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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL.

Wednesday, 22nd October, 1941.

The Council met at 11 am. His
Excellency the Officer Administering the
Government, the Hon. G. D. Owen, C.M.G.,
President, in the Chair.

PRESENT.
The Hon. the Colonial Secretarvy,
Mr. G. C. Green, M.B.E. (Acting).

The Hon. the Attorney-General, Mer.
E. O. Pretheroe, K.C., M.C.

The Hon. F. Dias, O.B.E.; (Nominated
Unotiicial Member).

*The Hon. E. G. Woolford, K.C., (New
Amsterdam).

The Hon. J. 8. Dash, Director of Agri-
culture.

The Hon. F. J. Seaford, 0.B.E.,
(Georgetown North).
The Hon. M. B. G. Austin, O.B.E.,

(Nowminated Unofficial Member),

The Hon. W. A. D’Andrade, O.B.E,,
Comptroller of Customs.

The Hon. N. M. Maclennan, Director of
Mediecal Services.

The Hon. M. B. TLaing, O.B.E, Com-

missioner of Labour and TLocal Govern-
ment.

The Hon. L. G. Crease, Director of
Education.

The Hou. B. R. Wood, Conservator of
Forests.

The Hon. Percv C.
(Georgetown Central).

The Hon. J. Gonsalves, O.B.E., (George-
town South).

The Hon.
Demerara).

The Hon. Peer Bacchus (Western Ber-
bice).

The Hon. K. M. Walcott (Nominated
Uunofficial Member).

The Hon. C. R. Jacoh North Western
District).

Wight, 0.B.E,,

J. 1. De Aguiar (Central
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The Hon. J. W. Jackson (Nominated
Unofficial Member).

The Hon. F. A. Mackey (Nominated
Unoflicial Member).

The Hon. C. V. Wight (Western Esse-
quebo).

MINUTES.

The minutes of the meeting of the
Council held on the 17th of October, 1941,
as printed and circulated, were confirmed.

PAPER LAID.

Tae COLONIAL SECRETARY (Mr.
G. C. Green, Acting) laid on the table the
following report :—

The Report of the
Currency for the year 1940.

Commissioners of

UNOFFICIAL NOTICES.

La BELLE ALLIANCE STOocE FaRM.
Mr. C. V. WIGHT gave notice of the

following questions :—

1. What is the area of the Stock Farm at
La Belle Alliance?
9. How many cattle are agisted in this area?

(@) Cows and heifers.

(b) Steers.

{c) Sheep.

(d) Any other animal during the past
twelve months, also the maximum number
of head in any one month during this
period.

3. What is the price per head charged for
cattle, sheep, or any other animal per month?

4, Are there any other pasiure lands at Anna
Regina? If so please give the above figures
for such area.

5. How many pedigree bulls are kept at the
Farm?

Rice MARKETING BoaRbD.

Mr. C. R. JACOB gave notice of the
following questions :—

1. (Disallowed'.

2. (Disallowed .

3. (Disallowed).

4. Isit a fact that the firm of S. E Lee & Co.
L . (Part of this question disallowed)
supplied the Rice Marketing Board with
about 20,000 bags of rice as from 1st December,
1939, if not, what quantity of rice was actually
supplied to the Board by this firm, and what
amount was paid by the Board to the firm?

5. Is it a fact that this firm also sold in the
open market at prices fixed by the Board for
the sale of rice a large quantity of rice which
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the Board was unable totake over on account
of infestation by weevils, after the Board
assumed full control of the rice industry ?

6 How many bags of rice were purchased
and the amounts paid to the 34 Licensed Rice
Exporters. including Messrs. S. E. Lee & Co.,
when the Rice Marketing Board took control
of the rice industry on 1st December, 1939, each
exporter separately?

7. Are the Income Tax Commissioners satis-
fied that the firm of S. E. Lee & Co, submitted
correct returns of Income for the years 1939
and 1940°?

8. Whether the Income Tax Commissioners
are satisfied or not, will the Government cause
an enquiry t» be made to ascertain what
amount was paid by Messrs. 3. E Lee & Co.,
to the suppliers of the rice, and what amount
was received by the firm from the B G. Rice
Marketing Board for all the rice supplied to
the Board, including empty bags?

9. Will the Government cause a further
enquiry to be made so as to ascertain to whom
the surplus was paid from the rice transaction
mentioned in questions 4 and 5?

10. How many times the Hon. E. M. Walcott
Nominated Unofficial Member of the Legisla-
tive Council, Governing Director and later
Liquidator of Messrs E. M. Walcott & Co.,
Ltd., was appointed a Member of the Rice
Marketing Boards since 1932, giving the periods
of his service, and the reasons why he resigned
or whether he was asked to resign in 1939, on
account of the fact that his Company was
licensed to export rice ?

11. (Disallowed).

12. What amounts were paid by the B.G.
Rice Marketing Board for lightering rice from
the various wharves to exporting vessels during
1939 and 1940, each month separately, and to
whom were the amounts paid?

ORDER OF THE DAY.

Rext Resrrierion Brny, 1941,

The Counril resumed the debate on the
second reading of the following Bill :

A Bill intituled an Ordinance to restrict in
specified areas the increase of rent of certain
classes of dwelling-houses and the right to
recover possession thereof, and for purposes
connected with the matters aforesaid.

Mr. GONSALVES: In respect of this
Bill quite a fair amount has been said
already, but 1 would like to point out one
or two things. First, with regard to the
remarks of the hon. Member for New
Amsterdam (Mr. Woolford) as to the
reason for the introduction of the Bill,
my vecollection is that it was the result ot
representation by the Labour Union in
connection with the rental paid by the
labouring classes and the appointment of a
Committee by Government to go into the
matter. That Committee consisted of «
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Member of the Legislative Council, a repre-
sentative of the Chamber of Commerce
and, T think, a representative of the
Labour Union, with the Official Receiver
as Chairman. Tt is rather significant that
the Official Receiver should be appointed
Chairman of the Committee. Whether he
was there to protect the tenants or the
landlords T do not know. The influx of
Americans into the Colony recently has
been contributing in a way to the increase of
rents, but only in regard to the larger size
houses, and did in no way affect the smaller
classes of people at all. It is, therefore,
not altogether correct to say that the
reason given by the hon. Member for New
Amsterdam is altogether true.

It has been said by the hon. Member for
Central Demerara (Mr. De Aguiar) that
whilst there may be some landlords who
have been unconscionable in regard to
their rents there are others who are suffer-
ing to a certain extent. The plea has been
put up as regards the cost of materials and
T think it is admitted that at the present
time building materials, including paint
and oils and things of that kind. are
exceedingly high. As regards paint oil
there is no control of the price, and land-
lovds find it very expensive to paint their
buildings. I think that is the experience
of Government through the Public Works
Department which is concerned with the
maintenance of Government buildings. I
am sympathetic enough to attribute the
cause of Government buildings being in
the unsightly condition that they are to
the excessive cost of painting materials.

With regard to the Bill itself the first
point is as regards o standard rent’ in
clanse 2. In the 1922 Ordinance there
was a provision for an addition of 30 per
cent. on what was the rent in 1914. There
were two alternative rents fixed—what the
rent was in 1919 or what it was in 1914
plus 30 per cent. Thad intended to sug-
gest to Government two alternatives—
either give 30 pev cent increased rent or
adopt what exists under the English Aect,
an amount not exceeding 15 per cent.
added to the rvental as it was in the days
fixed by the Ordinance, but I see from the
amendment put before us this morning an
increase of - |0 per cent. is proposed. [
am sorry it has been laid so late as not to
give me an opportunity of comparing the
proposed amendment with the existing
sections of the Ovdinance. 1 could not
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get through the whole of it. Whether it
be 10 or L5 per cent. is a matter which
should be fully considered when that clause
is reached in Committee. I do think
that under existing conditions it is advis-
able that some provision be made for the
addition of 10 per cent to what the rent
was in 1919.

With regard to clause 3 it is suggested
that the Ordinance should apply to cases
where the rent does not exceed $720. I
observe from the remarks of the hon.
Attorney-General when introducing the
Bill, that when the first Bill was intro-
duced in 1922 it was originally suggested
that the amount should be $480 but the
Council increased it to $720. Idonot know
what was the reason for the increase and [
have not been able to look up Hansard to
see the reason, but I. certainly think and I
intend to suggest, that the amount should
be fixed at $480. I hope Government will
see 1ts way to accept that amount when the
time comes to propose the amendment.

Sub-clause (7) of clause J proposes that
the Ordinance should apply to dwelling-
liouses in the City of Georgetown or within
three miles of the boundaries thereof. I
do not know whether Government has con-
sidered 1t still necessary to have the three
miles limit or to restrict the Ordinance to
Georgetown only. I see, however, that
in clause 4 there is provision for the
Governor in Council at any time to extend
the application of the Bill. Government
may consider leaving out the three miles
beyond the limits of Georgetown and the
Governor in Council can later, if they
deem it necessary, extend it to cover areas
outside the limits of Georgetown. I
suggest that is a matter which the hon.
Attorney-General and Government may
consider. As regards clause 5 which fixes
the date as the 8th March from which the

tenant will be able to recover excess
rent —
Taeg ATTORNEY-GENERAL: That

is in sub-clause (2) of the proposed amend-
ment to that clause.

Mr. GONSALVES: It provides that
recovery of the excess rent should be from
the 8th March, 1941. T have been trying
to think why that particular date was
chosen. I looked up the date the Bill was
first published and saw that it was the 21st
May, 1941. I expect the hon. Attorney-
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General to explain why that particular
date has been chosen. I do agree that a
date has to be fixed, and further that it
should be some date in this year rather
than to go back to September, 1939, as was
at first proposed.

With regard to clause 6 (1) an amend-
ment has been proposed, but as far as I see it
just throws the onus on the tenant to apply
to the Court and ask for the relief. What
strikes me ahout that is this, comparing
that clause with clause 13 (5), clause
6 (la) allows 8 per cent. of the amount for
improvement and alteration, and it seems
to be limited to that only. But clause 13
(5) says: “A magistrate may, asa con-
dition of sanctioning any increase of rent
or part thereof, require that the dwelling-
house be repaired and kept in repair to the
satisfaction of the magistrate.” The
Magistrate can refuse to allow the increase
unless the house be kept in repair, but the
landlord is not allowed anything for repairs
except for improvement or structural altera-
tion. If power is given to the Magistrate
to impose an obligation upon the landlord
to keep his place in repairs, you must ailow
something for those repairs. It seems
that the suggestion put forward by the hon.
Member for Georgetown Central (Mr.
Percy C. Wight) that the amount be
increased to 10 per cent. is rcasonable in
view of the provision under clause 13 (5).
Either that or the provision of sub-clause
(5) of clause 13 should be struck out. If
it is not intended to give the increase as
suggested in clause 6 then it seems that
the provision of sub-clause (5) should be
taken out. It was on that point I intended
to suggest that the clause provide for an
amount of 15 per cent. I see the hon.
Attorney-General has given an amendment
for 10 per cent., but as I have said, that
may be reserved for discussion when the
proposed amendment is put to the Council

Whilst  on  this point of increase T
desire to point out that with the pass-
ing of this Bill with its provisions in
regard to getting a reduction of rent or
increase, as the case may be—I think the
hon. Attorney-General would appreciate
that—it wust necessarily entail more work
on the Magistrates in Georgetown, and
Government will have to consider whether
or not, at least for some time, an additional
Magistrate will not be required in George-
town in order to cope with the work. As
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it is in regard to the existing work in the
Court, the Magistiate themselves complain
that they are unable to do more than thev
do at present. If further work is to be
thrown on them, then it seems there is neces-
sity for Government to consider what
arrangement can be made in that direction.
I point that out lest it be lost sight of.
Should there be complaints later that the
work cannot be done Government cannot
say it had no idea of it. If tenants can get
advantage from the operation of the Ordi-
nance and landlords too, there should be
someone appointed who would be able to
see that the Ordinance is operating satisfac-
torily to both parties.

