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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL. 
(Constitiited 1inder tl1e British Guiana) 
(Constitution) (Temporary Provisin1 s) 

Order in Council, 1953) 

WEDNESDAY, 17TH APRIL, 1957 

The Council met at 2 p.m. 

PRESENT: 

His Honour the Speaker, 

S it· Eustace Gordon Woolford, O.B.E., 
Q.C. 

Ex-Officio Mem bers: 

The Hon. t he Chief Secretary, 
Mr. F . D. Jakeway, C.M.G ., 0 .B .E. 

The Hon. the Attorney Gener~]. 
Mr. A. M. I, Austin. 

The Hon. the F inancial Secretary, 
Mr. F. W. Essex. 

Noniinated Me11ibers of E xecutive 
Council: 

T be Hon. Sir Frank McDavitl, 
C.M.G., C.B.E., (Member for Agricul
ture, F o!·ests, Lands and Mines). 

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

'l'he Hon. W. U. R. Kendall (Mtcm• 
ber for Communications and Works) . 

'l'he Hon. G. A. C. Farnum, O.B.E., 
(Member for Local Government, Social 
Welfar e and Co-operative Develop
ment) . 

i'he Hon. R. C. Tello. 

1952 

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. 

Dt·. H. A. Fraser. 

Mr. R. B. J ailal. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh. 

C~~1·k of the Legislature: 
Mr. I. Crum Ewing. 

A s·sistant Clerk of the Legiislatw,,e: 
Mr. E. V. V'iapree. 

Absent: 
The Hon. R. B. Gajraj. 

Mr. J. I. Ramphal. 

Mr. T. Lee-on leave. 

Mr. W. A. Phang- on leave. 

Mrs. Esther E. Dey-on leave. 

Mr. W. 'l'. Lord, I.S.O.-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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sume attendance af ter the Easter re
cess. Mrs. Dey has also asked to be ex
cused from today's meeting. 

PAPERS LAID 

The F inancial Secretary (l\-1r. 
Essex) : I beg to lay on the table. the 

Report of the Regional Economic Com
mit'.ee of the British West Indies, Brit
ish Guiana and British Honduras for 
the period J uly, 1954 to December, 
1955. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 

EAST DEMERARA WATER CONSER
VANCY ·(AMENDMENT) BILL 

Sir F rank McDavid (Member for 
Agriculture, Forests, Lands and 
Mines) : I beg to give notice of the in 
troduction and f irst reading of a Bill 
intituled. 

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

ORDER OF THE DAY 

BILLS-FIRST READING 

The following Bill was r ead the 
first time: 

EA'ST DEMERARA WATER ·CONSER
VANCY (AMENDMENT) BILL 

A Bill intituled: 
·' An Ordinance to amend the East 

Demerara Water Conservancy Ordinance''. 

MONEYLENDERS BILL 

The Financial Secretary: I beg 
to move that Council resolves itself in
to Committee to resume cousidera tion 
of the Bill intituled: 

"An Ordinance to consolidate and 
amend the law relating to moneylendeq." 

clause. !::>y <;:Jaus~'. 

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 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 a lthough h e is 
already registered under t h e 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 2.n 
auditor's certif icate. Several Members 
spoke on this, as to what would happen 
i1; the case of a new moneylender who 
has not got books to be audited for 
the 12 months ending t he previo11s 

· 30th 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 h e 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 p aper, covers both of 
those points : a per son who has not 
had books for the 12 months ending 
on the .30th September, and also 
the case of the moneylender who has 
hooks but they are not yet in accord
ance with the new law and therefore 
cannot be called a properly quali
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 
put or wishes to take out a Iiceilce 
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though he has not been in the money
lending business f oi' a period of 12 
months ending on the 30th Septem
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 U,is 

· Moneylenders Ordinance embraces 
both. This also prescribes $150 as the 
duty for an · annual moneylenders 
licence, instead of having to take out 
t\ licence. This means that the monE:y
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 re~ommitted. -Licences to 
be takem out by moneylenders. 

The Financial Secretary: I beg 
to move the amendment of this clause 
by the insertion of a new subc,ause 
( 4) as follows : 

'' ( 4) The provisions of subsection (1) 
of this section shall not, until the 1st 
J anuary, 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
ions of the Moneylenders Ordinance 
and who has taken out a licence under 
the provisions of secti~n 29 of the Tax 
Ordinance for the period of twelve 
months or less ending on the 31st De
cember, 1,95'7.'' 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Clause 3 passed as amended. 

Clause 26. - Audit of money-
lenclers' poo_ks. 

The Financial Secretary: I beg 
to move the substitution of a new 
clause 2,6. 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 su bstituted for the words in the 
last line, "or approved in t hat 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 sub-clause 
(4) of -clause 26. The amendments ip,ro.

posed by t he mover delete this most 
important su bclause, which sets out 
the pena lty for a moneylender not 
keeping -his ·books. U:1cler the old 
Ordinance he must keep books• and have 
them a udited. 

Now the moneylender will not be 
a,ble to apply for a licence covering a 
succeeding year unless ihe already has 
a certificate-not only that, a certificate 
m his favour. A certificate may 
be g iv en but it may be one 
accompanied by a very adverse report 
on his book-keeping for the year. But 
as I see it, it must be made ·compul
sory for him to have his books a udit ed 
and submitted. As it is, if he is not 
disposed to do so he need not apply 
for a moneylenders licence f o r 
t he next year, especially if he knows 
he has broken the laws. So I would 
like us to compel that he get.;; his 
books audited whether he is going to 
continue as a moneylender 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 
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 Commissioner. For that we are 
substit uting a new subclause (3) 
which provides that a moneylender 
cannot get a licence unless he pro•
d uces an auditor's certif icate. That 
is a very much stronger provision. 
There is difficulty in applying a pen
a lty in respect of the original sub
clause (1) which provided that every 
moneylender shall each year have his 
books audited by an approved audi
t or. As far as I can see it would be 
difficult to discover whether a money
lender has had his books audited, 
so that the new subclause (3) simply 
provides that he would not be able to 
get a licence unless he produced an 
audito1.,'s certificate. 

l\'11·. Carter: In that case the hon. 
t he 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; Snb
clause (4) of the printed Bill, which 
the hon. Member wishes to reintro
duce, only prescribes a penalty. 

