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Sup pl.'/. [CUUNCIL.] Land Bill. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNClL. 

TUESDAY, 22 NOVEMBER, 1910. 

The PRESIDENT (Hon. Sir 'Arthur Morgan) 
took the chair at half past 3 o'clock. 

PAPERS. 
The following papers, laid on the table were 

ordered to be printed:- · ' 
Report by Mr. Railway Surveyor Amos 

on certain transcontinental railway 
route". 

Regulations under the Navigation Act of 
1876 in respect of the Government 
jetty at Auckland Point, Gladstone. 

LAND DILL. 
INVITATION TO SECRETARY FOR PUBLIC LANDS 

TO ADDRESS THE COUNCIL. 

HoN. A. H. BARLOW, in moving-
rrhat, upon the seconcl reading o~· thP Bill to 

consolidate and amend the huv relating to the 
occupation, leasing, and alienn.tion of CrO\vn land 
having been moved, the Honourable D1gby Frank 
Denham, t:ecn·tary for Public Lands, 1:::-~ invited 
to be present on the floor of this Chamber, and to 
address the Council upon the princivlcs and the 
lJrovisions of the said Blll-

said: This is not a novelty, it seems, because 
the Commissioner for Income Tax was in­
vited on one occasion to enlighten the Coun­
cil. I believe that in one of the South Afri­
can Legislatures, and m some of the Con­
tinental Legislatures, Ministers of the Crown 
sit in both Houses. Of course, I could give 
a di, .• sertation on the Land Bill, but there 
are underlying matters that affect the ques­
tion which can only be explained properly 
by the gentleman who has had the experience 
that the Hon. :\Ir. Denham has had. I 
hope this motion will be carried, and I am 
sure that when l\1r. Denham addresses us 
to-morrow we shall receive a great deal of 
enlightenment on the internal reasons which 
have prompted certain changes in the Land 
Act, and which I certainly could not under­
take to expound. I beg to move the motion 
st,~nding in my name. 

HoN. A. J. THYNNE: This i,, I think, 
unprecedented in our Queensland parliamen­
tary history, but it is not without prece­
dent in other Australian Parliaments. I 
remember some ypars ago being present in 
the Victorian Legislative Council upon the 
occasion of the introduction there of the 
Water Bill, and I heard the Minister for 
\Vater Supply, the Hon. Mr. Swinburne, 
address the members of the Council in ex­
planation of the measure; and I heard him 
asked quite a number of questions by mem­
bers of the Council on points on which they 
wished for further enlightenment. It oc­
curred to me at the time that it would be a 
rather useful practice in cases of intricate 
legislation if the representatives of the Go­
vernment in this Chamber ~ought the assis­
tance of the special experience which the 
Minister who introduced that legislation 
would have. For that reason I have no objec­
tion to this proposition. I think it would be 
well if we had Mr. Denham here to give us 
a first-hand explanation on some points upon 
which W8 want information. IHear, hear!) 
I do not know whether the leader of the Go­
vernment in this Chamber has purposelv ar­
ranged this so that Mr. Denham may ·bear 
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on his own shoulders the responsibility of 
some of the propc;,,it;ons of the :neasure. My 
impresscon-and I thmk the 1mpressron of 
other members too-is that there ~re certam 
points in r€ferenoo to the Land Brll that re­
quire a good deal of that class of explana­
tion; and perhaps I may be permrtted to 
indicate one direction in which this Chambe1· 
will almost certainly require ex~lanation, and 
that ig on what ground or pnnmple rt rs pro­
posed by the Bill to alter the existing_ condi­
tions upon which pastoral lessees oi other 
Crown tenants hold land and impose CDnd_i­
tions upon them that are not now on therr 
shoulders at all. (Hear, hear !) I think this 
is a much more important question than the 
mere amount of money involved with the 
extE>nt of selections or pastoral holdings. It 
is a matter to which I have no doubt Mr. 
Denham's attention has been called, and 
perhaps he will be prepared to give the 
iusfficntion on which the Government have 
asked ParliamE>nt to step in and, by force of 
legislaVon, take away existing rights and 
put new impo;itions upon Crown tenants. In 
that respect it will, perhaps, be an advantage 
to have the Secretary for Lands hN·e, and 
for that reason I am not disposed tD oppoc.e 
the amendment. 

After a pause, 

HoN. B. FAHEY: I waited hoping that 
some han. member who had beE>n m thrs 
House longer than I would addre-ss the Coun­
cil on what I consider to be a unique motion. 
It appears to me that this mmion tends tu 
justify an opinion that is entertained aiHI 
preached by a gro\ving party oubidC'--that 
this House is a superfluous adjunct to Parlia­
ment. In fact, it is giving a fillip to the idPa 
that is growing abroud also that not only 
this House but another place is a source of 
sup0rfiuous nat.'onal expen e, and should be 
abolished. Why is this motion moved? Does 
the .representative of the Go,ermnent realise 
that it is not only a reflecfon unon h:msel£ 
and upon the intelligence of h's learned col­
league, but that, by inferecce, it is lowering 
the standard of thn intelligence of every 
member of the Council in the public esti­
mation by compel~in~ us to submit to the 
exposition of a Bill by a Minister from 
another place? The fundamental duties of 
this House are to criticise and review, 
and, if necc"ssary, alter the provisions of 
that Bill. If hon. member~ are under the 
impression that they cannot understand a Bill 
that comes in here, then they forfeit tlwir ri.2ht. 
to be in th's House. I have read everv line of 
this Land Bill, sections and schedules, and I can 
truthfully say that a more intelligib!e and 1<:"' 
amb'guous Land Bill has never been received 
in this Chamber from another place. It is, 
in my op'nion, a monument to the intelli­
gence of the officials of the Lands Depart­
ment and to the ::\1inister who supervises that 
department at prese-nt. In consecmence of the 
simplicity of its phraseo1o£ry and comprehen­
s: v-Pness Df the Bill. this mot inn is super­

fluous. It is certa'nl.v unprecedented and 
il'o<rical. I do not sav thi-s in a spirit of 
antagonism to the Secretary for Lands. 
Quite the reverse. In my estimation . no 
membm of the Cabin-et, next to the Premrer, 
has jmtified his position. not only ;n his pre­
sent offir'l but in other offices he has 1-a·Jd. as 
manifestlv as '\Ir. Denham has. For that rea­
son I shou'd b,-, vrry sorry to do or say an;v­
thino; that mio;ht ''e con:,trucd as a di:,courtesy 
to the ho11. ~entleman. I only take up th;s 
att'tudQ of opposition to the motion in defence 
{)f the intelligent character of this House. 

HoN. T. M. HALL: I am rather surprised 
at the han. member who has just resumed his 
scat taking up the attitude he has done. 
There can be no question of this House sub­
ordinating its independent convwtrons to 
anything that the 8ecretary for Lands may 
say; but I submit that the 1~inister who 
has had the handling of so Important a 
measure as this will be to the State of 
Queensland is the man who is best able to 
give a true interpretation of the intentions 
of tho measure. 

Hon. B. FAHEY: \Y e do not want it. 

Ho:>~. T. :\I. HALL: The han. member may 
not want it but there are han. members who 
are only to~ pleased to receive the benefit of 
the knowledo;e of a man who has made a 
perfect study of the subject and of the men 
who v.re associated with him in the depart 
m<>nt over which he preside'. I take it th~t, 
whilst this House is perfPctly free to exercrs& 
its own individual opinion on all questions 
thct camP before it, it has certainly the right 
to :.;et the fullest information . and light on 
all wbjects which it has to d scuss. Every 
trac:: of light we can get on a measure of so 
much imncirtance to the destinies of this State 
as the L:;nd Bill should be welcomed, and 
ev .. 'rv in< t-l·um0nt through v.-hich it can be 
extended to this House should l·e received by 
this Ho:1so with the f'rf'atest plea,ure and 
favour. I am surprised that any mcmb~r of 
thio Housn should take up such an attitude 
as the han. member who has just sat down. 
Though we may be very wise in our. own 
conce;t w0 are at all events not too wrse to 
l<'"rn from even less exclusive individuals. 
than ourselves. In the Secretary for Lands 
we haYe a 1nan \vho, sin\ -a his introduction to 
pul'lic life in Queer!sland, has prowd that he 
is intenselv interested in the well-being of 
the Stat:e. and when he undertakes such a 
tremendous work as is invo~ved in conneetion 
with thi> Land BilL to!iether with those who, 
havo the handling of the matter, after he has 
dealt w'th it in another place, it is only right 
that we should have the same enlightenment 
which th0y have had in that House. It is n<;t 
a fair thino- to sav that the leader of thts 
Jiousr> is n~t able 'to introduce the m<:>asure, 
for he is quite competent; but it is not fair to 
expect him to deal with a measure that co1_1:res 
to this House in an abstract form, as agamst 
a man who has dealt with it from ito incep­
t'on and knows every twin ard turn in the 
Bill, awl thP rea,on ·why certain thin !is are­
proposed and why other things are altered; 
and for that reason this lT oqse s1rould heartily 
support the n:otion of the !ea~e~ of t~e House 
for the admrss10'1 of the :\Trms'er mto t 11e 
Ch,, m "er for th~ nurnose of expla 'ning the 
provisions of the L>wd Bill. 