With regard to clause 7 as wovded in
the Bill there are a few deletions com-
pared with the similar provision in the
Ordinance of 1922. If you refer to section
6 subsection 1 (d) of the 1922 Ordinance,
amended by section 3 of the Ordinance of
1924, and compare that with the corres-
ponding clause in the pr.sent Bill, it
will be observed that the words “or for
any of his relatives ”’ have been omitted.
The 19223 Ordinance as amended, referring
to the question of restriction on right to
possession, says :

(¢) The dwelling-house or land is reasonably
required by the landlord for occupation as a
residence for himself or for any person bona
fide residing or toreside with him, or for any
of his relatives, or for any member of his
family or for some person in his employment.

The provision in the present Bill reads:

The dwelling-house or land is reasonably
required by the landlord for occupation as a
residence forhimself or for any member of his
family or for any person in good faith residing
or to reside with him or for some person in his
actual whole time employment.

Tt will be seen that the wourds ¢ or for
any of his relatives ” are omitted and the
provision restricted to members of his
family. Unless the hon. Attorney-General
is going to say what the interpretation of
the words « or his relatives ” mean, then [
cannot follow it. Perhaps, the hon.
Attorney-General will be able to explain
why he thought it fit to omit those words
from this Bill. It is open to him to
explain the reason or to say it is a clerical
omission or the mistake of the draftsman
in leaving it out. If that is so then they
should be put back, if they meant some-
thing in 1922 and still carry the same
meaning today as in 1932. Then there
are the last words in that same clause
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“ some person in his actual whole time
employment.” I wonder why it is neces-
sary to limit it to whole time employment ?
The 1922 provisior I referred to speaks
of “some person in his employment.”
I see the suggestion of the present Bill is
to restrict the provision to persons in the
whole time employment of a landlord. On
these two matters I would like to have some
explanation, and if there is no reason
then T suggest, perhaps, we stick to what
is provided for in the 1922 Ordinance.

With regard to clause 8, I join in what
has been said by the hon. Member for New
Amsterdam that the question of the
amendment of the Rent Recovery Ordi-
nance is one which has been in abeyance
for quite a long time, waiting to engage the
attention of this Council. Whilst T agree,
and I think the tenants themselves would
offer no opposition provided they get pro-
tection under this Rent Restriction Ordi-
nance, the process at the present time is
rather involved. As a matter of fact it is
due to the Government not considering
suggestions which have been made here
more than once that the Magistrate may
be relieved of the trouble of attending to
possession applications and other mattevs
under that Ordinance. If that is done, I
repeat what I have said more than once, the
work of the Magistrates in Georgetown
would be relieved to a great extent. I cannot
see why the Chiet Clerk in the Magistrate’s
Oftice who, I think, is a Justice of the Peace
—if not, he should be made one—cannot be
delegated and given power to attend to all
such matters. That would relieve the
Magistrates. Those of us, legal practi-
tioners, who have practised in the Magis-
trate’s Court know that on some days in
the week a fair amount of time is taken up
with that particular kind of work-—work
which may he done by the Chief Clerk of
the office. That suggestion has been made
more than once, not only by myself but
by other Members of this Council who have

some knowledge of that particular kind of
work.

On the question of appeal provided in
clause 13, I think the hon. Attorney-
General will agree, quite as interest-
ing legal points can arise in matters of
payment for rent under $20 as can arise in
matters over $20, and for the moment I do
not feel that the right of appeal should be
limited in any way to any amount at all.
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Further, if the right of appeal is limited
to the Supreme Court and to a single
Judge, I suggest that the hon. Attorney-
General consider whether there should not
be the right of appeal to the Full Court.
I cannot see that the decision of one man
in a matter of this kind will be satisfac-
tory. I am going to suggest in respect of
the decision of the Macrlstmte that the
provisions of the Summa.ry Jurisdiction
Appeals Ordinance should apply. Appeal
should be allowed to the Full Court con-
sisting of two or three Judges. It would
be much more satisfactory to have these
appeals heard by the Full Court than by a
single Judge. This Ordinance is intended
to be in force for one year and any appeal
coming on to be tried by a single Judwe of
the buplemu Court. I think it is more
satisfactory not only to the landlord but
the tenant as well to have any ground for
appeal heard by two or three Judges
instead of by one Judge. T suggest that
point be considered in regard to the ques-
tion of appeal.

I think, I have covered what I have been
able to follow in the Bill, and the proposed
amendment which has been submitted this
morning has rather curtailed a good deal
of the remarks I would have made with
regard to certain disadvantages of the Bill.
Any further remarks I have to make I
reserve until we come to the clauses in
Committee. If Government feels it is
necessary that the Bill should go through,
that the necessity still exists for the
passing of the Bill, T hope that the sugges-
tions which have been made not only by
myself but other hon. Members will be
considered before the Bill is actually put
through.

Mr. SEAFORD :  There is very little I
can usefully add to what has been already
sald with respect to this Bill, because
Government seems to have met most of the
criticisms by the amendments proposed
this morning. But there is one thing T
would like to refer to. I do feel that the
fixing of a minimum rental of $720 per
annum, or $60 per month, as the point from
which the Bill becomes operative is too
high. I feel Government will be well
advised in this case to accept a lower
figure than that. As I have said, the wind
is rather taken out of one’s sail by the
amendments, but I feel satisfied from what
the hon. Member, who has just taken his
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seat, mentioned about Government con-
tinuing with the Bill, that it is essential
that Government should continue with this
Bill. One does not want to criticize the
landlord or the tenant. We do know of
cases in this Colony where some landlords
have taken advantage of the position to
increase their rents above what is their
normal right to do. I do not say there
are many, but when you bring in the Bill
it will also be protecting the few who are
suffering.

I do not think there should be any con-
troversy over this Bill, as I feel hoth
Government and hon. Members of this
Council are out to see right done to both
landlords and tenants. It is true that
most of the representations made so far
have been on hehalf of the landlords.
That is no doubt due to the fact that the
majority of Hlected Members think
Governmeut is sponsoring the interest of
the tenant and forgetting the landlord’s.
But in view of the amendments proposed I
feel sure that is not the case, and all hon.
Members of this Council, when we get into
Committee, will do all they can to put
through this necessary Bill and also give
what help they can in licking it into shape.
As regards the point made by the hon.
Membex for Georgetown South (Mr. Gon-
salves) as to the additional work the Bill
will put on the Magistrates, I understand
that when the first Bill was in operation it
threw practically no extra work on the
Magistrates at all. T hope that this Bill
when it is enacted will not increase litiga-
tion in any way but will work smoothly
without causing much trouble to anybody.

Mr. JACOB: 1 did not intend to say
anything on the second reading of this Bill,
but in view of the speeches that were made
on Friday last and this morning I think I
would be lacking in my duty if T do not
say something. The hon. Member, who
has just taken his seat, mentioned that so
far most of the representations that have
been made by the Elected Members of
this Council were on behalf of the land-
lords. Well, sir, I wish to endorse that.
Except: what the hon. Member for Esse-
quebo River (Mr. Lee) stated, every aspect
of the landlords’ case has been put forward.
While I do not say that I intend to put
forward the tenants’ case, I just want to
make a few observations on that aspect of
it. I am not surprised that the landlords’
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case has heen so well put.  All the forces
have heen marshalled by the landlords, to
my mind. We have seen the exact spectacle
we should see in matters of this kind.
Whether we have classes or not, I have
seen a very peculiar spectacle, particulavly
where the small man is involved. I have
not heard anything about intlation in the
value of properties. 1 have not heard
anything about the high prices of sales
that have taken place. I have not heard
anything about the profiteering that certain
landlords have been indulging in, and it is
not so small as certain hon. Members want
to make out. T know of very hard cases
where tenants have been imposed upon to
pay high rental, the landlords well knowing
that the tenants cannot procure suitable
houses.

[t is true that the Americans who are
coming here are only occupying a pavticular
class of houses, but I cannot understand
the argument introduced by certain hon.
Members that the Americans e¢an afford to
pay the increases and there should be no
interference as it does not cause anv hard-
ship to other people. 1t there is not a
certain number of new buildings and a
certain number of additional people to
this Colony are taking up the houses occu-
pied by the middle class people particularly,
where are those middle class people to find
houses? 'That is the cause of a lot of the
havdship. 1t is true that the newcomers
can afford to payv. but what about the
houses for the ordinary residents here?
They cannot get houses. T know cases of
$20 houses being rented for $40. With
some slight decorations houses are being
rented for over 100 per cent., 50 per vent.
and 30 per cent. increases. I speak as one
having interest in a few properties. T do
not speak merely as one having no interest
in properties, as | have eight to ten houses
that are being rented. I know the hard
ship of the tenants and, I think, I realize
and know the hardship of the landlords.

But I awm w bit disappointed in Govern-
ment bringing forward these amendments
here this morning. [ think Govermment
has succumbed to the attacks of the maj-
ority of Klectives representing the land-
lords. By the time this Bill goes through
any advice will be practically valueless.
I donot know what form the debate is
going Lo take, particularly when we get
into the Conmittee stage.  As the Bill is
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going to be in force only for one year,
maybe it is useless putting through this

Bill.  As T say, T am surprised at Govern-
ment's action in this manner. T wish to

protest against that attitude of Govern-
ment. This Government has the initiative,
and that initiative must be exercised.
Government has the opporfunity to do so.
As T said, amendments have just been put
forward, but I do not know what is going
to happen.

Tre PRESIDENT: The hon. Member
ix in favour of a Government majority in
the Council, T take it!

