Marine Inswrance.

farther steps then will be necesary il is
time to decide upon when the papers are
ready.

Question put and passed.

BILL—MARINE INSURAXCE.

Received from the Legislative Council,
and, on mation by the Premier, read a
first time.

ADJOUGRNMENT.
The House adjourned at half-past 10
ocleck, until the next day.

Legislative Council,
Thureday, 16th August, 1907.
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The PRESIDENT took the Chair at
4.30 o’clock p.m.

Prayers.

PAPER PRESENTED.

By the Colonial Secretary: Report
of proceedings under Industrial Concili-
atton and Arbitration Aet, for the year
1906,

QUESTION—AGRICULTURAL RAIL-
WAYS, CONSTRUCTION.
Hon, J. W. WRIGHT asked the
Colonial Seeretary: What is the name in
full of the Engineer for Railway Con-
struetion, as from the Minister's pre-
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vious veply he appears to be the engi-
neer responsible for the grading, ete., of
agrienltural railways?

The COLONIAL SECRETARY re-
plied : The Engineer-in-Chief, Mr.
James Thompson.

BILLS—THIRD READING.

1, Marriage Aet Amendment, returned
te the Assembly with amendments. 2,
Public Education Amendment, passed.
3, Permanent Reserve Rededication,
puaased.

BILL—PQLICE FORCE (CON-

SOLIDATION).
Third Reading.
The COLONIAL SECRETARY
moved—-

That the Bill be now read a third time.

Hon. J. W. LANGSFORD : To what
extent was the Police Benefit Fund con-
trolled by the Government? Did the
Government eontribute to the fund, and
was the fund andited by the Government
Actuary?

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: The
Government controlled the fund to the
extent that the trustees were three Gov-
ernment officers—the Commissioner of
Police, the Under Treasurer, and the Un-
der Sccretary. The fund was made up
by contributions from the police officers,
in addition to certain fines imposed on
the police for miseonduct; and the fund
was subsidised by the Government to the
extent of pound for pound. For the
past two or three years the fund had been
commented on by the Auditor General in
his annual reports, and it had been ve-
ported on by the Government Actuary
once before he (the Colonial Secretary)
took office, and {wice sinee, The Gov-
ernment Aectuary reported that the fund
was not altogether on a sound basis, be-
cause there was not sufficient reserve to
insure its solveney in the future. DPre-
vicus to that, the eontribution by ihe
(Government was £1,000 a vear, and the
police foree contribution varied from one
and a-half per cent. to two per cent. It
was so much per month but that was what
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it averaged, the contributions being made
from the rank of constable right up to
the rank of inspector. The monthly con-
tribution had recently been increased on
the advice of the Government Actuary to
three per cent.; and speaking from
memory, the Government would contri-
bute between £1,500 and £2,000. This
would put the fund on a thoroughly sol-
vent basis. The contribution the police
were asked to make was not higher than
the contribution made in the Eastern
States. In New Zealand it was higher,
while three per cent. was the lowest paid
in the other States. The fund was sub-
ject to andit every year by the Auditor
General.

Question passed,

Bill read a thivd time, and transmitted
to the Legislative Assembly.

BILL—-POLICE OFFENCES
SOLIDATION).

In Commillee.

(CON-

Resumed from the previous day.

Clanses 78 to 108—agreed to.

Clanse 108-—Police may demand name
and address, and apprehend:

Hon, B. \WW. PENNEFATHER: This
elause, giving the rvight o any constable
between six o’clock at night and six
o’clock in the miorning to demand with-
out rhyme or reason, for no cause what-
ever, from any peaceful citizen his name
and address, shonld be deleted. From
personal experience he knew that the
power had been exercised in a most of-
fensive way. It was a remnant of the
olden times when people here were let ont
on ticket-of-leave or good behaviour. In
those days there may have heen excuse for
the elause, but nowadays we should not
have sueh a provision on the statute-book
to remind ns of the unpleasant days of
the past. Tt was too great a power to
give to any constable.

