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Hon. W. J. Mann: Clause 10 covers the
position.
Amendment, by leave, withdrawn.

Bill reported with amendments, and the
report adopted.

Third Reading.
Bill read a third time and returned to the
Assembly with amendments.

House adjourned at 11.15 p.m.

Legislative Hsgembly,
Thursday, 12th December, 1933,

Questions : Loan funds from Commonwealth 2478
Wheat, Federal bounty and gl'ant 2478
Bural Relief Fund Act ... 2478
Law oass, Hughes v. Gray 2478
Hotel llcense. Yanchep 2479

Bllls: Road Closure, IR, 2R. . . 2470
Electoral, Council's amendments 2470
Limitation, Coupcil’s amendment 2483

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
pan., and read prayers.

QUESTION—LOAN FUNDS FROM
COMMONWEALTH.

Mr. DONEY asked the Treasurer: 1,
What amount of loan funds has been re-
ceived by fthe Government from the Com-
monwealth Government for the cwrreni
finaneial year? 2, How much of this loan
money was spent up to the 30th November,
19357 3, Will there be any further loan
money available for the remainder of the
current financial vear?

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (for
the Treasnrer) replied: 1, Proceeds of
Joans made available through Commonwealth
Bank to 30th November, £1,180,792; less
amount not yet drawn, £1,175,000; total,

£5,792; local raising: and repayments, etec.,
£499,85¢. 2, Loan expenditurve, £928,092.
3, Yes.

. Relief Fund
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QUESTION—WHEAT, FEDERAL
BOUNTY AND GRANT.

Mr. DONEY asked the Minister for
Lands: 1, Has payment of the 3d. per bushel
bounty on the 1934-35 wheat erop been de-
layed in any case because funds were not
available? 2, If the answer to question No.
1 4s in the affirmative, why are funds not
available from the Federal grant for this
purpose? 3, What amount of the Federal
grant for necessifous wheatgrowers for the
1934-35 season has been paid up te 30th
November, 1935—(a) to Agricultural Bank
clients; (b) to other wheatgrowers?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
1, No. Punds were available, but late ap-
plicalions caunsed the origimal estimate fo be
exceeded and pecessitated the transfer of
additional funds from the Commonweaith to
cover the amouni required., 2, See No. 1.
3, As payments are made by branch offices,
considerable time will be required to obtain
the mformation asked for.

QUESTION—RURAL RELIEF FUND
ACT.

Mr. DONEY asked the Minister for
Lands: 1, Will the Government state when
the Rural Relief Fuud Aect of 1935 will be
proclaimed? 2, Have the trustees authorised
by that Act been yet appointed? 3, Is debt
adjustment action by the Agrieultural Bank
being delayed in order that such action may
coineide with similar action nnder the Rural
Aect?

The MINISTER FOR LANKDS veplied:
1, The Bill having been assented to, the Act
is now in force. It does not need proclama-
tion. 2, No, but the appointments will be
finalised at an early date. 3, No. Where
Bank chients have outside creditors, how-
ever, they are advised for obvious reasons
to apply under the Rural Relief Aet for
debt adjustment. The policy of the Com-
missioners in this connection was published
in the “West Australian” on the 8th ult.

QUESTION—LAW CASE.

Hughes v. Gray.

Mr. DONEY asked the Minister for Jus-
tice: 1, Were any of the costs ordered by
the magistrate of the Police Courf, Fre-
wantle, in the case Hughes v. Gray to be
paid by the defendant to Hughes, paid by
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the Crown?! 2. It so, what part of such
costs was so paid? 3, Were any of the costs
incurred by Gray in his defenee in the
same case paid by the Crown? 4, If so,
what part of sueh costs?

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE replied:
1, No. 2, See No. 1. 3, No. 4, See No. J.

QUESTION—HOTEL LICENSE,
YANCHEP.

Mr. MARSIIALL (without notice) asked
the Minister for Justice: In view of the
possibility of a license being granted at
Yanchep, will he take steps to ensure that
such license, if granted, is granted to the
State, and not to a private person, so that
there may be an assurance of striet con-
trol and rigid observance of the licensiny
laws?

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE replied:
An application has heen lodged for such a
license, but the matter has not yet been
dealt with by the Licenses Reduction
Board.

