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Extractsfrom the Journals of the House ofRepresentatives.
Wednesday, the 23ed day op August, 1871.

Ordered,That the Motueka Election Committee have leave to adjourn till the sth of September next, for the p_rpo*»
ofenabling the petitioner to obtain material witnesses from the ProvinceofNelson.

A true extract.
(On motion ofMr. Brandon.) P. B. Campbell, Clerk of House of*feprescnt-f_-a_

Tuesday, the sth day of September, 1871.
Ordered,That the MotuekaElection Committee be allowed to adjourn till Thursday, the 7th instant, at 10.30

__
A true extract.

(On the motion of Mr. Brandon.) P. E. Campbell, Clerk of House of Representative*.

Tuesday, the 11th day of Septembee, 1871.
Ordered,That leave be given to the Motueka Election Petition to adjourn until the 18th instant.

A true extract.
(On the motion ofMr. Brandon.) F. E. Campbell, Clerk to House of Representadiet

ORDEES OF REFERENCE.
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REPORT OF THE MOTUEKA ELECTION COMMITTEE.

The Committee to whom the Petition of Charles Parker against the return of Sir David Monro as
Member for the District of Motueka, in the Province of Nelson, was referred, beg to report as
follows :—

(1.) That Sir David Monro was not duly elected as Member for the District of Motueka.
(2.) That Charles Parker, Esquire, was duly elected and ought to have beenreturned as Member

for the District of Motueka.
A. de B. Bkandoit,. . 20th September, 1871. Chairman.

PROCEEDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE.

Monday, 23ed August, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to order at 10 o'clock a.m.

Pbesent :
Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
The petition was read.
Mr. Allan, counsel for petitioner, being asked by the Chairman on what allegations in petition he

proposed producing evidence, stated, that he should confine himself to the cases of personation by
Hagan and Tomlinson, and the bribery and treating.

Mr. Travers objected to the jurisdictionof the Committee,andsubmitted that the Committee is not
legallyconstituted, and referred to clauses 19 to 25, both inclusive, of " The Electoral Petitions Act
1858."

Mr. Allan then asked for an adjournment until sth September next, for thepurpose ofobtaining
necessary witnesses from the Province of Nelson in support of thepetition.

Mr. Gillies moved, That the Chairman do apply to the House for leave to adjourn the Committee
until sth September next, for the purposeof enablingpetitioner to obtain materialwitnesses from the
Province of Nelson.

Agreed to.
The Committee then adjourned till 2 o'clock p.m., to-morrovr.

Thursday, 24th August, 1871.
The Committee metpursuant to adjournment.

Pbesekt :
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, Mr. Studholme.
Mr. Pearce,

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
The Chairman reported that he had applied to the House for leave to adjourn the Committee until

sth September next, in accordance with the resolution passed yesterday by the Committee, and thatthe House had granted leave.
TheCommittee then adjourned till Tuesday, sth September next, at 10 o'clock a.m.
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The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.
Peesent :

Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Allan handed in a list of voters intended to be objected to, with grounds of objections.
Mr. Ollivierappeared beforethe Committee, and on behalf ofMr. Travers, counsel forSir D. Monro,

applied for a further adjournment, on the grounds that Mr. Travers could not attend, being engaged
in a trialfor murder at the Supreme Court, nor would he be able to attendtill Thursday.

Mr. Allan offered no objection to application, but would ask that, if his client was put to extra
expense by detention of his witnesses, it be borne by the other side.

The Counsel and others withdrew, and the Committee proceeded to consider the application of Mr.
Ollivier.

Question put, Whether the Committee assent to the application.
On the question, Committee divided.

For, 4. ' Against, 3.
Mr. Brandon, Mr. Bunny,
Mr. Gillies, Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray Mr. Studholme.
Mr. Pearce.

The question was therefore carried.
The Committee having assented to the application, subject to the leave of the House, the Chairman

was directed to apply for leave from the House to adjourn till Thursday next, at half-past 10 o'clock.
The parties having beencalled in, they were informed by the Chairman that the Committee had agreed

to accede to the application of Mr. Ollivier,subject to the leave of the House being obtained.
The Committee then adjourned till half-past 10 to-morrow, subject to the leave of the Housebeing

obtained for further adjournment till half-past 10 o'clock on Thursday.

Thursday, 7th Septembee, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Peesent:
Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, | Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
The Chairman informed the Committee that the leave of the House had been obtained for the

adjournment, as agreed on at last meeting.
The Chairman suggested the adoption of the followingrules for the guidance of the Committee, which

were agreed to :—1. That Counsel shall not be allowed to go into matters notreferred to in their opening statement
withouta special application to the Committeefor permission to do so.

2. That if costs be demanded by either party under 11 and 12Vict. c. 08, the question must be
raised immediately after the decision on that particular case, unless the Committee shall otherwise
decide.

3. That the Committee expect that, with respect to cases of bribery, or oifers or promises of
money, or other valuable consideration, which it is intended to bring homo to the sitting Member or
his agents, the Counsel for thepetitioner will now state the name of the elector bribed, or to whom
such offers were so'mado, and those of thepersons who actually gave the bribes or olfcred to do so.

4. The Committee, however, reserve to themselves a power,upon the special application of Counsel,
to proceed with any case which tends to inculpate any principal or agent, the knowledge of which case
has been brought out before the Committee in the progress of the investigation, with the circumstances
of which the parties could notreasonably be supposed to have been previously cognizant.

5. That with respect to treating, the Committee will expect Counsel to state tho times and places
where such treating is alleged to have taken place.

6. That no person shall be examinedas a witness who shall have been in tho room during any of
the proceedings with the exception of the agents, the sitting Member, and the petitioner, without
the special leave of the Committee.

7. That the Committee will only allow one Counsel to address them on opening the case, and one
counsel on the summing up.

8. That if any point of law should arise requiring argument, the Committee reserve to themselves
the power of only hearing the Counsel on each side.

9. That if the leading Counsel are not prepared to sum up the case on either side when the
evidence is terminated, the Committee will not protract the proceedings for the convenience of Counsel
who may be absent.

10. That with respect to objected votes the Committee expect Counsel to exhaust one class of
objections before proceeding to another.

Mr. Allan appeared on behalf of the petitioner, and requested that the Clerk of the House of
Eepresentatives produce all papers in his possession connected with the late election for the District of
Motueka.
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Major Campbell, Clerk to tho House ofEepresentatives, handed in to the Committeefour packages,
which were markedA, B, C, and D, respectively, and signed by tho Chairman, and stated -they were
received from the Returning Officer at Motueka.

The Chairman: Did you receive those packages in the usual manner?—Tes. I received them
through the Post Office.

Are these packets in precisely the same condition as when you received them ?—Tes; the packets
are precisely in the same condition as when I received them, on the 3rd March, 1871.

Major Campbell here stated that he had observed in one of the morning papers a report of last
meeting, in which Mr. Allan was reported as saying that " he had found difficulty in getting those
papers from the unwillingness of the Clerk of the House to produce them." Major Campbell further
stated that, as Clerk of the House, he could not furnish the papers without being summoned to do so
by competent authority, and that otherwise he had no possible personal feeling in the retention or
delivery of the papers.

Mr. Allan here explained that what he meant by his remarks to the Chairman at the last meeting
was, that without the summons he applied for, tho officers in charge of the papers could not deliver
them up.

The Committee expressed themselves as perfectly satisfied that there was no unwillingness on the
part of Major Campbell to produce the papers askedfor, and that he had only acted in accordance with
his duty.

Major Campbell then withdrew.
Mr. Allan addressed the Committee in support of thepetition.
Mr. Allan called Mr. G. S. Cooper, Clerk of the Writs, who appeared before the Committee, and

produced the writ of election, with the return indorsed thereon. Thisofficer also complained of the
remarks of Mr. Allan at the late meeting, as reported.

The Committee expressed themselves as satisfied with the coursepursued by Mr. Cooper.
Mr. Cooper retired.
Mr. Allan called the petitioner, Mr. Parker, who was sworn by the Chairman, and being questioned

by Mr. Allan, stated : I am the person whose name appears on the roll of tho Electoral District of
Motueka, No. 178. I was one of two candidates for election for the District of Motueka at the last
election. Sir David Monro was the other candidate. There were 193votesfor each, and theReturning
Officer gave his casting vote in favour of Sir David Monro. I votedfor myself.

Mr. Allan then called Mr. William Bell, who was examined by Mr. Allan, and cross-examined by
Mr. Travers, after being sworn by the Chairman, and duly cautioned that he was not bound to state
anything that might tend to criminate himself.

This witness's evidence was taken down and ordered to be attached to tho proceedings.
The Committeeadjourned until to-morrow.

Eeiday, Bth September, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Present :
Mr. Bunny, " Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
A short-hand writer attended, and took down the proceedings at length.
Mr. Allan called Diedrich Bosselmann, who was duly sworn and examined.
During the examination of this witness the room was cleared, for the purpose of enabling the

Committee to consider in private whatevidence was to be admitted before them.
The Committee deliberated, and agreedthat the Counsel should confine themselves to strict rules

of evidence, and any question outside those rules should, ifnecessary, be put by the Chairman.
The parties werecalled in, and Counsel being informed of the decisionarrived at by the Committee,

Diedrich Bosselmann's examination was continued. ,
This witness withdrew.
Mr. Allan called Frederick Ducker, who, being duly sworn, was examined through an interpreter.
This witness withdrew.
Mr. Travers addressedthe Committee, and submitted that no primafacie case had been made out.
Mr. Allan opposed this, and addressed the Committee in support ofpetitioner's case.
Theroom was again cleared, for the purpose ofdeliberating on the proceedings.
The Committee deliberated, and adjourned till 1030 a.m. to-morrow.

Saturday, 9th Septembee, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Present:
Mr. Bunny, I Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
A short-hand writer attended.
The examinationof witnesses was continued.
JohannHenry Sixtus appeared before the Committee, was duly sworn by the Chairman, and after

being examinedby Mr. Allan, and cross-examined by Mr. Travers, withdrew.
2
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The Committee here adjourned for a quarter of an hour.
When the Committee resumed, Frederick Ducker appeared before it, and was examined on his

former oath by Mr. Allan.
After being cross-examined by Mr. Travers this witness withdrew.
William Bosselmann was then called by Mr. Allan, and examined by him, and cross-examined by

Mr. Travers.
At the conclusion of this witness's examination, the Committee adjourned till half-past 10 on

Monday next, the 11th instant.

Monday, 11th Septembee, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Peeseni :
Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, Mr. Pearce.
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme,

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
A short-hand writer attended.
James Hagan appeared before the Committee, and, being sworn, was examined by Mr. Allan.
During tho examination of this witness the room was cleared,, to enable the Committee to

deliberate on an objection raised by Mr. Travers to the following question being put:—" Did you ever
make any claim to votebefore 31st March, 1871? "

It being proposed that the question be allowed, the Committee divided. _[
For, 6. " Against, 1.

Mr. Brandon, Mr. Gillies.
Mr. Bunny,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme.

It was therefore agreed that the question should be put.
The parties were called in and informed by the Chairman that the Committee had decided that the

question be put to witness. The examination of James Hagan was continued, and after being cross-
examined by Mr. Travers this witness withdrew.

Henry Tomlinson was called, and, being duly sworn, was examinedby Mr. Allan.
The parties then withdrew, and the Committee proceeded to deliberate on the evidence adduced

in support of thepetition.
Moved by Mr. Gillies, and seconded by tho Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, That it has not been proved

that tho sitting Member has been, either by himself or his agents, guilty of bribery, treating, or
undue influence.

This was carried unanimously.
The Committee further agreed that in the cases of personation by James Hagan and Henry

Tomlinson a sufficiently strong case had been made out to call on Mr. Travers to bring evidence to
rebut that adduced on behalf of the petitioner.

The parties were called in and informed by the Chairman of the decision arrived at both with
regard to the bribery and treating and the personation. . " "The Committee then adjourned till half-past 10o'clock to-morrow.

Tuesday, 12th September, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Present:
Mr. Burfny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Travers addressed the Committee, and asked for adjournment, for the purpose of procuring

evidence from Nelson.
The parties then withdrew, and the Committee proceeded to consider whether Mr. Travers'

application for an adjournment should be granted.
It being proposed that Counsel should be requested, before the decision on the application for

adjournment, to address the Committee as to whether a vote taken after 4 o'clock is valid or invalid,
it was resolved unanimously, that Counsel berequested to address the Committee on thatpoint.

The parties were then called in, and Counsel informed of the resolutionpassed by the Committee.
After both Counsel hadaddressed the Committee, theroom was again cleared.
The Committee divided as to whether the application for adjournment be granted, subject to

the leaveof tho House being obtained. . i
For, 5. Against, 2.

Mr. Brandon, * Mr. Bunny,
Mr. Gillies, Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert.
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme. .-.-.< . !



REPORT OE THE MOTUEKA ELECTION COMMITTEE. H.-Jtfo. .1,4.

It was therefore resolved that the application for adjournment be granted to the 18th September,,
1871, at 10.30 a.m., subject to the leave of the House.

The Chairman was directed to ask leave of the House for the proposed adjournment.
The parties were called in, and informed that the application had been granted, subject to the leave

of the House.
The Committee then adjourned, subject to the leave of the House, till 10.30 a.m., on Monday, the

18th September, 1871.

" Monday, 18th September, 1871.
The Committeemet pursuant to adjournment.

Present:
Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, * Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme... * Mr. Brandon in the Chair.

A short-hand writerattended.
Mr. Traversread and handed in an affidavit from Mr. Pitt, of Nelson, stating the reason for non-

attendance of a witness. .
Mr. A. Le Grand Campbell, Registration Officer for the Electoral District of Motueka, appeared

before the Committee, and, being duly sworn, Mr. Travers was proceeding to examine him, when Mr.
Allan, on behalf of the petitioner, objected to this evidence being received.

The room was cleared, and after deliberation the Committee decided to receive the evidence.
The parties were called in, and Counsel informed of the decision arrived at by the Committee.
Mr. Travers then continued his examination of Mr. Campbell.
After cross-examination by Mr. Allan, this witness withdrew.
Mr. Travers called Mr. Robson, schoolmaster at Lower Moutere, who, being duly sworn, was

examined; and after cross-examination by Mr. Allan, this witness withdrew.
Mr. Travers called Mr. William Giblin,who, being sworn, was examined; and after cross-examina-

tion by Mr. Allan, this witness withdrew.
Mr. Allan stated he had to call some witnesses, and the room was cleared, that the Committee

might consider the necessity of hearing further evidence on this point.
Moved by Mr. Bunny, That the Committeeconsider that, under the circumstances stated, thevote

of Starns ought not to be struck off, and therefore it isunnecessaryfor thepetitioner to call evidence on
this point.

Mr. Gillies movedby way of amendment, That the Committee consider that the vote of Starns,
appearing from, the evidence adduced to have been taken after 4 o'clock, the petitionershould have an
opportunity of showing that it was nottaken after that hour. ' " '

On this amendment the Committee divided.
For, 2. Against, 5.

Mr. Gillies. _ Mr. Brandon.
Mr. McGillivray. Mr. Bunny. . :

Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert.
Mr. Pearce.
Mr. Studholme.

The amendment was therefore lost. "
The Committee then divided on the original motion.

For, 5. Against 2.
Mr. Brandon, Mr. Gillies,
Mr. Bunny, " Mr. McGillivray.
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, "Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme.'

The motion was therefore agoeed to.
The parties were called in and informed of the decision of the Committee.
Mr. Travers then applied for a further adjournment.
The room was again cleared, and the Committee proceeded to consider the application.
The Committee, after deliberating, called in the parties, who were informed by the Chairman that

the Committee consider that they have 'sufficient evidence with regard to Tomlinson to satisfy them
that he did not knowingly personate and-pretend to be any other person than himself.

The Committee then adjourned till half-past 10 o'clock to-morrow.

Tuesday, 19th September, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Present:
Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
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a A short-hand writer attended.
Mr. Travers addressed the Committee on behalfof the sitting Member.
When Mr. Travers had concluded, Mr. Allan addressed the Committee on behalfof the petitioner.
When Mr. Allan had closed his address, the room was cleared for the purpose of enabling the

Committee to deliberate upon the whole of the proceedings.
Question put, That the Committee resolve, in order to ascertain whether the votes objected to—

viz., No. 363, James Hagan, and No. 501, Henry Tomlinson—are among the 193 votes received and
recorded in favour of Sir David Monro, that the Clerk of the House of Representatives be summoned
to open thebundle of ballot papers set aside as incorrectly erased at the election.

Mr. Gillies moved as an amendment, That, inasmuch as the case has been closed on both sides,
this Committee is bound to decide upon the evidence already adduced, and has no power to order
the packets of ballot papers to be opened in order to obtain evidence not yet laid before tho
Committee.

On this amendment the Committee divided.
For, 1. Against, 6.

Mr. Gillies. Mr. Brandon,
Mr. Bunny,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme.

The amendment was therefore lost.
The Committee then divided on the former question.

For, 6. Against, 1.
Mr. Bunny, Mr. Gillies.
Mr. Brandon,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme.

The question was therefore carried.
On the question being raised, whether tho bundle of ballot papers should be opened before the

Committee only, or in thepresence of the parties, it was resolved, That the bundle should be opened
in the presence of the Committee alone—the Chairman and Mr. Gillies objecting.

The Committee then adjourned till a quarter to 2 o'clock.
At a quarter to 2 o'clock the Committee reassembled, all the members being present.
Major Campbell, Clerk to the House of Representatives,appeared before tho Committee, and

opened the two sealed packets of selected and disallowedballot papers, as requested by the Chairman,
which were enclosed in a tied wrapper that was not sealed.

Question by the Chairman:—■
Q. Are the ballot papers numbered 363 and 501 in cither of these packages ?
A. No.
Major Campbell then withdrew, and all tho packages of voting papers produced by the Clerk of

the House were then returned to his custody.
It being half-past 2 o'clock, the Committee adjourned till 11 o'clock to-morrow.

Wednesday, 20th September, 1871.
The Committee met pursuant to adjournment.

Present:
Mr. Bunny, Mr. McGillivray,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert, Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Gillies, Mr. Studholme.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
The deliberation was continued with closed doors.
Movedby the Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert, That James Hagan, not being a duly registered elector,

voted, as admitted by him, in the name of his father, whose name had not been removedfrom the
electoral roll since his death, and that the voto of James Hagan ought therefore to be struck off.

On this motion the Committee divided.
For, 6. " Against, 1.

Mr. Brandon, Mr. Gillies.
Mr. Bunny,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme,

The motiou was thereforecarried.
Moved by Mr. Bunny, That the voteof Henry Tomlinson be struck off.
On this motion the Committee divided.
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For, 3. Against, 4.
Mr. Bunny, Mr. Brandon,
Mr. Pearce, Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert,
Mr. Studholme. Mr. Gillies,

Mr. McGillivray.
The motion was therefore lost.
Moved by Mr. Gillies, That the evidence and resolution of the Committee in reference to the vote

of Starns be reported to the House, for the decision of the House thereon.
On this motion, the Committee divided.

For, 1. Against, 6.
Mr. Gillies. Mr. Brandon,

Mr. Bunny,
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme.

The motion was therefore lost.
It being moved, That Sir David Monro was not duly elected as Member for the District of

Motueka, the Committee divided.
For, 6. Against, 1.

Mr. Brandon, Mr. Gillies.
Mr. Bunny,
Hon. Mr. Eitzherbert,
Mr. McGillivray,
Mr. Pearce,
Mr. Studholme.

And it was therefore decided in the affirmative.
The following resolution was put: That Charles Parker, Esq., was duly elected as Member for the

District ofMotueka, and ought to have been returned.
The Committee divided.

For, 6. Against, 1.
Mr. Brandon. Mr. Gillies.
Mr. Bunny.
Hon. Mr. Fitzherbert.
Mr. McGillivray.
Mr. Pearce.
Mr. Studholme.

Theresolution was therefore agreed to.
The question ofcosts being raised, was discussed, and it was unanimously resolved that each party

should bear his own costs.
The parties were then called in and informed of the decision of the Committee.
The Committee then adjourned till a quarter past 2 o'clock.
At a quarter past 2 o'clock the Committee againmet,and all beingpresent, confirmed the minutes,

and read and approved the draft Report.
A. de B. Brandon,

Chairman.

i

3
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23rd Aug., 1871.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Wednesday, 23rd August.

The Committee met at 10 o'clock this morning.
Mr. Brandon in the Chair.

Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker, and Mr. Travers for Sir David
Monro, the sitting member.

The Clerk read the Petition.
Mr. Allan : The twopoints I intend to submit, on behalf of the petitioner, will be the personation

by James Hagan and Henry Tomlinson, and the case of bribery and treating.
Mr Travers : I proposeto take an objection to the jurisdiction of the Committee. I had offered

to waive, any irregularity- upon that point, but I see by the newspapers this morning that the matter
wasbrought under the consideration of the House by the Speaker. My only reason for raising an
objection to the jurisdiction of the Committee is, that the House declined to accept the waiver I
offered. If my waiverhad been accepted, I should have been precluded from going into any question
relating to the jurisdictionof the Committee ; but as it was declined, I feel myselfbound to go into that
question. I will call the attention of the Committee to the fact that they arc a judicial body
appointed for the express purpose ofhearing and determining all questions as between the petitioner,
on the one side, and the sitting member, on the other; and, like any other judicial body, they must be
legally and formally created, in order to have jurisdiction over the matters submitted to them. I
submit that this Committeewas not legally created. The election of the Committee depends upon the
construction of " The Election Petitions Act, 185S ; " and the clauses which relate to the question I
am now about to submit to the Committee are clauses 19 to 25, both inclusive. Before specifically
referring to these clauses, I may state that in the year 1770, Mr. George Grenville, then a Member of
the House of Commons, which had felt the inconvenience of submitting questions relating to elections
to the House as a whole, which had gradually become to be treated purely as party questions,
brought in an Act for the purpose of regulating the mode of deciding election petitions. Under the
provisions of the Act then passed, electionpetitions were directed to be referred to a Committee, to be
formedby the House in the manner provided by the Act. I find in a work of authority on the subject
of elections—" The Law and Practice of Legislative Assemblies," by Cushing (an American work)—
that the details of the course of procedure in cases of election petitions are noted. The course of
procedure which was adopted by the House of Commons under the provisions of Mr. Gronville's
Act is precisely similar to that provided for under " The Election Petitions Act, 1858," of
this Colony.

The Chairman: Ido not think we are competent to decide the question you now put to us. The
Speaker informed the House yesterday, that on a previous occasion he had referred to the authority
of Cushing ; but had afterwards found that his ruling had been incorrect, on referring to a debate in
Hansard on the subject.

Mr. Travers : lam not aware of that; but I apprehend, that nevertheless the objectionwas taken.
The House was not the judge. The whole matter was relegated to the Committee, and the House has
nothing further to do with a petition which has been relegated to the Committee. The decision of the
Committee is to be final and conclusive, and I submit that this Committee alone is now the judgeof
the matter; and that if this Committee is not legally constituted, its judgment cannot be of any value
whatever.

Mr. Gillies: How can wo have jurisdiction to determine whether wo have jurisdiction ?
Mr. Travers : Of course,if you arc satisfied that you have jurisdiction you will proceed with the

case ; if not satisfied, you will probably take somesteps to ascertain thefact and act uponit accordingly.
I apprehend when an objection is taken to the jurisdiction ofa Court—as I have seen it taken to the
jurisdictionof the Court of Appeal, and it has to determine whether it possesses jurisdiction in the
matter or not; ifit decides that it has no jurisdiction, it doesnot deal with tho matter.

Mr. Gillies: You are using the term jurisdiction in a different sense from that which we should
consider it to mean.

Mr. Travers -. I object in this case to the jurisdiction, on the ground that theCourt is not legally
constituted. I will illustrate it in this way: Some short time ago a bull belonging to the Hon. Mr.
Robinson strayed across theHurunui River ; no cattle were suffered to pass across thatriver, and the
ownerof cattle crossing it was subjected to a penalty. This was under the provisions of the Diseased
Cattle Act, and the Governor had the power, by warrant under his own hand, to delegate to the
Superintendents of Provinces the authority to make regulations. The Superintendent in the exercise
of the authority so delegated, made regulations,under whichregulations an information waslaid against
the Hon. Mr. Robinson for the straying of this animal.

Mr. Gillies : Whether we have jurisdictionor not, we must proceed as the House has directed.
Mr. Travers: A precisely similar question was raised in connection with the proceedings of an

Election Committeevery recently in England, and it was decided in the Exchequer Chamber that the
Election Committee, not being duly created, was incompetent to deal with the question before them.
Iam in a position to give an authority on the point I am now raising, namely, whether the Committee,
not having been legally created by the House, and being in the character ofa judicial body, shall take
upon itself thefunctions of deciding any question relegated to it. I take the objection formally,and it
may be discussedat a future time.
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23rd Aug., 1871,Mr. Allan : I presume the Committeewillnot require me now to answer tho objection raised. IThe Chairman : I think not.
Mr. Fitzherbert : The question has already been raised by the Speaker, and the House has

confirmed his views. It seems to me that it would be a mere waste of time for us to enter upon tho
merits of that question. It is not as if we had been appointed without the question being raised ; the
question was raised, and the Committee subsequently appointed, so that any action taken must be
through tho Speaker. I would suggest whether it would not be better to take advantage of tho
suggestionmade by the Speaker—that although very large powers were given to this Committee, in
the case of any difficulty arising, the Committee could refer it to the House.

Mr. Gillies: The point has been raised and determined by the House.
The Chairman : The Speaker referred to Cushing and showedby reference to a report in Hansard

that Cushing was not correct in the conclusions he had arrived at.
Mr. Travers : Ifyou will make a note of the objection, it is all I require.
The Chairman: I will do so.
Mr. Allan .- I propose, with the permission of the Committee, to ask for an adjournment. There

arecertain witnesses whose attendancewe shall require. I shall furnish you with a listof the witnesses.
There arc two witnesses who can be obtained at once to prove the formal parts of the petition ; but the
material and essential witnesses to prove the cases we shall set up live within the Electoral District of
Motueka, and wo have been unable as yet to secure theirattendance. As this is the first occasion upon,
which such a Committee of the General Assembly of New Zealand has been appointed, the practice is
ofcourse,entirely new. We did notknow on what day the Committee would sit, or whether it was neces-
saryto get the Speaker's warrant, or thewarrant of the Chairman of the Committee ; I wish, therefore,
to applyto the Committeefor an adjournment,in order to enable me to obtain the Chairman's warrant
for the summoning of the witnesses. Although tho 28th section of theAct limits the time of adjourn-
ment to thirty hours, yet, if sufficient reasons are shown, a motion might be made to the House for a
longer adjournment. Having stated that it is essential we should have the attendance of those
witnesses, and that we have been unable to procure them without a special warrant, I apprehend the
Committee will consent to an adjournment for a certain time, subject to the approval of the House.
The witnesses could not all be here before the 3rd of September.

Mr. Fitzherbert: It is not possible for us to go into the evidence piecemeal on the one side or the
other, and we had betterwait until such time as the whole of the evidence could be produced.

Mr. Travers: It would be necessary for the sitting Member to know the statements of the wit-
nesses on the other side before he could bo called upon to refute them; it would be impossible for
him to conjecture what the witnesseswere going to prove.

The Chairman : It will be necessary for the petitioner, not only to furnish the names of witnesses
to the opposite party, but the particular cases upon which they would be examined.

Mr. Allan : Of course the Committeehave a right to order that I should give as explicitparticulars
as they may think necessary. I have drawn up a list of persons whosecases wopurpose inquiring into,
in respect ofpersonation,bribery, and treating. [Reads the names.]

Mr. Gillies: A statementof the specific acts of treating orbribery complained of should also be
furnished.

Mr. Travers: My friend should lay before the Committee an affidavit of the fact that these are
necessary witnesses, and that he is unable to proceed in their absence. That is the usual course to
adopt in applying for an adjournment.

Mr. Bunny : We arenot bound by the same strict rules as are observed in Courts of Justice.
The Chairman : The Committeewillbe satisfied with the assurance of the petitioner's agent.
Mr. Gillies: Are the Committee to understand that these are all the witnesses the petitioner

wishes to call ?
Mr. Allan : It may be possible that we shall have to call more witnesses.
The Chairman : The Committee maycall any witnesses theyplease. The summons must be issued

under my hand.
Mr. Gillies: I think the Committee,before agreeing to the adjournment, had better takeinto

considerationanother matter with regard to the witnesses. Under clause 35 of the Act, the Committee
has power to receive affidavits, and they might consider whether they should not save the parties the
large expense of attendingbefore them by accepting their affidavits.

Mr. Allan : There will be one affidavit which 1 wish to submit.
The Chairman: We would receive an affidavit of service; but if a witness gave evidence as to the

merits of the case, he should be placed in the position of being cross-examined by the other side. We
could not receive such affidavits unless notice were given to the other side.

Mr. Gillies: The clause states that it shall be competent for the Committee to receive affidavits
as to any mattersreferred to it.

The Chairman: I do not think such affidavits should be received, unless the other side had an
opportunity of cross-examining the witnesses.

Mr. Travers : The Justice of the Peace has merely the power of administering tho oath; he had
no power to put questions on the matters to which it related. If he did put questions, the parties
making the affidavit would be under no legal obligation or penalty if the answers given were false. The
opportunity of cross-examining the witnesses as to the statements contained in the affidavits was the
important point to be considered.

Mr. Allan: I propose to submit the affidavit of the mother of JamesHagan as to his identity and
the date of his birih. Ido not think an affidavitof that description would be objected to.

The Chairman : We wouldrequire to receive the assent of both parties.
Mr. Allan : If the Committee will notreceive the affidavit ofMrs. Hagan as to the age ofher son,

I must get the order of the Chairmanrequiring her attendance.
The Chairman : The other side would not object to an affidavit of Mrs. Hagan, stating the age of

her son, being receivedby the Committee.
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Mr. Travers: The proper mode would be to produce the certificate of birth, verified in tho
usual way.

The Chairman : The Committee will receive the affidavit of Mrs. Hagan to the effect that the
person namedin it is her son.

Mr. Bunny : We arenot bound by legal forms. The sth clause of the amended Act gives us
the powerof regulating the form and manner of our proceedings.

Mr. Travers .- The Committeewould not receive the evidence of Mrs. Hagan that her son was the
son of James Hagan, whose name is on the electoralroll; she might state that he was the son of her
husband, and give the date of his birth. I shall not offer any objection to the affidavit if it is put in
the ordinary form of pedigree proof.

On the motion of Mr. Gillies, Ordered, That the Chairman do apply to the House for leave to
adjourn the Committee till sth September, for the purpose of obtaining material witnesses from the
Province of Nelson.

Resolved, That the Committee do now adjourn till 2 o'clock p.m. to-morrow.
The Committee then adjourned.

Tuesday, sth September, 1871.
The Committee met at 10 o'clock this morning.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker ; and Mr. Ollivier for Sir David Monro,

the sitting Member.
Minutes of last meetingread and confirmed.
Mr. Ollivier: I appear to-day on behalf of Mr. Travers, counsel for Sir David Monro, and have

been instructed to apply for an adjournment on the ground that Mr. Travers is engaged as counsel in a
case of importance in the Supreme Court, which will probably occupy two days, as there area number
of witnesses to be examined. Mr. Travers quite overlooked the fact that this morning was appointed
for proceeding with the case. The adjournment I ask for would not in any way prejudice the
petitioner, as there wouldbe no opportunity for his witnessesreturning to Nelson until this day week,
12th September. I would therefore ask the Committee to adjourn this inquiry, if possible, until
Thursday morning, at 10 o'clock.

The. Chairman: The Committeecannot adjourn until that time. If you tell us that you will not
be able to proceed until that time, the Committeewill take the necessary steps to obtain the adjourn-
ment asked for, unlessthere be some valid objection to it.

Mr. Ollivier : Of course I apply to the Committee for an adjournment as a matter of grace.
Mr. Travers is engaged iv an important case in the Supreme Court, and will not be able to attend
before Thursday next. Of course it is a matter of importance to Sir David Monro that he should be
represented on such an inquiry as this by Mr. Travers, the counsel who has hitherto taken this matter
entirely underhis own charge. I therefore ask the Committee to take such steps as are necessary to
obtain an adjournment of the Committeeuntil the day I have mentioned.

Mr. Allan: Of course Iam]entirely inthe hands of the Committee. On the part of the petitioner,
I do not wish to throwany obstacle in tho way of Sir David Monro being properly represented here,
and his case being conducted with all thoability and judgmentof my friend Mr. Travers,and therefore
I shall make no objection to the Committee adjourning the inquiry if they should think' fit to do so.
Tho only thing is that we have several witnesses, and it is essential that those witnesses should be sent
away by the 12th ofthis month, or upon the first opportunity. The Committee will understand that if
we are put to any loss or inconvenience by the witnesses being kept here beyond that time, we must
not, of course, suffer from that delay. If the case comes on on Thursday, and the Committee sits from
day to day, we should be able to finish our case before the 12th.

Mr. Fitzherbert: I think the application for adjournment most unreasonable, and contrary to the
spirit which should guide the conduct of our proceedings. AVc are here chargedwith the duty of
seeing who is really to represent the Electoral District of Motueka in tho House of Representatives,
and all these delays arising from causes outside are inconvenient to all parties, and interfere with the
progress of the investigation.

Mr. Pearce: I understand the case Mr. Travers has in chargo is one of a very serious nature, and
probably some indulgence should be granted on that score. The trial is upon a matter of life and
death, and therefore it is ofmore importance than an ordinary case.

The Chairman : We should consider that theoriginal adjournment was granted on an application
from the other side.

Mr. Allan : I think that in courtesy I should consent to the application, the only condition being
that, if our witnesses are kept here beyond a reasonable time, it should be considered by the Com-
mittee.

Mr. Bunny : The question is whetherwe could not go on with the case ? Mr. Allan might open his
case to the Committee.

Mr. Allan : I mayremark that the last adjournment was not so much our fault as the practice
was entirely new. We could not summon witnesses to attend without an order, and no person could
give that order but the Committee. The Speaker could not summon any witnesses to attend until
after the Committee had met, so that really it was not our fault.

The Chairman : There was no fault on your part, for until the Committee had met, you could not
have got a summonsfor the attendance of witnesses.

Mr Fitzherbert: I have an additionalreason to urge against the adjournment, on the ground of
the expenses thatparties would be put to. This is an inquiry which we should deal with, simply as a
matter of conscience only; and it wouldbe a monstrous thing if success should depend upon the man
who has got the largest pocket. That is why I consider these delays to be unjust and injurious.

The Chairman: This is a question which will be better discussed by ourselves.
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The persons present then retired, in order that the Committee might discuss the question of
adjournment with closed doors, and .after the lapse of half an hour they were summoned to return.

The Chairman (addressing Mr. Ollivier) : The Committee have decided to assent ito your ap-
plication, if the House gives permission to do so, to adjourn until Thursday morning at half-past 10
o'clock. I shall make the application on the meeting of the House to-day ; and ifit does not assent to
the adjournment, we must meet to-morrowmorning at half-past 10 o'clock, and proceed with the inquiry.

Mr. Allan: Then I understand that if the House does not grant the adjournment till Thursday,
the Committee will stand adjourned until to-morrowmorning at half-past 10 o'clock.

The Chairman: Tes, that is the conclusion to which the Committee have arrived.
The Committee then adjourned.

Thursday, 7th September, 1871.
The Committeemet at half-past 10 o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker; and Mr. Travers for the sitting

Member, Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read and confirmed.
The Chairman : Before proceeding with the case, I would suggest to the Committee that wo

adopt certainrules which are generally adopted in Parliamentary Committees at home. [Reads the
rules.]

The Committee decided to adopt the rules.
Mr. Travers : I have not as yet received a copy of the list of objected voters.
The Chairman : I understood that you had been furnished with the list.
Mr. Allan : I thought the list had been sent in ; it willbe sent in during the day.
Mr. Travers : I do not understand it.
Mr. Allan : I directed a copy to be made out and given to my learned friend.
The Chairman : Application ought to have been made for the names. It would be convenient for

Major Campbell to getoax&j as early as possible. Will you call upon him, Mr. Allan, to produce what
documentsyou want ?

Mr. Allan : We want the papers which were referred to in the various clauses of the Act of
last year, establishing theballot and regulating the way in which the ballot is to be proceeded with.

The Chairman : Do you mean the books ?
Mr. Allan : I mean the books and parcels made up after the election by the Returning Officer, as

required by clauses 53 and 54 of the Act and clause 60, which provides that theparcels shouldbe sent
by the Returning Officer to the Clerk of the House of Representatives. We want Major Campbell to
produce the books and papers that have been forwarded to him by the Returning Officer for the
Electoral District of Motueka, in reference to the election of a Member to servo in the present
Parliament.

Mr. Travers : You want produced the sealed packets ; of what good arc they?
Mr. Allan : They areof use as evidence.

