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Nominated Unofficials:
My. L. A. Luckhoo, Q.C,

My, 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.

Mr. Sugrim Singh.

Clorl of the Legislature:
Mr. I. Crum Ewing,

Assistant Clerk of the Legislature:
Mr. E. V, Viapree,

Absent:
The Hon. R. B. Gajraj.

Mr. J. I. Ramphal.

Mr. T. Lee—on leave.

Mr. W. A. Phang—on leave,

Muvs. Esther E. Dey—on leave.

Mr. W. 7. Lord, 1.S.0.—on leave.

The Speaker read prayers.

The Minutes of the meeting of the
Council held on Thursday, 11th April,

1957, as printed and circulated wers
taken as read and confirmed.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
LEAVE 70 MEMBERS

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

PAPERS LAID

The Financial Secretary (MMr.
Essex): I beg to lay on the table, the
Report of the Regional Economic Com-
mitiee 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 McDavid (Member for
Agriculture, Forests, Lands and
Mines) : I beg to give notice of the in-
troduction and first reading of a Bill
intituled.

“An Ordinance to amend the
Demerara Water Conservancy
ance,”’

East
Ordin-

ORDER OF THE DAY
BiuLs—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 Ilast
Demerara Water Conservancy Ordinance”.

MONEYLENDERS BILL

The Financial Secretary: I heg
to move that Council resolves itself in-
to Committee to resume consideration
of the Bill intituled:

“An Ordinance to consolidate and

amend the law relating to moneylenders.”
clause by clause,
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Sir Frank McDavid:
second the motion.

I beg 1o

Question put, and agreed to.
CounciL iIN COMMITTEE

The Financial Secretary: When
the Bill was left in Committee at the
last sitting there were one or (wo
points left outstanding. 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
already registered under the existing
Ordinance. The first amendment list-
ed on the paper circulated deals with
the latter.

One other point of difficulty was
in connection with the issuing of zn
auditor's certificate, Several Members
spoke on this, as to what would happen
ir the case of a new moneylender who
has not got books to bhe audited for
the 12 months ending the previous
30th September. An even more diffi-
cult point was that raised by another
Member: how can we expect a mecney-
lender to keep his books in accordance
with an Ordinance with which hc is
not aware and if 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 casc of the moneylender who has
lzooks but they are not yet in accord-
ance with the new law and therefore
cannot be called a properly gquali-
fied moneylender. I think we can say
now that these amendments have been
circulated that they also cover the
position of a moneylender who takes
out or wishes to take out a licence
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though he has not been in the mouney-
lending business for a period of 12
months ending on the 380th Septemr
ber.

At the moment the moneylenders
fee as prescribed in section 29, Cap.
298, the Tax Ordinance, is $150. The
proposed new clause 28 is to ensure
that the licence issued under this
Moneylenders Ordinance embraces
both. This also prescribes $150 as the
duty for an annual moneylenders
licence, instead of having to fake out
a licence. This means that the moncy-
lender who has a licence for the year
1957 should not have to take out
another licence when this law comes
into effect—and one assumes it will
be promulgated to take effect later
this year.

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

Question put, and agreed to.

Clause recommitted. —Licences to
be taken out by moneylenders.

The Financial Secretary: 1 heg
to move the amendment of this claise
by the insertion of a new subclause
(4) as follows:

“(4) The provisions of subsection (1}

of this section shall not, until the I1st
January, 1958, apply to any money-
lender who, at the time of the coming

into force of this Ordinance, is register-

ed as a moneylender under the provis-
jons of the Moneylenders Ordinance
and who has taken out a licence wunder

the provisions of section 29 of the Tax
Ordinance for the period of twelve
months or less ending on the 31st De-
cember, 1957

Question put, and agreed to.
Clause 3 passed as amended.

Claunse 26. — Awdit of
lenders’ books.

money-
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The Financial Secretary: I beg
tec move the substitution of a new
clause 26. The 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 vretain subelause
(4) of clause 26. The ameudments pro-
posed by the mover delete this most
important subclause, which sets ouj
the penalty for a moneylender not
keeping his books. Under the old
Ordinance he must keep books and have
them audited.

Now the moneylender will not ba
able to apply for a licence covering a
succeeding year unless he already has
a certificate—not only that, a certificate
m his favour. A certificate may
be given but it may be one
accompanied by a very adverse report
on his book-keeping for the year. But
as 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 for

the next year, especially if he knows
he has Dbroken the laws. So I would
like us to compel that he gets his
books audited whether he is going to
continue as a momneylender 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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The Financial Secretary: ln the
srinted Bill we have supplanted sub-
clause (3) of clause 26 which merely
says that a moneylender shall trans-
mit an auditoir’s certificate to the Dis-
trict Commissioner. For that we =are
substituting a new subclause (3)
which provides that a moneylender

cannot get a licence unless he pro-
duces an auditor’s certificate. 'I'hat
is a very mnch stronger provision.

There is difficulty in applying a pen-
alty in respect of the original snb-
clause (1) which provided that svery
moneylender shall each year hava his
books audited by an approved audi-
tor. As far as I can see it would be
difficult to discover whether a mcney-
Jender has had his books audited,
so that the new subclause (3) simply
provides that he would not be ahle to
get a licence unless he produced an
auditor’s certificate.

Mr. Carter: In that case the hon.
the Financial Secretary is saying that
if a moneylender does not submit &n
auditor’s certificate he would not get

a licence. He does not care whether
he has broken all the laws.
The Financial Secretary: Sub-

clause (4) of the printed Bill, which
the hon. Member wishes to reintro-
duce, only prescribes a penalty.