Mr. MARSHALL: How about the State
getiing the license, instead of a private
individual? ’

BILL—ROAD CLOSURE.
First Reading.

Introduced by the Minister for Lands and
read a first time.

Second Reading.

THE MINISTER FOR LANDS (Hon.
M. F. Troy—DMt. Magnet) [4.35] in moving
the second reading said: This is a Bill to
which I feel sure no exeeption will he
taken.

Hon. C. G, Latham: We have not seen
it yet.

The MINTSTER FOR LANDS: The City
Council have applied for the closure of
portions of Scott-street and Melrose-street
adjoining the oval at Leederville, as col-
oured red on the plan which I shall lay
on the Table. The reason for the applica-
tion is that the two streets serve no msefut
purpose as streets, atl the adjoining land
being held or controlled as reserves by the
City Couneil. The portion of Melrose-
street referred to is not a construeted
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street,  Vehieles are often driven up and
parked alongside the fence while matehes
are in progress on the oval, and large num-
hers of people stand on the tops of the ve-
hicles and view the matehes without having
patd any admission fee. It is proposed to
inelude these two streets in the adjoining
park lands reserve, and place them under
the control of the City Council. The de-
partment have no objeciion, and no objec-
tion has been voiced by anyone else, The
seeond propo=al in the Pill velates to Bun-
bury. The Bunbury Golf Club own the
land coloured green on the traeing which
T shall lay on the Table, and have sub-
divided portion of the land into lots for
sale. A private road, however, as shown
in brown on the tracing, gives access to
the golf links. It is marked on the certi-
ficate of title, and on the plans of the Titles
Office. The road is not made or used, as
alternative roads have Dbeen provided in
the subdivision for access to the golf links.
Before the subdivision can be approved and
the lots dealt with, it will be necessary to
close this right-of-way, the land compris-
ing which already belongs to the golf club.
The Bunbury Municipal Council have no
objection to the proposed -elosure, and
neither is there any departmental objee-
tion. I move—
That the Bill he now read a second time.

On motion by Hon. C. G. Latham, debate
adjourned. ‘

BILL—ELECTORAL,
Council’s Amendments.

Schedule of 62 amendments made by the
Council now considered.

In Committee.

Mr. Sleemran in the Chair; the Alinistev
for Justiee in charge of the Bill.

No. 1. Clause 3, interpretation of, ¢‘ab-
sent voter,” sirike out all the words afier
“fiftv-one” and substitute the words “pur-
suant fo Seetion 81, or whe votes nnder the
provisions of Seetion 81."

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I am
very much disappointed at the manner in
which the Bill has been refurned fo fhis
Chamber. Tt was sought to pass the measure
some 12 months ago. Af that time, however,
it was considered that the session was too
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far advanced to allow of such a Bill being
dealt with, and that the preferable course
would be to refer the Bill to a jeint select
comumitiee of both Houses with a view to
linding a basis of agreement. Thereupon
the measure was to be introduced early in
this session. Optimistieally it was expected
that the measure having been dealt with
hy both branches of the Legislature would
hecome law in suflicient time fo allow of its
being proclaimed for the ensuing general
clegtion. To thai end it would have to he
enacted comparatively early, so that outhack
people might have an opportmmity of hecom-
ing acquainted with the provisions of the
new law. However., time dragged on, and
we get the Bill back in iiz present state.

Mr. Patrick: It 15 a new Bill.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: A new
Bill, but practically the old Act. One of the
main reasons for alteration of the electoral
law was that during last year seandals
oceurred, gross scandals, disclosures of un-
serupulons conduct in regard to postal votes,
Those matters having been brought to lignt
and the people responsible punished, it was
held that the time was ripe For amending
our law so as 1o bring its provisions inio
line with ihose existing throughout Aus-
tralia. Postal voting is an anachronism, and
has hcen aboliched in all other Anstralian
States for some considerable fime past.
Here its existence has led unsernpulous
people to use the authority given them in
a manper never contemplated when fhe
postal voting provistons were enacted. As
a resulf, some people have {found then-
selves in the hands of the police and ulti-
mately in gaol. It is high time that our
postal voting provisions were replaced by
a more up-to-dafe and cffective set of pro-
visions, to operate for the benefit of people
whom necessity compels to vote away from
a polling booth. The postal voting prn-
visions, accordingly, were amended in the
manner which hon, members ohserved while
the Bill was passing through this Chamber.
1t seems to me that, ivrespeciive of what has
happened on many eceasions, imemhers of
the Legislative Council have taken up the
attitude that the postal voting provisions
should continue, notwithstanding the gross
ahuses and scandals that have arisen under
those provisions. This is remarkable, in
view of the fact that the Government had
taken steps to prevent a repetition of those
ahuses, and seeing that the Bill was the ot
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come of consideration hy a joint select com-
mittee  whieh was subsequenily converted
into a Royal Commission. The Bill, of
course, passed thizs Iouse and was sent to
the other Chamber, where those undesirable
provisions have been reinstated. One can
searcely recognise in the Bill as it i re-
turned to us the Bill that left this Chamber,
and I do not think the Committee would be
Justified in giving the time and considera-
tion necessarv to deliberating over the 62
amendments made by the Couneil.

