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Minutes of the Conference of Presidents
and Deputy Presidents of Provincial
Legislative Counecils under the Chair-
manship of the Hon’ble Sir Henry
Moncrieff Smith, Kt., CLE,

First day. 6tk January, 1995, 11 4.4 to
1-30 P, and 2-30 r.u. to 5-20 p.1,

PRESENT :

1. The Hon’ble Sir HENRY MONCRIEFF
Smira, Kr., C.IE. President of
the Council of State, Chairman.

9. The Hon'ble Sir IBraAHIM RAHIM-
rooLa, Kt., President of the Bom-
bay Legislative Council.

3. The Hon’ble Mr. M. Keaxg, C.ILE,,
President of the United Provinces
Legislative Council.

4, The Hon'ble Mr. H. A. Casson,
C.8.1., President of the Punjab
Legislative Council.

5. The Hon'ble Khan Bahadur Kawagsa
MumaMyuAD NUR, President of the
Bihar and Orissa Legislative Coun-
cil.

6. The Hon’ble Sir GaANcaDHAR MaDpHO
Currnavis, K.C.I.LE., President of
the Central Provinces Legislative
Council.

7. The Hon’ble Diwan Bahadur L. D.
SwamikaNNy  Pronai, °*C.LE,
1.8.0., President of the Madras
Legislative Council.

8. Mr. BuoJsiNg GURDINOMAL PAHALA-
san1, Deputy President of the
Bombay Legislative Council.

9. Chandhri BHAGAWAT PRASAD SAMAN-
TARAI, MaHAPATRA, Deputy Pre-
sident of the Bihar and Orissa
Legislative Council.

10. Mr. GorENDROLAL DAs CHAUDHURI,
Deputy President of the Assam
Legislative Council.

In opening the proceedings the Chair-
man voiced the deep regret of the Con-
ference that indisposition had prevented
Sir Frederick Whyte from presiding. He
recalled the fact that Sir Frederick bad
been anxious that this Conferenee should
be fully represcutative of all Councils
and observed that all Couneils, with the
exception of Bengal and Burma, whose
Presidents were unavoidably absent, had in
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fact sent a representative.  The Confor-

ence associated itself unanimously witl,
1) 3 M '

the Chairman’s expression of regret.

1. Privilege.~The Chairman mention-
ed that the question of privileze had been
considered by the Reforms Inquiry Com-
mittee, but explained that he was not in
a position to reveal the mnature of that
Committee’s recommendations, He sug-
gested, however, that the Conterence
might usefully communicate its views on
the general question to the Government,
of India. Referring to the recent Beneal
case he said that it~ secmed to him mon-

strous that a High Court, or indeed any

Court, should he in a position to issu
Injunction to the Pres{zlent dirccfi;m'e h?r;l
to take or refrain from takine any K rarti-
cular action in his P al capacits
the Chair. M. Pahalajani observed that
a High Court would remain competent to
take: actlc-m of this nature unless and until
section 43 of the Specific Relicf Act were
amended. The Chairman sajd that the
form_ of the necessary legislation would
require consideration, hut that in al] pro-
bability the legislation would have t;oP be
enacted by Parliament [t was, he
thoug:ht, most improbahle that Pﬁrlia-
ment’s attitude to legislative proposals
of this nature would be other thau sym )a
thetic. Mr. Keane sugoested th.zft {he
Conference need not concorn itself with
the question of form, but should lace:
on record its opinion that the plt ;
should be so amended ag to rem ny

ourts mig
DOw possess. Mr, Cassop agreed 11‘31:2
1(1)1qu1red what were the views of th
OonferenCe regarding the power of thg
aco;(;tls to 1entgrtain suits arising out of

. aready o otaken. Sir 1 |
Moncr}efﬁ Smith thought that this que:tlilgi

and. might, he ¢ongi-

C Lt erence had ded
its opinion on the matter e orded

: 7 im i

pefore 1't. M. Pahalajani thouril'len%mtie;g
11]11 the interests of the public, the Cq ts
should continue to possess powers fm} .
nature exereised by the b T

Court ip ol o Calcutty Hich
_ engal case; th r

shotulq. for Instance be in a pgsi’gg;lr‘zs

;'lels ;'a,m thg President from putting aﬁ

egal motion which wag known to he in

contemplation. Referrine to t

(t:ﬁse he complained that the rulgcmgc?g o
F result thereof had heen made withoil 2

Il;e érénce to the Councils, and the Councii
ad thus been rendered impotent to t ks

any objection to the placing before tha -

selves of demands which they had alrezrél.\;

residential capacity in
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rejected. Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith
snecested that there was a certain con-
fusion of thought in this contention. If
the Couneil was not prepared to reconsider
its previous decision, it was of course open
to it to reject the demand anew. The
desideratum in his view was that the
President should be the sole judge whether
a particular motion was a motion which
could be made under the Rules and Stand-
ing Orders inforce. He inquired whether
Mr. Pahalajani thought that it should be
open to a member whose resolution had
been disallowed to ask the Court to
overrule the President’s order of disallow-
ance. Mr. Pahalajani was understood to
answer this question in the affirmative,
and Sir Ibrahim Rahimtoola said that he
would be disposed to take the same view
in the case of an appointed President. It
would, however, be within the competence
of the Council, with the concurrence of
the Governor, to remove an elected Presi-
dent from office, and he thought that, in
view of the existence of this power it
would be unnecessary that the right of
resort to the Courts should continue to
exist after the introduction of the new
rézime,  Mr. DPahalajani, however, re-
marked that the mischief which resort to
the Courts was designed to avert, would
be done before the Council could pass a
vote for the removal of the President, for
the point was to prevent the taking of
illegal action, not to punish the taking
of such action after the event. He
thought therefore that resort to the Courte.
should remain possible with an elected
President. Incidentally he observed that
even the power of dismissal was unexercis-
able save with the Governor’s concurrence,,
but the Conference thought that this point
was not practically important, since it was
inconceivable that a President for whose
removal the Council had voted would
remain in officc even if the Governor
refused his concurrence in the vote. Khan
Babadur Khwaja Muhammad Nur agreed
with the view taken by the Chairman,
and thought that in the discharge of his
functions the President should be ans-
werable only to the House. The Presidents
of the Madras and the Central Provinces
Councils also agreed, the former remark-
ing that it was impossible to draw any
valid distinction from this point of view
between the position which prevailed
under the nominated and elected régimes.
The Conference * generally agreed, Mr.
Pahalajani dissenting, that the law should
be so amended as to remove the jurisdie-
tion of the Courts to entertain suits for

‘injunction requiring the President to take
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or refrain from taking a specified course
of action in his Presidentia] capacity.
The Conference then considered whether
acts done by the Council should be immune
from challenge in the Courts, e. g., if in
the Bengal case the demand In question
had been duly placed before the Counci)
and carried, should it have been possible
for a member of the Public to go to the
Courts thercafter for an injunction
the Treasury Officer concerned to
from paying out the amount of th,
on the ground that tle action of the
Council in voting the same had been wltra
vires? The Conference had no difficulty
in concluding that where the act done hy
the Council was the enactment of
lation, the Courts mugt always ha
diction to pronounce oy, its validi
Casson suggested that there wag little, if
any, distinetion in principle  between
legislative and other agts, 'he Chairman
agreed and the Conference unanimously
concluded that no attempt should he made
to deprive the Courts of power to adjudicate
on the legality of any act already per.

formed Ly the Council whatever its na-
ture.

The Conference then proceeded to g
consideration of other aspects of the ques-
tion of privilege.  Sir Thyalim Rahim-
toola observed that violent abuse of the
President in the Press was by no means
uncommon, and mentioned that the late
Sir Narayan Chandravarkar had heen of
Opinion that the President had the same
Powers to punish such contempts-as were
possessed by the Speaker of the House of
Commons. ~ Ile inquired whether, in the
opinion of the Conference, this view was
Sustainable, The Chairman pointed out
that ths matter had been discussed and
decided at last year's Conference, and said
that, in his opinion there was no doubt that
the view then taken was correct, namely,
that a Colonial Legislature created by an
Act of Parliament Possessed no powers
other than those expressly conferred upon
it by the Act, the result being that Indian

egislatures, not having leen vested with
pPowers in the nature of privilege, did not
possess those powers, The Conference felt
10 doubt that this wag & Correct; statement,
of the existing position and proceede
consider WhetheI:' the ti il ogued o

me had come to
recommend that Parliament should: e

wers of thig nature,

against
refrain
e orant,

Ve juris-

ty.  Mr.

L eriticized hjg disallow-
ance of a certain Resolution and haq
charged him with baving Qisallowed it,
not in accordance wi i

th hig own concep-
tion of the merits, hyg und .

er pressure {rom -
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'nment. He said that the Council
S)(())Yr?dnir:)le?he matter spontaneously ?.ng
showed a strong desire to passa .mo'lol
:kamounting to a censure of the Jout1_na
concerned. e had allowed the mé) lt?]i]e’
which was cal'l'icdd1mapt]l;nol:lsl)lrl,n (?Saliﬁed
matter terminated with a jifled

