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0ATHS AND AFFIRMATIONS BY WITNESSES IN COURT PROCZEDINGS

SORTYERN TERRITORY LaWw REZORM COMMITTEE

INTRODUCTION

(a)

(b)

Tarms of Referencs

The Northern Territory Law Reform Committee has considered
proposals for the amendment of the Oaths Act in coamnection
wich oaths and affirmations by witnesses iln court proceedings
with the object of analysing the arguments for abolishing or
retaining oaths and submitting a report thereon to the
Honourable the Attorney-General.

References

-

(i) Discussion Paper on Oaths and Affirmations - N.S.W. Law
Reform Commission (1980)

(ii) Sworn and Unsworn Evidence - dustralian Law Reform
Commission Research Paper No. & (1981). The Committee
acknowledges its reliance on the dustralian Law Reform
Commission Research Paper No. 6 in the preparation of
this Report and expresses its appreciation of the work
undertaken by the Commission.

2.  CURRENT SITUATION

(a)

Common Law

I: has been traditional, ian the conduct of Common Law
oroceedings, for a witness €O be required to swear aa oath
Sefore giving oral evidence. It has been an essential
ingredient of the traditiom tiat the wicness believed in God
and that, if he gave false testimony, divine retribution would
ensue. Io accordance with the prevailing religious tenects oL
the time, it was necessary for such belief to conform with the
requirements of the Chriscian religion. [n later times the
requirement was relaxed and the apility to make an oath was
axtended cto members of other rteligious groups (e.g. Jews,
Muslims etc.) Lf chey swore an oath im a form appropriate co
their religious beliafs.

i. Omveaund v. Barker (1744) 1 Ark 21: 25 ER. 16
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Accordingly, a wicness wno did aot Delizve 1in Jod or the
possibilicy of divine vcectribucion i1f ae gave Ialse 2vidence
was aot compete2at Co cake an oath and couid aot de neard as a
witness. L[t would also appear that if a potancial witaess
believed in some form of religious faith but was unable to
ideatify a form of oath which would be o0inding oa Ahis
conscience then he could aot be sworn as a witness.~
Consequently, a court could not receive eavideace 11 such
circumstances other than in those jurisdictioans where the
legislature provided the option of enabling a witness Cto make

an affirmacion.

L]

By virtue of the foregoing, it follows that a person is unable

to satisfy the requirements of the Common Law aad cannot be

sworn as a witness where he is an agnostic or an atheist and

has ao religious belief, where he refuses to take an oath

because it is coatrary to ais religious belief and where he is

unable to identify a form of ocath which-is biading upon him.
because it is impracticable so to do within the environment of

the court.

Legislative Introduction of Affirmation

In view of the difficulties faced by a number of jurisdictions
in dealing with such situations, the relevant legislatures
have epacted statutes permitting the witness to make a solemn
affirmation that the evidence which he is about to give to a
court in legal proceedings is ''the truth, the whole truth and
nothing but the truth" or words to a Llike eifect. The
alternative procedure of making an affirmation may be either
uncoaditional, whereby the witness may be permitted to affirm

" without the necessitg of stating the reason for-his objection

to taking an oach,” or conditional upon the court being
satisfied that the witness has no religious belierf, or it is
contrary to his religious belief to take am ocath or, in some
jurisdictions, that there is some other sufficient reason.

The form of affirmation ©prescribed by the relevant

lagislatures anormally specifies che words to be used and, 1in
most cases, follows the wording of cthe oaths prescribed for
such jurisdictions subject to the deletion orf the refsrence to
"swear by Almighty God'" and che substitution of words whereby
the witness ‘‘solemnly and sincerely declares and afiirms”
which affirmation is repeated by che witness ia all
jurisdictions other cthan in the Northern Territory wnere cthe
witaess listens to the prescribed affirmacica bDeing cead in
the <form of a question by a court official and, then
acknowledges its binding effect bv saying I do”. In
Queensland, in cases where it is impracticable to administer
an oath in che Zorm 2and manmer required Dy the witnesses
religion, he makes an affirmation which iacludes cthe words ™

and [ make this solemn atfirmation and declaracion ia the
full knowledge that if I do anot speak the cruch, the whole
truth and acthing but the truth [ render.myself liable to the

] - L q = i 3
penalties of wilful and corrupt perjury’.

