly dispnoe of that ground, as far as she was 
concerned. As to the question of maintenance, 
according" to the evidence, Miss Henry had been 
out at service on different occasions. She 
earned her own living, and merely made use of 
her parents' house when she left her situation, so 
that her parents' home had only been a matter 
of convenience to her. He did not think she 
could have had so much maintenance from her 
parents, ben use according- to her own evidence 
at question 51, even the furniture in the house 

belonged to the girls. If the parents were 
so poor that the girls had to find the furni
tnre, he failed to see how the parents could have 
maintained the fn.mily. Therefore, so far as 
JUifs Henry was concerned, he felt reluctantly 
compelled 'to vote against any compensation 
being granted in her case also ; and in every 
case brought forward he should endeavour to 
conscientiously do his duty as he was doing now. 
And whenever hon. members were ftsked to vote 
away the money of the taxpn.yers of the colony, 
they should always be guided by justice, and not 
be led away by sympathy. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
in>erted be so inserted-put, and the Committee 
divided:-

Anc,,ll. 
Sir S. ,V. Griffith, :\fe&~rs .. Jordan, ~Iurphy, 1\iollor, 

f.ln.yc:m;;, Grimes, )forgan, Salkeld, l\Jacfarlane, Smylh, 
Bncl\.land. 

NoEs, 35. 
Sir 'I'. )1cn~.~raith, )1es.~rR. Rccs It. Joncs, 1\olson, 

Domtldson, )IrJrehcad, 1Iacroc::,nn', Bl:1ek, Dnns.mnre, 
St8vcn.-;on. O'Snllivan, CromlJie, Unmack, Dalrymple, 
Tozcr, :J.Inrray, Mc1fa.Rter, Arrhcr, Cfdlan, Philp, Httle, 
Adams, Campbell, Allan, Stephens, Lnya. Isnmbcrt, 
Cowley, Barlow, 1-Vatson, J,issner, Smith, IIodg-ldnson, 
Hamilton, Glassey, Dralw. 

Question resolved in the negative. 
Original question put, and the Committee 

divided:-
An:s.l3. 

l\Iessr~. O'Snllinm, IIodgldnson, Sayers, 3.Iacfarlane, 
31ellor. Smyt.h, Grimes, )1organ, Isambcrt, Glasses, 
I)lnnkett, llarlow, and Drake. 

NoE~. 33. 
Sir 'l'. )!ciJwraith, SirS. \V. Griffith, l\Iessrs :Xelson, 

r.Prs R ,Joncs, Donaldson, :Jiaeros.san, ,Jordan, Black, 
Hamilton. Smith. Morehe~1d, Watson, SteiJhPns, Lnya, 
CmYley, Phllp, IMtle, Rnckland, Adams, Lissner, A11an, 
C:alhn. Archer, )fc}inster. :M:nrray, Da1rymple, 'l'ozer, 
Unmaclc Camp hell, 1furphy, Stevenson, Dnnsmure, and 
Crombic. 

Question resolved in the negative. 

The House resumed. 

~\t 7 o'clock. 

The SPEAKER ea id : In cccnord:tnce with the 
Ses,ional Order, the H om;e will now proceed with 
Governn1ent busine.ss. 

COMPANIES ACT AMEXDMENT BILL. 
COlllli!ITTEE. 

On the Oder of the Day being read, the 
Home w0nt into committee to further consiJer 
this Bill in detail. 

On clause 50, as follows :-
" (U 'Yhcro the Registrar of .Joint Stock Companies 

has rra;;.:onahlc cause to bclkve tlmt a company, whether 
registered before or a-fter the pas-slnp; of this Af~L, is not 
carrying on bu~inr"'"· or in operation. he ~hall send to 
tile Company, lJy post, a letter irutniring whet her the 
com1)any is ca,nying on lmsintss or in operation. 

"(2.) If the rf':ristrar does not \vithin one month of 
sendinO' the letter re,'ei.ve any answer thereto, he shall 
witl1in;:-,fonrteen days after the expiration of the month, 
send to the company 1 y post a registered letter referring 
to the first letter, and stating that no ans\ver thereto 
has hrcn received by the registrar, and that if an 
ans,ver is not received to the second letter within one 
month fl'Orn the date thereof, a nolier 1vill be published 
in the Gazette 'vith a view to striking the name of the 
company off the register. 

"{:::L) If the r0gistrar either rer.eiYcs an an-.wer from 
the company to the effect that it is not carrying on 
bnsines8 or in operation, or does not within one month 
after send in).!; the sec~ond letter receive an.v answer 
thereto. the registrar may publish in the Ga.-::ptfe nnd 
semi to.tlle company a notir.r~ that at the expiration of 
thrc-1~ months from the datP of that notice the name of 
the com-pany mentioned therein will, unless canse is 
sho\vn to tbe eontrary, be struck off the register, and 
the company will be dissolved. 
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"(4.) At the cxpimtion of the time mentioned in the 
notiec t.he registrar lllay, unlf.;;s cause to the crmt.rary 
hJ previously ~hmYn by such company, strike the name 
of ~uch compa:yy oif the rc·gi;:;tcr, and shall publit'h a 
notwc thereof m the Gw:c·tle, and on the pnblica,tion in 
t,lw Gazette of. surhlast-mcntion ·d notire the company 
\V hose name JS ~,; ·:truck off shall he dissolved: Pro
vided that tile liability (if anyJ of every dit·ector, 
m~m~ging omccr, aucl n1ember of the company shall 
contmue and may be cu!'orccrl as if the company had 
not been dh -solYed. 

"(5.) If any company or any mmnber tlwroof feels 
aggrieved by the name of such compa,ny haYing been 
struck off the rcgist?r in pnrsnancc of this section, the 
company oe member m:1y applv to the ·court in •vhich 
the company is lia.bll to be v.:ol.1nd~up; and sueh rourt, 
if .satisfied tha,t the company wa.s at the time of Rtrikin,,. 
off carrying on such businc .... s, or in openttion, and that 
it is jnst so to do, may or<lcr th( namf' of the company 
to be n·,;;tored to the rr-:_;ister. n,nd thereupon the 
company shall be deemed to lm..-c continnect.in existence 
as if the name thcrccf had HcYer bGGll stnvh: off; and 
the court may, hy the order, give snch directions and 
make such provisions as seem just for 11laeing the 
companr and all other person-; in the same position as 
nearly as may be. as if the name of the company had 
never been struck off. u 

"(6.) A lcttc1· or notice, authorised or re11uirecl for the 
purposes of this section to be sent to a company, ruty 
be . sent by vo:.;;t, a~dresscd to the company at its 
registered office, or, If no office has been Tegistccd, 
addressed to tlle care of some director or offiecr of the 
company, or, if there is no director or o1ficcr of the 
company who~c name nnd address ls known to the 
registrar, the letter or notiroe (in identical form) mc-,y be 
sent to each of the persons who snbscribecl the memo
randnm of as.::.ociation, ar'~dresscd to him at the ad1':1rcss 
mentioned in that memorandu1n." 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GIUF:FITH sitid thitt 
as he had pointed out at an earlier sbt"e on the 
second reading of the Bill, that Hec

0

ti;m con
tained eome very extraordinary provisions. The 
clause dealt with a case that frequently happened 
where a. company ceased to carry on busineRs, 
though 1t was not formally wound up and still 
remained on the register, though none of the 
provisions of the law respecting companies 
were complied with by the company as there 
were no directors or officers to carry them 
out. The Act really became a deaci letter 
in reqpect to them. 'The clause provided that 
when.the regist:·ar fonnd tha.t a cmnpany was not 
carrymg on busmess he could send them a notice 
inf[uiring whether they were carryino- on busi
ness, and if he receiver} no reply he W~'l.,s to :;:end 
another notice, and if hf" received no ~nswer to 
that he might publish in the Uazette and send to 
the company a notice that at the expiration of 
three months from the date of that notice the 
name of the company mentiomi in it would, 
unless cause was shown to the contrary, be struck 
off the registPr, and the company would be dis
solved. 'l'hen it went on to say :-

"At the expiration of tbe time mentioned in the 
notice the registrar mar, nn1( ••.;; can~o to the con~ 
trary is previously shown b~" snch conl}mny, strike tbe 
name of sneh com1mn~' off t.hc 1'P•.ristcr, ancl shall 
}mbli:-h <L notice thereof in the G(f:·etle and on the 
]mhlication in the G(l etfe of snch 1/t.~rL~mcutioncd 
not ice the company whose name is so Htruck off slJall 
be dissolved." 

Then there was the proviso-
" Pro·dded that the liability (if any) of every clircclor, 

man~tging officer, and member of the comPany shall 
contnnw and may be enforced as if the companY ha<l not 
been di ..... <:.olved." V 

'!'he company would be rlissolvcd, and yet would 
not be dissolved. Then it went on to show how 
the liability was to be enforced, and that was bv 
winrling-up the company though it had bee!1 
disRDlved. It seemed to him a most wdra
ordinm;y prodsi.nn, that though a compm1y 
was rl1ssolved 1t should be resurrected and 
everything should go on the same as b'efore. 
He would suggest that the reference in the 
clause to dissolving companies be left out. That 
could be done by omitting the words at the end 

of the 3rrl paragraph-" and the company will 
Le dissolved "-and all the word5 in the 4th 
Jmmgraph after the word "Gazette" in the 4th line. 
The clause would then be intelligible, and any 
company or memLers of a company who felt 
aggrieved a.t the na1ne of the corupany having 
b'een struck off the register might apply to 
the court to have the company wound up. He 
was of opinion that the clause must originally 
have been drafted in that form iu the English 
Bill, and that the words he was referring to h>td 
been put in by mistake. He would strongly 
advise the hon. gentleman to omit the words he 
ha:l mentioned. It would certainly do no harm, 
and would prevent a very obvious inconsistency. 

The POSTl\fASTJm-G ENERAL said he had 
no objection to accept the amendments suggested 
by the hon. gentleman, but he might say that 
the clause was exactly the same as that in the 
English Act. 

The Hox. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH moved 
that the words "and the company will be 
dissolved," at the end of the 3rd paragraph, be 
omitted. 

Amendment put and agreed to. 

The Hox. Sm S. IV. GJUFFITH moved that 
all the words in the 4th paragraph, after the 
word " Gazette," in the 4th line, be omitted. 

Amendment put and agreed to. 

The Hox. Sm S. W. G RIF:FITH said there 
was another evident error in the 5th parag-raph, 
where it was stated that "the cmut, if satisfiecl 
that the compan:'' was at the time of striking off 
carrying on business or in operation, and that it 
iH just to do so, may order the name of the com
pany to be restored to the rc::;ister. '' That seemed 
a very unsatisfactory limitation. The word "and" 
should be " or,'' and "otherwise" should be 
inserted before "just." He couldquiteunclerAand 
that a com]>any "hi eh had ceased to c.~rry on 
business might not be anxious to be wound-up. 
J:n fact those were the very cases to which the 
clause ought to apply. He therefore moved 
that the word "and" in the 15th line be omitted 
with the Yiew of inserting " or." 

Amendment ag-reed to. 

On the motion of the Hox. Sm S. vV. 
GHI:FJ:<'ITH, the clause was fnrther atuendcd 
by the insertion of " nthe1 wise" before "just" 
in the same line, and agreed to. 

Clauses ill-" Contributory when not qualified 
to prevent winding-up petition" -and 52-
"\Vinding-np rrwy be referred to district court"
passed as printed. 

On clause 53, as follows:-
" If during t;he progrc'!.s of a ·winding-up it is made to 

:1ppenr to the Snpieme Court that the ~a me could be 
more eonveniently pro.seeutecl in any other district 
conrt. it Rh all be compet.tmt for the Supreme Court to 
t, ansfcr the s:tme to snch other district conrt, an cl 
tlwrenpon the winding-up shall proceed in such olher 
district court." 

On thu motion of the Hox. Sm S. \V. 
G RIJ<'FITH, the words ''in a district conrt" were 
inserted after "winding-up" in the let line. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clause <>4-;-" Parties aggrieved may appeal"
passed as prmterl. 

IYir. HUKTEH said he would suggest to the 
hon. gentleman in charge of the Bill that that 
would be a convenient place to insert a clame 
giving powRr to transfer operations from the 
limited to the no-liability system, so that persons 
could claim the [l''ivileges of tbe no-liability 
system without going into lif[uirlation. 

Clause 55-" Powers to frame rules and orders 
under section 127 of 31 Vie. No. 30 "--passed 
as printed. 
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l\Ir. POWERS said he had had a clause printed 
and circulated which he thought would come in 
rmJperly at th>et place. It was :-

In the distribution of the ass~·t-; of an~~ company 
being wound-up under the 11rincipal Act. subject to the 
retention of ~mch snms as may be ne ef'~ try for the 
costs of adminhtration or otherwise, there shall be paid 
in priority to other d:,bts-

Al! vmges of any labourer or 1.vorkman in re,.,pect of 
serviees n,ndered to the eompany during three 
months before the commencement of the 
winding-up, and if the a .. <:scts are insnfiicient 
to pay the costs and rneet the clahns for wages 
in full, the claims for ·wages shall abate propor
tiona.tcly between themsclYcs. 

U nd0r the Act of 18G!J miner, were protected 
in that way. In inRolvenc:,' proceeding,, they abo 
endeavoured, as far as pos ,i!Jle, to protect the 
wages of workmen, and the desimbility of 
adopting the principle was generally admitted. 
He kne'\v that in a great rrutny case.s, although 
the liquidators had money, there were sometimes 
delays for months, ber:tuse they could not pay 
claims for wages as preferential claims. The 
clausP would, therefore, be a great benefit to the 
working· man. 

Mr. MELLOR said he did not see the neces
sity for the words, "subject to the retention of 
such sums as may be neces:,ary for the costs of 
administration or otherwise," and he would 
therefore move that they be omitted, as he 
thought such costs should not he paiu before the 
wages of workn1en. 

The Ho~. SIR S. W. GRIFFI'l'H said the 
omission of those words would not make any 
difference in the lecral effect of the clause, but it 
might confnse liquidators. The costs of adminis
tration would include the cost of getting in the 
money which would be paid to the workmen, 
and surely the workmen ought to bear a share of 
the cost of getting in the money before they were 
paid. The workmen were not to be pa,id out of 
the gross assets, but out of the net asilets, and 
leaving out those words would not make any 
difference. All the clause said was that wages of 
workmen were to be paid in preference to other 
debts, and the retention of the words proposed 
to he omitt< ,i would make more clear wh::tt was 
tbe effect of the clause. He mir::ht mention that 
there had been some doubt whether what the 
clause provided was the law at the present time. 
The Insolvency Act made provision that, in the 
wincling-np of companies, certain rules under 
the Bankruptcy Act should be applied. One 
learned j.udge decided that thrtt was one of those 
rules, another decided that it was not. Pro
bahlv it was not ono. He thong·ht the provio;iort 
was a Yery good one; but the sentence "three 
n1onths before the connnencing of the \vinding
up," should read ''the three months next before," 
etc. 