hey fr the journal. He pointe
232 l(l);o{vct\l'gg,l that, hJad t.he journal ele(ﬁeg
to r’e’curn to the charge, it Wguld hztlveh a
the last word and the Council woul . 3\ e
been in effect powerless. Diwan .Ba' adur
1. D. 8. Pillai mentionvd a 'Slmﬂ?ﬁ' 1case
in Madras in connecction with vsf ich a
motion censuring a newspaper for a(;l
attack on the Cbhair had been movlccil .
During the course of the debate on -t; e
motion it transpired that certa}n 1])3; tll(las
in the House had not been apprisec 3 e
intention to move it, and, in _accox;l anﬁg
with his view that such motions ’;0(\;
only be made with the previous knox}x1 edge
and approval of all parties in the House,
he had secured the withdrawal of the 1}1110(;
tion after the course QF f-hf‘ debate had
revealed that all sectious in the Ht(zus§
were unanimous in resenting t}}e a..dact
which had heen made on the I restl etlll1 .
Sir Thrahim Rahimtoola, l‘eV'Cl‘(El']’lf{ o e
views which had been held by Sir Narayan
Chandravarkar, mentumu,i that .(l)n orne
occasion during the latter’s p)r’es‘l‘( encz1 ;
letter had appears? nllelt]’l,einl 1:’5&0;1111‘9-
> signature “a Member e
géttbii;ll:ahad been cast upon the Cthal.l.
Sir Narayan had referred to the trlllmt 1\22 r:;f
the Councl l?lndfha(ilzlcs llfgzegpt%nris: in his
ible for th ink
B;a;cg?sp'%rlllsere was no response to this dm(i
vitation, but Sir Narayan had procee Z :
to remark that if he .ha,d been aﬁ'iargave
the Member’s identity, he wso.u. o
taken disciplinary action. Sir ; hei 1)1.?;
Moncrieff Smith ‘thought that, ats P‘e
were at present, it Would' be mos 1 ;mwxz
fora President of an Indian Legislature ho
attempt to - exercise powers otd pgmltsh-
ment analogous to those possessed by He
Speaker of the House of Comm(l);ls.. i?
pointed out that the matter wou r't]llnet‘};
tably be taken to the‘ Cou’rts, \\tl the
result that the President’s pre epstlpns
would be found incapable of substantia éolr)l.
He agreed that this position could n};) A 'i
continued indefinitely, but thought tha 1
was questionable whether the time was
yet ripe to move for the wholesale con-
ferment of powers in the nature of pyxv};;
lege. He thought however that there mlgt
be a case for asking for limited powers to
deal with such matters as improper nextw hi:
paper criticism. Before cousxden?g'l h
case for conferment of powers of privilege
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in the strict sense, the Conference enn-

sidered whether immunities of the naturc
enjoyed by members of other Legislatures
in the Empire should be conferred. The
first important immuaity, namely, that of
frec speech, had alrcady heen conferred by
the Government of Tndia Act, and Sir
Henry suggested that, in considering whe-
ther further immunities should be enjoyed,
the Confercnce might confine itself o the
immunity of members from arrest and
imprisonment for civil causes, and the
immuuity of mewbers from the obli-
gation to serve on juries, to which Indian
conditions necessitated the addition of
a corresponding immunity in the matter
of service as an assessor. The Con-
ference thought that the former Immunity
which it was within the competence of
the Indian Legistature to enact should
certainly he enjoyed, though the exten-
sion of the lmmunity to as much as 40
days after the provogation and hefore the
date of the next meeting was unnecessary
in Indian conditions. = Mg, Pahalajani
suggested that the Immunity should
extend to members serving on  Sclect
Committees during the recess, and it
was agreed that since a member arrested
uring a recess could not be replaced
on the Committee on which he was
serving until the Council re-assembled,
the extension of the immunity to mem.-
bers serving on Select Committees while
the Council was in recess should be
included in the recommendation. The
Conference unanimously  agreed that
members should enjoy immunity from the
obligation to serve on Juries or as assess-

ors, Government being left to decide

whether this immunity should be confer-
red by a substantive amendment of the
Cogle of Criminal Procedure or by notifi-
cation thereunder, Returning” to tphe
question of privilege in the proper senge
Sir Henry Mouncrieff Smith observed that;
the first privileges for consideration wepe
the power to order the attendance lefore
the bar of the Houge of persons whose-
conduct had heen brought hefore the

ouse on w matter of privilege ang the
power to order the saypagt and

_ mprison-
]menthof pfcrsons guilty of contempt ang
reach of - privilege My P jani
thought that the secong Jhalajani

! ' PoOwer, which ‘was
of a nature enjoyed by no Court inferior

in status to “a Chartered High Court
should certainly not he eop ferred on any

Legislature in Tndia at this gt 4
Keane pointed out that thseage, ot M.
of the first power without ¢
would be ineffective, in that it woﬁl(f Eiz(;r\lri

" the ‘person called to the hyp i
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repeat his offence in the Council _ a13(1 gfz
unseathed.  Incidentally, he took cxgﬁpt
tion to Mr. Pahalajani’s implication tzo
the Legislatures were less coxnplitenthe
exercise a power of this nature t (tm the
Tigh Court. The Chairman put to tie
Conference the question whether, uh ﬂ;

event of the first power h?mg grante ’t‘ ve
second  was necessary for the (ilffe%n(f
implementing of the first, and t et &rlle
ference acreed that thqre 'mUSt’alt 2
least be power to commit in defau 0

the tender of an apn}ogy ‘by_the petlﬁon
called to the bar. The Chairman then
invited the Conference to record an opi-
nion whether the two powers in question
were required at this stage.  Mr. Ca"ssorf
thought that the time was n.ot 11pe.,
he suegested that the Coungils Weﬁe
steadily gaining in prestice and that the
danger of insult and the like was dlftrlu-
pishinz. The Deputy .Pr(mdfmt of h)e
Bihar and Orissa Council agreed 1nvt s
view, pointing out that even the Swarﬁ,]
members, who had avowedly en_tered the
Councils with a view to wreeking thel}l,
hehaved with perfect propriety when in
the Iouse and that their presence there
had had a restraining effect outside the
Chamber. = He thought th_at punitive
powers should not he taken till they W(Sﬂ.'(?
plainly shewn to be required. h hn
Ibrahim  QLahimfoola thought that ?
power should be taken now, not becauls?
it would be necessary to use it frequent 3{’
it at all, but because the e.\'nst:cnoe 0-
the power would prove an eﬁeflzt:lve {\(E
traint, which was urgently neede t .
Keane said that he would like to se_(é
powers of this nature conferred now, 1t
only for the reason that their conie‘rmtqg

would enormously enhance the pleshllrf
of the Councils in the eyes of the pu£h1v’
bLy. differentiating .them from a.nyco er
body in existence in India. l\ll.b_ asg(o);:
made it plain that he had no ;) jectio
in principle to the grant o I‘)OWGI'S
and had only been doubtful .whe;c;h?l glﬁey‘)
was any emergent nccessity for e.u1
immediate conferment. Sir I—Iexilr.y‘ sai(
that this had been very much his own

point of view, but he had heen 1mpress9d
by Mr. Keane’s argument and was dis-

X ference might
osed to agree that the Con . g
£uita.bly ask that the powers in question

should bhe conferred fort‘hwiﬂ.l. The Con-
fercnec generally agreed in this conclusion.

Mr. Casson raised the questxo‘n”oi
the President’s position under pms;nn
conditions with reference to a mepll mg
of the Council attacking the Prcsii enf
or otherwise commitling a breacl t(')d
privilege outside the House. He pointc
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out that the President had. pow
preserve order in the House, blzlt“ ecrouiii
apparently do nothing to restrain mis-
conduct by members outside the House
The Conference thought that in most cases
practical difficulty was not likely to arise ;
the President would refer to the matter
on the next occasion on which the
oﬁen(.h.ng member teok his seat and any
repetition of the offence inside the Hous:
or indeed any failure to apologise for the
offence committed outside the House
would be within the President’s jurisdié:
tion, Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith referred
to cases in which Governments had pub-
lished the report of a Select Committee
before the report was presented to the
Council. He thought that this was a
distinct breach of privilege. Mr, Keane
recalled the fact that this question had
been discussed at a previous Conference
and showed that the difficulty was caused
by the fact that in several Councils the
Standing Orders were so framed as at least
to lend themselves to the interpretation
that publication in the Gazette must
precede presentation of the report. Sir
Henry Moncrieff Sinith thought that if
any Standing Orders in fact gave colour
to this view they should he amended
but he doubted whether the suggeste(i
effect really emerged from the United
Provinces’ order quoted by Mr. Keane
Sir Ibrakim Rahimtoola however pointoci
out thatin cases where a Select Committee
met when the Council was in recess and
the Bill in question was to be dealt with
as soon as the Council re-assembled for a
session of very limited duration, the post-
ponement of publication till the report
had been presented would involye con-
siderable inconvenience and delay, and
other Presidents agreed that this ’would
be the case. The Chairman conceded that
local conditions might necessitate a cer-
tain amount of latitude and thoucht that
as the Standing Orders in force in different
Couqcxls showed so much lack of ‘um'-
formity, it would serve no purpose t
pursue the question further. The Con(:
ference unanimously agreed that in an
event the report of a Select Commit{e
should.be }(ept strictly confidential untﬁ
aqt}xorltatlw'ely published in accordan
withh the Standing Orders of te COl(l C(i
concerned, and that a member who :}'L]
tg such publication, disclosed the éoxlm)cior
sions of the Select Committee was fruilzl-
of a grave impropriety. s

Mr. Pahalajani asked whet
Council was entitled to notice frlolfrf Gglxl'e
ernment of the arrest of a member 0%
the Hous: on criminal process, It was
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agreed that such notice could not be
claimed as of right, but might properly
be asked for as a matter of courtesy,
Mr. Casson mentioning that he had
hiraself made a request of this nature to
the Punjab Government.

9. Election of second President.—The
Chairman explained that rules governicg
procedure at elections to the office of
President had been forwarded for the sane-
tion * of the Secretary of State in Couacil,
and that, in the event of rules being mad-,
any Standing Orders previously made by
the Councils would cease to have effect.
Referring to the text of the proposed rules
Mr. Casson inquired whether sub-rule 3)
of rule BA required an outgoing President
to preside at an election even in the event
of his being himself a candidate for the
Presidential office. It was agreed that
the wording of the rules in this connec-
tion was somewhat unfortunate, but the
Conference entertaived no doubt that an
outgoing President who was a candidate
for election should in any case not preside
at the clection. Mr. Casson said he took
it that the rules proceeded on the view
that there was no question for determina-
tion by the Couucil for the purposes of
section 72B (4) of the Government of
India Act until the final ballot was
veached. That being so, was it open t0
the outgoing President or other person in
the Chair 1o record a vote at the prelimi-
nary ballots? TLe Conference thought
that technically the point was a nice one,
but there was unanimous agreement, that
if the right to vote existed it should not
be exercised.

