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FIRST SCHEDULE.

A MAN SHALL NOT MARRY HIS

A WoOMAN SHALL NOT MARRY HER

32,
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44.
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Paternal grand-father's mother.

Paternal grand-mother’s mother.

Maternal grand-father’s mother.

Maternal grand-mother’s mother.

Paternal grand-mother.

Maternal grand-mother.

Mother.

Paternal grand-father’s father's sister.

Paternal grand-father’'s mother's sister.

Maternal grand-father’s father’s sister.

Maternal grand-father's mother's sister.

Paternal grand-mother’s father's sister.

Paternal grand-mother’s mother's sister.

Maternal grand-mother’s father’s sister.

Maternal grand-mother’s mother’s sister.

Paternal grand-father's sister,

Paternal grand-mother’s sister.

Maternal grand-father’s sister.

Maternal grand-mother’s sister.

Father’s sister.

Mother’s sister.

Paternal grand-father's father's brother's
wife.

Paternal grand-mother’s father's brother's
wife.

Ma;;z‘rnal grand-father's father’s Lrother's
wiie.

Mag?‘rnal grand-mother's father’s brother’s
wiic.

Pat.efrnal grand-father’s mother’s brother’s
wife.

Pat_e;'nal grand-mother’s mother’s brother's
wife.

Mat_;:_rnal grand-father’s mother’s brother’s
wife.

Maternal grand-mother’'s mother’s bro-
ther's wife,

Paternal grand-father’s brother's wife.

Paternal grand-mother’s brother’s wife.

Maternal grand-father's brother's wife.

Maternal grand-mother’s brother’s wife.

Father’s brother’s wife.

Mother’s brother’s wife.

Paternal grand-father’s father’s brother's
daughter.

Paternal grand-father’s father’s sister’s
daughter.

Paternal grand-father’s mother’s brother’s
daughter.

Paternal grand-father’s mother's sister’s
daughter.

Paternal grand-father’s brother’s daughter,

Paternal grand-father's sister’s daughter.

Paternal grand-mother’s brother’s daugh-
ter.

Paternal grand-mother's sister’s daughter.

Maternal grand-father's brother’s daugh-
ter.

Maternal grand-mother’s brother’s dauvgh-

ter. |
Maternal grand-father’s sister’s daughter. l
T
Maternal grand-mother’s sister’s daughter.
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34.

48,
49,
50.
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46.

Patcrnal grand-father’s father.

Paternal grand-mother's father.
Maternal grand-father’s father.
Maternal grand-mother's father.
Paternal grand-father.

Maternal grand-father.

Father.

Paternal grand-father's father’s brother.
Paternal grand-father’smother’s brother.
Maternal grand-father's father’s brother.
Maternal grand-father’'s mother’s brother.
Paternal grand-mother's father’s brother.
Paternal grand-mother's mother’s brother.
Maternal grand-mother’s fathcr:s brother.
Maternal grand-mother's mother’s brother.
Paternal grand-father's brother.

Paternal grand-mother’s brother.
Maternal grand-father’s brother.
Maternal grand-mother’s brother.
Father's brother.

Mother's brother. s
Paternal grand-father's father’s sister's
husband. L
Paternal grand-mother’s father's sister8
husband. L
Maternal grand-father's father’s sisters
husbaud. L
Maternal grand-mother's father's sisters
husband. L,
Paternal grand-father’s mother’s sister'8
husband. o,
Paternal grand-mother's mother’s sister's
husband. L,
Maternal grand-father's mother’s gister's
husband. L
Maternal grand-mother's mother's sister's

husband.
Paternal grand-father’s sister's hushand.
Paternal grand-mother's sister’s husband.
Maternal grand-father's sister’s hus}mnda
Maternal grand-mother's sister's husband.
Father’s sister’s hushand.

Mother's sister's hushand. ' .
Paternal grand-father's father's brother @
SOn. o,
Paternal grand-father's father's sister's
son. ,
Paternal grand-father's mother's brother'd
son. o
Paternal grand-father's mother's sister 8

son.
Paternal grand-father's brother’s son.
Paternal grand-father's sister’s son.
Paternal grand-mother's brother's son.
Paternal grand-mather's sister’s sou.
Maternal grand-father's l,ruthur’ﬁ son.
Maternal grand-mother's brother's son-
Maternal grand-father's sister’s son.
Maternal grand-mother’s sister' s svi-
Father's brother's son.
Father's sister's eon.
Mother’s brother's son.
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vative Marriage Bill.