Mr. :\fELLOn said there should be some 
check on the co,,t of winding-up companies, 
which \yas smnetimes very grievous, and he 
would hke to see some provi.sion inserted that 
would keep down those costs. 

Mr. HODGKINSON said he would like to 
know what vvas the Ineaning of the \Vords "or 
otherwise ? " He agreed that the cost of ad
nlinistration, or getting -in the 1noney, was a fair 
charge on the <~ssets of " corn pany, but a skilful 
advocate might make the words "or otherwise" 
cover everything. They CPJ'tainly seemed to !Je 
an inlet for the arlmission of every pos,,ible 
charge. "Or otherwise" rncant everything else 
but the cost of administration. 

Mr. PO\YERS said he hoped bon. meml.Jers 
would allow the clause to p:1 cs, because it was a 
necessa.~~7 provision. Liquidator.') lllURt, of conrRe, 
get their costs of administration. The words 
H or otherwise'' ntennt costs ·or charges in con
nection with the administration, and their omis-

sion would not in any way lessen the expenses of 
liquidation. If it would, he wonld be very glad 
to accept the amendment. The question of the 
costs of liquidation would have to be considered 
in another form some clav shortly, ail everyone 
admitted they were exces.sive, hut he hoped the 
hon. member would not preils his amendment in 
that cl a use. 

Mr. TOZJ:H said he hoped that by-and-by, 
when a Mining Companies Bill was introduced, a 
short and simple form of winding-up mining 
companies would be provided. He had no doubt 
that the Government would some daY have to 
consider, in connection with the winciing,np of 
larger companies, the question of appointing an 
ofticialli1uidatur. 

Mr. MELLOR said, with the permission of the 
Committee, he would withdraw his amendment, 
but he would like to see the words "or otherwise" 
omitted. 

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 
Mr. MELLOR said he would now move that 

the words "or otherwise" be omitted. The cost 
of windinr::-up mining companies had been a very 
heavy burden on innocent shareholders in the 
past, In some eases the directors had called up 
nearly the whole amount of the shares, and had 
then resigned, and a meeting could not be got 
together for the puqJose of forming another 
directory. The consequence was that the co;n
pany had to go into liquidation, the cost of whiCh 
was sometimes five times as much as their debts. 
He could mention a great many instances in 
which the' expenses in connection with liquidation 
had been very heavy, and it was a means of 
frir::htening people who mir::ht wish to go into 
mining speculations. It was a great deterr~nt 
to mining generally, and the sooner they remedied 
that state of affairs the better it would be for the 
industry. 

Mr. POWERS said he did not know whether 
they would be safe in omitting the words, bnt he 
would accept the opinion of the majority. 

Amendment agreed to. 
On the motions of Mr. PO\VERS, the word 

"the" w<~s inserted in the 2nd line of the 
2nd paragraph, after the word, "durin7-,'_' and 
the word "next" after the word 'months ' m the 
3rdline. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Mr. HuNTER said he had already suggested 
that a clause should be inserted makinr:: it 
possible to transfer operations from a limited 
liability company to a no-liability company 
without going into liquidation, which was neces
sary under the present system. 

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said that 
could not be ]Jrovided fnr by a sing-le clause. It 
was a !natter that would require a good tnany 
clauses to protect the creditors of companies, 
and should not be dealt with hurriedly. He 
sympathised with the hon. member, bu~ t~e 
subject he referred to could not be dealt With m 
the present Bill. 

On clause 56-" Saving clause"-

The POST;)lASTER-GENERALmoved that 
the clause Le postponed. 

Question put and passed. 
"On postponed clause 7-Application of pro

visions of 27 Vie. No. 4, s. 121; 40 and 41 Vie. 
c. 126, s. 4"-

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFFITH said that 
clauses 7 and 8 came from the Acts 40 and 41 
Vie. of 1P77. They were passed to modify the 
provisions of the Act of 1tlli7, which, so far as 
the present Bill was concerned, were contained 
in clauses 4, 5, 6, and from fJ to 15, inclusive. 
The qualifying clauses 7 andS had somehow been 
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insertedbeforemanyofthe matters they qualified. 
For instancu, the lOth section dealt specially 
with creditors, and the 7th section provided 
for cases where creditors were not entitled to be 
heard at all. He was not aware of any case in 
which it had l>een nece3sary to transpose clauses 
in a Bill passed by another Chamber; but he 
thought the m"'tter mi;ht be de[llt with l1y 
moving an amendment to the motion that the 
clause stand part of the Bill. He therefore 
moved that clause 7 stand part of the Bill, to 
follow clause 15 as printed. That was its proper 
place. 

(tuestion put and pa,sed. 

On postponed clause 8, as follows :-
H Any company limited by shares may so far modify 

the conditions contained in ib• memorandum of <t...'isocia
tion, if authorised so to flo by its 1 ,'"'gnlations a,-; origi
nally framed. or ns alterecl by Rpceial rc~olntion. as to 
reduru its c tpital b~' cancelling any shares whicli, at 
the date of the rmssing of snch resolution, have not 
been taken or agrect't to be taken by any per~on; and 
the provisions of thi:::. Aet slmll not npply to any reduc
tion of capital made in pnrsnanee of this sDction." 

The HoN. SIR S. 'N. GRIFFITH movPd 
the insertion of the word " preceding" before 
the word "provisions." In the Act from which 
the clause was taken, the only provisions of the 
Act were those of th0 7th and 8th clauses of the 
Bill now before the Committee. The amend
ment would make the clause mean the same as it 
meant in the English Act. 

Amendment agreed to. 
The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFFITH mrwed 

that the clause, as amended, stand part of the 
Bill, to follow the clause inserted after clause 13. 

Question put and passed. 
On postponed clause lG-'' Power to make rules 

extended to m<cking rules concerning matters in 
this Act. 30 and 31 Vie. c. 131, s. 20 "-

The HoN. SIR S. "\V. GRIFFITH moved 
th"'t the clause stand part of the Bill, to follow 
chtu.se 54. That was evidently the proper place 
for It. 

Question put and passed. 

On postponed cbuse 23-"Hegistration "'new of 
cmnpany ''-

The Ho:-r. Sm S. \Y. GHIFFITH said that 
he had pointed out previously that clause 23 
of the Bill should precede clause 10, as clause 10 
referred to the proceedings which were to 
be taken under clause 23. Chuses 23, 10, 24, 
and 25 "'ll dealt with one subject, and, he, there
fore, moved that clause 23 stand part of the Bill, 
to follow clause 18. 

Que,tion put and passed. 

The HoN. SIR S. \V. GRIFFITH moved 
that clause 24-" Application nf the principal Act 
and this Act "-stand part of the Bill, to follow 
clause 19. 

Question put and passed. 

On postponed clause 25, as follows :-
"A company authorised to register under this Act 

1nay register th~reunder, and avail itself oft he privileges 
confe~·red l?Y tlns Act, not'i.Ylthstandin::r any provisionR 
con tamed 111 any Act or Parlia.ment, Royal charter, deed 
of settlement, contract of copartnerv, cOst book. reg-ula
tions, letters patent, ~or other instrl1ment constitl1tmg 
or regnlating the rom1mny." 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GIUFFITH moved 
that the clause be amended by the insertion of 
the ,vords "the provisions of the three bst pre
ceding sections of" after the word "under" in 
the 1st line of the clause. 

Question put and pabsed. 

The Hox. Sm S. "\V. GRIFFITH moved 
that the dause, as amended, be inserted to follow 
the clause inserted to follow clause Hl. ' 

Question put and paGsed. 

On clause 56, as follows:-
H Nothing in this Act contained shall exempt any 

company from the third or fourth provisions of the one 
hundred and ninetieth section of the 11rincipal Act, 
restrrtining tlle alteration of any provision in any Act 
of Parliament or charter." 

The Hox. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH said that 
he had pointe,l out before that th[lt clause con
tradicted clause 25, which they had ju,;t passed. 
Clause 25 g·ave power to a company authorised to 
register under the Bill "notwithstanding any 
provisions contained in any Act of Parliament 
or Royal charter" to register under it. An 
unlimited company might wish to become "' 
limited liability company, but by that clause 
it might be pre\ cnted from doing "''· He 
did not know of any comrmnies in the colony 
opemting under Royal charter, which were to 
be domiciled here; although there were some 
such companie->-the Bank of Australasia. for 
instance-carrying on business here. The clause 
was, therefore, scarcely necessar:: at all, but, 
as there might be such companies formed in 
the future, there could be no objection to its 
insertion, though some words should be put in to 
'hrnv that it did not contradict the 25th section. 
He moved that the words "except as herein
before expressly provided" be inserted after the 
word " shall." 

Amendment agreed to. 
Mr. TOZ~~R said that was the last clatme of 

the Bill, ancllw.~ring the word "charter" and the 
word "bank" mentioned he was induced to m[lke 
certain observations, more by way of making 
puulic what he desired to say than anytlnng 
else. \Vhttt he had to say would probably not 
have much effect upon the Bill, but it would 
have the effect he wanted, and th"'t was to draw 
the attention of the Government and the public 
to the action of certain companie1 to which they 
extended the liberality of that House. He spoke 
with a peroonal knowledge of what he was say
ing. They gaYe charters to banking companies 
and told them they must not engage in 
trading ot· mercantile concerns except for the 
purpose of redemption, but a great deal of 
illegitimate trading was allowed to go on. 
He lnww it was going on in his own district. 
They had an Eight Honrs Bill put llefore them 
because longer honr;c. of labour were hard upon 
the labourer, but there were other persons in the 
colony who suffered extreme hardships through 
that unfair trading of '' hich be spoke-by mone
tary institutions and banks of other countries. 
They lent monec· to smvmillers and others, and 
after lending more than they ought, they took over 
the securities and then went in fur unfair trading. 
At the present moment, under those cii·cum
stances, there w,,s [I sawmill company in his dis
trict selling timber at 2s. per 100 feet less than it 
cost them. \Vas that f;tir trading? He would 
not mention names on the present occasion, but 
he warnc•d those people that a chic! was among 
them taking notes, and next year, if that 
illegitirna.te trading was still going on~ his voice 
would be raised 11g:1inst a continuance of that 
state of things. He had had offers made to him 
in i\Iaryborough of hard wood timber at less than 
cost price, and that sort of thing was most unfair 
to men honestly engaged in the tmde. Persons 
dealing in that w"'y said, in answer to complaints, 
"You buy us out." He had thought he 
might h[IVe r·lCn ab]e to cleaJ with the matter 
under the part of the Bill relating to defunct 
companies, but he found that the only way that 
that unf[lir trading could be stopped at pre:,ent was 
by making it notoriou,. They made strung 
objection when they found a man getting in 
pollard at a little lower rate by cheating the 
Customs, and they' held up the immorality of 
that to the public. 'rhe same immoral trading was 
carried on by monetary institutions using their 
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capital in the way to which he had referred. 
"While he would be always one to allow a reason
able time for. the redemption of mortgages, he 
protested agamst such a system ~ts he had men
tioned being carried on againr:;t honest trading. 

The Ho~. Sm S. \Y. GRU'l<'ITH said he 
found the 190th section of the principal Act did 
not refer tn a ''charter" at all, but to ''letters 
patent." He proposed, thereforE>, to omit the 
word "charter," and substitute for it the words 
" letters patent." 

Amendment agreed to; and clause, as amended, 
put and ]Jassed. 

Preamble passed as printed. 
On the motion of the POST~1ASTER

G ENBRAL, the House resumed, and the 
CHAIJUJAN reported the Bill with amendments. 

The POST"MASTER-Glm:B~RAL said: Mr. 
Spuker,-I move that the Bill be re-committed 
fnr the purpose of reconsidering clauses 2, 27, 28, 
4G, and a new clause to follow clause 41. 

Question put and passed. 
On clause 2-
Tbe HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH moved that 

in the phrase "and the principal Act and this 
Act" the words "the :\lining Companies Act of 
lSSli" be inserted hetween "Act" and "and.'' 

Amendment agreed to; and clause, with 
further verbal and consequential amendments, 
put and passed. 

On clause 27, as follows:-
" X othing containecl in the principal Act shall be 

deemed to prevent any company undm· that Act, if 
authorised by its regulations as originally framed or as 
altered by special resolution, from doing any one or 
more of the foUo·wing things, namely,-

(1) ~faking arrangements on the is.sne of shares for 
n difference between the holders of such shares 
in the amount of calls to be paid, and in the 
time of JHLyment of such calls: 

(21 Accepting fron1 any member of the company 'vho 
assents thereto the whole or a part of thL 
arnouut remaining unpaid on any share or 
sharH hold by him either in discharge of the 
amount of a c111l payable in rLspcct of any ot1ter 
share or shares held by him, or without any 
call ha. ving been 1naclc : 

(3) Paying dividends in proportion to the amount 
paid up on each share in ca~cs where a lal'gPl' 
amount is paid up on some shareb than on 
others." 

The Ho~. Sm S. W. GRIEFITH "aid that 
clause was an extremely emJ,arra'<•ing one. The 
1st paragraph had g·iven him a gn,c<t deal of 
trouble to understand. He believed it was 
intended to mean making anangements for a 
difference between the holders of shares in the 
amounts of any calls to be made on them-that 
some shares might be ii<tble to calls of 10s., others 
of 5s., others of 1s., and so on, and the object of the 
paragraph was apparently to meet such case>. 
He proposed to amend it so as to nuke it 
mean that. The 2nd paragraph, in effect, pro
posed this : That if a man held two shares, on 
each of which £100 was payable, the company 
might, if it liked, and with the consent of the 
holder, accept the £100 due on one share in 
payment of the debt of £100 due on the 
other, stillle«ving £100 owing. It was absolute 
nonsense ; £100 could not pay more than a debt 
of £100. He thought it would be better to omit 
that paragraph altogether. 

On the motion of the Ho~. Sm S. W. 
G RIFFITH, the first portion of the clause was 
mnendecl by the orni:-:sion of " any one or more" 
and the insertion of "either"; and the J st sub
section was amended so as to read :-

" 1l) ::Uaking arrangements on the issue of shares fm• 
a difference between the holders of such r shares in tbe 
amounts of any callR to be made thereon and in the 
time of payment of such calld." 

