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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL. 
(ConBt-itutrcl under tl1e British Guiana} 
(Co11stit11tion) (Temporary Prorisi-m.s) 

Order in Council, 1953} 

WEDNESDAY, 17TH APRIL, 1957 

The Council met at 2 p.m. 

Nom:inated Unofficials: 

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

Mr. C. A. Carter. 

Mr. E. F. Correia. 

Rev. D. C. J. Bobb. 

Mr. H. Rahaman. 

Miss Gertie H. Collins. 

Dr. H. A. Fraser. 

Mr. R. B. Jailal. 

1952 

PRESENT : l\'lr. Sugrim Singh. 

His Hon-our the Speaker, Cd?rk of the Legisla.ture: 

Sir Eustace Gordon Woolford, O.B.E., Mr. I. Crum Ewing.
Q.C.

E:r-Oft"icio 111 embern: 

The Hon. the Chief Secretary, 
Mr. F. D. Jake-;vay, C.M.G ., 0 .B .E. 

Tllc Hon. the Attorney Genel'a1, 
:Mr. A. M. I, Austin.

The Hon. the Financial Secretary, 
�Ir. F. W. Essex.

Nomiuatecl Members of Executive 
Co1mcil: 

The Hon. Sir Frnnk McDavirl,
C.l\f.G., C.B.E., (Member for Agricul
ture, Fo�·ests, Lands and Mines).

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

'l'he Hon. W. 0. R. Kendall (M'em
ber for Communication,; and \Vorks). 

The Hon. G. A. C. Farnum, O.R.E.,
(iVIember for Local Government, Social 
Welfare and Co-operative Develop
ment). 

The Hou. R. C. Tello.

As·sistant Cle1·l,, of the Leg,islatwre: 

Mr. E. V. Viapree. 

Absent: 

The Hon. R. B. Gajraj.

Mr. J. I. Ramphal. 

Mr. T. Lee-on leave. 

l\'lr. W. A. Phang-on leave. 

Mrs. Esther E. Dey-on leave. 

Mr. W. T. Lol'd, I.S.0.-on leave.

The Speaker read prayers. 

The Minutes of the meeting of the 
Council held on Thursday, 11th April, 
19-57, as printed and circulated were
taken as read and confirmed.

ANNOUNCEMENTS 

LEAVE TO MEMBERS 

Mr. Speaker: Mr. Lord is unable 
to be here today but he expects to re-
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i,ume attendance after the Easter re
cess. Mrs. Dey has also asked to be ex
cused from today's meeting. 

PAPERS LAID 

The Financial Secretary (1\ir. 
Essex) : I beg to Jay on the table, the 

Report of the Regional Economic Com
mittee of the British West Indies, Brit
ish Guiana and British Honduras for 
the period July, 1954 to December, 
1955. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

EAST DEMERARA WATER CONSER
VANCY (AMENDMENT) BILL 

Sir Frank l\'IcDavid (Member for 
.Agriculture, Forests, Lands a,nd 
Mines) : I beg to give notice of the in
troduction and first reading of a Bi11 
in tituled. 

''An Ordinance to amend the East 
Demerara Water Conservancy Ordin
ance.'' 

ORDER OF THE DAY 

BILLS-FIRST READING 

The following Bill was read the 
first time: 

EAST DEMERARA WATER CONSER
VANCY (AMENDMENT) BILL 

A Bill intituled: 
" An Ordinance to amend the :Cast 

Demerara Water Conservancy Oi·dinai;ce''. 

MONEYLENDERS BILL 

The }'iuancial Secretary: I beg
to move that Council resolves itself in
to Committee to resume cousideration 
of the Bill inti tu led: 

''An Ordinance to consolidate and 
amend the law relatin.g to moneylenders," 

cl,1:q1,se by clause.. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I beg to 
second the motion. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

COUNCIL IN COMMITTEE 

The Financial Secretary: When 
the Bill was left in Committee at the 
last sitting there were one or two 
points left outstm1ding. One related to 
the retrospective effect of the new 
Ordinance if and when it comes into 
force, and the other to a person hav
ing to get a certificate although he is 
aiready registered under the existing 
Ordinance. The first amendment llst
ed on the paper circulated deals with 
the latter. 

One other point of difficulty was 
in connection with the issuing of :o>.n 
anditor's certificate. Several Members 
spoke on this, as to what would happen 
ii; the case of a new moneylender who 
has not got books to be audited for 
the 12 months ending the previo11s 
:10th September. An even more diffi
cult point was that raised by another 
:Member: how can we expect a money
lender to keep his bo_oks in accordance 
with an Ordinance with which he is 
not aware and irf he cannot, how can 
he be properly constituted as a money
lender under the new Ordinance? 

Well, the new clause 26, which is 
also on the paper, covers both of 
those points: a person who has not 
had books for the 12 months ending 
on the 30th September, and also 
the case of the moneylender who has 
books but they are not yet in accord
ance with the new law and therefore 
cannot be called a properly qua! i
fied moneylender. I think we can say 
now that these amendments have been 
circulated that they also cover the 
position of a mo11eylender who takes 
out or wishes to take out a licence 
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though he has not been in the money
lending business for a period of 12 

1r1011ths ending on the 30th Septem· 
be1'. 

At the moment the moneylenders 
fee as prescribed in section 29, C\1.p. 
288, the Tax Ordinance, is $150. The 
proposed new clause 28 is to ensure 
that the licence issued unde1· t!-,is 
Moueylenders Ordinance embraces 
both. This also prescribes $150 as the 
duty for an annual moneylenders 
licence, instead of having to takB out 
a licence. This means that the mon�y
lender who has a licence for the year 
1957 should not have to take OLlt 
another licence when this law comes 
into effect-and one assumes it will 
be promulgated to take effect later 
this yem·. 

I now ask that clause 3 be recom
mitted for the purpose of amendment. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Clause re�ommitted. -Licences to 
be talcmi out by moneylenders. 

The Financial Secretary: I beg 
to move the amendment of this clause 
by the insertion of a new subciause 
( 4) ns follows:

''(4) The provisions of subsection (1)
of this section shall not, until the 1st 
January, 1958, apply to any money
lendel' who, at the time of the coming: 
into force of this Ordinance, is register
ed as a moneylender under the 1n·ovis
ions of the Moneylenders Ordinance 
and who has taken out a licence under 
the provisions of section 29 oi the Tax 
Ordinance for the 1;eriod of tw�lve 
months or less ending on the 31st De
cember, 195'7.'' 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Clause 3 passed as amended. 

Clause 26. � Audit of money. 
�enclers' books. 

The Financial Secretary: I beg 
to move the substitution of a new 
clause 2-6. 'l'he first subclause is fairly 
easy. The question was raised that 
there was no reason why an auditor 
qualified under the Companies Or· 
dinance had to be appointed by the 
District Commissioner. The only dif
ference between this first subclause 
and that passed last week is that we 
have substituted for the words in the 
last line, "or approved in that behalf 
by the district commissioner'' the 
words, •'or is a person approved for 
the purpose by the district commis� 
sioner.'' 

Mr, Carter: I moved an amend
ment last week to retain subclause 
( 4) of clause 26. The amendments pro�
posed by the mover delete this most
important subclause, which sets out
the penalty for a moneylender not
keeping his ·books. U:icler the old
Ordinance h€ must keep books• and have
them audited.

Now .the moneylender wiU not ba 
able to apply for a licence covering a 
succeeding· year unless he already has 
a ,certificate-not only that, a certificate 
rn his favour. A certificate may 
be g i v en but it may be one 
accompanied by a very adverse report 
on his book-keeping for the year. But 
�,s 1 see it, it must be made compul
sory for him to have his books audited 
and submitted. As it is, if he is not 
disposed to do so he need not apply 
for a moneylenders licence f o r 
the next year, especially if he knows 
he has broken the laws. So I would 
like us to compel that he get.3 his 
books audited whether he is going to 
continue as a moueylender for the 
succeeding year or not. That is the 
only way of knowing whether he is 
committing a breach of the Ordinance 
-by submitting his audited books.
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[Mr. Carter] 
The Financial Secretary: ln the 

printed Bill we have supplanted sub
clause (3) of clause 26 which merely 
says that a moneylender shall trans
mit an auditor's certificate to the Dis
trict Commissione1-. For that we nre 
substituting a new subclause (3) 
which provides that a moncylende1· 
cannot get a licence unless he pro
duces an auditor's certificate. That 
is a very much stronger provision. 
There is difficulty in applying a pen
alty in respect of the original sub
cla use (1) which provided that every 
moneylender shall each year have his 
books audited by an approved audi
tor. As far as I can see it would be 
difficult to discover whether a money
lender has had his books au<lited, 
so that the new subclause (3) simply 
provides that he would not be able to 
get a licence unless he produced an 
auditor's certificate. 