My. JACOB: Not as a general rule, but
if Government is acting in the interest of
the people. In this case I submit you are
acting in the intercst of the majority of
the people, but from the bombardment
Government has had here from all the
torces marshalled by the landlords you
have retreated very badly. That is my
point. I am not here to criticize Govern-
ment on every occasion nor to applaud
(overnment on every occasion. I am here
to look at things fairly and clearly. Gov-
ernment should adopt something—some
minor amendments—and that should meet
the case of everyone, but it does appear
now that Government is not going to meet
the wishes of that large number of people
for whom this Bill is designed. T am not
going to say that the prices of certain
building materials have not increased and
that landlords are not finding it difficult
to repair their houses or to build them.
If they build houses, they do not come
within the scope of this Bill. That is
another matter. I know a large number
of landlords who will not repair their
houses; they are going to tind shelter in
the fact that it is not absolutely necessary.
Whilst T say that the prices of building
materials have gone up, I think that is a
problem which Government must tackle.
You are proceeding along the right lines to
restrict the increase of rents.  Pursue that
1 little farther and restrict the increase
in the sale prices of materials. Is this
Government not aware of the fact that a cer-
tain number of people trading locally in
materials for the building of houses are
profiteering and very seriously too? Certain
items cannot behad at all, and not because
a landiord has to pay increased prices for
paints, window -glasses, galvanized sheets,
sanitary other fittings, he should be allowed
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to profiteer in the renting of his houses.
I maintain that Government ought to con-
trol those things. But it does appear that
when this Bill goes through the whole
matter will be left there. I sincerely hope
that will not be. 1 do agree that every
trader must have a reasonable margin of
profity but let it he fixed at a reasonable
figure, so that there can be competition.
1t is not fair to leave the figure alone and
let the law of supply and demand have full
sway in loeal prices.

The PRESIDENT: 1 do
that is suggested in this Bill.

not think

Mr. JACOB: The Bill does not suggest
it, but let Government take it a step further
and the landlords will get adequate pro-
tection otherwise they are going to find it
a little difficult. Then there are certain
restrictions in regard to the importation of
certain articles. T would like this Council
to have an opportunity to discuss this
Supplies Control that is in force. 1 would
like hon. Members of this Council to get
up and say publiely what they think of the

existing situation  That Would be the
proper way to go about it. I do not like

the idea of having committees and discuss-
ions behind c¢losed doors. You do not
know who is giving correct information or
wlo is not. I do not know if Government
is properly informed on these matters. In
fact I am certain that Government is not
properly informed. This morning I tried
to enquire as to what are the sale prices
to-day of some of the articles I have men
tioned.

Building matervials ?

Tue PRESTDENT:

Mr. JACOB: Yes, sir. [ wanted to
present a comparative statement here as
regards the prices of some of these articles
in 1939 and to-day, and while T got some
information which I cann tuse right away
I could have seen the hesitancy on the part
of one or two persons to give any infor-
mation at all. There are one or two
hon. Members of this Council who repre-
sent firms, and they must have an
intimate knowledge of the prices of these
articles.  When we get into the Committee
stage T am going to endeavour to find
out whether we can get proper information
about the prices of certain articles. This
Council should get the benefit of the ex-
pevience of those hon, Mewmbers who repre-
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sent firms and who are here as represent-
atives of the public. I maintain that is the
only way in which we can arrive at a satis-
factory solution of this problem. I am sure
from the way the affairs of this Council are
conducted that by the time this Bill goes
through we will be none the wiser as to the

current prices of certain articles. 1f you
go to a store they are not obliged to sell
you and they tell you they have not the

articies. I‘hev thinlk they are very clever
when they do that. They are very deeply
entrenched and the public has no redress

whatever. The public may get some benefit
through the imposition of the Rxcess
Prefits tax, but there again T do not know

whether the) will be char ged properly,
and so while this problem is (hﬂmulb I am
surprised that this Government has put
forward these amendments and has done so
in such a way as to make it impossible for
certain hon. Memhers here to follow them
carefully and to interpret them correctly.
My hon. friend, the Member for George-
town South (Mr. Gonsalves) confessed this
worning that he could not follow them
very closely,  He isa lawyer—

Mr. GONSALVES: Toapoint of cor-
rection! | said T had to read the amend-
ments hurriedly. It is not that I could
not. follow them.

Mr. JACOB:

[ amnot surprised.

Mi. CONSALVES: Nor am 1 sur-
priseds
Mr. JACOB: The hon. Member is a

lawver and ought to be able to look at the
Bill and make the necessary amendments
immediately,  But these things do take a
little time. 1 take it that this Bill will be
passed to-day and so we are to depend on
the Government, but | must say 1 am
disappointed at the Government backing
down so easily in this matter. Irankly |
did not read the Bill, but from the very
outset. I thought it a Government measure
and 1 was prepared 1o support it.

Mr. DEAGUTAR : Hear! Hear!!

Mr. JACOB: My feeling can e
imagined now that the Government is

backing vight down. My hon.
“ Hear ! Hear! ! | do not run
haves and hunt with the hounds.

friend says
with the

Mre. DEAGUIAR: To a point of
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explanation! The hon. Member said it is
a Government measure and that is why he
supports it. That is why I said « Hear !
Hear!!” That means I am very glad to
see him supporting a Government measure.

Mr. JACOB: Because I support some
Government measures my hon. friend
thinks I am going to support every kind of
Government measure. That is the kind of
reasoning, the kind of logic. we get here.
As T was saying, it is not possible for me
to make a comparison as to increased
prices, and T have to leave that out
ertirely this morning. When we get into
the Committee stage 1 shall endeavour to
say one or two things in regard to the
whole application of this Bill when it
becomes Jaw.

Tar ATTORNEY-GENERAL: When
I introduced the second reading of this
Bill, I said it could be well realised that
in order to protect the tenants a burden
was to be thrust on the landlords. I also
said that it is obvious that the burden to
be thrust on the landlords should be made
as light as possible, and thirdly T said
there are a number of points in this Bill
wherein local knowledge will be valuable.
Before this Counci} adjourned Government
had an opportunity of hearing the views of
hon. Members who represent Georgetown
and of others who reside in Georgetown.
During the adjournment Government con-
sidered those views and as a result hon.
Members will find on the table certain
proposed amendments. As regards these
amendments I would like to say that 1
regret hon. Members did not receive them
sooner. As vou probably all know the
RExecutive Council met on Tuesday and
adjourned at a very late hour. There were
other meetings 1 had to attend that day
and these amendments were not drafted
until late last night- - too late to reach hon.
Members vesterday.  The late receipt was
unavoidable therefore. They intend to give
effect to the views expressed by hon.
Members in this Council which have been
adopted by Government and are now put
forward as a Government measure.

Many points have been raised regarding
minor details, and 1 need not refer to them
now as thev will doubtless be raised in the
Committec stage. The hon. Member for
Georgetown Central (Mr. Percy C. Wight)
suggested that in clause 6 (1) (@) the figure
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should be altered from eight to ten per
cent. That of course will in effect give
the landlords the means of torpedoing the
whole of the intention of this Bill. That
percentage has been made low because it
is hoped that one result of the Ordinance
will se to discourage the unnecessary use
of building materials which are not easily
replaceable. We wish to discourage un-
necessary building. That 8 per cent. as
the hon. Member for Georgetown South
(Mr. Gonsalves) quite rightly said, refers
to improvements and structural alterations
and not to repairs. If you say a landlord
can only pass on to the tenant 8 per cent.
of the expenditure on structural alterations
or improvements, the landlord’s reasonable
answer is “I will wait until the Ordinance
runs out before I extend my house or
rebuild it.”  As long as he avoids altera-
tion he is perfectly all right.

I submit, therefore, that by allowing this
figure to remain at 8 per cent. you throw
no extra burden on the landlord. The
hon Member for Georgetown Central said
that it is unfair not to permit any change
of rent in view of the general rise in
prices. That is one of the points on
which I desire to test the feeling of this
Council. Tt is quite obvious from what
we heard before the Council adjourned
that hon. Members were in favour of some

increase of rent being permitted. After
consultation with a number of people

Governmment has decided that it is reason-
able and fair to allow an increase on the
Standard Rent of 10 per cent. That will
be found in one of the amendments now
before hon. Members. Effect is thus given
to some extent to hon. Members’ views on
that point. The hon. Member said clause
10 is an innovation. In fact it is a copy
of section 10 of the 1922 Ordinance.

The hon. Member for Central Denerara
(Mr. DeAguiar) referred to sub-clause (1)
of clause 6. FHe objected to the words
“ with the sanction of the Court” and
went so far as to say it is an absuedity”.
Those words are in the previous Ordinance
of 1922 and J have made enquiries and
found that no trouble was caused by their
presence. However, in view of later
clauses in the Bill 1 think it is, perhaps,
over-insurance to put them in as other
controls are provided in the Bill. The
hon. Member will see in the proposed
amendment that these particular words
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have been removed, which caused a
rewording of the proviso. The h«n. Mem-
ber for Central Demerara also suggested
that the Standard Rent shouldbe increased.
1 have already referred. to that and need
say no more on the subject. When refer-
ring to the right of appeal he and other
hon. Members said the Magistrate is just
as likely to make a mistake in law whether
the amount is under $240 or above $240.
That is quite true, but appeal sections are
apt to favour the person with a big purse.
It cannot be denied that should the right
of appeal he carried far enough, the man
with the small purse is going to be heaten.
1f you give the right to go to the Privy
Council you knock out the small man right
away. We have to keep an even balance
and decide upon a reasonable limit. This
is the third recent occasion on which hon.
Members have brought up the subject of
rights of appeal. In general, and in the
case of this Bill in particular, hon. Mem-
bers have favoured wider rights of appeal,
and consequently one of the proposed
amendments gives effect to this expression
of opinion.

But the hon. Member for New Aister-
dam (Mr. Woolford) objected to paragraph
1 (@) of clause 6. As regards that, I can
say this Bill, as originally passed in
England immediately after the end of the
last war, did not include that provision,
but it was found absolutely necessary to
include it in the 1922 Act and it was
copied in the Jocal 1922 Ordinance in
section 7. The hon. Member for New
Amsterdam also pointed out a weakness or
omission in clause 13. In the amendment
before the Council I have endeavoured to
correct that.

The hon. Member for Georgetown South
(Mr. Gonsalves) mentioned the question as
to how clause 3 should apply. He said
he preferred $180 to $720 as the maximum
annual amount of the Standard Rent. That
is a matter for local knowledge. It is one
of the minor points to be considered in the
Committee stage. He also mentioned that
he would like to see the application of the
Bill to an avea of three miles beyond
Georgetown, removed, as, if it is necessary,
the Governor in Council in the exercise of
their powers under clause 4 can extend the
area. But that Council consider it neces-
sary now, so there is no reason to delete it
now and sn make the Goyvernor in Council
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come to the same decision again. The hon.
Member also asked why the particular
date, 8th March, is chosen. The reason
for that is that on that date an official
communiqué appeared in the public press
stating that it was Government’s inten-
tion to introduce a Bill into this Council
on the lines of the 1922 Rent Restric-
tion Ordinance. From that date every-
one had warning that rents would be
restricted and may very well have taken
the opportunity to increase them. Thus
it is sought to give retrospective effect to
the Bill in order to compel such war pro-
fiteers to disgorge their hastily snatched
gains. The hon. Member also said the
Bill would throw extra work on the Magis-
trates. That is quite true, but the 1922
®rdinance in fact threw very little extra
work on the Magistrates and it is hoped
that this Bill will not do so either. If it
does, it must be faced and in that case it
may mean the appointment of an additional
Magistrate, as it is obvious that little ad-
ditional work can be done by the existing
two Magistrates. The hon. Member also
prefers to see appeals from a Magistrate go,
not toa singleJudge, but to the Full Court
with two or three Judges. But surely if
the hon. Member fears that cases under
this Ordinance will require the appoint-
ment of an additional Magistrate the
number of appeals will submerge the Full
Court? In inany Colonies appeal to a
single Jurge is the established practice and
1 myself have no fears that a similar
practice in this Colony under this Ordi-
nance will cause any miscarriage of justice.

