
___ .,._,. ··~;,;Pf 

2243 

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 
(ConS'tituted iincler the B1·itis'li Guiana 
(Constitution) (Temporary P1·ovisions) 

Order in Council, 1958.) 

FRIDAY, 3RD MAY, 1!)57 

The Council met at 2 p.m. 

PRESENT: 

His Honour the Sveaker: 
Sir Eustace Gord'cm Woolford, O.B.E., 
Q.C., 

Ex-Officio Jf embers: 

The Hon. the Chief Secretary, 
Mr. 1\1. S. Porcher (Ag.) 

The Hon. the Attorney General, 
l\fr. A. l\f. I . Austin, 

The Hon. the Financial Secretary, 
Mr. W- P. D'Andrade, (Ag.) 

Notninated Members of Exec1itive 
Council: 

The Hon. Sir Frank l\'IcDavid, C.NI.G., 
C.B.E. (Member for Agriculture, 
Forests, Lands and Mines). 

The Hon. P. A. Cummings (Mem
ber for Labour, Health and Housing). 

The Hon. W. 0. R. l{enclall (Mem
ber for Communi-.::ations and Works). 

The Hon. G. A: C; Farnum, O.B.E., 
(Member for Local Government, .Social 
Welfare and Co-operatative Develop
ment.) 

' .'he Hon. H. R Gajrnj 

rhe Hon. R. C. Tello. 

Non inatecl Official : 
\ir. J_ I. Ramphal 

N,on inatecl Unofj.icials : 
Ylr. L. A. Luckhoo, Q.C. 

Mr. E. F . Correia 

Rev. D. C. J. Bobb 

Mr. H. Rahaman 

Miss Gertie H. Collins 

Mrs. Esther E. Dey 

Dr. H. A. Fraser 

Mr. Sugrim Singh 

l\Ir, W. T. Lord, I.S.0-

ICle: le o1 the Legisla.titre : 
l\1r. I. Crum Ewing. 

?214 

A ssfatarr, t Clerk of the L egislature : 
Mr. E. v. Viapree. 

Absent 
Mr. T. Lee - on leave. 

Mr. w. A. Phang - on leave. 

Mr. C. A. Carter 

Mr. R. B. Jailal - on leave. 

The Speaker read prayers. 

The Minutes of t he meeting or the 
Council held on Thursday, 2nd May, 
1957, as printed and circulated were 
taken as read and confirmed. 

l 
I 

I 

'··j 



r 
l. 

k 
f 

--,--~-..r~~ 

2245 Labour (Cond. of E mp. 3RD MAY, 1957 Amendm,ent ) B ill 2246 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

The Chief Secretary (Mr. Jake
wa~) : I beg to give notice of the in
troduction and first reading of a Bill 
intituled: 

"Public Free Library (Amend
ment) Bill, 1957". 

The Attorney General (Mr. 
Austin) : I beg to give notice of foe 
introduction and first reading of a Bill 
intituled: 

"Criminal Justice Bill; 1957''. 

The Financial Secretary (Mr. 
D'Andrade, acting) : I beg 1:0 give 
notice of th~ introduction and first 
reading of a Bill intituled: 

''Pawnbroking (Amendment) Bill , 
1957". 

ORDER OF THE DAY 

BILLS-FIR.ST READING 

The following Bills were read a 

first time. 

PU:IlLJC FREE LIBRARY ( AMENDMENT) 
BILL 

A Bill intituled: "An Ordinance to 
am~d the Public Free Library Ordin
ance,'' 

CRIMINAL .JUSTICE BILL 

A Bill intituled: " An Ordinance to 
abolish Penal Servitude and imprisonment 
with hard labour.'' 

PAWNBROKING ( AMENDMENT) B ILL 

A Bill intituled: " An Ordinance to 
amend the Pawnbroking Ordinance.'' 

ACQUISITION OF LAND (LAND 
SETTLEMENT} BILL 

Mr. Speaker: When we adjourned 
last evening, the Council had gone into 

Committee and we had some sort o.f in
formal discussion on that Bill. I just 
,vant to say that the hon. Mover is 
here and he will re-consider this Bill, 
clause by clause. I personally r eceived 
no amendments in writing from any
body in addition to foose which wer e 
filed yesterday. I mention here t hat I 
don't know whether the hon. Mover 
has recei yed any or if they are being 
introdu~ed today. 

LABOUR (CONDI'flONS OF EMPLOYMENT 
OF CERTAIN WORKERS) ( AMENDMENT) 

B 'ILL 

Mr. Cummings (Member for Lab
our, Health and Housing) : Mr. 
Speaker, before we deal with that, I 
wonder whether we can deal wifo item 
3 - the third reading ,0f t hat Bill de
ferred at your r equest. You suggested 
that we put another word for "char
woman", and after ,c,onsideration we 
are substituting t he word "cleaner". 
We are Yery gr:iteful to you for that. 

Mr. Speaker: I would have said 
"scullery maid" if you had asked me. I 
unders tood you to say that charwomen -

Mr. Cummings: If I may say so, 
there is a lot of merit in what Your 
Honour suggested. 

Mr. Speaker: I don't want any 
thanks. - What I thought is that if you 
really want -

Mr. Cummings: I am advised that 
we use the word "cleaner" which is 
weil understood. 

Mr. Speaker: Do you want to add 
that? 

Mr: Cummings: Can I do thn,i; at 
the third r eading, now? 
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Mr. Speaker: Certainly. The rele·• 
vant Standing Orders will haye to be 
:mspended to allow t he third reading 
of the Bill. 

Mr. Cummings: I beg to move the 
suspension of the reJeyant Standing 
Orders. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
second the motion. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Relevant Standing Order 'I sus
pended. 

Mr. Cummings: I beg to move 
that the Bill intituled : 

"An Ordinance to amend the Labour 
Conditions of Employment of certain 
workers) Ordinance", 

btl amended in the Schedule. It is 

under (b) of the Schedule. Section 3 

reads as follows: 

·· The schedule to the Principal Ordin
ance is hereby repealed and the following 
is substituted therefor:'' 

Schedule (a) Hotels, and (b) Restaur
ants, Cooksi1ops, and Parlours. The 
lai=;t item in (b) is "Charwoman" , and 
1 beg to move the substitution of the 
word "cleaner" for "charwoman''. If 
that is agreed, Sir, I now moye the 
third rer,d ing of this Bill. 

Mr. Ramphal: I beg to second the 
motion" 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Schedule passed as amended. 

Mr. Cummings: I beg to move 
that the Bill be r ead a fo ird time and 
passed. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to' 
seeond the motion. · 

Que::tion put, and agreed to. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 

A CQUISITION OJ<' LAND (LAND 
SETTLEMENT) BILL 

Sir Frank McDavid (Member for 
Agriculture, Forests, Lands and 
Mines.) : I beg to move that the Coun
cil be resolved into Committee to con
s ider clause by clause the Bill inti
tnlerl: 

"An Ordinance to repeal and re., enact 
the Acquisition of Land (Land Settle•nent) 
Ol'dinance.'' 

The Financial Secretary: J beg to 
second the motion. 

COUNCIL IN COMMITTEE 

Clause 1 passed as printed. 

Clause 2 - Interpretation. 

Mr. Luckhoo: With respect to 
clause 2, I would like to move an. 
amendment oy adding after the word 
"purposes" in the fourth line the fol
lowing w,ords-

"Pr°'·ided that such land is not 
beneficially ·occupied". I have a copy 
of the amendment. I had the oppor
tunity yesterday - which I found yery 
well spent - in putting to foe Moret· 
rer tain points which str·uck us and on 
which we wish to get Government's 
point of view. In respect of this 
amendment I feel that it would be in 
conformity with the general principle 
which Government has enunciated foat 
we should haYe a provision of this 
kind in the definition of land settle
ment schemes. 

The hon. Mover indicated that 
Government would go for lands whici1 
are not beneficially occupied rather 
than the lands which were heing bene
~cially used, b rnt although that is an 
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expression which is useful and indi
cates the general trend of feeling of 
ti1is Counc:il I feel that that should be 
trans-lated into the Ordinance so t hat 
we could haYe it clea·rly stated as to 
the type of land which would be ac
quired. 

I am conscious of one of the diffi
culties which has been pointed out in 
that it will he difficult to define ac
f!urately what one means by land bene
ficially occupied, but this is a difficulty 
which the commiss ioners themseh·es 
will have to face when they are meet
ing to determine whether land does 
come within the requirements for ac
quisition and it might be said: "Well 
foen, leave it to the commissioners" 
and they will be in a position to deter
mine if land is beneficially occupied. 
They would be briefed, in other words, 
as to t he position and be able to advise 
Government whether land to be 
acquired ii; beneficially occupied. The 
answer to that is in the draft amend
ment section 7, subsection 2 -

"In making their investigation the 
commissioners shall, together with uny 
other relevant matters, take into con
sideration the following matters, that is 
to say -

"the extent to which the lam! is not 
beneficially occupied or utilised for agr i
culture." 

This is a consideration whici1 the 
commissioners shall take into account. 

The purpose of this amendment 
which I seek is that it should not only 
be a consideration but a vital consid
eration that if land is beneficially 
occupied it should be ruled out of the 
picture : in other words fois is to estah
Jish a fundamental basis upon which 
the action of acquiring land, whether 
beneficially occupi~4 c:,r not, should 
rest, 

That it is the intention of Govern
ment to obsene generally these ~enti
ments that are voiced can be seen in 
Bill No. 21 of 1956 where in the Object s 
and Reasons it is s tated that there are 
1,1any areas of land in pr i rate owner
ship which are abandoned or nnculti
,·ated or only partially beneficially 
occupied and it is proposed to acquire 
such land in suitable cases in orde1·· to 
establish .lnnd settlement schemes. So 
t he point I make is that this amendment 
seeks to put on our Statute Book's an 
object with whici1 Gm·ernment appears 
to agree-general principle. 

I think it would be nsefnl to ha r e 
it in the definition of Land Sett lement 
Schemes. It is a happy thing, maybe, 
that we do not h ave a hidebound defi
nition of beneficial occupation for this 
reason thnt we will i1aye a certain 
amount of play in the interpretat ion of 
' 'beneficial occupation" For example, 
if a man has a n estate of 1,500 acres, 
he plants something on one acre and 
says that the land is beneficially occu
pied, that will be a question for the 
commissioners to determine. 

If the commiss ioners on that aspect 
alone can decide that in their view foat 
land is beneficially occupied, that should 
be of sufficient weight, merit and Yalue 
to transcend all further consideration. 
That is the point I make and I beg to 
move the amendment in terms of the 
expressions I have gh·en. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I wish to 
support this amendment because it "is of 
merit espec·ia lly in the light of the pro
posed new clause 7. With reference to 
the commi1:,sioner s, one of the things to 
which they will apply their minds is 
whefoer or not it is in the public inter
est to acquire land and the extent to 
which land is not occupied or utilized 
for agriculture. I do not think it is 
the aim of this Bill to stifle init iatiYe 
t1nd prevent enterprise where la,nd ha~ . . . ~ ~ . . .. 
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not been beneficially occupied. This 
amendment will not defeat the object 
of this Bill because there are so many 
large tracts of land not in use. 

It was brought to our notice that 
it is difficult to define in its full conno
tation what constitutes "beneficial 
occupation," but I am sure the commis
sioners will be experienced people, and 
after all, a man would not be able to 
make out a case of beneficial occupa
tion merely by sticking a few plants in 
the ground or by saying "I have been 
planting fodder and that is beneficial 
.occupation." I think it would be a 
good thing if Go,·ernment accepts this 
amendment, and thus re]ieye people 
who iiaYe their lands beneficially 
occupied from being caught in this 
legislation. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I, like Mr. 
Luckhoo, was extremely glad for the 
opportunity afforded us yesterday for 
discussion personally with those Mem
bers who were opposing t he, Bill. I 
was permitted the pr iYi)ege of joini.pg 
in their deliberations. As a result of 
that I am glad to say that many points 
which re,1ruired d arification were 
cleared up and we now approach this 
debate with our minds more f ixed with 
what is involved. What Mr. Luckhoo 
is seeking to do by way of this amend
ment is to put an estoppel on t he appli
cation ,Of the Ordinance on every piece 
of land whici1 can conceivably be held 
to be beneficially occupied. He hi111sclf 
has pointed out, lik'e Mr. Sugrim Singh, 
that a precise legal definition of ' '!Jene
ficial occupation" i:; a vcry clillknlt 
thing as factual examinatiun is neces
sary. But let 111c say at once and 
repeat what I ~:1 icl in my opening 
speech. It is perfectly trne that the 
whole object of this measure is to cast 
a net over lands whici1 are not bene
f icially occupied, or not being used at 

nil, for the benefit of the tising popu
lation. On the other hand, It is quite 
c:onceiYable that Goyernment may wish 
to create an organized land settlement 
in an area which some land which is 
beneficially occupied falls. I again 
say "beneficially occupied," but the 
interpretation of foat phrase is a mat
ter of opinion. 

In his speech on the second reading 
of the Bill Mr. Sugrim Singh made some 

very emphatic comments about the sugar 
lands. He wanted to know what action 
we had taken in connection with what 
he conceired to be surplus sugar estate 
lands on the coastlands of this country. 
I am going to take the opportunity 
later to gi,·e him the answers to some 
of t he questions raised, but let me 
say now: supposing it were desired 
to use the powers under this Ordin
ance to acquire compulsorily an area 
of sugar estate front lands, couldn't 
the hon. Member agree that if we iiad 
a prohibition in the definition, and if 
it could conceirnbly be shown by the 
concerns whose lands we wished to take, 
Lhat it was beneficially occupied, (even 
if it were Janel growing cassava, to 
wi1ich the hon. Member raised such 
violent objection ) , obviously this meas-
11re could neYer be used in order to 
acquire that land. 

So I do plead with hon. Members 
to understand that it is wise not to tie' 
a prohibition into the definition or any
where else in the Bill, but tu leave it 
entirely to t he factual examination by 
the Co,umissioner::; and also to believe 
Urnt Eu Government with sense would 
want to take land which -is really bene
ficially o<·cupicd and producing income 
and dis tribute it to uther people. 

In the ,Commissioners' t erms of 
r eference there are the criteria o{ bene
ficial occupation- t he extent to which 
land is or is not beneficially occupied; 
and the extent to which foe owner him-
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LSir Frank McDavid] 
self require., it for his own purpose. 
With those safeguards no land owner 
who is legitimately beneficially occnpy
ing his land for the good of the country 
should. have any fear. I cannot under
stand fois fear of improper or stupid 
action by a succeeding Government. I 
know the hon. Member pa id me the 
compliment .of saying that if I had any
thing to do with it nothing of that sort 
would be done, but why this fear of the 
administration of this Ordinance"? 

I i1ope now to answer the hon. 
Member's question regarding sugar 
estate lands. The hon. Member wanted 
to know why nothing apparently h ad 
been done in connection with the sug
gestio11 which had been made in the 
course of the life .of the last Legisla
tive Council to foe effect that Gorern
ment might well offer to exchange the 
lands held by the sugar producers 
under licence of occupancy during Her 
Majesty's pleasure, that is to say, to 
offer to gi re freehold title in respect 
of those lands in exchange for front 
lands which a re iield by those concerns 
under freehold title, but which they 
may not be using. 

May I say that I personally spent 
many weeks in discussions CI do not 
dignify them by the name of negoti
ations) with the sugar prodtLcers on 
this very matte1·. I did not do so be
cause of nny resolution passed in tile 
the last Legislature. It was obviously 
a natural thing that would occur to• any 
Government or any Minister, and I had 
been pursuing those discussions for 
quite a long time. I too suggested to 
the sngar producers that it would be 
a very good thing for them if they 
exchanged what appeared to be a some
what tenuous title for a firm freei1old 
title, and gh·e up in exchange front 
lands which they held freehold, so that 

Government could distribute them to 
small farmers. 