Nash

-

7. Ali Xhnan 3 Times Reports. 444

.atns
~atas

Zaths

ime
Act 1980 (N.T.) s.25 and 3Scnedule 7
Act 1980 (N.T.) s5.23 (2)

Act Amendment Act 1391 (Qld) s.!
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(d)

Zrizicism of Nata

The requirement cfor a witness Co swear an 0atl 21as Ddeen
subject to a number of criticisms includiag;

{i1) Its diminishing relevance to an increasinog proportion oL
the population because of the decline in che aumber of
people holding any or any sincere religious beliers.

(ii) The change in the demographic structure of the populacion
resulting ia an iocreasiag proportion Cther2of who are
non-Christian and, consequently, the increasing
difficulty ia ascertaining the appropriate oaths by which
they can be sworn and the increasing uncertaiaty as Co
whether the oath <chosen is appropriate to oind the

conscience of the witness.

(iii) The practical difficulty involved in ensuring that courts
are seised of <the knowledge relevant to swearinag
witnesses belonging to a aumber of acn-Christian
religions and possessed of the requisite religious texts,
artifacts, etc. required to solemnise such oaths.

Significance of Affirmation

The Federal/Provincial Task Force on Uniform Rules of Evidence
(Canada) argues that the preference for taking an oath or
paking an affirmation is a matter of social policy rather than
of legal determination because both depend on whether 2
witness understands the moral obligation to tell the truth.
The YNew South Wales Law Reform Commission has recommended
that, in retaining the taking of an oath with the alcernmative
of making an affirmation, there should be some significant
step associated with the affirmation equivalent to a witness
upholding a religious <text and recommends that the
acknowledgement of the liability for .perjury should Dde in
written form and signed by the witness. ' g

QPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

(a)

(b)

Capadiaa Law Reform Commissioa Report on Evideace 279

Abolition of Qath

The Capadian Law Reform Commission, the Ontarioc Law Reform
Commission, the Scottish Law Commission and cthe Criminal Law
Ravision Committee {U.X.) have recommeaded the abolition of
che requirement for a witness to swear aa oath prior o giviag
svidenca. ALL of the above agencies, except the Scottish Law
Commission, iaclude a recommendacion that the form Of
affirmation should ianclude an acknowledgement by che witness
of liability to prosecution for perjury.

Retantion of Oath and Affirmation

The New South Wales Law Reform Commission, The Chief Justice's
Law Reform Committee of Victoria, the Federal/Provincial Task

73

Discussion Paper ca Uachs aad AZfirmatioas (1980)3
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e on Caiform Rules of Evidence (Canada) and ctihe Thomso
mmiczee (Canada) recommeaded tie retantion orf the dath. The
Zian Court, che Federal Court, che Supreme Court of =zle
Australian Capital Terricory and che relevant scatutas of New
South Wales, Victoria, Western Australia, Tasmania, Northern
Tarritory and Norfolk Island give the witness cthe right o
alect, without stating any grounds, to give evidence DV makiag
an affirmation. The Law Reform Commissiomn of Canada argues
that the availability of che altermacive of making 2a
affirmation without being obliged to reveal t.2 aature of a
wicaesses religious beliefs, or absence chergof, i3 desirable
ia chat it precludes iavasiocn of his privacy.

Ly € Vs
O

ANALYSIS OF ISSUES INVOLVED

(a)

(b)

Decline in Religious Belief

The traditiomal religious basis upon which the taking of the
oath is predicated has been eroded over the vears as cthe
proportion of practising Christians in the - community aas
declined and the proportion of aon-Christians 1in che
population has increased. The Court of Appeal in Eagland bas
observed that "it is unrealistic not to recognise that, ia the
present stata of society, amongst the adult populaci%P the
divine sanction of an oath is probably not recognised”. The
proponents of the argument for retention of the ocath do aot
contest that the religous significance thereof has lost much,
if aot all, of its influence for a large proportion of the
population. They contend, however, that the oath will have a
greater impact than the affirmation on the comscience of some
witnesses. [f it be argued that breach of an oath imports the
potentiality of both a religious and a criminal sanction
wiereas the making of an_ affirmation imports the potemtiality
of a criminal samctiom omly, it is possible to advance the
alternative argument that the making of an affirmation sbould
be accompanied by an additional degree of solemnity of
occasion and impact on the conscience of the witness by haviag
the witness acknowledge liability for perjury if he does aot
z21l the truth and/or sign a written affirmacion.

