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[ASSEMBLY.] Caswell Estate Enabling Bill,

LEGISLATIVE AS3EMBLY.
Tuesday, 3 September, 1889.
Caswell Estate Enabling Bill—report of select com-

mittee.—Crown Lands Acts, 1884 to 1836, Amend-
ment Bill-committee.—Adjournment.

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

CASWELL ESTATE ENABLING BILL.
* RuporT OoF SELECT COMMITTEE.

Mr. POWERS brought up the report of the
select committes on this Bill, and moved that
the paper be printed.

Question put and passed.

The second reading of the Bill was made an
Order of the Day for Friday, 6th September,



Crown Lands Acts, 1884 [3 SEPTEMBER.]

CROWN LANDS ACTS, 183 TO 1886,
AMENDMENT BILL.

COMMITTEE,

On the Order of the Day being read, the
Speaker left the chair, and the House went into
committee to further consider this Bill.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon. M. H.
Black) moved the following new subsection to
follow subsection 9 of clause 3:—

The following provision shall be added to section
one hundred and thirty-one :—

Any person holding a license under this section
may use animals and vehicles in the removal of
timber or other material ag aforesaid, and may
while so employed depasture the animals being
used therein upon Crown lands or holdings
under Part III. of this Act in such numbevs,
for such time, in such manner, and subject
to such conditions as the regnlations may
prescribe.

Mr. BARLOW said he presumed the sub-
section was intended to remedy the evil pointed
out some time ago, wnereby timber-getters were
harassed by the pastoral lessees, because of
depasturing their stock on the runs.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: That is
the intention of the clause.

Mr. ADAMS said he would like some informa-
tion as to the nature of the proposed regulations.
In hiselectorate the squatters and timber-getters
worked very well together, for the simple reason
that the squatter charged a nominal price for
the privilege of running cattle on his run. It
was nothing but just and equitable that such a
charge should be made, and he thought the maxi-
mum sum that the squatter could charge per head
per month should be named in the regulations.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
regulations proposed to be framed were to be
recommended in each case by the land commis-
sioner of the district, and would be equitable
both to the timber-getter and squatter. The late
Attorney-General, Hon, A. Rutledge, gave it
as his opinion that timber licenses covered the
right to depasture the stock necessary for
the removal of timber. Thers appeared to be
some doubt about that opinion, and in a case
which occeurred recently at Pialba, where the
Crown lessee objected to allow the depastur-
ing of stock on his run, the Supreme Court
had reversed the decision given by the late
Attorney-General and concurred in by the
leader of the Opposition, and decided that the
right did not legally exist. There was no doubt
that in many cases where timber-getters endea-
voured to carry out their occupation in a bond
fide way by depasturing only on the leased half
of a run those cattle which were necessary for
carrying on their occupation, no great diffi-
culty was likely to occur, but many cases had
come to his knowledge where the timber-getters
formed permanent camps and turned out their
stock, which was not absolutely necessary to
carrying on their occupation. That was not just
to the lessee of the run, and the regulations which
the commissioners would no doubt suggest, and
which the Government would gazette, would be
to the effect that the timber-getter had the right
of travelling along the road and camping for the
night on the run if he was unable to get off the

run, but he would not be allowed to form a
permanent camp and take possession of a

portion of the run for which the pastoral
lessee paid rent. Any disputes that took
place would be decided by the commissioner
for Crown lands where the dispute took place.
The hon. member for Bundaberg had suggested
that the lessee should have the right of charging
for cattle depastured by the timber-getter. That
was a matter between the timber-getter and the
lessee, He did not think it the duty of the
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Government to say that the lessee should charge
so much and nomore. If a timber-getter desired
to depasture more stock than were absolutely
necessary for carrying on his occupation, he
could go to the pastoral lessee and make any
terms he liked with him, but it was considered
that the timber-getter had the right of depastur-
ing that number of stock which were abso-
Iutely necessary for the removal of the timber.
Andif they were detained unavoidably during a
night they should have the right to turn out
their stock, and be fres from the danger of
having their stock impounded. The clause
would set at rest a question of principle which
was somewhat vague in the Land Act of 1884.
Mr. HODGKINSON said that seemed to be
another instance where the best intentions of
Ministers of the Crown were defeated by the
administration of the departments. There was
not the slightest doubt that the object in giving
a squatting tenure was to allow the pastoral
tenant the use of the grass and nothing more;
and in those districts of the colony in which
the timber trade formed a very large commer-
cial interest it should have been the duty of
any competent officials in the subdivision of the
runs to have borne that fact in mind. All those
portions of country adapted for the production of
timber of markefable value should have been
reserved in the resumed portions of the runs,
and the right of access and egress to and from
them should have been just as carefully pro-
vided for; and a sufficient reserve of grazing
land should also have been provided for the
despasturing of the bullocks employed in the
traffic. It was a fallacious idea to issue a
license to any individual to carry on a par-
ticular trade and then deprive him of one
of the essential tools of his trade. It was
idle to issue a license to a timber-getter
giving him the right to cut and remove timber
from Crown lands, and then place him at the
mercy of a third party having the power to pre-
vent him going upon the land to remove timber
which he had cut by virbue of his license. He
was one of those who were not in the habit of
abusing the pastoral tenant, but he knew that,
like the rest of mankind, when they were placed
in a legal position they very properly claimed
the rights of that position. e thought it a
great default that the timber interest had not
been more carefully guarded. It was a very
important one,and when they had a proper system
of forestry it would be of still more value to the
colony than it was now. All the timber-produc-
ing districts of the colony were well known, and
they were not of so great an extent as would
have prevented the provision he had alluded to
being made in respect of them; but in places
like Pialba, and the whole districts connected
with the timber export ports, surely to goodness
it would have struck anyman of ordinary common
sense to make provision for the exigency that
had now arisen. The Minister for Lands said it
would, under the clause, be left to the board, and
the rights of the timber-getters would be defined
by a set of regulations somewhat on the same
principle that they passed a Goldfields Act, and
left it to the Minister for Mines to compile regu-
lations to carry that Act into effect. It would
be rather unwise, he thought, toleave the timber-
getters to the mercy of those through whose
default they were now engaged in special legisla~
tion, simply because a self-evident duty had not
been performed—the recognition of the existence
of the timber-getters and the preservation of the
richts for which they paid an annual premium.
The Minister for Lands talked about a man
not being allowed to camp for more than
one night, but the hon. gentleman must know
that that was absurd, He (Mr. Hodgkinson)
had known instances of” men being compelled
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to remain at one camp for six months, though ! future lessees would know that timber-getters

they were anxious to get out of the spot.
Suppose a man lost his bullocks or was over-
taken byfloods, or suppose the ground was bogey,
it was absurd to say that the timber-getter
should keep a forece of bullocks sufficient to tear
his load out irrespective of all ohstacles., He
hoped before the Committee passed the clause,
they would have more assurance from the
Minister for Lands, who was the real ruler upon
the subject, as to the nature of the regulations
proposed and the restrictions likely to be imposed
upon the timber-getters. They were in charge of
the Committee at present, and it would be a bad
thing if they escaped the charge of the Com-
mittee, and were handed over to an individual
whose interests, to say the least, were not
identlcal with their own, If they accepted
money from an individual for the performance
of a certain work, and issued a license to that
person, he should, in common law, enjoy all the
rights necessary for the enjoyment of the privilege
for which he paid the license.

Mr, POWERS said he had already given a
notice of a clause he had intended to propose
dealing with that subject, and the Minister for
Lands proposed in that amendment to deal with
the question by way of regulation. He was very
glad the discussion had arisen, because it would
have been perfectly impracticable to carry out
the idea the Minister for Lands seemed to have
—that timber-getters should only depasture their
bullocks on a run for one night. In his own
district there was a railway station on theleased
portion of a run, and the timber from which the
timber-getters were working on that run was
also on the lease. They had to go for the timber
and back to the railway station, and were work-
ing continually between the timber reserve and
the railway station and were never off the lease.
The Minister for Lands had also talked about
roads, but there were no roads, and the timber-
getters had simply to go across the run to get
the timber, so that a regulation to allow
2 man to camp for only one night on a
run would not meet the difficulties that had
arisen in the district he was speaking of, and
that was the Tiaro district, and the one in which
the case recently before the Court had arisen.
Persons camping had to look out for water and
to get feed for their bullocks. In dealing with
that question one thing was eartain, and should
be remembered, and that was that the Crown
lessees in taking up their runs were aware that
a license to cut timber on those runs was pro-
vided for in the Act, and that the licensee
had the right to go and remove that timber.
They knew also that the timber-getters did not,
as a rule, use horses and carry corn with them,
but that they used bullocks and would require
to depasture them. He contended that the
lessee knew what he was about in taking up the
lease and knew that those conditions atfached to
it, and he (Mr. Powers) was very glad the clause
had been introduced. The only difficulty would be
in the framing of theregulations, which, of course,
would be different in different districts. The
present lessees said they had a right to the grass,
and the Supreme’Gourt had held that that was so,
and it was therefore necessary to insert a clause
in the Bill to prevent the question arising
again, so that when the leases fell in, as they must
do, the persons taking them np again would
know that the timber-getter had a right to
depasture the bullocks he used, by Act of
Parliament, and not only by regulation.

Mr. MURPHY : How about the present
lessees ?

Mr. POWERS said their case would
have to be dealt with, as was propesed, by
regulations, but if such a clause was passed,

had the right to depasture their bullocks.
If it were left entirely in the hands of the
pastoral lessee, the timber.getter would have to
pay whatever compensation the grazier might
demand. The miner was being treated in a
different manner. The miner was being granted
the right to go upon a pastoral tenant’s land to
search for minerals ; but the State, in that case,
would pay compensation. If that clause were
passed he hoped the regulations would be framed
in such a way that the timber-getter would not
be placed at the mercy of the grazier as he was
now, One grazier had told him that he was
quite agreeable to reserve a large area upon his
run whers the timber-getters might camp while
cutting the timber, and if that were done in all
the timber districts, the men would not interfere
with anyone. As far as the present lessees were
concerned, the regulations might be made, but
he thought a clause should be inserted in future
leases so as to give timber-getters the right o
go and take the timber which the Government
had granted them licenses to take.

Mr. MURPHY said that if such a clause were
to be inserted in leases, it would render the
leases perfectly valueless to the grazier. Such
a clause would entirely destroy the indefeasible
leases granted to the pastoral tenants. He
had received an indefeasible lease from the State
for his run, and he contended that that Com-
mittee had no right to break that lease by passing
such a clause as that proposed. He would stand
up for his legal rights in the matter, and he
would advise any other pastoralist to do the
same. The clause wounld be a practical repudia-
tion of the rights given to the pastoral tenants
under their leases. Under the Act of 1884, the
Government had the power to resume whatever
portions of the runs they pleased, and they
should have foresight and resume the portions of
most value to the State ; but they could not come
down on the unfortunate pastoral tenant and
give another man a lease over his head. How
many working bullocks and men might go upon
a run under that clause, and disturb the stock
of the lessee, driving them from the water,
and making the lease absolutely valueless? Any-
one knew that intruders on a cattle run, for
instance, camping about the water, and riding
about hunting for their working bullocks, and
cracking their whips, would disturb the grazier’s
stock to such an extent that the grazier would be
much injured. There were two sides to the
question, and simply because there were a few
persons in the colony concerned in the getting of
timber, the Government should not override the
rights of another class of quite as much value to
the colony, though, perhaps, not so popular,
because they were well-to-do. No sane man
would take a lease from the Crown if another
man had the power to use his land, and in
many cases it would mean ruin to the pastoral
tenants. The Government should resume the
portions of the runs upon which the timber stood,
and give the lessees the compensation provided
for by the Act of 1884. It was laid down in
that Act, that the pastoral tenant should receive
compensation when part of his run was resumed.
As the resumption was not voluntary, but was
forced upon him, it was not fair to break his
lease in that way. There was no reason why
any injury should be done to the timber-getting
industry, but the Crown should resume the forests,
and compensate the pastoral tenant for the
resumption, but it was not fair to injure the
pastoral tenants in the manner proposed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
the hon. member for Barcoo would almost
lead the Committee to suppose that the
subsection came wupon the pastoral lessees as
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a perfect surprise. The hon. gentleman had
referred to the indefeasible leases, and said
that something was now proposed to be done
which had never been contemplated. From
clauss 131 in the Act of 1884 it could be plainly
seen that the pastoral lessee, when he got his
lease for the leased portion of his run, distinctly
understood that it carried with it the right of the
timber-getter to cut and remove the timber upon
that land. The clause read as follows :—

“The regulations may authorise the issuing of licenses

to enter any Crown lands or any holding under Part 11T,
of this Act, and to cut thereon and take thervefrom any
timber.””
The intention of the clanse now introduced
was to set at rest the somewhat vague point as
to the right of the timber-getter to depasture
the stock necessary for him to carry on his
operations. The late Government had distinctly
held that he had under clause 131 undoubted
rights to graze sufficient stock. No doubt hon,
members knew the alternative to that plan,
though it was a somewhat roundabout way of
dealing with the question, and would probably
be more injurions to the Crown lessee than the
proposed clause. There was nothing to prevent
the Government from proclaiming roads in all
directions through the runs, and that carried
with it the right of grazing stock for half-a-mile
on either side of the road. That would have
rather a damaging effect upon the pastoral lessee
In many cases. The hon. member for Barcoo
said that it could be done in a legal way
by resuming the portions of the runs which
contained the timber, and granting compensa-
tion for the renewed portions; but there
was no compensation for resuming a road.
He did not know what view the Land Board would
take, but it was very likely, considering that it
was intended to give the timber-getter the right
of removal, that the compensation for the road
necessary for such removal would not be very
great.

Mr. HODGEKINSON said he knew that the
leader of the Opposition, who would be admitted
as a competent legal authority on the poins, held
that the clause in the principal Act did virtually
mean what it was framed to mean. Unfortu-
nately the courts had ruled differently, and the
proposed subsection had been introduced by the
Minister for Lands with the view of laying down
the law clearly on the matter. The subsection,
ag it stood, by no means warranted the fears
expressed by the hon, member for Barcoo. The
whole of the timber-producing portion of the
colony affecting the pastoral leesees was of a com-
paratively limited extent; it would only affect
a very limited portion of the colony. The
timber-getters, whose industry existed long prior
to the passing of the Act of 1584, had certain
rights, and without infringing on the rights of
the pastoral tenant —which he would never
advocate without giving them compensation—the
subsection was intended to define clearly what
those rights were, and not to leave it to the
1terpretation of any court or individual. With
a view of placing an immediate issue before the
Committee he would move, by way of amend-
ment, that all the words ‘after the word
““numbers” be omitted, with the view of insert-
ing the following :—

And for such period as may reasonably be required
for the removal of such timber or other material as
aforesaid.

He did 5o in order to get an expression of opinion
from the Committee, independent of any regula-
tion that might be framed by a body over whom
they had no control. Their object was not to
injure the pastoral tenant, but to protect an
industry which existed coincidently with the
provisions embodied in the Act of 1884. His
object in moving the amendment was simply to
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embody in the amending Aot a definition of
what the desires of the Committee really were
with regard to the timber-getters of the colony.

Mr, HYNE said he believed it was the desire
of the Rlinister for Liands to remove a grievance
that had existed for some time ; but the subsec-
tion did not go far enough, and would not re-
move the grievance. Xe would suggest that the
hon. gentleman, in drawing up his regulations,
should consult some practical man on the sub-
ject. Under the subsection it would be im-
possible to remove timber without the timber-
getters being liable to have their stock im-
pounded. After several wet days the land got
into such a state that the men could not work
with their waggons, (On such occasions they took
a tent, camped on the edge of the scrub for five
or six days, and did the work known as “ snigg-
ing” timber out of the scrub on to the road, but
under the clause they could not do that, because
thev would only be allowed to camp for one
night. It would be impracticable for them to
leave the scrub and go off the leased run to
private land to camp for the night. If the hon.
gentleman would consult someone with a prac-
tical knowledge of timber-getting before draw-
ing up his regulations it would assist very
much in making the clause more workable than it
was at present. The remarks of the hon. member
for Barcoo were scarcely applicable to the question,
His (Mr. Hyne’s) experience of timber-getters
was that they did not want to do anything that
would interfere with the squatters. There was
a better feeling between the two classes in his
district than had existed for a long time, and
the timber-getters were paying the squatters for
the right of grazing their bullocks. He believed
that what the squatters chiefly complained of
was that the timber-getters often brought thirty
or forty bullocks on to a run. That should not
be allowed, and if the number was limited to,
say, fourteen, it would meet the wishes of the
majority of the timber-getters, He had consulted
with several of the leading timber-getters on the
subject, and they considered that was a fair num-
bher. Many teamsters kept two teams of bullocks,
one always spelling, and it would be an injustice
to the squatter to allow one teamn to be grazing,
while the other was at work, and no bond fide
timber-getter would desire to do anything of the
kind, But those men ought to be allowed the
right of camping on a run longer than one night.

