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much pleasure in supporting the measure.
I thoroughly agree with what my friend
has said as to this having arisen through
the misleading form in the schedule to the
Act.

Question put and passed.
Hill read a second time.

In Committee.
Hon. W. Kingsaill in the Chair; the

Colonial Secretary in charge of the Bill.
Clause 1-agreed to.
Clause 2-Vaidation of notices uinder

Act No. 13 of 1906:
Hon. 'M. L. MOSS moved an amend-

ment-
That in line 6 the word "notice" be

struck out and "Bill of sale" inserted
in lieu.
Hion. J. D). CONNOLLY: The object

of the amendment wvas not quite clear.
Tn 1906 when the Bills of Sale Act
Amendment was brought forward, theie
was strenuous opposition to it by the
Associated Banks, and a calamity was
predicted if the Bill passed. It was de-
feated at one stage, but he (Mr. Con-
nally) had it reinstated, and as a compro-
mise he agreed that the Act should only
remain in force for three years. The ob-_
ject of the then amendment was that
notice had to he giveni before a bill of
sale was registered. The amendment now
proposed in no way nullified the notice.

Hon. 31f. L. MOSS: A bill of sale its
drawn stated that the ''notice contains
a description of the property comprised
in the bill of sale and at the date of the
notice on the premises." Where a bill of
sale was executed any distance fronrt
Perth, say at Port Hedland, the document
would go up to Port Hedland for sigl'a-
ture and a monthi after that probably,
notice of intention to register would he
given, because notice of intention to re-
gister could not be given until the docu-
ment existed, and it did not exist until
it was signed. If the Bill was only' to
provide that it should affect the property
at the date of notice, the Hill was not a
security over all the property on the pre-
m~ises when the bill was executed, but if
it was only to affect the property on the
date of the notice then the security would
be in an awful mess. This would not

apply to people taking securities in Perth
and F'remantle, but it would affect s-ceiri-
ties at a distance from Perth. If the Bill1
was only to operate from the date of
notice there would be no security when
tbe notice was given.

Hon. D. G. GAWLER: The object of
the amendment was to describe existing
tangible property, therefore the notice
was really the bill of sale in itself. The
notice therefore should describe the pro-
perty on the premises at the time the bill
of sale was signed, and not the time when
the notice was signed. It would be im-
possible to describe property on the pre-
mises at the time notice was given if
that property' was situated some distance
from Perth.

Amendment put and passed. and the
clause as amended agreed to.

Title-agreed to.
Bill reported with an amendment.

-House adjourned at 5.54 p.m.

ltegilative Esosenblv,
Thursday, 3rd October, 1912.
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The SPEAKER took the Chaif 'at
4-30 p.m., and read prayers.

QUJESTION--SITTING DAY, ADD-
TIONAL.

Mr. O'LOGHLEN asked the Premier
(without notice) : In view of'.the quantity
of business on the Notice Paper and the
reat number of private members' Bills.
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will the Premier-state, when he proposes
tot*introduce Friday sittingslin order
to Catch up with the work?....

The PREMIER replied: We have
not yet considered the question of sitting
on Fridays. and we do not propose to
sit on Fridays unless it is absolutely
unavoidable.

QUESTION-POWELLISATION OF
* TIMBERS. -

-Mr. GEORGE asked the Premier:
Will he lay on the Table of the House
the reports of the engineers of both
the Public Works and the Railway
Departments, and any other reports
'he may have dealing with the powellis-
ation of karri and other West Australian
timbers? . . . . . . . . . . . I

-The PREMIER replied: -2ff the hon.
member wil move in the usual way.
the particulars may be supplied.

QUESTION-RAILWAY 'rI EMPLOY-
*-EES' WAGES, ARBITRATION

BOARD COST.
Mr. LAYMAN asked the Premier:

1. What was the cost to the State
of the special arbitration board ap-
pointed to fix the wages to employees
on the railways? 2, What were the
fees paid to each member of the board?

-*The PREAMR replied: 1, £285 169s.
4d. 2, Rev. Brian Wibberley, £66 39.;
Mr. H. W. Hope, £Z44 2s. ; Mr. J. W.
Diver, £44 2s. ; Mr. E. A. Evans, £37 l6s.

BILLS (2)-FIRST READING.
1. Electoral Act Amendment.
2. Licensing (Local Option)'- Amend-

mnent.
Introduced by the Attorney General.

BILL-FREMANTLE RESERVES
SURRENDER . . . .-

Returned from the Legislative Council
-with an amendment.

BILL-LAN-,DLORD ANT) TENANT.
Received from the Legislative Council

.and read a first time.

BILL-RIGHTS IN WATER AND
IRRIGATION.
In Committee.

Mr. MeDowall in the Chair; the
Minister for Works in charge of the
Bill.

Clause 1-agreed to.
Clause 2-Intrpretation.
Ron. J. MIfTCHELL: Would the

Minister explain what was meant by
"bed and banks," particularly in regard

to swamps and marshes. In connection
with a stream there were usually well-
defined banks, although in some cases
the channel was a narrow one and was
part of a broad bed. This was the case
with the Avon, the channel of which
was only a few yards wide as, a rule,
but the bed was two or three hundred
yards wide before one caine. to the banks
as described in the Bill.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS -. The
interpretation made the terms perfectly
clear. Bed and banks included the land
over which the water normally flowed
or which was normally covered by the
water thereof. The definition did not
include land from time to time tem-
porarily covered by flood waters.

Hon. J. Mitchell: What do you mean
by temporarily covered?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS -The
normal condition of a lake or lagoon
was its condition without the flood
waters coming in. When the flood waters
came in a certain area of its bed was
only temporarily covered.

Mir. GARDINER: It was desirable
to amend the clause by striking out
all the words after " thereof " in line
4 of the definition of bed and banks,
with a view to inserting in lieu, "and
all land within one chain of the normal
water mark." If the Minister intended
to go in for a system of irrigation it
was essential that he should have some
rights over the land adjoining the water
courses. No individual had the right
to block up any riverway or water-
course in the State.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Before we
reached the part of the definition re-
ferrd to by the hon. member would
the Minister give some explanation
as to what course it was intended to
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take in regard to swamps and marshes
that were dry for seven months in the
year. and of ten used for growing potatoes.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS; The
definition was perfectly clear. It stated
that the bank of a marsh was the bank
of the marsh in its normal condition.
At flood time a marsh was not in its
normal condition. Banks of marshes
were easily defined. The normal con-
dition of a lake was not in the winter.
The only way to arrive at it was to
take an average part of the year.

Ron. J. Mitchell: What does " nor-
mnal " mean?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
meaning of " normal " was perfectly
clear to the average member of the
Chamber.

Mr. HARPER moved an amendment-
That in line 4 of the deftnition of

"bed " an " banks" the words" durirtg
the summer .nonihs " be inserted after
"the reof."

Water was net required for irrigation
in the winter, and the proper way was
to take the normal condition of creeks
or rivers during the summer months.

Mir. TIJRVEY: lIt was surprising
to hear the quibbling over such a simple
word as "normal. "The normal flow
of water in Western Australia could
only be taken as the flow during the
summer months. By no stretch of
imagination could the bed of a stram
be taken to mean those flats such as
at Guildford which were covered for
three or four months of the year.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If
we accepted the amendment proposed
by the member for Pingelly (Mr. Harper)
it would be necessary to put in another
"1normal," and say it was to be a normal
Bummer. Difficulty would be created
at once if we attempted to insert words
iij this definition which was already
perfectly clear. Did the hen. member
propose to take last summer, when
there was very little water, or next
summer, when there might be plenty
of water?

Hon. J. MICHELL: In regard to
swamps the Minister had missed the
point. Dlid he intend to take control

of swamps which were covered with water
for seven months of the year?

The Minister for Works: Every year?
Hon. J. MITCHELL: Yes.
The Minister for Works: Then that

is a normal condition.
Hon. J. MITCHELL: So we gathered

the Minister proposed to take posses-
sion, without compensation, of every
swamp holding water for seven months
of the year, though these swamps were
quite capable of being drained in the
future, and though even now they were
suitable for cultivation during five mtontha
of the year. It was too drastic a step
to take. There should be some amend-
ment on the lines suggested by the
member for Pingelly. The water in
the swamp would *never be required
for irrigation because it would not be
required during the winter, and it was
not there during the summer. The
experts would advise the Minister that
these swamps would not be required.
It would mean that the Minister would
take possession of land of great value
which would never be used by the
department. There was no desire to
indulge in too much confiscation. We
should make the Bil a reasonable measure.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: A settler
with a depression in his land into which
the rain trickled in the winter and
formed a swamp, which dried up in the
summer. held a piece of land which was
very valuable for potato growing. Was
it the intention of the Government to
take possession of that land?

The Minister for Works: That spot
could not be irrigated.

Hon FRANK WILSON: But would
the water be taken away from the swamp
to irrigate some other land?

The Minister for Works: Where would
you take it?

Hon. FRANK WILSON: That was
the point. Under the Bil the swamp
would be vested in the Minister.

The Attorney General: Only pro-
vided it is permanently covered with
water.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: No.
The Attorney General: If not it.

does not come within the definition.
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-RHon. FRANK WILSON: According
to the definition " swamp lands " were
lands " usually " covered with water,
not " permanently." Was this swamp
land which became dry during the
summer to be transferred to the Minister!

Mr. McDonald: On a point of order.
The definition under consideration was
that of the terms " beds " and "t banks."
Was the hon. member in order i dis-
eussing " swamp" ?

The OHAILRMAN: Later on there was
a definition of " swamp,"1 therefore the
discussion was in order.

*,Hon. FRANK WILSON: There were
in the country potato swamps.

The Minister for Works. I have no
hesitation in saying the Bill has no
,connection with them.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: And would
not interfere with them?

The Minister for Works: Certainly
not; the Bill makes that perfectly clear.

