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You1t·Honora1Jle House.having reniitti:id for the consideration of your Committee the Bill No: 7, 
having for its o~ject the prevention of the disease in: Sheep called Scab, j,oui: Committee have gireil 
to the subject all that attention which its importance demands ; an imi)drtance which must be patent 
to your Honorahle House, involving as it does the interests of a very large clas(S of this connmurity, 
and the Colony itself. 

your Committee have heid fo~ir m~etings, 1;a:v~ ~~a1uineci 1~i1~e witnesses, and have . carefully 
considered the several clauses of the Bill, and have to report as foUows :- . • . ·. . .· · 

That' 1i i~. tiiss~~Hal to. the. Past~i-ai inter~sts of the C~lony that ·a. stdngent BiU fol: th~ pr~~'entjo:n 
of the disease :in Sheep called Scab shoulq become law, .and coµip_etent Inspectors appointed to,-,carry 
out the provisions of the said 4_c~_.. . . : · . . ._. . . . . . ._ . . . . . , . .·. : . . . 
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That the opposition to the Bill remitted to your Committee has not only been limited to a small 
number of sheepholders, but is chiefly directed not so much against the Act as against the powers 
-conferred upon the Inspectors to carry out the provisions of the Bill. 

That, from the evidence before your Committee, it appears that a stringent Act for the pre­
vention of the disease in Sheep called Scab can be satisfactorily carried out in this Colony without 
1Jeing oppressive. 

'l'hat the eradication of Scab is possible, and will result in an increase of export of wool of a 
more valuable description. 

That yom; Committee recommend that the Bill remitted to theni receive the favom·ahle 
-consideration of your Honorable House. 

JAMES SCOTT, Cliairman. 
Committee Room, 30tli September, 1869. 

MINUTES OF THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
SCAB IN SHEEP. 

MONDAY, SEPTEl\lBER 27, 1869. 

The Committee met at 11 o'clock. 
Present-Mr, Henry Douglas, Mr. James Scott, Mr. 'Whitehead, Mr. Lette, Mr. Sibley, Mr. John Meredith. 
On the motion of Mr. Sibley, Mr. James Scott was elected Chairman. 
Resolved, That the letters and statements, printed as Paper 64 and addenda, of the Legislative Council, be 

,received as evidence by this Committee. . 
Clauses I, 2, and 3 of the Bill were read and agreed to. 
Resolved, That the following rcrsons be examined as witnesses :-Mr. James Wilson, C.D.C., South Longford; 

.']Ir. Robert Crawford; Mr. H. l\f. Howell, Bothwell; Mr. Charles Hall, Hamilton; Mr. John Ibbott, ll;,bottsvale. 
Resolved, That the Bill be read and considered Clause by Clause. 
Mr. John Ibbott was called in and examined. 
The Committee adjourned to to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

TUESDAY, 28 SEPTEMBER, 1869. 

The Committee met at 10 o'clock. 
Present-Mr. James '3cott (Chairman), Mr. H. Douglas, Mr. John Meredith, Mr. Whitehead, Mr. ,Charles 

Meredith,' Mr. Sibley, Mr. Lette. 
· · Mr. John Ibbott, Mr. John Brent, Mr. George Corney Westbrook, and Mr. Robert Crawford were called in 

,and examined as witnesses. 
The Committee adjourned until to-morrow at 10 o'clock. 

WEDN~SDAY, 29 SEPTEMBER, 1869. 

The Committee met at 10 o'clock. 
Present-Mr. James Scott, Mr. Sibley, Mr. Charles Meredith, Mr. John Meredith, Mr. Lette, Mr. H. Douglas, 

1\-Ir. Whitehead. 
The Honorable ,Joseph Archer, Mr. Charles Hall, Mr. James Wilson, Mr. G. A. Kemp, and the Honorable 

.James Vlhyte were called in and examined as witnesses. 
The Committee adjourned at l ·45 to 10 to-morrow. 

THURSDAY, 30 SEPTEMBER, 1869. 

The Committee met at 10 o'clock. 
Present-Mr. James Scott, Mr. Sibley, Mr. Charles Meredith, Mr. John Meredith, Mr. Lette, l\Ir. Whitehead, 

3fr. Henry Douglas. 
-Mr. Robert Crawford was called in and examined as a witness. 
The Committee proceeded to the consideration of the Bill and their Report; 
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Re~olved, That it is essential to the.pastoral interests of tl~e Colony that.a stringent Bill for the prevention of 

tlie disease in sheep called Scab should be<;om~ -Jaw; /lnd c9mpetent .-Inspectors appointed to carry out the pro-
visions of the said Act. (Mr. John Mereditlt.) · ' · · · 

Mr. Charles :\Ieredith moved that the Report of the Committee recommend that the wl10le of the Bill after the 
"third line in the first Clause be omitted, and the following provisions-inserted in lieu thereof; viz.-

'.' 'l'he Governor in Council may, from time to time, appoint two Inspectors of Scab, one for the southern part 
<>fthe Colony and another for the nort~ •. - .- . . . · . 

"All licensed Auctioneers shall give one week's notice of intended sales ·of sheep by auction in public sale yards 
-or elsewhere to such Inspectors, who sbaU attend and inspect all sheep offered for sa.le. . 

"All sheep infected with Scab found upon any m'ain or cro5s road fenced on both sides, or in any sale yard, 
may be seized and destroyed on proof before two Justices that the said ~beep are ~cabby, and the owner of such 
sheep fined in a penalty of Forty Shillings for each sheep so infected and found upon any such main or cross road, 
·or in any ,sale yard.· , · . · · · 

"If any sheep infected with Scab are found trespassing amongst the sheep of any otl1er person; or grazing on 
·any public road 01• street, the Owner of' such infected. sheep shall forfeit and pay a sum not less than 'fwo Pounds 
nor more than Ten Pounds in addition to all damage such other person may suffer by reason of the trespass of such 
,sheep; and the Justices are hereby empowered to assess the amount of such damage not exceeding Twenty Pour,ds, 
and to order and enforce the payment thereof. . . . 