Major E. E. Campbell, Clerk of the House of Representatives, examined.
Major Campbell: I am Clerk of the House of Representatives. I produce tho papers received

from the Returning Officer for the Motueka Electoral District.
By Mr. Allan : Youreceived those papers in due course from the Returning Officer ?—I received

them through the post from the Returning Officer.
By Mr. Travers :Do you know that ho was the Returning Officer ? —I received them through the

post from a person signing himself as the Returning Officer.
The Chairman indorsed the four packets produced, which were marked A, B, C, D, respectively.
Major Campbell: I would like to be allowed to make a statement to the Committee. I saw in one

of the newspapers published here that Counsel had stated thatI was unwillingto produce the docu-
ments. I addresseda letter to that gentleman,who did not deny the printed statement. I wish to
state that I have never, in any way or by any word that I have spoken, given tho slightest colouring or
pretext for such a statement as that. I may also say that myself and the other officers of the House
are always ready to appear before any Committee when required to do so.

Mr. Allan : If that is intended to apply to me, I may state that I never charged any person with
unwillingness. The words I used were that I understood the officials would not come before the Com-
mittee without a subponna, and that is why I applied for the subpoena.

Major Campbell: I could not, under the Act, produce tho documents without first receiving an
order to do so.

Mr. Fitzherbert: That statement should bo taken down, so as to protect the Clerk of the House
against any charge of that sort.

The Chairman : The Committee are perfectly satisfied that there was no unwillingness whatever
on the part of Major Campbell to produce the documents.

Mr. Allan : If it is any satisfaction to Major Campbell, I may say that I never mado any imputa-
tion against him or any one else ; I simply stated that the officials would not comewithout subpoenas,
and therefore I applied for them.

The Chairman : I saw the report, and it gave another and quite a different version of what took
place.

Mr. Allan: I never intended to impute motives or anything else. I said that in due course I
would have to apply to the Chairman for subpoenas, as I understood those gentlemen would not come
without subpoenas. Iwas obliged to do so._

sth Sept., 1871.

7th Sept., 1871.

I'ideProceedings.

Major Campbell.

7th Sept., 1871.
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Mr. Fitzherbert: That docs not constitute unwillingness at all.
The Chairman : I do not see how Major Campbell could attend without receiving an order.
Major Campbell: I should be happy to attend before any Committee onreceiving notice. lam

precluded by law from producing those documentswithout an order to do so.
The Chairman : The Committeeentirely absolve Major Campbell from anycharge of unwillingness

to attend before this Committee.
Mr. Gillies : I would wish to ask Major Campbell a question. Are these packets in precisely the

condition in which you received them from the Returning Officer?—Were they sealed, as 1 see bylaw
they are required to be sealed?—They do not appear to be sealed now, and I want to know if they are
precisely in the condition in which you received them ; I see that oneof the most important packages is
not sealed.

Major Campbell: I took a note in a book of the condition of all the packages at the time I
received them. I ask the permission of the Committee to go and get that book. (Leave granted.)

Mr. Travers : When my friend proposes to open those packages I shall object, as the lawhas
not been complied with in respect to them. The requirements of tho Statute have not been
complied with.

The Chairman .- That objection ycu propose to take should it become necessary to open the
packages.

Mr. Travers : Yes ; it is not necessary to take the objection now.
Mr. Allan: The witness must be examined as to how hereceived them.
__". Traveis: On the face of the packages they do not purport to bo transmitted in the

condition required by law, and I shall object if any use is to be made of them.
The Chairman: All Major Campbell can state is, that that is the condition in which the papers

were received from the Returning Officer.
Mr. Travers : There are other objections also which I shall urge.
Major Campbell : I produce the book; it contains the counterfoil of the receipt which I supplied

to the Returning Officer. These packets are in precisely the same condition in which I received them.
In many cases the packages were somewhatlooselyput up, and unsealed.

By Mr. Gillies : Some of these packages were unsealed?—They were tied together, and some of
them were not sealed.

Mr. Travers: The date of transmission is to bo proved. There is no proof of the date they were
transmitted, and no proof that the person transmitting them was the Returning Officer.

The Chairman: Would it not bo better to reserve those points until it became necessary to raise
them ?

Major Campbell: I received thepackages on the 3rd March, 1871.
By Mr. Allan : Was a letter sent with them ?—No, not in this case.
By Mr. Travers: I understand that you noticed that some of packages were not sealed. Were

they all scaled ?—No, not in this case.
The Chairman : Would it not be sufficient for him to state that the packets now produced are in

the same state in which he received them?
Mr. Travers : Yes, he has statedso.
Major Campbell: They were tied together as one parcel, and addressedto the Clerk of the House.

The packages were in the same condition as they arc iv now.
The Chairman : You do not require Major Campbell any longer ?
Mr. Allan.: No, Ido not want him just now; Imay require his attendanceat some future stage

of the proceedings.
Major Campbell .- I shall be in attendance when required.
Witness then withdrew.
Mr. Allan .- I appear before the Committee on behalf of one of the candidates—the unsuccessful

candidate, Mr. Charles Parker—in support of the petition presented to the House of Representatives
against the return of Sir David Monro to serve for the Electoral District of Motueka in the present
Parliament. The petition prays that a scrutiny be made into the votes taken at the said election,and
that the names of all persons found not entitled to vote, or who shall be found to have voted from any
corrupt causes, be struck off; and that the election of Sir David Monro bo declared null and void, and
that his name may be erased from the return, and the name of the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker, be
substituted; and prays for such further or other relief as the House, on the recommendation of the
Committee, should deem meet. The Committee will gatherfrom thatthenatureof the objection which
I shall have to tako and go into, more in detail. It seems that the nomination took place on the 27th
of January, and that the polling took place on the 10th of February. The result of the polling was
that 193 votes were given for each side, and that the Returning Officer gave his casting vote, which
ended in the election ofSir David Monro. We object to that return on two grounds, or probably two
general grounds.

The Chairman: The prayer of your petition is, that a scrutiny be made into the votes taken at the
saidelection. Can you do that now ?

Mr. Travers: I submitnot clearly.
Mr. Allan : Oh, certainly, sir, you have aright to inquire into the votes given. If aperson votes

from any corrupt motives, you have clearly the power to make the scrutiny, and also if a person
personates a voter.

The Chairman : That is a different thing. On the one hand you allege bribery and corruption
against particular voters, and on the other you speak of personation ; but that is a different thing from
a scrutiny into the votes, which you pray for in the petition.

Mr. Allan : We say that we are entitled to do that.
The Chairman .- Do you mean to open the ballot papers and examine them?
Mr Allan : Yes ; how else can you do it ?
The Chairman: Ifyou rely in your case upon that, I think it is a very important point to settle first.
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7th Sept., 1871.Mr. Allan : How possibly can it bo discoveredafterwards how aperson voted unless by the ballot
papers. Power is given under the Act to ascertain that.

The Chairman : Yes, ifyou name a particular party and show that he voted and was bribed ; it
matters not for whom he voted if you show thathe was bribed.

Mr. Allan : You must look at tho electoral roll and papers to see how hevoted.
The Chairman: I do not think it signifies ; if the voter has beenbribed, it upsets tho election.
Mr. Allan : I go further, and say that if I show he was bribed and had voted for so and so, I have

a right to have the vote taken ofr'.
The Chairman : I think not—not to defeat the other party.
Mr. Travers : It is provided by the Act that, the scrutiny is to take place immediately after the

poll, and is taken to be final.
Mr. Allan : Clearly we cannot interfere with the power of the House; but if it were dis-

covered that any person had personated another individual wrongly, the House has power to inquire
into it.

The Chairman : I do not say that you have no right to open thepacket and take out any particular
number that you mayrequire for the purpose of supporting the allegation of bribery, corruption, or
personation. Ido not say that we have not the power to do that; but we have no power to scrutinize
the votes, and reject this or the other elector.

Mr. Travers : It is perfectly immaterial for whom a person voted, if it can be shown that a bribe
was given to him. There can be no scrutiny such as my friend asks for.

Mr. Allan : Ido not understand your point to be this: whether this Committee or whether the
House would have the right to open those papers and look at every vote to ascertain how that person
voted. I nevercontended that for a moment.

The Chairman: In your petition you pray that a scrutiny may be made into the votes taken at
the election, and that the names of all persons found not entitled to vote, or who shall have been found
to have voted from any corrupt causes, be struck off. That goes a longway.

Mr. Allan : It means that we have specified iv our petition the persons who we say liavo been
bribedand who voted from a corrupt motive,and also the persons who have been guilty of personation.
What I mean by scrutiny is that the Committee should inquire into those votes. I never supposed
that the Committee of the House would open the ballot papers and examine every vote, unless I
gave a good reason for requiring the ballot papers to bo opened. Youunderstand what I mean?

The Chairman : I quite understand it.
Mr. Fitzherbert: The prayerof the petition is evidently loosely drawn.
Mr. Allan : The scrutiny would be confined to the particular votes objected to.
The Chairman : There is a scrutiny immediately after the poll is taken.
Mr. Allan: As I was saying, we complain of this election on two grounds, or two grounds which

probably may include others. First of all, we say thatat that election thepersons whose names we have
given in the petition, were bribed; and on the second ground—thatof personation—we say thata person
of the name of James Hagan and a person of the name of Henry Tomlinson personated voters on the
electoral roll. Now, Sir, of course, in order to establish bribery to affect the seat of the sitting Member,
it will be necessary on my part to show agency—to show that it was done by himself, or, if notby
himself, that it was done by some recognized agent.

Mr. Travels: By his authority ?
Mr. Allan : No; it is to be shown that it was done by some recognized agent. If we produce

before the Committee evidence sufficient in their minds to enable them to arrive at a conclusion that
the person who made the promises to bribe, or did bribe, was acting as an agent at that election, then
we are entitled to have the election annulled, and to have those votes struck oft. The question of
agency has been before Committeesof the House of Commons on numerous occasions. Some Com-
mittees have ruled one way and some the other, as to particular kinds ofagency. Of course it must be
for us to establish, in the opinionof the Committee, that the party was an agent. It is not necessary
that there shouldbo actual or written authority ; you gather it from the acts of the two parties
interested—the principal and the agent—in reference to theproceedings at the election. If the Com-
mittee came to that conclusion, then anything that agent does will vitiate the election. It is clearly
laid down that the principles that apply to courts of justice arc neverheld to apply before Committees,
as they take a much broader view; and unless tbey did that, bribery would be practised, and the
persons guilty of the offence would escape from the consequences of their acts. In this case, therefore,
we state that those persons whose names I have given werepaid moneys under conditions which would
be held to be bribery ; that there were promises of money made; that part of the money was
paid by a person of the name of William Bell. I shall be able to prove before you that Mr. William
Bell, who is a farmer at Waimea West, was a person who would clearly be considered, according to
tho rules which apply to agency in Parliamentary matters, as the agent for the sitting Member; that
he was one of his most active supporters ; that he was theperson who in fact suggested to Sir David-
Monro to come and stand for the district; that he was one of his Committee; that he was chairman of-
his Committee ; that communications passed between them ; that further, he sent in claims for
expenses to the sitting Member; that the sitting Member recognized tho claim of £1 a day for his
services, and directed him to apply to Mr. Elliott for its payment. I believe Mr. Elliott paid him.
If I establish that, I think that in any Court, or before any Court of law, it would be conceded that
Mr. Bell was at that time acting as Sir David Monro's agent,and that Sir David Monro was liable for
his acts. It has been constantly held in Commitees that theprincipal is liable for even the illegal acts
of his agent; that if an electoral agent gives bribes, or acts against the provisions of the Corrupt
Practices Act, the person on whose behalf he may have done those acts will be held responsible,
although it might not be brought to his knowledge or cognizance, or he might not know that there was
any intention to bribe. I will further prove to you that the men alleged to be bribed were
labourers, were asked by a person named David Kerr to come down and vote ; that they said
they could not vote, and must be paid for coming down; that they were promised their
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7th Sept., 1871 expenses; that after they came down they saw a person of the name of Dreyer, who was
also an agent of Sir David Monro, to whom they stated that they must have their expenses
paid. They insisted upon being paid. However, they were referred to Bell. Henry Bosselmann
was deputed on their part to see Bell. He thereupon told Bell that they would not vote—that they
required to be paid, and that the amountof payment should be Bs. a day for two days. Bell demurred,
to thatat first; he said he did not know whether he could do it, or ought to do it. It was suggested
that they should go in and have dinner, which was paid for, but not by them ; it was paid for by some
one acting for Sir David Monro. Then Bell said that he wouldgive them on his own account, or would
take the risk of giving them £2, which was all he could command at that time ; that he would endeavour
to procure the balance and send it after them. This was stated to Henry Bosselmann, and I think
others heard it too. It ended in Henry Bosselmannreceiving that day £2, which was distributed by him
amonghis comrades. So that we have the actual sum of £2 paid, and a promise to obtain the balance
by Bell. That was on the following day; and I believe it will be shown before you that after the
moneywas paid, and thepromise made, that they didvote. I think that will be proved to you by several
of them ; and if the Committee come to examine the ballot papers, unless I am misinformed, they will
find that these men did vote for Sir David Monro. I may state that, whatever feeling may be enter-
tained towards the Germans, the sitting Member should consider that they had done him some service
—that the charge of those Germans completely routed the forces of Mr. Parker, and contributed very
much towards swelling the numbers which placed Sir David Monro in the, majority. Shortly after, the
balance promised was duly paid. The case when proved will be, therefore, that these men were paid
expenses for two days, at the rate of Bs. a day for voting. If I establish these facts, I say I
establish, in thefirst place, a clear case of agency ; and I cannot see how my friend can venture to
dispute it even before a court oflaw and before the Committee.

Mr. Travers : But I dispute it entirely.
Mr. Allan : I dare say you do, as you dispute many other things. I say this, that I think even

before a court of law, there could be no doubt that a jury would find that Mr. Bell was an agent of
Sir David Monro ; and when before a Committeewho are to decide according to the broadand general
view of the case, who are not to be governed by strict rules of evidence, who are to search and find out
for themselves what is true, and whether purity ofelection prevailed or not, there would be little doubt
that a similar conclusion wouldbe arrivedat; and I can say, if the Committee should think that these
men worepaid, and received Bs. a day in order to vote, they would find that the case came within the
Ist section of "The Corrupt Practices Prevention Act, 1858," which says:—" Every person who shall
directly or indirectly, by himself or by any other person on his behalf, give, lend, or agreeto give or
lend, or shall offer, promise, or promise to procure, or to endeavour to procure, any money or valuable
consideration to or for any elector, or to or for any person on behalf of any elector, or to or for auy
other person, in order to induce any elector to vote or refrain from voting, or shall corruptly do any
such act as aforesaid on account of such elector having voted or refrained from voting at any election."
—Therefore, if weestablish the agency, that affects the seat.

The Chairman : You allege thatKerr is also an agent?
Mr. Allan : We propose to show that Bell is an agent as well as Dreyer. If we show that, it will

affect the seat. If we show that these men received this money; it will affect their votes, and entitle us
to have those votes struck off the list of votes. Then, as to the question of personation, I will be able
to show that there were two persons who were guilty of personation, or at auy rate who voted in the
names of others, and had noright to vote. Those persons were James Hagan and Henry Tomlinson.
The facts connected with Hagan are these: Ho voted in the name of a James Hagan, whose name
appears ou the electoral roll for Waimea West. This James Hagan had no right to vote; he never
made any application to vote.

Mr. Travers : I object to this statement, unless my friend can show that he can open that question
at all. I submit he has no right to open that question at all. I put it to my friend whether tho name
of James Hagan on the roll is conclusive evidence that he is the proper person. It is quite immaterial
how ho got there if he is there. The putting him on theelectoral roll is a judicial act, and has been so
decided. Tho revision of the Revising Officer is a judicial act, which is not controverted. The House
of Commons does not open tho registry, unless under special Act of Parliament.

The Chairman: Although there was the name of James Hagan on the roll who had the right to
vote, vet it is alleged that the one who had voted was not that James Hagan.

Mr. Travers : That is a different question. Before my friend states that any claim was made, I
wish to show that he has no right to go into that point. Ho may show iv any way he pleases that
James Hagan who is on the roll is not the same James Hagan who voted ; but he cannot show that the
James Hagan who voted never made a claim to be on the roll.

Mr Allan : I have a right to adduce facts. I am not disputing that there is a James Hagan, of
Waimea West, on the roll; but I have a right to show that the James Hagan who voted was not the
James llagan on the roll, and I have seen more of the practice of the House of Commons than you
have.

Mr. Gillies: It is not right to speak in that way. Counsel are to address the Committee, and
not each other in that way.

Mr. Allan .- I think I have a right to show that although there is a James Hagan on theroll,
that the James Hagan who voted was not the person whose name was on the roll.

Mr. Travers: Not by showing that this James Hagan never made a claim; that is a different
matter.

Mr. Allan : I say that is one of the facts of the case ; and I contend that I am entitled to use
every fact thatwill go to support my allegation that this James Hagan was not qualified to vote. I
will show the Committee that he knew himself that he had noright to vote—that he was told that he
had noproperty there at the time, or at least no legal interest in it, and that he said, that in as much
as James Hagan was on the roll, that he had a right to vote. Therefore, if I establish thatbefore you,
I would have the right to have his name also struck off. So also is tho case of Henry Tomlinson, who
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voted in the name of Henry Tomlinson, who was on the roll for a household qualification upon Section
133. I will prove to you that that Henry Tomlinson was really the cousin of the Henry Tomlinson
on theroll; thathe has no property on Section 133; that he never claimed a vote as a householder on
Section 133 ; and upon that proof, I shall also have the right to have that name struck off.

The Chairman : Youmean that this Henry Tomlinson had no qualification at all: that he wasnot
the man and had no qualification ?

Mr. Allan: I should show that he is not on the roll, and that he has not that qualification on
the roll.

The Chairman: That is what I understand you mean: that he has not the qualification on the
roll, and that he is not the person entitled to vote.

Mr. Allan : Yes, I think these are the short facts which I shall proceed to provebefore you ; and.if I prove them, I shall have established my case. Ipropose to call the Clerk of the Writs to produce
the writ.

G. S. Cooper, Esq., Clerk of the Writs, examined.
Mr. George Sisson Cooper: Before producing this document, I was about to make a similar

statement to that made by Major Campbell regarding the imputation cast upon us ; but after having
heard the explanation given by Mr. Allan, I do not desire to say anythingmore about it.

Mr. Allan : I am very sorry that it should be supposed that I made any imputation against Major
Campbell or Mr. Cooper.

Mr. Cooper: The statement that appeared in the newspaper is contrary to the facts of the case.
I thought it only i-ight that I should mention the matter.

The Chairman: The Committee are perfectly satisfied that there was no unwillingness on your
part or on the part of Major Campbell to attend here.

Mr. Cooper : I produce the writ of election for Motueka, and the envelope covering it. Itis the
writ that was issued and returned to me.

By Mr. Travers .- What time did you receive that ?—I think it was on the 17th February. The
date is marked on the corner of the writ, 17th February, 1871.

Witness then withdrew.

Charles Parker sworn and examined.
By Mr. Allan . What is your name, Mr. Parker ?—Charles Parker.
You are a registered elector ?
Mr. Travers : I object; that must bo otherwise proved in properform.
The Chairman : We are not bound by strict rules.
Mr. Travers : No doubt.
Mr. Fitzherbert: Mr. Parker couldnot become a candidate without being an elector.
Mr. Travers : Mr. Parker might have goodreason forbelieving himselfto be on the roll and at the

same time not be there. There is thatpossibility. We have twopersons charged withpersonation, who
might have believed themselves to be entitled to vote. The electoral roll is in itself evidence, and
therefore, if produced, would prove the matter at once.

The electoralroll was hereproduced.
By the Chairman: You are the party that is on tho roll ?—I am the party who is on the roll,

No. 178.
By Mr. Allan : Were you one of the candidates?—I was.
A candidate for Motueka at the lastelection ?—I was.
Were you and Sir David Monro proposed separately as candidates ?—Yes.
Were you the only candidates ?—We were the only candidates.
And the pollingtook place on the 10thFebruary ?—Yes, it did.
When was the result of the election declared,do youremember ?—On the 13th; I believe it was

on the 13th.
Did you hear the number of votes declared?—Yes ; I understood that there were 193 each, and

that the Returning Officer gave the casting vote in favour of Sir David Monro.
You are thepetitioner in this case ?—I am the petitioner in this case.
By Mr. Travers : Did you vote yourself on that occasion, Mr. Parker?—I did.
And for yourself ?—That is my own business.
Nevertheless, Iwould ask you the question ?—I voted under the ballot.
Mr. Travers: You are bound to declare whether you voted for yourself.
Mr. Parker: Ido not think I am, but I will ask the Committeewhether I should answer the

question.
Mr. Fitzherbert .- It is an important question.
Mr. Parker: Then I say that I votedfor myself. Having seen Sir David Monro going to vote, I

thought I would go.
Youcannot say who he voted for?—l cannot say, but I should think he voted for himself.
Mr. Travers: I have no further questions to put to you.
Mr. Allan: I proposed to go into the question of personation, but perhaps it wouldbe as well to

go into the case of bribery first. I propose to call Mr. William Bell.

William Bell in attendance, and sworn.
Mr. Travers .- As my friend,in his opening statement, stated that Mr. Bell was implicated in the

charge of bribery, and the party actually committing it, probably he would consider it necessary to give
the ordinary caution to the witness in reference to the answering of any question thatmight tend to
criminate himself. There is a specialprovision in the law in England, exempting witnesses from the
consequences of any evidence given by them that otherwise might tend to criminate them.

Mr. Fitzherbert: That is a recent law.
5
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Mr. Travers: There is no provision in the law of New Zealand to that effect.
The Chairman read some remarks of Lord Brougham on the question, and the impression to be

drawn in case of refusal to answer.
Mr. Travers : Ido not wish in any degreeto mislead the Committee. Iwill state that one of the

standing ordersof the House of Representativesbears upon this question, but I would submit that that
standing order cannot have any effect upon thecriminal law of New Zealand. I would call my friend's
attentionto it at once, as Ido not wish to mislead the Committee in the slightest degree. Standing
Order No. 219 says:—" All witnesses examined before this House, or any Committee thereof, are
entitled to the protection of this House, in respect of anything that may be said by them iv their
evidence." That is a matter of privilege in tho House, and does not exempt witnesses against any
criminal proceedings.

Mr. Allan: The point was raised in England; and it was held that the witness could claim
protection—that the objection should come from the witness, and not from counsel in the case.

Mr. Travers : If it was to establish agency, it would be a different matter; but this is a case of
bribery and personation.

Mr. Allan : Of course, the Chairmanand tho Committee will use their discretionwith respect to
cases in which they would think it proper to caution witnesses.

Mr. Bunny : I would suggest that the evidence be taken, and if the witness objects to answer any
question, we can deal with the objection.

Mr. Allan : The witness must assign some cause for the objection.
The Chairman: The Committee themselves have to judgeof the validity of the objection.
Mr. Allan : That is really what I have stated to the Committee—that it is entirely within the

discretion of the Committee what course they shall pursue ; and further, that it is time enough when
the witness objects.

The Chairman : I think we should proceed with the examination; and if the witness objects to
answer any question that ho thinks may criminate himself, he is subject to the inference mentioned by
Lord Brougham.

William Bell examined by Mr. Allan.
Ibelieve you aro a farmer, residing at Waimea West, in the Province of Nelson ?—-Yes.
I believe you are an elector upon tho electoralroll ?—Yes.
For the Electoral District of Motueka ?—Yes.
You know Sir David Monro ?—Yes, Sir.
You remember, I suppose, the election at Motueka in February last ?—Yes, Sir, perfectly.
Well now, before the election took place—before the nomination took place—had you any com-

munication with Sir David Monro?—Yes, I had.
Well now, what was that?—Thefirst and only communication I had was a letterfrom Sir David

Monro ; that was the only written communication.
Have you got that letter?—No, Sir, I have not.
I am not speaking of any written communication you had after the nomination, but before Sir

David Monro was nominated, and before he came down as a candidate; had you any personal or written
communicationwith him before he became a candidate ?—I had some personal conversation with Sir
David Monro.

Do you know a gentleman named Charles Elliott ?—Yes.
Does he live in Nelson ?—He lives in Nelson.
Was he a supporter ofSir David Monro or not ?—I believe ho was a supporter of SirDavid Monro.
Well, before the nomination, and before Sir David Monro camo forward as a candidate, had you

any communication with Mr. Elliott inreference to Sir David Monro?—Yes,'l had.
What was that?
Mr. Travers ; I object to that. Although the Committee is notbound by strict rules of evidence,

still it wouldbe manifestly inconvenient to take the statement of a third person in reference to any
matter, not made in the presence of the person to be affected by it. If you did so, the rule might be
extended indefinitely.

The Chairman : It would be for the purpose of proving agency, Ipresume.
Mr. Allan : It might lead up to that, ofcourse.
Mr. Travers: Even so. I apprehend the Committee would not force the rules of evidence to

that extent.
The Chairman : It would be a sub-agency.
Mr. Travers : Before the communication, whatever it is, is revealed to the Committee, they ought,

at all events,be shown that Mr. Elliott was acting in the character of an agent; otherwise it cannot bo
constituted a sub-agency.

Mr. Allan: I will show that he was an agent.
Mr. Bunny: I think, for the present, we may take theevidence.
The Chairman: Upon the understanding that that is the purport.
Mr. Travers: And thatmy friend undertakes to prove the agency ofElliott.
The Chairman: Yes.
Mr. Allan: I understand that the Committee are not to be bound by strictly legal evidence.

Indeed that is the purport of the clause in the Act regulating tho proceedings.
Mr. Travers : It must be evident that if the connection of tho party to bo affected by the

statement ofa third person is not established, the statement is not evidence of anykind whatever.
The Chairman : If the agency ofElliott is not established, the evidence may bo worth nothing.
Mr. Travers: If my friend undertakes that it is given specially to prove the agencyof Elliott,

tfcen all right.
Mr. Allan : I undertake to do that.

Examination by Mr. Allan continued.
Well, you saw Mr. Elliott before the nomination ?—I did.
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Had you any conversation with him, or did you make any proposal to him with reference to Sir
David Monro ?—Yes, I did.

When was that, do you remember, Mr. Bell ?—1 cannot tell you the date; it was some weeks
previous to the nomination.

Where was that—was it in Nelson?—-It was in Nelson.
What part of Nelson was it ?—lt was in the street at his office ; in front of his office in Trafalgar-

street, an auctioneer's office ; he was an auctioneer at the time.
Will you tell us what was said betweenyou ? What conversation took place between you ?—As

far as I can recollect, I asked him if he knew where Sir David Monro was—that I wished to see him, as
there were a numberof Sir David Monro's friends in Waimea West who wished him to stand for the
House of Representatives. He told me thatSir David Monro was at the Wairau.

By Mr. Travers : Sir David Munro was nota candidate at that time at all ?—No.
By Mr. Allan : What did you say to him upon that ?—He also said that he did not know whether

SirDavid Monro wouldstand, but if I wished it he would send a telegram to the Wairau to know
whether Sir David Monro would stand if brought forward. That was all Iknew from Mr. Elliott that
day, no more than I understood that he sent the telegram that day.

The Chairman: Do not tell us what you understood.
By Mr. Allan: Did you hear that day from Mr. Elliott that he had sent a telegram ?—No, not

that day ; I didnot.
When did you see Elliott again?—l do not think I saw Mr. Elliott again till after the

nomination.
Well now, had you any communicationwith Sir David Monro after this ? When did you see Sir

David Monro next?—The next timeIsaw him was when he came to address the electors at Waimea
West.

You say you saw him; was that before he addressed the electors ?—Yes, I saw him before he
addressed the electors; I saw him and spoke to him.

Tell us what you said to him, and what he said to you ?—There was nothing said then that I can
recollect, except that Sir David shook hands with me and asked me how I was. The hour was nearly
up for holding the meeting, and we walked into the meeting. It was merely an ordinary greeting.

There was a meeting ofhis supporters, and he addressed them Isuppose?—Yes.
Were you in the chair ?—-No.
Did you speak at the meeting at all ?—I do notknow that I did.
Well, had you a conversation after the meeting was over ?—We had a conversation after the

meeting was over, in the schoolhouse where the meetinghad been held.
Whatwas that conversation; what did he say to you or you say to him ?—Well, I asked Sir David if

he thought it would be advisable to have a Committee to further his interests in the election. He said
it was an ordinary thing to do so ; we could please ourselves.

Was it agreed then that there should be a committee?—No, it was not agreed to.
Did you see Sir David Monro at Palmer's ?—Yes.
Who is Palmer ; does hekeep a public-house ?—Yes, he keeps a public-house.
When you saw him at Palmer's, was anything more said about the committee?—Yes.
By Mr. Travers : Was that tho same day ?—Yes.
By Mr. Allan : Well, was it agreed then to form a Committee ?—No, it was not; it was again

spoken ofbut not agreed to.
Well, when was it agreed that a Committee should be formed ?—I dare say it was quite a week

afterwards.
Well, now, who composed that Committee ?
Mr. Travers : Ask him was it agreed to with Sir David Monro.
By Mr. Allan : Was it agreed with Sir David Monro that you should form that Committee after

the week had elapsed ?—No ; I do not think Sir David Monro knew that there was a Committee.
When was the Committee formed ?—lt was about a week after the meeting.
And who composed that Committee?—John Dron, Lawrence Dron, James Arnold, Thomas Eden,

and myself.
Who was Chairman of the Committee ?—They appointed me as Chairman of the Committee.
Well, before you appointed that Committee, had you received any letterfrom Sir David Monro ?

Yes, I had.
Of what date wa3 that letter ? Do you know what became of that letter ?—No.
Did you look for it ?—I did look for it, and I could not find it.
You do not rememberthe exact date ?—Was it before the Committee was formed ?—lt was before

the Committeewas formed.
Can you from memory tell the Committee the contents of that latter ?—I think I can.
Well will you have the goodness to do so ?—I may not be able to state every word that was

written, but I can recollect the meaning.
Well, give us the substance—-Sir David Monro said in that letter that he was sorry to take any

of my time from me just then, as every minute of my time would be precious to me, being the time of
harvest. Whilst the other side were making strenuous efforts, if we wished him to be elected, we
would require to do something in the matter. I have seenMr. Redwood, senr., he has kindly offered
the use of his waggon on the day of election; and if you will see to having two traps, or the engage-
ment of two traps, I cannotrecollect the words—l will see that they aropaid for. I think in addition
he said : If you see that two traps areengaged for the conveyanceof voters ; I intend to be in Motueka
to-morrow night, to address the electors there, and probably will not see you again till after the
election.

Is that what was in the letter?—As near as I canrecollect.
After the receipt of that letter was the Committee formed that you are Speaking of?—Yes.
When he speaks in the letter of getting two traps, did he say for the convenience of voters or for

his voters?—I don't think he said his voters. I have stated as nearly as I can recollect.
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By the Chairman: Was it for the convenience of voters generally?—I didnot understand it so.
By the Chairman: Did he say for voters generally, or for those on the one side ?—(No answer).
By Mr. Bunny: Were the traps to be used for both candidates, or for the parties who supported

Sir David Monro?—The way the Committee understood it was that the traps were for thefriends of
Sir David Monro. It was well known that Mr. Parker's friends rode in the traps that were paid for by
Sir David Monro's Committee. ,

By Mr. Allan : How often did the Committeesit during the election?—Twicebefore the election.
Were you canvassing and getting votes for him ?—Yes, I was doing my best for Sir David

Monro.
You provided traps, I suppose?—I did.
Do you remember whose traps you hired?—My own trap, and the man who was driving was my

own son.
Had you more than one trap?—Yes; Mr. Arnold's trap was there, and his son was driving.
Yes; any other traps?—Yes, Mr. Redwood's waggonwas there.
Did you see Sir David Monro before the election?—lt was after the election I saw him in

Nelson.
Did you votefor him ?—I did.
Well, now, after the election did you see Sir David Monro ?—Yes, I saw him in Nelson.
When you went to see Sir David, what was that for ? Did you take him anything ?—Well,

I did.
What was that, Mr. Bell ?—lt was an account.
What was that for ?—-It wasfor the expensesof the traps and other thinga.
Was there acharge made for your own expenses ?—Yes, there was.
What did you charge for yourself?—I charged £1 a day.
By the Chairman : And that included the trap ?—That included the trap.
By Mr. Allan : Well, now, were there accounts of somebody else ?—Yes.
Who ?—There was a charge made for Mr. Arnold.
Any other one ?—Yes, Thomas Eden.
Howmuch for him?—There was £2 for Thomas Eden ; he had been two days.
Well, any one else?—Lawrence Dron.
These are the charges forming thataccount ?—Yes.
Well, now, when yon saw Sir David did you say anything to him about this account ?—No, I do

not think I did.
What did you say to him then ?—He bade me good-morning at the door, and he told me if I went

into the room that Elliott wouldsettle with me.
Did you say you came for a settlement?—I cannot recollect thatI did;it is possible I did, but

I cannotrecollect.
How did he come to say Elliott would settle with you ? Did you say anything about it before ?—

No, I had not seenhim before.
Did you state that you had come about the settlement of theelection account ?—I cannotrecollect

that I did.
What did he say about Mr. Elliott?—He said, " I am engaged just now, but if you go into the

room here now, Mr. Elliottwill settle with you."
What did Sir David do then ; did he show you into Mr. Elliott's room ?—Yes, he did ; he opened

the room doorand showed me into the room where Mr. Elliott was. This was in Sir David Monro's
own house in Nelson. He opened the door and showed me where Elliott was.

Did you see Mr. Elliott ?—Yes. "■

Was that Charles Elliott, the auctioneer ?—Yes ; I did not know whether he was an auctioneer
at that time ; he was the same Mr. Elliott I spoke of in a former part of my evidence.

Did he pay you that day, or agree to pay you ?—He paid mc that day.
By the Chairman .- Mr. Elliott did ?—Yes, Mr. Elliott did.
By Mr. Allan : Did you merely say that you brought the account, and that you wanted to be

paid ?—Well, there was some littleconversation.
He got your account ?—He got my account, but said he had not time to look over it, and that he

would see me before I left in the afternoon.
Do you remember the election day, the 10th of February, the day of the polling ?—Yes.
Now, doyou know a person of the name of Henry Bosselmann ?—I do not know whether I did

know a Henry Bosselmann.
Do you remember meeting a person there that day ?—Yes.
Named Bosselmann ?—Yes, his name was Bosselmann.
Do you know a person named Dreyer, a German ?—Yes.
Is Alexander his name ?"—I do not know ; I only know him as Dreyer.
Was Dreyer taking any part in the election ?—I do notknow that he was taking any part.
Do you remember him coming to you that day, and saying something about the Germans ?—

Yes,I do.
Well, what did Dreyer say to you ?—He said, " Hereare twelve Germans come down from Kerr's

Hill; they have come to vote for Monro."
What was said to him ?—Dreyer said, " You will have to see the foreman of the gang, for I can

do nothing with them." I said, "I know nothing about the men; I do not know any of them;
where is the foreman ? " He said, " I'll send him to you."

Well, did he send him to you ?—He did.
Now, when did he come to you ; what time of the day ?—I think it was about a quarter past 10,.

it might be half-past 10.
When this man came to you, didhe tell you what his name was ?—Yes ; I [asked him his name,

and he said his name was Bosselmann.
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What did he say then ?—He said, "We are twelve; we have come down from Kerr's Hill,and we
want to votefor Sir David Monro."

Was this at Waimea West ?—lt was down between the polling-place and Palmer's; it was on
the roadbelow tho polling-place, near Palmer's.

It was in Palmer's public house ?—Yes; Palmer's public-house is near the polling-place, about
150 yards from it.

; Did you holdyour Committee meetings at Palmer's, or did you meet at Palmer's that day ?—We
were there that day, but wo had no meeting. We werenot all there that day. There were three of us
there that day.

Well, what did you say to them when they said, " Wo want to go down and vote for Sir David
Monro." I said Iwas glad to see so many of them come down to vote for Sir David Monro.

What didßosselmannsay to you?—He said, "We want something; wehavebeenall night ontheroad
ina heavy cart, and wewant something." I said, " I daresayyou do want something ; you willwant some
refreshment." Ho said, "Yes,we do." I saidto hinr, " Will you have a glass ofbeer,and Iwill go and see
that there is some breakfast got for you?" He said, "No; we do not care about beer just now;we
havo had a glass of beer; but we will tako something to eat." He then said that they wanted some-
thing else, that they were two days away from their .work, and they would require their expenses to be
paid. I asked him what expenses he alluded to—what he meant. Ho said they wouldrequire to be
paid two days' work for coming down;it would take that to pay their expenses; they had come away
■without having any money; that they had nothing to get refreshment, and that they were going back
next day. I said to him that I was not authorized to pay any money away, and I could not do it..

What did ho say to that?—He said it was very hard, for they had nothing to get refreshments
going up next day. I then said, " Iwill try to satisfy you as far as I can ; Iwill giveyou £2, whichwill
get refreshments for you going back." I toldhim I would give him £2. That would bo ou my own
responsibility; I could not do anything more, but that I would mention the circumstance to Mr.
Elliott.