Mr. HUNTER said he was not rJnite clear 
whether the 2nd subsection clearly expressed 
what was meant. The object in view was this : 
Supposing shares in n, con:1pany \Vere paid np to 
4s. Gel., the liability being, say, fis., the articles 
of association ns a lirnited.. co:npany en1pu\vered 
them to make cc,lls of, say, 2d. at a time, and 
what they wanted was to be ahle to accept 
payment · of the balance of calls due on 
shares at one time. That power they had 
not at present. He knew an instance at 
Clmrters Towers in which a company held a 
great number of shares paid up to 5s., which 
were called paid up shares ; a meml1er of the 
cnmpam· who wanted to make his shares paid up 
offered 'the balance due on them, but it was not 
le"al for the company to accept the money from 
hi~n in advance and give him a receipt making 
his shares fully paid up. The 2nd pn,ragraph 
was intended to deal with cases of tlmt kind, but 
he was not quite sure that it would do so in its 
present form. 

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL said there 
was nothing to prevent the secretary of a ~omrJany 
accepting from a shareholder the cl1fference 
between the amount paid up and the value of 
his shares, but that would be no g<tin to the 
shareholder, because he would not get any interest 
on that amount. If, for instance, a man had a 
number of 10s. shares on which 5s. was paid up, 
he could pay the other !"is., but he would not 
receive interest or dividend on that amount, be
cause interest would be paid at so much per share. 

The Ho~. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH said he 
thought the hon. member for Bnrke, l\Ir. Hunter, 
had hit on the idea that was int<'nded to be, but 
was not, conveved by that clause. They might 
with ad;antage leave out in subsection (2) the 
words " either in discharge of the ammmt of a 
call payable in respect of any other share or 
shares held by him or," and he movpd that they 
be omitted. The sentence would then be intelli
gible and useful. 

Amendment put and passed. 
The Ho~. Sm S. \V. GlUFFITH moved 

that the words "in respect ther"'of" be added at 
the end of the same paragraph. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Mr. HUNTEll said he thought the heading 

of the clause shoul<l be "cells and dividends 
on .shares " inste:td of "calls upon shares," aF:: no 
one wonlrl think of looking for information about 
dividends under the heading of "calls upon 
sbare'l." 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
On clause 28, as follow:s :-
"Even· f'harc in any com1mny shaH be dr,, med and 

taken to. have been issued and to be held Ruhjeet to the 
payment of tbc whole amount th~rcof in ca~h, m~ less 
the same shall ha Ye been otllerwu:;e dctcr1mned oy a 
contract duly made in writing, and filed with the 
Ro 'i-;;trar of Joint Stock Companies at or before tlw 
iss~c of such shares." 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFlciTH said there 
did not appear to be any rcetson why fully paid 
up shares issued at the formation of a company 
should not be mentioned in the memorandum of 
a•;sociation. The obiect of that clause was to 
make such information public, and for one person 
who would go to the register of companies there 
were fifty who would "ee the mernor::mdum of 
association, which w.-s the contract between the 
slmreholrlers themseh es ani between them and 
the public. He moved that after the word "by" 
in the 4th line there be imertc d the words 
"the menwrandurn of association 0r by." 

Mr. POWEH.S said those particulars might be 
put in the memorandum of association, but he 
thought they should also insist upon the contract 
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being made and filed, and he would therefore sug
gest that the word "and" be substituted for the 
word "or" in the amendment as proposed. 

The Ho~. Sm S. \V. GRIFFITH said that 
would prevent any rmid np shares being issned 
after the formation of the company. The objects 
to be gainecl by registering contracLs were pro
vided for by a long clause they inserted the 
other evening. The object of the clause under 
consideration was that the pnhlic might know 
how much uncalled capital the company had. 
It was a question between the public and the 
company, and therefore if creditors got notice in 
the memorandum of association that the company 
only had a certain amount of capital to fall back 
upon they could not complain. 

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

New clanse, to follow clause 41-
Mr. HUNTER said the 2nd paragraph of 

the new clause, which said that notice of any 
alteration in the address of a registered company 
should be forthwith given to the registrar and 
registered by him, wns already container! in thA 
39th section of the Cnmp;1.nie,, Act of 18G3, and 
was there explained more fully. There was no 
necessity for having it in twice, so he begged to 
move its omis:;;ion. 

The Ho~. Sm S. \V. GRIFFITH said the 
English Act provideil th,>tthe memorandum of 
ass<>ciation should state which of the three divi
sions of the United Kingdom the registered 
office of the company was to be situated in, 
and that the company should from time to time 
give notice to the ro!l·istrar whereabouts in that 
part of the United Kingdom the registered office 
was situated, such as at London, Liverpool, or 
Leeds. But in Queensland a company could not 
be registered out of the colony, and therefore the 
word "place" in the corresponding clause mnst 
mean a particnlar part of the colony. There was 
also a section in thdr Act which said a company 
must from time to time give notice of a change 
in the locality of the registered office, so that 
there was an apparent inconsistency, and the 
words the hon. member proposed to omit were 
really necessary, as they would remove a doubt. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
On clause 4G-
'rHB POSTMASTER-GENERAL moved 

that the word " power" in the Rth line be 
omitted, and the word "period,. be inserted. 

Amendment agreed to. 
On the motion of the POSTl\IASTER

GENEltAL, the House resumed, and the C!IAil\
l>rAN reported the Bill with further amendments. 

The report was adopted, and on the motion of 
the POST MASTEll-G ENERAL, the third read
ing nf the Bill was made an Order of the Day 
for Tuesday next. 

CROWN LANDS ACTS, 1884 TO 188G, 
AMENDMENT BILL. 

()Q}B!I1'1'EE. 

On this Order of the Day being read, the 
Speaker left the chair, and the House went into 
committee to further con"ider the Bill in detail. 

On subsection 3 of clause 3, as follows:-
"The follo\ving provision shall be addeU. to section 

fifty-five:-
.. Within three months after the L-3nc of a license, 

the seleetor must enter upon the land and 
talw posse,~...;ion thereof, and thereafter, dul'ing 
the cnrrenry of the license, he shall occupy 
the land continuously and bond fide in the 
manner prescribed hy the said Act with respect 
to occuvation by a lessee. 

In the event of hi;; failing to perform the condition 
of occnpntion hereby prescribed, the same 
consequences shall em·me with respect to the 
license as aro prescribed in the case of a lease 
upon the like de\:mlt." 

The Ho~. Sm 8. W. GRIFFITH said the 
subsection contained an important Alteration. 
At Jn·e,,ent then \\'as no obligation. to occupy 
land rlm·ing the currency of the l!Cen".e, ?ut 
what was proposed now was that the obhgatwn 
to occupy 'honld com'?enc,, within th,ree months 
from the issue of the hcense. The penod allowed 
was never so short under any previous Land Act, 
and thouo·h he had no practical experience of 
taking uphlanrl, he conlr~ ~asily understand t~at 
a bond fide selector havmg taken up a selectwn 
miuht 1iot be able to make arrangements to 
oc;,1py it within three months. The matter was 
one for serious con· ideration. 

Mr. JOllDAN said he had no serious objection 
to the sulmection, bnt he did not see any neces
sity for it. ·what it proposerl v, as that the 
licensee or his ah·ent shonld reside on the land 
within three mm1ths, and that if he did not do so 
the license 'vould be subject to forfeiture in the 
same wav as a lc·clSe when the conditions were 
not fulfiilecl. Homesteaders must reside per
sonally em their selections five years before they 
could uet their deeds, and selectm. other than 
homesteaders must reside either personally or by 
agent on their selections for ten years before 
they could get their titles. Licensees must pay 
the first year's rent and the survey fees, and 1f 
they wisherl to secure the lease, must fnlfil the 
conditions of improvements within three years. 
Thouuh he lmd no objection to the subsection, 
as he h said before, he thought that six months 
would be a more reasonable time to allow. 

The MINISTER :FOR LANDS (Hon. M 
H. Black) '"'id he was pre;>ared to accept the 
hon. me m ber'H snggestir~n. The period of ~hr:e 
months mig·ht be cons1dered too short w1thm 
which to insist upon residence. In the Act of 
1876 the period allowed was six months, "nd he 
thonght that time might be allowed ir: ~he 
present cnso. He therefnre moved the om1ss10n 
of the wmd "three," with the view of inserting 
the 'vord "six." 

Amendment agreed to. 
Mr. ISA""JIBERT said he thought that pro

vision ought to be made for extending the time 
in ~pecial ca~es. In .cons~quence of drought, or 
any other chsaster, 1t 1mght be. tantam_ount to 
ruin to compel a selector to res1de on hiS selec
tion within six months of tbe issue of the license, 
and he thonght the Governor in Council or the 
I .. and Board should be empowered to extend the 
time in special cases. 

The :MINISTER FOR LANDS said he 
thought six months quite snfficient to me~t the 
requirements of selectou. If such a prov1so as 
the hon. gentlen1an suggested vv:ere put in, t~e 
subsection might as well be om1tted. He d1d 
not think those continual references to the 
Land Board tended to any useful purpose. 
It was well known thrct in any special crcse where 
it was shown to the Minister that through un
avoidable circumstances a selector had been 
unable to occupy within three months, the con
cession had always been granted, and always 
would be. 

Subsection, as amended, put and passed. 

On subsection 4, as follows:-
"Section fifty-ei, .. ~·ht shall be 1'• nd ;.1..nd construed n!=l if 

instc1cl of the worcl 'thirty' inf'erted therein the worll 
'twenty' had lJeen tllt:r':in in::;erted." 

Mr. JORDAN said he hoped the Minister for 
Lands would not insist upon that. alteration, 
which proposed to rednce the length of the lease 
for grazing farms from thirty to twenty y~ars 
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The pastoral lessees with vast runs of 1,100, 1,200, 
or 1,000 sqnare miles had a tenure of twenty-one 
years, and he considered that the period should 
not be altered in the case of (!razing farms. He 
would endeavour to explain to the Committee 
what his views were upon th<Lt question though 
he was <Lfraid his voice was so very we<Ll~ that he 
would hardly be heard; hut he cmved the indul
gence of hon. members for that. The Act of 
188-! was framed to lessen the vast extent of 
country occupied by the pastoral tenants of the 
Crown, and there had been special reasons for 
doing so. The colony had advanced, millions 
of money had been expended in making three 
great trunk lines of railway to open up the 
vast pastoral interior, and one of the prin
cipal features of the L:tnd Act of 18S4 was to 
lessen the areas of those runs, and to increase 
the rents. But it not only was intended by 
that Act to increase the rents paid by the pas
toral tenants of the Crown, but to provide for an 
increasing rentu,l by introdncing a new system of 
leasing the land, which \muld be much more 
profit,ble than the svstem which lmd been in 
existence from the beginning of the colony up 
to the period when the Act of 1884 came into 
operation. It was thought very desirable that the 
large properties should be divided-not simply for 
the purpose of dividing them, hut in order that 
they might realise something like close settlement 
under pastoral occupation. Generally, they talked 
of close settlement in connection with agriculture, 
buttherewasa very important part of the question 
of close settlement connected with pastoral occu
pation, and one of the great objects of the Act 
of 1884 was to create small SC[uattages, to induce 
persons to adopt a better system, instead of the 
old wasteful, extravagant system of vast areas
to adopt a more scientific system of occupying· 
the land for pastoral purposes-and it was 
thought that if persons had limited areas it 
would be much better. In the first place, it was 
thought that the pastoral tenants of the Crown 
would be willing· to give up large areas of 
their runs for close settlement if certain con
siderations were given them, and they were 
offered something like indefeasible leases for 
their runs, and compensation foe improvements 
at the end of the term, on condition that they 
gave up portions of their runs. Those portions 
were to be resumed for close settlement, and they 
should be allowed to le ctse the remainder at the 
olrl infinitesimal rent-averaging 9s. 4d. a SC[Uare 
mile, or less than three-quarters of " farthing 
per acre. The great bulk of the squatters -from 
75 to 80 per cent.-had voluntarily come under 
the operations of the Act of 1884, and had given 
up portions of their runs. He thought that 
about 40,000,000 acres had been re,umed for 
close settlement, which had been voluntarily 
given up by the old pastoralle;;sees. ]'or a year 
or two, of course, the Act could not come 
into actual operation, because there was a 
long- process to he gone through. The pas
toral tenants of the Crown had first to make 
application to come under the Act of 1884. Then 
the divic!ing commissioners had to visit the 
runs, and recommend certain divisions. The 
hoard had to consider their reports, and then they 
had to proceed to make the divisions in the local 
court. There was not only that to do, but there 
was :tlso the fact to be remembered that after the 
passing of the Act of 1884, there had been a 
Buccession of· droughts for three: years, more 
severe than any droughts in the history of the 
colony. During last year, terminating 3ht De
cember, 1888, however, no le"s than 1,390,038 
acres had been taken up in small squat
tages, the holders having the right of tt 
thirty years' lease. That was the great 
inducement to that class of settlers. :From 
calculations he had made from the tables in the 