I regret to say that the offer was 
not accepted, and for very good reason::. 
I do not blame t he sugar producers at 
all; they were acting on very firm legal 
adYice of foeir own. They pointed out 
that licences of occupanry of ancient 
status-during Her Majesty's pleasure 
- were very good titles indeed, and that 
so long as the licensee occupied thosE: 
lands and 11setl them for the purpose 
for which the licence was granted, it 
was inconceirnble that they could in any 
way be interfererl with. 

In other words foey were ad,·ised, 
anrl they accepted th e advice that 
D.H.M.P. wns a very favourable title. 
Consequently their answer was "Thank 
you. We have titles with which we are 
satisfied. Why should we giYe up free
hold lands in front in exchange for bar:k 
lands for which we already hold so firm 
a t itle?" No one can blame them for 
taking a decision like that. 

Let me say something more in 
favour of the sugar producers. The 
sugar pr.oducers of British Guiana haYe 
dealt yery well indeed with t his country 
so far as unused lands are concerned. 
We all know foat when a sugar com
pany has ,1,bandonecl an estate it has 
gfren the land on extremely favourable 
tern1s to the Government for the use of 
the people. The last case is Cane 
Grove which was abandoned for the 
purpose for which it was being used, 
and foe Company glclxe it for nothing. 

It is quite true that proYiding for 
the unemployed workers became a 
heaYy GoYernment liability, neyertheless 
it ·was a gracio t1s and generous act 
when the owners gave the land away 
for nothing :and also sold to Govern
ment t he adjoining estat e, La Bonne 
M.ere, for only $60,000. I remember too 
when, unfortunately for this country, 
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all the sugar estates in Esse<tuibo went 
out. I iiave personal knowledge because 
when I was young I spent many a 
holiday on that coast and I know what 
a grand place it was when sugar was 
"king" down there. The sugar Com
panies sold to Government pra•:!tically 
the whole of their lands on that coast 
for $100,000. 

I repeat that the sugar producers 
have done well by this country with 
respect to the disposal of their land 
whenever foey abandoned an e,,tate. 
But while an estate is in being, if they 
ha1·e surplus Janel, quite obviously they 
would wish to sell it for the .best price. 
It is indeed the duty of the manage
ment, in t he interest of the sharehold
ers, to sell s11ei1 land for the best possi
ble price. Consequently, it is right and 
proper that, in the public interest and 
for the protectio1{ of the management, 
there should be compulsory powers of 
a,cquis•ition at an economic price such 
as are provided for in this Bill. If 
this prohibition were put, it would mean 
that in no case at all land partially 
occupied in foe opinion of anybody can 
be compulsorily acquired. I do appeal 
to the hon, Member to realize that it 
would, to a large extent, reduce the 
powers this 'Bill seeks to give. 

Mr. Ramphal: I feel there is a 
great deal of weight in the argument 
of the hon. Mo,·er who has jm;t silOken. 
I would like to say that i1e mnst admit 
there is also cogent argument on this 
side of ithe amendment. Would the ho~1. 
~\foyer be agreeable to making the posi
tion of the owner a little stronger so 
that the point which the hon. Member 
1 Mr. Luckhoo) has brought out would be 
established beyond all doubt whgte.ver. 
I am su,re if that were clone, we could 
leave Mer the point of beneficial occu
pation until we get there. We will 
witildraw the amendment for this only. 
I am snre the hon. Mover would find 
a great deal in that course. I do sug
gest it. 

Sir Frank McDavid: Until I see 
the nature of the amendment of the 
new clauses, I cannot give an under
taking like that- It may he that the 
amendment will completely destroy 
the effect. 

The Attorney Gene1·al: With ref
erence to the remarks of tile hon. 
Member, Mr. Ramphal, I would suggest 
that the amendment, as it has been 
mon~d, at the moment is not a partic
ularly happy one even in the pres,ent 
contex.t. Leaving out for the moment 
the motil-e of the amendment, I would 
suggest it would be better in another 
part of the Bill. Ti1e reason is, that 
the definition of land settlement deals 
with projects, and the last element is 
only ,a second consideration. The defi
nition says : 

"Land Settlement 1Scheme includes any 
project intended to secure land for the 
establishment of farmers as an organised 
settlement or for distribution by sale, lease 
or otherwise to persons individually for 
agricultuual purposes.'' 

"T,o lease," was, as it were, brought 
in incidentally and the proviso quaii
fication deals specifically with the land. 
I would suggest with respect to that 
view, if the hon. Member wisi1es to 
pursue his point that it would be better 
to bring it forward at anothe1· stage. 
I would suggest it be put in the new 
clause 7 that it would not be in the 
public interest for lands to be acquired 
i.f they are beneficially occupied lands. 
I am not advocating that at this stage, 
but it would be better to put it thel'e 
rather tiian in the definition of "LanLl 
Settlement," as there you are dealing 
with the project of settling farmers. I 
therefore advise the hon. Membet· to 
withdraw the amendment completely 
and, if he feels he onght to do so, bring 
it forward at another stage. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I do not cross words 
with the hon. the Atto1·ney General in 
t'espeot of the happiness of the amend-
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[Mr. Luckhoo] 
ment, but I would with respect and 
deference, point out to him that I would 
agree with him entirely if. the defi
nition of "Land Settlement" iiad stopped 
at "establishment of farmers as an 
organised settlement.'" But, it goe3 on 
to say "or for distribution," Distribu
tion of land not in that project but for 
sale, lease or otherwise to persons indi
vidually. 

It is because. of that fact that 
normally on the face of it land settle
ment _to tenants goes beyond the pale of 
land sdtlement scheme. It is because 
of that I have introduced this amend
ment here. In foe interval since it is 
suggested-and one does not wish to be 
difficult-it may be introduced and 
perhaps gain the support of the hon. 
Mover ·of the motion as an amendment 
to clause 7 (1). I will withdraw the 
amendment, and when clause 7 (1) is 
before the Committee we will see how 
we can present it to expre:::s the 
general v iew we have heard on the 
subject. 

·The Chairman: If your argument 
is correct, Mr. Luckhoo, the amendment 
made is not to clause 2. Your sugges • 
tion is, you have another opportunity 
of doing so. You haye tu consider 
whether it is not C"!ause 2 foat should 
be appropriately amended along your 
lines. You are contending that it does 
involve lands which could be benefi~ial
ly occupied. ·In my opinion it does. 
It has the meaning that the words in 
th~ definition "for agricultural pur
poses" would convey . the inclusion of 
1.ands not so beneficially occupied. 

That being your contention you 
seem to be rigi1t when yon spoke. 
'I'herefore, I would Ray it is not a happy 
moment to 'w ithdraw the amendment. 
[ think it fihonld be left there for fur
ther consideration, and we pass on. I 
think that is a compromise I should 
make. Perhaps the hon. the Attorney 

Gen.era! may himself change his mind. 
We all understand what the position is. 
I do not hav.e to put the amendment, 
and I do not want to put that. Let that 
particular question be held over. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I have never 
given my reasons. 

The Chairman: You are opposing 
the amendment as a suggestion. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I am opposing 
the idea. 

The Chairman: You are .saying 
that you do not wish a prohibition of 
that kind to 1be introduced in the Bill, 
because it would prevent the acquisition 
of land for ]and s,ettlement which is not 
beneficially occupied wholly, but in 
respect of which a proje~t is involv.ed in 
the public interest. It is desired that 
whatever lands Government wants in 
the pubJic interest can be taken posses
sion of. 

The position in English law is 
that you do not sell or dispose of t!te 
project. If you cease the operation 
you should give the owner an oppor .. 
tunity of owning it. 

Mr. Cummings: I would like yol1 
to permit me to express my view, Sir. 
I am entirely in agr.eement with the 
Attorney General for the reason that 
this clause seeks to enable one to 
establish a land settlement scheme and, 
as .s uch, it has nothing to do with the 
qu.estion of what type of land it is. What 
I understand the Attorney General to 
~ay is that it is not necessary in thiP 
Bill to define ",beneficial occupation" or 
occupation on the land. It would 
be illogical to p ut that here. It states 
th11t: 

'· Land Settlement scheme includes any 
project intended to secure land fo1· the 
establishment of farmers as an orga~iseci 
settlement or for distribution by sale, 
lease or otherwise to persons individually 
for agricultural purposes." 
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The question as to whether the ]and 
is beneficiall~T oecupied or not is rele
vant to this definition, and I would just 
like to record my view. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I am very glad 
that the hon. Member has reiterated 
what he said originally-at the opening 
of this debate-that in practice or in 
effect Government does not intend to 
interfere with land that is beneficially 
.occupied. It has been stated that the 
definition "land settlement" relates to 
land for the establishment of farms 
as an organised settlement or for dis
tribution by sale, lease or otherwise to 
persons individually for agricultural 
purposes. 

Let us see how this would work in 
practice: "A" has some land which is 
beneficially occupied but Government 
comes along and clears that land and 
then s.ells it to " B" for .other purposes; 
one cannot say that the land was not 
b.eing beneficially occupied in the first 
instance, since there would hav.e to be a 
sharp meaning as to what is "beneficial 
occupation". The point I am making is 
that if we are not going to go outside 
for a system wh-ereby we would use land 
which is beneficially occupied already, 
the duty of the Land Settlement Depart
ment w.ould be to give freehold title to 
settlers wherev.er possible. 

The Chairman: The hon. Member 
(Mr. Sugrim Singh) has gone into the 
general question as to whether any land 
that is beneficially occupied should re
main so. It has been already suggested 
(by Mr. Luckhoo) that so long as land 
is occupied for any agricultural purpose 
that is beneficial occupation within the 
definition given in this Bill. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: That is exactly 
my oprnion also. That has been ,;aid, in 
effect, by the Member for Laibour, 
Health a nd Housing, and also by the 
hon. Mover of this motion. Referen·ce 
has been mad.e to what is known as the 

"front lands" on sugar eslates and if 
we press this amendment it would, in 
effe~t. be a barrier against the u.se of 
say " front lands'' on sugar estates 
which might be said to be beneficially 
occupied. 

Mr. Cummings: Just to a point of 
conection : I do not remember dealing 
with that at all. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: My reference 
was to both the Member for Housing 
and the Member for Agriculture. I 
now r.each the hon. Member (Mr. 
Cummings) . We do not see him often 
in this Council-

Mr. Cummings: The hon. Member 
is not often here to see me. If he looks 
at the record of attendanc.e he will see 
my name. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The point is, 
under this Housing Ordinance, Cap. 
182, these front lands can be compul
sorily acquired, and there is no question 
of beneficial occupation arising : the 
only snag is market value. Now it is not 
the policy of this Council to call the 
name of any particular estate, but we 
want land for hous ing, not only land 
settlement, and I am saying that under 
t he Hous ing Ordinance the Member for 
Housing should get all these lands 
whi~h no effort has been hither to made 
to get, instead of going aback of all 
those places. Sur·elr Government can 
take these lands, wher e no question of 
beneficial occupation arises, and give 
them out, 15 acl'es to each man. 

We a re talking about putting 
homes on well drained lands. I am not 
a g.eologist m· an agl'i.culturalis,t, but I 
feel that while cer tain lands are totally 
unsuitable for ap:ricultural purposes, yet 
some can be t 11 rnecl into the site of 
attractive hous ing estates. We have seen 
Bookers build up housing estates from 
swamp land~. Perhaps I can elicit some
thing from the 1VIembe1· for Housing as 
I understand he has not had occasion for 

i 



226i Acquisition of Land 3RD MAY, 1957 (Land Set.) Bill-Jn Com. 2262 

[Mr. Sugrim Singh] 

using ,the Housing Ordinanc,e in this 
particular r.espect. 

Mr. Ramphal: In considering this 
amendment I suggest we should not 
take into account the pos.sible eff.ect on 
any particular person or group of per
sons of what w.e are trying to do. We 
should reject that approach ent ir,ely, 
and I t hink the hon. Member who moved 
the amendment would be willing to 
withdraw it in favour of something to 
be put forward by Government. I would 
suggest that the mover withdraw it. 

Mr. Cummings: Before that is done, 
Sir it is not clear to me what Mr . 
Sugrim Singh is suggesting. Is it t hat 
we should acquire land for one purpose 
and then use it for another? I am afraid 
my reasoning is such that I cannot see 
the r.elevance of the application of the 
Housing Ordinance to what is happen
ing here at the moment. As far as land 
for housing is concerned, we have it. We 
hav,e all the land that can be ·used for 
the targ.et set, and there is no question 
of our wanting land and not being able 
to get it . When we could not get it, we 
threatened acquisition and we got it. 

My fri.end referred to the Sugar 
Estat es, but as far as I know t heir 
hous ing programme is progressing sat
isfactorily; people are being giv.en loans 
and land and a s ubstantial number of 
houses has been built. So I do not think 
I can be of help as the hon. Member 
desir es. 

The Attorn;ey General : May I just 
say this : this particular amendment is 
basic to the argument put up through
out the debate by the "opposition"-if 
I may say so. I would say if t his amend
ment i.s to go in it is so important that 
it deserv.es a clause all to itself. But in 
any event I would urge the hon. Mover 
of the amendment to withdraw it be
cause a definition clause is always 
unhappy if it is encumbered ·with a 
proviso. It is always easy to say what 

''A'' is : "A" is " that ", and if there 
is a.ny fundamental qualification I 
would say it would be happier and 
easier to put it in t he body of the Bill. 

The Chairman: I think the hon. 
Member is on safe ground when he says 
that. The Attorney General is quite 
right, Mr. Luckhoo-the whole question 
can be better dealt with as a clause and 
not a proviso. 

Mr. Luckhoo : Yes, Sir. 

The Chairman: In the meant.hue 
you might think it out. 

Mr. Luckhoo: Yes, Sir. 

Amendment withdrawn. Clause 2 
d.eferred. 

Clause 3. - Plowe1· of Governor in 
Council to declare a lum.d S'ettlement 
s~henie a 7)2iblic work uncle1· section 8 of 
Chc11p,te1· 179 . 

Sfr Frank McDavid : I beg to move 
an amendment which has been circu
lated, that is, to substitute the word 
"Principal" for the word "afu!·esaid" iu 
the fif,th and s ixth lines. 

Mr. Sugl'im Singh: I want i o 
amend this clause by t he insertion of 
another subclause : 

" Where the Governor in Council de
cides to acquire an y land under this 
Ordinance it shall serve a notice on the 
owner giving him such time as the 
Governor in Council may determine with
in which the land is to be beneficially 
occupied. If at the end of one year from 
the service of the notice the said land is 
not beneficially occupied, then the land 
or such portion shall be liable to acquisi
tion under this Ordinance." 

Sir, I beg to move this amendment. 

The Chairman: The Attorney Gen
eral would like to have it in writing. It 
cannot be put into the Bill by word of 
mouth. The Attorney General, who is a 
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very imporfaRt person indeed, has to 
look at it and give it his certificate he
fore the Governor can give his assent to 
t he Bill. That is why I am asking hon. 
lVI.embers to put their amendments in 
written form. It makes it so difficult 
for everybody if t hey are not. You are 
ass uming everybody has your grasp of 
it. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I agree entirely, 
but amendments have been sprung on 
us-

Sir Frank McDavid: Yes, in writing. 

The Chairman : You may go on 
speaking, Mr. Sugrim Singh. 

Mr. Sugrirn Singh : The principle 
of serving notice is one that is observed 
in property matters. Supposing that a 
property is not you rs and you propose 
to acquire it; ther.e is no provision in 
this Bill for any notice. This is contrary 
to the practice in England where a 
notice is given for five years, and in 
some cases eight years. 