Did you say something more about Mr. Elliott?—Not that I can recollect.
About his being Monro's agent?—Well, it is possible I did. I cannot recollect every word I

said to the man.
Well, then, did you get the money, or had.you the money with you?—I had not half enough of

"money with me, but I borrowed £2 from Mr. Palmer.
By Mr. Bunny : That was tho landlord of the house ?—Tho landlord of the house ;,1 borrowed

the money from him ; and 1 borrowed it on my own responsibility.
By Mr. Allan : Well, then, when you borrowed the money,where was this Bosselmann that spoke

to you and the other men at that time?—I cannot say; I did not go to look for them. While
Bosselmann was talking to mo on thoroad the other men, I understood, were going up voting.

You cannot say that they voted?—I cannot say whether any one of them voted.
Did you go into Palmer's and see any of the men there that day ?—Yes ; it was shortly after that

Mrs. Palmer called tho men to breakfast; and I went in when they were at breakfast and gave
Bosselmann the £2 I had promised to give him.

You gave him the £2 ; didBosselmann say anything then to you ?—No, he said nothing ; he took
the money.

Did you say anything to him when you gave him the money about the men being there?—Yes, I
lookedround the table and said, " You are not all here ; there areonly ten." Bosselman said—" Oh,
there is one in the sulks." I asked him what was the matter, and he said, " Well, he came down to voto
for Mr. Parker, and he does not like us all voting for Monro."

What was his name ?"—Sixtus.
Do you know whether any of tho men had voted at that time?—l could not say ; but I think

they had all voted, '* themthat were at their breakfast." lam not certain whether they voted at all,
but I saw them going up and down theroad as if they were going to vote, one or two at a time.

By Mr. Travers : Yousaw them walking towards the poll booth ?—Yes.
By the Chairman :Do you say they had all voted before breakfast?—l know they had not all

voted before breakfast, because Sixtus had not voted.
Do you know that some of them voted before breakfast ?—I think it is likely they had, but I

cannot say.
By Mr. Allan : How long was it after you made the promise of £2. and your paying it ?—Oh,

probably a quarter ofan hour, as well as I can recollect.
Well, who paid for tho breakfast for those men?—I do not know. I orderedtho breakfast at

Palmer's ; who paid for it I cannot tell.
By Mr. Travers : Do you know whether it has been paid for ?—I do not know ; I ordered the

breakfast.
Do you know Frederick Ducker ?—Yes.
When you paid the men, did you tell .them how much a-pieco it would be ?—I cannot say whether

I did or not. I said this will be sufficient for refreshment going up next day. I did not say that at
the time of paying the money. I told them, before going into Palmer's, that thatwas as much as I
could do ; it was on my ownresponsibility, and that that would be sufficient to get themrefreshment
■when going up next day.

You have seen those Germans since ?—Some of them.
You saw Sixtus ?.—Yes.
And Bosselmann ?—I saw the two Bosselmanns here, but not Henry Bosselmann.
And Ducker, did you see him ?—Yes. At that time I did not know any one of the men by name.
Do you know them now by name ?—Yes. ,
Well, now, you said you would get the money, if possible, from Elliott; did you see Elliott after-

wards ?—Yes.
Did you get the balance ?—No; I never asked for the balance. I told Mr. Elliott what the

6
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men asked for. I told him what I had done, and what I had promised to do—to mention the circum-
stance to him.

You toldhim that ?—Yes.
Where was Elliott at the time you told him [this ?—He was on the street. It was on the same

day I saw him at Sir David Monro's house, in Nelson. It was on the street that I told him this.
What did Elliott say ?—He shook his head when I told him, and said he was not sure about that.
Did he say anything more? Did he add something to that about the payment ?—He shook his

head, and, said, he did not know about that; he would see about it.
Did anything more pass then ?—No, not then, to myknowledge.
Do you know whether the men have been paid ?—I do not know. 'Have you heard from them that they have ?—No, I have not.
Have you been called upon to pay that £2 you borrowed from Palmer ?—No, I have not.
Do you know whether that has been included in Palmer's account ?—I do notknow.
And Palmer has never asked it fromyou ? Have you ever offered to pay him ?—I asked him for

my own account. I owed him for some other little things that I had had. I asked him for my own
account for that which Iconsidered myself responsible. It was at theelection time, and there were
two or three quarts of beer that I had for the Committeethemselves.

By Mr. Allan : Did he ever give you the account ?—No, ho has not; he told me not to hurry
about thatfor a few days, thathe was busy then.

Do I understand you to say you neverhad any account from Palmer?—No, I have not.
I believe you saw Mr. Luckie and he told you he would require you to go up to Wellington on thi3

matter?—Yes.
After Mr. Luckie said he wouldwant you'to go over to Wellington on this matter, did you see

Mr. Elliott in Nelson ?—Yes. 'Did you tellElliott thatyou wanted payment of the £2 or about the getting of the balance ?-—Oh,
no ; Mr. Luckie nevergave me to understand that there was any balance.

What did you.tell Elliott?—I told him I sawLuckie down street, and that he was making a igreat
deal to do about the money that had been paid, and the Germans that had beenbribed, and Mr. Elliott
asked me if I had ever bribed any of them.

By Mr. Travers: What did you say ?—I said if they could constitute that bribery, I had been
guilty of giving the men something when they were hungry and something to get a meal of victuals on
goingup next day.

By Mr. Allan : What did Elliott say to that?—I do notthinkhe said much ; heseemed to treat the
matter with contempt.

You did not remind him of his promise to try and get the balance?—No, I did not.
When speakingto the menwhat did you say—that you wereto tellElliott ?—I said I would mention

the circumstances to Elliott.
Did you say you would try and get the balance from him ?—No, I did not say so; I never

intended to try and get the moneyfrom him ; I promised them I would mention it to Mr. Elliott.
I understand you to say that the Committeemot at Palmer's ?—We only mot twice to tho best of

myrecollection. Wo met tho night after I had the letter from Sir David Monro, and we met about
three or four nights after thatagain. That was twice.

By the Chairman: Where was that?-—At Mr. Palmer's.
By Mr. Allan: You had a conversation with Elliott at different times about the expenses at the

election ?—No, I had no conversation with him about that.
Did he ever say that the expenses were heavy ?—No, he never mentionedexpenses to me.
By Mr. Travers: Now, Mr. Bell, when you gave the money and the breakfast, was there any con-

dition attached to it at all?—No condition whatever.
I think I understood you to say that, before anything of this took place, they had announced to

you their intention of voting for Sir David Monro ?—Yes,Bosselmann said" We are twelve come down
from Kerr's Hill, and we want to vote 'for Sir David Monro."

Did he say, " We will vote if you give us money," or anything of that kind ?—Oh, no.
Youunderstood that the two days' wages which he asked for these men would bo the amount

necessary to cover their travelling expenses for the two days ; is that what you understood ?—Yes, he
said so.

That is what I mean; he said that it would be to meet their expenses?—Yes.
Had Sir David Monro givenyou anyinstructions to provide voters with refreshment, or anything of

that kind ?'—No, he did not.
Never ?—No.
Did Mr. Elliott ?—No.
Or any otherperson, professing to be agent for Sir David Monro ?—No.
And what you didwas entirely at your own suggestion ?—Yes, and others of the Commitee.
By Mr. Allan .- You state that they wanted to vote for Monro; have you not stated that they

wanted to be paid ; that you offered them-refreshments ?
The Chairman : They stated that they did not want beer, but they wantedrefreshments.
By Mr. Travers: They said* they wanted something, they wanted to be paid their expenses for

coming down ; they did not say they wanted to be paid as the condition of the vote ; was that it ?-»*-
No; they did not say anything about condition. I offered to give the men some refreshments. They
said, "We want something else." I said, " What do you wantP" They said, "We have been two days
from work, we came away without any money, and have nothing to get refreshments going up
10-mOrrbw.

The Chairman : Any more questions to ask this witness ?
'Mr. Allan: No.
Witness withdrew.
The Committee adjourned.
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The Committee met at half-past 10 o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker ; and Mr. Travers for the sitting Mem-,

ber, Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read and confirmed.

Diedrich Bosselmann was sworn and examined.
By Mr. Allan : Is your name Diedrich Bosselmann ?—Yes.
Are you a settler living at Moutere ?—Yes.
You'were living there on 10th February last ?—Yes.
By Mr. Travers : What section ?—I believe it is SS.
By Mr. Allan : You are on the electoral roll as an elector for Motueka ?—Yes.
What is your occupation ?—I am a farmer.
You remember theelection for Motueka last February ?—Yes, I do.
Now, on that day did you go down to Waimea West ?—I went down in a dray.
Whoso dray?—David Kerr's.
Did you go alone, or did other persons go with you?—There were eleven including myself, and

there was another man who went down. (Witness mentioned the names given in the petition).
You went down to Waimea West ?—Yes.
Was the election going on when you went down ?—lt was not going on when we arrived at nine

o'clock.
When you got there, did you see two persons named Bell and Arnold ?—I met them.
What did they say when you met them ?—They said they were glad we were coming down, and-

that we had better go down to Palmer's.
When you went to Palmer'swhat took place?—Oh, we had somethingto drink.
Well, after you had something to drink, what did you do then?—We stopped there, and we were

talkingabout the voting—Mr. Bell, and-Arnold and Dreyer, they were speaking about the election.
Did they say anything to you or the other men ?—They were telling us thatwe were to go down

and vote for Sir David Monro.
When they told you to go down and vote for Sir David Monro, did you go ?—We did not go

then.
Why did you not go then ?—Because they had promised to pay our expenses, and we would not

go down tillwe would know whetherwe wouldbe paid our expenses, and how much they would give
us. They had promised to pay us our expenses for going down, and for the-losa of time.

Did you assign that1as areason or not why you didnot go to vote then ?—I didnot tell them that.
Did you see your brother Henry have any conversation witb Mr. Bell or Mr. Arnold?—Yes, I saw

tiem go down theroad together ; I saw him go down with Mr. Bell and Mr. Arnold.
After your brother had been down with Bell and Arnold, did they say anything to the other

men?
Mr. Travers : I object to what his brother said.
Mr. Allan : What, the brother states would be evidence, because we have the admission of Bell

himself that he was in communicationwith Henry Bosselmann; that he ?aw Henry Bosselmann, and
he was to pay these men a certain amount of money. He became the agent ; it is a sort of link in.
the chain.

The Chairman : He was not an.agent between Bosselmann who spoke to Bell, and hisbrother who-
voted.

Mr. Allan : If there is one agent, and then another agent, you show the link as between them.
The Chairman : Yousay you are not going to bring Henry Bosselmann before the Committee a3 a

witness. ...
Mr. Allan: No, we cannot get Henry Bosselmann.
Mr. Bunny : I think we might hear what Henry Bosselmann stated.
The Chairman : The Committee are not bound by strict, rules of evidence.
Mr. Gillies : Although we are not bound by the strict rules ofevidence, yet it is contrary to any

rules of evidence thatone man shouldbe asked to retail a conversationwith anotherman about a person
who was not present.

Mr. Travers : I submit that in this case the charge made is that of bribery, the instrument is sup-
posed to be the agent of Sir David Monro, and the persons acted upon are supposed to be voters. The
charge of bribery is one of a criminal character, and if sustained would subject the voters to have their
names struck off thel roll and to be no longer entitled to the franchise in any degree. I submit
that anyperson shown before the Committee to be guilty of bribery, would be immediately and ipso

facto indictable for that charge. It,would be a veryremarkable anomaly if the Committee inquiring
into the matter wereto decide the case on evidence which could not be given if the party who is to do
affected by it were placed on his trial in a Criminal Court. It would involve this absurdity, that the
Committee, acting outside of all theordinary rules of what is termedevidence, might arrive at the con-
clusion, from loose language used by parties, that there was something donein the nature of bribery,
while a Court of Law, acting upon well-known rules of evidence established for preserving the rights
of thepeople, might say that the act done did not amount to bribery. I would submit, with all defer-
ence, that although the Committee is not bound by strict rules of evidence, yet the Committeeshould
substantially require precisely the same proof of tho fact as would be required for the purpose of
securing a convictionin a Court of Law, otherwiseit must involve a very great absurdity. Nowhere
in tho world would such a class of evidencebe received. We have no evidence that these statements
were made by the principal actor.Bell, who was here and not examiued upon that point. There is no
evidence whatever of his having ever used any language calculated to induce the Henry Bosselmann
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spoken of to make use of such expressions as those now sought to be elicited from the witness. I
submit that the Committee must deal with the evidence in the same way as if the case were under
investigationin a Court of Law in acriminal charge.

Mr. Allan : I submit wo are entitled to givo this evidence. We show that Bell was agent,and
that Bosselmann goes to these men, through him, and treats with them.

Mr. Travers : It doesnot show that he treated with them in any degree.
Mr. Allan : Ho certainly says that he treated with them ; andBosselmannbecameBell's agentand

communicated with these people. Of course, if I attempted to call a witness who is not shown to be
in any way brought into connection with Mr. Bell, tho evidence would not be admissible,because I
should not show in any way an agency on his part. I contend .that I have shown quite enough to lay
thefoundation for Bosselmann's statement.

The Chairman : If you show agency at all, it would be that Henry Bosselmann was agent for the
other.

Mr. Allan .- He becomes also agent to Bell; ho consents to certain terms with him.' I contend
that HenryBosselmann wasthe agentonbehalf of the other Germans : that ho is, therefore, the principal
representing them, and that any communicationhe had with Bell he is entitled to communicate it t»
them in return.

The Chairman : As their agent; not as Bell's.
Mr, Allan .- But he to a certain extent is Bell's agent.
The Chairman : I should not think so from Bell's evidence,
Mr. Allan: If I appoint an agent to negotiate with some o'no else, and that agent communicates

to mc what has taken place, would that not bo evidence?
The Chairman : He did not act as a go-betweenbetween those people andBell for tho purpose of

making terms, except for themselves. He was their agent, and I do not see how you make him the
agent of anyoneelse.

Mr. Allan : The Committee are not bound by strict rules of evidence.
The Chairman : The Committee are desirous of obtaining every information they possibly can.

It would be bettor to leave the Committee to consult among themselves whether, they would receive
that evidence, as it may crop up again as part of these proceedings.

After abrief deliberation in private, the Chairman informed Counsel of theresult. He said : The
Committee have come to the conclusion that it would be better that you should confine yourselves to
the strict rules ofevidence in putting questions yourselves to the witnesses ; but if you want anything
not within tho strict rules of evidence, you must ask the Committee to put the questions. If they think
the question should be asked, I shall put it as Chajrman. There is one question the Committee wish
mo to ask the witness,and it is this : When they started from Kerr's Hill, did they start with the
intention ofvoting for one particular candidate in preference to the other ?

Mr. Travers : I may mention that it is shown in Cushing, a well-knownauthority in Parliamentary
law, that the same general rules by which courts of law are governed prevail also in cases of contro-
verted elections.

The Chairman: When you are confining yourself to the strict rules ; but when you want to go
beyond them, put the questions to the Committee through mc, and I shall put them to the witnesses.

Examination continued—
By the Chairman: When you started for the purpose of going to the polling-place, had you, or

any of you, made up your minds to vote for any particular candidate?—I was going to vote then for
Sir David Monro. Wo were not going down at first, but David Kerr came up and asked us ifwe were
going down to vote. We said, " No, we were not going down." We thought the election was over.
We said, " Wo could not afford to leave the work—that it would not do for us to go down, as it would
takeus two days, or perhaps three." He said, " That he would take us down in tho cart—that we
would be paid expenses, and that we would not lose anything by it." We said, " Yes, that wo would
go down."

You did not know the mind of the others, but, as far as you are concerned, you went down with
the intention of giviug your vote for Sir David Monro ?—-It was my intention to vote for Sir
David Monro.

Did you go straight to the polling-place, or did you go anywhere else ?—We went to Palmer's.
Had you any conversation there amongst y-ourselves as to the terms or conditions on which you

should vote ?—I did not have any conversation, excqrt that Dreyer spoke to me in Palmer's. He
asked moif I was going to votefor Sir David Monro ?—I said, " I did not know yet.". You stated at startiug you intended to vote for Sir David Monro ; what made you hesitate after-
wards ?—My brother said he would see Bell about it, and see if we would get anything, and ifnot we
would not vote at all.

When you said "if you could got anything," what was it thatyou intended when you said that ?
Was it the expenses that Kerr said would be paid?—It was the expenses for travelling—for*;
coming down.

Mr. Allan : May I ask what the witness's brother said to him ?
The Chairman: If it is as to any conversation between Bell and Bosselmann, you cannot ask it.
Mr. Allan : Can I put it in this way : After his brother saw Bell, didhis brother say anything

to him ?
The Chairman : You may ask him that.
By Mr. Allan : After your brother had said he had seen Bell and Arnold, did he say anything

as to what you should get?-—He told me that we were to get Bs. per day.
Did you vote after that?—Yes, we went down and voted for Sir David Monro.
Did you go down to Palmer's afterwards ?—Yes, I did.
Had you any refreshments there ?—Yes, wo had.
When there, did you see Bell ?—Yes, he came into the room when we were having something to

eat; I don't know whether it was breakfast or dinner.
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Did you see him do anything?—Yes, he gavemy brother £2.
In notes or silver?—l don't know whether it was all silver ; but I believe it was all silver.
When he gaveyour brother this money in silver or gold or whatever it might be, did you hear him

say anything to your brother about it ?—He said that was all the money he had at present, but that
he would send the rest up by somebody.

By the Chairman : Was Bs. a day the usual wage?—No, we didnot make Bs. a day where we were
working.

By Mr. Travers : It was a contract ?—lt was a contract.
By Mr. Allan : How much did the contract bring you in a day or week?—lt brought us in about

£1 a week.
By the Chairman .- What is the usual day's wages that you consider you make ?—Well, £1 a

week up there.
You got provisions besides the £1 a week?—Yes.
Do you consider Bs. a fair remuneration for your losing a day's work ?—I think I got fair wages.

We came downin thenight-time; we got there at 9 o'clock in the morning.
Do you consider that Bs. as fair remuneration for the trouble you took on that occasion ?—Yes.

I think it is sufficient.
Not more than sufficient ?—That was all we asked for.
By Mr. Bunny : What was your contract ?—Road making. I was the cook at the time.
By Mr. Allan : What were you getting?—I was to get the same as the rest got from the con-

tractors.
By the Chairman : Do you go out to work for other people ?—I have done it sometimes, but I do

not do it now.
Had you within the year previous done any work for anybody else than yourself and under

contract ?—I have worked under contract.
Have you, besides working under contract, worked for anybody else ?—Yes, I have been out on

service.
What did you get then ?—Sometimes 15s. a week, and sometimes more.
When you got 15s. a week did you get keep as well?"—Yes, we got keep and lodgings too.
Bu Mr. McGillivray: What are the usual wages of that district without keep per day ?—From

6s. to 7s. and Bs.
By the Chairman .- That is theregular wages in the.district ?—That is what is usually received.
By Mr. Allan : Was that £2 in silver divided amongyou that day ?—Each of us had half-a-crown

of it; there was some left thatcould not be equally divided.
Did you pay for any refreshments at Waimea West; that is, during theelection ?—No, I did not

pay for any. I did not pay for anyrefreshment at Palmer's. Iwas never asked to pay for it.
When did you get to Kerr's Hill ?—I am not sure if I got there on Sunday or Monday evening.
What was the day of theweek of thepolling ?—I believe it was on Friday.
Was it arranged beforehand how you were to get back ?—They were going to take us back." We

went home without going back in the same cart. We walked home. We took provisions instead of
the horse, and walked home.

What did you send in Kerr's cart ?—Provisions for the contract party.
You could not have taken those provisions by yourselves unless in some vehicle ?—We would

have had to get a cart to takeup the provisions.
Did you pay Kerr for taking up those provisions ?—No.
Did you everreceive any moneyafterwards?—-Yes.
How longafterwards was that?—I cannot say how long afterwards. It was some time afterwards.

It was about four or five days afterwards.
How much did you receive ?—l3s. Od.
From whom did you receive it ?—From Henry Bosselmann.
Do you know from whom your brother received it ? from David Kerr?—l was told so. I did not

see it paid. My brother gave me the 13s. 6d.
Mr. Travers: lam instructed to say that the balance was paid by Sir David Monro as part of the

expenses. He does not dispute that.
Examination continued.
By the Chairman: What time did you start from Kerr's Hill ?—lt was about 11 o'clock iv the

evening.
Had you travelledall night ?—Yes.
What is tho distance?—lt is between 30 and 40 miles.
You started on Thursday night at 11 o'clock ?—Yes. We arrived at Palmer's about 1 o'clock on

Friday. "By Mr. Allan : You came down on the morning of the voting. When did you leave Palmer's ?—
Weleft immediately after dinner.

When did you get back to the place whereyou were working?—I am not sure if we got back on
Sunday or Monday.

By the Chairman : Did you stop anywhere on the way after leaving Palmer's ?—We called in at
Beusemann's, at UpperMoutere.

By Mr. Travers: Who was the contract taken by ?—lt was taken by my brother, but I was
joined in it: it was for cutting up aroad.

Was there any fixed timefor finishing it ?—Yes ; and there was apenalty for not finishing it.
How far is it from Palmer's to Moutere ?—I suppose it is between eight and ten miles.
It is across the now road, the mailroad ?—Yes ; we did not go that way; we crossed over the hill.
How far was it to your place ?—I cannot say exactly.
Who first spoke to you about voting ?—lt was my mates. I didn't hear what David Kerr said to

my brother.
7
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After that you spoke among yourselves about it ?—Yes.
Who did you agree to vote for ?—The same as the rest were going to vote for. I didn't know any

of the candidates. I agreed to vote for who they said was the best.
Who didthey say was the best?—Some said one and some said another.
Who did they agree to votefor ?—They agreed to vote for Sir David Monro—if they got their

expenses paid, they would go down.
By Mr.Allan: Had you finished yourcontract ?—No, we hadnotfinished it then; we havefinished

it now.
And got paid your money ?—Yes, we have been paid the contract, but there was deducted £14 for

penalties.
Howlong after the time for finishing the work had you been at the contract ?—About fifteen or

sixteen weeks.
Witness then withdrew.
Mr. Allan: I propose now to call Frederick Ducker.
The Chairman: If you cannot bring something stronger in the case of bribery—or rather, if the

others cannot speak to anything beyond what has been already said by the last witness—is it worth
while to call any other witnesses?

Mr. Allan .- Their evidence would be to confirm the statement that they would not have voted
unless they had been promised their expenses.

Mr. Bunny: Then it is hardly worthwhile calling additional witnesses.
Mr. Travers: I would like to know whether this witness had not signed the requisition to Sir

David Monro.

Frederick Ducker sworn and examined, through an Interpreter named Baucke.
By Mr. Travers: Did you sign the requisition to Sir David Monro to come forward as a candi-

date ?—Yes.
By Mr. Pearce : Were you one of the partners in the contract at the time of the election ; one

of the road party with Bosselmann at David Kerr's Hill ?—Yes.
Mr. Allan : I take it that these witnesses will confirm what has been already said.
Mr. Bunny: Yes, we will take that to be the case.
By the Chairman : Did you go to Sir David Monro on the 10th February last ?■—l do notknow

exactly the day, but I went to him on the day of the election.
Witness then withdrew.
Mr. Allan .- Do we leave the bribery question now ?
The Chairman : Leave that question now.
Mr. Bunny: That closes the bribery case.
Mr. Gillies: When the bribery case is disposed of, let us deliberate and settle that. Let us

decide that point and go on to the next.
Mr. Pearce: That wouldbe afar more convenient course.
The Chairman : It would be as well to hear what Mr. Travers has to say on that point before we

go to the other.
Mr. Travers : I was going to ask the Committee whether they would consider that any primafacie

case had been made out. If they decide that there is & primafacie case, theywill call upon me to bring
forward rebutting evidence. That course would save a great deal of time.

Mr. Allan : lamentirely in the hands of tho Committee. If the case is closed, I should address
the Committee now; if it is to be re-opened, I should reserve my observations.

Mr. Travers : If the Committee think there is any necessityfor rebutting evidence, Iwill call it.
But I submit, in the first instance, there is no sufficient case. If the Committeethink there is a suffi-
cient case,requiring me to call rebutting evidence, I must ask for an opportunity of doing so.

Mr. Gillies: Mr. Allan wishes to address us on the point upon which we are about to deliberate,
as to whether there is a prima facie case or not, before you call further evidence.

Mr. Allan : If the Committee decided that there was no primafacie case, therewould be no use in
my addressing the Committee.

Mr. Travers : The proper course is for me to move that there is no case. It is in thenature of an
application for a nonsuit on the ground that there is not sufficient evidence before the Committee. I
am considering the petitioner's case as closed on the question of bribery, and not whether ho should
have an opportunity of calling further evidence. I move that there is not sufficient evidence before
the Committee upon which the charge ofbribery can be sustained. I would address the Committee on
that point, and myfriend would have theright to reply.

The Chairman : I think that is the better course to adopt.
Mr. Travers : I submit then that there is no such case as should call upon the sitting Member to

produce any rebutting evidence. Upon questions ofbribery the Corrupt Practices Act of England is
very much the same as thatof NewZealand,andthe rules which Committees wouldfollow in determining
these cases must be similar to those laid down by some of the most eminent English Judges. I need
not call the attention of the Committee to the fact that the charge of bribery is one of a very serious
nature. It not only exposes the parties concerned to grave criminal consequences, but it also has the
effect ofabsolutely deprivingthe sittingMember, ifproved against him, of theright to become a candidate
during the continuance of tho existing Parliament; and therefore it is necessary, before arriving at
any conclusion upon apoint of this kind, that the evidence which is, if I may use the term, to convict
him of so gravea charge, shouldbe of the most clear and conclusive character. In orderto prove the
charge in this case several witnesses have been called on the part of the petitioner. One is Mr. Bell,
who was, as we admit, the agent, to a certain extent, of Sir David Monro^in reference to this election.
Mr. Bell, I submit to the Committee, gave his evidence with the greatest clearness and without the
slightest hesitation,—and he was my friend's own wilnesß. His manner indicated that he was the
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witness entirely of truth. Mr. Bellhas stated allthecircumstances under which hebecame connectedwith
the voting of thesemen. It is very important for theCommittee to observe that Mr. Bell's connection with
these men did nottakeplace until after they had actually arrived at theplace, orclose to theplace, where
the polling was going on, and that thesemen, according to their own account, had made up their minds
to go down and vote for Sir David Monro. That is perfectly clear. The Bosselmann who was
examinedstated that he came down intending to vote for Sir David Monro ; and I was going to call
the attention of the Committeespecially to the fact that the only other witness brought forward for
tho purpose of proving bribery had signified that intention at a period long anterior to Mr. Bell's con-
nection with him, because he admits that he signed the requisition.

Mr. Allan : I do not want to interrupt Counsel, but, as I understand the case, it stands before the
Committee thus—that severalwitnesses I proposed to call would support theevidence of the witnesses
whom I did call; that there was the evidence, not of one man, but of several men, who are prepared to
give the same evidence.

The Chairman : That is not inconsistent with whatMr. Travers says.
Mr. Travers: Who arc the men?—I had no notice of who are the witnesses.
Mr. Allan: Sixtus.
Mr. Travers : Will my friend undertake to say that Sixtus voted for Sir David Monro.
Mr. Allan : I will undertake to say nothing.
The Chairman: You should confine you self to this fact, whether the money givenfor travelling

expenses was a legitimate purposeon the part of Sir David Monro.
Mr. Travers: I am not going to blink the fact that distinctions are drawn in the judgmentsto

which I shall call the attention of the Committee, between money paid in pursuance of aprevious
condition and operating probably as an inducement to give the vote, and moneypaid in respect of
ordinary travelling expenses after the vote has been given and without previous arrangement. The
judgments which I am about to read to the Committee are those of Judges of the highest position in
England—BaronAlderson and Justice Williams—and they clearly draw the distinction betweenthe case
of a vote givenin consequenceof a previous promise to pay expenses,and that of thepaymentofexpenses
of witnesseswho have voted. There is a great distinction betweenvoting under a contract, and voting
and receiving moneyafterwards by way of expenses, tho payment in the latter case not operating in
any way as an inducement for giving the vote. lam entitled to call attention to the character of the
evidence, and to show that there was no change ofmind whatsoever; that all of these men had come to
the conclusion that they could not afford to lose time, and therefore would rather abstain from voting
at all. That is an important point. Bosselmann distinctly stated that had they not been paid their
expenses for coming down—notthat they would have voted for the other side,but that theywouldnot
have voted at all. It was not as if there was any change of mind amongst them. They had made up
their minds to vote for Sir David Monro ; but they said theywould not have consented to waste their
time in coming down unless they had been satisfied that their reasonable travelling expenses and so
forth would be paid. Bell's connection did not take place with these menuntil they were actually at
the polling place, forty miles from the scene of their labour. It was a previous arrangementwith
themselves that they should demand their reasonable expenses. There was no arrangement whatever
to that effect with any authorized agent of Sir David Monro before they had actually started, and so
earnest were these men in their desire to record their votes on that occasion that they actually started
in the middle of the night, no doubt after having performed their ordinary day's labour. And it was
not until they had reached the place of polling that any communication whatever took place between
them and Bell, whose evidence, as I before observed, was given with the greatest degree of frankness
and propriety. He was my friend's witness, and answered every question put to him. He wasbut
little cross-examined, and he showed that he was acting as an honest man should do, namely, with the
greatest care for his own character and with the greatest regard for the position of the gentleman
whose election he had been promoting. Now, the case of Cooper v. Slade, 6E. and 8., and the judg-
ments of the learned Judges,had an important bearing upon questions of this kind. The following is
the judgment of Baron Alderson :—"In determining this question, we are to look to the declaration : and as that follows the words
of the statute on which it is founded, we have to construe that statute. We are not called on
to go into any general considerations as to what would be bribery if the statute had simply prohibited
that offence by that word. What we have to do is. to construe a positive law which enacts that
to ' promise' ' money' to a voter 'in order to induce any voter to vote,' and * corruptly' to
give money to a voter 'on account of" such voter having voted,' are several matters which
subject to a penalty the person so promising or giving. And upon the construction of this statute,
we are of opinion that a promise to a voter of his travelling expenses,conditionally on his coming
and voting for the promiser, is within the first cited part of the enactment; but that a promise
of travelling expenses not so conditioned, is not. Again, consider the consequence of holding that
an unconditional promise to pay travelling expenses is within the Statute. Would giving
a free passage by railway be so, as a gift of a valuable consideration ? If not, there seems
an absurdity: namely, that to give the price paid for the place is illegal, but to give
theplace itself is not. If the free passage is within the Statute, so also would be taking a person in a
private carriage ; and theresult wouldbe, that any one taking in his own carriage a voter to the place
of election, without any bargain that he should vote, would be guilty of a crime or misdemeanour,
punishable by fine and imprisonment, subject to apenalty of £100, and liableto be disqualifiedfor life
from voting; which is an alarming and almost an absurd consequence. We are further of opinion
that, if the letter of 12th August, 1854, is evidence of a promise within the Statute, namely, a promise
to pay conditionally on the voter voting, and made to induce him to vote for Lord Maidstone and the
plaintiff in error, then there is no evidenceagainst the plaintiff in error that he authorized it. For we
agree with the opinion he expressed, namely, that it is lawful to defray travelling expenses to bring up
the out-voters ; and we cannot see that that opinion, which does not imply that thevoting may be
made a condition, authorized the making of a promise so conditioned, and therefore (as the plaintiff
must contend) apromise prohibited by law. This, of course, would necessitate a venire de now.
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"That is theposition of the law as laid down by Baron Alderson, and as applicable to the circum-
stances of the present case. There is no control of anykind over the voting in this country, which is by
ballot,and no promise which could be madecould have an ulterioreffect upon theparty voting. I say no
breach of any promise made by thevoter could produce anyulterior effect upon him ; because, notwith-
standing some loose expressions to the contrary, there is no possible means of ascertaining in
what way he may have voted. And now, I would ask, what evidence is there to show that
the money was given as an inducement to vote for a particular candidate ? None what-
ever. There was no condition of any kind attached to the payment. Mr. Bell, in his evidence,
distinctly states that when he was spoken to on the subject, he attached no condition whatever—that
no condition was. even suggested. It is perfectly clear that he is straightforward upon the subject.
What, indeed, docs Mr. Bell say in reference to this transaction? He says, " I remember Dreyer
coming to me and saying, ' Here are twelve Germans como down from Kerr's Hill to votefor Monro."
These were the first words used by Dreyer in accosting Mr. Bell, before the latter had communicated
with these persons at all [Counselreads the evidence of Mr. Bell on this part of the case]. He dis-
tinctly swore that no condition whatever was attached to the giving of the £2 ; that it was given as
part of the expenses they would necessarily incur ; that it was not given in the nature of a bribe, or
for the purpose of influencing the minds of the voters. It had been distinctly stated by Dreyer, by
whom he was put in communicationwith them in the first instance, and then by theforeman himself,
"before he said anything to Bell on the subject of expenses, that they had come down to vote for Sir D.
Monro. "We are twelve (said he) and we want to vote for Sir David Monro." And one of the
witnesses distinctly stated that, had theynot votedfor Sir David Monro, they would not have voted at
all on the occasion. Under these circumstances, I submit that the fact is clearly shown that these men
considered themselves justifiedin asking for their travelling expenses, and that they made it no condi-
tion whatever that, unless those travelling expenses were paid, theywould not vote for Sir David
Monro, or would vote for somebody else; but that, in order to save them from the unnecessary loss to
which they would be put by having travelled eighty or ninety miles, they ought to be indemnified. It
comes distinctly Within the languageused by Baron Alderson, in the case I havereferred to. The case
also goes into the question of treating, and shows clearly that the treating must be given corruptly, on
account of an elector having voted, or in order to induce him to vote. That comes strictly within the
language of our Statute, which I believe is word for word with the English Statute. Mr. Justice
Williams, it is true, differed from the other Judges, but only on the question of whether or not there
was evidence to go to the jury, and not upon the law. He said:—"As to the eighth count, I think the same view ought to be taken; for there was someevidence
that Mr. Slade, iv performance of a previous promise, had paid the travelling expenses of a voter who
had come and votedfor'him at the election. And this, I think, amounted to some evidence, not only
that Mr. Slade had given moneyto the voter on account of his having voted, but that he had given it
corruptly; because the promise, in my view of the Statute, is to be deemed bribery. And if so, a
payment in performance of it is, I apprehend, a corrupt payment within the meaning of thoAct. I
am quite awarethat the Statute, as I have construed it,will act harshly, and apply to eases which can
hardly have been in the contemplation of the Legislature. But the languageof theAct appears to me
so plain and unambiguousthat theseconsiderations afford only an argument to prove that the Statute
was inconsiderately passed, and ought to be amended."

The distinction drawn by therest of the Court was this:—That although there was clear evidence
that the money was paid in pursuance of a previous promise, there was not any evidence that it was
paid in pursuance of aprevious promise coupled with a condition that the voter should record his vote
in a particular way. I therefore submit to the Committee that the evidence does not sustain the
charge against these parties, of havingcommitted the grave offence of bribery, and does not justifythe
Committeein causing the names of these men to be erased from theelectoralroll, or unseating Sir
David Monro on the ground that the votes in question were given under a corrupt contract; that they
were to receive a sum of money as the condition of their doing so.

Mr. Allan : In answer to this, I may say that my friend has made a great deal of the result of any
unfavourable decision to Sir David Monro; but I believe that the Committee will not allow any such
consideration to affect the conclusion at which they may arrive. The view that the Committeewill
adopt will be formed entirely on the facts and the law. I think there can be no doubt that it will be
held thatMr. Bell and David Kerr acted as agents of the sitting Member : not only from the evidence
adduced, but also from the fact that Sir David Monro has admitted that he has since discharged the
balance agreed to be paid by these gentlemen, that is to say, the amount necessary to make up the
sum of 16s. to each man.

The Chairman : You have not identified the original promiser, Kerr, as agent.
Mr. Allan : The paying of the balance ratifies the proceedings of all these different persons.

Now what is the law relating to agency ?
InRogers on Elections, p. 381, it is laid down as a clear canon, that " There is a wide difference

between the principles of Common Law and Parliamentary Agency. Any agent employed by the
candidate for the purposes of the election makes the candidate liable for the parliamentary conse-
quences ofall his acts, though some of those acts may not only be unauthorized by, but are expressly
contrary to, the wishes of the candidate ; whereas no liability is incurred at Common Law, without
proofof authority, express or implied, on the part of the candidate." Now, I believe I have established
agency by more conclusive evidence than any that will be found in any of the reports on election
cases in the General Assembly Library, in which it has been decided that persons only were the agents
of the candidateon whosebehalf thebribe has been given. We have shown thatMr. Bell was a member
of Sir David Monro's Committee, that he took an active part in the election, and was paid for his
services. He was clearly, therefore, Sir David Monro's agent; and however unauthorized his acts may
originally havebeen, Sir David Monro, according to the dogma above quoted, must be held responsible
for their consequences. But further, whatever Sir David Monro may nowsay, the Committee, I think,
will be clearly of opinion that he ratified those acts by paying the money agreed to be paid to the
Germans who voted.
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lated to one of payment of travelling expenses. I concede that if a small sum is given for travelling
expenses, and there is no condition attached to the gift, that the recipient should vote for the person
by whom theexpenses were paid. If a man, after voting, says, " I have been put to some expense,will
you pay the amount of the expenditure I have incurred ? " and such a sum is paid, that could not be
held to be bribery; although possibly, if a very large sum had been given, it might be looked upon as a
sort of colourableway of paying a manforvoting, and it could be held to be illegal. The sum these men
got was small, but it was more than they could have obtained by their contract. The promise of it,
therefore, was a sufficient inducement to them to come down and vote.

