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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE DN. THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACT ( M DME\T) BILL
N. S (AMEN N .

e

Die FVeneris, 140 Julii 1905.

LORDS PRESENT!

Lord ZouvcHE,
Lord Diery.
Lord Kexvonx.

Lord STANLEY OF ALDERLEY.

Lord HyLTox.
Lord BURGHCLERL

Lord ALLERTON

!

Lorp ALLERTON 1~x THE CHAIR.

Mz. ROBERT ARTHUR READ, is called in; and Examined as follows:—

Chairman.

1459. With a view to shortening the pro-
ceedings as much as possible, and detaining you
as li‘tle as possible, I think we may take your
proof as a statement of yours, and then put it
bodily on the notes. That will give you what
you want as regards that, and I need not go
through it in detail 2—That which is before you
ijs an unexamined proof. There are cerfain
things in it that I should like to put right if it
is going to be printed.

The Witness handed in the

Witness is a Solicitor, and has been in practice
in Westminster for over twenty years, and is
Honorary Secretary of the Building By-laws Reform

Association.
Cases which have come under Witness’s personal

observation, illustrating :—

{a) The hardships inflicted by unsuitable
building by-laws.

(8) The friction caused by the application
of building by-laws.

(c) Disturbances caused by the endeavour
to impose building by-laws on districts not
subject to them.

Marvery CASE.

In this case a gentleman living with his sister
in the house rented by her on a lease in common
occupation, in ignorance of by-laws affecting
him, erected a billiard room of corrugated iron
as an annexe to the house.

The house stood in its own grounds of five or
six acres. 'The mearest building except the stables
belonging to the premises being a distance of at
least forty yards from the nearest point of his

Chairman—continued.

1460. If only verbal alterations, I should have
thought you might have corrected it before
you handed it in ?—It was done under great
pressure at the time. For instance, on page 1
there is a blank that has to be filled in. There is
also a mis print at the bottom of page 3.

1461. If you hand in your corrected proof
that will do ?—I will do that. I would simply
correct it in that way.

statement, which 1s as follows :

premises. In fact the billiard room so erected
offered no danger either to the inhabitants of
the house or to the public.

The house ‘was situate in the parish of Welland
which had recently been taken into the urban
district of Malvern and became subject to the
building by-laws there in existence, which require
buildings to be of brick or stone or other incom-
bustible material, etc.

The building owner having built in ignorance
was twice summoned before the Magistrates.

On the first occasion the matter was heard and
the Defendant admitted that if the by-laws
applied he had broken them. The bench inflicted
a fine and the Defendant thought the matter was
at an end.

On the second occasion he appeared in person
and applied for an adjournment in order to obtain
legal advice. The bench declined except upon
payment of fifteen guineas, costs of the day, to
grant an adjonrnment.

Acting on Witness’s advice the owner took no
further part in proceedings. The bench on hear-
ing Counsel for the local authority inflicted a fine
of ten pounds and costs.

Acting
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Acting under Witness’s advice the buildi
! Witness ’ ‘ uilding
:;\1'{1:: (;:oxt.{.tﬂted his Solicitors and the matter was
faker 0n Appeal to the Court of King’s Bench and
Sane n on July Gth, 1903, before 2Mr. Justice
1( s and Mr. Justics Channell.
the)n il;: Alf)pcal various matters were raised, but
brinrrP‘b ef00 1the Judgfnem; Witness desires to
oing be re the Committee is that which deals
- question of the by-laws being unreason-
e and is ccntained in the following passages :—
The Lorp Cnier Justice: ) )

» .
’ > - F - 2

. ** Now on the question of the by-law bei
) tknreasogable, I propose to adherey her: tlge;ig
D ,lfw which was founded upon the Cuckfield
) ;h;c;, tle:\pcressed by us a few weeks ago,
. that € 1{13)1 ourt cannot say a by-law is un-
- Co}l taia e simply because it does not
. conta n & power to the local authority to
. ot :xt;mptlon under the special circum-
Stanc (;’ the case. I should like, not onl
o dfeaf my own words, but to adopt the
e li} my brother Channell in that case
. hat a such by-laws ought to have some
. gg: dcr to the local authority to say that the
) particiild faﬁt rule should not apply in a
. Partiou :r (ﬁae. I shou]d_ like also to point
oot (n 0;}-‘ ch was very likely not hrought
o ppihe 1:hlc? of the Magistrates in this case,
oty b e iact 1s you cannot hold the by-
el fl :13 unreasonable, and if it may be
e nrz; ]i:rm_[ ;io apply it in all its strictness to
e hlding ng far away from any other
Wieres > OF to some structure which in
v not an element of danger either to
. the house which it is connected with or to
=‘aflllybod.y at all, including the person b
. whom it has been erected, or the personz
., occupying the house, they have got 2 dis-
) c;etmn, which'is pointed out in Section 16
" of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, to deal
: with the matter reasonably and not to
convick people in respect of technical
c:‘ﬂfncgs which have no merits in them
. if}llnnk, therefore, this case should go back
o ?t' e Magistrates and the present con-
= :'lllc lon must be quashed in order that
» m:g't mg-y, if they think fit, deal with the
. evidee;ce 0;1 I];e p}c.:mi_: of E‘:iew of satisfactory
8 A who 1s the re Y
tis responsible for conﬁnuincalalligmt;%czhg
) the building, and also that they slloﬁllla
- bear in mind what we pointed ouf in Salt’s
. case, and repeat to-day, that they have
: got the power under Section 16 yof th
. Summary Jurisdiction Act of not convict(j
. nlig people of continuing offences although
the 'by-law may apply to them, if there

“has been n : !
« tho by—laW,”o substantial joﬂence against

- = L ¥ » 4 *
Mr. JusTicE CHANNELL :
» - L 3 E 3 » L ] *

*“ Unfortunatel
3y tely there are a ve eat
many cases m which the Joeal m:glrmgirties

:: are not reasonable, or their officers at any
. rate are not, because very often it is ?1
) question of fee, and the officer takes prc;-
: ceedings for a reason of that sort, but if
. the local authorities are unreasonable and
) do take proceedings in such cases, then the
. Magistrates have it in their own hands
) They are not bound, on summary pro:
) ceedings, to conviet, if they think the case
) ;sn S0 tl‘l;’;al ﬂl(;lt 1t does not require
enalty, an
. be); éE; rjgh% 8 lass':.)”on, so the matter may

x * - - 5 = .

The case went back to I
. the Magistrates, w
;ecin\flcted the building owner. He thE;;u‘lzz:g
r;);ﬂtﬂ;lel Tatt};lter Cto the Quarter Sessions, with the
hat the Court  poi
i , on a point of law, allowed
Over this case hundreds of pounds of public

ar i i
wl private money was wasted. Friction arose -

and bad blood was created, which is wholly amaj
the interests of good local 'g‘;\]j:;grfeﬁgﬂb et
Ijlnder the exemption clause such a2 building
;)v?l d have been exempted from the structura?
y-laws, no -such proceedings as have bee
suffered here would have come about, and 'chlt;l

ubli p—
Eette: :i]i:'l.d the mdm_dual would have been the

Ascor CasE.

This was a case which occurred in the

- - * r :

gzls;Ir)Ittzizl Otf] 12%1?(]1?01" ghilch in December, IISIEI;;I
urban  by-laws as the : '

streets and buildings, and they were};HI:\lj:g ];CC:
the Local Government Board in February 1896}
Tt arose from an owner having only a short lease
of his house and large grounds desiring to put u
a %ﬂlrilporar{ g?ttage for his gardener. PR
_ The rural district of Windsor (whi t
include the borough) has an area(ofhlzclhogge:c;m
23 21;-]11(:,11 in 1901 there lived a pop;xlation casf
« , S}D u11111 .1,696 h9u5e§, and ninety new houses

c?re ding. This gives an average of rather
over one-third of a house per acre and a popul
tion of about 5 people per acre. ’ Bop
dlsIttr iljtbg)zndd dul;‘s;te 11:)}13,11; in many parts of this

t n by-laws are a i

%]i; 13 equally beyond dispute that in m:rf;essolg’s.

e application of those by-laws inflicts er?
anﬁjihpublu:i injury. personal

e gardener’s cotfage in 1

by the Wire Wove Ro%ﬁng %Iﬁf;gi;v ?151; e::?\izid
gound, and was an exceptionally taking bﬁilding

om the .ou!:suie, and well-arranged co;ﬁort ble,
and safe in its internal construction, But ita -
contrary to the by-laws, which required t‘l‘;az
every person who erects a new building Wifl
certain exceptions, which did not appl “to thl
gartlcu]ar building, should erect it of y“bri kse
“stone, or other hard and incombustible ma.te:ials,
) properly bonded and solidly put together,”
being the common form of by-law known tfl

};;'11101{8 and mortar by-law.” wEe

e cottage had been erected because t

ggil;r s'fatz:o;p;odﬁiog ‘0111 t]]lm premisesecilrl:.asi.rsgi;rci
! erable othy 1sti
single bedroom with a sort {)f sz?lﬁill:";mf'itglf ]
and living room mixed up together, all formililrlr

pars
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[Continused.

part of a greenhouse building. The new cottage
was excellent in every respect, regarded from the
point of view of its intended use.

In this case the building owaer, having consider-
able influence, appealed direct to the Local Govern-
ment Board, and the Tesult was that wpon the
intervention of the Beard the proceedings which
had been commenced were dropped, and a wholly
ilegal building was allowed to remain.

The case gave rise to considerable comment
in Local Government circles, and the Local
Government Journal of the 24th October, 1903,
contained an article under © Topics of the Week ”
headed “One law for the rtich, another for
the poor,” and in its issue of the 7th November,
1903, published a correspondence between the
local authority and the Local Government Board

upon the matter.

Witness would point out that ab the request
of the owner he personally visited the cottage,
and has no hesitation in saying that the local

authority wer: practically obliged to take pro-
ceedings in this case, although upon the merits
of the case there would be no possible reason why
the building in question should not have been
permitted.

Witness refers to the Local Government Journal
of the 24th October and 7th November, 1903,

dealing with this case.

Tue Rural DISTRICT CouxcIL OF
Rixewoop, HaxTs.

Fhe Rural District Council of Ringwood, in the
year 1902, applied to the Local Government
Board, under the Public Health Acts, for power to
make urban by-laws to be applied to the parishes
of Ringwood and Buley, being two parishes
constituting the district.

The following fignres will give some idea of the
nature of the district, which is situate partly, if
not wholly, in that part of the county known as

the New Forest - —

Parish of Area. Inliabited Houses. Population.
. : ¢
) | | ..
i 1801 ! 1£01 1801 1901
tingwood - nse ! 83| 1,073 4,119 1,629
Burley - - 11,327 133 | 163 602 766
|

In Burley in 1901 there were sixteen houses
buildinz.

The reasons urged upon
Board for the necessity of b
+was the existence of the littl

where there were probab
and next, from the fact that the

the Local Government
y-laws in this district
¢ town of Ringwood,
lv bad houses in existence,
patish of Burley

Tug BasT GRINSTEAD CasSE.

In the rural district of Bast Grinstead troubles
with the by-laws are extremely prevalent.

The area of the district is 45,810 acres, with a
population of 11,907 people, occupying 2,550

houses.
The district takes its name from the town of

only 1,100 acres of which being said to be avail- & - = b 4 which
. panin Tt t was begin- ast Gnnstead. which is snt}latt_a in 1it, and whic
aible for building, the rest being forest, was Degii- 5, not included in the rural district, but is an urban

ning to assume a
is obviously a case
‘sanctioned would pro
tively harmless if go
proposed by the Bill.
This case affords a goo
which District Couneils inflict by-laws
constituent parishes
iphabitants of the particular parish.
The parish of Burley sen
the District Council, and not
arish meetings were held an
against being n
the by-laws were to apply, the p

representat
Councillors for its inclusion.

d example of the way in
upon their

against the will of the AS | . >
at Testrictions which were wholly unnecessary 1in

ds one Councillor to
withstanding that
d protests lodged

in the district to which Tt v _
cluded in the asrislf of %urley’ conditions, one of which restricts the area of the
ive voted with the rest of the District

racter. If so, thi . Y
nilll rz;?clfli?;ﬁ:nmiw_la“.sso“.h;:; district. Many parts of this district, and notably
bably have been compara- the parish of Worth, are very sparsely popuiated.

0 . X ti "
verned by the exempuon ;. park, and to provide ch3ap cottage accommoda-

A landowner desiring to build a bungalow 1n.

tion on his estate, found himself unable to do

. cither by reason of the by-laws.
As was not unnatural, the owner was annoyed

the public interest, resented the interference,
and eventually * strained relations » arose.

In this district, corrugated iron and wood
constructions are allowed to be built under certain
. building, and the area o which they are restricted
is rather too small for a properly convenient

cottage. The owner thereupon started to build.

istri ley sists of six . .
The rural district of Burey, “oF the cottage on somewhat larger dimensions. He:

parishes, and thus it w
parishes combined with
Burley by-laws which if the ]
voice would not have been imposed upon 1t.

It would seem that this is an instance W
well illustrates the
Tt also shows how little those actually
in & parish may be over
not affected by by-laws proposed to

upon it.

will be seen that the four other
Ringwood to inflict upon
parish had had any

hich had sent in; and, secon
value of Clause 5 of the Bill.
interested the materials proposed to b
sidden by people who are
be impose

was summoned for a breach of the by-laws.
He had committed two offences. First, in not
uilding his cottage in accordance with plans he
d, in building the cottage
allowed under the by-law where
e employed are used.

Witness appeared before the Magistrates, and
chnical breach of the by-laws

larger than was

d while admitting a te

urged, quoting the above authorities, that a
: nominal
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nominal fine should be inflicted. The Magis
e . Magistrates a wors ildine mie -

;llff_ll;llt;tf;;iri fine ﬁ(;f £5 and costs, but did not inflict :-a: O;Z:u:ﬁildg;? 3;"1“; have been erected than
ot ma(;m inuing h:);fence which was asked for. But suppasing the Magistrates on the authorit
bad blood t{ vicissitudes and the letting of much  of the quoted cases hadadismissed th ——
advice of c'o sngglttaéj”;?sdultlmate?,bupon the the building owners’ difficulties woul?l Szlllﬁ(::sé

) 3 own, not because it come t Y

offended against any by-law o . 0 an end, because the by-laws cont
ISt any by-law preseribing materials, an wltimat ‘ yan nian
‘l:}llgc]ﬁecause, if ]]Jlmlt with the part_icuI;r materials  down ?abiljll)c(])jg? dezlfdloiia I authority to pull
that it“:ﬁslfﬁ’iu% tlgouill)e employed, it was necessary  their by-laws. The only case tgoﬂngel(llnlgnf of
affordine worse eac(:o;;isagzi cubical capacity, ]tJhe Magistrates is, was there or waz tli:re neo::) r:
In =l t - on. ) reach of the by-laws, s
local fx}ilc:ihe fou(; Elllb ove cases a gieat quantity of the Magistratesyﬁnd breglﬁonbplt‘;oof o e focts
waste of .OII)II? nd ill-feeling was aroused, and large miss the summons which is § el o dis-

thesv? 1;3 lpuf ic ]?ind Private money was occasioned, That does not depri > Pem.ﬂtles'. .

ole of which would have been avoided had to pull down theepilm‘ff dji:;llle C]guncll of 1];;3 ;‘lghb
' g hence, a building

THE PosiTioN oF IXHABITANTS whEN By-Laws gizesmggffltﬁ,zﬂ ];;W%) blmldm% %lllleli\ down.
r-laws, Urban No. 99,

ARE PROPOSED TO BE ADOPTED. Rural No. 51.)