"All proceedi~gs for the reco~ery of any iuspe~tion fees, ·penalty, forfeitu~e, or sum of money under this Act shall 
l,e heard and determined before any Two or more Justices of the P~ace," in the mode prescribed by 1'/ie Magistrates 
Summary Procedure Act, and One-hal,f of every penalty .shall go to· the informer. 

" In the constructfon of this Act the ~ord ' Sheep' shall be deemecl and taken to mean any Ram, W ethe1;, 
Ewe, or Lamb. . · . · 

"And that the Act 32. Victoria, No.' 29, be repealed. 
"That the Draft Act now before us is, from its complicated 11ature, unworkable, and must lead to many persons 

throwing up their Crown Land, and thus injure the public Revenue; that the principle of the Bill, 32 Viet. No. 29, 
with the modifications and alterations now submitted, be the Bill recommended by this Committee to the Honorable 
House of Assembly." · · 

Mr. J obn. Meredith moved as an Americlment that the following Report be ·adopted :-
" Your Honorable House havin(J' · remitted for the conside~ation of your Committee the Bill No. 7, having 

for its object 'the prevention of the Disease in Sheep called Scab,' your Committee have given to the subject all 
that attention which its importance demands,-an importance· which must be patent to your Honorable House:, 
involving as it does the interests of a very large class of this community, and the Colony itself. 

"Your Committee have· held Four Meetings, have examined Nine Witnesses, and have carefully considered the 
,several Clauses of the Bill, and have to report as follows :- · · 

"That it is essential to the pastoral interests of the Colony that a stringent Bill for the prevention of the disease 
in Sheep called Scab should become law, and competent Inspectors appointed to carry out the provisions of 
the said Act. ' - · -

" That the opposition to the Bill remitted to your Committee has not only been limited to a small number of 
Sheep-holders, but is chiefly directed not so much against the Act as against the powers conferred upon the Inspectors 
to carry out the provisions of the Bill. 

"That, from the evidence before your Corn_mittee, it appears that a stringent act for the prevention of the disease 
in Sheep called Scab can be satisfactorily carried out in this Colony without beirig oppressive. 

" That the eradication of Scab is pos5ible, and will result in an increase of export of wool of a more valuable 
description. · . · 

"That your Committee rec~mmend that the Bill remitted to them r~ceive the favourable consideration of your 
llonorable House;" 

Question put, "That Mr, J olm· Meredith's Amendment be_ agreed to." 
The Committee divided. 

Ayes 4. 
Mr. Whitehead. 
Mr. Lette. 
Mr. H. Douglas.· 
Mr. John Meredith. 

And so it passed in the Affimati~e •. · 
_The Committee rose at 12·30. 

Noes 2. 
Mr. C. Meredith. 
Mr. Sibley._ 
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MONDAY, SEPTEMBER -27, 18"69 . 

JOHN IBBOTT, E~q:, J.P., called in a~d exaniined. 
'.·,·: ·.t.', 

I reside at Ibbotvale, Bothwell. . 
The Chairman.-! have read the amended Scab Bill. The insertion of the ~ord ".one" in the· sec6~d.' 

Clause would·have the effect of condemning the whole flock. It would .ruin me.· I would have to throw · 
up about 18,000 acres of lai1cl. At line 35, interpretation of "Travelling sheep" :would have this effect­
Mr. M'Dowall owns a strip of fand running through mine, I would not be able to take my sheep or 

'stra~glers across it if one was infected, and therefore would· have to kill and bury them. Line 25~ 
. "abandoned,"-! consider if a sheep knocked up on the road or was cut off by the dog, it would· be ati 
.abandoned sheep, and the owner would be liable to a fine. Line 33-" stray sheep"-about three years _ag9 
· I had nine miles of fencing burnt, this .year fi;ye miles. My sheep ·strayed, some nearly as far as Spring Bay 
and Glamorgan. It would be impossible to get them ii;i in less than three months. · Line 40 to 43-This 
'would put me to a great deal of inconvenience. I might send· word to the Inspector that I was going to 
get my sheep for dressing in on a certain day. It migh_t come on wet, and I might not be able to get ~hem 

_in for some time, and would have to give notice again when pe1·haps the Inspector ,vould be away. Section 
'2, as a whole, I could not act up to it at all on some land which I have. 
· To 1Jfr. Whiteltead.-I am of opinion one scabby sheep in a flock of 1000 fo1· 12 hours would not 
infect the whole flock. Line 40 to 43-By getting in slieep for dre~sing I meant, in answer to the Chair,­
man's question, passing tlJrough the yards and spotting. I consider it necessary to dip a flock of Sheep in 

. order to- cure them of Scab. I said l could not act up to Cla·use 2 because at Swanston we shear in 
December. In March we get in from 700 to 1000 woolly slieep, and ag11in in April or May we wilJ fi_nd 
.from 40 to 50 woolly stragglers. At Bothwell I send my ewes up to the Lakes in the summer time. :,:­
bring them down in the month of May or as near to it as I can. If by chance a sheep should get arr\ongst 
,them infected with Scab, it would be the cattse of preventing me from getting them home tha_t season, and 
the consequence would be they would lamb up there, and I would lose the whole of my lambs and a la\·ge· 

. number of my ewes. 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 28; 1869. 

JOHN IBBOTT, Esq,, called in and examined. 