* HoN. A. KORTON: At first I felt some· 
he,,itation as to the action which oup ht to l'e 
taken in conuection with this mo':nn. \Yn 
are not a.c~nst.omed to hn.v;ng; a ~IinistP! 
brought in here from another nla?'' in order 
to cnlightf'n us upon a Brll wlnch may be 
brouo;ht forward: but I am not prepared to 
SE\V tha'· \VC should not ha.ve doP8 very_mu('h 
J-,etter if we had some"imes had a :\I mister· 
from another place to exp1ain measures. ~ I 
am not speaking- of the .nresent. hu.t of u;0 
n ·A. Th'?re have been tmtH whPn rt womd 
h<tv<' bPen a di<tinet advantage to members 
of this Honse to have ha<_l ,-om.";me tQ ~;x:r;la·n 
an important measure, w1t11 'vn1ch a "": I.ntstPr 
in thjs Charn1•er, bv r-:;a~on of thnre b0111§! so 
manv Bi'h comin~ ·before him wh'ch he had 
to take char"e of. was not. a\;Jc to cxplam. 
However, this is a de':arture from th& 
ordinary rules. The practrce m both Houses 

H on. 11.. :Norton.] 
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·has been that, where an official was wanted, the 
House could invite someone representing the de· 
partment with which he was connected to come 
here and giye evidence as a witness. That was 
only done-as you, Sir, are aware-in another 
place in connection with important measures. 
The witness was brought into the Chamber, 
.and every member had a right to question 
him as hB chose. I hesitated in this case, 
·because the leader of this House was hirns<e!f 
in charge of the Lands Department for a 
number of years, and very ably carried out 
that work. I do not think it can be regarded 
as disparaging to him to assent to the pro­
:position, and I believe it will be a relief to 
him to have the full explanation of all the 
details of the Bill taken off his ohoulders. 
·There is one thing that seems to me im­
portant. Are we to have an opportunity of 
iJ.uestioning the Secretary for Lands just as we 
should a witness under ordinary circum· 
·stances? 

Hon. A. H. BARLOW: I am sure Mr. 
Denham will answer any question submitted 
io him, but I do not think he will submit him­
self to a cross-examination-at le""'t I would 
·not. 

HoN. A. NORTON: As far as I am con­
cerned, if I asked any question it would not 
be for the purpose of putting him in any diffi­

·Culty at all, but to elicit informat'on--

Hon. A. H. BARLOW: I am quite surf' of 
that. 

HoN. A. NORTON: Because I am sure that 
what would be to my advantage would be for 
tho. advantage of others. I have not had 
anything to do with leases from the Crown 
myself, except as a trustee, for a long term of 
years, and the Bill will not affect my pocket· 
in any way; but, as a trustee, I want to see 
that the interests of those whom I represent 
are properly safeguarded. \Ve want to know, 
if the conditions under which ]ea"''s have been 
granted are to be altered by law, what posi· 
tion we shall be in. I think, if Mr. Denham 
-comes, it will lead to explanations which we 
would like to have, because we feel that, if 
any breach of contract is being committed, it 
will place us in a very unpleasant position. 
\V e should not only feel that there may be a 
breach of trust in regard to one particular 
thing, but in half a dozen instances, and, if 
they were allowed to pass at this time, others 
might be passed in Bills hereafter. Having 
on other occasions taken evidence of 
mombers of the Assembly, I think we are 
~ustified on such an important measure in 
,istening to what the Minister who is most 
concerned in bringing forward the Bill has 
to sav. So far as the measure itself is con· 
cerne'd, I have had to do with the land laws 
·of the State for a great many years, and I do 
not hesitate to sav t,hat with a11 the Acts 
which have been pa:;ce•i the law has l·ecomc 
'o involved that there are very few Ia wyets 
who understand what it actually is, because 
they hav<' to examine every Act to find out 
how one provision fits in with anothrr in 
some other Act. I undm·stancl the Minister 
has had at his d'sposal the expert officers of 
the dcpartme11t-soruc of the best men in 
regard to their knowled2'e of the land laws 
that we have in the State, who would do 
nothin<r so far as 1 know-·and I have had a 
great deal to do with them at different times 
-which thev believed to be unfair, or which 
would prejtidice the interests of any person. 
r onlv sngvcst that if, after hearing the 
Minister ani! haYing got the Bill into Com­
mittee we then desire to examine the Under 
Secret;ry for Lands, or the Assistant Under 

[Hon . .A. Norton. 

Secretary, lYir. Sharinon, or any other officer 
of that department, we should have the op· 
portunity of doing so. The Bill itself is very 
long, and with ali deference to my hon. 
friend, Mr. Fahey, I think it is ·a very ui­

volved one, and everyone will admit that it 
ought to be considered with the greatest pos­
sible care, because changes have been made 
which very few people can see the full drift 
of until they have ·studied them very carefully. 
I shal! not oppose the motion. 

HoN. A. H. BARLOW: If I were a person 
overburdened with self-conceit, I should prob­
ably have resisted, but certainly never have 
proposed, a motion of this kind; but it is 
because I am so satiofied of the enormous 
and far-reachin~ chaJ"acter of the Lv"nd Bill 
that I think the Council ,should have the 
utmost assistance possible to qualify them to 
grasp the various provisions of the Bill. It is 
certainly a strange doctrine to me that this 
House should be. abolished because it is s02k­
ing to obtain the best information for the 
exercise of its legislatiye functions. I cannot 
understand hon. members of this House play­
ing to the party which desires to abolish this 
House, and I am quite certain when this 
House is abolished they will find out their 
mistake. I am certain we shall derive great 
benefit from l\lr. Denham's assistance. Th<' 
motion is largely made at my suggestion. I 
could go through the Bill with the under 
Secretary. and bring up a version for the 
information of hon. members, but that ver· 
sion would not be half as <mod as the version 
of a man who has framed the Bill, and ha,s 
done very little else but think about it for the 
last eight months. 

Hon. B. FAHEY: Have we not got it already 
in Hansard? 

HoN. A. H. BARLOW: I think the House 
will not lose its own dignity, but will consult 
its own convenience, by carrying the motion, 
(Hear, hear!) 

HoN. A. J. THYNNE: I would like to sup· 
plement what I said, by referring to the 
practice in Victoria, as far as I remember it. 
At that time, the Minister invited to the 
Council gave a sort of second-reading speech. 
Then members asked direct questions of him 
bearing upon it. There was a certain amount 
of restraint, which was due to courtesy to a 
visitor to the Home, in the manner and the 
extent to which questions were asked. (Hear, 
hear!) Anything in the shape of a cross· 
examination would, I think, be entirely out 
of place. (Hear, hear!) I am glad the hon. 
gentleman has given me the opportunity of 
mentioning this matter. 

Question put and passed. 

I~VITATION TO MEMBER OF 
"'I.SSEMBL Y TO ADDRESS COUNCIL. 

HoN. A. H. BARLOW: I ask bavB to 
mo-vo, without notice--

1. That the Legislative A'sembly be requested to 
give leave to the Honourable Digby Frank Denhum 
to attend the sittings of the Legislative Council 
on such day or days a.s shall be arranged betwoen 
him and the CouncilJ in order to explain the pro­
visions of the Blll to consolidate and amend the 
law relating to the occupation, leasing. and aliena­
tion of Crown land. 

2. That the foregoin!S re.c;;olution be forwarded to 
the JJegislative Assembly, by message in the usual 
form. 
I may say that I propose to intermit the Com­
mittee stage of the Local Authorities Bill, in 
order to enable Mr. Denham to be heard to-
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:morrow afternoon. After that, the Land Bill 
will be deferred £or some little time, in order 
that his remarks may be dige;;ted. 

The PRESIDE~T: Is it the pleasure of the 
·Council that the motion be submitted with· 
.out notice? 

Hm\OURABLE 11EMBER8: Hear, hear! 
Question put and passed. 

I.OCAL AUTHORITIES ACT AMEND· 
MENT BILL. 

CoMMITTEE. 
Clauses 1 to 3, both inclusive, put and 

passed. 
HoN. W. V. BROWN moved the insertion 

·of the following new clause:-
The following provision is $,dded to the :first para­

·graph of section fourteen of the principal Act:-
Any person who under subsection five of section 

hv·rnty-four of this Act is entitled to vote in 
respect of land whereof a corporation or joint stock 
"Dompany is the occupier or owner sha.ll, so long 
:as he remains so entitled, be qualified to be 
elected or appointed and to act as a member of the 
lccal authoritv of the area in which such land is 
.situated. Buf not more than one director of any 
such company shall be so qualified. 

It seemed rather a hardship that a person 
representing a corporation, who had the 
right to vote as a representative of the 
corporation, should not be eligible for elec-

tion as a member of a local 
[4 p.m.] authority. He knew sr:;-eral in· 

stances ln which there was onlv 
one person in Australia reprc>senting the 
owners of properties of very considerable 
value and on which very large rates were 
paid. A man who owned a property worth 
£5 was entitled to a seat on a local autho­
rity, but tho representative of the owners 
of properties worth £100,000 were not O'iven 
that right. a 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: There 
seemed to be no reason whv a dirc~tor of a 
company, who was entitled to vote, should 
be debarred from being elected as a member 
of a local authoritv, and therefore he had no 
<Jbjection to the a~endment. 

New clause put and passed. 
Clauses 4, 5, and 6 put and passed. 