The Chairman : It is not more than ordinary wages.
Mr. Allan : No, not more than ordinary wages, but they were getting a holiday, and theyprobably

wouldhave received the money due on their contract afterwards. Independent of that, the law, as laid
down in Cooper and Slade, and confirmed by the House of Lords, is that, if a man votes in con-
sequence of the promise of the payment of his travelling expenses, it is as much bribery as if hundreds
of pounds had been promised or given. Let us see what Mr. Justice Willes states on the section of the
English Statute, which is the same as the second section of " The Corrupt Practices Prevention Act,
1858,"passed by the General Assembly. lam citing from the report of the judgmentof the House of
Lords in Cooper v. Slade,27 L. J. Q. B. 456. Mr. Justice Willes says " Now it is clear that a promise
of travelling expenses is a promise of money, and so within the words of theAct, which must therefore
be construed as includingit, unless to do so would lead to some manifest absurdity or in congruity with
the rest of the Statute, showing that such could not have been the intention of the Legislature. I see
no such absurdity, but the contrary. A voter who will obtain his travelling expenses if he votes for A,
but not if he votes for B, has, when at the polling place, a direct pecuniary inducement to vote for A ;and a person who promises to pay expenses on such a condition creates that inducement. More-
over, if the payment of travelling expenses were allowed, there would be danger of such allowance
being made a cloak for bribery. There is no reason, if a man is to be repaid his disbursements because
he has expended money, he should not also be remunerated for the inconvenience and loss of time he
sustains in going to the poll." Again, Lord Cranworth says (p. 463), "Giving money to a voter to
come and votefor a particular candidate, was giving him money within the meaningof this section, and
of previous sections to the same effect." And Lord Wensleydale adds (p. 464), " Now, with respect
to the first proposition, that everypayment of legal expenses to a voter in order to induce him to vote,
every paymentupon any condition, implied or expressed, that he should be paid his expenses if he
voted for any particular candidate, was bribery within the meaning of the Act of Parliament, appeared
to admit of no doubt at all: it was admitted in all the Courts below them."

The Chairman : There is a later decision in 1869, in Ottiwell's case, in which the payment for
refreshments on a journey, and railway expenses, was not held to be bribery.

Mr. Allan .- That would be quite consistent with the decision in Cooper v. Slade. The law is
this: that if a man were simply to be given so much for his railway expenses if he is going down to
vote, and nothing is said to him beforehand as to what he wants the moneyfor, or no promise is made,
tben thatwould not be bribery, because it would amount, to an unconditional payment unconnected
with themanner in which the voter might vote. If a man gets money for travelling expensesbefore-
hand, and goes down and votes for the party afterwards, that would not amount to bribery,
under the first section of the Corrupt Practices Act; but if he gets apromise of so much on condition
of going down to vote, that is bribery, and is so laid downby Judgesin the House of Lords. Now what
is the evidence adduced by the petitioner to establish bribery. I called Mr. Bell, and his statement
was very strong. When the Germans came down they tell him that they require that their expenses
should be settled before they vote, to which he replies, " I have no authority to do it, but I agreed to
pay you £2 ;" and when theystill press for more, he adds, " I will see Elliottabout it." The men then
agreed to vote ; they didvote for Monro,and werepaid afterwards. The evidence of Bosselmann was that
originally they did not know whom they should support; it was a matter of indifference to them for
whom they voted. Kerr asked them if they would go down and voto for Monro, and they said they
must be paid Bs. per day expenses. Upon Kerr promising that they shouldreceivethat sum theyagreed
to votefor Monro, and came down. When they arrived at thepolling place, they weremet by Bell and
Dreyer, who asked them again how they were going to vote, and Bosselmann said " I am not going to
vote, and the others are not going to vote, unless our expensesare paid."

The Chairman : He said he would not answer for the others.
Mr. Allan : Even his one vote, given under such circumstances, would be sufficient to vitiate the

election. He stated that he, as well as the others, said that they were not going to vote at all until
they had Bs. a day.

M Tracers : He did not state it to Bell.
Mr. Allan: Bell came down and asked them if they were going to vote for Monro. They said,

" They did not know yet, and that they were not goingto vote unless they were to get their expenses."
If that evidence does not come within the definition of bribery, as laid down in the House of Lords
in the case of Cooper v. Slade,Ido not know what evidence can be brought within it. Some men are
influenced by the offers of large sums, and some by small ; but if there is a corrupt influencing motive
brought to bear on the mind of the voter, and, actuated by that motive, he subsequently votes, it falls
within the languageof the Corrupt Practices Act. The giving orpromising to procure money to or for
a voter, to induce him to vote—and that these men are speaking the truth, who can doubt? what
interest had they in making a false statement? By admitting what they have done, they become as
liable to be charged with an offence under the Corrupt Practices Act as either Bell or Kerr. I say
that their evidence is strong, and ineontrovertibly strong. The evidence of Bell was guarded, but his
evidence was enough to show that he was treatingwith, them for iheir votes, and that the money was
promised, and paid afterwards. I beg the Committee to bear that iv mmd—to look at the decision in
the case of Cooper v. Slade, which goes fully into the matter. The principles eliminatedin Cooper v.
Slade are these—that an unconditional payment of expenses or money for loss of time, which
does not amount to more than the ordinary sum a man would earn by his labour, might probably

8
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not be considered as illegal ; but that the promise of any sum, in consequence of which the
voter'smind is influenced—and the influence upon his mind can only be shown by the outward act—
that any payment for travelling expenses, or for loss of time, is a payment to procure a man's vote,
and therefore illegal. In this ease the whole evidence is one way: that these men did not intend to
vote; that they had no object in voting ; that they were induced by Kerr, Sir David Monro's
agent, to go down and vote for Sir David Monro, upon getting Bs. a day. That they then saw Mr.
Bell, who gave them £2 down, promising to endeavour to procure the balance, and the balance was
afterwards forwarded. Does ho then say to them, Go, and vote afterwards for whoever you like ?
These men do not tell you that; they teil you, We came down, as we had been promised 16s. We
came down, and Monro's election agent came up to us. He asks us, if we are going to vote for
Monro ? We replied, " No, not until we get Bs. a day." The Bs. a day was then promised, and
they went and voted, and the whole money has been since transmitted to them. Ido not see that the
Committee can come to any other decision, when theyconsider the law carefully, and apply the facts
to tho law.

The Chairman: There is a distinction between the present case and that of Cooper v. Slade.
Mr. Allan : It was held in Cooper v. Slade, that Slade was liable.
The Chairman : The promise was ma^e at the time of theelection.
Mr. Allan: The decision of the Exchequer Chamber in the case of Cooper v. Slade was reversed,

not on a question of law, but fact. The House of Lords held that there was evidence that Slade had
authorized the promise to pay travelling expenses, and that the decision of the Court of Exchequer
Chamber on that point was erroneous.

Mr. Travers : The question was, whether there was any evidence that Slade had authorized the
addition to the letter. The evidence given was—

Mr. Allan: The Chancellor put this question, Whether, assuming that the letterof the 12th
August could have been written and sent to Carter by direction ofSlade, there was any evidence to go
to the jury that the agent was guilty of bribery within the 2nd section of the Corrupt Practices Act?

Mr. Travers: They held that there was some evidence to go to the jury.
The Chairman : They did not reverse the law of the Chamber below. Has therenot been a later

Act passed on those points?
Mr. Allan : There is a laterAct, which makes payment of travellingexpenses illegal. You have

tho decision of the highest court of jurisdiction on the question.
The Chairman : Has therenot been an Act since passed, making it legal for candidates to pay such

expenses.
Mr. Travers .- Yes, they are certified by an auditor.
Mr. Allan: Was the money paid conditionally upon these men voting? If nothing was said

about voting beforehand,it would not be illegal. If the money is not paid as the result of a contract,
it is not illegal. But you have the evidence of thesemen that they did not care whom they voted for ;
that tbey were induced to go down to vote for Sir David Monro in consequence of a promise of pay-
ment of expenses; that when they came down they saw Sir David Monro's agent, who gave them
refreshments, and that he agreed to give them Bs. per day, as they said they would not voteif they did
not receive it. If any case comes within the meaning of the Corrupt Practices Act, this case does.

The Chairman: Would you say that the evidenceis such as to oblige the Committee to arrive at
this conclusion : that the payment was made to induce the voters to change their mind?

Mr. Allan : The voters said, "We are not going to vote till we get our expenses." There is the
promise to them that the expenses for loss of time shall be paid. They stated that, after that promise
was made, and in consequence of thatpromise, they went and voted. That comes within an agreement
to pay moneyto induce the persons to vote. I think the Committee will agreewith the statement that
these men would not have voted until they got. the Bs. a day.

The Committee adjourned without coming to a decision.

Saturday, 9th September, 1871.
The Committee met at half-past 10 o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker; and Mr. Travers for the sitting

Member, Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read and confirmed.
The Chairman: The Committee have not yet decided the question under consideration. We

understand that there are witnesses whom you, Mr. Allan, desired to be called and examined, in order
that they might get awayon Tuesday. I have heard thatyou desire, instead of waiting for the decision
of the Committee, to proceed with the examination of witnesses as to the charge of personation.

Mr. Allan : I have no objection.
Mr. Travers : I submit to the Committee that there was no prima facie case. I only assented on

the proposition of my friend, that the other witnesses whom he was going to call would confirm what
was stated by the witness Bosselmann. I should like to have an opportunity of examining those other
witnesses. lam not prepared to admit their evidence on the charge of bribery. Ido not know
whether you made use of the expression reported in the newspaper in that respect : " I think, Mr.
Allan, if you cannot bring something more in the shape of bribery, it is not worth going on."

The Chairman : That is a wrong version of what I said. What I said, according to the notes of
the short-hand writer, was, "If you cannot bring something stronger in the shape of bribery—or
rather, if the other witnesses can speak to nothing beyond what has been already said by the last
witness—is it worth while to call any other witnesses ? " That was what I said, assuming that they
knew nothing further thanwhat the other witnesses had stated.

Mr. Travers .- It would be desirable that these witnesses should be subject to cross-examnation,
for non constat their testimony might not be shaken in cross-examination,it would at least afford strong
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ground for believing that, if all these witnesses came and told the same story, it looked uncommonly
like an understanding. I cannot consent to treat the evidence as being evidence which every one of
them would give precisely alike; and although they did, I should treat it as unworthy of credence, as
it would look uncommonly like a made-up story, and that they had agreed to swear to the same
effect.

Mr. Gillies : I wish to understand exactly what you mean. As I understand it, you applied
yesterday for what we may call a nonsuit, on the ground that there was noprimafacie case to call upon
you to enter into rebutting evidence. But supposing the Committee wereofopinion that there is &prima"
facie case, then you would still have the opportunity of calling those witnesses for any purpose you
might wish.

Mr. Travers : I may assume that they are not going to state the same story, except they prove
that there is not a primafacie case.

Mr. Gillies: You cannot be prejudiced in any way.
Mr. Travers : I cannot consent to their evidence being taken as if given, except for that one

purpose. If the Committee are of opinion that there is a prima facie case the witnesses must be
examined.

Mr. Gillies: You would have an opportunity of calling them.
Mr. Tracers : If I do not call them, they have not given any evidence. I tell my friend at once,

that I will not be a party to submit, in 'any degree, that tho evidence the other witness would give is,
item for item, the evidence already given.

Mr. Bunny : Then go on, and call the witnesses.
Mr. Allan.- Of course, I could not say that the evidence would bo word for word what the other

witnesses stated. I consider the witnesses I proposed to call would support the evidence given by the
one witness wo did call. I said, certainly, as far as I was instructed, that was so. I understood
the Committee decided the witnesses need not be called. The witnesses arehere, but the interpreter
is not.

The Chairman : Might I ask whether the other witnesses could go farther than those the Committee
have examined? I understood not; upon which Mr. Travers asked if there was any primafacie case.
I considered, therefore, that your case was closed, and that he had assented.

Mr. Travers: I only assented for that purpose ; but what I submit is this, that if the Committee
feel that there was a primafacie case, I must have tho opportunity of cross-examining the other
witnesses.

The Chairman : If that be so, if we say there is a prima facie case, it will be for you to call
witnesses.

Mr. Travers : I must have tho witnesses for the purposeof cross-examining them.
Mr. Allan : I am willing to call the witnesses, but I have not mv interpreter here.
Mr. Fitzherbert: It is all very well to have an interpreter, but I consider that the witnesses may

be intelligible witnesses without the assistance of an interpreter.
Mr. Travers: I am perfectly well acquainted with the men, and those I shall call can speak

English very well.
The Chairman : It would be a pity to detain the witnesses beyond the day you stated they could

leave—Monday next. You had better arrange which way it should be, and call the witnesses at once.
Mr. Allan : I should like to have my interpreter here.
The Chairman : As the stoppage of the case arose from the suggestion of the Committee and

myself, it will be but fair to you to allow you to continue the case as to bribery.
Mr. Travers: I would call your attention to the newspaper report, which represents what I

understood to be the decision come to yesterday:—" It was agreed that no further witnesses should bo
called to prove the complaint of the petition as to bribery, until Counsel had addressed the Committee
as to whether,primafacie, a case had been madeout."

The Chairman : That was so. The Committeenot having yet decided upon that point, and the
desire being that the witnesses might go home, we think it would enable us to let the witnesses go, if
you continued now the examination, without waiting until we had decided the question.

Mr. Allan .- If I hadknown, I should have taken care to have the interpreter here.
The Chairman: The Committee do not attribute any blame whatever to you.
Mr. Allan : I understand one of the witnesses,Sixtus, can speak English.

Johann Henry Sixtus, sworn and examined.
By Mr. Allan : Is your name Johann Henry Sixtus ?—Yes, Sir.
Where do you live, Mr. Sixtus ?—-I live in Moutere.
Were you, at the last election, on the roll of electors for the Motueka District?—Yes, Sir.
Now, do you remember the 10th February last ?—Yes.
Before I go to that, let me ask you, were you one of twelve persons engaged on the road at Kerr's

Hill ?—Yes, Sir.
Were you engaged in the contract with Bosselmann and others ?—Yes.
What were you making by that contract—how much a week?—We weremaking about £1 a week.
Had you to pay for your provisions out ofwhat you were making ?—Yes, I had.
Well now, before the 10th February, the day on which the election took place, do you remember

a person of thenameof David Kerr coming to see you and the other men ?—Yes.
How many days was that before the 10th February?—lt might have been about a week previous

to the election day, as near as I can recollect.
Was that atKerr's Hill ?—Yes, on the work.
When he met you did he say anything about the election ?—He asked us if we intended to go

down to the election.
Then what didyou say to that?—Wo said " What election was going off?" and he said, " Eor the

House of Representatives." He asked us if we would go down, and vote for Sir David Monro. We
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toldhim wo could not afford it, and asked him how we were to go down, it was such a long way off.
Then he said he would take us down in his cart. Well, thenwe said, " That was all very well, but how
areweto come up again ?" Then he said, the carman that tookus downwouldcome back again : meaning
that we could come back on the same cart. He said thatwe should be paid for our time and trouble
down at the Waimea, at a reasonable demand. We said we would go down on those conditions.

Was anything said as for whom you wereto vote when you got down?—He asked us to vote for
Sir David Monro, and he took us down—at least his son took us down. When we came down, there
was a party at Palmer's, and they said something about how much we were getting paid for coming
down to voto. Then I did object to vote, and one of my mates talked rather sharply to me why we
were going down—what we were going down for, because I would not vote. Mr. Drever and Mr. Bell
invited the others to go in and have some refreshment, but I did not go in. Then Mr. Bell and Mr.
Dreyer came to me and asked me what I was cross about. They said they had nothing to do with the
voting—that I could go in all the same, and get something to eat. They persuaded me to go in, and I
went in, and had some refreshments. Then I consideredover thematter, thinking thatas the work was
not finished, and as they might tease me again, Imade up my mind, and went down and voted.

By the Chairman : What work do you allude to, when you state the work was not finished? —Our
work at Kerr's Hill: the road work.

By Mr. Allan : Did you go and vote then ?—I went and voted after dinner. While we were at
dinner, Mr. Bell came in to where we were sitting, and gave Henry Bosselmann £2, and told him that
was all he could give him that day.

WTas Henry Bosselmann one of the men who came down with you?—Yes. He told Henry
Bosselmann that the rest of the money would bo sent up to the work. Some time after we came out
from dinner Henry Bosselmann told me.

Mr. Allan : After Sir David Monro admitting that he paid tho balance as travelling expenses, I go
to that point?

The Chairman : The question was, whether it was a corrupt payment, being made afterwards.
Mr. Allan : That it was apayment afterwards, in consequence of a previous promise. Therefore

I submit what Bosselmann told this witness is evidence. If not strict evidence, the Committee would,
according to therule laid down yesterday on the inquiry, accept it.

Mr. Travers: The payment afterwards must be a corrupt payment, as made in pursuance of a
previous contract by the Member.

Mr. Allan .- By the Member, orby any one else.
Mr. Travers: The Committee will see at once this broad distinction. In order to fix upon the

Member a corrupt payment, he must have been made aware that it was paid in pursuance of a pre-
vious contract. A member may properly, upon the information of his Committee, pay what are
represented to him as being the reasonable expensesof certain persons who had come down to vote.
When an agent presented accounts, the Member, being probably informed that the payments are
reasonable, discharges the accounts. But it doesnot follow that he was acquainted with all the circum-
stances of the case, or with what had been done by the person who acted for him. It does not follow
that the Member is aware of the circumstances of the contract, if he pays bond fide in the belief that
it is reasonable remuneration for expenses in coming to the poll. It does not follow that it was
corruptly paid by him. If it was paid by him after being informed that it was iv pursuance of a
proposition to pay the men, on condition that they should vote for him, it might undoubtedly amount
to a corrupt payment. I admit that the Member paid it,but I submit that it was given in payment of
part of the general amountof expensesof tho election, and that he was informed that this was a reason-
able payment to those men for their expenses in coming down. In order to make it a corrupt payment,
he must be madeaware that it was paid in pursuance of aprevious contract.

The Chairman: That is a question for consideration afterwards ; I think we shall bo obliged to
take the evidence.

Examination continued.
By Mr. Travers : After I had dinner, and after I had voted, Henry Bosselmann told me that he

had given to the others a half-crown out of the £2, and I might as well have half-a-crown too, leaving
to him the shillings in his hands, which he could not divide amongst twelve.

By the Chairman: Did you take the half-crown?—Yes.
By Mr. Allan : He paid you the half-crown ?—Yes.
Do you know whether Bosselmann had been speaking to Bell ?—I saw him go up and down

the road.
By Mr. Allan : When Bosselmann paid you the half-crown, did he say anything more?—He said

that the rest of thebalance would be sent up to us to the works.
Did the balance go up afterwards—did you get the balance afterwards ?—I was not up at the time;

I took ill, and had to go down.
Had you at any timeafterwards been paid the balance ?—Yes.
How much was that?—l3s. 6d. was allowed me.
By Mr. Travers : Did you receive it ?—Yes. I didreceive it.
By Mr. Allan : From whom did you receive it ?—From Henry Bosselmann.
Did he say what it was for?
Mr. Travers: I do not think, really, you should ask that question.
The Chairman referred to some case upon the point.
Mr. Travers: The rule is clear, that you cannot detail a conversation, unless you intend to call

Bosselmann.
Mr. Bunny: We must bearfin mind that in the case quoted, the Courts were bound by tho strict

rules of evidence. They had not got the same laws as we have here. It would be better to go on
with the evidence.

Examination continued by Mr. Allan.
Who paid for the dinner at Palmer's—did you payfor it ?—No, Sir.
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Have you everbeen asked to pay?—No.
What is the ordinary rate of wageswhich men in your position get in your district?—From 6s.

to 10s. for day work.
And have you to find your provisions out of that ?—Yes.
By Mr. Travers: Would you travel forty miles for 6s. per day ?—I daresay I would, if it was

offered me.
Do you mean to say you would go forty miles at 6s. a day ?—No, if I could get work otherwise.
Who did you vote for ?—For Sir David Monro.
Had you made up your mindto vote for Mr. Parker ?—Well, up at the work, I had.
When you got down, why did you vote for Sir David Monro ?—Because my mates were rather

cross with me.
Was that your only reason ?—That was my only reason. I did not comprehend what you said

about my making up my mind.
Had you not made up your mind before you came down to vote for Mr. Parker ?—No ; wo all

agreed to vote for Sir David Monro.
That was before you came down ?—Yes, before we came down.
Was David Kerr present when you discussed it ?—Yes, partly.
While you were talking thatmatter over?—Yes.
And why were you sulky when you came down ?—Because some men said how much we were

getting paid for it, and I did not like it. I was not sulky, but was cross, because people said I was
voting because I was paid.

And thatwas not true, was it ?—Yes.
Did you vote because you were paid ?—Oh, no.
Did you vote of your own free will?—No, not then.
When you went into the polling place did you vote as you liked?—I had of course to please my

mates ; I went in and voted.
It was only to please your mates that you went in and voted ?—Yes.
Was it because you were paid, or to please your mates ?—No, I didnot think about the money at

the time.
Then you were angry because people supposed you were voting for money ?—Yes.
You were not voting for money ?—No, I was not thinking of the moneyat that time.
By Mr. Allan : You were asked about whether you had made up your mind to vote for Mr.

Parker—did you know that Mr. Parker was coming forward ?—Not then, when I signed therequisition.
When did you sign therequisition?—lt was on the second Christmas day, the day after Christmas

day, I signed the requisition for Sir David Monro.
Who asked you to sign the requisition ?—A man named Drummond.
You say, at the time you signed the requisition, you did not know thatMr. Parker was coming

forward ?—No.
Were you a supporter of Mr. Parker ?—Well, I always was, Sir.
If you werea supporter of Mr. Parker, would you have come down to vote unless David Kerr had

promised you your expenses?—No.
As I understand you, it was then agreed thatyou were to be paid your expenses,and go down and

vote for Monro ?—Yes.
By the Chairman : Did you make the promise yourself to Kerr?—We all did,"that we would go

down on condition that we should be paid for time and trouble.
By Mr. Allan: You agreed to do that, and you agreed with him to go down and vote for

Monro ?—Yes.
By the Chairman : Was it arranged amongst yourselves that you should all vote in the same way?

—Yes, on those conditions, that our expenses should be paid.
By Mr. Allan : When you got down, you knew Mr. Parker was a candidate?—Yes.
Why didn't you go and vote for Mr. Parker if you were a supporter of his?—I had given my

word to my other mates, and I didn't like to break it. I had made up my mind not to vote at all.
Why did youvote at all, you being a supporter of Mr. Parker ?—The people had an idea there that

we werepaid for our vote. .
Mr. Parker being a person whom you supported, why didn't you go in and vote for him if you

could vote as you liked?—Because some of my mates were cross with me; they said something to the
effect thatI was not a man of my word.

Well, you determinedto keep your word given to Mr. Kerr, and to vote for Monro, although you
liked Parker the best ?—Yes.

By the Chairman: When you say given to Kerr, you mean given to the rest and to Kerr as a
body ?—Yes.

By Mr. Allan .- You agreed with the others to go down and vote for Monro if your expenses
werepaid ?—Yes.

And when you came down, although you were anxious to vote for Parker, you felt you must keep
your word and vote for Monro ?—Yes, just so.

And you voted for Monro ?—Yes.
And gotyour half-crown ?—Yes.
And got your 13s. 6d. afterwards ?—Yes.
By the Chairman: Was there any arrangement made amongst yourselves that if your expenses

were not paid you would not go down and vote at all ?—Well they all said so, that they would not
vote, not before they had any guarantee that the expenses would be paid. They said something to
that effect. Some said they would go to David Kerr and see if he would guarantee the expenses.

Had you amongst yourselves any conversation to the effect, or resolve amongstyourselves to the
effect that you would not go down and vote at all if you had not your expenses paid without reference
to any one candidate or the other ?—They all talked with DavidKerr, who said our expenses would be
paid, and on that condition we went down.

9
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Did you determine amongst yourselves that, unless your expenses were paid by somebody,
you would not go down and vote at all ?—Well, Kerr made the promise to us that our expenses would
be paid.

Mr. Travers .- You are not answering the question.
By the Chairman : Had you all made up your minds not to go down and vote at all for either one

candidate or the other unless your expenses would be paid ?—No, we wouldn't have come down unless
our expenses hadbeen paid ; wewouldn't have come down to vote for either candidate.

By Mr. Allan: You made up your minds not to vote, and you saw David Kerr who promised
your expenses, and you were to vote for Monro ?—Yes.

Mr. Travers: No, my friend is not to put the contract into the mouth of the witness.
The Chairman : He said he would not have come down unless the expenses were to be paid.
Mr. Travers: If my friend will look at the evidence of the witness he will see that he did not

know that there was an election on until David Kerr spoke to him first. (To witness) Was that so ?
—Yes.

Mr. Bunny : He also states that he did not know Parker was acandidate until he arrived at the
Waimea. That is already down.

Witness withdrew.
The Chairman: I must take notice of the statement in the Independent to-day in connection with

this point. The Independent has made me say : " I think, Mr. Allan, if you cannot bring something
more in the shape of bribery, it is not worth going on." I said nothing of the sort. What I stated
was that, if the witnesses Mr. Allan proposed to call would not speak to anything beyond what was
stated by Bosselmann, was it worth whileto call those witnesses ?

Mr. Travers : Yes, that was substantially what I understood you to state.
The Chairman : Thereport was a gross error.
Mr. Allan : What you stated was exactly what I stated, and the Committee stated that it would

be only taking up your time to repeat evidence given so fully.
The Chairman: And beyond which the other witnesses could not go. I am made to say,

in the Independent,that I suggested it was no use going on ; whatI stated was quite the reverse.
Mr. Travers: It was made to appear as if you stated there was no case.
The Chairman : What I stated was quite the reverse.

Frederick Ducker sworn and examined, through Mr. Baucke, Interpreter.
By Mr. Allan : You live at Moutere?—Yes.
Are you a registered elector for Motueka district?—Yes.
Were you oneof the twelve Germans working at Kerr's Hill ?—Yes.
Before the 10th of February last, do youremember a person of the name of David Kerr coming to

you and the other eleven ?—Yes.
Did he say anything to you about an election that was going to take place for Motueka ?—Yes.
What did he say ?—-He said to me, personally, if we would go down to vote for Sir David

Monro ?
By Mr. Travers : Did he speak in German?—No, in English.
By Mr. Allan : What did you state to that, when he asked you to go down to vote for Sir David

Monro ?—The first answerI gave was, that it was too far for them to go down to vote.
What did Kerr say in answer to that ?—Kerr said, if he would pay them for their trouble, would

they then go down ? Kerr said that to me. If we would go then, he wouldpayfor it.
When he asked you that question, what did you say ?—" Yes," was my reply.
Was anything said to you afterwards, before the 10th February, about going down ?—I am not

quite certain of the day you refer to—ofthe 10th February.
Before the election, did any arrangement take place between you and Kerr, as to going down to

the election ?—No, there was no arrangement made. He said he did not know when the election
should takeplace.

But before the election ?T-This person came down and asked me before the election took place ;
he made an arrangementwith me ; but previous to that nothing had takenplace—no understanding on
my part whether I would vote for Sir David Monro.

By the Chairman : How many times had Kerr seen you about the matter ?—I had only seenhim
on one occasion.

By Mr. Allan : Was there any agreement with Kerr on that occasion when you saw him about
your going down to vote?—Yes, on that occasion an agreement was understood.

On that occasion when you saw Kerr, what agreement was made about your going down to vote
for Monro ?—I first replied that it would not pay to go down. Kerr replied that we should get paid
for going down. I then said, How should we get back again ? Then Kerr said that the cart was
coming back.

Was it agreed then for whom you were to vote?
Mr. Travers .- Do not put the question in that way.
By Mr. Allan : Was anything said about whom you were to vote for that day ?—lt was distinctly

understood that we had to vote for Sir David Monro.
Well, now, did you afterwards go down to Waimea West, to where the election was going on, on

the 10th February ?—Yes, for that purpose onlyI went down.
After you went down on the 10th February, did you see a person of the name of William Bell

when you came to the place ?—Yes.
Did William Bell say anything to you ?—He asked me if I came down from the working place at

Kerr's Hill, and I said, " Yes."
When you said " yes," didBell say anything to you as to voting ?—I asked Bell ifhe had spoken

to Bosselmann.
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Before Bell said anything to you about yourspeaking to Bosselmann,didhe ask you whom you were

going to vote for ?—Yes.
Eor whom did Bell ask were you going to vote ?—Bell asked me for whom Iwas going to vote.
What didyou say to Bell ?—Ho asked me if I would vote for Sir David Monro ; I replied that I

didn'tknow what the understanding was with Bosselmann.
Did Bell say anything as to Bosselmann ?—Bell said he had spoken with Bosselmann, and that

they would get £2, and tho rest of the money would be sent to them.
By the Chairman :In what language didyou and Bell converse?—ln English.
Did Bell say whether he had paid the money or not to Bosselmann at that time?—Yes, he

said £2.
After Bell had stated that, did you go and vote ?—Yes.
For whom did you vote ?—For Sir David Monro.
Did you getrefreshments at Palmer's ?—Did you go in and have dinner?—Yes.
Have you paid for that ?—No.
After the election, do you remember seeing David Kerr some days afterwards ?—Not exactly one

or two days, but I recollect seeing him about a fortnight afterwards.
Did Kerr offer to pay you any money?—Yes.
Did David Kerr say what the money was for ?—Yes, that we had come down, and for having

voted.
Did you take the money, or tell Kerr to pay it to some one else?—No, he said he should pay it to

Bosselmann.
By Mr. Allan : When Kerr offered to pay the money, what words did he use?—The first words

were that he said, "He had brought the money for the voting." I said, "I would not have the
money," and he gave it to Bosselmann, the contractor.

Did you see him pay money to Bosselmann?—Yes.
By the Chairman: Why did you tell him to pay the money to Bosselmann ?—I could not

understandhim properly.
By Mr. Allan : Did you receive afterwards any money from David Kerr ?—Yes, he paid mo

afterwards.
I think you told my friend that you had signed arequisition to Sir David Monro asking him to

stand ?—Yes.
At that time when you signed the requisition did you know that Mr. Parker was a candidate ?
Mr. Travers .- Was Mr. Parker a candidate then ?
Mr. Allan: I ask him a perfectly simple question. (To witness) At the time you signed tho

requisition, were you aware that Parker was a candidate, or about to become a candidate. Did you
know that Parker was a candidate ?—No, I did not know.

If you had known
The Chairman : He says he did notknow of it.
Mr. Travers : You arenot to put it in that way.
Mr. Allan .- Youknow it is important; you know it goes to theroot of the case : that your case

is gone.
The Chairman : You should not say that.
Examination continued.
By Mr. Allan: If you had known that Mr. Parker was either then acandidate or going to become

a candidate, would you have signed the requisition ?
Mr. Travers: That is an objectionable question in every sense of the word, and would notbe

permitted in any case.
Mr. Allan : It is as clear a legal question as possible. If not a legal question, I say that, even

within therules and provisions in the Act which we have so oftenreferred to, the Committeewould
inquire this for themselves.

The Chairman : Mr. Allan, will you ask him if, on previous occasions he had ever supported Mr.
Parker ?

By Mr. Allan .- Had you been on previous occasions a supporter of Mr. Parker ?—I have not
known Mr. Parker, and cannot say.

Would you have come down and votedif you had not been promised your expenses?
Mr. Travers: That is rather for the Committee to judge.
The Chairman: He was asked that already.
By Mr. Travers : Where were you when Kerr came to you at Kerr's Hill, at the time you refer

to ?—We were just going about the work ; we were at the place where we wereworking; we were just
on the point of going to work.

What were the first wordsKerr used ?—Thefirst question was if wewould go down and vote for Sir
David Monro.

Did Kerr not say, Are any of you going down to vote for Sir David Monro ?—Yes, he asked first
if we wouldgo downto vote, or were we going down to vote.

That is a different thing. Did David Kerr, when hecame to you, say, Are any of you goingdown to
vote for Sir David Monro ? Was that the way Kerr asked the question ?—No ; I cannotrecollect that
he put such a question to me.

Was not the question put in English?—Yes.
Repeat the words in English as you heard them ?—He asked if we were going down to Waimea

West, and we said," No."
Did you speak, or who spoke ?—lt was Bosselmann spoke, and not me.
You did not speak at all?—No, not at that time ; it was to Bosselmann, the contractor, he spoke,

and not to me.
Did you speak to Kerr at any time about it ?—I have personally only spoken to Kerr when he

brought the money. I have not spoken to Kerr, neither before nor afterwards.
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By the Chairman : Are we to understand that all this conversationwas not between you andKerr,
but betweenKerr and Bosselmann ?—No, not to me personally,but only betweenKerr and Bosselmann;
but we were all about, and heard it.

Does Henry Bosselmann speak English well ?—Yes, he speaks good English.
Then whatever arrangement was made by Kerr was made with Bosselmann, and not with you ?—

Yes.
When you went down to vote, did you vote for the candidate that you liked best or preferred ?^

I can't say anything to that.
Was it because you gotmoney that you voted for Sir David Monro, or not ?—Yes, he paid mefor

it; we got paid for our loss of time.
If you had not been paid, would you have voted for Mr. Parker ?—No, we would not have gone

at all.
Was it not because you had your expenses that you went down to vote—that you would not go

unless the expenses were paid ?—We didn'tknow that therewas voting going on. We would not have
goneif our expenses were notpaid ; I say that positively.

Were you paid for voting for Sir David Monro, or was the money you received to defray expenses
that you incurredfor going to Waimea West?—We merely thought to get our time paidand expenses.
In fact, we weretoofar ; we could not have come down on our own account.

The Committee wish this to be put—-If an agent of Mr. Parker had gone to you and proposed to
pay your expenses for going down, would you have come down and voted for Mr. Parker?—l can't
say that.

Interpreter: He speaks for himselfonly.
By Mr. Allan : Do you know where Henry Bosselmann is living now?—Yes, on the West Coast.
By Mr. Travers : What is he ?—He is on the West Coast, sawing.
By the Chairman : Do you understand English sufficientlyto have understoodwhat passed between

Kerr and Bosselmann, or was it all translated to you afterwards by your fellow-countrymen ?—No, I
did not understand it all.

Who told you what had transpired between Kerr and Bosselmann ?—I partly understood thatwe
had to go down to vote ; I did not exactly understandeverything thatwas said.

By Mr. Travers .- Did Bosselmann tell you about it ?—Yes ; I partly understood it, and Bossel-
mann explained the rest.

By Mr. Allan : What did you understand of what Kerr said ?—I understood that, if we would go
down to vote, he would bring us down and back again.

How much did you understand of the conversation, and how much not ?—I understood that Kerr
asked if we would go down to vote, and if we would go down we would get our trouble paid for.

Mr. Allan: I propose to call John William Bosselmann, so that my friend, Mr. Travers, may ask
him any questions.

Mr. Tracers : I do not want to ask him any questions.
Mr. Allan .- He will corroborate the evidence of the other witnesses.
The Chairman : Unless the whole of the evidence were read overto him, I do not see how he could

do that.
Mr. Allan : This witness will corroborate the other witnesses; I do not wish to take up the time

of the Committee. I put him into the witness box, and let my friend examine him.
The Chairman: We cannot tako the assertion that he could corroborateeverything.
Mr. Allan: We will examine him, then.

William Bosselmann sworn and examined, through the Interpreter.
By Mr. Allan : Is your name William Bosselmann ?—Yes.
Living at Moutere ?—Yes.
Are you a voter for Motueka ?—Yes.
Are you one of the twelve Germans who were working on a contract at Kerr's Hill ?—Yes.
Do y-ouknow a person named DavidKerr ?—Yes.
Now, before the day you went down to votefor the election for Motueka, do you remember David

Kerr coming to you ?—Yes, I recollect it.
Do you remember David Kerr saying anything to youor the party as to your going down to vote?

—Yes, he said something.
Will you tell the Committee whatyou heardKerr say ?—I am quite willing to say it,but I cannot

understand sufficient English to say that I understood all that Kerr said.
Tell us what you understoodKerr to say ?—The first question was if we were to go down to vote.

He spoke to the whole company, and not to me only. My brother Diedrich was not present at the
time ; he was cooking.

What did Kerr say about your going down to vote?—Kerr asked us if we would go down
to vote ? I cannot say the difference, ifhe expressed himself if we were or if we would go down.

What did you say to Kerr when he asked you the question ?—When Kerr made the proposition
to us, I spoke to my mates, and gave my opinion that we could not go down, as it would take so much
time; and then David Kerr said to us that we wouldget paid for the time we wouldbe going down.