To tlte C!tairman.-I have had foriy years' experience with Sl1eep and Scab. I would reconitnencl 
dressing to keep down Scab, and I think dipping in tobacco and sulphur. 'J.'his Act would have this effeclt 
upon persons buying and selling· sheep at auction: If I went to a sale I might see a small lot of ·sheep 
going very cheap, but under this pre,sent. Act I would not think for one moment of bidding for them,­
and that would be a loss to the seller, and likewise· to the purchaser, for he might make something of such 
lots. Fifty men could not get all the stragglers in from my runs, which are extensive, within. two weeks. 
It would not be possible for me to' make declaration of the correc~ number of sheep in my possession on 
any year on the 1st March. In order to make such a ~eclaration on 1st March I would have to ride 20 
miles to see a Justice of the Peace: · Refer1'ing to Section 16, the return is one I could not give. If. 
ordered to dip my sheep in cold weather one-half of them would die. I don't think sheep ought to be 
dipped at any time of the year after three o'clock if it i~ cold weather. If I had all my sheep in the yards 
and found one with a pluck caused by Scab, this Bill, if passed, would· prevent the use of the ya·rds for 
two months, and also the pastures, under a penalty of not less than £20. If this Bill is passed· it will. 
cause many Lessees of crown land to throw up their land,-mysclf amongst the number. Undoubtedly 
it is to my interest to dip my sheep and keep them free from Scab without the presence of an Inspector. 
I would iiot recommend paid Inspector,; armed with such powers as given by this Bill. The present 
Inspectors of Stock would do. If such powers were given I think they would be used to the injury of 
Sheepowners, and a certain few might be favoured. It would lead to corruption, three is no doubt of it,. 
unless the Government was very partiuular who they appointed as Scab Inspectors. Sheepowners of my 
acquaintance are generally opposed to this Bill. I only know three in favour of it. There is a general 
objection against a tax on sheep which are clean ..in. my neighbourhood, and al.so against the appointment 
of a permanent staff of officials. '.I.'he penalty in Section 11 will be most oppressive to a great many .. 
Section 14 is also very oppressive. Section 17, referring to giving notice, is also very oppressive: infected 
sheep might be some <lays on some runs and not seen. Section 18-my own shepherd might remove the 
notices, and I might not know of it fo1· some weeks, and I would be liable to the penally ; I would have· 
to keep a man watching them. Section 23 would be very hard in some cases. I would not like the 
imprisonment with hard labour. The whole clause would have the effect of ruining me. If my sheep 
·were coming home from the Lake Country and were within ten miles of borne, the Inspector might order 
them back again. Another objection I have. If I was driving sheep through another man's land, ancl 
be stopped them as infected, I would have to send for the Inspector. If he pronounced them clean, and 
the person who stopped them was a man of straw, I would have no remedy. I approve of that part of 
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·the clause under wliich the Inspector'can be i~prisoned. · ff·.travelling .. sheep were.sent .. to.:,t'l1e quarantine 
:Yards I would have to .destroy,the·whole:ofthemj ;is they;would b.ecome infected, as.I pre~ume there would') 
"he ·only on_e,yard in each .Bistrict. :: Section 22,:,-I .don't thin~ it would ,,matter .where. the quarantin~ yarps _., 
·were m~de. . .Section 27 I agree with, .. Section• 37. I apprQve of •.. I haye had scabby she~p thr<n".n .ovflr: ] 
into my land. Section 39 I- can give no opinion upon; I consider the. Act of .last Session quit(l su,fficient •. _., 
•O,ne,~lause, <>f.it I disapprove. pf,--:-that .is tlle <>ne ,ui;ider whic~ half the fine goes to ~he infi:mJ!er •.... 

:,, .To Mr. John Mereditlf,-,I run between 6000 and 70Q0 sh_eflp, . I rent about 13,600 acre~ of c_rown.Ian,d~,: 
In Spring Bay District 6300, in Glamorgan ·1500 acres, in Bothwell 2300 acres~ .at the. ~hanno'l . 350Q .. :, 

,acres. Some portion is not rented in my name. ,,'.-l'qe 11!,nd:l should have t9 thr~w up if this_ Bill qecomes 
law is this crown land, with the excr.ptio'l of ;;ibout 1500. acres·. . I should have to throw . up some private 
:property also. My sheep are not free from· Scab~ At' sheaifog I find two to ·three with broken fleeces •. ,.,They 
have never been free from Scab. I cannot say I have suffered from scabby sheep straying into my flock. 
I have found such sheep in my flock, but cannot say whether they infected them. I found on one occasion 
a scabby sheep with some few fat sheep in a"paddocki ·which had·b'ecn with them all night. They did not 
break afterwards. I have not yet dipped my sheep; have never done so. I have had no experience in· 
dipping sheep. I think.sheep cannot· be ·ab'solutely freed from Scab and ·remain clean without requiring· to 
be dressed after.wards. . I have_ never seen the. Scab insect. I believe in the spontaneous generation of Scab. 
I think tobacco and sulpl11fr 'rill. ei,adicate Scab to a ·certain. extent; I inean for a certain time. I do n~t. 
(believe it will do· so wholly; . I do not'ihink ruos· where fifty men could not collect the sheep are prontable .: 
at the present price of wool. 'l :iin entirely opposed fo the Rill l now l10ld in my hand. l do not think it 
wise to repeal tne existing law in favour o,f this Bill. . I believe there is no Justice of the Peace withi_n 20 
miles· of my land at SwaniMn. · . . ' . . 

~; , To 11:fr. Lette.-I referred to Clause 10 wh~i:i.: I said I would have to ride 20 miles to make a.Declara- · 
0ijon before a Justice of the Peace, I would have to do it within a few days of the 1st March. · 

To ilfr. lV!titehead.-I !!aid it is impossible. to make.a Declaration of the number of sheep on hand 
-on the 31st March, because after shearing my sheep run wild ; and in one year I lost 1000, another 700. 

To M1·. Sibley.-If this Bill is passed into la,v, and is. follow!Jd out to the letter, its general effect upon 
me would be to ruin me. My opinion of its effect upon the small holders of sheep is, that it would banish 
-them completely, or they would have to banish their. sheep, unless those :who:have open clear, land. 

: , To 11-fr. Douglas.-By the Inspectors of' Stock to whom I alluded, I meant the prese:it Inspectors of 
Stock. I believe some of them understand Scab a~d s9me:do,not. 