The hon Member for North-Western
District (Mr. Jacob) started warmly to
support the Bill, then went on with his
usualtirade against Government and finally
turned tail. Certain provisions in the Bill
were placed there because Government was
most anxious to hear the view of hon.
Members of Council concerning them.
We have done so and all these amendments
hetfore hon. Members this morning repre-
sentthe views expressed by Elected Members
of this Council. They have, of course, been
adopted by Government and the amend-
wents will receive Government support.

Professor DASH {Director of Agricul-
ture) seconded.
Question put, and agreed to.

Bill read the second time,
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The Council resolved itself into Com-
mittee and proceeded to consider the Bill
clause by clause.

Clause 3—Application of Ordinance.

Tae ATTORNEY-GENERAL: T beg
to move a small amendment—a printer’s
error —that in sub-clause (7) after the
word “and” and the word ¢ subject 7 in
the first line a comma be inserted.

Question put, and agreed to.
Comma inserted.
Mr. DE AGUIAR: In sub-clause (1)

I move the deletion of the words *seven
hundred and twenty’ and the substitu-

tion of the words ¢“four hundred and
eighty ” therefor.
Mr. PERCY C. WIGHT: 1 heg to

second that.

Mr. JACOB: 1 do not rise to say anv-
thing on that particular amendment, but I
would like to take this opportunity to
remind the hon. Attorney-General that
mere expression of views is not a safe
indication.

Tae CHATRMAN : Is the Thaon,
Member dealing with this sub-clause ?

Mr. JACOB : T am referring to the
whole clauce. A little while ago the hon.
Attorney-General said T made no con.
structive sugeestion.

Tre ATTORNEY-GENERAL:
never mentioned the word ¢ constructive ”
or the word ¢ suggestion.”

Mr, JACOR :

The exact words * con-

structive suggestion” were not used. He
sald that as usual I made no point. 'The

words were ¢ as usual.” | want to refer—

Mr. C. V. WIGHT: Does the hon.
Member suggest we should take a vote on
that?

Mr. JACOB : T want to refer my hon.
friend to the Draft Bill, No. 211. The
whole Elective Section voted against with
the exception of two Members who are on
vhe Drainage Broad, but Government did
pot accept that suggestion at all, That
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merely shows that after a vote had been
taken here on the second reading of the
Bill as to whether certain amendments
should be put through or not and Govern-
ment asked Elected Members to vote, the
Elected Members voted with Government
and no amendment was passed. Tt is
merely on an expression of views that
Government has acted in this instance. T
just want to make the comparison to show
that mere expression of views is not a safe

indication. Government should use the
expression of voting asx has been done

during the Session.
Question put, and agreed to.
Clause amended accordingly.

Mr. SEAFORD : In respectof sub-clause
(5) I beg to move that the words ¢ third
day of September, nineteen hundred and
thirty-nine” be deleted and the words
«eighth day of March, nineteen hundred
and forty-one ” he substituted therefor.
My reason for thatis this. Tn view of
the proposed amendment to clause 5 alter-
ing the date to 8th Mavch, 1941, T think
this sub-clause should be amended also.
A further reason is, T (o not see why a
landlord who erected a huilding a couple
of months after the 3rd of September, 1939,
should have a licence to do what he likes.
The hon. Attorney-General said the &th of
March, 1941, is the date when the notice
was first given to the public that it is
proposed to introduce this Bill.

Mr. C. V. WIGHT: Tdo not rise to
secordd the motion but just to say that the
observation by the hon Member for
Georgetown North (Mr. Seaford) seems
not quite in keeping with certain outside
influences. That is a question  which
everybody seems to have forgotten. |
have not heard one hon. Member refer to
the question that the rates and taxes of the
City have been and are heing levied entire-
ly on the value of property in this City.
There is a Bill at the present moment giving
relief to certain persons erecting huildings
during the years 1939 to 1942 —relief in
the form of taxation. There is a further
consideration which we must also take
some cognizance of—aund T do not know
when Government will put it through—
the proposal to change the method of
valuation which will mean changing the
value of rentals. That also has to be taken
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into consideration. We are going to
circumscribe rentals, and in any form you
will have some ditficulty even on the Town
Council, as when a new Ordinance is passed
vou do not obtain the necessary revenue.
I have heard it said that Government is
not concerned with revenue. How far that
will descend to the Town Council, I do not
know. T have heard that expression of
opinion and, T suppose, that is left to those
concerned to ferret out the best way to get
about it.

I have also heard it said that this Bill
is  to restrict building operations. Tt
scems that if we have the Ordinance effec-
tive from 8th March, 1941, we may
as well repeal all the other Ordinances,
repeal all that has been done, repeal the
anticipated surplus revenue and treble the
amount which will be coming to the Town
Council in 1943. T think it is very
dangerous, and I am going to oppose very
strongly this amendment to the 8th March
in this particular Bill. Personally I am
inclined to confine the provisions of this
Bill to the tenants of tenement rooms
who are paying small rents. T may
mention there are about eight hundred
odd tenement rooms to be closed at
the present moment by an order of the
Town Council, and we are in the diflicult
position that we do not know what to do.
I think Government should put it away
and forget it. The equestion is, if you
change the date to the 8th March, 1941,
what will be the effect on those buildings
which have been put up in consequence of
the Ordinance recently passed—No 23 of
1941. That has not been considered.

We also have to consider the question
of repairs. It is also said that repairs,
though they are done for the benefil of the
tenants, do not count as you can get
materials. We are telling the landlords
not to repair as they are not to get any
increased rent by doing so. On the one
hand you have one authority, the Town
Council, endeavouring to force the land-
lords to make their houses more habitable
tor the benefit of the tenants who are living
in them, while on the other hand Govern-
ment is trying to restrict them by giving
them no encouragement to repair. There
are several other reasons to which I will
not refer now and detain the Council, but
I do ask Government to allow this
particular date, the 3rd September, or the
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end of 1939 to be the date when the Ordi-
nance takes effect.

Mr. JACOB: TIvrise to support the
amendment moved by the hon. Member
for Georgetown North. I cannot for the
life of me follow the reasons given by the
hon. Member who has just taken his scat,
though I have tried to follow him. T have
a recollection that an Ordinance had been
passed herve giving relief to certain people
who wanted to build and who should be
encouraged to build in Georgetown. They
are enjoying that benefit now, and according
to this Bill they are to enjoy further bene-
fits, if this amendment goes through, by
the increased rentals they charge. I do
not quite follow the hon. Member’s method
of reasoning. T think it is only fair that
the application of this Bill should be as
suggested by the hon. Member for George-
town North.

Mr. Du AGUIAR: I am not going 6o
appeal to the hon. Mover again, although
in his speech a little while ago he made it
clear that he wanted Government to pro-
tect the landlords’ interests in regard to
the prices of materials. T have risen to
oppose this amendment although I have
not had an opportunity of hearing all that
the hon. Mover had to say on the subject
when moving it. 1 am sure that after
hearing me he will probably change his
mind. In the first place the whole of this
Bill—its whole structure-~is based on the
policy of the date fixed—3rd September,
1939. I suggest that we should not attempt
to alter that date, as it would defeat some
of the objects of the Bill.

Mr. SEAFORD: I do not wish to
interrupt the hon. Member. T referred to
the amendment to clause & of this Bill,

Mr. D AGUIAR: T refer the lon.
Member to the definition of ¢ Standard
Rent 7 which gives the date, 3rd September
1939, and submit that that definition having
given that date it ix the foundation of the
Bill and the other dates in the other Clauses
giving effect to other matters have no bear
ing. Suh-Clause (5) of clause 3 says :

“This Ordinance shall not apply to a dwell-

ing house erected after, or in course of erec-
tion on the 3rd September, 1939.”

In a later sub-clause the application of
the Ordinance is extended to within three
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miles of the boundaries of Georgetown. I
happen to know that in one of our suburban
areas, eastward of the City, between 1939
and this day there have been many erec-
tions. Asa matter of fact I can say with a
certain amount of knowledge that in 1939
fifty-two buildings were erected, and in
1940 a lesser number, and they are still
building there. I am not concerned with
what happened in the City because they
may obtain relief. I do know that in the
area I am speaking about the proprietors
or landlords are poor people who will
obtain no relief atall from the buildings
they put up in that area. There would be
a distinct hardship created if the date is
changed from 3rd September, 1939, to the
8th March, 1941. 1 do ask the hon. Mem-
ber to reflect a little more on his amend-
ment and, if he does, he will see that it will
be creating a hardship which T am quite
sure he has no intention of doing.

Tre ATTORNEY-GENERAL: T sup-
port this amendment. I am only too sorry
I did not notice the point when T was
drafting the Bill. It is quite obvious that
if the amendment now moved is not passed
one class of landlords will have an
advantage over another class. That is the
class of landlords who built property since
the 3rd September, 1939, and before the
date mentioned by hon. Member who has
moved the amendment. The hon. Member
for Central Demerara (Mr. DeAguiar)
mentioned that a number of houses were
recently built at Kitty—

Mr. DEAGUIAR: To a point of cor-
rection! I did not mention Kitty.

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The
hon. Member said within three miles of
the City limit, eastward of the City.
Wherever those houses are, why should not
those tenants be protected? To leave
them out of the Bill altogether will be
foolishness, and one cannot defend it. As
I say, I am only too sorry I did not notice
this omission at the time of drafting the
Bill. Government will support the amend-
ment.

Mr. GONSALVES: Do Iunderstand
that if the amendment is carried, it would
mean that those buildings erected before

the 8th March would come under the
Bill?

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL: Yes.
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Mr. SEAFORD! The hon. Member
for Central Demerara is perfectly right.
There is no intention of creating any hard-
ship, and it is to avoid such that I move
the amendment so as to put matters on an
equitable basis.

Mr. JACOB: The point that struck
we and, T think, the hon. Attorney-General
wmay probably answer, is in respect of a
house that was not erected on the 3rd
September, 1939, when there was no fixed
rental then. What would be the fixed
rental after the 3vd September, 193y?

What rental would be considered the
Standard rent?
Tarx ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The

first rental charged for the house.

Amendment put, and the Committee
divided, voting being as follows :—

Again t-——Messys C. V. Wight,
Bacchus, and DeAguiar—3.

For. Messrs. Mackey, Jackson, Jacob
Gonsalves, Percy C. Wight, Wood, Crease,
Laing, D’Andrade, Austin, Seaford,
Woolford. Dias, Dr. Maclennan, Professor
Dash, the Attorney-GGeneral and Colonial
Secretary—17.

Amendment carried.

