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1378 Supply. [ASSEMBLY.] Oaswell Estate Enabling Bill. 

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 
Tuesday, 3 September, 1889. 

Caswell Estate Enabling Bill-report o! select com
mittee.-Crown Lands Acts, 188~ to 1836, Amend
ment Bill-committee.-A.djournment. 

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

<JASWELL ESTATE ENABLING BILL. 
RJ<CPORT oF SELEC'l' CmmrT'rEE. 

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

Question put and passed. 
The second reading of the Bill was m~de an 

Order of the Day. for Friday, 6th September. 
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CROWN LANDS ACTS, 1884 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 he added to section 
one hundred and thirty-one:-

Any person holding a license under this scrtion 
may use animals aud vehicles in the removal of 
timber or other material as afon ~aid, and may 
while so employed depastnre the animal~ being 
used therein 11pon Cro·wu lands or holdings 
under Part III. of this Act in such numbers, 
for such time, in such manner, and subject 
to such conditions as th~._; regnlations m~~y 
prescribe. 

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

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

Mr. AD AMS said he would like srJme informa
tion as to the nature of the proposed regulations. 
In his electorate 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 jnst and equitable that such a 
charge should he made, and he thought the maxi
mum sum that the squatter could charge per head 
per mouth should be named in the regulations. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said the 
regulations proposed to be framed were to be 
recommended in e"'ch 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. Rutldge, gave it 
as his opinion that timber licenses covered tbe 
right to depasture the stock necessary for 
the removal of timber. There appeared to be 
some doubt about that opinion, and in a case 
which occurred recently at Pialba, where the 
Crown lessee objected to allow the depastur
iug of stock on his run, the Supr. me Court 
had reversed the decision gh en by the late 
Attorney-General and concurred in by the 
leader of the Opposition, and decided that the 
right did not legally exist. There wo1s no doubt 
th"t iu many cases where timber-getters endea
voured to carry out their occupation in a bona 
fide way by depastnring only on the leased half 
of a run those c .tttle. which were nec.• .. nry for 
carrying on their occupation, no great diffi
culty was likely to occur, but m~tny cases had 
come to his knowledge where the timber-getters 
formed permanent camp~ 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 ro~d and camping for the 
night on the run if he was unable to get off the 
run, but he would not be allowed tn form a 
perm~neut camp and take possession of a 
portion of the run for which the pastoral 
lessee P"id rent. Any disputes that took 
place would be decided by the commissioner 
for Ormvn lands whem the dispute took phce. 
The hon. member for Bnnr!aberg h~td suggested 
that the leesee 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 

Government to say that the lessee should charge 
so much and no more. If a timber-getter desired 
to depasture more stock than were absolutely 
necessary for carrying on his occupation, he 
could go to the pastoral le,ssee and make any 
terms he liked with him, but it was considered 
that the timber-getter had the right of depastur
iu~ that number of stock which were abso· 
lutelv necessary for the removal of the timber. 
Anrfif they were dehined unavoidably during a 
night they should have the right to turn out 
their stock, and be free from the danger of 
haviuv their stock imponuiled. The clause 
would set at rest a que,,tiou of principle which 
w>ts somewhat vague in the Laud Act of 1884. 

Mr. HODGKINSON said that seemed to be 
another instance where the best intentions of 
Minii· ters 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 \\as 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 offici:tls in the subdivision of the 
runs to h<1ve borne that fact iu mind. All those 
portions of country adapted for the production of 
timber of marketable 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 Ceowu lands, and then place him at the 
mercv of a third party having the power to pre
vent ·him going npc,u the land to ren_:tOve timber 
which he had cut by virtue 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 p~aced 
in a legal position they very properly cla1h1ed 
the rights of that position. He thought it a 
gre<1t default th"'t the timber interest had not 
been more carafnllv gnarded. It waR a very 
important one, o,nd when they had a proper system 
of forestry it would be of still more value to the 
colony tlian it was now. All th·" timber-produc
ing district., of the colony were well known, and 
they were not of so grm1t an extent as would 
have preventet1 the provision he had alluded to 
being marle in respect of them ; but in places 
like Pialba, and the whole districts connected 
with the timber export ports, smely to goodness 
it would have struck any-man of ordinary common 
sense to make provision for the exigency that 
had now arisen. The Minister for Lands said it 
would, under the cbn'0, be left to the board, and 
the rights of the timber-getters would be defined 
by a set of regulations somewh>tt on the same 
principle that they passed a Goldfields ~et, and 
left it to the :Minister for Mines to comp1le regu
lations to orry tho,t Act into effect. It would 
be rather unwise, he thought, to le:tve the timber
getters to the mercy of those through whose 
default they now engaged in spe,ciallegisla· 
tion, simply :mse "' self.evirleut duty had not 
bcrn perfo1~m2d~the recognit.ion of the existence 
of the timber-uetters and the preservation of the 
ri~·hts for which they paid an annual premium. 
Ti1e 1\IinisteJ' for Lands talked about a rnau 
not being allowed to nmp for more than 
one ui<"ht, but the hou. gentleman must know 
that the,t was absurd. He (Mr. Hodgkinson) 
had known instance;; or;: men being compelled 
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to remain at one camp for six months, though I 

they were anxious to get out of the spot. 
Suppose a man lost his bullocks or was over
~aken by floods, or suppose the ground was boggy, 
1t was absurd to say that the timber-getter 
should keep a force of bullocks sufficient to te:1!' 
his load out irrespective of all obstacles. He 
hoped before the Committee paeoed the clause, 
they would have more as,;urance 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 
identical with their own. If they accepted 
money from an individual for the performance 
of a certain work, aud h"ned a license to that 
p_erson, he should, in common law, enjoy all the 
r1ghts nece"'"-ry 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 
I,a.nds proposed in that amendment to deal with 
the questjon 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 tim her-getters should only depascure their 
bullocks on a run for one night. In his own 
district there was a railwav station on the leased 
portion of a run, and the timber from which the 
timber-getter;:; were working on that run was 
also on the lease. They had to go for the tim her 
n,nd back to the railway station. and were work
ing continually brc.ween t1le tin1ber reserve and 
the railway station and were never off the lease. 
The Minister for Lands h<td also talked about 
roads, bnt there were no roads, and the timber
g'etters had simply to go acmss the run to get 
the timber, so that a regulation to allow 
a man to camp for only one night on a 
run would not meet the diftieulties tLat 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 fet·d for their bullocks. In dealinrr with 
that question one thing was "certain, p,nd ';.hould 
be remembered, and that was that the Crown 
lefisees in taking up their runs were aware that 
a_license to _cut timber on those runs was pro
vlded for m the Act, and that the licensee 
had the right to go and remove that tim her. 
They knew also that the timber-getters did r1ot, 
as a rule, use horses and carry corn with them 
but that they used bullocks and would requir~ 
to depasture them. He contended that the 
lessee knew what hew LS about in taking up the 
lease a-nd knew that those conditions £tttached to 
it, and he (Mr. Pcwers) was very glad tho clanse 
had been introduced. The only difficulty would be 
in the framing of the regulations, which· of course 
would be different in different dist;icts. Th~ 
present lessees said they had a right to the grass 
and the Supreme'Oourt had held that that ·was so' 
!'nd it was therefore necessary to insert a clans~ 
m the B1ll to prevent the f]uestion arisilw 
again, so that when the leases fell in, as they must 
do, the persons taking them up again ·would 
know that the timber-getter had a right to 
clepasture the bullocks he used, by Act of 
Parliament, and not only by regulation. 

Mr. MURPHY : How about the present 
le,sees? 

Mr. PO\VERS said their case would 
have to be dealt with, as was proposed, by 
regulatio11s, but if such a clause was passed, 

future lessees would know that timber-getters 
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. '['he 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 rqulations wonld 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 Rgreeahle to reserve a large area upon his 
run where· 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 reg-ulations might be made, but 
he thought a clause should be inserted in future 
leasrs so as to give timber-getters the right to 
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 indefe:tsihle 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 would be a practical repudia
tion of the rights given to the pastoral tenants 
under their leases. Under the Act of 1884, the 
GO\ ernment hacl 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 tena.nt and 
give another n1an 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 lr,ecsee, driving them from the water, 
and making the lea~;e absolutely valueless? Any
one knew that intruders on a cattle run, for 
instance, camping abont the water, and riding 
about hunting for their working bullocks, and 
cracking their whips, would disturb the grazier's 
stock to snch an extent that the grazier would be 
much injured. There were two sides to the 
qnestion, ancl 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, perhapH, not so popular, 
bec:Ulse they were well-to-do. No sane man 
would take a lease from the Crown if another 
mRn had the power to use his land, and in 
many casr~ it would mean ruin to the pastoral 
tenants. The Government should resume the 
portiom 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 
indnstry, but the Crown should resume the forests, 
and compensate the pastoral tenant for the 
reo:umption, 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 upon the pastoral lessees as 
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a perfect surprise. The hon. gentleman had 
referred to the indefe"'sible le[Lses, and said 
that something was now proposed to be done 
which had n(wer been contempbted. From 
clau,e 131 in the Act of 1884 it could be pbinly 
seen that the p"'storal lessee, when he got his 
lease for the leased portion of his run, distinctly 
understood that it c"'rried with it the right of th"e 
tnnber-getter to cut and remove the timber upon 
that land. The clause read as follows :-

" 'l'ho rt~·nbttious may authorise the issning of licen:::.e3 
to en~er any Crown lands or any holding unUer Part III. 
~fm~~:_;·~ct, and to cut thcreon ana. take therefrom any 

The intention of the clause now introduced 
was to set at rest the somewhat vague point as 
to the right of the timber-getter to depasture 
the stock necc,,sary for him to carry on his 
operations. 'l'he late Government bad distinctly 
held that be bad under cbuse 1:31 undoubted 
rights to graze sufficient stock. No doubt hon. 
members knew the alternative to that plan 
though it wa,; a somewhat roundabout way of 
dealing v-;it_h ~be question, and would probably 
be more lDJnrwns to the Crown lessee than the 
proposed clause. There wn,s nothing to prevent 
t~e 0overnmen t from proclaiming roads in a 11 
d1rectwns through the runs and that carried 
with _it the right of gra7-ing stock for half-a-mile 
on e1tber side of the road. That would have 
~atber a damaging effect upon the pastora!Ic~,ee 
m many cases. The bon. member for Barcoo 
said that. it could b~ done in a legal way 
by resummg the portwns of the runs which 
c:>ntained the tirnber, and granting cmnpens .. t
t!On for the renewed portions · but there 
was no compensation for resnn;ing a road 
He did not knowwbatview theL,md Board would 
take, but it was very likely considerincr that it 
was intended to give the ti'd,ber-getter the right 
of removal, that the compensation for the road 
necessary for such removal would not be very 
great. 

Mr. HODGKINSO.:"J said he knew that the 
leader of the Opposition, who would be admitted 
as a competent !egal aut?01:it.y on the point, held 
that the clau.se m the prmClpal Act did virtually 
mean what 1t was framed to mean. U nfortu
nately the courts. had ruled ,Jifferently, and the 
JH"?P.osed subsectwn I:ad been introduced by the 
.M1mster for Lands w1th the view of bying clown 
tb~ law clearly on the matter. 'l'he subsection, 
as 1t stood, by no means warmnted the fears 
expresse<l by the hon. member for Barcoo. 'l'be 
whole of the timber-producing portion of the 
colony affecting the pastoralleesees was of a com
parativelY: l~mited ex!ent; it would only affect 
a. very !muted portwn of the colony. 'l'be 
tnnber-getter', whose industry existed Ion IT prior 
to the passing of the Act of 1till4 had ;ertain 
nghts, and without infringing on tl1e rights of 
the pastoral tenant- which be would never 
advocate without giving them compensation-the 
subsect1_on was intended to define clearly what 
~hose nghts were, and not to lee,ve it to the 
mterpretation of any court or individual. vVith 
a VIew of placing an immediate issue before the 
Committee be would move, by wav of amend
ment, that all the words after" the word 
"numbers" be omitted, with the view 0f 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 so in order to get an expression of opinion 
from the Committee, independent of any regula· 
tion that might be fmmed by a body over whom 
~h.ey lmd no control. Their object was not to 
mJurC the pa,toral tenant, but to protect an 
industry which existed coincidentlv with the 
provisions embodied in the Act o( 1884. His 
object in moving the amendment was simply to 

embody in the amending Act a definition of 
what the de,ires of the Committee really were 
with regard to the timber-getters of the colony. 

Mr. HYNE said be believed it was the desire 
of tbH 1\Iinistcr for Lands to remove a grievance 
that had existed for .a me time; but the subsec
ti•Jn did nut go far enough, and would not re
move the grievance. He, would suggest that the 
hon. gentlernan, in dnnving 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 seveml wet days the land got 
into such a state that the men could not work 
with their waggons. Un duch occasions they took 
a tent, camped on the edge of the scrub for five 
or six clays, 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 
theY would only be allowed to camp for one 
night. It would be impractkable for them to 
!cave the •,crnb and go off the leased run to 
priYate land to camp for the night. If the bon. 
gentleman would consult someone with a prac
tical knowledge of timber-getting before draw
ing up hi8 regulations it would assist very 
much in making the clause more workable than it 
was at present. The remarks of the bon. 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 n,nytbing that 
would interfere with the squ"'tters. There was 
a better feeling between the two classes in his 
district than bad existed for a long time, am) 
the timber-getters were paying the sqmttters for 
the right of grazing their bullock'· He believed 
that what the squatters chiefly complained of 
was that the timber-getter" often brought thirty 
or forty bullocks on to a run. That sJ1ould 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 the"y considered that W[LS a fair num
ber. :Many teamsters kept two teams of bullocks, 
one always spelling, and it would bo an injustice 
to the squatter to allow one te~,m to be grazing, 
while the other was at work, and no bona fide 
timber-getter would de,ire to do anything of the 
kind. But those men ought to be allowed the 
right of earn ping on a run longer than one night. 