Mr. MURPHY said thatone of the wrongs
the timber-getters inflicted upon the graziers
was that instead of going on a run with a team
of fourteen bullocks, they took a large number
of horses, a large number of spare bullocks,
entires, mares, dozens of goats, in faet a
perfect menagerie, and set up a regular town-
ship in the midst of the run, If the timber-
getters brought on to the run only the team of
bullocks actually necessary to draw the waggon
and the logs, there would not be so much diffi-
culty in the matter ; but if the door was thrown
open to them as proposed a lessee might have
half-a-dozen or a dozen teams, and 400 or
500 builocks and horses camped on the edge of the
forest for months, in order that the timber-getters
might spell their cattle. It wasthe abuse ofalaw
of that kind that was the danger ; that was what
the pastoral tenants were afraid of, If they were
perfectly satisfied that the regulations would be
sufficient to meet the case, then there would be
no objection, but it was the abuses that were
likely to creep in under that clause that they
were afraid of; abuses which might actually
render the leasehold worthless.

Mr. NORTON said the subject had been
brought under his notice by more than one
lessee in the settled districts. He took it that it
applied much more to the settled districts than
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any other, from the simple fact that it was in those
districts that the great bulk of the timber was
found. The real complaint, he believed, wes that
the timber-getters made large camps on some of
the lessees’ runs, One gentleman who was in
Brishane some time ago counsulted with him on
the matter. He said he did not object to the
timber-getters using the ordinary number of
bullocks required, but that there were about 200
on his run, and as it was 2 small run that was a
great tax upon him. He accompanied the gentle-
man to the Lands Office, where the Minister for
Lands showed them the opinion that had besn
given by the late Attorney-General, Hon, A.
Rutledge, which was to the effect that the timber-
getter had theright, by reason of his license, to go
on the run and use the land for that purpose. As
the hon, member for Barcoo had pointed out, the
whole difficulty lay in the fact that the license,
if it conveyed the right to graze, might be very
much abused. He was disposed to take a very
liberal view of the Act of 1884, and he thought
the license given under the clause referved to by
the Minister for Lands zonveyved an undefined
right to go on the run and cut timber, and to use
working bullocks or other stock for drawing it
away, however distant it might be. Cn his run
there was a pateh of timber—not scrab, which
was most frequented by timber-getters in large
numbers, and in which case it became 3 real
tax on the lessee; but in his case and others,
where the only timber to be got was hardwood,
and they had not many timber-getters to deal
with, they could afford to be liberal, because
he thought the right to cut timber, and to
draw it from the land, conveyed the same right
as was held by persons taking stock acrossa run
by a public road. Of course stock must travel,
and even though the right might not be ex-
pressed in the Act, they would still have the
right to depasture on the land adjoining the road.
That was expressed in the Act, because there was
a limit fixed, and he held that when the Act of
1884 was passed it was intended that the timber-
getters should have the right to depasiure theic
stock as long as it was necessary to do so in
carrying out their business. They had the right
to use the road from the boundary of the run to the
portion of the run where they got the timber
as a public road for that purpose, Of course it
was not a defined road, but it was used in the
same way as an ordinary road, the only differ-
ence being that, instead of being used for travel-
ling stock, it was used by the teams passing
backwards and forwards drawing timber, and
they had the right to camp when they were
abliged to camp. He believed it would bs better
to adopt some system such as that proposed by
the Minister for Lands than the amendment pro-
posed by the hon. member for Burke, becavse
the amendment would give the timber-getters
a distinct right to go where they pleased and to
camp where they chose, If a clause was passed
declaring that they had the right to groze their
stock on the land, he thought it should be under
regulations. Regarding the matter from his
point of view, he believed it was intended that
the timber-getters should be entitled under the
Act of 1884 to graze their cattle on the runs
when passing backwards and forwards, but that
keeping a large number of spare bullocks grazing
on the land was an abuse of that undefined right.

Mr. ADAMS said he believed the tinvber-
getters should be protected as much as the
squatters, and the squatters as much as the
timber-getters. Not long ago the hon. mem-
ber for Maryborough mentioned an abuse that

had occurred in his district, where a squatter .

actually gave the whole of the grazing right to
one mau, 8o as to keep other timber-getters off ;
and how did they know that the same thing
did not happen in other parts of the colony
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as well? He thouzht they ought to deter.
mine the amount that the timber-getter should
have to pay for the grazing right and the
amount the lessee should be allowed to charge-
Then both parties would know exactly what
position they stcod in. He knew that in somne
districts squatters were in the habit of charging
considerable sums for the cattle depastured on
their runs by timber-getters. It had been said
that thematter should be left to theboard, but the
board might turn round and declare by their regu-
lationsthat the timber-gettersshouldremainonlya
certain time on the run, perhaps ouly one night or
twonights, as the case might be, As explained by
the hon., member for Maryborough, in wet
weather timber-gett-rs usually camped along-
side the scrub, in order to be able to *“snig ” the
timber out, which could be done better m wet
weather than dry, because the logs would slide
easily along on the wet soil. Therefore, he
thought they should determine what the squatter
should be able to charge for the grazing right,
and for that purpuse he would suggest that all
the words on the lust line of the clause be
omitted with the view of inserting the follow-
ing :—

To payment to the lesssg of any run not more than
6d. per head per month, for all cattle so Gepastured
thereon.

He did not think any timber-getter would grudge
paying that for depasturing the cuttle necessary
for carrying onhis work.

Mr., PALMER said that though the 131st
clause of the Land Act of 1884, as the Minister
for Lands pointed out, gave the timber-getter the
right to graze stock on a run, the 132nd clause of
that Act gave the pastoral lessee the right to
object to the timber-gstter grazing his bullocks
on his run. The 132nd clause said :—

“ A leswsee may make any reasonable objection to the

exercise of the powers conferred by any such licensein
regpectof his holding; and the right to exercise such
powers after any oljection has becn made shall be deter-
mined by the commissioner subjsci to appeal by the
board.”’
The hon. member for Burrum said the timber-
getter was at the mercy of the grazier, but he
(5Lr. Palmer) thought it was the other way about.
There was no doubt, as the hon. memberfor Barcoo
had stated, that advantage would be taken of
such a clause as that proposed by the Minister
for Lands; and it was so loosely worded that
he (Mr. Palmer) saw nothing to prevent a man
from tzking out a timber license and depasturing
his stock on a run for six months, or during the
whole of the wet season, without any expense
whatever. The Mlinister for Lands also stated
that it was within the power of the depart-
ment to proclaim roads through runs, reserv-
ing half-a-mile on each side for depasturing
the stock of the timber-getters; but he never
heard of that being done before, Cf course
there were such roads for travelling stock ; but
it was well known that any stock found beyond
the half-mile boundary might be impounded, and
frequently were impounded. There was no
doubt that giving a man a license to cut timber
conferred some sort of right to take the timber
away, but that right ought to be defined, other-
wise the clause would operate injuriously to the
pastoral lessee.

Mr, STEVENS said he did not think the
clause would inflict any great hardship on the
pastoral lessee. It would simply enable the
timber-getter to carry on his avocation as the
Act of 1884 intended. If a timber-getter kept
his bullocks too long on a run, the lessee would
have his remedy at the nearest court, because
there was no doubt that if he proved his case
the timber-getter would be punished. With
regard to the clause of the principal Act quoted

~ by the hon, member for Carpentaria, he thought
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that had reference to the timber on a run that
might be required for building or fencing. Ifa
-squatter had a limited quantity of timber on his
run, and required it for his own use, he might
under that clause very properly object to that
timber being taken away.

Mr. POWERS said he thought hon. members
ought to allow that the decision given by the
Supreme Court in reference to the matter, was
to the effect that if a timber-getter went on a
run, and did not fasten his bullocks up for the
night, but let them out to graze, all the squatter
had to do wasto take them to the pound. 1t was
admitted that the timber-getter had travelled as
far as he could under ordinary circumstances, and
that he simply let his bullocks out forthe night ;
yet it was decided that hislicense did notgive him
the right to depasture his bullocks even for one
night on the run of the pastoral lessee, as the
Actnow stood. Therefore some declaratory elause
was necessary, and the one proposed by the
Minister for Lands declared the right, and pro-
vided that it should be subject to regulations.
The discussion had shown that in different dis-
tricts different conditions existed. When timber
was got out of scrubs, the timber-getters must
remain on the run of the pastoral lessee while
engaged in taking the timber away. He would
point out that the scrub country was given to
the pastoral lessee for nothing as unavailable
country, and that was the place where the
timber-getter went for his timber; but he could
not graze his bullocks in the scrub,  The grazier
paid nothing for the scrub, but the timber-
getter was prepared to pay smoething to the
State for his license, and also for the carriaze
of his timber along the railways, Although
they could not repudiate, and did not wish to
repudiate, the right of the lessee, they did not
want menageries on the runs as referred to
by the member for Barcoo. They wanted the
thing limited by vegulation. No timber-getter
wanted to depasture an unlimited number of
cattle and horseson arun. He (Mr. Powsers) con-
sidered that section 131 gave the right to go on
the land, and the lessee knew what he was about.
Asfo section 132, it only gave the lessee the right
of objection for good reasons to the encroschment
of timber-getters within an area of two sjuare
miles for a period of a month, simply for the pur-
pose of allowing the lessee to get what timber
he required -for station purposes first. There
was a limit put on the timber getters, but they
mightappealtothe commissioneronly on a certain
day, and at a certain time. He took it that the
pastoralists knew of those rights when they
accepted their leases, and it was unfair to deal
with the matter by regulation. He hoped the
clause would pass, and the hon. member for
Barcoo, and those interested in pastoral pursuits,
might be assured that such regulations would
be made as would prevent those persons getting
the right to graze on runs who were not engaged
in the timber industry.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the main
point in the case that came before the Supreme
Court, where a decision was given againsi the
timber-getter, was the fact that no regulations
had been framed to regulate the depasturing of
stock, He had listened with interest to the
opinions of hon. gentlemen, and he certainly
held that the pastoral lessee had a right to be
considered. He had alease given to him, subject
to certain conditions, of which the timber licenses
formed one, which lease was supposed to be inde-
feasible. He was inclined %o think, from what
he had heard, that the vight of the pastoral
lesses should be protected, at the same time
that the timber-getter’s right should be equit-
ably considered; and he could not but think
that the opinion expressed by the late Attorney-
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General, and concurred in by the leader of the
Opposition, was really the correct opinion—
that the timber-getter, having paid for his
license, had the undoubted right to remove timber
and depasture the stcek nccessary for that pur-
pose. No regulations had been framed defining
what the rights of the timber-getter were, so far
as depasturing stock was concerned, and the
amendment introduced was for the purpose of
defining that. However, it appeared that some
apprehension was felt that the clause would
in some way endanger the right of the pastoral
lessce, By turning to clause 130, subsection 2, it
would be found that the Governor in Council
might, from time totime, by proclamation, make
regulations for any of the matters following,
and one of them was: “Providing for the due
carrying out of the provisions of this Act.”
Now, one of the provisions of the Act was to
allow the timber-getter to cut and remove timber,
and he took it that the Government had power
to frame regulations to carry out that intention.
The hon. member for Kiaryborough made a very
good suggestion when he said in framing the
regulations practical men should be consulted,
and that the regulations should vary according
to the conditions of the different districts. He
also said that they should be so framed that they
would not unnecessarily interfere with the rights
of the pastoral lessee, and that the undoubted
rights of the timber-getters should be fairly
considered. He thought, therefore, that the
Act giving the Government power to frame
regulations for carrying out one of the un-
doubted provisions of the Act was quite sufhi-
Subsection 5 of the same clause—130—
also gave power to frame regulations, *‘authoris-
ing, forbidding, or regulating the cutting of
timnber upon, or its removal from, Crown lands.”
Therefore, with the consent of the Committee,
having heard the discussion and believing that
the Act gave sufficient power to frame regula-
tions, he would withdraw the subsection, on the
distinet understanding that regulations wounld be
framed to meet the ditficulty which existed.

Ir, HODGEINSON said he presumed it
would be necessary also for him to withdraw his
amendment.

Mr. POWERS said before the amendment and
subsection were withdrawn, he might mention
that there was no question about a person having
the right to remove timber or going upon therun
to take the timber. The Chief Justice said they
had that right, but must carry their fodder with
them. The case was argued by two men who
knew what they were talking about—Mr. Chubb
and Mr, Virgil Power, The latter represented
the timber- getters, and put the best case he counld
before the Chief Justice. The case was ably
argued, and the Chief Justice said that the
question was clear—that timber-getters could go
upon the runs at all reasonable times, but not
depasture stock upon them, and upon it being
pointed out that working bullocks did not eat
corn, he went so far as to say that they must be
taught to eat corn. Therefore he (Mr. Powers)
thought the subsection would be a protegtion.
There was a majority in favour of it, and he
hoped the Minister for Lagds would not withdraw
it.  The subsection could do no harm, and in the
interests of the timber-getters it should be
inserted.

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND
WORKS (Hon. J. M. Macrossan) said he
had no doubt the hon. gentleman was per-
fectly rizht as to the words of the Chief
Justice, but then the Chief Justice had no
regulations before him, made under the Act
for the purpose of carrying out the clanse. If
he had had such regulations before him, the
matter would have been perfectly different. The
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subséction provided for the making of regulations
which they had the power to make already. He
believed the opinion of the late Attorney-General
and the leader of the Opposition was quite correct
—that when they gave a license to cut timber they
gave an implied power touse certain facilities for
removing it, and all that was required to carry
the law into effect was to make regulations, pro-
viding that the timber-getser should not depasture
on the run 200 or 300 head of cattle, when only
twenty or thirty head were sufficient. He did
not see that they need discuss the subsection any
further. It simply provided for what they had
the power to do already.

Mr. SALKELD said that before the clause
was passed, he would like to know what would
be the result if the pastoral tenant took action, as
the hon, member for Barcoo professed his inten-
tion of doing? Would the Government defend
the timber-getters’ action in the Supreme Court ?

Mr. SAYERS suid the hon. member for
Maryborough had mentioned the sase of & man
who had been ruined by a lawsuit in connection
with that matter, though, in the opinion of the
late Attorney-General and the leader of the
Opposition, he had acted within Lis rights.
That was a case of great hardship, nad the
Minister for Mines and Works had just ad-
mitted that the man had right on his side, and
he (Mr. Sayers) thought the Government would
only be doing what was right if they put that
man in his former position. If nothing else was
done, the timber-getters would be in just the
same position as before, and if they had to con-
test the point with the Crown lessee they would
simply be ruined at law. .

Mr. HYNE said he was very pleased to find
the Minister for Lands had introduced the sub-
section to provide for regulations on the subject,
and he hoped they would not lead to litigation
between the timber-getters and the squatters.
He would like to ask the Minister for Mines and
Works if he was sure the Act gave the power to
make regulations dealing with the grazing right?
If he was sure of that he would be perfectly
satisfied. It had oceurred to him that the
squatters already had the right given them, and
that the Act only. gave power to make regula-
tions dealing with the timber and not in any
way with the grazing right.

The MINISTER ¥FOR MINES AND
‘WORKS: It gives power to make regulations
to carry out the provisions of the Act.

Mr. HYNE said that if that was so he was
erfectly satisfied.

Mr. SALKELD said that subsection 2 of
clause 130 of the Act 0of 1884 dealt with regulations
providing for the due carrying out of the pro-
visions of the Act, and subsection 5 of the same
clause provided for regulations authorising, for-
bidding, or regulating the cutting of timber upon
or its removal from Crown lands. The proposed
subsection dealt with the right to depasture stock
used by the timber-getter, and the question was
whether the regulations authorised under clause
130 of the principal Act covered that.

Mr. BARLOW said it would be a great pity
if the clause was withdrawn, as he was sure it
would receive a large amount of support. So
far as his memory served him, the Chief Justice
had drawn a very clear distinction in the judg-
ment he had given between the right of transit
and the right to the consumption of the grass
on a run; and the leader of the Opposition had
told them the other day, in connection with
another matter, that the consumption of one
blade of grass might constitute an actionable
wrong. It seemed to him that the proposed
subsection would only make security sure, and
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would do justice to a number of honest, decent,
hardworking men who required assistance. It
would not apply to all parts of the colony, as
timber-getting was not carried on in all parts of
the colony.

Mr. MURPHY said the hon. member thought
there was no harm in deing an injustice to one lot
of honest, decent, hardworking men, in order to
do justice to another lot of hardworking, decent,
honest men.” Why should they do an injustice
to one class to benefit another? He only wanted
to keep within the four corners of the Land Act,
and he did not want the lease, already granted by
the Committee to the pastoral tenant, infringed
in any way. If they once commenced to tear
away any of that kind of legislation, they would
soon tear it away altogether. He, as the repre-
sentative of a squatting community, was natu-
rally anxious that the lease given to them, and
for which they had fought and struggled, and
for which they had sacrificed so much, should
not be destroyed. An hon. member laughed at
what he said, but when they came under the Act
they had to surrender one-half of their runs in
order to keep the lease for the other half; and
now the contention of the hon. member for
Ipswich was that they should give another man
a prior and a better right—for that was what it
amounted to—over the half that was left to them.
Moreover, they had been rated by the Land Board,
and their runs were taxed according to their graz-
ing capacity, and if the Committee gave another
mun the right to graze upon their runs they imme-
diately decreased the grazing rights of the pastoral
tenant. The pastoral tenant had really to pay so
much per head for the sheep, cattle, and horses
grazing onhis run ; and, taking the case of a small
run carrying 1,000 head of cattle, if another man
was 2llowed to put 200 or 300 working bullocks en
that run, the pastoral tenant’s right was reduced
to that extent, and he should receive compensa-~
tion by having his rent reduced to that extent.
If the Land Act provided for what was proposed
he had no case, as the squatters in coming under
the Act took upon themselves all its pains and
penalties; but if that was not so, it was unfair
now to pass retrospective legislation that would
interfere with those leases. The pastoral tenants
formed a very much larger class in the community
than the timber-getters, and they should receive
at least as much consideration from the Com-
mittee as the timber-getters. .