Peer

Question “ That the clause as amended
stand part of the Bill ” put, and agreed to.

Clause passed as amended.

Clause >—Restriction on Increase of
Rent.

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I beg
to move that this Clause be deleted and
the following substituted therefor—

RESTRICTION ON orF RENT.

5. (1) Subject to the provisions of this Ordi-
nance, where the rent of a dwelling-house or
land to which this Ordinance applies exceeds
the standard rent by more than the amount
permitted under this Ordinance the amount of
the excess shall, notwithstanding any agree-
ment to the contrary be irrecoverable from
the tenant.

INCREASE

ExXCcESS RENT PAID IN RESPECT OF ANY
PERIOD SUBSEQUENT TO THE 8TH MARCH,
1941, RECOVERABLE.

(2) Where, in respect of any period sub-

sequent to the eighth day of March, nineteen
hundred and forty-one, any tenant has paid
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whether before or after the aforesaid date,
rent on a dwelling house or land to which this
Ordinance applics, or any sum on account of
such rent, which exceeded the standard rent
by more than the amount permitted under this
Ordinance the amouut of such excess shall,
notwithstanding any agreement to the con-
trary, be recoverable from the landlord who
received the payment, or from his legal
personal representative, by the tenant by
whom it was paid and the tenant may, with-
out prejudice to any other method of recovery
deduct such cxcess from any rent payable by
him to the landlord.

Awmendment put, and agreed to.

Question ¢ That the clause as amended
stand part of the Bill” put, and agreed to.

Cravuse 6—PerMITTED INCREASE OF RENT.
Tae ATTORNEY-GENERAL: T beg

to move the following amendments to sub-
clause (1), which were handed to hon.
Members this morning, be made—

1. (a) the deletion therefrom of the follow-
ing words and commas—

, “ with the sanction of the Court,”;

(b) the deletion of the proviso to para-
graph (a) thereof;

(c) the substitution of the following pro-
viso therefor —

“ Provided that the tenant may apply to
the Court for an order suspending or
reducing such increase on the ground
that such expenditure is or was
unnecessary in whole or in part, and
the Court may make an order accord-
ingly;"

an i
(d) the addition thereto of the following
paragraph—

*(a) in addition to any such amounts as
aforesaid, an amount not exceeding
ten per centum of the standard rent:

Provided that where under any contract
of tenancy a fixed or minimum period
of notice is required to be given of an
intention to increase the rent, such
notice shall be given before any
increase of rent is made under this
paragraph and in all other cases not
less than one month’s notice shall be
given before any increase of rent is
made under this paragraph.”

2. Thesubstitution of the word " one " for the
word ‘“three” therein appearing.

Mr. GONSALVES: With regard to
this particular clause and the remarks by
the hon. and learned Attorney-General, if
the reason is to restrict building operations
on the ground of materials, so that there
will be no alteration or improvement, has
Government considered the question of
employment? If you vestrict building
operations the consequence will be a cer-
tain amount of unemployment. I think if

— Commattee 930

that is the sole reason of Government in
not allowing two per cent. extra in order
to make it necessary for the landlord to
effect repairs—Dbecause if the landlord gets
10 per cent. instead of 8 per cent. and he
gets it for repairs, he must necessarily
effect repairs to get the extra 2 per cent.
—and if Government’s idea is to resérict
any work of that kind being done, it must
as a consequence follow that c¢lass of
employment will be put out of employ-
ment, and I am absolutely certain that you
will have representations being made by
the Labour organizations as to the men
being out of employment hecause of the
restriction imposed.

As regards materials, I do not know it
is absolutely correct to say that no local
lumher can be obtained. You may not be
able to get it as conveniently as you used
to at one time, but you do get. There are
other things used in building construction
such as nails, bolts and things of that
kind, and there must be a certain quantity
available. As regards paints, 1 was hear-
ing only quite recently that while the price
of zinc has gone up a fair extent, there is
a substitute which can be compared very
tavourably with that article and whieh is
being shortly introduced on the market.
If that is so, I suggest that Government
reconsider that question and provide in
the clause for repairs in order to make it
possible for the landlord to get relief and
to provide employment for those men who
have to do that kind of work.

The landlords should be given something
for effecting repairs to their properties. If
they are not going to get anything for
repairs they are not going to do the work.
As T have pointed out, Clause 13 (5) gives
power to the Magistrate to say whether he
will give an increase of rent or make it
conditional that repairs be effected.
Those repairs will have to be done and yet
no consideration is to be given for effecting
repairs. The answer that the intention or
idea is to restrict building operations, I do
not think, is quite a good one at the
present time. I think the matter should
be reconsidered from that angle.

Mr. SEAFORD: T would like to ask
Government a question here. Tt has been
mentioned several times that one of the
objects of the Bill is to restrict repairs.
To my mind that is not the intention. I
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do not see how that interpretation can be
pub on it.

Mr. GONSALVES:
ney-General said so.

The hon. Attor-

Mr. SEAFORD : [ did not understand
the hon. Attorneyv-(eneral to say so. T
can quite understand if it is said 1t will be
restricting new buildings and improve-
meuts. I can assuwre hon. Members it is
very dificult to secure materials at this
time from abroad, and it is not the fault
of anybody in this Colony. T would like
to hear an explanation. I think the hon.
Attorney-General used the word ¢ exten-
ston.”  T'do not think he used the word
“repairs.” It is not possible for buildings
to exist without carrying out repairs on
them.

Mr. GONSALVES: 1 had dealt with
the matter from two points. T understood
the hon. Attorney-General to say ¢ cessa-
tion of building operations ” when he dealt
with the question of improvement and
additions. I say on that point it is not
quite a correct view to take, ws it bears on
the question of employment, and it should
be seriously considered. The other point
about repairs is supplementary to what 1
said.  1f repairs are going to he restricted
it necessarily must follow that there would
be a certain amount of unemployment.
The lon. Member who represents the
Lahouwr section of Government is in this
Council, and he may be able to make an
expression of opinion as to what he antici-
pated Government’s position would be if
carpenters and others are not going to be
permitted employment in that dirvection.

Tue CHAIRMAN : Theve is no inten-
tion to close down bailding operations. 1
think the hon. Attorney-General is able to
explain that to hon. Members.

T ATTORNEY-GENERAL: This
particular paragraph refers to improve-
ment and structural alteration. Tn ordinary
conversation improvement will include
repairs, but the paragraph goes on care-
fully to say * not including expenditure on
decoration or vepairs.” Therefore this
percentage has nothing to do with repairs.
The only thing it seeks to restrict is
improvement or alteration. It only applies
to those houses in Georgetown and three
miles beyond which are subjected to this
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particular Bill. In actual fact the effect
it will have on huilding operations is
practically negligible. T do not think one
man will be thrown out of employment.
The clause is the same as that in the 1922
Ordinance. Then, as now, it did not refer
to repairs.

Me. C. V. WIGH'T : The only difficulty

see, and T cannot help saying it, is that
L am supposed to rvepresent the Cityv as
Mayor and to keep the balance between
landlords and tenants.

Mr. JACOB: To a point of order! T
do not think my hon. friend is representing
the City of Georgetown in his seat in this
Council. He rvefers to being Mayor of
Georgetown, but T think he represents
Western Essequebo in this Council.

Me. C. V. WIGHT : 1 do not appreciate
the remarks of the hon. Member, who
seems to be able to confine himself to
profiteering in houses and in other matters
of which T have a knowledge. T am neither
a landlovrd nor a tenant, except that I
oceupy a house. T would also like to say
that I am arguing on behalf of neither
side— -neither for the landlords nor for the
tenants, I would just like to point out
that if this clause as regards repairs is to
be confined and kept to a particular sphere,
it simply means that other amendments
will have to be made to Scction 212 of the
Local Government Board Ordinance, Chayp-
ter 84. The hon. Member for North-
Western District (Myr. Jacob) does not
seem to understand that, and I do not care.
The position is, I am here. T am inclined
to agree with the hon. Member for North-
Western District, if he tries to put it in
more fairly decent language—I use the
expression  advisedly—that CGovernment’s
policy is only known to a few or is confined
to a few and therefore we speak in the air
at times. T am inclined to agree with him.
1 have stated it on paper and verbally on
several occasions that I have no hesitation
in stating what I feel.

The Comuwittee adjourned for the

luncheen recess until 2 p.m.

2 pan—

The Council vesolved itself into Com
mittee and resumed consideration of the

Bill.
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Mr. C. V. WIGHT (resuming): When
the Council adjourned I was referring to
the question of repairs in sub-clause (2) of
clause 6 which says:—

2) In this section the expression ‘ repairs’
means any repairs required for the purpose of

keeping premises in good and tenantable
repair,
T also referred to section 212 of the

Local Government Orvdinance, Chapter 84,
which has been repealed and has never
been re-enacted. Tt is said that this Bill
is really aimed at the relief of tenants,
especially the woorer classes, and [ wan
suggesting the re.enactment of that sec-
tion is necessary to protect the tenants of
dilapidated houses. "That section says:——

212.— 1) In this section ‘“landlord ” means
anyone who lets a house or room to a tenant
for habitation under any contract mentioned
in this section and includes a landlord’s succes-
sors in title.

(2) In a contract for the letting of a
house or room for human habitation, whether
furnished or unfurnished, there shall be implied
therein the following conditions :-

(@) that the house or room is at the
commencement of the tenancy in
repair and in all respects reasonably
fit for human habitation; and

(b) that the house shall be kept during
the tenancy in repair and in all
respects reasonably fit for human
habitation.

(3) In the event of a breach of either or
both of those conditions, an inmate of the
house or room who suffers loss by injury to
health or in any other way whatever, in conse-
quence of the breach shall be entitled to
recover damage from the landlord of the house
or room.

(4) This section shall take effect not-
withstanding any agreement to the contrary
and that agreement shall be void.

We have it from Government that there
is to be a re-enactment of this section, and
I must anticipate the fact that Govern-
ment will carry out its intention. That
would then place the onus on a landlord,
as it should be, to keep his house in
reasonable repair. I think hon. Members
of the legal profession will support me
when T say that the omission of that sec-
tion from the Ordinance has ecreated in
some cases considerable hardship on the
tenant or occupier of a house. On the one
hand there will be restriction of improve-
ments and structural alterations because
under the City By-laws, there is provision
for immprovements necessitating alterations,
structural and otherwise, which do not
come within the category of repaivs, That
is to say, if a building has to be altered in
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any way it becomes a new building and
therefore has to comply with the By-laws
governing the erection of new buildings.

Some provision should be made whereby
those persons who are going to be com-
pelled (a) under the Closing Orders and (b)
by the re-enactment of Section 212 of the
Local Government Orvdinance to comply
with  their legal obligation would be
allowed some increase. Even in HEngland
under the Increase of Rent and Mortgage
Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, there is
a provision allowing landlords a percentage
on the old rentals. I think it is 15 per
cent., but similar provision has not been
made in this Bill. [ appreciate too, that
therc are certain relationships hetween
landlords and tenants obtaining in England
which do not obtain here. Tn some cuses
the landlord has to do all repairs and in
other cases the tenant has to do some.