:VIr. MURPHY said that one 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 n um her of spare bullocks, 
entires, mares, dozens of goats, in faet a 
perfect menar;erie, 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 bullocks and horses camped on the edge of the 
forest for months, in order that the timber-getters 
might spell their cattle. It was the abuse of a law 
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 
lec,see 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 
rliotricts that the grec1t bulk uf the timber'' as 
found. 'rhe real comp1aint, he belieiwl, wPs that 
the timber.getters n~ade canq>::-; on stnne of 
the leBsees' runs. One wllo -was in 
Brisbane sonw tilne ar:;"u c:>_uulted with hin1 on 
t~e matter. Ho ?'1irl he die! not object to the 
trmber-getters usmg the <)['dinary number of 
bullocks ref]mred, but that there ii'ere ab•mt 200 
on his run, and as it 'N~u:; :1 81nall run t.h t "\V::ts a 
great tax upon him. He accompanied the gentle
man to the Lands Office, v.here the :\linister for 
Lands showed them the opinion that had be· m 
given by the. late Attorney-General, .Hun. A. 
Rutledge, whiCh was to the effect that the tilnber
getter had the 1 ight, Ly TG.~Json of his license, to go 
on the run and use the land for that purpose. As 
the hon. member for Baroou had pointed out the 
whole difficulty lay in the fact that the lic~n,e, 
if it conveyed tbe" right to graz~, migbt be very 
1nuch abused. I-Ie w ~s dispo~ed to take a very 
liberal view of the Act of 18S4 and he thou"ht 
the license given under the cLLu~e refer reel to

0

by 
the ~1ini8ter for Lands :;dnve\·ed an undefirH.Al 
right to go on the run a.nd cut timber, and to use 
working bullocks or other stock for drawing it 
away, however distant it n1ight be. On hi.s run 
there was a patch of tirnLer-not scrub, which 
was most fr~quented by timber-uetters in larue 
numbers, and in which ca,se it

0 

became a r8~I 
tax on the less ~e ; but in his caKe and othen;, 
where the only timber to b~ got was hardwood, 
and they had not m>eny tnnber-getters to deal 
with, they could afford to be liberal, bec:1,use 
he thought the right to cut tim her, and to 
draw it from the land, conveyed the sarne right 
as was held by )JcJrsons taking stock across a run 
by a public ro<lr1

• Of cour&e stock rnm;t tmvel, 
and even thongh the right might not be ex
pressed in the Act, they would still have the 
r1ght to depa.,ture on the land adjoining the road. 
That was expressed in the Act, because there was 
a limit fix eel, and he held that when the Act of 
1884 was passed it was intended that the timber
getters should have the right to depa:" 'ure their 
stock a.s long as it was neces~ary to do so in 
carrying out their business. The}' had the right 
to use the roa.d from the boundary of the mn to the 
jJortion ~£ the run where they got the timber 
as a pubhc road for that purpose. Of course it 
was not a defined road, but it was used in the 
same way as an ordinary roc.d, the only differ
ence being that, instead of being used for travel
ling stock, it was used by the teams passing
b:wkwards and forwards drawing- timber, and 
they had the right to camp when they were 
obliged to camp. He believed it would l:e better 
to adopt some system such as that prLj>Osed by 
the J\1htistcr for Lands than the amenduwnt pro
posed by the hrm. member for Burke, becm"e 
the. a;nend!nen!i \vould give the tilnber-gctters 
a distinct nght to go \Vher.e they pleased and to 
camp wherA they chose. If " clause wrcs paRHcd 
declaring that they had the right to grc ze their 
stock on the land, he thought it o;hould be under 
regulations. Hegarding the matter from his 
point of view, he believed it was intended that 
the timber-getters should be entitled under the 
Act of 188..! to graze their cnttle on the runs 
when passing backwards and forwards, but that 
keeping a large nuinber of ~pare bullockR grazing 
on the land was an abuse of that undefined right. 

Mr. ADA:\18 said he believed the timiber
getters should be protected as much as the 
squatters, and the sf]uatters as much as the 
timber-getters. Not long ago the hon. mem
ber for :i'.'Iaryborough mentioned an abuse that 
had· occurred in his district, where a squatter 
actually gave the whole of the gntzing right to 
one man, so as to keep other timber-getters off ; 
and how did they know tlmt the same thing 
did not happen in other parts of the colony 

as well? He thou~ ht they ought to deter. 
mine the amount th,lt the timber-getter .should 
have to pay for the grazing right and the 
'mwunt the le':<ee should be allowed to charge
Then !Joth parties would know exactly what 
po.sition they stead in. He knew that in some 
district,: squatters were in the habit of charging 
considerable sums for the cattle depastured on 
their runs by timber-getters. It had been said 
that theumtter should be left to the board, but the 
board might turn round and declare by their regu
lations that the timber-getters ·.hould remttinonly a 
certain time on the run, per·har•s ouly one night or 
twoni:;hts, as the case might be. As explained by 
the hon. member for 1\iiaryborough, in wet 
weather tirnbcr-gett·rs usually camped along
side the scrub, in order to be aLle to "snig" the 
timber out, which could be done better in wet 
weather than dry, because the lo6s 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 ~hat purpuse he would suggest that all 
the words on the Lst line of the clause be 
omitted with the view of inserting the follow
ing:--

va,yment to the le-~,.-e of any run not more than 
per head per month, for all cattle so depastured 

thcreon. 
He did not think >1ny timber-getter would grudge 
paying that for depasturing the e •.ttle necessary 
for carrying on hie, work. 

:\Ir. PAL'\IER so,id that though the 131st 
clan .e of the L'md Act of 1884, as the l'l·Iinister 
f,,r Lands !JOinted 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-getter grazing his bullocks 
on his run. The 182nd clause said :-

"All ,see may make any reas'1n<tble objection to the 
exercise of the powers conferred by any sueh license in 
rc~peet of his holding; and the right to exercise such 
pcnvers after any o1,jedion has been made shall be deter
milv'cl by the comm~""3ioner subjGCL, to appeal by the 
bmtl .... l." 

The hon. member for Burrum said the timber
getter was at the mercy of the grazier, but he 
(:\Ir. Pal mer) thought it was the other way about. 
There was no doubt, n..s the hon. rne1nberfor Barcoo 
had stated, that advante,ge would be taken of 
such a clause :1s that proposed by the Minister 
for Lccnds; and it was so loosely worded that 
he (Mr. Palmer) saw nothing to prevent a man 
from Lking out a timber license and depasturing 
his stock on a run for six months, or during the 
whole o£ the wet season, without any expeme 
whatever. The :Jiinister for L<tnrls also stated 
that it was within the power of the depart
tnent to IJroclairn roatls through runs, rp,;;erv
ing half-a-mile on c cch side for depasturing 
the stock of the timber-getters; but he never 
heard of thilt being done before. Of course 
there were such roacb for travelling stock; but 
it was well k110Wn that any stock found beyond 
the half-mile boumlary 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 le•" see. ' 

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 
ha,·e his remedy at the nearest court, because 
there wa, no doubt that if he proved his case 
the timber-getter would be punished. With 
regard to the cbuse of the principal Act f]Uoted 
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. If a 

·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. PO\VERS 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 was to take them to the pound. It was 
admitted that the timber-getter had travelled as 
far as he could under ordinary circumstances, and 
that he simply let his bullockR out for the night; 
yet it was decided that his license did notgi ve him 
the right to depasture his bullocks even for one 
night on the run of the pastoral lessee, as the 
Act now stood. Therefore some declaratory clause 
was necessary, and the one proposed by the 
Minister for Lands decbred the right, and pro
vided that it should be subject to regulations. 
The discussion had shown that in diGerent dis
tricts different conditions existed. 'Khen timber 
was got out of scrubs, the timber-getter,; must 
remain on the run of the pastoral lboee 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. 'rhe gra,ier 
paid nothing for the scrub, but the timber
getter was prepared to pay snwething to the 
State for his license, and also for the carri,:;e 
of his timber along the railways. Althongh 
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 regulation. No timber-getter 
wanted to dcpasture an unlimited number of 
cattle and horses on a run. He (1\Ir. Prm .;rs) con
sidered that section 131 gn,ve the right to go on 
the land, and the lessee knew what he was al.Jout. 
As to section 132, it only gave the les.<ee the right 
of objection for good reasons to the encri1,.clnnent 
of timber-getters \Vithin an area Qf two ~"-'luare 
miles for a period of a month, simply for i;he pur
po '·e of allowing the lessee to get whctt timber 
he required -for station purposes fir.-:Jt. There 
was a limit put on the timber getters, but they 
n1ighta.ppeal to the con1rnissioneronly on a certain 
day, and at a certain time. He took it that the 
pa·c.toralists knew of those rights when they 
accepted their leases, nnd it was unfair to deal 
with the m1ttter by regulation. He hoped the 
clause would pass, and the hon. member for 
Barcoo, and the; -e interested in pa•toml pursuits, 
might be assured that such regulations would 
be made as would prevent those persons getting 
the right to graze on runs V\'ho were not engagetl 
in the timber industry. 

The MINISTER l<'OR LANDS said the main 
point in the cn.se that came before the Supreme 
Court, where a decision was given against the 
tir11ber-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 paBtoral lessee had a right to be 
considered. He had a lease 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 to think, from "hat 
he had heard, that the dght of the rmstoral 
lc,;se3 should be protected, at the same time 
that the timl.Jer-getter's right should be equit
ably considered ; and he could not !Jut think 
that the opinion expressed by the late Attorney-

General, anrl concm:red in by the leader: of the 
Opposition, w:1,s really the .correc~ oplmon-;
that the timber-getter, havmg pakd fo~ Ins 
license, had the undoubted right to remove timber 
and de pasture the sto ·k necessary for that. p_ur· 
pose. No regulntions had been framed defimng 
what the ri[hts of the timber-getter were, so far 
as dep~..sturing stock w~ts concerned, and the 
amendment int.roduced was for the purpose of 
defining that. However, it appeared that some 
apprehem;ion WliS felt tha~ the clause wonld 
in wme way endanger the nght of the pastor~] 
lessee. By turning to clause 130, subsectwn 2, 1t 
would be found that the Governor in Couneil 
might, from time to time, by proclamation, m_ake 
reo-u]ations for any of the matters followmg, 
an°d one of then1 was : "Providing for the due 
carrying out of the provisions of this Act." 
Now one of the provisions of the Act was to 
allO\~ the timber-getter to cut ami remove timber, 
and he took it that the Government had power 
to fran1e regulations to c:?.rry out that intention. 
The hon. 1nen1ber for !.IaryLorough rnade a very 
good suggestion \Vh8n he said in frarning the 
regulations pmctical men should be consulted, 
and that the reau]ations should V <cry accurding 
to the condition~ of the different districts. He 
also said that they should be so framed that they 
would not unnecessarily interfere with the rights 
of tl1e pastoral lessee, and that the undoubted 
rid1L of the timber-getters should be fairly 
cr7nsidered. He thouc;-ht, therefore, tlmt the 
Act giving the Government power to frame 
regulation•, for carrying out one of ~he ur:
doubted provisions of the .'l.ct was <}mte sufti
cient. SubsGctinn 5 of the same clause~l30~ 
ul~o gave power to fran1e rcgnlutions, "au~horis
ing, forLiddiug, or regulating the cuttn1g of 
ti1nber upon or its ren1uval fr01n, Crcnrn lauds." 
Therefore ;~ith the consent of the Committee, 
having he:u·cl the di•cussion and believing that 
the Act gave sufficient power to fral_lle regula
tions he would withdrav. the subsectwn, on the 
di..,ti~ct understanding that regula,tions would be 
framed to meet the diflicnlty which existed. 

Mr. HODGKINSON said he presumed it 
would be necessary also for him to withdraw his 
amendment. 

M:r. PO\VERS said before tl1e amendment and 
sul)section were withdrawn, he n1ight rnent~un 
that there was no question about a person havmg 
the ri(rht to rernove tirnber or going upon the run 
to tal~-;, the timber. 'l'he Chief Justice sairl they 
had that right, but mu;;t carry their fodder with 
them. 'fhe case was argued by two men who 
knew wha,t they were talking about~ Mr. Chubb 
andl\Ir. Virgil Power. The latter represented 
the timber-getters, and put the bestcasehecould 
before the Chief Justice. The case was ably 
argued, and the Chief .Justice said that the 
question W<'S clcar~that timber-getters could go 
upon the runs at all reasonable times, but not 
depasture stock uvon 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 c.wn. Therefore he (:\1r. Powers) 
thmwht the suhection would be a proteGtwn. 
Ther':., was a majority in favonr of i~ and he 
hoped, the Minister for LflJ).ds would not Wltl;clraw 
it. 'l'he subsection could do no hitrm, and m the 
intPrests of the timber-getters it should be 
inserted. 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
WOHKS (Hon. J. 1\:I. JYhcrossan) said he 
had no doubt the hon. gentleman was p~r
fecth· ri <ht as to the words of the Ch1ef 
Justice but then the Chief Justice had no 
re,;nlations before him, made under the Act 
for the purpose nf carrying out the cla~1se. If 
he had had such regulations before h1m, the 
matter would have been perfectly different. The 
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subsection 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 g1tve a license to cut timber they 
gave an implied power to use cert tin facilities for 
removing it, and all that was required to carry 
the law into effect '"-'8 to make regulations, pro
viding that the timber-getter should not de pasture 
on the run 200 or 300 head of cattle, when only 
twenty or thirty head were suf!icier1t. He did 
not see that they need discuss the on l"ection any 
further. It simply )Jrovidcd for what they h!>d 
the power to do already, 

Mr. SALKELD s .• irl that before the clause 
was passed, he would like to know wlmt would 
be the result if the pastoral tencmt took action, as 
the hon. member for 13arcoo profe.,sed his inten
tion of doing? ·would the Government defend 
the timber-getters' action in the Supreme Court? 

Mr. SA YEHS s:.id the hon. member for 
Jviaryborough had mentioned the ~ase of a m1cn 
who had been ruined Ly a lawsuit in connection 
with that matter, though, in the opinion of the 
late Attorney-General and the le •.der of the 
Opposition, he had acted within lris rights. 
That was a case of great hardship, r_.Jd the 
Minister for l\Iines and \Y orks had just ad
mitted that the man bad right on his side, and 
he (Mr. Sayers) thought the Governm_nt would 
only be doing what was right if they put that 
man in his for1ner position. If nothing else \Vas 
done, the timber-getters would be in just th~ 
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 harl introduced the sub
section to provide fur regulations on the subject, 
and he hoped they would not lead to litigation 
between the timber-getters and the squ,.,tters. 
Re would like to ask the Minister for I\iines and 
'Works if he was sure the Act ga\d the powei· to 
make regulations dealing with the grazing right? 
If he was sure of that he would be perfectly 
satisfied. It had occurred to him that the 
squatters already had the right gh-en them, and 
that the Act only .. gav .... power to make reQUh1-
tions dealing with the timber and not in ... any 
way with the grazing right. 