It is now proposed to poi In § .
3 : to point out shortly the act, short of amendment of -
g;)s;tmn of the f:resxdents in districts where bug!dinrr lm(sis now in existence, which Wiﬁg’ ::}zeoi'e};};s

~laws are in force, ® and cost very large sums of mone th. 1

. , there 1s
1 M;. Munro told the .Comrmttee that there are remedy except exemption by leﬂislazgon T
442 Boroqgh Councils, Urban Councils and ) .
Rural Councils who have adopted building by-laws

‘under the Public Health Act These C i
ler ! A ouncils .
have, i is admitte 4, 10 power of relaxi o their by- The cases that have been laid before the Com-

laws. Further, any Inhabitant about to build a mittee appear to Witness to conclusively nrov
g??ii ‘lzjlzlgd: hl:ta;;thls Pe?il and under the necessity ;];jﬁti};e Opil;aﬁon. of by-laws as they at);’rl‘:sz:l:
mng com h by- contra .
reaTs](;n&ble or umeasofa?]i.m th by-laws, whether Interests, 7 Thamy respects fo the public
. be word reasonable in this connection received In his evidence Mr. Munro d
]]utiillial mterpretatio_n in the case of Kruse . to indicate any remedy for this :::t:l t:; :l?iflegir
:'ci:?at c(:a.lsl (1898:.2 Q.B., p. 91). The Court deciding he 01_1-1y attempt to suggest one seems to be at:.
a o eticonsmted of Lord Russell of Killowen, P38° 13, QQ. 232 to 241. " The suggestion appears
dom ;15 hce’ the late Lord St. Helier, then Presi. (0 be that it should be competent to the local
ol ot the Probate D}wslon, and Mr. Justice 2uthoritytopass a by-law to provide that build-
h afllfh ew, now Lord Justice of Appeal. . Ings to a certain extent isolated should be exemnpt
o ho;g’ Cﬁurlt decided that it would be impossible from the general by-laws, but that such exer;th.icI:)n
ok aﬁ yc‘l- ::w unreasonable if it could be reason- should be subject to the consent of the Couneil.
by i‘aspi% 4;0 0 m’?’ Part of the district in which _ It appears to Witness that any such method
i 25 1 0 e 470 8 o Ston, o tie ot s
Next in the case of Sali veaSs:c:lti I%all ]iea Y would put a discriminating power in the
; le ca . (1903, hands of local authorities. Anoth jection i
e ol 7o) fhe present Lord Chief Justice, that it would be many years before b]:E;m;luclji
cm:rintr e b; s;{ and Mr, Justlge Channell con- by-law could become universal. Thus Mr. Munro’s
, b mortar by-law w wants of the coun if i
232 I:ﬁzeasonable In & remote valley inyAnglese:f the first objection.tr » even it 16 were not open to
and deaylr :}i{f tt}alnntlet: to exercise a discretion To allow such a power of diserimination to
case by way of eiti m{al.ﬂii:?r on the merits of the local authorities would, Witness thinks give riée
or by Jismoen th:r cting 2 nominal penalty to more serious evils than those that are now
The Malvemgcase Sllmm&ms. ] comp]'amed of, and would not to any extent
heard by the s 1_guote by the \-Vltness wag get rid of existing difficulties. The statutor
way, bub althes ](13 eﬁ Judges_and In the same exemption which the Bill would econfer u 015:
Mgkt s gh on the facts in Witness’s own  houses posessing a certain amount of isolationp'
volous c%.s . :ﬁz 1i}a'*:"ﬁn‘:‘thmg.but the most fri- he thinks, the frue remedy. =
The diffioulty is, that 1y o Convicted. Mr. Munto told the Committee that 1,442 set
by the time th s In almost all these cases of by-laws exist, all of which in Mr. A b
tme they get to a petty sessional court. onjm; igh ‘ . Munzo's
the merits have been very mucl . ! »  opinion might be affected by the Bill. If only a
friction and pessonal a.nirfnosity ttl)laim;rgd in the thousq.nd of these sets of by-laws need amend-
by which 2 local bench sgch Te its atfligz’hi];g I}Eent ullrcli thei{ direction indicated by the discussion
cannot help being somewhat influenced. rea‘:O take several years, and would cost at a
onable estimate £20,000 to secure their

- The East Grinstead case
o was ,
exemplification of this. There, within th: bﬁf:&: ,g? igmdﬁ;t. 2 the meantime there would be

SUGGESTED REMEDIES,

As

ON THE PUBLIC HEALTH ACTS {(AMENDMENT) BILL. 9%
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As precedent for the cxemption proposed by tence. It is not a proposal aimed at depriving
the Bill, Witness relies upon the London Building local authorities of power but of conferring reason-
Act, 1894 {Section 201, Sub-sections (11) and (12)). able freedom upon building owners. .

He observes that Mr. Munro in reply to a member It seems unnecessary to remind the Committez
of the Committee (at Q. 257) appears to confuse that all restrictions on the freedom of user of
temporary and permanent buildings. Under property are in themselves undesirable and are
Clause 201 permanent domestic buildings can be only rendered necessary by the fact that the
<rected of any material provided that they comply population becomes congested in various paris
+with the provisions as to size and space which thus giving rise to the necessity for artificial
are contained in the sub-sections. The Bill sim- Testrictions upon the use of property. Ther:-
ply proposes to extend this power in a somewhat fore on theoretical as well as on the practical

modified form to the urban and rural districts grounds that he has above explained, Witness
of England. strongly advocates the provision of this exemp-

tion, which confers a very limited amount of

ArTrriciAL Divisiox oF DisTrICTs. freedom on owners, and would, in his opinion
tend immensely towards the relief from the evils

Witness has pointed out that the propesed ! €
exemption would obviate the difficulty of having which the by-laws are now In many cases ad-
to discriminate between the rural and urban mittedly inflicting. )
areas of the same districts. The Committee are As to THE POwWER OF RECALLING By-Laws. )
aware that many urban districts have, within In reference to Clause 5 of the Bﬂl’ Wltne-j“
their boundaries, larga areas which are really desies fo point out that there scems to h‘fti
tural, and to which urban by-laws are by no been some c':onfusmn between the plo“gr Propoau
means applicable, but at the same time they are to be conferred upon the Loca ovlernm.ent
tequired for the urban parts. The exemption Board by the cla.usE and a right l{s}f appaa ?gal-n;t
would operate either to prevent the urban part the_declslloni of District Councils when enforela
as it grew from being crowded, or if buildings their by CAWS. ) " ¢
were to be put close together the strict by-laws . Wlt'lm:':nd::f:st;: 51::2: g?ttii:tcﬁlzmzslii ‘;‘

icall i tion. ppea s clause, wils
would sutomatically come tato operation was framed, as it is thought, in the interests of
As To PLAXNS. local authorities and their constituents.

It has been suggested that it would be neces- It has been suggestedfthat b8 undesu:al_)l?
are to b o of lind to ensble the to allow five ratepayers o the district to requir2
:ii{or?ty a;)e szept!lllg ;ossi:ilz)lg o;nthe buildings in II;Y —lz‘ﬁﬁ in ezilsae noem tha;; c};stm::lt tolge:](:j\: ewad

g : . eon-

Tegard to their curtilages and otherwise. This ngctio;el itogg nec?;:;l:;l :g reng:fnber that in the
might be convenient, and a block plan which o0 of rural districts the by-laws are not made by
would give all necessary information would offer 5 4,04y girectly responsible to any particular
no_difficulties. ) ..., parish of which the district is made up, and that
t:’:fl:pess tde;lrei-i t°4_ dufret;}:m treralcztglc;zll:lttaei; although the inhabitants of the parish may be
: t?lem;:;cogd Iz:ri‘:r S I;Dh Oon . l;op of page 36 strongly adverse to thlc: mti;)duct]x)on of b%e-lawsi,

o W 3 : g St it may be put upon them by a District Council,
{edlt“fn 112231)1&1 {hﬁ) giﬁg;a%l;ﬂgj?:l%gswgsﬁ consisting perhaps of a dozen members and upon

?hgellj;nllaws Willnoapply shall send to the Clerk Whllch ﬂ?% PaflllSh ]]_:? If presented by one member
p only. ide the Burley case.

of the Gouncil or to the Surveyor “a block plan 'ghe gntention of the i}rovisi())n of Clause 5, i3

‘ pf such building to a scale of not less than one to enable the Local Government Board, at the

- ::Illlch to't?veryf iﬁrt{' ‘lfi‘}“:_‘ feet, (;md Sﬂlur”t;g show i, stance of Councils or at the instance of complain-

i 1tion of the dings and a nances g
“ ofetli)lzs roperties immediately adligininn and .0 ratepayets, to enablef good by-laws to at

“ the widt% 01; the street, if any, in front o 9ntce and :flthou?r;: B‘Stf ° tlmzlgr monet):) cofxfn:

s , . into operation. e clause would seem to offer

Witness does not mean that there is no neces- o terllr)ors to & Council administering its by-laws

f'rlf}’ for sucl;i a'th}:zc]:hplg?s Jsc:hzée;}?ii;fatgg: in an enlightened manner, and would provids

eﬁ?gsl?mﬁedjrﬁely adj:mmc° ing 1iI:'hich are requIi)Ied for 1t o powerbpf : doll)li;u}llg th.ehlzesftr by—lta:ws (:2
o,

:50 be shown may be from the proposed building, :ilge gc:zf: inilc; g:icste‘;ce.c AI: ;%itnesso ﬁnas Il)lgliited

and to comply with the by-law literally would oy if 5 perfect set of by-laws were called into

render it in some cases to practically deposit & gyictence to-morrow it would be useless, because
map. Tt seems to Witness thatfany 11:1111 ,;Eliuch already seven-ninths of the districts in Englani
should be required in respect of such burdings J},ve adopted the faulty ones now the subject of

should be limited to showing the immediate oy plaint,

surroundings of such buildings within, say, a dis-  Ip the opinion of Witness the necessity for -

Clause 5 would be largely removed if the exemp-
tion conferred by Clause 2 of the Bill were granted,
as such exemption would put it within the power

tance of 5 ft. of the curtilage.

REMEDY BY PrROPOSED EXEMPTION,

“Witness would point out that the proposal to of owners desiring to erect good buildings to do

;exempt isolated buildings would be equally so unfettered by by-laws by providing the
necessary if no complaints whatever of the work- requisite space allowed such buildings. The
clause would, howavar, siill remain of great use

N g0

ing of by-laws by local authorities were in exis-
0.9.)
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80 as to enable authorities to adopt more perfect In refe i
by-laws relating to sanitation aspthe knoI‘)vledge County C:I::]l::gl 11;:,1 t-iillt)apsaa;etgfaa ?:mt:ee‘ o ~.t_he:
of the_ laws governing sanitary conditions, and a discretionary power which might }I: . ?{emm{;
inventions for providing all sanitary requisites, upon District Councils by an Act of ;agﬁan:;;et
come into existence, g)itne_s]s has lgé)(]):’d reason to think that the Gount),r
. uncHs wo it
CoxcrLusiox as To Crause 2. a Court oqupgeﬁ lci);ﬂ;lt:s: cz:s:tg:l: 1:;51%(;1;;5
In conclusion, Witness strongly advocates the District Councils or Rural District Couneils would
exemption proposed to be conferred by the Bill, be to submit themselves to the control. of the
among others on the following grounds :— 00qu Council.

() It is right in principle, so far as possible Witness has had professiona! experience of deal-
to zelieve property from restrictions which 128 both with Urban District Councils and Rural
are unnecessary to public health or safety. Dls:tnct Councils, and from personal experience

(8) The restrictions upon building imposed heis confident that no such tribunal as is suggested
by bylaws is in many cases unnecessarily would meet with any approval from public bodies.

* stringent, and the Bill would relieve a large
class of buildings from those restrictions.
{c) It would result in better and cheaper
houses, both for the well to-do people and
for the poor peop'e alike, being erected in
urban and in rural distriets.
(p) It wou'd tend to discourage the crowd-
ing of buildings together on the land.
(8) It would obviate the necessity for
artificial sub-divided rural districts in order * Chairman.

to i . , . .
enclrjgg.f:ehie(ilegm parts of them from urban f14(’)'4(.1 In tém f;lppeal cases to whick you have
. ) .. referred, and where you te’ what i
Tt _ lere you quote w was said
ang‘)msoﬁtzztfoz’::? tgy]_:f;a:: ﬁt':; Eiﬁ by the Lord Chief Justice and by Mr. Justice
d L : g Chanye]l, I understand that the real point about
stringent in operation over the whole country ihat i th . . P
withot inflicting 1undue hardships at Is, that the Lord Chief Justice amongst other
(¢) It would practically render s.uch cases 1;];1‘1:5: i??ﬂted -hout that th_e I_n'agi strates have
as the Malvern case, where bad blood was %)s so’ U ;yc (1)103e, not to mﬂlcEg, ﬁpe.?—'.'[‘hat
created and large sums of momey wasted, pev nder the Summary Jirisdiction Act
ot apos 3 oF »  they have. power to dismiss the case,:but-the
: 7 difficulty is, that although they dismiss it, the
proceedings before them is for & fine, and although
T , it 1s dismissed, that does not get rid of the breach
Witness~strongly supports Clause 5 on the of the byelaws which has happened.
ground that the power to recall by-Jaws which it 1465, Therefore, supposing -they " dismiss “the
contains would operate beneficially by facilitating ~ case, what happens then ?—That still leaves the
the adOPtl.OIl of good by.]awsin Substitution for council 'With'itB remedy under Statute—Section 158
bad. R o - _ of the Public Health Act of 1875—to pull down.
Tt seems to him that it is a valuable weapon in That is & remedy, which is also for the purpose of
the hands of a Council desiring to do its duty. by ~machinery, recapitulated in the bye-laws. -
providing its district with the best possible by-laws . '
at the least cost and with the least possible friction.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

_ 1462. There is no material point we ought,
In cross-examination, to note 2—I should not
add anything of substance.

1463. There is nothing here that incorrectly
represents your views ?—No.

CoNcLusioN As To CLAUSE 5.

Lord H ylton. |

1466. In certain- cases, I believe they have
pulled down, for instance, in the case of Mr.Wilfrid.

CoxcLusioN as To A Dispensing POWER WITH
' Blunt in Sussex ?—Yes.

APPEAL,

ghat ]t;gis}l)ation in this direction is undesirable

and would be no remedy for the evil which the

exemption clauses. of theyBill desire to get rid of. Lord Stanley of Alderley.

As the law at present stands the only question _ 1467. You mean, though the magistrate may

which can be tried upon appeal is whether there dismiss the case, it does not oust them from the

is a breach of the by-laws or not. If a breach power of pulling down ?—No.

has occurred, punishment must follow, and no 1468. It only protects the person from a fine ;

right of appeal can be of any value. This is the it does not protect the building 2-—That is so.

result of 1;h:=i-.1 ]av;) as laid down by Judges who

have held that by-laws properly made have the - '

effect of laws, and that p‘l?blig bgdies cannot any Lord Burghelere. '

more than private individuals dispense with laws ~ 1469. The magistrates restrain indirectly in

that they are simply required to administer. (See thisway action on the part of the bye-laws, but they

Yabbicom ». King, 1899. IK.B. p.444, Mr.J. cannot in any way force district councils to act

Day at p. 448.) reasonably in this way except by restraining:
. them
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them from acting unreasonably ?—I hardly think
your Lordship means restrain. It would be the
refusal to inflict anything but a nominal fine.
T+ i8 no restraint on the council’s action.

Chairman. -

1470. You quote certain cases. The Ascob
case—that was in 1895 2--No, that case was quite
a Tecent case, in 1903. 1895 was the date of the
adoption of the bye-laws and not of the case.