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

The Attorney General: The rveally
important point is that a moneylender
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
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books he can he prosecuted under
subclause (8) of clause 17. That is
the important point; he has to keep
books. On the question about their
being audited, one can only say
whether they are kept properly when
they are submitted to audit, and if
theyv are found not to be kept in &c-
cordance with the requirements of
the Ordinance the moneylender loses
his licence, ot does not have it renewed.

It does mot seem to be a very
important requirement that an audit
should be done within so many days,
because the moneylender is going to
be caught all right, and whether 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 wonld be very difficult to
apply, and even if it were found that
& 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 i3
criminal.

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

The Attorney

Mr. Carter: No, Sir. It is a
Governnient Bill and I am in favour
of 1it. 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 —Substitution of
sectinn 29, Cap. 298.

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

©28. The following section shall he
substituted for section 29 of the Tax
Ordinance:—
“The duty for an annual moneylendei’s
licence under the provisions of section 3

of the Moneylenders Ordinance shall be
the sum of cne hundred and fifty dollars.”

New clause 28 agreed to.

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

First and Second

passed as printed.

Title and enacting clanse passed
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 passed.

ACQUISITION OF LAND (LAND
SETTLEMENT) BILL

Council resumed the debate on the
motion for the second reading of the
Bill intituled:
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*An Ordinance to repeal and re-enact
the Acquisition of Tand (Land Settle-
ment) Ordinance.”

Mr. Speaker: I have received mio-
tice from Mr. Jailal and Dr. Fraser of
their intention to speak on the motion
for the second reading of the Bill.

My, Jailal: My. Sugrim Singh has
asked me to be good enough to concede
fivst place to him.

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I am indeed
very 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
discussed bit of legislation, the Ac
quisition of Land (Land Settlement)
Bill, is before this Council. I must op-
pose thiis Bill, and T trust that when
the proper time comes, after hon.
Members have made their contribu-
tions to the debate and have heard
both sides, they will unhesitatingly
throw out this Bill which, instead of
golving the burning problem of the
day—Iland 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
cause to people who, by their thrift
and application, have acquired landa
in this country.

When it is brought home to us
foreibly that 90 per cent. of the area
of British Guiana, which is 83,000
squarc miles — and roughly 74,700
gquare miles are still Crown Lands, and
only 10 per cent. is privately-owned
land—we cannot be in favour of this
Rill. T wish to refer to the Report of
the International DBank for Recon-
struction and Development. At page
206 it says:

*Ownership of freehold land in the

Colony bhegan with the Dutch before 1803,
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and was later extended by the British
Government, Originally the Dutch rights
affected 607 square miles and the British
rights, from 1831 onward, 347 square
miles. All this land is found in the coastal
belt and along the hanks of the lower
reaches of the main navigable rivers. A
great part of the old Dutch freeholdings
have been abandoned or neglected, The
present owners are not, for the most part,
the heirs of the original owners,

Under 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 owmer for
eight years or more may be resumed by
the Crown, This right of the Crown has
never been used directly, but 206 square
miles have been bought by ihe Colony.
Besides this ‘colony land’ 90 per ceni of
the arvea of the Colony is the property
of the Crown and can be alienated by the
Government, ”

As I have said before, 90 per cent
of the area of the Colouy 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 thousands of
acres of fertile lands, which are des-
cribed by the experts as being fertile
and sunitable 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 1 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 policy. He must
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be complimented for presenting the case
in favour of this Bill. I have looked
at the argument he has advanced from
every couceivable angle. I have ex-
amined the references made to accepted
reports which the hon. Mover has used
to support his arguments in favour of
this Bill, and I must confess that I
have failed to 3ee amy justification,
any necessity for this legislation to bz
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, uot oa-
ly for land settlement but there is =a
necessity for lands for liousing. But,
the point I wish to make is, has Gov-
ernment exhausted all efforts to resume
and reclaim its own fertile and suitablz
lands where Government would not
have to spend a penny to secure 1its
lands? Has Government failed in its
negotiations even with landlords to se-
cure such lands? We have on record,
only recently Cane '‘Grove was bought
by this Government, as a result of ne-
gotiations, for $60,000. We have got
Mara purchased from the landlords.
We have got the Garden of Edea alsc
cbtained by negotiations. Has Govern-
nient in the face of the existence of a
Land Resumption Ovdinance done any-
thing to reclaim lands for land settle-
ment? I would like the hon. Mover when

‘he replies to the motion to assist us

since the resumption of this Crown
Land Ordinance—

Sir Frank McDavid: May I ask the
hon. Member to inform me and the
Council precisely what he is referring
tc — what are the conditions under
which the Crown can resume land. 1t
is important. Members are entitled to
know what are those conditions.

The Chairman: The chapter is 176.
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Sir Frank McDavid:
chapter is 176.

I know the

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The Crown
Tands Resumption Ordinance, 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 exater in the procedure out-
lined—

Sir Frank MecDavid:
read 1t, it says:

As T have

“When any land in the Colony which
has been or is hereafter alienated by or
on behalf of the Crown appears to the
Commisioner to have been abandoned by
the owner, thereof for eight years or
upwards, and the owner, or anyone law-
fully claiming under him, cannot ho 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 goes
on to say, if the lawful owner fails to
claim within six months the land will
then be resumed by the Crown. I do
not want hon. Members to think that
mere abandonment is a ground for
reacquisition as the lawful owner has
the right to claim. Furthermore, the
Commissioner of Lands and Mines has
to make diligent inquiry to find fhe
owner 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 ie-
sumption of Crown Lands which can
only be made after diligent efforts
have been 'made to ascertain if there is
any successor in title. That is the point.
I would like the hon. Mover ian his
reply to give this Council some idea as
to if any effort had been made to re-
claim land. Am I to understand that
throughout the length and breadih of
this country, due to successors not le-
ing available, that this whole big pro-
ject has beeu left idle and thousands
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of aeres of land left abandoned? I cer-
tainly cannot Dbelieve it.