The MI::\TIS'rER FOR MI.:\ES 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 of 1884 dealt with regulations 
providing for the due carrying out of the pro
visions of the Act, and subsection f) of the same 
clau"e 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 
1f t.he clause was withdrawn, as he was sure it 
would receive a large amount of support. So 
far as his memory served him, the Chief J'ustice 
had drawn a very clear distinction in the judg
ment he bad 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 

would do justice to a number of honest, decent, 
hard working men who required assistance. It 
would not apply to all pitrts of the colony, as 
timber-getting was not carried on in all parts of 
the colony. 

Mr. l\IURPHY said the hon. member thought 
there was no harrn in doing an injut:tice to one lot 
n£ honfr..;t. decent, hard working n1en, in order to 
do justice to another lot of hard working, decent, 
hOJ;e~;t 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 
coon tear it away altogether. He, as the repre· 
Dl3ntntive of a squCJ ... tting comrnunity, was natu
l,clly anxious that the lea .. ;e given to them, and 
for which they had fought and struggled, and 
for which they had sacrificed so much, should 
not Le destroyed. An hon. member laughed at 
what he said .. but when they came under the Act 
they he .. cl 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 wad that they should give another man 
n prior and a L.~tter right-for that was what it 
mnounted to-over the half that was left to them. 
:Yioreover, they bad been rated by the Land Board, 
and their nms were taxed according to their graz
ing capacity, and if the Committee gave another 
mo.n the right to graze upon their runs they imme
diately decreased the groczing rights of the pastoral. 
tenant. The pastoral tenant had really to pay so 
much per head for the sheep, cattle, and horses 
grazing onhio run; and, taking the case of a small 
run carrying 1,000 head of cattle, if another man 
was "llowed 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 th,;mselves all its pains and 
penalties; but if tha .. t was not so, it was unfair 
now to pass retrospective ILgislation that would 
interfere 'ivith those leases. 'fhe pastoral tenants 
formed a very much larger class in the community 
than the timber-gettere, and they shouhl receive 
at least as much consideration from the Corn
mittee as the timber-getters. 

Mr. MURRA Y b.tid he would be sorry to see 
the subsection withdrawn. \Vhat they wanted 
was to enable the timber-getters to get at the 
country on which they were felling the timber, 
and he thought tho1t the regulations proposed 
could be very ' 1sily framed. The best plan, he 
thought, would be to proclaim a road through 
the 1Un to the place where the timber was got, 
and that v. <>uld leave half-a-mile on each side, 
which woulrl be sufficient for the depasturing of 
the bullocks employed in drawing the timber. 
The lesse\' \Vould, of course, require smne com
pensation for a road being proclaimed through 
his holding. 

Mr. BARLOW said there was a g-ood 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 nnder 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 neceb,,ary 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. 
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As to the wrongs of the Sf(uatters in connection 
with coming under the Act of 1SS4, and of the 
surrenders and sacrifices they had made--

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

Mr. BARLO\V said he had not understood 
the hon. gentleman to say that they had made a 
bargain with the State, but that they had made 
certain s:tcrifices. He did not profess to have 
any practical experience in Sf(uatting; 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 Sf(Uatters. 
Questions of that sort, of course, must be 
decided upon principlec 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 di ·
tinction between the right of transit and the 
right of consuming the grass. 

Mr. NORTO:\' said that he considered that 
timber-getters h,tcl exactly the same right, though 
not defined so clear!:~, as those in connection 
with travelling stock through a run. 'l'he 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 rig-hts 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 h 1sed 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, hut he did not see how it could 
be legally denied. The timber must he got out 
of the place where it grew. It was to the 
ad vantage of the country that it should be got, 
and no gl'eat harm was clone to the lessee, except 
in a very few cases where the timber-getters used 
the country, not only for clepasturing the cattle 
employed in drawing the timber, but for turnmg 
out a large number of cattle to ::rraze. 

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 w;:ts correct or not, but if it 
were it would be more awkward for the Cr:nvn 
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 t,, the timber whenever they 
pleased. Since he had spoken previom;]y he had 
been told that the Government had nr't the 
power to introduce a clause interfering with the 
rights acquired by the pastoral lessees who had 
come under the provisions of the Acts of 1884 
anc11886. The Crown lessees had certain rights 
which could not be interfered with. So far as he 
wn.s concerned, as a pastoral lessee, he had not 
the slight~'t objection to the timber-getters 
having the right proposed to be given. 

Mr. ThfURPHY: 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 fn.ct that doubts were still 
entertained in refArenee to mining- on the leasecl 
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. 

The MINISTER FOR MINES AND 
\VORKS: The miner has not to pay compensa
tion. 

Mr. MELLOR said he understood that the 
two matters were in the same position exactly, 
ahd he considered it would he better for the 
Committee to put the question beyond doubt. 
The hon. member fclr Charters Towers had 
pointed vut a case where a gentleman had 
suffered grievously, and if regulations had been 
framed he would have been entitled to compensa
tic)n, but there had been no regulations. As had 
been pointed out over and over again, the lessees 
were fully cognib"-nt of the fact that licenses 
would he granted for cutting timber upnn 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 de pasture any 
cattle. He had had that right previously upon 
Crown lands, and it had been intended that he 
should continue to have it; but, to put it 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 nmke a mistake if they 
allowed the subsection to be withdmwn. He 
believed that the first in;tpressions 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-getten had the liberty 
of rlepasturing 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 tirnher. If the regulations which the 
:Niinister 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 HoN. Sm S. 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 
ocr:csions 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 th<)'B holdings. It was held 
for srlme time that under section 131 tim her
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 q<H:,tion had been brought before a judge 
in chambers. He had vreviously called atten
tion to the me<>gre 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 import:tnce of 
it de;erved. However, it appe,red to have been 
decided that under section 131 timlJer-getter£ had 
norighttu de pasture their oxen or horse;> on a squat
ter's la.nd. If that was so, regulations would not 
give them the power. The ;.Iinister could not 
makeregnlationsconferring 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 a new right by regulations nor take 
away from existing rights by 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 qucJtion 
existed or not. He certainly had thought it did, 
but it seemed to have been decided by the court 
that no f:iuch power existed. If so, regulations 
could not give it. \Vhat was w-1nted 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 Minbter now; and he c()ulcl see no objection 
to the amendment in the form proposed by the 
Minister for Lands. It would exactly meet the 
case ; and because the circnm"tances mie;ht be 
various, he thought it would Le better that it 
should be in a general form as proposed hy the 
hon. gentleman, rather than go into det.,,ils 
to the extent proposed by the hon. member 
for Bnrrum, which could be provided for 
very well by the reRulation. If the first 
attempt W<'iS found to be unworkable, or 
caused any hardship, it could be altered with
ant the necessity of a,king the legisLtture to 
interfere. He had been strongly of opinion that 
the clause 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 rai !eel 
under precisely similar. r'rcumstances-it was 
the duty of the Committee to dectl with the 
matter one way or the other to re-nove the doubt. 
If it was intended that squfltters should be 
entitled to prohibit timber-getters from going on 
their runs, let them stty so; but he did not think 
the Committee would do >~nything of the kind. 
If there was a defect in the Act of 1884, it was a 
purely accirlental and formal one. \Vben the 
squatters took up their runs umler that Act they 
knew perfectly well that clciuso 131 conferred 
upon timber-getters the right to take timber off 
their runs, that they could not take it off without 
nsing cattle and horses, and tlutt those horses and 
cattle would have to eat grw. '· The objection 
now made on behalf of the pastoral tenants wtts 
a purely technic::tl and flimsy one, and had no 
merit, in it whatever. It was an attempt to 
take ad vantage of ..tn accidental o:mi~Fion-if 
there was one, which he doubted-and wae> not 
deserving of the slightest consideration from the 
Comrnitte'Cl. It wa~ the duty of the Committee 
to dee~l with the matt;;r. The Government were 
pledged to deal with it, and they had brought 
forward a proposition which would deal with it 
in a thnrougbly satisfactor: 1nanner. IIe huped 
they would not withdraw it, for th'~Y could only 
deal clearly and satiofactorily "ith it by smne 
such clause as that. If the S<lllatter believed 
that his grass would be injmecl by cattle cam pine; 
on his rnn for the night, and if tbat was 
not right, say so, and give hhn con1pen;: .. t
tion for the half-dozen lllades of grass lost. 
Pay him a penny a week for agistment, but 
do not give him anything m,re than be lo:;t. 
\Vhat were lease, for? Ev0ry man of ordin:uy 
con11non sense knew that ,, hcJ.l a privile3't:: \vas 
given to thnb8l~·g~ttor.~ to go on runs to remove 
timber, it must include the right to tttke drays 
on to the runs to renwve the timber, and to draw 
the drays by the mean:; 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 talking about inde
feasible lease;:,, that was n,lln1oonshine. 

The POST}l.\STER-GENERAL (Hon. J. 
Donddson): You did not say so in 108·!. 

J'Vlr. MURPHY: 'rhe hon. gentleman at one 
time say,; one thing, and at another time another 
thing, ~ 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH sflid he 
had m'1intained it several times. \Vhe.n people 
were trying to pnt a forced interpretation on the 
words of a statute, the legislature had intervened, 
and sto..ted what it meant. 

The POSTMASTER-GE::'I<ERAL: You said 
it was a freehold for the term of the lease. 

The HoN. Sm S. \V. 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 grao".s in order to get 
at the gold, the legislature would step in and say 
that it included that right too. The legi,lature 
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. gentlmnan waF always attacking one 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 :my more rights than the Act of 
18"4 gave them. They were, as be had said 
befor~, absolutely dependent upon the grazing 
capacity of their runs. They did not argne that 
timber-getters bad no right to go on to their runs 
with teams to hanl the timber away. It was the 
abuse of that right that they were afraid o~. If 
persons knew that by merely taking ont n tnnber 
license, it would give then1 the right to de pasture 
their cattle on lea, ad runs, they wonld enter upon 
it with all the stock they posse··,sed, and go a.!! 
ov-er a man's run. Of what value would the 
leo,se then be to the squatter? 

The HoN. Sm S. \Y. GRIFFITH: The clause, 
as framed, would obviate all that. It prov-ided 
that regulations may prescribe what will pre
v-ent it. 

Mr. MURPHY said he knew what it meant; 
but he was not willing to leave the power to any 
niinistor for Lands. He would mnch rather see 
the rights of tirnberRgetterF, so far as grazing 
was concerned, laid clown 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 wa,; very glad t~1at the Act of 1884 
had taken so much puwer out of the hands of the 
Minister for Lands, and placed it in the hands of 
a board that the whole colony-at any rate the 
pastoral tenants-bad every ccmfidence in. They 
did not want to be ag>~in placed in the power of 
the Minister for Lands in those matters. 

The :VIINISTER FOR LAXDS said he 
understood that the case recently decided hy the 
Chief Justice in the Supreme Court in favour of 
the lessee was so decided because there were no 
regulation:; framed. His contention was tbat if 
that decision was in consequence of there being 
no regulations framed, sub"ection 2 and sub
section 3 of ciause 130 of the Act of 1884 gave 
the Go,·ernment power to frame regulations for 
the depasturing of stock neccs"~ry for the removal 
of timber; therefore that clause actually gtwe 
the power that was asked for in the amendment. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH : Is sup
posed to but does not. 

The MINISTJm :FOR LA::\TDS said he 
understood the opinion of the hon. gentleman 
:we! the late Attorney-General to be that it did 
give that power. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIF:FITH: The 
Supreme Court is of a different opinion. 
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The MINISTER IcOR LANDS said the hon. 
gentleman had stated that the case was not fully 
argued before the Chief J nstice. 

Mr. POWERS said he had previously pointed 
out that the clause dealt with what was in
cluded in thu Act-that was the right to go on 
the land and cut timber, and take it away. 
The doubt that had arisen was in referen\)e to 
the right of the timber-getters to ddpasture the 
stock necessary to carry on their business ; 
and he hoved the Minister for Lands would 
not withdraw the subsection. He waR sure that a 
majority of the Committee wore in favour of it. 
The Government were pledged to deal with the 
matter, and they had been informed by legal 
members and other. who understood the subject 
that the rr·Julations 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 1\Iinister 
for Lands that the question of the want of 
regulations did not arise at all. 'The question 
was as to the right to dep<tsture. 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 th·J impre,,,;ion that 
the case referred to was argued in the Supreme 
Court, but it now appeared that it was argued in 
chambers before the Chief ,T ustice. He certainly 
thought a CM.e of so much importance ehould be 
tried by the full court. It seemed that the 
Committee were completely in the dark as to the 
arguments used, and he thoug-ht the i\1inister for 
Lands or the hon. member for Burrum should 
have provided them with the ar<>uments used on 
both sides. At present all they lrad w~s 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 
appmued in Hansetrd. .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 njght on the run \V hen he could 
not in the ordinary couroe of bnsiu~ss ,;et 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 (:?\ir. Powers) would have 
endeavourer! to supply it. The case was argued 
by 1\lr. Chubb on one side, and Mr. Virgil 
Power on the other, and he was sure that those 
g-entlemen, having accepted their briefs, would 
not ne~1ect to put the whole case before the 
Chief Justice. 

The HoN. A. HUTLEDGE said he thought 
it very desirable that the amendment should be 
adopted. He was not at all satisfied that the 
case was fully fl.rgued 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 
:~uestion, and they had no certainty that e> en 
1f the case were fully argued before the full 
court the decision of the Chief Justice would be 
reversed. He 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 making the matter secure in the interests of 
the timber-gett< rs. The right being conferred 
on tilnber·getters to cut ti1nber, it was only 
reasonable that the Minister for the time 
being should have the right to frame ro"ula
tions, to be approved of by the Gov;rnor 

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 lJy every member 
of the Cabinet before approval, so that there 
need be no fear as to the natur0 of the regula
tions. He thoug-ht it wa; very desirable that 
they should take that opportunity of rectifying
the difficulty that had arisen, by adopting the 
subsection proposed by the Minister for Lands. 

Mr. M ELL OH said he thought it would be very 
much better to have the subsection inserted in 
the Bill. lt cerbinly did not do anything more 
than what w .cs propo;ed by the Minister-to keep 
the power to make regulations. He was sure that 
unless the matter was clearly defined there would 
be widespread dissatisfaction among the timller
getters, ttnd a great deal of injury would be done 
to a' .ery valuable industry. He therefore hoped 
the Minister for Lands would allow the subsection 
to be inserted. 