3. Casling Vote.—Mr. Casson said that
e had desired this matter to be further
discussed in connection with the question
of the manner in which the President
should give his casting vote on a demand
for a grant. He said that on the occasion
of a supplementary grant he bad given
his casting vote against the grant on the
ground that the grant could be placed
before the Council again and that the
Council would therefore have an oppor-
tunity of reviewing its decision. He had
noticed however that in the Assembly
Sir Frederick Whyte had on one occasion
given his casting vote for a grant without
comment, and he had been anxious to
elicit his reasons. Mr. Keane thought
that on a demand for a grant for an
ordinary recognised service the demand
represented the stafus quo in favour of
which the casting vote should be given,

e
# The receipt of the sanction in question was communi=
cated to the Conference on the following day.
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but that on a demand for some new service
the rejection of the grant was the stalzc.?
quo.  Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith thought
that it was difficult to draw any vfli(i
distinction hetween demands in the orié:i-
nal budget and supplementary demands
for grants. Mr. Kcane thought that a
case might be made out for holding 0’(‘110-‘
1'a!.lly that in money matters the }E‘O%bsal
of the Crown represented the status quo
Sir Ibrahim Rahimtoola said the gen%fai
principle was that the party who wanted
something done must get a ma‘jori‘; in
tavour of his motion ; thus Governr};lent
must get an absolute majority to carry a
demand, but a member moving a reduction
to the demand must get au absolute
majority for the reduction. Mr, Pahala-
jani took a different view : he considéred
that the stalus quo was the amount
of the demand for the previous year
Suppose therefore that the amount de-
manded in the previous year were 2
lal_ihs and the present demaud were for
2'50 lakhs, 2 lakhs represented the stafus
quo, and on a motion to reduce the grant
by anything up to Rs. 50,000 the reduc-
tion represented the stalus gquo and the
President should give his casting vote
in favour of the reduction. 8ir Iﬁrahim
Rahimtoola dissented ; he theught it
was entirely immaterial whether the
demand was for the same or for a
larger figure than the corresponding do(-
mand in the previous year. GoVernment
must always get an alsolute majority or;
the demand, while a member desiring to
reduce the demand, must get an arbsolbute
?a')orlty _to carry his reduction. Mr.
.eane pointed out the practical imp0ssi;
bility of adopting the principle indicated
by Mr. Pahalajant in view of the fact that
there were no means by which the exoe;'
amount could be earmarked as arising 1:1
respect of any definite sub-head in the
de}tlla};d. Hcls] sald  that the suggested
criterion coulc N ied in case
“"here the whole 03(13.3;1&]!)1(;1 d\?};)she;llem Cag?s
Gangadh%}r Chitnavis thought th“:;‘t- tllr
only possible principle of general ap licl?
tion was that the demang representeg fclilL
stalus quo. Mr. Casson said that it .
desnabl.e, if possible, to arrive at g €om non
conclusion regarding the proper crit ion
of the sfatus quo in the case of ot
He agree(.l with Sir Gangadh;x,r t}gi)ants.
onl.y possible criterion for universal\a th.e
cation would be that the grant re re: m;h.
the status quo. The Chairn?an T
passages from May’s o tead

3 .
- 1 1) . » . ‘P g .Y
Practice” indicating that aarlllﬁg{;;l:a?;

cases had occurred in the H
1 whiel ous
Coramons in which the Speaker Liad fgu ,‘j§
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the principles of the locus poenitentioe
and the status quo to be inapplicable and
hiad accordingly given his vote in accord-
ance with his conception of the merits,
explaining to the ITouse the principles
by which he had heen guided.  Mr. Cassou
suggested that, in view of the new rule
permitting a rejected grant to be on all
oceasions resubmitted to the House, the
locus pocnitentiae principle might be held
to justify the giving of a casting vote
against all demands. The Conference
generally thought that the circumstances
attending demands for grants were sO
various that it was impossible to arrive
at any formula of general application.

t. Budget Procedure.—(1) Best man-
wer of mocing  reductions —Sir Henry
Moncrieft Smith explained that during
the course of the last budget discussion
in the Assembly, Sir Trederick Whyte
had formulated certain proposals which,
in his opinion, would conduce to a more
orderly and effective budget debate. His
general idea was that the first reduction
niotion to be taken should he a motion -
for a mnominal reduction of the grant as
a whole, this motion being made the
occasion for the ventilation of general
grievances regarding the administration
of the Service concerned. That motion
hemg disposed of, any motion for a large
reduetion on grounds of economy should
he taken un, and thercafter motions for
nominal  reductions designed to draw
attention to specific heads of the adminis-
tration. The Provincial representatives
pointed out that the inclusion in Rule 30
of the various Provincial Legislative
Council Rules of sub-rule (4), not apptar-
ing in the corresponding Indian legis-
lative rule, which forbade the making of
a motion for the reduction of a grant as
a whole until motions for the omission
or reduction of definite items had been
discussed, rendered this programme im-
possible of adoption in the Provincial
Councils. Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith
explained that the present practice in
the Assembly was to take motions for
reduction in order of their size. Khan
Bahadur Khwaja Muhammad Nur in-
quired whether, when this procedure
was adopted, the carrying of a motion for
a larger reduction involved the lapse of
all motions for smaller reductions, He
sugeested that whereas one member
migzht wish to reduce the Demand by ten
lakhs, another by five, another Ly three
and another by one, there was no member
who wished to reduce it by morce than
ten lakhs, and he thought that logicaily
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;hev iavrrymg of a larger reduction should
nvolve the lapse of all motions secking to
make smaller reductions. The (‘on’i'ergllce
thought that no practical difficulty arose
in this connection. Usually the carrying
of a Jarger reduction was followed by
the Wlt_:hdrawal of all motions for smaller
reductions, but it did not appear that the

lgpse of motions for smaller reductions
Was automatically involved.

The Khan Bahadur also raised a point
rclathg to the limitation on debate when
a motion for reduction is moved ; if, e.q
the Member who moved a x"cdl’lctlgﬁ
based the motion on a complaint against
one particular aspect of the administra-
tion, could other Members support the
motion on an extraneous ground, ¢.e
because they were dissatisfied with other
aspects of the administration. Sir Henr
Mon'crleff Smith thought that it “'oul?]f
be difficult to rule speeches on these lines
out of order and explained that this
was precisely the tendency which Sir
Frederick Whyte's proposals had heen
designed to avert. 'lhe Conference agreed
that it was Impossible to rule Mex?lbers
;)ut ‘of order if they supported a motion
or reduction on grounds extrancous ¢
those taken by the mover. The Kharci
Bahadur also inquired whether the tak-
mg of a point in a Budget dehate was
a har to the subsequent movine of a R(
solution on the same poing i
agreed that the answer to this
was in the negative. :
tioned that the late Siy
varkar had on one oc
?[1110°W opposition to a orant
car%\(l:('lsxll,ance of a Resolution previonsly
S Y the Council, on the ground that
s St not competent to the Council in
: O re-open its own decision. The

a:-. Teed .S 1 o
. ) Z tl”.. rull”a “'aS

It was
question
plr. Casson men-
Narayan Chandra-

demanded

(2) Refusal of /
lishment  of officer whoge Salsﬁle_estab.
votable.—Mr. Casson Y 18 20t

: \ thoucht th,
(111??“1} embodied in the 11?inutesat:)f ttlllle
ast Conference to the effect that it Wae
S

open to the Council to attack the provisi

proposed  for the Su}’ol‘dinthl '\151011
cstablishment of un oﬂ]cerl LI votahle
salary was ron-votable on the “rlose e
the officer’s own appointment gw(;und that
ﬂuou§ went beyond what the ¢ 3
had i fact desired to affirm (:‘ll‘iference.
fervn(,:e had been (:Onsiderjn. lle Con-
question of relevance, ang %heony, the
doubt that so far as relevanc ane Do
cerned, the line of attack suggeéfezl‘ ?i‘s con-

vider.  DBut Sir Naravan Ch as in

andravarkar’ s

casion refused to -
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yuling that refusal of supply for the sub-
ordinate establishment of an officer whose
salary was non-votable was not within the
Council’s powers, on the oround that the
Council could not do indirectly what it
could not do dircctly was In mno way
affected. He said that he had himself
allowed a motion to omit the grant for the
votable establishment of a mnon-votable
officer, but had subsequently reconsidered
the question in the light of Sir Narayan
Chandravarkar’s ruling which appeared to
him to be correct. Sir Ibrahim Rahimtoola
roferred to his own ruling on the question
in which he had dissented from the view
taken by Sir Narayan Chandravarkar and
liec explained that ke had been authorised
to make availabls for the confidential
perusal of the Conlerence certain papers,
in which the question had been exhaus-
tively discussed. It was agreed that the
papers should be printed for distribution
to Members. Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith
caid that there were several clear lacunese
in the position emerging from sections
67A and 72D of the Act, which the
proposed amendment of those sections was
likely to remove. In the meantime he
thought that the Council was within its
rights in attacking the provision made for
the entertainment of officers whose salary
was non-votable by refusing supply for the
votahle ministerial establishments of such
officers. He obscrved that this was in
accordance with the practice which had
consistently been followed save by Sir
Narayan Chandravarkar whose view had
now been everruled by Si¥ Ibrahim. The
general sense of the Conference was thab
the cstablished practice should stand pend-
ing amendment of the law.

