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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 
(Constituted under the British G11ia11a 
(Constitution) (Tr.mporary Provisions) 

Order in Council, 1953.) 

FRIDAY, 3RD MAY, lf)57 

The Council met at 2 p.m. 

PRE�ENT: 

Hfs Honour the Sveakcr: 

Sir Eustace Gord'(ln Woolford, 0.B,E., 

Q.C.,

Ex-Officio llfembers: 

The Hon. the Chief Secretary, 

Mr. !\'I. S. Porcher (Ag.) 

The Hon. the Attorney General, 

Mr. A. M. I. Austin, 

The Hon. the Financial Secretary, 

!\fr. W. P. D'Andrade, (Ag.) 

Notninated Membe1·s of Executive 
Council: 

The Hon. Sir Frank McDavid, C.M.G., 
C.B.E. (l\Iember for Agriculture, 
F'orests, Lands and Mines). 

The Hon. P. A. Cummings (Mern
lrnr for Labour, H ea Ith and Housing). 

The Hon. W. 0. R. Rendall CMcm

ber fo1· Communications and Works). 

The Hon. G. A. C. Farnum, O.B.E., 
(Member for Loc[d Government, Socia] 
Welfare and Co-opera tative Develop-
,,.,,,ni·., 

The Hon. H. It Gajraj 

The Hon. R. C. Tello. 

Nomi,wtcd Off.icial: 

Mr. J. I. Ramphal 

N1,mirwtccl Unoff-icials : 

Mr. L. A. Luckhoo, Q.C. 

Mr. E. :I<'. Correia 

He,·. D. C. J. Bobb 

i\ir. H. Rahaman 

Miss Gertie H. Collins 

Mrs. Esther E. Dey 

Dr. H. A. Fraser 

Mr. Sugrim Singh 

Mr. W. T. Lord, I.S.O. 

'Cleric of the Legisla.t1ire: 
Mr. I. Crum Ewing. 

?21.1 

As1tistant Cle1'lc of itlw Legislatiire: 
Mr. E. V- Viapre1t,· 

Absent: 

Mr. T. Lee - on leave. 

Mr. w. A. Phang - on leave. 

,rr. C. A. Carter 

Mr. R. B- Jailal -on leave, 

The Speaker read prayers. 

The Minutes of the meeting of the 
Coun"il held on Thursday, 2nd Mny, 
1957. as printed and circulated were 
t;ik?.n a� read and confir ed. 
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

The Chief Secretary (il'Ir. Jake
way;) : I beg to giye notice of the in
troduction and first reading of a Bill 
intituled: 

Committee and we had some sort of in� 
formal discussion on that Bill. I just 
want to say that the hon . .Mover is 
here and he will re-consider this Bill, 
clause by clause. I pers onally received 
no amendments in writing- from any
body in addition to foose which were 
filed yes terday. I mention here that I 
don't know whether the hon. Mover 
has reeeiyecl any or if they are being
introduced today. 

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

The Attorney General (Mr. 
Austin) : I beg to give notice of ti1e 
introd,uction and first reading of a Bill 
intituled: 

''Criminal Justice Bill; 1957''. 

The Financial Secretary (Mr. 
D' Andrade, acting) : I beg· !:o give 
notice of the introduction and first 
reading of a Bill in tituled: 

''Pawnbroking (Am endment) Bill, 
1957". 

ORDER OF THE DAY 

BILLS-FIRST READING 

The following Bills were read a 
first time. 

PUBLIC FREE LIBRARY (AMENDMENT) 
BILL 

A Bill intituled: "An Ordinance io 
aml!nd the Public Fxee Library Ordin
ance.'' 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE BILL 

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

:PAWNBROKING (AMENDMENT) BILL 

· A Bill intitu1ed: "An Otdinance to
emend the Pawnbroking Ordinance.'' 

ACQUISITION OF LAND (LAND 

SETTLEMENT} BILL 

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

LABOUR (CONDITIONS OF EMPLOYMENT 
OF CERTAIN WORKERS) (AMENDMENT) 

B'.ILL 

Mr. Cummings (Member for Lab
our, Health and Housing) : Mr. 
Speaker, before we deal with th at, I 
wonder ,vhether we can deal wifo item 
3 - the third reading- of that Bill de
ferred at your request. You suggested 
that we put another word for "char
woman", a.nd after ,conside,ration we 
are substituting the word "cleaner". 
We are yery grateful to you for that. 

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

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

Mr. Speake1·: I don't want any 
tl1m1ks. What I thougnt is that if you 
really want -

Mr. Cummings: I am advised tJ1at 
we use thcJ word "cleaner" which is 
we11 understood. 

Mr. Speaker: Do you want to add 
that? 

Mr. Cummings: Can I do that at 
the third reading, now? 
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Mr. Speaker: Certainly. The rele·· 
vant Standing Orders will have to be 
suspended to allow the third reading· 
of the Bill. 

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

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
second the motion. 

Question put, anrl agreed to. 

Relernnt Standing- Orders 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", 

be amended in the Schedule. It is 
under (b) of the Schedule. Section 3 
reads as follows: 

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

Schedule (a) Hotels, and (b) Restaur
ant:=;, Cooksi1ops, and Parlours. The 
lai-t item in (b) is "Charwoman'', and 
I beg to move the substitution of the 
word "c leaner'' for "charwoman'-'. If 
that is agreed, Sir, I now move the 
third re&ding of this Bill. 

Mr. Ramphal: I beg to second the 
motion. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Schedule prtssed as amended. 

Mr. Cummings: I beg to move 
that the Bill be read a foircl time and 
passed. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
·sec,;md the mot'ion.

Que�tion put, and agreed to. 

Dill read a third time and passed. 

ACQUISITION OF LAND (LAND 
SETTLEMENT) BILL 

Sir Frank McDavid {Member for 
Agi·iculture, Forests, Lands and 
Mines.) : I beg to move that the Coun
cil be resolved into Committee to con
sider clause by clause the Hill inti
tuled; 

"An Ordinance to repeal and re-·enact 
the Acquisition of Land (Land Settle'llent) 
Ordinance:" 

The Financial Secretary: J beg to 
second the motion. 

COUNCIL IN COMMITTEE 

Clause 1 passed as printed. 

Clause 2 - lntel'vret«tion. 

Mr. Luckhoo: With 1·espect 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-

" Provided that such land is not 
beneficially occupied". I have a copy 
of the amendment. I had the oppor
tunity yesterday - which I found rery 
i,,w�ll spent - in putting to foe Mo1·er 
certain points which st.rnek us and un 
which we wish to g·et 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 hare a provision of this 
ki11d in the definition of land settle
ment schemes. 

The hon. Mover indicated that 
Government would go for lands whici1 
are not beneficially occupied ratiler 
than the lands which were being bene
ficially used, huit although that i! �n 
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expression which is useful and indi
cates the general trend of feeling of 
fois Co,mdl I feel that that should be 
trans-lated into the Ordinance so that 
we could have it clea"r!y 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
wrately what one means by land bene
ficially occupied, but this· is a rUflknlty 
which the commissioners themselves 
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 
ti1en, 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 the position and be able to advise 
Government whether land to be 
acquired iti 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 any 
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 agri
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 Yital consid
eration that if land is beneficially
occupied it should be ruled out of the
picture: in other words tnis is to esiab
lish a fundamental basis 11pon whi<!h
the action of acquiring land, whether
beneficially occupied or not, sho11ld
rest,

That it is the intention of Gornm
ment to observe generally these l'lenti
ments that are voiced can be seen in 
Bill No. 21 of 1956 where in the Objects 
:md Reasons it is stated that there are 
1;1any area:,; of land in prirnte owner
ship which are abandoned or unculti
yated or only partially beneficially 
occupied and it is proposed to acquire 
such land in suitable cases in order to 
establish land settlement schemes. So 
the point I make is that this amendment 
seeks to put on our Statute Books an 
object with whiri1 Govemment appears 
to rigree-general principle. 

I think it would be useful to have 
it in the definition of Land Settlement 
Schemes. It is a happy thing, maybe, 
that we do not ha,·e a hidebound defi� 
nition of beneficial occupation for this 
reason that we will iiare a certain 
amount of play in the interpretation of 
''beneficial occupation" For example, 
if a man has an estate of 1,500 acre;,\ 
he plants scmething on one acre and 
says that the land is beneficially occu
pied, that will be a question for the 
commissioners to determine. 

If the commissioners on that aspect 
alone can decide that in their dew foat 
land is beneficially occupied, that should 
be of sufficient weight, merit and ni)ue 
to transcend all further cons id era tion. 
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 esperially in the light of the pro
posed new clause 7. With reference to 
the commissioners, one of the things to 
which they will apply their minds is 
whefoer or not it is in the public inte1·
est to acquire land and the extent to 
which land is not occupied or u'tilized 
for agriculture. I do not think it is 
the aim of this Bill to stifle initiatiYe 
;ind preyent en,terpris� where land hn� 
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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 eonstitutes "beneficial 
occupation," but I am sure the commis
sioners will be experienced people, :md 
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 Government accepts this 
amendment, and thus relieve _people 
who iiave 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 the Bill. I 
was permitted the prh-ilege of joining 
in their deliberations. As a result of 
that I am glad to say that many points 
which re•quired darification were 
cleared up and we now approach this 
debate with our miuds. more fixed with 
what is inrnh-ed. What Mr. Luckhoo 
is seeking to do by way of this amend
ment is to put an estoppel on the appli
cation of the Ordinance on every piece 
of land whici1 can conceh-ably be held 
to be beneficially occupied. He himself 
has pointed out, like Mr. Sugrim Singh, 
that a precise legal definition of "bene
ficial occupation" is a ,·ery difficult 
thing as factual examination is neces
sary. But let me s-ay at once and 
repeat what I :;;:i id in my opening 
speech. It is perfectly true that the 
whole object of this measure is to cast 
a net over lauds whki1 are not bene
ficially occupied, or not being used at 

all, for the benefit of the rising popu• 
lation. On the other hand, it is quite 
tonceirnble that Government may wish 
to create an organized land settlement 
in an area which some land which is 
beneficially occupied falls. I again 
say "benefidally occupied," but the 
interpretation of tiiat phrase is a mat
ter of opinion. 

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

very emphatic comments about the sugar 
lands. He wanted to know what action 
we had taken in connection with what 
he conceiYecl to be surplus sugar estat0 
lands on the coastlands of this country. 
I am going to take the opportunity 
later to give him the answers to some 
of the 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 irnd 
a prohibition in the definition, and if 
it could t·onceivably be shown by the 
concerns whose lands we wished to take, 
that it was beneficially occupied, (even 
if it were land growing cassava, to 
wi1ich the hon. Member raised such 
Yiolent objection), obYiously this meas
ure <·ould ne1·er 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 to leave it 
entirely to the factual examination by 
tlw Commissioners and also to beliere 
that no Government with sense would 
want lo take land which is really bene
ficially otcupied and producing income 
and distribute it to othe1· people. 

In the Commissioners' terms of 
reference there are the criteria or' bene
ficial occupation-the extent to which 
land is or is not beneficially occupied; 
and the extent to which foe owner him-
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self· reqnire3 it for his own purpose. 
With those safeguards no land owner 
who· i� legitimately beneficially occupy
ing his land for the good of the country 
should ha ,-e any fear. I cannot under
stand tiiis fear of improper or stupid 
action by a succeeding Go,·ernment. I 
know the hon. Member paid me the 
c·ompliment of saying that if I had any
thing to do with it nothing of that sort 
1vould be done, .but why this fear of the 
administration of this Ordinance? 

I i10pe now to answer the hou. 
Member's question regarding sugar 
estate lands. The ·hon. lVIen,ber wanted 
to know why nothing apparently had 
been ·done in connection with the sug
gestion which had been made in . the 
tourse of the life of the last Legisla
tiye Council to tile effect that Go,·ern
ment might well offer to exch_ange the 
lands held by the sugar producers 
under licence of occupancy during Her 
M:ajesty's pleasure, that is to say, to 
offer to giYe freehold title in respect 
of those lands in exchange for front 
lands which are iteld by those concerns 
under freehold title, but which they 
may not be using. 

GoYernment could distribute them to 
small farmers. 

I regret to say that the offer was 
t;ot accepted, and for ,·ery good reason�. 
I do not blame the sugar producers at 
all; they were acting on very firm legal 
adYice of foeir own. They pointed out 
that licences of occupancy of a.ncient 
status-during Her Majesty's pleasure 
-were very good titles indeed, and that
so long as the licensee occupied those
lands and used them for the purpose
for which the licence was grn nted, it
\Vas inconl'eh-able that they could in any
way be interfererl with.