· JOHN BRENT, Esq., J.P., called in and examined • 

.. ;', I refer to the 13th Section_. It will, n~t have a~y injurious· effect upon the s~le of sheep by auction. 
Every c;areful person brands. his sheep as soon a!! he, gets theni home from the sale-yards. 

To Mr. Lette.-I think th~ proposed Bill a very arbitrary one, and will be injurious, It is a tyra~nical ·· 
·measure to compel a man to dip his sheep whether they are diseased or not. The solution is to be approvetl 
-of by the Inspector, giving no option to the owner of the sheep. I do not see what is to prevent the 
Inspector from combining with Mr. Hood, or any. other person, .and, for. a_• bonus of £500, condemning all 
,other specifics. I think the Act will be very expensive and vexatious in carrying out. I am not aware an 
Act was passed la:st Session. I consider an Act with three or four clauses sufficient • 

. To the C!tairman;-It would not be wise to repeal this Act of last Session and substitute the Bill now 
before the House. I consider _that Act will answer all purposes.. · · 

.. To Mr. JVhiteltead.~I. wo~ld _add.a provisio~ imposing a fi~e on persons having scabbr,sheep. _ 
To Mr. John Meredith,.;_J am a. Barrister, and Auctioneer, and Sheep-farmer; I _shea~· 12,000 sheep • . : 

'[ have had practical experience in dressing sheep. I never dressed a sheep. with .my own hands. I have :. 
watched the process. I don't think a Scab Act wil, interfere with auction. sales if scabby sheep are not· . 
allowed to go to market. People won't buy scabby sheep. Mr. Whyte sent. ll!e a copy of t_he Bill some . : 
•months ago, and requested me to give him my opinion upon it; I cannot say whether I _wrote Mi;, Whyte · 
disapproving 'of it_. I only had conversation with. Mr .. Whyte on the subject. I have no ~now ledge 
of clean sheep in the neighbouring Colonies. ~ believe _there are c_lean sheep there and her~. I am not · 
acquainted:wi1h.the provisioqs.of:the Scab Acts in the adja_cent Colonies. I. think Scab prevails generally · 
througho11t Tas1nani;;i, . . . : . . . . . . . . · · · 

To Mr. Douglas.- I have. sold many thousaJ'lds of sheep. I have sold many clean flocks. I, believe 
.there -are. many clean floc~,s in Tasmania. . . · · · 

To J.11r. ,Sibley,_:._If tiiis Bill p~sses into L~~ _it wiH ~uin: th~ ~n~~ll she'7powners. 
'To llfr. Douglas,.;.;_J do not think this Bill) if passed :in its entirety, would eradicate Scab. 

'·' ,. ' GEORGE CORNEY ·:WESTBROOK, Esquire,· called in and examined. 

To Mr. _Gha1·les ?Jfe1·edillt._--:-.I :11~-an auc~iOJ'lC~l\; J. refer to $~~'ti,~n rn, relating to 't1~~ b1-at1diri~ or'" 
-slieep. I tlnnk. un~1stakably 1t would have an 'effocf upon persons buyi1ig sheep in small · lots at' sales. 
Most persons, I unagme, brand sheep as soon as they get them home from the sale yards. 

To Mr. Lette.-I have purposely 1·effain1id .. ffom going into the Bill: my experience is p1incipally 
,amongst imported stock. 
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To Mr. john Mereditli.--Section 13 woulci have- an m3ur1ous effect upon small buyers at sales, as. 

they ,vould·. have to brand· sheep within a certain time,· and would be liable to ·a fine for not doing so; and 
also because they have to give notice to the Inspector. · I think persons who would otlier.wis_e go in and· 
buy would refrain from doing so:. I cannot say I have :my knowledge- of clean sheep in the adjoining 
Colonies. I cannot say I have any practical knowledge- of the diseases in sheep.-

To 11fr. Bibley.~Duri'ng my experience of eightee11 'years I have seen some few scabby sheep lande<l, 
in Tasmania from the adjoining Coloriies,-but·quite the exception. · I- cannot say if the Scab has increased. 
on those sheep after arrival. · 

To iJfr. Joltn 1l1eredWi'.-I never saw the Scab insect. 
To 11:fr. Wliiteltead.-I believe I know a scabby sheep when I, see it. 

ROBERT CRAWFORD, Esquire, called in and examined. 

To 1111·. John 1l1e1~edith.-I have rec~ntly been empl~yed in classifying Crown Lands in .the Colonv .. 
I have examined the crown land occupied by Mr. lbbott. It is rougher ]and and more difficult to gath~r 
than crown land to the west of Swansea .. I have had. much experience in sheep, and in scabby sheep. 
I have had clean sheep ; I have cleaned scabby sheep. My experience is limited to this Colony. I have 
recently reported upon a very large area of crown land.; in this Colony.· I have gone through the Scab 
Bill, and made myself acquainted with the clauses and provisions in the BilL I most decidedly believe a. 
Scab Act is necessary in Tasmania. 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER ~9, 1869. 

, T!te Hon. JOSEPH ARCHER, Esq., M.L.C., called in and examined. 
To 1l.fr. WMtehead.-I believe one scabby sheep would in 24 hours infect a flock of 500 or 1000 :, 

I mean if the sheep were left afterwards unattended to, they would all become -scabby in course of time •. 
I believe if sheep were dipped once or twice, and were afterwards free from Scab fo1· six months, they 
would not become scabby again unless they -came into contact·with scabby sheep. I do not believe in the­
spontaneous generation of Scab. I do not think a Scab Act could be worked in this Country without Seab 
Inspectors: I do not see how it could be carried out. I am told· it is carried out in some Colonies by 
Boards. Mo~t certainly those Inspectors should be conversant with the nature of the disease. I cannot 
suggest any alterations in the Bill to improve it. The class of people whose sheep are· most scabby are the­
small farmers; and they are in a position to get their sheep in in a fow hours,-some in a fow minutes. 

MR. CHARLES HALL called in and examined. 