On clause 7-" Amendments of section 
24"-

HoN. E. J. STEVENS moved the omission 
of subsection (2), as follows:-

t2.) After subst•ction five of the said section, the 
following subsection is inserted:-

[5A.] Provided always that the number of votes 
which may be given in re;pect of all land held by 
joint occupiers or joint owners respectively under 
subsection four here-of, or by a corporation or 
joint stock company respectively under ::ubsection 
five hereof, shall not in any case exceed the 
number of votes which under subsection one hereof 
.could be given by an individual person if he were 
the owner or occupier of the same land; and in 
any such case, if only one vote could be so given, 
the person entitled to give such vote shall be the 
person whose name stands first in order in the 
rate-book or valuation and. return, as the case 
may be. 
The subclause provided that' no property, 
however large, should give its owners the 
right to register mofe than three votes in 
resnect of it, and a still more important 
point was that, although a person owning one 
piece of property in one ward might have three 
vote~, another person holding property of 
equal value in different wards would have 
no more than three votes. Under the princi­
pal Act joint owners or a property of a 

value of £1,000 or over could record nin0 
votes, distributed among three of the joint 
owners, and that was much fairer than the 
proposition contained in the clause under 
consideration. The clause would only allow 
a man to vote in respect of one property, 
although he might own one or more pro­
perties in every ward :tnd might pay hun­
dreds of pounds in rates. It was fairer tho,t, 
if a man had property in four wards, he 
should be allowed to vote in respect of those 
properties in each ward, as he had just as 
much interest in one ward as he had in 
another, and he should be put on the same 
plane as those who had onlv one property 
in any of those wards. His amendment 
would le:1ve the voting as it was at present. 
He would like to compliment the Attorney­
Gen..ral for his forethought in having dis­
tributed copi''' of the Local Authorities Act, 
as they would be very useful. 

The ATTORNEY-GE~ERAL regretted 
that he could not accept the amendment. 
The whole qustion for the Council to con· 
sidor yz as whether the principle of limiting 
the property·owner to three votes was a 
sound one. If the principle was a sound one, 
they could not differentiate in favour of 
joint stock companies. The votes were given 
in respect of propertv, and it was not fair 
that the c1uestion of whether a particular pro· 
perty was entitled to nine or t,hree votes 
should depend upon whether it belonged to 
one individual or to a joint stock company. 
Such a differentiation could not be defended 
on logical grounds. 

Hox. A. J. THYNNE thought the Attor­
ney-G:neral had missed an important point 
to wh10h the Hon. Mr. Stc·vens had directed 
spe~ial attention, and that was that, accord· 
ing to the wording of the clause, no matter 
Y\ hat rates a rnan paid~ he was only to be 
cntit:ed to three votes quite irrespective of 
the number of wards in which his property was 
situated. How was it to be decideJ in which 
ward or in "hich division he shou:d have 
those votes' Why should he not be entitled 
b votes in whatever "ards or divisions he 
paid rates, the same as any other rato· 
payer? 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: There was 
no objection to amending the clause if it 
would make it clear that the intention was 
to place joint stock companies on exactly 
the same plane as individuals. 
* HoN. :~r. JENSEN: The clause would be 
improved by omitting the words "in respe•"t 
of all land held," as it was those words 
that gave rise to ambiguity. He sincerely 
hoped the amendment would not be car­
t-ied, because there was no justice in 
giving to a corporation more votes than t>O 
individuah. There were many limited lia· 
bility companies in "hich there were three 
partners, each of who:m, before incorporatio11, 
would be entitled to one vote, and he could 
not s<>e why the numb,,. should be inereased 
to nine simply because they converted 
their business into a joint stock co1nparP.r. 
It appeared to him that the Hon. Mr. 
Stevens was rather contemplating- big C'Gll­

ccrl)S with many shareholders, hut thoro were 
man 1 limite! liabilit~- compa,nics in Brisbane 
that "ere really one-man co ncr rns. 

Hon. A. J. THYNNE: But they would not 
be paying more rates than would give thorn 
the ordinary number of vote~. 

HaN. T. M. HALL thought there was some 
difficulty in comprehending the real effect 

II on. T. jjf. Hall.] 
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of the clause, and he would like to have the 
Attorney-General's opinion on the point. 
Supposing he owned property in four of the 
city wards, did the clause mean that he 
would not be entitled to vote in all of those 
wards? 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: It dots not mean 
that. 

Hon. A. J. CARTER: Subsection (3) of sec­
tion 24 of the principd Act provides for that. 

HaN. T. :\I. IlALL: If that was so, the 
c·ffed of this clatNe would be that any pel"con 
would lee confmed c.tridlv to one ,-ote. In 
reg-ard to the other point which had be<>n 
m;s?c! l•y tho Hon. :\lr. Stcwns. a distinction 
between a comp.my and an indiYidnal should 
not l'o drawn in ma!t,crs of this kind. Whilst 
lie held very strongly that the pe·rson who 
paid th0 hig-hest rateo; should have the riaht 
to call the tune, he sti]] held that a corporation 
had no bPtter rirrht to a, vote than an jndl­
vidual, and, if an incJiYidual was entitled to 
three votes, so should a cornoration be, a.nd 
no more. P1·ovided that the interpretation 
he had ri~:en vva:;: correct, that a person v,ras 
Pntitled to have a votP in every ward, if he 
was properly qualified for that ward, he could 
Bnpport the clause as it stood. 

The ATTOR::-\EY-GE::'\ERAL: On looking 
into the point raised by the Hon. l\lr. Stevens, 
J-n clicl not see that there was the ,Jightpst 
,lifficnltv al'out it. Subsection (3) of section 
24 of the principal Act provided-

\Vhrn an arra is d~vidt>d, ev{'ry per.son entitled 
tn vote' shall br so rntit1Pd for cve-rv division 
whe-r~in any rfli:<'able lnnd in respect of which he 
i~ :w rntitlr:1 is situut,.d. 

Hon. \. J. TnY:t-<"R: The words in the 
cLwc-e, "in respPC' of all land held," modify it. 

The _\. TTOR?\EY-GE:\'F.RAL: He did not 
thit·k thev n1odified it. It ;CtYe the maximum 
rnmh?r of Yot that con'cl be exercised. At 
rrcsc,nt there was this differentiation lcetween 
a joint ~tack con1pany and an indiYirlual­
t hat a joint stock company had got thrcA 
ti d<'S the voting· power an inrlividual l1ad, 
lwcanse the company could r<>c:istcr three per­
·-nns in rp·.,pcct of a particular property. 

lion. A. J. THY~NE: So can joint owners 
at the present time-there is no differencA 
behVf''n thf'm. 

The ATTORXF.Y-GEXERAL was not dcal­
ino; with joint owner·.. However. the three 
joint O"\vners were in i-ho san1e po".ition as a 
eompany, and' the distinction 1should be 
abolished as far a·; thos·' three joint owners 
wer0 t'Jncerncd. j 11st as n1uch us in the case 
nf a comp cny, nnd the object of the clause 
was to aholi~h it. It was a different'ation 
which it '"~ts irnpO' sibie to defend on any 
!ogicil g-rounds. 

Ho>,_ A .. J. TIIY-:\:1\F. thonght there were 
many ~O'!ical gr0~1n'J~ nn ~:t·hich thC' differentia­
l on rni~ht b3 just.ified. \-., hy shoulrl a person 
who raid an amount in rates in respect of his 
third intcrP't sufficient to qualify him to 
Yote. not have the right to vote as if he 
owned the property by himself. 

The ArTORNEY-GENEHAL: V cry well; do 
away with the limitation. 

Ho". A. J. THYNNE: If th0re were three 
owners of a piece of land which paid rates 
sufficient to give each of those ratepayers 
their full quaJification to vote, why should 
they not have it? 

The A'rTOHNEY-GENERAL: Because it is the 
property that carries the vote, and not the 
individuals. 

[lion. T. Jf. Hall. 

Ho~1. A. J. THY:NNE: It was the amount. 
of rating which carried the vote, and, if incli 
viduals were jointly interested in the owner-­
ship of the property, why should there be a 
distinction dr[J.Wn against them because they 
happened to be joint owners instead of single 
owners of the property? 

The AT1'0RNEY-GENERAL: Because tho 
limitation applies to the clause. 

EoN. A. J. THYJ'\NE: The limitation ap­
plies to the rates paid by the owner, not thE> 
valuation, and where people contributed a 
certain amount of n1oney, he saw no rca:::on 
whv, if thNe were thrf'e votes for ihat 
amcmllt of rates, if thev each paid a thid 
of that ,um, they should-be deprived. 

The ATTOB~EY-GEXERAL: It is the principle· 
of the Act. -

Ho"i. A. J. THYNXE: It m'ght ln thn 
principle of the Act, but it was not a principle­
of fairness, nor one which could be jastifi:d. 

Ho". T. :'II. HALL: The contention raiser! 
bv the lion. :\Ir. Thynne was right onlv as. 
applied to a property wh'ch had a quaEfica.­
tion in r0"pcct of the ratepaying Yalne: l ut 
suppose that. in Toowong there were tl>r< '' 
ofllcers of a bankin~ institution N l·uiUiPc­
wcietv who would have three voces for a 1G­
porch" allotment bv r<'ason of tbe fact. th :t 
thev \vere the thr0e persons who vi .. ·crl· qua~ -
fieri to vote under the olcl Act~-there wmrltl 
be thre·P ~'-'parate per~ons \vith one vot- e:JC!1 
on a 16-pen:h allotment. with a minimum 
valuation of £30, whi]<>. if a rrivate indivitlual 
owned that allotment, he would on1y have one> 
vote. 'While it might be ri!"ht enough io 
[!'rant vo"t·s to th0 full amount of the rat'S 
Paid, it. was not right to a1Jow officf'-rs of a 
companv three votes in a case like thot. Tf 
thnt. wCre elin1inated fron1 the qlH""'tion, it 
could be very c :<sily handled. 