The Hon'ble Mr. Maine moved that the Bill to lezalize marriages between certain Natives
of India not professing the Christian religion, be referred to a Select Committee with instructions
to report in two months. He said—** Sir, this Bill, after leave to introduce it had been given,
was published by your Excellency’s permission under a suspension of the Rules, so that public
opinion might pronounce upon it. It has elicited a good deal of eriticism, and if the Council will
allow me, [ will proceed to notice briefly some of the observations which have been made upon 1.
But before I do so, I venture to point out how slight an extension of the existing law is involved
in the measure, and that it is only the last of a scrics of steps which have all been taken in the
same direction. I imagine it to be known to the Council that, owing to the language of certain
Statutes and Charters regulating the jurisdietion of the Indian Courts, the law of their religion

became the law applicable to litizants. There being no fundamental law in India, the doctrine ..

thence prevailed (though I should perhaps surprise the Council if I were to state how much doubt

attends the point) that the greatest part of the civil rights of the Natives of India 1s determined ;

by the religion which they profess. It would appear that, about forty years ago,somc alarm was
excited by the contention that any act which excluded a man from his religious communion
entailed the forfeiture of his civil rights. For remedy of this, scction 9 of Regulation VIL of
1832 was passed, which provided as follows :—

““ Whenever in any civil suit the parties to such suit may be of diffcrent persuasions, when
onc party shall be of the Hindu and the other of the Mahommedan persuasion : or where 0.110 or
more of the parties to the suit shall not be either of the Mahommedan or Hindu persuassons :
the laws of those religions shall not be permitted to operate to deprive such party or partics of
angproperty to which, but for the operation of such laws, they would have been entitled.”

The language of this provision, it will be scen, is somewhat cumbrous and perplexed, arld,
moreover, it merely applics to Bengal, Accordingly, the legislature of the day passed Act XXL
of 1850, of which section 1 is to this cffoct -

*“ So much of any law or usage now in foree within the teiritories subject to the Government
of the East India Company, as inflicts on any pervson forlfoitare of rights or propurty,or may o
bheld in any way to impair or affect any right of in
or having been excluded from the communion of
ccase to be enforced as law in the Conrts of the East Iulia Company, anf in the Corts estaliizhed
by Royal Charter withiu the said territories.”

That ds the Tex foed Aet of Towd Dalhousie's Goovernment, which is still the charter of
religions liberty in India. T wy<elldo not entertain a particle of doubt, aud I venture to think
that no member of the Council who has roud t]
doubt, that it was the iutention of t

heritanee, by reason of his er hvr rennuncing,
any relizion, or being doprived of caste. <hall

e diseussion which preceded the ernwiment will

he framers of that Act to make it complete and to relicve

from all civil disabilities all dissidents from Native religiors. [t was meaut to condone all

offerces against religious rule, whether they were acts of omission or of commis-ion. But

pretably from mistake, probablly from attendiuz too ex

. . . - N ) 2

welisively to the immediate estion before

therme which affected only the first gencration of dissidents, thev left standine the ereate-tof all
» N -] *

narriage.  Itis ineredible to me thet, escept by
au oversight, they should bave expressly provided for tl
but should have omftted to provide for the right of contrac

dizabilities, the cisability to coutract a Tuwlul

1e proteciion of the right of inheritance
ting wmarriage, withoas which inhcritan?e
cannot arise. There has been recgived a petition frem the British Ludian A<sociation of Bongal, i
which the Association ohjects not orly to the present measure, but to Act XXI. of 1870, which they
say was passcd agaiust the wishies of the Native community.  The Couneil will no webb attach
to the arguments of that petition such weight as it may think fit, but at present elaim the state-
ment as to the lex-loct Act as an adwission that tle principle of one includes the principle of tho
other, and that he who oljects to the presens Bill must alse object to Lord Dalhousic’s measure.
Thore 13, however, no doubt a defect of the law which has been brought to notice hy a portion of
the sect of Ilindus kuown as the Brahmos, who cclebrate their marriages according to a ritual

which they consider puriticd. An opinion of the Advocate General givewn on a case siated by them
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riage. But if he stops short of that, as the law stands, marriage is denied to him. Take the case
of a Ilindu becoming Mahommedan, a kind of conversion which goes on every day of our lives.  The
convert is compelled by the principles of his new religion to regard the faith of his ancestors as
hateful and contemptible. But if he does not go so far as that, if he retains some tenderness for
his old faith, and continues to regard it as not absolutely evil, he is debarred from all share in the
fundamental institution of organized eivil socicty. Such a state of the law is unexampled in
Europe. Nothing in the Western World has any relevancy towards it or bearing on it.