I do ask the ·Council to consider the 
question of notice. As soon as the Gov
ernor in Council decides to acquire a 
block of land, I think it is rig.ht and 
proper tha,t notice be giv.en to t he owner 
of t he land. Is there any compulsory 
acquis ition law anywhe,re in the world 
under which notice is not given to the 
owner of the land? I am not asking for 
five years' no,tice, because one has to 
bear in mind that land is urg,ently re
quired, but I t hink it should be a reason
able per iod. Before the mechanics of ac
quisition have been completed the notice 
,-, ill have run its time. The owner of 
the land should be told that if he does 
not do something about it Government 
wo·uld take steps ,to aC'quire the land. 

Sir Frnnk McDavid: I submit that 
t he hon. Member is completely confused 
in his thinking. He is confusing this 
matte!.' with action under a law su..:h as 
t he Agricultural Holdings Acts of Eng-

land which is designed to e nforce proper 
agricmltural practice· by tenants. The 
purpose of this Bill is entirely different. 
It is to t ry to acquire un.beneficially 
occupied land; not to force somebody 
who has land and is not beneficially 
occupying it to do so. I have tried to get 
into the minds of the "oppos,ition" th~ 
fact that I t hink that in this ,country of 
ours in the next 10 years there is goi11g 
to ,be a debacl·e. for the simp.]e reason 
that there .are going to be thousands of 
children growing up who will want land 
and cannot get it. 

I tried to tell them that there are 
thousands of acres of unused lands on 
the rivers. I tried t o explain to t hem 
both privately and in public that the 
best approach to land development is up 
those r ivers, b.ecause we have almost 
come to the end of our tether in reclaim
ing wasted swamps. We are going to 
spend $8 million on the engineering 
arrangements in Blocks I and IL $7 
million on external works in the 
Boerasirie, and another $8 million will 
be req·uired to complete the internal 
works. Heaven knows what we would 
have to spend in putting the lands 
behind Crabwood Creek in ord,er. 

We have come to the stage where 
t he logical dev,elopment has to t ake place 
on the riverain lands which have been 
occupied in the past and have yi.eldecl 
crops in the past. Is the hon. Member 
seriously suggesting that if we adopted 
the r ecommendation made by Mr. Lord 
when he was Commissioner of Lands 
and Mines, that Government should 
acqu ire all the privately owned lands •up 
the D.emerara River up to Wismar and 
start to settle people along those lands ? 
suppose we decide to adopt that as a 
policy, are we solemnly going to give 
notice to a faw people along t he river 
banks that if they do not beneficially 
occupy their plots of land Government 
would acquire them? 

The hon. Member is only thinking 
of some estate being taken from an 
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own.er who has failed to farm properly, 
as under the Act in England. The 
answer to that is contained in the pro• 
vision in the clause which gives the 
Commissioners power to decide whether 
it is in the public interest to take an 
area of land. In the amendment to be 
moved the owner has the right to call 
for the appointment by the Governor of 
a Commission whose function will be to 
investigate and determine what the 
owner himself requir.es for his agri
cultural purpose. There is no need to be 
fearful. The hon. Member need not in
sert something in the Bill which would 
cau~ it to misfire-something quite 
outside the nature and object of the 
Bil l. 

The Chafrman: Does anyone wish 
to speak on the amendment which has 
been distributed? 

Rev. Mr. Bobb: While I quite ap
preciate the contention of the hon. 

Mover of the ;imendment it is clear that 
it seeks to reintroduce the very element 
which wa,s agreed upon to b~ omitted 
from the definit ion or interpretation 
of beneficial occupation, and would 
raise a completely different issue and 
form a new basis for the Bill as a 
whole, because the land would have to 
be found to be not beneficially occupied 
before any steps could be taken. That 
very phrase it has been agreed to 
remove, and to reintroduce it in this 
amendment would be to go back on the 
stand already taken. To introduce it 
in the definition of "land settlement" 
would r emove from the Commissioners 
what is already provided for them in 
clause 7 (2) (a ) . I suggest that the 
hon. Member reconside1'. his amend
mcn t. 

Mr. Luckhoo: May I state what I 
think is at the back of the rn ind of the 
mover of the amendment? It is t hat 
the fact that land has not been 
beneficially occupied for a number of 
ye'ars may be due largely to th,e eco-

nomic position of the owner, or to a 
number of other reasons. I think what 
he is endeavouring to urge is that If 
that same land were put into beneficial 
o~cupation Government would not take 
it away. Would it then not be fair to 
the owner of the land to warn him that 
if he did not put it into beneficial occu
pation Government would acquire it in 
lhe interest of the community-Gov,em
ment would acquire it and distribute it 
to others. What is being sought, so 
far as I can read into the suggested 
amendment, is a period of gra~e which 
is not entii'ely unknown in such mat
ters. Maybe the words of the amend
ment do not convey fully the idea which 
is at the back of the hon,. Member's 
mind, 1but what is sought is some clause 
which would provide a period of grace 
so that a person who owns land would 
know that if his land is lying aban
doned, or if he is not using it in a man
ner which could benefit the country, it 
would be taken from him. 

I think in Mr. Frank Brown's report 
the words used are a period of grace, 
taxation, or compulsory acquisition. I 
think the hon. Mover of the Bill should 
bear in mind that the amendment seeks 
to put forward the idea of a period uf 
grace. 

Sir Frank McDavid : The hon. 
Member has again overlooked my argu
ment that ther,e is a strong case for the 
owner of land in the clause which sets 
out the Commissioners' functions. 

If the Commissioners conceiv.e that 
any ownel' requires his land for agricul
tural purposes, we say that the Commis
sioners are ,enti-tled to let him keep his 
land. It is quite unnecessary to give a 
grace period for that ownel' lo be free 
to hav.e his own land for agriculture. 
He can tell the Commissioners "I have 
1,000 acl'es a nd I wan.t 300 for cultiva
t ion. I have not done it as yet but I 
am about to prepal'e it to produ~.e." He 
would ,establish tha.t and so would 
retain that land. This period of grace 
is inconsistent and quite unnecessary. 
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Mr. Ramphal: I am one of those 
who should s uppor t t he idea of a period 
of grace. I refer to the statement by 
the expert, Mr. Frank Brown, whose 
advice was taken in this particula r 
matter. Any ordinary negotiation takes 
six months from the time it sta rts 
to t he time it ends. I am very deeply 
impressed with the argument j ust 
adduced that t here is some provision, 
whether ample enough is a matter of 
degree, for the owner to make represen
tation to the Committee. But that is 
not really what has impressed me most. 
The one that impresses me is the dis
t inction between taking large blocks of 
land and taking an individual piece of 
land. I can quite see the force of 
argument. 

You can give a period of gra~.e 
when taking a piece of land, for dis
trihution, but when you are taking a 
J,.rge 'block of land in reality it 
would be nonsense giving everybody a 
notice because, if you did, one could by 
himself block the operations. While I 
am wedded to the idea of the equity of 
providing a period of grace, I think it 
should apply mostly to where a small 
piece of land is taken. The hon. Mover 
suggests we can find t he answer in the 
evidence before the Commissioners. In 
that case I am suggesting to the hon. 
Mover of the amendment that maybe 
we can more forcibly put it in at that 
par ticular point. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: As mentioned 
by the hon. Member, I have had in mind 
all along this question of a period of 
grace. Wherever the·re has been com
pulsory acquisi tion of land, as far as 
I know-I have my procedure to some 
extent in the Laws of England-ther e 
has always been a period of grace. The 
accepted authorities-Mr. Frank Brown 
and the World Bank Mission - all agree 
on the question of per iod of gra~e. I 
can go on making ridic-ulous r.eferences, 
but what I do have in mind is the case 
where a ~~n due ,to no fault or hi& but 

·---~ - ---

economic conditions over which he has 
no control, cannot beneficially occupy 
his land as there is no drainage. Gov
ernment wants t o acquire his land com
pulsorily. A period of gra~.e, it strikes 
me, is very essential. It has been sug
gested that I should bring this amend-· 
ment at a later s tage. That may v.ery 
possibly be in an appropriate context, 
but I am pressing t his amendment 
whether here or any other part of this 
Bill. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I am going 
to speak on this for t he last time. This 
measur.e has not been introduced in 
order to t ake away people's estates here 
and there in this country. That is 
obviously not the case and that falla
cious idea has produced a lot of confu
sion in the minds of the people of the 
country. The hon. Member is thinking 
of our going to Essequibo and taking 
away all the land we find there. The 
object of t his Bill is to get lancl that is 
not beneficially occupied and statt to 
prepare it as soon as possible for the 
next generation. 

I cannot speak for the next Gov
.ernment, but it is not intended that we 
should go- and select individual estates 
here and there and say -the~• are not 
benefidally occupied and must be taken 
over. I do not know how such an idea 
can get into the mind of the hon. Mem• 
ber or anybody. It is very unfortunate 
t hat has happened, and I do appeal to 
the hon. Member not t o go on saying 
that t his Bill is designed to take away 
people's property . 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: We are mak
ing a law which is going to be on the 
Statute Book of the Colony. How can 
equity creep in when we are going to 
put the power in the hands of people to 
do it. If Government wishes to pass 
this Bill it can go ahead. We have 
tried to co-operate. The hon. Member, 
Rev. Mr. Bobb, mentioned that the 
question of benefi'.!ial occupation has 
Q~er ru~e~ out. A:p:par.ently

1 
he· h~s not 
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been lis tening lo the debate. W.e have 
decided on the suggestion of the hon. 
the Attorney General to try lo raise it 
again. ·We are ffrm on beneficial occu
pation. As to whether Government 
accepts it is another matter. What we 
a re saying is that wherever there is 
compulsory acquis•ition there has been 
a period of grace as in England. I 
speak subject to correction. In Bar
bados, there is· a period of grace for 
two years. Hel'e in British Guiana 
there is not such an urgent necessity 
for land that it cannot be given. All 
we ask for is a year. It is a democratic 
right consdstent with proprieta t·y right 
of t he people whm,e lanrls are to be 
compulsorily acquired. 

We are in this Council making leg
islation on which others will be acting. 
Who knows what is going to happen in 
the next 10 years? Unless they go to 
Hansard they will not know the inten
tion of ,the Legislature. Law is inter
preted on what app.ears in the Statute 
Book. The statement is made that 
Government is not going to take land!l 
beneficially occupied, but where is it 
mentioned in .this Bill? What rights 
has a landowner under this Bill if Gov
ernment wants to take away his land 
which is beneficially occupied? In this 
Legislative Council we are making laws 
for the entire countn·, and I do ask 
that a periorl of grace be g'ive:n and that 
Government accepts the p1·inciple thnt i~ 
consistent with what exisits wherever 
there is land acquisition in the Com
monwealth. 

Rev. Mr. Robb : I am afraid my 
hon. Friend misunderstood what I said 
I was speaking on the amendment 
which says:" 

"If at the end o.f one year from the 
service of the notice, the said land is not 
beneficially occupied, then the land or 
such portion shall be liable to acquisition 
µnder this Ordinance:" · 

The el.ement of occupation is intro
duced in a completely different context. 
\.Yhat I said was, it is taken out of the 
c.onteXJt of land scltkrnent and in t.ro
du~ed in a completely different context. 
Further, if the Commissioners ar.e 
going to be authorized to examine the 
cases before t hem in thB light of whnt 
we have heard, the reasonable require
ments of the land for agricult11re mu st 
include the owner's consideration a~ to 
what he intends t o clo with his Janel. I 
cannot subscribe to the idea that until 
Government s ays it wants a piece of 
land, then the owner mu st begin to look 
nfter that land and make it of benefi
cial use. Let us suppose that some
body did not have a thought of using 
the land beneficially until he heard that 
the land was wanted by Government, I 
still do not think he should be given a ..,, 
year of grace be ~ause of that. My 
contention is not that there should be 
no period of grace, but that if a 11eriod 
of grace must be given it must be put 
in some part of the Bill which has to 
do with the question of negoti:ition 
with the owner and not t ied with the 
question as to whether or not the land 
is beneficially occupied. That is what 
I want to emphasize . 

Government wants your land and 
it is not beneficially occupied. S0 the 
Commissioners would make their 
examination and, according to this 
Bill , the Governor has to say so. I 
would like to pursue the question of 
beneficial occupation in the rice in
dustry. If one person is to b~ given 
some time to defeat the rice industry; 
i t one person is to be given some 
time to defeat the considera~ions of 
the Commissioners, whatever the 
period of grace may be, I do not .see 
that should be where the land is not 
beneficially occupied. According tq 
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my hon. Friend's meaning of the term 
''period of grace" it should be granted 
in order that an owner could put h is 
property in order so that Government 
cannot acquire it whatever his inten
tions are. 

I think it is quite legitimate to 

give a person some time to examine 
his own situation from all possible 
angles so that in his negotiations he 
will have the advantage of putting 
forward every possible point in his 
favour. He may use some period of 
grace to have a second thouglit, but 
not to put hi,:; land in beneficial 
occupation. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I have no 
desire to carry on any sparring con
test, with anyone on the English 
language. I know that beneficial 
occupation used in any context mear.s 
beneficial occupation. My hon. Frienll 
who has just spoken has indicated his 
agr eement to this period of grace. 

Rev. Mr. Bob.b : I am speaking of 
the existence of the per iod in r espect 
of the negotiation so as not to hurry 
the owner into making a decision one 
way or the other as to his intentions 
to establish that beneficial occupation. 
I think if Government wants him to 
beneficially occupy his estate Govern
ment would t ax him. 

The intention of the Bill is not to 
meet all purposes, or to enable people 
to use their land better. It is to enable 
land to be acquired for land settle
ment, which is a different thing. The 
hon. Member (Mr . Sugrim Singh) 
began at one end by r eferring to the 
necessity for a period of grace, but-

Mr. Sugrim Singb: I was quoting 
the hon. Member. I said emphatically 

"a period of negotiation" 
would ask hon. Members 

and l 
of t his 

Council whether it could be said that 
''a per iod of grace" is synonymous 
with "a period of negotiation." When, 
and only when, negotiations have teen 
made possible should there be a right 
to acquire land compulsorily. In other 
words, after one has decided to 
acquire, steps will be taken to make 
negotiations with the owner of t he 
land in accordance with such a 
decision. I cannot follow the view of 
the hon. Member; I have heard some 
people speak against this Bill and I 
have also heard others support it. 

The Chairman: May I have the 
benefit of the last few words spoken 
by the hon. Ivlr. Bobb? 

Rev. Mr. Bobb: I was saying, 
Sir, that it depends very largely upon 
my learned Friend's ability to under-
5tand what I have said. 

The Chairman: There is an amend
ment t ied to this clause 3, - that we 
s ubstitute the word "Principal" for 
the word ''aforesaid" . If hon. Mem
ber.s look at this clause they would 
see that the Governor in Council has 
the power "to declare any land settle
ment scheme to be a public work" for 
the purposes of the Ordina.nce, "and 
c •. " 1·eafter the provLsions of the Or
dinance shall apply in relation to t he 
acquisition of any land for the 
purposes of such schemes." The clause 
does not say that before the Order is 
made by the Goveror in Council, (de
claring a land settlement scheme to be 
a public work) there should be any 
negotiat ions for acquiring the land, 
and as regards the application of the 
Order to t he land in question, the 
cla use does not say ''may", but "shall". 
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I can only presume th at these words 
ar e going to remain . 

Sir Frank McDavid: We must be 
practical and realistic. Everybody 
k,nows what happens in a case like 
thts; one must approach the owner· of 
the land, I submit, and speak to him 
about it. Within a few weeks per
haps, the price is worked out and the 
negotiations take place. That i.s what 
usually happens. 

The Chairman: Ordinarily, those 
steps would have to be taken after th<: 
termination of the crop,s. The owner 
would have to be asked to give per
mission to enter the land-where either 
party had not received sufficient 
notice - and the notice might be 
accompanied with a request (from the 
intended purchaser) to allow him to 
examine the land. Some authorities 
say that s1uch a notice must be of 
necessity to reach the owner. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I will ask 
plainly and simply that the ame,nd
ment be put. If it is the wish of the 
majority it will be carried. 