T want to say from this Councll
and T want to make it perfectly clear
—as a matfer of fact I want to say
that there is a necessity for land for
small farmers for land settlement
gchemes and for housing, as 1 have
explained Dbefore, and it must not be
understood that I am championing the
cause of any landlord or trying to go
against the just and honest demands
of tenants. My point clear and simple
is that at the moment there are large
tracks of land belonging to the Gov-
ernmey:t which the Government can take
without any expense and maks avail-
able very easily. Why, then, if that is
sv, should Government seek to put such
a Bill as this on the Statute Books?
Why should Governmeut try to leave
their own lands in the place of all the
machinery I have spoken about in the
Crown Lands Resumption Ordinance?
I want to say in every lease of land
whether grazing or agricultural, various
Lrovisions in that lease are made where
the Goverment has in some cases come
i1 as a result of violations of conditions
ot the leases and resumed those lands.
Looking at this Bill, I want to describs
it firstly, as an unnecessary, unwal-
ranted and unjustifiable meeszre which
cannot solve the problem it seeks ft.
solve. I would like to deseribe this
Bill, secondly, as a flagrant encroach-
ment on proprietary rights and land-
ownership in this Colony which must
result in destroving incentive and the
spirit of “enterprise which are so mne-
cessary in our Development Programme,

I want to describe this Bill, thivdly,
ns a measure which has no prece-
in demoecratic countries—only in
and Coemmunict China, where

dent

Pruicgia
XGNPt
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such Bills were put on the Statute

Books not to solve the question
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 revolutionary dictatorship
over landlords. I would like to des-
cribe this Bill fourthly, as a Bill which
is a complete departure from the recom-
niendations from such outstanding re-
ports as the Report of the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Davelop-
ment and The Report of Land Prob-
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 de-
posed Government, which was one cal-
culated to liquidate and eliminate the
landlord and satiate the land hunger
of their fellow-travellers.

In vain the hon. Mover quoted
from the Report of the Intermational
Bank, for sections he referred to were
taken completely out of their context.
Is there any mnecessity for this bit of
legislation? Can we mot achieve the
very object of providing necessary
lands without causing further bitter-
ness? I ask this because if this Bill
iz placed on the Statute Books it will
rebound on the very peoble 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 evolution of
land ownership in England. We can go
right back to the feudal system in
which large landlords had their vre-
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
soldiers in time of war. From that time
to now there have besen vevolutionary
changes in land ownership. Credit for
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these changes has been claimed by the
communist world. My research, how-
ever takes me back to times before
the communists, to the French Revolu-
tion which among other things struck
at the roots ef the feudal system. Since
that event there have been marked
changes, 110t necessarily of landlords re-
fusing to negotiate but willing to give
np large tracts of land where, in the
words of the mover of this motion, the
interests of the community clashes,
shall T say, with the interests of the
landlord.

Landlords have been willing
to co-operate. Years ago in this coun-
try sugar estates were willing to hand
over large tracts of land at one single
dollay per acre: the interests of the
community were at stake. In India
there is a movement which is making
revolutionary changes in land owner-
ship through what is called the “land
gift” or houdun system—Phow meaning
land and den meaning gift. Thousands
of acres of land are now being donated
by landlords to assist in relieving the
land shortage 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 it is
impossible for me to deal with all of
them in the time allowed me under
the Standing Orders. I do hope, Sir,
that in your usual way you will
exercise your genervosity, if I may so
call it, and let me deal with those
points which are very controversial.
Let us look back into the history of
this country. It is stated in para. 13
of the Report of the Land Tenure and
Registration of Titles Committee,
1954-1955:

“By the articles of capitulation signed
by the Dutch and accepted by Great
Britain in 1803, it was provided that ‘the
laws and usages of the Colony shall re-
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main in {orce and he rcspected’ and also
that the inhabitants shall have the frce
enjoyment of their properties,’” *

Those are two solemn promises cf
internavional importance.

This very matter of acquiring land
which is not beneficially used came up
in the Legislative Council in 1951
when the now deposed Leader of the
House of Assembly (Dr. Jagan) moved
a motion dealing
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 iotal

of 171,078 acres of land, 82,205 acres of
acres of
which are leasehold at a yearly rental of

which are freehold and 88,873

$4,222.75 or less than 5 cents an acre;

And whercas only about 60,000 acres
represent the area actually under canc
cultivation, and about 20,000 acres the
area being flood-fallowed or rested at any

given time;

And whereas 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 exlra—nuclear houses are
now being built on estate lands under
leases with many objectionable features;

Be it resolved: that this Council recom-
that either the
leases for lands not beneficially occupied
be withdrawn or the rental be increased
to a figure commensurate with the rate

mend to ‘Covernment

levied for other Government lands;

Be it further resolved: that this Council
enter
with the Sugar Producers’
Association with the view of obtaining
freehold title to estate owned lands on
houses are to be
built in exchange for absolute granjs of

recommend that

negotiations

Government

which extra—nuclear

equivalent areas of land now leased.”