What didKerr say to that?—Kerr said we would getpaid for it.
By Mr. Travers : What did you say then ?■.—We then spoke amongst ourselves, and agreed that

we would go down when we gotpaid for it. It was such a long distance we objected to walk. Then
Kerr said he would see to bring us down in a waggon or cart.

They agreed to go down and vote when they wereto be paid for it;was anythingsaid then as to whom
they were to votefor ?—lt wasdistinctly understood that we would only be paid when we voted for Sir
David Monro ;ifit had been any other person, Mr. Parker, for instance—if we had voted for Parker[we
would not be paid for it.

Did you go down on the day of the election ?—Yes.
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How did you go down?—On a waggon.
When you came down did you see William Bell ?—I recollect nowseeing him ; I did notknow his

name then, but I know his namenow to be William Bell.
Did Bell come to you anywhere ?■—Bell was in company with Dreyer, and some three or four

other gentlemen,and they came up to me.
What did they say to you when they came up ?—I do notrecollect it exactly.
Do you remember goiDg to Palmer's?—Yes.
What had you at Palmer's ?—We drank aglass of beer.
Had they anything to eat ?—Yes.
Who paid for that?—I do notknow who paid for it.
Do you remember Bell goinginto Palmer's?—Yes.
Did you hear Bell say anything then when ho came into Palmer's?—Bell had £2. He gave it to

Harry, and said that was the money he would give him. I saw him go in with £2 and give it to my
brother.

Had you voted at that time ?—That was after I had voted.
By Mr. Allan : Before voting, had anything been said about expenses at Waimea?—I had nothing

to do with that, that was agreed with my brother.
Before you voteddidyour brother tellyou anything as to what you were to get?—lt was of course

understoodbefore we went that we were to getBs. a day.
By the Chairman : Do you know whether any of the other twelve voted before Bell paid the £2

to your brother?—Eranz Schwass had voted before the money was paid, but I am not quite certain ;
to the best of my knowledge I think so.

Unless you had been promised that you would be paid, would you have voted or come down to
vote ?■—No, wo did not know anything about the election.

By Mr. Allan : Did you receive from your brother half-a-crown on the day of theelection ?—Yes.
After the election did youreceive 13s. 6d. from your brother ?—I think I have got it all, but lam

not particular.
By Mr. Travers : Who did David Kerr speak to when he came to the tent?—Schwass and my

brother Harry were there, and Kerr spoke to them first.
Did you speak to Kerr at all?—Yes ; they produced a paper with their names on it, and he asked

us if our names were all written on that paper.
What paper was that ?—lt was a little card.
Did Kerr tell you that he would only take down those who were willing to vote for Sir David

Monro?—I cannot say exactly that he used those words—that he madesuch an expression—because it
is now some time.

Do you remember what took place ?—I recollect well thatKerr has been there, and that I have
gone to the election.

Is that all you can recollect ?—I have said already what I can recollect.
You cannot remember the words that were used, is that it ?—That is what I mean; I cannot

recollect the words exactly thatKerr used.
Did you not understand from Kerr that he would take down those who were going to vote for Sir

David Monro, and would pay theirexpenses for tho time?—I know well what the understanding was—thatKerr gave me to understand that he would take them down who would vote for Sir David Monro ;
he may have taken a number more down, but I do not know.

By the Chairman : When Kerr said he would take them down, did he mean thathe would take
those only, or would he take with them any others who wished to go down to the poll and pay their
expenses ?—I cannot say that, because I have spoken but very little with Bell.

By Mr. Travers : Had you any conversation amongstyourselves who you wouldvote for?— When
Kerr had been there we came to the conclusion that we would vote for Sir David Monro. Before that
we didnot know of any election taking place.

You didnot know at that time whether Mr. Parker was a candidate?—I cannot recollect exactly
whether we had heard that Mr. Parker was a candidate, or had come forward as a candidate; but I
think Mr. Schwass did mention that Parker was acandidate; lam not quite sure.

But you all made up your minds to votefor Sir David Monro at that time ?—Yes.
Had you any breakfast that morning until you arrived at Palmer's ?—No.
Did you fast all night when travelling; wereyou not hungry when you came inr—Yes.
By the Chairman: Had you any money with you to pay for refreshments ?—No ; we might have

had a shilling or so in our pocket, but wo had no money.
Were you one of the parties who signed the requisition to Sir David Monro ?—No. I have never

signed anything.
By Mr. Travers: Can you write ?—Yes, in German.
Had you any means of going down unless your expenses were paid ?—I had no means to go.
Not sufficient money to pay expenses ?—We had no money ; Imight have had some money,but it

could have been only a little. Ido not recollect it exactly.
By the Chairman : Were you with others working at a contract, and bound to complete it at a

certain time under a penalty ?—I was not bound ; the contractor was bound.
By Mr. Travers .- Were you getting wages, or were you to have a portion of the contract money ?

—I was bound under the contract.
By Mr. McGillivray: You said you agreed to go down at-Bs. a day; on what ground did you

agree to that sum in particular; why was that sum named at the rate at which you were to be paid ?—
First, we wanted 10s. a day ; and then we went into the tent to consult among ourselves.

By Mr. Travers.- Why did you fix upon Bs. ?—They had put the questionto Kerr, and ho said he
could not promise them as to what amount they would get. They had to make that out when they
came down. It was our calculation among ourselves that 10s. a day was what we should ask for going
down. We wanted 10s. a day ; and we conferred among ourselves.

10



H.—No. 14. 38

Mr. D. Bossel-
mann.

ilth Sept., 1871.

Mr. Bunny : As I understand it, they agreed among themselves that they should ask 10s. a day
for going down to vote at that election. That appears to have been demurred to by Kerr. They then
considered it over amongst themselves, and finally arrangedto take Bs. a day.

By the Chairman : How long had you been working at this contract ?—I cannot say exactly ;I.
do not know how long we worked after the election.

When you took the contract, what did you consider you were making per day ?—One of us had
calculated thatwe were to have 10s. a day, if we completed our contract within the time.

When you hadconsulted togetherand agreed to go down for the Bs. a day, was itwith reference to
what you were then making from tho contract ?—I do notrecollect that I named any sum to Kerr.

By Mr. Gillies : When you named that sum of Bs. amongstyourselves, did you name that sum as
being a day's wages?—We made it out amongst ourselves that we would ask 10s.

By the Chairman : What did you consider at the time of the election you were earning under the
contract per day ?—Once we had made a calculation when we had worked there about six weeks'
and we found thatwe merely got 6s. a day-. That is the only time I recollect that we had made any
calculation.

Was thatcalculation made before or after the election ?—(No answer).
By Mr. Allan: How many shillings a week were you making after the election?—

When the election took place I do not know how much, but after that we found we were making
£1 per week.

Had you to buy provisions out of that?—Yes.
How long before Kerr asked you to go down to vote for Monro, did you know that Monro

was a candidate?—About three or four weeks before, I had heard thatMonro was to come forward as
a candidate.

By the Chairman : Had the polling-place been a short distancefrom where you were working, for
which candidate would you have voted?—l cannot say; I did not know Mr. Parker, neither did I
know Sir David Monro.

By Mr. McGillivray: Did you consider your contract agood contract,earning £1 a week ?—Ihave
never had worse contract than this one, earning £1 a week.

Witness withdrew.
The Committee adjourned.

Monuat, 11th September, 1871.
The Committee met at half-past 10o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for thepetitioner, Mr. Charles Parker ; and Mr. Travers for the sitting Member,

Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read and confirmed.

James Hagan sworn and examined.
By Mr. Allan : What it you name ?—James Hagan.
How doyou spell it ?—(Witness spells the name as given).
How old are you ?—Twenty-two last August.
Youmean August, 1871 ?—Yes.
Youknow your father's name ?—Yes.
What is his name?—James Hagan.
Is your father alive ?—No.
Where did he live ?—He lived at Waimea South.
When did be die ?—ln August, 1808.
Do you own any land at Waimea West?—We have land. It belongs to my mother till her

death, then it comes to me and my brother.
Is your mother living there now?—She is living in Waimea South.
Do you know whether your father wasregistered as an elector ?—I believe he was.
Have you ever applied to have your name put on theelectoral roll?
Mr. Travers: I object to that question; that is a matter entirely for the consideration of the

Registration Officer, wbose act is a judicial one. It has been decided to be a judicialact and not open
to investigation. I will call your attention to cases in which that point has been actually decided.
Of course it is perfectly immaterial how the witness answers the question as affecting the position of
Sir David Monro ; but I object to a question being asked on a subject which the Committee has no
powerwhatsoever to decide, and which may affect Sir David Monro. In the first place I call your
attention to the latter part of the 38th section of " The Election Petitions Act, 1858," which says,
" Tho electoral roll shall bo deemed and taken to be conclusive evidence that the persons therein
namedwere duly qualified to vote." I apprehend that no question whatsoever can come before the
Committee upon that point. It is quite immaterial whether he really possessed the qualification or
not. The roll is conclusive evidence on that point, and no inquiry in regard to it can take place before
the Committee. It has been decided over and over again in courts of law that the Revising Barrister
has no power to inquire whethera claim has been made or not. There is a leading case, Davis v.
Hopkins, in 3rd Common Bench, new series. It was aniappeal case, and the whole question was
considered by the Judges. In England the notices of claims are given to the Overseers of the Poor,
who make up the lists for revision. Here the notices of claims are given to the Magistrate or some
person called a Registration Officer, and it is his duty to make up the list. He occupies precisely the
same position as the Overseers of the Poor, who make up the lists in England. The case I have
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alluded to was fully argued, and the opinion of the Judges given. Chief Justice Cockburn was of
opinion that the Revising Officer wasright in allowing the vote in this case. He commentedon the
languageof the Act of Parliament to show how that opinion was arrived at, and the language of the
Act of New Zealand is precisely word for word in that respect with the language of the English Act.
He says—" lam of opinion that theRevisingBarrister was right in allowing the vote in this case. It
appears that the voter sent in a claim to the Overseers, in due time and in proper form, to have his
name inserted in the list of claimants, but that, instead of being signed by himself, it was signed by
some one else in his name and by bis authority. The Overseer, acting upon the notice, inserted the
name of the party in the list of claimants. The vote being objected to, the qualification was proved ;
and the only objection now is, that the Act requires, that the notice of claim shall be signed by the
party's own hand, and that hi? vicarial signature is not sufficient. The opinion I have formed is, that
this is, in the first instance, a matter between the claimant and the Overseers. If the Overseers are
satisfied that the notice is the notice of the person who claims to be entitled to vote, and chooses to
act upon it, and to place the claimant'snameupon the list of claimants—which, together with the old
register constitutes the list to berevised —it seems to me that the Revising Barrister has nothing to
do but to consider whether the claimant makes out his right to be upon theregister in respect of the
qualification described in the list." And Justice Williams says—" lam entirely of the same
opinion. Two questions are reserved for the opinion of the Court by the Revising Barrister
in this case:—First, whether he ought to have put the claimant to proof of his claim; secondly,
whether the notice of claim was sufficient. In the view I take, it becomes unnecessary to
decide the second question. I am clearly of opinion that the Revising Barrister wan wrong in
putting the claimant to proof ofhis claim. It may be that the notice was so imperfect that the Over-
seers were not bound to place the claimant's name upon the list; but, they having done so, the maxim,
Fieri non debuit, sed factum valet, applies ; and, the name being there, all that theRevising Barrister
was called upon to do, was, to ascertain that the claimant possessed the qualification stated therein."
There is the deliberate decision of the Judges upon an appeal from the decision of the Barrister;
that, even if no notice of claim had been given at all, and tho name had been often upon the list, the
only objection that could be urged to retaining the name upon the list was the existence or non-
existence of the qualification. The case I have quoted has been followedin a great many cases, and
the whole point elaborately considered. What I contend is this, that the legal position is precisely
the samehere as it is in England; that tho Revising Officer has no power whatsoever,under the Act,
to inquire whether any notice has been given. All the Revising Barrister has to do, upon an objection
being made to the name of any person on the roll, is, to inquire whether he possesses the qualification.
The Act under which this investigation is taking place, decides that the Committee has no powerto
question the qualification. Now, I take it that the investigation before this Committee is as to the
identity of the two individuals; not the notice of claim, or the existence or non-existence of qualifica-
tion. The question is, merely, whether the witness here is tho James Hagan who is upon the roll, and
the Committeehas nothing whateverto do with whether he has made a claim or not. I would ask the
Committee to consider that this is a question of personation ; it is a charge of a high misdemeanour,which
subjects the party himself, if guilty of it, to a severe amount of penal servitude. He is not called
upon to enter into the question, whether he gave notice of claim or anything of that kind. The
question is, whether the James Hagan represents the witness or some other elector of that name. I
object to any question being asked by my friend as to whether this witness gave notice of claim or
took any step to put himself on the registry.

Mr. Allan : I do not know what the case referred to by my friend has to do with the question.
There is no doubt that if a man is the person whose name is on tho roll, the question would arise
whether the Committeewould not consider that the qualification has not been carefully considered by
tho Revising Officer. That is not, however, the question here. The question the Committee has to try
is, whether James Hagan improperly voted or not; and, therefore, I contend that every question that
will go to show whether that James Hagan whose name is on the roll was the proper person or not, is
admissible and strictly legal evidence under the provisions of the Colonial Act. The question is not-
raised here whether the qualification is properly described or properly admitted by the Revising
Officer ; it is, whether the James Hagan now on the roll for 1870-71, is the James Hagan entitledand
who claims to vote. I say I have a right to put every question and adduceany evidence which, will go
to show that he is not the party. We are not disputing the qualification, but we are disputing the
identity, and I submit that the evidence is clearly admissible, and that the case quoted has nothing to
do with it. That was a question whether the Revising Officer was right or not in putting the man's
name on the roll. Here we see that the James Hagan on theroll was not theperson who voted.

The Chairman: The man has been dead two years.
Mr. Travers : Three years since 1868. I would ask the Committee to ask this witness whether

an objection was not made to him to his name being on the roll.
Mr, Fitzherbert : The question is now whethera certain question shall, be put.
The Chairman: The question might arise that where objections might be raised before the

Revising Officer and not raised, whether they could be raised afterwards or not.
Mr. Allan : I contend that the man who pretends to vote as James Hagan was not the James

Hagan on the roll. The question has been allowed in England overand over again.
Mr. Travers : No.
Mr. Allan : I beg your pardon, Mr. Travers.
Tho Chairmanreferred to a Statute.
Mr. Allan : The Committeemust not be led away by that. Tiie question before the Committee

is this, whether they will allow a votewhich is given in the name of aperson different from the witness
—a vote given in the name of a person who is a different person from the one who had offered the
vote. It is the first timeI have heard that if a man has assumed to vote in the nameofanotherperson,
whether dead or alive,that that cannot be inquired into by the Committee.

The Chairman: If aman, however he gets upon the roll, is there, and has the qualification, and
has not been objected to at all, how can he be declared to be not on the roll ?
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Mr. Travers: He was objected to, and the objection was allowed.
Mr. Bunny : It would be better for the Committee to consult among themselves.
Mr. Fitzherbert: I think so.
Mr. Allan : We are not discussing whether the man has actually been on the roll, and whether

there was any defect in his qualification, which the Revising Officer ought to answer. The question is
whether it will lead up to thepoint Iwant to prove, that this witness is not the person whose name
was on theroll.

The Chairman: There is a person of the name of James Hagan; if he has the qualification upon
the roll, and that qualification is sufficient to entitle him to be there, how can you raise the
objection ?

Mr. Allan : He has not got the qualification ; the question is, whether he ever put in any claim to
vote.

The Committee consulted among themselves upon the objection raised.
The Chairman .- Will you give the exact question, Mr. Allan ?
Mr. Allan: Did he ever make any claim to be registered before 1870—before the 31st March,

1870?
The Chairman : The Committee have determinedto allow the question to be put.
Examinationcontinued.
By Mr. Allan : Had you ever made any claim to have your name put on the list ?—I sent down

my brother-in-law ; I asked him to register my name; I did'nt say Waimea West or South ; I simply
asked him to do it.

When did you send him down ?—I don't remember the month.
By Mr. Bunny: Can you recollect the season of the year?—No.
By Mr. Allan: Was it in January, February, or March ?—I cannot remember.
By the Chair-man: Can you remember whetherit was in summer or winter?—I donot remember.
By Mr. Allan: Did you sign any paper or anything before your brother-in-law went?—No; I

merely sent him down to try and get my name on theregistry. He was going down, and I asked him to
do it.

Did your brother-in-law comeback and tell you whether he could get you registered ornot ?—He
told me that night that he could not do it unless I was there myself.

Did you ever yourselfmake any application or send in any signed paper or anything to be regis-
tered?—No, not before then.

By the Chairman : Have you since ?—I have since, for Waimea South.
Is Waimea South included in Motueka District ?
Mr. Travers : No, it is not; it is a different electoral district.
Mr. Fitzherbert: We are enquiring about Waimea West.
Mr. Gillies: Waimea West is part of Motueka.
Mr. Allan : But Waimea South is not.
Mr. Fitzherbert : He made this application for Waimea West in 1870. Iwant toknow if he ever

made a subsequent application for WaimeaWest after the first failure.
By Mr. Allan: Did you ever make a subsequent applicationto be registered for Waimea West

after .1870?—No.
Did you never make any application to be registered for Waimea West, except when you told

your brother-in-law to get youregistered, ifhe could ?—No.
I understand your evidence to be this, that you wanted your brother-in-law to try and get you

put on the listof electors for Motueka ?—-I didn't say anything but ask him to register me as an
elector.

By Mr. Bunny : For what district?—I think it was for Waimea South.
By Mr. Fitzherbert: Did you ever make application to be registered for Waimea West?—No.
Did you through your brother-in-law ?—No.
By Mr. Allan: And you never applied yourself?—No.
At that time, in 1870-71, were you an elector for the district of Waimea South or Waimea

West?
s!he Chairman : Idonot think that is aproper question ; you ask him whether he is anelector. Is

he on the roll or not?
Mr. Allan: No, he is not on the roll; he does not own the property. (To witness) Before you

voted, or were asked to vote, in 1870, did you consider that you were on the roll ?—Yes, I considered
my namewas on the roll.

Did you know that that name on theroll did not apply to you ?—(No answer).
By the Chairman: Why did you consider your name was on the roll ?—Well, I knew the name

was on the roll ; I hadbeen told that my name was on theroll, and that I had a right to vote.
Now, when was it thatyou were told that?—Before the election.
By Mr. Allan: Who was it told you ?—lt was James Arnold told me.
Where was it he told you that ?—At Waimea South.
Youremember exactly what he said to you when he told you that your name was on theroll;

did he say anything more?—He said he wanted me to go down and vote.
Did he say anything as to your name being the same as your father's ?—He said my name was on

theroll, and they could not stop me from voting ; that I had a perfect right to vote.
Did he say anything about your father ?—I think, if I remember right, I said it was not my name.

He said my name was on the roll, and I had a right to vote, and they could not stop me.
When you said it was not your name, although it was the same name as yours, did you know

whose name it was ?—I knew it was my father's name.
Did you suppose or not that that name on the roll applied to your father or to yourself? I

thought I could vote.
Because it was your father's name?■■■
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Mr. Travers : He did not say that.
The Chairman : He did not say that exactly.
By Mr. Allan .- You thought you could vote after Arnold told you so ?—Yes.
But before Arnold told you so, did you consider that you had a right to vote because that name

was there?—I did not think anything about it.
Do you know whether your father had ever voted?—Yes.
When did your father vote ?—He had always voted at the elections before.
When Arnold asked you to vote, did not you say you had no vote?—l said my name was not on

the roll.
Do you rememberyour going in to vote? Who took you in to vote ?—I went in myself.
Where was that ?—At Waimea West Schoolroom.
Well now, when you went in, did the Returning Officer say anything to you ?—He looked at me

and looked at theroll, and said, " Oh, I thought thatwas your father's name."
What did you say ?—I never answered.
Was the voting paper handed to you ?—Yes.
Were you the person on that roll, or was it your father? You know what I mean. You saw a

printed paper?—No.
What did you see, then ?—The voting paper.
Electoral roll handedwitness.
Are you the person describedon theroll—" 363, Hagan, James, Waimea South, freeholder, Waimea

West, 300 acres of section 112" ?—No ; I am not the person described there.
You never made any application to be registered in IS7O, as a freeholder for Waimea West,

300 acres, section 112?—No.
Who owns that section of land now ?■—It is my mother's till her death.
Are there trustees for your mother ?—Yes.
For whom did you vote ?—For Sir David Monro.
Had you any intentionto vote for Sir David Monro before Arnold asked you to vote ?
The Chairman : Youshould first ask whetherany objectionwastakenat the timeby the scrutineers ;whether the ballot paper that he used had been set aside by the scrutineer for the purpose offuture

investigation.
Mr. Allan: I consider that unimportant. If you ask that question yourself, I cannot prevent it.

If the question is to be prohibited; if the House of Representatives is not to inquire into things of
this sort, because some scrutineermight not have objected at the time, or because the Revising or
Registration Officer didnot do his duty, election by ballot must cease.

The Chairman: There are provisions made for a scrutiny at the end of the polling, and it is then
the objection should be taken to a vote which is considered to be wrongly given, otherwise, what is the
use of the ballot?

Mr. Allan .- In England, it is always allowed that the parties be represented at the polling by
persons whom theymaychose to appoint; and those persons can always object or not to persons person-
ating, or object to the voting. I never heard in cases of inquiry as to personation, thatbecause some
one may not have objected at the time to the vote, that the House of Commons or the Houso of
Representatives is not afterwards to inquire into it.

The Chairman: My own opinion is, if the scrutineers wish to object to any voter, to his vote or
to his conduct, that the timefor meeting that objection is at the end of the polling. If the objection
is not then taken, if the voting paper with which he votes is not set aside as a disputed paper, then I
consider that we ought not to gofurther into the question as for whomhe voted. The English cases
do not bearupon the question. It is not secret votingat home, but here it is secret voting. Persona-
tion subsequently disowned would be another matter.

Mr. Gillies: The 61st clause of the Regulation of Elections Act provides that the production of
the ballot papers used is evidence of a person whose name is on theroll having voted. Unless it was
objected to, it is only evidence of some person having voted. In order to prove that it was some
person who voted in thatname, the production of the ballot paper,I think, is necessary.

Mr. Allan : It is not necessary. This has not anything to do with the ultimate decision of the
House or Committee. It is evidence, no doubt, of a person having voted. It would not be conclusive
evidence, because if that were so, the House of Representatives would be abrogating its privileges. I
would request the Chairman, with the consent of the Committee, to have the ballot paper opened and
examined.

Mr. Travers : I do not object to the question.
Mr. Allan : The ballotpaper is evidence of the party having so voted,but that ballot paper is not

conclusive evidence. If otherwise, the sooner the law is altered the better. What is meant by
that section is, that the ballot paper is to be evidence that the party voted; it is evidence against
himself.

Mr. Gillies: The person who is named in the registration roll.
Mr. Allan : A man claims to vote as so and so. The ballot paper is handed to him, and he votes

on it; but that is not conclusive evidence thathe has the right to vote.
The Chairman : Were any of the questions mentioned in the 40th clause of the Act put to the

witness at the polling ?
Mr. Allan : That has nothing to do with it. We are not here to try Mr. Hagan. He is here to

answer every question boldly and openly. It is not a question whether he acted contrary to the Act
or not; the question is, whether the man who votes in that name is entitled to vote, not having a
qualification. The scrutineer may not know every person who comes in. A party says he is the
person to vote; he asks for the paper, and votes. It afterwards turns out that a number of people
voted under the name of others, and that could not be inquired into at the time.

The Chairman : The presumption is that all voting is to be secret.
Mr. Bunny : Every voting paper has upon it the number on the roll, for the purpose of identifi-
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cation afterwards, if necessary. The question is a very proper one to put. We have to ascertain how
he voted. If what he states is not sufficient evidence, we have a right to open the ballot papers and
compare the numbers.

Mr. Allan: If Hagan had refused to answer as to how he voted, we could have the ballot papers
opened to find out the ballot paper; but as he has admitted how he voted, it seems to me to be
unnecessaryto have the list opened.

Mr. Fitzherbert: As the question is not objected to, why continue the discussion.
The Chairman : It is for our own guidance. This is the first time we have sat upon an election

petition, and I think we have to be cautious as to the extent of our power.
Mr. Travers: The German witnesses were asked the same question.
Mr. Bunny : I think we hadbetter go on.
Mr. Pearce : Whetherright or wrong, the other witnesses were asked the question.
Mr. Allan: Theso papers are not to be opened except after every other evidence has been

exhausted to get at tho truth. All the witnesses have admitted that they have voted for Sir David
Monro.

The Chairman : The question is, whether the scrutiny at the end of the polling-day should not be
final, except in certain cases. If an objection is not taken to the vote, and the ballot paper is not set
aside, I think it is a question whether the ballot paper should be produced before the Committee to
show for whom the party voted. My opinion is, that unless the scrutineer objects to some voter and
requires that the ballotpaper should be set aside, the ballot papers should be sacred.

Mr. Studholme: The Committeehave thepower under the Act to open the ballotpapers.
Mr. Bunny : The 61st clause of the Act is clear upon the point.
Mr. Allan : The scrutiny of the scrutineers is not to be final, unless expresslyprovided for under

the Act establishing theballot.
Mr. Bunny : We have got the evidence direct from the witnesses as to how they voted.
Mr. McGillivray: The necessity for opening the ballot paper seems to be superseded by the

evidence of the witness.
Mr. Travers: The witness has a right voluntarily to criminatehimself if he chooses, and Ido not

know how you can refuse it.
Mr. Bunny : I think we had better go on.
Examination continued.
By Mr. Travers : Hadyou ever before this voted at any election for Waimea West ?—Yes.
Under the'same name on the roll ?—Yes.
After your father'sdeath ?—Yes.
You were objected to at the last revision, were you not ?—Yes.
The objection was this, that the James Hagan on the roll was dead ?—Yes.
Mr. Fitzherbert: What date was that ?
Mr. Travers .- In May last.
Mr. Fitzherbert: That was subsequent to this roll being made out.
Mr. Allan : The question is, whether this witnesshad a right to vote in 1870-71.
Mr. Travers : The objection to his beingon the roll was, thathe was dead. The objection was to

his beingretained on the roll of 1870. Tho roll states :—" The followingpersons are objected to as not
being entitledto have their names retained on the list of 1870," and the objection in this case was
" dead."

Mr. Allan : That was after he had voted.
Mr. Travers : This was in May, and he votedin January, 1871. (To witness) Was thatobjection

allowedor not ? Were you struck off?—l believe it was not allowed. Ihave seen by the newspapers
that the objection was not allowed.

You and your brother, I believe, are entitled to the property, on the death of your mother
subject to a life interest ?—Yes.

To the 300 acres ?—Yes.
Who was the Returning Officer before whom you went; was it Mr. Brunner?—Yes.
Now, did he put a question to you, " Are you the person whose name appears as James Hagan on

theroll for the Electoral District of Motueka ? "—No.
Well, now, just try and remember ?—-He didnot put any question at all to me.
Did not he ask you if you were twenty-oneyears of age?—No.
You are quite sure P-—Yes.
I am bound to ask you that very distinctly. Did not Mr. Brunner, the Deputy Returning Officer,

on the occasion ofyour voting at the election of Sir David Monro, put the following question to you:
—" Are you the person whose name appears as James Hagan in the roll in force for the Electoral
District ofMotueka ? "—No.

Did he ask you, " Are you twenty-one years ofage? "—No.
You are quite sure now?—Yes.
How often had you previously voted at elections ?—Twice before.
In respect of the same name on the roll ?—Yes.
Can you state when that was ?—The one before that was for the Provincial Council, between

Henry Redwood and somebody else.
Can youremember that? Was there a contest ?—Yes.
You voted on that occasion ?—Yes.
Did you voteon any other occasion?—Upon the last election for Superintendent.
The Chairman : What yearwas that?
Mr. Travers : It was in 1869.
By. Mr. Bunny : Do you recollect the year?—No.
By Mr. Travers : Your vote was never objected to ?—No.
Did you believe you had a right to vote?—I believed I had aright; I was told that I had, and I

believed that I had a right to vote.
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The land is yours, subject to your mother's life interest ?—Yes.
The 300 acres ?—Yes, between mo and my brother.
By the Chairman: If you voted on those two occasions, believing you had a right to vote,'what made you think you had no right on the last occasion ?—I had been told that the name was

struck off.
Was that thereason you thought you had no right to vote ?—Yes.
By Mr. Travers : Until then, did you believe thatyou had a right to vote?—Yes.
I believe, when you heard that the name was not struck off, you still thought you had a right ?

—Yes.
By the Chairman : You say you thought it was your father's name thatwas on the roll ?—I knew

that it was my father's name.
You knew it was the same name ?—Yes.
Did anybody tell you it was your father's name since, and that you had no right to vote?—I do

notremember.
Who were the Returning Officers in the case of the Provincial Council election and the election

for Superintendent ?—The Returning Officer was a man named Higgins, a schoolmaster.
Did ho know you ?—Yes.
Know you well?—Yes.
Did he know your father ?—Yes.
Did he make any objection to receiving your vote ?—No.
Who was theReturning Officer on the other occasion ?—Higgins.
On both occasions ?—Yes, I think so, as wellas I remember.
On these occasions he made no objection to your voting ?—No. He told me before the election

for Superintendent that I had a right to vote.
Higgins, the Returning Officer, told you that you could vote?—Yes, he told me that I could

vote.
Was it after that you were told your name was struck off ?—For two elections I was told the

name was struck off.
Was it because of that you thought you were voting in the name of your father ?—I know I was

voting in the name of myfather.
Did you believe, when you voted, that you had a right to vote iv respect of the property left to

you by your father after your mother's death?—Yes.
Is that the same property mentioned here as the qualification ?—-Yes.
Waimea West, 300 acres, section 112 ?—Yes.
By Mr. Allan : Was the person who got you to vote at those two elections the same person who

asked you to voto for Sir David Monro ?—Arnold and Higgins both came and asked me to vote.
By Mr. Fitzherbert: Was that the same Higgins, the Returning Officer, who asked you to vote?

—Yes. It was before the election he asked me.
By Mr. Allan : Before the election Higgins asked you to vote?—That was for the Super-

intendent.
Eor whom did you vote?—I voted for the present Superintendent.
Was Higgins trying to get votes for him ?—I think so.
At that time, had you anything like whiskers, or were you as tall as you are now?—I was nearly

as tall as I am now-, but I had no whiskers.
Had Higgins and Arnold known y-ou from your boyhood ?—Arnold did, but Higgins had not been

in the district so long.
When they first came to ask you for your vote, what did they say to you ?—I don't remember

now, it is so long ago.
Did you tell them thatyou had no vote ?—They told me howI couldvote.
Did they tell you thatyou could vote because your name, James Hagan, appeared on the list ?—

Yes.
Did they ask you whether that was your name or whether you had registered your vote?—No,

they did not.
Was Arnold acquainted with your father?—Yes.
I would ask you, unless these men had come to you for your vote, would you have ever thought of

going to vote?—No.
And you had never, at that time, made any application to have your name on the list ?—No.
Don't youknow that this objection, made in 1871, was, that your father was dead ; that the name

ought not to be retained on the list ?—Yes.
Do you know a Mr. Pitt, a solicitor,at Nelson ?—Yes.
Was he acting as agent for Sir David Monro ?—I believe he was.
The Chairman: Who was the Revising Officer in 1869-70 ?
Mr. Travers: Mr. Council.
By the Chairman: Was Mr. Connell acquainted with you ?—No.
Mr. Bunny : Mr. Connell was in Auckland.
Mr. Gillies: He came from Nelson to Auckland.
By the Chairman : Did heknow your father ?—I don't know.
By Mr. Allan : Have you seen thatpaper (copy of a letter) ?—Yes, I have.
Did you ask Mr. Pitt to defend the vote, or did he come to you first ?—Mr. Pitt came to

me first.
Did he ask you to defend the vote?—He said he wanted me to give him authority to do so.
Had you asked him before that to go and defend it for you ?—-iNo, I did not.
Did you ever tell Mr. Pitt that you had put in an application to be registered, and that the appli-

cation was allowed ?—No.
Mr. Travers "" He gave Mr. Pitt authority generally to defend the vote.
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Mr. Allan (handing a writtenpaper to witness) : Is that the authority you gaveMr. Pitt ? Is that
your signature ?—Yes.

The Chairman read the document, which was dated at Nelson, 20th June, 1871.
By Mr. Allan : Did Mr. Pitt produce that writtenpaper to you ?—He read it to me.
He had asked you to defend the vote ?—He asked me to give him authority.
You had never asked him in any way to defend it ?—No.
The Chairman: There is the positive request in writing.
Mr. Allan : I want to know how he got that document, which speaks for itself,of course.
The Chairman: I do not think you should gobeyond that; there is the document itself.
Mr. Allan : If the Committee take that strict view, I have nothing to say.
By Mr. Bunny : You say Mr. Pitt came to you and asked you to authorizehim to try and maintain

your name on the voting paper ?—Yes.
Did he at that time produce that paper to you ?—He read it while I was present.
Read it over to you ?—Yes.
And then asked you to sign it ?—Yes.
Which you did ?—Yes ; he said it was only merely claiming the name.
By Mr. Allan .- Were you called as a witness before the Revising Officer ?—No.
By Mr. Fitzherbert: In this paper, James Hagan, Waimea South, protests against his name

being removed from the list, on the ground of his being a freeholder. Are you a freeholder ?
Mr. Travers; That is Waimea South, and his claimis in respect of Waimea West.
By Mr. Fitzherbert: It is in respect of land held as afreehold. The property is in Waimea West,

and he resides in Waimea South. (To witness) I want to know whether you are afreeholder ?...The
land is my mother's till her death.

Do you understand what is the meaning of a freehold estate?...I believe I do, Sir.
Then are you a freeholder?—The property is my mother's till her death, and then it partly

becomes mine.
Mr. Travers : It is a freehold, but not in possession.
The Chairman : It is a vested estate.
Mr. Bunny : It is not a freehold, as contemplated by the Act.
Mr. Fitzherbert: Two persons cannot claim, therefore, he is not a freeholder.
The Chairman : The Act makes no difference in the tenure ; he is the holder in reversion.
Mr. Allan : The Constitution Act says that he must be afreeholder in possession.
The Chairman . That is not a question offreehold ; that is a question of tenure.
Mr. Allan : His mother has a life interest, and after her death he has part of the property.

I put in evidence a certified copy of thewill, and an affidavitof witness's mother, to show his age : that
he was twenty-one years of age at the time he might haveregistered.

The Chairman read the will.
Mr. Bunny : According to that, there is no freehold at all.
Mr. Travers : No freehold at all in possession.
Mr. Bunny : No freehold at present, untilcertain things takeplace.
The Chairman Are you quite done with this witness?
Mr. Allan: Yes.
Witness withdrew.
Mr. Allan : The practice is to consider whether one vote is good, and if it is bad, you might not

go into the other.
The Chairman: The witnesses want to leave for Nelson. The Committee came to the conclusion

that you might go on with the whole case, leaving your summing up until afterwards. What the
Committee understood that you desired was, that the evidence of these two parties should be taken
to-day, in order that they might go to Nelson themselves afterwards. The Committee assented
to that.

Mr. Allan .- I understand there is to be an application made on the other side for an adjournment,
in order to enable them to recriminate. That I shall oppose.

Mr. Travers: There will be an application made to rebut the charges. Of course we could not
conceive the character of the evidence, and we are obliged to call witnesses.

Mr. Pearce : That applies to the bribery case ?
Mr. Travers: Yes.
Mr. Bunny : Youhad better goon with the present case now.

Henry Tomlinson sworn and examined.
By Mr. Allan : Where do livenow ?—At Waimea West.
In the year 1870-71, were you living at Waimea West ?—Yes, Sir.
On what land were you living ; was it your own landor other persons land or not ?—Part of it is

mine, and part of it is myfather's.
Upon what section is that ?—There are five or six sections.
Can you name the number of those sections ?—No, Sir.',
Now, in the year 1870were you a householder, occupying a house at Waimea West, upon part of

section 133 ?—No, Sir, I was not.
You were, I understand, at that timeliving on these sections ?—No, I never was a householder.
Have you any relation who was a householder there ?—Yes, many years ago.
What was his name ?—Henry Tomlinson.
How many years ago ?—He lived there in 1861.
Do you know where his house was situated ?—Yes, Sir.
Where was it ?—lt was on part of section 133.
I see on the electoral roll one Henry Tomlinson, 501, Waimea West, householder, Waimea West,
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upon part of section 133, and you say that that was where your cousin lived?—Yes, it is where he
lived.

What was your cousin's name ?—Henry Tomlinson.
Did you ever claimto be registered as an elector as Henry Tomlinson, Waimea West, householder,

Waimea West, upon part of section 133?—No, Sir ; I never did.
Never signed any papers to claim as an elector?—No ; I never claimed to be an elector for that

section, 133.
Did you ever send in an application ?—Yes, Sir.

" What was that for ?—For No. 10. 'Section No. 10?—Yes.
Where ?—ln Waimea West.
How did you describe yourself: a freeholder, or householder, or what ?—As a freeholder.
When was that, how long ago ?—ln March, 1869.
As Henry Tomlinson, freeholder, part of section 10?—Yes.
You remember the election for Motueka, on the 10th February, when Sir David Monro and Mr.