Bon. FRANK WILSON:- Perhaps the
Minister would point out where it was
perfectly clear on that point.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Land
would be taken for the purpose of
irrigation. We wanted to put water
on the land, not to take it off, and if
there was no water on the land in the
summer time it was no use for irrigation.
The leader of the Opposition asked if
the Obvernment would take swamps
that were dry in summer. What use for
irrigation purposes would a swamp be
if it was dry in summer ? These swamps
were cultivated every summer for potato
growing. The definition of " irrigation "
was " any method of causing water from
a water-course or works to flow upon
and spread over land for the purpose of
tillage or improvement of pasture."
If a swamp was being cultivated it could
not be improved further. There were
in Western Australia large lakes that
-were really the beds of rivers. There
was the Arthur River, for instance.
Unless there was a. definition of this
-description, these lakes and lagoons
could not be taken. There was a de.
finition of swamp land in the Bill and
it applied to the term "beds" and
" banks." They were defined under
their normal conditions. The member

for Northam hadpointed out that there
were lakes, lagoons, and swamps that
were covered for seven months in every
year with water. That was their normal
condition and they would come under
the definition if they were useful for
irrigation purposes.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: On looking
through the definitions he found that
lakes, lagoons, swamps, and marshes
were dealt with in another definition.
It said, " In the expression 'Lake,
lagoon, swamp, or marsh,' each term
means a natural collection of water into
or out of which passes either continuously
or intermittently a. current forming the
whole or part of the flow of a river,
creek, stream, or water-course," That,
read in conjunction with the definition
we were now discussing, answered all
the objections which he had to a swamp
in a man's own paddock, because the
water must flow internittently in or out.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: If the Minister
took possession of every swamp in the
country that had water in it for seven
months of the year it would be nothing
less than confiscation. Not far from
Frernantle there was a 6,000 acre block
of land which was bought some time ago
because it had a swamp in it of value
and he believed the swamp emptied
into Thompson's Lake. That swamp
would pass into the control of the Min-
ister. There should be something which
showed that the Minister required the
water to irrigate adjacent lands. If
the Minister took all the south-west
country which was under water in
the winter months there would not be
much left for the owners. *- -

Mir. HARPER:- The summer months
were the only months in which one
could get the normal conditions of a
swamnp Water could not be forced
up hill without machinery. therefore
it would not be right to take the quantity
of water in a stream at any other time
than in the sumnmer months, as the
normal condition.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: What
about the winter months? The amend-
ment would make the clause ridiculous.
Why not add "all the year round."
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.Mr. Harper: We will make it " all the
year round " if you like.

-Mr. NANSON: I! the definition said
during the summer months " then

came the question, what were the summer
months, and when did the summer
begin and when did it end?

The Minister for Works; And should
we take a wet or a dry summer.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The hon.
member would be well advised to with.
draw the amendment, and insert the
word " permanently."

Amendment by leave withdrawn.
Mr. Harper moved an amendment-

That in line 9 of the definition of
"bed and banks" 'Ihe word " nonnaly"

be struck ot, and " permanently"
inserted in lieu.
Amendment pat and a division taken

with the following result:
Ayes
Noes

-. .. .. 12

21

Majority against . . 9

Mr. Allen
Mr. Eroun
Mr. Harper
Mr. Male
Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Monger

Mr. Anzwta
Mr. Bath
Mr. Carpenter
Mr. Collier
Mr. Foley
Mr. Gardiner
Mr. Gill
Mr. Green
Mr. Johnson
Mr. Johnston
Mr. McDonald

Aras.
iMr. Moore

Mr. Nansqon
Mr. A. N. Please
Mr. S. Stubbs
Mr. F. Wilson
Mr. lAyman

(Tatter).

Noe.
Dir. Kullany
Mr. O'Logblen
Mr. Seaddan
Mr. 13. J. Stubbig
Mr. Swan
Mr. Taylor
Mr. Thomas
Mr. Underwood
Mr. Walker
Mr. Hellmann

(Teller).

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr. GARDINER moved an amend-

ment-
Thatshe words after "thereof" in

line 4 ofthe definition of "bed and
banks" be struck Out, and "and all
land withinL one chain of normal water.
mark" be inserted in lieu.

This would mean that, in the event of
the Minister deciding to enter upon any

irrigation works, he would have some
ground to work on. A chain on each side
of the water course was a very small
strip. In other parts of Australia 'a
minimum of one chain was reserved along
all natural water-courses.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:- The
amendment was, not at alU necessary.
AU that was required just here was to
provide a definition of " beds and banks."
If the hon. member really wished the
Government to acquire more land than
was specified wider the Bill, there was
a proper place in the Bill at which to
move the amendment. Power ws al-
ready taken in the Bill to resume any
landrequired for the purposesof irrigation.
but the amendment, by giving a chain
on each side of water-courses, lakes, and
lagoons, would provide a good dealof
land for which the Government would
have no use at all. The amendment was
unnecessary.

Amendment put and negatived.
Hon. FRANK WILSON:- In respect

to the definition of " lake, lagoon.
swamp or marsh " the Minister would
do well to accept certain words which
were ineluded in the Queensland Act.
The insertion of these wards would make
the definition clearer, and would protect
the settler who owned land which had

a lagoon exclusively within its own
boundaries. He moved an amendment-

That after "water " in line 2 of the
definition of "lake, lagoon, swvamp or
mash," the words " Lnot situated wholly
within the boundaries of a parcel of
land alienated in fee svmple by the
Crown before the commencement of
this Act and" be inserted.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Ap-

parently the idea of the hon. member
was that if a lake or lagoon were situated
within land held by one particular
individual, then the definition would not
apply. The amendment could not be
accepted. One of the propositions the
Government now had under investi-
gation was that known as the Roelauda
scheme. On paying a visit to the site
of the proposed reservoir, he had
found a lake and the whole of it was
on one parcel of land. , That being
so. the definition, if amended, would.
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not apply. That was the object of the
amendment.

Hon. Frank Wilson:- Yes, so long as
there is no water running through the
land.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:- The
definition was perfectly clear. we
wanted to take over those rivers that were
fit to be used for irrigation. The majority
of rivers became a series of lakes and
lagoons during the dry months, and that
was the time when the water was re-
quired. The definitions had been framed
to meet Western Australia's conditions,
and tlhe one under discussion was clear
and broad, and could easily be under-
stood by landowners.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: If the
Minister accepted these words which
were in the Queensland Act which
had been largely followed-

Thle Minister for Works: Followed
to some extent.

Hon. FRAN14K WILSON: Then if
he owned a paddock, in the centre of
which was a lagoon that would be his
property and no one could touch it.
if there was an overflow of course the
Government could conserve that. Under
the definition the Crown could take the
bed of the swamp.

Mr. B. J. Stubbs : Do not you think
that is right?

Hon. FRANK WILSON: No, the
water was what was wanted, and not
the man's property.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It
was difficult to imagine where a lagoon
could be found with a source of springs
that would feed it in order to form a
river.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Lakes are often
formed from surface drainage.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If
water was running in and out and it
was fit for irrigation then the Crown
would take it all. If there was no
right to take a lagoon under these
circumstances, there would be no right
to take a river.

Mir. N\anson:- You would take every-
thing above and below the lake.

Hon. J. MITCHELL:- The object
of the amendment was that where there
was simply a pool it would not be in-

terfered with. -Under the.,deflnition.
however, such a swamp could pass to
the control of the Crown because water
flawed in and out. Was it fair that
people on valuable repurehased land
like Stirling Estate, some of which wa
under water at the present time, should
be made nervous regarding their rights?
Would the Minister say he would take
possession of such property without
compensation?......

Mr. B. J. STUJBBS: The effect of
the amendment was that any sheet, of
water within the boundaries of one
person's land would be exempted from
the definition. A pool of water comning
under this definition might be essential
to the irrigation of a considerable tract
of country, and the amendment would
prevent the water from being so used.

Mr. Nanson: You can take the over-
flow.

Mr. B3. J. STUBBS : No, because the
water would be exempted from that
definition, and f urther the overflow
would be useless because that would
occur only in the wet season, and the
water was required during the dry months.
The oatcbment area might extend far
and wide, and the water could not be the
property of any one individual.

Amendment put and negatived.
Hon. J. MITCHELL:- The definition

gave the Minister tremendous power.
A swamp would be regarded as part of
a river, and could be taken by the Crown ;
yet the Minister said he did not desire
to take swamps. If the swamps around
Perth were taken, the district would
be deprived of vegetables.

Mr. B. J. Stubibs; They would be
taken to provide for the further culti-
vation of vegetables.

Hon. 3. MITCHELL: The Minister
could achieve his object without this
wide definition. The Minister might say
whether it was his intention to take
possession of all the land that was
occasionally covered with water. If
he did that, members would know what
his intentions were; at present it was
believed he did not intend to depriit
the people of Osborne Park of their
land, but under the Bill he would have
power to do so.
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-The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It
was perfectly clear that it was only
desired to take control of those water-
ways whore the water was sufficient to
justify its being taken for irrigation
purposes. The hon. member said that
the Glovernmnent were going to take the
Stirling Estate. As a matter of fact
that estate did not flow into a river ;
it was being drained now to get the water
off it. In regard to Herdsman's lake
hon. members had been requested to
assist in having it drained. It was
because the water was not flowing in or
out of it that it would not be of any
use for irrigation. The definition was
placed in the Bill to make the position
clear ; it Was only intended to take
those lakes lagoons, and swamps in
and out of which the water flowed,

Hon. J. MITCHELL: That would
be all right, but the Minister ought to
be corrected in regard to the Stirling
Estate. Retaining banks were being
built there now to keep the water from
the Capel River from flowing over the
flats.

The Minister for Works: We had
to drain the swamps... .. .. ....

Hon. J. MITCHELL:- Did the Min-
ister simply want pools that formed parts
of the rivers of the South-West?

The Minister for Works: That is
exactly what the clause states; read
the concluding part of it.