Mr. Carter: Yes, i t provides a 
penalty of $5 for every day on which 
a moneylender fai ls to comply with 
the provisions of subclauses (1) and 
(3 J of the printed Bill. 

The Attorney General: The really 
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, 
put if h~ i~ tound not keepin~ 

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

cordance with the requirements of 
the Ordinance t he moneylender .1.oses 
his licence, or does not have it r enewed. 

It does not 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 
t he Bill it might never be used,. be-· 
cause it would be very difficult to 
apply, and even if it were found that 
a moneylender h ad 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 op1mon 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 favour 
of it. If Government feels t hat a 
penalty is not necessary. I do not see 
why I should press it . 

New clause 26 agreed to. 

New clause 28.-Snbstitution of 
section 29, Cap. 298. 

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

.. 28. The fo llo,ving section shall be 
substituted for section 29 of the Tax 
Ordinance:-

" The duty for an annual moneylender's 
licence under the provisions o:f sectioa 3 
of the Moneylenders Ordinance shall be 
the sum of one hundred and fifty doilar s.'' 

New clause 28 agreed to. 

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

First and Second Schedule& 
passed as printed. 

Title and enacting clause past1ed 
as printed. 

Council resumed. 

Mr. Speaker: Where there have 
been several amendments the third 
r eading 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 ;n 
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 t he Bill 
be n ow r ead a third time and passed.'' 

Question p ut, and agreed t o. 

Bill read a third time and pas;;ed. 

ACQUISITION OF LAND (LAND 
SETTLEMENT) BILL 

Council resumed the debate on -she 
motion for the second reading of the 
Bill int i tu led : 

" An Ordinance to r epeal and re-enact 
the Acquisition of Land (Land Settle
ment) Ordinance. " 

Mr. Speaker: I have received no
tice from Mr. Jailal and Dr. Fraser of 
their intention to speak on the mot ion 
for ihe second reading of the Bill. 

Mr . .Jailal: Mr. Su grim Sing·h has 
:, sked me to be good enough to coni:ede 
first place to him. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I am indeed 
ve1·y grateful to my ho-n. friends, Mr. 
J a ila l and Dr. Fraser, for allowing rce 
the opportunity to speak first on this 
Bill. At last, after a year, this much 
discussed bit of legislation, t he Ac
quis ition of Land (Land Settlement) 
B ill , is before this Council. I mrn,t or
pose this Bill, and I trust that when 
the proper time comes, after hon. 
Members have m ade their contribu
tions to the debate and have h~ard 
both sides, they will unhesitatingly 
throw out this Bill which, instead cf 
solving t he burning problem of the 
day-land for the landless - would 
ultimately result in bringing about 
wJ1at I would describe as a state of in
security among the very category of 
people whom it ostensibly see.ks to 
help, apart from the bitterness it would 
cause to people who, by their thrift 
and application, have acquired lands 
in this country. 

When it is brought h ome to us 
forcibly that 90 1per cent. of the area 
of British Guiana, which is 83,000 
square miles - and roughly 74,700 
square m iles are sti ll Crown Lands, a nd 
only 10 per cent. is privately-owned 
land-we cannot be in favnur of this 
Bill. I wish to refer to the Report of 
the Internationa l Bank for Reron
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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and was later extended by the British 
Government. Originally the Dutch rights 
affected 607 square miles and the British 
rights, from 18311 onward, 347 square 
miles. All this land is found in the coastal 
belt and ·along the banks of the lower 
reaches of the main navigable rivers. A 
great paii 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 J. 72, 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 resumed by 
the Crown. This right of the Crown has 
never been used directly, but 206 squ&re 
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 by the 
Government. " 

As I have said before, 90 per cent 
of the area of the Colony is Crown 
land. That land can be a lienated by 
the Crown. When it is considered tha.t 
we have the Crown Lands Resumption 
Ordinance whereby the Government 
can resume and reclaim thousandi:: of 
acres of fertile lands, which are des· 
cribed by the experts as being fertile 
and su itable for land settlement, it 
must strike anyone that this Bill is un
warra nted, 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 
wha t I would describe as his ''brief" 
well. He has given us an exhaustive 
dissertation on Government's agri.cul
tural policy, and brought his Land Ac
quisition Bill into that policy. He must 

be coonpli.mented for presenting the case 
ir. favour -0f this Bill. I have looked 
at th e a.rgument ]1,e has advanced from 
every co:iceivable angle. I have ex
amined the references ma de to accepted 
reports which the hon. Mover has used 
to support his arguments in favour of 
this Bill, and I mus t c-onfess that I 
have failed to see any justificatio:i, 
any necessity for this legislation to lYa 
placed on our Statute Books. 

Indeed, I want to say at the be
g inn iJ,g, that we .aH agree, and we must 
face facts, that at the moment. un
doubtedly, the1ie is a necessity for lands. 
There is a necessity for lands, not o:i.
ly for land settlement but there is a 
neoessity for lands for housing. But., 
the point I wis-h to m ake .is, has Gov
ernment exhausted all efforts to r esume 
and reclaim its ,own fertile and suitabl~ 
lands where Government would 11ot 
have to spend a penny to secure its 
lands? H as Government failed in its 
negotiations even with landlords to se
cure such lands? We have on r ecor,l, 
only recently Cane Grove was bought 
by this Government, •as a result of ne
gotiations, for $,60,000. W e have got 
i\1:.ara purchased from the landlords. 
We have got t he Gard1en of Ed.e:i alsc 
obtained by negotiati.ons. Has Govern
ment in t he face of the exis t enc;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 ,re-plies to the motion to assist U3 

si11ce the resumption of this Crown 
Land Ordinance-

Sir Frank McDavid: May I a sk the 
hon. Member to inform me ,and the 
Council precisely what ,he is referring 
to - what are the conditions under 
which the Crown can resume land. lt 
iG important. Members a,re •entitled to 
know what are those condit ions. 