I now pass to another objection, which is no doubt sincercly advanced. It issaid that we are
hound to protect the Native religions to the extent of forbidding their adherents to desert them,
except for a recoznized religion.  There is no doubt that there is some sort of indirect protection
to Native religions given by this state of thé law of marriaze in the existing condition of Native
society. Now, can we continue this protection * I think wecaunot. Take the case of the appli-
cants for the present measure. They say that the ritual to which they must conform, if they wish
to contract lawful marriages, is idolatrous. I don’t use the word offensively, but merely in the
sense in which a lawyer in the High Court is occasionally oblized to speak of the family idol.
They say that the existing Ilindu ceremonial of marriage implies belief in the existence or power
of, and worship addressed to idols. No doubt there are some of the Brahmos who have as little
belief in these beings as the applicants, but still do not object to go through the ritual; and,
naturally enough, they exhibit considerable impatience at the seruples of their co-religionists. But
that is only a part of the incvitable history of opinion. The first step is to disb®lieve ; the next, to
be ashamed of the profession of belief. The applicants allege that their consciences are hurt ind
injured by joining in a ritual which implies belief in that which they do not believe. Now, can
we compel them to submit to thisritual ?  Sir, nobody ean feel more strongly than I do that we
are bound to refrain from interfering with Native religious opinions, simply on the ground that
those opinions are not ours, and that we are bound to respect the practices, which are the expres-
sion of those opinions, so long as they do not violate decency and public order. That is the econ-
dition of our government in this country. I will even go further and say that, where a part of a
community come forward and allege that they are the most enlightened members of it, and call on
us to forbid a practice which their advanced ideas lead them to think injurious to their civiliza-
tion, the Government should still be cautious. This is the case of those enlightened gentlemen
who ask us to abolish polygamy, both ag regards themsclves and as regards their less informed
co-religionists who do not agree with them. Here the Government of India, acting in concur-
rence with the Goverument of Ifis Honor the Lientenant-Governor, has declined to listen to the
petition, much as may be said for it. Ilere, however, we have a very different case. A number of
gentlemen come forward and ask to be relieved from the necessity of submitting to rites against which
their own conscience rebels.  They do not ask to imposc their ideas on others, but to be relieved from
aburthen which presses on themselves.  Can we refuse the relief ? I think we cannot. I think the
point is here reached at which it 1s tmpassible for us to forget, that we do not ourselves believe in
the cxistence or virtue or power of the beings in whose honour this ritual is constructed. And I
say this the more confilently, because I'belicve that such a doctrine is in the true interest of the
sincere believers in Native religions.  If we ouce hegin trampling on the rizhts of conscience, it
is very far from ccrtain that the process will continue for the advantaze of Native religions. The
members of these communitics have the strongest reason for maiutaining the absolute sacredness
of the rights of conscicenee,

I now pass to a few verbal eriticisms, for some of which there is foundation. Tt is objected
that it is doubtful whether, in section 1, clause 2, the word * unwarried” includes a widow. I do
not fecl any doubt myself as to the interpretation which a Conrt woulii put on the word, but 1t
can be made still clearer in Select Committee. The words ** without having been lawfully
divoreed,”” in section 8, have also attracted notice, and it has been asked whether the Government
ig about to propose a law of divorce. The words, T apprehend, mugt stand, because the measure
may possibly applyto sects who have a law of divorce, and, indecd, even among the Bralimos, there
arc (1 am informed) some Mahommedans whow it is not proposed to deprive of any of their pri-
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Sir, I have to state in conclusion that, in my Lhumble opinion, there can be no worse penalty
on improper marriages than the disallowance of such marrages.

f A
Such a penalty has almost 0o
characteristic which should distinguish a penalty,

As regards those persons who direetly join in
the supposed offence, it falls on the more serupulous and leaves the less serupulous uutouthed

But, in fact, it hardly falls ou the supposed offenders at all. 1t is really imposed on the children,

who are dishonored thyouzh life for an offence in which they could not possibly have participated.
I it be really necessary for us to proteet the Native relizious by forbidding marriages not cele-
brated with their rites, it is much better that we should effeet this by any dircet civil penalty, or,
if necessary, criminal penalty, rather than by the disallowance of the warriage.”

