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LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 

Tlwrsdccy, 10 September, 1885. 

Petition.- Customs Duties Rill-third rending.-Local 
Covcrnmcnt Act of 1R7H Amendment JElL-Beer 
Dnty Hill-commit.tee.-'rmvnsville Jetty Linc.
Adjourmnout. 

The SPEAKER took the chrLir at hoJf-past 
3 o'clock. 

PETITION. 
Mr. "NIACFARLANE presented n, petition 

signed by G7G of the members of the congregottions 
of the following Ipswich churches-St. Paul's 
Church of Engln,nd, \V eslcyan, Bn,ptist, Con
gregational, Presbyterian, and Primitive Metho-

dist-in favour of the Licensing Bill, especially 
the provisions rebting to lomtl option and Sunday 
closing; and mover! that it be read. 

C~uestion put and passed, and petition read l1y 
the Clerk. 

On the motion of l\lr. MACFAULA"0/E, the 
petition was received. 

CUSTO::\IS DUTIES DILT,-THIRD 
READ I?\ G. 

On the motion of the COLONIAL TTIT,A
SURE R (Hon. ,T. R Uickson), this llill wcts rea<l 
a third time, passed, and ordere<i to be trans
mitted to the Legislative Council for their con
currence, by n1essage in the usual forn1. 

LOCAL GOVERN:YIENT ACT Cll<' 1878 
.AMEKDi\IEKT BILL. 

On the motion of the PREMIJ~l1 (Hon. S.\V. 
Gl'if!1th), the Spen,ker left the chair, and the 
House went into Committee to consider the 
Leg!slative Council's me.,sage of elate the Uth 
instant relating to this Bill. 

The PHE;'.1IE:R said that two amendments 
had been mal le in the Bill by the Legisl::tti ve 
Council, one in clause 4 n,nd the other in cbnsc 
i'i. \Vhen those mnendments first came before 
that Committee they disagreed to them, and, as 
would be found in ''Vote:-; and Proceedings" for 
27th .. August, page D2, n,;.,signed ::LR the reason for 
their disagreement with respect to the amend
ment in clause 4 :-

" nocausc it is not expeclinnt to fix nn arbitrary limit 
to the period_ for which the time for the commencement 
of the payment of instalments upon snms horrmn:ll for 
the con:-.:trnction of watel'\vorks may be postponed." 
And added-

" 'l'he J,egislativc Assemhl~· offer this reason \vithont 
waiving their right to insist npon the further reason 
that the amendment relates entirdy to the public 
revenue" 

It was quite clear tlmt those amendments clirl 
interfere with the revenue. By the cbuse as 
it was carried by that House it was provided 
th>tt upon advancing a loan to a municipality for 
the constrnction of w:1terworks the Execnti vo 
G<lvernmcnt might postpone the time at which 
the instn,lrnents should begin to be payable in 
certain cases, s.nch as those where \vatenvorks 
would tn,ke a long time to construct. That of 
course would impose a, bnrden on the revenue to 
a certain extent -to the extent that the Loan Fund 
would not be recouped so soon, and further 
that the interest would not be paid so soon 
either: consequently the burden of the interest 
would fall on the people and not on the locr~l 
authority. It was therefore '" matter relating to 
revenue-a matter relating to the conditions 
on which money should be ]mid out of and 
repaid to the consolicbted revenue. However, 
for oLvious reasons the Committee did not 
mve that objection, but gave rmtsons why the 
amendment should be rejected on its merits, at 
the same time stating that they did not waive 
their right to insist on the further reason that 
the amendment related to the public revenue. 
That was the plan adopted on previous occasions 
under similar circumstances. He thought it was 
a usnal, almost an invariable thing, for the 
Legislative Council, while not waiving what 
they conceived to be their rights, to accept 
the view of the Legi.slative Assembly. In 
the present case, however, they had not clone 
so. The Committee had therefore to face 
the question broadly whether they woul<l 
fLCC]_uiesce in the LegiRlative Council a1nending tt 
monev Bill. The CJUestion had been raised in 
that Hon~e a goo(l 1nany tin1es. The pmlitjon, 
as he understood it, taken np by the other brn,nch 
of the Legislature, was this : thn,t they had a 
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written Constitution ; that in that Constitution 
it was expressly state<! that money Bills should 
originate in the J,e,;islative Assembly, and that 
there were no negative wordR in it prohibiting 
the Council from dcalinp; with money Bilk 
That \V:ts so, no donbt. There was nothing in 
the written law of Engbnd to prohibit the 
Honse of Lords from <lealing with money 
Bills, lmt in practice it had always been 
recognise<! that they had no snch right. 
He ditl not know where there was any in
sbnce in which a nominated House had ·been 
allowed by the elective House to interfere with 
money Bilh;. In sorne of the neighbouring colonie", 
there were elective Upper Hou;es, and the 
point had been taken that the rules of the 
Honse of Lords did not apply in such cases, 
because the Upper House was as much a repre
sentative House ns the I"egislative Assembly. 
That nr;;umont, of course, did not apply in this 
colony. The question, a,.; he had said, had been 
before the Parlinment of Queensland many times. 
It was fnlly discussed in 187D on the Divisional 
Boards Bill, which the Legislative Council pro
l""ecl to amend in some very important points, 
particulnrly with respect to the mode of rating 
property. The Assembly recognised thnt some 
of the amendments were improvements. Never
thcless, the hon. gentlemnn leading the Govern
ment at th,<t time, although he would have very 
much liked to hnYe accepted some of the 
amendments, IT'tlVed thnt they be disngreed to, 
and the motion was ~arried. The first instance 
he had found in which the privileges of the 
A'-sembly were strongly as~;erted occurred in 
18G4, when Mr. R. G. IV. Herbert led the House. 
He found in the " Votes and Proceedino:s" for 
that year that the Legislative Assembly con
si,Jered the question which hnrl now nrisen on nn 
amendment made bytheLt"gislativeCouncil intbe 
Grammar Schools A.ct Amendment Dill. Their 
amendmsnt was to the effect thnt the Govern
ment should he bound to establish grammar 
schools instead of being- at liberty to d0 so under 
certain conditions. ~'>..s the Act now stood the 
Government might establish a school in any 
locality when a certain amount of money had 
been mised by the inhabitants. The Legislative 
Council wnnted to make it imperative on the 
Government to do so, and proposed nn amend
ment to that effect. In the first instnnce the 
Assembly did not insist upon its privileges, 
but sent the following message on the lOth 
August, 1804 :-

"The Legirlative Assembly, having had under con
E:iaeration the Legislative Council's amendments in the 
Gra..mma..r Schools Act Amendment Bill, dbagrce to the 
amendments in orig'mal clause 1, because the cfftlct 
of such amendment would be to lend the Goyernmcnt 
to grant aid to any number of schools that might be 
established in the same district, although such schools 
might not be required; and they arc thcrdore injurions 
to the canse of education, and contrar_;· to the spirit of 
the Grammar Schools Act of 1860, which was intended 
to provide each district with one scllool oven to all 
religious Llcnomina tions.'' 
The Legislative Council insisted upon their 
nmenclment. Then on the 23rd August the fol
lowing message was transmitted to the Council 
by the Assembly, stating thnt they were-
" still unable to agree to those amendments, for the fol
lowing ren,sons, namely:-

" l. Because the gronnds of disagreement set forth in 
the message, of date the lOth instant, still appca,r to 
them, HJlOll further and more carcfnl deliberation, to be 
of full force. 

'' 2. lle<:>a.nse the amendments in question directly 
affect the privileges of this Honsc, iunsmuch as they 
lntl'JJOse to render it compulE:ory upon the Governor in 
Council, under certain eonditions, to make large cU~
bursements from the public revenue, and arc -clearly 
not of the character contemplated by the 2G3l'd Standing 
OrCler of this IIonsc, which defines the limitR within 
which this House will not insist on its privileges in 
regard to amendments mndc by the Legislative Council 
by way of money provisions to llil1s." 

The Legislative Council did not further insiot 
upon their amendments. He had not had time 
that day to senrch through nll the volumes 
of the "-votes and Proceedings," bnt he renlmn
bcred that during the Pnrliament elected in 1871, 
of which he was n member, the same question 
freq 11ently arose. Sir -"rthur Palmar wns then 
le:'Lder of the House, and no one more jealomly 
gnarded and maintained the privileges of thnt 
House than he did; he sometimes went rather 
far and cnrried it nlmost to an extreme. In 
187G, ho remembered very well, two Bills were 
sent up to the Legislative Council; one was 
n Bill to nmend the Stamp Duties Act, and the 
other was the K n\'ig-ation Dill. The first Bill 
wets hid nside at once on being amended by 
the Council, and in the btter the Legislntivo 
Council me~cle an amenclment, so far as his 
memory serveLl him, to alluw ships carrying 
con] only to be free from harbour dues. The 
amendment commanded itself to the Legislntive 
Ae.,emhly, who desiretl to adopt it, so they laitl 
the Bill aside and brought in a fresh one; they 
did not allow the former one to be mnenrled. 
The next cnee he would refee to was thnt of the 
Divisional Boards ~~et, in 1879, and which wns 
denlt with by the hrm. gentleman now nt the 
hencl of the Oppo;-ition, when it wns retnmed 
to the I"egislative Assembly. On the 22nd 
September, 1879, the Dill came back from the 
Legislntive Council with several amendments, 
nnd the first one' di,,agreed to were amendments 
altering the mode of rating to some extent. The 
Bill was returned to the Council with the follow
ing 1nes~nge, which a-ppeared in the "Votes and 
Proceedings" for 1879, page 377 :-

" Dbagrce to the amcndwcnts in elansc 5SI, because 
they interfere with the rightful control of the Legisla
tive Assembly overtaxation. 

"Disagree to the amendments in clan~c 59 for similar 
reasons to those given in relation to the amendments 
in clause 58. 

"Disagree to the amendments in elause 74 because 
they intCrfcrc with the rig·htf'ul control of the Legisla
tive Asscmblv over revenue." 
Those wer~ the reasons adopted by the Honso 
on the motion of Sir I'. Mdlwraith. The Legis
lative Council sent the Dill back on 'the 25th 
September, with the following message :-

"The Legislative Council, haying taken into considera
tion t.llc J.cgi~J:.Ltive Assembly's message relative to the 
nmenclmcnts made by the Legislative Council in the 
Div1sionall1oards BilL beg now to intimate that they 
insist upon their amendments in clauses 08, 59, and 74, 
bccam;e the reasons assigned by thei.~cgislative Assembly 
arc untenable, the r~cgislat.ive Conneil havmg fnll )JO'\Ycr 
under the Constitution Act of 1867 to vary the vrovi
sions of any Dill that may be snbmittcd to them for their 
consideration; and do not insi~t on those other amcn.d
ments to vi'l1ich the Legislative Assembly have ells
agreed.'' 
To that the following message was returned 
by this House on the motion of Sir 'l'homns 
Mcilwraith :-

,;The Lep;is1at.'rrc Assembly, having taken into consi
deration the message from the J,cgishtt.ivc Conneil 
insisting upon the amendments made in clauses 58. 50, 
and 71 of the Divisional Boards nill, on the gronnd tl1at 
the reasons aK'Iigncd for the r..egislativc Assembly's di:.
a(rreement arc untenable beg now to rc-nftlrm the 
n~1doubted right of this A~sembly, as the repre~entative 
brnnch of th8 Lcgislatnre, to control the tnxatlon of the 
colony. ·wHhout ndmitting the right of the T .. egislative 
Conneil to ret111ire any ren.son from the r .. egislative 
Ai<sembly other than that given a boTe, it ii' the duty of 
the I.~cg-islative Assembly to insist fnrther on disagreeing 
with the ameudments in clauses 58, 5U, and 7-.1." 

Some furtber rensons were nlso given, >tnd the 
hon. uentleman went fully into the subject nnd 
quote~! from "May." He would read the quotn
tions the hon. gentleman used; he had compared 
them with the latest edition of ":iYiay" and 
they nppeared to be just the same:-

,, r_rhe legal l'ight of the Commons to originate grants 
ca.nnot be more distinctly recog11iRed tlutn by theRe 
various proceedings; and to this right alone the claim 
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appears to lmvc been confined for nearly 300 years. 
'rho IJords ·were not originally precluded from amcndiug 
Bills of snpply; for there are numerous cases in the 
journals in which Lords' amendments to snch Bills \vcro 
agreed to; bnt in 1671 the Commons advanced their 
claim somewhat further b.l rcsolYing.nem. con.,' 'fhat 
in all aids giYen to the King by the Commons the rate 
or tax ong-ht not to be altered;' and in 1678 their claim 
was urged so fnr as to e"\elndc the Lords fmm aH 
po-..Ycr of amending Bilb of snpply. On the :3rd 
of ,July, in that year, they resol-ved, 'That all ai.tls 
und .supplies, and aitls to Ili~ }lajesty in l!arlia
mcnt.. arc the sole gift of the Commons; and all Bills 
for the granting oX any sw~h aids and supplies onght. 
to begin wit.h the Commons; and that it is the nu
donl)tcd and sole right of the Commons to direct, 
limit. and appoint in such Bills the curls, pnrpose1.1, 
con:..;idcrations, cmH1itions, limitations, and quali1i
cations of such grants-,vhich ought not to he chang8d 
or altered by the House of Lords.' 

"lt is upon this latter resolution that all proceeding.-; 
between the two Hon_.;;c:'l in matter:'\ of supply arc now 
founded. 'l'ho vrinclple is aeqniescc<l in by the r .. orCls, 
aml, except in cases where it is dillicult to determine 
whether a matter hl' strictly one of snppl3' or not, no 
serious dilferonco can well ari5e. The Lonls rarely attempt 
to make any but Yerhal alterations, in which the sen~c 
or intention is not affected; and even in regard to 
these, "\Yhen the Commons ha:v,) ac«"'eptod them, they 
haYe marlc special entries in theil· journal, recorcli11g 
the eharacter and object of the amendments, and their 
reasons for agreeing to them." 

That had been the practice in Queensland since 
lSGZ\. Merely verbal alterations had been 
assentecl to; they could always accept amend
ments of that kind. 

"So stl'ictly is the principle observed in all matters 
affecting the public revenues that, whore Cf:rtain ]Jay
mcnts have been directed. by a Bill t.o be made into ~Ln<l 
out of the consolirhtted fund, the Commons have rcfu:;;ecl 
to permit the Lords to insert a clause providin~ that 
such payments should be made under the same regula
tions as were applicable by law to other similar pay
ments.'' 
That was very similar to the case before them. 

"In Bills not confined to matters of rtid or taxation, 
but iu which pecuniary burthens are imposed upon the 
people, the Lords may make any amendments, provided 
they d.o not alter the intention of the Commons with 
regnrd to the amount of the rate or cluuge whether b.v 
increase or rednction; its durnt.ion, its mocle of as"'ess
ment. levy. collection, appropriation, or management; 
or the persons who shall pay, receive, manage, or control 
it ; or the limits within which it is pr0110sed to be 
levied.'' 

The amendment they were considering violated 
all those conditions. Then again-

" As illn.strat.ive of the strictness of this exclusion, 
it may be mentioned that the J,ords have not been per
mitted to make compensation to officers of the Court. of 
Chancery out of the suitors' fnud. nor to amend a 
clnnF~e prescribing the order in which charges on the 
revenue of a colony should be paid. But all Bills of 
that class must originate in the Commons ; ns that 
House will not agree to any provisions which im110se a 
charge of any description upon the people, jf sent dmvn 
from the Lor(ls, but will order the Bills containing them 
to be lnid aside. Neither will they permit the LOrds to 
insert any provisions of that nature in Bills sent up from 
the Commons; but will disagree to the amendments, 
and insist in their disagreement: or acconling to more 
recent usage, will lay the Bills aRide ~tt once." 

''In cases "\Vherc amendments have affected charp:cs 
upon the people incidentally only, and have not been 
made with that object, they have been agreed to. So, 
also, where a, whole clause, or series of clauses, has been 
omitted by the Lords, which, though relating to a 
clmrge and not admitting of amendment, yet conrernecl 
a s;ubject se1mrable from the general objects of the 
Bill." 
Aft.er making tho'e rruotations, and some others 
which he woulcl not read, the hon. gentleman 
said:-

" Under these resolutions the power of the Commons 
was clearly laid down, and anyone looking at the amrncl
mcnts made on this Bill in the other Chamber ·would 
sec nt once that it \vas an infringement of those rnles. He 
had referred to sufficient authority to make it verY clear 
that it would be inconsistent foi- that House to ·permit 
the other House to aJter a Bill of this character, 
especially in a clause directly relating to taxation. 'rhe 
point had been raised before in the J .. cgislativc Assembly, 

when they refused to assent to the other Chnmher to 
alter Bills· imposing taxes or the incnm.:'ie of taxatic,n. 
He moved that the amendment be disagreed to.'' 
The matter was cliRcussed further, and the point 
was mised by him (the Premier), whether the 
rule applied to merely local taxation, and 
the hon. gentleman showed by further quotations 
that it applied to local taxation as well '" to 
payments into the consolidated revenue. He 
at once admitted the authorities quoted l>y 
the hrm. gentleman anrl by the them hon. 
member for Bowen (:\Ir. Beor) as conelnsivc. 
Sir Thmmts Mcilwraith then rruotcd from 
" Dwn.rris," another high authority on practice in 
these matters. He •nmld read the rruotation, 
which wa,s cont~1ined in Hawmnl at page 1775, 
and was as followed:-

" 'rhe following propositions are supposed by .Jir. 
Hatscll to contain IH\ll'ly t.hr whole of the Commons' 
undcnialJle pretensions :~ 

''First: 'l'hat. in llills ot aid a.ml s lpply, ft~ the T .. or1ls 
cannot begin them. so they f'annot make any a.Her:ttious 
either as to the (1un.utmn of the rate or the disposilion 
of it; or, indeed. anT amendment whatsoever, ex(~ept 
in COlTCcting Ycrbal or literal mistakes: and even tlw:w 
the HonsP of Commons direct to be entered ~venially in 
their journals that the nature of the amendments m:t:v 
a11pear, and that no argument prejudicial to t.hcit· 
privileges may be hcrcrtftcr drawn from their havlng 
agreed to such amenrlments. 

H Secondly : 'l'lmt in Bills \Vhieh are 11ot for the 
Rpocial Grant of Snpply, but which, howC\'01'. impo~c 
peennia.ry bnrthcns upon the people-such as Bills for 
turnpike roacls, for nasigatioll, for paving, for 
managing the JlOOr, etc., for which purposes tolls and 
rates must be ~·.ollcek'd ; in these, though the Lonls 
mas make amendments, these amendments must not 
mal\:e any alteration in the quantum of the toll or rate, 
in the disposition or dnratiou of it, Ol' in the 11ersons, 
comll!issiOllers, or collectors appointrd to manage it. 
In all the other parts and elauses of these Bills, not 
relative to any of thQsC matters, the Commons have not 
objected to the Lords making altcnLtions or ameud
ments. 

"'rhirdly: \Yhere the Bill, or the amendments nutde by 
the r .. ords, nppenr to he of a nature which, though not 
immctUatoly, yet in their consC({Ucnccs, will bring a 
charge upon the pcoplf', the Commons hnvP denied the 
right of the Lords to make suell nmcndmcnts, antl the 
Lords llaYe acqniesecd. 

"J .. nd, la,sLly: The Commons assert that the r~ords have 
no right to jnsert in n Bill peenniary penalties or for
feitures, or to alter the a11plieatiou or distribution of 
the peenniar~' penalties or forfcitures which have been 
inserted by the Commons.'' 

Next, J\fr. Beor, who was then member for Bowen, 
qnoted a passag·e also from "J\Iay " which was 
relevant, and which he would read. It was 
qnotecl on page 1777 of Hansrtnl, and rebted to 
the :\Iunicipal Corporations of Ireland Act, and 
was as followed :-

" J,ord John Rnssell said that, lJeforc he proceeded to 
call the attention of the House to the Lords' amend
ments to this Bill generally, he wished to have the 
ovinion of the Chair upon one of tlH'lll in particular. 
The Bill, as it had passed the Commons, contained 
clause'"' giving certain powers which were hitherto 
exereisecl by the gra.nd juries in Ireland to the mnni
CilJHl bodies instituted or reformed by the Bill. It 
appcarerl that the House of Lords had struek ont those 
clauses. whereby in effect those ]JO\vers hitherto exor
cise(\ by grand juries, which \YOre taxing powers, ancl 
powers of levying money, were continued to those 
grand juries, n.s they h1Ml by law hitherto exercised 
them. 'rhat was exactly the nature and effect of the 
Lords' amendment; nnd without offering any opinion 
upon t.he (ruestion. he should be glad to hear the 
opinion of the Chair before he proceeded to propose any 
further stens. 