The Hox. Sm S. W. GlUFJ<'I'l'H said he 
had the statement of the case given by the hon. 
member for Burrum on the 23r<l July. The 
question submitted to the court was-

" \Vhetherthe -power to fell, cut, saw, split and rcmoYe 
timber, given to holdcTs of licenses under the Cro,Yn 
Lands Act of 18'34 and the timber regulations of the 5th 
November, 1.~ itl, implies a. power in the holders of such 
licenses to turn out and dcpasture their working 
bullocks on any holding of a pastoral lessee of the 
Crown, under the Crown Lands Act of 1884. p1·oviclecl 
that a journey to and from the vlacc whenct.- the tin~ber 
i~ removed cannot be effected in one <lay, and that sueh 
depastnringis not for a longer time than is neec~sary 
for the orUinary purposes of an encam-pment for the 
night." 
Upon the facts st~ted the decision then gi ,·en 
might have been l',iven by a court who were of 
opinion that timber-o;etters were entitled to de
pasture their stock on the runs of pastoral 
tenants, provided they did not keep them there 
longer that was absolutely neces,ary. They did 
not kno·g·, and could not find out, what the rea.! 
ground of the decision of the court was ; but if 
the court decided that it was unbwful to do that, 
the sooner the law was altered the better; and 
if it wa' a matter of doubt, the sooner thr 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 ]'OR l\IINES AND 
\VOHKS said he believed the 131st clause of the 
principal Act gave the timber-getter the right to 
use bullocks and to deprcsture them also. It did 
nut do so in plain terms, but inferentially; and 
he thought that subsection 2 of the 130th clause 
g-ave the 1\Iinister power to remedy, by regula
tions, whatever was y;anting 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. As to the 
109th section, of whiPh the hou. member for 
Gym pie spoke, that plainly said that compensa
tion must ue made to tbe pastoral !ess--e 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 wheu the 131st clause of the Act 
of 1884 was ]!assed, it was intended that the 
timber-getter should ha>"e the privilege of 
depasturing- his bullrocks on the run of the 
pastoral lessee while engaged in removing tirnber 
therefrom. The only objection to that privi
lege was that it might in some instances be 
abused, hut it would be possible to provide for 
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that conting~ncy 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 ohould have the l'ight 
to claim payment for the stock depa tnred on his 
run in cases where the privilege 11as abused. 
The clause did not confer the power to make 
regulations-that was conferred by the princit,al 
Act-but it made clear the right of the timber
getter to depasture the stock employed in 
removing timber, and he hoped it would n•Jt be 
withdrawn. 

Mr. AGNE\V said that if the clause could 
do no good it could do no harm. At present 
the timber-getter:, were ·uffering great incon
venience in consequence of the ruling recently 
given by the Chief Jus Lice; and the clause 
clearly laid down the iatention of the legislature 
when tbe 131st clause of the Act of 1884 \vas 
passed. It was only fair that the Act, which 
gave the timber-getter the right to remove 
timber should also protect him w bile so engaged, 
and he therefore trusted that the amendment 
would not be withdra>~ n. 

Mr. MURRAY s;,id 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 ·-quatter h. d an indefeasible lease, 
and a man had no more right to enter upon his 
country and use his grass tha.n to enter a house 
leased by another man. 

Mr. PO\VERS said the pastoral lessee knew 
very well that timber-getters had the right to 
get timber, and that the ordirmry wily 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 les,ces, and that the 
131st clause of the ~\et of 1884 was intended to 
give them that ri;!ht, too. He asked on that 
ground to have the clause inserted. There were 
hon. members who thought that regubtions could 
not be made, and when made were of no use. 
If they vcere right, and tlw,;e holding O)>posite 
opinions wrong, then it would be a good thing 
to have the subsection in,ei'ted. It wns a good 
provision to have in the Act under any circum
stances, and he hoped it would be accepted by 
the Committee. 

The l'.HNISTER l<'OR LANDS said the 
intention of passing the mnendruent was un
cloubtedly to set at rest any doubt that might 
have arisen as to the right of the tirnller-getters 
to enter upon land under ptbtoral lea~e, and 
depasture their stock, and it was also intended 
to protect the rights of the pnstorali;;t, giving the 
tilnber~getter the right to carr•~ on hiR operations 
according to the intentions oi the Act of 188·1. 
The question was whether the 130th clame, 
referring to regnla,tions, gnve the pcnver to vass 
regulations for that purpm e. If it did not, ,;nd 
his contention originally" as that it did not, then 
the subsection proposed should be accepted. 
Then it was contenrled that the GoYernment had 
power to frame regulations without the proposed 
amendm~mt. If the Act did give the necessary 
power wrthnut the amendment, then the amcnd
rnent 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. STEVEXS said he was not qnite sure that 
the Committee unJerstoud the question. Were 
they ·wting for the cbm.-J or the amendment of 
the hon. member for Burko? 
TheCHAIR~lAJ'\: I may t xphtin how the ques

tion now stands. The Cjuestinn was that the sub
section, as proposed to be irmertecl, be so inserted ; 
after which it was moved by way of amendment, 

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 
specified." Since then the hon. member for Bnrke 
has asked permission to withdraw hiH amend
ment, and that was objected to by the hon. 
member for Burrum. The qnestion now is that 
the words proposed to be omitted stand part of 
the clause. 

Mr. HODGKINSOX 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 fa vonr of can1ping 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 rail way 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 occupalion. 
\Vhat 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 l>e 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. 
\Vhen 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 said 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 wa.s 
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 pas;,ed. 

Que•.tion-That clause 3, as amended, stand 
part of the Bill-put. 

Mr. BARLO\V said he had a short amend
ment to propose. He had given a copy of it to 
the Minister for Lands, as he had been 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 cnn
shntly held up as a weak point in the 
Act of 1881, on the ground that the lessee 
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 h11d been continually urged 
it•·;tinst the Act of 1884, that that would be the 
effect of that clause, and in connection with the 
oiscnssion 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 propo,ed to submit to the Committee had 
for its object the defining and limiting of any 
exce~sive 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. BARLOvV said he thought it was, and 
he thought the clause would probably have 
the effect of shutting up some of the adverse 
criticism which h9,d taken place in regard to 
the Act, and especially in regard to the 101th 
section. He did not presume to srw that any
thing he propooed 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 
101th section 0f the princip<>l Act. The 104th 
section said :-

" Vrhere there is upon a run or holding an improve
ment, the pastoral tenant or lessee shall be entitled, 
subject t,o the provisions of this Act, on the resnm}1-
tion under the proyisions of tllis 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 respect of the 
improvements sucb sum as would fairly represent the 
value of the improvement to an incoming teuant, or 
purchaser of the whole run or holding." 
He proposed, in the amendment which he would 
read to the Committee, to prevent the 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 holding" under the Act. 
It had been constantly stated during the discus
sion on that Bill that persons had obtained a 
large number of grazing farms ond 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 
hertdquarters for the whCJle, and therefore he had 
endeavoured in his amendment to confine the 
improvements to each holding with reference to 
it"elf. "Without further comment he would 
read the amendment, which was as follows :-

rrhe one hundred and fourth section of the principal 
.Act shall be read and construed af1 if the follo,ving pro
viso lmd been originally atlrJnd thereto :-Provided that 
compensation shall be nllmvod only in re.;,pect of such 
improvements as are or were fairly anclrr·t~onably neces
sary to the }Woper and profitable \Vorking of the run or 
holding; taking into consideration its actual area only 
and its classification a~, either a grazing farm. an agri
cultural farm, or a lease under the thirtieth section 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 mif.(ht 
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; rinted and circulated, so that hon. 
members could oee it, because it appeared to him 
to strike a very seriou, blow at one of the pro, 
visions of the Act of 1884. He was not aware• 
that the 104th section had been seriously criti
cised, thon@ 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 time of 

the ~xpiration of the lease, the lessee was to be 
paid whatever the value of his improvements 
was to the incoming tenant. The amenrlment, 
it seemed to him, would, if carried, have the 
effect of throwing considerablP doubt upon what 
improvemements a lesece was to put upon his 
holding. Who was to decide it? 

Mr. BARLO\V: The I"and Board. 
The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he did 

not believe it wail right to limit the improvements 
that a lessee might consider it necessary to put 
upon his holding. His hohling was comparatively 
secure to him for fifty, thirty, or twenty-one 
years, as the case might be, am! different holt~ers 
would have totallv different ideas as to the Im
provements nece.'8ary for the effective .wo.rking 
of their leasrs. The hon. gentleman sa1d m the 
clause he harl proposed :-

"Provided tlmt compen~ation shflll be allmved only in 
respect of snch imprm'>Jmrnt~ as arc or \Ye re fairly antl 
reasonnbh~ nc~cs an' for the proper anfl p~·ofitabl8 
working Or the run o"r holding." 
That applieil to holclings of all kinds-to agricul
tural farms, as well as to grazing brm' or pastoral 
leasEs, and he thought it would he !ntro0ucing a 
very serious element of uncertamty mto the 
improvement cl:tuse< affecting the different 
holdings. 

JI!Ir. G RDIES called attention to the state of 
the Committee. 

Quorum formed. 
The 1\H:;\l'ISTBR FOR LANDS s:ctid that at 

present the lessees were-reasonably, he thought 
-left to decide for themselves what improve· 
n1ents were nece::::snry for carrying on operations 
upon their holdings. The Act defined what the 
minimum of such im prnvements should be. In the 
case of agricultural f<1rms it co~ld be eith~r 
fencing, or an amount of expen<hture equal m 
amount to the value of the fencing, and five years 
were allow·er{ in \vhjch the irnprovements were to 
be made. \Vithgrazing-farmsfencing was an abso
lute necessity, and had to be erected within three 
years. From that time to the torminatirm of their 
lease,-at the end of thirty years for grazing 
farms, and fifty ye>ers for agricultural farms
it was very reason"bly and properly left to the 
discretion of the le''"Pes what improvements they 
chose to put on. He would point ont that the 
conditions were different under different circum
stances. Take the case of two grazing hrms . 
In the one case the lessee was indine•l to go in 
for e>ctensive subdivision of his property. He 
n1ight prefer n1n,king a stud frtrm of it, neces
sitating very valuable improvement~, such as 
snhdivisions, sheds, paddocks, lucerne paddocks, 
and perhaps, artesian wells. He might decide, 
having a tenure of thirty y• us, that it was for hi8 
advantage to in1prove that far1n to a very great 
extent. Should he do so it would be to the ad
vanta.,e of the country, as the improvements 
would ner%sitate the employment of a con 
siderable number of men, and if his operations 
proved succes><fnl 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 t,o put up a ring 
fence round his selection, using it simply as 
a grazing fann, and not improve it to any 
fnrther extent. He would ask the hon. mem
ber for Ipswich, who was to decide between 
tho''" two men as to what was the proper kind 
of improvements to nut 0n those leaseholds, and 
for which the les~,ee 'vas to receive con1pensation 
at the end of his lease? He assumed it would 
have to ]y left to the Land Board to decide what 
improvements should be sanctioned, but it would 
be a bar to the indu try of the individual if he 
had to apply to the Land Board for permission 
tu make every Improvement he contemplated. 



1390 Crown Lands A.ots, 1884 [ASSEMBLY.] to 1886, Amendment Bill. 

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 exi~t 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 reasons 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 elasoes 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 improvements should 
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 individu"l 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 qm,;tion of improvements to be put upon 
the land before the lea"e was issued. It was an 
attempt to deal with a quebtion that was often 
asked during the general election-·what would 
become of those holdings when the leases ran 
out ? Sham Liberals and advanced I,iberals, 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 scar" them off the excellent 
principles of the Act ,,f 188-t His amendment 
did not attempt to dictate to the tenant what 
improvements he should put on his holding. It 
simply cautioned him that if he put improve
ments on a grazing farm which properly belonged 
to an agricultural farm, he should suffer the 
consequences in not being allowed any compen· 
sation for that portion of the improvements when 
the time came that the State had to deal with 
them. 

'l'he POSTMASTER-GENERAL: The law 
distinctly says that now. 

Mr. BARLOW said he would submit that the 
law did not say so diHtinctly. The 104th section 
of the Act was the most involved pie,,e 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 10-ith section had said that the mini
mum was all that would ha\e to be paid 
for, it would have been a very different thing. 
Then the argument of the Minister for Lftncls 
would exactly apply. But the 104th section of 
the Act of 1884 said the compense.tion to be 
paid for improvements should be such a sum as 
would fairly represent the v.tlue of the improve
ments to an incoming tenant, or purchasAr of 
part of the holding as regardeJ a pastoml 
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 

man making what improvements he liked. He 
might put up a tower of Babe] or any expensive 
improvements he liked, but he would only be 
paid for reasonable improvements of the character 
-~.dapted to the class of land which was improved. 
That was how he (Mr. Barlow) hacl 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 c tse of grazing farms and 
the fifty years in the case of agricultural 
holdings expired, a sort of chaos would bke 
place ; that an enormous sum of money would 
have to he borrowed by the G'1vernment, in order 
to pay for tho,,e improvements; that, in fact, 
they would never be able to pa~- for them, and 
that the land would virtually become freehold. 
Therefore, if the discuHion did no other good it 
would challenge attention, and refute the mis
representations that were drculated 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 
tenant3, or to the old tenants at continually 
increasing rental, and if the lloard did its duty 
the State would get full value for the land. It 
did n0t matter to the State whether the old 
tenant or a new one occupied the land so 
long· as it got an aclequate 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. He had 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, bnt it 
was defeat8d, and if he was to be in the same 
trouble on the present occasion and get his 
amendmf·nt 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 ckw light upon the subject he should be 
entirely satisfied. 

The HoN. Sm S. \V. GRIFFITH said he 
looked upon the provision-v:hich wa; forced into 
the Act of 1884-that on the resnmptionofarnn or 
holding the lee.oee shoulrl 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 subrlivided. In 
1886 the pastoral tenants asked that the 
bargain made with them might be revised, 
and that they should get additional privi
lege'. One was an extension of their leaseo 
from fifteen to twenty-one years, and when 
the Bill was brought in it altered the provision 
for compensation for improven1ents, and, in fact, 
pl'ovided, in accordance with the original pro
pm ~1 of the Govemment 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 arect which was thrown open to 
selection. That was the alteration made in the law, 
and the improvements were now to be paid for by 
the incoming tenant, according to what they were 
worth to him. Ho thom;ht that was a perfectlyfo,ir 
law. The amendment of the hon. member for 
Ipswich, although it seemed to make a provision 
more favourable to the country, was, be 
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 
divi.nion-the piece offered for selection-but in 
accordance with the area of thew hole of the rnn 
or selection. He thought the amendment did 
not tend in the direction the hon.· ~entleman 
desired, but rather in the direction of the mistake 
made in 1884, which was made notwithstanding 
the protest of the Government. 