report of the Lands Department for the year 
1888, he had found that those squattages were 
not large, the average area being 5,472 acres ; 
and he thought it would be sat1sfactory to the 
Committee to know that the rents for those 
small sqnattages were very much more than the 
rents paid previously. Hon. members on the 
other side had often .suicl that the rents paid by 
the grazing farmers were very little more than 
the rents paid by the pastoral tenants of the 
Crown. By turning to table 30, on pttge 32, of 
the report of the U ncler Secre,tary for Lands they 
would find that the average rent paid by the 
pastoral tenants of the Crown, before the Act of 
188-! had come into operation, had been 9s. 4d. a 
SC[Uare mile for the avaibble country, which was 
less than three-C[uarters of a brthing an acre. 
Then by turning to tctble lD on page 17 of the re
port they would find that the small grazing 
farmers were paying a very large rent. He had 
been very much pleased to find that the 
minin1un1 rent paid \Vas three farthing:-:5 an acre, 
while the average rent was Jive and a-half 
farthings. Hon. members would find on looking 
at that table that several of the rents were 
2d. an acre instead of the three-rtuarters of a 
farthing paid by the old squatters. Many of 
them were P.cl. per acre, and the minimum, 
as he had said, fo~· one grazing farn1 was three 
farthing-s, the average being 5 '42 farthings. 
That could also be verified by reference to table 
16, where it would be seen that for the 1,390,038 
acres taken up as gtazing 'fi:M·ms last year, the 
amount of £7,8?59 was p<tid a-- the first year's 
rent, and that was, as he had s:tid, at the rate of 
Hve farthings per acre. That was just eight 
times as much as the rents paid under the old 
system, and yet how often had it been said that 
persons taking those farms of from 2,560 acres, 
or four square miles, up to 20,000 acres or thirty
one and a <JUarter square miles, were paying very 
little more than wtts paid by the pastoral lessees 
under the old squatting system? Yet it was 
seen from those figures tha.t they paid eight 
times as much. As he had said, about 40,000,000 
acres had been resumed for close settlement, so 
far as the process under the Act of HiS-! harl been 
completed. It was still going on and he did not 
know what it would come to when it was 
completed, as they had only one-half the area 
of the colony included in the first schedule. So 
far tts the process \\as completed at present 
they had 40,000,000 acres resumed and ready for 
the new and better syHtem of sqnattages, paying 
eight times the rent paid before. Not only that, 
but it was an increasing rent. The thirty years' 
lease provided for four increases in the rent. 
The increase for each period could not he more 
than 50 per cent. of the rent for the preced
ing period, but what would that be. In some 
cases the rent was 2d. per acre. From the 
firo;t to the end of the tenth year the rent 
would he 2d. ; from the tenth to the fifteenth year 
the rent would be 3d. ; from the fifteenth to 
the twentieth year the rent would be 4~d. ; the 
third increase would bring it up to G:l;d., and the 
fourth increase to 9~d., or more than four times 
as much as was paid in the first period of 
ten years. He repEated, in the existence of the 
thirtv years' lease there would be four in
creas~es, n1aking the rent nwre than four thnes 
what it was now, at 50 per cent. on each 
increase. The average was now five farthings, 
and it would be then four times as much, so 
that inRtearl of reali~.ing £7,859, as was shown 
by the first yur's payment, the amnnnt realised 
would be £31,43G. \Vhat would be the result 
if they had those 40,000,000 acres occupied? He 
did not say how soon they would be occupied, but 
he did say, that if after the succession of dis
astrous seasons thev had had since the Act came 
into opemtion, and after the misrepresentations 
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of the Act that had been made, and deliberately 
made in the public papers, and by parties opposed 
to it, such a result had been achieved, they 
need not have to wait long to have the 40,000,000 
acres occupied. The Act had been called a 
"revolutionary Act," and he was thankful to 
say it was a revolutionary Act. It had dune 
away with the old system of leasing vast areas 
at three-fourths of a farthing per acre, with the 
old wasteful system and the aggregation of large 
estates ; and he thought it would be a terrible 
blow to dummying, and it gave the greatest 
facilities for the occupation of small S'luattages 
at eight times the rent that was paid for the 
land before, and especially for the acquisition of 
a freehold by the farmer. Yes, he was thank
ful to say it was a revolutionary Act. It 
had effected a great revolution in the land 
legislation of the colony, such as had been 
demanded five years ago in New South \V ales, 
and such as they would have been delighted 
to realise in that colony on the lines set 
out in the very wise recommendations of the 
commission appointed there to inquire into 
the operation of the Land Act in that colony. 
If they could conceive the possibility of those 
40,000,000 acres, which were actually resumed 
and in the hands of the Government, being 
occupied, what would be the result? He might 
mention that the squatters were still paying rent 
for that land, because they were allowed to retain 
the resumed portions until they were opened for 
selection. They paid about double the rent they 
were paying before on the portion of the runs they 
held on lease, and, on the resumed portion, until it 
was proclaimed open for selection, they paid the 
old infinitesimal rent. Suppose they realised the 
occupation of that 40,000,000 acres upon the new 
system of small squattages, what would be the 
result? He had been spoken of as a very 
sanguine man, and so he was, and he did 
not get any lesq sanguine as he grew older ; he 
meant about the future of the colony. The 
more he knew of the colony, the more he 
studied its history, the more he thought of 
what had been clone as regarded the admini-s
tration of the lands, and what had not been 
done in the past, the more sanguine he was 
about the future of the colony. He knew 
something about land occupation because he had 
been, for six years, Agent-General for Immigra
tion in England. He was satisfied that if the 
system of small squattafies was well known in the 
other colonies, the resumed lands he had spoken 
of would 'lUickly be occupied, and he was 
still more satisfied that, if proper means 
were taken to make that system known 
in Great Britain, they might, even in a few 
years, get those 40,000,000 acres actually occupied. 
Why, a thousand people a day went away from 
Great Britain, and most of them were small 
capitalists going to the Unit eel States ; and if 
the system of small squattages prevailing in 
the colony was made thoroughly well known 
in Great Britain, he was satisfied they would 
not have to wait long to have those lands, 
which were now actually thrown open for 
occupation, and waiting to be occupied-fully 
occupied-by smr~ll capitalists from England. 
They had had all this vast colony occupied in 
pa toral occupation in the course of twenty-five 
years. \Vas it not a wonderment that this vast 
conntry, with its 427,000,000 acres of land, 
should be occupied for pastoral purposes in such 
a time. He said that if the admirable system of 
small squattages was made thoroughly known in 
Great Britain, although the rents were eight 
times as much as under the old system, tho~e 
40,000,000 acres of land would 'luickly be occu
pied. He knew the Agent-General now was too 
great a man to promote emigration. He was 
something like the Imperial Commissioners for 
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Emigration in the old times, of whom it was 
said, in the House of Commons, that they 
were persons who did not promote emigra
tion to the colonies, but who controlled it, 
and rather checked it than otherwise. There 
were other means, however, besides the Agent· 
General, of making the system known in Eng· 
land, and he believed that if the "~ueensland 
Guide," which was recommended by the present 
Minister for Mines and \Vorks, and first pub
lished by the Hon. Patrick Perkins, when he 
was Minister for Lands-if the present edition 
of the "Queensland Guide," or rather an im
proved edition of it, were sent to England and 
circulated in thousands, or hundreds of thousands 
if they liked, at a very low price, say, lR., then, 
he believed, those 40,000,000 acres of land 
would be speedily occupied. What rent would 
they bring in thtcn ? They would provide 4,000 
of those small squattages of an average of 
10,000 acres each. He had said that the average 
at present for the last year, was only 5,472 acres, 
but, even if they put it at 10,000 there would 
be 4,000 of those small squattages to be dis
posLJ of. The rent of 10,000 acres, at five 
and a-half farthings per acre, would be £37 5s., 
and those S'luattages would bring in a revenue, 
for the first ten years, of £229,000 a year. 
:For the fifth period that would be multi plied 
four times, and during the last five years of the 
twenty years' lease, it would bring in no less 
than £916,000. In expressing his belief that 
these 40,000,000 acres of land might be speedily 
occupied, he must be understood to mean 
that that would be done if effectual means 
were taken to make the facts known to the 
people of Great Britain. If that were done he 
believed that before many years were over all 
that country would be closely settled, and then, 
during the last period of the thirty years, the 
colony wonld have an annual income from that 
source of £!116,000. Another objection raised by 
Ministers was that vast areas were being taken 
up without any conditions of improvement, 
except such as would secure them still larger 
areas. The words of the Vice-President of the 
Executive Council were these:-

" Now people can get enormous areas of land on long 
lease. They are not obliged to improve it except to 
such an extent as will enable them to get a longer 
lease." 
He confessed he did not understand that. The 
hon. gentleman was speaking of those grazing 
farms the leases for which it was now proposed 
to reduce from thirty to twenty years. Could 
they suppose it possible that people would go on to 
those farms, and pay eight times as much rent as 
the old S'luatters had to pay, unless they had some 
inducement thrown out-the inducement of a 
long lease? He would take the largest area that 
could be taken up, 20,000 acres. An oblong 
block of land eight miles long by four miles wide 
would represent thirty-two square miles, and 
would require twenty-four miles of fencing; and 
that, at £60 a mile, which he supposed was a fair 
estimate of the cost of fencing on a sheep farm, 
wonld amount to £1,4-!0. So that he did not 
understand the hon. gentleman's remarks that 
those ,-ast areas could be taken up without any 
condition of improvement except snch as would 
secure a larger area. They could not retain 
possession of those small S'luattages unless they 
fulfilled the conditions of improvement. It 
had been said that those lands were being 
dummied. He believed there was no proof 
of that whatever. The only case that had 
been adduced in the House he had referred 
to before. At Aramac nine gentlemen, members 
of two families, took up between them 119,010 
acres of country. Even supposing those gentle
men were dummying, let the Committee see 
what they had to do. 119,010 acres of !and 
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represented 186 square miles of country. ;BY 
enclosing the land in a ring fence ttnd cross fencmg 
they would divide it into nine farms. But suppos
ing they divided it into only six farms of 20,000 
acres each, how much fencing would be required, 
a.nd how much would it cost? It would require 
94~ miles of fencing, which at £GO a mile would 
come to £5,670. Suppose they took half the coHt 
of that-dropping the odd £70-for labour which 
would be £2,800, that sum would employ ten 
men at 3Gs. a week for three years. He repeated 
that, because it was the only instance thot had 
been adduced of what had been called dummy
ing· and he wanted the reading public--those 
wh~ read Hansard, which included a great many 
working men and men settled on the land--to 
understand what was called dummying by the 
hon. gentlemen who occupied the Treasury 
benches. Those men paid eight times the old 
rents and they had to go to all thttt expense 
besid~s. As he had said, the fencing of those 
six farms would employ ten men for three 
years at 3Gs. a week. Supposing all the bnd 
taken up for grazing farms last year only-
1,390,038 acres-wer: to be fenced in---and the 
persons who took 1t up had to pay . for the 
fencing before they got thmr leases-1t would 
employ 120 men for three years at 3Gs. a week. 
And if they did it in twelve months it would 
employ 3GO men at the same rate of wages. He 
wanted the public outside to understand how 
much employment that would give if vast 
quantities of that land were taken up. vVould 
not that be a benefit to the country? But that 
was only the fencing. '\Vhen a man had enclosed 
himself within a ring fence he must sink for 
water or make dams ; and in many instances he 
would do what had been r:lone largely in New 
South vVales on those limited areas, he would 
grow winter feed for his cattle, and the colony 
would obtain that close settlement which had 
been often ad vacated by the Vice-President of 
the Executive Council before the public
settlement by families-settlement which would 
employ a large number of men carrying on the wnrk 
not on the old wasteful system, but on the more 
scientific system which was so strongly ad vacated 
by the hon. member for Barcoo. That was what 
he wanted to see in operation, and it wa<i i'n 
operation-in very successful operation-he was 
thankful to say. Having studied those tables 
most carefully, he challenged anyone to show 
that his conclusions were incorrect. He repeated 
that the present proposal was to destroy that 
system. '\Vould men pay eight times the old 
rent, and spend all that money, if they were not 
to have some consideration for it? Could they 
put any other interpretation on the proposed 
alteration than that the present Ministry wished 
to destroy the system? He hardly liked to say 
destroy it, because he did not think the Minister 
for Lands wished to destroy it, but be (Mr. Jordan) 
did not think he had carefuily studied the question. 
But let them now consider this. By the 31st 
section of the Crown Lands Act of 188-1 it was 
provided that the resumed portion of a run 
might be retained by the original pastoral tenant 
at the old infinitesimal rent; it might be thrown 
open for selection, but if not taken up for settle
ment as grazing farms the inevitable result 
would be that that vast area-40,000,000 acres 
of land-would go back to the possession 
of the pastoral tenants at the old rent of 
three-quarters of a farthing per acre. He 
thought that would be most undesirable; there
fore, he hoped the Minister for Lands, if he did 
not wish to destroy that portion of the Act, 
would waive that clause and let the scheme have 
a fair trial. It was to a certain extent a failure 
during the first year for the reasons he (:\fr. J or
clan) had given, but last year it had been a great 
snccess, and he wRs satisfied that it would be a 

still greater success as time went on. He there· 
fore hoped that the law would not be ch~mge~, 
but that the term of the lease would remam as Jt 
was at present-thirty years. 

Mr. CROMBIE said the qu~stion before th~ 
Committee was nut about fencmg or squatters 
leases but whether the leases of gmzing farms 
should in the future be for thirty years or for 
twenty years. Of cour,e, the leases tha~ had 
been granted were for thirty years, and he d1d not 
sef\ why the new leases should not be for th31t 
period also. Those selectors were a very desir
able clas> of men ; he was sure that they 
deserved everything the legislature could do 
to help them; and to reduce their leases would be 
very detrimental to them. He had had fi.ve-~"nd
twenty yem·s' experience in the '\Ve~tern d1stncts; 
durino- that period he had e.xpenenced twelve 
clrougl1ty seasons; every on~ of those bad seasons 
put the squatter back, and 1t would ?e the same 
with those o-razino- farmers. Presummg that the 
seasons continued" as they had clone during the 
last twenty·fi ve years, that would give them 
eighteen good seasons and twelve bad. ones, and 
under those circumstances he was satisfied that 
a thirty years' lease was none too short for 
those g-razing farms. A g·ood deal had been 
said about locking up the lands from the 
people, but he did not tl!ink they would be 
locked up from them. Dunng the. last twenty· 
five years the seasons had not unproved ; m 
fact he thou"ht they had got worse than they 
wer~ twenty-flve yeai·s ago; and, it:dging by the 
past, he did not think they would Improve -:ery 
much dttring the next twenty-five or th1rty 
years, so that the land wou_ld be no more valuable 
than it wa.s now, because 1t would not c!"rry any 
more stock. The chances were tha~ 1t wou~d 
carry less, so that it WJlS absurd to t9.IK about 1t 
being locked up from the people. There was 
yet the whole of the lands outside the schedule, 
and when the squatters leases fell in at the 
end of twenty-one years there would be plenty 
of land for everybody. Therefore let those 
people have leases for thirty years ; there 
would be plenty of laud for those who come 
afterwards. If it was at all probable that 
they would be able to use the land. for 
agriculture, he would say, "Do not lock 1t up 
for thirty years ; " but he saw no prospec_t of 
that. In the first place, the se;csons were agamst 
it, and, in the next place, diotance from port 
was against it. He should be very sorry to start 
aariculture on such land, espeCially when there 
;'as good land and more suitable climate on the 
coast. He should oppose the reduc~io_n of the 
term of the leasec and hoped the MmJSter for 
Lands wuulcl se~ his way to withdraw that 
subsection. · 

Mr MURPHY said he had always opposed 
the r~cluction of the leases of grazing farms from 
thirty to twenty years, on the same grounds that 
he had always advocated long- le~ses to the 
squatters. Anyone who knew anythmg at all of 
the dry arid lands in the '\Vestern country mu~t 
know that unless a man got a long lease tt 
was not worth while touching the land at all. 
The squatter's lease was quite short enough nc;w, 
and to reduce the length of tenure of grazm_g 
farms from thirty to twenty years would be hat;dl· 
cappino· the selectors of thoPe lands very heaVIly. 
He sh~uld therefore oppose that subsection, 
and divide the Committee upon it if necessary. 
He hoped however that the hon. gentleman 1n 
charge. of 'the Bill \~onld withdraw it. ~n doing 
so he would be doing only what was nght and 
fair and just, so far as grazing farm selectors 
were concerned. 