Hon. 3. MITCHELL: Every swamp
must have its overflow, and that found
its way into a river. Many swamps
had been purchased by the people for
purposes of cultivation during the summer
months, but if we took every swamp out
of which water flowed into a creek and
then into a river we would take every
swamp in the South-West, or indeed
in the State. The Minister wanted
to control all rivers, and that was
reasonable, and the control of poohs
that formed part of river beds ; that
also was reasonable, but it was not
reasonable to ask the House to give
him powers to take possession of swamps
on an estate. This was asking the
House to give far too much power.
If the Minister made it clear that he

had 4 no intention of touching swamps
of that description the position would
be much more satisfactory.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:; If
as the hon. member stated there were
swamps in the South-West that were
held by private individuals and which
were feeders to a river, if they formned
part of that river then it would become
possible for the Government to take them.
The hon. member surely did not really
think that the Government would take, for
the purpose of feeding a river, a swamp
that was valuable for cultivation. The
Bill as framed was meant to bring about
more cultivation, not to interfere with
existing cultivation.

Hon. J. MILTCHELL: That was
satisfactory, as far as it went. The defi-
nition of "swamp lands "was-" Lands
that are from natural causes usually
covered with water or the soil whereof
is usually saturated with water so as to
be unfit for irrigated culture." Whilst
the first portion of that definition was
clear, the latter portion of it was con-
fusing. The Minister would find that
very great powers were being conferred,
greater than were needed, and sooner
or later trouble would arise because
there might be a Minister whose zeal
would run away with his discretion.

Mr. A. N. PIESSE : The whole
trouble arose, in his opinion, out of the
words " swamp or marsh," and he failed
to see that it was necessary to have
those words. The words " lake and
lagoon " would be sufficient. Some
swamps had water flowing through them,
and many of them did not have water
flowing in or out.

The Minister for Works: Then the
Bill will not apply to them.

Mr. A. N. PIESSE: Still it seamed
that the words " swamp or-3marsh"
were scarcely necessary.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:. If
the water was not flowing in or out
of the swamp it would not come under
the Bill, nor would it come under the
Bill if it did not form part and parcel
of a river. If. however, the swamp fed
any considerable quantity of water
into a river, and the water was required
for irrigation, then it would be taken.
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No interference would be attempted
with valuable swamps which were al-
ready drained and cultivated. Only
in cases where it was wanted for irri-
gation purposes would the water be taken.
If the swamp was a valuable feeder to
a river it would be treated under the
Bill.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: If the swamps
were taken compensation should be
paid to the owners. The Minister ought
to accept a new clause providing for the
payment of compensation in the case of
a swamp being used to hold up water.

The Minister for Works:- We are
not going to conserve water in a swamp,
I said that only if the swamp was a
material feeder to a river would we take
it.

Ron. J. MITCHELL: Would it
be possible for the Minister to take a
swamp in order to conserve water ?

The Minister for Works:- No.
Ron. J. MITCHELL: Well that was

all right. He desired to have it on
record that if such a, swamp were taken
the owner would be compensated.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 3-The Minister and advisory

commissioners:
Hlon. J1. MI1TCHELL: Would the Mini-

ster explain his intentions in regard to
these advisory commissioners?

The MINIS TLR FOR WORKS: It
was intended to utilise the services of
the expert officers in the department,
who could sssist in advising as to where
irrigation propositions were possihle- No
doubt the officers to he utilised would be
the Commissioner for the South-West,
the Fruit Commissioner, and the Irri-
gation Expert. Mr. Scott, in conjunc-
tion, of course. with the engineer, Mr.
Oldiun. These gentlemen would be
brought in to assist the Government with
advice as to where irrigation proposi-
tions were advisable.

lon. J. MITCHELL: The officer.;
named should form a very satisfactory
board of advice, but it was doubtful if
the Minister ought to limit his choice
of commissioners to officers in the Public
Service. The Minister might find a
gentleman like 'Mr. Barrett-Lennard very
useful in this regard. It would be well if

the Minister were to omit from the clause
the words "being officers; of the Public
Service."

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
suggested amendment would not he agree-
able. There were in the service officers
second to none in the State in point
of experience and knowledge of the pos-
sibilities of irrigation. Although ready
to admit that Mr. Barret-Lennard was
doing good work, still he was not pre-
pared to accept the view that in respect
to irrigation that gentleman could be of
greater service to the Government than
could Mr. O'Connor, Mr. Moody, or Mr.
Scott, whose special duty it had bc-en to
study all phases of irrigation, and who
were fully competent to deal with the
question.

Mr. NANSON: There was no reason
why the Government should narrow the
scope of selection by confininig the com-
missioners to persons already in the
Public Service. Under the clause the
Minister would be unable to call in the
services of p~ersons who had made a
commercial success of irrigation. It was
not likely that the Minister, in recom-
mending advisory commissioners, would
appoint so many outsiders that the views
of the departmental officers would be out-
voted, It would not hinder the depart-
mental officers in their work and it might
assist them materially if they had asso-
ciated with them a competent gentleman
who, while not wishing to join the Gov-
ernment service, was perfectly willing to
give his services as commissioner. The
clause would be improved by the omis-
sion of the words "being officers of the
Public Service."

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The striking out
of these words would not mean that the
Minister would beI compelled to go oat-
side the Public Service. The commls-
sioners would act in an advisory capacity,
without any executive power at all.
There was no reaso'm why the Mlinistcer
should not have as -wide a c hoice as
possible. In Mr. Scott we undoubtediy
had a first class officer, but it did not
follow that Mr. Scott could not be as-
sisted by Mr. Barrett-Leonard, who had
made a commercial success of irriga-
tion.
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The Minister for Works: We have iii
the Government service all the brains
and knowledge we require, and thene 6
no need to go outside.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: There was not
a word to be said against the officers
named by the Minister, but since the
power was merely advisory, the Mini-
ter might well take the right to call in
any person other than the gentlemen
named to assist in the administration of
the measure.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The Minister
had already been asked to strike out the
words, "being officers of the public
service." The Minister was taking extra-
ordinary powers under the Bill and now
when the Committee asked him to take
still greater powers he hesitated.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
Government were of opinion that they
had the best authorities inside the 9cr1-
vice. That being so they did not propose
to go outside the service, and they stated
that in the Bill. He could not agrTee to
the words being struck out.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 4-Natural waters vested in the

Crown:
Hon. 3. MITCHELL: Would the

Minister explain what was meant by the
reference to water from a tjpring. Such
water was to be controlled by the owner
until it reached his boundary, but when
it entered upon the property of the second
landholder, did the -Minister propose to
take control of it?

.The Minister for Works: It becomes
a watercourse then.

Hon. J1. MITCHELL: Not always.
The Minister for Works: Then we do

not takce control of it.
Hon. J. MXITCHELL: Sometimes a

stream originating at a spring in one
man's block flowed on to the land of his
neighbour and was used by him, but
under the Bill the Minister could take
charge of the water as soon as it reached
the first landholder's boundary.

The MINISTER FOR WORIKS: A
river might start from a spring, and in

order to make it clear that the Govern-
mentt did niot propose to take coutrol of
a spring inside a man's property, th~e
Bill stated that unless the water passed
fromn a spring, formed a watercourse
which flowed beyond the owner's boun-
dary, and such wvatercourse could be
used for irrigation, the Governmnut
would not take control of it.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The Fill wa."
not clear on that point. The reference
to the spring was unnecessary if it
applied only to a stream running,. froin
a spring; but apparently if a mnan had
a spring on his property and it, over-
flowed on to the land of his neighboiir,
the Minister would take control of it
there.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
power conferred by the clause was abso-
lutely necessary. A spring might formn
the source of a river.

Hon. J. Mitchell: A man may have a
10,000 acre block, and a river may take
its rise on his land; the M1inister will
take control of it there.

The MTNISTER FOR WORKS: Not
until it flowed beyond the boundary. If
it was a spring and limited to that man's
property, then it did not form a water
course outside the property, and did not
come within the scope of the measure,
but if the spring formed the source of a
water-course that extended beyond the
bounfiary, then that water might be taken
control of outside of the boundb>ries, if
it was suitable for irrigation.

Mr. MALE: Apparently it was not
the desire of the M1inister to interfere
with pastoral artesian bores.

The Minister for Works: Only to pre-
vent waste.

Mr. MALE: A bore put do% L' purely
for pastoral purposes conld not creste
a waste. A squatter would nut go lo
the expense of putting down a bore to
water stock unless hie required iUS full
flow throughout the year. To ]LUt down1
a bore at great cost just to water stock
around the hole would not pay" . t'ecause
the land just near to the bore would not
carry sufficient stock to justify the ex-
pense. He could quite understanid that
the Minister required a bore when it
was used for irrigation, or for a town
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water supply or other Purpost, but on
a pastoral property it was put down for
the one purpose of getting its full flow.
The 'Minister already had a safeguard
against waste in the power conferred
upon him to prevent undue midtip~ca-
tion of bores in any one artesian basin.
.He moved an amendment-

That the follo wing proviso be added
to Subelause 1 :--"Provided that this
shall not apply to any artesian well
which has been constructed and is being
used for pastoral purposes?"
The %flNISTER FOR. WORKS: The

-provisions in the Bill in regard to tak-
iug control of artesian bores had been
taken from the legislation of Queens-
land and New South Wales. The pro-
visions of this part of the Bill had been
inserted at the request of the highest
authorities in Australia, and surely it
was not suggested that those gentlemen
were actuated by any desire to confi-
cate anything or were influenced by any
political opinion.

Mr. Mole: Who are tbeyl
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The

Bill as originally drafted had not con-
tained these provisions, but they bad
been inserted as a result of a conference
-of geologists of the Commonwealth held
early in the year. These authorities
stated-

We are of opinion that where neces-
sary, legislation should be enacted in
order to secure the effective control by
the State of all existing and future
bores.

We should take control of existing bores
in order to prevent waste. Some licenses
for bores might be refused because the
-water already drawn from the basin
might be as much as the basin could sup-
ply, and because the water from existing
bores was being wasted. There were dis-
tricts, including Bunbury, where artesian
-water would be used for irrigation.

Mr. Ale: I admit your right there.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Then

the bon. member must admit the right to
-control the water in pastoral districts to
prevent waste. In parts of the North-
West, water was flowing for miles, but
that would not be interfered with.