5. Admissibility of motions other than
Resolutions— Interpretation of Standing
Order 74, (Legislative Assembly).—The
Chairman said that the interpretation of
the Standing Order in question depended
on the meaning of the words “after
motion made”. Did those words operate
to permit of the moving of any motion in
the guise of a communication to the
Governor or Governor General, or did
they merely provide for the communica-
tion of a formal address couveying a
motion otherwise admissibler 1e ex-
lained that attempts bad been made in
the Legislative Asscbly to bring for-
ward motions in the guisc of an address
to the Governor General on subjects whiech
were not otherwise within the Council's
urview, bute that Sir Irederick Whyte
and Sir Alexander Muddiman, with whom
he himsell was in complelo agreement,
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had always Leld that Standing Order 74
in no way suthorised the moving of such
motions. Sir Gangadhar Chitnavis men-
tioned that the Swaraj Party in the
Central Provinees Council had attempted
to Lase a casc on the omission in the
corresponding Central Provinces Stand-
ing Order of the word “and” hetween
the words appearing as clauses (1) and
(:2) in the Assembly Standing Order.
The Conference was clearly of opinion
that the omission of this word did not
affect the construction of the Order.
Mr. Pillai said that the question had
been reconsidered in Madras since the
Minister’s case to which reference was
made at the last Conference and that
he had now ruled that a motion of
substance not being a Resolution could
only obtain a place in the paper under
the normal ballot procedure. Sir Henry
Monerieft Smith explained that on his
view the operation of the Standing
Order was confined to cases in which pr(;-
vision was clsewhere made for a com-
munication from the Council to the
Governor General, and he instanced the
report to the Governor General to which
reference is made in sub-rule’ (5) ofe
rule 36 of the Indian Legislative Rules
Khan Babadur Khwaja Muhammad Nur
said that for obvious reasons there was
no corresponding provision in the Pro-
vineial rules and that since the Standine
Order must mean somethine and ther::
were no motions otherwise provided for
to which it could be supposed to refer, the
conclusion appearcd to be that the Stand-
ing Grder did substantively create a right
1:0 move motions  Sir Ilenry Morterieft
Smith referred to the provisions of sul-
section (4) of sectiom 720 of the Goy-
ernment of India Act and suwvested that
the vote of the Council for removal from
office of a President or Deputy Prosiden:
glc:;dgtbe (ic.aken C;)n1 motion ma’de, and thai
e Standing Order i st ;
rggulate t1\63001nn1unilélati(cl>1:1wotfl Otlila‘tmuld
tion for the Governor’s concurrcnce Eillo o
Conference, however, was in -1" o
think that the Standine Orde “imed to
taken to refer to som(-tham gr must be
) 2 of somewhat
grcater scope than this solitar o,
and Mr, Keane contended tli;g t“[l')xlézogrlo(r]l :
ing Order in the particular form f ore
it 2\';’»:\' cast inttll(j Aplc}lt}((l\llal forn} tn which
be held to p LL e o ovinees must
re-suppose g pier 1
Counceil to enterta[i111051;0(tli();l:‘}i.t (,,m, .the
matters specifically relatine to eﬁlaldm
1<(m::.1 functions of the Gov e
maotion regarding the insu e
s {f110tthdlnfgl‘L“;Oiﬁ:)L&‘ﬁ:{CICMC‘V oi the
The Chairman, however teial
er,

per-
overnor, e.g., a

: business.
reiterated hig
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conviction that even in*the form in which
the Order appeared in the United Pro-
cinces it did nob create a right, not other-
wise possessed, to move motions. Mr.
Keane agreed that it did not create a right,
but said that it must pre-suppose the
possibility of such motions and must
pre-suppose something more definite than
anything to which Sir Henry had been
able to point. Khan Bahadur Khwaja
Mubammad Nur thought that motions
relating to matters within the province of
the Governor as opposed to the Governor
in Couneil should be allowed. Sir Henry
Moncriett Smith said that he was strongly
of opinion that the distinet intention of the
Act yae that the exXecutive powers given
to the Governor and Governor General as
opposed to the Provincial Governments
and the Government of India should be
entirely removed from the purview of the
Legislature, and he pointed out that, if the
Standing Order in question did admit
of motions, it admitted of motions with-
out any restriction whatever including
motions relating to foreign relations and
other matters with reference to which a
resolution  was  explicitly  prohibited.
Mr. Keane said that in practice he had
allowed motions to be moved only in the
case of congratulatory addresses and the
like. Khan Bahadur Khwaja Mubam-
mad Nur thought that it would be
advantacecous to sottle the precise position
which the Presidents  thought should
prevail and thereafter to suggest that
provision should be made by rule ac-
cordingly. The Chairman agrced that a
recommendation in this matter to Gov-
ernment might serve a very useful pur-
pose.  Mr. Casson referred to the pas-
save in the minutes of the last Con-
toyences in which Standing Order 31 of the
Dengal Orvders was referred to as ex-
plielly confovring on the President a
power to admit motions for which no
provision was  clsewhere made. He
thoucht that this construction of the
Standing Order in question, which, he
mentioned, was also in force in the Pun-
jab, was entircly unwarrantable. That

. Standinz Ovrder merely empowered the

President to decide on the admissibil-
ity of a motion : his decision as to admis-
sibility must obviously be governed by
the relevant provisions of the Rules and
Standing Orders and there were no
orounds whatever for construing the
Standing Order, in question as empower-
ing a President to admit any motion at
wiil without regard to the provisions of the
ftules and Orders generally. The Chair-
man expressed complete agreement in this



18

equally within the terms of the section,
Dealing with allegations of the alleged
practical impossibility of obtaining pre-
vious sanction to amendwments, he pointed
out that the inconvenience arising in this
respect had heen greatly exaggerated.
any cases were within his knowledge in
which sanction to large numbers of
amendments had heen applied for and
duly communicated befors the date on
which the Council desired to proceed with
the Bill. Messrs. Casson and Keane were
disposed to agree that in view of the fact
that normally Bills required sanction, not.
as a whole, but only in respect of isolated
provisions which the majority of amend-
ments would not touch, there would ip
fact be no great practical difficulty in
obtaining previous sanction; but op the
question of interpretation they adhered to
the view that Sir Narayan Chandra-
varkar had heen correct. Other Presidents,
however, had had more experience of Bilis
requiring sanction as a whole and took
sirong exception to any acquicscence in:
the position that amendments to such
Bills must obtain previous sanction. Sir
Ibrahim Rahimtoola thought- that the
requirement of sanction amounted to a
threat to the Council to take or leave the
Bill as it stood. Sir Henry Monerieff Sinith
pointed out that no threat of any kind was
involved ; no one attempted to force the
Council into passing or rejecting the Bill
as it stood ; the requirement was confined
to the previous obtaining of sanction to
any amendment which it was desired to
move. It seemed to him that if there
were any question of & threat, the threat
would, under the procedure favoured by
Sir Narayan, be on the part of the Council
who presented the Governor General with
a fait accompli in the shape of a Bill
embodying - amendments. already carried
and challenged him either to sanction the
amendments or kill the whale Bjl] for
want of sanction to g single point of
detail. The majority of the Presidents
remained wnconvinced and expressed
themselves of opiunion that the view taken

hy 8ir Narayan Chandravarkar wag.
correct.,

Second Duy.—7th January 1925 11 4.0,
to 1-30 p.u. and 2-30 p.y. ¢ 3-45 p, .

Mr. Pahalajani was absent.

respects the attendance was th
on the first day.

In other
¢ same gs

7. Power of President to  disallow
Resolutions under ruyles 93 read with
Standing Order 60. (Legisiative As-
sembly)—Sir  Henry  Moncrieff Smith

in

eferred tH the difference in form between
;fli)e}:ule (2) of Rule 8 and sub-rule (2) of
Rule 23, the former providing thal if any
doubt arises whether any question is or is
pot .within the restrictions imposed by
sub-rule (1) the Governor General shall
decide the point, while the latter provides
simply, without reference to a doubt
arrising, that the decision of the Governor
Geuneral shall be final. He did not think
that sub-rule (2) of Rule 8 gave rise to
any difficulty save perhaps with reference
to the question whether a member who
was dissatisfied with the disallowance of
a question by the President under Rule 8
without reference to the Governor General
could require such reference to be made.
He said that in the Indian Legislature it
had always been held that the doubt
referred to in sub-rule (2) was a doubt
in the mind of the President, and that if
the President, fecling no doubt that a
question was within the restrictions, dis-
allowed the same of his own motion
there was no power in the member who
had given mnotice of the question to
require a reference to the Governor Gene-
ral. The view that the doubt must he g
doubt in the mind of the President was
however subject to the reservation that it
was competent to the Governor General
to intervene with a decision of his own
motion. Mr. Pillai said that the practice
in Madras was different. It was held there
that if the member who desired to put the
question thought that it was not within
the restrictions though the President was

-of opinion beyond doubt that it was, there

was a doubt within the mecaning of the
Rule which must be referre.d for the
Governor’s decision.  Sir Ibiahim Rahim-
toola said that in Bombay it was held
without any reservation whatever that the

. doubt wust be in the mind of the President

and that the Governor was incompetent
to intervene unless and until & doubt in
the President’s mind arose. He thought
that this interpretation was perferable in
that it avoided the possibility of anything
in the nature of a cenflict between 1he
President snd the Governor or of an
appeal from the one to the other. He
also stressed the fact that in the event of
the President admitting a question which
Government considered to be within the
restrictions it wasalways open to Govern-
ment to decline to reply.  Sir Henry
Moncrieff Smith however thought that
Government Was rightly reluctant to have
resort, to this line of action since it tendec
to give the impression to the House that in
Goverrment’s view the question should
vot have been admitted. ~Mr. Keane
agreed and mentioned a case in the United
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view of the effect of the Standing Ovder
referred to, and inquired whether the
Conference agreed that provision should
be made to define explicitly the kind of
motions which may be moved and the
restrictions subject to which they may be
moved. He pointed out that at present,
on the view taken in the Central Legis-
lature, there was in fact no power,
save on the theory of inherent richt, to
allow even purely formal motions to Le
moved and the definite regulation of
the maiter appeared on all grounds fo
be desirable.  Sir Ihrahim Rahimtoola
mentioned that in the Bombay Council
Btanding Orders definitely providing
for congratulatory and condolatory Resol-
utions were in force. Sir Gangadhar
Chitnavis read an extract from the report
of a Seclect Committee of the Central
Provinces Council on a proposed amend-
ment of the Standing Orders in which
some of the matters requiring considera-
tion in any attempt to regularise the
position were indicated. The Conference
agreed that it was certainly desirable
that more definite provision should be
made in the matter of motions than at
present existed. The Chairman thought
that the drafting of suitable rules or
orders on the subject might present
considerable difficulty, but the Con-
ference did not go into this aspect of
the case, Mr. Keane suggesting that the
importation mulatis mutandis of the
rules relating to Resolutions would cover
a good deal of the necessary ground.

