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e e 33, Passed as prinfed,
C“‘“Sﬁggse resumed.  The report was adopted,
ad fhe, third Teading fixed for \Wednesday, Sep-
& a5

tember &2
po ACT AMENDMENT BILL.

IEP SECRETARY (flon. H. Ayors)
Tétedct%e geeond reading of this Bill. Last
meve s measure had heen infroduced 6o
s proseedings  belug taken. against

ons  having unremistered dogs, and to
Mﬁgmise yomedy slight defects, It did not, how-
o pass, and the Government now sought to
¢ duce a more comprehensive measure, which

atn led cerbain parts of past Acts, as pointed out |

;ﬂmae 1s6 clause. The minimum fine which had

heen £3, and which had been found to be a hard-
ohip leading in meny instavces to appeals to His
Puesllenay, 3 was now proposed to reduce to £1,
jeaving the moximum £6 ag ab present. It was

juthes proposed to vest tho appointment of -

istrars, not in the Government and Iixecuiive
23 hitherto, bub with the Commissioner of Crown
Lands and the various District Councils and Cox-
mtiens,  Perhups the most important part of
the Bill deals with coses where dogs worried cattle
arsheep, and sought to fix ownership” and other-
wice setble matters of that kind, He shouid be
prepared as bhe Biil went on to point out any new
visions. . )
pI’,[‘he Hon, J. BAKER seconded.

The motion was carried and the Bill wasread a

secend tima,

n Commitiee.

The preambie wag postponed, and clanses 1 and
2wore passed as printed. N

Clnuse 3. Interpretation. -

The Hon, H. MILDRED would ask whether the
words “hunting dogs of the gboriginal inhabi-
tants” would net apply to any kangaroo dogs, as
they were the species known as nabive dogs.

The CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. H. Ayers)
thought that thers would be no misunderstanding
a3to the use and intent of the words,

The Hon. J. BAKER would propose to cut off
the exception which allowed for the non-registra-
tion of native dogs, and empower 5he Protecsors of
atoripinals to register alk dogs belonging to the
natives, a8 it wag well known that a large amount
of dmnage was done by these animals.  But this
provision wonuid also be 5 protection to the natives,
whowould then know that their dogs were pro-
lected and eouid not be destroyed,

The Hon. J. H. BARROW felt disposed toagree
io the proposal, but of course the 53, fee for regis-
iration could not be collecied in such cases, (Hear,)

The CHIEF SHEORETARY (Hon H, Ayers)
thought there would be gresb difficulsics in ascer-
lainieg the ownership; and supposing that the dogs
of ar aboriginal were withous collars, which would
¢ necessary if registered, were they to desiroy
tha, as of eourse fining was out of the question?

Iris question of the nafives” dogs had been often
dlSc!}a_'ed,_and the provision of the clause under
tnsideration had been in force before. Hethought
glﬂgdeslrable to legislate too closely in this

nter,

The Hon. W. MORGAN would support the

stiking ous of. the exemption, seeing little difficulty

M earnying out the idex of registration by the Pro-
lectors, [t was well known that the natives took
ahont with them many degs that could not be
cilled hmting dogs, bub were fooked upon mote as
“mpaniors,
he Hon, J. BAKER considered -that his pro-
?’Sﬂl. if acted upen, would really be a protection to
® Natives, s it would save bheir hunting dogs
19m heing destyoyed; but he would not press i if
a]lm Appeared 3 diffiouiby in carcying it out. In
i, the settled districta there would bo no diffculty
mﬁémg the natives to understand what was
othe Fon. T, ELDER would prefer that the
50}‘186 sheuld stand ws printed, as he should he
Abf)y to stand in the shoes of a Protector of the
tho "igines who attempted to shoot the dogs of
tega?ft'wes because nnvegistered. The natives
’ﬂaur' ed their dogs wivh peculiaz feelings, and in
kille& Instances would rather have their iubras
than their dogs, the destruction of which