Mr. MELLOR said to frame a Land Bill 
that would suit all the conditions of the colony 
was a very· diffictJit matter. He thought 
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twenty years' tenure in the settled districts 
was quite long enough. He was perfectly 
satisfied that a great deal of land that 
had been thrown open to selection as grazing 
farms would be agricultural land long before the 
thirty years expired. People were asking for 
railways in various directions, and it well 
known that it would not pay to take 
where the lands were locked up for thirty years 
in grazing farms. Where the land was good it 
should not be locked up for so long as that. It had 
been argued that the squatters in thelW estern dis
tricts had got twenty years' leases, and therefore 
grazing farmers should get the same; but squatters 
in the settled districts got only ten years, while 
grazing ·farmers got thirty years. He felt 
confident that to lock up the land in the settled 
districts in large areas for thirty years would be 
a great mistake. It would be wanted for close 
settlement in less than that period. A great 
deal of good land had already been let as grazing 
farms. He was speaking from experience. 
He knew what the lands in the settled districts 
were, and he knew they would be wanted long 
before the thirty years expired. 

Mr. HODGKINSON said if all the land now 
held as agricultural land were cultivated, instead 
of importing produce they would have a surplus, 
and he did not think there was the slig-htest fear 
of any ~uch evil arising as that mentioned by the 
hon. member for Wide Bay. He thought an 
opportunity was afforded them that evening 
which they should take advantage of without 
hesitation. Two hon. members, who spoke with 
authority on the pastoral interest, had signified 
their opposition to that subsection, and 
he was certain it did not require very much 
more pressure to induce the Minister for 
Lands to withdraw it. If they attempted to 
take a vote on the question he (Mr. Hodgkinson) 
was perfectly satisfied that a large majority 
would show that they fully agreed with every 
word that had fallen from the hon. member for 
Barcoo and the hon. member for Mitchell. But 
he hardly thought it was necessary to go to a 
vote. He believed the Minister for Lands was 
only waiting out of pure courtesy to g·i ve hon. 
members an opportunity of airing their senti
ments, and was really ready to withdraw the 
subsection at once without debate. He (Mr. 
Hodgkinson) at any rate would not debate the 
question. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said on the 
second reading of the Bill he gave the reasons 
that induced him to insert that subsection 
reducing the term of the leases for grazing farms 
from thirty to twenty years. He was still of 
opinion that it would be judicious to reduce the 
term. To lockup, as theywere.doing, huge areas 
of some of the most valuable lands of the colony 
for practically a lifetime, even though, as the hon. 
memberfor South Brisbane had said, they received 
an increased rental for them, was a most in
judicious and pernicious policy, which would be 
condemned in future years. Thirty years was, 
in his opinion, too long a lease, but he was quite 
prepared to defer to the wishes of the Committee 
if they said it was not too long. He thought the late 
Minister for Lands himself and the Government 
of which the hon. gentleman was a member really 
held the opinion that thirty years was too long. 

Mr. JORDAN: No; never! 
The MINISTER FOR LANDS said how 

was it then that the late Government were so 
reluctant about throwing lands open for selection 
as grazing farms? During their term of office 
only about half a million acres had been thrown 
upen as grazing farms. 

Mr. HODGKINSON: The seasons were not 
!Jropitious, 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the 
seasons were quite as propitious as the season 
was last year, and during the year 1887 only 
513,759 acres had been thrown open for selection 
as grazing farms, while last year, under a 
vigorous administration of the. Land Act, which 
he desired to give a fair trial, there were 
thrown open and selected 1,390,000 acres-nearly 
three times as much as the late Government 
threw open in 1887. He believed that the 
reason why the then Government did not throw 
more lands open was that they believed it would 
not be a judicious policy to lock up large areas of 
land in that way for such a long time. He 
could quite understand pastoral lessees speak
ing· in favour of thirty years' leases, and 
had no doubt that if the term had been 
made forty, or even fifty years, they would 
have supported it because they knew into whose 
hands the lands would eventually fall. The hon. 
member for South Brisbane, Jlilr. ,T ordan, had 
referred to the lands taken up by Melbourne 
people in the Aramac district. vV as there no 
significance to be attached to that circumstance? 
Were those lands not in some way connected 
with the pastoral tenants in those districts? He 
knew of some cases in which attempts had been 
made by squatters, through the medium of 
grazing farmers, to regain parts of the resumed 
portions of their pastoral holdings. That was a 
well known fact, and he would not be a bit 
surprised if they had proposed to increase the 
thirty years' leases to fifty yearcl to find that the 
proposal met with the supp0rt of the pastoral 
section of the community. When that amending 
Bill was introduced he stated that he desired to 
make the Land Act of 1884 as effective as possible 
without departing from the principle of the 
Act, and he gave the reasons why he considered 
twenty years was a sufficiently long lease. It had 
been stated that the pastoral leases were for 
twenty-one years. The reason was obvious. Pas
torallands were re-assessed every seven years, that 
wa• three times during the currency o£ the lease. 
Grazing farms were re-assessed every five years; 
therefore four fives made up the term of twenty 
years. Of course if considered advisable to make 
the leases the same length as the pastoral leases 
they could add another year and the last assess
ment would be at the end of six instead of five 
years. If it really wished that the law 
should stand as was he would defer to the 
opinion of the Committee. At the same time he 
had candidly stated why he thought the proposed 
alteration would be judicious. 

Mr. TOZER said he stated on the second 
reading of the Bill that he intended to vote for 
that subsection, and he intended to do so still. 

1\Ir. GROOM said he intimated on the second 
reading of the Bill that he intended to vote for 
that subsection, and he was still of the same 
opinion. He objected to lands being locked up 
for such a long period. Some of the finest lands 
in the Burnett district, which he was certain 
would be wanted in the course of twelve years 
or so for close settlement, had been unjustly and 
unnecessarily locked up for thirty years. If the 
Minister for Lands divided the Committee on 
that subsection, he should vote with him, and, 
in doing so, he would simply be carrying out 
views that he had held for a long time. He 
endorsed every word the hon. gentleman had 
said. Before very long there would be a hue 
and at the way the land was being locked 
up by leases, more particularly where large 
areas were so leased. They would never have 
close settlement, in the ordinary. acceptance of 
the term, by leasing large areas for such long 
periods. That was his opinion from a long 
experience in the colony, and he should vote fo' 
the amendment in the Bill, 
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. The HoN. SIRs. w. GRIFFITH said he had· 
listened with very great regret and 1\U~prise to 
the speech just made by the hon. memb.er for 
Toowoomba. )le (Sir S. W. Griffith) certainly 
thought that if ther~ was one part of the Land. 
Act of 188± that had been generaliy accepted, 
except by a section of the extreme squat
ting party, as most beneficial to settlement 
throughout the country, it that which pro-
vided for thirty years' leases grazing farms. 
That was the part the old ultra-squatting party 
always objected to. :FJver since he had been a 
member of the Honse they had said, "Why 
shonld we give up ou:r land for other graziers? 
They are no better than we are." The answer 
given them was, "There will be ten of them for 
one of you." That new system was introduced 
after many years' struggle, and it had now 
become extremely beneficial in its operation. 
They found that close settlement was g·oing on in 
all parts of the colony; it was putting the land to 
its best use, whereas squatting was not putting 
the land to its best use. There was no alternative 
between those leases and leaving the land 
as it was for a great many years to come. 
It was either leaving the hnds in the hands of 
the present squatters at the old rents, or using 
it for the closest settlement it was capable of. 
The proposal_ of the Minister for Lands was to 
leave it in the hands of the present squatters, 
because selectors would not take up land for so 
short a time as twenty years. Hon. members 
knew perfectly well that th® real effect of the 
amendment would be to knock the grazing 
farm system on the head altogether. Those 
who believed in that system were the most 
concerned about the amendment, and those 
who had always been opposed to the graz
ing farm system, of whom the present head 
of the Government might be taken to be the 
representative all the years he had been in the 
House, would be the members found support
ing the amendment. He hoped the amendment 
would not be carried. He did not know that any 
part of the Bill gave him more concern than that, 
because it would have the effect of wiping out 
a most important part of the Act of 1884. 
He maintained that those grazing farms were 
disliked and detested by the hem. gentleman 
at the head of the Government, and those 
whom he represented. . The fight had been 
going on for years, and he hoped they were 
not going-, after the g-reat struggle they had had 
to defeat the opponents of grazing settlement in 
the colony, to hand back the victory they 
gained upon that occasion. To hand back what 
they had won in that struggle would be a great 
mistake. There were many parts of the colony 
where thirty years' leases might be too long ; but 
the remedy was not to offer grazing farms in those 
places. If the land ought not to be locked up, 
then why lock it up? The Bill was introduced 
for the purpose of encouraging settlement under 
what circumstances were possible in their time. 
If the time was reduced the whole system would 
be abolished, and he hoped the amendment would 
not be carried. 

Mr. OROMBIE said he could not understand 
the leader of the Opposition. The hon, gentle-
man must know that there no stronger 
opponents to the amendment the squatters 
on that side of the Committee. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFJ<'ITH: The old 
squatting party. -

Mr. OROMBIE said he did not know where 
hey were. They must all have died out. The 

Minister for Lands had rather opened his eyes. 
He seemed to think some hon. members must 
have some secret motive in the way of getting 
hold of those selections at the end of thirty years. 
He did not expect to be in this world at that 

tir~e. ; When the ho!1. :uerr:ber for Barcoo got urt 
to speak he w::J.s afraid It might be thought there. 

·was some ,secret mc,tive for the way he hadi 
spoken, but he 1 could assure the Hon. Minister: 
for Lands that he had no secret motive, and, 
he was .sur.e. the hnn. member for Barcoo. 
had none~eit.her. The reason why they ha<t 
spoken as 'they had was that they knew a great 
deal more than·· certain hon. members who had' 
not studied. .the subject so well. They had l\ 
good right to know and a good right to speak, 
and they knew that the 20,000-acre selectors 
would have all they could do to prosper with a 
thirty years' lease, and he certainly hoped they 
would pros~· because as long as he had them ag' 
neighbours he wished to have prosperous neigh-: 
bours. It would be all the worse for everybody·. 
if they were not prosperous. , 

The PREMIER s:tid he knew perfectly wel£ 
·to whom the hon. the leader of the Opposi· 
tion was alluding when he spoke of the old. 
squatting party. It was to himself (the Premier); 
of course. · But what had his action been in· 
refe1·ence to the land legislation of the colony?. 
He had always held, and the records of the 
Honse could. prove it, that he was a thorough 
believer in the Act of 18G9. What was the 
Act of 18G9? It was simply six months' 
tenure to the sqnatter. That was the tennrff 
squatters had then, and it was the tennrff' 
he thought they should have now. Ife had : 
always maintained that, so far as the rentals 
were concerned, under the Act of 1869 they• 
were as large as the rentals paid by the' 
squatter under his twenty years' tenure at 
present. He had always held thRt the pre· 
sent tennre was an improper one, and one, 
which would entail an enormous expense upon· 
the colony in future. He had been no champion 
of the squatter; he had always tried to hold the 
balance between the pastoral tenant and the: 
Crown, but when the leader of the Opposition 
got into power six years ago he did a great deal 
more. He gave on one hand an indefeasible 
tenure of twenty-one years, and on the other 
he gave to other pastoral tenants-for they were 
nothing else-the right of taking up land to the 
extent of 20,000 acres and holding it for a per~od 
of thirty years. He and others who thought w~th 
him protested against that legislation as throwmg 
the heritage of the people into the hands of those 
who wonld do no better with the land than the 
former occupants had done. Would the hon, 
gentleman say after that that he (the Premier) was 
a defender Of the old-fashioned squatter? If he 
were, all the more credit to him for trying to pro· 
tect the people from having their lands taken from 
them and locked up for a time which might almost 
be eternal. He believed those lands would be so 
hampered with improvements at the end of the 
tenure that the G<)vernment would either have 
to pay enormou.g sums as compensation or give 
an extended tenure. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFFITH: I do 
not think you see where your argument JS 
tending. 

The PREMIER ·said it was tending in the 
direction of showing that those lands could be 
made almost as valuable as freeholds as the law 
stood at 

1vir. 
The 

: Why shouldn't th~y ? 
PREMIER said the hon. member for 
had let the cat out of the bag. That 
showed what the effect of the legislation 
hon. leader of the Opposition would be. 

was a rather unfortunate remark for the hon. 
member to have made. He resented the remark 
of the leader of the Opposition that he had been 
the leader of the old-fashioned squatting party. 
The old-fashioned squatting party had no desire, 
and never laad, to take the lands from the people 
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in any shape or form. Let hon, members look 
at the Act of 1869, or the Act of 187ri; thc>re was 
no desire shown by him when passing those Acts 
to take the land from the people. Hon. gentle
men could not point to any section in any one 
of those Acts, except the permissive right of 
pre-emption in the Act of 1860, where he had 
made an attempt to take the hnds from the 
people, and at what price ?-10s. per acre. 
He was certain that those who bought land at 
10s. an acre under the Act of 186() would be 
happy to hand it back again to the Government 
to-morrow at the price they paid. The Act of 
1884, so far as the squatters were concerned, 
meant locking up the land for twenty-one years, 
and so far as the grazing farmers were con
cerned, locking it up for thirty years, with the 
baneful proviso that, at the end of the term, 
compensation had to be paid for improvements. 
With regard to the amendment, it wasunlyfairthat 
the grazing farmers should be put in the same posi
tion as the men who held the unresumecl portions 
of their runs, because the grazing farmer would 
use the land for no other purpose than the 
purpose for which it was used by the squatter. 
If he did not cause two blades uf grass to grow 
where one grew before-if he did not utilise the 
land in any other way than the way in which it 
was used by the previous occupant, he should 
not receive any more consideration at the hands 
of the State. 

The Hox. Sm S. W. GIUFFITH : That is 
the old squatting view. 

The PR:F;MIER said it was not. It was not 
pretended by the hon. gentleman that the land 
thrown open as grazing farms would for many 
years hence be usec! for anything else but grazing 
sheep and cattle, and he did not see why the 
people who took up those farms should receive 
any more consideration than the pioneers who 
went out into the wilderness find opened up the 
country. It was not as if the land was taken 
from the squatter for the purpose of legitimate 
settlement, because the fact was thflt those areas 
of 10,000, 15,000, and 20,000 acres were dummied 
wholesale, and the law allowed it. An ar:grega
tion of men with their sisters, cousins, and aunts, 
took up 120,000 or 150,000 acres and used it for 
the very same purpose for which it was used before. 
\Vlwre, then, was the close settlement of which 
the late Minister for Lands spoke? There was 
none. All that was clone was to get rid of one 
tenant, and put in another with a 50 per cent. 
additional tenure ; and that was all that would 
happen so long as the Act remained as it stood 
now. 'l'hat was a strong argument why the 
grazing farmer should be brought clown to the 
same tenure as that held by the pastoral tenant, 
There was not a pastoral tenant in that Chamber 
who did not know that what he had pointed out 
had been done, and the leader of the Opposition 
knew it as well. 