The POSTMASTER-GENERAL: You put 
it in. 

The Ho~. Sm S. W. GRIFFI'l'H said the 
hon. gentleman !mew it was put in notwith
standing the protest of the Government. In 
lSSG, however, the error was corrected· and it 
would be a great mistake to re-introduce the 
error now. 

Mr. BARLOvV said that his amendment was 
eviclently imperfectly drawn, because his inten
tion was to confine the compensation to the 
reduced area. In deference to the opinion ex
presKed by the leader of the Opposition he would 
withdraw it; but he believed the disc~'''ion had 
served to contra,dict the aspersion which had 
be<'n cast on tl>e framers of the Act of 18b4 in 
regard to the question of cmupensation. 

Mr. SALKELD said the hon. member for 
Ipswich had brou5ht the amendment forwatd in 
consequ~nce of ~tteml?ts having been made again 
and, ag-am to d1screcht the late Government, by 
saymg that when the lc:tses expired the country 
wonld not be in a_ position to disturb the present 
pastoral tenants, masmnch as the improvements 
would be of such enormous value that the 
Govern_ment c~uld not possibly 1 '"Y for them. 
If he d1d uot Ill le take, that had been said hy some 
members of the present Government; and if no 
other good had been done by brin•Yin~ the matter 
forward, it had shown the fallacy of those 
assertions. 

Amendment, by leave, withdra,wn. 
Mr. BARLOW said that, at the suggestion of 

the Minister for Lands, hn now begged to move 
the amendment of which he had given notice; 
but he would first explain the modification he 
harl made on the amendment as printed, in order 
to meet the o~jections cugg; sted by hon. mem
bers on both s1des. The hon. metllbcrfor Stanley 
contended that land orders should be con
vertible ; and he w,od sorry that hon. member 
was not present to hear what he had to say 
on the matter. 'l'he principle in connection 
with land orders of late years was thr.t they 
should be issued to those who would become 
bond f!0e settlers ; and if any person was not in 
a pos1t10n to settle on the land, his land order 
had been issued under a 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. \Yho 
was so fitted to settle on the land as the 
son of the man who had been on the land 
b~fore him.? That m:"n was better acquainted 
With bush hfe and :;<gncultnral lifA in the colony 
thcm a person who JUSt came out and he was as 
much entitled to a land order. 'fhe 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 brar on candidates at election times 
by persons willing to sell their land orders fo; 
anything they could get, to make those land 
orders transferable. HL amendment was framecl 
~trictly on the line<; o£ the land order system 
mtroduced by the hon. member for South Bris
bane, Mr. ,Jm·dan, and provided that it could 
only be used by the person to whom it was 

issued, or by the husband or the wife, no 
other relationship being admitted. To meet 
the objection that mi,<ht be used to bring 
pre,snre to bear on candid~tes at election times, 
he proposed that the person who nsed the land 
order Jboulcl show his bonn fides by going- on the 
land. and paying at lea~t one year's rent and a 
portion of the sun-ey fens. 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 Mth section, or of a lease nnder the 
58th section of the princi p.·\l Act." No person 
would select land all<l pay the first year's 
rent, and a pottion o£ the survey fee, simply to 
get a land order. And bY another amendment 
he proposed to cut out from the operation of the 
systen1 every p0rson \vho had received a land 
order under any previous Act, except t.he 
Act which provided for volunteer land orders, 
because the persons who had rc."eivccl ·;·olunteer 
land orrlers had gi Yen a quid pro quo for them. 
Then a consequential amendment was nec(·· saryto 
enable the land order to he applied in refund
ment of the first, anrl in payment of any 
snbsequent arrears of the rent of any holding. 
He would take as an example the case of a 
man aged twenty-one, and a girl aged eigh~ 
teen, who had J,robably savc'd some money. 
Yvhat an a;;sistance to them in t.akiiJg up land 
would those united land orders be. He should 
be told he ww· n;mihilatiDg the land revenue, 
but he had ,,]wa \ s contended that that was a very 
secondary matter Lo the settlement of people on 
the lane], and if the amendment had the effect of 
settling people on the lanrl, they could afford to 
lose the £40. That w "'the policy he advocated. 
There were one or two consequential amend
ments, lmt those he n,entionecl were the main 
fcctures. If the country decided against the 
clause, he should have redeemed the pledges he 
111ade in brin:.~jnq it forward. He sa,w no reason 
whynativeyouths should notreceiveland orders as 
well as immigrant,,, and if they went on to the 
land and showed their bona .fides by paying one 
year's rent and surYe~~ fee, that \Yas an ea,rnest 
of their intention to become good citizens. It 
was not unfair that the first year's rent should be 
refunded, anrl the land order applied to :>ub
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 ho thought it shoulcl so 
apply. A person who hr.d resided in the colony 
for five years was entitled to some considera
tion. The clause dirl not hold out any induce
ment to people to rush here for the sake of a 
land order. It would be ; . ..,id that a great many 
rich people would take up those hnd orders, but 
they could only do so to a certain extent. They 
could not draw distinctions between parties on 
account of their w,,,,]th. If the clause induced 
bond tide settlement they would have done well 
in passing it. He was not am.ious to take up 
the time of the Committee, and probably every 
hon. member had made up his mind on the 
qne1t.ion. He would, therefore, move the clause 
as follows :-
Ever~· pCl'$Oll of Enropcan rxtr~ction who is of the 

full age of eighteen years, and is either-
(a1 A native of the territory Pm braced within the 

colony of tlneonslanrl, and whether .sueb per
son 1vas b:orn hdore or after the separation of 
s1wh territory from tho colony of New South 
1V. les; 

(b) A_ natnral-born Ol' Briti .b subject, 
and }nos at a y time residt·:l within 
the C;olon·. of Qnc~nsland five cons1<~ntive 
J .J",:;, 1tlld hrts not had issth ct to him any land 
m·flpr wannnt nnc!cr the twenty-eighth section 

the Crown Lands Act Amcndmcljt Act of 
nor an,, hu cl nniler any previous Act of 

t hi.-; ,·li~. of Queensland, exc·!·pting under 
L1 L:ii\J:--l Fcction of 31 Vie ... \o, 46; 
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shall be entitled to apply for and receive one land order 
111 the form in the first schedule to this A(',t of the 
nominal value of twenty pounds. Provided that such 
person or the hnshand of snch vcrsdn is the holder of a 
license under the fiftv-fourth section of a lease under the 
fift~·-eighth section o"f the principal Act.~ 

I\"" o more than one such land order shall be issued to 
any such person. 

A11plication for snch land order shall be made in the 
form of the second schedule to this Act to the land 
agent who;;;e office is nearest to the ordinary place of 
residenC'l~ of the applicant. 

Upon the back of such application there shall be a 
statutory declaration made by the applicant under 
the Oathx Act. of 1SC7, or lU~der any other Act regulat
ing such declarations, setting forth such of the follow
ing facts as the case may require :-

(a) That. the applir:-tnt is of the full age of eighteen 
years, and that he has not already received a 
land order either under this present Act, nor 
under any previous Act exc;epting ;n Vie. ~o.46, 
or in respect or any land order warrant actually 
issncd to him nnder the twenty-eighth section of 
the Crown Lands Act Amendment Act of 1886; 

(b) The place of birth ol the applicant; 
(c) That if not a native of Queensland territory, the 

applicant is a natural· born or nutura.lised 
British subject, and that he has bond fide 
l'esided within the colony for a period of five 
consecutive years, and the dates and pls.ces of 
such residence. 

The land agent shall forthwith tran_,mit such applicit
tion and declaration to the :J.linister, and the apphcant 
shall thereupon 1Jc entitled to have issued to him one 
land order as herein before _provided. 

Land orders bsued under this E.e1J~ion 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 aud no other, that is to ~ay:-

In payment ot the firs~ or any subsequent year's 
rent of any holding under Part IV. of the 
principal Act, of which the person to \vllom the 
land order is bsued, 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, somu0h of the value there~1fas has 
not already been so applied shall be aYailable in 
payment of the rent of any such holding of 
\Vhich he was the lessee at the time of his 
death. or in payment of the rent of any holding 
in paym('nt of the rent of which i.t might hav-e 
been applied H the holder harl not died. 

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

E •'ery land owner shall have endorsed thereon a copy 
of the la'it preeeding section of this Act. 

The MINISTER FOR LANDS said he took 
it that the Minister for Lands might natur.::tlly 
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 
upon the defensive when any attackonalarge scale 
-and in the present c 'se he said a gigantic sc:>le 
-wn,s 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; 
but when an amendment of that sort which 
involved a regular scramhle 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
oary that some other means should be devised 
for raising revenue. The hon. member said, "all 
native3 of the territory, whether such persons 
were born before or after separation of such 
territory from New South \V ales." That, 
therefore, applied not only to those natives at 
present r.esident in the colony, but to all thoce 
natives who might have been born in Queens
land before separation and were now living in 

the other cJlonies or in England, if they chose 
to come here and take up land. He did not for 
a moment mean to say th"'t all the natives in the 
colony would take advtmtage of the section and 
settle on the land, but let the Committee see 
what the number of the natiYes 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 188G, they had 
124,074 natives in the colony, and allowing for 
an increase since that time in the came 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 £:!0. 

Mr. BARLOW : The nominal value. 
The :MiiUSTER :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. BARLOIY: Every native would not 
settle. 

The MINISTER FOR IoANDS 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. But that was only 
a small portion of tho,e who would be entitled 
to land orders under the clause. There were 
the na,tives, and the next claos it applied to was 
natural-born or naturalis ,d British subjects, 
who had resided in the colony for a period of 
five year3 and had not already received land 
orders. \Vhy, there wrTe 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 orders. He had 
noticed an expression of opinion already in the 
House as to the making of land orders issued 
already under the Act tranbferable, and £40,000 
worth of land had be'm hypothe<.;ated in that 
way. There were numerous reasons now that 
they should be made transferable. He 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 attem];ts 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 orrlers already issued ; but if they 
extended to twu-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 nmke 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 ac;clition to the per~ons he bad 
referred to, lessees under the Act of 1884 would 
be entitled to land orders under the amendment. 
Why only under the Act of 188-1? Why not 
lessees under previous Acts? Take the ]e,sees 
under the Act of 1884: From tbe 1st December, 
1885, when the Act came into operation, to the 
31st December, 1 S88, there were 4,58[) of those, 
and the Committee could certainly take it for 
granted that they were residents Ujlnn the soil. 
They would be entitled to land C'rclen:, and that 
would rne:tn £~Jl,700 worth cf land. In addition 
to that, under the proposed clause, those lessees 
need not go and take up fresh lanrl, 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 \vas 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 
p:actical point of view-and u practical point of 
v1ew must embody the financial point of view
he would not huve 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 ~ubject 
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 wus to esti
mute the unalienuted balance of the !und at the 
disposal of the colony uncl divide it umnngst them. 
Speaking seriously, there was no doubt cthrough
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 o-iven a 
free grant of a podion of the territory" upon 
which their children born here had i1~t the 
right to settle unless they puicl the full vulue 
for it. The immigrants who receivecllund orders 
paid a very low rate for their passage cer
tuinly hardly s~fficient to compensate the co{mtry 
for the establishment in London und bringino
them out here, and it w:1s felt that there wa~ 
no reason why those people should be given 
a free gmnt of land when it was denied to 
children born in the colony. There were so 
many difficulties in the wuy, as pointed ont bv 
the Minister for Lands, that he thought he (j\lr. 
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 Chuirmun, but he was afmicl there wus 
very little chance of his being able to do so. 

Mr. BARLOW suid he would like to say a 
few worrls in reply, and he would quote the 
little verse of poetry that hud been quoted the 
other evening by his hon. friend the member 
for Ipswich, and say that, thoug·h beaten back 
!n this f~ay, some clay or other they woula come 
111 first 111 that mutter. He hucl not been in the 
slightest degree discouraged or surprised with the 
reception his proposal ha:l met. Every proposal of 
that kind W';IS receiv?d with smiles of incredulity, 
and mountams of difficulty were piled upon it· 
but it went on increasing in strength, and that 
would go on increasing in strength, and at the 
next general election some hon. memben would 
have somewhat changed their opinions. He was 
not disconragcd by the oppo itinn he lutcl met 
with. He had only fulfilled a promise he had 
made to his con,;tituents in bringing it forwurcl. 
It uppearecl thut the Committee wns determined 
not to udo~t the principle at any price. so he 
would not clrv1de the Committee upon it. The 
arguments advanced by the :::\Iinister for Lands 
were only arguments fonnded upon the ex
pediency of the case, and were not ar<>uments 
against t~e principle. They were told o'Z·er and 
over ugam 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 awuy, or selling it by auction, wus 
brought forward, they were told that they need 
not be afraid, us they hud 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 the land 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 rommittee. If the Committee 
thonght fit, he wus quite willing to eliminate 
from his proposal the ]Jersons who had been five 
years in the colony. He knew the proposal was 
a wide one, but ]Jroposals of that sort must 
neq!lssarily be wide ; but he could not see why 
land orders should be denied to the nutive·born 
popnbtion when they were given to others with 
not hulf the quulifications 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 HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH suid that 
he must disabuse the hon. member's mind of the 
belief thut he was a reformer in that respect. It 
was more than .seventeen years since he had first 
heflrd it brought forward, and he had voted against 
it then, and several times since. He hud first 
voted against it in 1872, when the system was 
proposed by l\fr. Forbes, a member for West 
Moreton, who was then Speuker. As far as his 
memory served him, six members had then voted 
for it. On a subsequent occasion more bad voted 
for it, but more fur fnn than otherwise. He did 
not think the proposal had ever received 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 
lando of Australia amongBt themselves. He was 
sure his hon. friend was on the wrong track on 
the present occn.,ion, as public opinion was not 
tending in that direction at all. 