[79]

Mr. McDonald: Millions of gallons
run to waste from one bore alone.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: In
that case more water was struck than was
required at the time because the country
was not fully stocked, Mr. Butcher was
conveying water from a bore on his pro-
perty for some miles for stock. That
would not he interfered with. If water
was being wasted on Mr. Cadd's property
and someone else put down a bore and
could not get a supply, the waste in one
place would be stopped in order that the
other man might get a supply.

Mr. MALE: The amendment would be
a useful addition to the Bill. It was pos-
sible that at the start some -water might
run to waste, To control a bore from the
start might cause it to silt up. Squatters
should have some safeguard and should
know that their bores would not he ren-
dered prhatieally valueless.

The Minister for Works: They know
that in New South Wales.

Mr. Taylor: It has not worked any
harm in the Eastern States.

Mir. MALE: Wnste of water was
caused by an undue multiplication of
bores, and not by the flow from a single
bore. It was necessary to run the water
for miles,' and it was not right for the
Mlinister to decide that there was a wvaste
simply because there was not sufficient
stock to drink the water available.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
provisions of the Bill were taken from
Acts in Queensland dud New South
Wales where they had been in operation
for a considerable time, and the best
authorities had recommended other States
to copy them. The amendment should
not be pressed..

Hon. J. MITCHELL: It was impos-
sible to prevent waste from an artesian
bore. A gentleman at C~irnarvon tried to
stop the flow from a bore and, after con-
siderable expense had been incurred, the
water broke out in another place. The
casings corroded very quickly in the
North-West. People should be encour-
aged to put down bores. Mr. Butcher
conveyed the water on his property for
miles by means of channels: and 'Ar. Cadd

bad gne t eoniderNVr pense in con-
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nection with his bore, and it would be
unfair because some water was going to
waste for the 1linister to impose a charge
for all above a certain quanitity. If more
wvater was used than the Minister con-
sidered necessary, a meter could be lout
on and the excegs quantity charged for
and Ihe charge would be entirely at the
discretion of the Minister. There was
justification for the fear that the clause
might work considerable harm.

The -Minibtor for Mines: If criminal
waste was 2oiig on what would you do?

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Wait until the
case arose.

The Minister for Works: We only
want to exercise the piower where neces-
sary.

H on. J. MITCHELL: Had occasion
arisen for anly interference? The power
given would deter lpastorahists. It was
not necessary to give power that it was
not intended to exercise.

Mir. TAYLOR: The legslation asked
for had been in operation in Queens-
land, where the pastoral industry was
carried on to a greater extent than in this
State, and there were no complaints.
Again, a. conference of geologists had re-
commended that the other States should
fall into line with the legislation of
Queensqland and New South Wales, and
get the control of artesian waters in the
hands of the State. The legislation
worked no harm in Queensland, and the
hon. member should be satisfied that a
Government in Western Australia would
be no more anxious to hurt the pastoral
industry by interfering with the artesian
supply of water than any Government in
another portion of the Commonwealth
would be to injure their agricultural or
pastoral areas.

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr. McDONALD moved an amend-

ment-
That in Subclause 3 the words "and

it shall also not apply to any subter-
ranean source of water supply from
which the water does not flow natur-
ally but hop; (o be -raised by pumping
or other artificial -means" be struck out.

Those responsible for the introduction of
the Bill thought that where persons had

to go to the expense of providing pumup-
ing- machdnery it would be a guarantee
against waste, but the expense would be
nothing. Suib-artesian waters were por-
tions of the great basin in Western Aus-
tralia, which provided the artesian
wvaters, and it was necessary that the
sonic control be exercised over them by
the Goverinietit. These were the sub-
artesian bores belonging to the State,
Geraldton 11,700 gallons a day, Fre-
mantle 1,100.000 gallons, and Subiaco,
Runhury. and Eyre's Patch, considerably
over half a million each.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
proviso was made simply to prove that
all the. Oorinent wished to do was to
prevent waste so far as artesian supplies
were concerned. Where machinery or
other mechanical powver had to be re-
sorted to to get a sufficient flow it was
sufflcient guarantee that the water would
not be wvasted. With an artesian flow,
unless there was some foul restricting it,'
there would be no effort on the part of
the owner to restrict it, hut where it was
not an artesian flow and every gallon
raised cost a certain amount of money,
the water would not be wasted. He op-
posed the amendment.

Mr. MALE: It was pleasing to see
the Minister was consistent in carrying
out the Queensland Act which included
the words the amendment sought to
strike out. If the logic advanced in re-
gard to the previous amendment had to
be accepted, -we must take the Queens-
land measure as being a good one and
founded on experience. Blut, as a matter
of fact, it was common sense to say that
a man who went to the trouble of putting
down a well and struck soib-artesian
water, and had to employ an engine or
some other mechanical means of raising
the water, was not likely to expend power
for the purpose of pumping the water
to waste it.

Mr. Mc DONALD: Subelause I gave
the Government the rig-ht to control ar-
tesian and subterranean sources of sup-
ply, but in this case the Crown could at
no time exercise control of the waters ex-
empted hy the portion of Subelanse 3 he
proposed to strike out. It was just as
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logical if we conceded the control of other
waters to expect the Crown should control
sub-artesian waters seeing they came from
the same basin. The expense of power
employed would be absolutely nothing.
A muan could put up a big windmill or a
hot air pump, and pump cofltinn~OUSly
nigoht and day, allowing tile water to run
to waste.

Amendmnit put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 5-The alveusi of watercourses

and lakes not alienated:

Hon. J. MITCHELL : According t o
this clause every stream would revert to
the Crown. In the back country there
was a good deal of marshy land and if
thle Minister omitted every marsh from
the title! CTP. blocks would surely be
affected. If the Crown interfered there
should be some provision for compensa-
tion. It mighbt be that the owner might
be put to considerable expense if the
Minister liked to enforce every clause
of the Bill.

The MINISTER FOR WORB, ; This
elause was consistent -with the whole
of the Bill inasmuch as it clearly out-
lined where the Crown would have power
to take what might be called the belly
of the creek. That would be taken irres-
pective whether it had been alienated, or
whether the centre of the creek had been
given by the Crown to the property
owner.

The MINISTER FOR. LANDS: The
misconception of the member for Nor-
thaw was that the intention of the Bill
was to take the bed and banks as if
they were the primary consideraion of
the measure, when the whole object was
to secure the use of the -water for pur-
poses of irrigation, and in order to en-
sure that that water might be obtained
without undue interference, perhaps at
critical periods in the history of the
settlement that would be served by the
irrigation scheme, it was necessary to
have as a eontimrxent ridgit, but always
associated -with the use of the, water as
the primary consideration, the bed or
banks-the troughi which contained the
water.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:-
This question had already been discussed
on the interpretation. The question of
what we bad the right to take had beeii
fully gone into and now we were asking
for the right to take. The member for
Northam was simply trying to raise an-
other discussion on the interpretation
clause which had already been adopted.

Hon. J. MITCHELL : The intention
of the Mlinister or of the Government
was not questioned but the Committee
were dealing with the Bill as it was
printed, and -whxen discussing the defini-
tion the Minister said that there was no
intention of doing what the clause pro-
vided.

Mr. A. N. PIESSE . It was intended
that the clause should apply to 'the whole
State. If it wvere confined to an irriga-
tion district there would not be so much
objection to it, but as it was, it certainly
amounted to confiscation. and compensa-
tion should be granted. If a river bed
were resumed the values would undoubt-
edly be ailfected.

Mr. MceDONALD : Would the Minis-
ter supply some information with re-
ference to thej land which was alienated I
Would land held tinder leasehold for a
certain term of years be held to be alien-
ated in accordance with this clause 9

The M1INISTER FOR WORKS : Ali-
enated land was land -which was held
in fee simple. Leasehold was not alien-
ated. 'Under leasehold there would be
control of the rivers.

Mr. Hudson : It depends on the terms
of the lease.

The MINITSTER FOR WORKS: In
leaseholds we had that right. The mem-
ber for Toodyay knew that we discussed
this matter onl the definition clause,
which made it clear that the Government
would take water only for the purposes
of irrigation. The clause under discus-
sion gave that power and the interpre-
tation clause showed how the power was
go ing to be exercised. It was no use
talking- about confiscation because we
were only adopting the course which
was followed throughout the world. He
'had before him a work on practical ir-
rieatio-n in which an expert summarised
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the whole of the irrigation laws of the
world, and it showed that we in this
State were not adopting anything which
was new. The expert clearly outlined
that to make irrigation possible the con-
trol of rivers must be taken, and he
pointed out that the essential feature of
measures introduced in various parts of
the world had demonstrated that in the
first place there was no right to any
water course, and the State was, justified
in taking back that which had been
alienated. All we wanted was to get
a -water supply and it was not intended
to interfere with the people where the
water could not be used for irrigation
purposes.

Hon. J. MITCHELL : If the Minister
would accept an amendment such as he
intended to wove later all the trouble
would be overcome. The member for
Toodyay had asked that the streams that
were of no use for irrigation should re-
main unaffected by the measure. That
was a reasonable request. The people of
the State should know that the bed of
every stream would pass to the Crown.
apart altogether from the question as to
whether or not it was required for irriga-
tion.

Mr. ALE.,: It appeared that the
Minister was inclined to resent free dis-
cussion of the Bill. Admittedly the MNinis-
ter objected to the use of the word con-
fiscation, but by the employment of the
words "heretofore alienated by the
Crown" the clnuse distinctly savoured of
confiscation.