I reside in the Hamilton District. 
To 1W-r. Sible,1;.-I am a Shcepowner of long experience in the Colony on different runs, rough runs. 

and better runs. My experience does not lead me to think Scab can be eradicated : I think it is spontaneous. 
I have read the Scab Bill now before Parliament; I have read the 14th, 15th, 16th, and 17th Clauses; I 
sec nothin~ in No. 14 that could not be complied with, neither in Clause 15. 'l'he four clauses will be 
vexatious and annoying. I have had experience in the New Country. This Bill if passed into law would 
have an injurious effect upon persons depasturino- sheep in the summer in the New Country. I have kr.own 
sheep to be sent np to the New Country quite clean, and have broken out with Scab on the way up. '.l'hese 
Sheep would be liable to be stopped by an Inspector. If I had a breeding flock at the New Country and 
wished to bring them down, I could not comply with this Bill, and must render myself liable to the penalties. 
I believe the Bill would be very disastrous to all holders-of sheep, particularly those holding scrubby runs, 
and the small holders of sheep. I have never been able to keep my sheep in the Hamilton District free 
from Scab. I have used tobacco and sulphur, Hood's specific, and spirits of tar. I never dipped my sheep. 
I don't think, if this Bill becomes law, I can drive any of my sheep to any place for sale. 

To M1·. Cltm·les Meredith.-The original of·Scab is an insect, I believe. 
To 1lb-. Jolin 11:feredith.-I hold from two to three thousand sheep: they are not clean. They have 

never been perfoctly free from Scab. I have been a Sheepownei· fifteen years. I have not suffered from 
infection from other sheep. I hand-dress them, 1 never dipped them ; I have had no experience in dipping 
sheep. I do not believe sheep can be freed from Scab and will remain clean. I have never seen the Scab 
insect. I think it is spontaneous, because I have known sheep to be clean and to break out with Scab. I 
believe in the spontaneous generation of lice on sheep and cattle. 

To J.fr. Sibley.-I have read the Act. of last Session. Some part of it would do,-tliat referring to 
driving sheep along roac.ls and to market. 

To }Jfr_. Let.te.-I think the Act of last Session will be effective in eradicating Scab. 
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· MR. :JAM~S WILSON cal_led in an~ examined.· 

: · To M1·. John Mereditli.-I ani Chief Constable of the South Longford Poiice District: I have had 
ten years' Colonial experience, here and in New Zealand, in the management of _sheep. I had experience 
also at Home, in Scotland. I am acquainted with the disease called Scab iri sheep. I have had ten years' 
Colonial experience in its prevention and cure, and was bred to it at Home. I think it c'ou:ld be eradicated 
fo Tasmania, with ·expense. I ·don't think it could be eradicated. without an Act; and my reason for · 
thinking so· ii,,-,--that it has always been to people's interest-to -get rid of Scab, and they ha"ve never done so. 
I don't think a- Scab Act_ would work without officer., to· carry it out, and penalties for brea~hes of it. 
Certainly the Inspectors should be conversant with the nature of the disease. I am acquainted with the 
lands in the Lake Country. I reside there. I have known them since I came to the Colo11y. I don't 
think sheep are as liable to Scab in the Lake countJ•y as in the low country. I think so because in the Lake 
country they.scatter more, and do not run togethei· in mobs as in the low ronntry. I hav·e known sheep left' 
all the winter at the Lake Country. I have known them out for three years, and, when found, quite clean. 
I liave seen, in New Zealand, a case in which the Scab insect had eaten the whole of the ski_n of a sbeep, 
and . the. sheep recovered without having been dresoed. This could ouly occur .with a ve1·y strong sheep. 
There are Government reserves purposely for sheep·travelling to and from the Lake Country. 'l'he1;e are 
more than 200,000 sheep sent to the Lake Country in the summer: of these, 100,000 remain through the 
winter. I don't think sheep in the Lake Country are more difficult to cure. I don't think the Scab spreads 
so much there. The weather up there is not always so fine as in the low parts. I do not think a Scab Act 
would caus_e any of the Lake Country to be given up. I only know one person who would Le likely to 
give up any land. In travelling sheep from the Lake Country clean sheep would have to be put into 
paddocks which had previously been occupied· by scabby sheep. I knew an instance last season. 
Mr. Howells had a flock of very scabby sheep from the "Branches" at the back country, last season. 
'l'hey st~pped in an accommodation paddock, a crown reserve, at the Steppes ; and next day Mr. Smith had 
a flock coming down which stopped in the sBme paddock. I know some very rough runs in the Midland 
.nistricts occupied by sheep-as Mr. Smith's and Mr. Maclanachan's. 'l'he Black Tier is a ve1·y rough run. 

To the Ghairrnan.-1 refe1· to Clause 25. The whole of the road from the Lake Country is not fenced. 
I consider one scabby sheep would infect. 20,000. I think the Scab Act of last Sr.s~ion no good at all. It 
allows persons to sue fo,· damage where their sheep are scabbed by another person's sheep; hut no person~ 
in my (')pinion, would do so; and there are no Inspectors, and therefore the Act would not work. 
Southland is a worse climate than this, and the land is not fenced. There is a st1·ingent Scab Act there. 
I had some considerable experience there; and I consider the Scab more easily eradicated here than there. 
It is a very mountainous country,-is liable to snow more than the Lake Country. 

To 11:fr. Sibley.~Dnring my experience in Tasmania I never was a Sheepowner. I came out as a 
shepherd to the Colony, and have shepherded and bad the management of sheep until the last five years. 
My <luties now take me amongst _sheep, and I am at .the yards and amongst them every day. W_hilst I 
was managing sheep I had charge of some very iiough country and some pretty good. I neve1· had sheep 
quite free from Scab as the fences were indifferent, and other sheep sometimes very scabby got in. If sheep 
were turned back after being gathered and taken down towards the low country from the Lake Country, 
in the case of ewes in lamb, it would be ruinous. In some cases it would not matter much. There are a 
great many ewe flocks run there in the summer brought down to lamb. Very few are_left as stragglers 
when the sheep are gathered to be brought down. If there was one scabby sheep left on the nm it would 
be sufficient to condemn the whole flock when sent up the next season, if it was· then scabby. I have seen 
some of such stragglers scabby and some not. 'l'he stringent Act in Sonthland applied to sheep in the 
Colony and to sheep imported. They were importing sheep at the time it passed. 