Mr. Carter: In that case the hon. 
the Finan�ial Secretary is saying that 
if a moneylender does not submit i:n 
auditor's certificate he would not get 
a licence. He does not care whether 
he has hroken all the laws. 

The Financial Secretary: Snb
clause ( 4) of the printed Bill, which 
the hon, Member wishes to reintro
duce, only prescribes a penalty. 

Mr. Carter: Yes, it provide8 a 
penalty of $5 for every day on which 
a moneylender fails to comply with 
the provisions of subclauses (1) and 
(3J of the printed Bill.

The Attorney General: The really 
important point is that a moneyle11tlET 
must keep his books in the prescribed 
form, and there is a penalty laid down 
for that, not actually day by day, 
but if he is found not keeping 

books he can be prosecuted under 
subclause (5) of clause 17. That is 
tl1e important point; he has to keep 
books. On the question about their 
being audited, one can only say 
v:hether they are kept properly when 
1.hey are submitted to audit, and if
they are found not to be kept in f;.!.'.

cordance with the requirements of
the Ordinance the moneylender !.oses
his licence, or does not have it renewed.

It does not seem to be a very 
important requirement that an audit 
�hould be done within so many days, 
because the moneylender is going to 
be caught all right, and whethe1· he 
is caught today, or in a week or a 
month's time does not really seem to 
matter. If subclause (4) remained in 
the Bill it might never be used,_ be� 
cause it would be very difficult to 
apply, and even if it were found that 
a moneylender had not submitted his 
accounts for audit within the 12 
months it would not be discovered 
for some time, and it is very difficult 
to impose a fine for an offence of 
this nature which was committed a 
long time ago. It is a procedural 
offence rather than one which is 
criminal. 

The Chairman: The Attorney 
General's oprn10n is against your 
contention, Mr. Carter. Do you still 
wish to pursue the point? 

Mr. Carter: No, Sir. It is a 
Government Bill and I am in fovour 
of it. If Government feels that a 
penalty is not necessary. I do not see 
why I should press it. 

New clause 26 agreed to. 

New clause 28.�Substitutfon of 
section 29, Cap. 298. 

The Financial Secretary: I move 
tho recommittal of clause 28 in order 
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to substitute the fol1owing new clause 
28, with consequential renumbering of 
clauses 28 and 29 in the printed Bill: 

.. 28. The following section shall be 
substituted for section 29 of the Tax 
Ordinance:-

;, The duty for an annual moneylender's 
licence under the provisions of sectio,1 3 
of t.he Moneylenders Ordinance shall be 
the sum of one hundred and fifty dolbrs." 

New clause 28 agreed to. 

Clauses 28 and 29 re-numbered as 
clauses 29 and 30 respectively. 

First and Second Scheduler; 
passed as printed. 

Title and enacting clause pas�1ed 
as printed. 

Council resumed. 

Mr. Speaker: Where there have 
been several amendments the third 
reading of a Bill should be deferred. 

The Financial Secretary: If it is 
the wish of the Council I would like 
to move the third reading now. We 
have taken very considerable care in 
drafting the amendments, and I should 
be prepared to take a chance. 

Mr. Speaker: If there is no ob
jection to the third reading I am pre
pared to put the question "That the Bill 
be now read a third time and passed.'' 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Bill read a third time and pasiled, 

ACQUISITION OF LAND {LAND 

SETTLEMENT) BILL 

Council resumed the debate on the 
motion for the second reading of the 
Bill intituled: 

·• An Ordinance to repeal and re-enact 
the Acquisition of Land (Land Settle
ment) Ordinance .. , 

:Mr. Speaker: I have received no
tice from Mt·. Jailal and Dr. Fraser of 
their intention to speak on the motion 
for 1.he second reading of the Bill. 

Mr. .Jailal: Mr. Sugrim Singh has 
,:sked me to be good enough to concede 
firnt pl:1ce to him. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I am indeed 
yery grateful to my hon. friends, Mr. 
Jailal and Dr. Fraser, for allowing me 
the opportunity to speak first on this 
Bill. At last, after a year, this much 
discm;sed bit of legislation, the Ac· 
quisition of Land ( Land Settlement) 
Dill, is before this Council. I rntrnt op
pose this Bill, and I trust that ·when 
the proper time comes, after hon. 
Members have made their contribu· 
tions to the debate and have heard 
both s ides, they will unhesitatingly 
throw out this Bill which, instead of 
solving the burning problem of the 
day-land for the landless - would 
ultimately result in bringing about 
what I would describe as a state of in· 
security among the very category of 
people whom it ostensibly seeks to 
help, apart from the bitterness it would 
ca use to people who, by their thrift 
and application, have acquired lands 
in this country. 

When it is brought home to us 
forcibly that 90 ,per cent. of the area 
of British Guinna, which is 83,000 
i:;quarc miles - and roughly 74,700 
square miles are still Crown Lands, and 
only 10 per cent. is privately-owHecl 
land�we cannot be in favour of this 
Bill. I wish to refer to the Report of 
the International Bank for Recon
strnction and Development. At page 
206 it says: 

•· Ownership of freehold land in the 
Colony began with the Dutch before 1803, 
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[Mr. Sugrim Singh) 
and was later extended by the British 
Government. Originally the Dutch rights 
affected 607 square miles and the British 
rights, from 18,H onward, 347 square 
miles. All this land is found in the coastal 
belt and along tbe banks of the lowei· 
reaches of the main navigable rivers. A 
great part of the old Dutch fr eeholdings 
have been abandoned or neglected, The 
present owners are not, for the most part, 
the heirs of the original owners. 

Undet· the Crown Lands Resumption 
Ordinance, (Chapter 172, as amended by 
the Crown Lands Amendment Ordinance 
of 1917) possession of any land which 
has been abandoned by the owner for 
eight years or more may be reswned by 
the Crown . This right of the Crown has 
never been used directly, but 206 square 
miles have been bought by the Colony. 
Besides this 'colony land' 90 per cent of 
the area of the Colony is the property 
of the Crown and can be alienated b y  the 
Government. " 

As I have said before, 90 pe!· cent 
of the area of the Colony is Crown 
land. That land can be alienated by 
the Crown. When it is considered that 
we have the Crown Lands Resumption 
Ordinance whereby the Government 
can resume and reclaim thousand:;: of 
acres of fertile lands, which are qes
cribed by the experts as being f£'rtile 
and suitable for land settlement, it 
must strike anyone that this Bill is un
warranted, unjustified and an un
necessary encroachment on the pro -
prietary rights of Guianese, as it 
places - what I will describe as 
-a serious limitation on land owner·
ship in this Colony.

The hon. Mover of this Bill has, 
indeed, in his opening remarks, handled 
what I would describe as his "brief'' 
well. He has given us an exhaustive 
dissertation on Government's agricul
tural policy, and brought his Land Ac
quisition Bill into that :po1icy, He must 

br. complimented for presenting the case 
in favour ·Of this Bill. I have looked 
at the argument ne has advanced from 
every co:1ceivable angle. I have ex
amined the references made to accepted 
reports which the hon. Mover has u&ed 
to support his arguments in favour of 
this Bill, and I must confess that I 
have failed to see a11.y justificatio:i, 
any necessity for this legislation to b'a 
placed on our Statute Books. 