In other words foey were addsed, 
and they accepted the advice th_at
D.H.M.P. was a very favourable title.
Consequently their answer was "Thank 
you. We have titles with which we are 
satisfied. Why should we gire up free
ltold lands in front in exchange for bar:k 
lands for which we aiready hold so firm 
a title?" No one can blame them for 
taking a decision like that. 

Let me say something more in 
favour of the sugar producers. The 
sugar producers of British Guiana haYe 
dealt yery well indeed with this country 
so far as unused lands are concerned. 
We all· know foat when a sugar com
t1any has abandoned an estate it has 
gh-en the land on extremely favourable 
terms 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 gm·e it for nothing. 

May I say that I personally spent 
many weeks in discus::;ions ( I do not 
dignify them by the name of negoti
ations) with the sugar prnducers on 
this rnry matter. I did not do so be
cause of uny resolution passed in foe 
the last Legislature. · It was obYiously 
a natural thing that ,vould occur to any 
Government or any Minister, and I Imel 
been pursuing those discussions for 
quite a long· time. I too suggested to 
the sugar prodncers that it would be 
a very goo�l thing for the111 if they 
exchanged what appearr:d to· be a some
what tenuous title for a firm freei10ld 
title, · and ghe up in ex<"hange front 
!ands which they held freehold,· so that

It is quite true that prodding for 
the unemployed workers became a 
hea.-y Gm·ernment liability, nevertheless 
it was a gracious and generous ad 
\'\'hen the ownel'8 gave the land away 
'for nothing nnd also sold to Govern
ment the adjoining· estate, La Bonne 
Mere, fo1: only $60,000. I remember .too 
1vhen, unfortunately for this country, 



2255 Acqitisition of Land 8RD MAY, 1951 (Land Set.) iiiil-ln Com. 22M 

all the sugar estates in Essequibo went 
out. I 11aye personal kno,vledge 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 coas t 
fol' $100,000, 

I repeat that the sug·ar }Jroducers 
hare done well by this country with 
respect to the disposal of their land 
whenever foey abandoned nn e1,tate. 
But while an estate i s  in being, if they 
haye s,urplus land, quite obviously they 
would wish to sell it for the best price. 
It is indeed the duty of the .manage
ment, in the interest of the sharehold
ers, to sell snc:11 land for the best possi
ble price. Consequently, it is Tight and 
proper that, in tlJe public interest and 
for the protection of the management, 
there should be compulsory powers of 
acquisition at an etonomic price such 
as are prodded 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 ran 
be compulsorily acquired, I do appeal 
to the hon. Member to realize that it 
would, to a large extent. recluce the 
powers this 1BiJl seeks to give, 

1\11'. Ramphal: I feel there is a 
great deal of weight in the arg�nnent 
of the hon. Mover who has just spoken. 
I would like to say that irn nrnst admit 
there is also cogent argument on this 
side of rt:he amen<lment. Would the ho,li. 
�fover be agreeable to making the posi
tion of the owner a little stronger so 
that the point which the hon. Member 
1 Mr. Lnc1,hoo) has brought out would be 
established beyond all doubt whate,•er. 
I am sure if that were done, we could 
leave m·er the point of beneficial occu
pation until we get there. We will 
wifodraw the amendment for this only. 
I am sure 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. 

'l'he Attorney General: With ref
erence to the remarks of foe hon. 
Member, Mr. Ramphal, I would suggest 
that the amendment, as it has be,m 
moyed, at the moment is not a partic
ularly happy one even in the present 
context. Leaving out for the moment 
the motive of the amendment, I would 
:;uggest 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
mtion says: 

"Land Settlement Scheme includes any 
project intended to secure land for the 
establishment of farmers as an org:.mised 
settlement or for distribution by sale, lease 
or otherwise to persons individually fo1· 
agricultuual purposes." 

"To lease," was, as it were, brought 
in incidentally and the prodso quaii
fication deals specifically with the land. 
I would suggest with respect to th:it 
Yiew, if the hon. Member wisi1es to 
pursue his point that it would be better 
to bring it forward at ,u10thei· stage. 
I would suggest it be put in the ne'W 
clause 7 that it would not be in the 
public interest for lands to be a<:quired 
if they are beneficially occupied lands. 
I am not advocating that at this stage, 
but it would be better to put it there 
rather tnan in the definition of "Lam! 
Settlement," as there you are dealing 
with the pro,i ect of settling farmers. I 
therefore advise the hon. Member to 
withdraw the amendment completely 
ancl, if he feels he onght to do 80, bring 
it forward at another stage. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I do not cross words 
with the hon. the Attorney General in 
respect of the happiness of the a!llend-
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ment, but I would with respect and 
deference, point out to him that I would 
agree with him entirely if the tlefi
nition of "Land Settlement" iiad stopped 
at "establishment of farmers as an 
or�anised settlement.'" But, it goes on 
to say "or for distribution," Distribu
tion of land not in that p1:oject 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 settlement scheme. It is because 
of that T haYe introduced this amend
ment here. In foe interval since it is 
suggested-and one does not wish to be 
difli<;ult-it may be introduced and 
perhaps gain the support of the hon. 
Mover of the motion as an amendment 
to c lause 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 · express the 
general view 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 ha ye to consider 
whether it is not clause 2 foat should 
be· appropriately amended along your 
lines. You are contending that it does 
in -valve lands which could be beneficial
ly occupied. In my opinion it does. 
Tt has the meaning that the words in 
tha definition "for agricultural pur
poses" would convey the inclusion of 
lands not so beneficially occupied. · 

That being your contention yo·u 
seem to .be rig:i1t when you spoke. 
Therefore, I would say it is not a happy 
moment to withdraw the amendment. 
I think it shonld be left there for fu1·
ther consideration, and we pass m1. I 
think that is a compromise I should 
make. Pe1·haps the hon. the Attorney 

General 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 land settlement which is not 
beneficially occupied wholly, but in

respect of which a project is invo)v.ed in 
the public interest. It is desired that 
whatever lands Government wants in 
the pubJic · interest can be taken posses
sion cf. 

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

Mr. Cummings: I would like YOLI 

to permit me to express my view, Sil'. 
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 such, it has nothing to do with the 
qu.estion of what type of land it is. What 
I understand th.e Attorney General to 
,:ay is that it is not necessary in thi;, 
Bill to define "•beneficial occupation" or 
occupation on the land, It would 
be illogical to put that here. It states 
that: 

"Land Settlement scheme includes any 
project intended to secure land for the 
establishment of farmers as an o.rgai,ised 
settlement or for distribution by sale, 
lease o�· otherwise to persons individually 
for agncultural purposes." 
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•. The question as to whether the land 
is beneficially occupied 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 1·eiterated 
what he said originally-at the opening 
of this debate-that in practic.e 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 sells it to "B" for .other purposes; 
011-e cannot say that the land was not
heing beneficially occupied in the first
instance, since there would have 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 whereby we would use land
which is beneficialJy occupied already,
the duty of the Land Settlement Depart
ment would be to give freehold title to
settlers wherev.er possible.

The Chairman: The hon. lVIember 
(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 
h; ocrnpied for any agricultural purpos,e 
that is beneficial occupation within the 
definition given in this Bill. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: That is exactly 
my opinion also. That has been said, in 
effect, by th.e Member for La:bour, 
Health and Housing, and al.so by the 
hon. Mover of this motion. Reference 
has b,een made to what is known as the 

"front lands" .on sugar estates and if 
we press this amendment it would, in 
effe�t, he a bai'rier against the use of 
Hay "front lands'' on sugar estates 
which might be said to be beneficially 
occupied. 

!\fr. Cummings: Just to a point of 
correction: 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 (l\fr. 
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 !ands can be compul
sorily acquired, ,and ther.e is no question 
of breneficial 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 housing, not only land, 
settlement, and I am saying that under 
the Housing Ordinance the Member for 
Housing· should g-.et all these lands 
which no effort has been hitheTto made 
to get, instead of going a-back of all 
those places. Sure!,,· Government can 
take these lands, where no question of 
beneficial occupation arises, and give 
them out, 15 acres to each man. 

We are talking about putting 
homes on well drained lands. I am not 
a g.eologist •or an agriculturalist, but I 
feel that while certain lands are totally 
unsuitable for agricultural purposes, yet 
some can be turned into the site of 
attractive housing estates. We have seen 
Bookers build up housing estates from 
swamp lands. Perhaps I can elicit some• 
thing from the Member for Housing as 
I understand he has not had occasion for 
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[Mr. Sugrim Singh] 
using ,the Housing Ordinance in this 
particular respect. 

Mr. Ramphal: In considering this 
amendment I sugg;est we should not 
take into account the possible effect on 
any partic·ular person or group of per
sons of what w,e ar-e trying to do. We 
should reject that approach entirely, 
and I think the hon. Member who moved 
the amendment would be willing to 
withdraw it in favour of something to 
b.e put forward by Government. I would
suggest that the mover ·withdraw it.

Mr. Cummings: Before that is done, 
Sir it i.s not clear to me what Mr. 
Sugrim Singh is .suggesting. Is it that 
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 relevance of the application of the 
Housing Ordinance to what is happen
ing here at tbe mome11t. As far as land 
for housing· is concerned, we have it. We 
hav.e all the Janel 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. 

l\fy friend referred to the Sugar 
Estates, but as far as I know thei1· 
housing programme is progressing sat
isfactorily; people are being given loans 
and land ancl a substantial numher �f 
houses has been built. So I do not think 
I can be of help as the hon. Member 
desires. 

The Attom�y 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 sa)' if this amend
ment is to go in it is so important that 
it deserv,es a clause all to itself. nut in 
:my 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 any fundamental qualification I 
would say it would be happier and 
easier to put it in the 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;me 
you might think it out. 

Mr. Luckhoo: Yes, Sir. 

Amendment withdrawn. Clause 2 
deferred. 

Clai,se 3. - Plo'W'er of Governor in 
Council to clecfo.re a lmnd settlement 
sqheme a public work iinder section 8 of 
Chap-ter 179 . . 

S'ir Frank McDayid: I beg to move 
an amendment which has been circu
lated, that is, to substitute the word 
"Principal" for the word "aforesaid" in 
the fif,th and .sixth lines. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I want to 
amend thi.s clause by the insertion of 
another snbclanse : 

,; Where the Governor in Council de
cides to acquire any 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 benefici.,lly 
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 po1tion shall be liable to acquisi
tion under this Ordinance." 

Sir, I beR to move thif; 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 importaRt person indeed, has to 
look at it and give it his certificate he
fol'e the Governol' can give his assent to 
the Bill. That is why I am asking hon. 
Members to put their amendments in 
written form. It makes it so difficult 
.for everybody if they are not. You are 
assuming 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. Sugrim Singh : The principle 
of serving notice is one that is observed 
in property matters. Supposing that a 
property is not yours and you propose 
to acquire it; there is no provision in 
this Bill for any notice. This is contrary 
to the pra�tice 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 an<l 
proper that notice be given to the owner 
of the land. Is there any compulsory 
acquisition law anywhe,re in the world 
under which notice is not given to the 
owner of the ]and? I am not asking for 
five Years' notice, because one has to 
bear in mind that land is urg·,ently re
quired, but I think it should be a reason
able period. Before the mechanics of ac
quisition have been completed the notice 
will have run its time. The owner of 
the land should be told that if he does 
not do something about it Government 
would take steps to acf[uire the land. 

Sir Fran!, McDavid: I submit rhat 
the hon. Member is completely confused 
in his thinking. He is confusing this 
matte1' with action under a law su�h as 
tl," Ac,1•i,,11lh11•,il J: nlnil,[l'� Arh nf :,,., 

land which is designed to enforce proper 
agricultural practice by tenants. The 

purpose of this Bill i::; entirely different. 
It is to try to acquire unbeneficially 
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·-i 
fact that I think that in this country of 
ours in the next 10 years there is gotng 
to ,be a debacl·e. for the simple rea.son 
that there are going to be t11ousands of 
children growing up who will want land 
and cannot get it. 

I tried to tell them that there are 
thousands of acres of 1111us9d lands on 
the rivers. I tried to explain to them 
both privately and in public that the 
best approach to land development is up 
those rivers, hecause 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 requir�d to complete the internal 
works. Heaven knows what we would 
have to spend in putting the lands 
behind Crabwood Creek in order. 

We have come to the stage where 
the logical dev,elopment ha.s to take place 
on the riverain lands which have been 
occupied in the past and have yielded 
crops in the past. Is the hon. Member 
sel'iously suggesting that if we adopted 
the r.ecommendation made by Mr. Lord 
when he was Commis.sioner of Lands 
and Mines, that Government should 
acquire all the private!�- owned lands up 
the Demerara River up to Wismar and 
start to settle people along those lands? 
suppose we decide to adopt tha t  as a 
policy, are we solemnly going to give 
notice to a f.ew people along the river 
hanks that if th2y do nnt benefHally 
occupy theii· plots of land Governme1i.t 
would acquire them? 