Mr. MURRAY suid he would be sorry to see
the subsection withdrawn., What they wanted
was to enable the timber-getters to get at the
country on which they were felling the timber,
and he thought that the regulations proposed
could be very easily framed. The best plan, he
thought, would be to proclaim a road through
the run to the place where the timber was got,
and that would leave half-a-mile on each side,
which would be sufficient for the depasturing of
the bullocks employed in drawing the timber.
The lessee would, of course, require some com-
pensation for a road being proclaimed through
his holding.

Mr. BARLOW said there was a good deal in
the contention of the hon. member for Barcoo as
far as it went, but he (Mr. Barlow) understood
that at present there were certain rights given to
travelling stock under the Act, and if that
did not cover the case of the timber-getter it
was inferentially considered to create a sort of
inchoate right to do all things necessary for the
cutting and carrying off of the timber. They
were now only seeking to make that right clear.
He did not wish to prefer any one class to
another, but it seemed necessary for the well-
being of the colony, and for the carrying on of
the timber trade, that the men engaged in the
industry should have the right to do those things,



Crown Lands Acts, 1884 [3 SEPTEMBER.]

As to the wrongs of the squatters in connection
with coming under the Act of 1884, and of the
surrenders and sacrifices they had made—

Mr. MURPHY : There are no wrongs.
made a bargain.

Mr. BARLOW said he had not understond
the hon. gentleman to say that they had made a
bargain with the State, but that they had made
certain sacrifices. He did not profess to have
any practical experience in squatting ; but gentle-
men to whom he had spoken on the subject had
said that the compact made in connection with
bringing runs under the Act of 1884 was
exceedingly advantageous to the squatters.
Questions of that sort, of course, must be
decided upon principles of justice, and the leader
of the Opposition could set them right as to the
legal bearings of the question. He understood
that the Chief Justice had drawn a clear dis-
tinction between the right of transit and the
right of consuming the grass.

Mr. NORTON said that he considered that
timber-getters had exactly the same right, though
not defined so clearly, as those in connection
with travelling stock through a run. The Crown
lessee had no reduction made from his rent on
account of the land which was used by travelling
stock. The owners of travelling stock had a
right to depasture their cattle for half-a-mile
on either side of the road. The law laid down
very clearly the rights of travelling stock,
and he believed that the law also intended
to express—though it had not done so in so
many words—that the timber-getter, who had
to pass through the leased portion of a run in
order to get the timber from where he had
cut it, had a right to camp for the night, if
necessary, and turn his cattle out on the leased
portion of the run. Certainly the right was
not defined, but he did not see how it could
be legally denied. The timber must be got out
of the place where it grew. It was to the
advantage of the country that it should be got,
and no great harm was done to the lessee, except
in a very few cases where the timber-getters used
the country, not only for depasturing the cattle
employed in drawing the timber, but for turning
out a large number of cattle to araze.

Mr. STEVENS said that in the event of a
dispute between the pastoral lessee and the
timber-getter, the Government had the right to
make a road to the timber. He did not know
whether his view was correct or not, but if it
were it would be more awkward for the Crown
lessee to have roads made to all the timber on his
run than to let the timber-getter depasture his
stock there. If roads were made, the timber-
getters could go to the timber whenever they
pleased. Since he had spoken previously he had
been told that the Government had not the
power to introduce a clduse interfering with the
rights acquired by the pastoral lessees who had
come under the provisions of the Acts of 1884
and 1886. The Crown lessees had certain rights
which could not be interfered with. Sofarashe
was concerned, as a pastoral lessee, he had not
the slightest objection to the timber-getters
having the right proposed to be given.

Mr. MURPHY : There is no timber on your
run.

Mr. MELLOR said that he did not think the
Act gave the power to frame regulations for the
purpose of allowing the timber-getters to graze
cattle upon the leased portions of runs. He
might call the attention of the Minister for Mines
and Works to the fact that doubts were still
entertained in reference to mining on the leased
portions of runs. The hon. gentleman had
previously stated that the Act of 1884 did not
give the power to make regulations upon that
subject.

They
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The MINISTER FOR MINES AND
WORXKS: The miner has not to pay compensa-
tion.

Mr. MELLOR said he understood that the
two matters were in the same position exactly,
and he considered it would be better for the
Committee to put the question beyond doubt.
The hon. member for Charters Towers had
pointed out a case where a gentleman had
suffered grievously, and if regulations had been
framed he would have been entitled to compensa-
tion, but there had been no regulations. As had
been pointed out over and over again, the lessees
were fully cognisant of the fact that licenses
would be granted for cutting timber upon the
leased portions of their runs. He was sure
it was only a technical flaw in the Act of 1884,
of which advantage had been taken, as when
they were passing the Act they had all thought
that the timber-getter would have full power to
go anywhere his license allowed him to go, and
that he would have the right to depasture any
cattle. He had had that right previously upen
Crown lands, and it had been intended that he
should continue to have it ; but, to putit beyond
a doubt, a clause should be inserted in the Bill
laying down that right clearly.

Mr. MACFARLANE said that he thought
the Committee would make a mistake if they
allowed the subsection to be withdrawn. He
believed that the first impressions of the Minister
for Lands were right, that there was a flaw in
the Act regarding the timber-getters, and that
the subsection would set it right. He did not
think the Crown lessees would suffer a very
great wrong if the timber-getters had the liberty
of depasturing their cattle while they were
cutting the timber, from the fact that every
tree which was cut down would in the very
nature of things cause more grass to grow
for the squatters’ stock. The amending sub-
section should be passed to deal out common
justice to those men who had got their timber
licenses with the understanding that they could
depasture their cattle while they were cutting
down the timber. If the regulations which the
Minister for Lands proposed to frame would be
the means of carrying out the intention of the
clause, without embodying it in the law, the
passing of the amendment would do no harm
whatever.,

The How., Sz 8. W. GRIFFITH said he
should like to know what the Government pro-
posed to do, whether they were going to withdraw
the subsection from the Bill or not? On several
oceasions during the session the matter had been
mentioned, and the Government had undertaken
to deal with it, and place beyond all doubt the
power of timber-getters to do what was absolutely
necessary to enable them to go for the timber
and remove it from thoze holdings. It was held
for some time that under section 131 timber-
getters had a right to depasture their cattle
or horses on the land for such a time as was
absolutely necessary to enable them to remove
the timber; but lately, as hon. members knew,
the question had been brought before a judge
in chambers. He had previously called atten-
tion to the meagre character of the report of
the decision given on that occasion. The case
did not appear to have been very much argued ;
indeed it was unfortunate that it was not argued
before the full court fully, as the importance of
it deserved. However, it appeared to have been
decided that under section 131 timber-getters had
norighttodepasture their oxenorhorseson asquat-
ter’s land. If that was so, regulations would not
give them the power. The Minister could not
malkeregulationsconferring additional powers., He
could make regulations regulating the exercise of
the powers already conferred by, but he could law
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neither confer 2 new right by regulations nor take
away from existing rights Dy regulation. Regu-
lations were only to give effect to the law as it
existed. There certainly appeared to be very
grave doubts whether the right in question
existed or not. He certainly had thought it did,
but it seemed to have been decided by the court
that no such power existed. If so, regulations
could not give it. What was wanted was
an  Act of the legislature, either in a
declaratory form, as suggested by the hon.
member for Burrum in the amendment of which
he had given notice, or in the form proposed by
the Minister now ; and he could see no objection
to the amendment in the form proposed by the
Minister for Lands. It would exactly meet the
case ; and because the circumstances might be
various, he thought it would be better that it
should be in a general form as proposed by the
hon, gentleman, rather than go into details
to the extent proposed Ly the hon. member
for Burrum, which could be provided for
very well by the regulation. If the first
attempt was found to be unworkable, or
caused any hardship, it eould be altered with-
out the necessity of asking the legislature to
interfere. He had been strongly of opinion that
the clanse conferred the power, but in the face of
the decision which had been given—which
might, but_was not, he thought, likely to
be reversed on another case being raised
under precisely similar . civcumstances—it was
the duby of the Committee to deul with the
matter one way or the other to remove the doubt.
If it was intended that squatters should be
entitled to prohibit timber-getters from going on
their runs, let them say so; but he did not think
the Committee would do anything of the kind.
If there was a defect in the Act of 1884, it was a
purely accidental and formal one. When the
squatters took up their runs under that Act they
knew perfectly well that clause 131 conferred
upon timber-getters the right to take timber off
their runs, that they could not take it off without
using cattle and horses, and that those horses and
cattle would have to eat grass, The objection
now made on behalf of the pastoral tenants was
a purely technical and flimsy one, and had no
merits n it whatever. It was an attempt to
take advantage of an aceidental omission—if
there was one, which he doubted—and was not
deserving of the slightest consideration from the
Committee. Tt was the duty of the Committes
to deal with the matter. The Government were
pledged to deal with it, and they had brought
forward a proposition which would deal with it
in a thoroughly satisfactory manner. He hoped
they would not withdraw 1%, for they could only
deal clearly and satisfactorily with it by some
such clause as that. Tf the squatter believed
that his grass would be injured by cattle camping
on his run for the night, and if thalt was
not right, say so, and give him compenss-
tion for the half-dozen ULlades of grass lost.
Pay him a penny a week for agistment, but
do not give him anything more than he lost.
What were leases for 7 Every man of ordinary
common sense kuew that when a privilege was
given to timber-gatters to go on runs to remove
timber, it must include the right to take drays
on to the runs to remove the timber, and to draw
the drays by the eans ordinarily used in this
. colony, that was, by animal traction. That was
a necessity. There were no merits in the case
set up by the squatters. As to talling about inde-
feasible leases, that was all moonshine.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL (Hon. J.
Donaldson): You did not say so in 1684,

Mr. MURPHY : The hon. gentieman at one
time says one thing, and at another time another
thing,
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The Howr. Sk 8. W. GRIFFITH said he
had maintained it several times. When people
were trying to put a forced interprotation on the
words of a statute, the legislature had intervened,

and stated what it meant.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: You said

it was a freehold for the term of the lease.

The Hon. Sir S. W, GRIFFITH said so
it was; hut if a freeholder who had a freehold,
subject to the condition that people should go on
his land and dig for gold, claimed compensa-
tion for the breaking of the grass in order to get
at the gold, the legislature would step in and say
that it included that right too. The legislature
meant to give these rights to the timber-getters ;
and the squatters, when they took up their
leases, knew it, but, as a doubt had arisen on the
subject, it was the duty of the legislature to step
in and say exactly what they did mean.

Mr. MURPHY said the hon. gentleman was
making an attack on the squatters, as usual.
The hon. gentleman was always attacking ons or
other of the industries of the colony, and he did
not care, so long as he was appealing to the
class which possessed the greatest number of
votes, how much he injured any other class in
the community. The squatters did not want
to claim any more rights than the Act of
18%4 gave them. They were, as he had said
before, absolutely dependent upon the grazing
capacity of their runs. They did not argue that
timber-getters had no right to go on to their runs
with teams to haul the timber away. It was the
abuse of that right that theywere afraidof. If
persons knew that by merely taking out a timber
license, it would give them the right to depasture
their cattle on leased runs, they would enter upon
it with all the stock they possessed, and go all
over a man’s run. Of what value would the
lease then be to the squatter ?

The Hon. S1r S, W. GRIFFITH: The clause,
ag framed, would obviate all that. It provided
that regulations may prescribe what will pre-
vent it.

Mr. MURPHY said he knew what it meant ;
but he was not willing to leave the power to any
Ministor for Lands. He would much rather see
the rights of timber-getters, so far as grazing
was concerned, laid down by law. He would
very much sooner that was done than that they
should be left to the mercy of any Minister for
Lands. He was very glad that the Act of 1884
had taken so much power out of the handsof the
Minister for Lands, and placed it in the hands of
a board that the whole colony—at any rate the
pastoral tenants—had every confidence in. They
did not want to be again placed in the power of
the Minister for Lands in those matters.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
understood that the case recently decided by the
Chief Justice in the Supreme Court in favour of
the lessee was so decided becanse there were no
regulations framed.  His contention was that if
that decision was in consequence of there being
no regulations framed, subsection 2 and sub-
section 5 of clause 130 of the Act of 1884 gave
the Government power to frame regulations for
the depasturing of stock necessary for the removal
of timber ; therefore that clause actually gave
the power that was asked for in the amendment.

The Hox. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH : Is sup-
posed to but does not.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
understood the opinion of the hon. gentleman
and the late Attorney-General to be that it did
give that power.

The Hox. Sz S. W. GRIFFITH: The
Supreme Court is of a different opinion,
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The MINISTER ¥FOR LANDS said the hon.
gentleman had stated that the case was not fully
argued before the Chief Justice.

Mr. POWERS said he had previously pointed
out that the clause dealt with what was in-
cluded in the Act—that was the right to go on
the land and cut timber, and take it away.
The doubt that had arisen was in referenge to
the right of the timber-getters to depasture the
stock necessary to carry on their business;
and he hoped the Minister for Lands would
not withdraw the subsection. He was sure that a
majority of the Committee were in favour of it.
The Government were pledged to deal with the
matter, and they had been informed by legal
members and others who understood the subject
that the regulations would not effect what was
desired. Therefore, he would ask them to take
the voice of the Committee on the question. He
was present when the case was argued in the
Supreme Court, and he could assure the Minister
for Lands that the question of the want of
regulations did not arise at all. The question
was as to the right to depasture, The hon. the
leader of the Opposition had put the matter very
clearly and strongly before the Committee, and
he (Mr. Powers) hoped the clause would be put to
the vote.

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND
WORKS said he was under the impression that
the case referred to was argued in the Supreme
Court, but it now appeared that it was argued in
chambers before the Chief Justice. He certainly
thought a case of so much importance should be
tried by the full court. It seemed that the
Cominittee were completely in the dark as to the
arguments used, and he thought the Minister for
Lands or the hon. member for Burrum should
have provided them with the arguments used on
both sides. At present all they had was the bare
decision of a judge of the Supreme Court in
chambers.

Mr. POWERS said he did not see how the
arguments could be supplied, unless they were
taken down by a reporter. The whole case
appeared in Hansard. All the facts were ad-
mitted, and the question was whether a man
engaged in the timber industry had the right to
encamp for one night on the run when he could
not in the ordinary course of business get off the
run. The hon. the leader of the Opposition
stated at the time the case was brought before the
House that he did not want any further particu-
lars, If the hon. gentleman had asked for
further information he (Mr. Powers) would have
endeavoured to supply it. The case was argued
by Mr. Chubb on one side, and Mr. Virgil
Power on the other, and he was sure that those
gentlemen, having accepted their briefs, would
not neglect to put the whole case before the
Chief Justice.

The Hon. A. RUTLEDGE said he thought
it very desirable that the amendment should be
adopted. Xe was not at all satisfied that the
case was fully argued before the Chief Justice
in chambers, neither was he satisfied as to what
the actual facts of the case were. Still there was
the fact that they had an adjudication on the
question, and they had no certainty that even
if the case were fully argued before the full
court the decision of the Chief Justice would be
reversed. Ife therefore thought that when they
had a Land Bill before them they should take
advantage of that opportunity of doing away
with the doubt that existed on the subject, and
of makingthe matter secure in the interests of
the timber-getters, The right being conferred
on thnber-getters to cut timber, it was only
reasonable that the Minister for the time
being should have the right to frame regula-
tions, to be approved of by the Governor
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in Council, setting out the conditions under
which that timber might be removed. Those
regulations would not be the mere will of the
Minister. No doubt a question of that sort
would be carefully considered by every member
of the Cabinet before approval, so that there
need be no fear as to the nature of the regula-
tions, He thought it was very desirable that
they should take that opportunity of rectifying
the dificulty that had arisen, by adopting the
subsection proposed by the Minister for Lands.

Mr. MELLOR said he thought it would be very
much better to have the subsection inserted in
the Bill. 1t certainly did not do anything more
than what was propesed by the Minister—to keep
the power to make regulations. He was surethat
unless the matter was clearly defined there would
be widespread dissatisfaction among the timber-
getters, and a great deal of injury would be done
to a very valuable industry. He therefore hoped
the Minister for Lands would allow the subsection
to be inserted.

The Hox. Sz 8. W. GRIFFITH said he
had the statement of the case given by the hon.
member for Burrum on the 23rd July. The
question submitted to the court was—

“ Whether the power to fell, cut, saw, split and remove
timber, given to holders of licenses under the Crown
Lands Act of 1854 and the timber regulations of the 5th
November, 1538, implies a power in the holders of such
leenses to turn out and depasture their working
bullocks on any holding of a pastoral lessee of the
Crown, under the Crown Lands Act of 1884, provided
that a journey to and from the place whence the timber
is removed cannot be effected in one day, and that such
depasturingis not for a longer time than is necessary
for the ordinary purposes of an encampment for the
night.”