Indeed. I want to say at the be
ginning, that we all agree and we must 
face facts, that at the moment un
doubtedly, there is a .necessity for lands. 
There is a necessity for lands, not oa
ly for land settlement but there is a 
neoessity f.or lands for bousing. But, 
the point I wis,h to make is, has Gov
ernment exhausted all efforts to resume 
and reclaim its ,own fertile a11d suitable 
lands where Gov·ernment would not 
have to spend a penny to secure its 
lands? Has Government failed in its 
negotiations even with landlords to se
cure such lands? We .have on recorsl, 
only recentl.r Cane Grovie was bought 
by this Government, as a result of ne
gotiations, for $60,000. We have got 
i\fara pure·hased from the landlords. 
vVe have got the Gard·en of Ede:i alsc 
obtained by negotiations. Has Govern
ment in the face of the existenc·e of a 
La:id Resumption Ordinance done any
thing to reclaim lands for land settle
ment? I would like the hon. Mover when 
. he .replies t-0 the motion to assist U3 

since the resumption of this Grown 
Land Ordinance-

Sir Frank McDavid: May I ask the 
hon. Member to inform me ,and the 
Cotmcil precisely what ,he is -refer.ring 
to - what are the conditions undel' 
which the Crown can resume land. It 
it; important. .Members are entitled to 
k11ow what are those conditions. 

The Chairman: The chapter is 176. 
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Sir Frank McDavid: I know the 
chapter is 176. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The Crown 
Lands Resumption 0Tdina::ice. chapter 
176, says, if it can be established that 
these lands are not beneficially occu
pied for eight years, the Crown has got 
a right to e;iter in the procedme out
lined-

Sir Frank l\1cDavid: 

read 1t, it says: 
As I have 

"When any land in the Colony which
has been or is hereafter alienated by or
on behalf of the Crown appea;rs to the
Commisioner to have been abandoned by
the owner, thereof foL· eight years or 
upwards, and the owner, or anyone law
fully claiming w1der him, cannot be as
certained, not withstanding every reason
ably diligent inquiry made by the Com
missioner, he may . . : " 

put up a notice or do certain 
things. The Ordinance further goe.'3 
on to say, if the lawf ul owner fails to 
claim within six months the land will 
then be resumed by the Crown. I do 
not want hon. Members to thbk that 
mere abandonment is a ground for 
reacquisition as the lawful ow;ier htu 
the rig-ht to claim. Furthermore, the 
Commissioner of Lands and Mines has 
to make diligent inquiry to find t1lg 
ow:1er before the land can be reclaimed, 

Mr. Sugrim Singh; The hon. Mov
er of this motion has gone on to 
explain in detail the question of :i:e·· 
sumption of Crown Lands which can 
only be made after diligent efforts 
hr,ve been imade to ascertain if there is 
any successor in tiUe. That is the point. 
I would like the hon. Mover b. hi� 
reply to giv-e this Council some idea as 
to if any effort had been made to re
c!.aim land. Am I to understand that 
throughout the length and breadth of 
this country, due to successors not h(�
ing available, that this whole big prn· 
ject has been left idle and thousands 

of acres of land left aqandoned? I cer
tainly cannot believe it. 

I want to say from this Council 
and I want to make it perfectly clea1• 
-as a .matter of. fact I ,va11t to say
that there is a necessity for land fol'
small farmers fol' land settleme11t
1,chemes and for housing, as I hav,}
explained before, and it must not be
understood that I am championing the

cause of any landlord or trying to go
:1gainst the just and honest demands
of tenants. My point clear and simplf:,
is that at the moment there are large
tracks of land bel011ging to the Gov
ernment which the Govern ment c:in take
without any expense and mak-3 avail
able very easily. Why, then, if that is
so, should Government seek to put such
�'. Dill a,; this on the Statute Books?
\Vhy should Goven1me11t try to leave
their own lands in the place of all the
machinery I have spoken about in the
Crown Lands Resumption Ordinance?
I ,nmt to say in every lease of land
whether grazing or agricultural, various
1:rovisions in that lease are made where
the Goverment has in some cases come
in a,; a result of violations of condition:,
nt the leases and resumed those land�.
Looking at this Bill, I want to describe
it firstly, as a11 unnecessary, unwai:,
ranted and unjustifiable meas:.::re whic:i
�'l.nnot -solve the problem it s·eeh L
solve. I would like to describe this
Bill, secondly, as a flagrant encroach
mc:1t on proprietary rights and land
mynership in this Colony which must
r.esult in destroying incentive and the

spirit of • enterprise which are so ne
cessary in our Developme11t Programme.

I ,vant to describe this Bill, thirdly, 
r,s r, measure which has no prece
dent in democratic rountries-only in 
Rt!�s!�.. a�d Co.!Ylmu.I'!i:::.t China, v�1he1� 
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suci1 Bills were put on the Statute 
Books not to solve the questio,n 
of productivity, but designed to 
bring about - it is a strong word 
but I speak as I feel - that 
type of Agrarian Revolution to produce 
a peasant i-evolutionary dictatorship 
over landlords. I would like to <leo.
cribe this Bill fourthly, as a Bill which 
is a complete departure from the recom-

these cllanges has been claimed by the 
communist world. My research, · how
.ev.er takes me ba�k to times before 
the communists, to the French Revolu -
tion which among other things struck 
at the roots of the feudal system. Since 
that event there have been marked 
chang·es. not necessarily of landlords re
fusiug- to negotiate but willing to give 
up large tracts of land where, in· the 
words of the mover of this motiou the 
interests of the community cl;shes, 
sha.Jl I say, with the interests of the 
landlord. 

mendations from such outstandb.g re
ports as the Report of the Internatio:rnl 
Bank for Reconstructio:i and Develop
ment and The Report of Land P.rob
lems by Mr. Frank Brown. Lastly, 
I wish to describe this Bill, as I hope 
to prove later, as one which seeks 
to implement the manifesto of the d.e
posed Government, which was m1e cal
culated to ,]iq.uidate and ,eliminate the 
landlord and satiate the land hunger 
of theii· fellow,-travellers. 

In vain the hon. Mover quoted 
from the Report of the International 
Biank, for sectiO'ns he referred to were 
taken completely out of their context. 
Is there any necessity for thi.s bit of 
legislation? Gan we ,not achieve the 
very obj_ect of providing necessary
lands without causing further bitter
ness? I ask this because if this Bill 
is placed on the Statute Books it will 
rebound on the very people we wish to 
set up on small holdings. We must not 
make fish of one and fowl of the other. 

We all know of the evoiution of 
land ownership in England. We can go 
right back to the feudal system in 
which large landlords .had their re
spective ·complement of servants. The 
powers of the landlord were rated ac
cording to the number of servants he 
had and these servants were drafted as 
soldi·ers in time of war. Frnm that time 
to uow there have been rev.olu tiona ry 
changes in land ownership. Credit for 

Landlords h av e been willing 
to co-operate. Years ago in this coun
try sugar oestates were willing to hand 
over large tracts of land at one single 
dollar per acre: the inte,rests of t·he 
community were at stake. In India 
there is a move ment which is making 
revolutionary changes in land owner
ship through what is called the "land 

'f ,, 
l g1 t or 1.ou(u.tn system-hou meani:lg 

land and dan meaning gift. Thousands 
of acres of land are now being donated 
by landlords to assist in relievinl!'." the 
land shortag.e in India. 

-� 

Let me come back to British Gui
ana. The points which have been 
raised by the hon. Mover in support of 
this Bill are voluminous and i� is 
impossible for me to deal with al! of 
them in the time allowed me under 
the S_tanding Orders. I do hope, Sir,
that 1n your usual way you ,vi!] 
exercise your generosity, if I may so 
call it, and let me deal with those 
points which arc very controversial. 
Let us look back into the history of 
this country. It is stated in para. 13 
of the Report of the Land 'fenure a,1d 
Registration of Titles Committee 
1954-1855: 

' 

"By the articles of capitulation signed 
by_ �e. Dutch and accepted by Great
Bntam m 1803, it was provided that 'the 
laws and usages of the Colony shall re-
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main in force and be respected' and also 
that the inhabitants shall have the fr<:.e 
enjoyment of their properties.' " 

Those are two solemn promises cf 
international imporLance. 