Mr. Maine then said that three petitions had been presented azainst the bill, one from the
Parsis, which would probably be met by the concession he had propused,  There was another from
the British Indian Association, which was, in fact, a petition azainst Act XXI of 1850, and which
in effect claimed that the majority of the members of every religious community should have
absolute power to compel the minority to follow all received cercmonial, A third petition was
from certain Native gentlemen at Bombay, who begged that the Bill might not be proccedud

with till they had had an opportunity of stating their objections to it. Mr. Maine would cheer-

fully have complied with this request, and it would be seen that he had proposed a long date
for the Report of the Seleet Committee, in order that Native opinion might declare itself.

But Mr. Maine had brought on the mcasure in order that it might be discussed by the public io
connexion with the changes which he had proposed to-day.

The motion was put and agreed to. -
o

No. 12. OrbER THEREON, 2nd April 1869, No. 418.

Copics of the foregoing letter and of the Bill thercin referred to will be sont
to the Ifonorable the Judges of the High Court, to the Advocate General, and

to the gentlemen named in the margin,
G. A. Ballard, Esq,

G T Moras, B, with a request that they will favor
3.1 Minchia, Esq. : servati
R the Government with any observations
The Right Rov. Dr. Tissot. 1 3]
The Rev. Dr. Cartaratr™ that they may desirc to offer on the
The Hor’ble V. Rumiengar. 181 1 i )
T. Muthacam Ty o8 provisions of the Bill, and any informa
V. Krishnamacharloo. tion they can furnish on the que‘*tlon‘
C. Rungnacharloo.
A. Seshaya Sastri, contained in paragraph 5 of Mr. Stokes’
letter.

(Truc_Extract).

R. S. ELLIS,
Chief Secrelary.

Exd. A. S, Rodgers.
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tion of the Indian Courts, the law of their velicion heeame the Taw applicabi
to litigants. There beine no fundamental Loy n
prevailed (though I should purh:_gps‘ sHurprise the
how much doubt attends the point) that 1he are
the Natives of Tudia iy determined by the
would appear that, ahout forry vears A0, some alarm was exeited by the conten-
tion that any act which, excluded a man from s religious communion entailed
the forfeiture of his civil rights. 1o remedy of this, section 9 of Regula-
tion VII of 1832 wus passed, which provigded

India, the doctrine thenee
Comneil it [ were o state
atest part of the eivil richts of
relivion whiel they profiss. 1t

as follows :—

“Whenever in any civil suit the purties to such suit
one party shall be of the Hindoo and the other «f the Mahommeday Persuazion s or where one o
more of the partics to the suit, shall not Le eithe. of the Muhommed

ay be of different persuasions, when

ancor Hindoo persuasions -
the laws of those religions shall not he permitted t, operate Lo deprive party or parties of
any property to which, but for the operation of syely Laws, they would have been entitled.”

The languace of this Provision, it wiil |0 see
perplexed, and, moreover, it merely applies to
ture of the day passed Act XXTof 1850,

n, 15 someswhat cumbrous and
Jengal. Aecordingly, the legisla-
of whicly seetion 1 is 1o this effect—
£, . . N

20 ‘.‘.".‘So much of any ]a“'(_o;; 8aZe now in force within {}-~ T ritor b subject t«)’f » Govern-
I ‘f the Eqsg““'\:’? P 'iany,l;s uflicts on any peison fOrfciture of rights or"property, o
ma held n any sé"%_-._-,, unpair 0halect 40y right of "Wcritance, by n oot his or her
reL s .cing, or having hein excluded from the communion of any re
caste, shall cease to ho entoreed as law iy the Courts of tha
Courts established by Royal Charter within the suid (o

lerion, or betnr deprived of

Fast Indiy Cumpany, aud in the

Iritories.”