The hon. Member is only thinking 
n-f' !':nn1.P P�b1tc> ]winer t,:,l,,,,, f1•nm �n 
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owne1• 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 po,wer to d.ecide· 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 
fo1•' the appointment by the Govr�rnor of 
a Commission whose function will be to 
investigate and determine what the 
owner himself requir.e.s for his agri
cultural 1mrpose. There is no need to be 
fearful. The hon. Membe,· need not in
sert something in the Bill which would 
cause it to misfire-something quite 
outside the nature and object o_f the 
Bill. 

The Chafrman: Does anyone wfah

to speak on the amendment which has 
been d.istributed? 

Rev. Mr. Bobb: While I quite ap
preciate the contention of the hon, 
Mover of the nnrendment it is clear that 
it se.eks to reintroduce the very element 
which wn.s agreed upon to be omitted 
from the definition or interpretation 
of beneficial occupatior1, 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 fot�nd to be not beneficially occupied 
before any steps could be taken. That 
very phrase it has oeen agreed to 
1·emove, and to reintroduce it in this 
amendment would be to go back on the 
stand already taken. To introduce· it 
in the d.efinition of "land settlement" 
would remove from the Commissioners 
what is already provided for them in 
clause 7 (2) (a). I suggest that the 
hon. Member reconsider his amend
ment. 

Mr. Luckhoo: May I state what I 
think is at the back of the mind of the 
mover · of the amendment? It is that 
the fact that land has not been 
beneficially occupied for a number of 
years may be due largely lo th,e eco-
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nomic position of th.e own·er, 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 owne1• of the land to warn him that
if he did not put it into beneficial occu
pation Government would acquire it in
ihe interest of the community-Gov·e�·n
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 grace which 
is not entirely unknown in such mat
ters. Maybe the words of the amend
ment do not convey fully tbe idea which 
is at the back of the hon, Member's 
mind, ibut 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 th.ink 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 
hear in mind that the amendment .seeks 
to p11t forward the idea of a period of 
grace. 

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

If the Commissioners conceive that 
any own.er requires his land for agricul
tural purposes, we say that the Commis
sioners are .entitled to let him keep his 
land. It i:Y quite unnecessary to give a 
grace period for that owner to be free 
to hav.e his own land for agriculture. 
He can tell the Commissioners "I have 
1,000 acres and I want 300 for cultiva
tion. I have not done it as yet but I 
am about to prepare it to produc.e." He 
would -establish that and so would 
retain that land. This period of grace 
is inconsistent and quite unnecessary. 



2267 Acquisifiion of Land 3RD MAY, 1957 (Land Set.) Bill-In Com. 2268 

Mr. Ramphal: I am one of those 
who should support the idea of' a period 
of grace. I refer to the statement bv 
the expert, Mr. Frank Brown, whos� 
advice was taken in this particular 
matter. Any ordinary negotiation takes 
six months from the time it starts 
to the time it ends. I am very deeply 
impressed with the argument just 
addu!!ed that there 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
tinction between taking large blocks of 
land and taking an individual piece of 
land. I can qttite sec the force of 
argument. 

You can give a period of' gra!!e 
when taking a piece of land. for dis
trihution, but when :vou are taking a 
lr.rge 'block of land in reality it 
would be nonsense giving everybody a 
notice because, if you did, one could by 
himself b lock 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. Move1· 
suggests we can find the answer in the 
evidence before the Commissioners. In 
t.hat case I am suggesting to the hon. 
Mover of the amendment that maybe 
we can more forcibly put it in at that 
particular 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 acquisition of land, as far as 
I know-I have my proc.edure to some 
extent in the Laws of England-there 
has always been a period of' grace. The 
accepted authorities-Mr. Frank Brown 
and the World Ba11k Mission - all agree 
on the question of period of gra�e. I 
can go on making ridiculous r.eferences, 
but what I do have in mind is the case 
where a man due to no fault of his .but 

economic conditions over which he has 
no control, cannot beneficially occupy 
his land as there is no drainage. Gov
ernment wants to acquire his land com
pufaorily. 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 stage. That may very 
possibly be in an appropriate context, 
but I am pres·sing this amendment 
whether here or any other part of this 
Bill. 

Sfr Frank McDavid: I am going 
to speak on this for the last time. This 
measure has not bee11 introduced in 
order to take awa�· people's estates here 
nnd 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 this Bill is to get land that is 
not beneficially occupied and start to 
prepare it as soon a.s possible fo1• 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 ,they are not 
benefi�ially 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 
that has happcn�d, and I do appeal to 
the hon. Member not to go on saying 
that this Bill is designed to take away 
people's property. 

Mr. Sugrim S-ingh: We are mak
ing a law which is going to b.e 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 henefHal occupation has 
beep ruled out. Appar.ently, he has tNt 
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been listu1ing to the debate. We have 
decided on the suggestion of the hon. 
the Attorney General to try to raise it 
again. We are firm on beneficial occu
pation. As tu whether Gov�rnment 
accepts it is another matter. vVhnt we 
are 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. Here in British Guiana 
the1·e 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 co1rnistent with proprietary right 
of the people whose lands a re to be 
compulsorily acquired. 

We are in this Council making leg
i.slation on whi�h 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 a1Jpears in the Statute 
Book. The statement i.s made that 
Government is not going· to take lands 
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 occupi.ed? In this 
Legislative Council we are making laws 
for the entil'e conntr�·. and I do ask 
that a period of grace be g·iven and that 
Government nccepts the principle thn t is 
consistent with what exists wherever 
there is land acquisition in the Com
monwealth. 

Rev. Mr. Bobb: I am afraid my 
hon. Friend misunderstood what I sa.\cl 
I was speaking on the nmondment 
which says:" 

"!£ 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 acquisition 
under this Ordinance.'' 

The element of occupation is intro
duced in a completely different context. 
What I said was, it is taken out of the 
context of fond sdfr!111ent ,md intro
dn�ed in a completely different context. 
Further, if the Commissioners m·e 
going to be authorized to examine the 
cases hefor.e them in the light of what 
we have heard. the reasonable require-
ment� of the land for agriculture must 
include the owner's consideration ns to 
what he intends to do with his land. I 
cannot subscribe to the idea that until 
Government say.s it wants a piece of 
land, then the owner must begin to L:1ok 
after that land and make it of benefi
cial use. Let us suppose that some
bod.- did not have a thought of using 
the· land beneficially until he heal'd that 
the land was wanted by Government, I 
still do not think he should be given a 
year of grace be�a11.se of that. My 
contention is not that there should be 
no period of grace, but that if a period 
of grace must be given it must be put 
in some part of the Bill which has to 
do with the question of negotiation 
with the o'\-vner and not tied 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. So the 
Commissioners would make their 
examination and, according to tliis 
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 be given 
some time to defeat the rice industry; 
if one person is to be given some 
time to defe;;tt the considerations 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 to 
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my hon. Friend's meaning of the term 
''period of gl'ace" it should be granted 
in order that an owner could put his 
property in order so that Govermnent 
cairnot acquire it whatever his inten
tions are. 

I think it is quite legitimate LO 

give a person some time to examine 
his own situation from all posRible 
angles so that in his negotiations he 
wil1 have the advantage of putting 
forward every possible point in his 
favour. He may use some period of 
grace to have a second thought, but 
not to put hi.s land in beneficial 
occupation. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I have no 
desire to carry on a11y sparring con
test, with anyone on the Eng1ish 
language. I know that beneficial 
occupation used in any context mear:s 
beneficial occupation. My hon. Frieml 
who ha,s just spoken has indkated hi.s 
agreement to this period of grace. 

Rev. Mr. Bob.b: I am speaking of 
the existence of the pel'iod in respect 
uf the 11egotiation 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 e,state Govern
ment would tax 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 referring to the 
necessity for a period of grace, but-

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I was quoting 
the hon. Member. I said emphaticslly 

"a pel'iod of Il'egotiation" and 1

would ask hon. Members of this 
Council whether it could be said that 
''a period of grace" is synonymous 
with ''a period of negotiation." When, 
and only when, negotiations have been 
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 
11egotiatio11s with the owner of the 
land in accordance with such a 
decision. I cannot follow the view of 
the hon. Member; I have heard some 
people speak again.st this Bill and l

have also heard others support it. 

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

Rev. l\'Ir. Bobb: I was saying, 
Sir, that it depends very largely upon 
my learned Friend's ability to under-
11tancl -what I have said. 

The Chairman: There is an amend
ment tied to this clause 3, -that we 
substitute the word "Principal'' for 
the word ''aforesaid". If hon. Men:.
ber,;; 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 Ordinance, "and 
thereafter the provi,sions of the Or
dina11ce shall apply in relation to the 
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 
negotiations for acquiring the land, 
and a.s regards the application of the 
Order to the land in question, the 
clause does not say ''may", but "shall". 
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I can only presume that these words 
are going to remain. 

Sir Frank McDavid: We must be 
practical and realistic. Everybody 
k;rlows what .happens in a case lifce 
thts; one must approach the owne1· of 
the land, I submit, and speak to him 
2.bout 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 thP 
termination of the crop,s. The owner 
would have to be asked to give per
mission to enter the land-where either 
µarty had not received sufficient 
notice - and the notice might be 
accompanied with a request (from the 
intended p't1r'cha.ser) to allow him to 
examine the land. Some authorities 
say that such a notice must be of 
necessity to reach the owner.

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I will ask 
plainly and sim"ply that the ame,nd
ment oe put. If it is the wish of the 
ma,iority it will be carried. 

Mr. Ramphal: I would like to 
point out that I do not think sections 
4 and 5 of t

l

te Principal Ordinance 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 fee'! the force of Lhe 
argument with respect to occupying 
lJloc'ks of larid. 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 
a way, indicated that during this 
period of negotiation everything would 
be known, but the law says that the 
Governor in Council may authorize 
persons to enter the premises for the 
purposie of canying out certain 
services and so on. 

Sir Frank McDavicl: If the hon. 
Member agrees that clause 3 of the 
Bill should be considered, I will read 
it so that the point will ]lot 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 
tlie purposes of such scheme." 

I will -say that all the provisions 
of the Principal 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· grnce, 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 days' notice in relation to the 
World Bank report. I have been 
actually submerged with questions as  
to  why Mr. Frank Brown was specially 
selected to make a report with re1,pect 
to British Guiana. As regards the 
question of negotiation, I may state 
that the principle of a fixerl period is 
mentioned in Halsbury's Laws of 
England, and the idea is to give a 
chance to both sides to negotiate. 

The Attorney General: I think 
the last speaker is somewhat confused 
in his mind in that a period o-f gr?.cc 
is provided in the New Zealand Act, 
as in the United Kingdom Act, which 
deals with the problem of getting a rela
tively small amount of the land that 
exists for a relatively large increas•� 
of population. Today, a period of grace 
is not to be found in the present Act 
iu England. I think mo-st people will 
agree with me that the ownernhip of 
property imposes not onlf a right but 
also a reHponsib1lity in these days vdwn 
everybody is stril'ing to maintain an 
imprnvernent. in the standard of life. 
Thet·e is no room for improve
ment and that is why in Eng
land oU'e finds legislation which 
provides this period of grace and 
if anyone has lanrl which is not in 
beneficial use within a certain time. it 
wiil be taken away from him and pnt 
into a beneficial nse by others. The 
sole pmpose of this Bill which we have 
before us, is to acquire land fo1· land 
settlement. T11is Colony, today, is try
ing to get land which is not in benefic
ial use put into beneficial use, in order 
to produce more rice or whate,·er it is. 
The thing that strikes me is that the 
problem is really an urgent one. The 
hmd which is not in beneficial use is 
.so because it is uneconomical for any 

landlord to put it into beneficial use 
and work it. 

The mere fact that foe Go,·ernment 
is likely to tome along and say, "we 
will take this land" is not g·oing to turn 
it to profitable advantage or make him 
put it into beneficial use. EYen if he 
did so in orrler to ayoid the Acquisition 
Ordin1'nce he may leaye it alone for a 
year or two or it may fall into disuse 
again, which will obYiate the whole 
object of the amendment whic:n the hon. 
Mover is seeking to put forward. I 
would s•ay that the practical advantage 
is really yery little. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The Attorvey 
General's point, as I understand it, is 
that if you giYe him this notice after 
his failure to .octnpy the lanrl benefic
ially fo1· snrh a long.time he will occupy 
it. Whose fault is it? I have said 
already in this Chamber that it is Gov
cn1111ent':3 own fault. Wo11ld this land 
become suitable ovemight '? The usual 
amount of 1·apital expenditure for 
drai11ag1:1 w�rks would have to be put 
into it. A change of ownership is in
Yohed, from the previous landlord to 
th0. Go,·ernmcnt or otherwise, and all I 
ask is fo;it some period be given, not 
with respect to land not beneficially 
occupied hut where you have beneficial 
o�cupation.