This very matter of acquiring land 
v,hich is not beneficially used came up 
in the Legislative Council in 1951 
when the now deposed Leader of the 
House of Assembly (Dr. Jag:mJ moved 
a motion dealing specifically with 
sugar estate lands. I will refer to what 
the then Colonial Secretary (acting) 
said, but before doing so, I shall quote 
the motion itself: 

'· Whereas sugar estates control a total 
of 171,078 acres of land, 82,205 acres of 

which are freehold and 88,873 acres of 
which are leasehold at a yearly rental of 
$4,222.75 or- less than 5 cents an acre; 

And whereas only about 60,000 acres 
represent the area actually under cane 
cultivation, and about 20,000 acres the 
area being flood-fallowe d or rested at any 
given time; 

And whei·eas acreage tax returns in
dicate that much of the leased land held 
by sugar estates are not benefically oc
cupied; 

And whereas Guianese farmers have to 
pay as much as $7.20 per acre for Govern
ment lands at Cane Grove, Anna Regina, 
etc; 

And whereas extra-nuclear houses are 
now being built on estate lands under 
leases with _many objectionable features; 

iBe it resolved: that this Council recom
mend to Government that either the 
leases for lands not beneficially occupied 
be withdra.wn or the rental be increased 
to a figure commensurate with the xate 
levied for other Government lands; 

Be it further resolved: that this Council 
recommend that Government enter 
negotiations with the Sugar Producers' 
Association with the view of obtaining 
freehold title to estate-owned lands on 
which extra-nuclear houses are to be 
built in exchange for absolute granJ.s of 
equivalent areas 0£ land now ,leased." 

The words "enter negotiations'' there 
are important. The importance of free-

hold ownership was 1-ealized and the 
motion did not go as fm· as seeking 
proprietary rights. It sought negotia
tions to obtain acceptable freehold 
titles in exchange for front lands 
suitable for housing. There was no 
question of compulsion. Now the 
Colonial Secretary said, and I quote 
from Hansard of 5th July, 1951, col. 
3'127: 

,; As regards the second point" (that is 
the second resolve clause) "I am advised 
that a revision of the rental in this case 
would involve legislation, and it i�, I 
submit, very doubtful whether we should 
introduce legislation to alter the condi-
tions of a contract freely entered into. It 
would certainly not encourage confidence 
in the integrity of the Government.'' 

Indeed it would be a flagrant breach 
of principle that the Government 
should be given the power to pounce 
down on land which people have ac
quired by the sweat of their brow, 
take it away from them and declare it 
a public work. I can find no better 
words than those of the Colonial 
Secretary when I say that this measure 
will certainly not encourage confidence 
in the integrity of the Government, 

Let us have a look at the stages 
by which this encroachment on rights 
have come along. We had first the 
Acquisition of Lands for Public Pur
poses Ordinance, Cap. 179. The public 
said nothing about this as we felt it 
was not necessary to do so, but sec
tion 3 stated: 

H The G?verno: in Council may, by 
order published m the Gazette, declare 
any railway; tramway, road, canal, dock, 
ha1·bour work, polder, building, dam, sluice 
or drain, or any work, measure or under
taking of whatsoever description whether 
ejusdem generis with any of the foregoing 
or not, and whether constructed or to be 
constructed out of public funds or othei-· 
wise 01· by the Government or otherwise 
to be public work and may alter or vary 
any order so made." 
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J t is particularly to that section 
1.hat the provisions of this Bi11 apply.
As the mover made clear, compensation
is to be given on market value. This
i� provided for in sectio11 19 of the
Ordinance, Cap. 17D. Next we had the
Acquisition of Land (Land Sett1emeut)
Ordinance, Cap. 180. Here the am bit,
the jurisdiction of the law was extend
ed. H ,vas now not just a question of
dee la Ting any dam, trench, 01· mil war
a public work but, as section 2 o-f this
latter Ordinance provided:

'· It shall be lawful for the Governor 
in Council, by order publishetl in the 
Gazette under section 3 of the Acquisition 
of Lands for Public Purposes Ordinance, 
to declare any Government land settle
ment scheme to be a public work for 
the purposes of the aforesaid Ordinance 
and thereafter the prov1s10ns of that 
Ordinance shall, subject to the .n.odifica
tions herein after stated, apply in rela
tion to the acquisition of any land re-· 
quired to give effect to the said scheme." 

In effect, the Acquisition of Land 
(Land Settlement) Ordinance, No. 14 
of 1943, Chapter 180, 0xtended 1,hc 
nmbit of the operntion of the previous 
Ordinance, Chapter 179, to in dude 
even land settlement as a public work. 
ln other words, Government had only 
to declare any area of land to be a 
public work and the provisions of the 
Ordinance applied. I respectfully sub
mit that under the provisions of 
Chapter 179 the method of computing 
compensation was on the basis of the 
market value. Moving on to the Hous
ing Ordinance, Chapter 182, we find 
that section 30 (1) says: 

. "30 (1) Where· land or buildings or any 
rnterest therein is or are acquired b11 the 
Central Authority compulsorily unde� this 
Ordinance, compensation shali be payable 
by the Central Authority, to the owner of 
such hmd or building or interest therein 
and the compensation shall, subject to th� 
provisions of this Ordinance, b� assessed 
according to the provisions of the Acquisi
tion of Lands for Public Pmposes Or
dinance." 

In other words we have this ana
dll'onism, this inconsistency of Gov
t:rnment buying land for housing and 
paying the market value, and on the 
other hand acquiring land for land 
settlement, also at the market value 
under the Ordinance of 1943, ,vhile 
under this Bill it proposes to do so 
below the market value. 

There has been a great deal of en-
8roachment upon the proprietary 
l'ights of property in this country, and 
I must concede to the hon. Member 
that the compulsory acquisition of 
land under the Housing Ordinance 
was the most serious step towards the 
acquisition of private property. I wis�i 
to ask at this stage: where next are 
\V� going in the matter of acquiring 
pnvate property? Are we going to na
tionalize property? Government owns 90 
per cent. of the land in this Colony and 
i:aR a.ll the machinery to occupy it. In
J.act 1t has been recommended by all 
the experts that it should do so, but 
Government has turned its back com
pletely on that and has turned its 
eagle eye on privately owned lands. 

I have quoted those Ordinances to 
sho� �h.at the question of compulsory 
acqmsi.tion of land started in a small
way with dams and trenches and moved 
?n to the acquisition of land for hous
rng, al1 on the basi.s of the market 
va]u.e. But going still further to th.e 
compulsory acquisition of land for land 
settle�ent we find in this Bill on the 
question of compe1rnation a basis of 
permutation and combination which 
makes no sense at all. In the debate of 
�951 the motion by the deposed Mb-
1.st er sought to g.et Government to
acquire sugar estate lands. I would ask
hon. Membern to read in the Hansard
report of the 5th July, 1951, what

Mr. J\1Iac.ni.e had to say on the subject. A
more convincing ca8e could not have
been made out, so convincin..'..l' that it
pl'ovoked their reply from the Colonial
Se�r.etary:
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." Finally, on the question of land 
availability there are, according to the 
Commissioner of Lands and Mines, some 
� 001J acres of land in different p::irts
o:f' the Colony which are fairly easily
accessible in the upper Berbice River ::ind
in Essequibo, which could be occupied
j_f there was a very serious land hunger." 

It may be said that this is 1957 -
six years later - but I would ask hon. 
Members whether there has been a 
catastrophic change in the land situa
tion. Aimrt from the fact that it has 
been made more acute a.s a result of the 
political climate in the country and the 
Development Programme, has there been 
�my substantial fundamental change? 
Even with the aid of a microscope I 
cannot see why Government with all the 
machinery at its disposal and with all 
the land it owns, slould turn the Nelson 
eye on 1such land. I may be told that 
Crown lands are not in areas which are 
fertile and suitaible for land settlement. 
I may also be told that privately owned 
lands are to be found in areas which 
are considered fertile and suitable for 
occupation. Is Government seriously 
urging that that is the position when 
the International Bank Report and Mr. 
Frank Brown's Reiport have actually pin
pointed certain areas in the Colony and 
given reasons why they suggest land 
settlement in those areas? 

Mr. ,Speaker: If I may be allo,ved 
to say it, you have made reference to 
a certain debate which took place in 
this Chamber in 1951 on a motion moved 
by someone whom you have described 
,i..� a "deposed Minister". I would remind 
you that in 1951 there was no Minis
terial system at all in this Colony, 
therefore you should refe1· to the mover 
of that motion as Dr. Jagan, and in
support of your contention the reply to 
the debate on that motion was con
tributed by the then Colonial Secretary, 
Mr. Gutch. The Government's opposi
tion at that time to the motion of Dr.