Hon, M. L. MOSS: This clanse should
eertainly be deleted. With 15 or 16
years’ experience in the courts of this
Staie he knew of repeated instances of
the unwarrantable action of officious
policemen in exereising the power they
had under this provision. He agreed it

LCOUNCIL.)

. Conunitlee.

was apparently a vemmant of the old eon-
viet days of Western Australia, and
thought it was just about time the pro-
vision was blotted off the statute-book.
Without rliyme or reason, as the lon.
member said, policenen went up to other-
wise peacefully disposed ecitizens and
wade this demand, and there were re-
peated instances of men who had resent-
ed this interference and in consequence
had been arvested and hbrought befure
the police courts and fined up to sixty
shillings with imprisonment. No doubt
the provision was placed on the statule-
book originally with the idea of en-
abling a constable in a speedy way
to obtain the name and address of some
person the constable suspected of enm-
mitting a erime, or of breaking a ticket-
of-leave regulation. Whether a similar
provision existed in any other State hLe
did not know ; certainly there was no
such provision in the New Zealand Aects,
and he douhted whether they had it in
the old country.

Hon. W. Paivick : There certainly was
not.

Hon. M. T.. MOSS objected to the pro-
vigion because of the officious instrument
it was n the hands of an inexperienced

constable. We would not be doing wrong
in putting it out of the statute-bhook al-
together.

Hon. W. MALEY: There might be
some reason for the inelusion of this
provision though it might have heen
somewhat differently worded. It was

clearly reasonable to give the power to
the constable to demand the nmame and
address of any person unknown to him
whose behaviour was suspicious,

Hon. . Palrick : The previous clause
covered that.

Hon. W. MALEY : Provided there
was a clause covering what was ahso-
lutely necessary power for the police to
have, this clause should be struck out.

Hon. H. BRIGGS supported the pro-
posal to strike out the clause.

Hon. 8. J. HAYNES ; The eclause
seemed a remnant of the old curfew-hell
days which there was no necessity for at
present. He also had seen cases of this
power being used in an indiscreet manner,
The time was arrived when the provision



Pulice Offences Bill :

should be deleted from the statute-book.
Tuoder the other clauses of the Bill the
police had ample powers to deal with
any person who might be suspected.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY : Pos-
sibly the clause would zo out of the Bill,
without interfering with the carrying out
of the law, but he was not certain that the
police would have sufficient power under
the previous clause, if this clause were
deleted. The law had been in foree since
1892, [Hon. M. L. Moss : And for years
before, the 1392 Aet being merely a con-
solidating measure.]  The eclause pre-
vious to the one under disenssion ap-
peared only to apply to persons loifer-
ing, to the unisance of persuns passing
by. In a comparatively deserted street,
the chances were that a constable would
not have sufficient power to demand the
name of the person unless the clause in
the section under discussion were passed.
No great hardship would be inflicted on
4 man to ask him to give his name ;
nevertheless the amendment would not be
opposed.

Hon. M. L. MOSS : On numerous oc-
“easions at Fremantle he had been present
at the police eourt when persons were
charged with breaches of this provision,
and he had heard the magistrate ask the
defendant why he had nof given his name
to the constable. The reply frequently
was that he was ignorant that such a law
existed. Then followed a fine of 40s.
The provision did not exist anywhere else
in Australia, he believed ; and it was little
wonder that people coming here were
unaware that they could be compelled to
give their names to a constable. One
was particularly struck by the fact that
in England the one desire of a policeman
appeared to be to give every assistance
he possibly eould. The control of the
traffic by the police and the assistance
given by members of the force in Eng-
land were famous throughout the world;
but it was very different in Awstralia,
where a policeman seemed to think it was
his duty to interfere with people instead
of assisting them. Of conrse there were
many disereet and prndent men in the
force, hut on the other hand very many
constables were indisereet and impradent,

Hon. W. PATRICK was not aware
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until now that sueh a provision existed,
aud if a policeman had asked bim for
his name he would have refused to give
it. 1t appeared now that he would have
been liable to three months’ imprison-
ment for such offence, He supported
the amendment,

Amendnent passed, elause strnek out.