Upon the facts stated the decision then given
might have been given by a court who were of
opinion that timber-getters were entitled to de-
pasture their stock on the runs of pastoral
tenants, provided they did not keep them there
longer that was absolutely necessary. They did
not know, and could not find out, what the real
ground of the decision of the court was ; but if
the court decided that it was unlawful to do that,
the sooner the law was altered the better ; and
if it was a matter of doubt, the sooner the doubt
was removed the better. From every point of
view the amendment should be inserted, and he
believed it would be carried by a large majority.

The MINISTER ¥FOR MINES AND
WORXKS said he believed the 131st clause of the
principal Act gave the timber-getter the right to
use bullocks and to depasture them also. It did
not do so in plain terms, but inferentially ; and
he thought that subsection 2 of the 130th clause
gave the Minister power to remedy, by regula-
tions, whatever was wanting in the 131st clause,
by stating plainly the number of bullocks that
might be used, and the time they might be
depastured on the run of the lessee. Asto the
109th section, of which the hon. member for
Gympie spoke, that plainly said that compensa-
tion must be made to the pastoral lessze for any
damage actually done; but the miners would
never pay compensation to any squatter for
prospecting on his run.

Mr. JORDAN =said it would be a pity to
withdraw the amendment, It could not possibly
do any harm, but would make perfectly clear
what was now obscure. He could not agree with
the arguments of the hon. member for Barcoo,
because when the 131st clause of the Act
of 1884 was passed, it was intended that the
timber-getter should have the privilege of
depasturing his bullocks on the run of the
pastoral lessee while engaged in removing timber
therefrom. The only objection to that privi-
lege was that it inight in some instances be
abused, but it would be possible to provide for
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that contingency in the regulations, In fact, the
rights of the Crown lessees, as well as those of
the timber-getters, should be protected in the
regulations. As the leader of the Opposition
had suggested, the lessee should have the right
to claim payment for the stock depastured on his
run in cases where the privilege was abused.
The clause did not confer the power to make
regulations—that was conferred by the principal
Act—but it made clear the right of the timber-
getter to depasture the stock employed in
removing timber, and he hoped it would not be
withdrawn.

Mr, AGNEW said that if the clause could
do no good it could do no harm. At present
the timber-getters were suffering great incon-
venience in consequence of the ruling recently
given by the Chief Juslice; and the clause
clearly laid down the intention of the legislature
when the 131st clause of the Act of 1884 was
passed., It was ounly fair that the Act, which
gave the timber-getter the right to remove
timber should also protect him while so engaged,
and he thevefore trusted that the amendment
would not be withdrawn.,

Mr. MURRAY said he thought that, from the
timber-getters’ point of view, the regulations
were quite satisfactory; but he saw no method
by which they could be forced on the pastoral
lessee. The squatter hxd an indefeasible lease,
and a man had no more right to enter upon his
country and use his grass than to enter a house
leased by another man.

Mr, POWERS said the pastoral lessee knew
very well that timber-getters had the right to
get timber, and that the ordinary way of remov-
ing that timber was with bullocks.” He knew
that previous to 1884 they were allowed to go
on the runs of the pastoral lessces, and that the
131st clause of the Act of 1884 was intended to
give them that right, too. He asked on that
ground to have the clause inserted. There were
hon. members who thought that regulations could
not be made, and when made were of no use.
If they were right, and those holding opposite
opinions wrong, then it would be a good thing
to have the subsection inserted. It was a good
provision to have in the Act under any circum-
stances, and he hoped it would be accepted by
the Commitiee.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
intention of passing the amendment was un-
doubtedly to set at rest any doubt that might
have arisen as to the right of the timler-getters
to enter upon land under pastoral lease, and
depasture their stock, and it was also intended
to protect the rights of the pastoralist, giving the
timber-getter the right to carry on his operations
according to the intentions of the Act of 1884
The question was whether the 130th clause,
referring to regulations, gave the power to pass
regulations for that purposa. If it did not, and
his contention originally was that it did not, then
the subsection proposed should be accepted.
Then it was contended that the Government had
power to frame regulations without the proposed
amendment. If the Act did give the necessary
power witheut the amendment, then the amend-
ment was unnecessary ; if, on the contrary, the
Committee thought it advisable to pnt in the
amendment, he had not the least objection to it
going in.

Mr. STEVENS said he was not guite sure that
the Committee understood the question. Were
they voting for the clause or the amendment of
the hon, member for Burke ?

The CHATRMAN : Tmay explain how theques-
tion now stands. The question was that the sub-
section, as proposed to be inserted, be so inserted ;
after which it was moved by way of amendment,
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by the hon. member for Burke, that all the words
after the word *“numbers” be omitted, with a
view of inserting the following—*and for such
period as may reasonably be required for the
removal of such timber or other material, as
specitied.” Since then the hon. member for Burke
has asked permission to withdraw hiz amend-
ment, and that was objected to by the hon.
member for Burrum. The guestion now is that
the words proposed to be omitted stand part of
the clause.

Mr. HODGKINSON said his only reason for
proposing the amendment was this—of course
he knew perfectly well that it would not in any
way modify such regulations as the Minister
thought fit to frame—but the Minister for Lands
distinctly stated that in reference to the regula-
tions he was in favour of camping being allowed
for one night. They had had one instance given
in which a timber-getter did not move at all off
the lease. The timber was cut from a scrub on
the lease and taken to a railway siding also on
the lease, so that during the process of getting
timber and removing it the timber-getter was
never off the lease, and any restriction as to
time might absolutely prohibit his occupation.
What was the use of allowing a camp to be
made for one night only, at a place where, owing
to wet weather or loss of bullocks, a man might
be compelled to camp for a fortnight. His
bullocks might even be driven away by some
opponent cognisant of the spirit of the regulations.
He was not an advocate for interfering with one
scintilla of the vested rights of the squatter, and
his amendment would not interfere with him.
‘When the land was conceded to the squatter, it
was perfectly understood that the timber-getter
had a pre-existing right. In the same way it was
understood that the gold miner was not to be
interfered with in his search for gold, but owing
to an omission in the Act he was interfered with,
and they wanted to guard against that in the case
of the timber-getter.

The Hon. A, RUTLEDGE sald when they
voted on the question, they voted for the reten-
tion or omission of the words proposed to be
omitted by the hon. member for Burke. He
submitted that the subsection as it stood was
preferable. It comprised everything they could
possibly desire, and was much more compre-
hensive.

Question—That the words proposed to be
omitted stand part of the subsection—put and
passed.

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

Question—That clause 3, as amended, stand
part of the Bill—put.

Mr. BARLOW said he had a short amend-
ment to propose.  He had given a copy of it to
the Minister for Lands, as he had heen unable
to put it in print. Hon. members would remem-
ber that one of the most violent and possibly
unreasoning objections taken to the Act of 1884
arose from the 104th section of that Act. The
matter had been brought very prominently
under his notice when he was contesting the
election, the result of which returned him to
that House. The 104th clause had been con-
stantly held up as a weak point in the
Act of 1884, on the ground that the Ilessee
or the pastoral tenant of a holding under
the Act would crowd upon his holding such an
amount of improvements as might render the
taking away of the holding from that man an
impossibility. It had been continunally urged
against the Act of 1884, that that would be the
effect of that clause, and in connection with the
discussion the other day with respect to the
thirty years’ tenure of grazing farms, a small
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reminder had taken place with reference to the
objections taken to clause 104, The amendment
he proposed to submit to the Committee had
for its object the defining and limiting of any
excessive improvements upon a holding or run.
The Premier, he saw, was disposed to make
merry at the expense of that amendment.

The PREMIER: I think it a very serious
subject.

Mr. BARLOW said he thought it was, and
he thought the clause would probably have
the effect of shutting up some of the adverse
criticism which had taken place in regard to
the Act, and especially in regard to the 104th
section, He did not presume to say that any-
thing he proposed must necessarily be right, or
that the amendment was accurately framed to
carry out the object he had in view; but he
thought some limitation was necessary in order
to put a stop to the comments made upon that
104th section of the principal Act. The 104th
section said :—

‘“ Where there is upon & run or holding an improve-

ment, the pastoral tenant or lessee shall be entitled,
subject to the provisions of this Act, on the resump-
tion under the provisions of this Act, of the part of the
run or holding on which the improvements are, or on
the determination of the lease otherwise than by
forfeiture, to receive as compensation in respectof the
improvements such sum as would fairly represent the
value of theimprovement to an incoming tenant, or
purchaser of the whole run or holding.”
He proposed, in the amendment which he would
read to the Committee, to preventthe putting on
any holding of an excessive improvement, and
the putting upon a run or holding an excessive
improvement with a view to working it in
conjunction with other holdings ander the Act.
It had been constantly stated during the discus-
ston on that Bill that persons had obtained a
large number of grazing farms and had worked
them as one property. It was quite possible
that they might upon one of those selections put
an improvement, or that there might be upon one
of those selections some natural feature which
would enable the holder to work it as a sort of
headquarters for the whole, and therefore he had
endeavoured in his amendment to confine the
improvements to each holding with reference to
itself. Without further comment he would
read the amendment, which was as follows :—

The one hundred and fourth section of the principal

Act shall be read and construed as if the following pro-
viso had been originally added thercto :—pProvided that
compensation shall be allowed only in respect of such
improvements as are or were fairly and reasonably neces-
sary to the proper and profitable working of the run or
holding; taking into consideration its actual area only
and its classification as cither a grazing farm, an agri-
cultural farm, or a lease under the thirticth scction of
the principal Act.
He thought that amendment was one worthy of
something more than ridicule from the Govern-
ment ; though perhaps, in their opinion, it might
be too effectual in relieving the Act of 1884 of
one of the great objections raised, and most
industriously circulated, against it. He sub-
mitted the amendment to the Committee, not in
the belief that it must necessarily be right,
but in the belief that it was a fair attempt to
deal with a question which had formed the
subject of so much comment.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the hon.
member would have done better to have had the
amendment yrinted and circulated, so that hon.
members could see it, because it appeared to him
to strike a very serious blow at one of the pro-
visions of the Act of 1884, He was not aware*
that the 104th section had been seriously ecriti-
cised, though it certainly had been stated that
when a lease under it had expired the amount
to be paid in compensation would be very large
indeed., The clause provided that at the fime of
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the expiration of the lease, the lessee was to be
paid whatever the value of his improvements
was to the incoming tenant. The amendment,
it seemed to him, would, if carried, have the
effect of throwing considerable doubt upon what
improvemements a lessee was to put upon his
holding. Who was to decide it ?

Mr. BARLOW : The Land Board.
The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did

not believe it was right to limit the improvements
that a lessee might consider it necessary to put
upon his holding. Hisholding was comparatively
secure to him for fifty, thirty, or twenty-one
years, as the case might be, and different holders
would have totally different ideas as to the im-
provements necessary for the effective working
of their leases. The hon. gentleman said in the
clause he had proposed i—

“Provided that compensation shall be allowed only in

respect of such improvements as are or were fairly and
reasonably necessary for the proper and profitable
working of the run or holding.”
That applied to holdings of all kinds—to agricul-
tural farms, as well as to grazing farms or pastoral
leases, and he thought it would be introducing a
very serious element of uncertainty into the
improvement clauses affecting the different
holdings.

Mr. GRIMES called attention to the state of
the Committee.

Quorum formed,

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that at
present the lessees were—reasonably, he thought
—left to decide for themselves what improve-
ments were necessary for carrying on operations
upon their holdings. The Act defined what the
minimum of such improvements should be. Inthe
case of agricultural farms it could be either
fencing, or an amount of expenditure equal in
amount to the value of the fencing, and five years
were allowed in which the improvements were to
bemade. Withgrazing farmsfencing wasan abso-
lute necessity, and had to be erected within three
years. From that time to the termination of their
leases—at the end of thirty years for grazing
farms, and fifty years for agricultural farms—
it was very reasonably and properly left to the
discretion of the lessees what improvements they
chose to put on. He would point out that the
conditions were different under different circum-
stances. Take the case of two grazing farms.
In the one case the lessee was inclined to go in
for extensive subdivision of his property. He
might prefer making a stud farm of it, neces-
sitating very valuable improvements, such as
snbdivisions, sheds, paddocks, lucerne paddocks,
and perhaps, artesian wells. He might decide,
having a tenure of thirty years, that it was for his
advantage to improve that farm to a very great
extent. Should he do so it would be to the ad-
vantare of the country, as the improvements
would necassitate the employment of a con
siderable number of men, and if his operations
proved successful he would certainly be the
means of inducing others to do likewise. Now
the adjoining selector, on the contrary, might
be a man of comparatively limited means, and
he' might decide merely to put up a ring
fence round his selection, using it simply as
a grazing farm, and not improve it to any
further extent. He would ask the hon. mem-
ber for Ipswich, who was to decide between
thoss two men as to what was the proper kind
of improvements to put on those leaseholds, and
for which the lessee was to receive compensation
at the end of his lease? He assumed it would
have to be left to the Land Board to decide what
improvements should be sanctioned, but it would
be a bar to the industry of the individual if he
had to apply to the Land Board for permission
to make every improvement he contemplated.
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On those grounds it would not be advisable for
the Committee to pass the amendment. It
appeared to him to be very difficult to work the
scheme. The one Land Board could not exist for
ever, and a_succeeding Land Board might take
up a totally different view from the present
board—either allowing a greater amount to be
spent on improvements than the present board,
or disallowing many improvements which had
been made. On that ground he could not advise
the acceptance of the hon. member’s amend-
ment, unless he could give further reasous for its
acceptance,

Mr. BARLOW said that as the amendment
was not in print, he would mention for the infor-
mation of hon. members that it proposed to deal
with improvements on the three classes of
holdings—pastoral tenure, grazing farms, and
agricultural farms—when resumptions took place
otherwise than by forfeiture, the improvements
to be dealt with on the basis of their value to the
incoming tenant—that those improvementsshould
be only such as were fairly and reasonably
necessary to the profitable working of the hold-
ing. And it went on to propose that each
improvement should be dealt with in respect
to the individual area of the holding dealt
with, that the improvements should be im-
provements that were adapted to the class of
holding on which they were situated. It was
not a question of improvements to be put upon
the land before the lease was issued. It was an
attempt to deal with a question that was often
asked during the general election—What would
become of those holdings when the leases ran
out ? Sham Liberals and advanced Liberals, and
various other forms of political chameleons, said
the country would have to pay such an enormous
amount for the improvements which would be
put on those holdings that the country would be
glad to convert them into freeholds to get rid
of them. The question was put before the
farming constituencies, where the land question
was a live question, in every form of misrepre-
sentation, in order to scare them off the excellent
principles of the Act of 1884, His amendment
did not attempt to dictate to the tenant what
improvements he should put on his holding. Tt
simply cautioned him that if he put improve-
ments on a grazing farm which properly belonged
to an agricultural farm, he should suffer fthe
consequences in not being allowed any compen-
sation for that portion of the improvements when
Ege time came that the State had to deal with

em.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : The law
distinetly says that now.

Mr. BARLOW said he would submit that the
law did not say so distinctly. The 104th section
of the Act was the most involved piese of legis-
lation to be found in it; it was the pivot on
which all the objections to the Act of 1884, and
all the misrepresentations, turned at the last
general election. The 57th section simply
provided for the minimum improvements; it
stated the least thing a man must do in
order to obtain the benefits he sought., If
the 104th section had said that the mini-
mum was all thdt would have to be paid
for, it would have been a very different thing.
Then the argument of the Minister for Lands
would exactly apply. But the 104th section of
the Act of 1884 said the compensation to be
paid for improvements should be such a sum as
would fairly represent the value of the improve-
ments to an incoming tenant, or purchaser of
part of the holding as regarded a pastoral
tenant, and as regarded the whole of the
holding of a grazing farm or agricultural area.
The proposed amendment did not deal with
present improvements ; and it did not prevent a
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man making what improvements he liked. He
might put up a tower of Babel or any expensive
improvements he liked, but he would only be
paid for reasonable improvementsof the character

-adapted to the class of land which was improved.

That was how he (Mr. Barlow) had expounded
the 104th section of the Act, about which
there had been so much misrepresentation
Some people seemed to think that when the
thirty years in the case of grazing farms and
the fifty years in the case of agricultural
holdings expired, a sort of chaos would take
place; that an enormous sum of money would
have to be borrowed by the Government, in order
to pay for those improvements; that, in fact,
they would never be able to pay for them, and
that the land would virtually become freehold.
Therefore, if the discussion did no other good it
would challenge attention, and refute the mis-
representations that were circulated respect-
ing the Act of 1884. His contention, which
if “wrong could be contradicted, was that
the improvements would not stand in the
way of letting and re-letting the land to new
tenants, or to the old tenants at continually
increasing rental, and if the board did its duty
the State would get full value for the land. It
did not matter to the State whether the old
tenant or a new one ocecupied the land so
long- as it got an adequate return for it.
The amendment would prevent excess in im-
provements and tend to make them suitable for
the class of land for which they were in-
tended. Considering all the misrepresentation
there had been on the subject, he thought they
could not do better than settle the question by
debate, by the adoption of the amendment, or
by an authoritative declaration by the Minister
for Lands respecting it. Hehad endeavoured the
other evening to insert an amendment the effect
of which would have been to prevent the locking
up of agricultural land in grazing farms, but it
was defeated, and if he was to be in the same
trouble on the present occasion and get his
amendment flattened out by two Ministers for
Lands, he could not help it. He had studied
the question as bearing npon the recent elections
and the haziness and misconception that existed
respecting it, and if the debate did no more than
to elicit clear light upon the subject he should be
entirely satisfied.