-

Auctomatic Application of Christian Qath

As a macter of opractice the Christian oath is normaliy
administered wichout enguiring as to the religious beliefs of
the witness who is entitled to inform the Court if chat form
of oath does aot bind his coascieance. In the Supreme Court, a
Court official usually enquires of a witness whether he will
swear an oath on the Bible. Manv witaesses, for a variaCty ot
raasons including misuanderstanding, gervousness, Or a desire
to protect their privacy, fail to resquest the administration
of an oath appropriate o their particular religious beliers.
I- would appear that, ian a significant aumber of instances,
tie type of ocath taken by witnesses 1is not appropriate and,
accordingly, its effectiveness oa binding their consciences 1s
oven to doubt.

(VW RN V)]
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Zvidence Code (1673) 37
Javas {1977) 2 All 2R 288, 291
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(d)

2ractical Consideracioas

The Ontario Law Reform Commission submits that tie 2ractical
difficulties iavolved in the Court ©oeing seised of tde
xnowledge for the autheptic administratioa of religious natis
of various catagories and havipg the appropriate ra2ligious
LaXts or artirfacts availableI provide a grouad Zor ctiae
abolition of religious oacths. The significance >t this
oractical consideration 1is exemplified by che Commonwealth
Cansus taken ia 1976 which reveals chat only about three
quarters of the population of Auscralia (73.6%) belong to a
Caristian denomination and that, of the remaining Juarter,
11.8% did not respond, 8.3% were agnostic and the balaace were
aon-Christian. ° The Committee feels cthat the non-Caristian
proportion of the population in the Northern Terrizory is
higher than is the proportion for the whole of Austral:la.

Relavance of the QOath and the Affirmation in Assessing -
Credibility

Proponents for the retention of a religious oath argue that ic
increases the chance of some witnesses telling the truth.
Such an argument is not accepted by the Chief Justice’s Law
Reform Committee in Victoria notwithstanding that it is 1ia
favour of the rerantion of the oath. The Thomson Commictee
consulted the Church of Scotland and the Roman Catholic Church
which were of the opinion that cthe oath can be a stroag
deterrent to giving false testimouy but they did oot argue
that the affirmation is not. The Criminal Law Revision
Committee has observed that "For a person who has a fimm
religious belief, it is unlikely that taking the oath will act
as an additiomal incentive to tell the truth. For a person
without any rel%gious belief, by hypothesis, the oath can make
no difference'.

The Criminal Law Revision Committee conteads :2at, 1ia
evaluating evidence, little 3ttention is paid co the Zfact that
it has been given om ocath. ~ The ¥ew South Wales Law Rerform
Commission asserts ''that avidence given oa oath does aot per
se increase ..its weight as agaigst =2vidence 3Ziven o1

.. . 13
affirmation".

10.

i,

13.

Report on Taking of Evidence, 121

justralian Bureau of Statistics L7 Censes : Populaz:on and
Dwelling : Cross classification cable (Cat. No. 24%23.9) aand
Population and Dwelling : Summary tables - Australia  cac. Yo
i :

2417.0)

Criminal Law Revision Committee, llth Report, 1&5

Vew South Wales Law Reform Commission Report on Evidenc2, para.

1.17;
Forstar J., 306-307, and per Jenkinsocn J., 538-401.

sut see Chamberlain v. R. 46 ALR 433 per Bowea IJ. and
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(f)

On

Zfact of Choice of Affirmacion 2n Court aad Jurars

(5]

The Canadian Law Reform Commission14 and che Scoctish Law
Commission'> have suggestad that there is 1 danger cthac some
courts and jurors might attach more significance to =t2e
avidence of a witness who swears an ocatn. The New Soutd Wal=s
Law Reform Commission <coantends, bhowever, that ''the macttar
depends entirely on the witness and it is for the ctrier 9%
fact to determine whether a witaess is credible and why".®
“It is likely that, as bis evidence progresses, coancentration
will tend to focus on the evidence and the behaviour of Ctae
wictgess and the fact that an affirmation was Gtaken at =tae
out-set, whilst this might seem significant at the time, will
gradually lose its significance in the sight of the trier of
fact.” ' The Canadian Task Force acknowledges the danger and
argues that the distinction can be eliminated, if all witnesses
were to be placed oa an equal footing. This could bde
achieved by abolishing the requirement for witnesses to swear
an oath and by introducing che universal requirement that a
witness will no longer be required co-swear an ocath but will
be required to make an affirmation.