'\,\'e must rem'mber that the iaw 
\Yill be applied acco1'ding to what is on 
the Statnte Books. We are going to 
take these lands and turn around and 
sell them to other persons�because that 
is foe proYision that is made in this 
Bill. That is the whole Bill-confusion. 

lVlr. Ramphal: May I crave the 
indulgence of this Committee once 
more'? If we are to get a picture of 
the whole of this operation that is going 
to take place, I think it is necessary to 
c:)ear the air altogether. As I under-
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[Mr. Ramphal] 

stand it, and the mover of the Bill can 
correct me if I am wrong, ,vlwt will 
happen is, the Principal Ordinanc� 
remains the Principal Oi·dinan<·e, and 
where them is the intention to take a 
certain piece of land, sections 3, 4 and 
5 of the Principal On\inanl'e begins to 
operate and the Go,·ernor in Council 
nominates the commissioners to go into 
the matter and surveyors are sent in. 
All this will take time. Then foere is 
the r1uestion of negotiations. That, 
too, will take time, and the operation 
of this legislation before us now will 
not come into play until or unless nego
liations break clown. 

Now that, to IIIY mind, iti the series 
of :icts whit-h will take place and I 
cannot support the amendment if I am 
corrrzct in my interpretation. If I am 
mistaken I would like the hon. Me,ver 
to ,;ay so. 

Sir Frank McDa vld : I am i;ure 
the hon. Member is quite correct-he 
has_ eyen included one or two �teps
which I .forgot and which entail a 
further period of time. There is a 
great ckal of time to elapse Letween the 
JHJtification and foe end-up. 

Mr. Correia: 

the amendnwut 
shadow-boxini,·. 

I beg to move that 
be put. A11 this is 

The Chairman: vVe have not dime 
so badly in this discussion. 

Question put, the Council divided 
incl yotecl as follows : 

For: 

M'l-. Sugl'im Singh 
Dr. Fraser 
Ml'. Rahaman 
M1·. Correia 
!\'fr. Luckhoo.-� 

Against : 

Mt·. Lo1',l 
Mrs. Dey 
Miss Collins 
Rev. Mr. BobL 
i\fr. Rampha� 
Mr. Tello 
fifr. Gajraj 
I\It-. Farnum 

Against; 

Mr. Kcnclall 
Mi·. Cummings 
Sir F1·ank McDavid
The Financial 

Secretary 
Tlie Attorney General 
The Chief Secre

tary.� 14.. 

l\1ution negatived. 

Clause 3 as arnended passed. 

Clause 4.-Jlfocl{/fration of appli
cation of Chapter 179 ll'licn land re
l]llind fol' lcincl settle111cnt sclieme. 

Sir Frank lVIcDavid : I beg to 
more the following amendments to t'iiis 
clause: Par,1graph (a): the substitu
tion of the words "the Principal'' for 
the word "that'' appearing in the first 
line; paragraph (b): (al-the inser
tion of the word "Principal'' between 
the words "the" nnd ·' Ordinance'' in 
the first line; and, (b)-the deletion 
of the word "aforesaid" in the S'econd 
line; paragraph (c) : (a)-the in· 
sertion oi' the word "Principal" be

tween the words "the" and "Or
dinance" in the first line and (b) � 
the deletion of the word "aforesaid." 

Mr. Sug-rim Sing·h: I wis,h to 
111oye an amendment to this clause hy 
the deletion of the· whole of sub-p11 ra• 
grnph ( c I. I do ask that this amend
ment be accepted so that sections 19 
and 22 of Ci1apter 179, not haying been 
repealed, would apply. It would appear 
from sE:ction 19 that it strikes at the 
l1e:1rt of this Bill and it is more Qr 
iess 1·epugnant. 

Sir Frank lHcDavid: May I say 
;it 0nce that Gm-ernment is prepared to 
c1llm\· section 22 to remain. 

i\'Ir. Sugrim Singh : I am ver,v 
gbcl to hear that. In order to get at 
c•ne's target sometimes one has to use 
a decoy. 
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But not 

lHr. Sugrim Singh: I would like 
to repeat ihat section 19 is repugnant, 
and I sa,v no further. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I beg to move 1.he 
cl12letion of the v,;onls and figures "and 
22" from sub-paragraph (c). 

Mr. Ramphal: I take it now that 
the hon. Member has moved that amend
ment, he himself is going to sugge�t 
that the productive value has to be 
inrreased; "(.a,)'' takes care of this 
particular 11oint a:1d that is why Gor
unment has yielded that g-rouncl. 

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

Amendment of sub-paragraphs (a) 
and (bl as proposed agreed to. Sub
parag1·nph ( c-) amended to read: 

" ( c) ti,e prodsions of section 
19 of the Principal Ordinance ahall 
1,ot have effect." 

Clause 4, as amended, passed. 

Clause 5.-Me.thocl of assessment 
of co111penwition, 

Sir Frank McDavid: I move the 
deletion of subclause (1) of clause (5) 
and the substitution th�refor of the 
new subclause (1) in the list of amend
ments, which reads: 

" (1) The provisions of paragraph (a) 
of section 18 of the Principal Ordinance 
shall not have effect, and in assessing tht= 
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 /l.mendment i]'.1 view 

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

Sir Frank McDavid: Thera is no 
inconsistency of principle in the case 
of buildings, plant and machinery on 
land which is not beneficially occupied. 
It is quite obYious that foe market value 
should be in relation to the trne ,vorth 
of the assets. The whole trouble about 
land is that there is extremely high 
inflation ,vhic11 does not arise in the 
case of builclii1gs and machinery. I 
ha,·e to say that because I do not want 
the hon. Member to think there is no 
ans·wer to the point. 

M1·. Ram1>hal: I could give an 
answer to what the i1on. Member l1as 
just said, but I do not think any pur
pose would be served by doing so. 

Clause 5, as amended, agreed to. 

Clause 6.-Awa·l'd and assessvn1Jnt 
of fai.r vnlue where ,!a,ncl is acquired. 

Sit· Frank l\lcDavid: I move the 
insertion of a new clause G as shown on 
the amendm�nt sheet. It reads: 

"6. (1) In determining claims for 
compensation the Court shall have power 
to consider and award to the claimant such 
additional amount as the Court deems 
necessary in order to make such com
r,ensation fl fair value of the land com
pulsorily acquired under the provisi6�s
of the Principal Ordinance and of tius 
Ordinance. 

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

(a) 

(b) 

the nature and extent of the estate 
or interest of the claimant h1 the 
land; 

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

(c) any special value that the land niay
have by reason of locality;
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(cl) such other matters affecting the
land as the Court considers rele
vant.P

This was the irnportant amendment 
to whirh I referred whrn we began. It 
is extremely important be1:anse it does 
seek to introduce what IVIemhers may 
consider a cii:mge of principle. It is 
not in any way a change of prinl'iple, 
because I always conceh·e that arising 
out of the Bill as printed the ow11.er 
would get a fair nilue for his land. 
However, on list1:ning to the debate and 
realising the fear in the minds of hon. 
:VIcmbers of action whieh might result 
in sumeLody being dispossessed of lanrJ 
\vithout getting a fair rnlne, I ag,,in 
examined foe New Zealand Act, and 
these words which hare now been trans
lated into '.he Bill with th Attorney 
General's coneurrence as the new 
clause G (1) entirely meet the criticisms 
and fears, an d in interpreting them 
both adrnini::'trathely and in the Courts 
no one is likely to be unfairly treated 
in regard to the extent of cornp�nsation. 
i do 110pe hon. Members wiJI accept 
the new clause. 

l\'Ir. Luckhoo : I would like to say 
that m:;ny of us who opposed the se·:ond 
1 · ading of this Bill were happy to see 
tho capitulation (laughter), and I wish 
to pay a compliment to Gov.�rnment be
cause, in its wisdom, it has seen fit 
tc- reflect the opinions of th·e "minority" 
group in this Council. I am glad to 
say that for a numlv"r of reasons. I 
foink it offers a greater assurance to 
the people of the country that they me 
going to get a square deal, because if 
Goyernment intends to. giye a square 
deal ii shonld say so. One does not pre
sume to suggest that it was not the 
intenti0t1 of this Government to giye a 
�quare deal, but we felt that in the 
m_anf!er and form il} wi1h-}1 the Bi]l y;as 

worded owners of l�mcl would not have 
had an opportunity of receh·ing a fair 
rnlL1r,tion for their lands, which 1ww by 
bw t:rio Court will harn the power to 
gire them. I am happy to sec 1.his 
particular amendment which meets a 
point on w1tich many hours have been 
spent. 

l\'Ir. Sugrim Singh : I must joie 
my hon. Friend, Mr. Luckhoo, in saying 
that it is to the good of the country 
�·hat Government has sensed the re
[:,Ctions of the people to this Bill and 
tried to improve this clause. There is 
one thing about which I am still a bit 
unhappy. When a law is passed it ap·· 
plies to everybody, large estate o\vner.:; 
ag well as small ]and owners. I would, 
the1·efore, like Government to fix a 
minimum in the Bill to cover people 
v,ho o,vn a small house on a small plot 
of land. I am thinking of the small 
man, although the hon. IVI:embE:)r for 
Labour (Mr. Cummings) thinks other
wise. 

Mr. Cummings : What does the 
hon. Member for Labour think other
wise about? What did I say? 

Mr. Sugrim Singh : If the hen. 
Member had allowed me to complete 
\Yhat I intended to sny-it was he who 
said that we talk of the small man, Lut 
what I want to coin·ey is that I would 
like to see a minimum fixed for the 
munber of acres of land which may be 
compulcal'ily acquired, so as to proYide 
som� protedion for the small rnan with 
11is little holding. 

The Chairman : That is not rele
rnnt to the dause undor consideration. 
We �re dealing with the <1uestion of 
compensation. 

i\fr Sugrim Singh : My point is 
that no fair Ya!ue on this basis of com
putation could compensate a man with 
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.a small holding·. I ·would like to see :1 

minimum fixed in the Bill-th�t Gov
ernment would not e:ompuisorily acquire 
a plot of land of less t:uan fire acres. 

Sir Frank :McDavid : The huD. 
Member's whole argument is quite irrel
eyant to the cl ause we are considering. 

l\1r. Ramphal : I want to say one 
thing in order to put the record 
.straight. The hon. Moyer says that 
there is no change of the principle of 
the Bill, but those of us who spoke 
ag·ainst it and now approve of this 
amEmlment a1·e strongly of the view that 
there is a change in the principle. In 
the Bill as originally plaeecl before us 
there was a fixed assessment, and the 
Com·t had to act on foat. Now the 
Court shall increase or decrease it in 
order to bring it to a fair value. I con
tend that that changes the pl'ineiple 
and brings it up to what W!! consirl·�r 
a. reasonable and equitable basis.

Rev. Mr. Bobb: At this point 1 
must take the opportunity to refre3h 
the mind of -my hon. Friend, Mr. Sugrira 
Singh, that in my speech during the 
debate on the second reading of 'ihe 
Bill I repeated myself in saying that 
I wish to see something more than the 
eeonomic Yalue, more compensation for 
the Janel, and I repeatedly referred to 
foe statement made by the hon. the 
Attorney General. I thought it was not 
fair and I was not in fayour of economic 
yalue which was not bringing it a" 
near as possible to what could be taken 
as the market rnlue. What is pnn•id
ed in this c lause eompletely mi�ses my 
own opinion on this matte1·. 

This fr one of the things that 
caused me to impport foe request ye!'.
terd-ay fm· a deferment of consideration 
of the Bill so that I could have the 

how it is tied up with some recom
mendations I had. I was very g-lad :hat 
the hon. Mover h,is brought forward 
titis amendment with which I thorough
ly agree. On that point my -hon. Friend 
:aipoke against an d yotecl for it. I spoke 
in faronr of the principle of the Bill 
but said there were amendments desir
able here and there. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I rise merely 
to thank the hon. Member, Mr. Lu•ckhoo, 
for his graceful eompliment when 1ie 
s1�olw in fa\'Olll' of the amendment. He 
used �he ,vord "capitulation." W � a;:e 
not engaged in n war, and there has 
been no capitulation on thi3 side. So 
rar as the Yalue of compensation is 
concerned, hon. Memb�rs may recall that 
T was at pains to point out thai pal'a• 
graph <a) :if that section remains. 
Ther.efore there is no intention to 
change the principle of fair yalue com
putation. In addition to the provisions 
of this Bill, there ha,·e to be taken into 
,·onsideration for compenJation for laud;-i 
acquired-

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

(c) the damage (if any) sustained by 
the person interested at the time
awarding compens::ition hy reason
of the acquisition injmiou3Jy
affecting his other property or 
his earnings:

(di if in consequence of the acquisi
tion he is compelled to change 
his residence oT place of bt1siness 
the reasonable e�penses (i£ any J 
incidental to the change.'' 