To Mr. Lette.-I refor to lines 50 to 55. I shoul<l say it ap1;lies to the flock. I don't understand 
whether it leaves it optional with the owner to take them back from whence they ca!lle or to drive them 
to their destination. I am not prepared to answer that. I could not say whether fines alone without the 
penal penalties would be sufficient in this Act. . 

To Jl,£1·. Ifenr_1J Douglas.-To eradicate the Scab it necessarily follows that individuals will suffo1· 
at first. I think the general good to the Colony would counterbalance that. I don't believe it possible 
to eradicate Scab without an Act and Officers to carry it out. Many Flockowners believe the disease is 
spontuneous, and unless fhey are compelled they "'ill not try to clean their sheep. 

'l.'o 11£r. John .i.Weredit!t.-I do riot believe Scab is spontancouB. I have never seen anything to 
induce me to think so. 

To Mr·. James Scott.-I saw the Act of last Session when it was published in the Gazette -and then 
read it. I then considered it useless. 

1'o llfr. Henry Douglas.-! cousider the period of eighteen months quite sufficient, except perhaps 
in a few extreme cases, to enable people to prepare for the c0ming into operat_ion of the penal clauses. 

GEORGE ANTHONY KEMP, Esq., J.P., called in ancl examined. 

To .1lfr. Ghm·lts 11:lered-ith.-I refer to the 13th Section, 53rd line. I think this would in a great 
measure prevent purchasers of small lots of 1_0, 20, or 50 sheep at auction from becoming pmchasers if it 
became law. Sheep sometimes pass through_ my hands three times in four months. They would have to be 
branded by each purchaser, and would consequently be covered with brands. Many of the men who pur­
chase these small lots are ignorant men, and ,Yould be deterred by this Act from buying; it would be also a 
hardship upon the Butchers. They do not kill every sheep they buy within seven days, and all they 
dv not kill within that time they would have to brand. 
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To 11-Ir. Joh.n Jltiei·edi'.tlt.-I do not think a few excessively ignorant sheep Jobbers should stand in the· · 

way of the more intelligent. The principal persons who buy sheep from me buy to sell again, few buy to keep 
for breeding. Not a greHt many of the sheep-jobbers brand their sheep now,-those I mean who buy to sell 
again. Sometimes I offer for sale sheep with several brands upon them. I have known the number of 
brands to prevent the sale of sheep. 

To t!te C!tairman.-I have read the Bill. I tl1ink tlie stringency of it will defeat its own end. Some 
Clauses it would. be impossible to carry out. Clause 17, in the 46th line, suppose a man sending his sheep 
to the Lakes, he may not see them for months, and if they became infected he would be considered to have 
been aware of it although he might have kn·own nothing of it. 

To 111r. Clia1·lc.~ ilfereditli.-I was a sheepowner some thirty years ago in New South Wales. I 
pm·chased 600 scabby wethe1·s on the land adjoining my own. I cured them in one dressing with corrosive 
sublimate. I was the· only person who could buy them, and they were not allowed to be removed across 
any other person's land. At that time, in New South Wales, sheep were of no use to you unless they were 
clean. · 

To tlte C!tairman.-If this Bill becomes law it must affect the large fluckowners injuriousLv, if strictly 
carried out in its entirety. In the 23rd Section, 10th line, a man who is doubtful as to whether his fat sheep 
are clean may remove them aftei· notice, and then further on the Inspector is authorised to turn them back, 
and the owner is liable to a fine. · I have read the Act of last Session. It is imperfect; thel'e is no provision 
for Inspectors. There is a Clause sufficient to protect pei·sons from injury by travelling infected sheep, but 
there is no one to carry it out, no provision for the appointment of Inspectors. I suppose if infected sheep 
were found travelling, or in a sale yard, and the owners were liable to a fine (1st & 2nd of 32 Viet. No. 29), 
and any person could seize and detain them, it would be sufficient. Five-sixths of the sheep sold in the 
Colony are sold ai sale yards by auot:on, and if this Clause were carried out it would prevent the removal of 
infected sheep, and would compel the eradication of Scab, as no one coultl bring sheep to the sale yards if 
they were scabby, or remove them to their runs. 

To J.lfr, John 'Jl,fe1'edith.-I am not a sheepholder now. I do uot believe in the spontaneous generation 
of Scab. I do believe a Scab Act to be ne€essary in Tasmania. I certainly do comidcr it necessary that 
competent Inspectors be appointed to carry out the provisions of a Scab Act. 

To 1111·. Hem·y Douglas.-! do not think it would be possible to eradicate Scab without a stringent 
Act. I have said I had experience in N cw South vVales. Wool from clean sheep is more valuable 
than wool from scabby sheep. They produce more wool and better. Clean sheep are worked at less 
expense than scabby ones. By clean sheep I mean those which never require to be dressed. I think the 
object of the present Bill is to eradicate scab. 

To J.lfr. Sibley.-! have referred to the Act of last Session. I think ic very stringent in one clause, 
but as it at present stands is unworkable, as there is no provision for inspectors. With this addition it would 
be workable, for there must be some one to decide if sheep are scabby. I think the difference of climate in 
New South Wales and Tasmania affects the scab so far that in New South Wales it runs faster and spreads. 
There no half measures will do. The sheep must either be radically en reel or killed. U ncler the 23rd clause 
of the Bill the effect UJJO}l sheepowners bringing breeding flocks in the New Country to the low country 
would be injurious. It would be very difficult to fix a day for starting, the weather is so uncertain. It is 
not many years since I had sheep which were sent to the Lake Country eve1·y summer .. 