Jagan, then a private Member of the 
Council does not help your argument. 
It wa� not a Government motion. I 
just thought I should remind you that 
it was in the days before 19'53. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I appreciate 
Your Honour's intervention to chalk 
out the route very clearly.· I only re
fened to that debate to make two 
points. I may be wrong, but we have 
all been accustomed to accept statements 
by the Chief 1Secretary as the words of 
the Governme::it. 

Mr. Speaker : ...... Yes, he was the 
Government's spokesman of the day. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I also wanted 
to mak'e the point that even then when 
land was required, :there was no ques
tion of compulsory acquisition. What 
the motion called for was negotiation 
with the su.gar producers to see how far 
they would consider acquiring title for 
the lands on which .they were planting 
cane, and for which they were paying 
30 cents pe1· acre, and handing over 
their freehold land in exchange. I 
made those two references because in 
this Bill Government is turning its back 
and in effect destroying the contract 
which the then Colonial Secretary re
ferred to. I say that if this Council 
should 'I)'ass this Bill it would in effect 
be giving Government a free licence, 
putting a dangerous wea'I)on in the 
hands of Government which, if a law
less Government chooses to use it, it 
could cri,pple this country's economy and 
future. I say "if a lawless Government", 
for indeed within our own time we have 
seen such a Government. 

My friend, the hon. Mover of the 
Bill, has made heavy weather of the 
criticisms of the Bill which have a,p
peared in the Press, but I wish to 
say that we have a right to put our 
arguments !before this Council. I say 
that had legislation of this nature 
been on our Statute Book when the 
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deposed Government was in power the 
P.ntire sugar estate lands would have 
gone with the wind. Prima f acie it 
lVould appear that this Bill only strikes 
at landlords. On the contrary it would 
eventually affect the very people it is 
supposed to help. 

I would like the hon. Mover of this 
motion to enlighten this Council as to 
the question of precedent within the 
Caribbean al'ea and indeed in the Com
monwealth countries where it had be
come necessary to have a Land Acquisi· 
tio;1 Bill of this type. We are only ha!£ 
a milli011 in this countrv. We have 
less or ar-ound five per.sons to t:ie 
square mile. Let us look at the ether 
Caribbean countries and we see Bar
bados, for instance, with 1.494 person� 
to the square mile. Are there any pri
vately owned ·estates hi Barbados? Are 
there ,any persons in Barbados who by

dint of work have acquired private pro
perty that the Government of that 
Colo�y. Ln the face of a prima fcicie and 
obviously patent state of congestion, -has 
had the ne•ed to encroach upon those 
persons' rights b order to .acquire pri
vate land for any public purpose? I 
hope the hon. Mover of the motion will 
relieve ,my anxiety. 

Sir Frank McDavid: There is not 
a square ineih of land in Barbados that 
is not beneficially occupied. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I still ask the 
hon. Member to relieve my anxiety. Can 
you find a precedent in the Caribbean 
Colonies to this incursion b British Gui
ana? It comes to tbis, that everything 
is possible in British Gu.iana, every
thing ca� happen in .British Guiana. I 
do not propose to champion the ..:ause 
of the landlords o.r their interests. Th� 
landlords are a .lazy lot of people in 
British Guiana, as since this Bill has 
been broug,ht forward not a single 
landlord ,has tried to find out what is 

.happening. I am thinking principally 
of our having such a measure on the 
Statute Books of British Guiana and 
how it will work hardship on the people. 
In spite of the burning necessity for 
land only for land settlement, must I

understand that in Barbados there are 
:10 estates? Does this Bill before this 
Council refer to anything beneficially 
occupied or to what may be described 
as the reasonable requirerneHt of the 
J.andlord? That is all that is men
tioned in the Bill, but what is more.
in this Bill we find this amazing pro�
v;siou:

"Before an order is made under section 
3 of the Principal Ordinance and section a
of this Ordinance the Governor, acth1g 
in his discretion may by notice published 
)n the Gazette issue a Commission appoint
mg two or more commissioners to deter
min_e by investigation whether 01· not;
havmg regard to the reasonable require
ments o.f the owner of the land in J"espect 
cf which it is sought to make an order 
as aforesaid for utilization of the s&id 
land for agricul�W'e, the said land �hou1d 
properly be acquired for a land settlement 
scheme ... " 

Land, from time immemorial, ha::; 
been the wealth of nati-ons. Of all wealth 
that anyone has, land comes first, and 
yet we find in a Bill for compulsory ac
quisition of land this Government 
through the Governor has power to ac
quire anybody's land. I wish to draw 
the attention not only of Members of 
this Council who can appreciiate the 
effect of those words "reasonable re, 
quirements" in the .Bill. A landlord may 
be dissatisfied with his assessment as 
to his reasonable 1·equirement and he 
can make representation in the matter. 
Eve11 in the Rent Restriction Ordi
nance a tenant paying two shillings a 
week, if diss;atisfied, is provided with 
the right of appeal. But in this mat
ter involvh1g thousands of acres of land 
there is no such ,right. How can hon. 
Members of Council allow this bi: of 
legislation to infilt:nate on our Statute 
Books? I ·say .again and I will say at 
all times that there is no necessity for 
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such a Bill. This Bill is eventually go
ing to work hardship on the very peO·· 
pie whom it ostensibly seeks to help. 
If passed, the land taken from the la:1d
lord would only be something lost by 
the landlord, but the land taken from 
the te:irci.nt would be t11e loss of all he 
has. 

One, however, mus1t not ro.nsider tha 
view of the landlord or that of the 
tenant, but consider the effect o,f this 
Bill. As we look at the position very 
closely, what do we find? One must 
take first things first. Is it not 
true that nearly all the lands of this 
com1try occuIJied by Government and 
even privately-owned I.ands have not 
been be.neficially occupied in the ma
jority o.f cases, �ue primarily to two 
things-inadequate, inefficient and in 
some cases complete absence of proper 
irrigation and drainage, and absolute
ly no financial assistance by way of 
agricultural credit or otherwise to 
landlords to ,assist them in the develop
ment of the land? Is it not true that 
on the Essequibo Coast as the result of 
large sums chaTged for drainage r,ates, 
though absolutely no drainage is given, 
many estates hiave been sold at execu
tion for drainage rates? Those are 
things which cause dissatisfaction. I 
would 1ike the hon. Mover of the motio11 
to give this Council some indication 
o,f the number of proprietors who had 
had to IJetition the Governor in Coun
cil and make representations that their 
estates be not sold for drainage rates. 

I wish to pose this question. Sup
pose Government compulsorily acquire 
these lands, are these lands going to be· 
come cultivable and habitable overnight? 
Is it not the same universal problem of 
inadequate and inefficient drainage'? 
To be ridiculous, will the rains fall 
when Government own the lands and 
not fall when the people own the lands? 

Those are questions which deserve 
some consideration. Is it not in line 
with Government's very policy to 
think first of adequate drainage and 
irrigation facilities as a prerequisite 
to land occupation for agricultural 
purposes? Why is the Government 
E:pending· large sums of money on the 
Boerasirie and Tol'ani Schemes? is 
it not true that those projects are 
necessary to provide the prerequi�ite 
irrigation and drainage before one 
can think of Land Settlements for 
habitation? 

I charge Government with being 
inconsistent On the one hand Gov
ernment made legislation to provide 
irrigation and drainage and then oc
cupation to follow afteTwards, which 
is Government's policy, and on the 
other hand Government is now intro
ducing legislation to acquire land 
without having provided irrigation. 
nnd drainage for it. It is putting the 
cart before the horse, I may say. I 
would llke the hon. Mover to mention 
whether the people have been ;;·iven 
adequate drainage facilities, wh�the1· 
they have 11ot any cause to complain 
about drainage, and in spite of that 
they have 11ot beneficially occupied 
the private property. 

l would like to hear that we 
irr British G u i a n a .have lands 
fertile and in good order with 
proper drainage and irrigation and 
yet the lands cannot be beneficially 
occupied. Private owners of land 
have had to fall down on the mercies 
of the lending authorities, primarily, 
the Credit Corporation and the Bm1ks. 
They had to seek the assistance of 
the Rice MaTketing Board to assist 
them to get agricnltul'al machine1;y 
·whereby they can develop larger areas
of land than hitherto. But, as the re
s�ilt of inadequate d1·ainage and irri-
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gation facilities they have ill some 
cases lost completely their crops or 
part of their crops in some cases. The 
ultimate result is bankruptcy. Who 
is going to launch out on a project 
with no security, no certainty :1s tu 
whether he will have water? 