1471. Since 1895, at all events as regards the
rural districts, there has been, as I understand,
jssued by the Local Governent Board a new
model, and we had before us the other day, for
example, & copy of the bye-laws of the Maldon
and . Chelmsford districts. You are probably
familiar with those and with the power of ex-
emption which is given there. Would you say
that that goes a long way to mzet cases such as
you have in your mind 2—I do not think that
it does. It only meets them, at any rate to start
with, in the particular district. To go on with,
it only meets them fo a limited extentand leaves
discrimination in the hands of the couneil, instead
of providing a Statutory right to proceed under
proper conditions. . -

1472. 1 dare say yon ate aware that the evidence
pointed in this direction and“in fact, in answer
‘to some questions put to the witnesses, they were
inclined to say that they thought there was given

to the bye-laws an elasticity which almost met
the case, and that very few difficulties had arisen ?
1 read an answer, I think it was of a gentleman
who attendéd from West Bromwich, which was
rather to that effect, but I did not gather ‘that
from anybody from the Local Goverzment Board.

1473. Did not Dr. Thresh say ' something
Like that 2—With regard to Dr. Thresh I do not
+think .he committed himself to that. His views
are -before’ the Committee. So far as he goes
I lmow he is in favour of a statutory exemption,
and is against discrimination, and all these new
bye-laws, as & rule, are getting as near as possible
to discrimination.

1474; Do not you see some difficulty arising
from  statutory exemption in this sense. One of

the complaints against the- bye-laws is, that the
local authority is bound by them ; they are rigid
and they must obey them; they have no-power
to depart from them. Would not that apply to
statutory powers and might not there be cases
where even the local autherity would, if they had
the power, exercise the same control, and would
be precluded from doing that by the statutory
obligation which had been imposed upox theu.
Do not you see any difficulty of that sort now 7—
T do not think so. It seems to me the question
is this : Is exemption good or is it bad ?

1475. Is it good in all possible cases ?—I think
+hat the cases in which it would be bad are quite
the exception, and that the difficulties have all
arisen from legislating for what I might call the
exceptional cases instead of the g:eneral cases.

(0.9.)

Lord Burghclere.

1476. If the statutory powers gave limits within
which district councils might use their own
discretion, would not that rather meet the case
which the chairman is putting ?—If I understand
your Lordship aright the suggestion is that by
Act of Parliament the district council should be
enabled, having made bye-laws, to dispense with
them in certain given cases.

1477. Not that exactly.: ‘Some bye-laws, within
certain limits laid down by Parliament. I would
rather say not.make bye-laws, but that the district
council should itself have the dispensing power,
without bye-laws, within the limits laid down by
Parliament. Parliament might pass, for all dis-
trict councils alike, by statute, limits within which
the district council might- use its own discretion
according to the necessities and needs of a district,
guarded, of course, by an appeal to the county
council or the Local Government Board. Would
not that meet any objection to statutory legisla-
tion about which the chairman has asked you ?—
I think, to a certian extent, it would mzet that
particular difficulty, but it seems to me to be only
a limited part of it, and unfortunately it is also
involved in the question of discrimination, as to
which I think I should like to deal later on, and
point out what the difficulties are which will arise,
T do not think your Lordship’s suggestion will
really meet it. ‘

1478. Do you wish to have statutory legislation
laying down rigid lines which every district council
is bound to put into action, whether they suit its
locality or whether they do not. That seems
to me to be absolutely wrong ?—But that is a
different proposition, is it not, to providing a
statutory exemption. I should be completely
with your Lordship ageinst saying, by statute,
that the local authority shall or shall not exercise
certain rules which are laid down in the Act.

1479, These very bye-laws, which we are talking
about in Maldon, we were told by the Local
Government Board representative the other day
give the district council themselves no discretion
whatever ; they are perfectly rigid ?—I agree.

1480. Do Fou think that good 2—No, I think
ft is very bad.

1481. Then do you want the district council
to have the power themselves, with the assent of
the Local Government Board, to frame another
get of rigid bye-laws from which they cannot

deviate ?—No.

1482. Then you must come back to the point
1 am coming to, which is, that you must give dis-
trict councils limits by statute within which they
can use their own discretion according to the wants
of the locality within which theylive, of course,
with certain safeguards ? —That is exactly the
present condition, if I may respectiully say so.

Chairman.

1483. When you say the present condition
you mean the present condition of legislation ?
—Yes. The Public Health Acts, both of 1875
and 1891, give powers of making bye-laws, but

N2 those




lw 7 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE SELECT COMMITTEE

14 July 1905.] Mr. RoBERT

ARTEUR READ. [Conti nued.

Chairman—econtinued.

those powers are not absolute and generally they
are confined to certain statutory matters which
are specified in the sections.

Lord Burghclere.

1484. But those bye-laws are rigid 2—Yes.

1485. I do not want to make the bye-laws rigid.
I want to give each district council, within certain
limits clearly laid down, the power of a modifying
or dispensing action, according to the necessities
of the locality or the place in which they them-
selves live 2—In other words, having adopted
a set of bye-laws, under the machinery of the
present Acts, confer upon them an additional
power of dispensing with those bye-laws within
certain statutory limits.

1486. Dispensing or modifying them according
to the necessities of the district in which they
live ?—They have the power of meodification
by going to the Local Government Board.

1487. Then they modify them in a set of bye-
laws, which is again rigid 2—VYes.

1488. That is exactly the point. I want to
give the district couucil power of modifying

from time to time, as suits the necessities of the

case. You may have a place which is growing,
and at one time it may be guite right that you
should allow questions of structure and so on
to be exempted, but the place may grow and
become an urban district, and within certain
parts of it it may be very right and necessary
that the district council, with proper safegnards,
shonld have the power to modify and not go
through all the formality of having another
set of byelaws again approved by the Local
Government Board and so on, so long as you
clearly define the limits between which they
may act. That is my proposition 2—I appreciate
1t, but I do not think it will carry you much further
than the existing legislation except with this
respect, that it will enable them to act within
a statutory limit without going to the Local
Government Board.

1489. On their own initiative >—They have
that now.

Chairman.

1490. Would not the tendency of that, in prac-
tical working, be this: that the local authority
in order to avoid discriminating, and in order
to avoid the difficulties arising from discrimina- .
tion, would make the maximum power of
exemption the minimum requirement as regards
the building ? In other words it would
not be discrimination within the powers given to
them, but they would give the greatest amount
of freedom, in all cases, which they were per-
mitted to give 2—Yes, I follow that. I could give
your Lordship an example of something of the
kind that is slready done under existing circum-
stances. I do not think you have cured your
difficulty then, because you find that the views
of the local authority in regard to the building
of houses are so difficult to deal with and they

Chairman—continued.

" have to luy down lines which shall guide their

officers, who are not people as a rule of very wide
experience. They cannot afford to pay the officer
who has that. Therefore they have to lay
down a set of rules rather in detail, and directly-
you get to that you get to all the difficulties
which now arise. The instance I can point
out is quite a modern one and will probably be
familiar to Lord Kenyon ; it is that of the Ring-
wood authority. The Ringwood district had
one set of bye-laws, but the contributory parish.
of Burley is exempt from numbers 78 and 9.
That is exactly what is rather suggested here.
and the medifications are graduated, but it is
not satisfactory and does not get rid of the diffi-
culties. Builders in the parish of Ringwood—
which except the little town of Ringwood is prac-
tically as rural as Burley—are under difficulties
which those in Burley are not and so on. It does
not, in my mind, conduce to good local govern-
ment,

Lord Hylton.

1491, Under Clause 5 of the Bill in the case of
Burley one may probably assume, from what
you put on your proof, that a number of the rate-
payers of Burley would have appealed to the
Local Government Board, and it is not un-
reasonable to assume that Burley would have
been very likely given the new model rural code
of the Local Government Board 2—The case at
Burley is a very modern one, in which Ringwood.
Burley being a contributory parish, applied for
bye-laws. The Local Government Board at the
instance of the ratepayers in Burley held an in-
quiry. At that inquiry I was asked to attend
by some gentlemen who have appeared before
your Lordships, and we urged very strongly
on the Local Government Board that Burley did
not want building bye-laws at all, but the Board.
following up its practice of supporting & local
authority, said : “We will give you byelaws
for Burley, but they shall be practically only on
our model rural form.” Therefore Burley is
under the model rural form. But the difficulty
of the parish of Burley was this, that it had one
representative on the district couneil of, I think,
of eight or ten members, and although Burley
parish, practically to a man, except its repre-
sentative, was against having byelaws at all,
they were imposed,

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1492. But you do not advocate that any section
of the local authority may secede and say: “ We
will not submit to the law.” That is really
what you are advoeating I think not. The
position of Ringwood was *“ No bye-laws.”

1493. Is 1t not your position that the people of
Burley, being a majority, had a right to rebel
against the district of Ringwood ?2—I think not.
The constitution of a district council is to pre-
serve the various parishes as local areas, and eaclt
parish has the right of appeal to the county

council,
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Lord Stanley of Alderley—continued. Chatrmnan,

council, in various circumstances, against its 1504. In your proof you mention the East
district authority. It is exactly an analogous Grinstead case and, at the bottom of page 6, you
case. say: “He had committed two offences. First,
' in not building his cottage in accordance with
Chairman. plans he had sent in ; and second, in building his

cottage larger than was allowed under the bye-law

1494. But then it failed, apparently, to con- where the materials proposed to be employed are
vince the county council 2—It had to appeal to used.” In the case of a person presenting plans to
the Local Government Board in this particular 4 local authority, and the local authority refusing
case. In cases of rights-of-way, and that sort to approve the plans, is there any power or right
of thing, the appeal is to the county council. I of appeal against such decision on the part of the
am not complaining in this particular case. person aggrieved at that stage where the question
1495. 1 understand, in this particular case either of interpretation, or of conformity to the
you quote, the bye-laws were imposed upon them  bye-laws should be determined by an indepzndent
against the wishes of the parish ?—Yes. tribunal 2—Under the existing law there is no
1496. I think from what you said just now power of appeal at all. The plans are sent in.
that their representative upon the district council The council simply say: * We disapprove them
was also against the wishes of the inhabitants? on certain grounds.” There is no appeal. Then
—That is so, and their remedy wasmot to return  the difficulty arises. Both the council and the
him. ' building owners are in a difficulty because neither
can get the question determined except by breaking

Lord Burghclere. the bye-laws and putting up the cottage or house.

1497. Did they return him at the next election ?

Alderley.
—1I am afraid I cannot tell you. Lord Stanley of Alderley

1505. Or rather by chancing breaking the bye-

Lord Stanley of Alderley. law ?—That is more correct.

1498. You are contending, I take it—and in

5 you suggested—that the } L
zv‘i)ﬁrof%fg ?n]‘i:bi}i)t:g?:s ofz.particguglar parishshould ~ 1506. Does that not show the disadvantage of

istri i igidi re-laws 2—1 think that it
-ride 't f the district council. I the rigidity of your bye '
(tjzltz: Ii.;d:h:: eis P;):uircgntenéon ?—For the parti- really illustrates this, that :ailg'e-lgw,.;;hetr}?gfv ::: l():;
i ish inwhich certain and rigid, or uncertamn and with a I
cular government area, that is the parish inwhi riain and rigid e et
. In doing that I am only following discrimination, is a matter which st ¢
th:ythfe receden:;nvgvhich T find were, if a parish to appeal. Ido not think its rigidity h;s i:lnythmg;
gguncil E:vants the rural district council to do to do with that p.art]',llcular question. It does no
rtain thi it and the rural district council oceur to me that it has. i )
i:fuses t;:;mhgassfz;la;;eal to the county council. 1507. Would r&?t (ilshe sgpeal prci:en?t th‘ev g;;)d
is no ion, it is si i ' dings to a disadvantageous extent.
It is not a rebellion, it is simply machinery. ceedings sadvantageons exiedt tion at
4 d though the case went not a quicker mode of dzcidmg ques at
1‘:&9% Eci:? cﬂﬁl ::e still cgmplainin.g ?—No, I that moment be to the advantage of the builder ?
af:;lf]usll Y ,ar}(ried myself from complaint. I should answer n.ot,.lf it were discrimination on
’ 1500 YAJ.'g:e1 you taking the side of the inbabi- the part of the district council. b distriot
tants of Burley 7—I regret the decision of the 150%.21 flo bnoi; think }’051 tmsItt t-ise istrist
' t Board. council 2—I beg your pardon.
LOI(;;(I)IGOB‘::DI;:IT ar: astﬂl in & contumacious district council. I was reading only the oﬂlgr
ttitud.e which you ought not to be —I hope not.  day of a case, that was brought before me. dls
; nly in the position of a man convinced a very great pity that a bad citizen should be made
ain Ohigwill over a squabble about & bye-law. The Chairman
et . of the district council, of course, couldﬁm; condl;me
: either his breaking the bye-laws or all the subse-
Chatrmar. : quent trouble which arose, but he sau% he entirely”
1 i i i i im, but his misfortune was
~ 1502. Not convinced, but coerced against his gympathised with him, mi :
deiiii-e ?—lPerhﬁPs that is a better way of putting that he was there, and must administer the bye
i laws.
1t.

Lord Burghclere.

Lord Kenyon. . ' Chairman.

i 1 1 5 j f my question was to elicit
5 t quite see how the inhabitants of 1509. The object of m
Bulrzieog ioﬁdnig?re been better off under your ffo}rln y;m wheilzher ylcaubt;hmkof i ilf:,azi :ﬂﬁ;uitagi,‘e:;
i it gives only an appeal to the Local right of appeal would ge. Le
g:)uv,ell')lfg:lf: ]l.’)toglrgf Whoy;iroba’tl:ll;r would give the me put the case as it appears to me. I send in

same decision again 2—That is confining yourself plans to a local authority; they disapprove

not approve them, and refuse
to Clause 5. those plans, or do PP *
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Chairman—continued.

to approve them. It may be that they say they
are not according to the bye-laws, My contention
may be that they are according to the bye-laws,
and well within the four corners of the bye-laws.
There is no power of determining that question,
so far as I understand it, except by going through
the process of going on with your building and
letting the local -authority prosecute you for
having disobeyed the bye-laws. The result of
that is that a man has spent his money, bad
blood is set up, and a great deal of friction arises.
Would it not tend to avoid that condition of
things if, at that stage, before the money was
spent, and before the grievance had been
accentuated in that way, there were some magis-
trates or some tribunal to which a person could
appeal and have the question decided, either as
Tegards the reasonableness or of their compliance

Lord Burghclere.

1516. To determine questions of law ?—I think
not. I think they would be questions of fact. 3

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1517. You would have a professional rather
than a legal tribunal 2—Speaking as a lawyer
I should be very sorry to determine whether
plans did or did not comply with the byelaws.

- Chairman.

1518. You would have somebody to argue i
and somebody else to determine it gég'oz;gfgr&f
ship 1s perhaps not unaware that in London we
have a tribunal of appeal. ‘

1519. But it is very diffieult to establish a
tribunal of that sort in every rural distriet 2—

. -3 might be right, surveyors or architects who

with the byelaws themselves 2—I think that .L0W¢annotinevery rural district, I am suggesting
would undoubtedly be an advantage in many the county as a unit. ) ¥
cases, and I think the existence of such an appeﬂl

would tend to be a corrective to a great deal that

now happens, and prevent it ever happeni 5
i - anc ] pening. 1520. What would you do when it ; i
1510. And make both sides. a little more +hich a borough cou?::cil is inirolv:adlgiicﬁfi;;

cautious ?—Quite so, but I do not think that goes is ci :
qiite whore e srant fo gev be wioasther g0eS. asarule a borough is capable of looking after itself.