"'l'he Spe.nker :-;aid that, if he correctly understood 
the question. it had refcrenru t0 tbo~<e elanscs in the 
Bill which transfcrrerl certain pcnvers of ta.xa.tion hc\(l 
uncter the existing Jn1v, by the grand juries of the 
se,mra.l eonnties in Ireland, to the uc"\vly created 
conndls in the p1·oposcd municipal boronghs, the 
J,onls' mnmlflment upon which he did not think the 
IIonse of Commo11s eonld agTce to. It had ahY~L~Ys been 
most jenJons of a.ny interference on the part of the 
other House in cases of thifl dm;cription. It did not 
even allow the House of r~orcls to change the name of 
a single trustee in a 'rurnpike Bill. If n Bill pa.ssed 
the Commons for the collection of r~Ltes, it neYer 
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consented. and never wonhl consent, to n.ny altm·ation 
being made by the other House respecting the body 
which was to ha.vc the control of those rates. Heap
prehended, tlwl'eforc, tllat the Comm(\ns having de
cided that thc~c wnvcrs of ta-xa.tion ,..,-ere hPreaJter to 
he excrei.,oi}d hy the nc\V municipal eonndls, ancl the 
Ironsc of Lords havin.~ so amcndell the Bill as to re
transfer those pmym·s to the gTand jm·ies of the 
conntic~ in Trel:mtl. that the House of Comlllons eonld 
not, consistently with the J>l.)pCl' mmntcnnncc of its 
pl'ivilegc.:;, agree to that amendment." 
,.-fhe n1otion '\V::tH, of conrse, cal'ricd unn.nirnously. 
Later on there was an amendment on the 74th 
clamo, which dealt with the conditions on which 
loans were to be repaid-a, precisely analogous 
amendment to the one now in quw,,tion. The then 
Premier m overt that the amendment in the 74th 
clan~e b8 agreed to, but expressecl a doubt as to 
whether the amendment waH not open to the 
se>me objection ns the previous ,1mendments, ancl 
remarked that, if it Wl1S not objectionnble on 
constitutional g-rounds, he would like to see it 
passed. He (Mr. Griffith) then pointed out 
that the clause referred to money lent 
to corvorations out of revenue, and pro
vided in what W<ty the deutors should repay 
the loan, and was, therefore, decidedly dealing 
with the consolidated revenue. The hon. gentle
man OJ'l''"ite then admitted that it was "'' 
and moved that the amendment be dis>~greed to, 
and the message wa,, sent up which he had read 
just now. He might say that nobody raised a 
voice in that House in support of the privileges 
or so-called rig-hts of the Legislative Conneil. 
On the 2i)th September, when they sent clown 
their message asserting their right to deal with 
money BillR, the hon. gentleman then at tho 
hoad of the Government st~id :-

"·when the House tlisagrccd with the amendments in 
these clan~es sent down by the other Chamber, they 
gave a~ their reason that they had Lhc constitutional 
rig-ht to have ~ole control of the taxation of the colony. 
rnmt was considered by the As~emlJly a t<nfllcient. reason 
to send back to the other Oluunber. It ha~ raisul a 
qum;tion which hns hccn loug in di.;;pnte between the 
two Chambers. and which ha~ neYer been hronght to 
the point at whic~h a final dechion can lJC a.niYed at. lt 
rcm:-tins now as unsettled as it was before. 'rlle posi· 
tion, hO\"\·ever, to 'vhieh it is ln·onght by the mcss:1ge 
we have now receiv(~d frmn the other Cham1Jer leaYes 
it in thl~ way-that the Government arc ll()W forC'cd to 
one of three nltcrnatiyes: either to send bacJ.;: another 
mcs~:tge giving further opportHnity for the considcra· 
tion of these amendments ln· the other Chambt:r, 
or to withdraw the Bill altoiiethcr, or to insist on 
onr right.;;; exactly in the forms we ha:vc sent up be
fore. I think myself a conr::-;o mig-ht have l)ccn adopted 
by the other OhmulJer whieh ·would lla\·e vrc"ervecl all 
their rights, lca.-dng the qnc~tion \vlwre it was, nnd not 
force npon ns the other alternative, if \YC pa'-" the Bill, 
of n<lmittin,~ at the :-;al!le time the ll'.'il1L'iplc that the 
other Chamber llad a rigllt to interfere in any Bill eon
ccruing the taxation of tlle colony. I c;muJt pos::;ilJly 
a~k thi~ House-for it, is a;2;ainst all it~ pridlcgcs, and 
which it must nphold in its 011~n behalf-to admit that 
the other Chamber haYc the right to intert'ere with 
]~ills regulating- the taxation of the colony. '1\1 accept 
thc~e :unenclments wonld he to m:tke that actmission. 
'l'o have given reaf'-011'3 apart from the reasons we gave 
why the Couneil should not make these amendments 
wonld be admitting tile prineiplc thnt they had the 
right to interfere. I did expc~t and hope that the 
Council would have ado11tcd conciliatory measures." 
The hon. gentlemrm went on to say:-

" 1Ve have alwaYs insisted that 've have the exclusive 
right of bLxation; and they have insisted upon their 
ri~ht to alter any of the clauses of Bills sent to that 
Chamber.'' 

He then moved that the amendments be dis
agreed to, but as no additional reasons were 
given on the first occasion the hon. gentleman 
read further reasons on that occ.tsion, as he had 
already pointed out. Todd, in his book upon" l'ar
liarncntilry (i-overnn1entin the Colonies," at page 
477, dealt with the subject. He said:-

" 'f1he Victorian Const.itntion Act of 18-'55, sec. 56, and 
the British :Xorth America .let, 18Gi, sec. 5B, severally 
doelarc that 'Bills for a.pprovriating auy tntrt o£ the 
public revenue, or for imposing any tax or impost shall 
originate in the [Assembly or] House of Commons.'" 

It was exactly the same with their own Honse : 
"Xo fnrtlier cle11nition of the relative powers of thP. 

two Jinnscs is ordinarii\· made hv fi.ll\' statute. l~nt 
consiitntional practice 'goes mnnll fur.ther than this. 
It jnstifie.;. tlle claim of tl10 Ill!llBl'in.l Honsc of 
C0mmolls nnd h_,. parit,,· of rcasouing of all l'C].Il'O· 

sent.ative Dlmmber-:; framed a£lcr the model of that 
Honf<.d to a g-eneral coutrol ovcl' pnblic revcnno 
nwl extJenllitnrc, a control 1vl1ieh had been :mtlwri
tativcly de lined in the following words: 'All nirls anrl 
snpplio;;;. awl to His ::\fnje~ty in l)arliamcnt. are the 
snlt~ gift of t.he and it is the untloubtctl antl 
sole ri;2:ht of the Connnons lo direct, lilnit, and appoint 
in sur~h Hill;;; the enrls. lllll']Joses, considerations. con
ditions, limitation~. and qunlifieations of sneh g1·ants, 
whir·h ouuht not to be cha,l{!ed o;~ ah:·'i'ed by the Jlot~.'fe qf 
Lo;~ds.' 

''This parliamcntar.Y principle, moreover, lws l:locn 
gc1wrally, if not nniym·~:tll~·, admitted in all seif
goYCrrlill~ British colonies. by t.he a.tloption in both 
J_j-',!;i:-:latin• Chnmhm·s of :)t.anding Orclers which re!"er to 
the ruks. forllls, n,,Lgcs, :md practices of the Imperial 
rarlinment as the ;.;nide to eaelllionse in c:~.ses unpro
viflctl for 11y local rcg·nlation~." 
He then pointed out tlmt-

" In 1"··72, a tlificrmwc arnsc betw-een the two Houses 
of the :\'ew Zunlan<l U;r:;islat.ure, a~ to tile statutory 
righL of the Lc~islative Conneil to amend Tiills of 
~1l1lllly.'' 

The question Wl1s Ruhmitter1 to Lord Coleridg·e, 
and to the late ::iir George .T esse!, one of the 
most eminent of lawyers. They g'we the fol
lovi'ing opinion upon the case:~ 

"·we arc of opinion that. the Parliamcntmy P6vileges 
.Act of l8G'5 ''-

which \\"l1R an Act declaring that eacl\ House 
should h>~ve the smne privileges as the House of 
Lords and the House of Commons respectively
" doe.-; not (~on fer on the Legislative Conncil any larger 
pmYers in thi~ respect than it woul<l otherwise have 

\Ve thiuh: that tltis Aet. 'vas not inten!led to 
nw1 lli<l not atfeet the legislative powers of either 

Hon;;;c~ of the Legislature in ~8\Y Zealand. 
""·e t.l1iuk tllat the claim~ of the IIon~e of R.oprcsen

tnti,·es. contained in their message to the r,egislativc 
Conncil, arc well fonncled: subject, of eonrse, to the 
limitntion~ th:tt the fJl'gislative Conucil ha\·e a perfect 
right iu an.v Hill pa~scd by the House of Rcproseutativcs 
havin:.; for its object to ntry the Huma.gement or appro
lJl'ia.tion of money vrescribecl by an J.ct. of the vrcvions 
sF.;;:-ion.'' 

A little further on the writer adcled :-
" rl'llC relative rights of both Houses in matters of 

aid and snpvly must l>e detm·mined, in every British 
colon~·, by the :tst~ertained rules of British constitutional 
praetice. 'l'hc local Ads ntJon the subject must be 
construe ... l in conformity \Vith that practice wllererer 
the Imperial policy is thr accepted guide. A claim .on 
tlte part of a Colonial Upper Chamber to the pos:;:es~wn 
or eqnal rights with the Assembly to _:nnud n money 
Jiill would be incon~istent with the anment and nndmu
n.hle r0ntrol wllich h; exercised by the Imperial House 
of Commons over all fimmcialmeasnrcs. It is, therefore, 
hn1Jo~<sihle to concede to an Upper Chamber the ~ight of 
amending a money Bill upon the mere autbonty of a. 
local statute, \V hen such Aet. admits of being construed 
in accordance with t.he wcli-nnderstood laws and usages 
of the Impcriall'a.rhament." 
The same principle had been adopted in 
Canada. Before the Dominion Parliament WltH 

esbtblished various attempts were made by tho 
Council;; of the Provinces to interfere with money 
Bills; and, after giving a history of them, Mr. 
Bourinot, who is the Clerk of the House of Com
mons in Canada, in his work on " Parliamentary 
Proceedings andPmctice,"Rummed up the matter. 
It must be remembered that constitutional gov
ernment had lJeen practised longer in Uanada 
than anywhere else, excepting in one of the IV est 
India Islands. Mr. Bourinot said :-

"Since 1R70 no attcm.pt.-has been made in the Senate 
to thro1v ont a tax or mono~· Bill. The principle appear~ to 
be 1Yt:1l nndcrstood, and acknO\\'lcd~od on all side"', that 
the Fpper Chamber ha~ no right to make any material 
amendment in such a Hill, but- shouW cordlne itself to 
mere Y...;rbal or literal corrections. Withont, a11nndon
ing their ahstnLct claim to reject a money or tax Dill 
when they feel they arc warranted hy the 1mhlic 
necessities in resortlng to ~o extreme anrt. haz~ndou~ n 
measure, the Senate are now practically guided by the 
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same principle whic"t obtained with the House of Lords. 
and ac(tuiesce iu all those measures of taxation and 
supply which the majority in the House of Commons 
lunre sent down to them for their H::,'~ent as a co-ordinate 
branch of the Legislature. The Commous, on the other 
h:md, acknowledge the constitutional right of lhc 
Senate to be consulted on all matters of public 110licy. 

"As an illustration of the de.;; ire of the Senate to 
Jmcp closely "iVithin their constitntlonal fnnction~, "iVO 

may refer to the fact that that House has declined to 
appoint a committee to examine and report on the pub
lie aceonuts, on the ground that "iVhilo the Senate could 
properly apvoint a committee for a specific pnrpose~ 
that is, to iuqniro into particular items of expenditure 
-they could not nominrtto a eommittce lil\.e that of the 
Commons to deal with the general accounts nnd expen
diture of the Dominion-a. suhject within the jnrisdic
tion of the Jjower House, ·where all expcnCl.iturc'~ are 
initiated. It is legitimate, however, for the Senate to 
institute inquiries lJy their O"\Yll co1mnitwes into ccr~ 
tain matters or qncstions "\Yhich involye tho expendi
ture of public money. But the committee should not 
report recommfllFling the payment of a speeHic sum of 
money, hut should confine themselYcs ton general ex
pression of opinion on the subject referred to them." 

That was the practice in Canada; and the clause 
of the Constitution Act of British North) .. merica 
referring to the subject wns in precisely the same 
language as the 2nd section of the Queensland 
Constitution Act of 1867, providing tlmt money 
Bills must originate in the Legishttive Assembly. 
He had preferred to C[Uote authorities on the 
present occo,sion because they would cnrry more 
'veight than a discussion of the nmtter frorn an 
abstract point of dew. He did not intend to 
discLJSS the merits of the amendment nt all ; and 
he would propose that the amendment of the 
Legislative Council be disagreed to for the follow
ing reason:-

Bec·:n1sc it is the undoubtecl and sole right of the 
Ijegislative Assembly to determine and alJ'pOint the 
purposes, conditions, limitations, and qnn.lHieatlons of 
grants of money from the consolidated rcvcunc, and the 
amendment of the I.Jegislative Council relates wholly to 
the conditions under which such grants may be made 
to municipalities fur waterwork~. 
The Assembly had already given other reasons, 
bnt they had not been accepted ns satisbctory. 
He trusted, however, that wiser counsels would 
prevail, and that the other Chnmber wonld not 
reject a really valuable measure which would be 
a great benefit to many mnnicipalities, simply on 
that ground. As he hnd said, he did not propose 
to discuss the merits of the amendment; and as to 
the reasons urged for them, he confessed he did 
not understand what they mennt. He movecl-

r.l'hat this House insists on ib• disagreement to the 
amendment of the I~cgislative Council in dause 4. 

The Ho~. Sm T. MciL WnAITH said the 
hon. gentle1na.n had taken a very ingenious 'vay 
to secure the unnnimity of the Chamber on the 
subject in dispute, by rrtwting almost verbatim 
the speech which he (Sir T. Mci!wraith) made, 
on what he said was a similar rruestion, in 1870. 
He did not think it was a similar C[Uestion, and 
on that point would arise any objection he had 
to the proposition that had just been made by the 
Premier. The case in 1879 wns very different. 
The dispute thennrose over the Divisional Boards 
Bill, in which provision was made for the 
taxation of property in various shapes. The 
Council sent the Rill back with amendments 
wh~ch altered the incidence of taxation, increas
ing it in many cases, and imposing tnxation on 
properties which, when the Bill was sent up to 
them, were exempt. · Thnt was clearly and 
definitely an infringement of the rights of the 
House of Assembly, as they had always been 
advocated in that Chamber. The case in which 
they differed at the pr·esent time from the I,egis. 
lntivo Council wns somewhat dirferent. A Bill 
hltd been introduced under which the Govern
ment could, under certain conditions, lend money 
to municipalities. An unlimited power was 
given to the Government by the Dill to extend 
the time during which they should not insist 

1885-2 s 

on the principal and interest being repaid. The 
Council insisted that that privilege should not 
be given to the Government for a longer period 
than five years. Of course that did interfere 
with the exclusive right of the Assembly to deal 
with all the financial matters of the colony ; but 
so would interfering with the smallest clause in 
the most insi,nificant Wlty of the Dill before them. 
He snid that"the interference of the Council with 
the Assembly's mnnagement of the finances of 
the colony was so rem~Jte that it should be en
tirely covered by the power thnt was cordially 
granted to that Chamber to deal generally with 
subjects that came before the Assembly. He 
did not believe that it interfered with the right 
they had nlways exercisi'd in that House. To 
show that it was a matter of importnnoe to 
consider the particular cnse upon which they 
took their stand, the action tnken by the hon. 
gentleman himself when he (Sir T. Mci!wraith) 
opposed the Council in 1879 would give the 
Committee considerable informntion. After he 
hnd made his speech, giving all the precedents 
that he could C[Uote from all the authorities 
he knew, in support of rejecting the Council's 
amendments-all of which the l'remier ha.cl read 
that afternoon-the hon. gentleman, who was at 
that time in opJll'"ition, in reply said that not 
one of the cases C[Uoted applied nt all. Of course 
he argued that matter purely as a lawyer, and n.t 
that time he opposed what he (Sir T.Mci!wraith) 
did. After he had made his speech, anrl given 
quotations to enforce his !trgument, the hon. 
gentleman met him by saying :-

"He should be alwars one of the first to maintain the 
privHc,2;cs of t1mt Hoi1se- that it had the exclusive 
rir.rht to deal with all matters of supply; but he did not 
utiul\. it wonld be 'vi se to attempt to extend their claims 
bcnmd what lHLcl been conceded in Great Britain, and 
at -P1'C8ent he "\Yas unable to sec that the authorities 
cited by the hon. gentleman at the hr:.ad of the Govern
ment applied to this Bill, which wns one relating to 
loe<tl government, where the taxes did not go into the 
eonsolidatcd reTenne. If an:v authority could be found 
for tlmt view he should glactly snpport the hon. gentle
man, but he hacl not been able to find any." 

flubsef[uently, the Speaker, Mr. King, found 
some nnthorities on the point, upon which the 
hon. gentlemm1 (:!\fr. Griftith) withdrew . his 
ovposition to the motion he (Sir T. Mcllwralth) 
had moved, and supported it. The point he 
(Sir T. l\Icllwraith) wished to enforce was this: 
that it depended entirely upon the particular 
point upon which they disagreed with the 
Council. As he had pointed out, after nil the 
C[Uotations had been ren,d, the present l'remier 
disagreed simply because the cases did not apply 
to that particular cnse in point-namely, cases 
in which local taxation was enforced. He held 
that none of the cases C[uoted by the l'remier 
applied at all, except some very wide claims 
which were not applicable to the circumstances 
of the case. The case wns one in which the Gov
ermnent lent money to corporations, and accord· 
ing to the clauses in the Bill the Government, 
when they lent money, could so far relax the 
statute under which it had been granted 
as to refrain from asking for payment 
of principal or interest indefinitely. The 
Council then stepped in and circumscribed 
the time during which that power should be 
exercised to five years. He held that that 
amendment was too remote to come within the 
scope of any of the quotntions that had been 
given. There was another point. Of course 
hon. members understood that, while the 
Chamber had been claiming its rights all along, 
the Conncil had been doing the same, and 
nothing had be8n conceded by either. The 
question stood exactly ns it did before. If 
the hon. gentleman saw any probability 
or possibility of bringing the matter to n 
conclusion - that was, to get the other 
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Chamber to agree to some compromise by 
which the specific rights of each House 
would be clearly laid d~wn-then he could see 
the object of the action taken by him; but the 
alternatives before them were very clear. If 
they insisted on disagreeing with the arnencl
ment the Bill would be sent bctek to the other 
House and would simply be laid aside, and the 
Government would lose their Bill. He t.hought 
himself that the matter was too small to give 
rise to serious difficulty. If ever they did come 
to an agreement with the Upper House on the 
question of the exclusive power of the Assembly 
over the fimmce.s he had not the slightest doubt 
that they would be granted, by the consent of the 
Assembly, general privileges which would allow 
them to interfere with clauses of that kind. 

The PRE::YHER : I am sure they will not. 
The HoN. Sm T. MciL WRAITH : He 

believed they would, and he thought that it 
would be a good thing for the colony if they had 
that power, believing as he did that if that 
Chamber had the whole control of the taxation 
and expenditure of the colony the other House 
oug·ht to have the same general powers to allow 
them to interfere specifically with clauses of 
Bills which otherwise applied to money. He 
believed that that would be granted. ·At all 
events the position of the Government, he took 
it, was that they chose to throw their Bill over
board rather than concede what, according to 
the opinion of the Premier, had already been 
conceded pretty often. The hon. gentleman 
contended in 1879 that he (Sir T. Mcilwraith) 
conceded to the Upper House the right to interfere 
with money Bills becn,use he gave a reason. 

The PREMIER: No. 
'The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH: 'rhat was 

the ground taken up by the hon. member. The 
other House made an amendment in a Bill, and 
claimed that they had the right to interfere with 
it. The Assembly insisted that they had not, 
and gave an additional reason outside the general 
reason tlutt had been given already-that the 
Council had no right to interfere. The hon. 
gentleman then insisted that the very fact of 
giving that reason put aside the claim of the 
Assembly to their rights. In reply to the speech 
in which he (Sir T. Mcllwmith) moved his 
amendment the hon. member said:-

"If this message is to be sent in its prOIJosed form 
it mcnns plainly enough that this House, while it 
re-affirms its right, does not insist on the reason it 
previously alleged, but relics upon the other reasor,_s 
mentioned in the 1nessage. It asserts the bare fact that 
we insist upon our rights, but it give:;; quite another 
reason for insisting upon the disagreement to the 
amendments. I can undm·stand that the other branch 
of the Legislature will be well satisfied indeed if we 
make this idle as~ertion of onr rights and at the same 
time give the reasons we here offer for ou1· disagreement. 
If these reasons had been given a.t first it would have 
been different. Xow that there is likely to be some 
entanglement, the Government practically recede from 
the reasons they gave before. I should he ready 
to agree to the motion before the Committee, 
but I do trust we shall make some alteration in the 
proposed message, in order that it may not be sup
posed we have abandoned our exclusive right to deal 
with taxation. Talk about mnking a dangerous prece
dent! This would be a dangerous one indeed. It is 
our duty to insist on onr disagreement, but not to recede 
from t11ose reasons which we first gave. Perhaps, how
ever, I have misunderstood the hon. gentleman. His 
observations did not aiJpear to point fo such a course 
as is proposed to be adopted in sending this message ; 
bnt, considering the form of message a~ drafted, I 
cannot come to any other concltu;ion than that which 
I have stated-that the Government ::ue willing, for the 
sake of peace, to give up the rights of this Honse." 
Now, a precedent was made. His (Sir T. 
Mcllwraith's) motion was carried exactly in the 
form in which he put it before the House, so 
that so far from the precedent being in favour of 
the stringent enforcement of the supposed rights 

it was against them, because in that case, accord
ing to the contention of the hem. gentleman him
self, that House had receded from its rig·hts and 
actually g:1ve reasons. He did not think the 
amendment was worth the trouble the hon. 
gentleman seemed to be taking over it. It was 
not of sufficient. importance to hang a dispute on. 
If he (the Premier) was going to have a dispute 
with the other Chamber no rloubt he would have 
plenty of opportunities before many sessions were 
over. 