The Hon. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH said he

looked upon the provision—which was forced into

the Actof 1884—that on the resumptionofarun or

holding the legsee should be entitled to compensa-
tion forimprovements estimated according to their
value to the whole run as a very injurious one,
because a man with a large run might make im-
provements upon it which might be much too
large when the run came to be subdivided. In
1886 ‘the pastoral tenants asked that the
bargain made with them might be revised,
and that they should get additional privi-
leges. One was an extension of their leases
from fifteen to twenty-one years, and when
the Bill was brought in it altered the provision
for compensation for improvements, and, in fact,
provided, in accordance with the original pro-
pozal of the Government in 1884, that the com-
pensation was to be not in accordance with the
value of the improvements as upon the whole area,
but as upon the area which was thrown open to
selection. That was the alteration made in thelaw,
and the improvements were now to be paid for by
the incoming tenant, according to what they were
worth tohim. ¥{e thought that was a perfectly fair
law. ‘The amendment of the hon. member for
Ipswich, although it seemed to make a provision
more favourable to the country, was, he
thought, really a step in the other direction.
It would, in fact, go back to the provisions
of the Act of 1881 It proposed that the
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value of the improvements should be esti-
mated according to the whole .area of the run.
He would estimate the value of the improve-
ments not in accordance with the size of the new
division—the piece offered for selection—but in
accordance with the area of the whole of the rn
or selection. He thought the amendment did
not_tend in the direction the hon.: gentleman
desired; but ratherin the direction of tle mistake
made in 1884, which was made notwithstanding
the protest of the Government.

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL : You put
it in.

The Hox. Stz 8. W. GRIFFITH said the
hon, gentleman knew it was put in notwith-
standing the protest of the Government. In
1886, however, the error was corrected; and it
would be a great mistake to re-introduce the
error now,

Mr. BARLOW said that his amendment was
evidently imperfectly drawn, because his inten-
tion was to confine the compensation to the
reduced area. In deference to the opinion ex-
pressed by the leader of the Opposition, he would
withdraw it ; but he believed the discussion had
served to contradict the aspersion which had
been cast on the framers of the Act of 1844 in
regard to the question of compensation.

Mr. SALKELD said the hon. member for
Ipswich had brought the amendment forward in
consequence of attempts having been made again
and again to discredit the late Government, by
saying that when the leases expired the country
would not be in a position to disturb the present
pastoral tenants, inasmuch as the improvements
would be of such enormous value that the
Government could not possibly pay for them.
If he did not mistake, that had been said hy some
members of the present Government ; and if no
other good had been done by bringing the matter
forward, it had shown the fallacy of those
assertions.

Amendment, by leave, withdrawn,

Mr. BARLOW said that, at the suggestion of
the Minister for Lands, he now begged to move
the amendment of whichk he had given notice ;
but he would first explain the modification he
had made on the amendment as printed, in order
to meet the objections suggested by hon. mem-
bers on both sides. The hon. member for Stanley
contended that land orders should be con-

- vertible ; and he was sorry that hon. member
was not present to hear what he had to say
on the matter, The principle in connection
with land orders of late years was that they
should be issued to those” who would become
bond fide settlers ; and if any person was not in
a position to settle on the land, his land order
had been issued under & misrepresentation. He
failed to see why the native youths of the
colony, and persons who had resided in the
colony for some years, should be entitled to less
benefit in connection with the land than those
who had just come to the colony. Who
was so fitted to settle on the land as the
son of the man who had been on the land
before him? That man was better acquainted
with bush life and agricultural life in the colony
than a person who just came out, and he was as
much entitled to a land order. The objection to
the clause as printed was that an immense
number of land orders would be issued and
would be floating about, and pressure would be
brought to bear on candidates at election times,
by persons willing to sell their land orders for
anything they could get, to make those land
orders transferable. His amendment was framed
strictly on the lines of the land order system
introduced by the hon. member for South” Bris-
bane, Mr. Jordan, and provided that it could
only be used by the person to whom it was
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issued, or by the husband or the wife, no
other relationship being admitted. To meet
the objection that might be used to bring
pressure to bear on candidates at election times,
he proposed that the person who_used the land
order should show his bone fides by going on the
land and paying at least one year’s rent and a
portion of the survey fess. He therefore pro-
posed to insert after the word ‘‘pounds” the
words ““provided that such person, or the
husband of such person, is the holder of a license
under the 54th section, or of a lease under the
58th section of the principsl Act.,” No person
would select land and pay the first year’s
rent, and a portion of the survey fee, simply to
get aland order. And by another arr}endmenb
he proposed to cut out from the operation of the
system every person who had received a land
order under any previous Act, except the
Act which provided for volunteer land orders,
because the persons who had received volunteer
land orders had given a quid pro quo for them.
Then a consequential amendment was necessary to
enable the land order to be applied in refund-
ment of the first, and in payment of any
subsequent arrears of the rent of any holding.
He would take as an example the case Qf a
man aged twenty-one, and a girl aged eigh-
teen, who had probably saved some money.
‘What an assistance to them . in taking up land
would those united land orders be. He shounld
be told he wan anmihilating the land revenue,
but he had always contendrd that that was a very
secondary matter to the settlement of people on
the land, and if the amendment had the effect of
settling people on the land, they could afford to
lose the £40. That was the policy he advocated,
There were one or two consequential amend-
ments, but those he mentioned were the main
features. If the country decided against the
clause, he should have redeemed the pledges he
made In bringing it forward. He saw no reason
why nativeyouths should notreceiveland orders as
well as immigrants, and if they went on to the
land and showed their bona fides by paying one
year’s rent and survey fee, that was an earnest
of their intention to become good citizens. It
was not unfair that the first year’s rent should be
refunded, and the land order applied to sub-
sequent years’ rents. Of course, that also ap-
plied to every native-born and naturalised
British subject who had resided in the colony
for five years, and he thought it should so
apply. A person who had resided in the c_olony
for five years was entitled to some considera-
tion. The clause did not hold out any induce-
ment to people to rush here for the sake of a
land order. It would be said that a great many
rich people would take up those land orders, but
they could only do 50 to a certain extent. They
could not draw distinctions between parties on
account of their wezlth. If the clause induced
bond fide settlement they would have done well
in passing it. He was not anxious to take up

. the time of the Committee, and probably every

hon. member had made up his mind on the
question. He would, therefore, move the clause
as follows :—

Every person of Luropsan extraction who is of the
full age of eighteen years, and is either—

(e} A native of the territory embraced within the
colony of Queensland, and whether such per-
son was horn hefore or after the separation of
sneh territory fromn the colony of New South
Wiles;

(D) A natural-born or naturalised Britizh subjeet,
and has at asy time bond fidle resided within
the colony of Quesnsland for five consecutive
years, and has not had issusd to him any land
order warrant under the twenty-cighth section
of the Crown TLands Act Amendment Act of

I886, nor anv land under uny previous Act of
{his Pouline.ont of Queensland, excepting under
i Linol-efpliih section of 31 Vie. No. 46
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shall be entitled to apply for and receive one land order
m the form in the first schedule to this Act of the
nominal value of twenty pounds. Provided that such
person or the husband of such persdn is the holder of a
license under the fifty-fourth section of aleaseunder the
fiftv-eighth section of the prineipal Act.!

No more than one such land order shall be issued to
any such person.

Application for such land order shall be made in the
form of the second schedule to this Act to theland
agent whose office is neavest to the ordinary place of
residencs of the applicant.

Upon the hack of such application there shall bea
statutory declaration made by the applicant under
the Oaths Act of 13€7, or under any other Act regulat-
ing such declarations, setting forth such of the follow-
ing facts as the case may require :—

(¢) That the applicant is of the full age of eighteen
years, and that he has not already received a
land order either under this present Act, nor
un(_ier any previous Act excepting 31 Vie. No. 486,
or in respect ol any land order warrant actually
issued to himunder the twenty-eighth section of
the Crown Lands Act Amendinent Act of 1886

(1) The place of birth of the applicant ;

(¢) That .if not & native of Queensland territory, the
apphcant is a natural-born or naturalised
British subject, and that he has bond fide
resided within the colony for a period of five
consecutive years, and the dates and places of
such residence.

The land agent shall forthwith transmit such applica-
tion and declaration to the Minister, and the applicant
shall thereupon he entitled to have issued to him one
land order as hereinbefore provided.

Land orders issued under this section shall not be
transferable, and shall be available at any time to their
full nominal value for the purposes and on the condi-
tions following and no other, that is to say ;—

In payment of the first or any subsequent year's
rvent of any holding under Part IV. of the
prineipal Act, of which the person to whom the
land order is isswed, or the husband of such
person, is, at the time of making such pay-
ment, the lessee;

In the event of the death of the holder of such
land order, so much of the value thereaf as has
notalready been so applied shall be availablein
payment of the rent of any such holding of
which he was the lessee at the time of his
gleath. or in payment of the rent of any holding
in payment of the rent of which it might have
been applied if the holder had not died.

At the time when the land order is applied in pay-
ment of reut, the person so applying it must be still
a resident in the colony.

Every land owner shall have endorsed thereon a copy
of the last preceding section of this Act.

. The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he took
it that the Minister for YLands might naturally
be supposed, and was supposed by the country, to
be the trustee of the public estate, and in that
capacity he was compelled, and rightly so, to act
uponthe defensive when any attackonalargescale
—and in the present csse he said a gigantic scale
—was made on the public estate. The hon. gen-
tleman, in introducing the amendment, made the
remark that the settlement of the land was the
chief consideration, without too deeply entering
into the question of revenue., He (the Minister
for Lands) to a certain extent agreed with that;
put when an amendment of that sort which
involved a regular seramble for the lands of the
colony, was proposed, it was only right to
point out_how, although it might to a certain
extent induce a little additional settlement, it
would utterly do away with the revenue branch
of the department. If an amendment of that
sort were carried it would be absolutely neces-
sary that some other means should be devised
for raising revenue. The hon, member said, “all
natives of the territory, whether such persons
were born before or after separation of such
territory from New South Wales.” That,
therefore, applied not only to those natives at
present sesident in the colony, but to all those
natives who might have been born in Queens-
land before separation and were now living in
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the other colonies or in England, if they chose
to come here and take up land. He did not for
2 moment mean to say that all the natives in the
colony would take advantage of the section and
settle on the land, but let the Committee see
what the number of the natives in the colony
really were, leaving out those who were living
elsewhere, and who would be entitled to land
orders if they chose to exercise the right.
According to the census of 1886, they had
124,074 nativesin the colony, and allowing for
an increase since that time in the same propor-
tion as that which took place during the previous
five years, he took it that they had at present
150,000 natives in the colony, all of whom would
be entitled, under the amendment, to a land
order, of the value of £20.

Mr. BARLOW : The nominal value.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said it was
of the nominal value of £20; but if it was
exercised, it would be of the actual value of £20.
That meant that they should be hypothecating
£3,000,000 worth of land on account of the
natives.

Mr. BARLOW : Every native would not
settle.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he
admitted that, but a considerable number of
them would, and if only one-third of them did
it would mean £1,000,000. DBut that was only
a small portion of those who would be entitled
to land orders under the clause. There were
the natives, and the next clazs it applied to was
natural-born or naturalissd British subjects,
who had resided in the colony for a period of
five years and had not already received land
orders. Why, there wsre thousands in the
colony who had not received land orders and
who had resided here for five years, and who
would, under the amendment, be entitled to
claim land orders. Very likely a great many
of them would claim land oxders. He had
noticed an expression of opinion already in the
House as to the making of land orders issued
already under the Act transferable, and £40,000
worth of land had besn hypothecated in that
way. There were numerous reasons now that
they should be made transferable. e remem-
bered that when the land order clauses were
passed, he said that the holders of those orders
would in time become so numerous as to acquire
political power, and attempts would be made,
and they had already been made, to make
them transferable. He thought that was a
danger they had to apprehend in connection
with land orders already issued; but if they
extended to two-thirds of the people of the
colony land orders of the value of £20 each, they
might depend upon it that some means would be
adopted to make them transferable; and then
they might do away with the Lands Department
altogether, and let the people go in for a general
scramble,  But in addition to the persons he had
referred to, lessees under the Act of 1884 would
be entitled to land orders under the amendment.
Why only under the Act of 18842 Whynot
lessees under previous Acts? Take the lessees
under the Act of 1884 : From the 1st December,
1885, when the Act came into operation, to the
31st” December, 1888, there were 4,585 of those,
and the Committee could certainly take it for
granted that they were residents upon the soil.
They would be entitled to land crders, and that
would mean £01,700 worth of land. In addition
to that, under the proposed clause, those lessees
need not go and take up fresh land, but they
would actually be allowed to use the land orders
in obtaining a refundment of the rents they had
already paid. They could be used against the
first year’s rents, and in payment of any subse-
quent year’s rents. Those lessees had increased
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to over 5,000 by this time, and they would
be entitled, under the amendment, actually and
at once, to a refund of £100,000, and sub-
sequent payments. He would not at present
criticise_the amendment further than he had
done. He would like to hear some arguments
from hon. members in favour of it, and
he thought it would be quite sufficient if he
answered them as they were brought forward.
From the way in which the clause was drafted,
however good the intentions of the hon. member
might have been, he thought that if the hon.
member had looked at it a little more from a
practical point of view—and a practical point of
view must embody the financial point of view—
he would not have asked the Committee to
accept the amendment.

Mr. MORGAN said he did not rise to discuss
the clause at any great length so much as to put
in a word for the Chairman, who he knew held
very strong opinions in favour of the clause. He
thought it was a pity the Chairman had not an
opportunity of expressing those opinions, as he
might be able to carry conviction on the subject
to the heart of the Minister for Lands. If they
were going to be good to themselves there was a
shorter way of getting at it than that proposed by
the hon. member for Ipswich, and that was to esti-
mate the unalienated balance of the land at the
disposal of thecolony and divide it amongst them.
Speaking seriously, there was no doubt through-
out the colony a large number of people who
thought it a right policy to give land orders to
native-born children. They could not see why
strangers from the old country should be given a
free grant of a portion of the territory, upon
which their children born here had not the
right to settle unless they paid the full value
for it. Theimmigrants who received land orders
paid a very low rate for their passage, cer-
tainly hardly sufficient to compensate the country
for the establishment in London and bringing
them out here, and it was felt that there was
no reason why those people should be given
a free grant of land when it was denied to
children born in the colony. There were so
many difficulties in the way, as pointed out by
the Minister for Lands, that he thought he (Mr.
Morgan) would not be able to appropriate, by the
assistance of his children, any portion of the
public estate. If he could see his way he would
be glad to assist the hon. member for Ipswich
and the Chairman, but he was afraid there was
very little chance of his being able to do so.

Mr. BARLOW said he would like to say a
few words in reply, and he would quote the
little verse of poetry that had been quoted the
other evening by his hon. friend the member
for Ipswich, and say that, though beaten back
in this fray, some day or other they would come
in first in that matter. He had not been in the
slightest degree discouraged or surprised with the
reception hisproposal had met. Every proposal of
that kind was received withsmiles of incredulity,
and mountains of difficulty were piled upon ik
but it went on increasing 1in strength, and that
would go on increasing in strength, and at the
next general election some hon. members would
have somewhat changed their opinions. He was
not_discouraged by the opposition he had met
with, He had only fulfilled a promise he had
made to his constituents in bringing it forward,
It appeared that the Committee was determined
not to adopt the principle at any price, so he
would not divide the Committee upon it. The
arguments advanced by the Minister for Lands
were only arguments founded upon the ex-
pediency of the case, and were not arguments
against the principle. They were told over and
over again by hon. members opposite that they
had 428,000,000 acres in the colony, and when
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any question of locking up the public estate, or
giving it away, or selling it by auction, was
brought forward, they were told that they need
not be afraid, as they had 428,000,000 acres to go
upon. Not one person in twenty would go on the
land, and not a married woman, whose husband
was not a selector, could go on theland under the
proposed clause, because under the Act she was
unable to select. The selectors under the old
Act could take up fresh land, so that there was
no injustice inflicted upon them. He had
brought the case of the native-born popula-
tion before the Committee. If the Committee
thought fit, he was quite willing to eliminate
from his proposal the persons who had been five
years in the colony. He knew the proposal was
a wide one, but proposals of that sort must
necgssarily be wide; but he could not see why
land orders should be denied to the native-born
population when they were given to others with
not half the qualifications of the sons of the
soil. In bringing forward his proposal he had
redeemed the pledge he had made to his con-
stituents, and they would hear more of it in the
future.

The Hox. Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH said that
he must disabuse the hon. member’s mind of the
belief that he was a reformer in that respect. It
was more than seventeen years since he had first
heard it brought forward, and he had voted against
it then, and several times since. He had first
voted against it in 1872, when the system was
proposed by Mr. Forbes, a member for West
Moreton, who was then Speaker. As far as his
memory served him, six members had then voted
for it. On a subsequent occasion more had voted
for it, but more for fun than otherwise. He did
notthink theproposalhad everreceived any serious
support., It was too much like what the Aus-
tralian people were sometimes accused of being
likely to do-—that was, dividing the whole of the
lands of Australia amongst themselves. He was
sure his hon. friend was on the wrong track on
the present occasion, as public opinion was not
tending in that direction at all.