Clauses 110 to 113—agreed to.

Clause 114—Taking dogs into Public
Gardens:

Hon. R. W. PEXXEFATHER : I§
was possible for the clauvse to work very
offensively. For instance, a person
might in all innocence go inte publie
gardens and be followed by a dog, and
for that would be liable. To aveid hard-
ship he moved an amendment—

Phat in line 3 after “suffer,” the words
“for an unreasonable time” be inserted.
The result of this amendment would bhe
that an offence would he commitied if a
man allowed his dog to remain for an
unreasonable time in public gavdens.
Under the elause as it stood two offences
were created, the first being, to take a
dog into the gardens, and the second, to
allow it to remmain there. [The Colonial
Secretary - What was the definition of
“reasonable time?’] That wonld depend
on the circumstances. It was a question
of diseretion for the justices.

Hon. 8. J. HAYNES : The clause
was a just and reasonable one, hecause
dogs were a nuisance in public gardens
and were liable to do much damage there.
The first offence under the clause was to
take a dog into the gardens and the
second to allow it to remain. The
owner of a dog should remove it at once
from the gardens and the question of
“reasonable time’” did not come into the
matter at all. An offence was eommitted
by the mere fact of taking a dog into
a garden. He approved of the elause
as it stood.

Hon. W. MALEY : The clanse was
divided unnecessarily into two parts, and
if the word “or,” which joined those two
parts, were replaced by the word “and.”
it would be an improveme:.t, for the
offence then would be the taking of a
dog into the gardens and allowing it to
remain there, If the clanse were not
amended a man would be committing
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an offence by uowittingly taking a dog
into public gardens.

Hon. M. L. MOSS : Was this provi-
sion contained in other Police Acts?

The Colonial Secretary : The clause
in the Bill was an exaet copy of Section
63 of the Act of 1892,

Hon. M. L. MOSS : When repeating
an enactment which had been in force
for many years we should pause hefore
objecting to it, but it seemed to him that
it was a very clumsy provision. The
position was that even if a man were not
the owner of the dog, he eould under the
Act be proceeded against for not re-
moving it. That was a very absurd posi-
tion to plaece anyone in.

Hen. G. RANDELL : The provision
was absurd, and the words “or shall suf-
fer any dog to remain in any such gar-
den” should be struck ont. A man might
take a dog into a public garden inno-
cently but he would not be likely to
allow it to remain there for a length of
time. The diffiealiy would be removed
by striking out those words.

Hon, R. W. PENNEFATHER with-
drew his amendment, and moved that the
following words be struck out, “ar shall
suffer any dog le remain in any such gar-
den”

Hon. J. A. THOMSON : Surely all
public gardens had by-laws, and they
were sufficient to prevent people from
taking in dogs. Nearly all public gar-
dens had by-laws at the entrance, and in
everv case there was one by-law that
dogs should not be admitted.

The COLONIAL
There was nothing very objectionable in
the elause, and it would be better not to
strike out the words suggested. It was
a greater offence to suffer a dog to re-
main in a public garden. Nowadays per-
sons were very fond of taking dogs every-
where, and as gardens were kept up at
ihe public expense for the pleasure of the
people, dogs should not be allowed to
romp about in those gardens and destroy
them. There was the offence of lmow-
ingly taking a dog into a garden, but the
greater offence was suffering that dog
to remain.

Hon. G. RANDELL : This was cer-
tainly an absurd provision to be in any

[COUNCIL.)
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Act ; because a man would not sallow
his dog to remain in a garden, or if he
did, those controlling the garden could
seize the dog.