The Chairman: The chapter is 176. 

-------- --- rt1t #11« fit. see ___.,_ __ 
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Sir Frank McDavid: I know the 
chapter is 176. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The Crown 
Lands Resurmption Ordina:i.ce, chapter 
176, says, if it can be established that 
these lands are not benefi.cially occu
pied for eight years, the Crown has got 
a right to e:it er in the proceclur·e out
lined-

Sir Frank McDavid: 
read it, it says : 

As I l)ave 

"When any land in the Colony which 
h as been or is h ereafter alienated by or 
on behalf of the Crown appears to the 
Commisioner to have been abandoned by 
the owner, thereof fo.r eight years or 
upwards, and the owner, or anyone law-
fully claiming under 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 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 thi:ik that 
mere abandonment is a ground for 
reacquisition as the lawful ow:ier has 
t he right to claim. Furthermore, the 
Commissioner of Lands and Mines ha.; 
to make diligent inquiry to find the 
ow:i.er before the land can be reclaimed, 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: The hon. Mov~ 
er of thi s motion has gone on to 
explain in detail the question ot re-
sumption of Crown Lands which can 
only be made after diligent efforts 
have been rmade to ascertain if there is 
any successor in titl'e. T,hat is the point. 
I would like the hon. Mover b his 
reply to give th is Council some idea ns 
to if any effort had been made to re
claim land. Am I to understand that 
t hroughout the length and breadth of 
this country, due to successors not bc~
ing available, that this whole big pro
ject has been left idle and thousands 

of acres of land left aga:i.doned? I cer
tainly cmmot believe it. 

I want to sa,v from t his Counci l 
and I want to make it perfect ly clear 
- as a .matter of fact I wa11t to say 
that there is a necessity for land for 
small farmers for land settlement 
schemes and for housing, as I hav,~ 
explained before, and it must not be 
understood that I am championing the 
cause of any landlord or tr·ying to go 
:igainst the just and .honest demands 
of tenants. l\iy point clear and simIJlE: 
is that at the moment there are large 
tracks of land bel011ging to the Gov
ernmep t which the Government can take 
without any expense and make avail
able very easiJ~-- Why, then, if that is 
so, should Government seek to -put such 
a Dill as this on the Statute Books? 
Why should Government try to leav~ 
their own lands in the place of all the 
machinery I have spoken about in the 
Crown Lands Resumption Ordinance 'l 

I ,vant to say in every lease of land 
·whether grazing or agricultural, various 
provisions in tl1.at lease are made where 
the Goverment has in some cases come 
in as a result of violations of condition;~ 
of the leases and resumed those land,;. 
Looking at this Bill, I want to descr ib13 
it firstly, as a11 unnecessary, unwar
ranted and unjustifiable meas1.;re whir:1 
c!lnnot solve the problem it s-eeks L 
solve. I would l ike to descr ibe t his 
Bill, secondly, as a flagrant encroach
mc:it on proprietary rights and land
ownership in this Colony which must 
r.esult in destroying incentive and the 
spirit of enterprise which a re so ne
cessary in our Development Programme. 

I want to describe this Bill, thirdly, 
:i s a measure which has no prece
dent in democratic countries-only in 
R::•ei::. a:~d Cc-x.muni:ot China, where 
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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 
hut I speak as I feel - that 
type of Agrarian Revolution to produce 
a peasant rev0Juti011ary dictatorship 
over landlords. I would like to des
cribe this Bill fourthly, as a Bill which 
is a complete departure 'from the recom
mendations from such outstandbg re
ports as the Report of the Internatioaal 
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 manifes,to of the de
posed Government, which was o;ie cal
culated to ,liquidate .a-nd 1eliminate the 
landlord and ,satiate the land hunger 
of their fellow,-tra.vellers. 

In vain the hon. Mover quoted 
from the Report of the International 
Bank, for sections he referred to were 
taken completely ·out ,of tlieir context. 
Is th·ere any necessity for this bit of 
legisfation? Gan we ,not achieve the 
very object of providing necessa.ry 
lands without causing further bitter
ness? I ask this because if this .Bill 
is p]aced on the Statute Books it will 
rebou.nd ·on the very people we wish to 
set up on small ho,lding,s. We must not 
make fish of one a nd fowl ,of1 the other. 

We all know of the evolution of 
land ow.nership in E-ngland. We can go 
right back to the feudal system in 
which large land'1ords had their re
spective complement of servants. Th,~ 
powers of the landlord were rated ac
cording to the numbe,r of servants ·he 
had a.nd these servants were drafted as 
soldi'ers in time of war. F rom that time 
to now there . have been revolutionary 
changes in land ownership. Credit for 

these changes h as been claimed by the 
communist world. My research, how
,ev.er take,s me ba~k to times before 
the communists, to the French Revoln
tio.n which among other things struck 
at the roots of the feudal system. Since 
that event there have been marked 
changes, not necessari,ly of landlords re
fusing- to .negotiate but willing to give 
up large tracts of land where, in the 
wo•rds of the mover of thi,s motion, the 
interests of the community clashes, 
sha.JI I say, with the interests of tlie 
landlord. 

Landlords h a v e been willing 
to co-operate. Years ago in this coun
try sugar •estates were willing to hand 
ove-r large tracts of land at one s ing-le 
dollar pe,r acre: the intere,sts of tlte 
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 houdan system-hou meani-:J.g 
land a~cl dan meaning gift. Thousands 
of acres of land are now being donated 
by landlords to assist in relieving 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 it is 
impossible for me to deal with a ll of 
them in the time allowed me under 
the Standing Orders. I do hope, Sir, 
that in your usual way you will 
exercise your generosity, if I may so 
call it, and let me deal with i:hose 
points which are very controversial. 
Let us look back into the h istory 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-

1 
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main in force and be respected' and also 
that the inhabitants shall have the frte 
enjoyment of their properties.' '' 

Those are two solemn promises of 
international importance. 