Mr. Ramphal: I would like to 
point out that I do not think sections 
4 and 5 of the Principal Or dinance are 
in any way affected by the present 
Bill. If my contention is right, I am 
the one who would be most blame
·worthy in drawing attention to the 
fact, but I do feel the force of the 
argument with respect to occupying 
!>locks of land. I ,see the force in that, 
and if we can arrive at a formula 
whereby that would be safeguarded, 
and the interest of the individual also, 
I would be most happy. Sections 4 
and 5 (of the Principal Ordinance), 

if they .still operate, would appear Lo 
be to provide the answer in some way 
to this question that is now being 
debated. 

The hon. Mover of the Bill has, in 
:>, way, indicated that during this 
period of negotiation everything would 
b'e known, but the law says that the 
Governor in Council may authorize 
persons to enter the premises for the 
purposie of carrying out certain 
services and so on. 

Sir Frank McDavid: If the hon. 
Member agrees that clause 3 of the 
Bill should be considered, I will read 
it so that the point will J10t be missed. 
It says: 

" 3. Subject to the provisions of section 
6 of this Ordinance, it shall be lawful for 
the Governor in Council, by order 
published in the Gazette under section 3 
of the Acquisition of Lands for Public 
Purposes Ordinance, (hereinafter referred 
to as the Principal Ordinance), to declare 
any land settlement scheme to be a public 
work for the purposes of the aforesaid 
Ordinance, and thereafter the provisions 
of that Ordinance shall, subject to the 
modifications hereinafter stated, apply in 
relation to the acquisition of any land for 
the purposes of such scheme." 

I will ,say that all the provisions 
of the Principa l Ordinance do apply 
except when nullified by a specific 
amendment in the Bill itself. We need 
not have any fear of such provisions 
as period of grace, notification of 
action by the Governor in Council, 
reports by Surveyors and so on; all 
those things will have their proper 
place under this Ordinance. 

Mr. Ramphal: Therefore all these 
things in this Bill would apply. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: That is a moot 
point. I am not thinking of seven days 
in the future, nor am I thinking of 
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seven clays' notice in relation t o Lhc 

World Bank report. I have been 
actually s ubmerged with questions as 
to why Mr. Frank Brnwn was specially 
selected to make a report with re;;pect 
to Brit ish Guiana. As rega rds ih~ 
question of negotiation, I may state 
that the principle of a fixed µeriod is 
mentioned in Ha lsbury's Laws of 
~ngland, an d th e idea is to g ive a 
chance to both s ides to negotiate. 

The Attorney General: I think 
the last speaker is somewhat confused 
in his mind in that a period of g race 
is provided in the New Zealand Ac(", 

as in the United Kingdom Act, which 
deals with the -problem of getting a r ela
tively sma ll amount of th e land t hat 

exis ts for a relatively large increase 
of population. Today, a period of gn1ce 
is not to be found in the present Act 
iu England. I think most people will 

ag-1·ee wi t h me thnt the ownership of 
r•roperty i,uposes not only a r ight but 
,ilso a responsibili ty in these clays when 
everybody is siri \ ing to maintain an 
i111p rovemenl in the s tandard of life. 
The re is no room for irnprove-
ment and that is why in Eng
lalld one finds legislation which 
provides this period of grace an<l 
if a nyone h as land which is not in 

beneficial use within a certain time, it 
will be u1ken aw,1y from him and put 
into a beneficial 11se by others . The 
sole pm•pose of this Bill which we have 
before us, is to acquire land for land 
settlement. Ti1is Colony, t oday, is try
ing to get land which is not in benefic
ial use p11t into beneficial use, in order 
to produce more rice or whateYer it is. 
The thing that strikes me is that the 
problem is really an urgent one. Th~ 
land which is not in beneficial use is_ 
so because it is uneconomical for an_y 

landlord to put it into beneficial use 
and work it. 

The mere fact t hat tile Gorernme-nt 
is likely t o <"Ollle along and say, "we 
will t a ke t h is land" is not going to turn 
it to profitable advantage or make him 
put it into beneficial use. E ven if he 
did so in order to aYOid the Acquis ition 
Ordin2nce he muy leaye it alone for a 
year or two or it may fall into d isuse 
again, which will obl"iate the whole 
object of the a1 11endment whir11 the hon. 
Mover is seeking t o put forward. I 
\\"ould say that the practical advantage 
is really yery Ii ttle. 

i\'!:i·. S ugrim Singh: The Attorney 
General's point, as I 11nderstand it, is 
th.it if yo u g i1·c him this notice after 
his failure to .occupy the land benefic
ially for such :1 long t ime he will occupy 
it . Whose fault is it? I h ave said 
already in t h is Cha mber that it is Gov
ern111ent'!; 01-.·11 fault. Would this land 
become suitable overnight'? The usual 
arno11nt of_ capital expenditure for 
clrninag~ woi·ks would have to be put 
in to it . A change of ownership is in
rohed, from the previou/:! lnndlord to 
lhr> Gonm1mcnt or otherwise, a nd all I 
a :;k is tuat some period be g iven, not 
wiLh res1~ect io land not beneficially 
OL:i.:upied but where you have beneficial 
o::cuprrtion. 

We 11rnst r em ' mber that the law 
will be applied acl'ol'ding to wh at is on 
the Statute Books. We are going to 
take t hese la nds and turn around and 
sell tham t o other persons-because that 
is foe proYision t hat is made in t his 
Bi ll. That is the whole Bill-confus ion. 

Mr. Ramphal: May I crave the 
indulgence of t his Committee once 
more? If we a re to get a picture of 
t he whole of this operation that is going 
to t ake place, I t hink it is necessary to 
clear the air altogether. As I under-
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Against; 
stand it, and the mover of tihe Bill can 
correct me if I a m wrong, whn t will 
hap11en is, the Principal Ordinance 
r emains the Principal Ordinance, and 
where there is the intention to take a 
certain piece of Janel, sections 3, 4 and 
5 of the Principal Ordinanre beg ins to 
operate and the Gorernor in Council 
110111inates the commissioners to go into 
the matter and su1·,·eyors are s1::nt in. 
All this will take time. Then tiiere is 
the question of negotiations . That , 
too, will take time, and the o•peration 
of this legislation before us now will 
not corne in to play until or unless nego
tiations break clown . 

Now t hat, to 111y mind, is the ;,el'ies 
of .1 cts whirh "·ill take place and I 
cannot s upport the a mendment if I am 
correct in my interpretation. If I am 
mis taken I would like the h on. Mc,·c1· 
lo say so. 

Sir Frank McDav-id : I am f,ure 
the hon. Member is quite correct-he 
has eren included one 01· two s tepti 
which I forgot and which entail a 
further period of t ime. 'J.' here is a 
great deal of time to elapse between the 
uutification and foe encl-up. 

J\fr. Correia: 
the a111cndmP-n t 
sha clow-boxin~. 

I beg to move that 
be put. All this is 

The Chairman: We h ave nut clunc: 
so ba dly in this discussion. 

Question put, t he Council cliviclcd 
lnd yotecl as follows : 

F o1' : 

M:r. Sugl'im Singh 
D1·. Fraser 
Mr. Rahaman 
M1·. Correia 
l\Jr. Luckhoo.- 5 

Ayaini;t : 

!\fr. Lo1•,I 
Mrs. Dey 
Miss Collins 
Rev. lVl:J'. Bobb 
i\'.lr. Rampha~ 
Mr. Tello 
Mr. G~jraj 
).\'Ir. Farnum 

Mr. l{endall 
M r. Cummings 
Sir Frank McDavid 
'fhc Financial 

Sec1·etary 
T'1c Attorney General 
The Chief Sccre

(ary.-14,. 

Motion negatived. 

Clause 3 as amended passed. 

Clause 4.-Modification of appli
cation of Chapte1· 17!) wh en lancl re
qnin d /01· lancl settle111ent sche111e. 

Sir Frank i\fcDavid : I beg to 
more t he following amendments to fois 
clause : Par:igraph ( a) : t he s11bstitu
tion of the words "the Principal'' for 
the \\'Ord "that'' appear ing in t he first 
lin e; paragraph ( b) : (a)-the inser
tion of the word "P rincipal'' between 
the words "the" and .. Ordinance'' in 
the first line; and, (b)-the deletion 
of the ,vorcl "aforesaid'' in the s·econcl 
line ; paragraph (c) : (a)- the in
sertion o:i: the word "Principal" be
tween the words " the" a nd "Or
dinance" in t he first line and (b) -
the deletion of the word .. aforesaid." 

Mr. Su grim Singh: I wis,h to 
1110Ye an amend1nent to this cla use h:v 
ihc cleletion of , the whole of sub-pn ra
g-raph ( c) . I do ask that this amend
ment be ar·cepted so that sections 19 
awl 22 of ·Cirnpter 17!), not hadng been 
repealed, would apply. It would a ppear 
from ~ection 1D th:it it strikes at t he 
'.ieart of this Bill and it is 111 0 1·e or 
i~ ss repugnant. 

Sir Frank McDavid : lVIay I say 
;1i onc-c ihat Gurernment is prepared to 
·1Jlo\\" r;eclion 22 to remain. 

!\fr. S ugrim Singh : I am ver y 
gh rl tu hea r that. In order to get a t 
r•ne's tar get sometimes one has to use 
a decoy. 
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Sir Frank McDavid: But not 
section 19. 

Mr. Sugrirn Singh: I would like 
to repeat that section 19 is repugnant, 
and I say no further. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I beg to move the 
deletion of the words r.nd figures "and 
22" from stl'b-paragraph (c) . 

Mr. Ramphal: I take it now that 
the hon. Member has moved that amend
ment, he himself is going to suggest 
that the productive value has to be 
increased; "(a,) '' takes care of this 
particular point and that is why Gov
ernment has yielded that ground. 

Sir Frank l\fcDavid : In that case 
the word "sections'' in (c) should be 
in the singular. 

Amendment of sub-paragra-phs (a) 
and (b) as proposed agreed to. Sub
paragraph (c ) amended to read: 

" ( c) tile provisions of section 
1D of the Principal Ordinance shall 
not have effect." 

Clause 4, as amended, passed. 

Clause 5.- Metlwd of assessment 
of comvensation. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I move the 
deletion of subclause ( 1) of clause (5) 
and the substitution therefor of the 
new subclanse (1 ) in _the list of amen.d
ment:;, whit'h reads : 

" (1) The provisions of paragraph (a) 
o[ section 18 of the Principal Ordinance 
shall not have effect, and in assessing the 
value of land or of any interest therein 
acquired compulsorily under the pro
visions of this Ordinance. regard shall be 
had to the following provisions, that is to 
say --- " 

Mr. Ramphal: I should normally 
have opposed this amendment jn view 

of what I said .about inconsistency, 
but in view of what Government is 
going to do I cannot object. 

Sir Frank McDavid: There is no 
inconsistency of principle in the case 
of buildings, plant and machinery on 
land which is not beneficially occupied. 
It is quite obvious that foe market value 
should be in relation to the true worth 
of the assets. The whole trouble about 
land is that there is extremely high 
inflation whici1 does not arise in the 
case of buildings and machinery. I 
ha,·e to say that because I do not want 
the hon. Member to think there is no 
answer to the point. 

Mr. Ramphal: I could give an 
answer to ·what the i1on. Member has 
just said, but I do not think any pur
pose would be served by doing so. 

Clause 5, as amended, agreed to. 

Clause 6.-A warcl and assessment. 
of fcii.1· va,lue where -!a.ncl is acqiifred. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I move the 
insertion of a new ·clause 6 as shown on 
the amendment sheet. It reads: 

"6. (1) In determining claims fur 
compensation the Court shall have power 
to consider and award to the claimant such 
additional amount as the Court deems 
necessary in orde1· to make such !!0m
pensation a fair value of the land com
pulsorily acquired under the provisions 
of the Principal Ordinance and of thi:; 
Ordinance. 

(2) In determining whether it is 
necessary to award any additional amount 
as aforesaid the Court shall consider -

(a) the nature and extent of the cslafo 
or interest of the claimar,t in. the 
land; 

(b ) the extent to which the value of 
the improvements on the land 
exceeds the value of the improve
ments normally required; 

(c) any spec_ial value that the land may 
have by reason of locality; 
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(cl) such other ·matters affecting the 
land as the Court considers rele
vant." 

This was the important amendment 
to whieh I referred whrn we began. It 
is extremely ii 11 portant berause it does 
::;eek to intrncluce what Members may 
consider a c11ange of principle. It is 
not in any way a change of prin('iple, 
because I always conceh·e that arising 
out of the Bill as printed the ow11.er 
would get a fai r rnlue for his land. 
Hcwcvu, on listening to the debate and 
realising th'e fear in the minds of hon. 
Members of adion whic•h migh t res ult 
in s0mebody being dispossessed of land 
without getting a fair ntine, I :1ga in 
examined foe New Zealand Act, anJ 
these words which haye now beun tran:,
lated into ~.he Bill with t1'e Attorney 
General's contunence aH the new 
ciause 6 ( 1) en t irely lneet the criticisms 
and fears, and in interpreting the111 
both admini;,tratiYely and in the Courts 
no one is likely to be unfairly treat ed 
in regard to t he extent of comprnsation. 
i do 1wpe hon. Members will accept 
the new clause. 

Mr. Lucl,hoo : I would like to say 
that m::.ny of us who opposed the second 
r : adi11g of this Bill were happy t o see 
the capitulation (laughterj , and I wi,;h 
to pay a compliment to Government be
cause, in its wisdom. it 1has seen fit 
tc, reflect the opinions of the "minority" 
group in this Council. I am glncl t o 
say that for a n11mb~r of r easons . I 
foink it offer s a g reater assm a nce to 
the people of the country that they are 
going to get a squar e deal, because if 
GoYernment intends t o gh·e a square 
deal it, should say so. One does not pre
sume to St1ggPst that it was not the 
intention of this Government to gjye a 
square deal, but \'I C felt that in the 
mnnner and for m in wi1il'}:l t he :Si)! was 

worded owners of land would not have 
h~td an opportunity of receiving a fair 
rnluation for thei1· !ands, which !?vW by 
!.1w foe rourt will ha \' C the power to 
ghe them. I a 111 happy to see this 
particula l' a111cndmcnt wh ich rneets a 
point on wuich many hours have been 
spent. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh : I mus t join 
my hon. Friend, Mr. Luckhoo, in saying 
that it, is to the good of the connhy 
~hat Government has sensed the re
::ction s of the people to t h is BiJI and 
tried to improve thi ,; c lause. Thc:re is 
one t hing about which I am s till a b it 
unhappy. When a Jaw is passed it ap
plies to everybody, la rge estate owner:; 
as well a~ small land owners. I would, 
therefore, like Government to fix a 
minim11m in t he Bi il to cover people 
,·;ho own a small hou se on a small plot 
of land. I am thinking of the small 
ma n, a lthough the hon. Member for 
Labom (Mr. Cummings) thinks other 
wise. 

Mr. Cummings : What does t he . 
hon. Member for Labour think other
wise about'! What did I say '? 

Mr. Sugrim Singh : If the hc11 . 
Iviember had allowed me to c:0111plcLc 
what i intended to sny-it was he who 
said that we talk of the small man, b11t 
what I \Yant to con,·ey is that I would 
like to .-;cc a minimum fixed for the 
numbe:1· of acres of land which may be 
compulsorily acquired, so as to provide 
som0. prote1·t ion for the small man with 
i1is little holding . 

The Chairman : That is not relc
Y,mt to the clause under consideration. 
We :ue dealing with the question of 
compensation. 

i.\!Ir. Sugrim Singh : My point is 
that no fair rnlue on this basis of com
putation c:ould <:ompensate a man with 



2283 Acquis-ition o/ LM1.cl 3RD MAY, 1957 (Land Set.) Bill-In Com. 2284 

. a small holding. I would like to see a 
minimum fixed in the Bill-that Gov
ernment would not compulsorily acquire 
a plot of land of less foan fi Ye acres . 