Hon, C. SOMMERS : Dogs were really
a nuisance in or out of a park. It would
be well to allow the clause to go through
as printed. It was not easy to capiure
a dog, and if the clause was rather strin-
gent it was better to have it so, because
dogs were the cause of more accidents
than anything else.  The eclause should
be passed to prevent dogs being taken
into publie gardens.

Hon. 8. J. HAYNES : The clause
should remain as printed. There were
two offences under the provision, that of
a person knowingly taking a dog into a
garden, and secondly, suffering the dog
to remain there. The clause was rea-
sonable.

Hon. J, A, THOMSON: Was it pos-
sible to move a farther amendment that
the clause be struek ount ?

The CHAIRMAN : The member could
vote against the clause.

Hon. J. A, THOMSON: Every pub-
lie park bad published by-laws, and ae-
cording to those by-laws it was an offence
to take a dog into a park. The Public
Parks Act gave the trustees power to
make by-laws.

Hon. G. Randell : There was no con-
trol over some of the parks.

Hon. J. A. THOMSON : There would
be trustees for all public parks.

Hon. 8. J. Haynes : But there were
many small parks for which there were
no trustees.

Hon. M. L. MOSS : My, Thomson was
right to a certain extent, The gardens
under the control of municipal councils
had the power to make by-laws and pro-
bably the King’s Park hoard and the
Zoo trustees had power to make by-laws ;
but there were many parks which had no
trustees and therefore no by-laws apply-
ing to the parks. Mr. Randell’s amend-
ment had a great deal to recommend it.

Hon. E. MeLARTY : The clause was
not necessary. There were a great many
dog fanciers who thought that dogs had
a perfect right to accompany them into
a drawing-room, and these persons did
not eare what destruetion the dogs caused.
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Peuple did not realise what destruction
a dog could do in a garden.

Hon, J. W. LANGSFORD: The clanse
should stand as printed. Up to the pre-
sent session Bills had references in the
margin as to where the provisions were
taken from ; this session such informa-
tion was not given in the marginal note.
As to the clanse a man might unknow-
ingly take a dog into a garden, but if
he allowed the dog to remain there after
being informed of it, he was liable to
a penalty.

Hon. R. W. PENNEFATHER : The
clause was far too wide, and did not
express what was intended, It was not
intended to make it an offence against a
person who was not the owner of a dog,
and the clause said “any person who
knowingly took a dog into a garden.” It
was never intended that the general pub-
lic should be liable.

Hon. M. L. MOSS: The diffienlty
might be overcome by inserting after
“or” in line 3, the words “or having
brought a dog into any such garden shall
suffer the dog to remain in sueh garden.”
It was not intended to make any member
of the general public become liable, but
under the clause, although a person was
not the owner of a dog and suffered it
to remain in a garden, he would beeome
liable.

Second amendment by
drawn,

Hon. M. L. MOSS moved an amend-
ment that the following words be insert-
ed after “or”—"having brought a dog
into any such garden.”

Amendment passed; clause as amended
agreed to.

Clauses 115 to 144—agreed to.

Clause 145— Apprehension of offen-
ders:

Hon, W. PATRICK: Was Subelanse 2
a new provision, “Any person, whether
police officer or not, may arrest” (eteet-
era)?

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: Tt
was taken from the Poliece Act of 1892
in part, Sections 43 and 47, and the third
from Section 435 of the Criminal Code,

Hon. M. L. MOSS: Wonld the Minis-
ter agree to postpone thic clause, which
he desired to look into?

leave with-
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Clause postponed.

Clanses 146 to end—agreed io.