This very matter of acquiring land 
which is not beneficially used came up 
iu the Legislative Council in 1951 
when the now deposed Leader o-f the 
House of Assembly (Dr. Jagan) movl:!d 
a motion dealing specifically with 
sugar estate lands. I will refer to what 
the then Colonial Secretary (acting) 
i:,aid, but before doing so, I shall quote 
the motion itself: 

"\Vhereas 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 wh ereas only about E;0,000 acres 
represent the area actually under cane 
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 benefica!ly 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 wh ereas 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 
ibe withdrawn or the rental be increased 
to a figure commensurate with the rate 
levied for other Government lands; 

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

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

hold ownership was realized a nd the 
motion did not go as far 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 compuls ion. Now t h e 
Colonial Secretary said, and I quote 
faom H ansard of 5th July, 1951, col. 
3427: 

•· As regards the second p.oint" (that is 
the second r esolve clause) ' ' I am advised 
that a revision of the rental in this case 
would involve legislation, and it is, I 
submit, very doubtful whether we should 
introduce legislation to alter the condi-· 
tions of a contract freely entered into. It 
would certainly n ot 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 b row, 
take it away from them and declare it 
a puh'l ic work. I can find no better 
words than those of the Colonial 
Secretary when I say that this measure 
will certainly not encourage confide::ice 
in the integrity of the Government, 

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

" The Governor in Council may, b y 
order published in the Gazette, declare 
any r ailway; tramway, road, canal, dock , 
harbour work, polder, building, dam, sluice 
or drain, or any work, measure or under
taking of wh atsoever description whether 
ejusdem generis with any of the foregoing 
or not, and whether constructed or to be 
constructed out of public funds or o thei--· 
wise or by the Government or otherwise, 
to be public work and may alter or vary 
any order so made." 

l 

~ 
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[Mr. Sugrim Singh] 
J t is particularly to that section 
that the provisions of this Bill apply. 
As the mover made clear, compensation 
is to be given on market value. This 
is provided for in section 19 of the 
Ordinance, Cap. 179. Next we had the 
Acquisition of Land (Land··Settleme,.1t) 
Ordinance, Cap. 180. Here the ambit, 
the jurisdiction of the law was extend
ed. It was now li 0t just a questioll of 
declaring any dam, trench, or railw21.:r 
a public work but, as section 2 of this 
latter Ordinance provided: 

" It shall be lawful for the Governor 
in Council, by order published in the 
Gazette under section 3 of the Acquisition 
of Lands for Public Purposes Ordinance, 
to declare any Government land sett:le,
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 modifica
tions herein after stated, apply in 1·ela
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, extended ihc 
11mbit of the operation of the previous 
Ordinance, Chapter 179, to include 
even land settlement as a public work. 
l 11 other words, Government had only 
to declare any area of land to be a 
public work and the provisions of t he 
l) rdinance 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 
interest therein is or are acquired by the 
Central Authority compulsorily under this 
Ordinance, compensation 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 of the Acquisi
tion of Lands for Public Purposes Or
dinance." 

In other words we have this ana• 
(;hronism, this inconsistency of Gov
ernment buying land for housing and 
paying the market value, and on the 
other h and acquiring land for land 
settlement, a lso at the market v&lue 
undel· the Ordinance of 1943, while 
under this Bill it proposes to c1o so 
below the market value. 

There has been a gl'eat deal of en
croachment upon the proprieh-.ry 
rights of property in this country, and 
I must concede to the hon. Member 
that the compulsory acquisition of 
land under the Housing Ordina nce 
was the most serious step towards tho 
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 and 
has all the machinery to occupy it. In 
fact it has been recommended by a ll 
the experts that it should do so, but 
Government has turned its back com
pletely on that and has turnell its 
eagle ey.e on privately owned lands . 

I have quoted those Ordinances to 
show that the question of compulsory 
acquisition of land s tarted in a small 
way with dams and trenches and moved 
•on to the acquisition of land for hous
ing, all on the basi.s of the market 
valu.e. But 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 w.hich 
makes no s,ense at all . In th.e debate of 
1951 the motion by the deposed Mb• 
is ter sought to g.et Government to 
acquire .sugar estate lands. I would ask 
hon. Members to read in the Hansard 
r.eport of the 5th July, 195-1, what 
Mr. Macni.e had to say on the subject. A 
more convincing case could not have 
been made out, so convincing that it 
provoked their r.eply from the Colonial 
Secr,etary: 

• 
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." Finally, on the question of land 
availability there are, according to the 
Commissioner of Lands and Mines, some 
5'0,000 acres of land in different parts 
of the Colony which are fairly easily 
accessible in the upper Berbice River and 
in Essequibo, which could be occupied 
if 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. A,part from the fact that it has 
-been made more .acute as a -result of t,he 
political climate in the ,country and the 
Development Programme, has there been 
a.ny 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, should tu.rn the Nelson 
eye on 1such land. I may be told that 
Crown .Jands 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 Goverlllffient seriously 
urging that that is the 1)osition when 
the International Bank Report and Mr. 
Frank Brown',s Re,port have actu~lly pin
pointed certain areas in the Colony and 
given reasons why they suggest land 
settlement in those areas? 

Mr. Speaker: If I may be allowed 
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 
n..'> a "deposed Minister". I would remind 
you that in 1951 there was no Minis
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 delbate on that motion was con
tributed by the then Colonial Secr0tary, 
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 was not a Government motion. I 
just thought I should remind you that 
it was in the days before 19,53. 

Ml'. Sugrim Singh: I appreciate 
You1· Honour's i.ntervention to chalk 
out the route very clearly. I only re
ferred to that debate to make two 
poi11ts. I may be wrong, but we have 
all been accustomed to accept statements 
by the Chief 1Secretary as the words of 
the Gov-ernme:-it. 