That is the lex 2o0; Act of Lord Dathousie’s Government, which s
still the charter of religious liberty in Ingi,. L myselt do ot entertain a
particle of doubt, ang | venture to think that "o member of (he 'Couneil
who has read the discussion whiel preceded the enactment wij| doubt, that
it was the intention of the framers of that Aet to make jt complete and to
relieve from all civi} disabilities all dissidents from Native religions. |t was
meant to condone ajj oflences against religious rule, thtli(',-r they were
acts of omission or of commission. Byt probably from istake, probably
from attending too exclusively to the immediate question hefore them which
affected only the first generation of dissidents, they lefr gt
of all disabilitics, the disubility to contract g lawful 1
to me that, except by an oversight, they should have expressly provided for the
protection of the right of inheritance, but shoulg have omitted tq provide for {he
right of contracting marriage, without whicl, inheritance “annot arise. There
has been received a petition from the British Indjan Association of Beneal. in

anding the greatest
arriage, It i ineredible
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is serious, and therefore I am much indebted to those who have pointed out
that this objection vests upon misapprehension. The words which render the
Bill inapplicable to persons Professing the Christian religion ave taken from
the Statute 11 & 15 Vie,, o, 10, which reculates the eivil marriage of
Christians in India. Tt was tecessary to keep the two systems of recistration
apart, since it would generally not he convenient for Native eentlemen and
ladics to have recourse to the Registrar appointed under (he Statule.  But the
principle of the present measure is to place Natives as nearly as possible on the
sane [ooting as Europeans.

Sir, the next objection—and no doubt this is a more genuine and sincere
objection—is that civil marriage is quiic modern in Lurope, and that India may
not he sufficiently advanced to dispense with the neeessity of the forms of a relj-
gious marriage. The fallacy of the argument does not lie in the misstatement
of the fact, but in the application of it, and in the assumption that it has any
relevancy to the condition of India. It is true that civil marriage, which was
once an universal iustitution of the Western World, disappeared for several
centurics, and was only revived ahout g hundred years ago by the Emperor
%eph II in the hereditary states of the House of Austria. Probably, "the

rcling nf,_thﬂ“a}‘]ggh

Cisappearings’ R e et theory which imposed religious marriage in Eu-
rope has never had any counterpart in Tndia. In European countrics the legis-
lator beliceved, or professed to believe, that some one religion was true, and could
alone impart eflicacy to the rites by which marriage was celebrated. That was
his justification, whatever it was worth.  Tor the proteetion of that onc religion,
and in its interest, he compelled everybody to submit to its ceremonial. But there
never has been anything like this in Indig under the British Clovernment, and
whatever were the theory of {le Muhammadans, {hepe was nothing like it in
their practice. [t is a famousg saying of a well known French Statesman, that
“the law should be atheistie.” Well, if the expression bo pe
of marriage has in this country always heen atheistie,
been perfectly indifforont between severa] religions of whieh no two could be
true.  One may be true, but not two. This peeuliarity of Indian law results in
the rule that a man may at pleasure desert the religion in which he was born
and contract g civil marriage. A ITindd can become a Christian or g Muhamma

dan, or he may adopt the Fetichismy of the K¢ls o S&uthdils, and he can
contract a lawfnl marriage.  But if he stops short of that, as the law stands,
marriage is denied to him. Take the case of a Hindu becoming Muhammadan,
a kind of conversion which goes on every day of our Ijves, The convert is
compelled by the principles of his new religion to regard the faith of his

, hliﬂ' i()n nf ru];a;r\ne moh-;ncn ava ot fl\;u I ONTand

rmissible, the law
in the sense that it has
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forward and ask to e rclieved from the necessity of submitting to rites against
which their own consvicnce };ebﬂrs. They do not ask to impose  their ideas
~on others, but to be- “elicve(f: om  a bLurthen which presses on them-
selves. Can we refuse the reljer | I think we cannot. I think the point is
her& reached at which it is impossible for us {o foreet, that we do not ourselves
believe in the existence or virtue op power of the beings in whose honour this
ritual is constructed. And I say this the more confidently, beeause I heliove
that such a ¢loetrine is in the true interest of the sincere helievers in Native
religions.  If we once begin trampling on the rights of conscience, it is very
far from certain that the process will continue for the advantage of Native
religions. The members of these communities have the strongest reason for
maintaining the absolute sucredness of the rights of conscience.