Mr. North: Compulsory voting is eommon
ground, is it not?

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: Yes,
and that is almost the only common ground.
1t seems to me useless to try to eonsider in-
telligently the 62 amendments made by the
Council, after which, of course, the whole
thing would have to be handed over to the
Parliameninry Draftsman, and eveninally
sp many of the Couneil's amendments that
we did not agree to would have to Dbe re-
ferred back to the Council. 1t is not as if
the joint select eonnnittes which dealt with
the Bill comprised a majority of members
who could be said to be supporters of the
Government.  On  that eommittee of len
there were only four who could be desienated
Government supporters.  We did nor al-
tempt to introduce any party principles into
the Bill.

Mr. Hawke: A leading member nf the
Royal Commission was responsible {or all
these amendments,

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: That
iz so. It shows a deliberate attempt to fool
the rest of the members of the commis<ion.
The Leader of the Oppasition eseaped
attendance on the commission. I am satis-
fied that with his assistanee we might have
got those people inte a frame of mind in
which, rather than give a teniative deeision
with fongwe in cheek—I1 am afraid that is
ant of order: with mental reservations—
they would have been more definite in their
decision.

Mr. McDonald: There was one dissentient,
was there not?

The MINTSTER FOR JUSTTCE: Yes,
onlv one, The Bill was by no means a party
meosure. Had the Government desived to
give effect to their own palicy, they would
have brought dewn some provisions vastly
different from those in the Bill in ovder
to do that. However, instead of that,
the Bill was drawn simply to clarify the
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existing law, to prevent abuses and to zet
the law on a satistactory basiz in eon-
formity with the original intenfion. e
simply desired that both Houses of Parlia-
ment should exercise their joint wisdom and
diseretion and clarify the law, bringing it to
such a state that i would be easily under-
stood, and to bring about an improved set
of conditions, The Government having had
a minority representation on the joint sclect
committee, it eannot he said there was any
aftempt on the part of the Government to
put their own theories into practice. No-
bady attempted to give the Roval Conmis-
sion a party favour. All that was reguired
to be done was to clarify the law and finally
do away with the abuses of the past. So it
seems to me it would be a great waste of
time, after the Bill has been dealt with by
a joint seleet eommittee subsequently con-
verted infe a Royal Commission, and dealt
with by this House and now mutilated by
the other Chamber, to start all gver again.
In what remazins of the Biil it is clear that
in a large measure the provisions of the
existing Act—piovisions that we wished to
wot  away from—have bren reverted to.
Under the Bill hefore us many people who
are now able to exercice the franchise will
Le debarred from doing so. It may be said
that if anvbody set out deliberately to stnff
the roll, it eould be done nnder this
proposed measure.  And the ratepavers'
sualification; which it was proposed fa re-
move from the Act and the removal of which
would have dissipated a ot of miscoucepiion
peeple have in regard to this roll, has heen
rcinstated,  When the Bill was lLefore the
Joint select committec everv encouragement
was given to members of that committee to
bring forward any phase of the electoral
law which they thought needed jevision. The
Crown Solicitor gave a great deal of time
to the drafting of the Bill. and nothing
whatever was overlooked. The Chief Elec-
toval Officer was there to explain  how
the clavses wounld work onf, and how the
joint select eommittee eould amend those
clauses, if deemed necessary. This pro-
vision about faking the wvaluation of the
local authority which was originally put
into the Constitution Aet, has been entirely
altered by the amendments made in the
T.ocal Anthorities Aet and the Municipali-
fies Act since the original Constitution Aet
was passed. So to-day a position exists
which was not contemplated when the
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original provision was put in the Consti-
wtion Aet. Various local anthorities lave
different methods of valuation. A man liv-
ing on one sirde of the street is treated hy
the loeal authority under which he comes,
wheteas hizs neighbour on the opposite side
of the street, being under another Iloeai
anthority, is treated quite diiferently. Tn
many municipalities the rateable valne of