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 ac-quisition. 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 thos~ two, references because in 
this Bill Government is turning its back 
and in effect destroying the contract 
which the then Colonial Sec-retary re
ferred to. I say that if this Council 
should ,pass this B:ill it would in effect 
be giving Government a free licence, 
putting a dangerous weapon in the 
hands of Govermnent 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 
criticisms 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 B.ook when the 
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deposed Government was in power the 
entire sugar estate lands would have 
gone with the wind. Prinia f acie 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 where it ,had be
come necessary to have a Land Ac.qulsi·• 
tio:i Bill of this type. We are only half 
a million in this country. We have 
less or a,r-ound five persons to t:1.e 
square m ile. Let us look at the other 
Caribbean countries and we :iee Bar
bados, for instance, with 1,494 pers0HS 
to the square mile. Are there any pri
v.ately -owned estates ia Barbados? Are 
there ,any persons in Barbados who by 
dint of work have acquired private pro
perty thrat the Government of that 
Colony, in the face of a pri~na fa.cie and 
obviously pa.tent state of congestion, .J:ias 
had the need to encroach upon those 
perso.ns' 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 l\'lcDavid: There is not 
a square incih of 1and i.n Barbados that 
is not beneficially occupied. 

Mr. Sugrim Single I still ask the 
hon. Member to relieve my anxiety. Can 
you find a precedent in the Caribbean 
Colonies to this incursion i::1 British Gui
ana? It comes to this, that •everything 
is possible in British Guiana, every
thing ca:i happen in illr.itish Guiana. I 
do not propose to champion the ,;ause 
of t he landlords o.r their interests. Th~ 
Ja11dlords are a lazy lot of people in 
British Guiana, as since this Bill has 
been brought 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 arc 
,10 estates ? Does this Bill before this 
Council refer to anything beneficially 
occupied or to wJ1at may be described 
::is the reason.able requirement of the 
landlord? TJiat is all that is men
tio11ect in the Bill, but what is more, 
in this Bill we f ind this amazing pro
vision: 

" Before an order is made under section 
3 of the Principal Ordinance and section :I 
of this Ordinance the Governor, acting 
in his discretion may by notice published 
in the Gazette issue a Com.mission appoint
ing two or more commissioners to deter
mine by investigation whether 0 1· not; 
having regard to the reasonable require
ments o.f the owner of the land in respect 
of which it is sought to make an order 
a£ aforesaid for utilization of the s:ciid 
land for agricul:ure, the said land fhould 
properly be acquired for a land settlement 
scheme . . . " 

Land, from time immemorial, has 
been the wealth of nations. Of all wealth 
t h.at anJ•one has, land co.mes first, and 
yet we find in a Bill for compulsory ac
quisition cf land this Government 
through t he Governor ·has power t o ac.
quire anybody's land. I wis1h to draw 
the attention not only of Members of 
this -Councii who can appreciate the 
effect of those words "reaso.nable r e· 
quirements" in the Bill. A landlord may 
be diss.atisfied w ith his assessrment as 
to his reasonable requirement and he 
can make representat ion in the matter. 
Even in the Rent Restriction Ordi
nance a t enant paying two shillings a 
week, if dissatisfied, is provided with 
the right of appeal. But in this mat
ter involvi11'g thousands of acres of land 
there is no such ,right. How can hon. 
Members of Council a llow this bit of 
legislaUon to infilti,ate on our Statute 
Books? I say .ag.ain 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 hards,hip on the very peo
ple whom it ostensibly seeks to help. 
If passed, the land taken from t he Ja:1d
Iord would only be something lost b:v 
the landlord, but the Janel taken from 
the te::i:ant would ,be the loss of all he 
has. 

One, -however, musit not <'onsider tho 
view of the la ndlord or that of the 
tenant , hut consider the effect of this 
Bill. As we look at the position ver y 
closely, what do we fi::id? One mu~t 
take first t h ings first. Is it not 
true t hat nearly all the lands of this 
cou-ntry occupied by Government and 
even privateiy-owned lands ltave not 
been b.eneficially occupied in the ma
jority of cases, due primarily to two 
things-ilrndequate, inefficient and in 
some cases complete a bsence of proper 
irrigation and drainage, and absolute
ly no fin::incial assistance by way of 
agricultural credit or otherwise to 
landlords to ,assist t hem in the develop
ment of the land? Is it not true that 
on the E sseqnibo Coast as the result of 
large sums charged for drainage 11a:tes, 
i hough absolutely no drainage is given, 
many estates have been sold at execu
tion for draina.ge rates? Those a re 
things wh ich cause dissatisfaction. I 
would iike the hon. Mover of the motion 
to give this Council some indic::ition 
of the n umber of -proprietors who had 
had to petition t he Governor in Coun
cil and make representations that their 
estates be not sold for drainag-e rates. 

I wish t o pose this question. Sup
pose Government compulsorily acqui1·e 
t hese lands, are tl1ese lands going to be 
coma cultivable and habitable overnight? 
Is it not the same unb·ersal problem of 
inadequate and inefficient drainag~: 
To be r idiculous, will the rains fall 
when Government own the lands and 
not fall when the people owu the lands? 

Those a re questions which deserve 
some consideration. I s it not in line 
with Government's very policy t o 
think first of adequate drainage and 
irrigation facilities as a prerequisite 
to land occupation for agricul tural 
l'urposes? Why is the Government 
spen ding large sums of money on the 
Boerasirie and Torani Schemes ? is 
it not true that those projects are 
necessary to pr ovide the prerequi:;ite 
irrigation and drainage before one 
can think of Land Settlements for 
habitat ion? 

I charge Government with being 
inconsistent On the one hand Gov
ernment made legislation t o provide 
i rrigation 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 pr ovided irrigation 
and drainage for it. It is putting the 
cart before the hor se, I may say. I 
would like the hon. Mover to mention 
\Yhether the people have been given 
a dequate drainage facilities, wh~ther 
they have 11ot any cause to complain 
about drainage, and in spite of t hat 
t hey have not beneficially occupied 
the private pl'Oper ty. 

l wou !cl like to hear that we 
in British G n i a n a have lands 
fe1.·tile and in good order wi th 
proper drninage 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_ 
ihe Credit Corporation and t he B~wks. 
They had to seek t he assistance of 
the Rice Marketing Board to assist 
them to get agricultural machinery 
whereby they can develop lar ger ar eas 
of land than hitherto. But, as the re
sult of inadequate drainage and ilTi-
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gation facilities they h ave in some 
cases lost completely their crops or 
part of their crops in some cases. The 
ultimate result is bankruptcy. Who 
i s going to launch out on a project 
with no security, no certainty 3.S to 
whether he will have wat er? 