Mr. BARLOW said he had been opposed by
the Minister for Lands and the hon. gentleman,
but he was of the same opinion still.

Mr. JORDAN said that some twenty years ago
there had been a system of giving land orders to
induce immigration, and he had advocated the
re-establishment system. That system had been a
great success in attracting a population—a great
desideratum in & new country. That immigra-
tion was not an immigration of paupers, costing
£240,000 a yesr to the taxpayers. The people
who came out under that system were people who
paid their own passages, and who had intended to
settle ontheland. They were mostly people who
had been connected with the land in England,
and who otherwise would probably have gone
away to the United States. He had pointed.
out at the time that the emigration from Great
Britain was at the rate of nearly 1,000 a day,
being 350,000 a year. The great bulk of those
people who went to the United States and Canada
paid their own passages, and took with them a
large amount of capital. During the first year of
the land order system in this colony between 6,000
and 7,000 persons had come out to Queensland
from Great Britain, obdained land orders, and
would have settled on the land, but that the
land set apart for them was so abominably bad
that it would not feed a goose—as Sir Charles
Lilley used to say. Unfortunately, those land
orders were_ transferable, and the consequence
was that the persons holding them, finding
the land was useless for their purpose, sold
their land orders, which became a drugin the
market. They were bought up by the pastoral
tenants, and became depreciated from the nominal
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value of £18 to £7 or £8. The shipowners who
promised to take the £18 land orders for the free
immigrants held at one time £50,000 worth of
them, and they were absolutely unsaleable.
After having advertised their system of fmmi-
gration in the Australian colonies and in Great
Britain to get offers for the conveyance of free
passengers, they were obliged to buy back £25,000
worth at £15 apiece from the first shipowners,
because they could not get any other firm to bring
vut any passengers. The transferability of the
iand orders was the reason why the system had
failed. The system under the Act of 1868 was
quite different. It was not proposed to make the
land orders transferable, and they could only be
used by the people who got them as rant, so
that the former objection wus entirely swept away.
He knew the hon. member for Stanley did not
approve of the non-fransferable land orders,
because he wanted to revert to that miserabls
system of transferable land orders, which had
been a great failure. In one sense il was a
great success, because during the very first year
of its operation he (Mr. Jordan) sent out betwean
6,000 and 7,000 full-paying passengers, and during
the six years the old system was in operation, the
people who came out under that sy-tem, paying
their passages in full, were ascertained to have
brought with them an average of £30,000 in each
ship. Doing away with transferable land orders,
and getting rid of that great objection %o them,
commended itself to the House, and was carried
in 1884. It would be a great mistake to give
away the land as proposed in the amendment,
and he saw no reason why they should despise
the large revenue that would be shortly coming
in from the operation of the present Land Act.
In spite of the small sam that came in from
gelections, the increase of land revenue last
year was £68,000. They could not afford
to give away land; and the clause now
proposed would lead to great evils and a general
scramble for the land.  He did not think the
number of bond fide farmers would be increased
# they gave the land away ; for that which cost
nothing was not valued. Land was cheap enough.
Anyone who wanted it could get it for 2s. 6d. an
acre, with five yearsto pay the moneyin. On those
grounds he was opposed to the amendment. He
wished to see land settlement greatly increase, but
he thought the facilities were sufficiently large.
Apart from homestead selections, the land taken
up on the long tenure system last year was
167,000 acres, and if, as he believed they would,
the holders converted their land into freeholds at
the end of ten years, the value to the State of
the amount leased last year alone would be
£188,000 at the end of ten years. What he had
to complain of was that the land-order system of
immigration--although the law--wasnotin opera-
tion, properly speaking. The last report of the
Lands Department showed that only 600 land
orders had been claimed during the last two and
‘a-half years, whereas during the first year of its
operation, twenty y«..rs ago, between 6,000 and
7,000 persons came out under that system. The
existence of the present system was hardly known
at home. Persons had frequently come to him
and told him that when they left the old country
they did not know that there was any land order
system in operation. Formerly no ship was
allowed toleave unless theshipping clerk had inter-
viewed every passenger, and given him his land
order warrant. The law was the same in that
respect now, and there was no excuse that so
many persons came out without knowing that
land orders were available. There was a litile
blame, he thought, also to be attached to the
department here. Two respectable men had
called upon him a week ago. One had just come
out to the colony with a large family, and had
brought capital with him; the other was an
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old resident of Brisbane. The newly-arrived
immigrant had come to the colony with land
orders for himself, his wife, and several children
over eighteen years of age. He told him he had
been to the Lands Office, had shown his land
orders, and stated that he wanted to know where
he conld take up the land ; that he was sent into
a department where he was talked to hy two
youths who differed in their opinion as to how
much land should be taken up, and he came
away under the impression that with all his land
orders he could only get one farm of 160 acres,
He (Mr. Jordan) then directed him where to go,
and told him that if he did not get the fullest
satisfaction to come back and tell him. As the
gentleman had not come back he assumed that
he had got that satisfaction. Persons going to
the Lands Department for information should,
be thought, be sent to some intelligent person
who could give them the information they re-
quired. He brought that under the notice of the
Minister for Lands, not in the way of complaint,
but to show him the necessity of providing that
persons holding land orders should get the fullest
information that could be obtained.

Mr. BARLOW said that with regard to the
assertion of the hon, member that the land
revenue would be annihilated if land orders were
issued as he (Mr. Barlow) had proposed, that
would only be in the case if large holdings could
be obtained under the system ; but in his amend-
ment he had carefully guarded against the possi
bility of the transferable order being issued until
the person had shown his bona fides by taking up
the land and paying the first year’s rent and
part of the survey fee.

Mr, O’SULLIVAN said the hon. member for
South Brisbane had applied the term ‘‘miserable
system” to transferable land orders.  The hon.
member misapplied the term ‘“miserable.” It
was to the miserable system of non-transferable
land orders that he should have applied it.
Nearly all thoz= who came out under the trans-
ferable land order aystem took up land; at any
rate all the land orders were used for that pur-
pose. Infaet, soquickly wasthe land taken up that
the legislature made the orders non-transferable.
This was the way they acted : They issued £30
and £18 land orders and actually bought them
back for £15 afterwards. In fact they turned
the Treasury into a pawnbroker’s shop. They
told the men to whom those £30 non-transferable
land orders were issued to come to the Treasury
and lodge them there and they would give them £7
or £6 for them ; and if they took them out again
they would have to pay £1 interest; so that in
every sense the Treasury wasa pawubroker’s shop,
except that they did not put up the three balls.
What wasthe mystery of theimmense property the
late Roman Catholic Bishop, Dr. O’Quinn, bought
in the colony. He had brought out two or three
shiploads of immigrants ; the land orders, which
were non-transferable, were made payable to
him ; but they were of no earthly use to him,
and, on the advice of himself (Mr, O’Sullivan) and
others, he bought land with them. That wasthe
history of the immense wealth of the Roman
Catholic Church at the present time. At that time
the land orders were made non-transferable; bub
squatters all over the colony, and particularly
on the Darling Downs, got lawyers in the city
and large towns to draw up a power of attorney
by which they were made transferable, and he
knew that thousands of forgeries were com-
mitted over the matter. Those £30 land orders
became so low that they were actually bought by
lawyers in Brisbane acting for squatters for £4
and £5; but those orders bought land on the
Downs and elsewhere for their full value. Had
they been made transferable the squatter or
purchaser would have had to pay £30 or £28 for
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them, thersfore he would not have been able to
buy so much land or he would have had to pay a
larger amount of money. There would have been
no camp meetings of people who came to the
colony, and had those land orders rotting in their
pockets had they been transferable. If trans-
ferable, those land orders would represent so
much cash in the colony, and would be invested
in land. As a proof of that, he would state during
the time cotton-growing was in progress in the
colony, the bonuses for its cultivation were made
transterable, and the result was that the people
turned them over and bought land with them.
The transferable land orders did more to settle
people in West Moreton than anything that had
been done in that House since he had been a
member of it, which was from the very be-
ginning. But so long as land orders were
made non-transferable, they were of no use
to anyone. In fact, they were a deception
to the people at home, becavse many of
them did not know the meaning of the words
““ non-transferable,” and thought they would be
able to make use of those land orders when they
came out. Supposing a man who was a carpenter,
paid his passage, came to the colony and got a
land order ; he did not want to go farming but
to work at his trade, and what hardship was
there in allowing him to hand his land order to a
farmer, who would pay him for it and take
up land with it? Although the amount of
the land order was small, to those people it
was large. That carpenter might be able to start
in town on the proceeds of his transferable land
order, while a non-transferable order would not
be worth 1s. to him. 'What was the use of trying
to deceive the Committee, when members were
thoroughly well acquainted with the history of
land orders in the colony.

Mr. BARLOW said what the late Right Rev.
Dr. O’Quinn, who was one of the ablest men who
had ever been in Queensland, did was this: He
had a very large sum of money at his disposal for
the purpose of building churches, and he killed
two birds with one stone. He acquired land
and brought his own people to ('gho colony.
He sent home that monsy he had at his disposal
forecclesiastical purposes and assisted the paszsages
of a certain number of immigrants who obtained
land orders, he was informed, in the name of tha
Right Reverend James O'Quinn.  Those wers
not transferable ; but if he had a basket full
of them he could buy with them land %o
the value they represented. Surely the hon.
member for Stanley must see that if land
orders were made transferable they would be
bought at a discount, and that the Government
would suffer. On the other hand, if persons
received land orders which bore on the face of
them the condition that they must occupy the
land, they could not grumble if the conditions
were carried out.

Mr. O’SULLIVAN said he could not ses how
the Government would lose if he got a £20 land
order for £5. If he had a land order, and gave
it away to another man, how could the Govern-
ment be at a loss?

Mr. BARLOW said he should have stated
that the holder of the land order suffered
through selling at a discount ; and the Govern-
ment suffered by having to accept the land order
in payment for land at the full valve from a
person who would otherwise have had to pay £20
in cash.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN said the holder would
suffer a greater loss by keeping the land order in
his pocket.

Mr., BARLOW said he could go on the land,
and use it at any time he chose.

New clause put and negatived,

Mr. ISAMBERT said he had a new clause to
propose. The more the land order system was
ventilated the more impracticable it was proved
to be. On two previous occasions he had voted
against it, and he believed the Minister for
Lands had found to his sorrow that it was a
mistake. Land orders had already been issued
to the value of £40,000, and they were a source
of vexation and dissatisfaction. He had been
troubled a great deal by parties coming to the
colony in connection with land orders, and
he had told them plainly that the land orders
were of little value; but that if they were
made transferable they might become valu-
able in time. Those land orders, to the
amount of £40,000, were 40,000 reasons that
would tell at the next elections ; and there would
be mo peace till some measure was passed by
which they could be made available, because at
present they were a snare and a delusion. Any
private person who would perpetrate such a
transaction would very soon have to make his
bow before Mr. Pinnock. A great many of the
people who came out with land orders were not
fit to go on the land, and there was no land
available for those who wanted to go on the
land.

Mr. JORDAN : There is plenty.

Mr. ISAMBERT said the hon. gentleman
ought to know better than to say that. He had
taken (Germans to the Lands Office when the
hon. gentleman was Minister, and he could not
tell them where the land was. All he could do
was to refer them to the map. Any child knew
there was plenty of land. But how far was it
from ceatres of population? And what was
the use of a homestead to a man who was a
hundred miles away from a market? Land
that ought to be available for homesteads
was now used for sheepwalks, and he had been
repeatedly bothering the officers of the Lands
Department for information as to available agri-
cultural land. They could show him land, forty
miles hbeyond Pittsworth, exceedingly good land ;
but farmers would have to bring their produce
forty miles to Pittsworth, and then send it a
long distance by rail before they could find a
market; and it would not pay them to do
that. He thought that inducing people to
settle on ths land when they could not
make a living on it, had bean the means of
blocking settlenient and progress to a very great
extent. The amendment he had to propose was
simply to grant to every person of European
extraction, of the full aze of eighteen years, a
piece of land not exceeding 160 acres, on condition
of paying 2d. per acre per annum for five
years for survey fecs. He would let them have
it on condition that they occupied it, and give
them the right to transfer it to anyone elie who
would live on the land. Hisamendment included
the abolition of the land order system, which
he looked upon as a system of false pretences.
His amendment included the abolition of the
land order system. When he spoke to the
Minister for Tands, he made the remark that it
would be better to give the land away rather
than hase a scramble for it; but he (Mr.
Isambert) would tell him something to the
contrary, and take no less an authority than
the Under Secretary. In a very excellent map
showing the lands of the colony, he found
that on the 81st December, 1838, under the
1876 Act, the whole of the land taken up as
homestead szelections In twelve years amounted
t0 116,798 acres, which was obtained at 2+, 6d. an
acre. Supposing they had made a present of
that land, in twelve years it would only amount
to giving away £14,590. If they allowed any
man who wanted 160 acres to take it up, and if
they abolished the land order system, they would
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have better results. The amount taken up as
homestead areas was, in comparison, really so
small that it almost took a microscope to find it.
At present, the land order system was nothing
but taking money under false pretences. The
Minister for Lands, if he liked, could tell some
very curious stories of how the land order system
worked. He knew a person who had repeated
correspondence with the Minister for Lands in
order to get a suitable piece of land for a
nursery, and in the correspondence he found the
{)ollowing, which was written from Bunda-
erg —

“P.5.—Since writing the above, on inquiry I have
ascertained that there is no suitable Govermmnent
ground which would do for a nursery, exceptingthat
portion set apart for a botanical gardens. If the
Minister for Lands can grant me a small portion of this
I shall be very thankful.”’

He believed that was not the only poor fellow
who had been deceived by being told those
white lies about the millions of acres that were
available., A good many others were in the same
predicament, and if they could get a piece of the
botanical gardens would be satisfied. He hoped
the Government would accept his amendment.
It would be a great benefit to the Treasury, and
do away with the growing system of issuing
land orders that werenever used. He, therefore,
had much pleasure in moving the following
amendment :—

EBvery person of European extraction who is of the
tull age of eighteen years, and is either—

(@) A native of the territory embraced within the

colony of Queensiand, and whether such person

‘was born before or after the separation of such

territory from the colony of New South Wales;

(by A vatural-born or naturalised British subjects
and has not hud issued to him any land order
warrant under the twenty-eighth section of the
Crown Lands Act Amendment Act of 1886, or
any land order under any other Act of the Par-
liament of Queensland, shaull be entitled to take
up an agricultural farm subjeet to the provi-
sions and limitations as to improvements con-
tained in the seventy-fourth section ot the
prineipal Act, but shall not be required to
make any payment therefor excepting the sum
of twopence per acre per annum for five yoars
for survey fees, and no niore. but shall not be
entitled to a deed of grant of such land in fee-
simple.

Every such person shall be entitled to hold and occupy
such land as he shall bond fide personally reside thereon,
and shall have therein a tenant right which, after the
expiration of thres years from the date of oceupation,
and provided that the required improvements have been
made, he may sell, devise, or bequeath to any person
not disqualified from holding an agricultural farm under
the principal Aet, anad in the event of his intestacy such
tenant right shall follow the usual lezal distribution of
freehold estate within the colony of Queensland.

Such tenant right shall subsist and continue so long
as any person, not dizqualified as aforesaid, shall bond
Jfide reside upon and cceupy such land; but if there be,
in the opinion of the board, a failure of such occupa-
tion for a period of more than three months without
the written permission of the board, which they shall
and may grant if they s.c fit to do so, it slall be lawful
for the board to deglare by notice in the Government
Gazette the tenant right to have been absolutely for-
feited, and such land shall thereupon revert to its
original status as Crown lands.

The. holder of such tenant right shall be entitled to
take up a grazing farm not exceeding three hundred
and twenty acrcs, and shall not, so long as he shall
bond fide reside under his tenant right upon the agri-
cultural farm as hereinbefore provided, be required to
fulfil the conditions of residencs required as to such
grazing farm by the sixth subsection ot the fifty-cighth
section of the prineipal Act.

If there be within the boundaries of any agricul-
tural area any land which in the opinion of the board
is as to gquality and fitness unsuited for agrienlture,
the Governor in Council may, on the recominendation
of the board, by proclamation, set the same apart for
occupation as grazing farms in areas not exceeding
three hundred and twenty acres.
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The twenty-eighth, twenty-ninth, thirtieth, thirty-
first, and thirty-second sections and the second and
third schedules of the Crown Lands Act Amendment
Act of 1886 shall be and are hereby repealed.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said that
was another of those amendments which was
almost a Land Bill in itself, and which would
entirely revolutionise the Land Act of 1884, and
it would certainly throw open the lands of the
colony to speculators upon the most favourable
terms he had ever heard of. What the hon.
member proposed was briefly this : that anyone
who desired to settle upon the landin future
would be able to take up land under a different
tenure. He would not even be asked to pay
the modest 2s. 6d. an acre, the payments
extending over five years. But he weuld be
asked, allowed, and invited to take up an
agricultural farm, the maximum area of which
was 1,280 acres, at 10d. per acre payable in five
years.