To llf1·. Lette.-I consider clause 23 applies to clean sheep. 

Tlte Hon. JAMES WHYTE, Esquire, 11£.L.O., called in and examined. 

To 1.l1f1·. Joltn llfe,•edit/1.-I have had experience in sheep in Victoria. I went there in 1833, taking 
mms from Hobart Town. In 1839 I took 1400 ewes from George 'l'own to Port Phillip. 'l'hey were, ·what 
we called clean here when they started, but were really scabby. In 1840 I went to Portland Bay with my 
brothers, and took up stations between the Rivers Glenelg and ,vannon. The sheep wel'C scabby at that 
period. My occupation for six months of the year from the time I went there in 1840 to 1844, was dressing 
sheep. vVe cleaned them, and from that time up to 1854 we never dressed another sheep or used a farthincr's 
worth of any kind of dressing. 

0 

The gold discovery took place in 1851, and the men all went to tlrn diggings. Our station was left 
with the overseer and a man and a boy with 36,000 sheep, and that was the condition of things about the 
country at that time. T11ere were no fenceg, sheep became mixed up all over the country, and the1·e were 
three scabby flocks only in Victoria at that time, so far as I know, consisting of from 20 to _30,000 sheep. 
These flocks were in different parts of the country, and mixed with adjoining flocks, and the disease spread 
all over the country. For the time I stated I was employed dressing sheep, my brother William ancl 
myself were employed dressing with our own hands. Dipping was not invented in those days. In 1854 
the country became scabbed in a large proportion. 

To J.lf1·. John Jlfe1·eciith.-I have the following letters adverse to tlie Scab Bill which arc not contained 
in the Scab Correspondence, Paper 64, and Addenda: letter from Mr. Howells strongly adverse to_the Bill, 
but it is of such a nature that I did not publish it out of consideration to the writer. 1\lr, Alexander Reid, 
of Bothwell, which I have referred to in letters to many pe1·sons in the country, and the ad verse opinions 
expressed therein,-a reference to those opinions is made in a published letter from lVfr. Gellibrand. I now 
produce Mr. Reid's letter and some others, as follows :-From Messrs. Lewis vV uod, James Mercer, Daniel 
Burbury, Alexander Clerke, Wm. Ferrar, and l\'Ir. Howells. I have a large number of letters ,vhich I 
cannot put in, as. they contain references of a private and political nature. In 1854, on the Statio~ I 
l'Ctained I had a stud flock of upwards of 2000 ewes, and with young sheep and rams about 3000. 1hey 
were worth £5 all round. They got scabbed by contact with scabby sheep, dipping had not been invented, 
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I was in. bad ,health, .and felt I- mq~t either. gQ back to.the Station and. dress· sheep, .as I h_ad done before 
iui_der_the old system, or sell <;iut af whatevei· sacrifi~e. I sold the pure _fl_ockand l~,000 others, .wrth 1700 
·acres of the finest purchased !arid and the .. grazing run capable of carrying 30,000 sheep, fol'. £18,000, getting 
:25s. a head foi· sheep that were worth £5 a head be'fore they were scabbed. I know the Mount GatJ;1.bier 
Country in South Australia, I i.vent through the limd·occupied by the Messrs~ Leake· before they toolfi.t 
up. It is a timbered country, some parts 'so much.so that it is µifficuhto ride tl~rough it.· · · . .. 

MR. ROBERT ·cRA Wl1ORD called in and exainined. 

· : · To t!te Chairman.-:-71 consider the·pas~ing .i.nto. law of a stringent Bill, s~ch as tlie orie now before the 
House, would result in a considerable quantity of crown lands now leased being thrown up •. 

CORRESPONDENCE. 

_DEAR Sm, 
Millbrook, 27th Sep_tember, 1869. 

I SEE by the newspaper reports that you are supporting Mr. Whyte's Scab Act in its passage 
thr_ough the-House of Assembly. As it is a subject of which l have had a long experience I take 
the present opportunity of writing to you on the matter. My experience induces me to believe that 
the passing· of this Act will be a serious injury to the pastoral interests. I would point out that at 
this moment many of those owning flocks are struggling with all their energy and means against 
the encroachments of the Fluke, which has threatened destruc_tion to thi_s industry, if it is not reso­
lutely grappled with. To entail at this juncture upon the sheepowners the addditional expenditure 
which will be necessary to carry out the provisions of Mr. Whyte's Act, will be most unadvised and 
ruinous to the flockmasters instead of profitable. I would also offer my opinion, with that of many 
experienced men, that the carrying out the provisions of the Act will fail to eradicate the disease in 
this climate. I have had many opportunities of partially testing the soundness of this opinion. I 
have dipped in tobacco and sulphur, in Hay's & Allen's Specifics, and had every convenience to 
keep the sheep so dipped free from contagion; and though in some cases the cure has appeared to be 
effectual, the Scab has again shown, without any apparent contagion, in a way very familiar and very 
puzzling to experienced men, without any seeming . cause,-not one or two sheep breaking, but 
the whole flock simultaneously,-appearing to me to originate from a change of blood caused by the 
changeable climate and necessarily-varied food of this Colony. 

· As a Crown tenant, and one who has paid large sums of money to the revenue for the occupa­
tion of-lands which I redeemed from their wild and unsettled state,-fenced in at my own cost, 
built on at my own cost, and originally made roads to, and sustained all the losses consequent upon 
turning these wilds into a source of revenue for the people,-1 can only feel strong·ly that Parlia­
ment appears to offer no consideration to Crown tenants. With them there can be no alternative . 
. The provisions of the Act cannot be earried out by any occupier of Crown lands : the roughness o_f 
the lands in some instances, and rigour of the climate in others, will entirely prevent it. 

Hoping these few particulars of my experience will be of service to yo~ in dealing with this 
matter, 

I remain, yours truly, 
JAMES PILLINGE~. 