the local authoritv is taken in the assessment
of the water rate proposed by the (lovern-
ment at 3s. in the pound. The locval author-
itv, in order to let their ratepayers escape
sonte of this rate, decrease the valuation,
but inerease their own rates so that they
shall get the same gmount of rates, the ob-
ject being to allow the vatepayers to get
their water at a lower rate. That surely is
an improper action for any loeal authority
to take, especinlly when the alteration ol
the valuation disfranchises hundreds of
people whe were previously on the Legis-
lative Council roll. However, it has been
done and is still heing done, and while it
might seem justified from the standpoint
of the local authority, trom the standpoint
of Parliament it means that a considerable
number of people will he disfranchised from
having votes for the Legislative Council.
That was never ecountemplated when the
original electoral law and Constitution weic
cnacted. When we try to make an amend-
ment to prevent people from being dis-
franchised unnecessarily through the action
of a loeal authority and to pul evervbod:
on an equal footing, we cannot get it. TIn
all these amendments we are praetically
asked to revert to the original Act. Hardly
anxthing that we set out fo alter has been
agreed to. 1 do not know whether the
Counecil were in earnest in thus dealing with
the Bill. but their representatives on the
Royal Commission certainly appeared te he
in earnest. Whether the amendments have
heen made to preserve some of the seais in
another place or whether members there are
prepared to submit o continued abuses, T
do not know. T eonsider it would e a wasie
of time and encrey for members seriously
fo consider the amendments. There zcems
to be na chance of the two Houses weach-
ing agreement, and in the eircumstaneces if
is not worth while procecding with the BRill
If we send the Bill back with a messaee
stating that the prineiples have been so
drastically altered that we do not dresire to
proceed with the measure, we might got
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some of the original proposals restored, but
T do not think so. I move—

That the Qouncil be acquainted that the As-
selbly cannot concur in the amendments be-
cause of the many drastic alterations in the
principles of the Bill as suhmitted.

The CHAIRMAN: That shounld take the
form of a reason drawn up by a committec.
Hon. C. G. Latham: Yes, you must first
move that the amendment be not agreed to.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: 1
move—

That the amendments be not agreed fo.

Question put and passed; the Councils
amendments not agreed to.

Resolntion and the repori

adopted.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I
move—

Thaf the Council he acquainted that the As-
esmbly cannot concur in the amendments be-
cause of the many drasic alterations in the
pringiples of the Bill as submitted.

reported,

Hon, N, Keenan rose to speak.

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: On a point of
order, does the motion moved by the Minister
conform fo the nsual practice in dealing with
messages from and to the Couneil? Should
not we appoint a committee to draw up rea-
sons for disagreeing?

Hon. N. Keenan: That
about to say.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Very well, go
ahead,

Hon. N. KEENAN: T presnme that the
usual course must be adepted before return-
ing a message to another place disagreeing
with amendments, Reasons have to be drawn
up by a committee appointed for the pur-
pose. I do not know to what extent it would
be proper for me to make some ohservations
generally on the amendments, because the
House has adopted the report of the com-
mittee to disagree with the whole of the
amendments.

Mr. SPEAKER: Yes, the report has been
adopted.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I should need the in-
dulgence of the House in order to make any
statement and as a preliminary to asking the
Minister to follow the usual course of ap-
pointing a committee to frame reasons. It
is corveet that at this stage of the session
numerous amendments

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! The member for
Nedlands is not in order in discussing the

is whaet 1 was

[ASSEMBLY.)

amendments now. He should have discussed
them in Committee,

Hon, N. KEENAN: You rule, I under-
stand, that any references to the character
of the amendments and to the possibility
of those amendments heing considered at the
present stage of the session are not
receivable.

Mr. SPEAKER: That is so. They should
have been made while the amendments were
heing considered in Committee.