Is it not true that 5.5 per cent. of 
t he rice lands under cultivation de
pend on the weather ? Those are f ig
ures given by the very Government. 
255 per cent. of the r ice lands depend 
o n rainfall for water, as there a re no 
adequate r eliable drainage and irri
gation facilities. The proprietors of 
E ssequibo are the mos t ha rd h it at 
t his point. Government has its T::.pa 
c ooma Scheme to try and see what 
.assistance can be given, and I gay 
before going into the fact s of the 
case that it is not fair to burden the 
landlords of Essequibo with heavy 
drainage rates when, due to no fa ult 
of theirs, there is no drainage to as
s ist them with their crops. I t rust 
t heir ca.s.e '¥ill be sympathetically 
considered, otherwise all t h e estates 
on t he Essequibo Coast will have tu be 
put up at execution sale as some of 
t hem have alrea dy been. I must repeat 
t his point, that not only private lands 
are affected but even Crown lands. It 
fa a universal problem. 

We are below sea level and drain
age and irrigation from an agr·icul
tural point of view is our No. 1 ])l'(lb
lem, and it has been so for year s. We 
have made sporadic att empts to give 
relief,, but relief is n ot the solution. 
We have relief of all kinds. We hear 
of flood relief funds being given here 
and there, but that does not give t h e 
farmer that security which h e needs, 
as ref erred to in the World Bank Mis
sion Report. There was a t ime in 

the history of this country when orte 
could look around in the market-pb.ces 
aEd observe that everyone was trying 
t o go in for f arming, cattle-rearing 
and kitch en gardening in the rllral 
areas . There were seasonal crops
mangoes, pineapples, etc. being !-old 
at six cents per basket. T hose t imer. 
are gone. This insecurity, this con
tinual loss of crops over 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 land. 

Government cannot deem those 
people's lands as not being beneficially 
occupied, I say so without f ear of 
contradiction. Government must :re
member that it was its duty to give 
all the facilities for the land to be 
occupied beneficially, but it did not. 
The people cried a loud for relief, but 
absolutely no effort was made in some 
cases to provide the most importa!1t 
thing-wate1-and to take the ,vater 
off the land without which they could 
not occupy the land beneficially. E ven 
tenants cou Id 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 
t his place we have second depth lauds, 
empolclered and drained. I .have sp0ken 
previously in this Council on this 
SU bject and I wish to remind Mem
bers that actually I tabled a motion 
which I ask your permission to r ead. 
Si r: 

·• Whereas the progress and dev-elop
ment of peasant farming in British Gui
ana would be considerably accelerated if 
more suitable lands could be m ade a,;oil
able to peasant farmers; 

And whereas there are large areas of 
empoldered Crown Land in the Colony 
undei· lease wh ich are not beneficially oc
cupied; 

And whereas peasant farmers all over 
the Colony are anxious to occupy these 
lands for peasant fa rming, 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 Committee to investigate 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 2!1th 
March, 1956, and during that period 
of about a year the motion was not 
debated. 

I nrnst say again that I agr e e 
with the hon. Mover that ther e 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 wou ld be 
obtained if Government would put 
into effect the recommenda tions 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 of land. 
It s tates : 

"The Land Magistrates 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 o b ta i n 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. 

71. It seems to us to be essential to 
provide some machinery whereby all 
persons who are occupiers without title 
of agricultural land capable of beneficial 
occupntion are at first encouraged to ob
tain title t herefor, and then finally cc:lleci 
upon by notice in writing to do so within 
a stipulated time." 

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

S i r Frank McDavid : The hon. 
Member must go further and read 
the relevant paragraphs to which I re-• 
ferred earlier. 

Mr. Su gr im Singh : I am coming 
to 74 and 75. Para. 72 states: 

"If such persons neglect to comply with 
such final notice, then notice . of such 
neglec'. should be given to the Commis
sioner of Lands and Mines. It 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 t itle." 

To continue : 

73. The Land Magistrate would then in
vestigate the claim and if it 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 certi~icate ab
solute by the Land Tribunal. 

74. Land so vested would become 
Cc.lony land and may be granted or 
leased as if 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 
of land were inserted in any new le
gislation, the Crown Lands Resumptior. 
used, could be repealed or amended to 
acccrd with such provisions." 

I accepted the hon. Member:; 
point. 

Sit- Frank McDavid: The h on. 
Member has got me wrong. I have 
jus t repea ted what I said a t the last 
meeting when I withdrew this mo
tion , a skin g this Council to consider 
this Report. I took the trouble to 
poin t out tha t one of the principa! 
r ecommendations was this: that lands 
which h a ve been ly ing abandoned for 
five years should a ut omatically pass 
on to the Crown without compensa
tion. That is a recommendation which 
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this Government certa inly could n ot 
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, i n this 
Bill before the Council, what we are 
endeavouring to do is this : to take 
isuch land but give compensation as to 
its economic value. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh : When it comes 
to land which has been held by more 
tha n one generation, taking it away 
involves a moral obligation 1·a
ther th an a legal obligation. The 
question of giving preference to per
sons who had been in possession or 
h ad previously held title is important. 
The compu lsory acquisition of private 
property irrespective of the method 
of compensation would cost this Gov• 
ernment money. Here we have fhe 
Report of the Land Tenure a nd Re
gistration of T itles Committee setting
out how th ese lands could be ac
qu ired and, as this Committee re
marked, the Crown Lands Resumption 
Ordina nce lies freezing o.n our Statute 
Books. 