The PRKi\IIER sai<l he thought the hon. 
! gentleman had smtrcely apprehended what he 

(the Premier) had said with respect to giving 
reasons. The usual practice of the House of 
Commons and of that House was not to insist 
upon their rights in the first instance, unless in 
the case of a very glaring violation. ·where 
tlw matter was on the border line the practice 
was not to insist upon their rights, but, while 
carefully guarding their y,rivileges, to offer sorne 
reason which might besutficientto induce the other 
House tu alter its views on the merits of the case. 
That was the course he thoug·ht the hon. mem
ber ought to have taken in 1879 ; but instead of 
doing that he insisted on the privileges first and 
gave other reasons afterwards. That seen1ed an 
inven<ion of the proper order. They now first 
gcwe their reasons, stating that the House did 
not waive their priYilegE:s, and then afterwards 
they insisted on their privileges. As the Bill 
stood the Government might postpone indefi-

1 nitely the time within which the money must 
· be repaid into the consolidated revenue by 

the municipal council. By the amendment 
of the Council tlutt period wn,s limited to 
a certain time. If that was not dealing with 
the consolirlated revenue he die! not know what 
was. In 1879 the Divisional Boards Bill, when 
sent up to the Council, provided that the 
Govern1nent rnight advance n1oney to divisional 
boards not exceeding a certain fLmount, which 
was to be expended in reproductive works. The 
Council added a proviso :-

"Such moneys shall be repaid to the Colonial rrrea
surer by such number of equal annual instalments, not 
excecdi11g thirty.. as the Governor in Council shn.ll 
speeify at the time such moneys are advanced, but the 
Governor in Couneilmav, if he think fit, authorise the 
postponement of the ~payment of any instalment 
becoming c1ne within the first three years for a period 
not exceeding two years." 

'rhe other chief amendments consisted of striking 
out the word "mines" from the list of exemptions 
from ratable property, and a slight variation in 
the mode of estimating the value of ratable 
property. He believed both sides of the House 
then thought the amendments were improve
ments. He would not express any opinion as to 
whether the present amendment would be an 
improvement or not. 

'i'he HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said the 
hon. member was wrong in thinking that the 
House in 1879 approved of the amendments ; 
and he was 'vrong in under-e~tin1ating the very 
great importance of the amendments made by the 
Upper House, such for instance as the omission 
of the word "mines" from a certain schedule, 
which had the effect of imposing a ridiculous 
additional taxation on all the mines ofthe colony. 
The other mnenclments lmd the effect of altering 
the amount of taxation paid by different incli
viduals, and also of altering the number of 
persons who came und<'r the taxation clauses. 
That was a very different case from the present 
amendments. 

The PREMIER said he did not intend to say 
that the House approved of the amendment about 
the mines, but it did approve of those providing 
for repayment in a certain number of years and 
defining the basis on which country lands should 
he rated, 
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The COLONIAL TREASURER said it was 
beside the question to consider whether the 
Council's amendment was beneficial or not ; the 
f]Uestion was whether it was in contravention of 
the privileges of the Assembly with regard to 
matters connected with the revenue and taxation 
of the colony. He remembered that in the 
N :wigation Bill of 187G the Council introduced 
an amendment whereby outward-bound ves"cls 
carrying coal were relieved of half pilotage. 
That was not a bad amendment. bec:tnse it 
encouraged the exportation of one ,;f the natural 
products of the colony ; but seeing it directly 
affected the consoJi,bted revenue it was disallowed 
by the Assembly. There was not the slightest 
doubt that the Council's am0ndment before 
them affected both the revenue and the t:.xation 
of the colony. According to the original clause 
an Order in Conncil might be issued deferring 
the imposition of a special loan rate for an indefi
nite period, and by the Council's amenclment 
the collection of that mte must be made within 
a period not exceeding five year,;. That was 
distinctly interfering with the principles of 
local tax<ttion and also with the consolidated 
revenue. On th;tt g-round alone it was their duty 
to mainte~in the privileges of the House. He h"d 
imagined that the hem. member for :\Inlg-rave, who 
in 1H7U had stood np as the champion of their 
privileges, would have given his cordictl support 
to the action of the hon. the Premier, who had 
very clearly anti explicitly !:.id before the House 
the history of the Chamber in resisting similar 
action on the part of the, other Chamber. They 
were not seeking any quctrrel with the Upper 
House, but they were merely standing up for their 
pri,·ileges, and he smv no reason why they should 
recede from the position they had very properly 
taken up in maintaining those privileges. 

Question put and passed. 

The PREMIER said he confessed the other 
amendment was on the border line ; but the 
reasons offered by the Legislative Council cmn
mended themselves to him as being very good 
ones-

" Recnnsc, in most insta.n0f$, the waterworks will 
extend beyond the limits of the mnnicipalit~', aud 
water rates \Vill be levied on persons beyond the 
municipal 1Jotmdary, and it would he ineqnitalllc to 
divert any snrplns to other pnrpo~c~, than those for 
which tlle loan wns orig-inally obtained, or to works 
\Vhieh wonl(t not be for the beuefit of the \vholc of such 
ratepayers.'' 

He would ask the House not further to disagree 
with the amenthnent, as on consideration he 
thought it did not come within the rule. 

Mr. NORTON: Yes, it rloes. 

The PREMIER: He thought it was doubtful. 
The amendment in clause 5 dealt with the muni
cipn,l fund, a sum of money earned by the council 
of the municipality, which sum was no rmrt of 
the consolidated revenue. He begged to move 
that the Committee do not insist on their dis
agreement to the amendment of the Legislative 
Council in clause 5. 

The HoN. Sm T. MaiL WRAITH: What 
are the bon. gentleman'.s reasons for not insisting 
on our disagreement to the amendment in 
clause 5? 

The PREMIER: Because the clause did not 
deal with the consolidated revenue or with 
payments into it, but with the municipctl fund 
-a fund that was in the h:.nds of the local 
authorities. The amendment provided that, if the 
conncilof:t municipality did not apply any surplus 
re,·enue rlerived from waterworks to the exten
sion of the waterworks, they must apply it to the 
repayment of their loan. It did not compel them 
to apply it to the repayment of the loan. 

Mr. MACF ARLANE said he did not see why, 
if they disagreed to the amendment in clause 4 on 
the ground thctt it interfered with the rights of 
the As,;embly, they should not apply the same 
principle to the amendment made in clause 5. 
'!'he amendment in clause '1limited the time for 
which the payment of the annual instalments of 
waterworks loans might be postponed tofiveyears. 
The amendment in clause 5 pmvided that ctny sur
phm re venue derived from those waterworks should 
not be carried to the municipal fund, but should 
be applied in reduction of the princip:tlloan. The 
Council wonld have their way in clause 5, but 
not in chtuse 4. In other words, they were in 
one case :tllowing the Council to regulate the 
action of a municipality, :tncl in the other not 
allowing their interference. He thought that a 
corporation, having obtained a loan for water
works, had :t perfect right to place any surplus 
revenue to the credit of the municipal fnnd, and 
he thought it "ould be much better to allow 
municipalities, who knew what to do with their 
funds much better than the Legislative Council 
or Legislative Assembly, to do what they thought 
best, tktn to compel them to reduce the 
principal lo:tn. He thought it was the duty of 
hon. members to maintain the clause as it was 
pas,ed by the Committee, and he was therefore 
not inclined to agt·ee to the amendment proposed 
by the Legislative Council. 

The Hox. Sm T. MciLWR~UTH said clctuse 
4, before it was amended by the Council, provided 
that the Government should have unlimited, for 
all time, the power of remitting payment of 
principal aml interest by the local authority. 
The Council proposed to limit that power to five 
years. 'fh:tt was considered by the Government 
an infringement of the "sole right of the Legis
lative Assembly t<1 determine and :tppoint the 
purposes, conditions, limitations, and C[Uali
fications of grants of money from the consolidated 
revenue." Clause 5 originally provided that any 
surplus, after paying the amount due to the 
Government for principal anrl interest of the 
loan, might be paid into the municipal fund. The 
Legislative Council stepped in and said, "No; 
that shall be paid to the Government for the 
reduction of the principal." vVhy in one case the 
Council had infring-ed the rights of the Assembly 
and had not infringed those rights in the other 
case was a perfect mystery to him. If there was 
any Lloubt in either c:tse as to their rig-ht being 
interfered with, he would say that the doubt 
was with regard to the amendment in clanse 4, 
because he had not the slightest hesitation in 
saying that the privileges of the Assembly, 
as Ltid down by the Premier, were infringed 
by the amendment in clause 5. But he had 
very grave doubts as to whether the amend
ment in clause 4 interfered with their privi
leg-es. In one case the Premier maintained 
the rights of the Assembly and gave reasons for 
doing so, bnt in the other case he proposed to 
agree to the amendment of the Legislative 
Council. That, in his (Sir T. :iYfciwmith's) 
opinion, would be establishing a very dangerous 
precedent. As to the merits of the Council's 
amendment, he had not the slightest doubt that 
they were right in their proposal. He believed 
it was a cctpitnl amendment, and he was rather 
astonished that it had received so little considera
tion when the question came before the Com
mittee the other day. He thought that the hon. 
member for Rockhampton (Mr. Ferguson) was 
the only member who spoke on the subject. There 
must have been a very thin Honse on the occasion, 
for he did not remember it going through at all. 
He quite agreed with the Council, and he thought 
that to allow municipalities to pcty any surplu3 
from w:.ter rates into the gener:tl fund would be 
allowing them to divert the money to altogether 
ille;;itimate purposes. He believecl that if there 
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was a surplus it should be applied in one of two 
ways-either to reduce the water rates or to 
reduce the debt owing by the municipality to the 
Government, aud thereby reduce the cause for 
rating- the municipality so highly as they did. 
By the clause as it originally stood they were 
in fact encouraging 1nunicipalities to extort a 
revenue from a very bad source, and they knew 
that there were municipalitie,; which would 
run to earth any good means of obtaining 
money from the ratepayers. That could be 
done under the provisions of the 5th clause of 
that Bill, he believed, by extorting a large 
amount of rates from the users of the water 
and applying the money so received in some 
other way. In his opinion the same principle 
should be applied as was observed in the case 
of gas companies at home, and he believed 
in this colony as well-namely, that when the 
profits reached a certain amount they should 
be applied to the reduction of the cost of gas or 
water, as the case might be. Municipalities 
ought to apply the surplus revenue derived from 
the waterworks to the reduction of their water 
rates, or to paying back the principal and 
interest of the loan. 

Mr. SCOTT said it appeared to him that the 
amendment made in clause 5 by the Council was 
a first-rate one. The difficulty he had was 
this : that clause 4 before it was amended 
by the Council increased the burdens of the 
people, and the amendment in clause 5 diminished 
the burdens of the people, because it requir eel 
municipalities to pay off a part of their debt. 
That, in his opinion, wa,; an interference 
with the revenue of the State, so that the 
same principle applied in both cases. He 
did not see why the returns from waterworks 
should be applied to other municipal purposes. 
It would be altogether unfair. It appeared to 
him that any argument that went against the 
amendment in clause 4 went equally against 
that in clause 5, so far as referred to the revenue. 

The HoN. SIR T. MoiLWRAITH said that 
surely the hon. gentleman had mistaken clause 
4 when he said it increased the burdens of the 
people. 

Mr. SCOTT said that it increased the bnrdens 
of the people before it was amended ; if he did 
not say so, that was what he meant. 

The PREMIER £mid he thought the amend
ment was a very good one, and after full con
sideration he thought that it did not come within 
the rule. If the amendment compelled money 
to be paid into the consolidated revenue it would 
probably be within the rule : but it gave the 
Council the option of spending it upon improve· 
ments. 

The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN said he did 
not think they need discuss the amendment now; 
it was quite beyond the question. The hon. 
gentleman said now it was a very good amend
ment. 

The PREMIER : I have changed my mind. 
The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN said that 

they insisted at first that the surplus should be 
carried to the municipal fund; but the Legisla
lative Council insisted that it should be applied 
to the reduction of the principal loan. The 
distinction which the hon. gentleman had in his 
mind was very fine indeed. 

The COLONIAL TREASUitER said he 
thought hon. members were rather disquieting 
themselves unnecessarily. He did not believe 
that any Treasurer would be troubled with 
applications to reduce the loan. So far as he 
could see by the clause, there was no direction 
to pay money into the revenue. It was entirely 
permissive. It did not say, "shall be applied 

to the reduction of the principal loan." It was 
optional ; at least, he did not understand that it 
was directed that the money should be paid into 
the consolidated revenue of the colony. It was 
not expressly stated in the amendment that it 
should be. He thought they might accept the 
amendment. 

The Ho". SIR T. MaiL WRAITH said that if 
the hon. gentleman insisted upon th,tt as a reason 
he placed out of consideratinn altogether the 
message that had been proposed by the Premier. 
They claimed the undoubted and sole right to 
grant money from the consolidated revenue. 
'fhe money 'borrowed never went into the Con
solidated Revenue Eund. 

The PREMIER : All loan funds go into the 
consolidated revenue. The Loan ~\et says so. 

The Hox. Sm T. MoiLWRAITH said the 
principle did not touch the consolidated revenue 
at all. 

The PREMIER : The Loan Act says : " It 
shall be placed to the credit of the Consolidated 
Revenue :Fund." 

The HoN. SIR T. MciLWRAITH said that 
as a 1natter of practice, and in usun.l language, 
they spoke of the consolidated revenu~ as includ
ing loans. By clause 5 loans were appointed to 
be paid into the consolidated revenue; so that it 
might be assumed to be part of the consolidated 
revenue, and if the money were taken out of the 
Consolidated Revenue 1-'und, it might also be 
assumed that when it was refunded it would be 
repaid into that fund. 

Question put and passed. 
On the motion of the PREMIER, the House 

resumed, aucl the CHATlU!AN reported that the 
Committee insisted on their disagreement to the 
aiHemlment of the I,egislative Council in clause 
4 and did not further insist on their disagree
n'>ent to the amendments of the Legislative Coun
cil in clause 5. The report was adopted. 

The PEE:>IIER said: I beg to move that 
the Bill be returned to the Legislative Council, 
with a message, intimating that the Legislative 
Assembly-

Insist on their disagreement to the amendment of 
the Legislative Council in clause 4--

Becausc it is the undoubted and sole right of the 
Legislative Assembly to determine and appoint the 
purposes, conditions, limitations, and qualifications of 
grants of money from the consolidated revenue, and 
the mnendmcnt of the LegislatiYe Council relntes 
wholly to the conditions under 1.vhich such grants may 
be mnclc to municipalities for 'vater-works. 

And do not insist on their disagreement to the amend
ments of the Legislative Couneil in clause 5. 

The Hox. SIR T. MoiLWRAITH: Is this 
message intended to be in the same language, or 
to cover the ground that the re~olution of the 
House of Commons, in 1671, covered? Is it 
intended to cover the same ground as that, and 
to be in the same language so far as circum
stances will allow ? 

The PREMIETI : Yes; the message is framed 
on the basis of the resolution of 1G78. 

Mr. MORE HEAD said: The Government 
are certainly going a, long way back for a prece
dent. I should have thought that the Premier 
might have found some precedent at a time more 
nettrly approaching om own time than 1671-
although I believe this is a regular 1671 Minis
try. I believe they are the most old-fashioned 
JYlinistry we have ever had. Speaking more 
particularly to the motion before the House, 
I think it a pity that this House should bring 
itself into antagonism with the other Chamber 
on a comparatively small matter. This is not 
a big enough matter to fight with the other 
Chamber about. The Premier might fairly give 
way in this matter, at the same time record
ing a protest against this being considered a 
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precedent. I hold"with the Premier tlmt the 
Legislative Council have no right to act in 
the wo,y they ho,ve clone; o,t the same time 
I doubt whether it is wise or str~tesmanlike to 
go as far as the hon. member is apparently pre
pared to go. Htwing entered a protest upon the 
part of this bmnch of the Legislature, which 
really does represent the people, he should have 
been content with that, and if he is desirous of 
testing the rights of the Legislative Council, the 
matter should be decided upon a different question 
from the one under discussion. He should have 
flown at higher game than he is flying o,t now. 
This is too small an occasion upon which to 
bring the two Houses into collision. Good may 
come out of it, but I do not know what it will 
result in. The occasion is too small to warrant 
the amount of time wasted upon it. 

Question put and passed. 

DEER DUTY DILL-COMMITTEE. 
On the motion of the COLONIAL TlU~A

SURER, the House went into Committee to 
consider this Dill in detail. 

Preamble postponed. 
Clause 1-" Short title "-passed as printed. 
On clause 2-" Interpretation"-
Mr. BLACK asked whether the phrase "all 

fermented beverages" would include such a 
liquor as the ordinary hop-beer? 

The COLONIAL THEASURER said the 
Dill would not affect hop-beer as sold by confec
tioners. He might mention that the clauRe wa,; 
an exact transcript of the interpretation clause 
in the Victorian Act, and hop-beer manufactured 
and sold by the confectioners in Victoria had 
never been subjected to excise. 

Mr. BLACK said it did not follow that be
cause there had been an oversight in an Act 
passed in Victoria the defect should not he 
remedied here. In addition to hop-beer, ginger
beer was a fermented beverage ; aml now that 
the necessity had arisen to pass tt Bill of that 
sort it was important to clearly define exactly 
what was intended to be included in it. Accord
ing to the interpreto,tion clause, if paoc;ed in its 
present form, every roadside farmer who chose 
to brew hop-beer-which wo,s a very harmlec;,; 
beverage-becttme a brewer under the Act, and 
would have to take nut a license costing hiln 
£2G. He did not think the Committee wished 
to discourage the consumption of hop-beer and 
ginger-beer, both of which were, without doubt, 
fennented beverages. 

The PREMIER said he had alwayc; under
stood that ginger-beer did not contain any 
alcohol. 

liir. MOUEHEAD : Certainly it does. 
The PRE~1IER : Nnt much more thrm water. 

He did not know whether hop-beer w.cs a fer
mented beverage. 

Mr. NORTO::"r said he knew it was, for 
he had made it himself. It was a common 
household beverage in all parts of the country. 

The PIU,J\IIER: How much of it would it 
take to make a man drunk ? 

1\Ir. NOR TON sairl that a" it was not a prac
tice of his to get drunk he could not answer the 
question. He knew, however, that hop-beer was 
a fermented beverage ; in fact, it was not fit for 
use until it was fermented. 

Mr. ISAMBERT said that hop-beer was 
certainly a fermented liquor, although there was 
nothing else used in it but hop,, ginger, and 
sugar ; hut every pound of sugar employed in 
the brewing of hop-beer prodnced, when fer
mented, half-an-our:cc of spirits [of wine. It was 
very easy to find out how much or how little 
alcohol was contained in Lop-beer. It would be 

a great injustice to a good many people who 
made their own beer if some provision was not 
made to exempt them from the operations of the 
Act. 

Mr. CHUBB said that under the Publicans 
Act certain drinks were excepted, and it was 
always understood that hop-beer came within 
the definition of spruce-beer. In the 3rcl section 
of that Act penalties were provided for selling 
liquors without a license, excepting "ginger
beer, spruce-beer, or other refreshing drinks not 
being spirituous or fermented." There was no 
doubt that hop-beer was a fermented drink, and 
that it was not worth drinking until it had 
fermented. After having boiled hops in water, 
people put raisim, or grain, or something else in 
it to make it ferment. There was no doubt that 
it came within the 1st paragraph of the interpre
tation clause, and if it was intended to except 
it it should be stated so in the clause. 

Mr. SCOTT said there was another very 
common household beverage called sugar-beer, 
which he supposed was much the same thing as 
hop-beer; that also was fermented. It was a 
very light drink, still it was undoubtedly 
fermented. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER said, seeing 
that there was some doubt upon the matter, 
and as there was no intention to include hop
beer, he would, with the permission of the Com
mittee, move that the words "any other sub
stance than" in the 18th line be omitted. 

Amendment agreed to. 
Mr. MOEEHEAD said he thought the hon. 

the Treasurer ought to have told the Committee 
before then what the cost to the country would 
be if the Bill became law. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER said tho 
information asked for was only right and proper 
to expect, and it had been his intention to give 
it when they came to the que~tion of stamps. The 
<j1WStion was raised by the hon. member for 
\Varwick on the second reading of the Bill, 
but as he (the Colonial Treasurer) had no right 
of reply on the motion he could not give the 
information. As he mentioned when moving the 
second reading of the Bill, it was the intention 
of the department to carry it out as economically 
as possible, and with that view the stamp system 
had been adopted so as to save the presence con
tinuou0ly of inspectors at the different breweries 
of the colony. Of course, if the Bill were passed 
it would be worked in conjunction with the Dis
tillation Department. The expenses of that 
department for the pre,ent year were put down 
<tt about £5,000-that was simply for discharg-ing 
the duties connedecl with distillation. The 
Chief Inspector of Distilleries would perform 
the duties which were assigned by the Bill 
to the chief insp~ctor of breweries, so that there 
would be no second appointment. There would, 
however, he an increase of perhaps from eight to 
ten inspectors to carry out the provisions of the 
Bill. It was expected that the total cost, unless 
a very much larger number of breweries started 
into existence than there were at present, would 
be from £2,500 to £3,000 per annum. In Bris
bane, lifaryborough, and Rockhampton, it would 
be necessary to have inspectors continuously at 
their p<mts at the breweries ; but in the case of 
small breweries in inland towns, where the duties 
might be performed by other officers of the Gov
ernment, there need not be any continuous resi
dential officer at the brewery. The system of 
stamps would enable that to be clone; because 
the whole duty of the inspector would be to see 
that the stamps on the casks or packages were 
cancelled. There would IJe no bonded warehouse 
attached to the brewery, so that constant resi
dence by an inspector would not be necessary. 
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Mr. ISAMBERT said he thought beer was a 
legitimate article for taxation if the Government 
required revenue. He did not object to the 
amount of duty imposed on beer hrewed in the 
colony, and if the Government hall determined 
that the tax was necessary and what the :cmount 
should be, the next main question was how to 
mise it ?-to raise it in such a way as to interfere 
least with the industry so bxed, and with the 
least expense. He thought that was " very 
common-sense view of the matter. :From the 
statement of the h,m. the 'rreasurer, it appeared 
to him that the collection and tmpervision of the 
tax would cost from 7 to S per cent. He should 
like to know from the hon. gentleman how 
many inspectors he thoug-ht it would be noce"'ary 
to appoint here? · 

'l'he COL0:0<1AL TREASUlllUt said he 
expected that three would he required in Bris
bane. 