The words “enter negotiations” there
are important. The importance of free-
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hold ownership was realized and the

motion did not go as far as seeking

proprietary rights. It sought negotia-
tions to obtain acceptable treehold
titles in exchange for front Ilands
suitakble for housing. There was no
guestion of compulsion. Now the
Colonial Secretary said, and I quote
f;'ozxg Hansard of 5th July, 1951, col
427,

“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 is, 1
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 poutice
down on land which people have ac-
quired by the sweat of their brow,
take it away from them and declave it
a public work. I can find no Dbetter
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 necessaly to do so, but sec-
tion 3 stated:

*“The 'Governor in Council may, by
order published in the Gazette, declare
any railway; tramway, road, canal, dock;
harbour 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 io be
constructed out of public funds or other
wise or by the Government or otherwise,
to be public work and may alter or vary
any order so made.”
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It is particularly to that section
1hat the provisions of this Bill apply.
Ag the mover made clear, conipensation
is to be given on marvket value. This
18 provided for in section 19 of the
Ordinance, Cap. 179. Next we had the
Acquisition of Land (Land Settlemeut)
Ordinance, Cap. 180. Heve the ambit,
the jurisdiction of the law was extend-
ed. I1 was now motl just a question of
declaring any dam, trench, or railivay
a public work but, as section 2 of this
latter @rdinance provided:

“It shall be lewful for the (Governor
in Council, by order published in the
Cazetie under section 3 of the Acquisiiion
of Lands for Public Purposes Ordimance,
to declare any Government land settle-
ment scheme to be a public work {for
the purposes of the aforesaid Ordinance
and thereafter the provisions of that
Ordinance shall, subject to the imodifica—
tions herein after stated, apply in rela-
tion to the acquisition of any land re~
quired to give effect o the said scheme.”

In effect, the Acquisition of Land
(Land Settlement) Ordinance, No. 14
of 1943, Chapter 180, extended ilic
ambit of the operation of the previous
Ordinance, Chapter 179, to include
even land settlement as a public work.
1. other words, Government had only
to declare any area of land to bz 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 Ovdinance, Chapter 182, we find
that section 30 (1) says:

“30 (1) Where land or buildings or any
interest therein is or are acquired by the
Central Authority compulsorily under this
Crdinance, compcensation shall be payable
by the Central Authority, to the owner of
such land or building or interest therein,
and the compensation shall, subject to the
provisions of this Ordinance, be assessed
according to the provisions ol the Acquisi-
tion of Lands for Public Purposes Or-
dinance,”
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In other words we have this ana-
chronism, this inconsistency of Gov-
ernment 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 Owrdinance of 1943, while
under this Bill it proposes to do so¢
jelow the market value.

There has been a great deal of en-
croachment upon the proprietary
rights 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 wish
to ask at this stage: where next are
we going in the matter of acquiring
private property? Are we going to na-
tionalize property? Government owns 90
per cent. of the land in this Colony an:l
inas all the machinery to occupy it. In
fact it 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
show that the question of compulsory
acquisition of land started in a small
way with dams and trenches and moved
on to the acquisition of land for hous-
ing, all on the basis of the market
value. DBut going still further to the
compulsory acquisition of land for land
settlement we find in this Bill on the
question of compensation a basis of
permutation and combination which
makes no sense at all. In the debate of
1951 the motion by the deposed Mia-
ister sought to get Government to
acquire sugar estate lands. I would ask
hon. Members to read in the Hansard
report of the 6th July, 1951, what
Myr. Macnie had to say on the subject. A
more convincing case could not have
been made out, se convincing that it
provoked theiv reply from the Colonial
Secretary:
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.“Finally, on the question of land

availabilily there are, according to the
Commissioner of Lands and Mines, some
50,000 acres of land in different parts
of the Colony which are fairly easily
accessible in the upper Berbice River and
in KEssequibo, which could be occupied
if there was a very serious land hunger.”

It may be said that this ig 1957 —
six years later — but I would ask hon.
Members whether there has been a
catastrophic change in the land situa-
tion. Apart from the fact that it has
been made more acute as a result of the
political climate in the country and the
Development Programme, has there been
2ny substantial fundamental change?
Even with the aid of a microscope 1
cannot see why Government with all the
machinery at its disposal and with all
the land it owns, should turn the Nelson
eye on isuch land. I may be told that
Crown lands are not in areas which are
fertile and suitable 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
cccupation. Is Govermment seriously
urging that that is the position when
the International Bank Report and Mr.
Frank Brown’s Report have actually pin-
pointed certain areas in the Colony and
given reasons why they suggest land
gettlement in those areas?

Mr. Speaker: If I may be allowed
to say it, you have made reference to
& certain debate whiclh took place in
this Chamber in 1951 on a motion moved
by someone whom you have described
as a ‘“‘deposed Minister”. I would remind
you that in 1951 there was no Miais-
terial system at all in this Colony,
therefore you should refer 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 Secrctary,
Mr. Gutech. The Government’s opposi-
tion at that time to the motion of Dr,

i7PH APRIL, 1957

(Land Settlement) Bill 1972
Jagan, then a private Member of the
Council, does not help your argument.
It was not a Government motion. 1
just thought T should remind you that
it wag in the days before 1953.

My, Sugrim Singh: I appreciate
Your Honour’s intervention to chalk
out the route very clearly. I only re-
ferred to that debate to make two
points. I may be wrong, but we have
all been accustomed to accept statements
by the Chief Secretary as the words of
the Government.