Sir Frank lVlcDavid : The liun. 
Member's whole argumf:nt is quite irrel
erant to the elause we are considering:. 

:Mr. Ramphal : I want to e.ay one 
thing in order to pnt the record 
straight. The hon. Moyer says t hat 
there is no change of the principle of 
the Bill, but those of us who spnk-:; 
against ft and now approve of this 
a1nEndrnent are strongly of the yiew that 
there is a change in the principle. In 
the Bill as originally placed before us 
there was a fixed assessment, and the 
Court had to act on foat. Now the 
Court shall increase or decrease it in 
order to bring it to a fair yalue. I con
tend that that changes the principle 
and brings it np to what we consid '.!r 
a reasonable and equitable basis. 

Rev. Mr. Bobb: At this point I 
must take the opportunity to ref.re;:;h 
t he mi)l(l of my hon. Friend, Mr . .Sugrirn 
Singh, that in rny speech during the 
debate on the second reading of the 
Bill I repeated myself in saying that 
I wish to see something more than t.he 
economic vn:lue, more compensation for 
the land, and I repeatedly referred to 
fiie statement made by the hon. the 
Attorney Genel'al. I thought it was not 
fair and I was not in fayour of economic 
nilue which ·wa,; not bringing it ac; 
near as possible to what could be taken 
a s the market rnlue. What is prm·id
ed in this clause completely mif\ses 111y 
own opinion on this matter. 

bow it is tied up with some recom
mendations I had. I was very glad :hat 
t he hop. Mover hns brought forward 
ti1is amendment with which I thorough
ly agree. On that point my -hon. Friend 
spoke against and yoted for it. I spoke 
in fa your of the principle of the Bili 
but said there were amendments desir
able here and there. 

Sir :Frank .McDavid: I rise merely 
to thank t he hon. Member, Mr. Lu-ckhoo, 
for his g-racefol compliment when 11e 
spoke in fayour of the amendment. He 
used the word "capitulation." W ~ ate. 
not cngag?d in n war, and there has 
been no capitulation on thb side. So 

far as the ntl11e of -compensation is 
coneerncd, hon. Members may recall that 
r was at pains to point out that para
graph (a) Jf that section remains. 
Therefore there is no intention to 
change the principle of fair n 1.lue com
putation. In addition to the provisions 
of this Bill, thern have to be tnken into 
co;rniderati.on for compengation for landJ 
acr1tdred-

,. (b) Any damage sustained by th(, 
person. interested at the time of 
awarding compensation by reason 
of severance; 

(c) the damage (if any) sustained by 
the person interested at the time 
awarding compensation bv reason 
of the acquisition inJlJriou5ly 
affecting his other proper ty or 
his earnings; 

( di if in consequence of the acq uisi
tion h e is compelled to change 
his residence or place of business 
the reasonable expenses (if any) 
incidental to the change.'' 

All those are 111. I do submit 
there is no change in principle in this 
amendm(!1t, which merely seeks to 
:i.mplify and m::tl,e Y:ilid the matteril 
fo[!.t ought to be com;idered in giving a This fa one of the things that 

caused me to support foe request yes- fail' valuation. 
terdny for a deferment of consideJ"ation 
of the Bill so that I could have the The Chairman: 
opportunity, before the discussion, to se~ e;nti rel.v new clause. 

Clause 6 ii;, au 

~ 
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Sir Frank McDavid: Yes, and I 
crave your indulgence to make one 
verbal change in the amendment. The 
word ''compulsorily" .should come after 
the word "acquired" in the fourth line. 
It is not consistent with phraseology. 
The words "the Principal Ordinance 
and of" in the next line should be 
deleted. It is redundant to include 
those words. I nm told by the . hon. 
the Attorne~, Gei1eral that those words 
should be deleted. 

Question "That ,clause 6 as printed 
in the Bill be deleted and a new clause 
be submitted" put, and agreed to. 

Amendments to new clause G put, 
and agreed to. 

New clause 6 passed as amend
ed. 

Clause 7-A1111ointm.ent of Co1nmis
sionerrs,, etc .. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
moye the insertion of a new clause 7 
circulated in the list .of amendments. 

·Mr. Ramphal: May I r emind the 
hon. Member that clause 7 is one in 
which there is something to be moved. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I would like to move 
the insertion in line 9 of subclause (l ) 
the following wor ds: 

"Taking into consideration the 
extent to which t he land is not bene
ficially occupied or utilized for agri
culture." 

The Chairman: Where is it? 

Mr. Luckhoo : Page 2 of the List 
of Amendments at line 9 after the wonl 

"scheme'.' I am referring to ,/:,ir Frank 
McDaYid's new clause 7. 

Sir Frank McDavld: I accept that 
subj ect to any verbal alteration neces
sary. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I am happy for thnt 
acceptance. There is one other amend• 
ment I will introduce-in l ine 4 of sub· 
clause ( 1) after the word "owner" tue 
words ".or occupier" be inserted. SLnce 
it • is t he intent ion of Government t o 
give every opportunity, as long :is it is 
1·eqnested t hat it shall be clone, for 
imestigation by Commissioners to l.ie 
appointed by the Goyemor, I t hink we 
should not restrict it to owners. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I am pr e
pared to accept t hat, becanse I hope 
that action will be particularly directed 
to unoccupied lands -on the rivers, most 
of which iiave no real owners but a 

number of occupiers. I think, there
fore, the inclusion of the words "or 
occ11pier'' is right. 

The Attorney General : I was go
ing to ask whether in respect of the 
words "taking into consideration" it 
may not be clearer to say ",having 
regard to the extent to which the land 
i.s not occupied". Clause 7 ( 1) says that 
before the Order is made th·e Govern
ment may in certain circumstances issue 
a commission appointing t wo or three 
Commissioners to determine by investi
gation whether or not it is in the public 
interest that the land in respect of 
which it is, sought to make an order as 
aforesaid si10uld be acquired for a land 
settlement scheme. Who is to take into 
consideration? Subclause (2) tells us 
what they a re to take into considera
tion. 

Mr. Luckhoo : I am happy to 
accept that- instead of " taking into 
consideration" the words " having 
regard to". 
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The Attorney General : I accept 
te hon. Member's amendment as to the 
inclusion of "occupier·". 

Mr. Luckhoo : A question 0f 
"Damns votimusque." 

Mr. Ram1>hal : We feel veey happy 
thnt Go1·ernment on reflection has 
made it obligatory that at the request 
of the owner or occupier it does so and 
so. I want to express the opinion of 
Members on fois side of the Council 
in congratulating Go,·ernment on its 
second thought and the hon. Member. 
S ir Frank McDavid., particularly. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I accept fr,e: 
congratulations in the spirit they are 
gh-en. May I say that rnnny of these 
amendments were produced not bemuse 
there was any capitulation but because 
on reflection it was found that Sl)JTIC

thing was wrong. 

Clause 7, as amended, pa.;;sed. 

At this stage Council took the teo 
adjournment. 

RESUMPTION 

Mr. Speaker: We are now abont 
to take rlause 8. 

Clause 8-Conditions 1·elatinq t:o 
1and solcl or leased. 

Sir Frank McDavid : The print ed 
clause 8 ,viii now be r e-numbered :1s 
clause 10, and I beg to mo1·e that para-· 
graph (b) of sub-elause (1) be dele ted 
and that the following be substituted 
therefor: 

" (b) such land, or the lessor's interest 
therein as the case may be, shall not be 
liable to be taken in execution except in 
respect of any debt owing to, or obligation 
arising under any guar antee by lhe 
Colony, or in respect of the recovery of 
any tax, duty, rate 1>r other sllrn of 

money due and owing to the Colony or 
to any statutoi·y authority." 

Tiui principle behind this amend
ment is th.i t we a re t r ying to make it 
easy under the prol'isions of the Bill to 
a llow for compulsory acquisition by ont 
right purchase. Members will remem
ber that the market value of buildings 
is to be taken now, and in this clause 
ullowa nee is made for an increase in 
the ann11al rent- a maximum increase 
o.f G per cent. Ms mbers will also 
remember that there are certain condi
tions in ( b) and ( c) in the Principa l 
Ordinance relating to the things which 
a re to be taken into consideration ·when 
there i s to be payment in cas11 out
right. All these t hings are to be taken 
into c·onsideration where the land is be
ing t al,en and paid for in ,cash outright. 

l\fay I a lso draw attention to the 
new clause !) in the Bill'? It cont ains 
an additional compens:1 tory factor for 
land that is being leased. 

Mr. Speaker : Does an,v other 
Member wish to speak? 

Mi·. Luckhoo: I shall move the 
deletion of this clause. I should like 
to 11i:1ke a declara tion and to repeat 
something I have said many many 
times a lready: That is , I belieye in 
freehold, and I wonld like t o ask Go·, 
ernment, a plain, simple, a11d what I 
believe is a pointed question. What is 
their land policy? Is it one of a free
iwld nature or is it one of a leasehold 
natnre? I say that it must be clearly 
enunciated before one can follow it to 
see whether such requirements are 
necessary. In this country-if Mr. 
Sugrim Singh's figures are correct-
90 per cent of the lands are Crown Lands 
and if the GoYernment is n:cquir ing 
land for the purpose of settlement, then 
I ieel that the idea is a laudable one 
so long- as you are going to permit 
p0ople to acquire t)le land. In tilis 
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[Mr. Luckhoo] 
country the people haYe for very long 
been suffering from the har dships of 
a leasehold policy. 

Too long have people suffered 
hardsh ips consequent upon a leaseh:)ld 
policy. It is not only tnat t he people 
themselves have suffered from insecur
ity bu t the country suffers in like mn !1-

ner , because a person occupying land 
on a leasehold basis does not regard 
that la nd as his own. He does not t ake 
the same interest in the land and is 
1·eluctant in most cases to plant his t rees 
and permanent crop thereon, because 11e 
feels tha': his stake in the land is at the 
will and may be, at the caprice of others. 

It is -.-ery necessary that people 
should be able to identify themselves 
with t he country a nd to work fo1· the 
development of tile count1·y through the 
land. I feel, Sir, that this is a step 
wh ich is r etrogressive, and at times 
one is led to believe that Go,·ernment's 
land policy inst ead of being freehold is 
one of leasehold. I am in a position to 
quote s·~veral extracts from spee..:hes 
made in this yer y Council by t he hon. · 
Member for Agriculture in w·itich he h~s 
put forward proposals with that palti
cula r policy in view. I think t hat m1less 
we g ive the people a st ake in the land 
we will be setting back the hands of the 
clock and that there will be despa1r in
stead of action on foe part of t he people. 

There are two distinc:t d ews relat
ing to la nd settlement. One concerns the 
ir..dividual- the persons whom we are 
hoping to settle on the land- and the 
other concerns those persons who want 
to acquire their own plot of land. Ti1e 
latter class of individual wants to own 
his holding and is prepared to work and 
put. h is labour on the land in order that 
he might acquire it. The people of this 
country, whatever their weaknesses, 
have developed .a sense of land con
sciousness, and a man who wishes t o 
nan.d down any valuaible possession t o his 

children in these days thinks of doing 
so not in terms of money but in ter ms 
of land. One often 11ears cer tain people 
expressing anxiety to get "transport" 
for t heir land and in some quar ters they 
refer to i t as kajal, meaning ",paper" 
o;· "transport." 

In my opinion, the people working 
on ·the land are doing an excellent job, 
and one of the firs t points they raise 
is that of asking when .i re they going 
to be given a chance to acquire their. 
lit t le plot of land so that their family 
could know t hat it belongs to them. I 
think it is \'ery important t h:tt a stat e
ment shou ld be issued by Goyernmlmt 
ns to whether it;:; policy is one of free
hold or leasehold. If it is declared that 
Go,·ernrnent is pursuing a policy or 
" leasehold" I tiiink that wonld dril'e 
a Rense of frustration into the minds 
of the people now that t here is gre~t._ 
hope and expectation t hat they would 
be able to own the land upon which 
Govemrnent is endea \'Ou r ing to settle 
them. 

I have visit ed places like New H ope 
and other£ in t he East Demerar a dis
tri.ct and ha\'e been surprised at rnrio:1 !'1 
artivities of the peasant farmers-rc
pn iring dams and br idges, i 111p rodng 
the land, and so on-in order t hat their 
efforts might come to fruition, and 
making a pos itiYe cont ribution towards 
the economy of the country. This is 
thei1· country- their Guiana- a nd if 
we are going to settle these people on 
the land, ,ve s·i1ould giye them- the hopb 
and the expe('tation which they deserve 
to haye after all these years-the oppo1·
t 1111ity to own land. 

I think the first question to be 
determined ~s whE\ther Government's 
land policy is one of freehold 0 1· lease
i1old. I repeat that the policy should be 
one of freehold; that is the hope of t he 
people at the present t ime since t hey 
hope · to stay on the land. 
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Let us take it a step furthe1:: what 
is his future on that land? If it is 
the intention of Government that 
land settlement should continue, then 
it means that the person who is sett ling 
on the land should be told that the 
lease is for 10 years, a temporary 
measure to r elieve the hardship which 
now exists and that at the end of that 
time he would be required to move. 

But surely that is not the inten
tion. I listened to the able speech 
which t:he -hon. Move1· made. He 
pointed out the great concern <?f Gov
ernment for the future of the ehilrlren 
of this country. What is going to 
1:-!appen? Do we know what t he popu 
lation will be like five 01· ten years 
from now? Where a re we going to 
put these people, and how a re they 
goi,ng to· :;-ettle '! In other words it is 
1,ot a panacea, it is not a tempormy 
measure for meeting an emerge1,cy. 
Land Settlement, as far :1s I ca-n .see it, 
is something of a permanent nature, 
and if there is a permanency about it 
then s urely you must think of it in 
term,, of a freehold basis . It is to my 
mind irreconcilable t hat you should 
have lots leased upon which :rnu will 
have to effect land settlement schemes. 

I think of a land settlement sche:ne 
as a project for land on which people 
would be settled. Nothing I say can 
be more unsettled than a leasehold 
basis. There is a conflict_ in the very 
object a nd means by which you are 
hoping to achieve that object. I feel 
that this is a matter which does strike 
at the roots of Governme11t '::: p olicy 
for land in respect of settleme:1t in 
the whole of this country. 

There is another aspect. I have 
just spoken about the person whom 
we want to settle on the land. Now 
there is to be considered the pel'son 

whose lands are to be acquired for 
1.his purpose. J_'he owners of these 
lands will be definitely in the rni1~or
ity, but in a system of democrac)• one 
necessarily must g ive every thollght 
and c;onsideration toward the m inority, 
and these owners of the land are en
titled to every consideration as J"ell. 
I think that in natural practice what 
,vill be found to be the rule rather 
than the exception is this : Govern
ment will say ''We would like to buy 
this land"; it will then go into the 
lil'ice with the experts and work on t 
how much it will cost. lf it finds· that 
the cost will be too expensive, and it 
has no money to acqu ire this land 
then will follow the ready-made nlter
na tive-not to netruire the lands by 
pm·chase but by lease. 

By lease for how long? ''Sub,ier.t 
to specfal terms and condit ions t1.s 
may be specified in such order." 
We do not know how long t his la nd ,viii 
be so acquired but it still proves to 
be a cheap way to acquire Janel in 
order to settle people. rt is: an un'
r ealis tic appro'ach. I do feel t ha t. 
·wm Government at the end of this 
period of time say ' 'Well now, having 
paid this lease for so many years we 
will now acquire the property and g ive 
the people the land .. '? 

If this is the intention, is Goverr:
ment merely putting off the evil day? 
The land now in use will not only de
pr eciate in value but they will be pay
ing fo1· it at the end of ten or fifteen 
years much more than what they a re 
paying for it at the present time. So 
what then are we to presume? Gov
ernment ca n say "This is the end; we 
give you notice; your lease has ex-
11ired and you will have to find some 
other place to settle." 