Hon, N. KEENAN: I realise that,

Mr. SPEAKER: Standing Order 323
reads—

In any case, when a Bill is returned to the
Legislative Council with any of the amend-
ments made by the Council on the Assembly’s
amendments disagreed to, the message centain.
ing such Bill shall also contain written reasons
for the Assembly not agreeing to the amend-
ments propesed by the Legislative Couneil;
and such reasons shalj be drawn up by a com-
mittee of three members, to be appointed for
that purpose when the Assembly adopts the
report of a Committee of the whole House dis-
agreeing to the amendments in question.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: When
the committec bring in their reasons and
their adoption is moved, the member for
Nedlands might make any observations.

Hon. N. Keenan: I might or might not be
opposed to the reasons,

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: The
hon. member could comment on them. I
move—

That a committee consisting of Messra,
Latham, Hawke, and the mover draw up rea-
sons for disagreeing to the Council’s amend-
ments.

Question put and passed.

The committee drew up reasons for dis-
agreeing.

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: I
move—

That the reasons be adopted.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I do not know that T
can say anything that would be in order on
the motion. -

Mr. SPEAKER: See how you get on.

Hon. N, KEENAN: 1 agree that at this
stage of the session it iz not desirable to con-
sider or attempt to consider drastiec amend-
ments, but there are a great number which
are not drastic and some of them are almost
only grammatical, Some are amendments
dealing with the franchise of another place,
and a second tlass of amendments deal with
postal voting. If has to be remembered that
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the Bill, as it left this House, did undoubtedly
prepose to disfranchise a very great number
of people, thousands of them, who were en-
joying the franchise for another place. I
am one of several members who would like to
see the franchise for another place broad-
ened, and would be opposed to anything to
reduce the number of people entitled to be
electors of another place. It is not correct
to say that this House was unanimous con-
cerning the Bill, or even nearly unanimous.
Clause 18 was amended in this Hounse so
that it might be broadened. It is not a cor-
rect picture to paing that the design of the
Bill was one that was earrying out some con-
census of opinion, hecause it did not even
express the concensus of opinion in this
House, Perhaps it did express the opinion
of the majority of the House.

Mr. Hawke: It did after your amend-
ments were accepted.

Hou. N. KEENAN: AN my amendments
were not accepfed.

Mr. Hawke: Most of them were,

Hon. N. KEENAN: AN of them were
not, I agree as to the impossibility of pro-
ceeding at this stage of the session with an
amendment list of this character, and there-
fore I am in accord with the motion moved
by the Minister. At the same time I cannot
accede to the opinion that all the amend-
ments made ean properly be deseribed as
drastic. Nor do I accede to the statement
made, not in the moving of the reasons, hut
as to the comments on the amendments gen-
erally by the Minister, that these amend-
ments are caleulated to reduce and confine
the franchise in a mamner that wonld lead
to & large numher of people being deprived
of the franchise. I do not find myself
wholly in accord with the action taken, but
not sufficiently in disaccord te offer any
opposition to it.

Question put and passed.

Reasons adopted and a message accord-
ingly returned to the Council.

BILL—LIMITATION.
Council’s Amendment.
Amendment made by the Couneil now con-
sidered.
In Commitice.
Mr. Sleeman in the Chair; the Minister
for Justice in charge of the Bill.
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Clavse 36 :—Add at the end of the ¢lanse:
“unless such possession has continued for
a period exceeding sixty years.”

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: Sec-
tion 36 of the Bill merely provides that the
right, title and interest of the Crown in land
shall not he affected by adverse possession.
Under the law the Crown is debarred, after
a lapse of 60 years, from taking action te
reeover land which is in adverse possession
of some private person. This amendment
seeks to provide that if anyone has been in
possession of Crown land for 60 years the
Crown cannot re-possess it. There is a
difference in principle betwecn  ihe old law
in regard to the Crown heing barred from
re-possession, and this amendment, which
permits people to obtain the title of lanid
which they have occupied for a long time.
There is still the law that the Crown is
barved from taking any action {o preveut
people from continning in possession of land
which they have occupied for G0 years. That
is quite suofficient without the amendment
proposed by the Councit. The Crown is in
an awkward position in regard to the ewner-
ship of lands. Tt owns all the lands in the
State with the exception of those picces
which have been alienated in a statniory
manner. The Crown cannot he expected io
supervise more than 50 per cent. of the Jands
of the State. Apart from leascholds, prob-
ably only 3 or 4 per cent. of the land has
heen alienated. All that the law does is to
bar the Crown from taking action to recover
possession of land which has been held in
adverse possession for GO0 years. I am not
prepared to agree to ithe amendment. The
exisling provisions of the old law are ruite
sufficient. If the amendment were passed
it would give people the rmight to pos=ess
land that is still in the possession of the
Crown, and should remain in it posses
sion. I move—

That the amendment he net agreed to.