Lord Stanley of Alderley. Lord Stanley of Azderley.

1511. But you agree to it so far 2—I myself took 1521. Especially if it is a large borough. You
part in the disoussion which Mr. Stenning men- would not say Horsham or Midhurst were large ?
tioned with regard to that, but the foundation of +—Yes, but they are not county boroughs. - .
all that is to my mind his first premise, which is, ' -
that you must get a universal code of byelaws—
-Eﬁogv::lig;nioig%ah_ons—which shall be used dl31522. There are rordl areas included in their

0 untry. - . _ , istricts 2—I think you will '
d;};}fn geogzmtblsfmmply, is it better to take a  gistrict of Horshamyis quitéﬁnd?stgl:: ' E?fm“?ii‘i
By €, Deloré unmecessary expense, or berough. In all cases a bormigh is & unit, but

- ether you have universal bye-laws is 2 ' you often get an urban district including i’lialllly

- Lord - Kenyon.

Lord Kenyon.

separate question. You are asked a definite
question for the moment and you agree ?—I agree, ol ports

‘but I must guard myself from going further than
I mean. ,

- Lord Stanley of Alde}ley.
T _ 1523. You might have fields and isolated houses
- ' In Horsham or DMidhurst ?—The borough of

1513. To whom would you suggest that aiipeal Horsham is comparatively small. Within' my

- Lord Kenyon.

[=]

.—shqul_d be 2—That is one of the great difficulties VI knowledge there has been considerable trouble
If it is merely an appeal upon & question whether of late with régard to the extension of bye-laws in

-a building conforms with bye-laws or not, then I the rural district of Horshem which is ‘around

think the only really satisfactory way wonld the town of Horsham. .

be to establish, for districts or for counties, special _ 1524. But there are plenty of boroughs. which
tribunals of appeal, That I am afraid is the only have rural land in them ?—Plenty. I think we
satisfactory way. There are a great many ob- could almost find that in the Metropolis.

jections to that on“the ground of expense and
delay and otherwise.

1514. They would be appointed by the county
council 2—I snggest, if that machinery were to
be adopted, the county council should have
‘the power of nominating say, one, two or three,

Lord Kengon.

1525, In those cases you would let the tribunal
be appointéd by the borough council ?-—I think
so, certainly. G

-ahou%d deten;ﬁif]e the question, which would be . Chatrman.
purely one of fact. ) SR ' 1526. Is nob that a question that mi
‘thils.oma; :Cit u1}’0}11&.'1)9 gpecmlly constituted to meet determined by the mngigtfa,tes ?2—As anzﬁil:tilo)z
tﬁbutI;alr :n daI;acise !—It would be a standing of fact, I think it might. At present they do not
oune’ o ch case as it arose. would be re- get a case before them until there 38 & breach.
. I think myself, the magistrates have a very difficult
i position
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position under the present law. I think, it is
a very false position.

1527. You would apply the healing ointment
of arbitration 2—I¢ is a false position that every-
body is In, to my mind, under the present state
of things.

1528, Would you favour widening a little the
power of dealing with the plans, to include some-
thing which, for the want of a better word, I will
call reasonableness in the requirements of the local
authority 2—1 think there you get on to very
difficult ground, because you make an appeal
which I fancy Lord Burghelere very much objects
to, and thatis asagainst the exercise of its functions
as a local authority. The appeal ther would be
to a court or a person, as against the exerrise of the
judgment of the local autbority, and that is a
different thing to an appeal on a question of fact.

1529. You might possibly find a means of
applying it in a rather less rigid way and give a little
elasticity, which was rather in Lord Burghclere’s
mind ?—Yes.

1530. Tt is conceivable in cases that the local
authority might not object to a decision which
gave a little more power in a particular case,

_although they might feel, for the reasoms you

have described, a strong objection to seeming to
discriminate 2—I cannot pretend to speak to
that, I can only again quote that instance where
the gentleman expressed his strongest wish to be
able to deal otherwise with the case.

* Lord Kenyon.

1531. Would you suggest that thab appeal
chould be the final appeal, or that there should
be another appeal to the Local Government
Board 2—As far as T am concerned I should say
it should be final. It seems to me you must have
finality. I am entirely against multiplying these
things. I want to have something simple.
Whether I get what I want, or whether it is
modified, I want something simple and practical.

Chairman.

1532. With regard to your conclusions, you say
in paragraph C of your proof, that the exemption
proposed to be conferred by the Bill would result
in better and cheaper houses, both for the well
to-do people and for the poor people, being erecteéd
in urban and in Tural districts. Where* would
the cheapness come in 2—In the choice of materials.

1533. You have satisfied yourself that there
would be that cheapness 2—I can only tell you
that everybody who comes to'me to discuss this
matter says undoubtedly there would be an
appreciable saving in material, and I think it
has been admitted in evidence before you that
there would be.

1534 We have found it extremely difficult
to get anybody to pledge themselves to what per-
centage, and I should have thought, if it was
<o clear as to justify this confident statement,
it would have been possible to have given ex-
amples of it ?—The confident statement is made

from the experience of particular districts—in
the cases given by Mr. Till, Mr. Clough, and others.

1535. You are aware that in the evidence some
of the witnesses went so far as to excuse them-
selves from giving a figure, because it varied in
different districts according to the nearness of
the material or the cost of carriage and so forth,
or even the cost of labour. In fact, one of the
witnesses said that the cost of labour in Lincoln-
shire was very high, which rather surprised me ?
—1Is not that a little beside the question? It
seems to me not to matter whether you are going
to build in wood, brick, or anything else. What
you want to be able to do is, to build in that
material which shall be cheapest and best at the
place where you are going to build. That would
depend upon a number of surrounding circum-
stances; in one place it may be brick, and in
another wood. Although it is impossible to make
any such general statement that wood will save
10 per cent. over brick, or brick will save 10 per
cent. over another material, you can make this
general statement that 2 Jaw which will enable you
to build with the materials best suited, from
every point of view, to the particular place wher:
you are going to build, is the right law for cheap-
ness. '

1536. That is subject to the qualification that
the materials themselves shall provide a habitation
which shall be healthy 2—Please understand
that that underlies everything. In that connec-
tion I should like the opportunity of bringing
before you a matter which was sent to me just
the other day. It is a copy of the Report of the
Departmental Committee of the Board. of Agri-
culture, and the particular matter that happened
to be under inquiry was the fruit industry. They
took this question into consideration and there-
is a paragraph in their Report—paragraph 76—
which I should like to read. It is rather long, but
I do not like to read an excerpt because it might
give a false impression. The gist of the paragraph
is, that in their view the existing bye-laws prevent
the erection of this necessary.accommodation for
the particular industry and in their recommenda-.
tion, at page 38 of their Rzport—recommsndation
No. 29—with reference to the paragraph which L
have mentioned, No. T6—they say this: * That
the present bye-laws for building in country dis-
tricts . be modified so as to allow of the cheaper
construction of cottages.” I have not. had an
opportunity of hearing or going into all the evidence
which was brought before them, and I am not
prepared to say more than this, that that is a
Departmental Committee which has been consider-
ing the matter, and that is the conclusion they
have come to. : ' S

1537. Probably we should all agree about
that. The question is whether the bye-laws
exercise any appreciable -effect upon the cost ¥
—That is the finding they have-been driven to;.
whether rightly or wrongly I am not prepared
to say. :

1538. I did not gather that from what you

read, T think there was an “if” 2—May I read
it
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Chairman—continued.

it again, because I do not think there was any
qualification about it. This is the acommodation
and the suggestion : “ That the present bye-laws
for] building in country districts be modified
50 as te allow of the cheaper construction of
cottages.” T take it that is either meaningless
or isifounded upon evidence which shows that
the bye-laws cause unnecessary expense.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1539. At any rate, it is their opinion 2—Yes.

Lord Kenyon.

1540. That is only in relation to that par-
ticular industry ?—-Yes, but we have no special
Inquiry in regard to others.

Chairman.
1541. This is fruit picking 2—The fruit in-
dustry.

Lord Kenyon.

1542. Tt is for a class of people who are nomads ;
they come for a certain time 2—N. o, the gist
of the complaint is, that they want, for permanent
fruit growing, a population which is not at present
upon the land and which cannot get there. That
is the gravamen of the thing.

Lord Burghclere.

1543. It is rather a sweeping statement, be-
-cause I fancy there are bye-laws which probably
would meet them 2—TIf T had had an opportunity
of analysing the evidence I would have helped

your Lordships all in my power to get at the
matter closer. .

Chairman.

1544. Have you ever considered whether it
would be possible to meet any grievance in this
case by giving to the Local Government Board
power, in any cases where it has found that an
existing building byelaw is unsuitable to the
distriet, or particular buildings to which they
apply, or to operate contrary to public interest,
to disallow any such byelaw. Do you know,
as a matter of fact, whether the question has
ever been considered 2—As to a bye-law actually
in existence ?

1545. Let me put this case: The bye-laws
are, let us say, framed and applied for by the
local authority, and therefore their consent goes
with them. They are confirmed by the Local
~ Government Board and therefore their consent
is necessary to them, You have, therefore, in
setting up the bye-laws, the consent of two parties.
If, on evidence, the Local Government Board
came to the conclusion that a bye-law was either
obsolete or did not meet a public demand which
had anisen, would it be possible for them to with-
draw their approval of those particular bye-laws
as being no longer suitable 2—Once having
approved, no.

Chairman—continyued,

1546. But, supposing power were given to
them to withdraw 2—That, I think, is the power
which T suggest in Clause 5 of the Bill.

1547. Do you go as far as that 2—I think so.

1548. “ Shall from and after a date to be
named therein be substituted for the bye-laws.”
But that is not quite the case I put 2—The first
Is on withdrawal, the second is on substitution.

1549. But that overrides then the opinion of
the local authority, it may be, and imposes upon
them something which they object to ?—Agreed.

1550. Whereas, the case I put to you would
withdraw the bye-law, and therefore, as regards
the district, you put it back into the Pposition
that it was prior to the consent of the Local
Government Board being obtained. It would
then be open to the local authority to modify
or to make such modifications in the bye-laws,
as would meet the approval of the Local Govern-
ment Board, and, if they did not choose to take
that course, it would leave the district at any
rate outside the operation of a bye-law which,

in the opinion of ‘the Local Government Board,

-was not conducive to the public interest 2—I
assent at once that that would be a most useful
power in my view. It goes to the first part of
the clause suggested ; that is to say, it would con-
fer upon the Local Government Board a power
of saying, *“ This is a bad bye-law and we suspend
it,” and then the bye-law would cease to apply.
It stops short of enabling the Local Government
Board to impose a particular bye-law. I should
entirely agree that it would be a most useful
power.

1551. You see the distinction between the
two as regards the effect upon the Local Govern-
ment Board ?—It is broad.

1552. After all, would it not be fair that one
party to the contract should say : “I no longer
agree to this, and therefore I desire to withdraw
from it.” That leaves the place in the position
it was, prior to the arrangements having been
made ?—I at once say that I think that is prefer-
able to any attempt to impose, say, a central
authority upon a local authority.

1553. Have you anything further to add ?2—
There are one or two little things that T should like
to add. The first is this: A good deal has been
sald about the necessity, where you have urban
districts surrounded by rural distriets or a small
town or a small aggregation of houses in a village
surrounded by rural country, of enabling the rural
part to be protected against the incursion, suppos-
ing an industry suddenly springs up in the town,
of cottages and other buildings which may be
objectionable, I should like to point out that this
exemption would, in my view, exactly mee$ that
sort of case, and it prevents the necessity for
artificial divisions which Mr. Monro and others
so much object to—sub-dividing a local area.
That is to say, if you have a district—the rural
district of Horsham for example—you do not
want one parish to have one set of bye-laws and
the parish of so-and-so another set. Where
you have to sub-divide a parish it is more
objectionable
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. . e
1559. Structure covering materials and size ?

. - y 1
objectionable from the Local Government Boart Yes, structure in its widest sonse.

officials’ point of view.

. 1554. But your ﬁcc]a)mptlon wo:!dal?gliypﬁ;? Lord Stanley of Alderley.
ter the district had become practic - - e

?cfu{;r district 2—That would be so. 1560. We certalnly have it in ew:.ience froh},‘:dogtc} |
1555. That is a point which, to me, appears ¢ (1o witnesses that the exemptm?lﬂ zﬁ,}: ed to

to be a little difficult. You would not propose ermanent as well as ermpora‘rg ;) i g:n'lso '

to make that exemption apply, let us say, t0 & .06 Jooked forit. I think S?melody Oot ykno“."

county borough, not because it isacountyll)ormi%l:, but with how nllluch l?uéliorgyal Witcl,l :0 ¢ knor.

it is thickly populated—a place like  fpic is 5 thing I have had to deal wit ok in

!I)xgzdl;egg: 2§ample ?—1I confess I should, simply on  j.¢4i1 that I venture to draw attention ﬁo lto':,zf.fl

the ailaloay of London. There is 2 very great carefully, because it seems to me todm% ve _

misapprelﬁmsion, I think, about the condition of 4, question of exemption by precedent.

London. Chairman.

561. You would admit that the protectlgr'x,.
evclm to an exemption of that kind in a place lél\((i
London, and with the tribunal which is provide
in London, is more complete against abuse of it
than it would be in a little district where the expell;t-
knowledge and everything else could not b; ‘ok--
tained 2—That might be conceded, It ]Eln .
without injuring the principle at all, and, I t ‘
that the real answer to that s, that, if you exemflpt;
and you provide the maximum finally for w a
might be called fraud upon your exemption, as we
do in our Bill—that is to say, the whole thing can
be swept away-—you have an ample prot.ectlor;l.

1562. And you would practically make, in such
districts as applied, the bye-laws moperatlveﬂﬁ.-s?
. .. regards structure and materials Whglr_;al;egt ; e

i1di building had a certain space surroun: . 2
1557. Does it apply o lzmldm;g ° tc;rbe lzlifs]d That isgc.a_\::a,ci:ly'v the position. I h}a:v: 100}:31-& a(;a;:f(;
for human _habltablon —X _es,q Ot’ eVOO)iof 0. by at the evidenco and submit tha ;123 st
L will read it to you. 1415 See Iﬁné"t-ons 11 Local Government Board is concer o, 1 oem.
London Building Act of 1534, sub-Sech L e witnessos distinotly s favouring the p :
and 12. | of exemption. I have read their evidence x_feryq
carefully. I think there are one or two sultlgg:sti;g?ﬂ.
i i P mads a0, o
‘the . se
1558. Do these govern the action of the county he aggsihrirl;lgﬁtc
'l- 2.—There is only one building autl}onty was o . o wonder at your being attracted
o Lond the Building Acts, and that is the 1563. o nob e B O etor To was
L ,Londo_n e il Section 201, sub-Section by Mr. Parsons’ eviaence, et qusstion
London County C'Om}cl. : d stn;ctures {nof sufficiently informed to express pr n that guestion
11 Says « ‘ ‘ All- bu&?ﬁfﬁ f:; as measured from what would have been th;. wew.-a;]Jl erllse& hm; 1 co
exceedlng n htleg;ltllt x:'aII}s and not exceeding in not knpw. I. am afrai weuza:tions d i tnto-
the footings o d ed and twenty-five thousand expressing opinions ult)}ozn_ %hen o o) to Mr.
eXtP:nt one hd‘m iebeina public buildings) wholly area qf his depa.r.tmt;n l.m Then 1 oppen b eon
gublc feet, and no ot B tant ab the least eight Kitchin, the,_ architec 3' : stpl ted bim. T can
in one occupation t street or way, and at the only deal with the evidenc sl it
B ety fost fre the nearest b’uildings and upon the exemption as a m Yaluable £ >
least 1;]]1111'13{ fe&etoffrg’;ly agj::i nine owner. A de- from the }11301-1'? of rj\jne“;n t}):i tnl:n (Ilmit éoes b e
o chvell b 1 local authority. To ) >
e dw%'ll:tgs-gl?ll;eb;h:c]e:l;?aﬂfzitzxﬁ}a‘iljgiﬁﬁ; essence of the thing provided you properly safe
his eX§;!1 Pt {Lf another detached building con- guazd-lt. _ 3 4o that thero is & point on
o1 o flices to be used in connexion 1564. With regard to thal o u uestion
e o eling oh cuse » That describes & Clause2. Youhave, infact, ma:sin T b0 question
e .dgeﬂ{ls%t b(:a a moderate-sized house I put, given the a.nsav::z, ‘]‘Jl';_‘thléofollowingpbujldjngs.
L A mlod with its stables and other form. Clause 2 reads: e hyelrs
1‘111.3 subuéboglfh%:niton‘,ﬁth comparatively small shall be e}.wl:empfie from tl;zrzgei:i o BTty
e & ting i ow or hereatter 1n
distanceg_ Si?;:;ah;]igisfég " ggitl)lml:gl?u“irlnd?f’gang I(;istrict’ with respect to the structure of walls,
from adjo 3 .

ted from the opera )
%ii?%ﬂ., which are the Parts relating to structure
in the London Building Act of 1894

(0.9.)