;‘i;ﬂﬁ( tause feetings of revenge that nothing wonld

fhar CHILE SECRETARY (Fou, 8. Ayers) fels

the diffienlties in the way of canying out the

system of registiation would be inguperable, and he
hoped the Hon. My, Baker would not press hig
views, Collars had been mentioned, and the' Ack
provided shat these would be required 1 ease of
registration, with the name or nwunber at any rate,
&e. ; and although Lthere were two Proiectors iy
would be impossible for them fo asceréain the
number of doga or the names of owners, . This
matter kad been fully debated in the other House,
and the present course was thought the hest.
. ‘the Hou, J. BAKER was ceriain that for
instance at Lake Albert My, Taplin would have no
difficulty in registering all the do§s of the whole of
the natives in that neighbourhood, and would have
no more difficalty than he should have onone of his
stations; bub he would not insist-on this-propesal,

The Hon, J, 1§, BARROW imagined thab
enother difficulty might be that they were intee-
fering with the money provisions of the Bill, which
might become a question of privilege. 1t would
seem very hard to destroy natives’ dogs, but it was
#dso hard to have them desiroying the property of
their civilized brethyen. To mees the difficulty
raised by the Hon. Mr, Mildred, he would move
tha insertion of *belonging to”’ before the words
* aboriginal inhabitants.” )

The Hon, J, BAKER did not see that this was a
question of revenue, and therefore they were not
interfering with the other branch of the Legisla-

“ture; bt rather than eigl. the passing of tho

measure he wounld nob press his pwémsa].

The clause was pasged as amended.

. Ulauses Nos. 4 1o 8 were passed without altera-
tion, and No. 9 postponed for further information
$0 be afforded.  No, 10 was then passed.

Ciauge No. 11. Dog may be substituted for
registered dog dyu%g. :

I'he Hon, J, BAKER saw no use in the clauge,
and thought it might lead to abuse, as a perseu
having an unregisterad dog and a registered one
mighs substituie the one for the other when the
latter died, and this should ‘noi he allowed, Tie
proposed a stight smendment, which was negatived,
and the elause was passed as printec,

Clauses 12 to 14. Passed as printed,

Clause 16, Dogs not x-%gistereﬁ ang withont coliarg
may be seized and kilied, i

The Hon, W. MORGAN called attention to the
27th ling of the clause, and asked who was to define |
what was a mongrel, mastiff, or bulldog, . He
blronght there would be a difticulsy here.

The CHIEF SECRETARY {(Hoa. H, Ayers)
said the duty of defining whab was meant by thas
paricuiar kind of dog would fall npon the person
undertaking the destruction. If a dop was
destroyed in mistake, the person who killed it
would be Hable toa penalty.

Pessed as printed.

Clauses 16 to 98, Passed.

Clause 23, Appeal to Adelaide Loeal Court of
Full Jurisdiction, - . s

The Hon, J. BAXER wished to point out that
e diflieuliy would be likely fo arise as to what
should he considered a dog improperly af large.

The Hon, J, H, BARKOW said being improperly
at large was not being under the mnmediate con-
trol of some competent person,

The CHIREPF SRURTRTARY (Hom, I, Ayers)
said a dog could nos be calied improperly ab large
50 long ab it was on the ground of its owner. 1f in
any streed, road, or highway, no doubt it would be; .
but if it could be said it was improperly af large in
n seckion, it would be so in a drawing-room,
garden, or close yard. e would, however, ask the -
opinion of the Attorney-General upon the mabier
if it would be satisfactory to the hon. member.
There wag no question, however, bui_that no one’
Lad a 1ight to destroy a dog if it was in a close,

The Hon, J. BAKER said undér some eircum-
stances a dog might be said to be improperly ag
Targe in the sireet if it was ferocious. This should
be defined, because some doge allowed to roam on
1 section wonld be dangetous, while others would .
be perfectly harmiess.

The CHIEF SECRETARY (Hon. H. Ayers)
said sometimes smalf dogs were more annoyance
at persons’ doors than Iar%? dogs, but i 3 neigh-
}Jour‘s dog came ipon their step it would he at

arge.

The Hon, J. BAKER did not wish to be too
severe, but at the same time it should be well un-
derstond. In the country a deg might do an
cnoriLous amoung of damags to sheeglw, whereas in
town it would be hormless, If the law was well
defined there would be no complainta when it way
careied oub rigorously. - .
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