6. Laws requiring previons sanction
under Section 80A of the Govzrument
of India dct. Is previons sanction
required to amendments,? Siv Henry
Moncrieff Smith pointed to certain prac-
tical difficulties which appearcd to him
to be inherent in the view taken hy
Sir Narayan Chandravarkar. On that
view amendments would be moved and
carried without sanction, and the motion
that the Bill be passed would then
be postponed till sanction was obtain-
ed. Assuming sanction to any parti-
cular amendment to be refused, how

was the clause which stood part of the

Bill with the amendment emhodied
therein to be got back into the form in
which the Governor General had sane-
tioned it ?  Mr. Pabalajani said that if
sanction were refused to any amendment
the Bill would necessarily he dropped,.
Sir Henry pointed out the tutility of
letting the whole Bill go.for the sake
of, it might be, one perfectly minor
point. It scemed to him to e absurd to
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say that a Council was not taking a law
into censideration in carrying an amend-
ment, and if it did so withcut sanction,
it was acting in direct contravention of
cection 80A (3) of the Government of
India Act. Sir Ibrahim Rahimtoola
thought that the Standing Order con-
fining amendments to amendments which
are within the scope of the Bill supplied
a complete arswer to all objections to
Sir Narayan Chandravarkar’s view, but
Sir Hewry pointed out that the question
whether an amendment was within the
scope cf the Bill from the point of view
of its admissibility was entirely different
from the question whether sanction to
the original Bill covered tanction to the
amendment. The Governor General
might have sanctioned a clause in the
following foom :—‘ Any Munieipal Com-
mittce may impose a tax in the form of a
surcharge on income-tax at a rate not
exceeding one anna for every rupee of
income-tax  paid.”  An  amendment
substituting “ one rupee”’ for ¢ one

~anna >’ would obviously be within the

scope of the clause : but cqually obviously
the taking into consideration of the
amendment would not he within the
sapetion granted to the taking into con-
sideration of the clause in its criginal
form. Me pointed out incidentally that
it was a mistake to suppose. that because
a Bill had received sanction, all amend-
ments to it would require sanction. This

would only be the case in regard to Bills

requiring sanction as a whole, and Bills
of this nature were not Bills which would
normally be introduced in Provincial

. Legislatures, while, if so introduced, they
‘were necessarily and properly subject

throughout-to the law of previous sanc-
tion.

Mr. Keane said that- he conceived 8Sir
Narayan Chandravarkar’s ruling to mean
that in section 80-A. (3) the word “law ”
in its relation to taking into consideration,
meant a Bill, ard in its relation to passing
meant an Act. In taking an amendment
into consideration the Council was, on Sir
Narayan’s view taking into consideration
the Bill, and therefore the law, which had
received sanction.  1his the Council was,
on Sir Narayan’s view, competent to do
without further sarction, the nccessity for
further sanction only arising at the stage
when tke Rill as amended was to he
passed. Sir Henry Monericff Smith
observed that for obvious 1easons the word
“law ”’ in scetion 80-A. (3) could rot be
given its ordinary serse of a legisiative
enactment, nor did it mean a Bill It
meant simply a measure, and the original
Bill and an amendment thereto were
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Provincas Cowncil in which a Govern-
ment Member in replying to a question
had said as mach in terms. Mr. Keane
sugoested that any doubt as to the
Governor’s competence to intervene of his
own motion might he removed hy amend-
ing sub-rule (2) to vead : “ The Governor
way at any time declare ”.  Sir Henry
Moucrieft Smith thought that this would
be open to objection on the lines indicated
by Sir Ibrahim, namely, that it would
put the Governor very much in the posi-
tion of an overriding authority, and Khan
Bahadur Khwaja Muhammad Nur thought
that if any amendment was made it should
‘be in the other direction, the Ru
expanded to read “if any doubt
the mind of the President .
thought that this was open to ohjection
in the other direction in that it rendered
the Goveruor eatirely impotent to iunter-
vene in the event of a President holdino—
in good faith of course—that no dort,lht
arose in a case which was in fact on the
border line. Mr. Casson referred to the
case  which he had mentioned at a
previous Conference in which g question
was admitted by the Deputy President
during his absence and Government had
thereafter asked for reconsideration of
the order of admission on the ground that
in the Governor's opinion the
was within the restrictions.

le being
arises in
Sir Henry

question

_ The Deputy
President had refused reconsideration
on the ground that his own mind

remained free from doubt, Nir Henry
Monecrieff Smith asked Sir Ibrahim what
he would have done in a case of this
nature and Sir Ibrahim rejoined that no
such case had arisen or was likely to,
arise in practice. It was pointed out,
however, that a case had actually
occurred in the Punjab and might occur
elsewhere. Mr. Keane suggested that
the framers of the rule had in fact
meant a doubt in the mind of the
President but bhad never contemplated a
President so confident of his infallibility
as to remain convinced beyond doubt that
a question was not within the restrictions
when assured that in the Governor’s
opinion it was. The Conference as a whole
agreed that this was a very fair statement
of the position, and that generally speak-
ing no practical difficulty wag likely to
arise. urning to the question in the
agenda Sir Henry entertained no doubt
that the President did have jurisdiction to
disallow of his own motion on the ground
of contravention of sub-rule (1) of Rule
23.  He pointed out however that the
different phraseology employed in sub.-
rule (2) of this rule—a difference which he
took to be due to inadvertence—left o

B
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: r doubt that in the case of a
)'-I({)g;glu{;ogon it was competent to the Gover-
nor to intervene whether on motion by the
President or otherwise and whether rE‘,‘he
President entertained a doubt or not. The
Conference agreed that the answer to the
question in the agenda was in the affirma-
{ive. Mr. Casson, while accepting this
conclusion, mentioned that .h_c had 1)_een
led to raise the point on noticing an obiter
dictum by Sir Frederick Whyte in the
Legislative Assembly to the effect that the
President admitted questions and the
Governor admitted Resolutions. The
Conference agreed that this must be taken
to have been a colloquial expression, Sir
Henry explaining that no doubt had ever
been entertained in the Indian Legislature
that the President admitted Resolutions
and that the Governor General's only
power in the matter was one of subsequent
disallowance, the DPresident’s order of
admission being in fact exprosse‘d as sub-
ject to the Governor General's power of
disallowance. Sir Gangadhar Chitnavis
said that in his Council the practice differ-
ed. all Resolutions being passed from the
President to the Governor and expressly
admitted by the latter. ~ Sir Henry Mon-
erieff Smith thought that this procedure
was entirely opposed to the rules and the
Conference generally agreed. Reverting
to the actual terms of the agenda the
Conference agreed that if the P 1'es1d(?nt
was clearly of opinion_th-at a 'Besolutlon
was within the restrictions imposed by
cuh-rule (1) of Rule 23 lzc not Qxlly could
Lt must disallow the I\BﬁOlUthll under
that Rule read with Standing Order 60.

8. Motions for ./Idj?lm'mnentt:——(l)

r of Governor to disa ow motion on
ﬁoczeuieving/ informal n_ot'iqe cy"mz"entwn lto
move same.—Mr. Pillal explamed ‘t.)e
circumstances which had led him to raise
this question. A member of the Madras
Council gave an informal intimation to a
member of the Government oif his inten-
tion to make a motion for adjournment,
and communicated ’ghe _terms of t}xe
proposed motion. This informal notice
was placed before the Governor who
assed orders disallowing the motion.
On the following day the member rose to
ask for leave to ma.ke .hIS motion and
read it in terms differing in their wording,
though not in their general effect, from the
terms of the motion which had been placed
befcre the Governor. A Gow:el*}nment
member rose in his place and informed
the President that the Governor, vvhg hgd
in the meantime left the station ax}(rll was
in an inaccessible part of the Presidency
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had disallowed t-l i

1& motion, !
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the President with o pur
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power was to disallow a motion, and a
motion having been once moved could not
be disallowed. It was pointed out, how-
ever, that the rule concluded with a pro-
vision that if the Governor disallowed, no
further discussion of the motion should
take place, and the majority of the Confer-
ence was of opinion that the Governor
was clearly competent to disallow at any
time whether before or after the making of
the motion and that if he disallowed after
the motion had been moved, the debates
thereon must terminate forthwith. Mr.
Pillai, however, took a contrary view.

(@). Interpretation of rule 12 (v).—
Mr. Pillai explained that in raising this
question he had had in mind a case in
which a Member of the Madras Legisla-
tive Council had desired to move a
motion for adjournment on a matter in
regard to which a Resolution would, in
his opinion, have been inadmissible, He
had therefore disallowed the motion. The
Conference thought that no question of
interpretation arose with reference to
rule 12 (»), the plain effect of the rule
being that a motion for adjournment
could not be moved with reference to a
matter on-which a Resolution for what-
ever reason could nof be moved; but the.
rules regarding the form of Resolutions
had no application to such motions.

Sir Ibrahim Rahimtoola inquired whe-
ther in tLe ‘opinion of the Conference any
special principles should guide the Presi-
dent in his acceptance of, or refusal to
accept, a closure motion during the
debate on an adjournment motion. The
Conference thought that the question was
‘one to be decided in conformity with the
principles laid down in Standing Order
34(1) (Legislative Assembly) on the
merits of the particular case and that
there was no distinction from this point
of view between motions for the closure
during the debate on a motion for ad-
journment and on other occasions.

Mr. Casson inquired whether ‘it was
open to the Council to resurie the ordinary
business of the day after a motion for
adjournment had been disposed of. The
Conference agreed that the answer to this
question was in the affirmative. 8ir
Ibrahim, however, mentioned that the
Bombay practice was to adjourn the
Council if a motion for adjournment were
carried but otherwise to proceed with the
ordinary business of the day and Mr.
Keane thought that this was the only
correct procedure, since the carrying of a
motion for adjournment, from whatever
motive, must necessarily be fol'owed by
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adjournment. The Conference as a whole

i}m.s"v'vvur t.}]l,mg‘ht that the Bombay proce-
WG Was Wasteal s tiom Fhat this Honse
do adjouri 1epresenling merely o aonpen.

:10(;:;11 formula of reengnised significance
nd having nothing whatever to do with
the adjournment of the Council.