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1556. We have evidence about London ?—:—
With ;great respect it was inaccurate. ’ I ha\i
been up stairs dealing with London governmen
for three weeks or more, and In }894 Iwas actm% 111n
connection with the Building Bill of that year. The
inaccuracy consists in this, that there was a con-
fusion between temporary buildings and perm:lrll-
ent buildings. Mr. Monro suggestecl that 90%
exemption, which was conferred by Section 2
of the London Building Act, was In reste(E 0
temporary buildings. That is not so. It 35 1n
respect of permanent buildings.

Chairman.

i i oofs, floors, chimneys, or hearths.’”
B e schane ?]Eiago:lli’thﬁlng said about the saving clause of.

] 4 7—Yes.
healt(l)l. You do, that by Clause 1565, But
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hai .
565, Bus gl::;;?;ﬂ:l;:;sﬂtlnued- i Lord Burghclere—continued.
were put in there to example of y indivi
ilgliltfg ar&d sh0\1v1 clearly that thele) questions o{; cas:lp ® o many ofher cuses t—An individual
ealth and ventilation were not to be trenched 1574, But an indivi
. vidual case 1
::E(:l:;si)y t'-ahatY clauie, tl_len Clause 4 becomes un- dependent upon many other cases. ]giyin?llilvgdul:i
Decess :(}; th—e ders’ft‘ wint to guard myself with case comes under the action of the bye-laws, and
gact to e a l-’mg ere. . 1s as much a public case as five cases 2—If I
aloh Tb anol a question of drafting that I could go to the Local Government Board at once
et g 11: i tl}opght your answer on the andsay *“Suspend the bye-laws,” my action, or the
duestions g K :::ler qx;i:;flh you Elz:vf _:o me in action of the five ratepayers, would inure for
. ion was that it must be the benefit of the whole of the pari ,
-:)111)1((:11‘{;1;2?% ft};g,s t‘tl;e{ ?welga altogﬁther outside the 1575. Would it be for the %E;:lf;‘)tl‘.l ’o?ttﬁfc:r‘hole
rati ct ?—Yes, subject to detail. parish that one set of bye-] De i
1567. Therefore, that is your evidence—not t 1 “one social ense T oo
_ , th — ted rightly for on ial ?
trench upon  anything that woul o thi < 1 g‘ f e onme oot Tt ooy
hezl;l%hS?GCertainly g would affect the (tilllgzl; ‘1:; 1-; ollilrcée?;ve the same effect. It would
968. Or to make the exemption appl - 157 - i
| o . | 1pti ply to 1576. Why ?—Because in ew
: illzgi;?;;l:nzﬂic;lt;gg h&alth of ventllatli)él ?1—~Please would be s{}ghtly different cie;cflrristziiis ﬂ:;rg
S hat. 11 you use specifically that you would ,
I\:;:l;ld i;entﬂa:mn,]; I sllllould like to point }(,Jut we gould r::llly zil;:;r geb ® clear precedent that you
er as to what the necessity of particular 1577. But in i:he case of |
; 1 1 . an 1
g::)gulatloil; (])]f statutory requirements as to ventila- of law you do not appeal for the faﬁg %ailt izra'fgtlil;t
£ n t;;ou e. For instance, if you are going to to an individual 2—I agree e
a;;sgolges; In a row, ventgﬂatnon is one thing. 1578. Would it not be the- same in this case 72—
'respect;. ; ;1 ::Iliethe clzlise.ltstﬂfzyou say : “With But then you are not allowed to call in four other
Toopect o the ventilation ” 7—That becomes gentlemen to maintain your action. The in-
-qujrements  this x;;ag);,r &:h:(t) tw:]:r{l?f:i are certain re(i dividual acts and fights his individusl case on
h d ow space and his own individual feet, and get isi
those sorts of things which are hard and fas enggostion have o . of
hose t and a Court of law. The tion here i
rigid in the bye-laws, and would take years to alte 7 oall * maintosamon s o oSt
g 2 ] r what I may call “ maintenance.”
"?111‘:1: ecc;;:.e tl:;t;szr:lills and thousands of pounds. 1579. Then you would allow one individual to
ot B 15{ e an. aiogp;znﬂl;llf;i tg}ei;) rid I(:if ]tihem. appeal to the county council 2—1 would prefer
U < > by which you that. hi ink, i
might get rid of them very well by ays.light 1111:5;61If et The whole thing 1 thik, iz o
fieation of this Bill, which would effect all Dr.
Parsons or your Lordship has in your mind when
talking ab_m.lt ventilation, without interfering that the appeal in that case by five ratepayers
with jhe utility of the clause. . upon a particular case, unless it resulted in the
1570. Have you anything else to add 2—There “USPension of the byelaws would do nothing
was one.other thing. It seemed to have been 32° Xegards future cases of a like character 2—
-onsome of your Lordships’ minds that there might Nothing at. all,
| (I:e a S?lrt ofd appeal tf)rom the decision of the district b 1951 They would have to be repeated 2—VYes
-councll under its bye-laws by five ratepayers, or L .
] : ) ord Zouche.
;n{al‘l:n}}::.rry oi; :;;?ﬁzyers, tg)da County Couneil. 1582. Tt is not suggested that these five rate-
soomms 1 o ek yu]gonm ered that, but it payers should belong to any particular parish
Toers to mo that 'lf would be destructive to good or any particular parish in a district PThe
o gﬁ Om"‘onin I1 ylou could_app_ealm a personal might be any five ratepayers in the whole of Z
gase from W_hoca authority, by ratepayers, rural district ?—Certainly, and that might e
s ere you have a public case I brace half-a-dozen parishes - i
agree, that is to say, if you could appeal and so . .
‘suspend a bye-law which affects the whole parish - Chairman.
1 agrffe, but thatif we ratepayers should be able, 1583. Might they be five ratepa,yers' within
to take up any case and say : Very well, we will the county council area ?—No, within the actual
‘support you and go to the county council and ditrict affected by the bye-laws.
gpp'eai)lagamst it" I think would be very un- Lord Kenyon
-desirable. the
Lra . ) 1584. Do not, believe t i
1571 Tt you believe that th
It 1?1;1 Lt ir:t\]::;yu::;::iil:?e Pgwe}' of money. to a good deal of abuse if any ?ive rzzegggfs]:g
it ont besnen . TmCesin e.f wish to point force the Local Government Board to hold an
father confneed. T t]n% lfsinolllnaf; appeal has got inqu%ry #—Experience has shown that, where you
> ) y ways. require a deposit of as high as £50, people do not do
Lord Burghelere. zﬂ;}::zﬁ,t iarlld they \;1%11 not do l:ft unless there is a
1572, ? . al case. e sum of £50
. na kt - \2_1:; all;t[al 31;: ifgg;na,} gr](:)unQS onwhichyou fixed by the analogy of one or tW(: otl‘lza;:s c;::;l ?II;
i ory, i : (':;e think it is very ;iv.lﬁ((ih'hthe Board of Trade and other authorities
:15731-;]113’11?‘. is it a _Private case ? It comes 'w?a?l. Habamount, and ],t 1s found to- perate very
under the action of the bye-laws: It may be an The witness is directed to withdrae.

Chairman.
1580. The distinction would appear to be this,

I
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Chairman.

1585. I think you are secretary of the County
Councils’ Association 7—Yes.
; 1586. Has this Bill been before your associa-
" tion 2—No. The association is always very
cautious not to consider anything that does not
very directly affect the ecounty councils, and none

4 of the provisions of this Bill appear to do so, and so

they have not gone into it.

1587. Has the Executive Council, on the recom-
mendation of the Eduecation Committee passed
any resolution 2—Yes, it passed a resolution as to
buildings for temporary schools, and T will read
the resolution, if I may. In March last, the
following resolution was passed : “ That in con-
sequence of the difficulty of erecting temporary
schools in accordance with district bye-laws,
it is desirable that a representation be made to
the Local Government Board in favour of exempt-
ing new schools of a temporary character from
such bye-laws where the plans for the buildings
have been approved by the Board of Education
and by the Local Government Board.”

1588. Would that be effected by this Bill 7—
No, but it might be possible to introduce a clause
having this effect into the Bill as it is of the same
nature. It would mean another exemption.

1589. In other words, you would then bring
within the exempting clause of the Bill, public
buildings *—Buildings for schools of a temporary
character. -

1590. But still buildings used for more or less
public purposes ?—Yes.

1591. What was in their minds when they con-
; sidered this? How would you describe a tem-
: porary building in that case 2—Perhaps if I were
g to give an instance it would explain better. The
matter came up on the application of the Warwick-
shire County Couneil, which, in two instances,
wished to put up a corrugated iron building
lined with wood as a temporary school.  Of course
in many districts, the population increases so
i rapidly, that, in order to accommodate the children
1 at all, it is necessary to build something at once,
which necessarily must be of a temporary char-

acter. .
1599. And in order to secure the site 2—TIn each

case the district council refused to pass the plans
on the ground that they did not comply with their
bye-laws, which required the external walls to
be made of brick or stone, etcetera. The War-
wickshire Education Committee applied to the
Board of Education and the Local Government
Board. The Board of Education said they had
nothing to do with the matter. The Local Govern-
ment Board said it was impossible for them to
act in the matter, but they communicated with
the district council suggesting that they might
" make a bye-law exempting, under certain condi-
tions, the building in question from the operation
of the bye-laws with respect to the structure of
the walls, but no action was taken by the district
council as Tegards that representation of the

I,ocal Government Board.
(0.9.)
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called in; and Examined as follows:—

Chairman—continued.

1503. Therefore the district council was op-
posed to it 2—Yes, they were opposed to dispensing,
in this case, with the provisions of their bye-laws..

1594. Then the effect of the resolution would
be to ask Parliament to over-ride the local author-
ity and impose on them an exemption in this
case, which they themselves were opposed to —
Yes, which the district council were opposed. to.
Phis difficulty has arisen in the case of many
other councils, and in consequence of that the
resolution 1 have read was passed, and thabt was-
sent to the Local Government Board, and the
Board replied that it was impossible to take-
any action except by legislation. Consequenply'
a further resolution was passed at the last meeting:
of the executive council to the effect that re-
presentations be made to the Local Government-
Board with a view to obtaining legislation to-
exempt temporary school buildings from the-
operation of bye-laws with respect to new build-

.

ings. _
1695. I suppose the whole case here is a ques--
tion of expense 2—Not entirely. Of course the

robability is that a larger and more permanent
school would be built hereafter, but, for the pur-
pose of accommodating the children at once, 1t:
is most desirable that there should be some possi--
bility of building & school which would last until
a more permanent building could be erected.

Lord Zouche,

1596. It would be a question of time as wel:
as expense 2—Yes.

Lord Burghclere.

1597. What safeguard would you have that.
this temporary building would not be left there-
for ever. It is obvious you would have no safe--

1ard whatever. The local people, who are bound.
to build a school, would, under your scheme,
put up a temporary building such as they wanted,
hoping that the village would in course of time-
be a large city. In the meantime, there would.
be no power to make it into a proper building,.
and they would escape the expense that Parlia-
ment puts upon them. What safeguard would
you have against that 2—The conditions might;
be laid down by the Board of Education or the
Local Government Board. The plans for the
schools would have to go before both those Boards,.
and they might lay down any conditions they:

thought fit.

Chairman.

1598. The Board of Education, by their in--
spectors from time to time, if they found the-
lace unsuitable would have power to call’
attention to it 2—Exactly.
02

1599. Is:




-councils, as a rule, have an expert surve

on such questions ?—Certainly.
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Lord Stanley of Alderley. Lord Kenyon—continued.

1599. Is there not generally i -laws j i
2 Drovision for o l)g er:;) uS;] in l?r;al bye-laws 161.1. You think they mostly have ?7— Yes.
o sgyra;g cert;i:mga C—i _I:She\:e 16]]%2(.1 Therefore you think there would not be
‘not. | e m. Cerfainly in  much difficulty, on their part, in formi i
many cases ib it . s part, 1n forming a tri-
-visiojx;s . 15 found that there are no pro- bunal of appeal 2—No, not if it was a prof:ssional
tribunal, as suggested.
Lord Hylon. 1613. Have they generally a medical officer

_ 1600. They all differ and all the evidence we of ;1 eqlth i—Most, of them, not all.

have beforg us is that in the case of any differ- oﬂ_gﬁacalf y;uuigy hhoiwl many {1 cannob say
-%1:){;31‘ dof a;gmd.;g;i btehveer . 11;het }}.ocal Government thirty-ﬁ‘;e IS cguld Stlppl ’ tflllt iIE?St’ té}u't y or

ob coune e - . e infor .

always get their own ‘:']::;’ th :hglit:c(;ti aooupclla 1615, We have had evidg;ice given tI;n:i: ll?nflss;ibly
‘ment Board. Tam afra: dyourAssociatioﬁwi]f(faign(i zhe p;i)ceéiure would be rather slow, because the
i a waste of 4 ouncils do not meet very fr

ment Bo:.rg mﬁitﬁ&ﬁiﬁoﬁﬁﬁﬁ think that would be a.‘ :gsone%;:?;g' ap][)):a{?;g
up E’f»heil.f':lhands and ls]z?y *“ We cannot do anything 2 ” 2:11(1,;1 lieijtozfla?;eﬁi * ile fhe county councll
—lixactly, as'in this case they say they can d buns

jnotgung mthou_t; legislation. But z clagse coulg };S 16.@ The tribunal could be a standing com-
be Introduced into this Bill exempting buildings mittee t—Exactly.

of this character. It is desired that only those
schools should be exempt where the plans for
the buildings have been approved by the Board
-of Education and the Local Government Board.

Lord Burghclere.

1601. The temporary palns or the per 6
‘Plans 2—The plans for the temporary b%ld?;ag:? "

Chairman.

1617. Would the county councils have the
power to delegate authority of that kind to a
standing committee ?—I imagine not, without
legislation, '

Lord Hylton.