Mr, ISAMBERT ¢aid he had altered the area
to 160 acres.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he was
quoting the copy of the new clause that he had
in his hands. But whatever the area was, the
clause said that every person should be entitled
to hold and to occupy such land, and should have
a tenant right, which, at the expiration of three
years from the date of occupation, the occupant
was allowed to sell, in fact it amounted to the
same thing as disposing of his leasehold. He
could sell the land at the market value when
he had only paid up to that time 6d. per acre.
Tenpence per acre spread over five years
would not pay the survey fees. He thought
their land law conditions were just about as
liberal as anyone who really wished to settle upon
the land could possibly desire. There was no
necessity for the new clause ; and why the con-
ditions of occupation should be reduced from
five years to three years, he could not imagine.
The clause did not speecify where such areas
might be taken up. They might be taken up in
any part of the colony; and not only that, but
when the tenant had sold his farm, he could take
up another. In fact, 10d. per acre would be the
nominal value of the land in future, and
the payments would be spread over five
years. It was not necessary to go into a dis-
cussion as to the merits of land orders. He had
never said anything very much for or against the
system. There were some good points about the
system ; but he was not so favourable to it as
other hon. members were. As a trustee of the
public estate he could not accept the pro-
posed new clause. The hon. member who
introduced it actually said it would be a benefit
to the Treasury ; but he would not discuss the
matter from the Treasury point of view, as he
failed to see where the benefit came in. - If 10d.
was to be the future price of the public lands of
the colony, he could not see the use of asking

‘homestead selectors to pay 2s. 6d. per acre, with -

personal residence for five years, and the oppor-
tunity of acquiring the freehold at the end of
that time,

Mr. JORDAN said when he was in the Lands
Office every information was available for persons
who wished to take up land, and the Surveyor-
General, in his report for the year 1888, had
shown the careful system on which full infor-
mation upon that subject was to be obtained
in the office. The hon. member for Rosewood
had said that the land order system was a snare
and a delusion, because there was no land it for
settlement, yet they had the fact that last year
125,000 acres were taken up as homesteads, and
167,000 acres as agricultural farms, so that it was
absurd to talk in that way. There was alsoa
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large area open all over the colony for selection,
and anybody interested could find out exactly
at the Lands Office where it was; but it
was nothing in comparison to the quantity
that would be available for settlement as the
colony was developed and railways and settle-
ment were extended. Was it not absurd to
say that land orders were a snare and a delu-
sion because there was no land fit for settle-
ment, in a colony containing 428,000,000 acres?
The hon. member for Rosewood knew he was
speaking carelessly when he said that, and he was
astonished when he heard that that hon. member
had told one of his friends, a person who
admitted he had no intention of settling
on the land, that his land order was not
much good now, but it might become valu-
able by-and-by. Lands were always avail-
able in connection with the payment of rents
for farms, or homesteads, or even for grazing
farms, and the hon. member seemed to have
forgotten that. Last year 1,390,000 acres were
taken up as grazing farms; but very few
of those had been taken up by means of pay-
ments by land orders-—not onethat heknewof. If
people knew that they could take up grazing farms
and pay the rent for them with land orders to
the extent they could, it would be one of the
greatest inducements to come to the colony, and,
therefore, to say that land orders were a delusion
and a fraud was to say what was not actually
true. There was an Immense guantity of land
now open for settlement, and the fullest infor-
mation concerning it was now at everybody’s
service in the Lands Office. There was abundance
of land open for homesteads, for agricultural
farms, and for grazing farimns.

Mr. ADAMS said it would be very amusing
if they could find out the date of the postscript
to which the hon. member had alluded. The
hon. member had said that the postscrips
mentioned that the only land available for
cultivation near Bundaberg was that portion
which the Government had set apart for
botanical gardens. If he vecollected rightly,
the people the hon. member had referred %o
came to the colony many years ago, and had
not lived in the colony all the”time. They had
come out with a land order, and on arriving
in the colony, found that they had to pay
so much upon the land order before it would
become available, and they had never attempted
to pay what was necessary for many years. Ie
had seen the reply to the letter referred to, and
he took the matter in hand, and went to the
immigration agent to ascertain whether the land
order had been made available or not. He
found that certain amounts had been paid at
home which were not one-fiftieth part of what
was necessary to pay the passages, and the
balance had never been paid. When people
eame to the colony and improved it to such an
extent as Brisbane, Maryborough, Rockhamp-
ton, Bundaberg, and other places had been
improved, it was very mnice indeed for any-
one coming out from the old country with
a land order to select land with it alongside the
towns. That had never happened to the early
settlers, who had been obliged to go out and seek
for land, and people coming out now had greater
facilities for getting land than the early settlers
had, There were now maps and plans in all the
land offices in the colony showing where land
could be selected, and if any man wanted to
select land in the vicinity of Bundaberg, he
would only have to go twenty or thirty miles
along the railway line, and he could get very
fair land to select. He (Mr., Adams) would not
have taken up so much time, but he thought it
right to let the Committee know the sort of
people the hon. member for Rosewood was
talking about.
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Mr. MACFTARLANEsaid he held in his hand,
in the amendments which had been proposed, a
very good illustration of the saying that every
man carried a Land Act in his pocket. Most
hon. members could not support the amendments
which had been proposed, and he thought very
few would support the amendment now before
the Committee, He looked upon the Act of 1884
as being so liberal that any tinkering st it
in the direction of liberality was only time
wasted, and that applied especially to the
homestead clauses of the Act. With their
liberal land laws any man ¢ould take up land up
to 160 acres at 6d. per acre per annum, and any
man who was not able to do that was scarcely
justified in taking up land at all. He had always
suppnrted the Act of 1884 in its entirety; he be-
lieved that it dealt fairly with every class, from the
homestead selector up to the pastoral tenant, and
on that ground he had not been able to see his
way to vote for any of the amendments that had
been proposed. The particular amendment before
the Committee might just as well have provided
that a man could go and select land before
survey, and sit down upon it, and then snap his
fingers at either the Treasurer or his neighbours.
He looked upon the homestead clauses as being
so liberal that he did not think it would be
possible to improve them. As had been well
said by the hon. member for South Brisbane, a
thing which could be got for nothing was seldomn
valued or improved. He hoped no further time
would be taken up by diseussing the amendment,
which did not come under the designation of
practical politics.

Mr. GLASSEY said he could not altogether
agree with the hon. member for Ipswich that it
was scarcely possible to amend the Act of 1884.
There had been several amendments made in
the Act since it had been passed, and it was
quite likely there would be amendments made
upon it in the future.

Mr. MACFARLANE: Not in the homestead
clauses.

Mr. GLASSEY said that the homestead
cluses were unquestionably extremely liberal,
but as he had said on several occasions, not-
withstanding the liberality of those clauses
there was still room for improvement. He
trusted the present or some future Govern-
ment would see their way to give or lend
monetary aid to persons willing to setéle upon the
land in a bond fide manner. He had said before
that wherever the monetary assistance scheme
had been established, in the end great good had
resulted from the assistance thus given. He
had no doubt that if a new departure was taken
in that direction, and a proper scheme was
drawn up whersby a certain amount of money
would be advanced to persons willing to
settle on the land, good would result from
it. He would not confine his remarks to
persons actually acquainted with agricultural
pursuits, because since he had come to the colony
he had met many who, prior to their armyal here,
had had nothing to do with either agricultural
or pastoral pursuits, but who, notwithstanding
their want of experience, had become fairly success-
ful farmers, and had by dint of industry and
indomitable pluck and courage carved out
homes for themselves and for their families
when they were themselves no more. What
he urged might now be considered Utopian and
impracticable, but in the near future it would be
found desirable, in order to give an outlet for their
surplus labour that could not find profitable
employment in other pursuits, especially about
towns. It would be found desirable and neces-
sary to take advantage of the best tracts of the
country for that purpose, easily accessible to
{ markets, and where water could he procured,
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and good roads so as to provide reasonable
facilities for the conveyance of produce to
market. He repeated again that he hoped, in
addition to the present liberal provisions of
the homestead clauses of the Act of 1884
some scheme would be adopted by which mone-
tary assistance would be granted to selectors.
He did not mean to say that mouey should be
given away, but that it should be advanced at
a reasonable rate of interest, and on long terms,
The best security they could have for the
repayment of that moncy was, in the first
Instance, to get bond fide settlers. It would
be found in time that the security would be
ample, and.no loss would acerue to the gountry.
He knew of six or seven coal miners from
his own district who had taken up land in a
group near Crow’s Nest. He would venture to
say that if any hon. gentleman visited that
locality where those persons were settled, which
was eleven or twelve miles from Crow’s Nest,
they would find that those conl miners had made
wonderful improvements, They had cleared a
considerable portion of their land, they had fencad
part of their land, sunk wells, built humpies
for themselves and their families, and they were
now preparing to put in seed, Hehad beenat the
house of one of them last Saturday, and hadread
letter from one of his own friends wmong that
group upon that subject, and he had told him
(Mr. Glassey) that notwithstanding the drought
they had experienced they had made fair pro-
gress, and with the present good seazons they
exp.ected good crops.  Those men were not
agriculturists, but hard-working coal miners, all
of them having families, and they had taken
up land with the object of earning a liveliliood
for themselves, Some persons might consider
those opinions Utopian, but if they were to make
a new departure, and placed upon the Estimates
a sum of money 1o assist by way of loan persons
desirous of taking up land, the result would he
beneficial both to the persons who tock up land,
and to those living in the large centres of popu-
lation, and to the colony at large. He believed
the Minister for Lands had every desire to
afford facilities to those wishing to settle on the
land. Many persons would go upon the land,
but they had not the meansto enable them to do
so. Perhaps they had been out of employnent
for some months, or they might have to keep
their families upon very small wages, and after
taking up land they might be some months before
they could get any return from the soil. In such
cases an advance of money would be of grest
assistance. He trusted that the Minister for
Lands would give the suggestion full considers-
tion. From what he had read and heard con-
cerning the system in America and elsewhere, he
was sure that it would prove successful if
adopted here. In every scheme of thut kind
there must be some losses, but the good that
would result would more than outweigh any
little loss that might accrue. He would ask his
hon, friend not to press his motion, because the
chance of carrying it was very small.

Mr. ISAMBERT said he believed a great deal
of the opposition on the part of the Governineut
was because they did not understand his pro-
posal. Perhaps before they left office the Go-
vernment would see the wisdom of introducing
some such measure themselves. The Minister
for Lands had overlooked the fact that his pro-
posal included permanent residence. If a man
wished he could transfer his holding o another
who was competent to hold the land; and so
long as the land was permanently occupied,
it could not be forfeited. He had opposed the
land order system when it was introduced,
because the Land Act of 1884 was so liberal.
He had been asked what was the good of land
orders, and he had replied that they were of
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very little use. The homestead clauses were so
liberal that the land order system was not of much
value. He wassure the Treasury would benefit if
the land order system were abolished. That the
land orders had got into the hands of people who
were not suited for settlement was shown by the
fact that veryfewland orders were paid in as rent ;
whilst those who took up homesteads were all
expericnced settlers who knew their way about,
1t took a person some years before he got colo-
nial experience. He was perfectly in unison
with the Minister for Lands in the belief that
the land laws of the colony were very liberal.
In fact they were so liberal that the land
order system was perfectly useless, and was
nothing but an attack upon the Treasury.
The land suitable for settlement and available
was very scarce. When immigrants went to the
Lands Office they were shown land unsuitable
for settlemnent, and so much was that the case
that, on several occasions, propositions had been
made to Parliament and the Government to buy
land already alienated and re-sell it to settlers on
long terms, Was not that a proof that really
suitable land was very scorce ?  Again, the hon.
member for Bundanba spoke about an old man
who had zettled at Crow’s Nest. That man had
to go on the high mountains, while the beautiful
plains which were the most suitable for seftle-
ment had been dummied or otherwise obtained
by land-grabbers. He held that every acre of
land which was not used for the purpose for
which it ought to be used, was a hindrance to the
progress of the country. The Minister for Lands
must soon come to see the necessity of imposing a
tax on those large estates, so that the men who did
not care to pay & land tax would sell the land to
those who would occupy and cultivateit. e was
entirely opposed to the land order system, and if
he had made his amendment an absurdity, it wasa
lesser absurdity than the existing system. It was
the lesser of twoevils., With the permission of the
Committee he would withdraw the amendment in
the hope that the Government would soon see
the necessity of introducing a provision to
abolish the land order system.

Amendment, Ly leave, withdrawn.

Mr. PLUNKETT said he had an amendment
to propose, which he believed was a very neces-
sary one. It was that—

Section ssventy-four of the principal Act shall be
read and construed as if instead of the words “one
hundred and sixty,” inserted therein, the words “three
hundred and twenty ’ had been therein inserted.

Hon, membors on both sides of the Committee
had said that the terms of the homestead pro-
visions were very easy for a man who wished to
select. There was no doubt they were easy, but
there were a good many hon. members who spoke
lightly of the difficulties that homesteaders had
to undergo, who knew, very little about the
matter indeed. A homestead of 160 acres was
a very fair one to start with, provided it was
first-class land and in a good situation, His
reason for proposing the amendment was that
in the Logan and Albert districts, in East and
West Moreton, and on the Darling Downs, the
best land had long since been selected, and what
was now available for homestenders was very
inferior land, far removed from water carriage
and railway communication. The difficulties
homestead selectors had to encounter in order to
make a home on such land was far greater than
those which had beset homesteaders in the past,
and he thercfore wished to allow men in those
districts to extend the area they might take
up so as to make a living on the land. He
admitted that in some parts of the colony 160
acres was sufficient and the price very reasonable.

| But it was not so _in other parts of the country,
¢ and if they desired to settle people on the
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land they must offer them such facilities as were
necessary to make it profitable to select. It
would pay the Government to give them the land
for nothing, if they made their homes upon it.
He did not say that that should be done, but he
did say that they did not so much want to get a
revenue from the land as to encourage bond fide
settlement upon it; and his reason for introduc-
ing the amendment was to give men a chance of
making a home on the land and rearing their
families in comfort. He did not think hon.
members would wish to restrict men to making a
mere living on the land, and he was sure that in
the electorate he represented, and in all elec-
torates in the settled parts of the colony, 320
acres was not one bit more than a man could
make a living upon. Inthe interest of selectors,
he hoped the Minister for Lands would accept
the amendment he now proposed, and extend
the homestead arca to 320 acres, e moved the
insertion of the amendment as a new subsaction.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said it had
been a principle of their land legislation for a
great many years that those persons who were
willing to confine themselves to the compara-
tively small area of land of 160 acres, known as
the homestead clause in the old Act, and which
was continued in the Land Act of 1884, should be
allowed to do so, and that they should obtain the
concession of getting their land on the easiest
terms to themselves that could possibly be given,
and on terms equitable to the country—mnamely,
2s. 6d. an acre—the payment being spread over
five years, and the one condition of personal
residence being always insisted upon, That was
the principle which had pervaded their land
legislation for many years, and he had not
heard any complaints as to the area being too
limited. Those who were not satisfied with that
area were at liberty, under other conditions of the
land legislation, to take up a larger area at an
increased price. The amendment was to the
effect that the 160 acres should be increased to
320 acres, the reason alleged by the hon. member
being that in certain areas in the Southern part
of the colony, where settlement had naturally
taken place on account of their proximity to large
centres of population, the land still remaining un-
sclected was of a comparatively inferior quality,
not suitable, indeed, for agricultural settlement.
The homesteader required, as a rule, good agricul-
tural land. Was it advisable, in any wuy, to
induce the homestead selector who wanted agri-
cultural land, to take up 320 acres of bad land ?
He admitted that 160 acres of land was no good
if bad, but would 320 acres of bad land be better?
Would it not be better if those centralising
influences were not encouraged to so great an
extent? A principle of that sort must be of
universal application. 1t must apply to parts of
the colony where land was undoubtedly good.
If the unselected land in the Southern part of the
colony was too poor for agriculture, there was no
reason why applications should not be sent in to
have it converted into grazing areas. He could see
the necessity for exercising more discrinination
in opening up so many lands in agricultural
districts under the grazing farms section of the
Act. It must be borne in mind that owing to
proximity to market, and various other causes,
inferior lands in the Southern part of the colony
were, in many cases, far more valuable than
superior land insome of thedistant parts, and very
great care would haveto be taken in throwing open
the lands referred to by the hon, member as
grazing farms, because they mnight become ex-
tremely valuable when more was kuown about
the means of preserving fruit, and when they
had brought into effect a system of irrigation,
which he hoped wvould be done before many
years elapsed. He gave the hon. member credit
for the best intentions in moving the amendment,
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but he could not support it, on the ground that
the conditions that had prevailed for so many
years, and which had given satisfaction to the
homestead selectors, were sufficiently liberal, at
all events for the present time, to cover the
requirements of those selectors who were satisfied

" to get their lands at a very low,price on condi-

tion of personal occupation.
Amendment put and negatived.
Clause 3, as amended, put and passed.