All those are in. I do submit 
there is no change in principle in this 
c1111endmt:nt, which merely seeks to 
mnplify and make valid the matters 
tnat ought to be c6l1�.iclered in giving a 
fair vnluation. 

The Chairman: Clause 6 i:;i an 
opportunity, before the discussion, to see entirely new ch use. 
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LSir Frank McDavid] 
Sir Frank McDavid: Yes, and I 

ci-ave your indulgence to make one
Yerbal cha11ge in the amendment. The
word "compulsorily" should come after
the word "acquired" in the fourth line.
It is llot 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 am told by the hon.
the Attorney General 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 6 put, 
and agreed to. 

New clause 6 passed as amend
ed. 

Clause 7-Amwintment of Com111is
sionetr s � etc.

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

l\lr. Ramphal: May I remind 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 ( 1) 
the following words: 

"Taking into consideration the 
extent to which the land fr, not b,me
ficially occupied or utilized for agri
culture." 

The Chair.man: Where is it? 

Mr. LucJd100: Page 2 of the List 
of Amendments at line 9 after the war(l 

"scheme'.' I am referring to Sir Fra.nk
McDadcl's new clause 7. 

Sir Frank l\fcDavid: 1 accept that

subject to any yerbal alteration neces
sary. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I am happy for that 
aeceptance. There is one other amend· 
ment I will introduce-in line 4 of sub
clause ( 1) after the word "owner'' tiie 
words ".or occupier" be inserted. Since 
it is the intention of Gover nment to 
gh-e e,•ery opportunity. as long ::ts it is 
requested that it shall be clone, for 
inYestigation by Commissioners to Le 
appointed by the GO\·ernor, I think we 
should not restrict it to owners. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I am pre
pared to accept that, because I hope 
that action will be pal'ticularly directed 
to unoccupied lands on the riyers, most 
of which irn,e no real owners but a 
number of occupiers. I think, there
fore the inclusion of the words "or 
occupier'' is Tight. 

The Attorney General : I was go
ing to. ask whetheT in respect of the 
vrnrds "taking into consideration" it 
may not be clearer. to say ",having 
regard to the extent to wtiich the land 
is not occupied". Clause 7 (1) says that 
before the Order is made th·e Govern
ment may in certain ('ircurnstances iss11e 
a commission appointing two or thTee 
Commissioners to determine by im·esti
gation whether or not it is in the public 
interest that foe land in respect of 
which it is sought to make an order as 
11.fo!'esni<l si10uld be af'(1uired for n land
set tlement scheme. Who is to take into
consideration? Subclause (2) tells us
what they are to take into considera
tion.

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

Mr. Luckhoo : 
''Dam 11s ve,iimusqne. 1

' 

A que.;;tion nf 

Mr. Ramphal : We feel vel'y happy 
that Government on reflection has 
made it obligatory that at the request 
of the owner oe occupier it does so and 
so. I want to express the opinion of 
Members on fois side of the Council 
in congratulating Government on its 
second thought and the hon. Member. 
Sir Frank McDavid, particularly. 

Sir Prank McDavid : I accept frH:: 
congratulations in the spirit thev are 
gi,·en. May I say that many of· these 
amendments were produced not becanse 
there was a11y capitulation but heP.ause 
on reflection it was found that some
thing was wrong. 

Clause 7, as amended, pa�sed. 

At this stage Council took tl1e teo 
adjournment. 

RESUMPTION 

Mr. Speaker: We are now ahont 
to take clause 8. 

Clause 8-Condihons 1·elating NJ
lancl solcl or leased. 

Sir Frank McDavid : The printed 
clause 8 ·will now be re-numbered tis 

clause 10, and I beg to HlO\'e that para
graph (b) of sub-da11Se (l) be deleted 
and that the following be substituted 
therefor: 

" ( b) such land, or the lessor's interest 
t�erein as the case may be, shall not be 
liable to be taken in execution except in 
re�P_ect o.f any debt owing to, or obligation 
artsmg under any guarantee by ihe 
Colony, or in respect of the recovery of
An11 t,::i.v rl11hr r�t.f.:l -nr nthPr• c;mrY'I. f 

money due and owing to the Colony or 
to any statutory authority." 

Ti1,= principle behind this amend
ment is that we are trying to make it 
easy under the prodsions of the Bill to 
allow for compulsory acquisition by out
right purchase. Members will remem� 
bct· that the mark3t value of buildings 
is to be taken now, and in  this clnuse 
allowanr·e is made for an increase in 
the annual rent-a maximum increase 
of 6 per cent. Members will also 
remember that there are certain comli
tions in (b) and (c) in the Prineipal 
Ordinance relating to the things w11ich 
are to be taken into consideration when 
there is to be payment in casi1 out
right. All these thing·s are to be taken 
into <·onsideration where the land is be
ing taken and paid for in cash outright. 

May I also draw attention to the 
new clause 9 in the Bill'! It contains 
an additional compensatory factor for 
land that is being leased. 

Mr. Speaker : Does any other 
Member wish to speak? 

Mr. Luckhoo: I shall move the 
deletion of this clause. I should like 
to make a declaration and to rep8at 
something I have said many many 
times already: That is, I belieye in 
freehold, and I wonld like to ask Gov
ernment, a plain, simple, and what I 
ue]ieye is a pointed question. What is 
their land policy'! Is it one of a free
·uold nature or is it one of a leasehold
nature? I say that it must be clearly 
emull:iated before one can follow it to 
see whether such requirements are 
necessary. In this country-if Mr. 
Sug-rirn Singh's figures are corrert-
90 per cent of the lands are Crnwn Lands 
and if the G,wernment is acquiring 
land for the pnrpose of settlement, then 
I feel that the idea is a laudable one 
so long as you are going to permit 
nt:onle to acquire the land. In foi� 
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[M:r. Luckhoo] 
country the people haye for yery long 
been suffering from the hardships of 
a leasehold policy. 

Too long have people suffered 
hardships consequent upon a leasehold 
policy. It is not only foat the people 
themselves have suffered from insecur
ity but the country suffers in like ma:1-
ner, because a person occupying land 
on a leasehold basis does nol regard 
that land as his own. He does not take 
the same interest in the land and is · 
reluctant in most cases to plant his trees 
and permanent crop thereon, because ite 
feels tha� his stake in the land is at the 
will and may be, at the caprice of others. 

It is rery necessary that people 
should be able to identify themselves 
with the country and to work for the 
development of fae country through the 
land. I feel, Sir, that this is a step 
which is retrogressive, and at times 
one is led to belie,·e that GMermnent's 
land policy instead of being freehold is 
one of leasehold. I am in a position to 
quote s·�veral extracts from spee,�hcs 
made in this very Council by the hon. 
Member for Agriculture in wiiich he has 
put forward proposals with that pal'ti
cular policy in view. I think that unless 
we give the people a stake in the land 
we will be setting back the hands of the 
clock and that there will be clespafr in
stead of action on foe part of the p2ople. 

There are two distinct yiews relat
ing to land settlement. One concerns the 
individual-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. Tiie 
latter class of individual ·wants to own 
his holding and is prepared to work and 
put his labour on the land in order that 
he might acquire it. The people of th;s 
country, whatever their weaknesses, 
have developed a sense of land con
SGiousness, and a man who wishes to

fiand down any valua,ble · possession to his 

children in these days think,s of doing 
so not in terms of money but in terms 
of land. One often :i1ears certain people 
expressing anxiety to get "transport" 
£or their land and in some quarters they 
refer to it as kajal, meaning "paper" 
or "transport." 

In my opinion, the people working 
on the land are doing an exeellent job, 
and one of the first points they raise 
is that of asking when are they going 
to he given a chance to acquire their 
little plot of land so that their family 
conld know that it belongs to them. I 
think it is yery important that a state
ment should be issued by Governmhnt 
as to whether its policy is one of free
hold or leasehold. If it is dedared that 
Gorernrnent is pursuing a policy of 
"leasehold" I foink that would driye 
a sense of frustration into the minds 
of the people now that there is great 
hope and expectation that they would 
be able to own the land upon which 
Government is endeavouring to settle 
them. 

I haye dsited places like New Hope 
and othen in the East Demerara dis
trid and haye been surprised at varimis 
activities of the peasant farmers-re
pa iring dams and bridges, improving 
the land, and so on-in order that their 
efforts might come to fruition, and 
making a positiye contribution towards 
the economy of the country. This if; 
their country- their Guiana-and if 
we are going to settle these people on 
the land, we si10uld giye them the hop1, 
and the expertation which they deserye 
to haye after all these years-the oppor
tunity to own land. 

I think the first question to be 
determined is whqther Goyernm.ent's 
land policy is one of freehold or lease
i10ld. I repeat that the policy should be 
one of freehold; that is the hope of the 
people at the present time since they 
hope to stay on the land. 
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· Let us take it a step further: what
is his future on tbat land? If it is 
the intention of Government that 
land settlement should continue, 1.hen 
it means that the person who is sett!ing 
on the land should be told that the 
lease is for 10 years, a tempon.n·y 
measure to relieve the hardship which 
now exists and that at the end of that 
time he would be 1·equired to mo\'e. 

But surely that is not thti inten
tion. I listened to tlie able speech 
which the ,hon. Mover made. He 
pointed out the great concern nf Gov
ernment for the future of the ehiln;:-en 
of this country. What is going to 
happen? Do we know what the popu
lation will be like five or ten yearn 
from now? Where are we going to 
put these people, and how are �hey 
goi,ng to settle? In other words it is 
not a panacea, it is not a temporary 
measure for meeting an emergency. 
Land Settlement, as far as I can see it, 
is something of a permanent nature, 
and if there is a permanency about it 
then surely you must think of it in 
term� of a freehold basis. It is to my 
mind irreconcilable that you should 
have lots leased upon which you will 
have to effect land settlement schemes. 

I think of a land settlement scheme 
a� a project for land on which people 
would be settled. Nothing I say can 
be more unsettled than a leasehold 
basig. There is a conflict in the very 
object and meairn by which you are 
hoping to achieve that object. I feel 
that this is a matter which does strike 
at the roots of Government's policy 
for land in respect of settlement 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 
this purpose. The owners of these 
lands will be definitely in the mh101·
ity, but in a system of democracy one 
necessarily must give every tho11ght 
and consideration toward the minority, 
and these ow ners of the land are e;1-
titled to every consideration as well. 
I think that in natural practice what 
will 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 in to tl1e 
price with the experts and woi;k out 
how much it will cost. lf it findS' that 
the cost will be too expensive, and it 
has no money to acquire tbis land 
then will follow the ready-made alte1·
native-not to acquire the lands by 
purchase but by lease. 

Dy lease for how long? ''Subject 
to special terms and conditions as 
may be specified in such order.'' 
We do not know how long this land will 
be so acquired but it still proves to 
be a cheap way to acquire land in 
order to settle people. It is· an un
realistic approach. I do feel thal. 
Will Government at the end of this 
period of time Ray ''Well now, having 
paid this lease for so many years we 
will now acquire the property and give 
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
preciate in value but they will be pay
ing for it at the end of ten or fifteen 
years much more than what they am 
paying for it at the present dme. So 
what then are we to presume? Gov
ernment can say "This is the end; we 
[:'ive you notice; you1· lease has ex
pired and you wH! have to find some 
other place to settle." 

There is nothing more insecure 
than ins-ecurity. There is nothing that 
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affects a man more than the thought 
or the knowledge that he is not l)er
manently settled. This is a human 
q_uality; it is not something that we 
can legislate for; it is s,omething that 
Bprings naturally in the mind of a 
person who is going to be settled on 
the land. A freehold policy is appeal
ing, exciting, invigorating and pro
ductive. A man with a stake in the. 
community inculcates a senae of 
ownership. Those are the· natural 
attributes that flow from a land p0iicy 
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 facl.ld 
with eviction; they were called upon 
to remove their houses from leased 
land. 

They attended meetings night 
after night anxious to get some word 
of encouragement, especially the old 
people with their tattered s,hawls 
arom:�d their shoulders, wondering 
·where they would lay their heads. One
can see the difference now that they
.have been able to acquire the land on
which their homes rest, for they have
u -s-ense of pride in their homes. Yes
terday I took part in negotiations on
behalf of the people of Alexander
Village who are also endeavouring to
acquire the plots on which their home�
stand, so as to provide security fo1·
themselves and their families.