9.,Retum of Bill in part under section
814(1) with amendments recommended
by Governor. Can Council entertuin
amendments to amendments so recom-
mended? Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith
observed that it was open to the Governor
to return the Bill to the Council for re-
eonsideration either in whole or in part.
If h.e returned. the Bill in whole it was
obvious that the whole Bill was open to
amendment and it was hard to resist
the conclusion that if he returned the Bill
in part with amendments recommended
to that part it was open to the Council
to move amendments not only to the
Governor’s amendments but at large to
the part returned. Mr. Keane dissented.
He quoted a Standing Order in force in
the TUnited Provinces which seemed
to him to limit the powers of the
Council with reference to a Bill returned
under section 81A to the .acceptance
-or rejection of the amendments recom-
meunded by the Governor. Sir Henry
Moncrieff Smith doubted whether this was
in faot the effect of thé Standing Order in
uestion, and observed that if this was the
_effect théreof the Standing Order was
ultra vires of the Government of India
.Act, which, on t'e view which he had
:suggested, did not empower the Governor
to impose any limits on the Council’s
right to deal with the part of the Bill
.returned to it for reconsideration. He
also pointed out that the Governor’s
power _to recommend amendments was
an adjunct to his power to reburn
for reconsideration. He could return
for reconsideration  without  recom-
mending amendments but he could not
recommend amendments without return-
‘ing the Bill either in whole or in part for
reconsideration, and return for reconsi-
‘deration necessarily involved the existence
in the Council of power to entertain
amendments to the part returned for its
reconsideration. He suggested that on
the view taken by Mr. Keane the Gover-
por’s action amounted to nothing more or
‘less than the levelling of a pistol at the
Council inasmuch as the Council was re-
quired either to accept or reject the Gover-
nor’'s recommendation with a clear know-
Jedge that rejection thereof would mean
the loss of the whole Bill. Mr. Keane
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thought that this was in accordance with
the intention of the section, the extra-
ordinary procedure provided thereby being
in itself in the nature of a threat. Sir
Henry pointed out that section 81 A
might in many cases be most usefully
employed without any possible suggestion
of a threat as in the case which Mr. Keane
himself had mentioned when a Bill was
returned by the Governor with:a view to
the incorporation therein of a consequential
amendment which was admittedly required .
and the necessity for which had escaped
the Council’s notice. - The Conference as
a whole thought that the view taken by
Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith was correct.
Mr. Keane said that he did not like the
position which would emerge from the
acceptance of this view as it appeared to
him to reduce the procedure to something
in the nature of bargaining between the
Governor and the Council. Sir Henry
thought that it was not objectionable, but
on the contrary highly advantageous that
there should be an opportunity for give
and take between the Councd and the
Governor. The Conference agreed that
it was important that the Governor’s
Inessage returning a Bill for reconsidera-
tion in part should show beyond any pos-
sibility of doubt the extent of the part
which was returned for reconsideration.
Bhould. the message admit of any ambig-
uity in this respect the Cofhcil would,
it was thought, be within its rights in
.moving the Gowernor to elucidate the
point. Some discussion took place as to
the extent to which it was possible for the
Governor, on the view taken by Sir Henry
Moncrieff Smith, to wvarrow down the
eéxtent of the matter thrown open to the
Oouncil. It was concluded that the part
returned could be .confined to a single
clause or, if need be, to a single ~word.
Were a single word returned for reconsi-
deration with a recommendation that for
that word another word be substituted it
would in Sir Henry’s view, which the
Conference accepted, be open to the
Council either to reaffirm the original
word, to accept the Governor's word, or
to substitute any alternative word .of
words. :

10. Resolutions adjourned by vote of
Qouncil. Position as regards ballot and
priority—S8ir Henry Moncrieff Smith
pointed out that there must be a power
in the President to refuse at h's discre-
tion to put a motion to adjourn a discus-
sion, for otherwise it would be within the
power of an obstructive majority to reduce
all business to a farce. He pointed out
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that in some cases the intention of a
motion for postponement of discussion
was {0 postpone sine die, and in such cases.
the’effect of the carrying of the motion
was that the matter postponed was
completely removed from the cognizance
of the Council unless and wuntil revived
by an entirely fresh notice. A motion
to postpone discussion to anamed date was
open to the objection that the date
named might be a day on which the
matter postponed could not ¢ome before
the Council, while assuming that the date
named was a day on which the postponed
business. could be taken, difficulty arose
under the existing rules and orders regard-
ing the position of the postponed resolution
vis*a-vis resolutions ballotted for the day
in question. He mentioned a case in the
"Legislative Assembly where the President
had allowed a postponed resolution to be.
ballotted for by any member, whether he.
was the member who originally gave
notice or not. The intention was to in-
crease the chances of the resolution obtain-
ing an early place in the ballot, This,
however, was a mere expedient, and it was
now proposed to frame Standing Orders
definitely governing the moving of mo-
tions for the postponement of discussion
and providing a procedure for the renewal
of resolutions so postponed. It had, he
mentioned, been suggested that the Stand-
business not disposed
of to be put down first on the next follow-
ing day was applicable, but the Confor-
ence agreed that this view wag plainly
untenable. He suggested that the Cop.
ference should ask the Government of
India to circulate the draft Standing
Orders prepared in this conpection fg
Local Governments, with a view to ‘the
consideration of the questions involved by
the various Provincial Councils whose
experience might not improbably suggest
-lmprovements in the nature of the pro-
posed provisions. The Conference con-
curred in this suggestion, and agreed that
in the meantime no purpose would be
served by continuing the discussion.

The business on the ageuda having
been disposed of, the Chairman inquired
whether any member had any further
points which he would like fto raise,
Sir Gangadhar Chitnavis asked what
the Conference thought should be the
attitude of the President towards: a
resolution recommending the placing
in the Council Chamber of portraits
~of prominent political leaders of the
day. Sir Heory thoughi that
resolution of this nature shoulg be dis-
allowed in that the matter to which it
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related was purely one for the President
and had nothing whatever to do with the
Government. Messrs. Keane and Cassin,
agreeing, pointed out that while .Govern-
ment was responsible for tl_le 11’1'a,1ntenance

~ <t the Courcil Chamber, its internal re-
gulation was solely in the ]’resment;d?
discretion. Sir Ibrahim Rahimtoola sai
that this position did mot prevail in
Bombay where the Coureil met in the
Town Hall, which was a public buzldl.ﬂg
over which the Council had no exclusive
rights. Sir Henry.e.xpl‘.essed fche cpinion
that this was a position in which the con-
tinued acquiescence of the Couneil wonld
be impossible.

Mr. Keare inquired what was the
practice of cther Presidents with referenci
to questions asking whether Gpverrx.xlxen,
would be pleased to {akea specified line of
action. Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith s&_ud
that he would disallow any such question
as-not being a request for information ;
and Sir Ibrahim ~Rahimtoola mentioned
that in the Bombay Council a standing
order explicitly forbidding suggestions for
action was in force. The Conference
thought that this was a very useful provi-
sion, the general adoption of which might
suitably Te considered, Mr. Casson adding
that a draft amendment to add an order in
this sense was under consideration in
the Punjab. Mr. Keane mentioned
that he based his disallowance ‘of questions
of this nature on the United Provinces
order—not in force ia the Assembly—that
a question must be so framed as to be
merely a request for information, but said
that he would be glad to be fortifieq
with an _express order in the terms in
force in Bomlay., Sir Henry Monerieft
Smith remarked that the substitution of
“1Is it the intention of Government »*
for “Will Government be pleased
was mere verbal camouflage and in no
Way improved the question from ‘the

‘point of view of admissibility, Mr, Pillaj
said that he was in the habit of allowin
plain brief questions asking whether it
was the intention of Government, to
do some one definite and specific thing
but disallowed any questions of thi:
nature which entered intg any kind of
elaboration, The Conference thought that
this line of treatment was legitimate,

Sir Henry Moncrieff Smith ‘mentioned
that the imposition of g Iimit on the num-
ber of questions to De put by a single
Member had been cousidered in the
Assembly but the conclusion had been
reached that po really useful purpose
would be served thereby. The "Benga]
Council, it appeared, had standing ordery
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limiting the number of questions and
Resolutions allowed to any individual
member per session, while in Madras an
order miade by the President had limited
the number of starred questions to 8 per.
member per day. Mr. Keane suggested
in this connection that the standing order
Tequiring questions to be put in such
manner as the President should deter-
mine, would, even in the al?sence of
more express provision, permit of the
President directing all or any questions
marked as starred to be answered as
though they were unstarred. Sir _Henry
thought that the question of limiting
numbers was one for consideration by each
Council in accordance with its own ex-
perience. .

Mr. Pillai inquired whether it was
permissible for members to put questions
regarding the line of action taken in any
particular matter by say the ministers or by
an individual Member of the Government.
8ir Henry Moncrieff Smith thought that
any such question could, and should, be
disallowed asan abuse of the right of ques-
tioning inasmuch as the information which
it was sought to elicit was not information,
for which the Member was entitled to ask.

Mr. Keane said that he had been

puzzled to know the precise position
which prevailed when proposed amsnd-
ments of .the standing orders having
been referred to Sclest Committee, the
8clect Comumittee reported in favour of
the complete elimination of one or mare
of the amendments originally proposed.
Had the Council jurisdiction t» reopen
tbe Select Committee’s decision to
eliminate a particular amendment and,
if g0, in what manner could the question
of the restoration of the amendment b-
put before the Council? Sir Henry
Moncrieff Smith thought that the Council
undoubtedly had jurisdiction to come to
its own decision regarding the making or
otherwise of an amendment which had
originally heen placed before it and which
the Select Committee had proposed to
omit, Mr. Casson suggested that recom-
mittal to the Select Committee of this
particular aspect of their recommenda-
tion would meet the case. The Confer-
ence admitted that this was a possible
course but felt chat it was on all grounds
desirable that the President should
endeavour to give the House an oppor-
tunity for arriving forthwith at a deClSIOP,
and no insuperable diffieulty would, it
was thought, arise in devising a means
to enable this to be done.

- The proceedings then terminated with
a vote of thanks to the Chair,

.
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. APPENDIX.

Eztract from repors o Select Committee
of Central Provinces Council ; see
page 16, o

10. dmendment No. 9.—The Cominittee
has endeavoured to lay down the broad
lines of précedure which should be fol-
lowed in these communications. It hag
adopted Dr. Moonje’s amendment with
certain small modifications of drafting, but
has added thereto 5 proviso providing for
the case of non-controversial -communi-
cations on which the House is unanimous.
In the opinion of the Committee, commun-

ications relating to controversial matters
should be subject to the discretion of the

resident to admit them or to reject them,
and the Select Committee considers that
the following principles should be ap-
-ghéd il

. A
ayY®he adliress should be in g form

which'is capable of being made
the subject of g debate, “i.e., it
Should "be clearly expressed in
coneise language and raige defin-
ite issues concerning a single
subject, ; ‘

(6) It should concern a matter on
which an ordinary resolution
could not be moved

(¢) It should concern in the fipgt
place matters in which the
Couneil is directly interested as
a Council, and itg relations with
the Governor,

(d) But such a communication mg
also relate to a matter in Whicg
the jnterests of the Province are
directly concerned.