IIm;. A. ,J. THYI\:\'E: l:nder tlw clauec, 
where the valuation was less than £iill 1 . then 
wns onlv one vote: le"s than £1.000, two 
VOtes· and where it <'XCf'eded £1.000, three· 
vote-s.' Sub:,ection ,4) of section 2-1 of the> 
principal Act provided--

""\Vhen more pE'rsons thnn cnf_~ are occnp;ers or, 
owners of the same rateable bnd, each of such 
persons shall be deemed to be the occupier or 0'\Yner 
of land of a value equal to t;hat of the who]P of 
such land divided bv the number of such oceup!ers 
or owners not exrcc~d.ng threE>. 

The value was to be divided ry three to get. 
thP quota. A 1G-perch allotment would 1:ot 
give three votes to any one. 

Jim;. E. .J. STEVENS c,uid the Attorney­
General was hardly correct in th" nosii·ion h<> 
took up. 'fhe limitation of the· vote-, was 
i!lo'"il'al. If th<> matter were carried to a 
[o?ie:1l termination, a yalue of OYPr .P2.fl00 
would command six votes. oyer £3,CDO nine 
votes. ancl so on. It was neYl'l' contended 
that la.nrc- owners of proncrty should have an· 
overwhelming number of voteq. bnt onlv a 
hir proportion_. It had _been said. that :""me· 
personp, had n1nP vote,.s 1n con nee' 1011 "''Ith 

1 
a 

piece of lan<l, while other people h~cl on,y 
three. At first [.dance 1t sPemecl nnfau. b'1t. 
thev should consiclf'r the sacrifices matb by 
the. larger owner;;. 

HoN.' B. FA HEY: ~e principle ori" in81J.v 
introduced in tlHJ Act was des' gncd to !'re 
vent t.he wealthy l-a-ndowner swampin-r th" 
small owner and takin<r possession of the f!O· 
vernment. of local authoritie~. It was only 
reasonablo that the small man should be pro­
tected. The limitation in the clause was very 
rensonable. 
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HoN. W. F. TAYLOR understood the Han. 
Mr. Hall to say that a person was entitled 
to three votes for a piece of land over £1,000. 
If three pBrsons owned that piece of land, 
would each person be entitled to three votes? 

The ATTORNEY -GENERAL: This Bill is pro­
viding against that. Under the old Act they 
had three votes each-that is nine votes; but 
under the Bill they will only have three votes. 

HoN. W. F. TAYLOR thought the proposal 
in the Bill was preferable. 

Amendment (Jfr. E. J. Stevens's) put and 
ne,;atived. 

C'lau8e pasd~d as printed. 
Clause~ 7 to 17, both inclusive, put and 

passed. 
On clause li:l---" Wharf at end of road"-
Hmr. J. COWLISIL\ W asked what neces­

sity there was for the clause? If he was not 
mistaken, local authorities must have that 

power now, because they were 
[4.30 p.m.] already granting permits to per­

sons to build wharves "'Where roads 
abut.t<,d on a river. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The local 
authorities might have the power to do that 
now, .but there was no provision at present 
whereby i;hey were required first to obtain 
the consent of the owners of the lands on 
both sid;•r, of the road having a frontago to 
the road and also a frontage to the river. 

HoN. J. COWLISHAW: But thev had al­
ready don0 it. In the case of Boundary 
street the City Council had given such pcr­
mi>,ion w:thout first con;,ulting the gas com­
pany, who o;vned the property on one side 
of the ,,treet. 

The ATTORNl~Y-GENERAL: They could 
do it now )Vithout consulting the myners of 
the adjoimng lands, and the object of the 
clause was to make iG necessary to get that 
COll"3Pllt. 

Clause put and passed. 
On clam,J 19-" Power to erect shops, et: ., 

and let same"-
HoN. J COWLibHA \V: The same remark 

applied to this clause. Local authorities al­
r<'ady exercised this power. They Yere put­
ting up buildings and letting them, so what 
necessity was there for the clause? 

HoN. T. ::\1. HALL wanted to know whether 
the words " business r>urposes" meant that 
land could not be used for the purpme of 
erecting private residences. 
Th,~ ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The con­

struction that he put on the words "bu:-iness 
purposes" was that they would exclude re­
sidential purposes. The obj.,;t of the clause 
was to enable local authorities to put pro­
perties which were in their hands to some 
profitable use. 

Han. J. CoWLISHAW: They have already 
been doing that. Are we to understand that 
they have beE'n doing it without l<>g:.tl 
authority? 

The ATTORNEY-GENER~LI,L: Yes. 
RoN. A. J. THYNNE: There was a very 

strong case over in South Brisbane. Th,, 
municipality of South Brisbane was encum­
bered with a charge of something like 
£90,000 or £100,000 on account of properties 
t ha:t were vested upon trust in the city of 
Bnsbane before the formation of the borough 
of South Brisbane. The land, which was 
situated in South Brisbane, was held for 
markets and other purposes. They were not 
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a commercial asset at all, but in the adjust­
ment of accounts they were handed over t~ 
the South Brisbane Uouncil as an asset. It 
was only fair that the South Brisbane Coun­
cil should he able to make some commerciaf 
use of any portions of those lands that were· 
not actually required for the purposE's for 
which they were originally granted, in order 
that they might pay off some part of the big 
debt which the property represented. 

HoN. T. :M. HALL: If city local authori­
ties were to be empowered to erect buildings 
for business purposes, suburban and country 
local authoritie~ should have equal power in 
resp<·ct of making use of lands for residential 
purposes. He would like to know if the At­
torney-General was prepared to accept an 
amendment in that direction. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Yes. 

Hox. T. JVL HALL moved the insertion of 
the words " or re Jidential" after the word 
" business." 

Amendmfnt agreed to. 
Clau,e, '" amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 20 and 21 put and passed. 
On ehmse 22-"' Alignment of roads"-

'l'he ATTORNEY-GENERAL moved the 
insertion of the following at the beginning of 
the clause:-

(1.) In subsection one of sedion seventy-three of 
the princirarl Act, the words " carriage nuys and 
footw<tys" ar•" repealed, and the word "road,s" is 
inserted in lieu thE'rcof. 

In tM first paragraph of subsect;on five of th& 
flaid !•ection, the words " a licen"''·d " are re­
pealed_, nnd the words " an authorised " are in .. 
&<'rted in lieu thereof. AlthJ, the words "A copy 
of everv such notifirl't.tion shall be sPrved upon the 
ownf'r » und the m" upier of any structure wiih 
rFspect to V'·hich any cn.croa,·,hment as aforesaid is 
allf .;ed" are re-ruded. In the .sPcond paragraph 
of the snid 11nbsection, the '' ord.:.~ " and thr situa­
tif'U and width of thP C~lrriuge ways and footways 
thereof " are r0pcaled. 

In snl:.nection six of thP, said ,.., -0tion, the words 
"the fact ;;:hall be specially tl: .,'Llsed and the ex­
tent of such encroachment shall he d" linea ted 
and d•'<:iCribrd" are repealed, and the words "the 
ovvner or eP,·tlpicr slHt11 upon appliP'.tion be en­
titled to recr"ive a diagram showing the extent of 
suc•h encroachme:r..t,. are inRertcd in lien thereof. 

The following provision is added to s':lbseetion 
seven of the said section :-in a sum wh1eh shall 
b;. or the same proport:Jn to the 'alue of the 1·1·hole 
of the land as the area of the part excised by the 
alignment bear& to the area of the whole of the­
land: Provided that no compensation shall be pay­
able where the ~Tf''b of the land is not reduced by 
"Y,he ali~.mmrnt to a ler,>-~r are:t tb?tn is conveyE:'d by 
t1ie instrument of title to the land. 

In subs€1~tion eight of the said section, the words 
"and described'' and the words " and descriptl.on., 
are repealed; ,r,}so, the words "and the situation, 
ttnd width of the carriage ways and footways " are 
repealed, and the words " and the width of the 
roads " are inserted in lieu thereof. 
The clause as it stood a"l'>nd,,d section 7 4 of 
the principal Act, but it had been found 
necessary to a12c1,:>nd src~ion 7:3 also by the 
an1endment he had ju't moved. The first 

:"ar~raph elir!Linated tltA wol~ds "carriage 
,,,=-~-:'·"~ ar~d foot n1ys" in sul ~ection (1) of that 
section. The sect'on prm·ided that the width 
of roads should be fixed, but there was no 
nec~·,sitv to fix the "' idth of the carriap·e ways 
Pnd foo't wa.ys, which only incrE'ased the cost 
and ,erved no useful purpose. The second para­
r,raph d.-~lt with subsection (5) of 'ection 73. 
It rendered unneoesc.ary th0 servic<> of a copy 
0f the notifir,1tion upon the· owner, which that 
gubsection required. It was considered that 
the notification in the Gazette and newspapBrs 

Hon. T. O'Sulli11an,] 
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was quite sufficient. The next paragraph pro­
posed to do away with the necessity of mak­
ing a diagram or map showing the extent of 
an encroachment, but it provided for the 
neoessary i.nformation being' given to the 
owner of the land so encroached upon. 
Generally such encroachments were a matter 
of a few inches, and the compensation was 
now to be settled on the basis that it should 
bear the same ratio to t'he value of the whole 
of the land as the area of the encroachment 
bore to the total area of the allotment. The 
last para•graph made consequential amend­
ments in subsection (8) of section 73. The 
amendment had been approved of by a sur­
veyor who had had a great deal of experience 
in connection with alignment surveys, and it 
had also been approved by the Home De­
partment. 