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

Mr. JORDAN sui cl thut some twenty years ago 
there had been u system of giving land orders to 
induce immigrn,tion, and he had advocated the 
re-establishment system. That sy Jtem had been a 
great success in attracting a population-a great 
de ;identtum in a new conntry. That immigra
tion \Vas not an itnrrligration of paupers, costing 
£240,000 a ynr to the tuxpayers. The people 
who came out under that system were people who 
paid their own ]Jassages, and who had intended to 
settle on the land. They were mostly people who 
had bPen connectecl with the land in England, 
unci who otherwise would probably have gone 
away to the United StatcJ. He hucl pointed. 
out at the time that the emigration from Great 
Britain was >~t the rate of nearly 1,000 a clay, 
being 350,000 a year. The great bulk of those 
people who went to the United State' and Canada 
paid their own passages, und took with them a 
large amount of capital. During the first year of 
the bncl order sy,,tem in this colony between 6,000 
und 7,000 persons had come out to Queensland 
from Great Britain, obtained hmd orders, and 
would lmve settled on the bnd, but that the 
land set apart for them wus so abominubly bad 
that it would not feed fl goose -fiS Sir. Charles 
Lilley used to say. Unfortunately, thrJse land 
orders ·were tram::ferahle, and the consequence 
was that the persons holding them, finding 
the land was useless for their purpose, sold 
their land orders, "'hich became a clrngin the 
market. They were bought up by the pastoml 
tenants, and becume 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 advertise,! their system of immi
gration in the Australian colonie'1 and in Great 
Britain to get offers for the conve,pnce 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 
out any passengers. The transferabilitv of the' 
land orders was the reason why the s:·8tern had 
failed. The system under the Act of 18G8 was 
quite different. It was not proposed to 111<tke the 
land orders transferable, and they could only be 
used by the people who got them as r<mt, so 
that the former objection"'"' entirely swept awccy. 
He knew the hon. member fm' St;cnley did not 
approve of the non-transferable land order,, 
because he wanted to revert to that mi;erable 
system of transferable land orders, which had 
been a greo,t failure. In one sense it was a 
great success, because during the very first year 
of its operation he (:\fr. Jordan) sent out betwe,en 
6,000 and 7,000 full-paying rnosengers, and durin3 
the six: years the old system was in operation, the 
people who came out under that ey"tem, paying 
their passages in full, were ascerbtined to have 
brought with them an ccvemge of £30,000 in ecch 
ship. Doing awccy with transferable land orders, 
and getting rid of that great objection io them, 
commended itself to the House, ccnd wa·> carried 
in 1884. It would be a great mLtake to give 
away the land as proposed in the amendment, 
and he saw no rectbon why they should despise 
the large revenue that wunld be shortly coming 
in from the operation of the present Land Act. 
In spite of the small sum that came in from 
selections, the increase of land revenue last 
year was £68,000. Thev could not afford 
to give away land ; anrl the clause now 
proposed would lead to grAat evils and a general 
scmmble for the bud. He did not think the 
number of bond fide farmers would be incn,sed 
M' they gave tlw land away ; for that which cost 
nothing was not valued. Land we~~ cheap enough. 
Anyone who wanted it could get it for 2s. Gd. an 
acre, with five years to pay the mone7in. On those 
grounds he was opposed to the amendment. He 
wished to see land settlement greatly increase, hnt 
he ti-.ought the facilitie< were sufficiently large. 
Apart from homestead selections, the lanrl taken 
up on the long tenure sy3tmn ltLSt year was 
167,000 acres, and if, as' he believed they would, 
the holders converted their land into freeholds at 
the end of ten ye:trs, the value to the Sbte of 
the amount leaserl last year alone would be 
£188,000 at the end of ten years. 'What he had 
to complain of wccs that the land·order system of 
immigration--although the law--wctsnotinopem
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 per:;ons c·•me out under that ;,ystem. 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 wccs any land order 
system in operation. Formerly no ship was 
allowed to le:tve unless theshipping,clerk had inter
viewed every passeng,er, and gi 1·en him hi" land 
order warrant. The law was the same in thcct 
respect now, and there w:>s no excuse that so 
many person~ carne out without knowing th -:t 
land orders were available. There was a little 
blame, he thought, also to be attached to the 
department here. Two respectable men had 
called upon him " week ago. One had just come 
out to the colony with a large family, and had 
brought capital with him ; the other was an 

old resident of Brisbane. The newly-arrived 
immigrant had come to the colony with land 
orders for himself, his wife, and several children 
over >'ighteen years of age. He told him .he had 
been to the Lawls Office, had shown h1s land 
orders, and stated that he w:>nted to know where 
he conld take up the land ; that he was sent into 
a devart.ment where hP wccs tcclked to hy two 
yonths who differed in their opinion as to how 
much land should be taken up, and he came 
away under the impression tlmt with all his land 
orders he could onl:v get OHP farn1 of lGO acre.-.:. 
He (c\Ir. ,Jordan) then directed him where to go, 
and told him thcct if he did not get the fullest 
satisfaction tor ''me back and tell him. As the 
gentleman had not come back he a.<sum0d that 
he had got that satisfaction. Persons going to 
the Lands Department for information should, 
he thought, be sent to some intnlligent person 
who could r·ive them the information they re
quired. He-brought that under the notice of .the 
Minister for Lands, not in the way of complmnt, 
but to show him the necessity of providing that 
persons holding land orders should get the fullest 
information that could be obtained. 

1\:Ir. BARLOW said that with regard to the 
assd-tion of the hon. member that the land 
revenue would be annihilated if land orders were 
issued as he (Mr. Barlow) had proposed, that 
would onlv be in the case if large holdings could 
be obtaine'd under the system; but in his amend
ment he had carefully guarded against the possi 
bilitv· of the transferalJle order being issued uutil 
th~ JJerson 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'SULLIV AN said the hon. member for 
South Brisbane had applied the term "miserable 
sy;tem" to tmnsferable bnd orc1er,;. The hrm. 
member misapplied the term "miserable." It 
w" to the miserable system of non-transfera~le 
bnd orders that he should have applied 1t. 
Nearly all tho. ''who e">me out under the trans
ferable hnd order wstem took up land; at any 
rate all t.be land orclers were used for that pur
pose. In fact, soquicklywasthe bnd taken up that 
the legislature made the orders non-transferable. 
This wnB the way they cccted : They issued £30 
and £18 land orders and actually bought them 
back for £15 c,fterward.c. In fact they turned 
the Treasury in:to " pawnbroker's shop. They 
told the men to whom those £30 non-transferable 
land orc1ers were issued to come to the Treasury 
and lodge them there and they would give them J;7 
or £6 for them ; and if they took them out agmn 
they would have to pay £1 interest; so that in 
evei·y sense the Treasm:y was a pav, nbroker's shop, 
except that they did not put up tlw thrAe balk 
\Vhatwasthe mystery oftheimmensepropertythe 
late Roman Catholic 'BiRhop, Dr. O'Quinn, bought 
in the colony. He had brought out two or three 
shiploads of immigrants; the land orders, which 
were non-transferccble, Wc1·e made payable to 
him ; but they wel'e of no earthly use to him, 
and on the lld vice of himself (Mr. O'Sullivan) and 
oth~rs, he bought bnd with tlwm. Thftt was the 
history of the immense wealth of th0 Roman 
Catholic Church at the present time. At that time 
the land order,;, were made non-transferable; but 
squatters all over the colony, ftnd particuhrly 
on the DarHng Downs, got lawyers in the city 
and large toYills to drct'/.- up et power of attorney 
by which the\· were made transfemble, ccnd he 
ki:w\v that tlwusands of forgeries were com
mitted Ol'l'r the matter. Those £30 land order:; 
becetme so low that they wel'l' actually bought by 
lccwyers in Brisbane acting for squatters for £4 
and £5; but those orrlers bought land on the 
Downs and el.sewbere for their full value. Had 
they been made tmnsfemble the squatter or 
purchaser would have had to pay £30 or £28 for 
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them, therefore 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 repre.,ent so 
much cash in the colony, and would be inYestrd 
in land. As a proof of that, he would shte rluring 
the time cotton-growing was in progress in the 
colony, the bonuses for its cultivation were made 
transferable, 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 \V est Moreton than anything tlmt had 
been done in that House since he had been a 
member of it, which was from the very be
ginning. But so long .1s bud orders were 
made non-transferable, they were of no use 
to anyone. In fact, they WJre a deception 
to the people at home, because many of 
them did not know the meaning of the wonls 
"non-transferable," and thought they would be 
able to make use of those land orders when they 
came out. Supposing a n1all 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 01·der was small, to thoJe people it 
was large. That carpenter might be able to start 
in town on the proceeds of his transferable land 
order, while a non-transfemble order would not 
be worth ls. 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 lmilc\ing churches, and he killed 
two birds with one stone. He acquired land 
and brought his own people to the culony. 
He sent home that money he had at his diopo,;al 
for ecclesiastical purposes :md assisted the pa .sages 
of a certain number of immigrants who obtained 
land orders, he W»s informed, in the name of tho 
Right Reverend J~m,.,es O'Quinn. Those were 
not transfemble ; but if he had a basket full 
of them he could buy with them land to 
the value they represented. Surely the hon. 
member for Stanley must see thn..t if land 
orders were made tranclferable thev 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 f>tce of 
them the condition that they must occupy the 
land, they could not grumble if the conditions 
were carried out. 

Mr. O'Sl.TLLIV AN said he could not seA how 
the Government would lose if he got a £20 land 
order for £5. If he had a land order, and gav'l 
it away to another man, how could the Govern
ment be at a loss? 

Mr. BARLOVV said he should have stated 
that the holder of the land order sutferecl 
through selling at a discount; and the Govern
ment snffered by hn.ving to accept the land order 
in payment for land at the full value from a 
person who would otherwise have had to pay £20 
in cash. 

C\lr. O'SULLIV AN said the holder would 
suffer a greater lob• by keeping the land order in 
his pocket. 

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

New clause put and negatived, 

Mr. ISAMDERT 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 
misbke. 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 >1u 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 
trans>tction would very soon have to make his 
bo''· before Mr. Pinnock. A greett many of the 
p-eople who came out with land orders were not 
fit to go on the land, c,nd there was no land 
available for those who wanted to go on the 
land. 

Mr. JORDAN: There is plenty. 

Mr. IS \J\1l3ERT said the hon. gentleman 
on12:ht 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. Dut how far was it 
from ce:1tre,; of popuhttion? And what was 
the use of a homestead to a man who was a 
hundred miles ttway from a market? Land 
that ought to be available for homesteads 
was now used for sheepwalks, and he had been 
repeatedlv bothering the officers of the Lands 
Department for information as to ava.i!able agri
cultural land. They could show him land, forty 
miles beyond Pittsworth, exceedingly good land; 
but f;crmers would have to bring their produce 
forty miles to Pitt.sworth, and then send it a 
long distance by mil before they could find a 
market; and it would not pay them to do 
that. He thoug·ht that inducing people to 
settle on th' land when they could not 
make a living on it, had !Je,m the means of 
blocking settlernent and pro~resr:; to a very grent 
extent. The rmwndment he had to propose was 
si111ply to grant to every per.son of European 
extraction, of the full a·,o of eighteen years, a 
piece of land not' xceeclin::; 160 acres, on condition 
of paying 2d. per acre per annum for five 
years for .mrvey fe•,s. He would let them have 
it on condition that they occupied it, and give 
them the right to transfer it to anyone e!c.e who 
v.-ould iive on the land. His amendment included 
the abolition of the laud order system, which 
he looked upon as a system of false pretences. 
His amendment included the abolition of the 
bncl order system. \Vhen he spoke to the 
Mini tcr for Lands, he made the remark that it 
would be better to give the land away rather 
than ha<e a sc1·amllle for it; hut he (Mr. 
Isambert) would tell him something to the 
contrary, and take no less an authority than 
the Under ~ec·etary. In a vel".- excellent map 
sho1. inr~· the lands of the colony, ho found 
that on the 3h;t DecemlJer, lb88, under the 
1F:7ti ~~'>.et, the whole of the land taken up as 
homestead selections in two] ve year" amounted 
to 11G,7'J8 acres, which was obtained ;et 2·,. 6d. an 
acre. ~apposing they had made a present of 
that land, in twelve yearo it would only amount 
to giving away .f:l4,5DD. If they allowed any 
man who \Vanted lGO acres to take it up, and if 
they abolished the land order system, they would 
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have better results. The umount tuken 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 taki'ng 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 persun who had repeated 
correspondence with the Minister for Lands in 
order to get a suitable piece of lan<il for a 
nursery, and in the correspondence he found the 
following, which was written from Buncla
berg :-

" P.S.-Since writing the a.bove, on inquiry I have 
ascertained that there is no snitable Government 
ground which would do for a nursery, excepting that 
portion set apa,rt for a botanical gardens. If tho 
Minister foe TJands 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 aw:&li' with the growing system of issuing 
land orders that were never used. He, therefore, 
had much pleasure in mpving the following 
amendment :-

Every person of European extraction who is of the 
full age of eighteen years, and if. either-

(a) .A. native of the tt:rritorv embraced within the 
colony of Queensland, alld whether such person 
was born before or after the separation of such 
territory from the colony of New South 'Vales; 

(b) A natural-born or natnralised British subjer.t' 
and has not had issued to him any land order 
'varrant under the twenty-eighth section of the 
Crown Lands Act An:1endment Act of 1886, or 
any land order under any other Act of the Par
liament of Queensland, shall be entitled to take 
up an agricultural fnrm subject to the provi
sions and limitations as to improvements con
tained in the seventy-fourth section of the 
principal Act, but shall not be required to 
make any payment there for excepting the sum 
of twopence per acre per annum for five y,~a,rs 
for survey fees, and no more- but sha.ll 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 ~hall have therein a tenant right which, after the 
expiration of thru~ years from the date of occupation, 
and pro\ lded 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 Act, anr1 in the event of his intestacy such 
tenant right shall follow the u . .,uallegal distribution of 
freehold estate within the colony of Queensland. 

Such tenant right shall subsist and continue so long 
as any person, not dhrllmlified as aforesaid, shall Uonri 
fide reside upon and occupy such land; but if there be, 
in the opinion of the board. a failure of snch orcupa
tion tor a period of more than three months without 
the written permission of the board, which they shall 
and 1nay grant if they i:-_;~ fit to do so, it sllall be lawful 
for the board to deqlare by notice in the Governmr ~Lt 
Ga.-:etle the tenant right to h~tve 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 exce0ding three hundred 
and twenty acres, and shall not, so long as he sl1all 
bond jirle reside under his tenant right upon the agri
cultural farm as herein before provided, be reqnired to 
fulfil the conditions of residence required as to such 
grazing farm ·by the sixtll subsection at the fifty-eighth 
section of the principal Act. 