There is nothing more insecu re 
than insecurity-. There is nothing that 
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affects a man more than the thought 
or the knowledge that he is not per
manently settled. This is a human 
quality ; it 'is not something that we 
can legislate for; it is s·omething that 
springs naturally in the mind of a 
person who is going to be settled on 
the land. A freehold policy is appeai
ing, exciting, invigorating and pl'o
ductive. A man with a stake in the 
community incu lcates a sense of 
ownership. Those are the natnral 
attributes that flow from a land p0licy 
based on freehold ownership. 

Permit me to digress for a moment. 
I have seen the plight of the people 
of New Town who were recently fac0d 
with eviction; they were cal1ecl upon 
to remove their houses from leased 
land. 

'fhey attended meetings night 
after night anxious to get some worc1 
of encouragement, especially the old 
people with their tattered sihawls 
a round their shoulders, wondering 
where they would lay their h eads. Oiw 
can see the difference now that they 
have been able to acquire the land on 
which their homes rest, for they have 
a s•ense of pride in thei1· homes. Yes
terday I took part in negotiations on 
behalf of the people of Alexander 
Village who a re also endeavouring to 
acquire the plots on which their homes 
stand, so as to provide security for 
themselves and their families. 

One translates that same feeling 
t• the small farmer who wants to 
settle on his own piece of land. But 
while Government wants to help the 
small man and has built up his ex
pectation to a crescendo, it is now 
lowering it to a diminuendo by wb
stituting for freehold a leasehold con-

cept. I implore the hon. Mover of the 
Bill, he who has given ~o much 
thought and consideration to the 
points which we have raised, to give 
further thought to this fundc,mental 
policy (I say this very advisedly) upon 
which t he future of this country and 
its rate of development will depend. 
The people are agriculturists at 
heart. They should be given the 
opportunity of freehold occu pation of 
the land. 

I cannot square those thoughts 
with what is prescribed in this Dill. 
This is not the sor t of a Bill which 
will do some good. This L; a pre
scription that will produce a medicine 
that will only have one result-(l fatal 
resu lt. I ask that even at this• late 
stage Government would give some 
thought to t his claus-e, the deletion c,f 
which I have the honour to move. 

Mr; Sugrim Singh: I wish to sup
port the amendment for the deletion 
of this clause 7. I wish to describe it 
as the most vicious clause in this en
tire Bill. I ,vish a lso to describe it as 
~he clause which opens the door t.o 
unending possibil ities of injustice and 
dissatisfaction in this country. My 
hon. Friend has put very clearly and 
convincingly the difference bet.vcen 
leasehold ownership and freehold 
ownership in this country. Whatever 
i~. responsible for it I do not know, 
but from the point of view of land 
it. is obvious from the figures that 
there is patent land hunger of which 
so much has been said in this· Council 
and that t he people continue to starve 
in the midst of plenty. 

I must s,ay, Sir, and I take fn 11 re
sponsibility for it, that Government 
policy in the past lacked vis ion. Then 
there was no long range policy othrr
'"ise the situation today would have 
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been completely changed. At one time 
in the history of this country Gov
emment believed in settling people 

id to have flourisihing settlements 
·ike Windsor Forest, Hague, and others 
where the people as the result of fre2-
hold owners,hip of t he land have bet::n 
able to sink all they had in the de
velopment of their holdings in t he 
full confidence that whatever they 
sank would some day bear fruit, as 
indeed it has borne fruit. 

Suddenly, after the exis tence of 
these successful settlements, for some 
r eason or other Government changed 
i ts policy, and you now have large 
tracts of land taken up b,r people, 
some of whom have never been near 
those lands, but are tying up those 
lands with other agricultural ur graz
ing lands. 

Government possesses the Land 
Resumption Ordinance but it is still 
in cold storage. This clause in t hi-S' 
Bill, I wish to s ubmit and it can be 
seen by every hon. Member of this 
Council, patently would work con-
1,iclerable hardship on not only t he 
land owners who would never be in a 

position to know what portion of their 
lands would be the object of acquisi
tion but the people to whom those 
lands when acquired would be distri
buted would not have that security 
which freehold owne1'ship a lone could 
give. The whole thing is a mass of 
confusion. I want to say in this 
Council that a large portion of tile 
trouble and dissatisfaction in this 
country is due to this ins1ecurity not 
only in respect of land but in other 
fields in which it appears, t hat this 
Government is either unable to solve 
the problem or is not prepared to 
solve it. 

In this country, as I have said 
before, we had successful land settle
ments. Indeed in the Lease Agree
ments in the Lands and Mines De
partment there are provisions- which 
give the Government powers to resume 
the land leased. Indeed by passing 
the Land Resumption Ordinance Crown 
Lands which are not beneficially occu
pied can be resumed. So important 
was the subject that an Ordinance had 
to be placed on the Statute Book. 
Cannot it be gleaned from that Onlin
ance and from the subsequent policy 
of Government that it is the intention 
o! Government to turn its face against 
leasehold owners:hip and to resume 
those lands and try to give the people 
freehold title to them? 

If Government is going to resume 
land and vary the agreement of lease 
to which I have referred, then to con
tinue leas:ing lands there would be a 
recurrence of what this Government 
k ts set itself out to remove. 

What is the position of Garden of 
Eden? What kind of ownership those 
people will have? I venture to think 
that Government has a policy in which 
eventually the lands will be owned 
by those people. They wiJJ have theil' 
farms in close proximity to their d,.,ell
ings and s·ocial and other services will 
be supplied them for the development 
of the settlement. Why should Gov
ernment seek power to go into a land 
owner's land and make all neces'Sary 
investigation to say whether his land 
should be compulsorily acquired or 
not? 

There is unlimited power to go 
into anyone's estate and select. the 
best land therein. Leases would not be 
taken on private property because it 
-~·ould be difficult to put persons other 
than the owners in that position. As 
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a member of the La nd Settlement Ce,m• 
mittee I would say that there are many 
things the co·mmittee would like to 
deal with and to remedy, but the ques
tion of finance comes in. When Gov
ernment finds itself in a po.;;ition to 
buy land even at what is called a £air 
valu e, then it should do so and intro
duce different terms and conditions 
o! sale for settlers. 

The land owners wou ld have to 
depend on those terms and conditions 
-whether they permit ownership for 
99 years or 999· years. Whether there 
would ever be a "fair value'' bas is 
one does not know, but I would say 
that instead of having sections like 
this in the Ordinance we shonld na
tionalize the whole situation. 

I know tha t some Members have 
had considerable experience in this 
question of land ownership and they 
should not hesitate to express an cpin
ion as • to what policy should be 
adopted. Unless we get away from 
our present syst em and decide to give 
freehold owners hip, the land policy of 
th is country would never achieve its 
objective. 

As stated by my hon. Friend, a 
peasant is given a lease at the pres
ent time but cannot plant a coconut 
or a Uanana tree on the land, and I 
r,m very glad the hon. Memb-er (M1·. 
Ramphal) has heard that st atement. 
There was a time in t he history of 
this country when one could have 
gone to any market and f ind fruits 
galore, but now fruits are very scarce 
indeed. One could also have bought 
a big bunch of plantains for 12 cents 
-and it was nearly more than he was 
fl,ble to take away. 

What has happened is that certain 
conditions have changed fo this. coun
tl'y-th ings like means of transportrt
tion and so on~and since Goverr. 
ment has had control of these affairs 
they h ave got into one colossal mess-

Government was trying to control 
beef but what happened? There was 
confus.ion-black-marketing and all 
s ol'ts of thing,s. Since control has 
been relaxed, however, condit ions have 
1·eturned to normal. Recently I heai-cl 
of rotten beef being sold for huma1\ 
consumpt ion, but tha t was the fau!t 
of the Sanitary Authorities. 

Coming back to the Bil! b(:fore 
the Council, I would emphasize that 
11obody wants to occupy lease ]and. No 
one would spend money to plant per
manent crops on such land, because 
he might find that when the roots 
have developed the landlord might 
suddenly decide to take back the 
land and cause his labour to go "down 
the drain". Government cannot be ex
culpated in t his matter. The very las t 
Ordinance we have passed relating to 
this question-the Resumption of 
Crown Land;; Ordinance-has become 
somewhat obsolete and we are going 
back over the whole question like a 
recurring decimal. If land is to be com
pulsorily acquired by Government and 
since there is going to be a Janel 'let
tlement scheme, then the policy should 
be to grant it freehold. 

Later on in this section (8) there 
is some implication t o the famous 
Frank Brown report, but while refer
ence has been made t o the question of 
leasehold title i t mu·st be borne in 
mind that leasehold title was referred 
to by Mr. Frank Brown because of the 
Gazira scheme he designed for the 
Sudan where t here is a catch crop. 
His point was that where there is a 
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freehold tenancy it would be difficn lt 
t o control people since the mai n catch 
c rop would be planted, but th ose coHdi·· 
t ion s do not preva il in thi::; country. 
We have no cat ch crops, ;;uch as cot 
ton, which have to .be consi<ler~d a s 
in the case of t h e Sudan. 

Although people in this country 
r,re a nx ious t o occupy la nds, no one 
would ever be sat isfied wit h holdi?lg 
!and t hat has t o be lea sed, an d I do 
ask t he h on. Mover to consicfor t h e 
advisabil ity of abolishing t h is d a use 
which g ives Government a right t11 
acquir e lan d compulsorily a t ,, !oss tc 
the landlord. I might be t old by the 
hon . Mover t hat such cases w•)tilrl be 
rare a nd t hat some lan dlords \;·(J uld 
be glad to give up their lancls , and 
t h ings of t hat sort, b ut once a :;cction 
like t his is put on the Statu te Dook 
it could be used to cr eate g reat har d
ship. 

B ut to compulsorily acquir e, then 
turn a round and lease, leaving a man 
to depend on whatever he gets in Lhe 
way of la nd is virtua lly taking over 
h is entire land. I do ask Gover!:ment 
to reconsider it s posit ion wit h regar d 
t o t h is clause a nd accept this gmend
m ent . 

The Chairman : What is th e nrncnd
ment ? 

Mr. Sugrim Singh : The deletion 
of the ent ire clause 7. 

The Chairman: What is t o be sub
s tituted for it? 

Sir F rank McDavid: This clause 
is quit e all r ight. It is a specia l pro
vision for powers of lease, an<l if hon. 
Member s do not like it -

The Chairman: T hey may sub-
stit ute something. 

Sir F rank Mci)avid : I lh;tencd 
with delight to my hon. Friend, lVIr. 
Luckhoo, a nd in this i nstance m~y 1 
say that I agree with him in about 30 
per cent . of what h e s aid. I ouly wish 
l could have said it wit h his faci lity 
of language, variety of expressiou an J 
verbal gestures. 

However, it seems quit e -,n r ious 
t Q me th at t he objects behind this 
clause and t he reasons for it shoulrl 
have been ent irely m isunderstood. Two 
Members who hr ve spoken h ave th ought 
fit t o sec or read into it an in cl ication 
of Government's policy :1gai1Bt f ree
hold for sma li farmers . 

Now t hat is not t he obj ect at an: 
I should have thought that l\Tembel'i; 
·would have r ealized what the inten
t ion is, s ince this Bill conta ins m:iny 
provisions des igned to facilitate t he 
d istr ibution of land to small far mers 
:ind s ince we h ave gone to t he t rouble 
of including in the definition of land 
settlement the distrlbution of land by 
sale. Indeed, in t he clause to follow 
t his one i t is clearly indic2 ted that 
part: of t he objectives of t he red:stri
lrniion is to sell. 

Throughout this Dill Mcmb0rs will 
~cc the word::;, "to sell" or "to lease" ; 
so that should have indica te~! to the 
minds of hon . i\'Iembers t hat it i s far 
from the desire of Government to re
move from the B ill the concept ion of 
sale to small f a rmcrs. Indeed it is 
going the other way a r ound : it i s pro·· 
Yiding for it at once. 

May I add that th is question of 
leasehold versus freehold is a.n old one. 
I h ave listened in this Cha mber to 
many debates on it ; the arg uments 

' 
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have waxed warm on both sides and 
there is much to be said on either side. 
The late Commissioner of Local Gov
ernment, Mr. Laing, was perhaps the 
chief exponent in this Council and in 
his Department of leasehold for small 
farmers, and nearly all the experts on 
land settlement have lent their weight 
to leasehold. Mr. Sugrim Singh quot
ed from the Frank Brown Report but 
he was another of the experts who 
came here and resisted the idea that 
freehold is the better course for form
ers; and the latest of the experts to 
come to Briti-sh Guiana, Dr. Shepherd, 
an agriculturist of great experience 
emphasized his own belief in leasehold 
and in another somewhat s imilar form 
of title, " usufruct"; so that the position 
is this: our experts have all em
phasized leasehold and there is good 
reason for it. 

In a country like this where so 
much depends upon the proper use of 
land, water control, proper utilization 
of water and so on, it is obviously 
better to have a lease where the lessor 
could to some extent have guidance 
as to the use of the land. I am going 
to agree that emotionally, psychologi
cally, the small farmer should be per
mitted to acquire his land. That is 
my personal view. As I said eal'lier 
in the debate on this Bill foe one 
great difficulty about freehold land 
is fragmentation. Here again, I will 
not dilate but hon. Members will un
derstand the serious embarrassment 
that has taken place in this com~t1·y 
from fragmentation. It is impossible 
to farm land properly where serious 
fragmentation has taken place. But 
I personally believe we should recog
nize the emotional desire on the part 
of the farmer in t his country to ovm 
the land he works and, more particu-

Iarly, if he is going to plant perman·· 
ent crops. I hope Members will be 
satisfied with my emphatic assertion 
that this Bill is designed to permit the 
selling of land to the farmers. 

Another enor in the interpret:~.
tion of this clause must result if Mem
bers do not remember that the provi
sions for assessing the annual re;1t 
are very generous. They include the 
annual income that can be derived from 
the land; they include the percenlage 
charge on all the additional provisions, 
the cash value (which Cap. 179 pro
vides) ; they include the percentage of 
interest on the market value of tmy 
buildings that may happen to be on 
t h e land. In other words in this Bill 
we have gone out of our way to make 
the yield to the owner of leased land 
higher than that which can be recov
ered by outright purchase. Therefore, 
to put it broadly) Government would be 
losing when it leases land and re
leases it to other people. It is not 
going to be a paying proposition, and 
it would be a brake on the taking of 
land by that method just for the pur
pose of distribution. It would be more 
costly than buying the land. 

But here is the point: that in alJ 
the countries where land reform of 
this sort has had to be adopted, the 
question of lack of capital at foe time 
it is wanted hns tome to the fore. In 
Jamaica it is solved in a natural way 
by the issue of land bonds. 'l'here they 
pass-eel a Jaw which says that when 
Go,·ernment has scheduled certain ai·cas 
it wo,1ld take the land and issue bonds 
for it at a certain rate of interest. 
The owners of land are not asked to 
aecept bonds; foey ar e made to give the 
land up and are gh·en bonds in exchange 
for it. Here we have adopted another 
method-compulsory lease. 

~ . 
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Let me give this warning. I am 
being extremely serious when I say that 
all of us should be fearful of t he condi
tions that are going to arise on a ccount 
of the latk of prepared la nd for the 
ns111g population. Secondly. Gorern
ment will neyer hare at any time foe 
a mount of capital that will be required 
to buy all the land. We cannot do it, 
nor do we need to do it . Can 
Members conceive of our wanting 
to acquire 20 miles of land on both 
sides of the Demernrn Rh-er and being 
able to find the money to buy it•! No, 
we would not do th:1t. We would lease 
land a lthough it is going to cost more 
ultimately t han to buy it outright, and 
hope that at tile earliest possible time 
we would be able to comert that lease 
into an outright purchase. 