It '· has hardly ever been used" 
a nd there is absolutely no r eason why 
it cannot be used. As we h ave heard 
from the h on. mover himself, this 
Committee was made up of competent 
men. We had on it men experienced 
in the law, men familiar with the re
cords of Government, men familiar with 
the layout of these lands and t h'" 
c,peration of leases. We ha d Mr. 1\fac
nie, a person exper ienced in these 
matter s, t he then Commissioner of 
Lands and Mines, a veritable conduit 
pipe through which a ll these things 
have to pass, Mr. P er saud, 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 Government 1·eports and 
applying their minds to t heir task, 
asked, why has not this Crown Lands 
Resum1~tion Ordinance been used ? 

On t he question of titled areas, I 
respectively submit, to refut e 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 Frank McDavid: Please do 
not say, to resume land which is h eld 
by freehold. We are t a lking about 
land which the, Crown has issued on 
lease. The hon. Member is not doing 
that. I am .sorry h e did not have an op
portunity of moYing his motion, but 
simultaneou,gly there has been a worlP>J.g 
party going at foll speed for two years 
on the qu.estion of leased Crown La nd. 
The hon. Member is talking about fr.ee
hold land, and that is a differ.ent story 
altogether. 

Mr. Sugrim Singh: I say with fair
nes.si, tl1ere are two types of Crown land: 
grazing leases and agricult.nral leases, 
at 20 cents per acre. My point is, abso
lutely nothing has been done to resume 
those lands not beneficially occupied. 
People c~ntinue to .pay 10 cents and 20 
cents per acre f.or land and continue 
to get 3 bags of padi per acre from that 
land. What is Government doing about 
this? 

At the moment Gm·ermuent is 
anxious to solve t his question of land 
s•hortage,. I personally accept the re
(l)Orts on this question, induding the In
te·rnational B.rnk's, and they have out
lined a system by which t hese lands 
under discu&sfon can easily be reclaimed. 
The International Bank's s uggestion 
was a system of tax. This very system 
of tax ha.s been previously debated in 
this Council and giv.en 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 ,y:ould ev,entually end up 
with a situation in which these lands 
were bouncing back to the Crown. This 
point was snppo1rted for::ibly by Mr. 
Macnie, the Colonial Secretary, and other 
Membeirs. But tile point I wish to make 
is this: whether t hey are beneficially 
occupied or not, is it fair to t,ax these 
lands or even to deem them benetficially 
occ-upied when we have not as!S•isted in 
any ·way to provide any reasonable kind 
of inigation and drainage for them? 

Whenever ther.e is heavy rainfall these 
orwners of land are at the merl'y of the 
weather. I do not blame Government for 
11ot having a comprehensive drninage 
and irrigation scheme in this country. 
It is a giganti,c proje1ct which has to be 
undertaken by iSltages, and Gorernment 
has launched some of those schemes to 
im1prove dirainage and irrigation as a 
prerequis ite 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 Report, in 
order to compel the OIW'ners to put t hem 
in beneficial ·occupation? Is it fair to 
do either when tfoere is no sine qiia non 
from the po,int of view of agricu{tu.ral 
produJCts? Is thiis the reason why the 
World Bank Report has to some extent 
recommended rt.he develo1Pment of river
ain lands? 

I have not had the privilege of go
ing into the> figur,es but in my view Gov
ernment will very so.on find it difficult 
to find settlers to occupy the large 
acreage of land which will be available 
to tile public ais1 a result of the d,rainage 
and irrigati·on proj,ects now in progress. 
I will read the r.eport of Mr. · Frank 
Brown on the subject. 

Sir Frank McDavid: I would be 
yery much obliged to the• hon. Member. 

Mr. Sugrirn Singh: I refer to tha 
Report on "Land Serttlement P roblems 
ill British Guiana'' by Frank A. Brown, 
at paragraph 29, under the heading 
"Responsibilities of Government." It 
s1ays: 

" 29. Government should provide a strong 
advisory s.ervice in each area. Agriculture, 
Welrare, Medical, Irrigation and Drainage, 
and in the early stages, Public Works De. 
partment to advi•se on housing and other 
constructional works, and to make and 
maintain roads." 

Mr. Bro;wn does not favour free
hold ownership of land. He was respon
sible for the Gezira s·cheme in the Sudan, 
to which he makes ref.erence in his Re
port. In that scheme the Government 
supplied the_ land and the water, taking 
40 per cent. of the value of the ca,sh 
c-roip - cotton. The farmer did or paid 
for a ll agricultural work, also taking 40 
per cent. of the cash crop. The commer
cial company wh.ich was responsible for 
tho whole of foe business and adminis
tra ti ,·e side of the !Sicheme received 20 
per cent. of the proceeds. I will read 
pan1graphs 35 :rnd 36 of Mr. Bro'Wil'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 
bequ4sath 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 
farm, improve the dwellings and th~ land, 
and plant "more pe1manent and semi-per
manent cr,,ps." 

"36. There are, however, many grave 
disadvantages in this •system. Where large 
sale organised farming is in force, everyr 
one must grow the same crops, at the same 
time, ,and in the same place, and :flor the 
general well being, must conform to cer
tain rules. It •would be practically impos
sible to insi'St on this, if the if'armer owne.d 
his farm. !British Guiana has already suf

:!lered 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 encouraging speculation in 

1 
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[Mr. Sugrim Singh] 
land values, any increase in the real value 
of the land, apart from improvements, 
_houlc1 be a gain to the ·state. 

It appears, therefure, that if a farmer is 
to take his place in any large sch_eme such 
as rs en.visaged, a leasehold tenancy is 
ni:?cessary." 

Taking that to its logical conclnsion, 
Government might wish to have an ex
periment in ,pineapple cultiyation, for 
example -

Sir Frank McDavid: I crave the in
tlulgence of the h on. Member . to say 
that he has refo1rred to Mr. Brown's 
Report in relation to tili,s:..Bill, and I 
would ask him to favonr 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 "·ould read the parngrn11h. 

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

"70. A considerable amount of/ good. and 
at one time fully developed, agricultural 
land in the Oolony is being wasted by the 
fact that freehold landlords either cannot 
or will not put it to il., best use. 