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

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I also wanted
to make 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 sugar 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 per 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 pass this Bill it would in effect
be giving Government a free licence,
putting a dangerous weapon in the
hands of Government which, if a law-
less Government chooses to use it, it
could cripple 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
criticismg of the Bill which have ap-
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
entire sugar estate lands would have
gone with the wind. Prima facie it
would 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 area and indeed in the Com-
monwealth countries wheve it had be-
come necessary to have a Land Acauisi-
tion Bill of this type. We are only half
a million in this country. We have
less or around five persons to the
square mile. Let us look at the cther
Caribbean countries and we see Bar-
bados, for instance, with 1,494 persons
to the square mile. Are there any pri-
vately owmed estates in Barbados? Are
there any persons in Barbados who by
dint of work have acquired private pro-
perty that the Government of that
Coloay, in the face of a prima facte and
obviously patent state of congestion, has
had the need to encroach upon those
persons’ rights in 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 inch 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 in British Gui-
ana? It comes to this, that everything
is possible in British Guiana, every-
thing can happen in British Guiana. I
do not propose to champion the cause
of the landlords or their interests. The
landloyds are a lazy lot of people in
British Guiana, as since this Bill has
been brought forward mnot a single
landlord has tried to find out what is
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happening. I am thinking principally
of our having such a measure on the
Statuie 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 requirement of the
landlord? That is all that is men-
tionned in the Bill, but what is more,
in this Bill we find this amazing pro-
vision:
“Before an order is made under section
2 of the Principal Ordinance and section 3
of this Ordinance the Governor, actihg
in his discretion may by notice published
in the Gazette issue a Commission appoint-
ing two or more commissioners to deter-
mine by investigation whether or not,
having regard to the reasonable require-
ments of the owner of the land in respect
of which it is sought to make an order
as aloresaid for utilization of the said
land for agriculiure, the said land should
properly be acquired for a land settlement
scheme . . .”

Land, from time immemorial, has
heen the wealth of nations. Of all wealth
that aayone has, land comes first, and
yet we find in a Bill for compulsory ac-
quisition of Iand 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 appreciate the
effect of those words “reasonable re-
quirements” in the Bill. A landlord may
be dissatisfied with his assessment as
to his reasonable requirement and he
can make representation in the matter.
Even in the Rent Restriction Ordi-
nance a tenant paying two shillings a
week, if dissatisfied, is provided with
the richt of appeal. But in this mat-
ter involving thousands of acres of land
there is mo such yight. How can hon.
Members of Council allow this bit of
legislation to infiltrate 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-
ple whom it ostensibly seeks to help.
If passed, the land taken from the laud-
lord wonld only be something lost hy
the landlord, but the land taken from
the temant would be the loss of all he
has.

One, however, must not consider the
view of the landlord or that of the
tenant, but consider the effect of this
Bill. As we look at the position very
clogely, what do we find? One must
take first things first. Is it not
true that nearly all the lands of this
country occupied by Government and
even privately-owned lands have not
been beneficially occupied in the ma-
jority of cases, due 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 eredit or otherwise to
landlords to assist them in the develop-
ment of the lund? Is it not true that
on the Essequibo Coast as the result of
large sums charged for drainage rates,
though absolutely no drainage is given,
many estates have been sold at execu-
tion for drainage rates? Those are
things which cause dissatisfaction. 1
would like the hon. Mover of the motion
te give this Council some indication
of the number of proprietors who had
had to petition 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 Governmeni 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 1inefficient drainage?
To be ridiculous, will the rains fall
when Government own the lands and
not fall when the people own the lands?
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Those are questions which deserve
some consideration. Is it not in line
with Government's very policy to
think first of adequate drainage 2nd
irrigation facilities as a prerequisite
to land occupation for agricultural
purposes? Why is the Government
gpending large sums of money oun the
Boerasirie and Tovani Schemes? I3
it not true that those pirojects are
necessary to provide the prerequisite
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 legisiation to provide
irrigation and drainage and then oc-
cupation to follow afterwards, which
is Government’s policy, and on the
other hand Government is now intro-
ducing legislation to acquire land
without having provided irrigation
and drainage for it. It is putting the
cart before the horse, T may say. I
would like the hon. Mover to mention
whether the people have been given
adequate drainage facilities, whether
they have mot any cause to complain
about drainage, and in spite of that
thev have mnot beneficially occupied
the private property.

that we
have lands
fertile and in good order with
proper drainage and irrigation and
vet 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 Banics.
They had to seek the assistance of
the Rice Marketing Board to assist
them to get agricultural machinery
whereby they can develop larger areas
of land than hitherto. But, as the re-
sult of inadequate drainage and irri-

like to hear
Guiana

I would
in British
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gation facilities they have in sonie
cases lost completely their crops or
patt of their crops in some cases. The
ultimate result is bankruptey. Who
is going to launch out on a project
with no security, no certainty as to
whether he will have water?