These matters, however, the Committee
prefers to leave for the
discretion of the Presiden

Order 73, ag Proposed to be amendeq

by the Committee, wil] now run—

(1) Communications from the Coun-
cil to the Governop shall pe
made by a forma address,
through the President, after mo-

tion made ang carried in the
Couneil ;

(2) The President shall read the copy.-
munication to the Council and
ask whether the member makine
the motion has the leave of the
Council. 1f objection ig taken,
the President shal] request those
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members who support the moe
tion to rise in their places and
if fifteen or more members rise
accordingly, the President shall
infimate that the member has
the leave of the Council and the
motion shall be set down for
such day as the President may
direct ; .

Provided that if the address is non-
‘controversial and the Couneil is
unavimously in favour of jtg
Presentation, the President may,
With  the permission of the
Couneil, forward it at once.” _

T2240~9.8.25 -3,



GOVERNOR OF THE PRESIDENCY OF FORT ST, GEORGE
AND ITS DEPENDENCIES.

His Exckunency Tue Riour HoNorasre Logp CONNEMARA, G.C.LE.
Took his seat 8th December, 1886.

Personal Staff of His Excellency the Governor.

Rank. | Nawss. © Corps. 1 Ap;l)):i;etzfent REMARKS.

|

ICivil Service......,..flz Aug. 90‘k Acting Private Secretary,
. J X ! ¢

5th Lancers.......... .le Aug. 88 Military Secretary,

| 8 Nov. 89/ Aide-de-Camp,

............. Qans, J. D, E8q., C.LRiierirrersas

Major ...’Gmsnonuw., 33 S, |

el FOWLE, 0. ciivivinnnniciianinncnenienns 1218t Hussars.........
16th Luncers.........} 6 Mar. 90, Aide-de-Camp,
t

Captain
Captain ...‘Smuuu, | P
Major ...'LnoNAlm, § U U 'Bangalore Rif.VolS-]fl9 July 89, Honorary A. D, C.

Surg. Major|MAITLAND, J. M.B..c...cvseree e M. S.vvivees e 11 March 89: Surgeon,

Sub. Major|*0ossmoN KHAN, “ SirDAR BawA- ' '
PYRY o wivereerrnns [ ‘Body Guard ......... 8 Dec. 86; Native Aide-de-Camp,
i t
de o [ Completes |
! ! Date of Ap- pletes
Rank. J Names. { Corps. (pgg‘ifmen% te‘x;ure of ! Remarks.
| | , I ppt.

Government Secretariat, Military Department.
Brig.-Genl.| Keuney-Herbert, Arthur{ Cavy. Genl, List {10 Dec. 1885[[0 Dec. 1890 ,Secy. to Govt,
R. : .

Medical :Deparfment.

Surgeon deFabeck, W. F., m.p. ... Indian Medicul’29 .May 8018 May 94, With the Govt. of
Genl, Service. : Madras,

; | ; ;
Superintendent of Family Payments and Pensions.

Colonel ,Leigh-mmt, S..........,.....:Staﬁ Corps J 4 Sep. 86] 4 Sep. 91

The Governor’s Body Guard.
1Jan. 90, 1 Jan 95JCommandant.

Captain .../Kerrich, L. W, Couvinnit ,u‘h' L. Cilvriveene
i_— | IAdjt.

Surg.-Maj.|Hunt, Samuel Bradshaw...
’ Eur. (M. C.)

Ind. Medl. Setv..|19 Dec.  76l..... "m Medl. chargo.—

|
1
!
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COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF MADRAS ARMY.
His ExceriEncY LIEUTENANT SuRiRar Sir C. G. ARBUTHNOT, k.c.B, KA,
Assumed Command—9th December, 1886.

B Personal Staff

1 | (Date ot ap-| o
Commn. i Rank, Name, and Corps, pointmen}z. \\‘ Remarks,

Military Secretary, T T T
25 Apl, 68Bt. Lt.-Col. Hemming, ¥. W., (2-7-12-17) u.s., in.s.'
[ in P., 5th Dn. Gds.

..l 9 Dec. 1886/
Aldes-de~Camp,
10 Sep. 76}Captain Preston, R. W., 9 Bo, 1. .. 9 Dec. 86 Interpreter,
30 July 79PCaptain Forde, L., R.A. ...|30 Aug. 89l

Native Alde-de~Camyp,
il Aug,SO‘iSub-Major Venket Row, Sirder Bahadur 2nd
' M. L.

w20 July 8K

STAFF AND DEPARTMENTS.
~ Adjutant Generf}fs Department.

T e - [

—ae e

‘ | Compl ’
1st Com. ! 1st Appt. to 'Present Ap-| Completes
mission. Rank, Name, and Corps. Dept. ' pointment, ‘A;t);’;li‘rl\te rr?:nt . Remarks,

Adjutant General, V T
28 FFeb. 56!Br.-Gl, Pearson, Hugh Pearce,] 7 June
[ C.By hp.

90\ 7 June 90 7 June 95}Army Hd les.

Deputy Adjntant Gieneral,
4 Nov. 60iColonel Hope, Hugh Richard, 29 Mar. 88\29 May, 8829 Mar. 93‘Army Hd. Qus,
Genl. List., Cav. [ !

Assistant Adjutant General,
4 Mar, 6L.Lt.-Col. Wratislaw, M. H. 7Sep. 8631 Mar 88 78ep. 91 Ar v
(15¢h a1. 1) ’ |+ vy Hd. Qrs.

Assistant Adjutant General, Royal Artillery.
12 June 58 Colonel Lockhart, Wiliam ‘81 Oct. 89 31 QOct. 8931 Oct 94)A i |
Eliott, Roy. Art.;'. ! ‘ rmy Hd. Qrs.

Assistant Adjutant General (for Musketry,.
12 1:?1,, 581 Colonel Austin, E., s.c. o 8 June SO‘ 8 June 89‘11 dJuly 92 1st Dist.—Bangalore,
\ L  Madras & Southern

| : ! " Districts.

Deputy Assistant Adjutants General (for Masketry),
30 Dec. TljCaptain Riddell, W. H.,Bedf. 30 Sep, 8730 Sep. 8730 8ep. 92:2nd District—Secuns
I Regt. : : | derabad and Bel-
{ . ‘ ‘ | . : gaum District,
28 Oct. 76:Capt. Andrews,R.C.(19¢:M.1.) 16 May 89;16 May 89}16 May 94!31-‘1 District.~Burma

i : ‘ District.
!
|

| { (
|

{ |

. !

Quarter Master General’s Departmen

Quarter Master General,

Br. Gl. Protheroe, Montague,[26 Mar., 88126 Mar. 88i26 Mar. 93
CB., C.8.1.,, Staff Corps.
Colonel Eyre, E. H., (1st Prs.)

& Jan, 58 Al'mylid.-Qrs.Oﬂg; in

Comd. Hyd. .
Offg. yd. Contgt,

4 Mar, 58

BPRSPRSRPOIN IS W05 I S

Deprty Quarter Master General.
0 Feb. 59| Colonel Hutchins, A. G.,28 Nov. 8828 Nov. 8828 Nov. ]
20 Feb. 59} (Vith M. 1.) ’l } ov. 9% Army Hd, Quarters,

i
A Corps of Guides consisting of 1 Head Guide, 3 Second Guides and 6 Gui i
Quarter Master General’s Department (G. 0. G No. 1of 1890). des, is attached to the

§
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Judge Advocate General’s Department in g:dia.

e e T T

Rank, Name, and Cotpd / I Dept: intment.

' ; }
"}'esent Ap- Station.% and Circles.
1 |

20Dec, 56| Col, Sunderson, H. B., B.8.C.127 Sep.  T8[11 June

1
} co
i

Judge ddvaocate General in
90} Army Head-Qrs.

India.

Dy. Genl. (4 o

19 Dec. 60 Li:'/. -é’f,‘f -"”H‘fl‘é',’f;: tle{;u;:t, &v), §Feb. 78 L Apr. 88 1st Circle, Army Head-quarters,

M. 8. C | Ootacamund--Bangalore,Madras
s and Southern Districts.

88 2nd Circle, Army Head-Quarters,

2 Oct. 60| . : . A o1 Aug. 80| LAPK
2 C;)il.o(x;elLl‘yitlm, R F, G i ue Sl Poonu—l—Poona& Bombay Dists.
Mar. 55 . Matthe - ‘B.8.C. |17 Feb. 81 1 Apr. 88 5thCircle Meerut—Meerut, Rohil-
Col. Matthews, C. B-» \ | kand an’d Bundelkand Dists.

4 Jan, 60| Colonel SwintanFSkinner, E. ,%27 May

* 37 Mar. 61| Lt.-Col |
. .~Col. Prid . A, Bo.i
G LT R ‘

s1l11 June 90, 8th Circle, Secunderabad—Secun-

i M.S.C. ( derabad, & Belgaum Dists. and

! . | | Hyderabad Cont, t,—Eur, (P.4.)
‘ | 2 years, from 18 Sep. 1889,

Asst. Judge A«i?wcates Gend.(6) | |
; g1/ 1 Apr. 88 7th Circle, Poona—Mhow, Deesa.
14 June ‘ P Sind, Nagpur and Aden ’Dists.——’

: g
, v u-'oﬂg.‘b.'p.l. A. G., 8th Circle,

) . Lo y
12 Nov, 80| Lt.-Col, Chaplin, A., M.G.LI. T g2 1 Apr. 88 9th Circle, Rangoon Burma Dist.
28 Oct. 71| Captain M:gn)Sif:‘;' Iyﬂv(i{['l‘! [ 1 A;I))r. 88, 3rd Circle, Rawal Pindi—Rawal
' P Pindiand Peshawar Dists. and

M )y oy D0 D8 -: 44 y
30 June 69 ajor Balfe, E., Bo. S C 8.C ]10 Sep- 84 ; h ( Yircle
1] ] 2 88

|
1 Mar, 62/Lt.-Col. S8heppard, C. H,, }v:lgthtu June 90
I

vec )| 1July 84
o ! \ Punjab Frontier Force.