Mr, PALMER said he almost felt as if he
ought to apologise to the Committee for intro-
ducing another amendment after the number
they had had before them that evening ; but he
would explain it very briefly. It referred to
occupation licenses in the three land agents’
districts of Burketown, Normanton, and Cook-
town, and the conditions under which land was
held there. The exceedingly swmall portion of
that country which was occupied was, he believed,
quite unknown to most hon. members of the
Committee ; there was nothing like it in any
other part of Queensland. The conditions of
sottlement were of a very arduous nature, and it
was necessary to encourage settlement there,
Comprised within those three land agents’
districts there were 34,000 square miles of
country, from which the Treasury received but
a very small income. There was, as he had said,
but very little settlement there at present, nor
was there likely to be under the present tenure,
The amendment he proposed was to extend
the occupation license from an annual license
to ten years. A ten years’ license was nof
unknown to the land laws of the colony, and
he believed it was the ounly thing that would
encourage people to settle in those out-of-the-way
districts. It was not likely to be anything but
pastoral country, for the present generation, at
all events. If any part of it was suitable for
agriculture, the conditions syrrounding it were
such that- it could not be utilised for the
purpose, The bulk of the land was pastoral,
and not first-class pastoral. It was absurd to
suppose that 34,000 square miles of land were to
lic dormant, and bring nothing into the Treasury.
The few settlers there had had to contend with
many ditficultics, foremost among which were
the aborigines of the country. Quite recently a
connection of his own was killed by the blacks,
while asleep under his veranda, and the stock-
man, although he escaped with his life, was
very badly wounded. The very first white men
ever killed in the southern hemisphere were
killed in the Normanton district 250 years ago,
and the natives had never since lost the cunning of
theirrighthands. In fact,the settlerscarried their
lives in their hands. Then there was the diffi-
culty of the carriage of goods and of procuring
supplies, all of which showed how necessary it
was to encourage the pioneers of an unknown
and unsettied country. The extension of the
occupation livense frow one year to ten years
would give them some encouragement. Turning
to another subject, there was no reason why an
imaginary line should bhe drawn between lands
held at 3s. per square mile, and lands held as
high as £2 per square mile. That price was too
high, and the amendment proposed that the
price should not be more than 20s., nor less than
5s., persruare mile. Until recently there was agap
in the district between the Normanton and Cook-
town districts, from Cape Sidmouth tothe mouth
of the Mitchell River, thelcountry between which
was not comprised in any land agent’s district.
That e thought had been met by a proclamation
in the Governiment Guzette extending the Cook-
town lard agency to the Gulf of Carpentaria, but
he did not know to what point. He hoped the
Minister for Lands would be able to see his way
to accept the amendment, He (Mr, Palmer) had
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recoived letters from people holding blocks of
country in those districts, saying that they would
be very glad to get that encouragement, and that
if it were granted, other persons would be willing
totake up land under the ten years’lease. He
proposed the following new clause to follow
clause 3 :— .

A Heenssc under Part V. within the limits of the land
agents’ districts mentioned in the schiedule hereto shall
be entitled to a loase of the land comprised in Lis licensc,
subject to the following conditions :—

(1) The term of the lease shall be ten years, com-
puted from the fivet day of January or fivst day
of July next after the expiry of the licsnse :

(2) Applieation for the lease must be made through
the land agent to ths Minister within three
months previous to the expiry of the license:

(8) The rent shall be detsrmined by the board, but
shall in no case be more than twenty shillinzs
nor less than five shillimgs per square mile.

In all other resypacts the lease shall, so faras the same
are applicable thercto, be subject to the provisions and
conditions of the principal Act.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the
principle of the amendment was that the occu-
pation license, which was at present an snnual
tenancy, subject to the absolute right of the
lessee to renewal, should be converted into a ten
years’ lease. Those occupation licenses as a rule
embraced the resumed halves of runs, which it
was not considered advisable to lock up under
any definite tenure, on the ground that altered
conditions in various districts might, from time
to time, require those lands for purposes other
than grazing, Theymight be devoted to grasing
farms, should a demand arise, or as yearsadvanced
they might be required for agricultural purposes.
Therefore it was not considered advisable that
they should be locked up under any lengthy
tenure. The lessee had an absolute right to
renewal, subject to such rent as the Land Board
might propose at the end of each year. The
lessee could not be dispossessed in” favour of
anyone else who would hold the land under the
same tenure, Practically it was the same tenure
under whichthe old pastoral leases were held—an
annual tenancy, which he considered a very good
one. It was proposed by the new clause to convert
that annual license into a positive lease for ten
years, and that the rent instead of being decided
by the Land Board annually, according to the
altered conditions of the country, was in no case
to be more than 20s., nor less than 5s. per square
mile during the ten years. It was true the hon.
member proposed that the clause should only
apply to the districts of Burketown, Cooktown,
and Normanton, but as a Northern member, he
(the Minister for Lands) thought they should
be very cautious in what they did with those
lands so far away, and of which they knew
sovery little. He wasnot by any means inclined
to think that those lands could only he devoted
to pastoral purposes. He Dbelieved that as
population spread, and as new markets were
possibly opened up in the Tast, those lands in
the North woull become of almost the same
commercial value as the lands down South.
If he thought those lands were nov likely to be
required for purposes other than grazing
during the ten years, he would not object
to the ten years’ lease in preference to
the annual renewal license ; but he would like
that to be shown, and it had not been shown at
present. Under subsection 7 of the clause just
passed, provision was made for cases of occupa-
tion licenses of lands which could not be clearly
defined in Brisbane. The first applicant had
priority of right to an occupation license, and
that would apply especially to the districts
referred to by the hon. member. The only
question was whether it was advisable that the
annual occupation license should be converted
into a ten years’ lease, He was not strongly in
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favour of it ; perhaps some hon. members opposite
might be, and he would like to hear their
opinions.

The Hown. S 8. W. GRIFFITH said he
sincerely hoped the Government would not
accept the clause. The effect of it would be
to lock up for ten years against settlement,
the whole of the lands of the colony from
Cairns  northwards—the whole of the Cape
York Peninsula and the Gulf country. That
mizht not be the intention, but it was the
proposal. The leases were to be subject to
the provisions of the Act; that wasto say, they
were to be indefeasible. Thev were to be
leases for the whole ten years, without any
power toresume any part unless full compensation
were given to the occupier. Under the clause
just passed, the man who found a good piece of
land had the prior right to get it under occupa-
tion license, and by the proposed clause he
would get an absolute lease of it for ten years;
and that would apply to the whole Cape York
Peninsula. It would include the goldfields on
the Etheridge, which, he believed, were in the
Burke district.

The MINISTER ¥OR MINES AND
WORIKS : They could not take up a goldfield.

The How., Sir 8. W. GRIFFITH: VYes’
under the proposed clause they could get a lease
for ten years. He would ask if they really
know enough of the country thirty miles from
the coast in the whole of the Cape York
Peninsula to justify them in locking 1t up for
ten years against settlement? It would be a
monstrous thing to do. Yet that was really the
proposal. The idea of occupation licenses was
that lands not required for settlement might be
granted from year to vear to pastoral tenants
at a certain rent. It was a sort of provisional
tenure to the first discoverer of the land, until
they were able to find out more aboutit; and it
was now proposed that the first discoverer should
have an absolute tenure for ten years. As
the Minister for Lands had pointed out, the
leases in that part of the country were pre-
viously for ten years, and when they were
divided, half was given to the old tenants for
ten years by way of compensation for the half
that was left to be thrown open for settlement.
The hon. member proposed to give another ten
years to the succeeding occupiers, who would
thus be put into a better position without any
compensating advantage to the country.
great part of that country had been under lease,
the part left to the tenant being leased at 40s.
per square mile; but it was now proposed
that a man might get a lease of the re-
mainder for ten years, at from 5s. to £1 per
square mile. There might be a few isolated
cases where no injuwry might be done by
locking up the land for that period ; but he did
not think that agricultural settlement should be
stopped for ten years in the whole of that part
of the colony. If the proposal of the hon.
member were carried it would be worth while
for people to take up the land at the price and
keep it.

Mr. HODGKINSON =aid that the original
area of the Etheridge Gold Field was bounded by
the Gilbert River. A large part of that
country presented mno characteristics of a
mineral region, and while he was warden
there he was asked to report on it, and
he recommended that it might be made of
some use to the State hy leasing it to the pastoral
lessees. It was leased to them, and they held it
underoccupationlicenses. Byanunfortunateerror
in a telegram they had been able to drive out of
the district one of the few bond fide agriculturists
there. What would be the result if they had
ten years’ occupation instead of one year? He
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had represented the matter to the Minister for
Mines and Works, who, if he thought fit, could
resume the country, and extend the boundaries of
the goldfields totheir originallimits. The pastoral
tenants had already driven out those men whose
services in growing maize had been of inesti-
mable benefit to the carriers ; yet if the amend-
ment were carried they would get a ten years’
tenure at half the rent they were now paying.

Mr, PALMER said that neither of the hon.
gentlemen who had spoken understood the ques-
tion, The leader of the Opposition spoke of
locking up the land for ten years; but it was
not locking up the land, because by subsection 8
of clause 77 of the principal Act it could be
thrown open for selection.

The Hox, Sz 8. W. GRIFFITH : No.

Mr, PALMER said that half the lease could
be resumed for selection.

The Hox, S1zS. W. GRIFFITH : No.
is under the old Act. That has expired.

Mr. PALMER said his amendment proposed
to change the occupation license from an annual
one to a ten-yearly one; and subsection 8§ of
clause 77 would apply equally whether it was alease
or & license. There would be less harmin locking
up unknown, unpeopled, and unstocked land in
that part of the colony for ten years than in leasing
land for thirty or fifty years close to settlement.
The amount derived at present from the occupa-
tion of that part of the colony was not anything
like what it should be; and some inducement
should be offered to people to occupy land there.
Hon. members were speaking with regard to a
condition of things of which they were utterly
ignorant. There was no part of the Etheridge
Gold Field within thirty miles of the coast.

The Hown. St 8. W. GRIFFITH: Part V.
of the principal Act applies to the whole of the
colony.

Mr. PALMER said he knew that occupation
licenses applied to the whole of the colony ; but
he did not intend that the ten years’ leases
should apply to the whole of the colony. He
had advocated the proposal to the best of his
ability, and the leader of the Opposition did not
wish to have any more information. The hon.
gentleman seemed to condenin it without under-
standing it. As for the hon. member for Burke,
he referred to a different case altogether. He
(Mr. Palmer) might point out that the Act of
1869 was especially framed to encourage pioneers,
and that it had done as much to settle Queens-
land as any Act that had ever been passed,
because the people who took up country under
that Act were satisfied with its conditions. His
amendment merely asked for the application
of a similar condition of things to the present
time. The land was lying dormant, and likely to
lie dormant unless something was done, and he
thought that £1 a square mile was more than it
was worth, considering that people who went
there carried their lives in their hands.

Mr. HODGEKINSON said the object of his
argument was to show that an officer in the
Government service, with the view of adding to
the revenue, recommended that the land in the
Etheridge district, which did not present mineral
characteristics, should be leased under occupa-
tion license, and the pastoral tenants took advan-
tage of that to retard the progress of settlement.
He gave an instance which was perfectly familiar
to the Minister for Mines and Works. That was
an instance of theevil that might be wrought where
the motive which prompted such arecommenda-
tion was good. He would confine himself now
to the district which the hon. member for Car-
pentaria acknowledged was covered by his amend-
ment, that wasthe Cape York Peninsula district,
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They knew very well that profitable mining was
being carried on in the Coen, at Llankelly,
and the Cape York Peninsula was metallifer-
ous. There were indications appearing to any
man competent to judge on the subject, of
the existence of at least three minerals in payable
quantities—gold, silver, and alluvial tin. He
held that it would be very ddngerous to give to
any people an indefeasible lease and lock up
that land for ten years. If they accepted that
amendment they would have another demand for
an amendment the same as the one with regard
to timber-getters which they had discussed that
evening.

Mr. PHILP said he did not think the hon.
member understood the clause as the hon. mem-
ber for Burke did. In 1869 all the land in the Gulf
was taken up, except the land on the thirty-mile
coast area. All west of that was taken up in
twenty-one year leases, or nearly the whole of it.

The How, Sz S. W. GRIFFITH: A great
deal of the Cape York Peninsula is not taken
up.

Mr., PHILP said a great deal of very fair
grazing land was left within the thirty-mile area,
and that was open for selection at £2 a square
mile. There were 34,000 square miles of that
country which could be made available if it
were leased. If leased, it was still available
for settlement, and could be taken from the
lessees when required.

Mr. PALMER said the only settlement that
had taken place on the peninsular took place
under the 1869 Act, and the land was taken up
at bs, a square mile.

The How. S1r 8. W. GRIFFITH : Thereare
some occupation licenses.

Mr. PALMER said lessees would not pay the
exorbitant rent of £2 & square mile, and when they
discovered they were In the thirty-mile area
they threw up the country at once. If the Com-
mittee were against the amendment, of course he
would not advocate it further.

The Hoxn. Stz 8. W, GRIFFITH : Where do
you get the £2 a square mile from?

Mr. PALMER said some of the land had
been proclaimed open under the Act of 1884 at
£1 to 30s. a square mile and some at £2. There
would be the making of a good many runs in that
district, if the land was made available and
people were encouraged. They would go out
and risk their lives and money, such was the
energy that was latent in bush people. They
would run all risks if they could only get a fair
chance,

Mr. HODGEKINSON : Is there a good piece
of country in the Cape VYork Peninsula that is
not under occupation ?

Mr. PALMER said there was a great deal.
There were 34,000 square miles in the three
distriets. That could not all be bad. The hon.
gentleman did not seem to know the district.
Certainly a warden on a goldfield had not much
opportunity of becoming acquainted with it.

Mr. HODGKINSON : Is there any piece of
country not taken up in Cape York Peninsula
that is not already occupied ?

Mr. PALMER said there was a very great
deal. In fact very little was taken up at the
presenttime. Astothe Coen Gold Field that the
hon. member spoke of, it was not within thirty
miles of the coast.

The PREMIER said that, speaking broadly
with regard to the amendment, he thought it
would be a mistake. It would be adding another
complication to the existing complicated land
laws, and they would have the Cape York
Peninsula occupied and dealt with under a
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different fenure. That would be a great mis-

take. Kor that reason he should oppose the
amendment,
The MINISTER FOR MINES AND

WORKS said the hon. member for Carpentaria
had not carried out his expressed intention in the
clause. His iniention was %o confine himself to
the old thirty-mile belt from the coast, but there
was nothing in the clause stating that. It took
in the whole of the peninsula, and the whole of
the Gulf country. There would be something to
be said in favour of the amendment if the hon.
gentleman confined himself to what he thought
he was confining himself, because that country
was not taken up, and if it could be taken up by
any inducement held out by Parliament, it would
be a great advantage.

The Hox., Siz 8. W. GRIFFITH said the
present law provided for that being taken up.
Take the whole of the land on the Batavia
River and other places, upon the western side of
Cape York Peninsula; that could be taken up
under occupation license, and at any rent the
hoard fixed ; there was no minimum. All that
land could be taken up by anyone who wanted
it, and it would be proclaimed if anyone asked
the Ministry to do so. He was quite sure any
Government would be only too glad to encourage
settlement in such a place.

Mr. PALMER said he could inform the
leader of the Opposition that the land had not
been taken up. The only land open there had
been proclaimed in the Gazette, and the procla-
mation only extended to the mouth of the
Mitchell River, It was only after years of effort
that he managed to get it extended so far.

The Hox. Sik 8. W. GRIFFITH : I used
the word in a different sense. 1tisopen asfaras
the law is concerned.

Mr, PALMER said the Minister for Mines
and Works had said that the schedule did not
apply to the land agents’ districts. The land
agents’ districts were specially proclaimed as
being thirty miles from the coast and ran parallel
with it. The three districts were described
as running in a line thirty wmiles parallel
with the coast. He had used the words
¢ Burketown, Cooktown, and Normanton,”
because they were so proclaimed in the Gazette,
There was no need to put in the whole procla-
mation. He believed the new clause was a good
one, and the only valid objection that had been
raised against it was that raised by the Premier,
who said that it would only addanother complica-
tion to the already complicated land laws. He
knew that the amendment would meet a greut
want on the part of many people who wished to
take up land that was not taken up at present
and that would remain idle.

Mr. PHILDP s21d outside the thirty-mile limit
a man might take up a twenty-one years’ lease
at a rent of bs. for the first seven years of the
lease, 10s. for the second period of seven years,
and 19s. for the third period. Between that
limit and the coast—the part that was sought
to be thrown open—there was an area of fair
grazing land which had bzen taken up already
at Bs. per acre, but beyond that there was a
lot of land that would never be taken up. If it
were, and it happened to be wanted for mining
purposes at any time, it could be taken from the
lessees without compensation.

New clause put and negatived.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said they
had spent a good deal of time over amend-
ments, and he hoped they would soon be able to
get on with the Bill itself. He now moved that
the Chairman leave the chair, report progress
and ask leave to sit again.

Question put and passed.
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The House resumed ; the CHAIRMAN reported
progress, and obtained leave to sit again to-
INOITow,

ADJOURNMENT.

The PREMIER said : Mr. Speaker,—I move
that this House do now adjourn. The Govern-
ment business to-morrow will be the Land Bill,
and after that the Estimates.

Question put and passed.

The House adjourned ab a quarter past 10
o’clock.