Amendment agreed to. 
HoN. G. W. GRAY: His experience in the 

city of Brisbane was that, if you employed 
three surveyors, they all differed with regard 
to the alignment. · The old surveyors were 
very uncertain, a:nd it would mean delaying 
the erection of buildings for an indefinite 
period if they were to, be compelled to wait 
for the defining of alignments in the city of 
Brisbane. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The hon. 
member had mentioned the matter before, 
and he had made inquiries, and he had been 
informed by Mr. Gall, who had a great deal 
of experience in connection with getting 
alignment surveys, that instructions were im­
mediately given to the Survey Department, 
and there was no delay except in rare case~ 
when something unforeseen occurred, when 
it wac'l unavoidable. It was in cities, above all 
places, that such a provision was necessary. 

HoN. A. J. THYNNE: The discussion car­
ried him back to the days when the question 
used to be discussed by the late Sir A. C. 
Gregory. The subject was one upon which 
that gentleman was specially competent to 
<:>'<pre;; an opinion. As far as he (Mr. 
Thynne) recollected Sir A. C. Gregory's 
view wa.s that the data or starting points of 
the surveys in the city of Brisbane had been 
lost, r.nd there was no information available 
as to where they started from, so that there 
was very great difficulty in deciding where a 
section or an allotment commenced and where 
it ended. He did not know wh<>ther the pre­
sent proposition would overcome the difficulty 
or not. In some cases the value or a property 
migllt be f<"riomly affected by the absence of 
information of this kind. No doubt the de­
partment was doing its best to •solve the 
difficulty, but it was a great pity that the 
original surveys and the orin:inal starting 
points had not been more carefully preservf>d. 
He trusted that in these modern times they 
would take more care in preserving the re­
cordcc of surveys and ensuring the correctness 
of titles. It wos a very serious matter, and 
he hoped the officeroJ of the Government were 
giving· it attention. 

HoN. G. W. GRAY informed the Attorney­
General that there was one city transaction in 
which he was concerned, in ";hich one of the 
principal architects of the city took the align­
ment twice over before he started. One day 
a question was raised, and a lawwit was com­
m<mcecl over it, and they compromis<>d for 
£300. This was after the building had been 
erected. This would apply to other parts of 
the city of Brisbane. In another case, where 
he was about to build, he harl the land re­
surveyed and pegged out. and he must say 
that in this insta.nce it was not long before 
he got it confirmed by the council. 

[Hon. T. O'Sullivan. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The Minister gave 
the certificate. 

HoN. G. W. GRAY: They had to lodge the 
plan with the council now. 

The A~'TORNEY-GENERAL: Yes; the city 
council have to approve of it. 

HoN. G. W. GRAY: In this last instance, 
they were not long in getting the alignmem 
confirmed, but that was quite an exception. 
The alignment should be defined once and for 
all; but he was afraid there would be diffi. 
culty in obtaining confirmation of the align· 
ments of surveyors, for the reason that they 
had really no starting point. He was not 
going to oppose the clause. 

HoN. W. F. TAYLOR had heard a lot of 
arguments from persons able to judge, and 
they were all in favitur of the new clause. He 
did" not believe there would be any serious 
opposition to passing th£ clause. 

New subclause put and passed. 
Clause. a's am<Jnded. put and passed. 
On clause 23-" Amendments of section 

76 n __ 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said he had· 
two amendments on this clause. As pointed 
out by the Han. JI.Ir. Thynne on the second 
reading, clause [76A], which was inserted in 
on bclause (2). was too wide in its present form. 
It cast the obligation on a surveyor of deposit­
ing with the local aut):lority the plan wl_>ich 
he might make for a client, and wh1ch m1ght 
never reach th£ Real Property Office at all. 
'rhe object of the amendment he was about 
to move, and the following amendment, was 
to make the clause only apply to cases where 
the plan had to be sent to the R-eal Property 
Office, and to be used for registration of the 
documenj; in the Registry of Titles. He moved 
the insertion after " land," on line 54, of " for 
the purpose of the transfer 'Of or other dealing 
with the land so surveyed." 

HoN. A. J. THYNNE said that the amend­
ment to a certain extent removed his objec­
tion, but why put the duty on the surv<>yor? 
\Vhv was it not put on the owner of the 
property, who registered his plan in the Real 
Property Office, to supply a copy to the 
municipal council? That would have been 
the correct course. \'V1w should the unfor­
tunate surveyor be obliged to do this work? 
Po,sibly a ·mrvey might be made, and the 
plan niwer go into the Real Property Office. 

Han. T. l\L HALL: He would charge the 
owner for it. 

HoN. A. J. THYNNE: Yes; but a surveyor 
might make a plan, and it might never be 
carried out. The surveyor's copy would go 
into the local authority's office, and the 
owner might never register the plan; the 
consequence would be that, if tho local 
autlwritv acceptPd and acted upon the sur­
veyor's plan, then they wot:l~ be very much 
misled as to what the posJt1on was. They 
should imrose upon the owner of the property 
who subdivided land and lodo:ed a plan for 
the purpose of ~edicat.ing roads the direct !e­
sponsibility of supplying the local authonty 
with a plan, and upon him should be cast the 
nenaltv for npo·lectino- to do it. It should not 
be put' on the -;_mfort~mate surveyor, who was 
only earning wag.os. 
* HoN. 1\1. JENSEN said it would be a very 
rare case that a plan was drawn up and not 
acted llpon. 

Hon. A. J. THYNNE: I know several cases. 
HoN. M. JENSEN: Very rarely would an 

owner pay for a plan of subdivision and not 
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make use of it. The surveyor was an expert, 
and it would give him no trouble whatever. 
He would be much more likely to comply with 
the law than the owner, who might be ignorant 
of the requirements of the haw. Consequently 
the hardship imposed on the surveyor was 
comparatively nothing. 

The .ATTORNEY-GENERAL took the 
same view as the han. member who had just 
sat down, and, as far BJS the plan not being 
required was concerned, every plan used in 
the Real Property Office had to be certified 
to by the surveyo~. and the surveyor would 
see that a copy was sent to the local 
authority's office. If he had to make a plan 
for the Real Property Office. the plan would 
be required for the local authority office, and 
he could protect himself by charging the 
owner. 

Amendment agreed to. 
The .ATTORNEY-GENE-RAL: As a con­

sequential amendment, he moved the inser­
tion, on line 57, after "him," of "for regis­
tration with a registrar of titles." 

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

Clause 24 passed 8!8 printed. 
On clause 25-in subclause (4)-" Amend­

ment of section 123 "-
The ATTORNEY-GENER.\L moved the 

insertion, on line 14, after the ·.vord " clerk" 
'Of the words "or other officer having general 
or special authority in that behalf from the 
chairman'' This was a verbal amendment 
inserted at the request of the Brisbane City 
Council. 

Amendment agreed to ; and clause, as 
ame.nded, put and passed. 

Dn clause 26-" Omnibus servicP~"-
I-IoN. E. J. STEVENS moved the omision 

'0f the following subclause :-
[145A.] (1.) The local authority may construct, pur­

chase, contract for the use of, or otherwise provide 
<lmnibuses, and may carry on, maintain, manage, 
-anti work omnibus services within the area, and 
may charge, collect, and take the prescribrd fares 
and charges for the conveyance of passengers and 
parcels by means of such vehicles. 

The next subclause provided that a local 
.authority might, out of the loca.! fund, give a 
,ubsidy. The object of his amendment wa;s 
to prevent local authoritie,·cc from having power 
to invest in omnibus services of then· own. 
He was dealing with 'buses drawn by hoDses. 
There was no knowing how far they might go 
into the matter, and what loss might be sus­
tained. With regard to subsidising- a com­
pany, that "as a different thing altogether. 
'Thev knew that the limit of liabilitv was £200 
per 'annum, and it was a good thinir that they 
should be a!lowt•d to do that. It was not an 
easy matter for a local authority to obtain 
money for a ra.ilwav, or even a tramway, a;-; 
thev knew from expC'rience in some of the 
suburbs to-day. Under subclause (2) they 
would be able to ·subsidi~e a 'bus company to 
the extent o£ £200 a year, which would open 
up the suburbs and increa'.e the value of the 
land. Suhequcntly h<' would move a further 
am<>ndment to omit subclause 14) .. 

HaN. W. V. BROWN: With the Hon. Mr. 
Rt.evens, he thought it would be a great mis­
take to authorise local authorities to purchase 
omnibuses of their o,·,n. At the same time 
he thought it was desirable to subsidise motor 
'buses. He would support the amendment. 
* lioN. M. JENSEN: The local authorities 
in all prohLbilih would do the work much 
-cheaper than any private company. A private 

company would be after dividends, but a 
local authority would not be aft= divi­
dends. It was proved by experience that 
anybody would sooner lend money to ''a 
local authority than a private company. .A 
certain Australian company wanted £400,000 
to build a railway, and it cost it £56,000 to 
get the £400,000. The records in the daily 

papers some time back showed that 
[5 p.m.] the debentures of a private com-

pany were quoted at 87 for a very. 
long time. His point was that a local authority, 
because it was not after profits, would do 
the work much cheaper than any private com­
pany. The Hon. Mr. Stevens mentioned a 
good point on the second reading, when speak­
ing of subsidising a company. That would be 
an advantage, as it would enable people to 
get out to cheap land, and they would not 
be crowded together so much. The local 
authority would run its omnibuses with that 
object, not hav;ng profits in view, whereas the 
object of a private company would be to get 
as much profit as possible. From another 
point of view entirely unconnected with local 
government, he was strongly in favour of the 
clause as it stood. He supposed local authori­
ties would use motor vehicles, in accordanco 
with the tendency of the t:mes, and the more 
vehicles of that kind were used, the less 
cruelty to animals there would be. The 'bus 
horses in Brisbane w~re a sorry spectacl<', par­
ticularly those that traversed George street,· 
and certainly, if local authorities engaged in · 
the work, they would provide decent horses 
if they did not use motor 'buses. 