The Minister for Works: If the water
has 'been sold -we are confiscating it, but
I do not admit that it has been sold, or
that anyone bad the right to sell it.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 6 to fl1-agreed to.
Cluse 12-Owner of land adjacent to

any watercourse ay have permission
to protect land from dimage by erosion
or flooding:

Mr. TAYLOR:- In the event. of tbe Gov-
ermnent damming- a rirermnd-sothrcririg
the water back sang -a certain flat, culti-
vaed bank, which previously had -onl
been swbmwedW for a brief period of a

few days in every two or three years, if
by permanently flooding that cultivated
area of low-lying hank the Government
ruined the fruit trees or other produce
growing upon it, the only recourse open
to the owner would be to obtain permis-
sion from the Minister to do certain
things at his own expense in an endeavour
to save his land from being flooded as a
result of the damming of the river at
some point below him. It would be a very
awkward position for a small orchardist
on the banks of a river.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS:. In
the ease stated by the hon. member the
Government would be taking from the
owner of the .flooded area more land than
they -were entitled to take under the Bill,
and eoiisequently they would have to pay
'ompJensation.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 13-agreedl to.
Clause 14-Ordinary riparian rights de-

fined:-
Mr. MALE: This was another clause

taken from the Queensland measure, hut
it had been slightly mutilated by the
omission of cerfain important words. Re
imoved an amendment-

That in line 8 after "stock" the words
".and for factory -use for the purpose
of generating steam in steam 'boilers or
condensing plants therein, and. for the
development of wafer or eledlnc'd
power; prodided that the water suep-
plied to such development be returned
to the watercourse or lake undiminished
in qinfity' be inserted.

ft was only reasonable that the people
should have the water for t-heir boilers.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
words had been omitted for the reason
that they would hare no application in
W~estern Australia, and, therefore, would
have been superfluous. There was no in-
stance in Western Australia of a mech-
snical contrivance driven by water wheels.
To insert the words would he to overload
the clause.

Mr. MALE: Although -no actual in-
stance of a water-driven contrivance in
Western Australia t odd he called to mimd
at the present momnent, yet it miisht easily
he that there were such instances to-day;
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and in any ewse this motive power might
be adopted in the near future. There
could be 110 harm in inserting the pro-
posed words.

hen. J. MITCHELL: Downi at Picton
there bad been a mill driven by a water
wheel, and it might even be that it was
still being so driven. Moreover, water
was being used at Greenbushes for tin
sliing.

The Minister for Works: Not water
from the river.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Yes, it was an-
derstood that the water was brought from
the Blackwood river, In any case he hoped
the Minister would accept the amendment,
because it would certainly improve the
clause.

Mr. NANSON: Water was used for
hydraulic sluicing at Greenbushes and
elsewhere. The owner had the right to use
the water now and that right should be
preserved to him.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
owner had not the right to use the
water. If a person was using the water
from the Blackwood River for the pur-
poses of sluicing, he was doing so under
license and that license could be continued
because the Bill did not propose to pre-
clude the issue of licenses. The Queens-
land provision which the hon. member for
Kimberley wished to see adopted also
contained the proviso that the water must
be retnu-ned to the stream in undiminished
quantities. Those words could not apply
to Western Australia, and as they were
absolutely superfluous they had been
dropped. So far as the control of artes-
ian waters was concerned the Queensland
measure was the best in Australia, but
except for the portion dealing with artes-
ian supplies, this Bill was not framed on
the Queensland model. It was based
mainly on the Victorian Act. He was not
prepared to accept the amendment. be-
cause the powers sought were absolutely
superfluous in Westen Australia to-day,
and if they were required in future they
could be obtained by license.

'Mr. NANSON: The section in the
Queeiasland Act only' provided that the
water applied to develop water or elec-
trical power should be returned in the

.same quantities If water was required
for factory purposes or for generating
steam in steam boilers, it could not be re-
turned in the same quantities, and it
would be absurd to insert a provision of
that nature. He could not see why the
Minister shonld not agree to insert the
whole of the words in the Queensland
section.

The Minister for Works: It is only
overloading the Bill.

Mr. NANSON: It was difficult to see
why for factory purposes a man should
not have an absolute right to use the
water from the stream. He could not
use a great quantity except for the devel-
opment of water or electrical powers, in
which case, if the Queensland proviso
was inserted, he would have to return an
equal volume of water to the stream.

The MINIISTER FOR WORKS:
Whilst the words proposed to be added
were to be found in the Queensland Act,
they were not to be found in the Vic-
torian measure, wificli was more modern
and under which irrigation was pi-ac-
tised to a *very miuch greater ex-
tent than in the northern State.
The provisions of this Bill were more lib-
eral than, the Victorian Act, because the
latter was made retrospective, and a man
had to be using the water for ten years
previous to the passing of the Act. The
Victorian statute dlid not contain the
wvor(1s which had been quoted from the
Queensland legislation, because no doubt
they were found to be superfluous there,
as they would be in Western Australia.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: If a water
wheel was established on any of the
streams, it would not diminish the quan-
tity of water available for irrigation.
A water wheel bad been used in the
South-West and perhaps was still being
used, and it might be that in many
places throughout the State water was
used for one or other of the purposes
mentioned by Mr. Male. The amendment
would continue the right that now existed
and enable the use of water for purposes
other than those set out in the clause.
The Miinister would save himself a lot of
trouble and the country considerable
expense by agreeing to the amendment.
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Amendment put and negatived.
Mr. MALE moved a further amend-

ment-
That in line 11 "three"' be struck out,

and "five" inserted in lieu.
Five acres was a small enough plot to
be allowed for garden purposes, and the
amendment would make the Bill still more
in accord with the Queensland Act.

Mr. A. N. PIES SE: Why should the
area he limited at alt. He would prefer
to delele all the words after "irrigation"
and insert in lieu "provided such land is
not situated within the boundaries of an
irrigation district." Why should tliey
limit the area of an orchard or garden
to he supplied with water for irrigation
purposes-?

The MINISTER FOR WOHRS:
Mainly because one man might get Al
the water and his neighbour get nonec.
There were instances to-day of one mun
robbing his neigrhbour of his right to
water.

Mr. A- N. PIESSE: It would, not pay
to pump water any great distance for
irrigation.a

The Minister for Works: We -will limit
the area to three acres and then they will
not pump too far.

iIr. A. N. PIESSE: The land front-
ing that water muight be highly suitable
for fruit growing, and why should de-
velopment be restricted?

The MITNISTER FOR WORKS: The
area was stipulated at three acres be-
cause that was considered to be a fair
quantity of land to allow present hold-
ers of riparian rights. If the area was
increased, an injustice might be done to
neighbouring settlers.

Mr. Mfale: They would have recourse
at common law.

The MtINISTER FOR WORKS: Why
should that be necessary No one man
had a right to all the water, and that
condition prevailed to-day to the detri-
ment of neighbours. In Victoria the
area was three acres, though in New
South Wales it was five. This measure
was being built mainly on the Victorian
law because that was the most up-to-date
in Australia.

Mr. HARPER: 'rae area should be
five acres. Land in Victoria was more
valuable than that in Western Australia.

The Minister for Works: No, we have
better land for irrigation than they have.

M]r. HARPER: Victoria had a smaller
area and was more thickly populated, and
land was of a higher value there than in
Western Australia. Irrigation should be
encouraged and three acres would not
warrant the erection of pumping plant.
Ljater on, if necessary, the area could be
reduced.

Mr. A. N. PIESSE: The Minister did
not clearly understand 'the position with
regard to some holdings in the Avon dis-
trict. One man held 4,000 or 5,000 acres,
and there was a large body of water in
the centre. The Government experts
would tell the Minister that although the
water was there in large quantities, it
'was of little use to neighbours because
the cost of pumping -was far too great.
He (Mr. Piesse) had land fronting some
millions of gallons of water, but Mr.
Scott had advised him that it would not
pay to lift the water. His neighbour
had ten acres of orchard, and under this
clause he would he restrieted to irrigating
thrsee

The Minister for Works: If it will not
pay to lift the water we will not interfere
with it.

Mr. A. N. PIES85Th But the area
would be limited. This measure would
apply to the whole State.

The Minister for Works: Yes, but Only
for irrigation purposes.

rhe MINISTER FOR LANDS: -Many
measures in their general application
covered the whole of the State, but their
particular application was confined to
certain localities. The provisions of this
Bill would operate only where the de-
partmental officers advised that an irri-
gation scheme could be embarked upon.
While this clause safeguarded some pre-
existing rights of a landholder and
secured to him irrigation for an area of
three acres, it also secured to him par-
ticipation in the irrigation scheme for
the district. He would thus have suffi-
dient water to irrigate three acres, and
for domestic supplies and for stock, plus
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his share of the water under the general
irrigation scheme applying to the dis-
trict. In the circumstances how were his
interests jeopardisedl If we gave peo-
pie the entire control of water with
might serve twelve times as many settlers,
we would fail in the effort to establish
irrigation settlement. Victoria failed at
the outset because of a foolish attempt
to aplyl to large holdings a scheme which
was essentially for small areas. Costly
works were embarked upon and not only
was the scheme a failure, but the whole
community was mulcted in severe loss.
At present irrigation works in Victoria
went hand in hand with the water sup-
ply and the control of the land to be
served, so that intense culture was made
possible on small areas by which alone
irrigation could be made successful. The
bon. member's fears were groundless. If
there was no justification for embarking
,on a scheme of irrigation in a particular
district, and the Avon did not appear to
be one of those localities where an irr-
gation settlement could be promoted,
there was no likelihood of any of these
provisions being put into operation.

Mr. A. N. Piesse: Then why not re-
strict it to irrigation distr-icts?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: If re-
strictions were imposed we would be un-
able to foresee exactly what the commun-
ity was capable of with regard to irriga-
tion schemes. If the hon. member sought
to express in the Bill his opinion of those
rivers and streams suitable for irrigation
schemes, and the areas to which the Hill
would apply, he would at once realise the
futility Of Such a task. We should be
content with securing general powers
which would be applicable to all locali-
ties reported on by the engineers and ex-
perts from time to time. That would be
the only security for successful adminis-
tration.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: It was right
that water should be controlled and that
the owner of a property should have the
right to irrigate for his homestead a suffi-
cient area for his own purposes.