New Clause—Right to elain trial by
jury:

Hon. M. L. MOS8 moved the addilion
of a new clause in three parts: firstly,
providing the right of an aeccused person
to be tried by a jury if charged with
an offence (not an assault} rendering
him liakle to three months’ imprisonment;
secondly, providing a form of words to
he addiessed to the defendant askiug if
he desired to be so tried; thirdly, these
provisions not to apply to a child unless
the parent or guardian is present . in
court. {See Notice Paper No. 14.] The
mover said he would have preferrved this
amendment to be moved in connection
with the .Fustices Aet, ns then it would
apply to offences within the purview of
courts of swnmary jurisdiction. An en-
ormous number of offences dealt with un-
der the present Bill were such as ordin-
arily formed the subject of indictment;
and when oune noted the enormous extent
to which the Bill invaded trial by jury,
and remembering the faet that we had iv
this State unfortunatelymany magistrates
who were unfitted to be entrusted with the
enormous power of sending a person to
prison for twelve months, the need of
some provision snch as the amendment
made would be wecognised. The amend-
ment embodied no new prineiple, because
it had been the law in Great Britain since
1379 that any person charged with an
offence for which the full term of im-
prisonment exceeded three months had the
right to demand to be tried by a jury.
We might well copy that legisfation, and
give to persons charged under this Bill
with serious offences what any person
living in another part of the British
dominions had a right to expect, the
right to be tried by a jury.
Since 1879 this had been the law in Eng-
land; it was the law in some of the East-
e States, and for many years the law
in New Zealand. The Bill affected mnul-
titudinons offences involving twelve
months' imprisonment. Summary trial
was granted for offences n the nature
of stealing. Offences termed “cheating”
were created, which were simply obtain-
ing goods or money by false pretences.
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The penalty for being in the nnlawful
possession of property was a short
method of punishing a man for stealing,
but the onus of aecounting for the pos-
session of the property rested on the ac-
cused, Instead of the ordinary rule of
law heing here applied, that a man be
held innoeent till he is proved guilty, the
prisoner must satisfy the magistrate as
to how the goods came into the prisoner's
pussession.  Many English Judges said
they viewed with great alarm the at-
tempted innovations on the right of trial
by jury; hence in the English Summary
Jurisdiction Aet of 1879, equivalent to
our Justices Act, the necessary provision
was inserted. The Perth Daily News sup-
ported the new clause; and all wmust
agree that a man charged with a seriouns
offence involving more than three months’
imprisonment shonld have the right to go
before a jury. The constitution of juries
in eivil trials might be improved; but in
eriminal eases, if our jury system failed
it failed by occasionally allowing the
gnilty to escape. Seldom did a jury’s
prejudices lead it to eonvieling impro-
perly. Trial by jury was a safe method
when a ima’s liberty was in peril, and we
could do no hetter than follow what had
been the law of the old country for the
last 27 or 28 years. Mr. Sholl seemed to
think this method was*not suitable to
the circumstances of the country; but
the priscners would not necessarily come
to Perth for trial. They could be tried
either at a civeuil court, or at the quarter
sessions held at nearly all centres such as
Bunhury, Albany, Geraldton, Cue,
Wyndham and Roebourne. True, these
quarter sessions were presided over by
magistrates, and, against this he (Mr.
Aloss) had complained till he was tired;
but there were juries. Far better have
the opinion of twelve men than—he said
it with regret—tlhe opinion of some
magistrates  presiding in  our police
courts. It was high time the magistracy
was put on a better footing. In the cen-
tres where the eourts were presided over
by professioinal men matters were salis-
factory; but outside, cne feared men
were sometimes sent to prison on very
insufficient evidence, on which no jury
would eonviet.