The HoN. Sm S, W. GRIFFITH: What has 
been done? 

Tl:e PREMIER said that an aggregation of 
grazmg farmers had combined to take up a tmct 
of land, say, six grazing farms of 20,000 acres 
each, with a tenure of thirty years. Did they do 
any better with the land than the man from whom 
it had been taken? 

1\fr. JOllDAN: Yes, They pay eight times 
the rent. 

The PI'l,EMIER said he would now deal with 
the rent question, spealdng from memorv, and 
his memory was pretty good on that question. 

Mr. JORDAX: I amo speaking from the 
tables. 

The PRK:VIIER said that in 18G9 the land 
was in some instances taken up by the squatter 
at 10s. per square mile. Afterwards the rent was 

arbitrarily increased at the end of the first 
seven years to 25s. per square mile, and in some 
instances to 30s. per square mile. In many 
instances those who took up land in the early 
clavs were forced to come under the Act of 1869 
and pay that high rent. In 1865 or 1866 squatters 
came in under the lower rate, but the rents of the 
old stfltions taken up by the pioneers were fixed 
at 25s. to 30s. per square mile, which v. as very 
much higher than the Os. 4d, named by the late 
Minister for Lands. 

J\:Ir. JORDAN: I gave Os, 4d, as the average. 
The PREMIER said he was not talking of 

averages; he was talking about the high rents 
which had to be paid by the pioneers in the 
\Vestern district-slightly to the north-west-and 
which had to be paid- by them up to the presenb 
time. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: A 
pioneer? 

The PREMIER said he was not talkino- of "a 
pioneer." He could ask the hon. member for 
Barcoo what rent he paid for Northampton 
Downs when he bought that run, And he could 
confidently say that all the pioneers in the 
l\Iitcholl district, who took up stations in 1862 
and1863, had to pay very high rents when the Act 
of 1860 was passed, and had to pay those high 
rents ever since. \Vhat the late Minister for 
Lands said about 9s. 4d. being the average 
might be absolutely correct, but it was not fair 
to include in his average the rents paid under 
another Act, which enabled men to take up runs 
at 5s. " square mile. He thought he had shown, 
ns far as the average was concerned, that, though 
it was true on the surface, when it was sub
jected to analysis it turned out to be very much 
the other way; that was to say, those runs 
taken np first were fixed at a very high rent, and 
thereforethecomparisonastowhatwas paid by the 
grazing farmer and the rent paid for Bowen 
Downs and 1Iount Cornish was a comparison 
that would not hold water, becftUSe the grazing 
farmer came in on much more favourable terms 
and with a much longer tenure. He thought it 
was doing a very greltt injustice to the country 
to lock up those lands for thirty years. During 
the past thirty years the population of the 
colony had increased from 2fl,OOO to over 
400,000, and no one could tell what the next 
thirty years might produce; and they should 
be very wary in locking up the lands of the 
colony 'in the way they were now being locked up. 
Though he was told by the leader of the 
Opposition that he was the representative of the 
old squatters, he was the repre8entative of no 
old squatter, He was there as a QueenRlander; 
all his children were born in Queensland ; he 
had every desire that Queensland should flourish; 
nncl he warned hon. members not to lock up 
the country in the way it had been locked 
up, but try, as far as possible, to undo the 
locking up that h:<d taken place in the past. 
It was nothing to him. He was not a squatter. 
He did not own an acre of squatting land in the 
colony, nor would he ever do so ; bH.U he pro
te<,ted, and he would protest as long as he had 
the honour of representing a constituency in 
that Committee, against any attempt at locking 
up the lands which belonged to posterity, 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH said that 
although the hon. gentleman stated that he 
would not lock up the land, yet he was willing 
to do so by selling it by auction. The land 

. should be kept for posterity, the hon. gentleman 
had wound up by saying, and his idea of 
doing so was to sell it by auction l It was 
<lifficul t to argue with such opinions as that. 
The hon. gentleman had just used the old argu
ments they had been hearing for the last 
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seventeen years-that the old squatters had been 
very far indeed from desiring to prevent settle
ment; that, on the contrary, they were r.lways 
willing to encourage settlement by offering to 
accept a six months' tenure. That was what 
they always professed, but it should be remem
bered that they had always taken very good care 
that there should be no other tenure offued to 
anyone elsP. which could induce anyone to take 
up their runs. 

The PREMIER : That is not correct. 

The HoN. SIRS. W. GRH'FITH •mid that 
so long as there was no other possible tenure 
which could compete wit.h them, it was quite a 
matter of indifference to them whether their 
tenure could be terminated after six months, or 
one month, or without any notice at all. J<'or 
fifteen years previous to the passing· of the Act 
of 1884, when the proposa1 was made to change 
the existing system, they had a! ways been defeated 
on the same arguments. It was always said, 
"Why should we, who ha Ye borne the burden 
and heat of the day, make way for others who 
will use the land for the same purpose?" The 
Premier said the same thing now, and it had been 
said seventeen years back. The reason was 
given that the srnall men would only put the 
land to the same use as the old squatter,, but the 
party in favour of the new system had said that 
if they could put twenty, thirty, or fifty men wh:re 
at present there was only one, they would be domg 
a good thing, even though the bnd would stil.l be 
utilised for grazing. But they should cons1dcr 
not the number of sheep or cattle on the land, 
but the fact that fifty men, instead of probably 
one absentee squatter, represented by a manaf<er, 
would occupy the land. They were always told 
that the sheep and cattle would be eating the 
grass just the same, but the supporters of the 
grazing farms thought of the men and women, 
who, with their families, would be upon the 
land. ·what were their young men to do if 
they could not go out into the country to settle? 
They would not all go into agriculture in 
its strict sense-ploughing and turning up the 
soil-and what inducement was offered them to 
go upon the land? They must go and buy a 
part of a run from some SC[uatter. That 
was the only thing before thGm. It was 
not likely that any of them would embark in 
grazing farms with the tenure the Government 
proposed to give them. It appeare<l as if the 
intention of the Government was to make the 
tenure such that no one would take up a grazing 
farm. "What man would skcrt his son in life on 
a grazing farm with a tenure of. twenty years, 
with the warnings they had before them of the 
number of bad seasons there had been? He 
took a personal interest in grazing. He looked 
forward to it as a possible outlook for his son. 
He took a )Jersonal inten·':t in it in t11at way, 
and he desired that there should be some muns 
by which a young man might go out into the 
country and gain a living for himself without 
paying a large sum of money to some existing 
squatter. It was a most important thing, and 
one which they had been strug_;ling for on that 
side of the Committee for years and years. How 
the Government had taken the earliest pos
sible opportunity of trying to do away with 
the system. '\Vhat was the good of saying that 
they had put the grazing farmer on a better 
footing than the old squatter? The old squattero 
had a tenure of twenty-one years, besid<' about 
twenty-one years that they had already had; and 
more than that, they were to be paid compensa
tion for all improvements, and the increase in 
the rent was very little. 

The PREMIER: They may get six months' 
nc.tice. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRili'FITH said that 
although they might have been; turned o!lt on 
six months' notice no one was hkely to disturb 
them. They knew perfectly well that they would 
not suffer from intrusion. 

Mr. MURPHY: There was more land selected 
on my run under the old Act than under the Act 
of 1884. 

An HoNOl:RABLH MHMBHR: Y on selected it. 
The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFJ<'ITH said that 

the areas previonsly taken up by selectors in 
the VVestern districts were so small. that .the 
squatters were practically safe from mtruswn. 
During the short time the ~et of 1?84 had 
been in operation, notwit!1standmg the disadvan
tao·eous circumstances, It had already shown 
its-;,lf to be a most beneficial one, and they also 
knew that a majority of the present Gover?· 
ment detested the system created by It, 
They detested the system of grazing farms. 
Some members of the present Government 
had earnestly supported the late Government 
in carrying through that part of the Ac~ of 
1884, and he had every rea~on to .be!Jeve 
that their action then was genume and smcere ; 
but he supposed that now they had to bow to 
the majority. They knew that the Government 
had had to compromise in other matters, and he 
supposed that those of its member.s 'yho had 
honestly in 1884 supported the prm01ple had 
now to yield to their colleagues, and try to 
undo what they had previously. supported. 
·why could the Government not giVe that part 
of the Act of 188·1 an opportunity of being 
tested thoroug·hly ? It was becoming succes~
fnl notwithstanding the bad seasons, and It 
sh~ulcl be allowed a chance, instead of alter· 
irw the conditions so that no one would take up 
th~ land. \Vho would take up a grazing farm 
for a term of twenty years? Of course he 
was not referring to the coast lands. Lands 
which were required for agriculture should _not 
be put up for grazing farms. The system might 
be abused in some parts of the colony, b~t th~t 
was no reason why they should aboh.sh It 
altogether, as in some parts of the colony It was 
the only practical way of breaking up the old 
scjuatting monopoly. 

The MINISTER FOR l\IINES AND 
WORKS said the hon. gentleman who had j~tst 
sat down had passed the Act of 1884 by usmg 
aruuments as fallacious as those he had just used. 
H~ sttid without fear of contradiction that the Act 
of 1884 would never have been passed ~y any 
Parliament, bnt especially by the Parhament 
which had passed it, had the hon. gentleman and 
his colleag-ues not held out inducements through 
their expectations of large revenue from that Act, 
which had never been realised. 

l\Ir. JORDAN: They will be. 
The l\HNIS'l.'ER FOil MINES AND 

WOllKS saicl they had no pr~Jof tha~ they would 
be, and the very fact ?f theu passmg. ~he Act 
had thrown the colony m to such a conshtiOn that 
it had placed the present Government m power. 

l\Ir. JORDAN: Long droughts and misrepre· 
sentation. 

The l\1INIST1m FOR MINES AND 
"WORKS said that was the old story. Induce
ments had been held out to hon. gentlemen to 
pass every clause of the Act of 1884. They ~ere 
told that there would be a large .revenue. denved 
from it and one hon. member said that It would 
produc~ two millions, while another member '!£ 
the Government did not know how much It 
would produce. Hon. members at that time had 
been led astr"y by the arguments of the leader of 
the Opposition who was then the leader of the Go
vernment, and'by some of his colleagues, an~ they 
had passed the Act most cheerfully, and Without 
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examining what the consequences would be. l'\ ow, 
the hon. gentleman said that the old squatters 
were still the old squatters, and that the Premier 
was the leader and champion of the old squatters. 
\V ell, he was not an old squatter nor yet a new 
squatter, and he certainly thought that the Act 
of 18G9-barring the pre-emptive right, which he 
had never believed in-was a much better Act 
for the colony of Queensland than the Act of 
1884, combined with the operation of the Act of 
1876, for the settlement of people upon the land. 
The hon. gentleman had asked who would go 
into a grazing farm with a tenure of twenty 
years, because he had tu make improvements. 
\Vould a man who could not go in for one with a 
twenty years' tenure, go in for one with a thirty 
years' tenure? 

The Hox. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: Yes. 
The MIJ'\ISTER FOR MINES AND 

\VORKS : \V as twenty years not long· enough to 
work out the improvements? 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: No. 
The JVIINISTElt FOR MINES AND 

WORKS: No; and fifty years would not be 
long enough according to the ideas of some 
members. \Voulcl the hon. gentleman say how 
it was that the "old S<Juatter" he had spoken of 
had gone in for tens of thousands of pounds in 
improvements with only a six months' tenure? 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: 'rhey 
had their pre-emptives. 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
\VORKS said he knew they had their pre
emptives, and the hon. gentleman had helped 
them very much with those pre-empti l"es, although 
he was not in the House when the 18G9 Act 
passed. 

The HoN. Sm S. W GRU'FITH: How 
did I do that? 

The MINISTER FOR MINES Al'\D 
\VORKS: Did the hon. gentleman remember 
the time when he pa.s•;e<l a clau,;e in the 1876 
Act giving the sqmttters the power to consolida,te 
their pre-emptivPs, and make those large estates 
which were now the bane of the country and 
were dete,ted by the country ? Did the hon. 
gentleman not recollect that he was strongly 
opposed on that point by sever:1l hon. members 
sitting on his own side, as well as by hon. 
memberd opposed to him at the time? 

The Hox. Sm S. W. G RIF]'ITH : I 
remember all about it. It was a personal 
opposition to one man. 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
\VOUKS said he did not know what the hon. 
member for Toowoomba did at that time, but 
he knew he had himself done so as a strenuous 
opponent of large estatee. 'I'he leader of the 
Opposition had no right to speak on that ques
tion, as' he had never been a Liberal in idea upon 
land legislation. "When it suited his purpose the 
hon. gentlen,an had helped the squatters, and 
when it did not he held up a reel rag, and made 
his followers believe that he was a! ways opposed 
to squatting. 

An HONOUHABLE JYfE~IBEll : He is an oppor· 
tunist. 

'rhe MINISTER ]'OR MI~ES Al'\D 
\VOUKS: Yes; he was probably an oppor
tunist on the question. The prc ;ent bw allowed 
those lands to be locked up for thirty years, and 
let them see what sort of lamls they were. 
\V ere they lands that could not be cle,·oted to 
anything else but grazing? \Vould the hon. 
gentleman or would any hon. member of the 
Committee tell him that agricultural lands, and 
good agricultural lands, were not being locked 
up? 

The Hox. Sm S. W. GRIF]'ITH: They 
ought not to be. 

'l'he MINISTER FOU MINES AND 
WORKS said it could not be helped. He said 
that if that land which was being locked up 
under the thirty years' tenure was fit for nothing 
else but grazing, he would not b~ as strong!y 
opposed to it as he was; but knowmg as he did 
that good agricultural bnd, and some of the best 
land, had, owing to the Act, been locked up by 
both Governments--the present and the last Go .. 
vernment--he was opposed to the thirty years' 
tenure and would reduce it still more than to 
twenty years if possible. He wc;uld do so,. not 
because he liked squfltters and disliked agncul
tuTists, but because he looke•:l forward to the time 
when the country would have to take those lands 
b::wk again; when the succeeding tenant, or the 
State would have to pay an amount of com
pensation to get those lands that they would 
not be able to pay, and when the lands would 
consefjuently have to be allowed to remain in the 
hands of the individuals who had them now or 
in the hands of their successors. That was his 
objection to the thirty years' lease. He was not 
speaking in favour of the squatter, who would, no 
doubt, like a thirty years' tenure. 