In some cases the rearnn is that owners 
bought up large areas cheaply, not reulis
ing the extent of their responsibilities and 
commitments. The owners are now unable 
to clear 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 time 'bearing 
crops 101' sugar cane, cocoa, etc., has gone 
back to semi-bush. Not only is this deb·i
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 of their land. 

Land speculation can also be considered 
under the •same category." 

I will also read paragraph 71, which 
says: 

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

Mr. Speaker: Here there is no 
period of grace. It is preceded by 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 supported my 
contention in the sense that a consider
able amount of good, and at one time 
fully deYelo,ped agricultural 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 thei1· lands because 
their first r effuisite was not there. 
Would any :::ensiblc landlord ithrow 
money down the drain by embarking 
on any agricult ural project on a large 
s<·::tle when he has to dsipend on the 
mercy nf the weather? 

In the World Bank Mission's Report 
from wrich the hon. Member for Agri
<"Ult m e quoted in ~1is opening remarks, 
the\ i111position of a land tax was sug
gest~d, to compel the owners to sell 
their land to Government at a reason
nble figure:. Doe,, that mean compul
sory land ac11nisition '? I 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 unused backlands 
and riyerain lands should be thoroughly 
redewed;" 

That is exactly my contention. It 
has beien redewed by a Land Tenure 
Committee of responsible persons who 
made recommendations which i1ave 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 11:>y aippropriate legal measures.'' 
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Does the phraiS10 "appropriate legal 
measures" by any . stretch of reason 
mean a compulsory land acquisition 
Bill? I say it does not. There 
a re many measures w h i ch, 
if well thought out, could achieve 
the desired result rather than 
placing ti1is objectionable piece of legis
lation o,n the Stat ute Book's of the 
Colony, and ·causing p.osterity to con
demn t his Government for allowing such 
a dangerous weapon to be put ir;to the 
hands o!f, I 1"epeat., a. lawless Govern
ment, to the hindrance of the develop
ment of this country. The Torani, Tapa
ccoma and Boerasirie schemes ar e going 
to make large areas of land available in 
another three years, but unless there is 
an influx oil' population Government is 
going to f ind it difficult to find people 
to occu1py thoise tj10usands of acres of 
land which will be available to the pub
lic when those schemes are completed. 

A .Jarge number of people haYe been 
thr()IWll out of employment by the closing 
down of Pin. P,ort Mour:rnt and a very 
attractive scheme has been !Prepared at 
Mara, .b1tt Mr. Frank Brown does not 
recommend that small farmers should 
be required to ilive on the land away 
from their i1omes·. He argues, quite con
Yincingly, 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. Th.ere must be some incen
t ive for a man to lean: the bright lights 
of his village and go into the interior, 
.away from civii!ization, and remain 
there unless amenit ies are prodded for 
:him. That is , :vli1at Frank Brown has 
Tecommended in his report, and I chal
.lenge any de.nia.l. and for that reason 
it is neces.sary and it logically foUows 
that in these settlements contemplated 
by Government not only should GoYern
ment .h ave the prerequisite of irrigation 
and drainage but provide the incentive 
of enough :water, whicb _th~ settle_r _D,11Jst 

haYe in order to stay on foe land. Also, 
proximity to other advanced communities 
is equally important when you ha.Ye 
s11pplied all those facil ities. 

Here is Govemment owning 90 per 
cent. of land . Where is Government 
going to• get the money to pur,chase 
other lands, assuming the rate of com
penis•ation in the schedule is more accep
table than the purchase price of the 
land, burt· to l!Jl"Ovide irrigation and 
drainage and to make the lands attrac
tive to the farmer ? Do you imagine 
what it would cost Government to pro
vide th e amenities of modern 
life - m e d i c a I services etc., ·-
for this ~cheme I shudder to 
think what eventually wil happen 
in these la udable enterprising proje~ts 
look prirna 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 Gove.rnment 
Estates-Anna Regina, Cane Grove, etc. 
There are hu-ge tracks of land there 
lying idle, and absolutely no effort h as 
been made to make them attractive for 
anybody ,to occupy them. Government 
has its Geological Deamrtment and its 
Agric11 lt,nral Department in order to 
get as mnch as possible whene,·er the 
time: comes for expert advice on the 
suitability of certain thingis'. If we ar e 
going into the Bush to establis1i1 settle
ments, we haYe to know whethe1· the soil 
is suit.: ble for the production of crops 
and what cro1p1S', and hmv to lay t he, land 
out for the rearing of cattle. We have to 
look to these experts for such advice. 

But what has i1appened at Cane 
Grove? Government with its Geological 
Department and its Agricultural De
par tment did not take the trouble to 
find out whether the lands at Cane 
Gro\·e werEi 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 haye been 

• 



L 

.... 
..w 

1989 Acquis-ition of Land 17TH APRIL, 1957 (Lancl Settlernent) Bill 1990 

[Mr. Sugrim Singh] 

breaking their heads and thro,•;ing 
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 do 
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 never 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 
imd Government has left a ll 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 
understa)1d 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 no 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 'blacll: 
marketing' one can think of, i:S the 
action of our own Government in 
this case. Gove1~nment estates are 
themselves not beneficially occupied. 
Most of them are in a dilapidated 
state and certainly they are not an 
.example of what a model .estate 
should be. The tenants are all com
plaining of bad conditions t here. If 
Government acquired the~e other 
lands, is Government going to pro
vide the dra inage they need to en
r.ble them to be be.neficially occupied? 

I am opposed to the passing of 
this Land Acquisition Bill. Govern
ment has all the lands required at 
its disposal - 90 p.er cent. of the 
area of the Colony. We have been 
told that there are fertile Crown 
Lands whi~h ,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 la nd 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 t r ue, that at Bel Air the 
sugar estates authorities have been 
planting cassava on lands which 
could he 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: P eople 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 fr.om the Atlantic, but they 
are being used to plant cassava. 

At this stage the adjournment 
vvas take:n to the next day, Thursday, 
18th April, 1,957, at 2 p.m. 
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