Mr. B. J. Stubbs: This does not limit
the area he can irrigate.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: It limited the
are that could be irrigated free or with-
out a license. The man should have the
right to irrigate a garden, a small or-
chard and a lucerne patch. The power
asked by the member for Toodyay, Mr.
A. N. Piesse, could be given in another
part of the Hill. Where land was not
declared to be in an irrigation district,
streams ought to be used as they were
to-day, and the Minister should provide
for that if it was not already covered by
the provisions in the Bill. It should not
be forgotten that even if the free area
was inca-eased up to five acres for each
homestead, the State would henefit, so
long as the water was used. Of course
harm would be done if any man had the
right to all the water in a stream, but it
was incredible that five acres to each
person on the stream would exhaust the
water.

Mr. O'Loghlen: It is quite- possible.
Hon. J. MITCHELL: Allowing five

acres to each holder along th4 Brunswick
river would not mean that very mutch
water would be used in irrigation.

The Minister for Works: How match
has Mr. Clarke under irrigation i

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The Mfinister
was not proposing to irrigate from the
Collie river.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Btt
Mir. Clarke was interfering with his
neighbours, who protested very strenu-
ously that he was taking all the water
and they were getting none.

Mr. O'LOGHLEN: We ought to have
a lot of men like Mr. Clarke, but we
could not get them unless they got the
water. One man should not absorb the
lot.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Mr. Clarke
showed commendable energy and should
be encouraged.

The Minister for Works: His neigh-
bour also if he could only get as much
water as Mr. Clarke gets.

Ron. J. MITCHELL: Increasing the
area to five acres would not interfere
with any people on the streams in the
South-West It would improve the Bill
and allow the farmers in 4be South-West
to grow lucerne.

29-53
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Air. A. N. FIESSE: The last part of
the clause went too far. It would inter-
fere with the development of many fine
patches of soil. The Minister might see
fit to recommit the Bill and delete these
words seeing ft was too late to move an
amendment.

Mr. NANSON: The clause might dis-
courage rather than encourage irrigation
in some parts. M1any of our rivers were
but chains of pools in summer and it
might pay only one occupier of land ad-
jacent to one of these pools to use the
water from that pooi for irrigation pur-
posesi. If that occupier irrigated more
than three acres and years afterwards
the Government spent £100,000 in a
scheme for conserving the water in the
stream in the winter, he would be denied
any compensation by the clause which
provided he had no right to irrikate a
larger area than three acres. The Slate
might not be in a position to undertake
a work costing so large a sum for many
years to come, but no one would go to a
larger outlay for irrigation from one of
these pools than was sufficient for three
acres, because he must look forward to
the time when lie would be deprived of
all compensation for his private scheme
other than for lie amount covering three
acres.

The Minister for Works: Under Clause
16 he may get a special license and go
straight ahead.

Mr. NANSON: That was a general
clause. It was not intended to allow a
person for all time to Irrigate a larger
area, which would not be in accordance
with public policy. The proper course
would be to compensate the man if he
irrigated more than three acres and the
Crown did not interfere with him for a
specified number of years. The power
would not be limited to land within irri-
gation districts. No one in any part of
the State would he allowed to irrirate
more than three acres, except at his own
nsk. and expect compensation.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: By
giigthe right to use the water onl a

large area, we gave the right to an indi-
vidual to take that which did not belong
to bim.i

Mr. flanson: Vat no one else wants it.
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: There

were cases where others did want the
wafer. Mr. Clarke, tho had done a lot
of good, had established arn Irrigation
scheme, but his neighbour, with land run-
nling down to the creek just the same as
Mr. Clarke's, was short of water last
year, because Mr. Clarke's engine had
pumped up almost all the water as fast

-as it came down the stream. Gull bro-
thems had started an irrigation plot on
the Serpentine to grow lnterne. There
were one or two others coming in. Mr.
Doolette had started and he was going
to irrigate anl enormous area. He did
out know where Mr. Doolette was situated

as compared with the Gull brothers, but
if he was above them they would certainly
be short of water. It was absolutely es-
sential that the Government should get
control of these streams.

Mr. Nanson: I am with you as far as
the p~ernmanently running streams are con-
cerned.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
clause dealt with the cases; to which
lie hind referred- permanently running
streams, and to those people on the
streams the Government were giving a
special right, bitt at the same time lie
was not prepared to admit that they had
a right. Hs personal opinion was that
no one had a right to alienate water. The
Government said to them that their waler
would he frtee for three acres, and what
was taken over that would have to be paid
for. In Clause 16 the other phases that
the member for Greenough raised were
dealt with. Then there was ailso the right
to give a special license to make special
terms according to the eircumsttanees.

Hon. J. Mitchell: Why do you "ot agree,
to five acresi

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Bes-
cause three acres was fair.

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 15-Certain riparian owners

miy apply for special licenses to divert
and use water:

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Why did the
Minister provide that a man must have
been using water for two years before
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he had the right to apply for a
special license7

The MINISTER FOR WORKCS: lBe-
cause it was considered that works were
not thoroughly established unless they had
been going for two years. In Victoria
the provision was that they had to be es-
tablished for ten years. In this State it
was thought that two years would meet
the circumstances.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: A man may have
gone to considerable expense in connection
with his orchard, and the Minister knew
well that there would be very few people
who would use the water for two years.
He moved an amendment-

That in line 6 the words "from a date
not less than two years" be struck out.

The Minister for Works: I cannot agree
to it. Two years is a fair thing.

Mr. MALE: The late Government began
in the direction of assisting people to
start irrigation works, and placed the
services of Mr. Scott, the Irrigation Px-
pert, at the disposal of settlers. These
works had been going on and probably
a good deal had been done within the last
two years. It was unfair, therefore, that
these men should be barred from cowing
under the provisions of the Bill.

The Minister for Works: You encour-
age a section of the people.

Mr. MALE: No; all the people who
liked could come along, it was only rea-
sonable that what had been done by the
Government in the past should be re-
cognised.

Mr. A. N. PIESSE: This clause would
put a tax on thrift, and he was sorry that
so little encouragement was to be given to
irrigration. It seeme1 that part of the
Bill said, "Thou shall not irrigate." Why
should we not give full consideration to
those schemes already established?

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The desire of
the Minister seemed to be to alter all that
had been done before. These people had
spent money under direct encouragement
from the Government, and now it was
intended to insert this provision. There
were some 200 people irrigating in the
South-West, and over 100 of them would
be denied the right of a special license

under this clause. That would not be
fair.

The Minister for Works: I am going
to give everybody an equal opportunityv;
I am not going to favour a few.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: We were not
asking that anyone should be favoured.
We were asking the Minister to give
everyone the right to apply for a license.
It was his intention to have the words
struck out if possible.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: it
had already been stated that in the opin-
ion of the departmental advisers of the
Government two years was a term abso-
lutely necessary to permit of the estab-
lishment of irrigation on a proper basis.
Any mail whose private scheme had been
established for twvo years could obtain
a special license carrying special privi-
leges, but other persons would not be
entitled to these special licenses for the
reason that if everyone were to get a
special license it would be found very
difficult indeed to 'work a general irri-
gation scheme. Some hon. members
seemed to think that quite a proper course
to adopt was to support the second read-
ing of the Bill and subsequently do their
utmost to mutilate the measure in Com-
mittee, with 'the object of rendering
irrigation impossible. Apparently those
hon. members desired a continuation of
existing conditions, under which a cer-
tain few had control of all the water, to
the detriment of the large body of the
people interested. The member for Nor-
tham (Hon. J. Mitchell) was active in
the interests of a select few, while his
(the M1inister's) object was to see that
everyone had an opportunity of irrigat-
ing. In his own opinion these special
licenses should not be provided for at
all.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Resentment was
natural when one listened to the remarks
of the Minister. Surely one could be
wholly in favour of irrigation and yet be
against the Bill. In the days when the
Minister for Works had sat in Opposition
the Minister had never missed an oppor-
tunity of fiercely opposing any and every
measure brought forward by the late
Government. It was being said outside
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by members supporting the Minister that
members of the Opposition were opposed
to irrigation; but that was not true.

The Minister for Works :It is true.
Hion. J. MITCHELL : The Minister

had said that he (Air. Mitchell) was de-
sirous of protecting the interests of a
few people, and was willing to act against
the interests of the great majority.

The Minister for Work': That is my
op~inlion.

Hon. J. MITCHELL : On the contrary
be was in favour of protecting all the
people. There were in the measure pro-
visions whielh should make the Minister
blush. A grave injustice would be done
if the clause were to be agreed to as
printed. rhe Minister had said that his
officers advised the term of two years.
Had that been advised by the Irrigation
Expert, or the Commissioner for the
South-West or the Fruit Commissioner 7

The Minister for Works :The Bill
was submitted to all those experts; they
are not as casual as you are.

Hon. J1. MITCHELL: There would
have been no suggestion of irrigation to-
day if he wvere as casual and incompetent
as was the Minister for Works. if the
amendment were not agreed to a grave
injtistice would he done to many people.

Mr. NANSON : Taken, as a whole the
measure was a ver 'y admirable one, yet
it did not follow that it could not be
profitably' amended in some details. in
making provocative remarks and acetis-
iug members of the Opposition of being
opposed to the Bill, the Minister was
not showing the fairness which might
reasonably be expected of him. The
member for Northern (Hon. J. Mitchell)
had been perfectl 'y within his rights in
endeavouring to secure from the Minister
the reason why this minimum period of
two years was laid down. Having heard
the reason given he (Mr. Nanson) was
rather inclined to agree with the Min-
ister, hut be thought the Bill was more
likely to go through without unnecessary
delay if the Minister refrained from
charging- hon. members with attempting
to block the measure.

Mir. A. N. PIESSE : It was not seay
to accept without protest the scolding

administered by the Minister. On the
whole the Bill was a fairly good one,
yet it contained clauses which invited
criticism. The Minister had repeatedly
stated that he did not intend to put
the measure into operation in all dis-
tricts. Why, then, had he not accepted
the suggestion, previously made, that its
operations should be definitely restricted
to irrigation districts 9

Amendment put and a division taken
with the following result:-

Ayes .. - . 7

Noes .. . .21

Majority against .14

Mr.
Mir.

rMr.