Is it not true that 535 per cent. of
the vice 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
this point. Government has its Tapa-
cooma Scheme to try and see what
assistance can be given, and I say
before going into the facts of the
case that it is not fair to burden the
landlords of Essequibo with heavy
drainage rates when, dune to no fault
of theirs, there is no drainage to as-
sist them with their ecrops. 1 trust
their case will be sympathetically
considered, otherwise all the estates
on the Essequibo Coast will have to he
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 Crewn lands. It
iz a universal problem,

We are below sea level and drain-
age and irrigation from an agricul-
tural point of view is our No. 1 orob-
lem, and it has been so for years. We
have made sporadic attempts to give
relief, but velief is not the solution.
We have rvelief 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
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the history of this country when one
could look around in the market-places
and observe that everyone was trying
to go in for farming, cattle-reaving
and kitchen gardening in the rural
areas. There were seasonal crops—
mangocs, pineapples, etc. being sold
at six cents per basket. Those iimes
are gone. This insecurity, this con-
tinual loss of crops over a long num-
ber of years has resulted in ouv
peasantry turning its face away frem
the land except for a few whe are
anchored to the land,

Government cannot deem those
people’s lands as not being beneficially
occupied. I say so without fear of
contradiction. Government must re-
niember that it was its duty to give
all the facilities for the land to be
occupied beneficially, but it did not.
The people cried aloud for relief, hut
absolutely no effort was made in some
cases to provide the most important
thing——water—and to take the water
off the land without which they could
riot occupy the land beneficially. Iven
tenants could not so occupy the land.
How can Government morally turn
around and say that these landlords
have deliberately not beneficially occu-
pied the land in this country? All over
this place we have second depth lands,
empoldered and drained. I have speken
previously in this Council on this
subject and I wish to remind Mem-
bers that actually I tabled a moticn
which I ask your permission to read.
Sir:

“ Whereas the progress and devslop-

ment of peasant farming in British Gui-
ana would he considerably accelerated if

move suitable lands could he made ayail-
able to peasant farmers;

And whereas there are large areas of
empoldered Crown Land in the Colony
under lease which are not beneficially oc-
curied;

And whereas peasant farmers all over
the Colony are anxious to occupy these
lands for peasant farming, therehy 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 Committee to invesligate the pos-
sibility of resuming Crown lands under
lease which are not beneficially occupied
in order that those lands may be made
available to peasant farmers.”

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

I must say again that T agree
with the hon. Mover that there is
necessity for more land, but my re-
proach is, not to interfere with private
lands after people have exhausted all
their efforts to acquire them. How
many thousands of acres would be
aobtained if Government wonld pnt
into effect the recommendations of
the Land Resumption Ordinance. I
v/ill refer again to the Report of the
Land Tenure and Registration of
Titles Committee (and all these
vorts have outlined a policy to meet
this land shortage) where, at nara.
70, it deals with forfeiture of land.
It states:

“The Land Magisirates 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 beneficially
or to obtain title therefor, We
have already referred to this question of
forfeiture in paragraphs 41, 42, 51 and 52,
and although it is not within our terms
of reference, it has been the subject of
considerable discussion.

re-

71. Tt seems to us to Dbe essential to
provide some machinery whereby all
persons who are occupiers without title
of agricullural land capable of beneficial
occupation are at first encouraged to ob-
tain title therefor, and then finally called
upon by notice in writing to do so within
a stipulated time.”

Those are recommendations of a
Committee appointed by the Govern-
ment,

17T APRIL, 1957

(Land Settlewent) Bill 1980
Sir Frank McDavid: The hon.
Member must go further and read

the relevant paragraphs to which I re-
ferred earlier.

Mr. Sugrim Singh: 1 am coming
to 74 and 75. Para. 72 states:

“If such persons neglect to comply with
such final mnotice, then notice .of such
neglect should be given to the Commis-
sioner of Lands and Mines, Tt would. be
the duty of 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
the Land Magistrate for an order 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 if is substan-
tiated a provisional certificate of title in
favour of the Colony would be issued
and the procedure already set out would
be adopted for making the certificate ab-
solute by the Land Tribunal.

vested would become
Colony land and may be granted or
leased as if it were Crown land save
that preference would be given to per-
sens who had been in possession or had
previously held title,

74, Land so

73. If these provisions as to forfeiture
of land were inserted in any new le-
gislation, the Crown Lands Resumption
used, could be repesaled or amended to
accord with such provisions.”

I accepted the hon. Members
point.

Sir Frank McDavid: The hon.
Member has got me wrong. I have

juat repeated what I said at the last
meeting when I withdrew this mo-
ilon, 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 for
five years should automatically pass
on to the Crown without compensa-
tion, That is a recommendation which
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this Government certainly ecould 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 wasz, in this
Bill before the Council, what we are
endeaveuring 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 irrespective of the method
of compensation would cost this Gov-
ernment money. Here we have fhe
Report of the Land Tenunre and Re~
gistration of Titles Committee setting
cut how these lands could be ac-
quired and, as this Committee re-
marked, the Crown Lands Resumption
Ordinance lies freezing on our Statute
Books.

It “has hardly ever been used”
and there is absolutely no reasonr 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 cxperienced
in the law, men familiar with the ve-
cords of Government, men familiar with
the layout of these lands and the
operation of leases. We had Myr. TMac-
nie, a person experienced in these
matters, the then Commissioner of
Lands and Mines, a veritable conduit
pipe through which all these things
bave to pass, Mr. Persaud, Registrar
of Deeds, Mr. C. V. Wight, Mr. Roth
in whom a betfer authority on the iIn-
terior can hardly be found, Mr. J. T.
Clarke and others, These men, after
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looking at Govermment reports and
applying their minds to their task,
asked, why has not this Crown Lands
Resumption Ordinance been used ?