HoN. A. J. THYNNE thought the clause 
was not worth talking about, because local 
authorities were only to have power to main­
tain omnibus services within their own areas. 
\Vhat would be the use of a service that was 
restricted to the city of Br:sbane? 

Hon. C. F. :.\lARKS: Wait until i\e get a 
Greater Brisbane. 

HaN. A. J. THYNNE: It would be time 
enough to discuss the question when a Bill 
to constitute a Greater Brisbane was before 
the Council. Take the case of a suburban 
local authority like the Toowong Shire Coun­
cil. \Vhat would be the good of an omnibus 
service that would have to begin at one boun­
dary of Toowong and stop at another? The 
clause was not worth defending. If it were 
deleted it would remove a blot from the Bill. 

I-I oN. A. H. PARNELL would oo very 
sorry to see the clause interfered with, be· 
cause he thought the local authorities were 
well able to look after themselves. They were 
given unlimited powers to erect shops and 
residences, and they had power to construct 
tramways. 

Hon. A. J. THYNNE: 'What about the Rock­
ham,pton trami.vays? 

HaN. A. H. PARNELL: The Rockhampton 
trams were working very well indeed. 

Hon. A. J. TB:YNNE: They were not for a 
long time. 

HoN. A. H. PARNELL: Thev had a good 
deal to put up with, but they were working 
very well now. There were other local 
authorities outside Brisbane, and 'buses would 
be handy to run as feeders to trams. When 
local authorities had to spend money,' it was 
well spent, and they got full value. 

HaN. A. J. THY]';"NE: A local authority 
had no right to use the ratepayers' money to 
enter into competition with private enter­
pri"e. It would be a great mistake to allow 

Han . .fi. J. Thynne.] 
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them to do so. It was a principle that had 
been established in a good many parts of the 
world. 

HaN. P. MURPHY: If the expend:ture 
could be limited to a reasonable amount, it 
would be all right; but the clausel proposed to 
put too great a power into the hands of the 
local authorities to use the ratepayers' money 
for purposes quite outside the ordinary work 
of local government. In the case of a subsidy, 
tlje expenditure was lim: ted to £200; but there. 
was nothing in the clause to prevent a local 
authority eniering into an undertaking in· 
volv:ng an expenditure of £20,000 or £50,000. 
If the question haLl tD be submitted to the 
ratepayers in the first place, it w<mld r•nt be 
open to objection. If the local authority pro­
posed to construct a tramw1:y, it had to submit 
the question to the ratepayers beforel it could 
borrow the money; and, if the ratE'paycrs de­
cided against it, the whole thing fell through. 

The ATTORXEY-GENERAL: At first he 
thought thnre was smne-tli·n, in tlw 1 oint 
rai..,ed 1 y the Bon. Mr. Thynne a~ to the 
clause reHtricting a "'rvice to the area of the 
loeal authority concerm•d, but his att<>nticm 
had l:cen direclcA to the fact that lat.er on in 
tbu clause po"\YP:._' \\AS giYe-n to form a ioint 
beard to control snch se;viccB. He waR r~ther 
suqJri,8d at the dcs:re on the part o£ ,.ome 
hon. m<>mbers to re• tr'l't local authorities in 
the "<lY prnposcd bv the amendment. The 
tendency nowadays 'vas to extend the powers 

'Qf local authoritie,, in the direction of enabling 
thern to construct railways and tramwavs and 
public conveniences of that kind. ' 

HDn. A. J. THYNNE: Socialism. 

'rhe ATTORNEY-GENERAl,: ThP hen. 
membgr might call it so·:ialiom or whatever 
he plea ... cd, but there v, as a tendencv to give 
local authoritie.s control of unrlt:rt~kine; of 
that kind in many paris of the world b~s:des 
Australia. Th:-' 0ity <Jf Glaf.!!O\V ·was {)He of 
the most up-to-d :.te ilhtan -es of a local 
authority v hich conducted such t"nterprises. 
In Queen>land th"y had the BcauclesPri tram­
way, vvhich was crnstructcd 'vith money 
borrowed by the locn.l authority. 

Hon. E. J. ~lTKU~S: The mr,ttror had to be 
submitted to the ratepayers. 

Han. \V. V. BROWN: That was not an omni­
bus service. We do not object to that. 

Tho ATTOHNEY-GE:\'ERAL: A tramway 
was vm~y much more irnportant than an o!nni­
bus service. I-fon. members ~~·c1.·e Ftrcx1ning· 
at a gnat and swallowing a cu.mel. Th~>v did 
not objc>ct . t? a !?' nl authority buildi"i,g a 
tra.m'N::ty, wh1ch m1ght cost £50,000. lm' they 
obJected to a 'nuch cheaper omni1·us service. 
r.rhe ... i\.y1· trf;l.mway Y/as another instance of 
.an in1portt1nt work ""chid1 had been under­
taken by !oral authm·itie-', and thfl"e were 
other,; < f the came kind, which wer.; carried 
out with conspicuouc: succt>s.-5. It did not 
follow that the power would he e'<:ercised by 
everv loc.al anthoritv. It v'ould onlv be exer· 
cisecf in rar0 jnsta~ccs; hut in mU:uy pJaci-'S 
outeiLle Bri,bane it ,,, auld be of very great 
importance to hnve the pown· to maintain a 
service of that kind. 

Hen. W. V. BROiVN: Th<>y can sub .id:se it. 
The· ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The power 

to suL·,idise a service was not sufficient. He 
agreed with the Han. 1\Ir . .:\Iurphy that the 
restriction of £200 on the subsidv was rather 
a mistake, but that was the form in which 

[lion.. A . .1. Thynne. 

the Bill came to them. As to the quest:on o£: 
submitting j,he matter to a vote of the rate­
payers, if the initiation of an omnibus service 
necessitated borrowing money, they would 
have to comply with the conditions laid down 
in the principal Act, and submit the question 
to the ratepayers. 

Hon. J. CoWLISHAW: The clause does not 
say so. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: There was. 
l}O nC"essity to repeat the provision requiring 
the taking of a poll in that clause. There was 
no other way in which the local authority 
could set about the work. It would be very 
unwise to take away the power proposed t<J· 
be given by the c!ausr. It would not be 
often exerC'ised, but it was butter to have 1t 
there; ancl, if advantage was taken of it by 
local author:ties, and the experiment was not 
a success, it would be very ea.c.:.y to take away 
the power, 

Hon. J. CowLISHAW: It will be too late 
then. 

HoN. W, F. TAYLOR: If local authorit:es 
could run ferries he could not see why they 
should not have power to run 'buses. He did 
not s-ee "hv local authorities should not be 
able to compete with private ent<>rprise if the 
inhabitants were not properly sened by 
private enterprise, \Vhy should a pr: vate 
individual who ran a line of 'buses be pro­
h,cted from <;ompetit'on? A little competi­
fiml would do him good. It would perhaps 
induce him to get better horses, vehicles, and 
drivers, It would be a mi,take to do away 
with the clause. It was a very small matter, 
after alL He did not see that it could do· 
any harm, and it might do a lot of g<Jod. 

I-I oN. E. J. STEVENS: In the ~vent of a 
local authority running 'buq,s in competition 
with a privat,~ individual, the latter would be, 
cruohrd, ae he would have to find his own 
monev whereas the local authority would be 
play in~· ":th the ratepayers'. money .. H~ d~d 
110t see ho\v a local authorTty '""ttS hkety t.O' 

gin> a better service than a private individual. 
The private individual won!d have to make a 
living, and he would use h1s beot er;deavours 
to do so and to prevent the loss of Ius mon<'y. 
On the 'other hand, inter0''ted partiPs mig-ht 
obtain S<:'ats on a local auth<Jrity, and use .alf 
their influence to get that body to run. a !me 
of 'busc··; to improve the value of the1r pro­
perty. Th<>y knc>w thoTe was plenty of lo,'· 
rolling in connection with l<;>C1tl g?verm,'.'"Pt, 
iu-..t a.s there ·was in connet'ho::.l 'Knth pollt.It ... ':.;. 
Tho Bon. Dr. 'TE~ylor spoke. ?f ferries bei:'g 
controlled b,;- !ocCtl authontws, but fNrP·'", 
were an abs~lnt<" nece~..,itv aero•;:; a. rive1~. and 
they were nstully startccl by a privat~ imli­
vidual: but when the traffic l'c~ame nnp'1r· 
tant. tl1e loc~Ll a.uthorit.'cs W•'l"<' forced to b.ke· 
tiwm over, :md provide a b<oitcr service. 
There -..~rafl., th£,refor,..,, no ·v;ei>!ht in that a!·!"'u­
lnP·lt. II is conten'.ion 1.vas that there ']1, ,~s a 
risk of local authorities crushing privnte 
enterpriEe, and that there ,,~auld be a tf'n1J?ta­
tion to indnlg<' in lo rolling of a very Im­
proper ~ort. l-Ie ,,·auld pref-,, the anlendrnf·nt 
to :c cliv:c.ion. If it w:cs d0lcatcd, there was 
no usP- in 1noving hi,~ other amendments, as. 
thPv were t onsequential upon the one now 
under consideration. 

HoN. T. ~I. HALL: The arguments so far 
used on the other side seemed to be directed 
chieflv to the consicleratiDn of local authori­
ties and their responsibilities; but he could 
u>''ure hon. members that the local authoritie& 
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around Brisbane were quite capable of taking 
ca.re of their own affairs, and the ratepayers 
took all sorts of care that no large under­
takings were entered into without their having 
a voice in the matter. 