Tne ATTORNEY-GENERAL:
the hon. Member look at Section 2
Act which he is quoting? He is quoting
Scction 16 which deals with increase of
vent. whereas under Section 2 it is a per-
niitted increase. Clause 6 of this Bill is
largely copied from Section 2 of the Act.

Will
of the

Mr. WIGHT : T am reading from Sec-
tion 16 of the Act which provides for an
increase of rent. I think in view of the
increased difficulties which probably will
arise, some percentage may be allowed to
those landlords who may be affected. T
do not know if it is the intention of
Government to re enact Section 212 of the
Local Government Ovdinance, but 1 have
in mind the Closing Orders which we may
have to enforce. In certain cases tenants
arc constrained to live in houses which are
in a disgraceful condition, and have to pay
a very harsh rental. In one instance |
showed Mr. Hall a room in a disgracetul
condition and the tenant was actually pay-
ing %3 per month. 1 feel that this Ordi-
nance is extremely necessarv hut | also
feel that other Ovdinances ave also neces-
sary, especially one dealing with landlords
and tenants to which T propose fo refer in
dealing with another clause.

My. PERCY C. WIGHT: T think
hon. Members know full well that T always
stick out for the under-dog, but [ am
going to make a plea ina few words on per-
fectly sound grounds. We are all familiar
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with the fact that the Municipal Ordinance
does not permit of the occupation of rooms
unless they are of a certain height and have
a certain cubic content. Notices were
served when I was Mayor for the closing
of between 700 and 800 rooms. I am not
making a plea for landlords although [
happen to be a very large landlord, but I
can assure the Council that property-own-
ing does not pay at all, and I will give
instances. There is no doubt, and T think
the Attorney-General agrees with me, that
to raise a room in order to comply with
the law, a landlord has to provide bricks
and new wood simply for the purpose of
getting a shilling more on his rent per
month. I feel certain that a tenant will
be perfectly willing to pay that extra
shilling and remain in the room rather
than shift about and find himself unable
to obtain a room in Georgetown.

When I went around with Lord Moyne
and showed him certain places he was
rather astonished that they had been
allowed to remain in that condition. In one
room there were 11 persons who had to find
somewhere to live. A landlord may say
“This Bill will only apply for 12 months,
I am not going to do a single thing.”
Naturally he would lose something, but
most landlovds are like that. I know of
many rooms whose owners have dismantled
them rather than conform to the Regula-
tions. We have forgotten that. My
experience is that every third house in
Georgetown, with the exception of Water
Street and the business premises outside
of Water Strect, is mortgaged, and the
owners have to pay interest from 6 to 10
per cent. on their wortgages. It is there-
fore only fair to ask that they should be
allowed this simall increase on their rental.
I think the people of Georgetown are to be
congratulsted on having taken advantage
of the opportunity to improve their pro-
perties within the last few years. Great
improvewments have been made and, T think,
that alone should be sufficient to warrant
the small increase of 2 per cent. T am
asking for on behalf of property-owners.
I think the tenants will not complain,
provided the houses are in reasonably good
condition. After all what is 2 per cent.?
It is very small.

Me. SEAFORD: Why worry then?
Tae CHAIRMAN : I think the hon.
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Member means that if the tenants would
not feel the 2 per cent. the landlords
would not either.

Mr. WIGHT : When a landlord starts
to raise his house he has to disconnect the
sewerage pipes and he very often finds that
there are many things to be done. Ranges
which are converted into cottages are the
places which give landlords some return
on their money. The properties which
pay are those which are rented from $12
to $25 per month. Beyond that house
property is no investment. T guarantee
that. I will eat my hat if you can name
me 20 persons in the Colony who are pay
ing $80 per month rent. The house I ain
living in costs me $140 per month. It is
no investment. I am not putting any
penalty on the poor people. A man
will be perfectly willing to pay an
increase of 24 cents on his rent of 10/-
per month and remain in the locality
where he lives rather than go to Albuoys-
town or Kitty. Ithink if the Council gives
the matter the consideration it deserves
the tenants will be willing to pay the
slight increase.

Mr. JACOB : T have not been able to
follow the arguments of the two previous
speakers. T must confess my  ignorance
and my limited education. I notice that
in the original Draft Bill Clause 6 (1)
(@) says: ‘“an amount calculated at a rate
per annum not exceeding eight per centum
of the amount so expended.” I notice in
the amendment it is proposed to increase
it to 10 per cent. of the standard vent.

Tue ATTORNEY-GENERAL: There
is no amendment to paragraph (a) at all,
but it is proposed to add paragraph (c).
One deals with alterations and the other
with standard rent.

Mr. JACOB : In addition to the 8 per
cent. which a landlord would be entitled to
charge on structural alterations he could
charge a further 10 per cent on the stand-
ard rent. That makes it harder for the
tenant. T have heard some special plead-
ing; I have heard the hon. Mewmber for
Georgetown Central (Mr. Percy C. Wight),
and while { give him c¢redit for many
things I do not think his argument to- day
has been very convineing. It would be
very interesting, if we were to take the
valuations of the Georgetown Town Coun-
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cil of certain properties which have changed
hands recently, to know the amounts
received in excess of those valuations. It
is true that some properties are not paying
propositions, particularly large properties,
but it is equally true to say that the small
properties are very handsomely paying
propositions. I have known properties to
change hands recently, particularly in
Queenstown, at very handsome profits, Of
course we will not hear anything about
those cases, but we will hear about a par-
ticular property because someone lives
there himself. This Bill which we are
discussing has really no application to the
property mentioned by the hon. Member
for Georgetown Central (Mr. Percy C.
Wight). This is a Bill to give relief to
tenants who are overcharged.

[ was particularly amused at the refer-
ence made by the hon. Member for
Western Essequebo (Mr. C. V. Wight) to
Section 212 of the Local Government Ordi-
nance. The Bill we are discussing to-day
deals with rent restriction in Georgetown
and three miles beyond the boundavies
thereof. T do not think that the ILocal
Government Ordinance is applicable, and
I have heard it suggested here over and
over that some vague Ordinance should be
passed simultaneously with this Bill in
order that there should be sowe relief
somewhere. I have not had the bepefit of
a University training at Oxford or else-
where and I cannot follow the arguments
here to-day. The whole matter is being
confused ; T cannot follow such reasoning.
T thought we woull have discussed the
matter in the usual wayv and arrived at
sowmething satisfactory, but we are referred
to inapplicable Ordinances. I am not a
lawver and I am glad T am not. I cannot
follow the arguments at all.

We have another amendment put
forward that 10 per cent. should be added
to the standard rent. Tt may be a reason-
able thing to add something to the
standard rent owing to the increased cost
of building materials, but that should only
be put forward if Government gave an
undertaking that it would control the prices
of those necessary supplies of building
materials, and I think Government ought
to take some bold step to do that. This
Bill should have been pressed in its
original form. I cannot be accused of
trying to get someone else to pay some-
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thing I am not interested in. I have a
little interest in this matter. I am not in
the position of being neither a landlord
nor a tenant, but I am looking at it both as
a landlord and as a tenant. T agree that
paragraph (a) should be increased to 10
per cent. I know of a case in which a
middle-class person was living in a house
and paying $30 per month rent. The roof
of the house was bad and was repaired at
considerable inconvenience to the tenant.
After several weeks the landlord infurmed
the tenant that he would have to pay $5
more per month. The tenant told him
that if he had been told that before he
would have looked around for another
house. It was then practically impossible
to get a suitable house for $35 per month,
The tenant went back to the landlord and
offered $33 per month. The landlord
refused $33 and in addition to giving the
tenant notice to remove he notified him
that if he did not remove the rent would be
increased to $50. I am willing to give
proof of this if necessary. I do not know
what that would be called. I do not only
speak on behalf of the working class man
but for everyone who is suffering hardship
That is a concrete case, but there are
several cases like that.

There should be nothing more than an
increase of 10 per cent. on the standard
rent. Those to whom it is intended to give
relief will not get it if the 8 per cent.
remains, and there is a further amendment
to increase the standard rent by 10 per
cent.

Mr. De AGUTAR : It is easy to under-
stand why the hon. Member has not been
able to follow what the previous speakers
have said, because in his own words he is
neither a landlord nor a tenant.

Mr. JACOB : Excuse me, [ did not say
that. T said that one Member said so and
it is good to be in that position.

Mr. C. V. WIGHT: I would like the

hon., Member to name the hon. Member
who said so,
Mr. JACOB: The last speaker.

Mr. De AGUTAR :
Member was referring to himself.
difticult to understand him sometimes.

Me. PERCY C. WIGHT : I happened
to be the last speaker but I never said that.

I thought the hon.
It is
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Tree CHAIRMAN: The last speaker
was the hon. Member for Western Hsse-
quebo (Mr. C. V. Wight).

Mr. C. V. WIGHT: The hon. Member
is mistaken.

Mr. De AGUTIAR: As a matter of fact
I will show him how he is both a landlord
and a tenant, because in the course of his
remarks he referred to handsome profits
that are being made on the sale of proper-
ties recently. Perhaps that has been the
hon. Member’s experience. Not wmany
weeks ago the hon. Member purchased a
property not very far from this building
and he probably knows how much profit
the seller in that instance made on the
deal. But that is by the way; the hon.
Member was evidently talking from experi-
ence.

Mr. JACOB: T would like to correct
that right away. I do know that the owner
of the last property I purchased made a
profit of about $1,000.

Mr. De AGUIAR: I am glad the hon.
Membher has named the figure. It enables
me to ask him whether he thinks he has
made a good deal or whether he is satisfied
with his purchase? He must have been
satisfled with his purchase hence his use
of the words ¢ handsome profits.” It has
no bearing whatever on the discussion,
and in my opinion a case has been made
out for both parties-——for the landlovd as
well as the tenant.

I think the hon. Member for Georgetown
Central (Mr. Percy C. Wight) endeavoured
in his own wav to give the position of the
landlord as he understands it, and I have
risen to support him. There is no doubt
about it that the majority of property-
owners, outside of Water Street o1 business
premises, carry mortgages on their proper-
ties. That is a statement of fact, and cne
has only to look at the number of lending
companies—there are four of them, apart
from private individuals who lend money
on mortgages—to know that that is a state-
ment of fact. In some cases those proper-
ties are very heavily mortgaged. Some of
them are mortgaged to the extent of 60 to
75 per cent. of their value. I am speaking
with a certain amount of knowledge. The
hon. Member for North Western District
(Mr. Jacob) does not know that, and I
excuse him. We do not want to have a
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recurrence of what happened not so long
ago when a large number of small people
lost their properties for more reasons than
one. They could not pay the interest on
their mortgages, nor their taxes and sewer-
age rates, and they lost their properties.
As a matter of fact some of the lending
companies lost some of their money on
investments on properties. It is therefore
the duty of this Council to protect the
interests of all concerned otherwise we
will be bordering on class legislation. If
the hon. Member for North Western
District wishes to introduce class legisla-
tion in this Council all the time he will
always find me as his opponent.