Is it not true that 5.':i pe1' cent. of 
the rice lands under cultivation de
pend on the weather'! Those are fig
ures given by the very Government. 
55 per cent. of the rice lands depend 
on rainfall for water, as there are no 
:adequate reliable drainage and irri
gation facilities. The proprietors of 
Essequibo are the most hard hit at 
i:his point. Government has its Tupa
rcooma Scheme to try and see what 
.assistance can be given, and I say 
before going into the facts of ihe 
case that it is not fair to burden the 
landlords of Essequibo with heavy 
drainage rates when, clue to no fault 
of theirs, there is no drainage to as
sist them with their c1·ops. I trust 
their ca.s.e v,rill he sympathetically 
considered, otherwise all the estates 
on the Essequibo Coast will have to be 
put up at execution sale as some of 
them have already been. I must repeat 
this point, that not only private lands 
are affected but even Crown lands. It 
is a universal problem. 

We are below sea level and drain
age and irrigation from an agricul
tural point of view is our No. 1 prob
lem, and it has been so for years. We 
have made sporadic attempts to give 
relief,, but relief is not the solution. 
We have relief of all kinds. We hear 
of flood relief funds being given here 
and there, but that does not give the 
farmer that security which he needs, 
as referred to in the World Bank Mis
sion Report. There was a time in 

the history of this country when one 
c:ould look around in the market-pl9ces 
and observe that everyone was trying 
to go in for farming, cattle�real'ing 
and kitchen gardeniiig in the rnral 
areas. Th�re v.tHe seasonal crops
mangocs, iJineapples, etc. lreing �old 
2t six cents per basket. Those time� 
are gone. This insecurity, this con
timrnl loss of crops ove1· a long num
ber of years has resulted in our 
peasantry turning its face away frcm 
the land except for a few who are 
anchored to the Janel. 

Government cannot deem those 
people's lands as not being beneficially 
occupied. I say so without fear of 
contradiction. Government must re
member that it was its duty to give 
all the facilities fo1· the land to be 
occupied beneficially, but it did not. 
The people cried aloud for relief, but 
absolutely no effort was made in some 
cases to provide the most importa!lt 
thing--wate1-and to take the vvater 
off the land without which they could 
not occupy the land beneficially. Even 
tenants could not so occupy the land. 
How can Government morally turn 
1<round and say that these landlords 
have deliberately not beneficially occn·· 
pied the land in this cotrntry? All over 
this place we have second depth lauds, 
empoldercd and drained. I have speken 
l)l'eviously in this Council on this 
subject and I wish to remind Mem
hel's that actually I tabled a moticn 
which I ask your permission to read. 
Sir: 

" Whereas the progress and dev-elop
ment of peasant fai·ming in British Gui
ana would be considerably accelerated ii 
man? suitable lands could be made a-r;{til
able to peasant farmers; 

And whereas there are large areas of 
empoldered Crown Land in the Colony 
under lease which are not benefi.cially oc-
cupied; 

And whereas peasant fa1·mers all over 
the Colony are anxious to occupy these 
lands for peasant farming, thereby im• 
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proving their own economic position, and 
also the economic position of the Colony: 

Be it resolved: that this Council re
quests the Governor in Council to ap
point a Commit tee to investigate the pos
sibility of resuming Crown lands under 
lease which are not beneficially occupied 
in order that those lands may be :nade 
available to peasant farmers." 

That was on the 29th July, 
1955. Council was prorogued on 29th 
March, 1956, and during that pariocl 
of about a year the motion was not 
debated. 

I must say again that I agree 
with the hon. Mover that there is 
necessity for more land, but my re
proach is, not to interfe1·e with private 
lands after people have exhausted all 
their efforts to acquire them. How 
many thousands of acres would be 
obtained if Government wonld put 
into effect the recommendation.c; of 
the Land Resumption Ordinance. I 
will refer again to the Report of the 
Land Tenure and Registration of 
Titles Committee ( and all these re
�)orts have outlined a policy to meet 
this land shortage) where, at para. 
70, it deals with forfeiture ,1f land. 
It states: 

"The Land Magis:rates and the Land 
Tribunal can in our opinion also help 
to solve the problem of how to deal ef
fectively with the question of forfeiture 
of land for failure to occupy it benelici.3.lly 
or to o b  ta i n title therefor, We 
have already referred to this que�tion a£ 
:forfeiture in paragraphs 4J 42 51 anJ 52 
and although it is not witlli� our term� 
of reference, it has been ihe subject of 
considerable discussion. 

71. It seems to us to be essential to 
provide some machinery whereby all 
persons who are occupiers without title 
of agricullural land capable of beneficial 
occupation are at first encoura"ed to ob
tain title therefor, and then fin�lly called 
upon by notice in writing to do so within 
a stipulated time." 

Those are recommendations oi' a 
Committee appointed by the Gover.n
ment, 

Sir Frank McDavid: The hon. 
Member must go further and read 
the relevant paragraphs to which I re
ferred earlie1·. 

l\Ir. Sugrim Singh: 1 am coming 
to 74 and 75. Para. 72 states: 

"If such persons neglect to comply with 
such final notice., then notice . of such 
neglec'. shou1cl be given to the Commis
sio'ncr of Lands and Mines, It would. be 
tha duty o( the Commissioner of. Lands
and Mines on receipt of such notice, or 
in the cases referred to in paragraph 41 
on his own motion, to file a claim with 
ihe Land Magistrate for an m·der vesting 
such land in the Colony, and serve such 
claim on the person in possession or hold
ing title." 

To continue: 
73. The Land Magistrate would then in

vestigate the claim and if it is substan
tiated a provisional cel·tifi cate of title in 
favour of the Colony would be issued 
and the procedure already set out would 
be adopted for making the certi�icate ab
solute by the Land Tribunal. 

74. Land so vested would become
Cclony la-ncl and may be granted or 
leased as iJ' it were Crown land save 
that preference would be given to per
sons who had been in possession or had 
previously held title, 

75. If these provisions as to forfeiture 
ol' land were inserted in any new le
gishition, the Crown Lands Resumption 
used, could be repealed or am�nded to 
accord with such prnvisions." 

I accepted the hon. Member:; 
point. 

Sir Frank l\kDavid: The hon. 
Member has got me wrong. I have 
just repeated what I said at the last 
meeting when I withdre,v this mo
tion, asking this Council to consider 
this Report. I took the trouble to 
point out that one of the principal 
recommendations was this: that lands 
which have been lying abandoned fol' 
five years should automatically pass 
on to the Crown without compensa
tion, That is a recommendation which 
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this Government certainly could not 
very lightly accept, that is, that land 
should be taken without compensation 
merely because of its having been idle 
for five years. What I said was, in this 
Bill before the Council, what we are 
endeavouring to do is this: to take 
such land but give compensation as to 
its economic value. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: When it comes 
to land which has been held by more 
than one generation, taking it away 
involves a moral obligation ra
ther than a legal obligation. The 
question of giving preference to per
sons who had been in possession or 
had previously held title is important. 
The compulsory acquisition of private 
property i1Tespective of the method 
of compensation would cost this Gov·· 
ernment money. Here we have the 
Report of the Land Tenure and Re
gistration of Titles Committee setting
out how these lands could be ac
quired and, as this Committee 1'e
marked, the Crown Lands Resumption 
Ordinance lies freezing on our Statute 
Books. 