The HoN. Sm T. l\IoiL WRAITH : The 
Dill applies to the whole colony. 

The COLONIAL TREASUREit: I have 
been asked how many inspectors will be required 
in Brisbane. 

Mr. ISAMBERT said he thought the Govmn
ment had been very ill-advised in the matter of 
how to apply the duty and how to supervise it. 
One inspector for all the distilleries ought to be 
quite sufficient, and one for all the brewerie,; 
wtts certainly sufficient, and he ought to have 
easy times of it. He would suggest to the 
Government whether it would not be better to 
levy only one-half the amount of duty now pro
posed on the beer before it had finished fer·men
tation. The excise officer could go at any time 
into a brewery and ascertain the amount of 
beer brewed. The brewer would have to keep 
a correct record of all his doings, and the excise 
officer could, at any time, by inspection and 
comparing the record book, see whether the 
brewer was faithfully keeping· his record, ttnd 
whether the ttmount of beer was correctlv stated. 
If he was satisfied that the brewer Wl1H" faithful 
in his engage1nent~, that was all he had to do, 
and the duty chargmtble could be paid. One
half the duty ought tu be levied on the malt 
imported. It would be just as easy, ancl would 
not co.st one sixpence more, to collect a duty 
of 2s. Gel. or 3s. on malt thtm to collect the Gel. 
now collected ; and when the excise officer had 
once ascertained the amount of duty charg-e
able he need not interfere any mme with the 
brewer. He (.Mr. Isambert) w:cs ,,fmicl that 
the operation of the Bill woultl rel[nire m 
n1uch supervision a.nd necessita,te so rnuch 
interference with the industry, that it would be 
more hampered anrl injured in that wrty than by 
the duty levied upon it. The sy.,tcm he had 
suggested was the one adopted for collecting 
excise duties in other countries, where they 
had a htrge a1nount of experiunce on their 
side, and he could not see why it should not 
be carried ont here. It would be a far 
wiser method than that proposed. There was 
the expense of preparing the dnty "tamps. 
He believed that if the Bill passed the umbrella
makers would raise their prices becau:;e of the 
increased demand for umbrellas to protect the 
duty stamps from being washed off by rain. He 
would support the tax so far as the amount was 
concerned, but he thought the mode of collecting 
it was most clumsy, would interfere mis
chievously with the operations of the brewers, 
and would cost, at the least, 7 or 8 per cent. of 
the receipts. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he hoped that what 
had fallen from the hon. member for Hosewood 
would meet with attention from the Committee. 
'l.'he same thing had occurred to him before the 
hon. member spoke. That gentleman had in no 

way exaggerated the cost of collecting the duty, 
bnt he had not n1ade a cmnpnriHon with the co~t 
of collecting other duties. :From figures he (l\Ir. 
l\Iorehead) hat! roughly t:cken from the ],;sti
nmtes it" ould appear that the amount of esti
mate<! re yen ne from the Cmtoms was .f:l,Wll,OOO, 
and the cost of collection about £47,881-some
thing like 4 per cent ; whereaH, ncc0rding to the 
rl\'ea~nrer'R own statenwnt, the cost of collecting 
the tax on beer wonld bP. about S per cent. He 
was inclined to think that the Bill was brought 
in to n gre>tt extent to pro1·ide more billets 
in the Civil Service; the Colonial Treasurer had 
told them that it would entail the employment 
of eight or ten more men. He thought if the 
hon. men,ber had said that eariier in the debate 
the Bill would not have gone so far as it 
had. He objected in the first place to the 
tax, and in the second place to its being made 
the medium qf giving billets to men who wished 
to join the Civil Service. They were asked to 
pass a Bill that according to the calculation of 
the Colcmial Treasurer would produce " reYcnue 
of £40,000 at the cost of £3,200 annually to the 
State, as :tgain:-it 4& per cent., the cost of 
collecting- other duties. The hon. member had a 
perfect right to try and swell the revenue as 
much :1s pm;sible, but it should be done as cheaply 
as possible. The tax proposed lJy the hon. 
member ought to be very easy to collect and 
very cheap. 

The 1' HE::\IIER : It is the cheapest way of 
doing it. 

":\Ir. MOREHEc\J) said it was a most extrava
g:cnt way. 'l'lwre were plenty of men employe(! 
under the Distillery Act who could be employed 
in collecting the !Jeer duty without incre>tsc of 
pav, and then there \Hmld be no tax on the 
general revenue of the colony. \Vhen he first 
heard the Treasmer's statement as to the cnst of 
collecting the tax he thought there must be some 
mistake; because the Customs duties, which 
required the e1nploy1nent of a ruuch nwrc colu
plicated staff at all the different ports of the 
colony, only cost ttbout half as much to collect. 
They '' ould have to employ an ad(litional staff 
of officers, \Vhose e'a...lary would a,rnount to 8 per 
cent. of the amount they were to collect. He 
hoped tho hon. member had made an error, aml 
if that were not so, that the Committee would 
protest against t;;uch an cnorrnous expenditure 
ovet· a tax which ought to be so easily collected. 

The COLO?IIAL TREASlTHER said his 
estimate was onlY conjectural. It was intended 
to use the Distillery Department as br · as 
possible in collecting the beer tax ; but it had to 
be borne in nlind that the hrmveries were very 
widely scattered ; :end it was only right that he 
shoulcl look aheml and calculate the mttximum 
mnonnt the collection W;tS likely to cost. He 
lJc!ieved the receipt,; would ]Jc far more than 
£40,000, hut he had no reliable data to go on; 
and if they reached £80,000, '" was very pro
bable, the expenses of administration wonkl not 
be increased. He contended that the proposed 
cystem of stamps was the most economical th>tt 
could be adopted. 

Mr. J\IOHEHK\U eaid the hon. member had 
not touched the question he had cle:tlt with. He 
had spoken simply of the figures given by the 
Colonial Treasurer, who said that £40,000 was 
the mnount likely to be derived in the way of 
revenue from the impost. The hon. member 
now stated thB.t it might reach £80,000. 'l'here 
was no doubt the hon. member was a political 
" ::Yiicawber"; he was always looking for some
thing to turn up. He (::\Ir. 1\Iorehead} would 
predict exactly the opposite effect to that the hon. 
member expected; the lJro<luction of beer would 
be rednced by the Dill as it passed, and not 
increased. He had not dealt with the question 
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uf stamps-that would come on later; but he 
lmcl dealt with the cost of collecting that revenue 
under the conditions named in the llill. The 
cost would l1e inordinately heavy as compared 
with the gener.1l co·ot of collecting revenue on 
dutiable good.s within the colony. He further 
st<ttecl that that was one of the duties most easily 
collected. He could, therefore, only arrive at 
the conclusion that the hon. gentleman had either 
not considered that matter before he submitted 
that proposition to the Committee or that he 
intended still further to swell the ranks of the 
Civil Service, which were already inordinately 
swelled. That was, that there would be a larger 
number of men living on the State and paid 
hy the taxpayers when their employmfmt could 
be very well avoided. He did not think the 
Colonial Treasurer had in any way answered 
the arguments brought forward from that side 
of the Committee or on the Government side of 
the Committee. He hoped the hon. gentleman 
would see his way, if the Bill became law, to 
reduce the enormous expenditure which it ap
peared would have to be incurred in carrying out 
its provisions. 

Mr. JOUDAN said he umlerstood the Coloninl 
Treasurer to say that he expected to realise 
£40,000 11 year from the tax imposed by that 
Bill, and tha,t the cost of collecting the revenue 
would be about .£2,500. That only amouutcd to 
G'25 per cent. If the tax produced £80,000 the 
cost of collection would be a little over 3 per 
cent. 

iVIr. MOltEHl<;AD said he understood the 
Treasurer to state that the cost of collection 
might he £2,500 or £3,000, but that he Wl1S not 
ccrt<tin. 

The COLONIAL TRK\.SUlUnt: £3,000. 
Mr. 1\IOREHEAD: ·well, £3,000. He knew 

the hon. gentleman had made a calculation, and 
he thought he would agree with him that that 
would be between 7 and 8 per cent. However, 
he (Mr. Morehead) was very gbd to see that the 
hon. member for South Brisbctne had tra\ elled 
bt1ck again into the fold and acted as an offside 
jackal to the Colonial Treasurer. 

'rhe COLONIAL TREASUimn said that 
at the present time the excise duties showed '" 
very rnuch la.rger percentage, ~s regarded cost, 
thu,n 8 per cent. If there was anything in the 
hon. gentlernan's argu1nent it was that they 
ought to abolioh the J';xcise Department, 'imply 
becauoe the annual charge for collecting the 
excbe was considerably over £4,000 while the 
receipts were yearly diminishing, and last year 
were not more th~tn £30,000. As mlttten; at 
present stood, the operations of the ]~xcise De
pa.rtinent shovvod a very heavy 11ercentage of 
cost for collecting revenne. He would take that 
Bill in connection with the Diotillation !Jepm't
ment and that would reduce the average cnst of 
that dcp,rtmcnt very considerably. He was 
sure the system adopted in that Bill was 
one which would furniBh a lnrge a,nwunt of 
revenue at a comparative small cost for collec
tion. 

Mr. ISA:I\IBERT o,aid he held that the 
machinery for collecting the revenue obtt~ined 
through the Excise Department would 1e 11uite 
sulflcient with a very little addition for collect
ing the duty imposed by that Beer Bill. He 
wished the Government to regard his strictures 
not as opposition to their raising reYenue by a 
t:cx on beer, but rather as an intimation that he 
wished to do them a friendly service and make 
the collection of the duty less objectionable and 
leos co:;tly. He would suggest that one-half of the 
proposed duty should he obtained by an increased 
duty on malt, which practically did not produce 
a farthing tow:trds the revenue of the country .. 

They could just as easily put on and collect a 
duty of 2s. Gd. or 3s. a bushel as the 6d. a bushel 
now levied. Then the duty would be easily 
collected; much more so than nn excise duty, not
withotancling the very heavy pent1lties ::tttached 
to an evasion of the latter. Practically, "'visit 
once by an inspector would be sufficient, and 
that visit need not extend over five or ten 
minutes. One inspectcr could keep under control 
the whole of the breweries in and around Brisbane, 
and hrtve very easy tim0~ indeed ; he could also 
he chief inspector and have control over all the 
breweries in the colony. In places where there were 
only one nr two breweries the duties of the in
specting officer., would be of a very light character. 
If he happened to be " blue·rihhon man he 
would not object, because there were always lots 
of loose beer lying about to which he would be 
welcome. \Vh"'t he (i\Ir. Isambert) most com
plained of was the mischievous interference there 
would be with the business of the brewers under 
the Dill. The insvection might be made very 
simple. If brewers would only carefully enter 
their operations in a book kept for the purpose ; 
when the excise officer visited the breweries 
all he would have to do would be to examine 
the malt and the beer in the cooling vessel, and 
one glance would be sufficient to show whether 
the quantity nmnufactured was in accordance 
with the entrv in the boob. 'rhe labours of the 
excise officer" could be almost finished at his 
visit, as all he would have to do ::tfter his inspec
tion would he to note Llown the quantities and 
calculate the duty payable. He believed that 
the Government would be consulting their own 
interest by altering the llill in the way he had 
suggested. If an addition"'l tax were put on 
malt that would encourage farmers to grow 
barley, so that the brewers might .make their 
malt from local produce. The adoptwn of that 
system would, he believed, lead to thousands of 
pounds' worth of barley being grown in the 
colony. Local industry would be a most profit
able thing for the country generally. 

The COLONIAL TREASURElt said if the 
duty on malt were increased to 3s. per bushel, as 
sug·gested hy the hon. member, it would not pro
duce more than £3,000 or £4,000 per annum, and 
would not be by any menns a substitute for the 
tax propm;ed in the measure under the considera
of the Committee. If they wanted to get the 
revenue he anticipated they must get it in the 
direction indicated in the Bill. It would be 
impossible for them to increase the duty on 
malt in an l<;xcise Bill ; aml eYen if it 
could lJe don0 iu that meu,sure it would not, 
as he had said, produce the revenue he desired 
to obtain. It would be very hanl upon the 
brewer, too, if they were to increasP the duty 
on malt and at the same time put ::tn extr::t duty 
on beer. He was not prepm·ed to propose that 
::tn increa.,ed duty 'houlcl he imposed upon malt, 
seeing that that increase wuultl not prorluce ttny
thing like" reasonrthle amount of revenue. He 
thought if the hon. gentleman would read the 
Bill carefully he would find that the brewer would 
be by no means interfered with. An inspector 
would visit a brewery, when deliveries were 
rerjuired to be lllade, nt ::tny certain hour of 
the day, and would see that the stamps to 
be affixed to the casks were duly defaced. 
He would also check the accounts of the brewer; 
but beyond that there would be no interference 
whatever with the manufacturing process. Under 
the scheme proposed in the Bill there would be 
far less meddling with the manufacturer than 
under the system proposed by the hon. member 
for Rosewoocl. He hoped that the manner in 
which it was intended to impose the tax would 
be carried out in its entirety, as the Govern· 
ment would derive "' larg·e amount o£ revenue 
in the most economical manner possible. 
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Mr. ISAMBERT said he did not agree with 
the manner proposed by the 'l're>esurer of collect
ing the duty. He contended that looking after 
one hogshead of ale would take as much super
vision as a whole brewery. He would not block 
the Bill ; but he warned thA Government that 
it would give so little satisfaction ''" a mode 
of raising revenue that they would have to come 
down next year with an amending Bill. If a tax 
on malt would not bring sufficient reYenue they 
should put a duty of 3d. a gallon upon the 
imported beer. He had no objection to the 
Government raising £80,000 in thn,t way upon 
beer, colonial and imported. That revenue 
should be collected with the least possible 
interference with the brewers. 'l'he existing 
machinery for collecting taxes w11s quite suffcient. 

The HoN. Sm T. IviciL "WRAITH said he" as 
astonished to hear the Colonial Trea.~nrer say that 
the brewer would be but little interfered with. 
He would be interfered with to a great extent. 
In the first place he was under constant inspec
tion. Then he had to be registered am! pay a 
registration fee of £25. In addition to that he had 
to give a bond, by clause 8, in proportion to the 
stamps he was likely to use for one month. Then 
his books were to be open to inspeution, 8,nd the 
entries were afterwards to be verified, am! a 
certain declaration had to be made as to the 
truth of those entries. He had to send in every 
month ·a return of the business he had done, 
:tnd if he did not do so there was a certain 
penalty. If he wanted to remove any beer he 
could not do so unless he had a permit from the 
Government inspector, and if he did remoYe it 
without such permit he was liable to Le punished 
in a certain way by clauses 24 and 23. So far 
as he had gone, every clause interfered with the 
brewer. There was another point which he did 
not think had been sufficiently discussecl, am! 
that was one to which the Treasurer had 
directed their attention-namely, the cost of col
lecting the tax. According to his own estimate, 
which he thought was rather low, the cost would 
be about 8 per cent. The hon. gentleman haclnot 
properly estimated the kind of duties that were 
required to be performed by the inspector, or he 
would have allowed a great cl ea! more. The system 
of paying duty bystampswas taken from Victoria, 
where the brewing was in the hands of the brgc 
brewers. Any brewery there would keep a man 
employed in stamping and inspecting the works 
and the books. There was such a larze quantity 
turned out that it paid to have an inspector. 
\Vith regard to the breweri''' in Que:mslaud, 
would it pay the Government to haYc an in
spector at the Bundaberg Brewery, or at those in 
any of the small towns in the colony ? The cost 
of the inspector would be r1uite as much as the 
duty on the beer. He did not wit;h to mention 
names-but there was one brewery that he knew, 
the trade of which was so small that he had 
calculated that the duty from it wonld amount 
to 2Gs. a day, and he had not the slir;hte.;t tloubt 
that the cost of inspection would be r1nite as 
much as that. The system proposed did not 
apply there at 111l; the cost of inspection would 
be something enormous. The Premier had not any 
idea of the number of small breweries there were 
in the colony. 'l'he clause wou!tl either ha Ye the 
effect of driving those small men out of the trade, 
or all the revenue derivable from them would lJe 
spent in collection. He did not think the Trea
surer had given sufficient attention to the point. 
He had adopted the stamp system wholesale 
from a cC>!ony where similar conditions did not 
exist at all. It vms <1Uite possible that the stamp 
duty might have been one of the things that 
caused the ruin of the small brewers in Victoria. 
Either they must be ruined, or the cost of collec
tion would be so great that it would be better to 
be without the duty. 

'l'he PllEMIEE mid that one would think 
an J£xcise Bill could be framed without any pro
vision to prevent an evasion of it. Under what 
system of excise could they do without super
vision ? 'l'he interference with the brewers under 
the Bill wa,, fe~r less thm1 the interference with 
the distiller,, untlor the Distilleries Act. The 
hon. gentleman said that the system of collecting 
reveJ{uc by staHJ)JS would be an interference; 
lmt the very point about collecting the duty by 
stmnps ,.-as that an inspector would not need to 
Le always there ; and there need not be a person 
specially told off to every brewery. 

The Hox. Sm T. :VIciLWltAI'l'H said that 
it was evident that the Premier did not hear the 
Colonial Treasurer make the speech he did. 
In that speech the hon. gentleman said that 
8 per cent. would be about the cost of collec
tion; but he (tlir 'l'. Mcilwmith) had shown 
tlmt it would be a good de,tl more than that. 
'l'hey knew perfectly well that there would 
be a great deal of inspection necessary, an cl 
their argument was thott the cn•t of that 
inspection would be so great that it woulc\ form 
too great a proportion of the tax. They d1d not 
require the Premier to tell them that they 
were aiming nt getting brewcriel) established 
without any necessity for inspection. They 
knew that inspection would be needed, and that 
tlmt inspection v. ould be a zreat dmtl more 
expensive than the Treasurer had estimated. 
\Va,c; it worth while to go in for a tax that 
would involve so much expenditure ? As to the 
argument of the Premier that the collection of 
the duty by stamps would g·et rid of much of the 
nece"ity for .. inspection, that was not the case 
at all, and it never could be the case. The 
Treasurer told them a few minutes ago that 
the system would do away altogether with 
bonds. The goods were never in bond 11t 11ll, 
and if they were not in bond and there was 
no inspector, wh~t was to prevent the brewers 
removing them when they liked? 

JI.Ir. STEVEKS said he did not happen to lJe 
vresent during the debate on the second reading 
of the Dill, and had consequently not had an 
opportunity of expre,,sing hi~ opinion upon it 
in the House one way or the other. l-Ie was 
opposed to the Bill, on the principle that if it was 
necessary for Jmrposes of revenue that the tax 
should Le imp<Y,ed it should be imposed upon 
llrticles imported into the country rather than 
upon articles produced by them se! vcs. \Vith regard 
to the cbuses of the Bill, he feared the maehineryto 
be employed wouldlJe too c•"tly. He agreed with 
the hon. member fur Hose11~ood that the penal
ties imposed for any c.-asion of the Act would be 
quite sufficient to tletermen from trying to evade 
it. It was not at all unlikely that the re.-enne 
deriYetl under the Bill would be insufficient to 
pay the expenses incurred in collecting it. J-~e 
con,;idered that the tax of :Jd. per g11llnn-if 1t 
was absolutely necessary that colonial beer should 
be taxed-was too high to co1nnwnce with, a.nd 
he was also of opinion t!mt the license fee of £23 
was very exces,sive. It was ]Jrubable the Dill 
would be passed; but he hoped that ,;ome of the 
clauses woulcl be modified. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
On clause 3-" Power of J\Iinister "-
The COLOKIAL 'rl:CEASUIU:R explained 

that the object of the clause was to confer upon 
the Minister who had charge of the administra
tion of the Act the same powers and authorities 
as were exercised by the Colonial Treasurer, in 
the collection of the "tamp duties, under the 
Stamp Duties Act of lSGG. 

The HoN. ;r. M. MACROSSAN said that 
on the second reading o£ the Bill the Colonial 
Treasurer told the House thott there were nine-
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teen breweries in the colony producing so many 
million gallons of beer per annum. \Vonld the 
hon. gentleman inform the Committee in what 
town:,; of the colony those nineteen breweries 
were, and what quantity was produced at mwh 
brewery? 

The COLONIAl, TREASUIUm said there 
were three brewerie;; in Bri;;bane-The Castle
maine, l'erkins and Company, and Bulimba-one 
at rroownmuba, one at \Varwick, one at G-yrnpie, 
one at Charleville, one at Cunnmnulla, three at 
1\Iaryborough, one at Bnndaberg, one at H,nck
hmnpton, one at Cairns, two at •rownsville, one 
on the Burdekin, one at Blackall, and one at 
Beenleigh. He could not give ali:.;t of the quantity 
of beer produced at every brewery, as he was not 
in possession of accurate information on the 
subject. 

Clause put and passed. 
On clause 4-
" The Governor in Council may appoint fi.t and proper 

persons to1Jc iuspeetorsof bre-weries, and may appoint one 
of such inspectors to be chief inspector of lJrmvcrics"~ 

The COLONI\.L TREASURER sttid that, 
as he had already stated, the Chief Inspector of 
Distilleries would also be Chief Inspector of 
Breweries, and the present officers of excise 
would also act as inspectors of breweries tts far 
as po:.;sible. As to the increttse of the stccc!f, there 
was not much to be apprehended on tlmt ground, 
because under the Act the brewers thcmsel ves 
were macle reeponsible for the returns of their 
ownmmmfacture, and that would make the duties 
of the im;pcctors very much lighter than was the 
case with distilleries, where the inspectors were 
required to be continually on the premises to 
watch the operation. 'l'he brewers were respon
sible for the stamps and for the returns which 
they furnished to the inspector, anrl any evasion 
of that responsibility would subject them to 
heavy penalties. 