" [COUNCIL.]
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The COLONIAL SECRETARY op-
posed the new clause. We eould not
take too mueh precaution to secure to
every prisoner a fair trial ; but the Act
the hon. member referred to as the law
in England since 1879 eould seavcely ap-
ply to this State. My, Sholi had said,
ours was a counlry of great distanees,
sparsely populated; and we must con-
sider the question of expense in conduct-
Ing trinls.  The amendment wonld add
considerably to the expense of adminis-
tering the eriminal law. Common juries
now eost from £5,000 to £6,000 a year;
that expense would be inereased, and one
or two additional Judges would probably
he needed Tor the trial of prisoners. An
offence which involved three months’ im-
prisonment need not be very serious, and
such effences magistrates were quite com-
petent to try. In most cases the aecused
bad a right of appeal. By Section 183
of the Justices Act, 1902, this right was
ziven to any person summarily eonviected
and sentenced to imprisonment without
the option of a fine, or to a fine exceed-
ing £10. That any gross injustice had
been done by magisterial sentenees did
not appear. If magistrates errved at all,
they errved on the side of leniency. Cer-
tainly they might make mistakes, but so
did juries. If every petty offender lia-
hle to three months’ imprisonment eould
demand a trial by jury, some of the trials
would e¢ost hundreds of pounds. Past
experience did not warrant our altering
the law to the extent proposed. In the
metropolitan area the expense of the
trials would not he so great, as the
prisoners could be tried where the offen-
ces were committed.

Hon. M. L. Moss: And the poor
wreteh in the back country bad to put up
with all the inconveniences of a trial
at a distant centre.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY : To
bring a prisoner from the back couniry
would be expensive, and all such prisoners
would elect to go to a jury. A guilty
man wonld seek all possible tribunals
before giving in. It was easier to con-
vince one man out of twelve than to
convince a magistrate.

Hon. W. MALEYsupported the amend-
ment, if only for Mr. Moss’s concluding
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remarks as to justices. Influence was no
donbt brought to bear on every Govern-
ment to secure the appointment of J.'sP.
He knew of unworthy appointiments,
neither creditable to the Government nor
satisfactory to the people whe had to
suffer. An old friend of his, a worthy
man but not fit to be a justice, was ap-
pointed ; whereupon the resident magi-
strate remarked that the wman would do
to count dogs' tails. The Government
could not be too eautious in giving such
men power to imprison for twelve
months.

Hon. H. W. PENNEFATHER : The
main point was that the Bill would enable
certain cases {o be summarily disposed
of by justices, which cases were now in-
dictable, the defendants being entitled to
trial by jury. Thus the Bill scught to
make an inroad on that privilege on
which everyone should look with 2 jealous
eye, the privilege which had its origin
in Magna Charta. More especially should
trial by jury be preserved when & man’s
liberty was in question. The Bill sought
to substitute the words “ surnmary juris-
diction ” for “indietable offences,” so as
to enable justices to decide such cases
without sending them to a higher eourt.
The onus of convincing the House that
the change was desirable rested on those
who sought to alter the existing law.
The Colonial Secretary should justify
this change by something more than a
mere saving of money in the administra-
tion of justice, that being the lowest
ground to urge in objeeting to a right
of appeal.

The Colonial Secretary : The argument
was not that there would be a saving, but
that the new clanse would cause addit-
tional cost.

Hon. R. W. PEXNEFATHER : The
difference was not apparvent, because the
new clanse would canse some addition in
the cost of administering justice. As re-
garded the power of justices, the Bill
would extend their power of committal
under summary jurisdiction from 3 to
12 months ; and this was a great increase
of power to confer on justices, especially
in distriets remote from populous centres.
Where a magistrate filled the {wo posi-
tions of resident medical officer and
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wagistrate, as was generally the ease,
justice could not be administered in re-
mote parts of the State with the same
degree of responsibility as in a metro-
politan distriet. A resident magistrate
in a distriet remote from Perth might be
dispensing medicine in one part of the
day, and dispensing justice in another
part of the dayv. If a resident magistrate
so situated got an idea that a certain
man in that small community was a bad
fellow, a bias being thus formed againsi
him, that resident mogistrate would have
the power under this Bill to sentence such
person to 12 months’ imprisonment on o
charge that eould be dealt with summarily.
This aspect of the Bill was a serious
matter to consider. We should not give
magistrates of this elass more power in
administering justice summarily than they
had now. The new clause proposed by
Mr. Moss was sound in principle, and
should be agreed to, seeing that this pro-
vigion of the right of trial by jury in
sueh cases had been in existence in Eng-
land sinee 1879. It Lad been said that
because we had a secatiered eommunity in
this “State, the people did not require the
same right of appeal to a jury in cases
of summary jurisdiction. More tyranny
might exist in scattered ecommunities
than in populous centres, because in
scattered communities there was no
eheck exercised by newspapers, nor any
cheek by a powerful public opinion. It
should be remembered that the same
magistrate who eonviected under summary
jurisdiction in a district remote from a
populous centre, would also be the chair-
man of quarter sessions and would sit on
the same case when it eame up for trial
by jury. A couple of magistrates well
qualified eould perform all the judicial
duties necessary on the North-West coast,
and their appointment for this purpose
wounld give immense satisfaction to the
people there.