That is why Members shonlcl pay 
strict attention to subclause ( L1) which 
does seem a litt le obscure in wording, 
but I hope Members understand what 
i::: meant. It :;ays : 

"(4) The powers conferr ed upon the 
Governor in Council by this section shail 
be in addition to, and not in derogation 
of any other power conferred upon him 
by the Principal Ordinance and this Ordin
ance, and notwithstanding the exercise o.f 
the power conferred by this section in re
spect of any land, the Governor in Council 
may at any subsequent time exercise in 
respect of such land any other power con
ferred upon him by the Principal Ordin
ance an! this Ordinance". 

That legal :ja'rgon merely means 
foat the GoYernor in Council will haYe 
the power, notwithstanding that i t has 
leased land compulsorily, t o buy it as 
soon as possible thereafter and pay ('Om
pcnsation as set out in this Dill. This 
provisior: ;c: a means to ensure that 
GO\·ernment will be in a position at any 
t ime to take 1111benefbally occupied 
lands, not on cheap terms but on terms 
which would not reqnfr.3 the prndsion 
of capital money whic11 we do not ha ,·e 
at the moment. Members may ask : 

- -......!.... • 

why not adopt the Jamaica idea and 
issue Gorernment bonds ? That is 
somewhat d.angerous in our circum
stancf!S,. bccan,;e e,·ery issue of loan 
paper refletts a Go,·errnuent's credit
worthiness, and you Jrn ,·e to be extre111c
ly careful not to issue bonds unneces
sarily, because it interferes with your 
borrowing power s for other purposes. 

So that this measure is an altern
atiYe by whicn Go,·ernment would be 
able to take large a reas of unbeneficial
ly oecupied land by lease, and any iime 
we can find the capital we can use t his 
other p1·odsion and buy it outright. 
That is .i II that is r eally intended. I 
know I will be asked: where did this 
idea come from '! I know it is in oper
ation in other countries but I tannot 
now pnt my hand 0,1 the legislation . 
Mr. Sugrim Singh would be very inter
ested to i1ear that that is exactly how 
the Gezi1·;1 scheme started. There were 
literally thousands of pe·ople in the 
Sudan disorganized, many of t hem 
owning land anct not knowing what to 
do with it, and what happened·? 

That wonderful scheme was started, 
most .of foe land being leased by t he 
Gezira authorties from the people who 
owned it, and who were erentnally p11t 
ba.cl, on the land as to-openitors in this 
wonderful schc111e. P ractically the 
whole of t he sch~me was aequired by 
!ease in jt1st t his way, and as it pro
gressed the authorities offered t he 
owners a capital sum and bought t he 
land, m:d J bclicYr! that most ,1f Lhc land 
is now owned by the anthoritic~. Mr. 
Clark, our Land Ach·ise1·, actually 
helped to m,sess the s omputation of the 
lam! Yalues in that particular <;eheme. 
It is not a new idf'a at t,H; it is merely 
an alt ~rnath-e by whic11 Goyernmcnt 
can secme the land they want. 

I think I h 11.Ye answered ali the 
argument on this particular pait o.f the 
motion to delete this clause. Mr. 
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Sugrim Singh has insisted that Go\·
ernment should use foe Crown La nd,; 
Resumption Ordinance. If he would 
read that Ordinance he would see that 
it J11 erely prodcles power by v, hich 
GL11·ernment can resume private lands 
after diligent search is rnacle for the 
owne1· and he is not found. But if the 
ow.ncr appears, or en::n a person who 
appears to have title comes up, the 
proceedings must be dropped. I snr;
gest to him that he reads section 1l (If 

the Ordinance for which he wiE see 
that where land is resumed by. the 
Crowr, it has t o be apprnised without 
delay. The section says : 

"11. Land resumed by the Crown u nrler 
section 4 or section 7 of this Ordinance, 
~hall be appraised without delay by sume 
person or persons appointed Ior that 
purpose by the Governor , and the au-• 
praised value shall be recorded in the 
office of the Commissioner." 

So this Crown Lands Resumption· 
Ordinanee merely rnearn; the Crown 
would have to find out the true mar ket 
mine, put i t down, and wait for 10 
yeai:s for the owner to appeal'. I h op e 
I have answered the point and removed 
some of the fearn that this clause h,1 1; 

unduly engendered in the mind of t'i1c 
hon. Member 

Mr. Luckhoo: I am remind<-)d of 
the remark made abO'ut l3nl'ke. They 
sa id that when he was at his frienrlli
P,st he was at his deadliest. Another 
writer said he had twc- ways of raply
ing to his critics-one was to s tand up 
a11d blast them forth, anrl the other 
was to agre'.\ with what they had to 
say and t hen proceed insiduous ly b 
destroy w11at they d id say. 

I say that becanse Sir Frank, th1;; 
hon. Mover, appears to have followed 
the Virgil quotation which runs thus
"Vicleo melioni proboque sequor cleter-

iom"-,I sec the better way and a\Jprove 
but follow t he worse. I am happy we 
h,we Sir F rank on re<·od as a Member 
of Gorernmrnt ch:_nged wit'i! this par
ticular consideration. H e is in fa\'Our 
of the freehold policy nnd, if I under
stand him corrrdiy, if there were so1 11e 
means t o protect freehold from frag
mentat ion he Raid he would be willing 
to embrace such 111easures as can pro
'.:ec t freehold and yet give expression 
lo wha t is the intention of Gorernment. 

It is because of this I will say to 
S i1· F n~nk in a ll seriousness and for 11is 
com: icle ra ti.on, I ~lo not think it is beyond 
Lhe/ abiliiy llf t ho Members of this 
Council or a Select Co111mittec of Mem
bers of this Council t o s it on a matter 
uf s 11 d 1 inw or tance tomorrow. \\'ith the 
astute fre::;hncss of mind of the hon. 
the Attorney General, with our we:ilfo 
of legal t alen t- Sir Frank l\iicDal'id 
refeHetl to my good and hon. Friend, 
tYir. Sugrim Singh, then the hon. Mem
ber fo r Housing conspicuously absent 
as ustw I from his sea t . I feel that witn 
these v;e ha r e the means wiiereby we 
can c..-olvc and endeavour to work out 
~omc means whi ch -,vo1,ld refled the 
point of d ew expressed by the hon. 
Member «ncl yet dv justic;c to the cause 
\\ herein he is espoused. 

If when we present to the i1011. 

Nfeml1cc t he mea ns '\.Vhereby he can 
achieve this end he is not satisfied, 
then I ,vonld be happy to t:i kc my seat, 
knowing th:.tt we ham tried and not 
succeeded. I ha ,·e no doubt it is not 
beyond our ability to prot ect free·i1old 
from frr.gment at ion in a Bill of t his 
kind, ,:md «s snch I ask him to consider 
,vhether that approach which I suggest 
docs not appeal to him. 

Let me, as I take my seat, state 
that it should be proclaimed in banrier 
headli11es that Sir Frank McDavi<l, 
Member for Lands and Mines is in fay. 
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our of freehold, so that from that 1,tag:e 
all of us who e;ideayour to senre this 
country .of ours should say to Govern
ment "We demand that you carry ont 
that which iias been expressed by the 
.Member charged with this important 
portfolio of Go,·emment-that the policy 
of Gorernment in respect of land is a 
freehold p.olicy. 

Mr. Ramphal: I do not propose to 
be long, but this is one of the clauses 
whici1 hani giYen rne a great deal of 
anxiety, and that anxiety is in no way 
lessened by the statement which the hon. 
Member, Sir Frank McDaYid, has made. 
I t hink that up to now the emphasis irns 
been whethel' freehold or leasehold is 
the proper thing. In other words, after 
the land has been acquired wi1ether it 
should be given freehold or leasehold 
to the t enants or persons who want to 
acquire inter<ist in the land. To my 
mind that is the reason. I do not thiJtl{ 
this Bill is concerned with foat or is 
designed for such a purpose. 

All this clause is designed to do 
is to pr.ovide the means of compensation 
to a person whose land has been com
pulsorily taken away from him. In 
that sense he is an unwilling " parter" 
with his land and Government by 
unilateral action is prepared to take 
the land, and so f ar Government itself 
irns come here with a pr.oyision to t ry 
to safeguard that as far as possible by 
the appointment of Commissioners. In 
spite of all that, the fact remains that a 
man is unwilling to part with his inter
est in the land. 

'.rherefore, I wis:i, to suggest A 

compromise with the hon. Mover on 
the amendment for the deletion of this 
~.iause, and it is that Government should 
do one of two things in order to pro
vide what is necessary. If Government 
finds foat it has not got the money, 
Government is entitled to say to the 
pwner of the land "jf you (th e pur-

chaser) consent and if the landlord con
sents , that would be the end of the 
matter." The ·other provision, I sug
gest, is for the payment of compensa
tion where there is a private sale. I 
am · considering wi1ether there should 
not be an a:u1endment in line 5 of this 
clause (7) providing compensation 
"with the consent of the owner of the 
land compulsorily acquired." 

Sir Frank McDav1d: That is a 
contradiction in terms, and I do not 
see how it rould be acc:eptecl. 

Mr. Ramphal: I do not see any 
contradiction in that. The question of 
consent refers to the payment of com
pensation .and not to t h e acquisition of 
t he land. That is the one point I do 
ask Government to consider. V/e are, 
unilaterally, taking this land away and 
now we are likewise saying how we 
would pay for it. I submit that my :rng
gestion is reasonable, just and fair, and 
that is what people would expect one 
from the other. I was. totally impressed 
by some of the things Sir Frank said, 
and that is the desire to · give 
people free o,vnership of land. I was 
11ot satisf ied that there is a desire at 
the mome11t that people should have a 
firm title to land. 

Therefore, I think that, as soon as 
possible, Government should bny the 
land outright. The fact is dear faat 
if Government do not buy outright t hey 
cannot sell outright. If Government 
decide to buy outright, I would ask them 
to indnde in this .clause some time limit, 
so that if a man is disposing of his 
property and has been told that i1e would 
not be paid in cash , he would be paid 
an annual rental, and the condi
tions would only last for not more than 
10 years,. I would not like to join with 
other Members in uprooting this clause 
altoget her, because I see some useful·
ness in it. Even if that is mooted, I 
would be agreeable t o a time limit 
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wifoin which Goyernment would agree 
to a money compensation. 

The Chairman: May I ask the hon. 
Mover if the only method for the acqui
E.ition of land, so far as paymen t is 
concer!1ed, would be on a leasehold basis? 

Sir Frank McDavid: The whole 
of tlrn first part of the Bill deals with 
compulsory H<:<1uisit ion of land and the 
cash. Thi~ is a statutory power where
payment of compensation ,vould be 
outright, unless t he Governor in 
Council feels it within its discretion 
to acquire by lease. 

The Chairman: If you acquire by 
lease you cahnot sell; isn't that so "! 

Sir Frank McDavid: It i i;' r.ot a 
qliestion of only acquiring by leaae. 
There may be only a sub-lease. 

The Chairman : I would like to ask 
you to look at the next cla,1se and see 
what is the attrnction being i;il-en to 
the lessees to whom Government might 
sell. Hadng :;old to foe lessees every
one else would be exempt ed ; wh<on 2.n 

a mendment is being considered one 
should remember t1rnt fact. One might 
:flind this situation arising : A man 
might be pnt in pos,session of land 
ancl, he i11ight build a house on. it, 
making himself Yery comfortable, 
thus preventing his creditors from 
levying on that property; they cannot 
touch it. I am going to suggest that 
we can deal with the situation by pro
viding that such land or proper ty, a~ 
the case may be, shall not be t aken 
into execution. The land may be sold, 
however, and in such a case, only with 
ti:t!e. There is no suggestion that thfr 
clause should be postponed, .and I do 
not know whethe1· the hon. Mr. Luck
boo was serio us when he made a 
statement tq that effect . 

Mr- Lucl<hoo: I see, Your Hon• 
our. This is the line I would 
follow. We had reached almost to 
the very bring of agreement, and 
here we come to an obstacle which 
defeats the . ,comni'ittee completely, 
though we have heard it expressed by 
the hon. Mover that he agrees with 
the policy ,Of freehold. If this ca n be 
resolved it would be time well sp8nt, 
provided the hon. Mover is in agi·ee
ment that we should try to resolve it 
in some way. If t his law is go ing to 
be in use all the time, should we be 
able to produce something of credit t o 
this Couo1cil, we would have done some
thing of s ignal ser vice t o this country. 

The Chairman: That is, revert
ing to this question of policy in regard 
to fre.ehold land. 

Sir Frank McDavid : If I may 
may say thi~, quite .obdously . Mr. 
Luckhoo is being cleyer. 'I'he question 
,,.,hether foe Government's policy should 
be l'hanged from leasehold into free
hold ckes not concern t h1s Bill at all. 
To try to resohe the difference or to 
consider that is c9mpletely irrelevant. 

The C;ha'irrnan : It is not quite 
relevant. 

Mr. l.uckhoo : Your Honour, the 
acoLtstic.;; in this Ciiamber appear to 
grow wors-t as night approaches. ,:-

The Chairman: The question is, 
it has no relevance whatever. 

Mr. Lucl,hoo : About setting up a 
<.:0111mittee? 

The Chairman: No. That the 
people should h ave title, that is what I 
mean. As regards the person who 
acquires from the Gm·ernment, whether 
h0 a:cr:tuires by way of t itle oi- by lease 
he sub-lets to those farmers . The title 
Government gets should be a permanent 
91'j.e1 i s, that r ight? 



23il Acquisition of Land 

Mr. Luckhoo: Yes. 

:fan MAY; i ':lt'i (lancl S et.) J;Jill-!n Com. 2312 

The Chairman: Very well. It 
does not arise in this clause. 

Mr. Luckhoo; It does arise, in 
this way. You provide for it in t he 
first part of the Bill, and later you are 
not exerdsing it because land is to be 
obtai11ed by right of lense. 

The Ch~irman: H,e gave a reascn 
for it. 

Sir Frank lVlcDavid : Whether 
or not we pay cash for land, the pres
ent policy of the Government is to lease. 
What I said was, we are now approach
ing a state of affairs in the Col011y 
where Government's policy will hare to 
to be changed. 

rhe Chairman : Well, perhaps, 
Go,·ernment will later on appro\·e of 
that. 

Sir Frank McDavid: Whether we 
will lease or sell as the policy of Gol'em
ment .i1as nothing to do with this p:H
ticular Bill. In, this particul::tr clanse, 
what happens is that we have proYided 
that Government shou1d be .able to 
ac:quire for sale, and obdously there 
i:-; a fair indication of the future policy. 
EYerybody knows we bought Mara. 
The lai]d is now being put into or~er. 
and i' myself hope that some of tne Jami 
will be sold. I don't know, but I ,vould 
prefer it. But, as I said, this does 11t)t 
arise. 

Mr. Luckhoo : For the purpose of 
the record, I wish to ask the hon. M:e1.ll
ber if I am right in understanding him 
to say that if the legal brains can ma,ke 
some formula wi1ereby we can proter.t 
-freehold property from fragmenta.tion, 
then this clause would not be nece.,sa ry. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I never s t;tid 
that. I said that if the legal brains 

- -- ----

can devise :1 method which can se.cure 
the freehold land of the small farmer 
from · 'frag·mentat.ion, then r' t'ilink the 
t'frne would be ripe for the adoption ~f 
a general policy. The issue of freehold 
land being bought for sale to small 
farmers is one which does not arise 
in this particular tlause at all. That 
is a question of policy. On this point 
al.Jout fragmentation, I said from the 
b~ginning tuat the distribution of 
property by inheribnce among a m 11n
ber of chiltfren gi res rise to clai~1s for 
different parts of the land, nnd you 
eannot ham proper farming in that 
way. 