1618. Where time is of the essence of the m
' ) tte
Chairman, like these temporary schools that you are spe:kinl;

1602. Does it mean that in this of, surely the fact of the ¢ i
_Hlllake it 2 condition that p;:ns foiaiﬁeyigiivd?;ﬂag me.eting quarterly would beoggt?infglrti{;ﬂ:oogllli
ould be approved by the Local Govemment 1 oliy poo JOu hed i1 view i—Our suggestion
: . n Departm: nt, T can under- - Yy that. Our suggestion
:.»::;nd, (?eca}x:sc they are concerned with it, but :(etha; temporary schools should alwa,gy s be
= :re roc:ﬁ taet thoci]:I vaernment Board come in 1(?&1;) ’ But if 1, R .
-havgli i n"-’b fe plans 2—All the plans for schools i teé p i Lord Kenyon’s suggestion were
:as well asg:he?B(:;:rtiﬁhef ggcal t@ovemment Board casep Wh,er?a ;guagf: o ons to il In 2
. o ucation. Very anxi to
. _ on temporary school—suchrg; you Zz;e heI;:tt;-Ic)la;
| o.rd Stanley of Alderley. | to ask us to put m some exemption in respect of—
1603, Thqt is Teally for the loan 7—Yes, ‘& there the lpss of tlmg, owing to the county council
1604. It is not on the structural conditions 2 only meeting four times a vear, would be detri-
—As to sanitary arrangements, " mental to the object you have in view 2—1I do
1 1605. The Local Government Board pass the not quite see }10}'.* there could be an appeai to the
Jon ok the Bieton Depriet, e 0n, SO I it s, e s oy
_ g e Loca Sv party.
Yes, © overnment Board 2— , lglzl(l)ld You desire %at}tremporary schools should
o ) :
Lord Kenyon. 1621. lﬁﬁi Zizmgzﬁtgzmoihivzzi.l?wall'ii——YeB-
S 0 con-
_beflffﬁ't hl.;[sm& you fouowed the evidence given stitute the best court of appeal, in cases where
e mmittee t—Not very closely. . there was an appeal, you say is a different ques-
1607. There has been 2 suggestion that there tion t—Exactly.
shoult_l be an appeal to the county council 2—
if am aware of that. ) Lord S ;
05, D e the 1 N ord Stanley of Alderley.
act in such & case 2.1 doyn‘::ﬁozet‘gﬂhng to 1622. T see in the model bye-laws, both for
.ebn?ﬂe(l to say so, as the matter has nﬁ; Ib:;ll g:ral o ur]han Cicts, amongst the e’xemptions
efore th .2, ere is this: “ () . ildi
'thinlr:e thaf? :118:;633311:1’, but, personally, T should intended to Ife ere(geén i?:)r zggdt?c;lilyezc?dten?
1609. You would har dly Tike to g0 into detai porary hospital for the reception and treatment
les to ]jmw they would act 2—No - % d;nnot :;ia;l; gf peasons 81:1[ﬁering from any dangerous infectious
would be entitled to do that, 1sorder.” I suppose you would i
1610. Can you te]f n?eﬂi:]tl;ather 0 may exempt a EI))I?ilding:y él‘ect:(;l teni;yo,rai'fﬂ t}}(z
e ;301111111737 a hospital, a building erected temporarily ¥or a
tg’ é‘e“tdo school would come in pari materia, and Irfight be
cide included in model bye-laws as an exemption 7—
Exactly. That would meet the case.

1623. Do

is sufficiently an architect to be able

TR O T T T T
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Lord Digby.

1623. Do not you think the county surveyor’s
time in most cases is already fully occupied 7—I
-think most county officials are fairly busy but I
- dare say means might be found to meet that.

Lord Kenyon.

1624. Would you suggest that the appellants
should pay fees ?—I do not think I am entitled

~.to express an opinion upon that.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1625. If you say there is no power in the bye-
laws to put up temporary buildings, how is it
that these temporary churches of iron, that we
see about, are constantly being put up? There
is a constant and brisk demand for iron buildings
going on throughout the country ?—I cannot
answer that question.

1626. Are churches and chapels exempt 2—I
cannot say.

The witness is directed to withdraw.

Mn. ARTHUR JOHN LEES, is called in; and Examined as follows:—

Chairman.

1627. You are, I understand, a solicitor and
‘Parliamentary agent 2—I1 am.
 1628. You are a member of the firm of Lees
. and Butterworth, of 9, Bridge Street, Westminster 2
—Yes, I attend here as Honorary Secretary of
the Rural District Councils’ Association. For
the last eleven years I have been a member of
the Beckenham Urban Distriet Couneil, on which
I have had experience in the passing of plans
‘in addition to being the Honorary Secretary of
- this Association.
1629. Has this Bill been considered by your
. association 2—Jn this way. The Bill itself was
.considered at s meeting of the Executive Council
held in April last. Cerfain resolutions were then
-passed, and that subject was dealt with in the
report of the Executive Council which came
before the annual meeting of the association
which was held on the 7th of last month, and that
report was adopted unanimously. Therefore, in that
sense the Bill itself has been before the assooia-
tion, because the Report of the Executive dealing
- with it has been adopted by the Association.
1630. Was the Bill approved 2—No. The
. association disapproved the Bill. I have here
_a verbatim copy of the proceedings at the annual
meeting, which contains the Report of the Exe-
. cutive Council, not only on the question of this
Bill, but also on building byelaws. I have
. copies for your lordships, and I will hand them in.
1631. What is this intended to convey to us?
_The objections of the Executive Council, as I
- understand them, to the Bill, are, in the first place,
. that its provisions are proposed to be applied to
. every rural district council throughout the country,
whether they may be applicable or not, and it is
not proposed to allow a council to adopt its pro-
visions, if they think fif, or let the councils give
- the exemptions in their own particular bye-laws.
Further, the Local Government Board can now,
-in proper cases, if they think fit, carry out most
of these proposals by giving exemptions in the
bye-laws, which they have done. I have here
bye-laws which have been made recently, in which
- special exemptions. have been given, applicable
‘to one particular parish, and different exemptions
to another particular parish, all in the same rural
- distict.
1632. You mean the Local Government- Board
have now the power. when bye-laws are made,

Chairman—continued.

and with the assent and consent of the local
authority, to grant exemptions which, in your
opinion, go very far to meet the case put for the
Bill 2—Yes. The Local Government Board have
not only the power, but have exercised it with
very great success, The Bromley Rural Dis-
trict Council, which is perhaps one of the most
important rural districts round London, within
nine miles of London, and one of its parishes
actuslly adjoining the metropolis, have a set of
bye-laws applicable to six contributory parishes
—that is six parishes in their district. These
particular bye-laws, applicable to these six parishes,
all contain this special exemption. It is Clause 3
of the bye-laws and it provides that “ any domestic
building such as hereinafter described shall,
subject to the exceptions provided, be exempt
from the operation of the bye-laws 13 to 36,
both inclusive.” Those are with regard to walls,
hearths, fireplaces, chimneys and the structural
details. /1l these six parishes, therefore, are
exempt from the more stringent bye-laws of that
character. The parish of Mottingham, which
actually adjoins the County of London, has
the same set of bye-laws—avith the exception of
that Clause 3. That exemption is not in for them,
because it was not thought desirable in a parish
actually adjoining the metropolis, and rapidly
obtaining a large urban population. Again the
Bromley -Rural District Council have been so
careful to consider the requirements, not only of
their district, but of every individual parish in
the district, that they consulted all the parsh
councils before they applied for these bye-laws,
and, as I say, they have one set for Mottingham
which does not give the exemption. They have
a similar set with the exemption and one other
clause for six contributory places. In addition
to that they have rural parishes like Knockholt,
(udham, and Downe, and there they are now
applying to the Local Government Board for an
even less stringent set of bye-laws, those parishes
being wholly rural. In each case, before setiling
the bye-laws for each particular contributory place,
they consulted the parish council, and asked the
Local Government Board for nothing but what
they thought was absolutely required in each
individusl parish. It is now therefore possible
for the Local Government Board, in making these
bye-laws, not only, as I say, to give different
sets
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Chairman—continued.

sets of bye-laws to different parishes in a rural
district, but also to give these exemptions in cases
where they think they are required.

1633. Would you say the Local Government
Board in recent times, has shown a disposition
to meet those cases more freely than formerly 72—
Yes, certainly, that has been so. The Bromley
Rural District Council themselves suggested to
the Local Government Board that certain exemp-
tions should be given. This was in 1899, The
Bromley Rural District Council then suggested
a modification of the existing code, so as to permit
the erection of weoden buildings in Knockholt,
which is an exclusively rural parish. The Local
Government Board acceded to that, and wooden
buildings have been put up under that. In 1901,
the Local Government Board, on their own
initiative, suggested to the rural council a further
modification, giving still further latitude in the
erection of these buildings.

1634. Was that agreed to 2—It was, and that
shows, not only have the Local Government Board
this power, but they exercise it in two ways—
on their own initiative and by acceding to the

- suggestlons made to them by a rural district

counecil.

1635. Of course, they have the power only with
the consent of the local authority *—That is so.
They have a great deal of power with the local
authorities because the local authorities have
to go to them for other matters besides bye-laws,
and it i3 open to the Local Government Board
to get their requirements met in other ways.
As your Lordship knows, frequently the Local
Government Board have refused s loan until.
certain other details with which they are not
satisfied are complied with. Tt is quite open
to the Local Government Board to refuse any rural
district council a loan until they have put their
bye-laws into such a form as the Local Govern-
ment Board think necessary.

1636. Do you think it is generally known that
the Local Government Board are willing to make
these modifications of the bye-lawsin any district
where it is desired they should be made 7—1 think
it is. Of course it is only during recent years.
This new model code is dated 1903, but every
rural district council I have come in contact with
knows that they can get different bye-laws
applicable to their different parishes,

Lord Hylton.

1637. They have not all applied to be allowed
to have the new model 2—No.

1638. And do not seem likely to, some of them %
—The rural district councils, I am afraid, do not
move as fast as larger urban district councils,
but 133 have applied for and obtained this new
model code, and, considering it has only been
in force two years—and I think nearly 300 had
bye-laws before—that shows fairly well that they
are adapting themselves to the circumstances,

Chairman.

1639. Do you know if there has ever been a
circular issued by the Local Government Board

calling attention to the fact that these exemptions-

might be obtained 2—I have never seen one.

Lord Hylton.

1640. Did not Mr. Hobhouse, the other day,
in the House of Commons, move for & Return to ask

how many rural district couneils had adopted’
this code ?—1I did not see what Mr. Hobhouse did,.

and I do not think any circular has been issued.
The clerk to the Croydon Rural District Council
informs me that a cireular was issued, and he
received one from the Local Government Board.
1641. Was that in response to Mr. Hobhouse’s
inquiry ?—Yes, asking for a Return as to what
bye-laws had been made. :

Chairman.

1642. But has there been the issue of a circular-
by the Local Government Board ?—No, my Lord, .
that has not been done.

1643. Would you think, if they were willing
to do that, that that would draw more and more-
public attention to it #—1 certainly think it would..

1644, Your case is, 1 understand, that you
think the Bill is unnecessary because all the-
powers necessary for practical purposes can be-
obtained from the Local Government Board with
the consent of the local authority ?—That is so-
in cases where there are no bye-laws at the present -
time. '

1645. Take the case of a local authority which-
is unwilling to apply for the modification. Do.
not they feel themselves hampered by the fact that
the bye-laws are rigid and impose upon them the-
obligation of enforcing them 2—Is your Lordship
referring to a case where bye-laws are now in force 2

1646. Yes. That would cover the majority

of the country ?—It would. I understand there-
are about 400, out of 659 rural districts, which-
have bye-laws. I can conceive a case where
bye-laws have been adopted in the past, where-
possibly, some particular bye-law may be un-
necessary owmg to the rural character of the-
district, and may inflict unnecessary hardship, .
and possibly unnecessary cost in building, but
I think those cases might be met in this way ;
it is only a suggestion, but I think it is a sug--
gestion that might be carried out. It is open
to any landowner or builder who feels that any
particular bye-law is unnecessary in that par-
ticular district, and is working a hardship, to
write to the Local Government Board stating the -
circumstances why it is not necessary, and why
he thinks it might be dispensed with. It would
then be open to the Local Government Board.
to call the attention of the rural council to that
suggestion and ask for the observations of the
council on any such communieation,

Lord Hylton.

1647. I am afraid they would bave to double-
their staff on the Local Government Board if that.

were.

1
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Lord Hylton—continued.

-were done ?—I think they will have to inqrea§e
their staff a great deal if a certain clause in this Bill
7is passed. I think my sugpestion will really lead to
"less work.

Chairman.

1648. You have not overcome the di{ﬁpulty;
you have only made a suggestion ?—I quite see
at present that I have not overcome the difficulty.
Further, if the Local Government Board shoul'd
agree with the representation made to them, it
would be open to them to call on the rural council
to apply for modification or alteration of their
bye-laws. I cannot conceive that rural district
councils would neglect to comply with that request
{rom the Local Government Board. Ihave had a
good deal of experience, both with urban and rural
district councils, and I have not found any tendency
to go contrary to the Local Government Board.
For one reason, apart from any other, it does not
pay. Itis to the advantage of the rural district
council to act in accordance with the wishes and
- desires of the Local Government Board.

Lord Hylton.

1649. Wehave had witness after witness here on
“both sides telling us, over and over again, that the
district councils absolutely decline to meet the
-recommendations of the Local Government Board.
‘We have had nothing else ?—With every respect
T do not entirely agree with that, because I know
so many cases where suggestions have been

acceded to.

Chairman.

3 - here they
1650. Have you ever known a case W )

ha\%earefused ?—They will refuse possibly, but if

pressure is pub on thém I think in"the end they

~will give' way.
Lord Hylton.

5 w can you put pressure on them ?2—
'Evl:ra;l-m}rla?l distric{ CO‘I.IPI'].GH Ir,nusst go to the Local
Government Board to borrow money for some
purpose, and it is always open to the Local Govemi
‘ment Board to refuse a loan until the rura
district council have complied with what they

~think is right.

Chairman.

1652. Because they have not complied “;ith
something which has no relation to the loan 2—

“They have done it in other cases.

Lord Hylton.

53. Do you mean that the Local Government
Bolafri:ZS W]g‘lllg refuse a loan to a rural dlls';’gru;t
. council, supposing they wanted it for one objec .
because the rural district council r.efused to mee
‘their wishes in some totally different object,
perhaps a year or two before 2—They have done so.

Chatrman.

1654. Are you justified in saying they have
done so for that reason ?—No, I will not putitlike
that, but I will put it like this, that there are cases
where applications have been made for loans for
certain purposes, and the Local Government
Board have said, and very properly, that, until
certain other matters have been dealt with, they
do not see their way to sanction these loans.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1655. You put it that it is generally felt by the
people you come in contact with—the officials of the
local districts—that it is much wiser for them to
do what the Local Government Board want 1n
other things in order to get their goodwill in what
they want 2—I am sure not only the rural, but the
urban councils, recognise that it is not to their
interests to go confrary to the Local Government
Board. I am quite willing to assume a case
wheré a local authority will not comply with the
suggestion of the Local Government Board, and
then 1 would suggest a point to meet that. In
such a ease as that, where the Local G.ovemment
Board have called upon a local authority to alter
their bye-laws, and they have refused, let it be
possible for any aggrieved ratepayer to get a rule
nisi calling on the local authority to show cause
why their bye-laws should not be cancelled, orany
particular bye-law discharged because it 1sun-
necessary and undesirable.

Lord Zouche.

1656. Do you think all that expensive legal
rocedure would facilitate matters ?—I do mot
think these difficulties are in operation to the great |
extent that is suggested. I, with great respect,
venture to think that, in regard to new cases -
the Local Government Board can meet them by
granting such exemptions as are required _under
the circumstances of each particular case, the

exemptions being put in the bye-laws.