If there be within the boundaries of any agricul
tural area any land which in the opinion of the board 
is as to quality and fitness unsuited for agriculture, 
the Governor in Council may, on the recommendation 
of the board, by proclamation, set the same apart for 
occupation as gTazing farms in areas not exceeding 
three hundred and twenty acres. 

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 L<Lnd Act of 1884, and 
it would certainly throw open the lands of the 
colony to speculators upon the most favourable 
terms he had ever be,.rd of. "\Vhat the hon. 
member proposed was briefly this : thn;t anyone 
who desired to settle upon the land 111 future 
would be able to take up land under a different 
tenure. He would not even be asked to pay 
the modest 2s. od. an acre, the payments 
extending over five years. But he wG>uld be 
asked allowed, anrl invited to take up an 
ao-ricdltural farm, the maximum area of which 
~'ts 1,280 acres, at lOd. per acre payable in five 
years. 

Mr. ISAMBERT b'1id he had altered l;he 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 expi,ration of three 
year£ 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 ma.rket 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 w by the con
ditions of occupation should be reduced from 
five years to three years, he could not imagine. 
The clause did not spedfy 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, lOd. per acre would be the 
nominal value of the land in future, and 
the pavments 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 lOd. 
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 otlice. The hon. member for Rosewood 
had said that the land order system was a snare 
and a delusion, because there was no land fit for 
settlement, yet they had the fact that ]a,t year 
120,000 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 also a 
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large area open all over the cnlony for selection, 
and anybody interested could find out exactly 
at the Lands Office wher.o it was; lmt it 
was nothing in comparison to the quantity 
that would be twailable for 'ettlement as the 
colony was developed and rail ways and settle
ment were extended. \V as it not absurd to 
say that land orderR 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 one that he knew of. 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 eay that land orders were a delusion 
and a fraud was to say what was not actually 
true. There was an immense quantity 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 farms. 

Mr. ADAMS said it would be very amnsing 
if they could find out the date of the postscript 
to which the hon. member had alluded. The 
hem. member had said that the postscript 
mentioned that the only land available for 
cultivation near Bundaberg was that portion 
which the Government had set apart for 
botanical gardens. If he •ecollected rightly, 
the people the hon. member had referred to 
came. to ~he colony many years ago, and had 
not hved m the colony all the· time. Thev had 
come out with a land order, and on ari:iving 
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. He 
had seen the reply to the letter referred to, and 
he took the matter in hand, and went to the 
immigration agent tn ascertain whether the land 
order had been made available or not. He 
fom1d that certain mnount9 had been paid at 
home which were not one-fiftieth part of what 
wa, necessary to pay the passages, and the 
balance had never been paid. \Vhen people 
eame to the colony and improved it to such an 
extent as Brisbane, JI.Iaryborough, Hockhamp
ton, Bundaber15, and other places had been 
improved, it was very nice indeed for any
one coming out from the old country with 
a land order to s0lect 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 '*'rlY settlers 
had. There were now maps and plaus 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 Bnndaberg, he 
would only have to go twenty or thirty miles 
along the railway line, and I1e 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 
talkmg about. 

Mr. MACFARLANE said 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. JIIIost 
hon. members could not support the amendments 
which bad 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 tfnkering s,t 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 anv m"'n could take up land up 
to 1GO acres at Gd. IJer 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 
supported the Act of 1l:i84 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 httd not been able to see his 
way to vote for any of th0 amendments that had 
been propo,,ed. The particular amendment before 
the Committee might jq.~>t 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 nei15hbours. 
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 
'aiel by the hon. member for South Brisbane, a 
thing which could be got for nothing was seldom 
valued or improved. Ho hoped no further time 
would be taken up by discussing the amendment, 
which did not come under the designation of 
practical politics. 

Mr. GLASS:EY said he could not altogether 
agree with the hon. member for Ipswi<>lll that it 
was scarcely possible to amend the Act of 1884. 
There had been several amendments made in 
the Act since it had been pa.osed, and it was 
quite likely there would be amendments made 
upon it in the future. 

Mr. MACF ARLANE : Not in the homestead 
clauses. 

lYir. GLASSEY said that the homestead 
cllLuses were unquestionably extremely liberal, 
but as he had said on several occasion~ not
withstanding the liberality of those cl~J.uses 
there was still room for improvement. He 
trusted the present or some future Govern
ment would see their "'"'Y to give or lend 
mnnetary aid to iJersons willing to se~le ~pun the 
land in a bom? fide manner. He had sard before 
that wherever· the monetary ;cssistance 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 whereby a certain amount of qwney 
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 mamy who, prior to their arriv·al here, 
had had nothing tu do with either agricultural 
or pastoral pur,uits, bu,t 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. \Vhat 
he urged might now be considered Utopian and 
impracticable, but in the near future it would be 
found desirable, in order to ~ive 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 ad vantage of the best tracts of the 
country for that purpose, easily accessible to 
markets, and where water could be procured, 



1398 Crown Lands Acts, 1884 [ASSEMBLY.] to 1886, Amendment Bill. 

and good rQads so rrs to provide reasonable 
facilities for the conveyance of produce to 
mar.k:t. He repr·ated again t1mt he hoped, in 
add1t10n to the present liLeml provi,ions of 
the homesteatl clause'> the Act of 1 ''S~, 
son1e sche1ne would be by whieh n1one-
tary assistance wonld he granted to selectors. 
He did not mean to that money shonld Le 
given away, but thr'"t should bu adntnced at 
a reasonable rate of interest, and on Ion()" tern1 '• 
The best security they conlcl haYe for the 
!'epayment of that money wa•, in the first 
mstance, to get bond fide settlerB. It would 
be found in time that the security would be 
ample, and.no loss would accrue to the country. 
He knew of six or seven coal miners from 
his own district who hn,,] 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 penmns were settled, which 
was eleven or twelve n1iles frorn Grow's Nest, 
they would find that those corrl miners hacl mttdo 
wonderful improvement>. They h •.d cleared a 
considerable portion of their land, they had fenc~d 
part of their land, mnk wells, built hnm r•ies 
for themselves and their families, am! they were 
now preparing to put in seed. He had bBen at the 
house of one of them last Satunby, and htt<l rect<l a 
letter from one of his own frimds unon[( that 
group upon that subjEct, ann he had told him 
(Mr. Glassey) that notwithst,mding the drought 
they had experienl'cd they had made fair l>l'O

gress, and with the present good sencons they 
expected good crops. Those men were no.t 
agriculturists, but hard-working coal miners, all 
of them having families, and c they had taken 
up land with the object of earning a livelihood 
for themselves. Some per,ons might cor Jicler 
those opinion' 1Jtopian, but if they were to make 
a new departure, and placed upon the Estimates 
a sum of money to aHist by way of loan persons 
desirous of taking up land, the result would be 
beneficial both to the persons who took up land, 
and to those living in the large centres of porm
lation, and to the colony at large. He belie,·ed 
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 moans to enable them to do 
so. Perhaps they had been out of employment 
for sonw n1onths, or tbey n1ight have to ke0p 
their families upon very small waue1 and after 
taking up land they might be son1e ~o;ths before 
they could get any return from the soil. In such 
cases an advance of money would be of gre . .'t 
assistance. He tnwted that the Minister for 
Lands -'~<mld give the sugg;~stion full consider:.
tion. :B mm what he had read and heard con
cerning the syst,em in ..._4..ruerica. and elsewhere, he 
was sure that it would prove succes <ful if 
adr~pted here. In every scheme of tl' kinrl 
there must be some losse.<, but the that 
would result would more than outweigh any 
little loss that might accrue. He would ask his 
hon. friend not to ure>s his motion, because the 
chance of carrying it was very sm[lll. 

Mr. ISAMBERT said he believed a great deal 
of the oppooition on the part of the Government 
was because they did not under tand his pro
posal. Perhaps before they left office the Go
vernment would see the wisdom nf introducing 
some such measure themseh·e~. The Minister 
for Lands had overlooked the fact that his pro
posal included permanent residence. If a man 
wished he could transfer his holding to another 
who was competent to hold the land; and so 
long as the land wc1s permanently occupied, 
it could not Le forfeited. He h'd opposed the 
land order system when it v. as introduced, 
because the Land Act of 1884 was so li!Jeral. 
He had been asked what was the goorl of land 
orders, and he had replied that they were of 

very little use. The home,,tead clauses were so 
liberal that the land order system was not of much 
value. He '':as sure the Treabury would benefit if 
the land order sy.;tem were abolished. That the 
land orders h ,,] got into the hands of people who 
were not suited fur settlement was shown by the 
fact that very few land orders were paid in as rent; 
whibt those who took up homeste<tds were all 
experienced settlers who knew their way about. 
It took a person some years before he. got c.olo
nial experience. He was pe!·fectly m. umson 
with the Minister for Lands m the behef that 
the land law,; of the colony were very liberal. 
In fact they were so liberal that the land 
order system was perfectly usele,ss, and was 
nothinu but an attack upon the Treasury. 
The la~d suitable for settlement and available 
w.1s very scarce. \Vhen immigrants went ~o the 
Lands Office they were ,hown land unsmtable 
for settlement, aiHl so much was that the case 
that, on several occasions) propositions had been 
made to Parliament rrnd the Government to buy 
hnd alre,.rly alienated and re-sell it to settlers on 
!on~· terms. \V as not that a proof that really 
suite ble laud \L1S very sccrce? Again, the hon. 
memb0r for Bunclanblt spoke about an old man 
who ho.d .Je~tl.ed n.t Crm\ 's Nest. That man had 
tn go on the high n1ountnin~, w bile the beautiful 
plains which were the most suitr>bl•· for settle
ment had been dummied or otherwise obtained 
by lancl-<smhbere>. He held that every acre of 
land which was not u•.ed for the purpose for 
which it mwht to be used, was a hinrlrance to the 
prooTc";; o(the country. The J\Iinister for Lands 
mu~t soon come to Ree the necessity of imposing a. 
tax on those large Gstates, so that the men who did 
not care to ptty a land tax won!~ sell.the land to 
those who would occupy and cultivate rt. He w~s 
entirely opposed to the land order system, and rf 
he lmd made his amendment an absurdity, it was a 
lesser absurdity than the existing system. It was 
the lesser oi two evils. \Vith 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, by leave, withdrawn. 

Mr. PL UNKETT said he had an amendment 
to propose, which he believed was a very neces
sary one. It "as that-

Section t,_,venty-four of th0 principal Act shall be 
read and construed as if instead of the words "one 
hnndred and sixty," inserted therein, the words "three 
hundred and twenty" had been therein im;erted. 

Hon. members on both sides of the Committee 
httd said that the terms of the homestead pro
vi ,ions were very easy for a ma.n who wished to 
select. There w.,s no doubt they were ea.~y, but 
there wore a gonc1 many hon. m< mbers who spoke 
lightly of the difficnHies that homesteaders had 
to und0rgo, who knew very little about the 
matter ind ecd. A homestead of 160 acres was 
a ;-ery fair one to start with, provided it was 
first-class land and \n a good situation. His 
ITl'·Oll for pr,•posing the amendment was that 
in the Logan and Albert districts, in East and 
vV est Moreton, and on the Darling Downs, the 
best land lmd long since been selected, and what 
was now available for hmneste tders was very 
inferior land, far removed from '' ater carriage 
and railwav communication. The difficulties 
homestead selectors had to encounter in order to 
make a home on such htnd was far greater than 
those which had beset homesteaders in the past, 
and he therefore wished to allow men in those 
diqtricts 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 lGO 
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 
nece,sary 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 nlllch want to get a 
revenue from the land as to encourage 0ond .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 revresented, and in all elec
torates in the settled parts of the colony, 320 
acres was not one bit more than 11 man could 
make a living uvon. In the interest of selectors, 
he hoped the Minister for Lands would accept 
the amendment he now proposed, and extend 
the homestead area to 320 acres. He moved the 
insertion of the arnendment as a new sub;;-gction. 

The MINISTER :B'OR LANDS said it had 
been a principle of their land legislation for a 
great many years that those persons who wer0 
wi!ling to confine themselves to the compara
tively small area of land of lGO acres, known as 
the homestead clau<Q in the old .Act, and which 
was continued in the Land . \.et of 1884, should he 
allowed to do so, and that they should obtain the 
conce·,sion of getting their land on the ea~iest 
terms to themselves that could po~,iLly be given, 
and on terms equitable to the country-nan.ely, 
2s. Gd. an acre-the payment being svread ov·.r 
five years, and the one condition of personal 
residence being always insisted upon. That was 
the principle which had pervatlcd their land 
legislation for many years, and he had not 
heard any complaints as to the are.1 being too 
lilllited. Those who were not t,,ttisficd with that 
area were at liberty, under other conditions of the 
land le;;-islation, to take up a larger area at an 
increased price. The amendment wa3 to the 
effect that the lGO acres should be increased to 
320 acres, the reo son alleged by the hon. member 
being that in certain area> in the Southern part 
of the colony, where settlement lmd naturally 
taken place on account of their proximity to large 
centres of ~Jopuh1tion, the land still remaining un
sclected was of a comparatively inferior quality, 
not suitable, indeed, for agricultural settlement. 
The horne,teader required, as a rule, good ,;gricul
turalland. Was it ad vimble, in am' W:ty, to 
induce the homestead selector who wanted" agri
cultural land, to take up 320 acres of bad land? 
He admitted that lGO 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 \Vere not encouraged to so great an 
extent? A principle of tlmt sort must be of 
universal applic,ttion. It must <tpply to lJarts of 
the colony where land ''as undoubtedly good. 
If the unselectmlland in the South em part of the 
colony was too poor for ~tgriculture, there wa.:; no 
reuson why applications should not be sent in to 
have it converte 1 into grazing a.reas. I-Ie could see 
the neceRsity for extSrcising rnore discrinlination 
in opening up so IY1any lands in ::tgricultural 
districts under the grazing farms section of the 
Act. It must be borne in mind that owing to 
proxilnity to market, and various other causE.:, 
inferior lands in the Southern part of the colony 
were, in many C"-ses, far more valuable than 
superior land in some of the distant parts, and very 
great care would ha veto be taken in throwing open 
the lands referred to by the hon. mnnlJer as 
grazing farn1s, because they !night becmne exM 
tremely valuable when more was known about 
the means of preserving fruit, and when they 
had brought into effect a system of irrigation, 
which he hoped would Le done before many 
years elapsed. He gave the hon. member credit 
for the hest intentions in moving the amendment, 