The HoN. ,T. :i\i. MACHOSSAN said that in 
the ea,rlier pctrt of the e\·cning the hon. the 
Trea,urer had told them tlmt it would be neces
sary to appoint eight or ten new inRpcctors to 
carry out the Act, at a cost of from £2,500 to 
£3,000 a year. In looking over the return tlutt 
had been handed to him he found that in Bundn
berg there was one brewery producing, tlccord
ing to the estimate, fi,OOO gallons n year. \Vas 
there tn lJc an inspector appointed at thr,t place ? 
Then in Blackn,ll there was a brewery producing 
2, 700 gallons per anntuu ; one in Deenlcigh, pro~ 
dncing the smne flnantity; one in Cuuna.Inulla.., 
producing 4,f)~0 gallons ; one in Charleville, pro~ 
ducing 2, 700 gallons. If inspectors had to be 
appointed to all these places-am! he did not see 
how inspection was to he carried on without 
in~pector.-; - the inspection would cost ruore 
than the duty collected. He thoug·ht the 
Treasurer should devibe some means of 
in;.;pection besideH increasing- the nurnbcr of 
Civil servants. He was quite certain that 
it was po8"ihle to do so. There were many 
Government officers in small towns of the colony 
who were not at all overburdened with work, and 
who could be appointed ttil inspectors under the 
Bill. He did not think that a single inspector 
should be nppointed mme than was in the 
Civil Service now. He certainly objected, on 
the score of increasing expenditure, to any 
increase in the number of inspectors. In Bris
bane, he supposed the inspectors of dis
tilleries would be able to do the work, and 
the same in Maryborough; but in small places 
where there was only one brewery producing 
from, say, 3,000 up to 30,000 gallons a year, he 
was quite sure the public officers at present in 
existence-he meant, for instance, clerks of petty 
se~sions or inspectors or sergeants of police
would be able to do the duty; so that the 

collection of the tax would cost the country 
nothing, or at any rate very little. Per
baps those officers wouid require some little 
extra pay for doing extra duty, but it would 
cust very little more than was expended at the 
present time. He thought that point "as worthy 
of consideration bv the hon. the Treasurer. 
Hon. members on 'the Opposition side of the 
Hou:.;e had no intention of obstructing the Jlill. 
They saw that this taxation was inevitable, 
because the Treasurer proposed it, and they 
knew it would be prc;;sed; but they would like to 
see the tax bear as lightly as possible upon the 
people who would have to pay it, and al:,;o that 
the administration of the Bill should cost the 
country as little as possible. 

The COLONIAL 'l'HEASURER said he was 
glad to hear the hon. member for Townsville 
sperck in that reassuring way with regard to the 
desire of hon. members opposite to improve the 
Bill. He shoulcl be quite prepare<! to receive 
any amendments or sugge.stions . which would 
have that tendency. If he had nnsled the. Com
mittee, or caused >my impression that there was 
to be nn immedhtte inc1·ea,;e in the department 
by the appointment of ten additional inspectors, 
he had certainly caused unnece,sary apprehen
:.;ion. He did not "Ish to deceive the Committee 
by endeavouring to lead them to believe that when 
the :Exci:.;e Department lmd to enlarged there 
would be no increased expenditure. He did not 
\Va,nt to bring down estiruatos, taking hon. 1nmn~ 
bers by surprise by showing a considerable in
crease of expenditure which he had suppres,;ed, 
knowing well at the same time that it was in
eYitable. Of course, in connection with this 
excise duty there would be increased expemli
tnre, but it would be a gradual in~rease, and, he 
trusted, not immediately so large as even £2,500, 
because it was certainly intended tlmt the excise 
staff should, to the utmost of its powers, carry 
out the administration of the Act. It was also 
intended th;"t in towns where '" Customs officer 
was stationed he should be entrusterl with the 
administration of the Act without additional 
pay. In inland towns, if officers of the Civil 
~crvice or of the Police Department could be 
entrusted with those duties they would be 
required to di,;cl~ttrge them ; and he thought 
they might be entrusted to perform them, 
because they would not be rerjuired to be 
vermanently on the vremises. In the case of 
the smaller breweries mentioned, it would be easy 
to arrange certain homs for delivery, and tl1c 
]Jrewories could be visited periodically by such 
ollicer ns might be appointe<l for that pmpose. 
He was convinced that the working of the Bill, 
when fairly tested, would be fonnd to be as 
economical, all thing., considered, aii c~uld be 
expected. He could not 1wtke any promise that 
in Brislmne or 1\Iaryborough the officers of the Ex
cisP Department would beableto dischnrgc the ad· 
<litimml duties. He \\as not in a position, for in
tance, to ""'Y whether in ::\Iaryburough the present 
distilleries were so conveniently situated that they 
could be easily worked along with the breweries. 
Of course, if they \\'ere a great di;;tance away 
from each other, that would more or less affect 
the position. •rh en again he conld not make any 
promise by which the efficiency of the excise 
staff with regard to the supervision of distillation 
might be interfered with. The primary con
sideration with him would betosoetothe efficiency 
of the inspection in that direction. He did not 
anticipate that there would be any considerable 
increase of expenditure, at any rate for the firHt 
year; but that would gretttly depend on the out
come of the breweries. If brell'eries increahed in 
number-as he had not the slightest doubt they 
would with the increase of popuhtion and settle
ment-of course the G ovenunent must neccsottrily 
look for increased expenditure; but he reiterated-



650 Beer Duty Bill. [ASSEMBLY.] Beer Duty Bill. 

that the system adopted was one unrler which 
the most economical administration of the Act 
could h~ enforc.ed, because they made brewers in 
fact thmr own mspectors up to a certain point. 

Mr. AUCHEH sa.id, in looking- over the return 
"hi eh the hon. the Treasurer had handed to the 
hon. member for Townsville he thmwht that 
the Inspector of Distilleries h;td undcr-e~timat<•d 
the Cjll<>ntity of Leer produced. He believed it 
was nearly double the Cjuantity stated. He 
thought the hon. gentleman shuuld consider, 
when he cmne to clause 7, whether he wa,s going 
to make all brewers pay the same license fee. If 
small breweries, which turned out a hogshead or 
two a week, had to pay £25 the same as laro·e 
establishments which tmned o~t hundreds of ho;s
heads in the same time, it certltinly would have the 
effect of shutting ~hem up very CjUickly. That 
w_as a mat~er deservmg consideration. They had 
d1fferent hcensc fees for town and country public
h.ouse.s, and he did not see why the same prin
Clpleshould not apply to large and small breweries. 
V\Tith regard to inspectors, of course, in small 
places such as had been mentioned where the 
breweri~s turned out .only a few thm;sand gallons 
of beer m the year, 1t would be impossible to 
have an inspector for that duty alone and 
the hrm. the Treasurer would have to p;·ovirle 
some other means of getting the inspection done 
without appointing· any particular person to do it. 

Mr. S'l'EVENS said he was glad to hear 
what had fallen. from the hon. the Treasurer, in 
rega:d to worln~g the Act as economically as 
poss1ble ; but 1f the hon. gentleman would 
look at clause 20 he would find that in coLmtry 
towns they would require one inspector for every 
brewery. That clause said:-

<~\'\'"hen beer id removed from n brewery in bottles for 
the purpose of sale or delivery, the stamps denoting 
the duty payable on such beer shall be afllxt~d npon the 
butt of the carter's delivery book, and slmll be canedled 
by the inspector at the time when the beer leaves the 
brewery." 

ln small towns people were in the !m Lit of sending 
for tw<; or three doz~n of beer every day, or 
perhaps two or three tnnes durinu the dav and 
it would be impossible for any Gtw~rmnent'otncer 
in those localities to atten.d to that particular 
husnwss unless he was appomted for the purpose. 

l\Ir. SH:ElUDAl\ said he had had considerable 
experience as inspector of distilleries and he 
therefore ,~elt qu~li~ecl to give an opinio~ on the 
snh.J~ct. lhe d1st1llers were pbced under a 
cons1derable bond, and he had no reason to 
dt~ubt tlmt they discharged their obligations 
f~1thfully a~1d hr~nestly: Tl!e inspector's duty 
s1mply consisted m paymg an occasional visit to 
the distillery, exan1ining the honks, and Heein~that 
the. btminetis was carried on in an honest an<1 
uprtght 1na.uner, a;; he \Vas convinced it \vax. 1-le 
<Juite agreed with the hon.memberfor Black all that 
there should be some sliding scale for the license 
fees, as was the case with public-houses, which 
paid £30 in ~he tuwu,s and £1.} in the country. 
The brewcnes t!1at produced one or two hogs
he~"ls a week could nnt afford to pay £2.1 a year as 
a hce~se fee. As regarded inspection, he believ,;d 
that m the country districts members of the 
l'oli~e ~'orc.e at the present time were inspectors 
of dJStJllerles, and 1t would add verv little to 
their duties to inspect breweries. 'i'he excise 
might be protected by compellinu· each brewer 
to enter into an iudmunity bon~l to a, contlider
aLle amount. 

Clause put and pas;;ed. 
On clause ?5, as follows :-

. '' li'rom and after the tir~t day of Octo her. one thou:-nnrt. 
CJgbt hnndrcd and. eighty-the, it shall not he lawful for 
any person or COl']JOration to earry on tl10 1m~.ine·.;s or a 
brewet· nnle:ss the brmvcry 1Yhcr8in snclt lnudnl'ss i.s 
carried on is regis Le red under the provitiions of tllis 
Act.~ 

"Any person or cm·poration ofl'cndin~ against the 
provisions of this section shall be liable to a peualty 
not exceeding fiyc hundred ]lOUnds, and a [nrt her llCn
alty not excce<ling tcu pounds for C\"ery day during 
which the offence is continued." 

The COLONIAl, TIU;ASURER Baicl the 
Chief Inspector of Distillerie:; had had the 
matter nnder his consideration for a consicleraLlc 
time, and was prepared to initiate the system 
on the 1st of October next. 

Clause put and passed. 

On clause G, as follows :-
"]~very person or corporation drsiring to carry on the 

buRincss or a. brewer s1wll, before commcnclug Ol' con
tinuing to carry on such bu"'incss, send to the chief 
inspector, or inspector (if any) at the 11lacc where the 
businc54," is intended to be f'nrried on, a notice in ''Titing 
in the form or to the effect set forth in the schedule 
to this Act. 

'"Such notice shall be verifietl by the declaration of the 
person scnd.ing or giving such nofice, or, if it is sent ·by 
more than ono person, thm1 by one of such per:sons; 
nnd every such declaration shall be in the form or to 
the effect set forth in the said schedule." 

The COLONIAL TREASUIUnc said he 
thought both sides of the Committee would agree 
as to the ad visableness of the reg-istr::ction of 
brmverie,;. The fee to he paid would come under 
consideration in the next chmse ; but he thought 
there could he no possible objection to brewer,; 
being registered in the R<.lll1D way a,s 'vine and 
spirit merchants, di,;tillers, and others dealing in 
liquors at the present time. 

Clause put and ptt:;sed. 

On clause 7, as follow,<:-
"Every snch notice shall be accompanied by a fee of 

tweatu-.Jfce vouncls, which ~hall be pa.itl into the consoli
chLted revenue. 

·'The like fee shall be payable upon rcnmY~Ll of the 
registration as hereinafter prcscribetl." 

The COLOJ'\IAL TREASUlCEH said that 
was a matter on w hi eh a great variety of opinion:; 
had been expressed ; but he would point out to 
hon. members that though it did not seem fnir 
that a 1nan turning out one hog:::,head a week or 
thereabouts should pay the same regi,tmtion 
fee as one who produced a hundred, still they 
did not take tlmt principle of equity into con
sideration in the registration foe for wine ::Lnd 
spirit merchants or publicans-they did not take 
into consideration the extent of their business. 
If they were registered as vendors of wines aml 
spirits they had to pay '" registration fee of £30, 
whether they sold ten cases or ten thousanrl 
cw~~'::oi a 'veek, :ctnd the Natne principle 1night 
very fairly be applied to breweries. They 
had at present no reli:cble data as to the 
output of the various breweries, and if they 
were to he guided by the extent of the business 
done it might he asked why they 'hould fix ::t fee 
of £25 inste:1Cl uf a sliding fee ranging fron1 a 
very small mnount to a very large one? It lmd 
even Leen reprtsented to him tbat the fee was far 
too small. He had been asked why the brewer,; 
shoulcl only pay £2ii while the wine and spirit 
merchants ;wd publicans had to l'ay .£30, though 
the extent of their trade was not nearly so great 
as that of the great brewing corporations. Unless 
the Committee decided to fix a sliding scale, it 
would be far better to impose a definite fee 
which would not be by any means exces
sive. He was convinced that the inequality 
of the fee would speedily rectify itself, Le
cause 111011 vd1o only turned out a. hog~head a 
week would have to increase their manufacture 
or relinquish the business. If they maintained 
the fee at that iignre, it would encourage respect
~ble men-men at any rate ·with rneans-to go 
m to the husi11e,;s, with re:;nlts, no rlonbt, Lene
fieial to the character of the beverage produced. 
He therefore saw no reason for reducing the 
amount of the fee. 
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Mr. BLACK said the Treasurer's speech was 
the most extmordinary he had ever heard. He 
wonld point ont the~t 'the license fee for public
houses ~vas different in to\vn and country, and he 
saw no rea"0n why they Bhould not adopt the same 
principle with regard to brewmics. Thc>y were told 
there were nineteen breweries in the colony, rtnd 
some of those would be inevitably closed, bectmse 
their procluction was so compamtively smrtll that 
the license fee of £2i) would be a heayy t:tx per 
hog-shead, varying fro1n ls. to 10:-:., as cmnpa,red 
with the merely notninal sum added to the cost 
of beer produced in large towns such rts Brisbane. 
The low rate of production was not a question of 
cctpital, as the hon. member seemed to think, but 
of consumption. The breweries which the Bill 
wonld compel to close produced a good, sound, 
healthy drink in quantities according to the 
rec1uirements of the districts in which they were 
aituated. It did not matter how much moncv 
was put into the industry; that woulcl not make 
the people drink more. The ureweries which he 
thought would be shut were those at 'IV arwick, 
Charleville, Cunnamulla, Bunclaberg, J'.Iackay, 
Blackall, and Beenleigh, so that seven nut of the 
nineteen breweries in the colony would be shut 
up. If hon. members looked at the return show
in:; the approximate output of ertch of those 
breweries they would see that three produced 
only 2,100 gallons of beer per year. 

The COLOXIAL TTIEASURER: That is 
not thoroughly reliable. 

l\Ir. BLACK : \V ell, it was an approxi,:nate 
estimate. It was the only information they 
cDuld get on the subject, and he believed it was 
snfliciently accurate for the purpose. He hac] no 
donbt the hem. gentleman in,,tructed the oflicers 
of his department to get the returns, and that 
those officers had taken every care to olJtain the 
most reliable information. The hon. member 
for Blackall had referred to one brewery, and "tiel 
that the quantity of beer which it was estinmted 
it tnrnecl out wrts double what was actually pro
dnce<l. That, however, only gave greater force 
to his argurnent. There 'vere t\vo brm.:verie~ 
prodncing 5,400 gallons a year, and two 27,000 
gallons. He maintained tlutt any brewer pro
ducing under 50,000 g·"llons would he unjustly 
handicapped. He would not object to the 
prupm;ed registration fee so rnuch, hut that in 
passing the Customs Duties Bill the previous 
evening they had imposed an incrertsed duty 
of 3d. per 100 feet on import eel timber. The 
Committee adopted that principle in order 
to protect local sawmills, rtnd imposed an 
additional tax on imported timber. The same 
principle ought certainly to be carried out with 
regard tl) irnported beer. If it w:ts neces~ary to 
get a revenue from that article the local brewers 
shoulcl be protected to the same extent as they 
had protected sawmill proprietors. He hoped 
th"t the Committee in passing the Bill would 
see that the sumll breweries, which did just as 
mnch good in their way in the small towns uf 
the colony as the large ones in the lrtrg·e towns, 
would not be shnt up, as they inevitably would 
be if the one fee of £25 was to he made 
applicable to c\·ery brewery in the country no 
rnatter what it turned ont. He \Vonld .~uggest 
that any brewery making less tlum 50,000 grtllons 
of beer per annum should pay no registration fee 
at all. 

Mr. ARCHER said he thought the Colonial 
Treasurer hacl macle a great mistake in the pro
posal he had submitted to the Committee. There 
was a wicle difference between ln·ewei"s and wine 
ttnd spirit merchant,;. There were no bonded 
stores in the back country, and anyone who 
wished to obta,in Rpirits for carrying on a. 
business inland wao compelled to buy them 
from a Brisbane wine and spirit merchant. That 

made it very easy f(1l' the wholcs"lc dertler 
in wines and spirit.' to prty an munml 
license fee of £30. The bnsinesse'' of such men 
were all established in the large towm; on the 
sea-coast. It was, however, ym·y different with 
breweries. A person might put up a brewery at 
a IJlace like Blackall, or further inland, and 
under thr<t cl::mse he would have to pay as heavy 
a registr~tion fee as the large brewer in BriHbane. 
He hoped the clause would n<>t be passed as it 
now stood, as it Wf)uld really cause a great 
hardship to the small brewer. If, however, the 
suggestion of the hon. 1nen1ber for 1\Ia.ckay, "vith 
reference to a sliding scale, \Vere adopted, tha.t 
would meet the c<>,;e. \Vhat would be the effect 
of closing up a brewery? It would not be that 
people would drink less; they would simply drink 
whisky instead of beer. A man who had the 
energ-y tu establish a brewery inland ought not 
to be discouraged by such a tax as that propn><ed 
in the J3ill, aml he hopecl the Colonial Treasurer 
would think better of the matter and amend the 
clause. 

Mr. STEVENS said the Treasurer was correct 
in saying- that the difference in the license fee 
payable by town and country publicttns was 
not nmde on the cruantity of liquor solcl by one 
or other; but it "as nevertheless generally 
ahsumed that the publicrtns in the country sold 
less than those in towns. Hence the difference 
in the amount of the license fee paid by them. 
He thought the same principle should apply in 
the case of brewers. It "as very unfair that a 
brewer in a smrtll town should have to pay as 
1nnch for registr[l.tiun as a brewer in a lar~e 
city. If a country brewer could afford to lJ:LY 
£2.) the town brewer could afford to pay very 
much more. The Government evidently con
sidered that the town brewers could only afforcl 
to pay £2.5; therefore tlmt amount was too large 
for brewers in small towns. 

The PRK:HU::R said that brewers did not 
confine their sales to the immediate place iu 
which they made their beer. lt di<lnot follow 
that because tt bre\very was in a country town 
it did not do a large trade. Some breweries 
were situntecl on ra.ih' ay lines and did a good 
business. \Vlmt was the basis on which to 
distinguish between large brewers and snmll 
brewers? It could not be by situation ; if it 
were, then a man had only to erect his brewery 
at a place not fa.r fnnn a city in order to eYadc 
the larger fee. It seemecl to him that the 
amount' of the fee was so small thr<t it won!tl 
not affect the opening or closing of any l>rcwcry 
any more than the present htw did the business 
of licensed spirit merchants. 

The HoK. Sm T. MciLWR\lTH said the 
Premier evidently did not under,tand the point 
in dispute. \Vhen the resolutions preliminary 
to the introdnction of th~tt Bill were under con· 
sideration in connnittee it was argued again;:;t 
the exci><e duty on beer tlmt it would have the 
effect of extinguishing the small brewers. '.rhat 
was denied by the Trer<snrer. Now, how
ever, he had rtdmitted it, and he gloried in this 
as one of the merits of the Bill, that it wonld 
have the effect of pntting in whrtt he called 
"re~pectable n1en" at: brewers. In fact, accord
ing to hb idea, a man was a re,;pectable brewer 
if he produced 800,000 gallons " year; but 
if he only pr,nluced !),000 or 6,000 gallons a 
year he was not a respectable man, but t> 
shady kind of character. \Vhat wonlcl be the 
effect of charging that fee of £25? In the first 
place, wh"t was the regi,;tration fee? The fee 
charged amounted to lcl. a gallon on 6, 000 
gr<llons, and there were five breweries in the liot 
which the Trea>mrer lmd just handed round that 
turned out under G,OOO gallons a year; and in 
those cases-in ;;ome, t>t any rate-the brewers 



652 Beer Duty Bill. [A.SSEMBLY.] Bee/' Duty Bill. 

would, by the p:1yment of th:1t registmtion fee, 
rmy 25 per cent. more than the large brewer. 
'l'hat w:1s :1n inequ:1lity that had been ]Jointed 
out, :1nd the Tre:1snrer had denied that it would 
take place under the Bill. 

Mr. HIGSON said he hoped the Colonial 
Treae;urer would alter the provision in the clau"e 
to a sliding sc:1le. He would point out the 
clifference there was between :1 brewer :1nd a 
wine and spirit merclumt. The wine and spirit 
merchant ]Jaid his license fee of £30 and carried 
on his business, and if he founcl it did not l""Y he 
need not continue it beyond the ye:1r. ''l'he 
brewer, however, before he st:1rted his brewery 
h:1d to incur a great outlay for ]Jlant which wa~ 
of no use for anything el.se but brewing. He 
thought the fee of £25 would seriously affect the 
smalfer brewers, whom it would be very unjust 
to wrpe out. 