On the question of titled areag, I
respectively submit, to refute the point
made, that hundreds of these acres are
not used. There is a section in each
contract empowering the Crown for
purposes of this kind to come in—

Sir Franlkk MeDavid: Please do
not say, to resume land which is held
by freehold. We are talking about
land which the Crown has issued en
lease. The hon. Member is not doing
that. I am sorry he did not have an op-
portunity of moving his motion, Dbut
simultaneously there has been a working
party going at full speed for two years
on the question of leased Crown Land.
The hon. Member is talking alkout free-
hold Iand, and that is a different story
altogether,

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I say with fair-
ness, there are two types of Crown land:
grazing leases and agricultural leases,
at 20 cents per acre. My point is, abso-
lutely nothing has been done to restume
those lands not beneficially occupied.
Pecople continue to pay 10 cents and 20
cents per acre for land and continue
to get 3 bags of padi per acre from that
land. What is Government doing about
this?

At the moment Government is
anxious to solve this question of land
shortage. I personally accept the re-
ports on this question, including the In-
ternational Bank's, and they have out-
lined a system by which these lands
under discussion can easily be reclaimed.
The Internatienal Bank’s  suggestion
was a system of tax. This very system
of tax has been previously debated in
this Council and given full consideration
in 1951 when the matter of freehold and
leasehold titles for sugar estates was
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discussed. Then it was felt that taxing
these lands would eventually end up
with a situation in which these lands
‘were bouancing back to the Crown. This
point was supported forcibly by Mr.
Macnie, the Colonial Secretary, and other
Members. But tne point I wish to make
is this: whether they are heneficially
occupied or not, is it fair to tax these
lands or even to deem them beneficiaily
occupied when we have not assisted in
any way to provide any reasonable kind
of irrigation and drainage for them?

Whenever there is heavy rainfall these
owners of land are at the mercy of the
weather. I do not blame Govermment for
not having a comprehensive drainage
and irrigation scheme in this country.
It 1s a gigantic project which has to be
undertaken by stages, and Goveinment
has launched some of those schemes to
improve drainage 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 even to tax them, as reconi-
mended in the World Bank Report, in
order to compel the owners to put them
in beneficial occupation? Is it fair to
do either when there is no sine que non
from the point of view of agricultural
products? Is this the reason why the
World Bank Report has to some extent
recormmuended the develepment of river-
ain lands?

I have not had the privilege of go-
ing into the figures but in my view Gov-
ernment will very soon find it difficult
to find settlers to occupy the large
acreage of land which will be available
to tire public as a result of the drainage
and irrigation projects now in progress.
I will read the report of Mr. Frank
Brown on the subject.

Sir Frank McDavid: I would be
verv much obliged to the hon. Member.
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Mr, Sugrim Singh: I refer to the
Report on “Land Settlement Problems
i British Guiana™ by Frank A. Brown,
at paragraph 29, under the heading
“Respongibilities of Government.” It
wavs:

“29. Government should provide a strong
advisory service in each area. Agriculture,
Wellare, 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. Drewn does not favour free-
hold ownership of land. He was respon-
sible for the Gezira scheme in the Sudan,
to which he makes reference in his Re-
port. In that scheme the Government
supplied the land and the water, taking
40 per cent. of the value of the cash
crop — cotton. The farmey did or paid
for all agricultural work, also taking 40
per cent. of the cash crop. The commer-
cial company which was responsible for
the whole of tne business and adminis-
trative side of the wcheme received 20
per cent. of the proceeds. I will read
saragraphs 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
farm and house, which he owns, and can
bequeath to his heirs. The advantage of
freehold tenancy is that the owner is
Jikely to be more contented and settled,
He will be keener to sink capital into the
farra, improve the dwellings and the land,
and plant “more permanent and semi-per-
manent crips.”’

“36. There are, however, many grave
disadvantages in this system. Where large
sale organised farming is in force, every-
one must grow the same crops, at the same
time, and in the same place, and for the
general well being, must conform to cer-
tain rules, It would be practically impos-
sible to insist on this, if the farmer owned
his farm. British Guiana has already suf-
fered through 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-

vantage of enconraging

ernnasrlead e
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land values, any increase in the real value
of the land, apart {rom improvements,
-hould he a gain to the state.

It appears, therefore, that if a farmer is
to take his place in any large scheme such
as Is envisaged, a leaschold tenancy is
necessary,”

Taking that to its logical conclusion,
Government might wish to have an ex-
periment in pineapple cultivation, for
example —

Sir Frank McDavid: I crave the in-
dulgence of the hon. Member to say
that he has referred to Mr. Brewn's
Report in relation to tnig 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 ihe paragraph.

Mr. Sugrim Singh: Mryr. Speaker,
is it necessary for me to be interrupted
at this stage when the hon. mover hag
the right of reply? I will read para-
graph 70. It says:

“70. A considerahle amount of gaod. and
at one time fully developed, agricultural
land in the Colony is being wasted by the
fact that freehold landlords either cannot
or will not put it to ils bhest use.

In some cases the reason is that owners
bought up large areas cheaply, not rvealis-
ing the extent of their responsibililies and
commitments. The owners are now unahble
to clecar the land, and are also incapable
or unwilling to spend money on the main-
tenance and cleaning of drainage and irri-
gation channels. Land at one timc bearing
crops of sugar cane, cocoa, ctc.. 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 mal-
ing the /best use of their land.

Land speculation can alse be considered
under the same category.”

I will alsu read paragraph 71, which
says:

17TH APRIL, 1957

(Land Settlement) Rill 1986

“71. Government should take steps to
remedy this. Such unused areas should
either Dbe heavily taxed or the ownmers
sheuld be compelled to sell to Govern-
ment at a reasonahble figure, after being
given a period of grace.