Parker were candidates?"—-Yes, Sir.
For whom did you vote then?—I voted for Sir David Monro.
Well now, in whose name did you vote, or on what qualification ?—I voted in my own name ; I

thought it was my name.
Did you vote as Henry Tomlinson, Waimea West, householder ?—No ; they never put any ques-

tion to me.
But did they give you aballot paper ?—They gave me a paper with the names of the candidateson

it; that is all.
What did you claim to'vote as ? Were you shown any paper or roll (electoraEroll) like this?—

No, Sir.
When you went in, old they ask you your name ?—No, Sir.
Has any one been speaking to you here about this matter ?—No.
You have never been told that you mightbe under penalty P-—No.
When you went in to vote,what did you do ?—Mr. Brunner observed, " This is Henry Tomlinson,"

and he gave me a paper.
Was he theReturning Officer?—Yes.
By Mr. Travers : You knew that?—Yes.
By Mr. Allan: Did he ask you wereyou theperson numbered 501 ?—No, he did not.
You voted then in the name ofHenry Tomlinson?—Yes.
Did you vote as an elector ?—Yes, Sir. I cannot swearwhether that was my nameor not. Iknew

I was a freeholder.
Are you the Henry Tomlinson, ofWaimea West, householder, section 133?—I am a householder ;

I know that much.
Are you the person described in the roll ?—I never had anything to do with 133.
Yousay that was your cousin?—It was nine or ten years ago.
Were they any other parties in the booth when you went in, besides the Returning Officer ?—Yes,

young Coffin was there.
By the Chairman :He was thepoll clerk ?—I don't know.
Did Coffin know you ?—He did.
By Mr. Allan : You neverapplied to be an elector in respect ofsection 133 ?—No, I never made

any application.
By the Chairman: You applied to be on theroll as a freeholder?—Yes.
Mr. Allan : The person who voted is not on the roll. We had better look at the ballot paper, and

see whether it is not marked 501, Henry Tomlinson, Waimea West. The witness has noright to vote
under any qualification, because there is only one Henry Tomlinson on the roll.

The Chairman: You do not want the ballot paper for that, as there is only one Henry Tomlinson.
He says he voted for Sir David Monro, and has not the qualification described.

Mr. Studholme: Youwouldnot gain anything by openingthe ballot papers.
Mr. Travers : I have no questions to ask the witness.
By the Chairman : Where is yourcousin now ?—He is in Waimea East.
Did you ever vote before?—Yes, Sir.
Whom did you voto for on that occasion ?—I voted for Mr. Curtis, Superintendent.
Who was theReturning Officer that took your vote?—Mr. Brunner.
Did ho know you ?—Yes.
Can you read ?—No, Sir.
Are you aware whether your name was upon any previous roll in respect of tho qualification

which you claim ?—My name ought to have been on the roll in 1566.
Do you know when it was takenoff?—lt must have been taken off in 1867, and I was registered

again in 1869.
Was your claim objected to ?—No, Sir ; not that I know of.
Do you know any reason why your name is not on the present roll ?—The Returning Officer

scratched my name off.
Mr. Travers: I am going to show that that objection was made to " HenryTomlinson, householder."

By mistake the Returning Officer ran his' pen through " Henry Tomlinson, freeholder " ; and thatwas
the cause of the error.

Witness: I voted on No. 133 section, and afterwards I found out that my name was not on
the roll.

The Chairman : He made his claim.
Mr. Allan : It .was never registered.
By Mr. Travers : You made a claim ?—Yes.

12
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In respect of section 10?—Yes. My own freehold, it was then, and is now.
Can you read and write now ?—No.
You made a formal claim on a regular printed form ?—Yes.
Mr. Travers : Is that your case ?
Mr. Allan : Yes, that is my case.
The Chairman : Supposing the Committee should think that the election of Sir David Monro was

erroneous,and that the return is improperly made as far as he is concerned, do you purpose going into
evidence to show that Mr. Parker ought not to bereturned, or to make any application to thateffect ?

Mr. Travers : Certainly, Sir. The Committee will see that there are two cases before them ; two
special questions before them. The first question is, as to whether the parties were guilty of bribery,
and whether the seat is vacant on account of bribery. The second is, whether it is vacant on the
ground of personation. On both of these points I should wish to address the Committee, and inde-
pendent of which, I should bring evidence to rebut that given as to the charge of bribery. I also wish
to address the Committee on the question of personation, if my friend has closed his case.

Mr. Allan : I should like to know when you are going to close your case ?
Mr Travers : I would now, unless the Committtee are prepared to decide that there is not a

prima facie case as regards the charge of bribery, ask the Committeefor an adjournment, in order to
produce evidence to rebut the statements made by the witnesses. Of course, they have brought Mr.
Bell, who was so far acting as a committee-man, or as an agentfor Sir David Monro, at the election.
We wish to go to the fountain-head of thematter. We wish to produce some of those persons with
whomtherewas direct communication, at Kerr's Hill. We wish to produce Kerr, Schwass, ami Henry
Bosselmann, to show that there was no promise or inducement held out to these persons ; and that
what the witnesses have stated is entirely false inregard to any promise having been made, or induce-
ment held out to them to go down and vote : to show that the parties were most careful in that
respect not to make any promise whatever ; and to show that these men came down entirely of their
own free will. The promise given was simply this, thatwhatever travelling expenses were incurred,
reasouable remuneration for theirexpenses should be recommended to the committeefor payment; and
that it was left entirely optional whether payment was to be made or not. Bell gave them £2, to
provide refreshments on their way back; but, in any other respect, Bell never made any promise what-
soever, or entered into any arrangement. Bosselmann and Schwass will declare that they came down
to vote without being induced by any promise whatsoever, except the promise made by Bell, that the
matter shouldbe mentioned as a question involving merely the actual and bare remuneration for the
loss of time. If my friend has closed his case on the question of personation, I should be prepared to
address the Committee, after the question connected with bribery has been further investigated, but
not at present.

Mr. Allan : I shall oppose this adjournment, although most willing in every way to oblige my
friend, with the consent of the Committee. I contend that there is no ground for an adjournment.
The Election Acts of New Zealand require the petitioner to state his objections. The petition states
that the petitioner objects to these votes.

Mr. Travers : I never gotnotice of the objection till this morning.
Mr. Allan : lamspeaking of the petition of which you have a copy, and most likely had a copy

long before the House sat. It sets forth the various parties whoso names areobjected to for bribery.
I have no doubt your agent had as much opportunity of examining them as the agent representing Mr.
Parker before this Committee. The names of the two persons objected to for personation were stated.

The Chairman : He might have fairly supposed thatyou were to bring forward these parties.
Mr. Travers : I thought Bosselmann and Kerr would have been here.
Mr. Allan: All I can say is, that they had ample notice of the objections we were going to take,

and thekind of objections, and they ought to have had their witnesseshere.
Mr. Travers: My friend obtained an adjournment for the purpose of sending for Henry

Bosselmann, who was at the Grey.
Mr. Bunny : We have heardMr. Travers' application, and the objection to it. Let the Committee

think the matter over.
Mr. Travers : My friend applied for an adjournment in order to send for Bosselmann and other

witnesses. He did not send for Bosselmann, and thus he threw me off my guard, as I thought this
witness would have been present.

Mr. Gillies: It was specially mentionedthat the application for adjournment would be made, if
required, in order to enable Mr. Travers to obtain rebutting evidence. It was distinctly stated, that if
the one adjournment was granted, the other application must be granted also.

The Chairman : You surely do not mean to say that Mr. Travers has no right to bring evidence to
rebut the evidence already given.

Mr. Allan: Having had ample time, he should have had hiswitnesses here.
Mr. Bunny .- The Committee will discuss the matter among themselves.
After a lengthened deliberation in private,
The Chairman informed the parties of the result arrived at. He said, " The Committee have

decidedthat it wasnot proved that thesitting Memberhad been, either byhimself or his agents, guilty of
bribery, treating, or undue influence. The Committee agree that in the cases of personation by James
Higgan and Henry Tomlinson, sufficient cases have been made out to call upon Mr. Travers to bring
evidence to rebut the evidence given on the part of the petitioner."

Mr. Allan : I understand it that the charge of bribery has not been proved, but that with regard
to the two votes, they should be disallowed, unless my friend can bring forward rebutting evidence.

Mr. Gillies: That there is a. prima facie case made out, calling upon Mr. Travers to disprove the
statements made.

Mr. Allan : The Committee consider that these cases have been proved, unless such evidence is
brought forward on the other side as will rebut them.

The Chairman :It is scarcely that. It is that you have made out such a case as to require some
rebutting evidence on the part of the sitting Member.
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Mr. Travers : I would call the attention of the Committee to the prayer of thepetition, which is
not merely that the names of the persons not entitled to vote be struck off, but that the name of Sir
David Monro be erased, and that of the petitioner substituted instead. Now, unless the petitioner
abandons that prayer, it will be necessary for me to show, as I am in aposition to do, that there are
votes on the other side which are objectionable : that, for instance, the vote of C. Stephen Starnes is
one which mustbe objected to. I have here a declarationmadein thematterof thispetition by JamesRob-
son,who actedas DeputyReturning Officer at thepolling place atLowerMoutere, whopositively declares
thatafter thehour of4 o'clock, Stephen Starnespresented himself,andrequestedtobe allowed to voteafter
that hour, and that he permitted the vote. There are other cases to show that the persons who voted
for Parker voted irregularly. In considering the question whether the return is to be amended by the
substitution of Mr. Parker's name, I propose to go into these cases, in order to ascertain whether
the number of voters who voted on each side would still remain the same, leaving the decision to the
Returning Officer, as the one which would govern the election.

The Chairman : You cannot go into that until it is decided whether the return ofSir David Monro
is invalid or not.

Mr. Allan: Notice ought to have been given of the intended recrimination.
The Chairman : He did notknow whether it was necessary.
Mr. Travers: It can be done as soon as the Committeehave determinedthat point.
The Chairman: If we determinedthat the seat was vacant on account of bribery, there was an

end of the whole matter. If we find that,on account of personation,the votes for Sir David Monro are
reduced below the votes given for Mr. Parker, then comes the question whether the other party may
not reduce the number of votes below tho number who voted for Sir David Monro.

Mr. Allan : No doubt; but they ought to have given me notice at the commencement.
Mr. Travers : It can be given to you according as your case progresses.
The Chairman : What better position would you be in ? You would have to bring a number of

witnesses, without knowing whether you wouldrequire them.
Mr. Allan : They ought to have given notice at the commencement,to enable us toknow what case

they meant to make out.
The Chairman : I think not, until the Committee decide that he is bound to do so.
Mr. Bunny : The petitioner disputes certain votes, and asks that they be struck off the whole

number of votes; and the other should say, we have got votes we intend to dispute.
Mr. Travers : We are not in a position to do so until the petition is presented to the House.
Mr. Allan : You knew what the petition was long before the House sat.
The Chairman: How could the other party give you notice until it was known whether you had

proved your case.
Mr. Allan .- If they pretend to claim the seat because some of our votes are bad, they ought to

have givennotice at the first sitting of the Committee.
The Chairman : I do not think that is the practice.
Mr. Travers: I have a declaration,made by the Deputy Returning Officer himself, in which he

distinctly states that he is the individual who actually accepted the vote.
Mr. Bunny : That is another case relating to Higgan and Tomlinson.
Mr. Travers: I intend to make a statement before calling the recriminating evidence. I should

like to call the attentionof the Committeeto the case.
The Chairman : Idonot think you have aright to say anything on the personation question. You

may mention whatevidence you propose to call to rebut that already given, and when you have called
that evidence, you will have your reply.

Mr. Allan : Ifmy friend intends to recriminate, he should give me notice of the case.
Mr. Travers: I intend to do so.
Mr. Allan .- No doubt it is the object of the sitting Member to prolong the inquiry as long as

he can.
The Chairman : Youhave no right to make such an assertion. If any one has been misled, it has

been Mr. Travers. Youasked, and obtained an adjournment, for thepurposeof getting certainwitnesses,
and surely he had a right to think they would be here.

Mr. Travers .- I gavemyfriend notice that, on the hearing of the petition, objection would betaken
to the voteof Stephen Starnes, on the ground that such vote was given after the hour of 4 o'clock, after
the time allowed for recording votes at the election.

The Committeeadjourned.

Tuesday, 12th September, 1871.
The Committee met at half-past 10 o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker; and Mr. Travers for the sitting

Member, Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read.
Mr. Fitzherbert: I think the decision come to by the Committee on the previous day was

rather stronger than is represented on the minutes. I think it is, however,better that we should con-
sider the matter amongourselves.

The Committee deliberated for a short time in private, after which Counsel and parties connected
with the case were admitted.

Mr. Travers : In reference to the decision of the Committee yesterday, I have to ask the Com-
mittee to favour me with an adjournment, as I propose to bring the following evidence before them, in
connection with the vote of Henry Tomlinson. I have some observations to address to the Committee
on the case in reference to the vote of James Hagan, but I do not propose to bring forward any cvi-

. llth Sept., 1871.

I

12th Sept., 1871.
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12th Sept., 1871, dencewhatsoever in connection with that case. With reference to the vote of Henry Tomlinson, I
propose to offer evidence to tho following effect: That in the year 1567, Henry Tomlinson and his
three brothers all preferred claims to vote in respect of freehold property then in their possession.
The Henry Tomlinson who was examined as a witness claimed to vote in respect of a freehold section
in Waimea West, contained about 180 acres, and numbered 10. I propose to prove that his claim was
preferred, in common with the claims of his other three brothers, by Mr. Winfield Higgin, then acting
as schoolmasterat Waimea South, to show that the claim was prepared in dueform, and submitted to
the Registration Officer in due form. I can show now, by the signed copy of the revised roll for the
year 1867, that the names of George, Joseph, and Charles Tomlinson, the three brothers, were inserted
by the Registration Officer, and allowed by the Revising Officer, in the list of persons claiming to have
their names inserted on the electoral roll. lam informed that the reason why the name of Henry
Tomlinson, the claimer, was not inserted in the list of those claims was, that tho Registration Officer
was acting under the belief that he was the sameperson who was already on the electoralroll as Henry
Tomlinson, not knowing that there were two distinct persons bearing tho same name, and that the
Registration Officer was under the impression that it was merely aclaim in respect of an additional quali-
fication, aud that it was unnecessary, therefore, to make any alteration in the roll. I will show that
that was the reason why this special claim was omitted; and I will show, moreover, that
the Henry Tomlinson, who appears on the roll as a householder, has left the district many
years before, and has never since possessed a qualification, in respect of which he is on
the roll. Now, I submit that if I prove these facts, if I prove that, although the qualification opposite
the name of Henry Tomlinson is certainly not that in respect of which he claimed to be and would
have been entitled to vote, I submit that thatwould sufficientlyidentify tho Henry Tomlinson as tho
individual, the Henry Tomlinson who appeared before this Committee to give evidence ; and that,
therefore, although the qualificationwas described the identity wouldbe established, and that his vote
couldnot be objected to on the ground that he personated a voter. I have stated the facts I propose
to prove. It is not an uncommoncourse, as my friend will admit, for Counsel in a litigated case before
any judicial tribunal, to state that which he proposes he i3prepared to prove. The Committee having
the facts which I propose to adduce in evidence before them, maythinkit desirable to consider whether
these facts, if proved, would amount to a sufficient rebuttal of theprima facie case already made out
by my friend in respect to Henry Tomlinson. It will be necessary forme, in order that I maybe able
to produce that evidence, to ask the Committee for an adjournment, so that I may send for the
witnesses. There is a mail about to close for Nelson, and assuming thepossibility that the Committee
would grant tho adjournment, I have prepared subpoenas for the necessary witnesses, which would go
off by the steamer. There would be but a small amount of delay in the case. No further delay than
that necessary to serve the witnesses, who areclose at hand, and who would be able to come by the
earliest steamer. One of the witnesses lives at a distanceof thirty miles from Nelson, so that it would
not be possible to serve him in time. Iwould, therefore, ask the Committee for an adjournment, in
order that I might be prepared to adduce evidencein support ofwhat I have stated we are in a position
to prove. lam notprepared to adduce any evidence in the case of JamesHagan, but I shall be pre-
pared to address the Committeo upon it when the case on both sides has been closed. I shallbe
prepared to prove that it does not come within the allegationsof the petition, and that the Committee
cannot treat it as coming within those allegations. It is unnecessary for me to trouble the Committee
with observationson that point now, if the Committee grant me the adjournment in order to produce
the evidence in connection with the case of Tomlinson. The Committee will be good enough to under-
stand that I do not admit atpresent that the case has been made out against me. The Committee have
decided that a.primafacie case exists.

The Chairman: The Committee have decided rather more than that. The Committee are of
opinionthat there is a strong case : in fact, they decided that the case has been made out.

Mr. Gillies: I object to such a statement. I would not submit to an imputation of prejudging
the case in thatway.

The Chairman : Well, the Committee have decidedthat there has been a primafacie case made out.
Mr. Travers .- I understand it thatmy friend's case, unless actually rebutted, is madeout.
Mr. Bunny: That is correct.
Mr. Travers: The Committee came to that decision with the reservation that they would hear

counsel on the point. There may be matters which would present themselves to the members of the
Committee in a different light from thatwhich they present at present. I should be prepared to
address the Committeeon that point, unless in the meantime they consider that the evidence I would
adduce wouldnotaffect the matter in any degreein their minds, as at presentadvised. If the Committee
have not cometo a conclusion upon thepoint, they would probably favour mewith the necessary adjourn-
ment. Assuming the possibility that the Committeewould grant the adjournment, I have written full
letters of instruction to the agents of Sir David Monro, and I have the subpoenas prepared for the
witnesses, and which would be sent by the steamer. I believe the next steamer will be here in the
course ofa week.

The Chairman : Cannot you telegraph ?
Mr. Travers: We could not telegraph the subpoenas. The witnesses are not bound to obey

anything but the actual subpoena under the hand of the Chairman. Iwould telegraph to the agents to
expect the communication. The witnesses could not be here on Thursday, so that I would ask an
adjournment, in thefirst instance, until Monday next.

The Chairman : Do you raise any objection, Mr. Allan ?
Mr. Allan .- lam entirely in the hands of the Committee. We should have got notice of this.

When the petition clearly discloses the ground on which the petitioner proceeds, if it is intended to
dispute those grounds, notice is generally given to the parties at the time the case comes on, in order
that they may know all about it, and that there may be no delay.

Mr. Travers : Although the petition mentions Henry Tomlinson, it does not give us any clue to
theperson referred to.
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12th Sept., 1871Mr. Allan : There is onlyone Henry Tomlinson on the roll.
Mr. Travers: Henry Tomlinson might have been in Jericho, for all we know. The petition does

not give us sufficient clue to know who was going to be brought against us, until the witness appeared.
I raised no objection to my friend's application for an adjournment, in order to enable him to produce
witnesses.

Mr. Allan : I gavehim notice.
Mr. Travers: I neverreceived the list of objections.
Mr. Allan : I shall certainly oppose this adjournment.
Mr. Travers : I think the Clerk of Committee will satisfy the Committee, that I asked him for the

list, which I believe is not in existence. I never saw the list, and do notknow who thepersons are.
The Chairman : I understood that Mr. Allan had given the list to you several days ago.
Mr. Travers : I never saw it.
Mr. Allan :It was left with the Committee, and my friend had an opportunity of seeing it. He

cross-examined Henryr Tomlinson yesterday, as to whether he made the application, and thereforehe
came prepared for that witness.

Mr. Travers : Because I saw him since he arrived in Wellington ?
Mr. Pearce : Would not Mr. Allan accept the allegations.
Mr. Travers : As proved.
Mr. Allan: lam not prepared to do that. I say these allegations, if proved, would be no answer

here.
Mr. Pearce : Are you not prepared to admit that the allegations are correct: thatHenry Tomlinson

was the man whose name was on the list, and that his qualification was put on in error?
Mr. Allan : I am not prepared to admit that.
The Chairman : If the name of Henry Tomlinson, with the proper qualification that he claims

for, had been struck out by mistake, and the same man tendered his vote, do you mean to say that his
vote would not be legally taken, or that we should not admit it ?

Mr. Bunny: That is to say, a person whose name was not on the roll, but who would have a right
to be on the roll, that his vote should be taken.

The Chairman: His namehaving previously been struck outby mistake.
Mr. Gillies : It never was upon tho roll; it was a wrong qualification.
Mr. Travers: The intention of the Revising and Registration Officer was, that the roll should

represent the person named Henry Tomlinson, the witness who was before the Committee ;but through
an error the qualification was retained, and the name erased. The Revising Officer was under the
impression that he was merely adding a new qualification to the one existing to the name of the same
individual. He did not represent thathe was another Henry Tomlinson, but he said "I am the Henry
Tomlinson on the roll." It turns out that the qualification was erroneous. It is not a case 6(
personation; but it is a case of voting when he is not on the roll at all. He personates himself only,
believing that he ought to be on tbe roll, and was on theroll. He was not pretending that he was
Henry Tomlinson, a householder, formerly a householder in Waimea West, but the person whose
qualification is described. He says," I can identify my identity within the name, but the qualification
is a misdescription."

Mr. Allan: That is not so. There is no doubt that there was a Henry Tomlinson, who w~as
qualified with a household qualification in Waimea West. Henry Tomlinson might have gone and
voted on that qualification. Here, this man goes and votes upon that qualification. Therefore, how
such a vote as that could be allowed I cannot understand, even though my friend proves his case.

The Chairman : It is theerror of the Revising Officer thatthere is any mistakein the qualification.
Mr. Allan : Supposing he had aright to vote in any way, the Revising Officer having exercised his

discretion, and struck the name off, I say under no circumstances would he have a right to vote now.
He could have claimed to have voted on such a qualification; and if the Returning Officer refused to
allow hisvote, he could have tendered his vote under protest. He doesnothing of the kind. He never
claims to vote as HenryTomlinson, having a freehold qualification, but goes and votesunder the name of
another elector altogether.

Mr. Bunny : It appears to me, Counsel on both sides are pretty much agreed. No doubt they are
in a position to show that the man who voted was not the man on theroll.

Mr. Travers: No ; that the man on the roll voted, but there was a misdescription in the
qualification.

Mr. Allan : That i3quite wrong.
Mr. Gillies : That is a question which the Committee can decide.
Mr. Fitzherbert .- The Counsel for the sitting Member applies for an adjournment, to produce the

evidenceof the Returning Officer as to Tomlinson. Is there any other point ?
Mr. Travers: The other point is, that I should produce evidence to show that Stephen Starnes

voted after thepoll was closed.
Mr. Fitzherbert: Does that require further evidence?
Mr. Travers : That would require the evidence of the Returning Officer.
Mr. Fitzherbert: That is another reason for an adjournment.
Mr. Travers: So I intend it. I have the declaration of the Returning Officer. The Committee

have a right to look at it, but I do not tender it in evidence to the Committee.
Mr. Allan : I object to its being tendered.
Mr. Travers : I only tender it to show my own bona fides in the application. It is the declaration

made by James Robson, Lower Moutere, schoolmaster, who states, that at the election of a memberto
servein the present Parliament for the Electoral District of Motueka, he acted as Returning Officer;
thatafter 4 o'clock on the day of election, Stephen Starnes, whose nameis on the roll, presented him-
self at the polling place at Lower Moutere, and voted. His votewas accepted. It is an extraordinary
affidavit for a Returning Officer to make, but it shows the bona fides of my application to have the
Returning Officer hero to examine him on that point. It is a declarationmadebefore a Justice of the

13
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12th Sept., 1873 . Peace under the Act. I only tender it to show that it is not merely for the purpose of delay that I
am making the application to produce this witness. I may state, in regard to the man Hagan, that I
have here a declaration by the Returning Officer, also in which he distinctly states that ho put the
question to Hagan: "Are you tho person who appears as James Haganon the electoral roll?" and
that James Hagan answered, " Yes." Hagan denied having the questionput to him. I mention this,
in orderto show thatwe were to a certain extent misledby testimony of this kind.

Mr. Allan: It only makes the case stronger againstHagan.
Mr. Travers: lam not going to ask for any evidence in the case of Hagan. I only wish to pro-

duce evidence to show that the man Tomlinson on the roll is the man who voted, and how the error
occurred as to qualification.

The Committee having deliberatedin private for a short time,
The Chairman said—The Committee, before deciding on the application for adjournment, would

desire to hear Counsel on both sides, on the question as to whether a vote taken after 4 o'clock is
valid or not.

Mr. Allan : I understand that the parties were in thepolling booth before 4 o'clock.
The Chairman : Admitting, for the purpose of argument on a point of law, that the votes were

allowed, the point to which the Committee wish you to direct yourselves is, whether a vote taken
after 4 o'clock is valid or invalid.

Mr. Travers : I can only refer to the 36th section of the Act, which regulates the mode of con-
ducting elections, and the polling :—" Every polling shall commence on the day appointed for the same
at nine of the clock in the forenoon, and shall, unless lawfully adjourned, finally close at four of the
clock in tho afternoon of the same day; and shall be conducted iv the manner hereinaftermentioned."
I apprehend that the language of the Act is perfectly clear. If the poll is not finally to close at
4 o'clock, it might be kept open until 4 next morning. If timeis to be disregarded to the extent of a
single minute, thenIknow no limit to which itmight notbe disregarded by a Returning Officer in keeping
the poll open. The case is on all-fours with the case of hiring a servant to commence in futuro, if the
hiring is to commence infuturo, then a single hour or a single minute vitiates the contract, precisely as
it would if it commenced at the end of a day, or a week, or a year. I should like to have the oppor-
tunity of calling the attention of the Committee to the decisions upon thepoint which probably would,
in some degree, affect the decision of a case of this kind ; but the language of the Act is as strong
as possibly can be—that, unless lawfully adjourned, the polling shall finally close at 4 o'clock
in the afternoon. The lawful adjournment is where the polling is interrupted by a riot or dis-
turbance, in which case the Returning Officer will not " finally close the poll, but shall adjourn the
taking of the poll at the pollingplace at which such interruption or obstructionshall have happened, to
the following day." But mark, that notwithstanding an interruption of that kind, " the poll shallbe
kept open for seven hours in the whole, and no more ;" showing clearly that the intention was that the
poll should continuefor seven hours only, and no more, if interrupted by any of the causes mentioned
in the 63rd section of the Act; and that the final closing of the poll is to take place the moment the
minute-hand of tho clock indicated that the hour of 4 had arrived. That, I apprehend, to be the
meaning of the Act. I can only submit to the Committee that, if the poll is to be kept open for a
minute, or two or three minutes, after the hour of 4 o'clock, there is no reason why it should not be
kept open for several hours. The final closing of the poll means that no vote can be taken after the
minute-hand has reached the hour of 4 o'clock, even though the voter should have entered the
polling booth before the hour had clasped. But, taking the evidence before us, such as it is, assuming
that the statements of the Returning Officer are correct, that the vote was not given until after
4 o'clock, I apprehend that the Legislature did not intend to entrust the Returning Officer with any
discretion whatever, in regard to the admission of votes after the hour of 4 o'clock. I have only the
languageof theAct to submit to you, and that language is only susceptible of the meaning that, when
the hour of4 has arrived, no vote can berecorded at tbe election.

Mr. Allan : I submit that this vote would be properly received. In the first place, it is clear that
the elector was there before 4 o'clock.

Mr. Gillies : That is not the question.
Mr. Allan : Well, in this case it does not appear that the poll was closed. The Returning Officer

doesnot say that the hour had arrived.
The Chairman: That is a matter of fact; all the Committee wish you to address yourself to, is

this : admitting that the clock had struck four, and that the elector tendered his vote after that hour,
and it was received, was that valid or invalid ?

Mr. Allan: If the poll had not been closed, it was for the Returning Officer to ascertain that
thehour of 4 o'clock had arrived or not. If that hour has arrived, he closes the poll; and having
done so, he can refuse to accept any vote after that time. It is evident, from the affidavit, that the
poll had not been closed.

The Chairman : The Committee wish Counsel to confine themselves to the simple question—
admitting that it was 4 o'clock—whether a vote tendered after that was validor invalid.

Mr. Allan : I say, if the poll had not been closed, and thevote had been accepted, that the vote
cannot be affected. If 4 o'clock has arrived,and the Returning Officer keeps the poll open, a vote
given then is properly received.

Mr: Gillies: Do you contend that, supposing the Returning Officer had chosen to receive votes
up to 6 o'clock, those votes would have been good ?

Mr. Allan : I should say that they would be good j because the Returning Officer had not closed
the poll.

Mr. Gillies .- Have you any authority for that?
Mr. Allan: No authority. There is a case in one of the recent reports, where it was said that

some objection hadbeen taken, but nothing came of it. Ido not think the reports arehere.
Mr. Travers : I submit that the power of the Returning Officer to accept a vote has gone ; he has

no discretion whatever. The closing of the poll is not the shutting of the doors, or anything of that
kind; but, ipsofacto, his power to accept a vote after 4 o'clock is gone by Statute.
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Mr. Allan : If tho Returning Officer accepts a vote, the poll is open.
Mr. Bunny : Inferring that it is not 4 o'clock.
Mr. Allan .- That it is not 4 o'clock.
Mr. Pearce: The Returning Officer says it was 4 o'clock.
Mr. Allan .- If he was satisfied that 4 o'clock had arrived, he ought to have closed the poll, and

refused the vote.
The Chairman: Upon tho affidavit or declaration of the Returning Officer himself, inasmuch as he

has stated that it was after 4 o'clock, was the vote good, or was it bad ?
Mr. Allan : He had a right to receive it, unless he had actually closed the poll before. It was not

objected to ; he admitted it.
The Chairman : Had the scrutineers any right to interfere after the clock had struck four ?
Mr. Gillies: Give us your views on section 63 of the Act. It does not say that the Returning

Officer shall finally close the poll; but it says every polling shall finally close at 4 o'clock, not that
the Returning Officer shall close the poll.

Mr. Allan : No doubt, but the Returning Officer is the person to close the poll.
Mr. Bunny : Is he the clock ? "Mr. Allan: He is judge of the clock.
Mr. Travers: We are in aposition to show that the poll was closed and re-opened.
The Chairman : That is not the question. As I said before, admitting that the vote was tendered

after 4 o'clock, and received by the Returning Officer, was that a good vote, or not ?
The Committee deliberated for a short time with closed doors, after which
The Chairmanasked, What time will you want, Mr. Travers ?
Mr. Travers: I shall onlyrequire an adjournment until Monday next, if I can get the papers off

by the steamer which leaves to-day.
Mr. Bunny : It would be well to sign the subpoenas, and enable Mr. Travers to send them off.
Mr. Allan: You have come to no decision in the case.
Mr. Bunny : We have come to no decision at all, except to grant an adjournment.
The Chairman: It has been resolved that an adjournment be granted until Monday, the 18th

instant, subject to the leave of the House.
The Committee adjourned.

Monday, 18th September, 1871.
The Committee met at half-past 10o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker; and Mr. Travers for the sitting

Member, Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read and confirmed.
The Chairman : Are your witnesses in attendance, Mr. Travers.
Mr. Travers: I have some of the witnesses. I have here an affidavitfrom Mr. Pitt with reference

to one of the witnesses, named Winfield Higgin, who resides at Collingwood, and who was unable to
arrive in Nelson before the departure of tho steamer. [Affidavit produced and read]. The Committee
will see that he is an important witness, and I would thereforeask the Committee to favour me with a
further adjournment.

Mr. Allan : I shall oppose the application for a further adjournment. I asked and obtained
an adjournment for the purpose of having Henry Bosselmann, an important witness, here. It was
impossible to serve him with the subpoena in time for him to attend before the Committee. I felt that
I was bound not to ask for any further adjournment, but proceed with the case with the witnesses I
was able to procure. I oppose the adjournment, as the other side knew we were going to object to
Henry Tomlinson.

Mr. Travers: I have read the affidavit, as I thought it to be my duty to give the Committee
every information. If my friend had asked for a further adjournment, for the purpose of bringing
Henry Bosselmann, I should not have objected.

The Chairman: I think you hadbetter to go on with the case.
Mr. Travers: I will shortly state the nature of the evidence I propose to bring before the Com-

mittee, in referenceto tho two matters I havereferred to : First, in reference to Henry Tomlinson, who
recorded a vote, and who had made application to be placed on the electoral roll. The Registration
Officer is here for the purpose of giving evidence in reference to this matter. The Registration Officer
will state that in theyear 1867 he was Registration Officer for the district; that he received in that
year applications to be placed on the electoralroll from persons named Tomlinson. I understand that
he cannot remember, whether he received an application from Henry Tomlinson. On reference to
a copy of the list of claimants of that year, he finds that he did receive from thebrothers of this
Henry Tomlinson applications to be registered as voters,but he has no recollection whether Henry
Tomlinson who voted was one of the applicants. He will state, however, the course which he invari-
ably adopts in reference to these matters, acting underinstructions from the Revising Officer. He will
state that he had been instructed in all cases where additional applications are made by the same
persons to bo placed on the electoral roll, to set them aside as being unnecessary, and this is the
course he invariablyadopts. He did so on the last revision, and it was made the subject of complaint
by Dunbar and Coppins. Mr Coppins having sent in an application to be placed on the electoral
roll in respect ofa certain qualification, and his name being already on the roll, the Registration Officer
did not appear to have seen the inconvenience that might result from the adoption of the course he
hadbeen pursuing. The course he had invariably followed was, that when he found an application
made by a person of the same name on the roll, to put the application into the waste paper
basket.

Mr. Allan : I object to this.
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Mr. Travers : I am stating what I propose to prove ; my friend may object at the proper time.
The Registration Officer will state thathe has done this on many occasions. He will state that, although
ho has no recollection of a claim having been made by Henry Tomlinson, yet, if such a claim had been
made, he wouldin all probability have put it into the waste paper basket, under the impression that it
was a claim made by the same personwho was already upon the roll, and that he would have done it in
accordance with the verbal instructions received from the Revising Officer. I am not going to shut
my eyes to the fact that that class of evidence, in itself, is comparatively weak ; I will allow my friend
the benefit of supposing that it is only half a link in the chain of circumstances to support the
statementmade by Henry Tomlinson, that he made application to vote, and that the paper was set
aside, under the impression that it was a duplicate application made by the same person. I then
propose to offer evidence in regard to Starne's vote, which was given under thesecircumstances. The
polling, it appears,became very slack just about the hour of 4 o'clock, and the two scrutineers,actuated
by a strong desire to serve their respective candidates, went out on the hill to see whetherany more
voters were coming. A man was observed coming in the direction of the polling booth, and they waved
their hands to him to come up. On Starnes entering the door, the Deputy Returning Officer called his
attention to the condition of theclock : that it was more than half a minute after 4 o'clock. On con-
sultation with the two scrutineers, the Deputy Returning Officer thought it would not do much harm
if the vote were recorded, and he accepted the vote after the hour when the poll should legally have
been closed, and he reported the circumstance to the Returning Officer on handing him over the papers
connected with that polling place. I will showyou by his evidence, that the polling commenced at 9
o'clock to a second, by the same clock to which the Deputy Returning Officer directed attention
when Starnes entered the polling booth for the purpose of recording his vote. The scrutineers will
confirm the statement of tho Returning Officer. The latter will state that the circumstance
mentioned was reported to him by the Deputy Returning Officer when they went over the roll, in
order to determine that there were no duplicate votes on the list.

The Chairman : Was the Returning Officer aware for what purpose tho scrutineers went to the
top of the hill?

Mr. Travers: I do not know. I did not inquire whether he was or not. It appears that, in
the hurry of the moment, the Deputy Returning Officer asked the voter who he intended to vote for,
and that he said he was going to vote for Mr. Parker. It is not surprising that he should do so,
having been accustomed to conduct elections under the old system. The question was put inad-
vertently, in the hurry of the moment, and he forgot at the instant that the voting was by ballot.
The vote was accepted by him, and no doubt it was enumerated on the list of those who recorded
their votes for Mr. Parker.

AlexanderLe Grand Campbell sworn and examined.
By Mr. Travers : Your name is Alexander Le Grand Campbell ?—Yes.
Are you the Registration Officer for the District of Motueka ?—I am.
Were you the Registration Officer for that district in the year 1867?—Yes.
Will you look at this. [List of Claims for Revision for theYear 1867, handedwitness.] And say

whether that is your signature?—Yes, that is my signature.
Can you state whether, in that year, you received applications to be placed upon theelectoral roll

from any persons of the name of Tomlinson ?—Yes.
Mr. Allan : I object to this evidence being given at all. The Act for the Registration of Electors

states that the electoral roll is to be the roll for the year, and nothing is said as to giving the Com-
mitteepower to inquire whether a man's name has been left out or put on. We produced the roll of
1870-71 ; and we called Henry Tomlinson, who stated that he voted under a certain qualification
which was not his, never was his, and that he had noright to vote under that qualificatiou. I submit
that the Committee cannot inquire into what took place in 1867, 1566, or 1865. The only question is,
whether Henry Tomlinson was on the roll. He states that he was not tho person ; that he was not a
householder ; that it was the qualification of another person, alive, and who had a right to vote under
it. I submit that this evidence cannot be received.