Mr. CROJYIBIE : Oh! certainly. 
The MINISTEE FOR MINES AND 

\VORKS said he knew that, and he knew that 
never in Australia had the squatters h:;,cl so 
beneficial an Act passed for them as the Act of 
1884. They all knew it, and for that reason he 
had clone his best to prevent the passing of that 
Act, and he would do it again and more strongly; 
he believed he would stonewall and prevent its 
passing by taking every opportunity afforded by 
the rules of the House. It had been a most perm
cious Act in that respect. Look at the land now 
beino- locked up even in the Western country; 
could they say what it would be thirty years 
hence? Look at the population to which they had 
increased in one generation. If they increased 
their population in the same proportion-and he 
saw no reason why they should no~, but rat.her, 
in fact a reason why they should mCI·ease m a 
greate; proportion-if they increase~ in tl~e 
same proportion as they had done smce 1860 
that \Ve,.tm·n country, whe;·e the 20, 000-acre 
blocks were being· taken up-htnd which no one 
could estimate the capabilities of-would be 
required for close settlement. They did not 
know what irrigation would do for those lands 
when they c:t1ne to tapping. the resc;urces under· 
neath the surface. He smd that 1f they were 
to increase their population in the same propor
tion long before the thirty years were up, or even 
fifte~n years, the people would be crying out for 
those lands for what would be actually close sett] e .. 
ment. The settlement of one man upon 20,000 
acres of land was not close settlement, whatever 
term the hon. member for South Brisbane might 
choose to apply to it. They knew for a fact that 
large estates \vere being aggregated in the way 
pointed out by the leader o_f ~he ~overnment, 
and if the leader of the OppositiOn cl1d not look 
upon the Act of 1884 as his esp~cial pet lamb, 
he would know it also, and would confess it, 
The hon. gentleman could not see anything 
wrong in the Act of 1884, any more than a 
mother could see anything wrong in her own 
child. He considered that Act his own pet 
lamb and would not allow any other sheep 
of th~ flock to bleat at it. He (Mr. Macrossan) 
hoped the hon. member would not car_ry his 
opposition against the proposed alteratwn of 
the section any further. The hon. member for 
Toowoomba had been, in the House and out of 
it, as strong an ad 1·oc>tte for the settlement of 
the people upon the lane\ as ever the leader of ~he 
Opposition had been. That was a fact which 
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every member of the Committee must admit, 
and when the hon. member for I'oowoomba was 
in favour of the amendment, it ill befitted the 
leader of the Opposition to talk about it reing 
a squatting- attempt, to reduce the tenure from 
thirty to twenty years. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: It is that 
all the same. 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
WORKS said he did not think it would be said 
that either the hon. member for Toowoomba or 
himself wer~ squatters. They had never been 
connected w1th squatters, and he believed they 
were both in earnest in trying to get true settle
ment upon the land, and prevent the lands of the 
C?lony being lock!"d up. It might be a very 
dJSagreeable term m the mind of the leader of 
the Opposition, but it was the proper term to 
apply to it, because the 'land was locked up, and 
must remain so for ~hirty years. He was strong-ly 
opposed to the lockmg up of the lands for thirty 
years, and he would vote as freely for the red uc
tion of the term to fifteen years as he would for 
the reduction of the term to twenty years. 

Mr. GROOM: So would I. 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
WORKS said the Government considered that 
twenty years was better than thirty years, not 
because they were squatters, but because they 
thought it would, to some extent, preYent the 
locking up of the land. Hon. members were 
free to vote as they liked on the question and 
those who thought the thirty years' leas~ was 
preferable could vote for it. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFFITH said he 
would say a few words, not by way of answer 
~o the hon. gentlem':n who had just spoken, but 
m order to correct h1m upon a matter of history. 
The hon. member had said that he (Sir S. \V. 
Griffith) could not claim to speak as a Liberal 
in land legislation, as compared with hon. 
gentlemen opposite. That was also, he thought 
a matter of history, and hon. members would' 
no doubt, form their own opinions upon it: 
The hon. gentleman bad said that in 1876 he 
(Sir S. \V. Griffith) had been a party to the 
extension of the pre-emptive system, which was 
strongly opposed by the side of the House on 
which the hon. member then sat. 

The MINISTER FOR MIKES AND 
WORKS ; Strongly opposed by me, and by 
some members on your own side. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFFITH: In the 
Act to which the hon. member referred the 
Railway Reserves Act, it was proposed 'that 
when a squatter's run was taken from him or a 
considerable part of it, under the provisi,;ns of 
that Act, and he was entitled to pre-emption on 
various runs, he might take it all up in one 
block. That appeared to him still to have been 
?f great advan~age to the country, because, 
mstead of enablmg the squatter to pick out the 
eyes of the country, in ten or twenty different 
runs, he had to make his castle in one place. 
The hon. gentleman said he had no right to pose 
as a land reformer, because once a Government 
of which he was a member, made a provision t~ 
promote the formation of large estates. He (Sir 
S. \V. Griffith) was giving the true history of the 
matter, and he said that under those circumstances 
they thought it in the interests of the country that 
~man should t~ke upthewh?leof his pre-emptives 
m one place, mstead of 1ncking out the eyes of 
several run~.. And that was opposed, not from 
any oppo.s1t10n to the system, but from per
sonal animosity to one member who then sup
ported the Government, and who was known to 
be desirous of taking advantage of it. That was 

a notorious fact. Advantage was taken of the 
law in, he believed, half-a-dozen instances. On 
that slender ground new members were invited to 
believe that all his past land legislation was for the 
aggregation of large estates. 

The PREMIER said it was only fair to point 
out what really did take place with regard to 
the Railway Reserves Act. Certain individuals 
had acquired pre-emptive rights under the Act of 
lSGD, and they were compelled-they had no 
other means of getting the land-totakeupisolated 
blocks of 2,!'560 acres each on different runs. In 
one case nearly 40,000 acres were taken up in 
that way, from the runs included in the railway 
reserves. \Vhat happened then was that the 
Government, of which the hon. gentleman was a 
member, put up those lands to auction at a price 
up to 30s. per acre. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRIFFITH : That 
is another thing a!Logcther. 

The PREMIER said he was talking about the 
Rail way Reserves Act, and showing how the Go
vernment, of which the hon. gentleman wasamem
ber, behaved to the unfortunate pastoral tenants 
who had taken up pre-emptives under the Act of 
lSGD. As he was saying, those lands were put up 
at auction at a price ranging from 20s. to 30s. 
per acre, and in the particular instance to which 
he was alluding, the a' erage certainly approached 
the higher figure. The unfortunate lessee of 
that country was compelled either to buy that 
land or to see his pre-emptives rendered value
le,;s, and he was blackmailed on that occa
sion, at the beck and call of the hon. gentle
man and his party, to the extent of over 
£!10, 000. The result was that one of the biggest 
estates in the colony was aggregated-an estate 
which probably, if cut up now, would soon be 
covered with fairly flourishing homesteads. On 
two adjoining properties the same state of affairs 
prevailed. That was the way in which the hon. 
gentleman preserved the land for the people, 
and if the hon. gentleman posed as a land 
reformer on those facts-which the country 
should have before them-he failed egregiously. 

:Mr. SALKELD said the Premier had made a 
mistake in saying that the leader of the Opposi
tion was not in favour of land settlerr;ent, because 
he had given the squatters a twenty-one years' 
lease of the unresumed portions of their runs. The 
Act of 1884 gave them a fifteen years' lease, and an 
amendment was carried in 1886-against the 
wishes of the Government and a majority of their 
s11pporters, and with the assistance of the then 
Opposition almost in a solid body-giving them 
an additional six years. The Minister for Mines 
and \Vorks had just stated that if he could, he 
would make the tenure for grazing. areas fifteen 
years instead of twenty years. How did the 
h(m. gentleman square that with his action in 
188G-for he presumed the hon. gentleman voted 
for that amendment-in favour of increasing the 
squatters' tenure from fifteen years to twenty 
years? 

An HONOURABLE J\1E:I!BER : He did not vote 
for it ; he voted against it. 

Mr. SALKEL D said he was under the im
pression that the hon. gentleman voted for it, but 
if it was not so he would withdraw his remark. 
A great deal had been said about locking up land. 
It was marvellous what ideas some people had 
about locking up land. Under the grazing farm 
clauses of the Act of 1884 it was provided that 
the Government of the day could proclaim land 
open for selection in any district, and the 
Minister for Lands said that a lot of that land 
would be required for close settlement before 
twenty year.s were over, which was now locked 
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up. But why did not they stop it? Wh;: did 
they not prevent any more land from being 
proclaimed in the settled districts, which was 
likely to be required within twenty years? It was 
not likelythatland in the \Vest would be ret[uired 
within that period. Did the hon. g-entleman 
mean to tell them that all the land fit for agri
culture in the settled districts along the coast 
line would be taken up in thirty years? He 
entirely disbelieved it. 

An HONOURABLE MEMBER: It is all gone now. 
Mr. SALKELD said he did not think 

it was all gone in the Central districts. The 
grazing farm clauses of the Act provided 
that the State should receive a largely increased 
rental for the land ; that the leases should be for 
thirty years, and that the rents might be revised 
at the end often years, and every five years after
wards, and could be increased to the extent of 
50 per cent. The Ministry had kept that all 
in the background; they had never referred to 
the vital part of the argument that those were 
the strongest reasons for giving the extended time. 
He r6membered a case where nine persons took up 
119,000 acres of land, and the strongest argument 
brought forward against the grazing farm 
process was that so much land should be locked 
up, and all the rest of it, but the facts as 
disclosed by the late Minister for Lands disproved 
altogether the allegations with regard to locking 
it up. They proved that the State received a 
largely increased rental, that a certain amount 
of improvements had to be done, that every 
holding had to be occupied, and that the rents 
could be increased at the end of ten years. 
The remedy for any mistakes that might be 
made under the Act in the settled districts, or 
wherever land was likely to be required for agri
cultural purposes, rested in the hands of the 
Ministry at the present time. That remedy was 
to look ahead, and not throw open land for graz
ing farms in places where it was likely to be 
required for close &ettlement within thirty years. 
His impression was that the reduction of the 
leases from thirty to twenty years would pre
ver+t a very large quantity of land from being 
selected, and the result would be that it would 
remain to be taken up under occupation licenses 
at a mere nominal rental. He believed that the 
grazing farm clauses of the Act of 1884 were 
beginning to be appreciated and promised to be 
far more . successful than anything else they 
had had 111 the past, and to reduce the term 
from thirty years to twenty would paralyze the 
operation of the system. He therefore hoped 
the Committee would refuse to reduce the term 
of the lease. 

Mr. JORDAN said in reference to the remarks 
that had been made about throwing lands open 
as grazing farms, he wished to state that in all 
cases he had, when in office, a<certained as far as 
possible whether such lands were likely to be re
quired for settlement before throwing them open. 
Ho remembered one case in particular in which one 
of their most intelligent dividing commissioners, 
lYir. Gibson, sent in a very interesting and 
elaborate report upon thirteen consolidated runs 
in the Southern portion of the colony, between 
Mungindi and St. George. They contained 
nearly 4,000,000 acres, and from the description 
of the dividing commissioner he (Mr. Jordan) 
was satisfied that a very large proportion of 
it was land of superior quality. He requested the 
dividing commissioner to call at the Lands Office, 
and the result was that they had a long conver
sation. That gentleman described much of the 
land as being very fine chocolate-coloured soil, 
permanently watered. He (lVIr. Jordan) asked 
him if a good deal of it was not suitable for agri
culture. He replied that it was, but that there 
was no agricultural settlem~t there, and if it 

was proclaimed open to selection as grazing 
farms it would be at once taken up by people 
from New South \Vales. He (Mr. Jordan) 
said they must be careful that it was 
not proclaimed open on thirty years' lease ; 
but that they should try and re~ain alternative 
blocks so that it would be ava1lable for settle
ment ~hen required. He gave instructions to 
that effect, and the laud was not proclaimed as 
grazing farms while he was in office. The 
Minister for Lands had said that he (Mr. 
,T ordan) was unfavourable to thirty years' 
leases when he was in office, because he was very 
tardy in getting land thrown open for settle
ment. In that the hon. gentleman was labour
ing under a great mistake. \Vhilst ~e was 
Minister for Lands, he gave particulars 111 that 
House of all the land brought under the Act, 
all that had been dealt with by the board, 
and all that had been thrown open for settle
ment ; and if his memory served h!m the area !hen 
thrown open for selection as grazmg and agrwul
tural farms was 12,000,000 acres. There were 
necess:trily some delays during the first year or 
two, but the work was carried on with all 
possible expedition, and the hon. gentleman was 
in error in saying that it was not proceeded 
with as rapidly as possible. If the Premier 
would refer to the tables attached to the repurt 
of the Lands Department, he would see what 
he (Mr. Jordan) had stated was correct. He was 
speaking of the average rent paid by the pastoral 
tenants, he was comparing it with the average 
rent paid during 1888 by holders of small grazing 
farms, the latter being five and a-half far
things per acre, while the average rent of 
p<tstoral tenants outside the schedule, under 
the old system, was !Js. 4d. per sqn~re mile. 
Table 1!J showed that some rents ofgrazmgfarms 
were 2d. per acre, many 1-~d. per acre, and only 
one ~d. per acre. ?'hat tab!~ showed that. the 
average rent now paid for grazmg farms was e1gl_1t 
times as much as the average rent that was pa1d 
by the pastoral tenants under the old system, 
as proved by table 32 in the report of the 
Lands Department for 188R. He would ask 
the Premier, and the Minister for Lands, 
and the Minister for Mines and Works 
-and the latter could always make out a 
good case, however bad it was· in itself intrinsi
cally-whether they thought those 40,000,000 
acres which had been resumed for close settle
ment would be extensively occupied by people 
paying eight times as much re':t as was paid 
before, if the term of the grazmg farm lease 
was reduced from thirty to twenty years? 
He did not think they would. If the pro
posed change was made' there would be noLhing 
like 1,390,038 acres taken up, as there was 
last year. It was most unreasonable for hon. 
gentlemen to repeat the old expl'?ded state
ment that squatters would form a rmg to take 
up those farms when they had to pay eig~t times 
as mnch rent as wa.s paid before. The thmg was 
too ridiculous, and he wondered that hon. gentle
men were not ashamed to repeat the argument. 
The hon. member for Toowoomba talked about 
locking u'\J vast areas ofland for thirty years. But 
what were those vast areas? \Vhereastheoldsquat
tages averaged about 200 square miles in extent, 
those "vast areas" were about nine square miles 
on the average. There were no vast areas locked 
up, and if the proposed change was made the 
grazing farm system would be stopped. As to 
throwing open land suitable for agriculture for 
selection as grazing farms, if any Jl.![inister for 
Lands did that it would be his own fault, 
and he would be accountable to the country 
for it. The Minister for Lands had the matter 
entirely under his own control, and none of 
the rich lands in the settled districts should 
hB proclaimed open to selection as grazing 
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farms. He (~Ir. J m·dan) had been particular 
in that matter, and very many cases sub
mitted to him he rejected. He was sorry he 
had occupied so much time of the Committee ; 
but he felt very deeply on the subject, and 
wanted to see those '10,000,000 acres of resumed 
land occupied, improvements made on them, and 
men employed in making those improvement'·· 
If those 40,000,000 acres were occupied at the 
present rents of 5J: farthings an acre they would 
bring in £229,000 a year, and with the advanced 
rents in the last period they would bring in 
£91G,OOO. The Premier had said that those 
small squatters would not mrtke two bl::tdes of 
graRs grow where only one grew before. He 
(Mr. ,Jordan) was of an entirely different opinion; 
he believed they would make five or six grow. 
They wonld pay eight times the rent paid before, 
the holders would have to spend a great deal of 
money on improvements, and if the land got into 
the hands of intelligent men with some capital
and it was only such men who would take up 
those lands-they certainly would make two 
blades of grass grow where only one grew pre
viously. 