Allen
Male
Mitchell
Mouger

Mr. Angwln
Mr. Bullb
Mr. Carpenter
Mr. Collier
Mr. Foley
Mr. Gardiner
Mr. Gill
Mr. Eudson
Mr. Johnson
Mr. Johnston
Mr. Lowis

Ayes.

Mr.
Mr.

Mr.

NOES.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Air.
Mr.
Mr.

A. N. Ple.se
F. Wilson
Layman

(Fell"r).

Me~nmld
mull";y
O'Iogblen
B. J. Stubbs
Swan
Taylor
Thomas
Underwood
A. A. Wilson
Hellmann

(Tefll").

Amendment thus negatived.
H~on. J. MITCHELL: Was Subelause

6 taken from the Queensland or the Vie-
torian Act? It provided that a licensee
should make a statutory declaration at
the end of each year that he had used the
water in accordance with his license and
would continue to do so. This seemed an
tnnsulal provision. The Minister wvould
have his inspectors who surely would he
able to see wvhether the licensee was corn-
plying with the terms of his license. If
an irrigationist on occasions transgressed
in a small way unwittingly he could not
make a statutory declaration afterwards.
Was this provision vital to the measure?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Por-
tions of this clause were from the Queens-
land Act and portion from the Victorian
measure. A man was given a license to
utilise water for a certain purpose. and
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in renewing the license the Government
called upon him to say that he had used
the water in accordance with the license.
It was desirable to avoid having inspec-
tors, because the employment of inspec-
tors would increase the cost of water to
the consumer. Therefore instead of
sending inspectors round to see that the
in-igationists carried out the terms of
their licenses they were called upon to
make a statutory declaration.

Hon. FRANK WILSON: The sub-
clause placed the user of the water in the
position that if he was like a certain
American statesman and would not tell
a lie, he would be prosecuted for using
the water for other than the purpose for
which he was licensed, whilst the man
who made a false declaration would get
off scot free. That was peculiar legisla-
lion. What action was the Minister go-
ing to take if a man truthfully said that
4pe had used the water for other pur-
poses than that for which he was licensed
to use it?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
subelause was taken from the Queens-
land Act and the principal object was to
see that the water had been used for the
purpose for which the license was granted
and that the irrigationist would continue
to so use it.

H on. Frank Wilson: Suppose he is
not?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: if
the man was not using the water accord-
ing to his license he would not get a re-
newal.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Exactly, you
force a man to convict himself.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: if
the man had not nsed the water rightly he
would not come uip for a renewal.

Hon. Frank Wilson: Then what is the
use of the declaration?

Hon. J. MITCHELL: According to
Subiclause 7 the Minister might cancel a
license and say what compensation should
be paid to the owner of the land. There
was to bc no appeal; the Minister would
pay just what he pleased. The 'Minister
should amend the provisions by inserting
words that the claim could be settled by

appeal to some court as was provided in
another portion of the BiUl.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
compensation to be 'Paid was in the event
of granting a license, and the -Minister
finding it necessary in the public in-
terests that the license should be rev'oked.
If an injury was done by revoking the
license the Minister would compensate
the owner, and it would be easy to fix
the compensation because it would be
only for the unexpired period of the li-
cense.

.Hon. 3. 'MITCHELL: When a man
was granted a license he naturally sup-
posed that he would have it continued
from year to year.

Mr. Male called attention to the state
of the House; bells rung and a quortum
formed.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Thea license was
for 10 years and a man had to be irr-
gating for two years before the license
was issued, so that the damage might he
serious.

The Minister for Works: We do not
prevent him from getting water; we only
take away the license.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: What was the
license for but to continue to use water
over land which had been irrigated for
two years prior to the passing of the
measure7 It was not satisfactory that
the Minister alone should determine the
compensation to be paid if the license
was taker away. It should be fixed by
some tribunal. The Minister could only
take the advice of his officers. At any
rate, provision should be made to give the
right of appeal. It was as reasonable in
this case as in the taking of land.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: A
man had a right to get a special license.
It was left to the Minister, after getting
information and hearing any appeals to
grant a license for 10 years. It could
not be definitely laid down that the license
would not be interfered with for 10
years. In the ease of a drought it might
be against public policy to continue it.
Therefore, the Government were taking
the power to revoke or modify a licenlse.
That right must be reserved in case
special circumstances arose: If the license
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was taken away and injury was done,
compensation would be given. It wras
not like taking land where there could
be a difference of opinion as to value.
Before a license was interfered with the
holder had the right to appeal against
the revocation or modification.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: How did the
Minister propose to fix the value?

The Minister for Works: We grant
the license and can flx the value.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: That would be
mnore difficult than the Minister imagined.
A man might lay down lucerne plots at
great expense-

The Minister for Works: The expert
officers can fix it.

hon. J. MITCHELL: It was only fair
that -the man should be able to appeal to
a tribunal,

The MIiister for Works: The clause
does not say there shall be no right of
appeal. We do not want to put a pro-
visioti in because hie would have the right
at common law.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: How could ho
proceed at comimon law?

The Minister for Lands: Take action.
for the recovery of damages.

Hon. J. 'MITCHELL: No appeal was
provided for uinder the clause. It was
unreasonable that the Minister alone
should decide the compensation.

The Minister for Works: Would you
have mec go to the court and ask what 1
should pay? I would make an offer and
if he did riot like it be could go to the
court.

Hon. 3. MITCHELL: How could he
get there tinder common law?

The Minister for Lands: By instituting
an action.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: It was easy to
say that. The Bill should be made com-
plete by allowing the injured person the
right to appeal.

The Minister for Works: Hie has the
right to appeal.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: Not under the
clause. It would depend on the state of
the Minister's liver what compensation a
man was offered. He hoped the clause
would be re-drafted and put in order.

The Bill would not pass into law until
this matter bad been fxed up.

Mr. Foley: Ras that been fixed up'
Clause put and passed.
Clause 16-Ordin ary' licenses:
Mr. MALE moved an amendment-

Thal? the wtord "~or"~ after "pYeriotP"
in line 4 be struck out and the wordls
"and on" be inqer ted ins lieue.

The word "or" was obviously a mistake.
The Minister for Works: That is so.
Amendment passed; the clause as

amended agreed to.
Clause 17-Conditions for the exercise

of certain rights to take and use water:

Hon. 5. MITCHELL: This was an
important clause, providing that where
works had been established a certain
quantity of water might be taken by the
owner. The Minister stated that for dom-
estic and. other purposes 4,000 galons
per day per mile of frontage might be
taken, and 200,000 cubic feet per annum
for irrigating the three acres. How many
gallons would the 200,000 feet represent?

The Minister for Works: Work it out
for yourself.

Hon. J. MIT CHELL: We ware en-
titled to know. Would the Minister

ay what would be done for the
man whose frontage to the stream
was less than a mile? How many
gallons would be allowed? Would he
have sufficient to irrigaic three acres if
the frontage was only .500 yards?

The M1inister for Works: He gets three
acres under the other clause.

H~on. J. ITCHELL: There was no
limjitation uinder the other clause. but the
limitation was imposed by this clause
where the Ilinister constructed works. If
a man had a hundred yards frontage to,
a stream would he get only one-eighteenth
of 4,000 gallons per day?

Mr. McDonald : He would not need
more; he could not have many stock on
a small holding like that.

Hon. J. 'MITCHELL: It did not follow
that the holding was small because the
frontage was limited. Would the Min-
ister promise to have the clause inquired
into, and made perfectly clear if it did
not do what was required?
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The Minister for Works: Yes, if it
does not convey what I -want it to convey.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: It should pro-
vide a man's undoubted right to .4000
gallons per <day, and 200,000 cubic fret
even though thie man's balding- just
touched the stream.

Tile M1inister for Works: Why should
he get water for nothing wthere we estab-
lish wvorks?

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The works might
not involve a large expenditure. How-
ever, the Minister had promised .to in-
,quire into the clause and recommit it if
the right to 4,000 gallons was not fixed
absolutely -whether the frontage was a
mile or not.

The Minister for Works: A man who
hs only a chain or two of frontage
should not get 4,000 gallons.

Hon. J. M1ITCHLELL: Would the
Mlinister see that the owner of Land abut-
ting on a stream would have su~hejent
water for his own purposesI

The Mfinister for Works: Yet.
Hon. J. IMITCHELL: The Minister

could not supply information as to what
200,000 cubic feet meant.

The Minister for Lands: It is 1,250,000
gallons.

The MINISTER FOR WODRKS: It
would be seen that the 4,000 gallons ap-
plied to a mile of frontage and the
200,000 cabic feet to the three acres.

Hon. J. IIOTCHELL: The Minister
was asked to see that every man abutting
on the stream had sufficient water for
domestic and other purposes. This he
might not get with a small frontage. A
man might only touch the stream for
100 yards.

The AINISTER FOR LANDS: The
depth of holding could only be doable the
width. There would not he extraordhj-
owily long areas with narrow frontaget-

-Clause put and passed.
- Clauses 18, 19-agreed to.
Clause 20-Applications for Licenses:
* Flon. 3. MITCHELL:- 'The Minister

might explain Subelaso 2, and par-
ticularly the moaning -of " prescribed
form " as applied to the issue of lijenses.

-'The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
fees had to be fixed by regulaions end

in those regulations the license fee would
be prescribed.

Hon. J. Mitchell:- What conditions
would the 'Minister set up ?

Mr. McDONALD: An instance might
be given of a bore which was put down
in the Roebourne district with Govern-
Ment assistace, and owing to ao super-
vision having been exercised by the
Government it was put down in such
a position tliaL the travelling public
had no access to the water, although
the stipulation was made that they should
have the use of the water. That bore
was near Alaud's Landing. The hope
was expressed by the people in the
district that the convenience of the
travelling public should. he insisted upon
and not the convenience of the pastor.
alists.