Significance of Legislation Permitting Affirmation

The Criminal Law Revision Committee argues cthat cthe
legislation enabling a witness to make an affirmation 1is
legislative recognition "that there is nothing wrongg in
requiring a person to give evidence without being sworm".

EVALUATION OF RELEVANT FACTORS

(a)

Significance of I[nfluence of Religion

wWhilst it is accepted that the ctraditiomal religious basis
upon which the taking of an oath was predicaced has been
eroded over the vears as the proportion of practisiag
Caristians in the community bas declined and the proportion of
aon-Christians in the populacion has increased, it 1s a’
significant fact that, according to che 1976 Census,
aporoximately 80% of che population profess Christiaa or
anon-Christian religions and :that che retention of rthe oata
would be comsistent with the oprevailing religious or
philosophical beliefs of the majérity of people within tae
community. [n such circumstances, i1t Ls necessary o consider
whether it is appropriate to Jeprive a substantilal proportion
of rthe population of =he right which is preseantly 2njoved =o
elect to swear an oath or make an affirmacion.

Canadian Law Reform Commission, 37

Scottish Law Commission, Memo No. 3, o7

New South Wales Law Reform Commissioa Report on Evidence, para 1.21

Australian Law Reform Commission, Research Paper no. o Sworn and
Unsworn Evidence.

Report 279

Criminal Law Revision Commictee, 1l:a Report, 104
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Zaving rc=gard to the Lacreasing proportion of the commuaizy
Jossessing non-Christian religious beliafs, it would appear co
Se necessary for provision to dDe made in the administration of
-he courts for the availability of the appropriata religious
taxts and/or artifacts aecessary for such wicnesses GO make
saths if the practice or swearing oaths is Cto De retained.

Probative Value of Oaths and Affirmacioans

The other principal comsiderations would appear to be whether
the swearing of an oath is more successiul than making an

affirmation in encouraging a witness to speak the truch and

whether a court or jury might prefer the evidence of a witness

who takes an oath as compared with a witness who affirms.

It is acknowledged that, both for people who hold Christian
and non-Christian religious beliefs, swearing an oath imports
concepts both of divine sanction and penal saaction as
compared with penal sanctioa alome. Accordingly, it may be
argued that making an oath may encourage most witnesses Co be
more truthful than they might have been if they had affirmed.
In order that an affirmation might be vested with an
additional degree of impact upon the comscience of a witaess,
it may be chat cthe making of an affirmation should be
accompanied by an acknowledgement by witnesses of liabilicy
for the offence of perjury if they do not tell the truth. It
may be argued that, aotwithstanding that perjury whilst giving
avidence on oath imports a penal sanction, many witnesses
giving evidence on oath are not familiar with the legal
consequences ianvolved. Accordingly, it might be logically
consistent for the form of oath, if retained, .to include an
acknowledgement of liability for perjury.

Vecessity for Qath or Affirmation

It is considered to be essential that, in order to easure that
the evidence given to a court is as true and accurate as is
gracticable wichin the limits of a witness' recollection, a
witness should be requiresd to give avidence either oam oach or
affirmacion and that refusal by a witness to either take aa
cath or affirm should be punishable as contempt of court. If
2 witness were noC to be bound by ais comscience to tall the
eruth, it would seem that lictle reliance could be placzd on

_he accuracy of Qis testimoany.

6. RECOMMENDATIONS

(a)

Consideration of Options

Having coasidered cthe <foregoing analysis of <the Lissues
involved and the evaluation of the relevant factors, the
Committee was upnable to reach a unanimous decision as Lo
whether the oath should be abolished or saould be cetained ia
conjunction with the affirmatiocn.
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The majority of the Committae zecommend that the oach saouls
Je abolisned, ctherebv confirmiag che secular aatura 5f z3a
Tourt, chat it should bDecome mandacorvy for a witaess Lo make
an affirmation declariag that he will tell the ctruth prior co
3giving evidence and that the affirmation should be followed bv
a declaration .that the witness acknowladges chat, if he doas!.
not tell the truch, he may commit che offence of perjury aad

will be liable to punishment.