Mr. Travers .- My friend is entirely misapprehending the object of this evidence. It is not for the
purpose of proving that the Henry Tomlinson who voted is the Henry Tomlinson on the roll. It goes
to disprove the allegation of the petition that Henry Tomlinson perpetrated the grave offence of
personation. The point is, that tho Committee has only powerto inquire into the allegationscontained
in the petition. The allegation of the petition is that twopersons, named Hagan and Tomlinson, were

" guilty of personation. The words are these, that " Henry Tomlinson, not being a duly qualified
!registered elector, or qualified to vote for the said district, didknowingly personate and pretend to be
the Henry Tomlinson on the electoral roll for the said district, and didfalsely assume to vote, and did
vote as such Henry Tomlinson at the said election, for Sir David Monro." That is the offence charged,
and what we are seeking to disprove is, that there was no wilful attempt at personation, and that the
person voted in the reasonable belief that he was on the electoralroll. He neverpretended to be the
Henry Tomlinson described as a householder in Waimea West. He was under the impression that he
was absolutely on the roll. He was an illiterate man ; he could not read or write, and having
made the application, he had reasonable grounds for supposing that he was on theroll. Had my friend
in the petition charged thatone Henry Tomlinson, being on the roll, voted at the election, that would
have been atotally different matter ; but it is not so. He charges that the Henry Tomlinson who voted
knowingly andwilfullypersonated and pretended to be somebody else. Such is notthe case. What wo
wish to show is, thatHenry Tomlinsonvoted under the impression and belief thathewas on theroll—not
that he knowingly and wilfullypretended to be another person. If we succeed in showing that, the
offence set forth in the petition is not proved. I apprehend that the same evidence which would be
necessary for the purpose of proving this charge, if included in an indictment, willbe that which will
alone satisfy the Committee that the charge in this petition is proved. The Committee can
only go into the allegations contained in tho petition; can only investigate charges made in that
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petition ; and have no power to determine the question, except upon proofs adduced in support of those
charges. It lies on my friend to show the act of wilful personation, and not the merefact that a man,
under the bonafide supposition that he was actually on the electoral roll, had gone and voted. If that
hadbeen charged, tho whole question would have assumed a different aspect, and this evidence would
probably have been unnecessary. It is upon this ground I tender the evidence. My friend objects to
it, and of course, if the Committee hold with him on the point, that ends the matter. The ground on
which I tender the evidence is, to prove that the man was acting under the bond fide impression that he
was entitled to vote, that ho was on the electoral roll, and to disprove the charge thathe wilfullyand
knowingly pretended to be an entirely different person.

Mr. Allan .- Whether he wilfullypersonated or not, there was a .personation which comes under
the Act, and any person who personates will be punished.

The Chairman: I think you will find that it is scarcely so.
Mr. Allan : The languageof the Act is, that any person who shall wilfullymake a false declaration,

or personates another elector, shall be guilty ofa punishable offence. The Committeemust not be led
awayfrom the real object of the inquiry, and it is this : Whether a witness personated or voted in the
name of another elector. We are not trying Tomlinson ; this is a question of personation. I have
proved it before the Committee, by calling Tomlinson, who stated that what appeared on the roll was
not his qualification, neverwas his qualification, and that he had no right to vote under that qualifica-
tion. That comes under what is clearly understood to be personation. If that were not allowed, grave
frauds might be committed, and persons might be returned by those who had no right to vote.

Mr. Travers: He did not state that he voted under that qualification.
Mr. Allan : He stated thatho voted as Henry Tomlinson, householder, and thathe had no right to

vote under that qualification at all.
The Chairman: Clause 38 says:—" Every person tendering his vote shall do so in the manner

following thatis to sayhe shall state to theReturning Officer orDeputy his Christian or other names and
surname and such other particulars of those required by law to be expressed in the electoralroll as
the said Returning Officer or Deputy may for tho purpose only of ascertaining upon the roll the name
intended by such personrequire."

Mr. Travers: The Committee willremember that Henry Tomlinson said that all that took place
when he went into the polling place was this :—The Returning Officer, Mr. Brunner, said, " This is
Henry Tomlinson," and handed him the ballot paper. He asked him no question, and the manwould
naturally suppose that he was on the electoral roll. Nothing was more calculated to throw him off
his guard than that the Returning Officer should say to him at once, upon his going into the polling
booth, " This is Henry Tomlinson," and hand him the voting paper.

The Chairman : Tho only question is, whether he was the person on theroll. We cannot go into
the qualification. Is he on theroll ?

Mr. Allan : He states that he was not on the roll.
The Chairman : Was he the Henry Tomlinson in respect of that qualification, or not ?
Mr. Allan : He was not; he had not that qualification, and had no right to vote.
Mr. Bunny : We had betterconsider the matter among ourselves.
The Committee deliberatedin private for a short time ; after which
The Chairman said : The Committeehave decidedto receive the evidence.

Examination continued.
By Mr. Travers : Yousay that this is your signature to that list ?—Yes.
And that on that occasion several persons of the name of Tomlinson had applied to be placed on

the roll ?—Yes.
Can you state how many applications in the name of Tomlinson you have received ?—I do not

remember.
Can you remember whether you received one from a person by the name of Henry Tomlinson? —■

No, I do notremember at all.
Have you at any time received special instructions of any kind, verbal or otherwise, from the

Returning Officer, with reference to the preparation of the List of Claimants ?—Yes, I have received
verbal instructions.

What was the nature of these instructions?—They were, not to publish or write out a list of
claims which I thought were not of any use ; not to write the claims of any persons already on
the roll.

By Mr. Fitzherbert: You mean not to insert the names that you knew were already on the
roll ?—Yes, not to insert the names of those already on the roll.

The Chairman :Or in respect of the same or any other qualification ?—I cannot remember the
words of the instructions, as the3r were given four or five years ago.

By Mr. Fitzherbert: Whether it referred to the identity of names only, or whether it included
the identity of qualification ?

Mr. Travers: I shall show that in other evidence. [To witness] Have you acted upon those
instructions in any cases ?—Yes, I have.

In many ?—Yes, in a good many cases. I cannot state the number now ; every year there were
one or two.

Did you act upon those instructions very recently ?—Yes, I acted in the same way with regard to
one claim last year.

To whose claim was that?—lt was that of a person named Mr. Coppins.. Was not the qualification in thatcase a different one from that on the roll?—Yes.
Did I understandyou to say that in cases where the names appeared to be the same, thatyou have

frequently omitted the claim ? Exactly.
In the list of claims for revision ?—Yes. I omitted the claims which I believed were already on

the roll.
By Mr. Fitzherbert: You treatedsuch anapplication to beregistered as being unnecessary ?—Yes,

1 treated it as unnecessary to be published.
14
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Although it was a formal application ?—Yes.
By Mr. Travers : Are you in a position to say whether you treated any application on the part

of any Henry Tomlinson in that way ?—I cannot remember any particular name so far back as 1865,
1866,"or 1867.

In this recent case of Mr. Coppins, I believe it was made thesubject of complaint that you omitted
the name?—Yes.

Was the qualification altered in consequence ?—The qualification was altered. The name was not
taken off the roll; it was simply an alterationof the qualification.

Now, what do you do with the claims in respect of which names are inserted on the list for
revision ?—The claims are retained by the Revising Officer.

Are they returned to you by him ?—No, I neverreceive them.
Are theyretained by theReturning Officer ?—I presume so ;I do not have them back again.
Now, what do you do with the claimswhich you omit to insert, in consequence of those instruc-

tions ?—I do not think they are of any further use then. I put them into the waste paper basket.
Do I understand that you do not preserve any of these?—No, I do not; I do not think it is

necessary to preserve them.
Then you are not in a position to say whether a claim was made by Henry Tomlinson or not?—

No, I have no recollection of that at all.
By Mr. Bunny : At any time ?—No.
Not in 1869?—No ; I donot remember; it is difficult to remember claims sent in years back.
By Mr. Allan : I think you were Returning Officer at this election?—Yes, I was.
I understand the votes were equal: 193 for Sir David Monro, and the same for Mr. Parker?—

Yes, they both were equal.
You calculated them from the electoral roll ?—Yes.
You gave your casting vote for Sir David Monro ?—Yes.
You were a strong supporter of his, were you not ?—I took an active part in Sir David Monro's

election.
Did you ever canvass any electors before the election ?—I did not convass any electors that I

remember.
Try andremember. Did you, or did you not?—I do not remember doing anything of the sort.
Will you swear thatyou did not ?
The Chairman : What is that to lead to ?
Mr. Allan : I am cross-examining this witness on certain matters, and I have aright to do so.
Witness : Of course I may state that I considered onecandidate better than another.
Do you know George Glover, watchmaker?—l did not ask him ; I never attempted to sway any

man's vote ; I never asked him to vote; I never asked a soul to vote. To the best of my recollection
I neverasked any one to vote since I was Returning Officer.

Do you remember asking Glover how he was going to vote?—I do not think I ever asked him ;he
told mc himself he was going to vote.

Did you ever say to him, " You are a religious man, and you should know better than go and vote
for Parker " ?—I might have said so; Ido not remember.

Did you say " Look at theplace ; it would make £50 or £100 difference to me in the value of the
property, to have a man like Monro elected ?"—I never could have said so.

I want to know whether you did or not ?—I cannot answer;my memoryfails me. I remember
speaking to Glover. Ido not know what passed. We talked upon the subjectof Tomlinson's vote. I
didn't expect this wouldcome up.

Might you not have said something of thatsort to him ;it is notso long ago?—I cannot remember
what passed when I saw him; I cannot remembera word that passed.

Had you determined to vote for Parker ?—I had no vote.
Supposing you had a vote, had you then made up your mind to vote for Parker?—No, I had

nothing to do with it.
Do you know a man named William Burrell ?—Yes, I do.
Do you remember meeting him on board the steamer " Lady Barkly," when Sir David Monro was

there ?—I have, some distant recollection of his being on board the steamer.
With that distantrecollection, try and see if tbis looms in view : did you say to him, "Are you

going to vote for Sir David Monro ? " that was before the election, you know ?—I have only a recollec-
tion of seeing him on board the steamer, and that I cannotbe positive of; I cannot say whetherI spoke
to him about the election or not ; I may have done so.

Did you ask him whether he was going to vote for Sir David Monro?—I might have asked him, for
all I know to the contrary; I cannot remember those casual conversations.

Did he say, " No, I know nothing about him, and if I vote, I shall vote for Mr. Parker " ?—He
might havesaid so, for aught I know ; I do notknow what I might have said ; I have no recollection of
having any conversation with Burrell on the subject.

Did you not, in answer to that say, " I didn't think you would have voted for a man likeParker " ?
—If I forgot one part of the conversation I must have forgot the lot. Ido not remember.

Might you have said so ?—I might, for all I know to the contrary; I might have said so ; I
don't think I did.

You admit thatyou had a conversation with him?—l might have done so, but I cannotremember.
All I can remember is, that I have a recollection of Burrell being on the steamer going to Nelson,
or back.

Was Burrell going overfrom the hospital ?—That I cannot tell; it is very likely he was.
Was Sir David Monro on board at that time?—I do notremember the day.
You think you cannot remember, but you might have had a conversation?—I might have

said many things which I forgot shortly afterwards.
Yrou could not have said something about who he was going to vote for ?—Yes, I might have. It
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is difficult to remember conversations, brought up on the spur of the moment, as now, without any
warning. I cannot remember.

Do you know a person of the name of Dreyer ?—Yes.
Do you remember, before the election, his calling upon you, and telling you that he had called

about Sir David Monro ?—He either called on me, or I met him on the street.
Did he tellyou what he had come for?—He told me for a copy of the electoral roll, as far as I

can remember.
Did you and he go over the electoral roll together ?—We might have done so; I think he got

the roll from me, at all events.
You must remember this: you have been called here to prove certain things. I want to know

whether he did not go over the electoral roll with you ?—I went over the electoral roll with some
one, but whetherwith him, Ido notremember. I could remember in a short time (a pause). I might
have done so, but I am not sure.

Did you not go over the names, and at several names say to Dreyer, " He's right, he's right, I
have spoken to him" ?—I might have said such and such people are right ; that must have been at
Nelson.

Youadmit that you might have said so-and-so is right ?—Yes, knowing of elections that certain
persons were one way.

Did not you make acalculation to show that there was seventeenof a majority for Monro ?—No.
Dreyer told me he had made a calculation himself previously. Where he told me Ido notremember.
He took a paper out of his pocket, and wished to show me; I did not wish to see it. He said he made
a calculation, and wouldget so-and-so.

Had you voted for Sir David Monro on previous elections?—No.
Had you a conversation with Monro and Elliott about the elections ?—Oh, yes, I had many con-

versations about theelections.
And as to Sir David Monro's chances?—Yes, I think I have.
What did you say to them about that?—I cannot remember.
Did you tell them they were sure of winning?—l could not do that, as I did not know how

the people wouldvote.
Had you any conversation about the chances ofwinning?—Yes, about the election.
And as to persons who were likely to votefor him or not?—No, I don't think so. I neverwas

over the electoral roll with them. I saw the electoral roll with Dreyer ; but whether at Nelson, or at
my office at Motueka, Ido not remember. I did not wish him to do so ; but he persisted in showing
it to me.

You were the Returning Officer at the time?—Yes. I never told him whether he was right or
wrong. He would say, " He's allright," or something of that sort.

Try and tell us what passed between Monro and Elliott, and you, when you talked about these
matters ?—lt is difficult to remember casual conversations.

Did you at any time speak about the chances, or whether you canvassed any one ?—Very likely.
Or whether you knew how people would vote ?—I do not think I mentioned any particular name.
When this conversation took place between you and Monro about the election, did you mention

any particular persons who werelikely to votefor him ?—I might have doneso.
Did you canvass, or ask any persons to vote for Monro in any way at that election?—I never

asked; Iwas cautious in not asking any person to vote for any party.
Did you ever ask, were they going to votefor Monro?—I might have done so.
The Chairman : Some of the Committee are desirous of knowing what you propose to lead up to

by this examination, as it has nothing to do with the examination in chief.
Mr. Allan : I have a right to ask him these questions.
Mr. Gillies : What has that to do with the case ?
The Chairman : To what point do you wish to lead up ? Do you wish to call witnesses to show

that he was not giving true testimony ?
Mr. Allan: He is called here as the Registration Officer to give evidence, and I want to ascertain

whether he knew his duty.
The Chairman : The Committeehave got thatalready, thathe was not acquaintedwith his duty as

Registration Officer.

Examinationcontinued.
By Mr. Allan .- What is your practice as Registration Officer: doyou send in the claims ?—I send

in every claim except those already on theroll. I received instructions from Mr. Connell that it was
not necessary to send any such claims, previous custom having shown that it caused confusion on the
electoralroll.

Have you read the Registration of Electors Act ?—Yes.
Do you notknow that it is your duty to make up every claim, whether right or wrong, and send

it before the Revising Officer ?
The Chairman : He says he did not do that.
By Mr. Allan : Do you send in the list of original claims as made by the persons themselves?—I

donot send those I put into the waste basket; the others I send in to the Revising Officer, with
the electoralroll for the year.

Yousend in the original claims to theRevising Officer ?—Yes ; everything I have got down onmy
list I send in.

Every claim that is made by an elector, you send in to the Revising Officer ?—All except those I
believe perfectly useless.

You interpret the Act in that way ?—I do ; there is a certain clause on that point: " But tho
Registration Officer shall not insert in such list the name of any person whose claim shall not purport
to have been duly declared." [See Clause 8, Registration of Electors Act, 1866.]
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By Mr. Bunny : You performed the duty of Revising Officer, as well as Registration Officer, and
you formed your own opinion as to the claims sent in ?—Yes.

Are the Committee to understand this : that the only claims you set aside have been those that
have not been sent in in the form required by law ?—Those I have already rejected.

Are those the only onesyou reject ?—Those who put in a claim for the same property twice over.
By Mr. Allan .- Under the advice of the Revising Officer, you reject the claim?—He instructed

me to do so.
By the Chairman: You do not send in the names of those who made application in respect of the

same property. You see the same names you consider to be on the roll, and you do not consider it
necessary to send in the claim ?—Yes. I receive one man's name every year, for the same property,
and if I published the name, it would go into the roll and be numbered consecutively.

Are we to understand that, if a person sends in an application, and you find that person to be
already on the roll, you do not send in his application, whether the application contains the same or
another qualification ?—Not in all cases, unless knowing it is the same person.

You have said you went over the roll with some person ?—I think I did with Mr. Dreyer; at
leasthe did with me ; I did not ask him to do it.

Was the name ofHenry Tomlinsonreferred to by you ?—Never, that I remember.
I mean in going over the roll, did you say he would vote one way or the other; was any observa-

tion made as to Henry Tomlinson?—I do not think so ;I do not remember it. I was annoyed to think
that I was pulled into a room and made to go overthe list.

You donot remember whetherHenry Tomlinson's name-was everbrought under your observation?
—I cannot remember his name being mentioned at all.

By Mr. McGillivray .- Supposing a claim had been sent in by aperson of any name whatever,
and,supposing you found on the same roll a person of the same name already, I wish toknow what you,
as Registration Officer, would do in such a case as that?—If ho lived in the same district, and with the
same name, andI knew nothing at all about him, I should publish his name along with the rest of
the claims.

Supposing the application was on a different qualification, what then?—I suppose I should
publish his name, believinghim to be the individual. If I knew him personally I would not.

You had no personal knowledge of these Tomlinsons?—1 had no personal knowledge.
By Mr. Fitzherbert: Supposing a Henry Tomlinson, of whom you had no knowledge, had sent in

aclaim, the same name being on the roll with a different qualification, would you have put it in the
waste paperbasket, or sent it on to the Revising Officer, according to your ordinary practice ?—I should
consider whether there was onlyone Henry Tomlinson in the district, there could not be two Henrys
in the same family. If I did not know that, I would be wrong in notpublishing the name.

Well, if you would be wrong in notpublishing it, if it had been sent in, would you have published
it?—Yes, I think so. I depend on the constable sending me in the list of deaths. I have no instruc-
tions to inquire into certain houses, as to whether the qualification is right or not. In my own district
Iknow most of the people.

By Mr. Bunny: Is it your habit to send to the constable the list of claimsmade ?—No; no
objection was made in 1866, 1867, 1863, or 1864, as to Henry Tomlinson. He is on tho roll now, he
is away. If any objection had been made to him, the name would have been struck off. He could not
appear himself, as he was not there.

Witness withdrew.
Mr. Travers : The only other witness on this point is Mr. Winfield Higgins, who would prove

that in this case the application of the four Tomliusons, brothers, was made at the same time. The
four claims wereput into the same envelope, and that of Henry Tomlinson must have been received at
the same time. They were all witnessed by the same person, and received at the same time, by Mr.
Moss, gentleman, formerly a Member of the House. Henry Tomlinson had spoken to him about the
claim, and he referred him to Mr. Higgins. The claims were made out in due course, and sent to the
last witness, who must have treated those claims as he was in the habit of doing other claims, by
putting them into the waste basket. That is the only solution we can offer of the matter. The
witness is here to prove the case of Stephen Starnes.

James Robson sworn and examined.
By Mr. Travers : Your name is James Robson ?—Yes.
You area schoolmaster at Lower Moutere, in the Province of Nelson ?—Yes.
Lower Moutere is within theMotueka District for the electionfor the House of Representatives ?

—Yes.
Did you act as Deputy Returning Officer at the late election for the Motueka District ?—

I did.
For which sub-district ?—The Lower Moutere.
Do you know a man of the name of Stephen Starnes ?—I do.
Did he vote at that election?—He did.
Where did the voting take place ?—ln the schoolroom at the Lower Moutere.
Had you a clock ?—I had.
In theroom ?—Yes ; in the room.
Was it going on that day ?—lt was.
Had you that clock for that special occasion ?—lt was a school clock, and I had it for some years.
At what time did you commence the polling on that day ?—At 9 o'clock precisely I opened

the poll.
Now, at what time did Starnes vote. State shortly what took place ?—As the hour of 4 o'clock

approached,I saw anelector, Stephen Starnes, approach the polling-booth. I remarkedto the scrutineers
that I was afraid he wouldbe too late ; the elector, I mean. The scrutineers went out andcalled to him
to be quick. The scrutineers returned to the polling booth, and immediately Stephen Starnes entered;
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he followed them in. The hour of4 o'clock had then passed. I remarked to the scrutineers that it
was then past 4. I felt somewhat embarrassed as to what I should do. I asked the scrutineer for Sir
David Monro, "Shall he vote?" I asked the scrutineer for Mr. Parker, "Shall he voto ? " They
replied " Yes." In the hurry of the moment, being used to the old method of voting at elections, I
forgot myself at the time, and said, " Who do you vote for?" He said first, " For Charles Parker."
I immediately corrected myself and said "I should not have said that to him." However, I took his
vote. I handedhim the paper, according to law, and his vote was received. He deposited the paper
in the ballot box.

Upon the scrutiny taking place afterwards, can you state for whom he voted ?—Only by his
assertion that he voted for Charles Parker.

You did not identify his special paper?—No, I could not identify the paper.
You have only got his assertion that he voted for Mr. Parker ?—That is all; I cannot swear that

he voted for Charles Parker ; he stated to me thathe did.
By the Chairman : Did Starnes retire to the inner part of the booth, where the voters strike out

the names ?—I am not prepared to swear to it.
By Mr. Travers : What was done?—The paper, on being handed to him, bis name, I believe, was

obliterated. He deposited it in the ballot box. Instead of going into the inner chamber, I rather
think he obliterated the paper openly, and deposited it in the ballot box.

By Mr. Fitzherbert: Had the ballotbox been removed from the place where it had been since
9 o'clock ?—I didnot move the ballotbox at all.

By Mr. Travers : Did all this takeplace after 4 o'clock ?—Yes,after 4 o'clock.
Did youreport this circumstance to any one?—I reported it to the principal Returning Officer at

Motueka.
Was that when you were going overtherolls ?—I went down to Motueka immediatelyafter the

election was over ; I went to the Returning Officer, and reported to him what had taken place in
reference to this vote.

By Mr. Allan : Was the Returning Officer Mr. Campbell?—Yes.
Did you tell him all that passed?—Yes, nearly all.
Did you tell him that Starnes said he was going to vote for Parker?—Yes.
Did you read the Ballot Act about scrutineers not disclosing anything ?—Yes, I did.
You told theReturning Officer that Starnes had stated he was going to vote for Parker ?—Yes.
Did you ever tell any one afterwards?—Yes, I might have done so.
Did you vote yourself?—l did.
For whom?—Eor Sir David Monro.
At the time when you say you saw the man coming, was thepoll closed?—No, it was not.
At what time did you see the man coining?—A few moments before 4 o'clock.
Might it have been one minute, two minutes, or three minutes before four?—lt might have been

two minutes before four; I cannot exactly swear. When the scrutineers called to him I saw him
through the window.

Did he come immediately ?—He came in afterwards. I do not know that he hurried himself
at all.

How far off was he?—About fifty yards off.
You knew that he was an elector?—Yes.
You inferred that, because he was an elector, he was coming to vote ?—Yes.
When he came into the room what was thehour ?—Past 4.
How many minutes after 4 ?—Haifa minute.
Did you close the poll then ?—No, not till after his vote was taken.
Why did not you close the poll ?—Because I was embarrassed.
Why not close the poll at 4 o'clock immediately ?—That I cannot say ; I should have done so.
Why did not you do so ?—The scrutineers entering, and the man coming in, and seeing it was

after tho time, I felt in a dilemma.
Why did you not close thepoll and shut tho door before he came in, if 4 o'clock had arrived ?—I

cannot give any reason for it.
Was it not at least a minute to 4 o'clock when this voter came in ?—Most decidedly it was not.
That you will swear to ?—I swear to that.
How far had the minute hand got beyond 4 when he came in ?—lt was to half a minute past

4 o'clock. I sat watching the clock, expecting to see if this man would enter at 4 o'clock. When I
saw the man I immediately remarked that the time had passed.

When he came in did not you say, "I am bound to take this vote. I cannot say it is past
4 o'clock " ?—I did not say that.

What did you say ?—" It is past 4; " and I told him he was too late, that the hour was past.
Did you say that to him ?—No, to the scrutineers.
Was he in the room ?—Yes.
Did you also say-that you could not take the vote?—No, I said the time was past; Ido not know

that I said the words, "I cannot take thevote."
What did the scrutineers say to you when you said that it was past 4 ?—I asked them, " Shall I

take his vote?" and both the scrutineers replied, " Yes."
Did you say to them it was past 4 o'clock, and that it was illegalfor you to take the vote ?—No,

I said it was past 4 o'clock ; I did not say it was illegal for me to take the vote.
And neither of them objected?—Neitherof them objected.
When did you ask him for whom he was going to vote ?—lmmediately after having spoken to the

scrutineers.
Were you watching him at the window all the time that he was coming down ?—No, not all

the time.
Had you been looking out of the window ?—I sat looking out of the window ; I could see from

the window auy mancoming up.
15
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You kept watching him as he came along?—l saw him as he came along.
By Mr. Fitzherbert .- What sort of a clock is it you have?—An eight-day dial. It is a very good

one, and keeps timepretty well.
Who is the maker?—It is aLondon clock ; Ido notknow the maker's name. It was purchased

by the School Committee someyears ago.
What has been the time it kept generally ; has it been a losing rate or a gaining rate ?—I am not

prepared to say.
Has it ever stopped?—Yes, for want of cleaning. ■Is it such a clock as you can depend on to a minute? —Yes ; it is aclock I am most accustomed

to. I call it Moutere time ;I am particular to keep the time.
The poll, you say, opened at 9 o'clock ; this is a question of half a minute past 4 ; can you be quite

sure that seven hours and half a minute elapsed ?—I feel sure it was over seven hours ; I have not the
least doubt about it.

By the Chairman: When did you regulate the clock before ?—Really I could not say ; it kept
regular time.

By Mr. McGillivray: I should like to know whether it was fully 4 o'clock when you saw Starnes
coming?—Oh yes. I saw him through the window, coming up to the door. It only required half a
minute for him to come from where I saw him to the polling place. It might not have been exactly
halfa minute.

By Mr. Fitzherbert: Have you been Returning Officer before?—Yes, for many years.
Have you any form by which to declare the poll closed; do you shut the door?—The wayin which

we declare the poll to be closed is to turn the key in the lock.
Had you done so on this occasion ?—I had not.
Witness withdrew.

William Gibbon sworn and examined.
By Mr. Tracers : Your name is William Gibbon ?—Yes.
Youreside at Motueka ?—Yes.
What is your occupation ?—A sheep farmer.
Were you acting as scrutineer on the part of Sir David Monro, at the late election for Motueka ?

—Yes.
At what polling place?—At the Lower Moutere.
Who was acting as Returning Officer ?—Mr. Robson. .
Was there a scrutineer present on the part of Mr. Parker ?—Yes, there was.
What was his name ?—William Coppins.
Do you know Stephen Starnes ?—Perfectly well.
Did he vote on that occasion?—Yes.
Now, will you state the circumstances under which he gave his vote in regard to time?—Yes ; I

will do that. About a few minutes to 4 o'clock, we were waitingfor the voters to come up, and we did
not see any more coming. Accordingly, Coppins and I went out from the schoolroom on to the road,
and we saw a man coming. We did not know who he was, and we waited till we saw it was Stephen
Starnes. He was some distance from us. As soon as he was sufficiently near, wo cooed and beckoned
to him. We called out to him, if he did not make haste he would be too late to vote. He came up
running as quick as he could, and Coppins aud myself took him into the polling place. I went in
first, and then Coppins and Starnes. We were all there together.

When you entered the schoolroom, did anything take place ?—As soon as we entered the school
room, Mr. Pobson says, " Gentlemen, it's past 4 o'clock." He said that to the three of us.

Now, did you see the clock ?—I did.
Was it or was it not past 4 o'clock ?—lt was past 4 o'clock.
Well, what took place then ?—A consultation took place between mo and Coppins and the

Returning Officer, to know what to do. _ We, to oblige Starnes, let him vote. Mr Robson said imme-
diately afterwards it was past 4 o'clock then.

Did Robson say anything to Starnes?—Yes, when it was agreed between Coppins, myself, and
Robson, Mr. Robson sat down and stamped a paper,and turnedround and saidto Starnes, " Who do you
vote for ?" Starnes immediatelysaid, " Parker." Mr. Robson immediately rose, and said," Dear me,
I have made a mistake." He took the man behind tho curtain, and what was done there I know
nothing at all about.

Did Coppins on that occasion refer to his watch?—He had a watch; whether hereferred to it or
not I donot know.

Was there any discussion as to whether it was or was not past the hour ?—No, not any.
This was to oblige the elector ?—Yes.
Did you know at that time how he was going to vote?—Not exactly.
By the Chairman : Whose scrutineer wereyou ?—Sir David Monro's.
By Mr. Allan : Had the voting been slack about that time?—Yes, very slack.
You and Coppins went out to see if there wereany more electors coming?—We did.
You did not know, of course, before you went out, that Starnes was coming up ?—Certainly

not.
Did you look at the clock before you went out?—Yes.
What timedid you make it before you went out?—lt wanteda few minutes to 4.
How far off was Starnes when you saw him first ?—Well, as far as you can see a man plainly, and

not know who he was exactly.
Have you goodsight ?—Very good sight.
How far off could you see a man, without knowing plainly who it is ?—Well, knowing Starnes as

I do, I might know him if I saw him about 300 yards off. I recognized Starnes by his dress; I
supposed it was Starnes.
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About 300 or 400 yards off ?—Yes, full that.
Where was this schoolroom; was it standing by itself?—Standing by itself on the rise of

the hill.
When you came in, did you lookat the clock ?—I looked at the clock as soon as Robson said it

was past 4.
Did you look at the clock before Robson said anything?—When we came in, Robson informed us

it was past 4 o'clock.
Did you look at the clock when you came in ?—I did.
When did you look at the clock ?—As soon as Robson informed us it was past 4.
Youhad not looked at the clock before ?—I had not.
When you came in, what was the clock?—It was half a minutepast 4 o'clock.
Had the poll been closed then?—No, it was not closed.
Mr. Robson never said anything to you about closing it ?—No.
When Starnes came in, what did Robson say ?—When Starnes entered with me and Coppins, he

informed us that it was past 4 o'clock.
Was he sitting?—He met us as we came in at the door.
Had anything been said by any of you before Robson told you it was past 4 o'clock ?—No, not

a word.
He did not decline to take the vote?—He certainly refused it, but he afterwards took it; he said

it was past 4 o'clock.
Where was theclock in theroom ?—The clock was beside theentrance door. He said, " Gentlemen,

it's past 4 o'clock," pointing to the clock.
Am 1 to understand you that he met you at tho door?—He met us at the door.
And then you looked and saw it was halfa minute?—lt was half a minute.
You calculated it carefully ?—I saw the clock.
You arecertain it was half a minute?—Perfectly certain.
Did you object or consent to the vote being taken ?—A consultation took place as I have before

stated,between Coppins, the Returning Officer and myself, and after some little talk about it to oblige
the man we allowed his vote to be taken.

How long were you holding this conversation?—Perhaps it might have been a minute.
When Starnes came in didnot Robson say that he could not say it was past 4 o'clock; and he waß

bound to take thevote ?—As soon as we entered, he told us it was past4 o'clock.
Did he say he was bound to take the vote, as he could not say it was past 4 o'clock?—He said it

was past 4 o'clock ; there was nothing further said.
When did you first speak about Starnes havingvoted after 4 o'clock?—l did not speak of it at all.
Did you mentionit to Sir David Monro, that he had votedafter 4 o'clock ?—Not to the best ofmy

recollection.
When were you asked to come here and give evidence ?—Ireceived a letterfrom Mr. Pitt.
When was that ?—The first letter I received was about a monthago.
Was that telling you that Sir David Monro was getting up evidence trying to show that this man

had voted after 4 o'clock ?—lt merely asked me whether Starnes had voted after 4 o'clock.
Did you know that Pitt was Monro's agent?—Yes.
Did he say anything more in the letter?
Mr. Gillies .- The letter ought to be produced.
Mr. Allan : I did not understand we were to be guided by the strict rules of evidence ; if so, we

will require the letter.
The Chairman: What is this examination tending to ? You have got theevidence of the officer

himself and the scrutineer.
Examination continued.

By Mr. Allan : Did Pitt tell you thathe was trying to get up evidence for Monro?—No.
Did he merely say that he wanted to know whether it was after 4 o'clock or not?—Yes.
Had you known before that they were trying to get up evidence ?—No, I think not.
Never heard of it?—I might have heard of it.
By Mr. McGillivray: You have said that you consulted with the Returning Officer and Coppins

as to whether you would receive the vote?—l consulted with Coppins, the scrutineers for Mr. Parker,
and with Robson. We thought it best to accommodate the man and allow him to vote. It was past
the time. Robson said, " Gentlemen, it is past 4 o'clock."

What I wish to know is this: Did you observe how much it was past 4 o'clockwhen the vote was
taken, after this deliberation?—I know the vote was takenafter 4. I know it was past 4 o'clock when
the man came in. I cannot say anything further about it.

By Mr. Travers : WThat the honorable Member has asked you is, whether you know what time
had elapsed from his coming in and his actually voting?—Well, I would say about a minute and a half.

By the Chairman : You say that the Returning Officer, after asking the man for whom he intended
to vote, had said he had madea mistake. Did he say the mistake was make with reference to previous
practice?—He said, when he asked the man he spoke it out so quick, and could not stop himself. He
said, " I have made a mistake." That was the only mistake that occurred during the day.

Youdid not state what the mistake hadreference to?—It was as regards his asking Starnes for
whom he would vote.

By Mr. Fitzherbert: Were you present at the commencement of the poll ?—I think I was a little
behind the time. lam not quite certain of the time the poll was opened. I was a few minutes
behind the time.

Did you observe the state of the clock when you entered?—-Well, I might have looked at it, but
I could not say.

By Mr. Travers : The poll was open when you arrived ?—The poll was open, but no votes had
been taken.

Witness withdrew.



tt—No. 14. 60 REPORT OP THE MOTUEKA ELECTION COMMITTEE.
18th Sept., 1871.

19th Sept., 1871.

Mr. Travers : That is all the evidenceI have to produce. I understand my friend wishes to call
evidence to contradict the evidence given to-day. I would apply for an order to have the paper
deposited by Starnes produced, as that will show how he voted.

The Chairman : Does that much signify, if he voted for Sir David Monro ?
Mr. Bunny .- That would not help your case.
Mr. Tracers : But, if he voted for Mr. Parker.
Mr Bunny : We take it for granted he voted for Mr. Parker.
Mr. Allan : I have two witnesses to examine to rebut the evidence given as to Starnes coming into

the polling booth after 4 o'clock. lam bound to call every sort of evidencewe have got.
After the Committee had deliberated for a short time,
The Chairman said : The Committee consider that thevote of Starnes, under the circumstances,

ought not to be struck off; and, therefore, that it is unnecessary for the petitioner to call evidence
upon this point.

Mr. Travers : I would ask the Committee whether they would allow an adjournment, in order to
enable me to produce evidence with regard to Tomlinson.

Mr. Allan: I shall object to any further adjournment; Ido not see what is to be gained by it.
The Chairman : Is that the only evidence you wish to produce ?
Mr. Travers : That is the only evidence, to show that Tomlinson's claim, in 1867, was a bond fideclaim. We understand that he made a claim in 1869 as well.
The Chairman: Do you wish for the adjournment for the purpose of calling evidence on that

point also.
Mr. Travers .- We understand from him that he did so, and we are informed that he made this

claim in 1867. The Committeewill understand that our object in calling the evidence is to show that
the man was not guiltyof personation ; that when voting he was doing so under the implicit belief that
he was on the roll.

Mr. Allan : We are not indicting him for a criminal offence. The charge is that he voted in the
name of another man, when he had no right to do it.

The Chairman : The Committee will deliberate upon that point.
After a brief deliberation,
The Chairman said: The Committee consider that they have sufficient evidence with regard to

Tomlinson to satisfy them that he did not knowingly personate and pretend to be any other person
than himself,

The Committee adjourned.

Tuesday, 19th September, 1871.
The Committee met at half-past 10 o'clock.

Mr. Brandon in the Chair.
Mr. Allan appeared for the petitioner, Mr. Charles Parker; and Mr. Travers for tho sitting

Member, Sir David Monro.
Minutes of last sitting read and confirmed.
Mr. Travers: Sir, before addressing the Committee, I have to ask that the string with which you

have tied up the parcels received from the Returning Officer should be untied, so that I may see the
indorsement on the various packages.

The Chairman untied the parcel, and separated thepackages.
Mr. Travers: I will not dispute with my friend that it is my duty to address the Committee in the

first instance.
Mr. Allan: The general practice in England is, that the petitioner opens his case ; and if the

sitting Member choses to call evidence,his Counsel addresses the Committee, after which the peti-
tioner's Counsel has the right of reply.