Chairman.

1657. If the local authority require them, but
the particular case is where the local authority
does not wish to have the bye-laws altered,_ and
their action, founded upon that, is, in the' opinion
of some of the people, injurious to the interests
of the district 2—1 say if, after the Local Govern-
ment Board have pointed out reasons why they
think they should be altered, the local authority
will not alter them, then it is very little expense

a mandamus.

° lg(i%t& But you would put the Local Govern-
ment Board in operation, in the ﬁI;St instance,
by calling their attention to it Z—Yes, because
1 am satisfied that that would save a great deal
of expense, and I think if the local authority
had the knowledge that if they did not accede
to the suggestions made by t-h.e Local Govern-
ment Board, they would be liable to have a
mandamus applied for against them, there would
be very few cases where it would be necessary to

adopt
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Chairman—continued.

adopt that extreme course, but it would be a
‘weapon to be put in force if the local authority
were unreasonable,

1659. Would you see any objection to, or any
advantage in, legislation, which would give to
the Local Government Board power, in the evens
of the local authority and the Local Government
Board disagreeing about a bye-law, to withdraw
its assent, so that from that time the local bye-
laws should become inoperative 2—That is a case
where the bye-laws have been made.

1660. And the circumstances have altered
and, in the opinion of the Local Government
Board, they are no longer applicable to the par-
ticular case or to the district ?—Possibly that
might be if the Local Government Board held an
inquiry first before they took that action.

1661. But, assuming the Local Government
Board have satisfied themselves, and are of the
opinion that that bye-law might, and should
be modified, and the local authority does not
adopt that view, would you see any advantage
or any disadvantage arising from legislation
which would give the power to the Local Govern-
ment Board to withdraw their assent to that bye-
law, and therefore to place the district, as regards
that bye-law, in the position it was before the
bye-law was adopted ?—That is a point that
has not been considered by the association, and
therefore, as honorary secretary, I should hardly
like to express the opinion of the association
upon it.

1662. Are you able to answer this question—
Do you think it would be of advantage to have
some right of appeal at the initial stage, where a
person had deposited plans, and those plans had
been disapproved or not approved by the local
authority, either because, in the opinion of the
local authority they did not comply with the
byelaws, or because the local authority was
unreasonable as regards its requirements2—I
should hardly have thought that that was neces-
sary.

1663. Is it not the fact that at present there
is no appeal at that stage. The only method
provided by the law by which a difference of
opinion can be decided, is that the person may go
on building his house, disregarding the fact that
has not got the local authority’s approval to his
plans, and then the local authority by means of a
prosecution, because he has disregarded the bye-
laws, has the ultimate remedy of pulling down
the building. Would it not be well to try and
get a little common sense and discretion brought in
at a little earlier stage than that, before the money
" has been spent and the friction increased 2—I
take it that your Lordship has two points in your
«ind ; one i8 a case where there is a difference of
opinion as to the construction of a bye-law.

- 1664. The person who deposited the plans
says, “I believe that this plan complies with
the reasonable requirements of your bye-laws,”
The local authority says, “ We reject your plans
because they do not comply with our bye-laws.”
That is a question of interpretation ?—On &
question of that kind, which again is a question

Chairman—continued.

which has not been considered by the association, .
for myself I should have thought it would be an.

advantage if there was an officer or a tribunal o

whom the question of the construction of bye-laws -

or plans may be referred.

1665. Therefore your answer is that you think
it might be an advantage to have some appeal at
that stage 2—My personal opinion is that it might
be an advantage. I do not know what the tri-
bunal would be, but it ought fo be, if possible, a

tribunal dealing with that particular matter-

throughout.
1666. After all it is a question which may be

determined at a later date after the building has-

been partly erected, and after proceedings have
been taken by the local authority for non-com-
pliance with the bye-laws. It is an appeal to the

magistrates, or rather a prosecution takes place-

before the magistrates, and the question is deter-

mined by them ?—Yes, then as a further remedy-

he can go for a mandamus to compel the local’
authority to approve the plan.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1667. I wunderstand you are in favour of ran
efficient court which could settle the point 2—Yes.

Chairman.

1668. Where would he have to go to apply for.
a mandamus *—To the High Court.

Lord Burghclere.

1669. Is the form of using a mandamus a
common one ?—There are a great many man-

damuses applied for and granted every term—
a great nurber,

Lord Zouche.

1670. Coald you indicate to us the nature of

such a tribunal as you have referred to 2—What I

would be against would be an appeal to the magis-

trates, because you would get different decisions .

in different districts. I think I would go on the

lines of the report of the Royal Commission .

with regard to sewage disposal, that yon

want a sorb of central authority with men of -

experience in the construction of the bye-laws -
to be the judges. If that could be carried out, .
I think it would be on the right lines,

1671. When you say * central,” do you mean
central for each county or district 2—I would .
sooner centralise it even more than that. The
question of the construction of bye-laws is a
particular subject, Let people who have to deal
with bye-laws determine what the construction
of the bye-laws is. If you have one central
authority for the comntry, so much the better.
If it must be for a county, I would have one for -
a county than a great number for districts in that -
county, because you will only get different deci- -
sions applying in different places.

1672. It .

[Continued,
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Chairman.

1672. Tz would be of the essence of the thing
for practical purposes thaé it should be a court
where a prompt decision could be obtained 2—
Yes.

1673. And where not much delay would take
place between the application and the decision ?
—That would be essential, and also the tribunal
should be composed of gentlemen experienced
in this particular class of legislation.

1674. Does your experience enable you to
answer this question—Supposing there was an
appeal from the decision of the rural district
council would the rural district authority prefer
that that appeal should be made to the county
council or to the magistrates 2—I am quite sure
they would not desire it to he made to the county
council for three reasons; in the first place,
time. )

1675. That is to say, the infrequent meetings ?
—Possibly that could be got over, but you have no
doubt heard that county councils meet once in
every three months. I think fime would be a
bar to the county council. But the local autho-
rity have had the enforcement of these bya-laws
and the passage of these plans for years and are
experienced. They have a professional adviser
in the shape of a surveyor and architect who is
cenerally a member of the institution, and the
gounty councils, so far as T understand, ha,ve_uu
official of that kind at all. Again, I do not think
it is advisable to bring the district councils into

" conflict with the county councils any more than

vou can help. In my own county I do not tl:mk
the county council would desire it. The Kent
County Council interfere with the lpcal authorities
as little as possible. I do not think they would

feel it was desirable.

Loxd Hilton.

1676. Surely there are innumerable cases in
which nothing can prevent certain clashing, 2for
instance, as Tegards roads and other matters —

That 1 quite recognise.

1677. Itisinevitable, butwe cannothelp that ?—

I quite recognise that, and Isay it is not desirable
to extend it, This is the last case in which an
appeal should be made to the county cnuncll,]be‘i
cause you are appealing fromabody whohave ha

experience in this and who are advised by an
ofticer who is an officer of experience and is a
professional man, to a body who have had nothing

; o do with it. _
A ]ﬁf;s‘teg)z you say all rural district councils
have an officer who is thorougbly competent t;)
advise them in matters of architecture and so on ¢
—1 should say nearly all the urban councils have,
and most of the large rural councils. My own
urban district eouncil has an officer of the highest
si anding.
Poi?jl%‘.a ftsa-id n?ral councils—I did not ask about
urban couneils 2—Yes. With regard to the larger
rural councils, I do not know_whether you have
any idea of what the population of some of the
rural districts is. There are some with a popu-
tation of 70,000,
(0.9.)

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1680. There are some of 8,000 and 10,000 ?—
There is a great difierence. )

1681. Take Norfolk as an instance 2—I quite
admit you cannot enact the same law throughout
the whole of rural England.

Lord Burghclere.

1682, Have they good professional men em-
ployed 2—In the smaller rural districts I do not
know whether they have a professional adviser.

Lord Kenyon.

1683. Arenot they the places where the hardships
occur 2—But then in those smaller rural districts,
the stringent bye-laws are not, as a rule, adopted.

Lord Hylton. :

1654. Where you say you cannof a.do_pt the
law you do not dispute the right of Parliament
to pass a law 2-——What I meant to convey was that
you cannot, with a satisfactory result, enact the
same law with regard to bye-laws throughout the
whole of England. )

1685. That is your opinion?—That is my
opinion. I quite recognise Parliament can do

anything.
Lord Burghclere.

1686. At the present moment the bye-laws are
different in different districts ?—They are.

1687. Are there any appeals from district
councils to county councils now ?—Not on the
questions of bye-laws or plans. )

1688. Bub on other subjects 2—Yes, in regard
to highways. )

1659. H};ghways alone. You represent the Dis-
trict Councils’ Association. Can yousay if district
councils object to the existing appeals from the
district couneil to the county council *—They
prefer to have as few conflicts with the county
council as possible, but in the case where appeals
exist with regard to higinways, for msta.-nce, the
county council is the highway authority, and
their experience with regard to highways is no
doubt greater than the experience of the rural
distriet council, but in the case of hye-laws, where
the local authority have been the authority
sanctioning plans since 1875, and earlier than
that, I think it is on a diflerent footing. )

1690. Then you prefer an appeal to the magis-
trates 2—I should prefer a tribunal of the kind
T indicated, but, as between the county council
and the magistrates T think, though this has not
been considered by the association, the local
authority would prefer the magistrates.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1691. Quarter Sessions or Petty Sessions ?—
An appeal to Petty Sessions would be quicker.

1692. But you would have a dozen authorities
in one county ?—That is so. Quarter Sessions
would be more expensive and take longer, but,
for the reason that it covers a wider area, Quarter

Sessions would be better.
P 1693, 1t
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Chatrman.

1693. It would only decide the particular case ?
—Thatisall. T suggest if there is to be an appeal,
let 1t if possible be fo a specially selected tribunal.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1694. A board of experts sitting in London
is what you suggest to deal with every question
coming up for every part of the country 2—No,
I do not suggest that, but what I suggested is in
order to get uniformity.

Lord H ylton.

1695. But you said jusé now you did not want
uniformity 2—] am not talking of uniformity
of bye-laws throughout the whole country ; hut
if you are going to have a question of construction
of bye-laws disputed between a builder and aland-
owner you want the same interpretation put
upon them in different districts.

Lord Zouche.

1696. As to this new tribunal, would they con-
fine themselves to considering whether particular
plans were or were not in conformity with an
existing bye-law, or, assuming they decided certain
plans were not in conformity with such bye-laws,
would they give them exemption?—The two

functions would be rather different 2—They would,

I quite recognise that there are cases where it is
desirable not to apply the bye-law too strictly.
We cannot give exemption at the present day.
We really have to carry out the bye-laws.

1697. My question is as to how far you would go ?
—I think there are cases where it is desirable
to give exemption in special cases.

Lord Burghdere.

.7 1698. You admit that even a district couneil

may go wrong sometimes ?—Certainly. Nobody
1s infallible. |

1699. Would not the appeal in these circum-
stances be better to a local authority than to some
body sitting in London who knows nothing of
the circumstances of the distriet ?—It is an appeal
on two points. If it were on a question of con-
struction of a bye-law no one is better than an
architect or someone advising the Local Govern-
ment Board.

1700. But on the question of exemption, which
you said yourself you thought was desirable, it
would certainly turn a good deal upon legal
matters. Supposing a district council were not
satisfactory and an appeal necessary, would not
that appeal be rather better to a local body who
know all about it than to a body sitting in London
who Imow nothing about the circumstances of
the case except by calling witnesses in a very

" expensive manner ?—The circumstances may be

put before the Local Government Board in writing
by both parties, and they could decide whether
it was desirable to make the exemption.

1701. But you yourself suggested a special
authority —Yes, in case the Local Government
Board were unable to undertake the work.

Lord Burghclere—continued.,

1702. Would it be better that such a tribunal
should sit in London or be a local body knowing
the circumstances of the case 7—My view is to
get an authority covering as wide an area as
possible, not necessarily the whole couniry.
Perhaps it is desirable that people in the im-
mediate vicinity should decide the question where
it depends on local circumstances ; but there are
very many cases where there would be no difii-
culty whatever about the exemption. Councils
are willing enough to give it if they can.

Chairman.

**1703. Do you think there are many cases where
exemptions should be granted in order to provide
cheaper dwellings in agricultural districts 2—I
am sure the association recognise that in agri-
cultura] districts certain exemptions might well
be granted in some cases. For instance, with
regard to hearths, chimneys and fire-places, and
walls which are not structural walls and details
of that kind,. but I do not think it would be desir-
able to grant exemptions from notice to erect and
the deposit of a plan. I think no building ought
to be put up anywhere of a permanent character
of which notice is not'given and a plan deposited.

Lord Kenyon.

1704. Detail plans 2—Detail plans. Nor do
I think exemptions ought to be granted with
regard to foundations and structure of walls.
Of course, the sanitation of a house must depend
on its foundations.

Chayrman.

1705. You go so far as to say that you would
not grant any exemption from providing detail
plans and you would not grant any exemption as
regards structure or material 2—I would not
grant any exemption as regards deposit of plans.
How much detail is to be given is a question, T
think, for the bye-laws in the particular case.

1706. You would require at all events a block
plan 2—Yes, I think so. With regard to founda-
tions, I think certainly the bye-laws ought to b
complied with. There is the case of ventilation
also, which I think is a very important matter
in any house, no matter what district it is in. As
to some of the provisions which are mentioned
here, rural district councils have already got
exemptions in their byelaws with regard to build-
ing detached houses in sparsely populated districts.

1707. You do not think there is any great
grievance existing ?—I do not think there is such
a great grievance throughout the whole country
as is imagined. '

1708. It is desirable to be-able to build as
cheaply as possible 2—Certainly ; there is no
doubt about that. '

1709. Do you think relaxation in the particu-
lars to which you have referred would not tend
to make building a little cheaper 2—I hope it
would ; but I am not sure that the evidence goes
to show that more building goes on or that it is

done
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done cheaper in districts where there are’no bye-
laws. There are cases of rural districts which
have bye-laws in part of their district and no bye-
laws in another part of their distriet, but I do
not understand that in those cases the evidence
is that building is going on faster or cheaper in a
place where there are no bye-laws than it is in a
place where there are bye-laws.

Lord Kenyon.

1710. You must take into "consideration the
requirements of the population 2—Certainly.

Lord Zouche.

1711. I do not think it would follow entirely
from the existence of building bye-laws whether
building is going on much or not ?—No, but I
was speaking as to the cost.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1712. 1 see it is stated that less than half the
rural districts have bye-laws. Could the Local
Government Board furnish us with information
as to the populations in rural districts without
bye-laws and the populations in rural districts
with bye-laws 2—I could have obtained that
information for you. I could have done, as we
did before the Highways Committee and got the
information from each individual council. I
shall be pleased, if you like, to obtain that informa-
tion now and put it in in the form of a schedule
later.

Lord Hylton.

1713. When you said just now you agreed it was
a great object to get cottages cheaply built you
had in your mind, as you suggested before, that
people could apply for mandamuses and Rules
nisi and appeals to tribunals in London.  All that
would not go in the direction of cheapening the
building of cottages 2—No ; what I suggest is that
under the new model code of the Local Government’
Board there is nothing to complain of. I have
really not heard of any complaint with regard to
building under that model code. I have not read
the evidence given before your Lordships, but I do
not understand that there is any serious complaint
of any hardship under that code ; and that is the
code which has been adopted in the last two
years in 133 rural districts.

Lord Burghclere.

1714. How many district councils are there 2—
656.

1715. Only 133 have adopted the new model ?—
There are 200 without any bye-laws at all.

1716. Is not it a fact that as a rule distxict
councils would not apply for bye-laws ?—Two-

thirds of them have got them.
1717. But not the ones you wish them fo have.