The minority of the Committee recommend that both the oath and
the affirmation should be retained, that czhe witaness should
have the right to elect to swear or affirm but chat, as a
matter of practice, the witness should be required to make an
affirmation unless he specifically elacts to swear an oath.

The majority and minority recommendations are set out
hereunder in detail to enable consideratiocn to be given to the
requisite amendment of the Qaths Act and the comsequences of
the implementation of each of the recommendations.

(b) Abolition of Qath

The Oaths Act would be amended by repealing the requirement
for a witness to swear an oath and the substitution of a
mandatory requirement for a witness to make an affirmation
prior to giving evidence. The affirmation would be followed
by a declaraticn that the witness acknowledges that, if he
does not tell the truch, he will commit the offence of perjury
and will be liable to punishment.

The Oaths Act would be amended as follows

(1) The requirement for a witness to swear an oath weuld be
abolished by the repeal of ss. 2I and 22 and Schedules 4
and 5 with comsequential amendments to ss. 24(a), 254, 27
and 274 to eliminate references to the swearing of oaths
1o court proceedings.

(i1) The preseat provisions for a witnass to make an
affirmation contained in s.25 and Schedule 7 would >e
repealed and there would be substituted a new section aad
schedule to require chat, before a witness gzives
evidence, a court official shall read an affirmation rco
the witness and cthe wicness shall reply in accordance
with the rollowing form

Questioa: Do vou declare that the evidence vou shall give
to chis Court shall be the truch?

Answer: [ so declare.

Question: Do you understand chat, if vou do aot tell the
truth, vou wmay commit an offence aand be
punished?

Answer: I do.
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(¢)

(iii) Comsequential amendmencs would De nec2ssary <9 orovide
zkac, Lf a witness rafusas o make 2ad affi-macion, tae
judge or magistrate may deal wirca the mactar Dy way ot
contempt of court Dduc that failure co comply «ita the
provisions of the Act or 2 refusal to make an arffirmation
would not rendar inadmissabls the evidance ziven by tae
witness. :

Retantion of Oath and Affirmacion with the Affirmation being
3dminiscered as a matter of practice.

The oath and the affirmation would be retained with each being
followed by an acknowledgement of liability £for perjury. The
Oaths Act would declare tha: che oath and the affirmation are
of equal weight and value i assessing evidence. A court
official would advise the witness of the =qual weight and
value of the oath and affirmation and that he has a right to
alect to swear or affirm without the gecessity of giviag
reasons therefor but that he will Dbe required to affirm unless
he specifically elects to swear an cath. The forms of oath
and affirmation and the manner of ctheir administration would
be simplified and the present distinction between the forms of
oath in criminal and civil proceedings would be abolished.

The Oaths Act would be amended as follows

(1) Section 21 would be repealed.

(ii) A new section 21(1) would be introduced to provide
that a witness in criminal or civil proceedings
before ' giving evidence shall make an affirmacion
unless he elects cto swear an oath bindiag on his
conscience according to his religioms belief, that
the witness will not be obliged to give reasons for
his election and that cthe probative value of the
oath and the affirmacion shall be of equal weight
and significance in assessing svidence. :

(1ii) \ new sectiom 21(2) would be introduced to provide
that the form of oath De in accordance with that ia
Schedule & unless the wictness cequests tidal the ocath
be administared in some other maaner and the form of
iffirmation be ia accordance wich =that in <the
Schedule 3.

(iv) Section 22 would be r=pealad.

(v) A pew section 22(1) would Dpe introduced to provide
that a court official shall advise the witness ot
the equal weight and value of =the oath aad
affirmation and chat he 1as a ti ro =2Liect CO
swear or affirm without <the aecs ty of giviag
reasons Gthersfor but chat he will be required to
affirm unless he specifically slects O swear an
cath.

.
ght
SS1
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(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

(x)

(xi)

{xii)

(xiii)

A aew section 22(2) would be introduced to provide
that, wnere2 2 witaess who Joes aot have anv
religious Delier makes an oath, the ibsence of
religious belief does aot render invalid the oach so
made.

s
5

A new section 22(3) would be iatroduced to provide
that failure to comply with the provisioas of the
Act for administering an oacth or affirmation does
not render invalid the evidences given by the
witness.

A pew section 22(%4) would be introduced to provide
that the refusal by a1 witness to take an oach or
make an affirmation may be dealt with by way of
coatempt of court.