Sofar as the tenants are concerned, I sub-
mit withevery confidence that the proposal
one which is likely to benefit them. The
hon. Member for Georgetown Central has
said that the Town Council has issued 700
notices for the closing of rooms. Are we
going to allow that to continue? If we
know that there is a shortage of certain
types of houses to suit the small man are
we goingto allow those threats to be carried
out, or is it our duty to encourage the
owners of those houses to put them in order
for the accommodation of the small man we
are talking so much about to-day? I do
ask one hon. Member to divorce from his
mind the idea that it is the desire of the
Council to do something to the detriment
of the people he is trving to protect.

In the 1922 Ordinance there was provi-
sion for an increase of rental over the 1914
figure. We are not doing that to-day.
We are allowing no increase of rental over
the 1939 figure, except in certain cases of
structural alterations. In the 1922 Ordi-
nance provision was made for increases ot
rental which existed at the outbreak of the
war in 1914, I am not suggesting that
should be done to-day. T only mention
that to show what was the line of thought
in 1922, and how they arvived at the basis
of the rental to be fixed. Having regard
to the fact that tenants are likely to bene-
fit as the result of the provision being
increased from 8 to 10 per cent. it is a
measure which the Council should adopt.
T share the view of hon. Members who
have spoken, that unless we make it reason-
able for landlords to put their houses in
ovder we are going to discourage them
from doing so, and in my opinion—1I think
I koow what I am talking about—it will’
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create a further shortage of the type of
houses we desire to have in this City.

Mr. SEAFORD: I vegret I cannot
agree with all the remarks made by the
hon. Members who have spoken. We have
heard a lot about those people who will
not have any houses to live in because the
Town Council is going to call upon the
owners of 700 houses to demolish and
rebuild them. It seems to me that if
we adopt the suggestion put forward by
the hon. Member for Georgetown Central
(Mr. Percy C. Wight) we would benefit the
landlord who has kept his property in a
very terrible and awful condition. He has
no right to keep his property in that con-
dition but should have had it in proper
condition before. I am in a position to
know that there are certain places in this
City where there are tenement rooms which
are more like rabbit warrens, over-crowded
and an absolute disgrace to the City.
There is no other word for it, and I feel
that the Town Council should have had
those houses put in order long ago. I
admit that it has to be done slowly, but I
feel that the sooner those places are
demolished the better for the Citv and
everyone in it.

It is the duty of the Town Council in
co-operation with the Government to put
up some proper housing scheme. It is no
use telling me that by allowing landlords
an additional 2 per cent. they are going to
put those places in order. I know enough
about that. The sooner the Town Council
and Government get together- and put up
a proper housing scheme the better for
all concerned, This 2 per cent. is not
going to help the position in any way ; it
is only going to assist those people who
should have put their houses in order long
ago.

As regards the larger houses the landlords
put up a verandah and increase the rent.
In such cases it pays the proprietor to
spend a little money on his property
because heis able to get increased rent.
I am thinking more of the people who pay
$2 and $3 per month. I admit that the
rooms they live inare in a very had condi-
tion and it would be a great hardship to
ask them to pay anything more.

Mr. C. V, WIGHT: The hon. Member
seews to have followed the line of argument
hat the Town Council is going to eject the
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tenants from those 800 rooms. The Town
Council finds itself in this position ; those
800 rooms are uninhabitable but we can-
not put the people out because there is
nowhere to put them. Those rooms are
not fit for human beings to live in. The
hon. Member for Georgetown North
(Mr. Seaford) knows more than I do the
reasons why Governwent has not initiated
a slum clearance scheme, whicli has been
noised about by the Royal Commission and
by Sir Frank Stockdale’s mission. [s
Government going to give an undertaking
that within the near future those slums will
be cleared, as it is the desire of the Town
Council to see them cleared ? The Town
Council has no money; it is a matter for
Government and a matter of finance. If
Government is not prepared to do it who
is going to do it? The hon. Member
suggests that the Town Council should
have put its house in order years ago.
That may or may not be so. The hon.
Member forgets that Government has
drawn the attention of the Town Council
on several occasions to the tardiness
with which rates were being collected.
The hon. Member has forgotten also the
burden cast upon the City by the sewerage
scheme, and the various conferences, heated
and otherwise, which took place between
Government and the Town Council in con-
nection with the sewerage sclieme.

The hon. Member for North Western
District (Mr. Jacob) also seems to forget
that the working man, as represented by
the Labour Unions, has no use for him.
He does not belong to any of the Labour
Unions, and whether he has been thrown
out or he has resigned is a matter for the
hon. Member himself. T have had it from
nearly every member of the various Unions
that they do not want the hon. Member for
North Western District to be a member.
That is the working man the hon. Member
speaks about, the man who has been
harassed in this Council by all the Elected
Members except the egotistical hon. Mem
ber for North Western District. It is the
wealthy landlord who is to be pulled down.
There are widows whose properties are
mortgaged to the hilt, and possibly their
only means of livelihood is the rent they
get. There are other small landlords who
live in their own dwellings and some of
them have a cottage or two from which
they collect rent They do not need pro-
tection; they are wealthy, though perhaps
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not as wealthy as the hon. Member for
North Western District, and perhaps they
have not the same sources of income.
Landlords comprise all classes and all races
of this community. I have a right to
speak on this Bill. T am a member of the
Georgetown Town Council and I happen to
be Mayor of the City. I would like to
draw the hon Member’s attention to the
fact that I would have no need to speak on
the Bill if, as the hon. Member for George-
town North (Mr. Seaford) said, Govern-
ment would come forward with a slum
clearance scheme and erect nice houses for
the workers which I would like to see in
the City. If that were the position there
would be no need for this Bill.

Mr. GONSALVES: The hon. Member
for Georgetown North «Mr. Seaford) has
forgotten that as far back as 1934 a Hous-
ing Committee composed of representatives
of the Government and Town Council sub-
mitted a report. Speaking for myself I
had expected that in view of the presence
of responsible representatives of Govern-
ment on the Committee something would
have been done in connection with housing,
but it is over seven years since the Com-
mittee reported and nothing has been done,
Sir John Maffey came down here and
the matter was represented to him. We
have also had the Royal Commission and
Sir Frank Stockdale, and quite recently
we had Mr. Hall here, but we will probably
have to wait another seven years before
we hear anything about the matter. To
say that the ''own Council has donenothing
is not a fair charge to make. It is either
that the Government officers on the Com-
mittee have not advised Government that
a housing scheme is necessary or they have
not succeeded in their representations to
Government. 1t is not fair to charge the
Town Council alone with not having em-
barked on a housing scheme and I can only
conclude that the hon. Member’s statement
was made on the spur of the moment and
without a thought of that Committee.
The Director of Medical Services was one
of the signatories to that report and I
think he was at one time a member of the
Executive Council. If he could not use
his influence with Government I do not
think the Town Council should be held
responsible.

As regards the statement made by the
hon, Member for North Western District
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(Mr. Jacob) I will not enter into any long
discussion with him on any matter, but
I will endeavour to explain something
which perhaps he has overlooked. If he
looks at the 1922 Ordinance he will find
that the standard rent provided there is
what it was in 1919, or the pre-war rent
plus 14 per cent. In this Bill there is no
percentage ; it fixes definitely as the stand-
dard rent what the rental was on the 3rd
September, 1939, when Great DBritain
entered the war.

As regards improvewments and structural
alterations, which were provided for in the
1922 Ordinance, my suggestion is that
provision for an increase of 2 per cent.
may be included in this Bill to provide
tor repairs and alterations, but every hon.
Member is entitled to his opinion. I
think it is a reasonable request and that it
will be an encouragement to landlords to
put their properties in proper order and
so avoid the necessity for Government
to write the Town Council about the
dilapidated condition of buildings in the
City. I am not here to support landlords
particularly. The principal thing in the
Bill that concerns the tenants is the
standard rent, and that has been fixed.

Mr. JACOB: It is perfectly clear that
with the exception of the hon. Member for
Georgetown North (Mr. Seaford), and
myself every Member who has spoken so
tar has pleaded on behalf of the landlords.
There can be no doubt about that. I am
not going to enter into any controversy
with my friend, the hon. Member for
Western Essequebo (Mr. C. V. Wight),
but the sooner he realises that we should
raise the tone of the debates here rather
than let it sink further the better it would
be for himself and the whole Council.
(laughter). The other day I heard one
hon. Member talking about conceit. I
have heard a lot about conceit. I have
had occasion to write to the hon. Member
for Western lissequebo and—

Tus CHAIRMAN: A great deal of
the time of the Council is taken up with
remarks by Members before they get to
the subject on which they intend to speak.
I do not refer only to the hon. Member.

Mr. JACOB: I notice here of late
that when certain hon. Members speak
they are not called to order. I am no
saying that T have not been given latitud:
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but far too much latitude is given to cer-
tain hon. Members, and I will name them.
They are my friends, the hon. viember for
Western Essequebo (Mr. C. V. Wight) and
the hon. Mr. Walcott. Far too much lati-
tude has been given to them, and that is
the thing which is going to make the
debates here sink further down. 1 am
prepared—and I think I have the health
and strength to do it—to pursue this
matter, and I will pursue it in the regular
parliamentary style. If my friend, the
hon. Member for Western Essequebo,
wishes to make comparisons and to find
out something he had better do so in the
right way. T have never claimed that T
was speaking on behalf of the Labour
Unions here; T speak on behalf of the
working man, and Government must he
fully satisfied, I am sure, that nearly all
the argument that has taken place on this
matter has been on behalf of the tenants,
except those of two or three hon. Mem-
bers. (laughter). On behalf of the land-
lords I mean. I think Government sliould
be firm and allow the Bill to remain as it
is.

Mr. SEAFORD : I wish to assure the
hon. Member for Georgetown South (Mr.
Gonsalves) that what T said I did not say
on the spur of the moment. I remember
very well indeed the Committee he
referred to, because I gave evidence before
it and I took certain members of the
Committee into the country districts and
showed them some houses that were being
built there. I donot wish to be misunder-
stood, and I do not think I said that the
Town Council had done nothing. What I
nieant to say, or should have said, was that
Government and the Town Council ought
to get together and put up some housing
scheme. I maintain that. The hon.
Member said that the 'own Council told
Lord Moyne and Sir John Maffey about it,
but I do not regard telling people about it
as doing something. Tt is all very well to
tell them, but has the Town Council ever
put up a proper housing scheme to Govern-
ment? We have been told by Sir Frank
Stockdale that schemes should be put up,
but since I have been here I have seen no
scheme put up. Surely this is the time to
do so. My objection to the proposal is
chiefly because it would benefit a certain
type of landlords who should have put
their houses in order long ago, and T
happen to know that some of those
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tenement hoises are bz-ingiug in from 10
to 30 per cent. on the capital invested.

Mr. GONSALVES : Apart from the
report submitted by the Housing Committee
the Town Council was requested by the
Colonial Office to submit a memorandum
to the Royal Commission with regard to
housing, which it did, but we are yet to
hear something about it.