Mr. ALLAX said he rose to refer to a remark 
made by the hon. member who had just sat 
clown. The hon. member alluded to a report 
made by Commissioner Gibson on country on 
t!{e border of New South \Vales, and said Mr. 
Gibson stated that the land was well suited for 
agriculture. No man had a higher opinion of 
Mr. Gibson than he (:!'.fr. Allan), but that gentle
man had not been in the country referred to 
many months, while he (Mr. Allan) had been 
there for many years, and he knew that year after 
year they tried to cultivate very carefully, but 
not one year in four did they get a crop, and any 
man who tried to get a living there by farming 
would very soon give it up. They had to 
get fodder for their horses, not only from 
the Darling Downs, but also from New Z:aland. 
The opinion of 1\Ir. Gibson, therefore, In that 
particular was not reliable. He (Mr. Allau) was 
surprised at some remarks which fell from lead
ing- members on both sides of the Committee, 
with respect to po,storalists. He was very sorry 
to hear the remark nmde by the Minister for 
Lands as to the reason why pastoralists would 
oppose that subsection. He (1\Ir. _'dlan) was not in 
favour of dummying ; he had never had anything 
to do with dummying and never wanted to. The 
leader of the Opposition had also made some 
unfair remarks on the same subject. He (Mr. 
Allan) was not in favour of reducing the leases 
for gra7.ing farms from thirty to twenty years, 
because he wanted to see every facility given to 
people who tried to make a living on a 20,000-
acregrazing f?.election. He knew what the country 
was, and the difficulties that had to be c;ontended 
against. The land had to be fenced m, water 
conserved by wells and tanks, and stock put _on 
the land, and the selector had to fight Wlth 
droughts rtnd floods alternately, so that it would 
take the whole of thirty years to make the enter
prise pay. 

Mr. SMITH said he certainly intended to 
vote against the subsection. reducing the tenure 
for grazing farms frmn thrrty to t\venty y~ars. 
If they gave the large ECJUatters a lease for 
twenty-one years, they should give the grazing 
far1ner smne consideration, Leeaur;e he wa,s 
obliged to make improvements on the land, and 
pay a higher re~t than the SC[Uat~er. They 
should give every 1nducen1ent to grazing farnwrs 
to occupy the land. 

1\Ir. SALKJ~LD said with reference to the 
Minister for J1Iines ttnd \V arks voting on the 
extension of squatters' leases, he found that on 
both occasions the hon. gentlernun voted with 
the majority in favour of both amendments fo1· 

the extension of those leases, and also in favour 
of re;mming only one-fourth, instead of one-half 
of the runs, being of opi~ion that the_re would be 
plenty of land available vnthout resurrnng one-half. 

1\Ir. MURRA Y said he was in favour of 
retaining the present period of thirty years ; but 
it mattered very little what was the term of the 
lease, as there was very little danger of the 
tenants ever being dispossessed by .any Govern
ment because the cost of disposse·.qmg would be 
so gr~at. The only thing the Government could 
d~ would be to increase the rent ; the len~th of 
the tenure would be quite a secol!dary con~rdera
tion. There was too great a drfference m the 
terms as regarded taking up agricultural and graz
ing farms, both in prices and terms. T?ere was 
nothing to prevent the holder of a .grazmg farm 
using a portion of his land for agrrcultural pur
poses, and comp.eting with the farmers, becans~ 
whilst he held hrs land at ld. per acre, the.Jatter 
had to pay Gd. He thought that was unfarr. 

Mr. PL UNKETT said he would have great 
pleasure in supporting the amendment, a., he 
considered twenty yee,rs was long enough. In 
fact long before tha~ time a go?d deal of the 
land would be reC[urred for agrrcultural settle
ment. As the hon. member for N orme,nby had 
said, it would not make much differen.ce whet her 
the lease was twenty years or thirty years, 
as it would be ulmost impossible to get the 
people off the land. The tenants could p~t 
such improvements upon the land that rt 
would be impossible f,Jr the Government to buy 
it back again. There refll!y ought to be some 
limit as to the amount of improv.ements that a 
selector could put upon a grazmg farm ; he 
thought 10s. per acre would be ample for. all 
that was necessary upon a 20,000-a~re .selectwn. 
If there was not a limit, at the exprratwn of the 
lease it would be impossi~le for any Government 
to buy the land back agam. He would support 
the amendment. 

1\Ir. CAMPBELL said when the clause was 
before the Committee inl884, many hon. mernb.ers 
wnre carried away by it. ]from the glowmg 
opinions which wore gh:en, it was expected 
that as soon as the Land Drll passed ~here wo:1Id 
be hundreds of young men .wrth caprtal rang;ng 
from Jo:3 000 to £10,000 commg up and occupymg 
"razing ' farms in Queensland. 1\fany hon. 
~1embers thought that would be the c~se, but, 
unfortunately, that was not so_; and smce then 
he had steadily opposed the thrrty ye>ers' lease, 
bein~ perfectly certain that a lot of those 20,000-
acre" farms would get into the hands <:f the 
pastoralists before ma~y years. He drd not 
think that would occur m places where the farms 
were small, but he firmly believed that that 
would be the result in regard to the large farms. 
Therefore he felt it his duty .to oppose the 
thirty years' leases and to vote wrth the Govern
ment. 

1\Ir. MELLOR said he was sorry that in so~ne 
cases persons who had taken up land as grazmg 
farms had competed with the farmers; but J::c m:JSt 
Ray that fact had not caused him to _lose hrs fa;1th 
in the Land Act of 1884. He d1d not thmk 
thirty years was too long a lease in the \V estern 
narts o"f the country at any rate, and he t~1ought 
the Minister for Lands might have seen Ius way 
to have made the reduction apply only to 
land in the coastal districts. If the hon. gentle
man had done that he would have supported 
him and snch an arrangement would J:ave been 
acc~ptable to a majority of the Commrttee. In 
the coast districts, and places whA~e goldfields 
exi"ted the lands might be wanted m less than 
thirty ye>ers, but he did not b~liev~ that a twenty 
years' lease would be a sufficrent mducement for 
people to settle in the far ·western parts of the 
colony. 
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Question-That subsection 4 of clause 3 stand 
part of the clause-put, and the Committee 
divided:-

Ans, 14. 
:Messrs. Xelson, }forehead, l\:Iacrossan, Black, Groom, 

Donaldson, Dnnsmure, VVatson, Camp bell, Tozer, North, 
Plnnkett, Lissner, and Callan. 

NoEs, 28. 
Sir S. W. Griffith, :Messrs. Jordan, Glassey, Hunter, 

Sayers, Salkcld, Grime'l, Smith, l\forgan, )'[acfarlanc, 
Bnckland, G. H. Jones, Lnya, Hamilton, Cor field, Allan, 
Melior, Powers, Philp, Mc:Uaster, ::Hurray, Crombie, 
Drake, Unmack, VYimble, IsambJrt, Barlow, and:Murphy. 

Question resolved in the negative. 
On the motion of the MINISTER FOR 

LANDS the House resumed ; the CHAIR~IAN 
reported progress, and obtained leave to sit again 
to-morrow, 

ADJOURNMENT, 
The PREMIER sttid: Mr. Speaker,-I move 

that this House do now adjourn. 
Mr, TOZEH. said: Mr. Speaker,-I rise to 

move as an amendment that the House at its 
rising adjourn till Monday. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRU'FITH: Monday 
is not a sitting day. 

Mr. TOZER: I understood from the leader of 
the Government the other day that we were 
going to sit next Monday. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GIUFFITH: That 
cannot be brought on before to-morrow. 

Mr. 'rOZER: Mr. Speaker,-I will give my 
reasons for proposing the amendment. :Many 
hon. members have not been so much occupied as 
others, I have been sitting on select committees 
for several days, and to-morrow I have two to 
sit upon. I have not been able to get throuah 
the work imposed upon me, and I wa~1t 
to see the show. To-morrow will be a public 
holiday, and I do not see why we should not 
take advantage of it as well as the general 
public. I think I am entitled to a little leisure. 
Since the 21st of May I h:we been pretty regular 
in my attendance here; and I think it is only 
fair that we should have one day at any rate. 
If th~re wa' any business on the paper of a 
very nnportant character I would not propose 
that we should adjourn over to-morrow; but there 
is no business of an important character set 
down for to-morrow. 

An HONOURABLE MEMBER : Make it Tuesday. 

Mr. T<;JZER: I do not care particularly 
whether It is Monday or Tuesday. What I 
want is a holiday to-morrow. I do not want in 
any way to embarrass the conduct of Government 
business, but if the Government will consent to 
the arrangement, I will move, as an amendment 
that the House at its rising adjourn till Tuesday 
next. 

The HoN. SIR S. W. GRI!<'FITH said: Mr. 
Speaker,-The que~;tion before us is the adjourn
ment of the House, and I rise to speak to that. 
I do not know whether hon. members are aware 
what the effect of adjourning over to-morrow 
will be. I have no business on the paper for 
to-morrow, but I observe that there is enough 
private business on the paper to occupy a con
siderable part of the sitting. There are enough 
Orders of the Day standing over to occupy the 
whole of next Thursday ; and the resumptiOn of 
the debate on the motion relating to the sugar 
industry is set down for Friday, th~ 30th Augnst. 
¥or the following Thursday an O~der of the Day 
Is set down ; ancl for the followmg Friday two 
Orders of the Day are fixed. And the result 
of adjourning over to-morrow would be to 
throw the whole of that business into confusion. 

Every member who has got a day for any 
p~ivate business coming on, will lose it, and it 
w1ll be a matter of absolute chance for the next 
two months whether that business can come on 
again. That is a very serious matter, as there 
are some important private Bills coming on. It 
is not fair bringing up a question like this at 
half-past 11 o'clock, when everyone is in a hurry 
to go home, and not in a humour to discuss it. 
If it is not thought desirable to sit to-morrow, 
we can have a quorum here, and then adjourn. 
I am not at all anxious to come to-morrow, but 
to hon. members having private business on 
the paper an adjournment would be unfair, as 
it would throw all the busines; into confusion, 
and there is no way of putting it right again. 
I am speaking from experience. \V e have 
alrettdy had one holiday this week, and that is 
the most we have ever had previously under the 
circumstances. I do not think it is advisable to 
ask us to adjourn because a few members want 
to go to the races to-morrow. 

Mr. GROOM said: Mr. Speaker,-I do not 
object to meeting to-morrow, but at the same 
time if the House desires to have a holidtty I 
shall offer no objection. Like the hon. member 
for \Vide Bay, I htwe been sitting since 9 
o'clock this morning, having sat for two hours 
and a-ht1lf on a select committee, and then in 
this Chamber. But I wi,h to draw the attention 
of the Premier to the notice of motion he has 
given to commence sitting on :Monday in next 
week. As a country member I am quite ready 
to make arrangements to sit on the ~Ionday fol
lowing, but, as the hon. gentleman has only 
given notice of motion to-day, it makes it very 
awkward for country members to sit on l'!Iond:w 
next. This affects other hon. members as well 
as myself, as we must make arrangements for 
our private business, and we cannot make the 
necessary arrangements for the first ~Monday. 
If the Monday sitting be commenced the week 
after next I shall be quite willing to come here 
to help to form a House, but I think it will be 
impossible to do so next Monday. 

i\Ir. HAMILTON said: Mr. Speaker,-To
morrow is a private members' day, ltml it is only 
right that they should be consulted. The ques
tion has been raised by a private member, aud it 
has been supported by private memberR. If the 
House does not sit to-morrow it will not thi·ow 
business into chaos. The hon. member for 
Toowoomba has the first private business coming 
on to-morrow, and he has stated that he has no 
objection to the adjournment. As to the Premier's 
notiue of motion ~ with regard to sitting on 
Monday, there is no objection to the adjournment 
proposed by the hon. member for \Vide Bay, 
because on the 22nd of May I find that the 
Pren1icr ll10Ved, pursuant to order, ,, rrhat, 
unless oth'3rwise ordered, the House will meet 
for the despatch of business at 3 o'clock p.m. on 
Tuesday, \Vednesday, Thursday, and Friday in 
each week." 

Mr. PO\VERS said: Mr. Speaker,-I under
stood the leader of the Opposition to say that an 
adjournment will disorganise the whole private 
business. But that can be avoided by getting 
enough hon. members to attend to-morrow to 
form a quorum, and then adjourn. Private mem
bers for some time past have had to look five or 
six weeks ahead to find a date on which to fix 
their business. To-day I had to move that the 
committal of a Bill should come on on the l!Jth 
of next month. 

Mr. MACF AH.LANE said: Mr. Speakel',
I think we shall be setting a very bad precedent 
if we have two holidays for the Brisbane show. 
In the country districts we are anxious to have a 
holiday for our shows. \V e had a very important 
show in Ipswich lately, and I went to the 
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Premier privately, but he would not grant a 
holiday on the plea of business. I think one 
day is quite sufficient, and I protest against 
having a holiday to-morrow. 

The PREMIER said: Mr. Speaker,-I have 
listened with attention to what has fallen from 
hon. members. One suggestion has been made 
that we should meet here to-morrow, form a 
quorum, and then adjourn, but that would 
destroy the holiday for those who had to attend 
to make a quorum. 

Mr. HUNTER : Let us meet at 7 o'clock then. 
The PREMIER : To talk of meeting at 7 

o'clock is simply nonsense. The hon. member 
ought to know that even in a virtuous House 
like this there would not be much business done 
after a race meeting. I do not intend on the 
part of the Government to support any motion 
for adjournment. I should like a holiday 
myself, but the work must be done, and hon. 
members can sit in their phces to-morrow. The 
motion must stand as moved by me. 

Question put and passed. 
The House adjourned at twenty-two minutes 

to 12 o'clock. 

Ag1•icultural Societies. 