One translates that same feeling 
to 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 th-� 
Bill, he who has given �o much 
thought and consideration to the 
points· which we have raised, to giVt\ 
further thought to this fundamental 
policy (I say this very advisedly) upon 
which the future of this country mid 
its rate of development will depend. 
The people are agriculturists at 
heart. They should be given the 
opportunity of freehold occupation of 
the land, 

I cannot square those thoughts 
with what is prescribed in this Bill. 
This is not the sort of a Bill which 
will do some good. This ls a pre
scription that will prod•uce a medicine 
that will only have one result�a fatal 
resu.Jt. I ask that even at this, late 
stage Government would give some 
thought to this clause, 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 de.c;r.ribe it 
as the most vicious clause in this en
tire Bill. I wish also to describe it as 
the clause which opens the door to 
unending po&sibilities of injustice and 
dissatisfaction in this country. My 
hon. Friend has put very clearly and 
convincingly the difference between 
leasehold ownership and freehold 
ownership in this country. Whatever 
is responsible for it I do llClt know 
but from the point of view of laml 
•it is obvious from the figures that
there is patent land hunger of which
so much has been said in this Council
and that the people continue to sfarve
in the midst of plenty·.

I must s,ay, Sir, and I take foll re
sponsibility for it, that Government
palicy in the past lacked vision. Then
there was no long range policy other
wise the situation today would hav.e
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been completely changed. At one time 
in the history of this country Gov
ernment believed in settling people 
and to have flouris•hing settletnl�nts 
like Windsor Fo1·est, Hague, and others 
where the people as the result of free
hold ownersihip of the land have bet:n 
able to sink all they had in the de
velopment of their holdings in the 
full confidence that whatever they 
sank would some day bear fruit, as 
indeed it has borne fruit. 

Suddenly, after the existence of 
these successful settlements, for some 
reason or other Government changed 
its policy, and you now h,lve large 
tracts of land taken up by peo11le, 
some of whom have never been near 
those lands, but are tying up those 
lands with other agricultural or graz
ing lands. 

Government possesses the Land 
Resumption Ordinance but it is still 
in cold storage. This clause in this 
Bill, I wish to submit and it can be 
seen by every hon. Member of this 
Council, patently would work con-. 
siderable hardship on not only the 
land owners who would never be in a 
position to know what portion of their 
lands would be the object of acquiid
tion but the people to whom those 
lands when acquired would be uistri
buted ,vould nof have that security 
which freehold owners·hip alone could 
give. The whole thing is a mass of 
confusion. I want to say in this 
Council that a large portion uf tlle 
trouble and dissatisfaction in this 
country is due to this ins•ecurity not 
only in respect of land but in othel' 
fields in which it appears, that this 
Government is either unable to solve 
the problem or is 11ot 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 amt Mines De
partment there are provisions· which 
give the Government powers to resume 
the land leased, Indeed by passing 
the Land Res,umption Ordinance Crown 
Lands which are not beneftcial:y 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 Ordin
ance and from the subsequent policy 
of Government that it is the intention 
of Government to turn its face against 
leasehold ownership 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, th�n to con
tinue leas:ing lands there would be a 
recurl'ence of what this Government 
hns set itself out to remove. 

What is the position of Garden oi 
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 will have their 
farms in close proximity to their dwell� 
ings and social and other services will 
be supplied them for the development 
of the settlement. Why should Gov
en,.ment seek power to go into a land 
owner's land and make all neces·sary 
investigation to say whether his land 
should he compulsorily acquired. 01· 

not? 

There is unlimited power to go 
into anyone's estate and select the 
best land therein. Leases would not be 
taken: on private propel'ty because it 
would be difficult to put persons other 
than the owners in that position. As 
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a me mber of the Land Settlement Cr,m
mittee I would say that there are many 
things the Committee woukl like to 

deal with and to remedy, but the ques

tion of finance comes in. When Gov
ernment finds itself in a position to 
buy land even at what is called a fair 
value, then it should do so and intro

duce different terms and . conditions 
of sale for settlers. 

The land owners would have to 

rlepend on those terms and conditio11s 
-whether they permit ownership for

99 years or 99!} years·. Whether the1·e
would ever be a "fair value'' basis

one does not know, but I would say
that instead of having sections like

this in the Ordinance we should na
tionalize the whole situation.

I know that some Members have 
had considerable experience in !.his 
question of land ownership and they 
should not hesitate to express an. Gpin
ion as to what policy should be 

adopted. Unless we get away from 
our present system and decide to give 
freeholrl ownership, the land policy of 
this country would never achieve its 
objective. 

As stated by my hon. Friend, a 
peasant is given a lease at th,3 pres
ent time but cannot pla.nt a coconut 
or a JJanana tree on the land, and I 

�.m very glad the hon. Member (Mr. 

Ramphal) has heard that statement. 
There was a time in the history of 
this country when one could have 
gone to any market and find fruits 
galore, but now fruits are very scarce 
indeed. One could also have bought 
a big bunch of plantains for 12 cents 
-and it ,vas nearly mo1:e than he was
8.ble to take away.

What has happened is that certain 
conditions have changed in this. coun· 
try-things like means of transportn
tion and so on-and since Govern
ment has had control of these affairs 
they have got into one colossal mess. 

Government was trying to control 
beef but what happened? There was 
confus.ion-black-marketing and al! 
.sorts of things. Since control has 
heen relaxed, however, conditions have 
1·eturned to normal. Recently I hea1·d 
of rotten beef being sold for humaH 
consumption, but that was the fault 
of the Sanitary Authorities. 

Coming back to the Bill before 
the Council, I would emphasize that 

nobody wants to occupy lease land. 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 Jabour to go ''do·,vn 
the drain". Government cannot be ex
culpated in this matter. The very la8t 
Ordinance we have passed relating to 
this question-the Resumption of 
Crown Land.3 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 lanrl <iet
tlement scheme, then the policy should 
be to grant it freehold. 

Later on in this section (8) there 
is some implication to the famous 
Frank Brown report, but while refer
ence has been made to the question of 
licasehold title it must 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 there is a catch crop. 
His point was that where there is a 
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freehold tenancy it wou 1d be difficult 
to control people since the main c;i.tch 
crop would be planted, but those condi·· 
tions do not prevail in this C"ountry. 
vVe have no catch crops, such as cot· 
ton, which have to be consider·2d as 
in the case of the Sudan. 

Although people in this eonntry 
r,re anxious to occupy lands, no one 
vvould ever be satisfied with holdhg 
land that has to be leased, and I do 
ask the hon. Mover to consider the 
advisability of  abolishing this .:lause 
which gives Government a right tu 
acquire land compulsorily at a loss to 
the landlo1·d. I might be told by the 
hon. Mover that su;::h cases w•Jtdd be 
rare and that some landlords \HJUld 
be glad to give up their lai1<ls, and 
things of that sort, but once a section 
like this is put on the Statute Book 
it could be used to create great hard· 
ship. 

But to compulsorily acquire, then 
turn around and lease, leaving a man 
to depend on whatever he gets in the 
way of land is virtually taking over 
his entire land. I do ask Government 
t(\ reconsider its position with regard 
to this clause and accept this am.Gnd
ment. 

The Chairman: What is the amend·· 
ment? 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The deletwn 
of the entire clause 7. 

The Chairman: vVhat is to he sub
stituted fo1· it? 

Sir Frank McDavid: This clause 
is quite all right. It is a special pro• 
vision for powers of lease, anrl if hon, 
Members do not like it-

The Chairman: They may sub'· 
stitute something, 

Sir Frank McDavid: I listened 
with delight to my hon. Frie:icl, Mr. 
Luckhoo, and in this instance mny I 
say that I agree with him in about ao 
per cent. of what he said. I only wish 
1 could have said it with his facility 
of language, variety of expression and 
verbal gedures. 

However, it seems quite �nrions 
tu me that the objects behind ihis 
clause and the reasons for it shnulrl 
have been entirely misunden,food. Two 
Members who have �poken have thought 
fit to see or read in to it an inrlication 
of Government's policy again.st -free
hold for small farmers. 

Now that is not the ohjec{ at all, 
I should have thought that Member.-; 
would have realized ·what tho inten· 
tion is, since thh Bill contains m:•ny 
provisions designed to faciliti.lte the

distribution of land to small farmers 
and since we have gone to the trouble 
of including in the definition of land 
settleme11t the distribution of land by 
sale. Indeed, in the clau:-ie to follow 
this one it is c]euly indicP('ed that 
part of the objectives of the redistri
bution is to sell. 

Throug11out tbi� Hill l\l[emb0rs will 
�ee the words, "to sell" or '· to lease"; 
so that should have indicated to the 
minds of hon. Members that it is far 
from the desire of Government to re
move from the Bill the conception of 
sn le to 3mall farmer:s. Indeed it is 
going the othe1· way around: it is pro•• 
Yiding for it at once. 

May I a dd that this question of 
leasehold versus freehold is an old one. 
I have listened in this Chamber to 
many debates on it; the arguments 
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have waxed warm on both sides and 
there is much to be said on either side. 
'Th·e late Commissioner of Local Gov
ernment, Mr. Laing, was perhaps the 
chief exponent in this Council 9.nd 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 farm
ers; and the latest of the experts to 
come to Eriti,sh Guiana, Dr. Shepherd, 
an agriculturist of great experience 
emphasized his own belief in leasehold 
and in another somewhat similar form 
of title, "usufruct"; so that the po:iition 
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 �1pon the proper use of 
land, water control, prope1· utilization 
of water and so on, it is obviously 
better to have a lease where the lessor 
could to some extent have guidance 
11.s to the use of the land. I am going 
to agree that emotionally, psychologi
callr, the sma11 farmer _should be per
mitted to acquire his land. That is 
my personal view. As I said earlier 
in the debate on this Bill the one 
great difficulty about freehold land 
is fragmentation. Here again, I will 
not dilate but hon. Members will nn
derstand the serious embarrassment 
that has taken place in this country 
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 ·011 the part 
of the farmer in this country to own 
the land he works and, more particu-

larly, if he is going to plant perman
ent crops. I hope Members will be 
�atisfied with my emphatic assertion 
that this Bill is designed to permit the 
:,eHing of land to the farmers. 

Another error in the interpret::i,
tion of this clause must result if lVIem
hers do not remember that the provi
sions for asi:iessing the annual re,,t, 
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 any 
buildings that may happen to be on 
the land. In other words in . this Bill 
we have gone out of our way to make 
the yield to the owne1· of leased Ian<l 
highe1· 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 ali· 
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 has come to the fore. In 
Jamaica it is solved in a natural way 
by the issue of land bonds. There they 
passed a law which says that when 
GoYernment has _scheduled certain areas 
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 
ac-cept bond;;;: ti1ey are nwde to gh-e the 
land up and are giren bonds in exchange 
for it. Here we have adopted another 
method-compulsory lease, 
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Let me giYe this warning. I an1 
being extremely serious when I say that 
all of us should be fearful of the condi
tions that are going to arise on a.ccount 
of the la<"k of prepared land for the 
nsmg population. Secondly, Gcwern
ment will neyer haYe at any time ti1e 
,1 mount of capital that will be required 
to buy all the land. vVe cannot do it, 
nor do we need to do it. Can 
Members eonceive of onr wanting 
to ac:,1uire 20 miles of land on both 
sides of the De111erara RiYcr and being 
able to find the money tn buy it·: No, 
we would not do th,1t. vVe would lease 
land although it is going to cost more 
ultimately than to buy it outright, and 
hope that at foe cal'liest possible time 
we would be able to com·ei't that lease 
into an outright purchase. 

That is why Members should pay 
strict attention t.o subclause (4) whie!J 
does seem a little obscure in wording, 
lmt I hope Members understand what 
i:: meant. It says: 

v,1hy not adopt the Jamaica idea and 
issue GoYernment bonds'! That is 
somewhat dangerous in our circum
stancE•s,. becam;e eyery issue of loan 
paper r-efle<'ts a GoYernment's credit
worthiness, and you hm·e to be extreme
ly careful not to issue bonds unneces
sarily, because it interferes with your 
borrowing powers for otber purposes. 