Tre CHAIRMAN : The hon. Member
said that the report of the tousing Com-
wmittee was furnished seven years ago and
it might be another seven years before
something was heard about it. I certainly
hope it will not be anything as long as
that. The first thing that has to be done
is to secure the services of a town-planning
oliicer: That matter is before Government
now and I hope that before very long it
will be possible to make such an appoint-
ment. I am making no promise, but I do
not want hon. Members to think that
nothing is being done. There is a scheme
before Government at present, but the first
thing is to get hold of a town-planning
officer, as has been done in other Colonies,
and I hope that will be done in the not too
distant future.

Mr. PERCY C. WIGHT: The explana-
tion of the hon. Member for Georgetown
North (Mr. Seaford) is satisfactory to me,
but I would like to point out that he has
forgotten entirely that thisis a period of
inflation as regards property sales. I have
never seen anything like it before. Those
properties which are in a defective con-
dition are not owned by the same people.
There are people who are taking advantage
of the opportunity to get ready money for
their properties and leaving the burden on
other people. You only have ta look at
the Ogficral Gazette and you will see the
speculation in the sale of houses. People
are buying houses for $3,000 and selling tor
$4,000 and $5,000 in a short period. Tt
is speculation of the worst type I have
ever seen.

With regard to the remarks of the hon.
Member for North Western District
(Mr. Jacob) T will say that I am not going
to make this Council a cockpit for any
battles with him. Most of the properties
which are changing hands so rapidly are
burdened with funded debt which s
included in the sales, and some people do
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not even know about that until after they
have bought and many disputes have
occurred. If certain Members cannot
understand what I say T am not responsible.
I have not had an Oxford education but I
think I make clear what I have to say.

Mr. JACOB: The hon Member for
Georgetown Central (Mr. Percy C. Wight)
has confirmed what I said about the infla-
tion that has been going on ; we have had
it from his own lips that properties are
changing hands rapidly. Another point is
that this Bill is primarily for the benefit
of landlords, but tenants are dragged in like
a red-herring across the trail.  We see a
large number of decent houses being huilt
by people who own rooms and will not
put them in proper ovder. [ say that if
the Town Council would adopt a firmer
attitude by issuing closing orders there
would be improvement.

Tue ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The
hon. Member for Geergetown Central
(Mr. Percy C. Wight) said that at present
properties change hands rapidly, being

bought for $3,000 one day and sold for’

$4,000 and probably $5,000 the next day.
The object of the Bill isnot to encourage
inflation but to stop that movement. There
are two things being discussed—paragraph
ta) of clause 6, which allows an increase
of 8 per cent. on the standard rent for
improvements and structural alterations,
and paragraph (¢, which deals with an
increase of 10 per cent. on the standard
rent. Dealing first with the increase of 8
per cent. I would point out that the
Ynglish Act quoted by the hon. \'ember for
Western Bssequebo (My, C. V. Wight) says
that properties to which alterations had
heen made before the date mentioned would
be allowed an increase of 6 per cent. on
‘the rent. The 1922 Ordinance here pro-
vided for an increase of 8 per cent., there-
fore there is precedent for 8 per cent. As
I have said, it would act as a deterrent
against unnecessary alterations to proper-
ties. The landiord who sits back and does
nothing loses nothing.

The hon. Member says that there are
700 tenement houses in respect of which
closing orders have been issued. The
answer to that is that those houses do not
comply with the law, and the landlords
themselves, or the previous owners, are
respousible for their condition. The fact
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remains that because a landlord does not
comply with the law he wants to put an
extra 2 per cent. on the unfortunate tenant.
I think it is the worst argument I have
ever heard. I submit that 8 per cent.
should be allowed to remain because it
imposes no hardship whatever on the
landlord.

With regard to paragraph (c) which
allows an additional 10 per cent. on the
standard rent, the only hon. Member who
spoke against that was the hon. Member
for North Western District (Mr. Jacob)
who thought it was a retrograde step, and
that the Bill should remain as it was,
The fact remains that nobody can blind
his eyes to the fact that local conditions
have altered materially in respect of the
small tenant since the time the Bill was
drafted. From the speeches made in this
Council and enquiries made by a number
of people from a number of sources it is
quite evident that the position hasimproved
definitely since the Bill was first drafted,
and T think it will be generally accepted
that by allowing a landlord 10 per cent.
increase we will be only doing what is
fair and reasonable, It has been pointed
out that in the 1922 Ordinance 30 per
cent. was allowed, but that was in 1922
when there was money to burn every-
where, and moreover it was 30 per cent,
on the 1914 figure, It is admitted that
on the 3rd September, 1939, rents, gener-
ally speaking, were at a high figure in this
Colony. There is no need to allow an
increase of 30 per cent. on that figure in
24 years. I therefore move the amend-
ments set out in the typewritten list as
follows : —

That sub-clause (1) of clause 6 be amended—
(e) by the deletion therefrom of the
following words and commas—, ** with

the sanction of the Court,” ;

(b) by the deletion of the proviso to
paragraph (a) thereof;

(¢) by the substitution of the following
proviso therefor—

“ Provided that the tenant may apply to
the Court for an order suspending or
reducing such increase on the ground
that such expenditure is or was unne-
cessary in whole or in part, and the
Court may make an order accord-
ingly; "

and

(d by the addition thereto of the follow-
ing paragraph—

(c) in addition to any such amounts as
aforesaid, an amount not exceeding
ten per centum of the standard rent :
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Provided that where under any contract
of tenancy a fixed or minimum period
of notice is required to be given of an
intention to increase the rent, such
notice shall be given before any in-
crease of rent is made under this
paragraph and in all other cases
not less than one month’s notice shall
be given before any increase of rent is
made under this paragraph.”

Clause 10.—Conditions of

tenancy,

Tae ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I move
that the word ¢ three” in sub-clause (1)
be deleted and the word ¢* one ”’ substituted.
The reason for the amendment is that I amn
told that in Georgetown the usual notice is
one month, not three months.

statutory

Clause as amended put, and agreed to.
Clause 13—Procedure.

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL: There
are several amendments to this clause pro-
posed in order to give effect to recommend-
ations by hon. Members. 1 move that the
clause be amended :—

(a) by the insertion of the following
words at the beginning of sub-clause
( J—

* Subject to the provisions of subsection
(3) of section three of the Summary
Jurisdiction, (Petty Debt) Ordinance ';

(b) by the substitutien of a small “ a "
for the capital “A"” in the word
* Any” appearing in sub-clause (1};

(c) by the deletion of sub-clauses (2) and
(3) therefrom; and

(d) by renumbering sub-clauses (4), (5),
(6) and (7) as sub-clauses (2), (3), (4) and
15) respectively,

Clause 13 as amended put, and agreed to.
Clause 14 —Appeals.

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL: T move
the deletion of this clause and the sub-
stitution of the following new clause 14: -

¢ An appeal shall lie to the Supreme Court
from the decision of a magistrate on any claim
or proceedings in respect of a dwelling house
or land to which this Ordinance applies and
the judgment or order of the Supreme Court
shall be final.”

This new clause gives a right of appeal
in all cases to the Supreme Court.

Mr. GONSALVES: The hon Attorney-
General has evidently not accepted the
suggestion that appeals should be made to
the Full Court instead of to a single Judge.
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Tae ATTORNEY-GENERAL: From
my knowledge of the position it is most
unlikely that during the next 12 months
the Full Court will sit more than once.
That means that a landlord will be able
to slip out of the Bill by giving notice of
appeal.

Mr. GONSALVES: I suggest that in
the same way as the Full Court hears an
appeal from a Magistrate in a case where
a person steals a piece of wood from
another it should hear an appeal from a
decision by a Magistrate on the question
of standard rent. As regards the sittings
of the Full Coutt I do not like to think
that what the Attorney-General said will
be true—that the Full Court will not be
sitting for some time.

Mr. C. V. WIGHT : At present it is
quite as easy, perhaps easier, to get an
appeal to the Full Court than to a single
Judge. T think that as a matter of con-
venience to the parties concerned at the
present moment the Full Court has been
in session nearly every Friday, and it
seems to me much more expeditious to go
to the Full Court than to a single Judge.

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL: The
hion. Member is very anxious that these
appeals should go to the Full Court of two
or three Judges, but hon. Members are
aware that Magistrates’ cases usually go
to a single Judge. In HEngland appeals
from County Court Judges go to the Full
Court, but not those from Magistrates,
But as a matter of convenience—I
happen to know the number of cases
waiting to be heard-—I ask the hon. Mem-
ber not to press it.

Mr. GONSALVES: T am sorry I can
not accede to the hon. Attorney-General’s
request for the reason that in a case in the
Civil Jurisdiction of the Magistrate’s Court
in which judgment is given against a mau
for $5 he has the right of appeal to the
Full Court, but ina' dispute between a
landlord and tenant over the standard rent,
in which there might be a difference of
$10, the tenmant has no right of appeal to
the Full Court. Tt is not logical, T am
therefore moving that the words « Full
Court of the ” be inserted before the words
“ Supreme Court ” where they occur in
clause 14,

Mr. PERCY C, WIGHT seconded,
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The Commitdee divided and there voted.

Flor — Messrs. C. V. Wight, Peer Bac-
chus, De Aguiar, Gonsalves and Percy C.
Wight—>5.

Agarnst—Messrs. Jackson, Jacob, Wood,
Crease, ! aing, D’Andrade, Austin, Seaford
Dr.  Maclennan, Professor Dash, the
Attorney-General and the Colonial Secre-
tary—12.

Did not vote—Messrs. Mackey and Dias
D]

Amendment lost.

The Chairman then put the Attorney-
General’s amendment and the Committee
divided and voted :—

For— Messrs. Mackey, Jackson, Jacob,
Wood, Crease, Laing, D’An.drade, Austin,
Seaford, br. Maclennan, Profegger Dash,
the Attorney-General and the Colonial
Secretary—13.

Against—Messrs, C. V, Wight, Peer
Bacchus, De Aguiar, Gonsalves and Percy
C. Wight—5.

Did mot vote—Mr. Dias-——1.

AtméEhdment carried,
New clause 14 put, and agreed to.
Bill passed as amended.

The Council rvesuwmed.

Tee ATTORNEY-GENERAL : I move
that ¢« A Bill intituled an Ordinance to
restrict in specified areas the increase of
rent of certain classes of dwelling-houses
and the right to 1ecover possession
thereof, and for purposes connected with
the matters aforesaid’ be read a third
time and passed.

Professor DASH seconded.
Question put, and agreed to.

Bill read a third time and passed.

GaMBLING PREVENTION (AMENDMENT) BILL.

Tue ATTORNEY-GENER\\L: T move
that <A Bill intituled an Ordinance to
amend the Gambling Prevention Ordi-
nance, Chapter’ 95, by exempting certain
lotteries and sweepstakes from the opera-
tion of the provisions’ thereof and by
constituting the Sweepstakes (Charity)
Committee ™ be read a third time and
passed.

Professor DASH seconded.

Question put, and agreed to,

Bill read a third time and passed.

The
sine die.

President adjourned the Council