Section 24 would be amended by repealing paragraph
(c) consequent upon the introduction of the new
section 22(2), be ctransposed to Part V and
reaumbered Section 22A.

Section 25 would be repealed insofar as it refers to
the requirement or objection of a persom to take an
oath and co Schedule 7 and the balance of the
sectioc would be combined with section 254,
transposed to Part V and be renumbered section 22B.

Segtion 25A would be amended in coasequence of the
partial repeal of sectioa 25, be combined with the
balance of section 25, be tramsposed to Part V and
be renumbered section 22B.

-

Section 26 would be repealed in conseqgence of the
introduction of the new section 22(4).

Schedule 4 would be repealed and the
following schedule would be substicuted

"SCHEDULE 4
FORM OF 0ATH

Question: Do vou swear ov Almightvy God that the
evidence vou shall give <o <this court
saall be the cruch?

Answer: [ so swear.

Question: Do vou understaand that, 1f vou do not

tall the truch, vou mavy commitc 2n cffence
and be punished?

Answer: I do."




LX) Schedula 5 would bpe nea

cepezied iad zle
following schedulz would =2

subscizucad

"SCHEDULE 5

=

FCRM OF AFFIRMATION

Question: Do vou declare that the 2vidence vou shall
give Lo this court shall be che truth?

Answer: I so declare
Question: Do you understand that, if you do not
tell che cruth, you may commit an offence

and be punished?

Answer: [ do."

CONCLUSION

If the recommendation of the majority of the Committee to abolish
the oatd in comnection with oral testimony in court proceedings
were to De adopted, there could be rasultant anomalies between the

‘requirements fort giviig oral evidence and cthe requirement for

giving written evidence 1in court proceedings. The position
relacting to the swearing of affidavits, answers to interrogatories
and similar documents would appear to merit examination in order co
eliminata the danger of such consequential incomsistencies. This
would also involve the consideration of the provisions of the Oaths
Act relacing to Commissioners for Qaths (Part IV) and the taking of
oaths and affidavits out of the Northern Territory (ss. 27 and

274).

¥Moreover, the recommendation of the majority of the Committee does
not ctouca upon other ocaths referred to in the Qaths Act such as the
oath of allegiance (s.3), the judicial cach (s.6), oaths to be
taken by justices and special magiscrates (s.7), the oath of an
officer in charge of a jurv (s.23) and ocachs taken in other forms
(s.24).

The Commictee recommends thatc. 1I cthe r=2commendacion of <cthe
majority were to ©De adootad Dbdv the Goverament, it would be
desirabla, in the interests of uniformitv and for the orevention of
consequential anomaliss, <for a ra2rfersnce o be gziven tTo =zhe
Committae to eaxamine and report oa such macters befors any
amendmenats are made to the Qachs Ac¢t  to Lmplement che
recommendation to abolish che ocath in court proceedings.
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ok e of che Law Rerform Commictee is sicuacad in tde Civic
tra. Yarrv Chan Avenue, larwin., Norcthernm Tarrictory, Australia.
3.2.0. B8ox 1335, Darwin, N.T. 3794). The telephone number of the
1cz2e 15 (089) 89-0874.
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" The Yorzhen Territory Law Reform Committae

YORTHERN TEXRITORY LAW RETCRM COMMITTEZ

REPORT ON 04ATHS ACT

To: The Honourable J. Y. Robertson, 4.L.A.,
Atzorney-General for the Northera Tesrritory

fas conductad 2 review
of the QJaths Act in conpection «with oaths and afiirmations ov
witnesses in court proceedings and submics the attached report and
recommendatioas for vour consideration.

Datad che 8th day of December 19§3.

(The 1 Mr. Justice Kearney)&¢
uhaLﬂman
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(B. F. Martin, Esq., Q.C.)

Member
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(I}f.i’{f’;iﬂdren, Esq., Q.C.)
‘fedqiber

////éfé«/\_,

F. Horton, £sq.)
ﬂemoef

(. R th?’Fr_y, Esq.)

Member

A ey

The Hon. %&. Justice Muirhead)
Vice-Chairman

(G. P. Galvia, Esq., C.M.)
Member

.

(M. ;irﬁz Esqg.)

MempeT
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J A. Doriing, esq. J
Member

// '/

/S >
////(b R. 3ailey, Esq.) //////
Member
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(Miss ?f) P. Lyouns) !J
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