It "has hardly ever been used" 
and there is absolutely no reason why 
it cannot be used. As we have heard 
from the hon. mover himself, this 
Committee was made up of competent 
men. We had on it men experienceLl 
in the la,v, men familiar with the 1·e
cords of Government, men familiar with 
the layout of these lands and the 
operation of leases. W' e had Mr. l\fac
nie, a person experienced in these 
matters, the then Commissioner of 
Lands and Mines, a veritable conduit 
pipe through which aI1 these things 
bave to pass, Mr. Persaud, Registrar 
of Deeds, Mr. C. V. Wight, Mr. Roth 
in whom a better authority on the In
terior can hardly be found, Mr .. J. T. 
Clarke and others, These men, after 

looking at Goven1ment reports and 
applying their minds to their task, 
asked, why has not this Crmvn Lands 
Hesumrtion Ordinance been used ? 

0 n the question of titled areas, I 
respectively submit, to refute the point 
made, that hundreds of these acres are 
not used. There is a section in each 
contract empowei-ing the Crow11 for 
purposes of this kind to come in-

Sir Frank l\'IcDavid: Please do 
not say, to resume land which is hel!1 
by freehold. We are talking ab.-iut 
land which the Crown has issued on 
lease. The hon. Member is no,t doing 
that. I am sorry he did not have an op
portunity of modng his motion, but 
simultaneon,s•Jy there has been a worki,lg 
party going at foll speed for two years 
on the qu�stio11 of leased Crown Land. 
The hon. Member is talking· about free
hold land, and that is a different story 
altogether. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I say with fair
nes,s,, there are two types of Crown land: 
grazing leases and agricultural leases, 
at 20 C'.ents per nrre. My point is, abso
lutely nothing has been done to resume 
those lands not beneficially occupied. 
People ewtinue to .pay 10 ,cents and 20 
cents per acre for land and continue 
to get 3 bags of 1mdi per acre from that 
land. What is Government doing about 
this? 

At the moment GoYBrnment is 
anxious to solve this question of land 
shortage. I personally accept the re
ports on this question, indncling the In
te-rnational Bank's, and they haye out
lined a system by which these lands 
under dis:�ns1sion can easily be reclaimed. 
The International Bank's suggestion 
,vas a system of tax. This .-ery system 
of tax has been previously debated in 
this Council and given full consideration 
in 1951 whsn the matter of freehold and 
leasehold titl0s1 for sugar estates was 
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discussed. Then it was felt that bxing 
these lands "·ould eyen tu ally end up 
with a situation in whic:h these lands 
were bouncing back to the Crown. Thi,� 
point was supp01rte tl for�ibly by Mr. 
Macnie, the Colonial Secretary, and other 
Membe'l'S. But tile 1ioint I wish to make 
is this: "·hether they are beneficially 
oceupied or not, is it fair to tax these 
lands or eyen to deem them benetficia1ly 
occ,upiecl when we haye not as.s,isted in 
any way to proYide any reasonable kind 
of in-igation and drainage for them? 

Whenever ther.e is heavy rainfaJJ these 
owners of land are at the merey of the 
weather. I do n.ot blame Gorermnent for 
not having a comprehensive drainage 
ancl irrigation schelll.e in this country. 
It 1s a gigantic project which has to be 
undertaken by ,s1tages, and Go1·en1ment 
has launched some of those schemes to 
illij)roye dTainage and irrigation as a 
prerequisite to land settlement. But 
the point I wish to make is: is it fair to 
deem lands to be not beneficially occu
pied, or eve.n to tax them, as recom
mended in the World Bank Repo1t, in 
orcle1· to compel the .owners to 1mt them 
in beneficial occupation? Is it fair to 
do either when ti1ere is no sine qua non.

from the pofot of view of ag1·icultural 
products'? Is thii9 the reason why the 
World Bank Report has to some extent 
recommended the derelopment of river
ain lands? 

I haYe not had the pridlege of go
ing into tha figur,es bnt in my view Gov
ernment will Yery soon find it difficult 
to find settlers to oceupy the large 
acreage of land which will be arnilable 
to foe public 818' a result of the drninag-e 
and irrigation projects now in progress. 
I will read the report of Mr.· Frank 
Brown on the subject. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I would be 
yerv much obfored to the hon. Member. 

]\fr. Su grim Singh: I refer to thtJ 
Report on "L}mcl Seit.tlcment Problems 
ill Dritish Guiana'' br Frank A. E1·own, 
at paragraph 20, under the heading 
"Re1:1ponsibilities of Government." It 
i:;•ays: 

'· 29. Government should provide a strong 
advisory service in each area. Agriculture, 
Welfare, Medical. Irrigation and Drainage, 
and in the early stages, Public Works De. 
partment to advise on housing and other 
constructional works, and to make and 
maintain roads." 

Mr. Brown does not fayour free
hold ownership of land. He ·was respon
sible for the Gezira scheme in the Sudan, 
to \'i'h ich he makes reference in his Re• 
port. In that scheme the GoYemment 
supplied the_ land and the water, taking 
40 per cent. of the value of the cas·h 
crnp - cotton. The farmer did or paid 
for a11 agricultural work, also taking 40 
per cent. of the cash crop. The commer
cial rnmpany wh.ich was responsible for 
the whole of ti1e business and adminis
tratfre side of the LSICheme received 20 
per c:ent. of the proceeds. I will read 
paragraphs 35 and 36 of Mr. Brown's 
Report -

''35. The East Indian, who is the most 
important potential rice farmer of new 
areas on the coastal clays, hankers after a 
iarm and house, which he owns, and can 
bequ�ath to his heirs. The advantage of 
freehold tenan�y is that the owner is 
likely to be more contented and settled, 
He will 1be keener to sink capital into the 
farra, improve the dwdlings and the land 
and plant ''more permanent and semi-per-' 
manent cr->ps.'' 

"36. There are, however, many grave 
disadvantag€s in this 'system. Where large 
sale organised farming is in force, _every,
one must grow the same crops, at the same 
time, i>.nd in the same place, and for the 
general well being, must confonn to cer
tain rules. It would be practically impos
sible to insi'St on th.is, if the farmer owned 
his farm. British Guiana has ah·eady suf

.Cered throtigh the granting of land freehold 
to those who are either incapable or un
willing to farm in a reasonable manner." 

Freehold farming has the added disad-
vantaee nf Pllf'f'llJr;::1(.fjna c--n,..,..,.�1,.,.i-:�--
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land values any increase in the re:il value 
of the ladd, apart from improvements, 
�houlcl. be a gain to the state. 

It appears, therefore, that if a farmer is 
to take his place in any large sch.eme such 
as is envisaged, a leasehold tenancy is 
n�cessary." 

Taking that to its logical condusion, 
Govern ment might wish to haYe an ex
periment in .pineapple culth·ation, fo1• 
example� 

Sir Frank McDavid: I crave the in

dulgence ·of the hon. Member to say 
that he has referred to Mr. Brown's 
Report in relation to foi.s Bill, and I 
would ask him to favour me by turning 
to page 21 of that Report and reading 
paragraph 70 with as much emphasis. 
If the hon. Member would be embar
rassed I would read the paragraph. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: Mr. Speaker, 
is it ne::essar y for me to Le interrupted 
at this stage when t he hon. moYer has 
the right of reply"! I wil l read para
graph 70. It says: 

"70. A considerable amount of good. and 
at one time fully developed, agricultural 
fantl in the Oolony is being wasted by the 
fact that freehold landloi·ds eithe;.· cannot 
or will not put it to it.; best 1.1se. 

In s'OlTie cases ihe reason is that owners 
bought up large areas cheaply, not realis
ing the extent of their responsibilities and 
commitments. The owners are uow unable 
to clear the la11d, and are also incapable 
or 1.mwilling to 'spend money on the main
tenance and cleaning of drainage ,md irri
gation channels. Land at one time !bearing 
crops o:f sugar cane, cocoa, etc .. has gone 
back to semi-bush. Not only is this detri
mental to their own interests, and a loss 
to the country, but in many areas it effec. 
tively prevents their neighbours from mak
ing the ,'best use o,f their land. 

Land sneculation can also be considered 
1.mder t.h; 'Same category." 

I will also read paragraph 7l, which 
says: 

"71. Govcrnrr,ent should take steps to 
remedy this. Such unused areas should 
either be heavily taxed or the owners 
shculd be compelled to ·sell to Govern
ment at a reasonable figure, after being 
given a period of grace. 