You have said yourself that the only reason the

law did not want altering was because the new

model bye-laws issued by the Local Government
(0.9.)

Board satisfied the matter. You then told us they
have some bye-laws already which are not those
bye-laws. That cannot be so very satisfactory 7—
This new model code has, I think, been out two
years, and in the two years 133 authorities have
adopted it. I think that is evidence that they are
taken up.

1718. They are taken up by 133 districts ?—
Local authorities do not move very fast, and I
think 133 in two years is a very fair number. In
cases where the Local Government Board think
existing bye-laws ought to be modified I have
endeavoured to indicate what I suggest might be a
solution of the difficulty, by giving any ratepayer
the right to represent to the Local Government
Board, and letting the Local Government Board
call upon the local authority.

Lord Hylton.

1719. 1Isee on page 12 of the Minutes of Proceed-
ings of your association which you have handed in,
this Bill was discussed. I gather that your
association, or at all events your president, was not
very averse to the Bill, because all he said was:
“ They recommend that if the Bill should pass the
House of Lords, and be introduced in the House of
Commons such action should be brought or the
council should request your president to take such
action as the council after considering the Bill
deem desirable ” 2—That was purposely worded
like that.

1720. Are you here to-day to tell us the associa-
tion disapproves of the Bill 2—The Executive
Council at their meeting on the 12th April by
the Resolution which I have read to the Com-
mittee disapproved of the Bill, and instructed me
to send the Resolution to the Lord Chancellor
and the Lord Chairman of Committees of the
House of Lords, which I did. The president”of
the association in making that speech pointed out
to the meeting that he could not possibly tell, nor
could anybody tell, the form in which the Bill
would leave your Lordships’ House. It might be
that the Bill would be so altered by your Lordships
that we might not have the same objections to it
as we have now. The Resolution was purposely
worded in that way because we thought we ought
not to condemn a Bill, the details of which when it
should get to the House of Commons we had no
possible means of knowing. - :

1721. My point is that your association do not
disapprove so strongly of the Bill as you rather led
me to believe when you came into the chair that
you did *—I am sure I have put it fairly from the
point of view of the association. I may also say
that our president, Sir Edward Strachey, who was
in the room five minutes ago, has read through
my evidence, and he told me he entirely approved
it. Other members of the council are here, and I
am quite satisfied they would tell your Lordship
that the Executive Council did disapprove the Bill
for two reasons, and their report which came
before the association on the 7th June was adopted
unanimously.

P2 1722, Looking
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1722. Looking at page 13 of the minutes of himself pinched. He w
ic;%rn :negtlillg it ts quite clear tha? the general down 5:‘.516 and get five ;:gileb?copgfryrf 1‘\‘:*(ilthmhlillllllt
fecling 0b the ;LSaCE]atlon was against the Bill, he financing the matter ?——Exactly_c But T sug-
obvious 2—Yes. gest further than that that there are always peoplae
with a grievance or an axe to grind of some kind

Lord Burghclere. —any defeated candidate, for instance.

1723. 1 should like to know whether Clause 5
waIsf :Il)lprov_ed or nlot approved by your society ? Lord Hylton.
—If there is one clause in the Bill to which the ~ 1729. Have no suc ndi
Rural District Councils Association desire to offer grind 2—Of course, th:;ss Tfll;‘lfh:a\ggﬁaigs a?;istﬁo
the most strenuous opposition it is Clause 5, for bye-laws. I am quite certain the Tocal Gover -
these Teasons : tle rgsn]_t, of the clanse WOlll(]. ment BOﬂ.I'd W'i].l be ca]led upon to 1101d 1 7;)13-
353 that any five ratepayers, not only in any rural inquiries. I have a case in point to which I desire
d_:str}ct,, but in any county borough, urban to call attention to show that this law was in
district, or Tural district, could force the Local operation on another matter and was altered b
Government Board to hold an inquiry as to the Parliament the year before last because it workeg
operation of the byelaws. It would be the somuchhardship. Thatisthe Borough Funds Act
easiest possible thing in the world to get five rate- ©of 1872 which enabled any ratepayercto demand a
ggye}'s In any borough, urban district, or rural poll. Take Manchester, for instance. One rate-
¢ trﬁc; in England and Wales to sign a petition payer could demand a poll and the city had all the
o the Local Government Board. expense. That applied throughout the whole
country and went on for twenty-one years. Then
Lord Hiylion. 3131 19é(l)§ i;]rledl)re.tsiident of the Local Government
o . oard mntroduced a Bill into Parliament i
£5(])7.z-f1.de(:11;li llltt (l:: t::}llsgr 1;(; -1%:25 {;];e;n t;_‘)h pub down 31&2. ThenBorough Funds Act of 15131031;(;)?(?\21&21;
discretion in the Bill left to the Local GO:::nnllsen: d;z:tar?deg.o b caf‘[]z)lfl)gteh]:: e i o
1:l:."»o:itll'd. It requires the Local Government Board the electoratz Whichevelt'}o I;Z zll;e 0111:5:‘“;;;?;?11 ';:
o hold an inquiry, but it does not require them purposely done to abolish this . A
to call on the applicants to put down £50. It -
-onlz enables them to do so if they desire to do so.
1725. Do you think you could get any five
ratepayers fo risk that?—Any five defeated 1730. Tt was not to abolish it but to make it
candidates at the last election would be only ® more extended representation 2—VYes. Of
t0o glad to do it. course 1f you have 100 electors or one-twentieth
_ of the electorate it is a different matter.
Lord Zouche. a;:31. Is ')TDI;I‘ objecltlion to Clause 5 that five
o Tatepayers is too small a number
_ 1726. Your point is that the deposit of the £50 objection be the same if you had e"’egrlgg‘;l—d;he
1s not compulsory 2—It is not compulsory. If T
the Local Government Board require the £50

to be deposited the applicants micht abandon the
matter, '

Clairman.

Lord Burghelere.

1732. Is not your objection against the central
authority over-riding the opinion of a district,
Lord Hyiton. z(r);d %Eos;ngt u%)on Yit laws zlvmffll; their own elec-
_ ' ) s object to?—Yes; an ther than that
t},: 1: 12,7, ‘go:]l th.mk the applicants _would risk the Local Government Board are here called upon
that? 1th every respect, they risk nothing. to disallow 1,793 sets of bye-laws which they have

ey merely require the Local (overnment Sanctioned.
Board to hold this mqlgry. If the Local Govern- 1733. It is not a question of withholding their
E}.‘(’)nfi Board does say, © Ve must ask you to.find Savction, which they may rightly do, but it is that
50 they might then say, “We abandon it;; any set of bye-lawson the initiative of five electors
;;e will not go onwith it.” Tn the first instance ™2y be imposed on a district against the will of
hey misk nothing. Your Lordships know it is the district council 2—Ves we. object to that
the easiest possible thing in the world to get five very strongly. ,
or ten or twenty-five people to sign alfythincr. -
Yon can get a petition sigmed in favour of a Bill
and the same people will sign against it. T have
had cases before me where petitions to Committees
of Parliament have been sioned for and against
by the same people. i °

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1734. I take it you have half a dozen objections
to 1t ?—The executive council feel very strongly
against it, and nothing I can say will put their
opposition higher than they want to put it.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1728. One of the people who would like to fieht
very often would be a jerry builder who finds

Lord Hylton.

1735. Clause 5 would give the Local Government
Board power to substitute. It would not abolish

any
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Lord Hylton—continued

any byelaws. You said you thought rural dis-
- trict councils had everything to gain by doing
what the Local Government Board wish them to
do ?—Certainly.

1736. Assuming that to be the case, the rural
distriet couneil would gain very much by Clavse 5
hecoming law, because it would only enable the

" Local Government Board to give the rural districts
those model bye-laws which in the opinion of the
Local Government Board would be for the good of

-the district and therefore everybody would be
happy. The rural district council, according to
your own showing, would be happy to oblige the
Local Government Board, the Local Govern-
ment Board would be happy because they would
get their model bye-laws in force; and ‘the in-
habitants would be happy because they would get
these model bye-laws which the wisdom of the
Local Government Board and its advisers had
adopted as the best of all possible solutions 2—
But that is not my point at all. My point is that
the T.ocal Government Board are bound to hold
these inquiries. NoTesult may come of an inquiry

at all. T am willing to conceive that they may
hold 1,793 inquiries without any result, but I
am against holding those inquiries on the applica-
tion of five or twenty-five ratepayers.

Lord Kenyon.

1737. The inquiries might be multiplied time
after time 2—Yes, the Local Government Board
are, upon application, to hold an inquiry if five
people ask for it, and the result will be there will
"be 1,793 inquiries. 1 do not think much result
would come from it.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1738. May I take it that from contact with your
‘local authorities you are satisfied that they are
dead set against this clause 2—Yes, certainly.

Lord Kenyon.

1739. You say you are in favour of some
dispensing power 2—Yes, in favour of some
dispensing poiwer, not in the hands of the local
authorities entirely to exempt in any particular
.ease, but I would give oxemption in the bye-
laws as is given in Bromley.

1740. And as was done in the case of Maldon
"and Chelmsford 2—Yes, I believe Bromley and
Maldon bye-laws are very much the same.

1741. You think, speaking generally, councils

Lord Kenyon—continued.

necessary were enacted, and if the local authority
cannot be got to apply for bye-laws less stringent
[ believe it would be desirable to have some
means by which pressure could be brought on
them. .
1743. But you would not wish that tribunal
to be elected or brought inte operation by county
councils 2—No. :

1744. You think it should be brought into
operation by some central authority 2—Yes.

1745. The Local Government Board, I suppose,
was in your mind ?—Yes, I am sure the rural
district councils would be against the county
council being the Court of Appeal in this case.

Lord Zouche.

1746. Then would you object to this tiibunal
being the Local Government Board *—XNo, I do
not think we should object at all.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1747. Would you like to have a standing
tribunal appointed by the Local Govermment
Board, something like what they have in London,
for the whole country 2—That was my suggestion.
That is on the lines of the recommendation of the
Royal Commission on Sewage Disposal; they
would appoint a standing tribunal which they say
would be a sub-department of the Local Govern-
ment Board with an expert.

1748. It would not be a legal tribunal, but a
professional tribunal ¢—A lawyer, an architect,
and a surveyor. '

1749. The majority would be trained common-
sense 2—Yes.

Chairman.

1750. They would have no power to modify the
bye-laws 2—No, only to settle disputes.

Lord Burghelere.

1751, With regard to the dispensing povwers,
as 1 understand from you the dispensing power
would have to be the bye-law itself. You do not
wish to have a dispensing power for the district
council in individual cases 2—That is my view.
I think the exemption should be in the bye-law.
1 do not think it is desirable to give the local
authority a discretion to relax a bye-law in the case
of Smith, and not in the case of Jones. I am sure
it opens the door to a lot of favomitism.

1752. You were telling us about the Bromley

would be in favour of that dispensing power 2— district just now, and you said the district
I think they would. I am quite sure rural district  authority had divided the district up according to
_ councils are anxious very often not to enforce the the circumstances of the population, and had
bye-laws too stringently, but they are bound to separate sets of bye-laws for each district ?—That
enforce the bye-laws if they have them, and they is so.

would be glad to have exemption in many cases 1753. Then if your dispensing power is in the
whereby certain of the more stringent bye-laws bye-law and becomes a rigid law which the district
- would not apply in sparsely populated districts.  council has to enforce in all cases, under every

1742. T take it you arein favour of some tribunal circumstance, will not cases arise within the sub-
to settle questions of interpretation 2—Yes, 1 divided arcas such as we are talking of, where
think there are cases which may easily arise where there may be isolated individual cases where such

- possibly a more stringent set of bye-laws than Luildings might be erccted without injustice to
anybody
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Lord Burghclere—continued.,

anybody, and it would be rather an injustice not
to erect them; yet by your rigid bye-laws you
would not be able to do that under the eircum-
stances 2—We had a case in my own district at
Beckenham twhere under very special circum-
stances we thought it desirable to dispense with
the bye-law, but we had no power. There would
not be many cases of that kind if these exemptions
were put in different parishes.

Lord Hylton.

1754. In that particular case what happened 2—
I think we said nothing. '

1755. (Chairman.) Yon forgot all about it 2—
We did. Tt was a very peculiar case, and the
circumstances were very special indeed.

Lord Burghclere.

1756. Then they have dispensing power 2—
Local authorities do now and then shug their eyes
to a particular bye-law. In this particular case
I think a dispensing power of that kind might be
given to the Local Government Board, This
case would not arise often if you have exemption
in parficnlar parishes,

Lord Kenyon.

1757. When you said the Local Government
Board might be put into motion by one ratepayer
what did you mean 2—Take a builder who is
going to build. He sends his plans to the couneil ;
he has a grievance : he can report the facts to the
Local Government Board and then the Local
Government Board can ask the district council
for their observation on his statement of facts.
I the Local Government Board are satisfied on
that that there is a bye-law in force which is un-
desirable and unnecessary in the district, then it
is very easy for them to Tepresent that to the
Iocal authority,

1758. Do you not think there would be a great
many cases like that, and would not that throw
& very great deal of work on the Board ?—I think
not. '

Lord Hyilton.

1759. There may be no result from the re-
presentation of the Local Government Board—
no legal resuit 2—1T cannot admit that there wonld
be no result. |

Chairman.

1760. But it might be there would be no resul
in that particular case. There might be a resylt
as regards the bye-laws at some subsequent time,
when as you already told us the refusal of g Joap
might bring the local authority round ?—That
is so.

Lord Hylton.

1761. Tt might be put in a postscript : “ No
loan, next time 2T say if, after the Local

Government Board are satisfied a particular-

byelaw is unnecessary and undesirable, the local
authority will not modify it, then let the ratepayer
have the right to go for a mandamus on that

particular bye-law. That will not occur often.

Lord Stanley of Alderley.

1762. Do you find out from contact with your:

various local authorities that the Local Govern-
ment do frequently make suggestions either when
members come up for an interview or by letter

as to modifications of byelaws ? Is it a nsual thing -
for the Loeal Government Board o make such:

suggestions 2—They do make suggestions frequently
of their own initiative.

1763. Is it your experience also that as s rule
these suggestions of the Local Government Board

are apt to be paid attention to, or would you say

they are apt to be resisted ? Gould you say which
you think is the more prevalent attitude of your
local authorities ?—I should say in the majority
of cases the suggestions of the Local Government
Board are attended to. _
1764, That is going on all the time in an in-
formal sort of way; suggestions are being made

and in the majority of cases they are being attended

to ?—That is my own private opinion.

Lord Zouche.

1765. Can you suggest any amendment to

Clause 5?—Only to delete it. I would like to-
point out, if I may, that althoueh it is suggested

(=4

in Clause 4 of the Bill that buildings are not to be
exempt from byeJaws with regard to water supply
and drainage and that kind of thing, T do not

think there is much value in that because of’

Clause 2.

Chairman.

1766. You think the clause is unnecessary —-
The local authority does not get the plan and does

not know the house is going to be built and has.
no means whatever of exercising supervision and.

seeing that the byelaws asto water and so og are
carried out.

1767. You think Clause 2 dispenses with plans ?
—I think it is clear. It definitely states so,

Lord Zouche.

1768. You said you thought plans ought to he:
deposited in the case. of any building 2—T do not
think any permanent dwelling house ought to be-
erected anywhere without plans.

1769. Would you extend that to buildings

which are not dwelline houses: for instance.
a barn or that kind of thing 2—That is not sg-
important. It depends where it is put up. If
it Is built in close proximity to a dwelling house-
then I should say, yes.

The witness is directed to withdraw,
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