Hon. €. G, LATHAM: 1 am glad the
Minister has moved this motion. The pro-
vision would be a dangerous one fo insert
in the Bill. The Crown is alwavs reason-
able and fair in its dealings with persons
who may have a claim under some old title.
Under the Transfer of Land Act, how-
ever, no misunderstanding as to ownership
can arise between the Crown and an ingdivi-
dual.  We should mnot give people
the right to possess land ercly becanse
thexy have lived uwpon it for 60 vears. It
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may be that a ehild was born on a block
of land, and if the rates and taxes have
been paid fo the local authority for 60
years, that individual may put in a elaim
for the possession of the land. I support
the Minister in his atfitude.

Hon, N. KEENAN: I do not know why
this amendment was made. I understood
that the Bill was meant {o be a codifieation
of the existing law. Had we addressed our-
selves to framing a proper Limitation Act,
undoubtedly we wounld not have passed this
Bill. I understood the Minister to inform
the Committee that the view expressed in
the Couneil was that this amendment was
inserted hecause of the exisking law, If
it is the existing law, if means that if one is
in adverse possession of land for 60 years,
the Crown cannet then dispossess.

Hon. 'C. G. Latham: It can.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Then Clanse 36 wilt
undoubtedly alter that law, if it is the law.
I do not think we should alter the Aet
unless we do if thoroughly, and fo agree
to this miserable little amendment is not
the proper course to adopt. If we are to
amend the Act, there ara much more im-
portant matters that require alteration. IF
the law 1s as suggested in another place,
it is news to me, although I have some dim
idea about the rights of an individual who
has been in-adverse possession of land for
60 years. I have an idea that tbe Crown
recognised that 2 person in possession for
60 years was not to be disturbed, but not
becanse that was the law.

The Minister for Justice: The Crown is
debarred from taking action to dispossess.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Yes, even though the
. individual concerned may not have any
actual title to the land. Clause 36 ean very
well be read to disturb that procedure. I
think the Minister would be well advised
to refuse to accept the amendment.

The Minister for Justice: That is the
action T intend to take.

Mr. J. H, SMITH: T think the Minister
could aecept the amendment. Sixty years
is 2 long time apd that in itself should be
a suflicient safeguard.

Question put and passed; the Council’s
amendment not agreed to.

Resolution reported, and the repori
adopted. A committee consisting of Messrs,
Latham, McDonald and Willeoek drew up
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reasons for disagreeing with the amend-
ment.

Reasons adopted and a message accord-
ingly returned to the Couneil.

House adjourned at 5.51 pm.

Legislative Council,
Friday, 13th December, 1935,
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Tiwe PRESITIENT took the Chair at 4.30
pm. and read prayers,

BILL—BULE HANDLING.
In Commitlee.

Hon. J. Cornell in the Chair; the Chief
Secretary in charge of the Bill,

Clause l—agreed to.
Clause 2-—Definitions :

Hon, C. F. BAXTER: In the name of
Mr. Piesse I move an amendment—

That in the definition of ‘‘grower’? all the
words after ‘“means the’” he struck out and
‘*actual grower’’ be inserted in lien.

As the definition is worded, a lot of con-
fnsion is Dhikely to arise in eonnection with
the Bulk Handling Company. The word
“orower” 15 not used anywhere in the Bill
in the sense mentioned here, and it is deemed

advisahle that the definition should bhe
amended in the way proposed.
The CHIEF SECRETARY: I oppose

the amendment. The termn nsed in the Bill
is a very necessary one. If is inseried in
this way as a preliminary to Clauses 22 and
23. The definition has a particular bearing
on Clanse 23 which deals with the rights
and limitations of certain parties and sets