Mr. Trovers: I am not prepared to dispute the right of my friend to reply, and I willat once
address the Committeeon the case presented to them. This Committee is, as I need not say, appointed
to inquire into and determine upon the allegations contained in the petition of Mr. Charles Parker
against the return of Sir David Monro, and is acting under the provisions of " The Election Petitions
Act, 1858," and "The Election Petitions Act Amendment Act, 1862." I wouldrefer the Committee
to the subsection of the second section of the Amendment Act, in reference to the allegations con-
tained in the petition—" Every petition shall allege the specific grounds on which the return is
impugned, and no other grounds than such as are stated in the petition shall be investigated." I
apprehend, Sir, that that subsection essentially narrows the inquiry in the case to the actual specific
charges made on the face of the petition, and that these charges must be substantiatedby sufficient
evidence in order to justify the Committee in coming to the conclusion sought for by the petitioner.
I do not propose to address myself to the allegationsrelating to bribery, treating, or undue influence;
and, indeed, if I rightly comprehend tho decisionof the Committee yesterday, iv reference to the case of
Tomlinson, thatalso as an allegationis absolutely disposed of, because the Committeehave determined
in thedirect negativeof that allegation ; theresolution ofthe Committee.asrecorded ontheirminutes,being
in effect a direct and positive negation of the allegation contained in the petition. The allegationis,—■

" That at such election a person named Henry Tomlinson,not being a duly qualifiedregistered elector,
or qualified to vote for the said district, did knowingly personate and pretend to be the Henry
Tomlinson on the electoral roll for the said district, and did falsely assume to vote and did vote as
such Henry Tomlinson at the said election for the said Sir David Monro." Now, Sir, if 1 rightly
apprehend the resolution of the Committee, they have decided that he did not knowingly or falsely
pretend to be the Henry Tomlinson on the electoral roll. If my memory serves me, these are the very
words of the resolution, and they certainly amount to an express and direct negation, and as I humbly
think, rightly so, of thepetitioner's statement.

The next and only allegation which remains to be considered, is the allegation" That, at the said
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election, a person of the nameof James Hagan, notbeing a registered elector, and not qualified to vote at
the said election for the said district, did knowingly personate and pretend to be the James Hagan on the
electoral roll for the said district,No. 363, and did falselyassume to vote, and did tenderhis vote,as such
James Hagan, anddid voteas such JamesHagen,for the said Sir David Monro." In order that the Com-
mitteemay clearlyunderstandtheabsoluteinterestand meaning of that allegation,it willbe necessaryfor
me torefer themto theparticularStatute under theprovisionsof which that allegationis inserted into the
petition. The Committeewill observe that the prohibition is not to be found in the Corrupt Practices
Prevention Act at all, but is to be found in a penal clause in " The Regulation of Elections Act, 1870."
It is not, I say, one of the causes enumerated in the Corrupt Practices Prevention Act in reference to
which a petition may be presented against the return of a Member, but occurs in what is strictly a
penal section introduced into the Regulation of Elections Act, and which,'as I submit to the Com-
mittee, can only affect the individual who commits a breach of that section, and who thereby becomes
guilty of an offence within its terms and meaning. The section in question enumerates a number of
offences for which severepenalties are imposed, and amongst them is the offence of personating an
elector. It is coupled, for example, with the falsely answering any question put to a voter,.orfalsely
making a declaration on any matter connected with the election. It would hardly for one moment be
contended that a false declaration, or falsely answering questions put by a Returning Officer, would
affect the return of a Member; it would affect the individual who gave the false answer or who made
the false declaration,because it subjects him to extremely severe penal consequences—the penal con-
sequences which usually follow upon a conviction for perjury. Personating an elector is placed
precisely in the same category.

I will now call the attention of the Committee to the express words used, because they are
extremely important in connection with this inquiry—extremely important when they are taken in
connection with the duties of this Committee as defined by the Statute ;—namely, to inquire into and
determineupon the truth of the specific allegations contained in the petition, and upon no other ground
whatsoever. The language of the 50th section of " The Regulation of Elections Act, 1870,'' in
connection with the charge in the petition, is as follows:—" or shall personate any elector for the
purpose of voting at any election." Now, the meaning of the word " elector "is to be found in the
35th section of " The Registrationof Electors Act, 1866," which is as follows :—" The said copy so to
be signed and kept by tbeReturning Officer for his own use shall be tho electoral roll of persons
entitled to vote at any election." The elector, therefore, whose name appears upon the roll is defined
to be " aperson entitled to vote at any election ;" and that is the same definition which is given in the
English Statutes upon the subject. That definition is somewhat important in connection with the
present charge ; for tho charge is that one James Hagan " did knowingly personate and pretend to be
the James Haganon the electoralroll," " and didfalsely assume to vote " as such James Hagan, " and
did vote as such James Hagan." Now, the circumstances, as shown by the evidence, do not constitute
a case of personation at all; and it is, as I humbly submit to the Committee, purely a charge of
personation which they are now investigating in connection with thevote of James Hagan. Had the
petitioner charged that one James Hagan, not being a duly qualified elector, had voted at the said
election, then the allegation might have been sustained ; but the allegation is not that; the charge
made is a distinct charge—distinct, as the law requires that it should be distinct—specific, as the law
requires that it should be specific—that he knowingly personated and pretended to be James Hagan,
an elector. Now, I apprehend that this Committeewill not, although they areby no means bound by
the views takenby the most eminent Judges of England; upon a point of this kind altogetherignore
the opinion of the men who occupy the bench in England, and although, as it will seem on looking
into the cases to which I intend to refer, they may be found to have been decided upon the narrow
ground of the language of the Statutes, yet I apprehend that this Committee will not ignore them.
Indeed, I submit that this Committee has no more power or authority to alter the meaning of the
language used by the Legislature than the Judges to whom is delegated the duty of interpreting those
Statutes in their judicial capacity. Now, a case involving the verypoint in question was argued
before the Court of Queen's Bench in the year 1868, and is reported in the Law Journal Reports,
vol. xxxviii.—the case of Whiteley v. Chappell. It was a case of personation, and the language of the
Statute giving rise to that case was almost the same as that of the New Zealand Statute :—"" By 14
and 15 Vict. c. 105, s. 3, if auy person, pending or after theelection of any guardian, shall wilfully,
fraudulently, and with intent to affect the results ofsuch election personate any
person entitled to vote at such election, he shall be liable on conviction by two Justices to three
months' imprisonment: —Held, that the section makes no provision against the offence of personating
a voter who is dead at the time of the election, as the offender cannot be convicted ofpersonating any
one ' entitledto vote ' at the election.

The language of Mr. Justice Lush, in giving judgment on the case, is this : " I am of opinion that
we cannot, without straining the words of the Act to a point further than we are justified in going,
bring this case within the penal section. It maybe that the framers of the Act would have done well
to have extended it so as to have included an offence like the present one. But we are bound to
apply the words of the Statute, which are these, " that if any one shall personate any person entitled
to vote at such election, or falsely assume to act in the name or on behalf of any person so entitled.
to vote," he shall be liable to the penalty. Now, these words must mean a person entitled to
vote at the time of the election, and here the voter personated was dead at the time of
the election and could not be considered a person " entitled to vote." In the case of the King
v. Martin, the words of the Act were, " entitled or supposed to be entitled;" and the case seems
to have entirely proceeded upon the words " supposed to be entitled," which are not in the Statute
before us, so that the case has really no application. The language of our sectionis nearly the same; and
I submit to this Committee that it wouldinvolve one of the gravest possible absurdities if this Com-
mittee were to decidethat the fifth allegationhad been proved, containing, as it does, a distinct charge
that James Hagan did wilfully and falsely personate an elector when that person is proved to have
been dead someyears previously. If James Hagan had been indicted for the commissionof that offence
he would necessarily have been acquitted upon the language of the Statute, and I submit that in such a
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case it would amount to an absurdity if this Committee should decide that the fifth allegation in the
petition had been proved.

There is another caso to which I will call attention, and which comes very much nearer to, and is
indeed very much like, the case nowunder investigation,—it is the case of Eegina v. Goodman (vol. i.,
P. and P. Reports, p. 502) : "This was an indictment for untruly answering oneof thequestiqns put to
■voters at a municipal election, under section 34 of the Municipal Corporation Act. Tho defendant's
father, William Goodman, had been a burgess of St. Albans, and those names remained upon the
overseer's lists ; but he had been absent from home for a considerable time. The son, the defendant,
was also named William, resided at the same house, and paid the parish rates, &c. At a municipal
election, the defendant offered to vote, and being asked, 'Are you the person whose name 'appears as
William Goodman on theburgess roll now in force ? ' answered ' Yes,' There was only one 'William
Goodman,' on the roll. Ballantine,Serjt., objected that there was no case; and Wightman, J., so held
and directed,that the defendant should be acquitted."

There wo have William Goodman who neverclaimed to be on the list answering the question that
he was the William Goodman whose name appeared upon the roll, and yet it was decided that there
was no case of personation made out against him, and lie was accordingly acquitted. Now, thatcase is
in that respect, on all fours with the case before the Committee ; for although James Hagan did, in his
evidence, distinctly state that, at the timelie exercisedthe franchise, both at this election and at other
elections, he knew thathe was voting inrespect ofhis father's name placed iipon the roll, he also swore
that he fully believed that he was entitled to do so, and that the vote had descended to him, or passed
to him in right of the portion of the property which had been devised for his benefit. He appears to
have acted, as I submit to the Committee, with perfect hona fides, and was not knowingly, unlawfully,
and fraudulently—for it must amount to that, personating his father ; but thathe honafide voted under
the impression that he had a right to do so. But whether he did or not, whetherit was hona fide or
not, it is perfectly clear that in the eye of the law, and within the terms of the penal section of the
Statute under which this charge is made in the petition, James Hagan was not guilty of the offence of
personation—that he wouldbe entitled upon the facts to be at once acquitted if placed upon his trial;
and I submit that, upon the same facts, this Committee ought not to decide that the allegation of the
petition is proved; for, as I before remarked to the Committee, this is not one of the cases referred to
at all in any words in those Acts which relate specially to controverted elections, but comes within a
certain class of offences in the same category as that for which William Goodman was placed upon his
trial before Mr. JusticeWhiteman. The languageofour Act is exactly the same. (Quotes section 50
of "The Regulation of Elections Act, 1870.") The charge here made, is one which is joined with a
number of other charges, and could notpossibly affect theresult of the election; it is merely included
as one amongstmany in a penal section of the statute, not having special reference to questions to be
raised before a Committee upon a controverted election.

I will now refer to the fourth allegation in the petition :"""That numerous persons, not being
registered electors, or qualified to vote at the said election, illegally voted for the said Sir David
Monro." Now, Sir, I apprehend that is a very general and vague allegation ; and the whole of the
evidence of Hagan, and the whole of the evidence in connection,with Tomlinson, would point to cases
of personation, and not to this allegation at all. Incidentally, of course, it appeared that Hagan aud
Tomlinson, not being on the roll, had given their votes ; but there is nothing in that allegation of so
specific a natureas would give us notice that the votes were to be objected to upon that ground. I
submit to the Committee that there is no such specific allegation here as would justifymy friend in
applying the evidence given to the particular allegation (No. 4) in tho petition. This allegation is
simply referrable to theprayer of the petition, demanding a scrutiny, which, of course, this Committee
has no power to make. The 11th section of the petition is : " That, by reason of the premises, and
other irregularities andillegal proceedings, the said Sir David Monro obtainedthe saidapparent and
colourable majority over your petitioner, whereas the majority of legal votes was in favour of your
petitioner ; and the said return is illegal and erroneous, and ought to be corrected and amended, or the
said election declared void." In addressing myself specially to these two sections of the petition—
sections 4 and 11—which refer to alleged illegally given votes, and to the circumstance that an
" apparent and colourable majority " was obtainedby Sir David Monro, whilst thereal majority was in
favour of the petitioner, I propose to call attention to a variety of clauses in " The Regulation of
Elections Act, 1870,"relating to the mode in which the electionis to be conducted,and the mode in
which the majority of votes is to be ascertained. In the first place, the mode in which the voting is
carried out is regulated by section 2G, which declares that " after a poll shall stand appointed for any
election, the Returning Officer shall causeballot papers to be printed," and so forth, and declaresthat
" the directions in the said Schedule shall be of the same force as if they had been provisions contained
in this Act." Among the directions in the Schedule, we find that the voter must be careful not to
leave uncancelled the names of more than the number of members to be returned, or the ballot paper
will be invalid. I apprehend that the true meaning of the words, "or this paper will be invalid," is,
that the vote given must be rejected ; that the paper would not be treated as apaper properly used at
the election. The 45th sectionof the Actprovides that,if anyelectorrecords more than the legalnumber,
ofvotes at any election, his vote is to be rejected. Moreover, if on going over the electoral rolls which
have been used at the various polling booths, the Returning Officer finds that more than one vote has
been recorded in the name of any particular elector, the papers upon which those votes are recorded
are to bo selected and set aside, and those votes arenot to be taken into account. None of the votes
given under the foregoing circumstances are to be taken into account in computing the number of
votes given for any particular candidate. We have, then, several contingencieswhich could lead to
the rejection of the voting papers. The contingency of the name not being properly obliterated; the
contingency of a duplicate vote ; the contingency of more than one vote being recorded for a candidate
by the same individual, that is to say, going to several booths and voting again, or personating an
elector who also votes, or improperly striking out the name ; and there may be a variety of other con-
tingencies which, upon scrutiny, would induce the Returning Officer to reject any particular votes
which may have been so recorded. The maxim of law is, that where an individual is intrusted with
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the performanceof a judicial duty, then, in the absence of any proof that he has not performed it duly
and properly, we are to assume that it has been duly and properly performed. Now, Sir, I ask this
Committee, what evidence have they that the vote of James Hagan was ever taken into com-
putation in ascertaining thenumber of votes given for Sir David Monro ? I find hero a bundle of
unused ballot papers ; I find abundle of papers set aside as incorrectly erased at the election ; I find
here a bundle of papers used at the election, no doubt containing the separate packages used at the
various polling booths ; and I ask the Committee, have they any evidence whatsoever that the Henry
Tornlinson, who is alleged to be on the roll, did not vote at that election, and that the two papers were
not set aside as duplicate votes ? What evidence have we that those votes have not beenrejected on
the computation? Is the Committee possessed of a scintilla or tittle of evidence on that point?
Why was not Henry Tomlinson, the true voter, called here to say that he did not vote. No,
my friend did not call him. The probability is, that Henry Tomlinson would say that he had
voted. The Committee have no proof that the papers had not been set aside as papers in-
dicating duplicate votes. I submit to this Committee that there is not one scintilla of
evidence before it, that either that one or the paper purporting to have been used by James Hagan,
was ever taken into computation in ascertaining the number of votes given for Sir David Monro. My
friend never ventured to ask that that paper should be produced from that bundle ; he was content to
allow the matter to be slurred over, in the hope that this Committeewould assume, as a matter of
course, that Tomlinson and Hagan's votes were taken into the computation of votes. I say the
Committeehave not a tittle ofevidence before them that such was the case ; not a tittle of evidence to
show that the name was properly obliterated; that the paper was not set aside ; that it is not among
the papers rejected; not a tittle of evidence to show how the numbers arrived at by the Returning
Officer when he went over the roll were ascertained. Although we called the Returning Officer, my
friend neverventured to put the roll into his hand and ask him whether James Hagan was one of those
who voted for Sir David Monro, and whether the vote was taken into computation when thenumberof
votes was ascertained. The papers are sealed up now ; not open to this Committee; not tendered in
evidence. The evidence in this case is closed. Not a single scintilla of evidence has this Committee
before it that these papers were used properly by the parties who pretended to vote ; no evidence that
thesevotes were evertaken intocomputation in ascertainingthe majority. No questionwas submitted,
and no evidence called to prove that fact. All that my friend was content with was, the declaration of
James Hagan, that he went and voted for Sir David Monro. Whether his vote was properly recorded
and taken into computation or not, we have no evidence. For aught weknow, he might have obliterated
the name of Sir David Monro, and the votemight have been counted for Mr. Parker. The Committee,
then, have not before them the necessary evidence for deciding this question, and if a decision is arrived
at adverseto my client, I submit that that decision must be arrived at upon abare assumption, and in
the absence of thatevidence which the lawhas clearly and distinctly provided should be the evidence to
be used, and which my friend ought to have used. He ought to have asked the Chairman to order
those papers to be opened and placed before the Committee, in order that they might see with their own
eyes, and not be compelled to rest on the mere assumption that thepaper had been properly used, and
that the vote had been actually taken into computation in determining the number of votes for Sir
David Monro. We know that Henry Tomlinson deposited his paper, but we also know that he is an
illiterateman, unable to read or write. We have no proof thatany specific directions or instructions
■were given to him when he went to thepoll. We have nothing whatsoever here now to show thathe
obliteratedhis paper in such a manneras that his vote should be so recorded.

I would ask this Committee to pause before coining to a conclusion in an inquiry of this kind,
which not merely affects the seat of Sir David Monro, in itselfa matter ofimportance, but which must
necessarily establish a precedent for guidance in future cases. lam not going to draw any comparison
whatever betweentwo candidates. It is not my place to do so ;it would be unbecoming on my part
to attempt to draw any comparisons between the two gentlemen who contested that election; but
nevertheless,I may say, it is a matter of importance, looking to the position which Sir David Monro
Las occupied in theLegislature of New Zealand for a large number of years, that liis seat should not
be declared void,unless upon clear and unmistakeable evidence, sufficient to satisfythe consciences and
the oaths of the Members who constitute this Committee. Sir, I ventureto assert to the Committee,
that beyond a bare assumption, they have no evidence before them to indicate in the slightest degree
that in the computation of the votes which were taken on that occasion, the votes of Hagan and
Tomlinson were taken into account. It would have been very simple for my friend, when the
[Returning Officer was here, to have asked the Chairmanto have open thebundle of papers and rolls used
at the election, and to have asked the Eeturning Officer to verify the circumstances upon which he
relied, by showing that the votes of Hagan and Tomlinson were taken into the computation on that
occasion, and that thepapers they used werenot in the rejected papers in that parcel. But, I repeat,
that the Committee had not before them one single tittle of evidence that these papers were ever used
in the manner in which my friend wishes the Committee to assume that they were used ; and I would
respectfully submit, therefore,that the Committee have before them no evidence whatsoever that in this
computation any one of these votes was taken into account. There is nothing to show that the Henry
Tomlinson who doesappear on theroll of Waimca West did not record his vote upon that occasion
also, and that the two votes were not rejected as being duplicate votes. The onus of proving that lay
with my friend. The fair inference is,that he dare not call before the Committee theHenry Tomlinson
who is said to have been personated. He had the opportunityofcalling him here to prove that he had
not exercised the franchise on the occasion in question. No ; my friend is a great deal too shrewd in
these matters to be caught in a trap of that kind. He prefers to risk the charge of omission to the
greater risk which he must have encountered had he brought the real manhere, for in all probability
he would have sworn that he too voted, and that the inference would necessarily bo that the papers
had been rejected. I submit to you that those papers may now be lying there, and thepaperof Hagan
may be lying there, as one insufficientlyadmitted.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I do not wish to weary you by addressing you longer upon this
point. If the position I have just taken be at all wellfounded, I apprehend the Committee, however
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they may be satisfied that James Hagan is not the James Hagan who voted, and was not upon the
electoralroll; however, they may be satisfied that one Henry Tomlinsonwho voted was not upon the
electoral roll; they have not before them that sufficient evidencewhich couldenable them, consistently
with the provisions of the law, to decide in what manner the majority of votes was made up. They
have not a tittle of evidence to show that the votes which these men stated theyrecorded were so
recorded, or that they were taken into computation by the Returning Officer when he made up the
total number of votes. It must be borne in mind that the Returning Officer only makes up thesevotes
from the electoralrolls produced by the DeputyReturning Officers. He does not examinethe papers ;
he has no cognizance of the number of papers rejected at all. All he can do is to take the return
presented to him by the Deputy Returning Officers, who each seals up his own individual packet. The
Returning Officer does not look at these papers; he takes the numbers given to him. The Deputy
Returning Officer makes up the separate bundles, and theReturning Officer merely checks the number
ofpersons who appear to have voted upon theroll. He does not inquire whetherthe vote ofA. B. or
C. was rejected ; all he satisfies himself of is that so many votes at each booth had been given or
rejected, so thatmy friend ought, in order to complete his case, to have called all persons connected
with that election, to showthat in making the computation these particular votesof which he complains
were improperly taken into account. It does not even appear that the Returning Officer, by whom
these papers were sent, performed his duty in sending these packages sealed, as the lawrequires. I
would, therefore, respectfully submit that in this case, the petitioner has entirely failed in doing moro
than establishing aprima facie case that Henry Tomlinson and JamesHagan were persons who, in
strict law, were not entitled to vote. He has not shown in any degree that their votes,although they
swore that they did vote for Sir David Monro, were so recorded as to be taken into computation in
determing themajority at therecent election.

The Chairman : Why can the Committee not open these papers?
Mr. Travers: I submit that the Committee has no power whatever to do so. The case is now

closed, asregards the evidence ; and the Committeewould be violating every rule relating to evidence,
if they now, at the close of the case, were to allow my friend to supplement the evidence, because I
have pointed out a grave mistake in his case. The Committee would not be justifiediv opening these
papers ; they have notbeen transmitted according to law.

Mr. Allan : They areput in evidence and received.
The Chairman : I want to understand your objection, Mr. Travers ; I want a specific answer to

the question : what is it that prevents the Committeefrom opening these bundles ?
Mr. Travers: The objection is this : The Committee has no power whatsoeverto do so ; the Act

doesnot authorize the Committee to open any bundle at all. The Act specifies that the bundles are
to be transmitted to the Clerk of the House of Representatives, and they are only to be opened by
command of a competent Court. Section 62 of the Act says: "If any person shall knowingly and
wilfullybreak the seal of or open any such sealed parcel or sealedpacket as aforesaid unless he be by
the lawful commandof some competent Court or other tribunalrequired so to do or called upon to
produce some portion of the contents of such parcel or packet he shall be guilty of a misdemeanour.".

Mr. Bunny : Read section 61.
Mr. Travers : That section only provides that the papers are to be evidencewhen properly taken

from the bundles and endorsed. The Committee have no power to take them. All the Committee can
do is to order the Clerk of the House of Representatives to open the papers. He is the person who
should open the papers. The remaining portion of clause G2,is : " Provided always that as to any
parcel or packet containing ballot papers set aside or selected and set aside under the provisions of
this Act it shall be lawful for the Court to direct any person to open any such packet or parcel and
extract any ballot paper therefrom." All the Committee, as a judicial tribunal, can do is to order the
Clerk of the House of Representatives to open thepapers. I apprehend that the papers should have
remained in the custody of the Clerk of the House of Representatives throughout this inquiry, under
section CO of theAct. The Committee has no powerto take them out of his custody. They might call the
Clerk before them, when they required the papers to be produced, and order him to abstract from the
bundles any special paperswhich maybe duly called for. And when it is abstracted, what is to be done ?
That paper cannotbe used until the Clerk has endorsed upon it, under his hand, a certificatethat the
strict requirement of the Statute, in regard to the transmission of the papers, has been complied with.
The paper itself is not evidence until that endorsement has been madeby the Clerk of the House of
Representatives.

The Chairman: "When thepapers are handed over to this Committee, theClerk of the Committee
is the proper custodian of them.

Mr. Gillies .- No ; that is not the case.
Mr. Travers : The papers are to be sealed and to be in thepossession of the Clerk of the House of

Representatives for a period of two years. The Court or Committeemay order that the papers be
opened,but it will not lookat any one of those papersunless it has indorsedupon the certificate, under
the hand of the Clerk of the House of Representatives, that the requirements of the Statute have been
complied with. The bundles are there, as bundles in evidence, of what ? Of the facts indorsed upon,
them, and nothing more; not a single paper is here in evidence before the Committee; nor has the
Committee any powerwhatsoever to open those papers,or to look at a single one of them as evidence
in this case. They areonlyevidence when the following provisions of the lawhave been complied with :

" Any ballot paper and any copy of a roll, and any book purporting to be taken from any such parcel
as aforesaid, and having written thereon respectively under the hand of the Clerk of the House of
Representatives for the timebeing a certificate ofthe several particularsherebyrequired to be indorsed
upon such a parcel, andthat the same was so taken from such parcel, shall be evidencein any Court of
justice, or before any Committeeof the House of Representatives that the same was so taken." There-
fore, until the requirements of the Statute have been complied with, not a single document in those
parcels can be looked at by this Committee; aud it would be going beyond all the rules applicable to
the decision of cases, for the Committee to attempt to supplement the evidence of my friend, when he
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had it in his power to give that evidencehimself, by now opening these papers, and I submit that it
wouldbe entirely inconsistent with the provisions of the law.

Mr. Allan : Sir, I am here in support of the petition, and I propose to address but a few words to 'the Committee in reply. The Committee of the House of Representatives have been addressed as if
they were a common jury, and a common jury not of the highest class

Mr. Travers : My friend has no right to assume thatI have acted in a manner
Mr. Allan : I assume nothing.
Mr. Travers : If I addressed the Committee in the mannercharacterized by my friend I should

be open to rebuke ; but myfriend has no right to assume that I have addressed tho Committee, as
Members of the House of Representatives, in the manner or character of a jury of a low class. I must
ask, Mr. Chairman, that you will be good enough to protect me upon that point. If I have acted so it
was unintentional.

The Chairman : There was nothing whatever objectionable to the Committee.
Mr. Allan : If my friend considers it a reproach, Imay say that I did not make anyreproach at

all. 1 contend that the Committeeof the House of Representativeshave been addressed as if a man
was being tried for an offence which was a statutory offence. They have been addressed as if James
Hagan and Henry Tomlinson were upon their trial for personation, and the questions at issue were,
whether the words of the Act had been strictly pursued in the framing of the indictment, and the
crime charged had been strictly proved. But I maintain that those are not the questions before this
Committee. The investigation is whether, so to speak, theprivileges of the House have beenimpugned;
that is : whether the votes of certain persons who have come here, and upon their own statements have
declared to you that they have no right to vote, are to be allowed, and whether the sitting Memberis
to claim the seat on suffrages which be had no right to receive. That is the only question the Com-
mittee have to determine. It is not as if a man was being tried, and an objection was taken to the
wording of the indictment; but it is : has Sir David Monro any right to these two votes which have
been admitted to have beenrecorded for him and taken into consideration

Mr. Travers: No.
The Chairman : I think Mr. Travers' point was, that you have not shown that they were taken

into consideration ; that they were rejected.
Mr. Allan : That has been admittedthroughout.
Mr. Travers : I most distinctly state that I never admitted anything of thekind.
Mr. Allan: I applied at the time to have the parcels opened, and it was said that it was

unnecessary.
The Chairman : It is admitted that they voted for Sir David Monro.
Mr. Allan : When interrupted, I was stating that the question the Committee had to consider was,

whether these votes had been given, and whether we have shown that the votes were improperly,
allowed. In tho first place, we bave in the ElectionPetitions Act a statement to the effect that every
petition must be tried according to its merits, and upon its merits the case is to stand or fall. In the
Regulationof Elections Act there is a provision to theeffect that if any person shall personate an elector
he shall be deemed to be guilty of misdemeanour. In Committees of the House of Commons there has
always been a distinction taken,and admitted, between a statutoryoffence and an offence as against the
privileges of the House, or the offence of a man votingfor a person who has no right to vote. Now,
what is the evidencebefore you ? The evidenceof both Hagan and Tomlinson is, that they had noright
to vote. Hagan tellsyou that he knew it was his father's qualification ; that he had no qualification
himself, and that he never applied to have his name put on the roll. Tomlinson tells you thatho had
never the qualification on the roll on which he voted. It is clear, therefore, that Hagan knew
that he had no right to vote; and it is also clear, from his own statement, that he voted in the
name of a person who was on the roll, and whose vote he had no right to assume. Now,
take the case of Tomlinson. He says that he voted, and that he discovered afterwards that
he had no right to vote, and that he was not the Henry Tomlinson on the roll. You have two
clear cases of persons voting in the name of others, when they had no right to vote. I say, therefore,
that upon the petition these votes shouldbe disallowed. The petition alleges, " That numerouspersons,
not being registered electors or qualified to vote at the saidelection, illegally voted for the said Sir
David Monro. That at the said election, a person of the name of James Hagan, notbeing a registered
elector, and notqualified to vote at the said election for the said district, did knowingly personate and
pretend to be the James Hagan on the electoral roll for the said district, number 363, and did falsely
assume to vote, and did tender his vote as such James Hagan, and did vote as such
James Hagan for the said Sir David Monro." The two cases cited by my friend were
not cases before the Imperial Parliament; one was an action for penalties under a .Borough Statute, and was therefore a proceeding in the nature of a penal action, and
the Court of Queen's Bench had to decide whether the offence came clearly within tho words of the
Act which made it apenal offence ; they decided that it didnot, the defendant thereforo was not liable,
and could not be mulcted in the penalty. Even assuming that the same strict construction is to be
applied in the present instance, the words in our Statuteare " personating an elector ;" and therefore,
whether the man knowingly intended to personate or not, if he does personate, that would be a
statutory offence, and would be punishable. The petition says thatHagan and Tomlinson did know-
ingly personate and pretend to be the persons of the same name on the roll. The evidencein support
of that allegationought certainly to be admitted, as establishing the charge of personation. Persona- *

tion, in a Parliamentary sense, is a case where a man votes in tho name of another. There may be
certain ingredients which may not make it a statutory offence, renderinghim liable to punishmentjbut
which would be sufficient to justifythe votebeing struck out as illegal. To show that he is not the
voter on tho electoral roll is quite sufficient. It is not essential that you should give particulars in
your petition. That has been recently decidedin a case in England. You may afterwards state your
particulars. It has been shown that Tomlinson illegally voted ; that is, he personated an elector; and,
although it might not appear that he knew at the time that he was not the Henry
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Tomlinson on the roll, still that would not in the slightest degree validate his vote. It
has been proved that James Hagan knew that he was not a registered elector, and
not qualified to vote at the election. It has been proved that he tendered his vote
and voted in the name of James Hagan, his father, who was on the electoral roll for the
District ofMotueka. Therefore that is a clear Parliamentary offence. He assumed to vote, and did
vote, not being an elector. That, also, is the case withrespect to Tomlinson. Even though it may not
appear that he didknowingly personate, still it has been shown before you thathe didpersonate another
Henry Tomlinson, who was on the roll. With these proofs before you, are you to be told that the
allegations in the petition have not been sustained ? Are you to be called on to act on cases which are
not Parliamentary cases, but in the nature of penal proceedings, and based on Statutes which are
only Borough Statutes in England ? Are you to be called upon to say that a man's vote is to bereceived
because it happens to be stated in the petition that he knowingly personated, and it may appear that
at the time ho did not actually know he was personating ? Surely not. My friend has raised the
question about the ballot papers. Of course the practice has always been where there has been a poll,
and a subsequent scrutiny has been demanded, to give in evidence the poll books. The parties, then,
who wish to take any objection have the right to have the poll books referred to,to show whether their
objections are well sustained.

The Chairman: That is in open voting in England.
Mr. Allan: The poll books are put in and not referred to beyond that, unless the person who

objects calls the attention of the Committee to them. In this case, if it had been stated it is untrue
what Hagan says, that he voted and his vote wasreceived, the Chairman might have at once asked to
have referred to these papers, to see whether that was the case or not. It has been said that the
Committee had no right to receive those poll books, because the Statute had not been complied with.
It has been laid down that, whether the Statutes have been complied with or not, as to the way in
which the poll books are to be kept, they may, nevertheless, be received. I applied for the papers to
be produced that they might be received in evidence, and they have been admitted.

The Chairman : You produced tho electoral roll; but you have not produced therolls madeup and
returned by the Returning Officer.

Mr. Allan .- These papers contain the electoral roll, and also the ballot papers. They therefore
stand in the sameposition and on the same ground as the polling books do and would have done if the
old system of voting had been in existence. I called for these ballot papers under the provisions of
the Act, and I produced them before the Committee. An objection was takenas to theirnot being
sealed; they were, however, received in evidence, and left in charge of the Chairman.

Mr. Travers: As packets.
Mr. Allan : Ido not care whether as packets ornot; they were received, and could be referred

to by any party. I asked to refer to them afterwards, and it was stated, " No, it was not considered
essential." Both Hagan and Tomlinson stated that they voted ; that their votes were never objected
to; that they were given ballot papers, and that they struck out the names.

Mr. Travers: There is not a word of evidence either by Tomlinson or Hagan as to the mode in
which they used the ballot paper.

Mr. Bunny : There was evidence of voting.
Mr. Allan: Everything is supposed to be rightly done until the contrary is proved. I have

neverheard such an objection before ; it seems to be the last effort, but it will have no effect. There
is evidence that they attended the polling booth; that they received papers ; that they voted ; and that
the papers were deposited in the ballot box.

Mr. Travers : There is no evidence of that.
Mr. Allan : All that goesto show that these men recorded their votes. They stated that their

votes were recordedfor Sir David Monro. That being the evidence before the Committee, it was for
the other side, if they intended to impugn it, to have asked for the packages to be opened and the
voting papers examined. From the very first I asked to have the books examined, and it was stated
that it was unnecessary.

The Chairman .- As to these two votes.
Mr. Allan .- I have conducted this case entirely on the ground and on the assumption that the

discussion of the Committee was to the effect that the voting on behalf of Sir David Monro by these
menhad been proved, and that nothing more was required to be shown.

The Chairman :- You must not go so far as that; what the Committee assented to was this : that
there was no occasion to open the ballot papers to show that these parties had voted for Sir David
Monro on thatoccasion. The Committee did not go beyond that.

Mr. Allan: I asked for these papers to be opened to have the votesexamined, and the Committee
stated it was quite unnecessary to do so.

The Chairman : Youwantedthe papers opened to prove that they had voted for Sir David Monro.
The parties having admitted that themselves, the Committee said there was no occasion for doing so.

Mr. Allan : Then, I say there was an end of the matter. We had the Registration Officer here,
who told you that 193 votes were polled on each side. He was never asked whether the votes of
Hagan and Tomlinson had been registered. On the other hand you have the evidence of Hagan
and Tomlinson that the votes were received, and that no objection had been taken to the votes.
After receiving that evidence, the Committee considered that it was unimportant to examine the
papers. I say that this objection is quite futile. Should the Committee have any doubt about it they
can examine the papers themselves.

The Chairman : The Committee would like to hear you upon the important points raised by Mr.
Travers. The first is, thatadmitting that the twoparties bad voted for Sir David Monro and had placed
their ballot papers in the box, yet it is not shown that those votes were amongst those recorded in
favour of Sir David Monro, and were not rejected.

Mr. Allan : I say it is not necessary.
Mr. Travers : It is not shown how either Hagan or Tomlinson had voted.
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The Chairman .- The other point is as to the power of the Committee, after the case hasbeen closed
by their own meremotion, to open thepapers.

Mr. Bunny: The case is closed, and the evidence is before you.
Mr. Allan: The Committee havepowerto do what they like.
The Chairman : These are the two points.
Mr. Allan .- The Committee have clearly the powerto examine into theballot papers themselves,

if they have any doubt about it. We have proved certain numbers to be polled; that they were
counted up ; and that these two men were persons who had voted. Therefore, if any objection was
going to be taken, after what the Committee laid down, that it was not necessaryfor me to go into the
ballotpapers, the objection ought to have beentaken earlier. If objection was going to be taken that
these two men were not amongst the persons whose votes were taken into the calculation, evidence
ought to have been called to contradict it; and further, if there is any doubt upon the mind of the
Committee, they have the powerto open thesepapers. I have always treated it that the Committee
had the right to refer to the papers, and to see whether the votes of Hagan and Tomlinson were among
the 193 votes given for Sir David Monro. We are told that I was afraid to call another Henry
Tomlinson to show that he had voted ; I never heard of such a thing. Supposing he had come and
voted, thatwould not have made any difference ; he would have been among the 193.

Mr. Travers : No ; his paper would have beenrejected.
Mr. Allan : If his paper was rejected, he would not be among the 193; and if not rejected, he

would have been among the 193. So it was in the case of Starnes ; no objection was everraised, as it
was considered the Committee had the power to refer to the papers, if there was any doubt about it.

Mr. Travers: In Starnes' case application was made to have the ballot papers opened, and the
Committee decided, on other grounds, that the vote was good, and it would make no difference.

This closed the case, and the Committee deliberated until half-past 2 o'clock, when they adjourned
without having cometo any decision.

Wednesuat, September 20, 1871.
The Committee met at 11 o'clock,

Mr. Brandon in the chair.
Mr. Allan appearedfor thepetitioner,Mr. Charles Parker; and Mr. Travers for the sitting Member,

Sir David Monro.
The Committee, after deliberating for two hours, arrived at theirdecision.
The Chairman : The Committeehave come to the following resolutions :—1. That Sir David Monro was not duly elected as Member for the District of Motueka.
2. That Charles Parker, Esq., was duly elected, and ought to have been returned for the District

of Motueka.
With reference to the question of costs, the Committee have decided that,under thecircumstances,

each party ought to bear his own costs.
Mr. Allan .- The decision will be reported to the House.
The Chairman : Yes,I willreport the decision to the House to-day.
The Committee adjourned.
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