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AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS BILI.

The COMMISSIONER of CROWN LANDS
(Hon, W. Copley), in moving the second reading
referred to 6ho necessity that appeared for its
infroduction. When the Bill was Introduced into
another place there were some additional provisos
in it which had been struck out. The part which
had Dbeen struck out would have besn a bencicial
one indeed. The Bill was to encourage the holders
of Iand to malke the best use of the property they
had.  Any one travelling about the country would
seg the differonco between properties held on lease:
hold and freehold. As for freehold, lie did nob
believe any other system would equal if, whether
for private people or for the State (Hon. D. M.
Chaxleston—* Perpetual leases.”) That was one
of the most impossible of fads, and never could be
worked.  Tf they could get perpetual leases at &
fixed rent it was equal to freshold. The owner ¢
1and let out on perpetual leases wanted to get
hold of the unearned inerement — (Hen. 1. M,
Charleston—** Land tax would prevent thag.")—and
wanted a revision of the vent from time to time, s0
})ractlc&lly the perpstual lease was simply & lease
rom one vevision of rent to the next. Freehold
had worked well not only in this eolony but it the

ather countries, ‘The trouble in the past had been
that ab the terminabion of the leascs the tenanbhad
no tight to the jmprovement which he had carried
oub whesn e was on the land. _As the resultof long
teyms of leases the tenant in all probability would
make proper use of the land. His experience of
tenants was that they endeavoured, ezpecially
when the leases wers neaxly run out, to get all they
could oub of the land withont any regard to the
state of the land when they left it. He kneny some
iand owned by a Bank which wanted to seil if, and
would not fock it up for » long period, They only
let it for bhree years, and the object of fhe tenant
was to geb as much as he possibly could ou of
the land, regardless of the state of the place
when he left. The temant was afraid of in-
creased rental being charged for the renewal of
the fenancy owing to expenditure of his own
jabour and monay. (Aear, hear,) That bad been
one of the canses of the very greal trouble brought:
on in Ireland. In one parb they had had tenants’
Tights for many years, and there had never been
anything like the same dissatisfaction and trouhls
as in other parts.  Until recent years there had
never been a law on the subject in England, owing
to the ctass of landlords, most of whom were
wealthy and high-minded men, who never ook ad-
vantage of tenants but assisted them in the making
of improvements. In this colony there was a great
deal of dissatisfaction on the part of tenanis,
more especially those of the South Ans-
tralian Cowpany, who were the largest land-
holders in the eolony in respect o agri-
cuttaral Jands. ‘Those tenmants had no ¢laim for
improvements earried out during the currency of
the lease. He was nof going o say & word against
the South Australian Company as Iandlords, as ho
betieved in many cases they Yad endeavoured to
carry oub their duties exceedingly well, and had
ot enforesd the highest rental thoy could have got,
while at the sane time they had always chogen the
Lest available men as fenants. The Company had
refrained from giving long leases, and the more
highly improved the holdings were the greater fear
theitenants had of paying inereased rental ab the
end of thewr tenancy, The Bill was intended to get
over the dificulsy, bub while giving rights to the
tenants ib was not proposed to deal unfairly wibth
landlords, It did@ not inberfere with existing
leases. 'The Bill was dvawn onr the lines of the
Imperial Act, which had worked exceedingly well,
While it would net injure the fair-minded land-
tord, it compelled the landlord whe was in-
clined to be harsh to deal more fairly with the
tenant, It would befound on examination thab the
Jandlord was proteeted against having to pay for
extravagant or nseless improvements. The tenant
had to give notice of the improvements he wished to
make, and payinent wounld only be made on the
valne of the improvements to the incoming tenants.
The rights of the landlord were protected in that he
might object to improvements heing made, and ifhe
conld not come bo terms with the tenant the whole
question would he referted to arbitvation. Clause
b intended to encourage the letting of leases onlong
tenancy, and the Rill would not apply o any
one willing to give tenants over fHwenby-one
years at & fixed remtal. Under clauses 8
and 10 if an agreement was not come to
the landiord might make improvements and chavge
tenants at the rate of B per cent. on the value,
Clauses 13 to 19 provided for arbitration and settle-
ment of disputes, making reconrse to legal proceed-
ings almost impossible.  One would scarcely credib
that the Bill had been drawn up by alawyer, (Hon.
R. C. Baker—* Aybitration is betber for lawyers
than logal proceedings., The costs are much bigger
always?) The Bill fixed the fees of witnesses and
solicibors. Paxk TII, gave to the tenants right tosell
holdings, but protected landlords against objection-
able tenants, In subsection I, on receiving notice
from the tenant that he wished to sell tho holding
?he la.nd]qrd might elect to purchase the tenancy
or a considerabion, or refer it to arbitrabion, and
\}\ ould he entitled to the same allowance ag in Part
LL in respest to tenant guitéing holding on the
lg_gilmnat.mn of tenaney. An unusnal feature of the
(.‘ _l“'as.that even the regniations for the working
\"l the Biil were set out in it. He hoped the Council
trould pass the Bill in the form in which 16 was n-
roduced, (Hear, hear.)

ﬂ(l))n the motion of the Hon. R. C, BAKER the
ebate was adjourned tiit October 7.
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