So that this measure is an altem
ati ,·e by whicn Gcwermnent ,voultl be 
able to take large areas of unbeneficial� 
ly Ot"eupied land by lease, and any time 
we can find the capital we can use this 
other prodsion and buy it outright. 
That is all that is really 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 c:annot 
now put my hand on the legislation. 
Mr. Sugrim Singh would be very inter
ested to ·11ear that that is exactly how 
the Gezirn scheme started. There were 
literally thousands of people in the 
Sudan disorganized, many of them 
owning land and not knowing what to 
do with it, and what happened"! "(4) The powers conferred upon the 

Governor in Council by this section shall 
be :in addition to, and not in derogation 
of any other power conferred upon him That wonderful scheme was started, 
by the Principal Ordinance and this Ordin- most of foe land being leased by the 
ance, and notwithstanding the exercise of.· Gezira authorties from the people who 
the power conferred by this section in .re-• owned it, and who were eyent1ially put 
spect of any land, the Governo1' in Council .. :" back 011 the ]and as i:o-operators in thismay at any subsequent time exercise in· · the respect of stic' I 1 l th ,,,' wonderful scheme. Practically · n a "lC any o er power con- · 
ferred upon him by the Principal Ordin- ;1;_ w·hole . of . the sc_heme was a<:qm�·ed by
ance anl this Ordinance''. ;" lease. Ill Just this way, and as 1t. pro-

1-",'gressetl the authorities offered the 
That legal jnrgon merely means":.-:owm:rs a capital sum and bought the 

tiiat the G01·ernor in Council will hai·e ".':land, a1;d I belie,·P, that most ,1f the land 
t•he power, notwithstanding that it nas·) is now owned by the authorities. Mr. 
leased lanrl compulsorily, to buy it as•· "Clark, our Land Add;;er, actually 
soon as possible thereafter and pay <·om-,· i"helped to assess the'computation of the 
pensation as set out in this Bill. Thh/ land mines in that particular .'\eheme. 
provision ;,. a 111eans to ensure that! It is not a new id!::a at all; it is merely 
Goyernment wil1 be in a position at any'. an alt�rn:ttive by \Vhicn Government 
time to take 1rnbeneficially occupied· can secure the land they want. 
lamfa, not on cheap terms but nn terms:_, 
which would 110t rE1Jnir8 the prm·ision,: 
of capital money whici1 we do not have) 
at the moment. Members may ask:.' 

I think I haYe answeretl all the 
argument on this particular part of the 
motion to delete this dause. Mr. 
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Sugrim Singh has insisted that Gov
ernment should use tile Crown Land� 
Resumption Ordinance. If he would 
read that Ordinance he would ·see th.it 
it rnerely provides power by which 
Government can resume private lands 
after diligent search is made for the 
owner and be is not found. Dut if the 
owner appears, 01· even a person who 
appears to have title comes np, the 
proceedings must be dropped. I sug
gest to him that he reads section H of 
the Ordinance for ·which he will see 
that ·where land is resumed by the 
Crown it has to be appraised without 
delay. The section says: 

''11. Land resumed by the Crown under 
section 4 · or section 7 of this Ordinance, 
Ehall be appraised without delay by some 
person or persons appointed for that 
purpose by the Governor, and the an
praised value shall be recorded in the 
office of the Commissioner," 

So this Crown Lands Resumption 
Ordinance merely means the Cr:rwn 
would have to find out the true market 
,·alue, put it down, and wait for 10 
years for the owner to appear. I hope 
I have answered the point and removed 
some of the fears that this clause has 
unduly engendered in the mind of tile 
hon. Member 

Mr. Luckhoo: I am remindP.d of 
the remark made about Blirke. They 
said that when he was at his friendli
est he was at his deadliest. Another 
writer said he had twl> ways of reply
ing to his critics-one was to stand up 
and blast them forth, and the other 
was to agre� with what they had to 
say and then proceed! insiduously to 
destroy wiw.t they did say. 

I say that because Sir· Frank, thE: 
hon. Mover, appears to have followed 
the, Virgil quotation which runs thus
"Video meliora vroboqire seqiwr cleter-

iora"--l see the better way and approve 
but follow the worse. I am happy we 
ban; Sir Frank on retord as a Member 
of Gorernm�nt charged wifo this par
ticular consideration. He is in fa rnur 
of the freehold policy and, if I under
stand him corrediy, if there were some 
means to protec:t freehold from frag
mentation he said he would be willing 
to embrace such measnres as can pro
tect freehold and yet give expression 
to what is. the intention of Gm·ernment. 

It is because of this I will say to 
Sir Fn:nk in al! seriousness and for :ids 
comidcration, I do not think it is beyond 
the/ ability of tho Members of this 
Council or a Select Committee of Mem
bers of this Council to sit on a matter 
of snch importance tomorrow, with the 
astute freshness of mind of the hon. 
the Attorney G!.:neral, with our wenlfo 
of legal talent-Sir Frank McDavid 
referred to my good and hon. Friend, 
t\fr. Sugrim Singh, then the hon. Mem
ber fo;· Housing conspicuously absent 
as usual from his seat. I feel that wifo 
these ,\·e ha,·e the means wi1ereby we 
wn en;lvc and endeavour to work out 
gomc means which would reflect the 
point of dew expressed by the hon, 
Member and yet do justice to the cause 
1Yhcrein he is espoused. 

If when we present to the. i1011. 
Member the means whereby he can 
achieve this end he is not satisfied, 
then I would be happy to take my seat, 
knowing that we ha.Ye tried and not 
succeeded. I ban, no doubt it is not 
beyond our ability to protect free:i10ld 
from frn.gmentation in a Bill of this 
kind, and as such I ac!k hi111 to consider 
1.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 banner 
headlii1es that Sir Frank McDavi<l., 
Member for Lands and Mines is in fay. 
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our ·of freehold, so th:1t frum that starre 
all of us who endeavour to ser;e this 
country .of ours should say to Govern
ment "vVe demand that you carry ont 
that which iias been expressed by the 
J\,fombcr charged with this importrrnt 
portfolio of Go1·ernmeat-that the polil.'y 
of Goyemment in re�pC?ct of land is a 
f1 eehold policy. 

Mr. Ramphal: I do not propose to 
be long, but this is one of the cla u::;es 
whici1 haYe giYen rne a great dr,al of 
anxiety, and that anxiety is in no way 
lessened by the statem6nt which the hon. 
Member, Sir Frank McDaYid, has made. 
I think that up to now the emphasis irns 
been whethe1· freehold or leasehold is 
the proper thing·. In other words, after 
the land has been acquired wi1ether it 
should be giyen freehold or leasehold 
to the tenants or persons who want to 
acquire inter•!st in the land. To my 
mind that is the reason. I do not thi111C 
this Bill is concerned with foat or is 
designed for such a purpose. 

All this clause is designed to do 
is to prodcle the means of compensation 
to a person whose land has been com
pulsorily taken away from him. In 
that sense he is an ul)willing •'parter" 
with his land and GO\·ernment by 
unilateral action is prepared to take 
the land, and so far Go\·ernrnent itself 
iias come here with a prorision to try 
to safeguard that as far as possible by 
the appoi ntment of Commissioners. In 
:,pite of all that, the fact remains that a 
man is unwilling to part with his inter
est in the laad. 

':l'herefore, I wisj1 to su,2:1:-est � 
compromise with the hon. Mover on 
the amendment for the deletion of 1.his 
<'.lanse, 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, 
Goyernment is entitled to say to the 
owpe,r .o_f the la1)d "if you (the pur-

chaser) c·onsrnt and if the landlord con
sents, that would be the end of the 
matter." The other provision, I sug
g-est, is for the payment of compensa
tion where there is a private sale. l 
am considering w11ether there should 
not be an amendment in line 5 of this 
clause (7) proYiding compensation 
"with the tonsent of the owner of the 
land compulsorily acquired." 

Sir Frank McDav'id: That is a 
contradiction in terms, and I do not 
see ho,v it ronld be ac�epted. 

Mr. Ramphal: I do not see any 
contradiction in that. The question of 
consent refers to the l)ayment of com
pensation and not to the ac11uisition of 
the land. That is the one point I do 
ask Government to consider. We are, 
unilaterally, taking this land away and. 
now we are likewise saying how we 
would pay for 'it. I submit that my ;mg
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 ownership of land. I was 
not satisfied that there is a desire at 
the moment that people should haYe a 
f'irm title to land. 

Therefore, I think that, as soon as 
possible, Goyernment should buy the 
land outright. The fact is clear foat 
if Goyermuent do not buy outright they 
cannot sell outright. If Government 
decide to buy outright, I would ask them 
to include in this clause some time limit, 
so that if a man is disposing of his 
property and has been told that 11e 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 
altogether, because I see some useful•• 
ness in it. Even if that is mooted, I 
would be agreeable to a time limit 
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[Mt·. Ramphal] 
wit:i1in which Gorernmcnt would agree 
to a money compensation. 

The Chairman: May I ask the hon. 
Moyer if  the only method for the acqui
�·ition of land, so far as payment is 
concer!1ecl, would be on a leasehold basis'! 

Sir Frank McDavid: The whole 
of th2 first part of the Bill deals with 
compulsory at:quisition of land aml the 
cash. Thfr. is a statutory power ·where
paymeut of compensation would be 
outrig]1t, unless the Governor in 
Council feels it within its discreLton 
to acquire by lease. 

The Chairman: If you acqnire by 
lease you cannot sell; isn't that so'? 

Sir Frank McDavid: It ii:' 1:ot a 
question of only acqui ring by Iea3e, 
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 attJ:adion being gh·en to 
the lessees to whom Go,·ernment might 
sell. Ha dng scld to  foe lessees eve�·v
one else would be exempted; w h1c:n f;u 
amendment is being considered one 
should remember that fact. On" mi,,.-ht 
:flind this situation ari sing: A �an 
might be put in possession of land 
and he might build a house on it, 
making himself very romfort.able, 
thus preventing his creditors from 
levying on that prope rty; they cannot 
touch it. I am going to suggest that 
we can deal with the situation by pro, 
dding that suc-h land or property, a� 
the case may be, shall not be t�ken 
into execution. The land may be sold, 
however, a nd in such a case, only with 
title. There is no .cm_g-_gestion that tl:ii�
claus9 should be -postp.onecl, and I do 
riot know whether the hon. Mr. Luek
hoo was serious when he made a 
statement to that effect. 

Mr. Luckhoo: I see, Your Hon
our. This is the line I would 
follow, We bad reached a lmost to 
the very bring of agreement, and 
here we come to an obstacle '.Vhich 
defeat s the ·Committee completely, 
though we haYe heard it expres;:,;ed by 
the hon. Mover that he agn:es with 
the policy of freehold. If thi;; can be 
resolYecl it would be time well 8pm1t, 
provided the hon. Mover is in agree
ment that we should try to resolve it 
in some way. If this law is going to

be in use all the time, should We be 
able to produce something of credit to 
this Couo1cil, we would have done some

thing of signal service to this country. 

The Chairman: That is, revert
i.ng to this question of policy in reganJ 
to freehold land. 

Sir Frank McDavid : If I may 
may say thi>"., 11nite obviously Mr: 
Lncknoo is being c!e,·er. The question 
,�hether foe Govemmen t's policy sh�uld 
be l'hanged from leasehold into free
hold dces not concern this Bill at all. 
To try to resolYe the difference or tG 
consider that is c9mplete]y irrelevant. 

The Cha'hman : It is not quite 
relevant. 

Mr. Luckhoo: Yo ur Honour, the 
acoustics in this Ci1amber appear to 
grow worst as night approaches. 

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

Mr. Luckhoo : About setting up a 
t:ommi t tee? 

The Chairman : No. That the 
people should have title, that is wh at I 
mean. As regards the person who 
acquires from the GoYei·nment, i,vhether 
he acitnires by way of title or by lease 
he sub-lets to those farmers. The title 
Government gets should be a permanent 
one, is that dght? 
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The Chairman: Very well. It 
does not arise in this clause. 

Mr. Luckhoo: It does aTise, in 
this way. You provide for it in '.,he 
first part of the Bill, and later yon are 
not exerdsing it because land is to be 
obtained by ri ght of lease. 

The Chairman: He gave a reaiwn 
for it. 

Sir Frank l\IcDavid : Whether 
or not we pay cash for land, the preo
ent policy of the Government is to lease. 
What I said was, we are now approaeh
ing a state of affairs in the Colonv 
where Government's policy will ha,·e t� 
to be c-hnnged. 

The Chairman : Well, perhaps, 
Go,·ernment will later on approye of 
that. 

Sir Frank McDavid: Whether ·we 
will lease or sell as the policy of Goyem
rnent iias nothing to do with this pn 1·
ticular Bill. In this particular clause, 
what happens is that ,ve have prodded 
that Government shotdd be . able tn 
a<'quire for sale, and obyiously there 
iR a fair indication .of the future polfry. 
Eyerybody knows we bought Mara. 
The land is now being put into order. 
and I myself hope that some of ti1e land 
will be sold. I don't know, but I ,.vo11id 
prefer it. But, as I said, this does not 
nrise. 

Mr. Luckhoo : For the purpose of 
the record, I wish to ask' the hon. Mem
ber if I am right in understanding him 
to say that if the legal brains can make 
i,on1e formula w·nereby we ean protect 
freehold property from frngmentation, 
then thfr: cbuse would not be nece.:1sa L'y. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I never said 
that. I said that if the leg·nl brains 

c-an clcdse a method which can secure 
the freehald land of the small farmer 
from fragmentation, then I foink the 
time wouid be ripe for the adoption of 
a general pnlicy. The issue of freehold 
land being bought for sale to ;;mall 
farmers is one ·which does not arise 
in this particular danse at a11. That 
is a qut!stion of policy. On this point 
about fragmentation, I said from the 
beginning· foat the distribution af 
property by inheritance among a num
ber of child1·en gi\·es rise to claims for 
different parts of th� land, .111d yon 
eannot haYe proper farming in that 
way. 