1\ir. DONALDSON said he trusted the 
Go\ ernment would not insist on the amount of 
£2.'), because it would bear unequally on the 
large :1nd small brewers. The statement made 
lJy the Treasurer in regard to the fees paid by 
publicans :1nd wine and spirit merchants did not 
apply. JJefore a publican erected his buildin" 
he satisfied himseif whether there would b~ 
suHicient trade to justify him in going to the 
expense, but it was quite different in the 
c:1se of brewers. The men who had gone to the 
expense of establishing breweries did w when 
there was no licen.se fee and no duty on colonial 
beer, ttnd all they took into considemtion was 
the que,,tion whether there was suHicient tr:1de 
to warrant them in establishing breweries. 
Breweries were established in Cunnamulla and 
Charleville. He referred to thiJse pbces pitrticu
Jarly because they were the two smallest 
breweries in the colony ; they were established 
some time ago, and the owners did not anticipate 
a registration fee or a duty upon what they pro
duced, and if the proposed fee were insisted on 
it wonlcl be unjust to them. He did not think 
the fee was intended for the purpose of raisin<•' 
revenue, because the total raised all over th~ 
colony would only amount to £475. If a slidin" 
scale were adopted it would be more e<juitable~ 
:1nd he trusted that if that were not :tdopted the 
mnount of the registration fee would be reduced 
to£.'). 

Mr. AI.,AND said he was r<tther inclined to 
the opinion expressed by the hon. member for 
\V :1rrego. There was :1n excise duty of 3d. per 
gallon, and yet they were asked to impose a 
re.gi.stration fee of £23. He hardly s:1w how a 
slrdmg scale could be adopted, because it would 
be Llifficult to determine the quantity of beer 
manufactured at each brewery, or to say whether 
more was produced in a town brewery than in a 
country brewery. Those which were not in town 
were scnerally sitm>ted in the neighbourhood of 
railways ancllmd every facility for sending their 
products to market, and were thus able to cttrry 
on a larr;e trade though not in a large centre tif 
pnpubtwn. He trusted the 'l'reasurer would see 
hio way to reduce the fee so :1s to make it merel:r 
nmninal. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER said he did 
not regard the regi~tration fee a::~ a lJriucipal fea
ture of the Bill ; it had been printed in italics
thus indicating th:1t it might be open to discus
sion. He did not think that the fee would be 
oppre.~siYe, and he might point out that the 
first registration covered a period "f fifteen 
months. However, he was r1uite prepared to 
hear furthBr the opinion of the Committee as to 
whether it was desirable to reduce the "mount. 

J\lr. l\IOREHEAD said it must be admitted 
that the speech of the Colonial Treasurer w:1s 
very interesting, because it showed the Com
mittee - :1nd he hoped it would show the 

country-that they now knew when hon. mem
bers who supported the Government were allowed 
to discuss :1 question and when they were not. 
'l'he hon. member st:1ted that it might be clearly 
seen that the registration fee of £25 was a nutter 
for discussion b<'catme it was printed in italics. If 
the GDvernment would only carry ont that 
principle in :1ll their Bill;, the Committee would 
know when questions were allowed to be dis
cussed by supporters of the Government-when 
they httd free scope to act according to 
their own opinions. It must be admitted that 
it was a new departure in regard to BilL;;, 
that when they saw words in italics they 
might know that those who supported the 
Government would be allowed to discuss those 
particular points, and that when they were in 
ordinary print they must vote blindly for the 
Government. In reg<ud to words printed in 
italics, if they had any judgment they would he 
allowed to use it-or would be allowed to taJk, 
at any rate-without being suppressed by the 
Premier or the Minister for \Vorks. He ad
mitted that a fee of £25 was a matter of very 
little importance, and he did not believe that 
even the l)rewery at Cunnamulla mentioned 
by the hon. member for Warrego would 
cease to exist in conBeqnence of such a tax ; 
but he objected to the impost ltltogether. He 
thought it was wrong, and it had been 
shown by the Treasurer that it would bring 
very little into the Treasury. If there was to be 
an excise duty, he admitted that there must 
necessarily be sorne regiRtration, but the mnonnt 
should be reduced to a n1inirnurn. 1\.s to gauging
the respective registration fee to be paid by each 
brewery as regarded its production, any clause 
based upon that would be absurd ; but if the fee 
were made nominal-say £1-it would meet the 
whole m:1tter. A brewery would then be regis
tered as a brewery, and would not suffer from the 
tax whether the brewery were large or small. 

l\fr. KELLETT said th:1t, as the Treasurer 
had told the Committee th:1t they might 
discuss the nmtter, he would express his opinion. 
There were ,ome ca,es where that duty would 
press heavily upon small brewers, :1ml it seemed 
to him th:1t all that was wanted was a registra
tion fee. The revenue would come out of the 
Lluty on beer, and he would therefore propose 
tlmt the word "twenty" be struck out, leaving 
the amount "five pounds." 

The HoN. J. J'\I. MACROSSAN s:1icl that 
the a1nount was a rnatter of no in1portanco. 
There were several breweries in the colony 
which produced only ttbout one hogshead a 
week, and the t:1x to them would be equal 
to !ls. 7d. per hogshead, whereas in large 
brev1eries it would anwunt to only a very snu.tll 
fmction of ld. The consequence would be 
tlmt breweries :1t towns on the sea-coast, or 
within reach of rail\\ay co1nn1nnication, would 
be shut up, because the l:1rge brewerie' could 
supply those towns at a less mte than the small 
loml ones. The profits on a hogshead would be 
\k Gel., le·'·' the cost of freight, which would be 
very small. The smaller breweries would 
inevitably be shut up, and he did not think th:1t 
was what the hon. Treasurer desired. It w'1.s 
better to extend them than close them up. He 
did not see why a man should be shut np because 
he had only :1 small amount of capital, and h<1.cl 
establi,hed himself in a place where the popu
lation was small. They should adopt the 
suggestion of the hon. member for Balonne and 
nul,ke it a nmninal registration. 

Amendment put. 
Mr. ::\IACFARLANE said he would like to 

see even-handed justice dealt out to the brewer·s. 
It had been shown th:1t the large brewer had an 
ad vantage uver the small one, and if the fee were 
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reduced to £ii he would still have that n,dvantage. 
It would be far wrser to adopt a sliding scale. 
Suppose they made the maximum £2!5, they 
should make the smaller ones pay half that sum. 
'l'hat would meet eYery objection of his, and 
would satisfy the brewers. 

The COLO~IAL TREASURER said there 
were many difliculties in the way of a sliding 
scale. It must be borne in mind that the regis
tration was to take place and the fee to be 
paitl before they really knew what was the 
output t;f the brewery. Under a sliding scale, 
they mrght lmve to make a refund at the 
entl of the year, after the production of the 
brewery was ascertained, aml it would be neces
sary to insert a clause to proYide for that 
possible refund. He considered that the fee 
to be paid was merely a secondary matter; hut 
they out;ht to pay a small fee. He would be better 
pleased to see it fixed at £10; but still, if a £5 
fee commended itself to the Committee, he would 
not oppose it. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWTIAITH said the 
Premier might inform them what was his 
object in proposing that fee-was it taxation ? 
Because if it were taxation they would have 
to consider it in that light. If they considered 
it in the shape of taxation it was unjust, as it 
would tax unequally. To large brewers it would 
he a mere nominal amount, b'ut to small brewers 
it would be a great deal. He did not see why a 
tax should be collected at all. 'What they 
wanted was registration. \'Vhy should they 
impose that tax in addition to the 3d. pe'r 
gttllon that the Bill proposed ? The Colonial 
'frettsurer httd told them that in Victoria 
there was a tax of 3d. imposed on beer, and 
that there it was manufactured under greater 
difficulties. He said that in Victoria they had 
to pay Gd. per pound on their hops, whereas in 
Queensland they only paid 2d. In Victoria they 
paid 3s. per bushel on malt, and in Queensland 
only Gel. In Victoria they paid 3s. per cwt. on 
sugar, and in Queensland they paid Gs. Sd. He 
would point out to the Treasurer that the impo
sition of the taxes there operated in a perfectly 
different way-to make the expense of brewing 
more in Victoria than in Queensland-because, 
while the duties paid on hops and malt were 
very gre!tt there compared with what they were 
in Queensland, it must be remembered that the 
brewers actually paid duty on hops and malt here. 
They really did not pay it in Victoria, because 
both hopsaml malt were grown and manufactured 
in the colony. 'With regard to sugar, it was said 
by the Treasurer that sugar was manufactured 
in Queensland, and therefore they got it free. 
As a matter of f<l.Ct the brewers did not do any
thing of the sort. They paid Gs. Sd. per cwt. 
simply because there were no brewers' crystals 
manubctured in the colony. So that really 
they paid double the amount for sugar that they 
paid in Victoria. The hon. gentleman was im
posing a much larger duty here than was imposed 
in Victoria, by making it 3d. per gallon. 

The Ho~. J. M. JYIACROSSAN said that 
hon. members must not forget, in talking about 
Victoria, that the Act there was not permanent. 
The duty on beer there was only for sixteen 
months. There was no duty there now; the time 
expired at the end of 1881. 

The COLONIAL TEEASURETI said he 
must inform members of the Committee that, 
from information which had been given to him, 
the statement of the hon. member for JY[ulgrave 
was not correct. There was plenty of brewers' 
crystals manufactured in the colony, and some of 
their largest breweries used nothing but sugar 
which was manufactured in the colony. 'l'he 
Customs returns clearly proved that there was 

no large quantity of refined sugar introduced 
into the colony. That was the best refutation 
of the hon. gentlem:tn's speech. The quantity 
of refinetl sugo,r h:td been annually decreasing 
under the Gs. Sd. tariff. 

The Hox .• J. M. l\IACROSSAN said the hon. 
n1em bL:r no doubt got his inforn1ation frmn one 
of his subordinates. That might be a very good 
source, but he got his information from the 
chief source-the brewers themselves. They 
were \Yilling to use brewers' crystal:-: nutde here ; 
but those engaged in their n1annfactnre hacl not 
succeeded in making them up to the stand,rd 
requirement, so th"t the sugar had to be 
imported, and the brewers paid Gs. Sd. per cwt. 
upon it. 

The Hox. Sm T. l\IciLWRAITH said that 
he had spoken from the information given him 
l'y the brewers tlwrnsel ves an cl from his experience 
while in office as Treasurer. He was assured 
that the brewers imported the whole of their 
brewers' crystals ; if that was not so now, he stood 
corrected. He wuuld like, however, to draw 
another inference from the statement made by 
the Colonial Treasurer, concerning the v<tlue of 
the duty placed upon brewers' crystt1.ls of Gs. 8d. 
per cwt. According to the Treasurer, it had the 
effect of encouraging the rn::tnnfactnre of cryKtals 
in the colony. They should apply tlmt argu
ment while considering the beer duty, and they 
would then have to follow the sngge;;tion of the 
hon. member for Tiosewood and put a heavy 
duty on malt and hops, and they might thus 
attain in connection with the production of malt 
and hops what they had attained-according to 
the Treasurer's statement-by the imposition of 
a duty upon sugar. 

l\Ir. NORTON srLid there was one matter 
which the Treasurer had forgotten. 'When the 
resolutions upon which the Bill wtts founded 
were brought down to the Hou;;e first, the inten
tion of the Government was to adopt a fixed 
registration fee of £25, and not an annual one. 
\Vhen the resolutions were being discussed, the 
Treasurer took ad vantage of a thin House and 
added to the resolution, making it an annual 
registration fee. They should therefore, he con
tended, take into consideration the fact thr.t the 
intention of the GoYernment in the first instance 
was that the rN(istration fee should be simply 
£25, and that it should not be an annual pay
ment. 

l\Ir. KELLETT said that, if his memory 
served him arig-ht, the Colonittl Treasurer had 
informed them thttt the printing of the words 
"twenty-fiye pounds" in italics signified a blank. 
He therefore moved that " five pounds" be 
inserted instead of the blank. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH asked 
whether the hon. member intended also to omit the 
other words of the clause-" The like fee shall be 
rmyable upon renewal of the registration as here
inafter prescribed"? 

l\Ir. KELLETT said he understooLI it was an 
annual payment. He thought thttt all those 
fees were annual payments. 

Mr. MO REREAD said he could not under
stand how the words could be treated as a blank. 
Did the Chairman mean to tell him that the 
words were to be considered as a blank? 

The CHAIRMAN: No! 
Mr. MOREHEAD : I agree with you. 
Question-That the words proposed to he 

omitted stand part of the clause-put. 
'l'he HoN. Sm T. iiiciLWTIAITH "aid 

that he supposed the object was to create tt 

blank, hut he would point out that if the amend
ment substituting £i\ was carried, it would not 
he competent to substitute a lower amount ::ts an 
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amendment upon that. An amendment would 
be made to substitute £] ; that should have the 
preference. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
omitted stand part of the clau,;e- pnt and 
negatived. 

The Ho~. Sm T. J\lciL\VPk\ITH moved 
tlmt the blank be filled up by the words "ten 
shillings.'' 

The CHAIRMAN : I mnst put the amend
ments in the order in which they have been pro
posed. 

The PREJYIIEU: No; the least amount is 
put first. 

The CHAIRMAN said:" May"says-"\Vhere 
the proposed snm has already been printed in 
italics and another sum is proposed, the latter is 
put in the form of an amendment, without refer
ence to the rebtive amonnt of the two pro
posals. \Vhere, for any reason, re:-~1 blanks have 
been left, according to the fonner lJl'ctctice, if it is 
desired to fill them up with words different from 
those first proposed, a <listinct motion is made 
upon each proposal instead of moving an amend
ment upon that first suggested. The Chairmetn 
puts the <ruestion upon each motion separately 
and in the order in which they were metcle." 

The Ho~. Sm T. MciLWRAITH sai<l the 
pmctice betel been universally to propose the 
smaller sum first. 

Question- Thett the blank be filled up by 
inserting the words "five pounds"-put. · 

Mr. NORTON asked what 1t would cost the 
department to nmke the registmtion fee? 

'l'he COLONIAL TREASUIU~R setid that 
was a question he could not etnswer until 
returns were made up and forwarded to the 
Tre<tsnry. 

lVIr. NOR TO I'{ setid he did not want to know 
what the fee would be, but what the cost to the 
department would be in making the registration 
fee. \Vould it cost the department Gel. ? \Vould 
it cost the department anything? The long and 
short of it was that it would cost them nothing, 
and if thett were so it assumed the form of a direct 
tax. They first put a tax upon the beer and 
they next proposed to put a tax upon the 
brewers themselves, and et tax that would fctll 
unfairly upon the small brewer. If, ets the 
Colonial 'rreasurer had said, he did not attach 
111nch irnporta,nce to having the bre,versregistered, 
what was the occasion for charging a fee of £5? 

The HoN .• T. M. MACROSSAN seticl there 
were many memhers of the Committee who 
thought £ii too high a fee, and he hoped the hon. 
member for Stanley would withdraw his amend
ment and ailow a lower fee to be proposed. A 
fee of £5 would mean a tax of 2s. upon the small 
brewers who produced only a hogshead a week. 
He hoped the hon. member would withdraw his 
amendment in the mecmtime, as after the ruling 
given by the Chairman it was the only question 
thett could be put. 

Mr. KELLETT setid he considered the sum of 
£ii waR a very moderate amount, etnd one which 
would not press hardly upon any brewer. Any 
metn who could not afford to pay £5 for the pur
pose should not be a brewer at all. He had been 
rather douhttul whether the Government would 
agree to the reduction, and as they had agreed 
to it he did not think he should be justified in 
trying for a still smaller amount which he was 
sure would not be carried. 

Mr. l\10REHEAD said he had inferred from 
the remarks of the hon. member for Stanley 
that he held the opinion thett the fee wets not to 
be et revenue-producing fee, but simply a fee 
paid for registration. He thought that was the 
hon. member's reason for moving the reduc-

tion from £25 to £5. In his (Mr. More· 
head's) opinion a much smaller fee than 
£5 would meet all the necessities of the 
case, especially as the Colonial Treasurer had 
stated that it was not intended to produce 
revenue but to compel brewers to register. }for 
that purpose almost as many shillings would he 
enong·h, and he trusted the hon. member would 
withdrmv his amendment for the present and 
allow some lower figure to be put. He was 
mther surprise<! to hear the hon. memLer say 
that any nmn who could not pety £!) for regis
tration was not worth being registered. 

Mr. KEI,LRTT said he never made any such 
rem,.rk. \Vhat he did S<'Y was that no person 
who could not afford to pety " £5 fee should go 
into the business of brewing at all. He had 
never said that the fee should be merely nmnin::tl 
for registration only, and he had moved the 
reduction to .£G because he did not think there 
should be a .sliding ecetle. 

Mr. MOHEHEAD said he thought, and no 
cloubt nwst other hon. membm·s thought, that 
the hon. member for Stetnley merely wanted to 
htwe a small charge for registmtion, aml nothing 
beyond. As a registration fee the sum of £5 wets 
almost ets etbsurd as the sum of £2:J. The sum of 
half-a-guinea 'vould be quite sufficient to rneet 
the ca,e. The hon. member for Stanley seemed 
to think that a man who could not pay £5 was 
not fit to be a brewer. 

Mr. KELLJ£TT : I did not say thett either. 
1\Ir. MOR:EHEAD : That was practicetlly 

what the hon. member said. Now that it was 
settled that the fee was to be merely for regis
tmtion, and not for revenue-producing purposes, 
the hon. member should advocate the imposition 
of a merely nominal charge. 

:i\Ir. HIGSON said the way hon. members 
were wasting tin1e over such a trifle was sirnply 
ridiculous. The whole amount only represented 
the brewer's profit on one hogshead of beer. 

The Ho:x. J. M. MACROSSAN said it was a 
mere matter of opinion whether £ii was a reason
able sum or not. JVlany hon. members recollected 
the time when diggers were charged £25, etnd the 
legislators of that day thought it was a reason
able sum because some of the miners metde 
fortunes, forgetting how many of them did not. 
The miner's registration fee, which was then 
£25, was to-day ls. He might add thett he never 
knew et member refuse to withdraw an amcn<l
ment to allow another amendment to be pnt 
which could not be put while his blocked the 
W"Y· 

Amendment put and passed. 
Mr. NOR TON moved, as a further amend

ment, to omit the 2nd paragraph of the clause. 

Mr. MOREHEAD said he had heard no 
explanation from the Colonial Treetsurer why 
thrl fee for registration should be an annual 
chetrge on the brewer. If it was only a charge 
for registration-and that seemed to be generally 
admitted-why should the brewer be compelled 
to renew it from yeetr to year? There were no 
italics in the 2nd paragraph of the clause, and 
he consequently assumed that the followers of 
the Treetsurer were bound h:>nd and foot. He 
hoped, therefore, that the hon. gentlemetn, 
having given way on the previous portion of tho 
clause, would also give way on that, and allow 
the 2nd paragraph to be struck out. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER said the 
1nover of the amendn1ent gave no reason why 
the 2ml paragraph should be omitted, and he 
(Mr. Ilickson) could see no reason why registra
tion should not be made an annmtl affair. If 
they remitted the annual fee, which was now a 
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very small one, on brewers, they might as well 
remit it on distillers and others whom the law 
reqnired to be registered from year to year. 

J\Ir. NORTON Raid the reason he did not 
refer to it was lJec,cnse he did not wish to take 
up the time of the Committee. He gave his 
ren,son the other night for not making the fee 
anmml, and that reason wn,s that the Govern
ment themselves did not propose it in the resolu
tions tts originally introduced. 

The COLONIAL TRK\SUREE: It was 
carried in the resolutions. 

Mr. NOR TON: He knew the resolntions were 
passed with it, and he knew how they were 
passed. It was by a little nmnamvring on 
the part of the hon. the Treasurer, who-tttking 
ttd vantage of tt thin House ttt a late hour of 
the evening, when many members on the Op
position side were absent-amended the reso
lntioYI that was circulated previously so as to 
mC1ke the fee annual instead of an ordinary 
registration fee. They had been told that the 
fee was not imposed for the f'ake of getting 
revenue. Then what was it imposed for except 
to cover the cost of registration ? The hon. the 
Treasurer could not meet tlut argument ; he 
had nothing to <:ty agaimt it. He (Mr. Nmton) 
contended that once a brewery WC1S registered it 
should not be necessary to register it year after 
year. 

Mr. KELLETT SC1id there were a good 
many rea,ons why the fee should be an annmtl 
one. For insttwce : all the breweries would be 
licensed this ye"'r ; next year a man might find 
that he could not carry on the business, and drop 
out of it. InC[niries would be made as to why 
he had not sent in his return, and it would be 
found that he had stopped brewing ; but he might 
commence brewing again next year, without the 
authorities know!ng anything about it, and go on 
selling beer all over the country for months. He 
thought it would be absurd to have a registration 
fee unless it was an annual one. 

Mr. BLACK said he wished to point out that 
if the proposed fee of £?) was to be an annual one 
it was not in accordance with the registration 
fee in other cases of a somewhat similar 
charC1cter. Once a company was re;;-istered it 
was registered for :t!l time that it carried on busi
ness, and he did not see why the same principle 
should not apply to the registration of breweries. 
He found thC1t the registration fee of a trading 
company whose nomino,l capital did not exceed 
£1,000 was £5. That was for one registration
it was not an annual registration-and then 
there was 5s. for every additional £1,000 of 
CC1pital. Then again, he found that the reg-istra
tion of a company whose number did not exceed 
twenty persons was only £2. That was not an 
annual fee. The company being once registered 
was registered as long as they carried on 
business, and as the registration provided 
for in the clause was merely for the purpose of 
enC1bling the Treasurer to !{now the number of 
breweries they had in the country, he certainly 
did not see why a brewery, having been once 
registered and paid the registration fee of £i5, 
should be put in a different position from C1ny 
other trading compa.ny. £3 seemed to be 
the usuC1l fee for the registration of these 
compC1nies, and it seemed to him thr1t breweries 
should be put in the same position as other 
trading companies. 