Hon. M. L. MOSS : The whole cost
of jury trials in the State, Crown prose-
cutions and including witnesses” fees, in-
volved an annual expenditure of some
£6,000 ; and he believed that if the re-
form proposed in the new clause were
adopted, the extra cost might be £1,500

per apnum and would not exceed £2,000.
[ ]
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This reform would put the administra-
- tion of justice on a better fooling
throughout the State, and in his opinion
no expense would be too great to ensure
that justice should he administered
thoroughly, as eompared with the fact
that perhaps a score of men in a year
were put in prisen unjustly. What a
dreadful thing for a man to be subjected
te a term of six months' imprisonment
by an inexperienced magistrate, on tes-
timony which a professional Judge. would
not listen to for a moment. Such things
could not happen in a metropolitan dis-
trict, because public opinion and the
vigilance of the Press wounld prevent such
scandals. But in communities remote
from the eentre there was no Press to
expose these wrongs, and magisirates
who had no proper training for the ad-
ministration of justice should not he
allowed to go on committing men to
prison under summary jurisdietion, with-
out the right of trial by jury. The right
of appeal as it existed at present was an
absolute barrier to a man in trying to get
justice ; for there was first the right of
appeal by way of re-hearing, secondly
the right of appeal by case stated. As
to appeal by way of re-hearing, a man
who had heen fined £10 or sentenced to
a term of imprisonment had that right ;
and the re-hearing would be not on the
evidence, but on the magistrate’s imper-
feet notes of evidence taken, also the
prisoner appealing must give security
for eosts of the appeal, which wonld in
no ease be less than £25. That form of
appeal in a district away from a papu-
lous centre would be heard by the same
magistrate who had convicted in the
comrt below ; and as it would be an ap-
peal from his own judgment previously
given, the unfortunate man who was
appealing would, if innocent, have a very
poor chance of getting the previous judg-
ment reversed. As to appeal by case
stated, that would go before the Supreme
Court, and the Judges would have got
the magistrate’s notes of the evidence
showing that the committing magistrate
had found certain faets proved ; so in
that case there would be a poor chance
of getting the judgment reversed. In
this form of appeal also there are many
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teclinicalities to be complied with be-
fore the appeal eould be heard, and it
would be difficult in some eases, if not
impossible,to have all these formalitiesat-
tended to properly, where solicitors were
not available. Some half-dozen elauses
in the Bill set forth sentences which
might be imposed under summary juris-
diction for stated offences, the power of
sentencing prisoners summarily being ex-
tended underthe Bill from 3 to 12 months.
Surely the paltry amount of money it
would cost the country to get juries and
to give a fair trial, as compared with the
faet that justice was now administered
by inexperienced magistrates performing
in most cases dual functions and not
trained in a legal sense, should not pre-
vent the right of appeal being given as
proposed in the clause.

On motion by the Colonial Secretary,
progress reported and leave given to sit
again.

ADJOURNMENT.
The House adjourned at B.17 o’clock,
until the next Tuesday.
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