Hon. P. :i\IuRPHIY: They might have no 
standing under the Bill. 

HoN. T. :\1. HALL: It was provided in the 
principal Act that, if a large sum of money 
was to be raised, a certain number of rate­
payers might present a petition, and a poll 
wonld have to be taken on the question. 

Hon. W. V. BROWN: Only if they have to 
borrow money. 

HoN. T. i\1. HALL: Precisely. The con­
ditions under which any undertaking of the 
kind could be proceeded with were so set 
.out that it would be impossible for any 
large enterprise to be contemplated without 
the ratepayers being taken into considera­
tion. Provision was made here for circum­
stances which might arise. They had given 
local authorities curtain other powers and 
liberties, a great many of which were not 
exercised. 'l'hey were giving them a right 
here to exercise discretion, which would be 
carefully seen to by the ratepayers them­
selves. It had been frequently held out that 
this would interfere with private enterprise, 
but there were instances where private enter­
prise was diametrically opposed to the 
interests of the community. The people who 
had to pay the piper in the shape of rates 
had a perfect right to choose the means of 
locomotion they required in a district. There 
were places within a very short distance of 
Brisbane which might be openf'd up by motor 
'buses by the local authority, where land at 
the present time was of little value. These 
were purely matters of commercial enter­
prise. He deprecated any attempt to re­
:strict local government. Hon. members who 
knew anything about local government knew 
that members were very carefully supervised 
by the ratepayers, and that the members 
were men of characte~. 

Hon. P. Mc;RPHY: You do not object to 
the ratepayers having a say? 

HoN. T. ::YI. HALL: He did not object to 
the ratepayers having a say. They had the 
right to exercise their authority in these 
.cases. 

HoN. G. W. GRAY: This was experi­
mental legislation which was being intro­
duced by the Bill. He did not know whether 
it was on the recommendation of the local 
.authorities. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Some of the local 
authorities want this power. 

HoN. G. W. GRAY: The hon. gentleman 
had cited Glasgow as an instance in favour 
of thi''· He understood that Glasgow was a 
-city where they had no rates at all. They 
had such a large revenue that they had not 
to levy rates. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: You will have to 
vote with us after this. 

HoN. G. W. GRAY: No. He drew the 
line at local authorities which were levying 
very heavy rates applying portion of it to 
starting omnibuses in competition with pri­
vate enterprise. If there was an opening 
for an omnibus line, the capital would be 
forthcoming. He would support the amend­
ment, as he thought it was a mistake to 
introduce a clause of this sort. 

HoN. B. FAHEY did not think that this 
was experimental legislation, but an extension 
of a very sound principle. The profits from 
the municipal undertakings in Glasgow saved 
the rates there to householders. The same 
system was also in existence in Liverpool and 
other places in Englana. The tendency of hon. 
members who had spoken was to deal with the 
clause from the standpoint of Brisbane, but 
Brisbane was not Queensland. There were 
places in Queensland where, if this power 
were held by local authorities, the rate­
payers would not have been imposed upon 
as much as they had been. It did not fol­
low that, if this power was given, the local 
authorities were going to enter into con1pe~ 
titian with existing omnibus services. If 
the ratepayers thought they would be better 
served by establishing a line of omnibuses, 
why should they not do so?. H_e did not 
consider that a power of th1s kmd would 
be exercised by the local authorities in Bris­
bane, but there were many other places 
where it would be availed of with advantage 
and profit to the ratepayers 

HoN. E. J. STEVENS: The argument of 
the Hon. Mr. Hall was wrapped round with 
suggestions that it would be impossible for 
the local authorities to use money in this 
way or in any other, but they knew that if 
a local authority wished to borrow money 
they did not consult the people-they had the 
power to obtain overdrafts. How much 
money could the municipal council of Bris­
bane borrow without consulting the rate­
payers? Something like £50,000. They were 
told that the local authorities were watched 
very closely by the ratepayers; yet com­
plaints were made in the public Press ol 
parts of districts being neglected and other 
parts being favoured. Their experience 
had been that when there was a necessity 
someone was sure to run a 'bus service. 

Hon. A. HINCHCLIFFE : I do not think that 
that is borne out by facts. 

HoN. E. J. STEVENS: It is borne out 
by facts. He knew that in some instances 
the 'buses did not pay, and the~- had been 
taken off the road. He was afraid that it 
would open a channel for abuses if the clause 
was allowed to pass in its present form. 

HoN. R. H. SMITH thought this was a 
power which the local authorities should pos­
sess. E'very movement was liable to abuse, 
but they must trust their lot'al authorities to 
use common sense. If the power was granted, 
it would doubtless be exercised with discre· 
tion and caution. He had no objection to the 
clause, but, on the contrary, highly approved 
of it. 

HoN. P. MDRPHY: If this went to a 
division he would feel bound to vote for 
the amendment. He was not opposed to the 
principle of local authorities running lines 
of omnibuses or niotor 'buses or tramways, 
but only to their having authority to do so 
without asking the consent of the rate' 
payers. If the Minister would amend the 
clause in that direction he would vote for it, 
otherwise he would vote for the amendment. 
Something like that was in the mind of the 
framers of the Bill, because thev had limited 
the amount of subsidy to £200 a year. 

HoN. A. H. PARNELL asked if twenty rate­
payers would not have the right, as they 
had at present, of objecting to a loan and 
demanding a poll. 

Hon. A. H. Parnell.] 
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The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The Hon. 
Mr. Murphy was not opposed to the prin­
ciple, but objected to a large expenditure 
without the consent of the ratepayers, but 
the principal Act provided for that, and no 
amendment was necessary. In any large 
scheme it would be· necessary to borrow 
money. Section 281 of the principal Act 
gave power to overdraw, but the power was 
very limited. It stated-

For temporary accommodation a local authority 
may obtain advances from any bank by way of over~ 
draft of the current account: Provided that no 
s~ch overdraft or a?commodation shall at any 
time, or under any circumstances, exceed the ordi­
nary revenue of the local authority in the year 
then past. 

Under. th~t limitation no local authority 
could mst1tute any service worth consider­
ing wit_hout going before the ratepayers and 
borrowmg. 

Mr. MuRPHY: Plenty of these divisional 
boards are in funds. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: If a local 
authority were in funds, and could do it with­
out an overdraft, i,t was a fair thing to give 
them the power. As had been pointed out 

the ratepayers constantly watched 
[5.30 p.m.] the members of the local autho-

rities, and the safeguard was that 
they would_ be responsible to the ratepayers 
for any mistake, and could be changed for 
somebody who would act more in accord­
ance with the views of the ratepayers. The 
safeguard that the Hon. Mr. Murphy wanted 
was already i_n the prinpipal Act, and there 
was no necessity to duplicate it in that clause. 

RoN. E. J. STEVENS: From what the At­
torney-General had said, one would think 
that the rates collected by local authorities 
were mere trifling amounts. In some cases 
they ran into several thousands of pounds, and 
yet they could get an overdraft from a bank 
for that amount without consulting the rate­
payers. 

* H_oN. ~: NORT<;JN felt there was too great 
a diSpositiOn to give local authorities power 
to compete . with private enterprise. As a 
rule, he obJected to any provision enabling 
that to be done. It was not fair that men 
should not be able to invest their money pro­
~tably because a local authority might come 
m and destroy their business. One thing 
that rather inclined him to favour the clause 
wa~ that some of the omnibuses running in 
Brisbane at the present time were a disgrace 
to the city. The horses were poor broken­
down brutes that could hardly move. Why 
they were not objected to by those who had 
the granting of the licenses was a thing he 
did not understand. Licenses were granted 
to people to carry heavy loads in heavy 
vehicles with only two unfortunate horses 
which could hardly drag the empty 'buses. 
Sometimes in the morning two lame, spavined 
horses that were not fit to do any work were 
to be seen drawing 'busloads heavy enough for 
four horses. 

Han. R. H. SMITH: The local authorities 
would not permit such a thing as that. 

RoN. A. NORTON was rather inclined to 
supporl the clause, because the local authori­
ties might prevent such abominable cruelty to 
horses. · 

[Han. T. O'Sullivan. 

Hon. P. MURPHY: On the railways some­
times people are carried in trucks that are 
intended for live stock. 

RoN. A. NORTON did not object so much 
to that, but he did object to the cruel treat­
ment of horses, that were flogged to do work 
which thev were not fit to do. Private en­
terprise of that kind ought to be squelched 
altogether. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
omitted Vvlr. Stevens's amendment) stand part 
of the clause-put; and the Committee 
divided:-

CoNrKNTs, 10. 

Hon. A. H. Barlow Hon. M. Jensen 
T. c. Beirne , T. O'Sullivan 

, H. L. Groom , A. H. Parnell 
' T. M Hall , R. H. Smith 

, A. Hinchcliffe , W. F. Taylor 
Teller: Hon. M. Jensen. 

X OT~CONTEN1'S, 9. 
Hon. F. T. Brentnall lion. P. Murphy 

,. "\V. V. Brown , A. Norton 
F. Clewett , E. J. Stevens 

, tl. W. Gray , A.J. Thynne 
,, C. F. Marks 

Teller: Hon. W. V. Brown. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Clause passed as printed. 

On clause 27-" Alien labour on tramways, 
etc."-

HoN. J. COWLISHA W said that, although 
the marginal note read " Alien labour on 
tramways, etc.," there was no mentiof! of 
rulien labour in the clause. The clause mtght 
prevent a British labourer getting empl?y­
ment if he were unable to read and wr1te. 
He did not think that was the intention at 
all. 