Mr. Speaker: 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
erateful to the hon. Member Dbecause
it has to some extent supported my
contention in the sense that a consider-
alle ameunt of good, and at one time
fully developed agrizultural land was
being wasted by the fact that the pro-
prietors of freehold land would not
use them. That is my point
that freehold landlords could not
beneficially occupy their lands because
their first vequisite 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 dapend on the
mercy of the weather?

In the World Bank Mission’s Report
from wbich the hon. Member for Agri-
culture guoted in nis opening remarks,
the Imposition of o land tax was sug-
gested, to compel the owmers to sell
their land to Government at a reason-
able figure. Does that mean compul-
sory land acquisition? T do not follow
that. On page 53 of the World Bank Re-
port paragraph 4 states:

“4. Legislation relating to owner-
ship and tenure of unuscd backlands
and riverain lands should be thoroughly
reviewed;”

That is exactly my conteantion. It
has been reviewed by a Land Tenure
Conumittee of responsible persons who
made recommendations which have been
put into cold storage. The paragraph
continues to say:

“Such reclaimable land should be gradu-
ally brought into productive use, if neces-
sary by appropriate legal measures,”
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Dces the phrase “appropriate legal
measures” by any stretch of reason
mean a compulsory land acquisiticn
Bill? T say it does not. There
are many measulres whiech,
if well thought out, could achieve
the desired vresult rather than
placing this objectionable piece of legis-
lation on the Statute Books of the
Coleny, and causing posterity to con-
demn this Government for allowing such
a dangerous weapon to be put into the
hands of, I repeat, a lawless Govern-
ment, to the hindrance of the develop-
ment of this country. The Torani, Tapa-
cooma and Boerasirie schenes are going
to make large areas of land available in
another thrce years, but unless there is
an influx of population Government is
going to find it difficult to find people
to occupy those tnousands of acres of
land which will be available 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 Pln. Port Mourant and a very
attractive scheme has been prepared at
Mara, but Mr. Frank Brown does not
reccmmend that small farmers should
be required to live on the land away
from their nomes. He argues, quite con-
vincingly, that we cannot take such
people into jungle settlements away
from the amenities of life, social and
medical services which are available in
the villages. There 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 provided for
him. That is what Frank Brown has
recommended in his report, and I chal-
lenge any deunial, and for that reason
it is necessary 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 enourh water, which the settler must
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have in order to stay on tne land. Also,
proximily to other advanced communities
is equally important when you have
supplied all those facilities.

Here is Government owning 90 per
cent. of land. Where is Government
going to get the money to purchase
other lands, assuming the rate of com-
pengation in the schedule is more accep-
table than the purchase price of the
land, but to provide irrigation and
drainage and to make the lands attrac-
tive to the farmer ? Do you imagine
what it would cost Government to pro-

vide the amenities of modern
life — medical services etc., --
for this scheme I shudder fo
think what eventually wil happen
in these laudable enterprising projects
look prime 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 Government
Estates—Anna Regina, Cane Grove, ete.
There are large tracks of land there
lying idle, and absolutely no effort has
been made to make them attractive for
anybody to occupy them. Government
has its Geological Department and its
Agricultural Department in order to
get as much as possible whenever the
time comes for expert advice on the
suitability of certain things. If we are
going into the Bush to establish settle-
ments, we have to know whether the soil
is suitable for the production of crops
and what cropes, and how to lay the land
out for the rearing of cattle. We have to
look to these experts for such advice.

But what has uappened at  Cane
Grove? Government with its Geological
Department and its Agricultural De-
partment did not take the trouble to
find out whether the lands at Cane
Grove were suitable for the production
of rice. What is the result? The farm-
ers—I ask my hon. Friend, Mr. Jailal,
to deal with this point—there have heen
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breaking their heads and throwing
money into the sea in trying to grow
rice with no proper returns. 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 &o
any extension or expansion. Had
Government thought of fertilising its
lands which were found to be com-
pletely unsuited for rice cultivation
by the occupants? I have nevar heard
anything about that. But where are
the people going to find the money
to pay for that if they are to con-
tinue to plant 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 all 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. Mover to assist me in trying to
understand the object of what
Government is doing. In this coun-
try there are large numbers of
people who need land, but my wnoint
is, that with little effort, and no ex-
pense and no one hurt Government
is entitled to make use of its own
land. What is more striking and what
is a more degrading form of ‘blacl:
marketing’ one can think of, iz the
action of our own Governmenf in
this case. Government estates are
themselves not beneficially occupied.
Most of them are in a dilapidated
state and certainly they are not an
example of what a mode] estate
should be. The tenants are all com-
plaining of bad conditions there. If
Government acquired these other
lands, is Government going to pro-
vide the drainage they need to en-
able them to be beneficially occupied?
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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 Dbeen
told that there are fertile Crown
Lands whizh can be resumed. Why
Government does not resume some
of those lands, I cannot understand.
My point is, there is room for poss-
ible negotiation to achieve the pur-
pose of the Bill. There was a time
when the sugar estates were willing
to sell their land at $1.00 per acre,
and even now they have been c¢o-
operative. But I must mention that
this Government must use its bar-
gaining machinery sometimes. If land
is being sold at fantastic prices, is it
not reasonable to expect a person to
ask for a handsome price 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
sugar estates authorities have bheen
planting cassava on lands which
could be utilized for settlements., Have
you heard of the sugar estates at any
time exporting cassava? You know
the reason why that is done?

Sir Frank McDavid: Because this
Bill is not law.

Mr. 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.