The second point referred to a 
time-limit during which a lease should 
persist, after which Government should 
cio somefoing n bout it. There again it 
is a question of finance. I tried to 
explain that the main object is to take 
unbenefirially occupied land which is 
so ~uch required and do all the capilm.l 
work required for example on the 
r iYerain lands, and not pay the capital 
sum at once. If in the Bill we fixed 
n period of 10 years we would be assum
ing that in that t ime Gorernment would 
be able to pay the money. 

We cannot du that at all. It is an 
expensive way of acquiring land there
fore Government would wish to acquire 
the land outright as soon as it can, 
more particularly if we were to adopt 
a policy of freehold, so thnt people 
would be able to pass on their holdings. 
So there is eYery induc~ment on the 
Government to acquire land outright 
as ~oon as it can possibly do · so by 
securing the necessary cash. It has 
been · suggested foat when land is 
acquired by Government by lease the 
unfortunate owner would be out of 
pocket and unab1e to deal with his 
property. 

Mr. Ramphal : I never said that. 
l said that reinstatement is a funda-

~ 
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mental principle in a matter of this 
kind, and that the land-owner would 
not be able to reinstat e himself from 
what he gets from the lease. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I am talk
ing about land wi1ich a person has bnt 
does not use, and would be only too glad 
t o sell. I am supposed to own about 
300 acres of land on the Demerar:i. 
River by inheritance-not a firm t itle. 
Having got t itle I would be very glad 
indeed if Government would compnlsor
ily lease it, because I would be in pos
session of a legal document entitling me 
to so much per year per acre, and I 
would J:!romptly go to my banker and 
hand him a nice document, saying "Give 
Jne X dollars for it." I would be ex
tremely glad, and that is what w.ould 
happsn in many cases. A compulsory 
l&ase from the Govem ment with a fixed 
rental on generous terms is a gilt-edged 
security, and anybody who is lucky to 
have that could go even to a pawnshop 
and get money on it. Ti1is clause is 
extremely important, and I do feel I 
have said enough to condnce all Mem
bers that it is extremely desirable. 

Mr. Ramphal : The hon. Member 
has raised a great deal of hope from 
his inher itance. Perhaps he does not 
know exactly where it is; i1e may find 
difficulty in putting his finger .on it. 
Throughout this debate the emphasis 
has been on the fact that ·on the coastal 
belt t here are lands which must be 
acquired in the near future. 

Sir Frank McDavid : That is the 
<"mphasis, the false emphasis which the 
opposition has been laying, but I ask 
hon. Members to take their minds away 
from the small estates. I cannot speak 
for the next Government but I hope and 
Assume that t he Members of the next 
(}overnment will not be fools. If the.y are 
a lawles£ Government, as one speaker 

s1.1ggested, they would scrap this legis
lation and pass anothel' oi•dinance of 
ti1eir own liking. 

The Chairman: There is no such 
thing as a lawless Government. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I was only 
quoting Mr. Sugrim Singh's words. 
'I'he object is to get hold of land and 
prepare it and have it ready for occu
pation by people who are going to need 
it, and there is going to be great trouble 
in this country unless we do that. 

The Chairman: There is some pos
,ribility of land which is not now avail
able to anybody being acquired uy Gov
ernment under certain conditions, 
whether by lease or freehold, and it 
is hoped that those in t harge of such 
land, even if for the time being they 
are only lessees of Government, will 
allow Gm·ernment to take over those 
lands. I foink we must assllme that 
Government, as a landlord, would sh.)w 
more consideration for its tenants than 
t.he a,·erage landlord. They can expect 
better treatment of all kinds from Gov
ernment. It seems to me that it is 
bound to be the policy .of Government 
in the future, and that Government will 
not hestitate to grant freehold title. 

Reference has been made to Wind
sor Forest which was compulsorily 
acquired. It was the r esult of the 
Colonial Company not being able to 
pay for its sea defence. That i::i how 
Government got possession of that 
estate. Hasn't Government given free
hold t itle to some of the people there '? 
You cannot get freehold title from the 
Government except at a cer tain price. 
The hon. Member for Agriculture (Sir 
I•' rank McD.avid) is a strong advocate 
of freehold title. I tilink it must be the 
policy of Government in f1.itnro . I am 
bound to put the clause. Postponement 
of the evil does not ca·rry one any fur

' ther. 

--
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Mr. Luckhoo : That was only a sug
gestion. I moved the deletion of the 
clause. 

The Chairman : I thought you 
moved its deletion in order to express 
the views you have. You wish to de
lete the clause dealing with co1npensa
tion? 

Mr. Luckhoo : No, Your Honour. 
The only thing I am getting at is the 
l'ight to buy these lands. 

The Chairman: Don't you think 
we should pass foe Bill and look into 
the future? 

Mr. Luckhoo: Your Honour has 
said that as a landlord Government 
would perhaps be better than g private 
landlord. What I fear is that Govern
ment may be the, ·only landlord. 

The Chairman: We live in an age 
when pressure of that kind is brought 
on the Governme_nt it would have to 
submit. I do not know of any private 
individual who would be able to 
acquire t he riverain lands. Do you 
withdraw your amendment? 

Mr. Luckhoo: With every deference 
I would rather have it put to the Coun-
cil. -

The Chairman: The question is 
that clause 8 be deleted. 

The Council divided and voted : 
For: 

Mr. Sugrim Singh 
D1·. Fraser 
M1·. Rahaman 
M,1·. Col"l'eia 
Mr. Luckhoo 
Mr. r.amphal-6 

Against : 

Mr. Liord 
M1·s. Dey 
Miss Collins 
Rev. Mr. Bobb 
Mr. Tellio 
Mr. Giajraj 
Mr. Farnum 
-Mt·. Kendall 
Sir Frank M<;David 

Against; 
The Financial Secre
tary 

The Attorney General 
The Chief Se·~re_tary-li 

The Cha'irman : The amendment is 
negatived. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I see we have got 
one more v.ote than on the last occasion. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I crave Your 
Honour's indulgence to have one word 
corrected in paragraph (b) of foe 
clause. The words "plant or machin
ery" should read "plant and machinery.'' 

Amendment agr eed to. 

Clause 8, as amended, agreed to. 

Clause 9-P<nver of Court ,to awarcl 
adcl-itional swn to claimant. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
move _ that a new clause 9 be insel'ted 
that reads : 

"In determining claims for compensa
tion where an order has been made by 
the Governor in Council under the rprovi
sions of section 8 of this Ordinance th!? 
Court shall have power to consider and 
award to the claimant an additional sum 
by way of annual rent equivalent to six 
per centum of such additional amount as 
the Court would deem it necessary to 
award under the provisions of section 6 
of this Ordinance if the l and were ac
quired compulsorily under the provisions 
of this Ordinance.'' 

Hon. Members fully understand 
that. This clause seeks to bring into 
focus words a.Iready passed in clause 6. 

M r. Ramphal: Government ought 
to be congratulated on doing what is 
right. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

New'·clause 9 passed. 

Clause 10-C.ondit,ions rela.ting to 
laml sold or leased. 
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Sir F;-'ia.Q.~ ~cDavid: I beg to 
.W,q~~ ~l}~t qla_use 8 as printed in the 
Bill be re-numbered clause 10 and tile 
amendm~nt I wish to introdu,ce. That 
is ,to say, to delete paragraph (b) of 
subclause (1) and substitute t herefor 
-tih·e following-

" (b) suoh land, or the lessor's interest 
th~re~ ~.s th;e case may be, shall not be 
liable to be taken in execution except in 
respect of · any debt owing to, or obliga
tion arising under any guarantee by, the 
Colony, or in l'.espect of the recovery of 
·any ~ax, du.ty, ra_te or other sum of money 
due an,d owing to the Colony or to any 
~tatw:ory av~h_ority.'' 

Lest there be any misunder stand
ing, let me state that it is quite obvious 
if Government acquires land compul
sorily by outright pm,chase and redis
tribuites that land by s•ale, to a numbe.r 
of persons, and ;uses the compuls.ory 
powers of c-0mpensation rights under 
this Bill because of ti1e inflated value 
~f land, it would .be wrong to permit a 
s ituation to a rise where those people 
or some of them could sell their land at 
the ,prevailing inflated price and gain 
profits. Nonnally it ~ould be W\'Oll~ to 
prE§~~it t:tie111 .. with that opportunity of 

-~!;:;P.Q~i:µg of it at a higher rate foan 
. that at which they had purchased it. 

T:he Chainnan: Why should his 
property be not levied on subject to 

· encumbrances on it? You are protect
.ing .. i~Y~ 'and assisting him to rob his 
creditQrs. 

Sjr ·Frank McDavid: There is a 
warning in this leg,isla.tion. When 
Government acquires a large estate and 
.~ettles families on it·, surely there is a 
warning to creditor s · not to r ely on 
those people's land as security foi· any 
debt. 

The Chah·m~n: The hon. Mem
ber is a native of this country as I am. 

,J Vi:m.14 c:i:eqjtqrs .Jfn~w that ? I t h ink 
you . ought to amynd jt. 

Mr. ~ .amphaJ: May I repeat what 
I said'? It appears this is a necessary 
prov1s1011. In it there is the idea of 
protecting· the private creditor. The 
people will not go to the GoYernor in 
Council for permission to contract a 
debt but will go to Water Street and 
contract the debt on the ground that 
t hey have some land and can lay over 
the t ransport for the land as security 
fo r a loan. I am saying that Govern
ment when it put itself in this position 
must realise that it has to meet the 
evident demands of the people. 

Sir Frank McDavid: Let us 
understand what we are doing. We are 
trying to settle people on the lnnd, and 
we are to some extent .accepting respon
sibility to see that they haYe money to 
settle themselves properly-to build 
their houses, establisi1 their farms and 
have implements and toois. I accept 
the charge that it seems to indicate 
that Government is going to find that 
initial capital itself. Those wol'Cls arc 
what are deliberately intended to b8 
guaranteed. We have the Credit Cor
poration and Government will finance 
the Corporation to proride tilis entire 
capital, even to finance it thrnugh the 
Banks . Government would g1Lara~1tee 
an a.mount up to the extent of t he pur
chase money ,of the land. We are not 
intere'itep. in the cre-tlitors in Water 
Street. Thos.3 are not the people the 
settlers should deal wifo. 

Mr. Ramphal : I am satisfied 
that Government is going to find the 
money. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Clanse 10, passed. 

Clau:;;e 11-Repea.l of Chatpter 180. 

Mr. Luckhoo: Before this clause is 
put, Your Honour will see from the 
amendments (circulated) that a new 
clause 9 has been ~uggested in it s 
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place, and I would like to know 
whether Government has given thought 
to this particular aspect of the matter. 
One can visualize land being acquired 
and nothing done to it. For a n umber 
of reasons Government might decide 
to leave such land and concentra te on 
something else. If after a period of 
time such land is not used for the 
purpose originally intended, then the 
original owner should have the right 
to have the tit le revested in him and 
to return all t he money received. I 
admit that there might be very fow 
cases in which such a thing would 
happen, but it wou ld be right to accept 
2. moral obligation on t he part of 
Government to safeguard the owner c,f 
the land. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I have given 
careful thought to this, but I think 
the hon. Member's point has ariRcn 
because of a complete misconception, 
and t hat is the idea in the minds of 
Members that Government will go ~nd 
take over estates here and thel·e. Mi-. 
Lord will be able to tell Member,; how 
many estates Government purchasecl 
in a hurry within recent times-Marn, 
Friends and others-but still there is 
no Janel settlement there as yet. The 
intention is there, however, and work 
is going on. I do know also t,hat in 
10 years' time there is going to ]Jc 
need for a lot of land. I visualize fhat 
we would have to take lands over a 
distance stretching from the lowP.r 
Canje right across the Demerar a 
River and prepare them for diversified 
agriculture. It would take tim~. Do0s 
the hon. Member (Mr. Luckhoo) 
seriously t hink that this amendment 
would work? It reads : 

" If any land acquired for a land ::;ettle
ment scheme is not used for that pnrpose 
within one year of acquisition , the original 
owner sh all be entitled, upon refund by 
him to Government of the compensation 
paid; to have the 1an~ revested in him;" 

It might be f ive years before ·we 
would be r eady fo1· this legislatioi.. 
and I do ask Members not to con
centrate on the point being 1'a:i.::ed. 
This is long-rang-e leg-islation and 1 
am hoping that in time Mr. Lucld100' 
himself will have the privilege of 
playing a very big part in the :i:d
ministr ation of this Ordinance. 

Mr. L uckhoo: I shall not }je slow 
in saying t hanks to the hon. Mover fo1· 
his words. Although Sir Fl'ank has 
stated that there appea'l'S to be · some 
misconception about this matter, I 
shou id like to say that there i•s none 
on the pa11t of the Members on tbis' 
s ide of the floor. We feel that 1lh:is 
Council should avoid putting a pro
vision such as this ·on the Statute B•Ok 
because of circumstances wbich may 
a rise as I have mentioned. One en·~ 
deavour s in the case of legis l:itioi1 to 
s·how that he is possessed of a ce1:tain 
amourit of vision, but we do net 
necessarily have any s uspicion ai: to 
the future. We do wish to see {ha:t 
·whatever legis lation the1•e is , the1je 
sho1ild be protecfion for th:e original 
owner of the land. 

· The Chairman: Does the hen. 
Memb_er (Mr. Luckhoo) consider ·ehat 
there shou !cl be a time . limit in th"is 
amendment? 

~Ir. Luckhoo: No, Yciur Honour, 
but we ·wou ld like to get it on the 
record. All of us-Mr. Ramphal, Mr. 
Sugrim Singh and others with m~Relf 
-have expressed our views and we 
hope that there will be a just and 
proper use of t he Ordinance. 'rhat is 
the pmpose for which it is int.ended. 

The Chairman: There i,s another 
amendment but. I understand the hon. 
Member to say that he has withd1·awn 
it, 

~ 

~ 
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Mr. Luckhoo: Yes, Sil', that is so. 

Claus·e 11 passed. 

Schedule-
. Mr. Luckhoo: There is only one in 

the New Zealand Act which we have 
not had an opportunity to examine: 
that is the percentage used there--4½ 
per cent. I spoke to the hon. Mover 
about it yesterday, because I can see 
an implication in that. · It means that 
values will go up if we use their per .. 
centage. There has been some sug
gestion about an increase, and that 
the owner will stand to benefit if b 
per cent. is given: The 6 per cent. in 
the Schedule would affect the market 
value. 

Sir Frank McDavid : First of all, 
I must compliment the hon. Member, 
because if we adopt any suggestion 
for an increase of the percentage we 
would be increasing the capital valua
tion of the land. If we reduce the 
rate of 6 per cent. we will increase 
the capital va lue. But the hon. Mem
ber, Mr. Luckhoo, is quite right. We 
had given much thought to it and felt 
we had to strike a balance. Six per 
cent. seems to be the ruling rate for 
the gilt-edged and 6 per cent. at 
present is a fair valuation for land. I 
tried to explain that Government is 
unlikely to take normal rice lands in 
cultivation for land settlement hut the 
minimum capital value of such land 
forms a good basis. If you take $10 

an acre as mor e or less the standard 
basic rent for r ice land capitalized at 
6 per cent. you will see that the 
very minimum for rice land is $1GG 
per acre. But the value depends on 
what ' you can prove: whether by 
means of efficient farming your land 
is above the normal rice land in value. 

ln the Schedule 6 per cent. is used 
as interest and if you change the rat'il 
you will have to change other items 
too. I think, as t have said before, it 
is a fair and reasonable figure at the 
present time. 

Schedule put, and agreed to. 

Title and enacting clause put, and 
2.greed to. 

Council resumed. 

Sir Frank MclJavid: I beg to re
port the passage of the Bill from Com
mittee with amendments and I beg to 
move that the Bill be now read a thin'\ 
time and passed. 

The F:inancial Secretary: I beg 
to second the motion. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 

Mr. Speaker: Council stands ad-
journed until next Wednesday at 2 
p.m. 