88 Army Head-Qrs., Simla.
Meean Méer— Sirhind,

Shaw, E. M.8. 0. . . 86| LApr.
s ..181 Jan P Lahore and Quetta Dists.
11 June 90| 7th Circle, Poons. '

90l0ffg. 6th Circle, Allahabad—Alls-

e "78}%“'“‘1 Lambert, W. 868 P.C. cvcrussussnsene|13 J0-
. ! habad, Oudb,Presdy., Nerbudda

, and Assam Dts.

A
'

’ Completes

1st Com- ! . ) ‘ ;
mission. [ Rank*m".me, and Corps. et 3”;,*" to | Present Ap-' " genure of Remarks,
; o Dept. | pointment. : Appointment,
— ‘ o P S SR
20 Son. 5511 Princip edical Offloer, Kex Majesty’s Foroes, in Madras. '
b- 63Henbury, Suig. Genl, S$iril0Mar. 88 10 Mar, 830183 92
+ A, M.B, F.RCS.E & ' } v 8 o |
X.c.B,, Medl. Staff, 1 | |
' Inspecting Veterinary ,
6 Feb. 57 | Shaw, F. G, L. ¥ e ‘
| Shaw, F. G, L Y. Dopb. .. | wocrnics | 1Max, 86 1 Maxt 91 ] Ootacainund.
) Examiner in Hindustani.
20 Nov. 58 | Col. Butler,J. W. 8, 26th M.L | 5 Sep. 89 | 20 Aug. 90 | covooseeresens | Madras.
11 duily 68 Major Jom :: spector of Gymnasia, Madsas snd Bowbry:
J .es’ - Wy DE‘I}'I% Aug, 87[23 Aug. 87123 Aug. 93,1’00““‘ o
 Ten. GhSaior P Inspector of Army Signalling, Madras and Bombay. '
- e enton, H. E., 7th Bom.L1 March 90/11 March 00[1i Mar. 95[Poons.
Infy. ‘ ( ’ \ . >
Army Bdnoation Department. ! )
INSPECTOR AN SUPERINTENDENT.
—_— ; | ‘ ;Baugnloré-, ‘
| ! ..
. SUB-INSPECTORS.
Hony, rank—Lieutenant. ,
| England (M.C.) 182

12 July 82

School : o 2
R m(;yogcmﬁgztig.rs who e.lected the' Vr'e‘gulatxons contained in W. O,
Sherwood, Arthur Caton

°

| Kenny, Richard Thomas |12July 8212 July 82| g
. days. ..

Warrant Officers. .. . : -
Circular No, 821, dated 25th May 1863,
R N

' |2 July iélf’éﬁ.i"ﬁiimss’.ﬁo\_@.
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18t Com- . N ' 18t Appt. to | Pry " Completes . :
e Rank Name, and Corps. pp *Sent ap- 1 ive of Ap- R

n . ’ | P emarks.
esion $ Saff Pontment. pointment,
R U

Dy. Asst. A jt. Genl.

J t. Bethune, E, C., p.sc., }20 ct.
10 Sep. 75]Cap 3 e Dliag e '

bistrict staﬂ'.—ls" lass

-87.20 Oct.
)

Dlstl ricts—2

for Instruction.

T ranod enigl [ Y

«| Myingyan District—
Myingyan (0fg.)

87120 Oct. 92Bangaiore.
{

i

Bl

General Oficer»” - manding.
" - e . ‘ eenean e . Burma  Dist,—ltun-
18 Aug. 54| Major-Genl. East, C. J., ¢.1... 23 April 89;"3 April 89% Sgggrrllc'ierabad agisl-
General oﬁeer:pCommanding—-znd Class Districts—1. —Secunderabad.
. 22 Mar. 55 Brig. -henl Bengough, H. M. of 8 Nov., 86 9Jdan. 89...... « ...[ Bangalore District—
C.B., p.a.c., hp. Bangalore.
18 Sep. 57 Bng.-(xen] "W o]selev G. li.,f20 May 8‘ LApL 89 e, Mandalay District—
! .B.,@ €. 2. L Offg, inComd. Burma
Dt. Rangoon.
18 June Sl}BmgaGenl Smart, G. J., R.A.,124 Dec. 87:24 Dec.  87.... ....| Madras Dist.—Fort
: : St. George,
10 Dec. 52.B1'lg.-Gen!. Cox, AT, ¢.8.8.C.| 8 April 83/ 8 Ayril 881 ................. +| Belgaum  District—
. : AlIM,
20 Deg. 54 Brig.-Genl. Faunce, E,, cn.,8.C.| 7 Feb, 89| 7 Feb. 89\ Southern District —-
X ‘ ™ Waellington.
9. June 54 Bmg -Genl, Howlmuison,sGEi |11 July 8911 July 89‘ .......... ..\.‘,....\Rangoon District—
‘| Rang
12 Jun&ES Bng.qunl. Graham, T., 1‘{:1’& 21 June 90|21 June 90|........ ‘Mymgyan Dlstmct—
<A . |
18 Fab GBtBlig. -Ganl.. Gnttwne, Ww. L PO 0 LT1IC- ST 1. OO ...uwffa. Mandllay bt.—
D8 pas.c., hp, | \Iundalay{
) Aldes-de -Oamp to General Officers commandlns.
30 Jun. 86(Lieut. East, C. C., R.War. R.)31Jan.  903LJan.  90] souveee romins Tonngtujw -Genl. C. J.
- Cast, C.
9 May 85(Lieut. Smith, ¥. deH., 18t C. L|...........cu0rn 7 June 90, .|To Bu‘gc(xenl Wolse-
Horse. ley, ca. 2.0
Assistany Adjutants Genersl-9
18 Dec, 63'Ma10\' Harris, T., Midx. Begt 21 Dec. 85 1Oet.  B88)21.Dec. 90, Bmgalc}re District—
Bangalore.
20 May 59|Col. Smalley, F, (16th M.1.) ...'27 June. 87 do 27 June 92 (Madras Disto—faer (P
| I )lyem,ﬁom(ith
1 ‘ y 90.
27:Nov. 61 nel Simpson, G., (llth‘ao July 87 do 30 July 92iSecundembo,d Dist.—
N : M. 1. y Secunderabad.
15 Dec. T1|Major M. W, Saunders, R.A...i25 Jan 88 do 25 Jan, 93 Bglnlaum District—
elgaum,
9Avug. T9:Major Gall, C. D, M. (R. Fus.)i10 June 87 1 Apl. 8910 June: 92 ﬁov:’xttlxlgm't'blsmm—
ellington
6 Apr -56iCol, Morgan, A. B,, C.B., p.s.c., . ‘ do eeeearerrene Burma District.
13 June 74|Bt. Lt.-Col. Ternan, A. G. B, GSep 862’ May 89, 6 Sep. 91 Mymgyan District—
(44¢th B. 1) ; Myingyan.
20 Sep. 58/Col. Atkinsom, 8. K., (23rd|10 Mar.  90[10 May. 90‘10 Mar. 95! , Mandalay sttnct—-
L. 1L o ‘ Mandalay.
4 Apr. 59.Col. Begbie, E. W,, Genl. List. cresesensiretnn on cereenans R;ngoon Dlstmt -
. angeon,
22 Sep. 65'MajorPorteous,.l.E.,(4hh‘Prs.) crenernnnn]| D duly 904, ... .. Offg. Ma.dms District
l i —Fort 8t. George.
il , Assistant Adjutants General-. )
9 Aug. .5Cupt Prichard, G.P. M., (31510 June 87! 1 Oct. 88 10 June 92 Belgaum District
W 1 | Russia for a course
| of study.
31 May 76 capt Sharpe, E. J, ps.c|l4 June 87 do 14 June 92 Secundembud Dist,
(Midd’x. R.) | —Secunderabad.
22 Sep. 65 Ma]or Porteous, J.E, (4th Drs.) 30 Sep. 8 do 39 Sep. 92 Mndra.s stt —Offg,
10 Sep. 15 Captam Poynder, C. E., p.s.c.|15 April. 87, 1 Apl. 88,15 April 93, Mnndnlag Distriet—-
{ (5th M. 1) ; ; Eur, (P. A) 1 year,
uy o | | from1st June 90.
10 Mar. 76 Capt. Burn, A. G. (I4th M.L) 7Feb. 89 do i 7 Feb. 94! Southern District—
: i ! Wellington.
28 Jan, 75 Captam Western, C. M. T.| ] April 89 do 1 Apl.  94Rangoor  District—
! R.A. ' : Rangoon, :
11 Sep. 77\Capt Burton, C. W, W., (8th) 3 Oct.- 89| 3 Oct. 80) 3 0ct. 94 Mymgyun District, —
| MI) i sur. (M. ), 1 year
i [Norf R, | Srom 3rd July 90,
8 May 72 Capt. Sewell, 117 .8.0,119 June  90{19 June  90i19 June 95 Burma Dist,-Rangoon,
1Apl. 78 Capt Shaw, G. J-, (6¢h I, 1,)[30 June  90/30 June |Burmu Dist., Rangoon
i -—(Addctwnal)
8June 74 Capt. Evans,G. A, P, TthHrs. ..ccovvniene 3DeC. 89 .iiinninrnnnnn, Belgaum Dist.—Bels
o gat:im.—(Oﬁ" )
iMajor Curtis,J.G.Co,{OXL.L.L) Liveriiirennenn 27 June  90...cueeerinonee. Mandalay District,—s
30 Dec. 71Majo s ’( e | 6 sl 90) nMgndnlav—(Off 2).
iCapt. Clothier,R.F. 21¢hAML1), ..., eeeerens vene|16 July [sesssesesreenenne.| Madras Dist.,Fort St,
12 Avg. 76/Cep Y ‘ (xeorge—(Offg\
9 Aug 78/Capt Campbell, J.A. (Bedf,R.)| [...............[20 Aug.  90i.......
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