The second point referred to a

time-limit during which a lease should 
persist, after which Goyernrnent should 
do somefoing :i bout it. There again it 
is a c1uestion of finance. I tried to 
explain that the main obje,'Ct is to take 
unbenefieially occupied hmd which is 
so much required and do all the ca9ital 
work required for example on the 
ri,�erain lands, and not pay the capital 
sum at once. If in the Bill we fixed 
n period o:f 10 years we would be assum
ing· that in that time Goyernment won!d 
be able to pay the money. 

We cannot do 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, 
!llOl'e particularly if we were to adopt
a policy of freehold, so that people
would be able to pass on their holdings.
So there is e,·ery inducement on the
Govemment to acquire land outright
as soon as it can possibly do so by
securing the necessary cash. It has
been suggested font when land is
acquired by Government by lease the
unfortunate owner would be out of
pocket and unable to deal with his
pr.operty.

Mr. Ramphal : I neve1· said that. 
l said thltt reinstatement is a funda-



2313 Acquisit-ion of Lancl anD MAY, 1957 (Lctncl Set .. ) Bili-jn Com. 23i4 

LMr, Ramphal] 
mental principle in a matter of this 
kind, and that the land-owner would 
not be able to reinstate himself from 
what he gets from the lease. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I am ta1k
ing .ab-out land wi1i.ch a person has but 
does not use, and would be only to·o glad 
to sell. I am supposed to own about 
300 acres of land on the Demerara 
River by inheritance-not a firm title. 
Having got title I would be very glad 
indeed if Government would compulsor
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 
wou]d �romptly go to my banker and 
hand him a nice document, saying "Gh·e 
me X dollars for it." I would be ex
tremely glad, and that is what would 
happen in many cases. A compulsory 
lease from the GoveTnment 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 inheritance. Perhaps he does not 
know exactly where it is; ne may find 
difficulty in putting his finger on it. 
Throughout this de.bate the emphasis 
has been on the fact that on the coastal 
belt there are lands which must be 
acquired in the near future. 

Sir Frank McDavid : That is the 
emphasis, the false emphasis which the 
l)pp.osition has been laying, but I ask
lwn. Members to take their minds away
:fi·om the small P.states. I cann0+, speak
for the next Government but I hope and
�ssume that the Members of the next
Uovernment will not be fools. If they are
a lawless Qoyernment, as one speaker

suggested, they would scrap_ this legis
lation and pass another Ordinance of 
ti1eir own liking. 

The Chairman: There is no such 
thing as a l::.twless Gm·ernment. 

Sir Frank McDavid : I was only 
quoting Mr. Sugrim Singh's words! 
'I'he object is to get hold of land and 
prepa1·e it and have it ready for occu
pation by people who are going to need 
it, and there is going to be great tl'onble 
in this country unless ,ve do that. 

The Chairman: There is some pos
sibility of land which is not now avail
able to anybody being acquired by Goy
ernment under certain conditions, 
whether by lease or freehold, and it 
iH hoped that .those in charge of such 
land, even if for the time being they 
are on]jr lessees of Government, will 
allow Gornrnment to take over those 
lands. I think we must assume that 
Government, as a landlord, ·would sh,rw 
more consideration for its tenants than 
the ayerage landlord. They can expect 
better treatment of all kinds from GoY
.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 \Vind
sor Forest which was compulsorily 
acquired. It was the result of the 
Colonial Company not being able to 
pay for its sea defence. That is how 
Government got possession of that 
t:stat.e. Hasn't Government given free
hold title to some of the peopfo there? 
You cannot get freehold title from the 
Government except at a certain price. 
't'he hon. Member for Agriculture (Sir 
f•'rnnk McD;widJ is a strong advocate 
vf fn�ehold title. I foink it must be the 
policy of Government in futnro. I am 
bound to put the clause. Postponement 
of the edl does not carry one any fur
ther. 
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Mi•. 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 compensa
tion? 

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

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

M.r. Luckhoo: Your Honour has
said that as a landlord Government 
wou.Jd perhaps be better than H private 
landlord. What I fear is that Gorern
ment may be the only landlord. 

The Chairman : We live in an age 
when pressure of that kind is brought 
on the Government it would hani to 
submit. I do nof know of any prirnte 
individual who would be able to 
acquire the riverain lands. Do you 
withdraw your amendment? 

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

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

The Council divided and voted: 
Fo1·: 

Mr. Sugrim Singh 
Dr. Fraser 
Ml'. Rahaman 
Mr. Correia 
Mr. Luckhoo 
Mi·. Ramphal-6 

Agains't: 

Mr. Lord 
Mrs. Dey 
Miss Collins 
Rev. Mr. Bobb 
Mir. TeUo 
Mi·. Gajrai 
Mr. Farnum 
Mi·. Kendall
Sir _ Frank McDavid

Against; 
'l'be F;.nancial Secrc•_ 
ta1·y 
The Attorney General 
The Chief Secretary-I.'. 

The Cltairman : The amendment ie 
negatived. 

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

Sir Frank McDavid : I crav(! Your 
Honour's indulgence to ha ye one w9rd 
corrected in paragraph (b) of foe 
rlause. The words "plant or machin
ery" should read "plant and machinery.'' 

Amendment agreed to. 

Clause 8, as amended, agreed to. 

Clause 9-Power of Court ·to awatd 
rtdditional sum to claimant. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
moye _ that a 11ew 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 provi
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 sfic 
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 land were ac
quired compulsorily under the provisions 
of this Ordinance.'' 

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

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

Question put, and agreed to. 

New clanse 9 passed. 

Clause 10-Condit•ions rela.ting to 
ltuut sold 01· leased. 
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Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
move that clause 8 as printed in the 
Bill be re-numbered clause 10 and foe 
amendment I wish to introdu,ce. That 
is to say, to delete paragraph (b) of 
subclause (1) and substitute therefor 
th·e following-

"(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 obliga
tion arising under any guarantee by, the 
Colony, or in respect of the recovery of 
any tax, duty, rate or other sum of money 
due and owing to the Colony or to any 
statutory authority." 

Lest there be any misunderstand
ing, let me state that it is quite obYiuus 
if Goyemment acquires land compnl
soriJy by outright purchase and redis
tribu.tes that land by sale to a number 
of persons, and ,uses the compulsory 
powers of compensation rights under 
this Bill becau·se of tne inflated value 
of land, it would .be wrong to permit a 
situation to arise where those people 
or some of them could sell their land at 
the prevailing inflated price and gain 
profits. Normally it would be wrons- to 
present them with that opportunity of 
disposing of it at a higher rate tiian 
that at whi·ch they had purchased it. 

The Chairman: Why should his 
property be not levied on subject to 
encumbrances on it? Yon are proteet
ing 11im and assisting- him to rob his 
creditqrs. 

Sir Frank McDavid: There is a 
warning in this leg-islation. When 
Government acquires a large estate and 
settles families on it, surely there is a 
warning to creditors not to rely on 
those people's land as security for any 
debt. 

The Chairman: The hon. Mem
ber is a native of this country as I am. 
Would creditors know that? I think 
you smght to amend it. 

Mr. Ram1>hal: May I repeat what 
I said'? It appears this is a necessary 
prons1011. In it there is the idea of 
protecting the private ('l'editor. Thl! 
peopb will not go to the Guyernor in 
Council for permission to contract a 
debt but will go to Water Street nnd 
contraet the debt on the ground that 
they haye some land and can lay over 
the transport for the land as security 
for a loan. I am saying that Govern
ment when it pnt 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 land, and 
we are to some extent accepting respon
sibility to see that they haye money to 
settle themseh·es properly-to build 
their houses. establisi1 theh- farms and 
haye implements and tools. I accept 
the -charge that it seems to indicate 
that GoYernment is going to find that 
initial capital itself. Those words are 
what are deliberately intended to l,3 
guaranteed. We have the Credit Cor� 
poration and Gornrnme.nt svill finance 
the Corporation to provide tiiis entire 
capital, eyen to finarn·e it- thrnugh the 
Banks. Go,·ernment would guarailltee 
an amount up to the extent of the pur
chase n1oney .of the land. We are not 
interested in the cretl.itors in Water 
Street. Those are nut the people the 
settlers should deal wifo. 

Mr. Ramphal: I am satisfied 
that Gm·ernment is going to fine! the 
money. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Clause 10, passed. 

Clause 11-Repea,l of chapter 180.

Mr. Luckhoo: Before this clause is 
put, Your Honour will see from the 
amendments (circulated) that a new 
clause 9 has been suggested jn its 



2319 Acquisition of La11cl 3RD MAY, UliJ'i" (Land Set.) Bill-In Coin. 2320 

place, and I would like to know 
whethei· Government has given thought 
to this particular aspect of the matter. 
One can visualize land being acquired 
and nothing done to it. For a numb-er 
of reasons Government might cle�ide 
to leave such land and concentrate 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 title revested in him and 
to return all the money received. I 
admit that there might be very few 
cases in "'hich such a thing would 
happen, but it would be right to accept 
a moral obligation on the part of 
Government to safeguard the owner c1I 
the land. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I have given 
careful thought to this, but I think 
the hon .. Member's point has ariiaen 
because of a complete misconception, 
and that is the idea in the minds uf 
Members that Government will go �,nd 
take over estates here and thet·e. Mr. 
Lord will be able to tell Members ho,v 
many estates Government purchased 
in a hurry within recent times--Mara, 
Friends and others-but still there is 
no land settlement there as yet. The 

intention is there, however, and WOl'k 
is going on. I do know also that in 
10 years' time there is going to 1.Je 
r..eed for a lot of land. I visualize that 
we would have to take lands over a 
distance stretching from the. !owe1· 
Canje right across the Demerara 
River and prepare them for diveraified 
agriculture. It would take tim8. Docs 
the hon. Memher (Mr. Luckhool 
seriously think that this amendment 
,vould work? It reads : 

"If any land acqui.-ed for a land 3etlle
ment scheme is not used for that pm·pose 
within one year of acquisition, the original 
owner shall be entitled, upon refund by 
him to Government of the compensation 
paid, to have the land revested in him.'' 

It might be five years before we 
would be ready for this legislatioi.. 
and I do ask Members not to ron
centrate 011 the point being rai.:ed. 
This is long-range legislatio11 a11d 1 
am hoping that in time Mr. Luckhoo 
himself will have the privilege of 
playing a very big part in the ad-
ministration of this Ordinance. 

Mr. Lucl,hoo: I shall not be slow 
i11 saying thanks to the hon. Mover foi' 
his words. Although Sir Frank has 
stated that there appears to be some 
misconception about this matter, I 
should like to say that there is none 
on the part of the Members on this 
side of the f1001·. We feel that this 
Council should avoid putting a pro
vision such as this on the S-tatut.e Book 
hecause of circumstances which may 
arise as I have mentioned. One en
deavours in the case of legislation to 
show that he i8 possessed of a certain 
amount of vision, but we do net· 
necessarily have any suspicion m; to 
the future. We do wish to sea f.hi...t 
whatever legislation there is, there 
should be protection for the odginal 
owner of the land. 

The Chairman: Does the hon. 
Member (Mr. Luckhoo) consider that 
there should be a time limit in this 
amendment? 

1\fr. Luckhoo: No, Your Honour, 
but we would like to get it on the 
record. All of us-Mr. Ramplrn.l, Mr. 
Sugrim Singh and others with myself 
-have expressed our views and we
hope that there will he a Just and
prope1· use of the Ordinance. 'l'hat is
the purpose for which it is int.ended.

The Chairman: There is another 
amendment but_ I understand the hon. 
Member to say that he has withdrawn 

it. 
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Mr. Luckhoo: Yes, Sir, that is so. 

Clause 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 sec 
an implication in that. It means that 
values will go up if we use their per
centage. There has been some sug
ge-stion about an increase, and that 
the. owner will stand to benefit if o 
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 
wouicl ·be increasing the capital valua
tion of the land. Ii we reduce the 
rate of 6 per cent.· we will increase 
the· capital value. 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 he 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 more or less the standard 
basic rent for rice 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 abuve the normal rice land in value. 

ln the Schedule 6 per cent. is used 
as interest and if you change the rat.8 
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 
.-,greed to. 

Council resumed. 

Sir Frank MclJavid: I beg to rn• 
port the passage of the Bill from Com
mittee with amendments and I beg to 
move that the Bill be now read a thirrl 
time and passed. 

1'he F'inancial Secretary: I beg 
to second the motion. 

Question pt.it, and agreed to. 

Bill read a third time and passed. 

Mr.· Speaker: Council stands ad
j9urned until next Wednesday at 2 
p.m.