RoN. A. J. THYNNE supposed the id~a. 
was that a workman might take a spell wh1le 
he was being subjected to the dictation test. 
(Laughter.) 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Any clause 
in a Bill dealing with the employment of 
aliens had to be very carefully worded. H?n· 
members might remember that a: B1ll whwh 
was passed a few years ago differentiating 
against Asiatic aliens so as to exclude 
Japanese was refused the Royall assent. Th& 
intention of the clause was only to exclude 
Asiatic or African aliens, but not to exclude 
others and the test was put in such a way 
that it did not infringe any treaty rights. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 28-" Telephone lines"-put and 
passed. 

Clause 29-" Incorporation of Local Autho­
rities' Association"-pa:ssed with a conse­
quential amendment. 

On clause 00-" Noxious weeds, etc."-

HoN. M. JENSEN: On behalf of the Hon. 
Mr. Power who was unable to be present, 
he moved the omission of the word " also" 
in line 18, as it was unnecessary. 

RoN. A. NORTON said that representa­
tions ha:d been made by the members of the­
J ondaryan Shire Council, asking for the re­
tention of the present provisions with regard 
to the destruction of noxious weeds. One-
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thing they objected to was that after having 
cleared a road of noxious weeds they should 
be still obliged to continue the clearing. They 
wrote that it would be fairer that, after the 
road had once been cleared, the money should 
be devoted to other purposes in connection 
with the roads, and that the occupants of the 
land on either side of the road should be 
bound to keep it clear. He did not know 
whether it was necessary to propose amy 
amendment. 

HoN. M. JENSEN: The Hon. Mr. Power 
had three amendments in this clause. The 
first was the omission of " also," on line 18. 
Further on he proposed to move the inser­
tion, after " inserted," on line 20, of " expend 
such sums of money as they may deem expe­
dient in endeavouring to." The effect of the 
amendment would be that the local autho­
rity might ·enter upon the reserve or land 
and expend such sums of money as they 
might deem expedient in endeavouring to 
extirpate and destroy noxious weeds. 

Hon. A. J. THYNNE: That is to meet the 
Maroochy case. 

HoN. M. JENSEN: Yes: through the 
telephone to-day the Hon. Mr. Power had 
mentioned that his amendment was the out­
come of that case. The Maroochy Shire 
Counoil sued a man under this section for 
the recovery of the expense of extirpating 
prickly pear. 

Hon. A. J. THYNNE: Noogoora burr-not 
prickly pear. 

HoN. M. JENSEN : Before the case came 
on, some pear had grown up again, and the 
judge ruled that it had not been extirpated. 
It might be that such was a correct view 
of the section, but, if such was the law, the 
present section might as well be wiped out, 
because it could be of no value whatever. 
They knew that some of the prickly pear 
did come up again, but it was the duty of the 
owner, once it was extirpated, to keep it 
extirpated. Consequential on that, other 
amendments were necessary-namely, in sec­
tion 154 of the original Act, which provided-

Any reasonable expense so incurred by the local 
authority in extirpating and destroying any such 
weed. 

The result of the amendment would be to 
make it read-

Any reasonable expense so incurred by the local 
authority with the intention of extirpating and 
destroying _ . . shall be recoverable. 

The local authority would be able to prove 
that they destroyed the pear, although it had 
grown up again. There would be a further 
consequential amendment in the original 
section of the Act, namely-

That the local authority within a time specified 
takes such steps in endeavouring to extirpate and 
destroy. 

To sum it all up, the effect of the amend­
ments would be to substitute reasonable 
attempts at destruction, instead of a measure 
of destruction now which practically would 
never be attained, because it would be impos­
sible to extirpate it so that it would not 
grow again, unless the owner took stens after-
wards to prevent it from growing. -

HoN. A. J. THYNNE: They often heard 
that hard cases made bad laws; he thought 

it would make bad law if this alteration 
was made. The local authorities had no 
business to tackle the job of extirpating or 
destroying unless they were prepared to do 
it thoroughly. He noticed that many local 
authorities waited till Christmas time to do 
this work, when it made a regular Christmas­
box for the unemployed. If the local autho­
rities were serious about it they would tackle 
the question at once, and extirpate t,he weeds 
before they had an opportunity of diffusing 
their seed. He did not think they had a 
right to leave them, and then at Chri,,stmas­
time, at the expense of the ratepayers, to 
employ men to cut down what was really 
a harvest of ripened seed. He quite agreed 
with the principle of the decision in the 
Maroochy case. If the local authorities 
undertook to extirpate the weeds, they should 
do it thoroughly. They should not be at 
liberty to put any man to expense for an 
imperfect piece of work. 

HoN. ~L JENSEN: The answer to the 
hon. member was this : That the local autho­
rities did not attempt to extirpate or destroy 
until they had given notice to the occupier 
or owner and he had failed'to do it. Subsec­
tion (4) of section 154 of the principal Act 
read-

\.Vhen any such noxious· weed or plant is found 
existing upon any public reserve not under its con­
trol, or upon any land within the area (not being 
unoccupied Crown land), the local authority shall 
cause to be served upon the occupier or person in 
charge thereof, or, if there is no occupier or person 
in charge, upon the owner, a notice requiring him 
to extirpate and destroy the weed or plant within 
one month from the service of the notice. 

Hon. A. J. THYNNE: That is modified by 
the period of notice. 

HoN. M. JENSEN: Subsection (5) pro­
vided-
If at the expiration of such period of one month 

the weed or tplant has not been extirpated or 
destroyed, the local authority may forthwith, 

etc. The occupier had the chance of <;J.estroy- · 
ing it, or, if there wn:s n~ occup1e;- the 
owner. Was it not a fa1r thmg that 1f the 
local authority destroyed it, they should not 
be met by a highly technical defence? The 
Hon. Mr. Thym1e said they should do the 
work thoroughly, but, as he understoo.d the 
question, it was impossible so to extupate 
prickly pear that it would not come up 
again, unless further steps were taken later 
on to prevent it. 

HoN. A. H. PARNELL had had twenty 
years' experience in local authority matt':rs, 
and had taken very keen interest regardmg 
prickly pear. It was impossible to ~estray 
it so that it would not come up agam. It 
would spring up perhaps for two years in 
succession, bnt it was easily destroyed after­
wards. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL rather agreed 
with the view taken by the Hon. Mr. Jensen. 
He thought the construction put upon the 
section, with all due respects to the learr_Ied 
judge, was such as to render t~e sectwn 
practically useless. He could q~1te under­
stand the kind of taxpayer agamst whom 
it was necessary to bring this clause ir:to 
operation-the man who, when he got no_tlce 
ter clear his weeds, would not do anythmg, 
and the local authorities had to clear the 

Han. T. O'Sullivan.] 
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weeds themselves. The judge took the view 
~-which appeared to him to be a very narrow 
<one-that they did not succeed in actually 
extirp.ating the weed, and, therefore, they 
were not entitled to be repaid for the work 
they were forced to do by the neglect of the 
ratepayer. He did not see the amendment 
before, but it seemed to him a fair one. 

HoN. A. NORTON: The difficulty was 
that the local authorities did not always keep 
. their roads clear. He had seen the roads 
full ~of pear with the seeds ready to fall 
and germinate. He would make it apply 
all through. The local authorities who did 
not do it ought not to be allowed to inter­
fere with private property. Some local 
authorities did it thoroughly, and they ought 
to be encouraged. The Jondaryan Shire 
<Council, which he had already mentioned, 
did their work properly, but others did not. 
The seeds might be brought by travelling 
·stock or birds, and scattered over the place, 
<and it was never thoroughly exterminated. 

Amendment (Jir. Jensen's) agreed to< 

Clause, after further verbal and conse­
-quential amendments were made, put and 
passed. 

The Council resumed. The CHAIRMAN re­
ported progress; and the Committee obtained 
leave to sit again to-morrow. 

PER;yliSSION OF ASSE:\'IBLY TO MEM­
BER TO ATTEND CO"CNCIL. 

The PRESIDENT announced the receipt of 
:the following message from the Assembly:-

MR. PRESJDI':N'l'. 

The Legislative Assembly having had under 
<Consideration the message or the Legislative Couucil of 
this day's date, beg now to intimate that leave has been 
.given to the Honourable Digby Frank Denham to 
:attend the sittings of the Legislative Council, if he 
thinks fit, on such day or days as shall be arranged 
between him and the Legislative Council, to explain the 
-proVIsions of the Bill to consolidate and amend the law 
;rehting to the occupation, leasing, and alienation of 
.Crown land. 

WM. DRA YTOX AR"~ISTROXG, 
Deputy SpeaKer. 

:.Legis1ative Assembly Chamber, 
Brisbane, 2~nd Xovember, 1910. 

ADJOURNMEN'r. 

HoN. A. H. BARLOW: I propose, very 
'shortly, to move the second reading of the 
Land Bill to-morrow, and then we shall 
·hear Mr. Denham. After that we shall go 
·on with the Local Authorities Bill, and, with 
:the assistance of my colleague, I think we 
'shall be prepared to sit in the evening, if 
:necessary. On Thursday or Friday we might 
:go on with the second reading of the Land 
Bill, and get it into Committee about Tuesday. 
J think that is a fair arrangement of work. 
We shall have a lot of work coming up, 
and next week will be a hard week. That is 
·the best arrangement I can make. I beg to 
"bespeak a quorum of twenty-one members 
·to-morrow, in order that the Standing Order 
about railway plans may be suspended. I 
neg to move-That the Council do now 
'adjourn. 

Question put and passed. 

The Council adjourned at 6 o'clock. 

[Hon. T. O'Sullivan. 

  