Mr. KELLETT said what had been f[uoted by 
the hon. member did not apply at all, hecaw;e 
when a company cettsed to exist it was wiped off 
the list of registered companies altogether. The 
fee provided for in the clause wtts practically a 
license fee, and ought to be paid annually. 

Mr. BLACK said the fee referred to was not 
a license fee at all. The Government anticipated 
deriving a revenue by the imposition of 3d. a 
gallon excise duty on beer, C1nd in order that 
they might be able to ascertain what breweries 
they had in the colony, and to enable them to 
make provii::>ion for collecting the excise duty, 
breweries were to be registerefl; and he Inain
tained thC1t they should be re<istered the srtme 
a;., any other trading cmnp::tnies were regi~tered 
-·by the p<wment of a £ii fee which was not an 
amiual fee: According to all principles of 
equity, once a cmnpany was registered it should 
not be CC1l!ed upon to be registered again the 
next year. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
omitted stand part of the chnse-put, and the 
Committee divided :-

AtJ,:s, 26. 
}fessrs. Rntledge, }Iile8, Griffith, Dickson, Dutton, 

::\Ioreton, Kellott, ':'\myth. S;tlkeld. Groom, Pootc, \Vhite, 
\Yakcficld. j._mlCat', u::\Icllor. Jordan, ]~ailC'V, 1~rooh:cs, 
Higson, :JI<Lcfarlane. }:Iidgley, \Vallacc, Shcridnn, ~\la.n1l, 
Cmnpbell, and Isambert. 

Xm:s, 12. 
Sir 'r. "Jieilwraith, :1Icssrs. Archer, "Jiorchea!l, Xorton, 

Chnbb, }Iacrossan, Stevcns, Lalor, Donaldson, Palmer, 
l~li1ck, and Xolson. 

Que>ltion resolved in the affirmative. 
Clause, as amended, put and Jmssed. 
Clauses 8 and 9 pa"ecl as printed. 
On clause 10, as follows :-
"There shall be chnrged, levied, collected, and paid 

for the use of Her 1!a.jcsty, her heirs and succe~:-;ors, 
upon all beer bre,vcd or mannfaetnt'C(1 within the colony 
of Qucenslrmd which onorattcrthe.fi,·st <lay of Oetobcr, 
one thousand eight hnm1red a.nd cight.\·-five, is removed 
frorr1 a. ln't:nvory for com,nmptiou or :.;ale, an cxeise duty 
of threepence per gallon, which clnty shall be vaid by 
the brewer by \vhom such beer is mn.tlo in the manner 
and at the times hercina.fter specified." 

Mr. MORRHEAD said he did not suppose 
that the Colonial Treasurer for a moment 
thought it likely that that clause would pass 
through without discussion. There would pro
bably be a good deal of discussion on ~t before it 
pa,;;;ed. The charge wa~ a very unfair one, and 
unfair in the very direction the hon. Treasurer 
and his cc,l!eagues would admit was unfair if 
they carried out in its entirety the policy 
they had enunciated to the Committee. It 
was in direct contradiction to their action 
with regard to timber and machinery. On the 
one hanrl, they put on duties which were 
purely protective in their action, C1nd now they 
proposed to put on a duty which would not only 
affect the employment of labour in the colony, 
but add to the price of an article that was largely 
consumed by the poorer classes in the community. 
He could C[Uite sympathise with the Colonial 
'l'reasurer if there were any real necessity to 
meet "'brge deficit-although the hon. member 
had shown them that the deficit wtcs not !urge 
and might be met by retrenchment-but he par
ticularly took exception to the imposition of a 
tax of that sort without at the same time increas
ing the duty on imported beer. The effect of 
the tax wmild simply be to close many of the 
breweries of the colony, to the advantage of the 
J<:nglish and foreign brewer. He could not 
understand why the hon. gentleman, unless 
he had some special aversion to those who 
had to do with the mmmfacture of beer in the 
colony, did not, at any rate, ef[ualise their position 
with that of the manufacturers of beer outside 
the colony. He was no protectionist; but he 
certainly objected to any injury being done to a 
growing industry that was not in any way detri
mental to the colony. He hoped, therefore, that 
they would h,we from the Colonial Treasurer, 
not' merely a bald statement that he wished the 
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lOth clause to pass, but reasons why a growing 
industry should be in some cases heavily handi
capped, and in others completely destroyed. 

The COLO::'\IAL TllEASUREH said the 
principle of that excise duty had been repeatedly 
and fully discussed. 

Mr. JUOREHEAD: Ko; it has not. 
The COLOC\IAL TREASURER said he 

did not intend now to _justify the action of the 
Governn1ent in in1posing the duty. It was a 
most necess<try dnty, and he had given good 
reasons why a further duty should not be imposed 
on imported beer -because, in brief, it would 
increase the cost to the consumer. At pre,,,ent 
the consumer could get the imported article 
at the same price as the colonial, and if an addi
tional duty were charged on the imported article 
the venclor would take advantage of that to put 
an uclditional price both on the English and 
colonial beer. The present proposition would not 
have that effect, because the profits of the 
industry were so great th"t the excise duty coulrl 
well be borne. However, he would not go into 
a detailed :ngument, since the qn<''ltion had all 
been discussed before, and if he were to talk for 
hours he could not change the opinions of hon. 
members opposite. He thought hon. gentle
n1en n1ight recognise the fact that a n1ajority of 
the House apJ>rO\'edof the duty; and he was now 
quite prepared to proce,,d to a division. 

:Yir. MOREHEAD said it had come to this
that if they disagreed with the hon. member 
they were actually to be allowed to divide on 
the question. The height of insolence could not 
go farther. The Colonial Treasurer refused to 
give uny reasons for the duty he desired to 
impose, and told them that if they did 
not like it he would allow them to divide, and 
if the majority were in favour of the Govern
ment they would no doubt be ruled by it. 
\Vhat was the position taken up by hon. mem
bers opposite when they were in opposition ? 
\Vhat would the l'v1inister for \Vorks have said 
of such conduct on the part of the Government ? 
\Vhat would the Premier have said? Or what 
would have been said by the Attorney-General, 
who was dumb since he had received the fees of 
office, and who looked like u full-fed Liberal? He 
only asked hon. members to look at the Attorney
General; the hon. gentleman was speechless-he 
could not talk now. But they were told that if 
they did not like the duty they could divide against 
it, us the 'rreasurer knew he had a majority. 
That was not the way in which they legisluted 
in the old days. There were times when some 
consideration wus shown to the arguments of 
hon. members; but things were changed now, 
not only with regard to the Government them
se! ves but also with regard to the supporters of 
the Government. He had never seen a session 
in which members had acted as the supporters of 
the Government had ucted this session. Last 
session they were dumb dogs. 'rhis session they 
were not dumb dogs; they were allowed to talk 
and they expressed their opinions, but always 
voted with the Government, no matter what those 
opmwns were. Next session there would be 
a greater variation probably, because by that 
time the constituencies were likely to be 
uppealed to, and then hon. members on the 
G'overnment side of the House might e"press 
their opinions aiHl vote for them, uncl not against 
them. That ought to be the outcome of the next 
secsion. He could not, however, ugree with the 
Colonial Treasurer tlmt becaude th~ Government 
had got a majority they shonld go to a division 
and not put their views before the country. He 
believed that the speeches of the members of the 
Opposition were read quite as much as the 
speeches of the Colonial Treusurer. 

The COLONIAL TllEASURER: They have 
been put before the country so repeatedly that 
they are becoming- wearisome. 

M:r. i\fO}l}jHEAD said he never made long 
speech~s like the hon. gentleman; he never made 
a prelude of three-quarters of an honr brJore he 
said what he had to say. He believed that 
people preferred the short speeches of ordinary 
members to the long-he might almost c.ctll them 
attenuated-addresses of the Colonial Treasurer. 
Ho d<''scribecl the hon. gentleman many years 
ago as a man of polished, lavish diction, and he 
"ns nfraid he had not altered since. He (M:r. 
Morehead) repeated that he most distinctly 
objected to the statement made to the Com
mittee that evening, that simply because the 
Government lud a m<tjority at their back the 
matter wus beyond discu,sion, awl should not be 
discnssecl, and that if they had any doubt about 
the statement they could go to a division. He 
objected to that mode of ar~ument entirely, and 
he objected to the clanst> as it stood. It was u 
most unjust clause, which would nmterially affect 
the poorer classes of the community, and one 
upon which every member-thehon. member for 
l'vlaryboroug-h would agree with what he said
was bound to express his opinion, and let it go 
forth to the country. They only wanted fair 
pby-not protection for a native industry ; that 
was to say, if that excbe duty were imposed on 
the colonial article an additional tax should be 
charged on imported beer. 

The PREMIER ;,aid the hon. gentleman asked 
what would the Gov-ernment do - himself in 
particular-if they were in opposition? \Vhen 
they were in opposition when resolutions for 
addition~! taxation had been agreed to in Com
mittee of vVays and Means they never obstructed 
the Bill in committee. The principle of that tax 
had been affirmed in Committee of \Vays and 
JYieans. Hon. gentlemen haclawhole evening to 
debate it again on the second reading, .end now the 
hrm. member wanted to discu£s the whole thing 
over again. The function of the House in com
mittee was to see what mode of mising the tax 
should be adopted, uncl, if the best way was not 
proposed, to amend it ; but to discuss the mutter 
over and over again wus simply obstruction. 

The Hon. J. M. MACROSSAN said the 
Premier had told them that that was obstruc
tion-and the Committee had already got to 
clause 10 in the Bill ! The hon. gentleman had 
also told them what the present Government 
would have done under similar circumstances
that was, he gave his version of what they 
would do. It might be necessary for him (Hon. 
Mr. lYiacrossan) to give his version of what they 
did do. 

The PRE11IER : Take an analogous ca,se. 
The Hox. J. M. MACROSSAN said the hon. 

gentleman remarkecl that the subject-mutter of 
the Dill hud already been discussed and passed in 
Committee of \Vays und J\lfeans. Did the hon. 
gentleman not know that the taxation now pro
posed was in accordance with the views he had 
expressed at the beginning of the term of office 
of the last Government? He wanted to force that 
Government into taxation, but they declined 
to do so. The hon. gentleman moved a vote 
of wunt of confidence in that Ministry because 
they would not tax the people. Now hon. 
members on his side were opposing the taxation 
policy of the present Government. That was 
the difference between the positions of the 
two parties. The hon. member for Balonne 
was simply doing his duty in pointing out to that 
Committee and to the country that the mode of 
taxation on beer was totally and entirely differ
ent to the mode of taxation on timber us udopted 
on the previous evening by the Committee. The 
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Premier had told them that if the consumer of 
colonial beer did not like to drink it after the 
new tax was imposed he could drink };nglish 
beer-that was, p>ttronise the J<:nglish capitalist 
to the detriment of the colonial capitalist
pn,tronise English industry to the detriment of 
colonial industry ; but the argument used by 
him the other night in reference to the timber 
trade was very different. A royn,lty had been 
imposed on timber which amounted, to a 
certain extent, to a detriment to t!mber-getters; 
therefore, as a compensation to them, the 
Government put :t tax on imported timber, 
not caring whether it would raise the price 
of timber, nor did they deny that it would do 
so. All the taxes imposed would, he (Hon. :Yir. 
1Iacrossan) believed, he~ve the effect of raising 
the prices of the commodities taxed. But was 
that the sort of policy for the Government to 
ce~rry on in tlmt House? He said it was not. the 
sort of thing that should be done by any Gm'ern
mont. If the hon. gentlenmn wished to be con
si"tent with the poiicy adopted on the previous 
evening, and act fairly to,vnrcl~ colonial indn~try, 
the Govonnnent shonld put a correspnndin,:; 
ten on the impmted article-a clnty of about 3d. 
per grd]on--a.nd not rnn aw~ty with tho paltry 
excuse that it would incrc:cse tha price to the 
cmunnner. The hon. gentlen1au\; friewls \Vere 
importers, and th:tt was where the shoe pinched; 
hiK friend::; \l.rore hnporterr-;, not n1anuffLcturer1"', 
and he wi.shed to protect them to a certain 
extent by imposing a duty on the colonial 
article. If no other member of that Committee 
moved the~t the amount be reclucerl tn a ve.ry 
snmll sum, he would do so, farthing by farthing 
if necessa.ry, and go to a division. 

The PUK\IIER said the hem. gentlenmn tolcl 
them plainly that he was g·oing to obstruct the 
Bill. Very well, let him begin. If they were 
going to obstruct--if they were going to treat 
the Bill in the~t way, let them begin as 
soon as possible. The principle of the Bill 
had been carried by a large majority, and been 
fully discussed in Committee of \V ay-< and 
:iY[eans. The second rettcling had been passed 
by a large majority, and the tax clearly cum
mended itself to a huge majority in the House, 
and as clearly to a large majority in the country. 
As to whether the propo8al now me~de was con
sistent with the conduct of the (}overnment in 
reference to the tax on timber, he <lid not himself 
care to clai1n consi~:;;tency. There 'vas no systein 
of taxation almolntely and perfectly logical. If 
the hon. gentleman we~nted to be consistent why 
did he not use the same "rguments cts he used the 
previous evening in regard to ti1nber. If he did 
he would be supporting the present Dill most 
strenuously. He (the Premier) dicl not claim to 
be consistent. There had never been a consistent 
tariff, that he was et ware of, in Queensland or in 
any of the other colonies. There were some 
people who te~lked a great elect! a bout freetracle 
who were in practice strong protectionists. As to 
tttlking about the friends of the Government being 
importers, that was all non,•,ense. The question 
was whether it was a fair tax, and if so what was 
the best way to mise it? 

Mr. AKJ'\EAR said he wished to be con
sistent, and to use the 8:11Yie argun1ent he used 
on the previous night. He looke<l upon the 
breweries as a local industry, and it hml l1een 
clearly shown by the leacler of the Opposition 
that when the duty was pttid on malt, ho]JS, 
and sug::tr used for brewing, together with the 
excise duty of 3d. a gallon, the te~x was as much 
as on the imported article. Therefore, in order 
to equalise the duty so that the local industries 
would not suffer, the Treasurer oug·ht to put 
ctnother 3d. a gallon on the imported e~rticle. That 
would he studying the interests of a very great 
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vested interest in the colony. He was glad to hear 
that brewing wa'< a good trade. They wrmted 
some good tmdes in the colony, and he hoped the 
'l'n,aH1ll'er would adopt the suggestion which had 
been made in order that the trade might not 
suffer. \Vhat were the duties passed yesterday 
for but to support local industries, and keep 
money in the colony? As he said before, an 
arlrlitional 3d. on the imported article woulcl be 
doing justice to those who were brewing beer in 
the different towns of Queensland. 

Mr. NOUTON said the Premier had a grectt 
horror of what he was pleased to mtll obstruction ; 
but he would ask the hon. gentleman whether he 
had ever obstructed? 

The PEE:YHER: Yes; twice. 
J\Ir. :'-rOil TO~ said he wa'l not now discussing 

the question whether the tax should be imposed 
or not, but replying to the objection made by 
the Premier to the action of the Opposition in 
what the hon. member called obstruction. It was 
well known tlmt when the hon. gentlemctn was 
lec1<lor of the Opposition they were kept for nights 
by the purest obstruction. That was when the 
hon. gentleman olJjecte<l to the mail service which 
had ,ince been acknowledged even by himself 
to be of infinite advantage to the country. 
\Vhat a difference it made on which side a 
man sat ! If the hon. gentleman had been in 
oppositinn, any similar H1€ttSUl'8 which 1net 
with his disapprove~! would haYe met with 
more opposition than the Billumler considemtion 
lmd received. Numbers of measures had been 
Jmssed since the hon. gentleman became leacler 
of the Government-measures to which the 
Oppm;ition strongly objected, but to which they 
offered no lengthy opposition. Surely members 
were bound to express the opinions they held ; 
and for the hectd of the Government tCJ get up 
e~nd object to the expression of those opinions 
-which he called obstruction- was simply 
ludicrous, especially when they remembered 
the course of action ctdopted by the hon. gentle
man himself when lee~der of the Opposition. 

The HoN. ,T. M. MACROSSAN said they did 
not intend to ob•truct. 

The PllKiVIIER: You se~id you were going to. 
The Ho'!. J. M. lHACROSSAN: I did not. 
The PRE:\HER: You said you were going to 

move " reduction, farthing by fnrthing. 
'l'ho HoN .• J. M. MACROSSAN said that he 

stated he would do so if necessary; but he thonght 
they woulcl be quite justified in obstructing when 
the' Premier and Colonictl Treasurer appealed in 
the moc;t brutal manner to the majority behind 
them. That was the we~y they reasoned, because 
they had a number of sheep behind them instead 
of men. 

The PREMIER: \Ve have had two divisions 
already. 

The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN : And the 
shepherd was not far off. They would be justified 
in obstructing under the circumstances. Twice 
that night had the Colonial Treasurer told them 
to come to a division-he had a majority; and the 
Premier told the Committee just now, before he 
sat down, that a majority had affirmed the resolu
tions. They knew very well that the majority 
woul<l aflirrn anything the hon. gentleman wished. 
He believecl that if the hon. gentleman proposed 
to execute one of the members of the Opposition 
the majority on the other side would agree to it. 

The PRl~MIER: \V e would spare you. 
The HoN. ,J_ M. JVIACROSSAN said the hon. 

member was wrong when he said the majority 
of the emmtry e~greed with him. He was very 
much mi.,taken there, or else the nnmber of 
telegrmns and letters he had been receiving from 
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the part of the country he representecl must have 
been sent in mistake. Not ten minutes ago he 
had received a telegram from the mayor of 
Townsville calling upon him, in the most strenuous 
terms, to oppose the taxation proposals of the 
Government. The mayor reprbented a public 
rneeting--

The PIU~:YIIEH, : Seven persons. 
The HoN. J. M. MACROSSAN : Times 

must be very brisk in Townsville when a public 
meeting could be rounded off by seven persons. 
He knew something about public meetings in 
'fownsville, and the hon. member for Kennedy 
(the Attorney-General) knew something about 
them too. That hon. member knew that it was 
easier to get a public meeting of 700 than 7. 

The PRE:VIIEU : When they take any 
interest in the subject. 

The HoN . • T. M. MACROSSAN said that 
beer and timber were subjects that interested 
the people there very much. He believed the 
Townsville brewery turned out 130,000 or 140,000 
gallons a year - a very considerable amount for 
a town of 10,000 or 12,000 inhabitants. They 
certainly took a great interest in the taxes on 
timber and machinery-especially the latter. But 
was it seriously intended to impose a tax of 3d. per 
gallon on colonial beer, and not do anything 
towards imposing a correBponding tax on the 
imported article? The Premier said the Oppo
sition were not consistent, because they did not 
carry out what they st;id last night ; but they 
were following up the arguments they used last 
night. They argued then against one portion of 
the colony being taxed for the benefit of another 
portion of the colony. vVhat they were arguing 
now was, why shnuld the whole of the colony 
be taxed for the benefit of the English manu
facturers? That was what it came to. Their 
arguments that night were much stronger in the 
same direction than last night. \Vhy should the 
whole of the consumers and manufacturers in the 
colony be taxed for the benefit of the }<;nglish 
manufacturers, as, according to the Colonial 
Treasurer, they would be benefited to the extent 
of 3d. per gallon? To equalise the matter, they 
ought to impose a corresponding duty upon the 
imported beer. By so doing they would not only 
be dealing out fair play to the manufacturers in 
the colony, but would be ]JUtting an additional 
tax upon a class of people who were best able to 
bear it. 

Mr. MACFARLANE said the hon. member 
for Townsville was very complimentary to the 
Government side of the Committee, in terming 
them a " lot of sheep," but that was scarcely 
as bad as the hon. membe1· for Balonne, who 
called them "dumb dogs." He thought hon. 
members on his side had shown that they 
had enough independence to do and dare when 
they did not agree with their own side of 
the Committee. They had lost sight of the 
argument altogether in reference to that small 
tax. The question they should discuss w~ts 
whether it would press heavily upon any part of 
the community, either the maker or the con
sumer. He maintained that the tax would not 
touch-at least only very slightly-either the 
maker or the consumer. It would not increase 
the cost of the drink to the people. They would 
only have followed the example of Great 
Britain, which received £8,500,000 per annum 
from the tax upon beer, which was at the rate 
of 2}d. per gallon. The late Chancellor of the Ex
chequer, lYir. Childers, proposed to put another 
1d. per gallon on beer, and estimated that the 
revenue from that direction would be about 
£11,!JOO,OOO. However, he went out of office 
over it ; he wanted to go out. The party would 
have had a rtuite sufficient majority, had it not 
been for their own friends-or those who professed 

to be their friends, the Parnellites-allyino
themselves with the Conservatives. The real 
question before them was-W onld the tax press 
heavily upon the consumers? He said it would 
not. There had been no ar4'Untent brought 
forward to show that it would be a burden 
upon the peO]Jle. He did not know whether 
the people of Queensland were as good hoer
drinkers as they were in the old country. If 
they were, the tax proposed to be put U]Wil beer 
would bring in an income of about £110,000 a 
year. Of course the people here drank imported 
beer as well as the other. In reference to pnttmg 
a tax upon imported beer, hon. members should 
remember that there was a differm1tial rate 
just now on draught beer of Dd. \Vhen the 
proposed tax of 3d. wtts put on it would be 
Gel., and then there was the freight, which 
ttmounted to not less than 3d. per gallon. The 
profit of the colonial brewers must, therefore, 
be very large when there was such a differential 
duty. There had been a good deal i;aid about 
this being a tax upon the poor man. That state
ment was a mere bao·atelle-a nothing-and not 
worth considering. Had they not a perfect right 
to receive a very small revenue from b:er ? 
Could any hon. gentleman in that Committee 
mention any article that could better bmtr 
taxation? He had not heard any hon. member 
mention an article better able to do so. At the 
rate they were going on it would be December 
before they got through the session, and he 
would like to remind hon. members of how they 
suffered iast year in the hot weather. 