Mr. SpeakeT: Here there is no 
period of grace. It is preceded hy a 
notice to the proprietor to put his land 
in order. Mr. Brown says so. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I am very 
grateful to the hon. Member because 
it has to some extent suppoTted my 
c:udention in the sense that a consider
able amount of good, and at one time 
fully deYelo,ped agri:?nltural land was 
b�ing wasted by the fact that the pro
prietors of freehold land would not 
use them. That jg my point 
that freehold landlords could not 
ben€'ficially OC<'llPY thefr lands because 
their first rc41 uisite was not there. 
Would any sensible landlord throw 
money down the drain by embarking 
on any agricultural project on a large 
scale when he has to cle1pend on the 
mercy of the ·weather? 

In the Wo1·ld Bank Mission's Report 
fn:m wl0 ich the hon. Member for Agri
(,ultnrc q110teci in 1.1is opening remarks, 
th�i i111position of a land tax was sug
p;estc:d, to compel the owners tu sell 
their land i.u Goyern111ent. at a reason
,tl.}le figure:. Doe,s• that mean compul
sory Janel a:;11uisition '? I do not follow 
that. On page G3 of the World Bank Re
port paragraph ,1 states: 

''.,L Legislation relating to owner
ship ;mcl tenure of unused backlancls 
r.nd ri,-crain lands should be thoroughly
reriewec{;" 

That is exactly my contention. It 
has been rcdewerl by a Land Tenure 
Cornmittee o:C responi:;ible persons who 
made recommendations w hil'h 11ave been 
put into ,cold storage. The paragra,ph 
continues to say: 

"Such reclaimable land should be gradu
aily brought into productive use, if neces
sary lby aippropriate legal measures.'' 
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Dees the phraso "appropriate legal 
measures" by any stretch of reason 
mean a compulsory land acquisition 
Bill? I say it does not. There 
are many measures w h i c h, 
if well thought out, could achieve 
the desired result rather than 
placing fois objectionable piece of legis
lation o.n the Statute Books of the 
Colony, and causing p.osterity to con
demn this Government for allowing such 
a dangerous weapon to be put ilito the 
hancl15 of, I repeat, a lawless Govern. 
ment, to the hindrance of the deveiop
ment of this country. The Torani, Tapn
cooma and Boerasirie schemes are going 
to make lar.'('e areas of land available in 
another three years, but unless there is 
an influx utf population Government is 
going to find it diffic11lt to find people 
to oc:cu1py those ti10usands of acres of 
land which will be arnilable to the pub
lic when those schemes are completed. 

A large number of people have been 
thrown out of employment by the closing 
down of Pin. P.01·t Mourant and a very 
attractive scheme has been !Prepared at 
Mara, but Mr. Frank Brown does not 
recommend that small farmers should 
be req1dred to Jive on the land away 
from their 11omes. He argues, quite con
vincingly, that we cannot t,tke such 
people into jungle settlements away 
from the amenities of life, social and 
medical services which are available in 
the villages. Thel'e must be some incen
tive for a man to leave the bright lights 
of his village and go into the interior, 
away from civilization, and remain 
there unless amenities are prodded for 
him. That is w'nat Frank Brown has 
recommended in his report, and I chal
lenge any deJ1ial, and for that reason 
it is ne.ces.sary and it logically follows 
that in these settlements contemplated 
by Government not only should Govern
ment have the prerequisite of irrigation 
and drainage but provide the incentive 
.of enough water, which the settler must 

have in order to stay on tile land. Also, 
pl'oximity to other adranced communities 
is equally important when you hare 
supplied all those facilities. 

Here is Government owning 9'0 per 
cent. of land. Where is Government 
going to· get the money to purchase 
other lands, assuming the rate of com
penisation in the schedule is more accep
table than the purchase price of the 
land, but to l!J,rovide irrigation and 
drainage and to make the lamls attrac-
tive to the farmer ? Do you imagine 
what it would cost Government to pl'o·· •· 
vide the amenities of modern 
life - m e cl i c a I services etc., ·-
for this scheme I shudder to 
think what eventually wil happen 
in these laudable enterprising projeds 
look prinia facie good on paper, 
but, the proof is not in the pud
ding but in the eating. This Government 
has 38,000 acres of land in Go,·e1·11ment 
Estates-Anna Regina, Cane Grom, etc. 
There are large tracks of land there 
lying idle, and absolutely no effort h:16 
been made to make them attractive for 
anybody to occupy them. Goyernment 
has its Geological Department and its 
Agricultural Department in order to 
get as mUJch as possible wheneyer the 
time comes for expert advice on the 
suitability of certain thingts. If we are 
going inio the Bush to establish settle
ments, we have to know whether the soil 
is suitable for the production of crops 
and what crop!S', and how to lay the. land 
out for the rearing of cattle. We have to 
look to these experts for such adYice. 

But what has 'i1appened at Cane 
Grove? GoYernment with its Geological 
Department and its Agricultural De
partment did not take the trouble to 
find out whether the lands at Cane 
Groye wen:Y suitable for the production 
of rice. What is the result? The farm
ers-I ask my hon. Friend, Mr. Jail al, 
to deal with this point-there have hP.P.n 
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breaking their heads and throwing 
money into the sea in trying to grow 
rice with no proper retnms. Govern
ment has to spend money to assist 
those people. My point is, Govern
ment with its own .estates has not 
been able to find the means to do 
any extension 01· expansion. Had 
Government thought of fertilising its 
lands which were found to be com
pletely unsuited for rice cultivation 
by the occupants? I have never heard 
anything about that. But where nre 
fhe people going to find the money 
to pay for that if they are to con
tinue to pla11t rice? I prophesy that 
within the .next three or four years 
the whole of the Cane Grove settle
ment will go down the drain. 

Look at Anna Regina, Onverwagt. 
There are large tracts of land there 
and Government has left a11 those to 
bring forward this Bill. It passes my 
understanding. Look at the provisions 
of this Bill. Why Government wants 
to acquire compulsory people's lands 
for land settlement? I appeal to the 
hon. Move1· to assist me in trying to 
understm1d the object of what 
Government is doing. In this coun
try there are large numbers of 
people who need land, but my point 
is, that with little effort, and n� ex
pense and no one hurt Government 
is entitled to make use of its own 
land. What is mor.e striking and what 
is a more degrading form of 'blacl: 
marketing' one can think of, is the 
action of ouT own Government in 
this case. Government estates are 
themselves not beneficially occupied. 
Most of them are in a dilapid-ctted 
state and certainly they are not an 
example of what a model .estate 
should be. The tenants are all com
plaining of bad conditions there. If 
Government acquired the�e other 
lands, is Government going to pro
vide the drainage they need to en
able them to be beneficially occupied? 

I am opposed to the passing of 
this Land Acquisition Bill. Govern

ment has all the lands required at 
its disposal - 90 per cent. of the 
area of the Colony. We have Jreen 
told that there are fertile Crown 
Lands whi�h can be nsumed. 'Why 
Government does not resume some 
of those lands, I cannot understand. 
My point is, there is room fo1· poss
ible negotiation to achieve the pur
pose of the Bill. There was a time 
when the suga1· estates weTe willing 
to sell their land at $1.00 per acre, 
and even now they have been co
operative. But I must mention that 
this Government must use its bar
gaining machinery sometimes. If laud 
is being sold at fantastic prices, is it 
not reasonable to expect a person to 
ask for a handsome pric.e for his land? 
Is it not equitable for Government to 
meet in conclave with the representa
tives of landowners in order to see 
what can be done to meet this land 
shortage? 

I would like to ask the hon. Mover 
if it is not true, that at Bel Air the 
suga1· estates authorities have been 
planting cassava on lands which 
could be utilized fo1· settlements. Have 
you heard of the sugar estates at any 
time exporting cassava? You kno\� 
the reason why that is done? 

Sir Frank McDavid: Because this 
Bili is not law. 

l\'Ir. Sugrim Singh: People would 
pay $2,000 a lot and erect a little 
bungalow on that land instead of hid
ing themselves in the riverain areas 
to make their homes. Those front 
lands of the sugar estates enjoy all 
the ozone from the Atlantic, but they 
are being used to plant cassava. 

At this stage the adjournment 
was taken to the next day, Thursday, 
18th April, 1957, at 2 p.m. 