I now pass to a few verbal eriticisms. for some of which there is founda-
tion. It is objected that i¢ is doubtful whether, in seetion 1, elause 2, the word
‘unmarried” includes a widow. T do not fee! any doubt myself as to the inter-
pretation which a Court would put on the word, but it can be made still clearer

in Select Committee. The words *without having been lawfully divorced,”

Igh section 8, nave also attrac edpxi{)tice, and it has )bqegjr'sked whether the |
ggye;gmgng is about to, propose a In oree. %, & gl o0 4

daust stand;. . .ause’ wsure v “Rpply t0 seets w. . .vo'a law

f divoree, and, indeew, vven among . o w.u.ns3s, there are (I am informed) !

some Muhammadans whom it is not proposed to deprive of any of their privi-

leges, except in so far as they are modificd by this measure. 8o far as concerns
the Hindus, there is not, on the part of your Excellun('y’s Government, any
intention to propose a law of divorce for them, and I am told that the
Brahmos do not consider their sect sufliciently advanced for such a law.

Another objection which requires attention is that the Bjjl does not com-
pel the Registrar to zo to the house of the persons intending to marry. There
1s nothing to prevent his going, but it is said that he may demand an exorbi-
tant fee as the price of his presence. That may be set, right hy a provision that
he shall attend at the house of the marrying parties, on a fee being paid
somewhat in excess of the ordinary fee.

Sir, I now come to a difliculty of which I mysclf have, from the first,
felt the seriousness. When I obtained leave to introduce the Bill, T stated
that I was not satisfied with the table of prohibited degrees. It was intro-
duced at the suggestion of the applicants, and reprcsents,rI believe, the ideas
of educated ILindis of some social position in Bengal.  But it does not accord
with Muhammadan ideas, and still less with the usage of Hindids beyond
Bengal. The petition of the British Tndian Association objects to the Bill that
it legalizes marriages betweer: members of ditferent castes. The gentlemen



- Bill, one from the Parsi %Vl}leﬁh would probah_l_g;ﬂl\)e met by the concession he

502 ARTICLES OF J".IR.
me to say that the seetion 1 sugget must be very carefully framed.  The pro-
hibition of marriage v * ~ not he one dependent on the
performance of any rye 9 le easure may be defeated.
Sir, T have to stels i cone! rmv hemble opinion, there ean be no
worse penalty on improper ma, ~ance of such marriages.
Such a penalty has'almost no Hd distinguish a penalty,
As regards those persons who ¢ posed offence, it falls on
the more scrupulous and lea 18 UI'],[UH(']lCd. But in faet jt

hardly falls on the supposed offenccrs at all. It is really imposed on the children,
who are dishonoured through life for an offence in which they could not possibly

. S Ve . o _
have participated. 1If it be really necessary for us to proteet the Nafive religions

by forbidding marriages not celebrated with thejr rites, it s much better that

we should effect this by any direct civil penalty ov if necessary eriminal penalty,
rather than by the disallowance of the marriage.”

Mg. Maive then said that threc petitions had been presented against the

K
A5t

had Qx'ogosegk” :1%;‘;%{2 L o T fr¥fn the T h Indian Association, whi .
‘was in fact a- }r%; "1 agaue o . *‘%\J‘s
that the majority 6i*the memb 50 ety Yeligioug, . rMmunity should Ky
absoli®ic power to compel the minority to follow all received ceremonial. A
third petition was from certain Native gentlemen at Bombay, who begged that
the Bill might not be proceeded with till they had had an opportunity of stat.-
ing their objections to it. Mz. Mamne would cheerfully have complied with
this request, and it would be secn that he had proposed a long date for the
Report of the Sclect Committee, in order that Native opinion might declare
itself. But Mr. Maing had’ brought on the measure in order that it might
be discussed by the public in connection with the changes which he hag pro-
posed to-day. >

The Motion was put ana hgreed to.

ARTICLES OF WAR BILL.

The Hon’ble CoLoNEL NoORMAN moved that the Bill to consolidate and
amend the Articles of War for the Government of Ifer Majesty’s Native
Indian Forces, which he had the honour to introduce on the 4] instant, be
referred to a Scleet Committee with instructions to report in two months.
He said that the objeets and reasons of the Bill had already been explained to
the Council; he would not the; »fore occupy the time of the Council any further.

The Motion was put and » greed to.
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