The HoN. J. M. :MACIWSSAN said the hon. 
member who had just sat down spoke as if the 
people of Queenslan<l were not taxed at all-as 
if they were Rimply putting on a new t::x or 
initiating a new system of taxation. D1d he 
not know that the people of Queensland were 
more hi«hly taxed per head than the people 
of En.,la7ld, or New South \Vales, or Victo!ia, 
or in fact of any colony in the world except New 
Zealand and \Vestern Australia.? Every addi
tional penny put on in the way of taxation was 
an additional straw on the camel's back. The 
hon. gentleman seemed to forget that. He 
should have thought that he woulCl have been the 
first to assist him in proposing to put a tax 
upon the imported article, seeing that he 
was opposed to drinking beer in any shape. 
Therefore, to carry out his principles in their 
entirety, he should be prepared to put such a tax 
upon these articles as would prohibit tJ:eir co?
sumption altogether; he was not cons1stent m 
his blne-ribbonism. The hem, gentleman ought 
to support any proposition, coming from either 
side of the Committee, to put a tax on the 
imp0rted article. As to the tax at present being 
in favour of colonial beer, they knew it was, and 
so it ou«ht to be. The two articles were at 
present ,';pon an almost equal footing so far as 
cost went, because the J~nglish beer could be 
made so much cheaper than the colonial, in spite 
of freight, and they should not disturb that 
equality which existed between them by putt!ng 
a tax upon the colonial article, and not puttmg 
one also on the imported beer to preserve the 
equality. 

Mr. MACFARLANE: We may require to 
do that next year. 

The Hox .• T. M. MACIWSSAN moved that the 
word "threepence" be omitted from the 3rd line. 

Question- That the words proposed to be 
omitted stand part of the clause-put, ·ancl the 
Committee divided :-

A YJ<;s, 25. 
:J.fessrs. Rntledgo. Miles, Gritnth, Dickson, Dntt.on, 

Jioreton, Salkeld, Foote, Sheridan, Kellctt. ""raketicld, 
Cmnpbell, Bailey, l\Iellor, Smyth, White, .Jordan, Aland, 
Isamhcrt, Brookcs, Groom, lligson, ::\Iiclgley, ·wana.cc, 
and lfacfarlanc. 
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Xm·"· 14. 
Sir T. '.:\Icilwraith, Mcss;rs. Archer, }forehead., Norton, 

}l:tero.ssan, Chnbh, Tilack, .1nnear, IInmilton, Lis:~mm>, 
Ncl~on, Lnlor, I)almer, :md StcYens. 

Question resolved in the affirmative. 
Qnc.stion-That clause 10 as rE'ad stand part of 

the Bill-put. 
The HoN. J. l'.I. MACIWSSAN asked if 

the Treasurer would give him a reply as to 
putting a tax upon the importnd article? It 
wn.s an inju><tice to tax the colonial beer as 
against the imported beer. 

The COLONIAL TREASURETI '"'id the hon. 
gentleman knew very well tlmt it was impossible 
in an exnise Bill to introduce any impost in the 
slutpe of an import duty. It would have to be 
introduced in an entirely different form. So far 
as he was himself concerned, he said most dis
tinctly that he should not give the publicans of 
the colony-as he would if he increa·:nd the duty 
on the imported article-he should not give them 
an opportunity of a colourable pretext for increas
ing the cost of consun1ptivn to the con~umer. 

Question put and passed. 
Clauses 11 to 21, inclusive, passed as printed. 
On clame 22, as follows :-
"An.\· brewer may nvon obtaining a permit remove 

or cause to be removed from his brewery to n dept1t, 
waruhonsf', or otlter place oem1picd by him a,nd n~cd 
cxclusi \'ely fur stora.gc or sale of beer in hnlJ.c nny 
<o!nantity of beer of his own manufacture. in quanti tie~ 
of not it.:·,~ thrtn five barrels nt a time, without atnxing 
stnrnps on the cask~ containing sueh bl'tW. 

"l·~very such pm·mit shall be grantP:1 by nn inspcetor 
upon the application of the brewer awl under the lH'C
scri bed conditions. 

"'l'he brewer shall nffix upon every cask containing 
beer so removed before i. t is removed from snch depOt, 
warchonse, Ol' other place, the same .-;tamp..,, and shall 
procure the same to be ('a.ncclled in the ·~ame manner 
and under the same penalties as are herein prescribed 
with respect to beer removed from a brewery." 

The COLONIAL TREASUTIER said that as 
the definition of the place to which the beer mio-ht 
be removed on a permit was not quite so clea{? as 
could be wished, he would move the omission of 
tho words, "depot, warehouse, or other place 
occupied by lum and used exclusively for storage 
or sale of beer in bulk," with the view of insert
ing the words, "bonded warehouse approved by 
the Collector of Customs under the Customs Act 
of 1873." 

Amendment put and passed. 

The Hox. J. M. MACROS SAN asked whether 
the limitn.tion to "not le5s than five barrels at a 
time" would affect those small brewers whose 
produce was only a hog,;head n. week? 

The COLONIAL TREASURER: I do not 
think they will export beer. 

The HoN . • T. 1\I. MACROSSAN : It is more 
than a week's produce n.t some of the small 
breweries. 

The PREMIER : Then it is not likely they 
will want separate warehouses. 

The Hox. J. 1\I. MACROSSAN: But they 
might want to put one bn.rrel in bond, and 
why should they not be allowed to do so ? 

The COLONIAL TREASURER moved the 
omission of the words '' dep(>t" am] "or other 
place" from the 3rd paragraph of the clause. 

Amendment put and passed ; and clatme, as 
amended, passed. 

Clause 23-" How permits to be affixed to 
cn.sks"-passed as printed. 

On clause 24-
" If any hoer is knowingly removed or conveyed from 

n~1~· brewery. or place of storag-e contrary to ~the pro
VIRI011S of th1s Aet or the reg-ulations, then sueh hccr, 
together with the casks containing the same and the 

boat, enrt, carriage, or other conveyance in which the 
same is found, together with all horses or other animals 
made use of in snch removn1 or conveyance, and any 
(_~hattels, articles, or things made use of for the purposes 
of sneh removal or eonveyanee, shall be forfeited and 
may be seized bJ any inspector or officer of police." 

The COLONIAL TRf<jASURER, in moving 
that the words "place of storage" in the 2nd 
line be omitted, with the view of inserting 
"warehouse," said the object of the amendment 
wn.s to make the clause correspond with the 
amendment in clause 22. 

The HoN. Sm T. J\IciLWRAITH asked if 
it was intended to move any other amendments 
in the clause? As it now stood, if beer we~s 
illegally removed from a brewery, not only was 
the beer forfeited but also the cart in which it 
was conveyed. It. seemed to him very nnj nst 
that they should punish a cn.rter-who was 
called upon to remove the beer, and who could 
not possibly know that what he was doing was 
illegal-by forfeiture of his horse and cart. 

The COI"ONIAL TREASURER said the 
power conferred by the clause was precisely the 
same as war, contained in the Customs Act, as 
the hem. member knew full well. It certainly 
did seem very harsh, and no doubt would be so 
if enforced against an innocent mn.n, but at the 
same time the inspector would have full power 
to deal with such case,, and doubtless on the true 
representation of the case the carter would not 
be punished. But it was only right that the 
clause should be very stringent to prevent col
lusion. 

:VIr. NORTON said the words of the clause 
were, "If any beer is knowingly removed." It 
was only the owners of the beer who would know 
thn.t it was being removed improperly; how 
was the carter to know? The brewer simply 
employed a drayman to remove so many casks of 
beer from one place to another, and if he did so 
his cart was forfeited. The word "knowingly " 
only applied to the party who removed the beer; 
it did not apply to the man with the cart. 

The COLO::'\IAL TREASURER said no case 
of h<trdship had been reported in consequence of 
the similar clause which existed in the Customs 
Act. They knew that Customs Acts were at all 
times algerine in their character if strictly carried 
out, but, as he lmd said, no case of hardship 
had ever been inflicted upon anyone by the 
operation of that clause, and he thought it was 
only right thn.t they should have the same power 
in the Bill. 

Amendment agreed to; and clause, as amended, 
put and passed. 

Clause 23-" Power to inspector to examine 
vehicle.,"-put and passed. 

On clause 26, as follows :-
"Any vcrson who knowingly removes or receives 

from any hre,vt>.ry an.\· beer contained in any cas;k or 
paeknge on or in respect of which the proper stamp hrts 
not 1Jeon nflixod, or on or in respect of which a fraudu
lent or false stamp is afiixed, or on or in respect of 
"\Ylnch a stamp once t~aneelled is again used, shnll be 
lin ble to a penalty not exceeding fifty pounds." 

The COLONIAL TREASURER moved, by 
way of amendment, that in the 2nd line of the 
clause the words " or warehouse " be inserted 
after the word "brewery." 

Amendment agreed to; ancl clause, as amended, 
put and passed. 

Clauses 27 to 29, inclusive, passed as printed. 
On clmme 30, as follows :-
" Evfry brmver shall by brnncling cause to be mnrli:ed 

upon every cask containing beer brewed by him before 
it is removed from the brewery the name of the brewer 
and the place lvhcre 1t was brewed. 

"Any brm.vcr who f~1ils to comply with the reflUirc
ment.s of this secth,n shall be liable to a penalty not 
exceeding ten vounds for each cask not so branded. 
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" Any person other than the owner of a cask so 
hranded, or some person ht\vfully authorised by him so 
to do, who kno·wingly and wilfully removes or defaces 
such marks therefrom shall be liahle to a penalty not 
exceeding ten pounds for each cask from which any 
mark is so removed or defaced. 

" Provided that when a brC\vor, for the purpose of 
supplying his customers, pnreha~es beer finislled and 
re:1dy for sale from another brmvcr, the llllrclu~ser may, 
after givin;:{ the prt"'1Cribed notice to an inspector of his 
intention so to do, fnrnb;h hii; O\Vn P;tsks, hrande(l with 
his name anrl the place \vhere his brewery is situnted, 
to be filled with the beer so purchased. And :m eh ca~ks 
may be filled \vitb beer and removed from the bre\Ycrv 
as fn other cases. ~ 

" But the stamps hcrcb~· requi:red shall be afiixed to 
the casks and ('J1ncellcd before removal." 

Mr. NORTON said there was a curious proviso 
to the clause. He had often heard of false 
labels being kept for the pnrpose of being put 
upon bottles which were not what they were 
represented to be ; hut here they had the 
Governmet;t absolutely encouraging brewerR to 
supply therr cn.stomers with beer obtained from 
other breweries as their own. Under the clause 
any brewer might purchase beer from another 
brewery, put it into casks hearing his own 
brand, and supply it to hi.s cnstomer.s a.s his 
own beer. If a brewer sold beer which was 
not his own, why should he not inform his 
customers of the het? \Vhy should Allsopp's 
beer be sold as Foster's, or Foster's as some
body else's? That was just the same thin.". 
Surely it was not honest ! The brewer wlio 
pnrchased beer in that way from another brewery 
had to give notice to the inspector, and why 
should he not be required to give notice to his 
customers as well? It was an absolute fraud. 

The COLONIAL TREASURER said, why 
should they interfere with the ordinary course of 
trade? The practice was one which was now 
carried out. They were not introducing any new 
feature, but were simply protecting the revenue. 
Notice had to he given to the inspedor of the 
transaction between the two brewers, and he did 
not see that the Committee had anything what
ever to do with it. It was for the inspectors to see 
that the packages received by the brewer were 
subject to duty, and that they could be traced. 
He did not see why they should step in and 
intercept the ordinary trade transactiom which 
took place between one brewer and another. 

Mr. NORTON said he did not see why they 
should legalise deception. By that clause they 
would give a man a legal right to sell one article 
as something else, which was equivalent to 
legalising the substitution of false labels. So 
far as bottled beer was concerned, the labels 
indicated that it was brewed and bottled by 
different people ; and if brewers wanted to do 
that sort of thing let them do so, but do not let 
a law be passed giving them a legal right to do it 
without informing their customers. 

The HoN. Sm T. MciLWRAITH said the 
cbuse defeated its own object. It was intro
duced to provide that the brewer should keep 
faith with his customers, and in order to insure 
that he had to put his own brand on his beer. 
Then there was a proviso that he might be 
allowed to put someone else's name on it. \Vhat 
was the use of the clause with a proviso like 
that? 

The PREMIER said the first part of the clause 
was very valuable to prevent fraud. They would 
know where a cask came from if it were stamped. 

Mr. ARCHER : \Vith a false name on it? 

The PREMIER said the purchaser should 
deal with someone on whose assurance he could 
rely. There was no peculiarity about a peculiar 
brand of whisky-at least there was in one sense, 
for he himself preferred ono sort to another-but 
people who took draught whisky did not care 

what the brand was so long as it was-good. In 
Scotlan<l, if a man asked for whisky of a par
ticular brand they would not know what he 
meant. If you went into a public-house and 
aske,] for Usher's whisky or Royal Blend they 
would not know what you wore talking aboctt. 

Mr. NORTON said he always understood 
Scotchmen were good judge.s of whisky. 

The PJlE::\IIER : Ro they are. 

1\Ir. NORTON: It would appear from the 
hon. member's remarks that while he had an 
excellent taste in whisky commun people did not 
know g·ood whisky from bad. 

The PREMIER: Yes ; hut they do not g·o by 
the name, they go by the quality. 

Mr. NOR TON: That was a very poor argu
ment. The great bulk of the people who went 
to a hotel for a glass of whisky asked for a par
ticular brand ; as a matter of fact, the waiter 
generally asked what brand was wanted. 

The I'JlEMIEll: That is in this country. 

Mr. NORTOX: It was this country they 
were dealing with. As for beer, he was told 
that there was a particular brand of colonial 
beer in great favour with the na.vvies, and largo 
quantities of that brand were sent up to Towns
ville. If they preferred that brand why should 
another brand be palmed off on them ~ There 
could be no ju,tification for it. Tab' another 
case, which would be familiar to gentlemen accus
tomed to stock. Suppose he wanted to buy a 
number of hulls, and having heard that So-ami
so's brand \vas good he bought a nun1ber of 
bulls, taking the braiHI as indicatinr,; their 
quality. If the seller had bought his calves from 
someone else, and shoved his brand on them to 
palm them off on the buyer as his own breeding, 
it was a downright piece of roguery. He did not 
n1ean to say that because such a clause \V::ts in 
the Bill brewers would practise any rascality of 
that kind, but the Bill would legalise it. 

The PREMIEll said he did not think it was a 
matter of much consequence one way or the 
other; but the arguments on the other side ap
peared very strange. Did hon. members suppose 
that people who made wine always grew it them
selves? Did they suppose the owners of vine
ycwds never sent out wine that w:ts not from 
their own grapes? 

The HoN. J. M. MACHOSSAN: They select 
the wine carefully. · 

The PRKMTER : So they would with beer. 
A man who had a reputation for good beer wonl<l 
not get bad beer and sell it as his own. He saw 
no reason why a man should not buy beer by the 
vat as well as by the hogshead or bottle. 

Mr. HIGSON said he had had a good deal of 
experience in connection with the beer trade, 
ami he had found that when a particular brand 
of beer beg·an to fall off in quality it would drop 
out of the market. Sometimes they got Ten
nant's beer of an inferiur brew, and sometimes 
I<'oster's, and it always dropped out of the 
market for the time. If the brewer got inferior 
beer he would not sell more than one cask of bee~ 
before it would recoil on himself. He would he 
obliged to get beer equal to his own or lose his 
trade. 

J\Ir. l\IACF AJlLANE said he confe<secl he did 
not like the clause. There was dishonesty ahont 
it. A man had no right to palm on his customers 
beer he clicl not brew himself while trying to make 
them believe it was his own. It would be much 
better if, instead of putting another man's beer 
in his barrels, and sending it to his customm·s as 
his own brew, he were to sell it as the brew of 
the person he got it from. 
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The COLONIAL ·rREASURER said he 
thonght there wn,s very unneces~ary in1portance 
atbched to the matter. As far as he could see, 
it was not likely to affect Queensland for some 
time to come, althoug-h it was in the Victorian 
sttttutes and was taken advant<tge of there. 
Hon. members seemed to forget that a brewer 
of e"tablishecl reputation was not likely to allow 
a man of inferior chamcter to have the benefit 
of his g-ood name. By omitting that clause 
they mig-ht inflict material injury on brewers. 
The works of one brewer mig·ht get out of order, 
and he would perhaps arrange with a large 
manufacturer to get a certain quantity brewed 
with which h<l would supply his customers. He 
would not want to lose the benefit of his connec
tion. He did not think the good brewer was 
likely to lend himself to transactions that were 
not straightforward, ttnd he did not think the bad 
brewer was likely to obtain the benefit of it. 
He thought that they had better let the clause 
stand. 

Mr. l\IACI<'AHLANE said that, in the case 
~Jf flour, one or two brands bronght a higher price 
m the market thrm other bmnds, and men some
times put the inferior r~rticle, which was not 
alwayH cheaper, in bags bearing the brand of the 
t-mpcrior flour. rrhc smne thing lnight happen in 
the c:1se of brewers. A brewer whose beer was 
not of the best <[Ua!ity mi;;·ht buy boor produced 
by tt good brewer and sell it as his own, and by 
that mcr~ns make a good name for himself. 

i\Ir. SHEIUDAN .er~id there .eurely conlcl be 
no olljectiun to one lJrewer buying another's 
beer, and no one would for '1n instant think of 
prohibiting that. He <[nito :.greecl with the 
hon. member for Ipswich that there was a cer
tain amount of dishonesty in :1llowing one 
brewer to put another brewer's beer into his 
casks and sell it as his own manufacture. Sup
pose there were two brewers in the colony, one 
of whom made good and the other bad beer; the 
mrtn who made the bad beer might, to save hif; 
reputation, purchase the good lJoer mrtdc by his 
rival and sell it as his own. He did not think 
the Legislature would countenance a fraud like 
that. 

The HoN. Sm T. illciLWRAITH said the 
hon. gentleman hatl stated that no brewer of 
g-ood beer would allow another nmn to purchrtse 
his beer and put it in his own casks and sell it 
under his lmmd. That wtts <[Uite tme, but that 
was a diiferen t thing- from what the Treasurer 
proposed. The hon. ;;·entleman proposed to 
make it leg-al for a mrtn to do that, so that if some
thing happened to a brewer by which his works 
were e;toppetl, he might obtain beer from another 
lJrewer and sell it as his own. The honest way 
for a brewer to act in such a case was to sell it 
with the proper brand. It was an inconvenience 
to him of conrse, but he should try to work his 
bn~inoss so a:; not to allow his brewery to cmno 
to a standstill ant! be compellOll to purchase other 
bePr in order to supply hi~ cnstmners. It \Yas 
not the dnty of the Committee to provide for 
departmentn.l .:umngoments bnt for the security 
of the public, so as enable them to get 
what they actually purchttsed ; but the proviso 
in that clause made it legal for a brewer to 
purclm:;e beer fmm anybody else and sell it in 
C<1sk.s branded with his name and the place where 
his brewery was situated. 

l\fr .. JORDAN said he would like to see the 
clause omitted or altered. It was a dishonest 
practice for a brewer to deliberately sell under 
his own brand beer purchttsed frum another 
brewer. 

Mr. NOH.TOX said he thonght the best way 
to bring the 111atter to nn issne was to vropose 
the omission of the 4th parrtgraph. He therefore 
moved that the 4th paragraph be omitted. 

Amendment put ttnd passed; and clause, as 
amended, agreed to. 

Cbnse 31-" Certain kinds of liquor not liable 
to duty "-passed as printed. 

On clause 32-" Drawback on spoilt beer"
The Hox. Sm T. :MciLWRAITH asked what 

was the practice of the department just now 
with regttrd to spoilt English beer? 

The COLONIAl" 'l.'lU<J}cSURER said the 
supposed practice was that it should be run to 
waste. Applications had been made from time 
to time by distillers, when beer was spoilt in 
bond, for permission to convey it to the distil
leries for the purpose of manufacture there, but 
tlmt was not permitted. 

Clttuse put and passed. 
Clttuses 33 to 40, inclusive, pa~secl as amended. 
On the schedule-
:ilfr. ISAMBERT said the beer brewetl in the 

colony semned rather innocent of malt, ttnd the 
schedule might be so amended thttt the returns 
shoul<1 show how much Jm1lt, hops, and sugar 
\vere used in n1aldng the beer. 

The COLOXL\L TREASURER sa,id the 
schedule was the form of notice to be sent in by 
brewer;-; before they were registered ; it ,vu,.s not 
to be sent in periodically in connection with the 
beer manufactured. 

Schedule put and passed. 
Preamble put ttnd pa."ed. 
The House resumed; the CHA!ln!AN reported 

the Bill with amemhnents, the report wa,; adopted, 
and the thin] reading of the Bill was made an 
Order of the Day for to-morrow. 

TOWNSVILLE JETTY LINK 
The SPEAKER read a message from th~ 

Legislative Council intimating· that the Council 
had approved of the pbn, section, and book 
of reference nf the Townsville Jetty line from 
0 miles, Northern leailwtty, to 2 miles 40 chains 
and !)3 links. 

ADJOURNl\mNT. 
The PREMIER ''1id : I beg to move that 

this House do nuw adjourn. 
'l'he 1-Iox. Sm '!.'. l\IciLWIL\.ITH: It is 

not intended to tttke any Government bw;iness 
to-1nori'ow, of course ? 

The l'lmMil<:l~: No. 
Question put and passed. 
The HouKe adjourned at fifteen minutes ]Jrtst 

10 o'clock. 