The MINISTER FOR WORKCS: The
hon. member must recognise that con-
ditionsi would have to be prescribed. It
would be useless to give one or two,
and the hon member himself stated
that he could not expect all the con-
ditions to be given. Conditions must
exist and they had to be proscribed
and the power must exist to prescribe
them and to vary them if it was found
that the first set of conditions did not fit
in with the public policy.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 21, 22-agreed td.
Clause 23--Control of artesian wells:
Ilon. J. MITCHELL: The Minister

might explain the third paragraph which
Set out that when an artesian well was
placed under the control of the board
the Governor may reserve an area of
at least 40 acres as the actual site of
the welt, and an area of at last 33 feet
on each side of every drain connected
with the -well.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
object was slimply to get the right
to protect the drains. They were put
in to convey water any distance sad
unless we took the -right to reserve an
area. on -each side, wre would have no
protection over tMae tanka. To get oin-
trol it was necessary to take so much lAid
on ach side.

Hon. 3. MTCHEELL: It was not
necessary that this should apply ho bores
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put down in settled districts, in which
eases the 33 feet area would niot be
required. The matter might be looked
into.

The MINISTER FOR WORKCS:- In
accordance with the request of the
hon. member the matter would be looked
into. The object of the provision was,
of course, the protection of the channels
and drains. However, he would have
the question inquired into, with a view
to seeing whether a reduced area would
be sufficient, in settled communities
at all events.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: lIt was satis-
factory to have this assurance from the
Minister. Presumably if the Minister
decided not to vary the provision, the
clause would be re-committed in order
that opportunity might be given of
further discussing it. Would the Min-
ister give that assurance!. .. ..

The Minister for Works: I am not
going to re-commit the clause just be-
cause you think it necessary.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: That being the
case it would be necessary to fight the
questiom out now. The provision was
just as unreasonable as was the Minister.

Mr- McDONALD; At first blush
it appeared that there would be a certain
difficulty in resuming 33 feet on each
Bide of a drain. On pointing this out
to the Minister on a previous occasion
he had learnt that the provision had
nothing to do with existing drains,
except indeed such a drain were
taken over by the board, in which
case full compensation would be paid.
Where it was decided by the board
that the water was necessary for
irrigation the board would have the
right to resume 33 feet on either side of
the water, in order to ensure its clean-
liness and freedom from pollution.
Nothing but a desire to delay matters
could account for the attitude taken up
by certain hon. memibers.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: The
actio n of the member for Northam
(Hon. J. Mitchell) was clear proof of
the desire of that hon. member to prevent
a general scheme of irrigation being
brought into effect. If the hon. member

had taken the slightest trouble to 'ac-
quaint himself with the results of artesian
flows he would know that these streams
were frequently of great width, and
that it would be necessary to protect
the water from danger of pollution.
Surely there could be no serious obje-
tion to the provision.

Hon. 3. MITCHELL. If the Minister
for Lands had but read the clause he
would have seen that this land must
be taken, whether - itj waa required or
flot.z - .. . . . ...

- The Minister,~for Lands: No.Lthe
provision is merely permissive.

Hon. J. MITCHELL:- It was doubtful
if the Minister had ever seen a bore.
At Busselton there was a bore, and the
drain which carried off the flow was a
very small one indeed. An eight-inch
bore would need a very moderately
sized drain indeed.

The Minister for Lands: what about
a bore giving three million or five million
gallons per day I

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The drain would
not need to be much larger than the
Qoldfields Water Scheme main.

The Minise for Lands:- If the water
is allowed to flow naturally it will spread
out a good deal.

Hon. 3. MITCHELL: But a drain
would have to be cut. If the Minister
took 33ft. at Busselton, he would take
in the bowling green and a good deal
of the recreation reserve in connection
with one small drain that emptied into
the sea.

The Minister for Works: We would
not take it.

Hon. 3. MITCHELL: The Minister
must ha~ve some reserve for his drain
and according to the Bill it must be a,
chain wide.

The Minister for Works: You are
quoting a place where we will not take
the water.

Hon. J. 31ITCHELL: The Minister
would be well advised to take power
to take less than 33Et. on either side of
a drain. That width might be suitable
in the North-West but not in the South-
West. Would the Minister promise to
re-comumit the Bill!
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The Mtinister for Works : If it is
necessary.

Bon. J. MITCHELL. If the Minister
found it necessary to retain 33 feet on
either side, would he recommnit the Bill
-and give the Committee an opportunity
to further discuss the clause ?

The Minister for Works: I will not
promise to recommit the clause unless
I think an alteration is necessary.

Mr. HARPER: A width of seven
yards would be quite sufficient for any
irrigation channel. Millions of gallons
of water could be carried along a channel
Mft. wide and Mft. deep. It would not
-do to allow water to find its natural
course, as 'one member had suggested.
because it would spread and quickly
diminish. If. on the othcr hand, pipes
were used a very small width would be
required. He knew .of one scheme for
carrying water from the Hotham Valley
to Bunbury. where the pipe line wfa taken
through wheat fields and it would not
be at all reasonable to reserve a chain
of land for that pipe. A track was all
that was required. It would be im-
practicable to allow water to run over
sand because it would sink into the
sand and would not travel any distance.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If
after making inquiries from the expert
officers of the department it was found
the clause wanted amending, it would
be recommitted for that purpose, but
it was unreasonable to ask him to re-
comnit. the clause whether he thought
it necessary to do so or not. On the
face of it, the clause did appear to require
amendment, but if there was a proper
explanation of its provisions, it would
stand in its present form and it would
he waste of time to recommit it.

Hon. J. MITCHELL: The Minister's
assurance that if be found he could do
with a less width than 33ft. on either side
of a drain he would recommit the clause
was all that was asked for.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 24-agreed to.
Clause 25-Waste of water of artesian

wells:-
Mr. MNALE: The Minister might

direct the partial closing of a well. If
under his instructions a well was damaged

[80)

or was rendered useless, would he pay
compensation ?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
clause gave the right to direct the partial
closing down or such other precautions
to prevent waste. The owner could
protest and have an inquiry. Hf pre-
cautions were taken to prevent waste
he could not imagine that anything
would happen. The hon. member evi-
dently wanted the Government to take
the responsibility if, by some extra-
ordinary circumstances, a well ceased
to flow. He was not prepared to take
the whole responisibility.

Mr. HARPER: The authority for
closing a well or bore was too arbitrary.
Great~ responsibility attached to such
authority. In many cases the effect
would be serious and the bore might
be lost. Investigations should be made
in the first place.

The Minister for Works: That is
what the clause says. so that we shall
do no injustice.

Mr. HLARPER: The Crown should
be liable.

The Minister for Works: Your argu-
ment is that a man can waste as much
water as he likes, and yet lie takes no
responsibility.

Mr. HARPER:- Inquiries should be
made into the nature of the ground
before such steps were taken.

The Minister for Works: That is
exactly what the clause provides.

Mir. HARPER: Considerable experi-
ence of this class of work convinced
him that a thorough investigation should
be made before anything of this des-
cription was attempted. If that had
to be done, nothing further was to be
said.

Mr. McDONALD: It was not unusual
to have bores capped to dimninish the
flow, and the bursting of water through
the ground as a result, was not a frequent
occurrence. Cox in his work dealing
with artesian bores in Queensland said-

Probably the most successful stations
when result and cost are taken to-
gether were Coreena, Aramac, and
Staimburn, the two latter being to
quote the words of a well-borer,
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"able to run creeks on their stations
at pleasure.'

In Queensland it was quite an ordinary
occurrence to tap bores and regulate
the flow. Dr. Mead, the Victorian
expert, mentioned among the essentials
which should be provided for by legis-
lation-l, a record of all existing bores,;
2, measurement of their pressure and
flow ; 3, regulation of the flow to prevent
waste. In California any artesian well
which was not capped or furnished
with such mechanical appliances as. to
readily and effectively arrest and prevent
the flow of water was declared a public
nuisance, and the man who allowed it
was guilty of a misderneanonr. In
Colorado wells had to be capped and
failure to comply constituted a mis.
demeanour, in Michigan no greater
flow was allowed than would pass through
a one-inch pipe. In Utah, South Dakota,
and Nebraska, as well, an inch pipe
was the extreme allowed. Dr. Mead
said that California was dotted with
the remains of works which at one time
were used in irrigation, but owing to
the waste of water these works had
become useless. The clause was designed
to meet such cases, and other provisions
protected the owners of the wells. It
was nothing but factious opposition.
and a desire on the part of the Opposition
to see Friday morning that instituted
all this speechmaking.

Mr. MALE:; The clause gave the
Minister considerable power which should
be exercised with great care and caution,
and he resented Mr. McDonald's closing
remarks. There have been instances in
this State where, owing to the control
of a bore, it had ceased flowing. There
was an instance at Guildford, and
another bore had to be put down.

Mr. McDonald: They have had all
that experience in America, and still
the inch pipe remains.

Mr. M1ALE: Property should not
be damaged and perhaps rendered useless
to please the whima of a Minister who
bad not sufficient knowledge.

Hon. W. C. Angwin (Honorary Min-
ister) : Will not the officers. have sufficient
knowledge?

Mr. MALE' The Minister had all
the power.

The MWINISTER FOE WORKS: The
difficulty was recognised in that a special
proviso necessitated an inquiry being
held, so that full investigations would
be made to protect the owner in case
injury was done to his well. It was
not likely Government officers would
ask for something to be done to en-
danger a well or cause unnecessary
expense.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 26-agreed to.
Progress reported.

House. adjourned at 11 -22 p.m.

legislative Council.
Tuesday, Sit October, 1.912.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

HIGH SCHOOL ACT AMENDMENT
BILL SELECT COMMITTEE.

Change of Member.
Hon. J. E. DODD (Honorary Minis-

ter) moved-
That the Colonial Secretary (Lion. ..

M. Drew) be discharged from the
select committee on the High School
Acet Amendment Bill, and that the Hon.
J. F. Cullen be appointed a mnember
of the said committee in his place.

The Colonial Secretary had desired that
Sir Winthrop Hackett should act on the
committee in his (the Colonial Seae-
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