but he could not support it, on the ground that 
the conditions that had prevailed for so many 
yeJ,rs llnd which had given satisfaction to the 
homc~tead selectors, were sufficiently liberal, at 
all events for the pr'lsent time, to cover the 
requirements of those selectors who :vere satisfie~ 
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. P AL:\IEU said he a.lmost felt as if he 

ought to apologise to the Committee for intro
ducing another amendment after the number 
they h_ad had before them that evening ; but he 
would explain it very briefly. It referred to 
occupation license' in the three land agents' 
districts of Burketown, N ormanton, and Cook
town and the conditions under which land was 
held 'there. The exceedingly small portion of 
that country which was occupied was, he believed, 
quite unknown to most hon:, me:nbeys .of the 
Committee ; there was notlnng hke It m any 
other part of queensland. The conditions of 
'"Jttlement v:ere of a very arduous nature, and it 
\\ ..ts neceHsary to encourage settlmnent there. 
Cornpristd within those three land agents' 
districts there were 34,000 square miles of 
country, from which the Treaoury received but 
a very small income. 'fhere WD ,, as he had said, 
but very little settlement there at present, nor 
v. as there likely to be under the pre-ent tenure. 
The amendment he proposed was to extend 
the occupation license from an annual license 
to ten years. A ten years' license was not 
unknown to the land laws of the colony, and 
he believed it was the only thing th,lt would 
encourage people to settle in those out-of-the-w,ty 
districts. It was not likely to Le anything but 
pastoral C'mntry, for the prrsent generation, at 
all events. If any part of it was suitable for 
agricultnre, the conditions surro~r~ding it were 
such that it conld not be utrlrsed for the 
J>Urpni'e, The bulk of the land was pastoral, 
and not first-class pa-;toral. It was absurd to 
suppose that 34,000 square miles of land were to 
lie dormant, and bring nothing intn the Treasury. 
The few settlers there had had to contend with 
many difficulties, foremost among which were 
the aborigines of the countrv. 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 b.~dly wounded. The very first white men 
e, er killed in the southern hemisphere were 
killed in the N ormanton district 250 years ago, 
and the natives had never since lost the cunning of 
theirrighthand>'. In fact, the settlers carried their 
Jiv,cs in t,heir hand· Then there '"lS the diffi
cnl ty of the carriage of goodR and of procuring 
supplies, all of which showed how necessary it 
waR to encourage the pioneers of an unknown 
and unscttld country. The extension of the 
occupation license from one ye1,r to ten years 
\Y(mld givf then1 sou1eencouragmnent. Turning 
to another snlJject, there was no re:1son why an 
imaginary line should be drawn between lands 
held at .)s. per square mile, and lands held as 
high as £2 per squ>tre mile. Th:1t price was too 
high, and the amendment proposed that the 
price should not be more than 20s., nor less than 
5s. perw1uare mile. Until recently there was a gap 
in the district between the Norman ton and Cook
town di,.tricts, from C<tpe Siclmouth to the month 
of the :Mitchell River, the:country between which 
was not comprised in any laud agent's dietrict. 
That he thought had been met by a proclamation 
in the C:orenuncnt C:azctte extending the Cook
town lard agency to the Gulf of C'trpentaria, but 
he did not know to what point. He hoped the 
J\linister for Lands would be able to see his way 
to accept the amendment. He (lVIr. Palmer) had 
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received letters from people holr!ing blocks of 
country in those districts, saying that they would 
?e very glad to get that encouragement, anr! that 
1f it were "ranted, other person;; woul<l be willing 
to take up land under the ten ye~trs' lease He 
proposed the following new clause to follow 
clause 3:-

A licen:o..~~e under Pm·t \~. \Yithin the limits of the land 
agents' districts mentioned in the sc\ellnlc her0to shall 
be ~ntitlcd to a lease of the lnnd comprised in his license, 
subJect to the foll01.vtng e:mditions :-

{1) The term of the e shaH be ten vcnrs, com-
puted from the day of .January Or 1irst day 
of J nly next after the expiry of the lie ~msc : 

(2) Application for the le::J.sc mnst be made through 
thJ land agent to tL> :Jfinister 'tvithin three 
months previous to the L "Piry of thr licemw: 

(3) The rent shaH be det rmined by the bom·d.. but 
shall in no ("tse be more than tw;~nty shillin-~s 
n0r less than five shillings per square mHo. 

In all other resr;cts the lr··tse shall, so fnras 1 he same 
are applicable thereto, be subjcL t to the 1H'ovisions and 
conditions of the principal .:\et. 

The MINISTJ~R FOR LANDS said the 
principle of the amendment was that the occu
pation lic·-nse, which was at prel':mt an .cnnual 
tenancy, subject to the absolute right of tbe 
lessee to renewal, should be converted into a ten 
years' lease. Those occupntion licenses as a rule 
embraced the resumed halves of runs which it 
was not considered adviNable to lock ~p under 
any definite tenure, on the ground that altHed 
con?itions in variouR districts 1night, frmn time 
to tune, reqmre those lands for purpo~es other 
than grazing. They might be devoted to grazing 
farms, should a demand arise, or as ye~trsad vanced 
they might be required for agricultural pnrposes. 
Therefore it was not considered nd visahle that 
they should be locked up under any lengthy 
tenure. The lessee had an absolute riaht to 
renewal, subject to such rent as the Land bBoard 
might propose at the end of each year. The 
lessee could not be dispossec, ;ed in favour of 
anyone else who would hold the land under the 
same tenure. Practically it was the same tcnnre 
under which the 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 
l>y the Land. J!oard annually, according to the 
altered cond1trons of the country," :ts in no "'se 
to be more than 20s., nor less than 5s. per square 
mile during the ten years. It was true the hem. 
member proposed that the clause should only 
apply to the districts of J3urketown, Cooktown, 
and Normanton, but as a Northern member he 
(the Minister for Lands) thought they sh,;uld 
he very cautious in what they did with those 
lands so far away, and of which the.y knew 
so very little. He was not by any means 'inclined 
to think that those lands could only be devoted 
to pastoral purposes. He believed that as 
population spread, and as new 1narketR \Yere 
possibly opened up in the East, those lands in 
the North woull become of :t!most the same 
commercial value as th0 lands d:nvn South. 
If he thought those lands were not likelv to be 
req';lired for pnrposes other than grazing 
durmg the ten years, he would not object 
to the ten years' le:•,se in preference to 
the annual renewal license ; but he would like 
that to be shown, nnd it had not been shown at 
present. Under subsection 7 of the clause just 
passed, provision was made for cases of occupa
tion licel!ses of. lands which could not be clearly 
def<n:d m l!mb::me. The first applicant had 
prwnty of nght to an occupation license, and 
that would apply cspeciltlly to the districts 
referred to by the hon. rrJember. The only 
question was whether it was advisable that the 
annual occupation licen:<e should be converted 
into a ten years' lease. He was not strongly in 

favour of it; perhaps some hon. members opposite 
mhrht be, and he would like to hear their 
opinions. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH said he 
sincere!:· hoped the Govemment 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 
C cirns northwctrds-the whole of the Cape 
York Peninsula and the Gulf country. That 
mi,)rt not be the intention, but it was the 
proposal. The leases were to be subject to 
the provisions of the Act ; that was to say, they 
were to be indefeasible. Thev were to be 
leases for the whole ten years, without any 
power to resume any part unless full compens>ttion 
werP 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 woul<l apply to the whole Cape York 
Peninsula. It would include the goldfields on 
the Etheridge, which, he belie;-ed, were in the 
13urke district. 

The l>IINISTER :B'OR MINES AND 
WOllKS : They could not take up a goldfield. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: Yes; 
under the proposed clause they could get a lease 
for ten years. He wonld ask if they really 
know enough of the country thirty miles from 
the cortst in the whole of the Cape York 
Peninsula to justify them in locking it 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 year 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 about it; and it 
was now proposed that the first disco;-erer should 
have an absolute tenure for ten years. As 
the Minister for L'1nds had pointed out, the 
leases in that part of the country were pre
viously for ten years, and when they were 
divided, half was giYen to the old tenants for 
ten yc1rs by way of compensation for the half 
that '"as left to be thrown open for settlement. 
The hon. member proposed to give another ten 
year~ to the succeeding occupiers, who would 
thus he put into a better position without any 
compensating advantage to the country. A 
grut p1Lrt of that country had been under lease, 
the part ldt 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 milt'. There might be a few isolated 
cases where no injmy might be done by 
locking up the land for that period ; but he did 
not think tc11t rgricultnral settlement should be 
stopped for ten years in the whole of that part 
of the colony. If the proposal of the hon. 
member werP c:urie<l it would be worth while 
for people to take up the land at the price and 
keep it. 

Mr. HODGKINSON cairl that the original 
area of the Etheridge Gold Field was bounded by 
the Gilbert lUver. A large part of that 
country presented no 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 by leasing it to the pastornl 
lessees. It was leased to them, and they held it 
uuderoccupationlicem;es. By an unfortunate error 
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 '.Vorks, who, if he thought fit, could 
resume the country, and extend the boundaries of 
the goldfields to their originallimits. The pastoml 
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. P ALMER 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 HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: No. 

Mr. P ALMER said that half the lease could 
be resumed for selection. 

The HoN. SmS. W. GRIFFITH: No. That 
is under the old Act. That has expired. 

Mr. P ALMER said his amendment proposed 
to change the occupation license from an annual 
one to a ten-yearly one; and subsection 8 of 
claus~77 would applyequnJly whether it was a lease 
or a license. There would be less harm in 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. 
~he 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 HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: Part V. 
of the principal Act applies to the whole of the 
colony. 

Mr. P ALMER said he knew that occupation 
licenses applied to the whole of the colony ; but 
he did not intend that the teu 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 condemn it without under
standing it. As for the hon. member for Burke, 
he referred to a different case altogether. He 
(Mr. Palmer) mi{!ht 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 pa,,sed, 
becanRe the people V?ho 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 w,,nt 
there carried their lives in their hands. 

Mr. HODGKIJ'I~SON 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 leaeed under occupa
tion license, and the pastoraJ tenants took advan
tage of that to retard the progress of settlement. 
He gave an instance which was perfectlv familiar 
to the Minister for Mines and Works. -That was 
an instance of the evil that might be wrought where 
the motive which prompted such a recommenda
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 was the Cape York Peninsula district. 

They knew very well that profitable mining was 
being carried on in the Coen, at Llankelly, 
and the Cape Y ark 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, •ilver, and alluvial tin. He 
held that it would be very dangerous 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 1860 all the land in the Gulf 
was taken up, except the land on the thirt.y-mile 
coast area. All west of that was taken up in 
twenty-one year leases, or nearly the whole of it. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFJ!'ITH: 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. P ALMER said the only settlement that 
had taken place on the peninsular took place 
under the 1869 Act, and the land was taken up 
at 5s. a square mile. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH : There are 
some occupation licenses. 

Mr. P ALMER said lessees would not pay the 
exorbitant rent uf £2 a 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 ad vacate it further. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GRIFFITH: Where do 
you get the £2 a square mile from? 

Mr. P ALMEH said some of the land had 
been proclaimed open under the Act of 1884 at 
£1 to :!Os. 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. HODGKINSON: Is there a good piece 
of country in the Cape York Peninsula that is 
not under occupation? 

Mr. P ALMER said there was a great deal. 
There were 34,000 square miles in the three 
districts. That could not all be bad. The hon. 
gentleman did not seem to know tbe 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. P ALMER said there was a very great 
deal. In fact very little was taken up at the 
present time. As to the 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 tenure. That would be a great mis
take. ];'or that reason he should O]Jpose the 
amendment. 

The MINISTEit IcOn MINES AND 
\VORKS said the hon. member for Carpentaria 
haclnot carried out his expreosed intention in the 
clause. I-li8 inLention was to confine hirnself to 
the olcl thirty-mile belt from the coa,,t, but th8re 
was nothing in the cbuse stating tlw.t. It took 
in the whole of th<> peninsula, and the whole of 
the Gulf country. 'l'here would lJe something to 
be said in famur of the amendment if the hon. 
gentleman confined himself to what he thought 
he was confining himself, because that country 
was uot taken up, and if it could be taken up by 
any inducement held out by Parliament, it would 
be a great ad vantage. 

The HoN. Sm S. W. GTIIFFITH said the 
present law provided for that being taken up. 
Take the whole of the land 011 the Bat>tvia 
River and other pbces, upon the western siJe of 
Cape York Peninsula; that could be taken up 
under occupation license, and at any rent the 
board 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 :iifinistry to do so. He was ([nite sure any 
Government 'vould be only too glad to encourage 
settlement in such a phcce. 

Mr. P ALMER s.1id he could inform the 
leader of the Opposition that the land had not 
been takBn up. The only htnd open there had 
been proclaimed in the Gazette, and the vrocla
mation only extended to the month of the 
Mitchell River. It was only after yeat·s of titort 
that he managed to get it extemled so far. 

The HoCi'. Sm S. W. GRIFI<'ITH : I used 
the word in a different sense. It is open as far as 
the law is concerned. 

J\Ir. 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 trom the cor~ot and ran parallel 
with it. The three diiltricts were described 
as running in a line thirty miles parallel 
with the coast. He had used the words 
"Burketown, Cooktown, and Nnrn1anton," 
because they were so proclaimed in the (Jazf''te. 
There was no need to put in the whole procla
mation. He belie,·ed the new clause was a good 
one, and the only valid objection tlutt had been 
raised against it was that raiced by the Premier, 
who said that it would only add another complica
tion to the already complicated land bws. He 
knew that the amendment would meet a grc ,,t 
want on the part of many people who wished to 
take up land that was not taken up at pre -ent 
and that would remain idle. 

Mr. PHILP r:1id otJtside the thirty-mile limit 
a rnan n1ight take up a t\venty-one years' lt>ase 
at a rent of Oil. forth~ first seven vears of the 
lease, lO.s. for the second period of Heven yenrs, 
and 15s. for the third period. J3etween that 
limit and the coast-the part that was sought 
to be thrown open-there was an area of fair 
grazing land which had been taken np already 
at 5s. per acre, but beyond tbat there was a 
lot of land that would never be taken up. If it 
were, and it happened to be wantecl for mining 
purposes at any time, it could he taken from the 
lessees without col1lpensation. 

New clause put and nelratived. 
'l'he 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 chCLir, report progress 
and ask leave to sit again. 

Question put and passed. 

The House resumed ; the 0HAII\MAN reported 
progress, and obtained leave to sit again to
Inorrow. 

ADJOURifMENT. 
The PRKYIIER 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 at a quarter past 10 

o'clock. 