The Hon. CHARLES MEREDITH. 

Ratlio, 1_7tk May, 1869. 
My DEAR Srn, , 

I DULY received your letter of the 14th instant, asking me to give you my estimate of the 
annual cost for dressing 1000 sheep. It is rather a difficult question to answer definitely, as circum­
stances and locality, as w~ll as the mode of dressing, varies so much ; but I should say, as a .general 
rule, where sheep are not dipped, the annual expflnse for a moderately clean flock of 1000 sheep, 
without taking.into consideration the shepherd's wages, would be from £3 to £4 a year. §hepherds'. 
wages in this district varies fi·om £20 to £35, and in some few instances to £40 a year ; but this· 
I do not think ought to be included, for whether the sheep in Tasmania should ever become perfectly 
free from Scab or not, shepherds would still be required to look after them, and I expect they would 
·not hire at a much lower figure even then (if that happy time should ever an·ive) than at present. . 
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I have seen the Draft of the Scab Act Bill, drawn up by you and the Attorney-General ; and I 
must say I am much surprised that you could ever think of submitting such an arbitrary and un­
necessary Bill before Parliament. It is a very different thing having a stringent Scab Act in 
Victoria to having· one here. In Victoria sheep. can be almost always collected by the sheph~rd 
without difficulty, and then it makes it a comparatively easy matter to clean them.; · but in m!!,ny 
parts of Tasmania the scrubby runs render it utterly impossible for any shepherd to collect all his 
sheep, and then I need not say all efforts to eradicate Scab must prove abortive. 

I fancy you are yery far out.in your estimate of. the loss that annually occurs to Tasmania on 
account of Scab. I see a great many sheep in the course of the year pass through this District, ancl 
it is very seldom I observe a broken fleece. It is obviously the interest of every sheepowner to keep 
his sheep as clean as possible, and I firmly believe that nearly every one who 1'>ossesses a flock of 
sheep does his best to keep them clean; and my impression is that the Scab Act, however stringent, 
neither can nor will eradicate the disease. I do not know a clean flock in Tasmania, nor do I believe 
there is one ; yet, notwithstanding, I am of opinion that the_ Scab does not do any great amount of 
injury. As I said before, it is a rare thing to see a broken fleece, and the disease in this country is 
not half so virulent as in Victoria or New South Wales·. · · 

If the Act that you and the Attorney-General have drawn up should become law, the only 
thing that I caii see for sheepowners is to at ohce destroy their sheep, which at present are almost 
valueless ; for to attempt to carry on sheep-farming in the face of such a " Scab Act" would simply 
be utter ruin. One of the clauses says, that" the informer in every case of conviction is to receive 
half the fine : " the only remedy for poor sheepowners ·will be to get rid of their sheep and turn 
informers. 

I mu~t say that I am astonished at yo1~-who used to know something· about sheep-drawing 
up such a Bill. The Attorney-General is not supposed to be so well up in those matters; but it is 
too had of. you. It is quite evident that you have. long since abandoned pastoral pursuits. 

I do not know what the general opinion in this District is with regard to the Bill, but I fancy 
. there can be only one view taken of it, and that the same that I have now recorded. 

What with the low price of wool, the almost 1~tter impossibility of selling sheep at any price, 
the heavy taxes that the people have already to pay, and with no prospect of things improving, I 
think that, on reflection, you wi.11 agree with me that it would never do to put the finishing stroke of 
destruction in the shape of a Scab Act in force just now. 

Believe me, 
My dear Sir, 

• .Yours sincerely, 

ALEXANDER REID. 
T!te Hon. JAMES WHYTE. 

DEAR Srn, 
I(ing's Meadows, Launceston, 29tlt July, 1869. 

As one having had considerable experience in Scab and Inspector's duty, and taking a lively 
interest in the working of a Tasmanian Scab Act, I take the liberty of putting a case to you that 
I do not see clearly provided for in your Draft. A. has his sheep for examination by Inspector: 
they would be clean, but that a scabby sheep of his neighbour B. has joined them. How should 

· Inspector act in that case? A. has his sheep clearly infected, but how is B. to be dealt with? As 
one having stray sheep, as communicating Scab, or how ? 

I know of a Section on this side where A. B. C., most careful Flockmasters, are intersectecl 
by D. E. F. on the other hand, most negligent, and whose sheep are very scabby. Now, as it is 
almost an impossibility at times to prevent sheep from straying through division fences, I think 1t 
would b'e advan:tageous to the working· of a most necessary and desirable Act that such a case 
should be more clearly provided for than at present appears to me to he the case. ·The Act that 
was in force in Sotithland some six years since provided for. such a contingency, if I recollect 
right, by making the intruder pay for expense of dipping and •wme other penalties. · 

I am confident that you will not . deem my suggestion as obtrusive, or that I have any desire 
beyond that of seeing made ·perfect a most desirable Act. I experienced· in a painful manner the 
name Tasmania had acquired for scabby sheep in taking some rams to Invei·cargil, and uhjiistly 
had to pay the penalty of her evil name· in that respect, and in·consequence feel rather sore on that 
point. I can understand the difficulty of making an Act that will · suit_ .. all the requirements of this 
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country, bµt i believe, that much good may be done by the one proposed ; anq that in efficient 
hands_it will, after experii;mce and such modifications as the experience will point out, be made to 
carry out the desired effect. At any rate the time has come when the attempt should be made, as 
many of our flocks _ar~ a disgrace to,,Rnd loss to, the entire Colony. · . · · 

· I beg to· remain, 
Dear Sir, 

Very_truly yours, 

LOUIS ,vooD. 
The Hon. JAMES WHYTE, Esq., ~Hobart Town. 

Morningside, Macquarie River, 14tlt June, 1869. 
My DEAR Si:R, . 

I RECEIVED yours of the 27th ultimo in due course, enclosing Draft ·Bill for prevention of the 
disease called Scab in Sheep. In perusing· the different Clauses I have made some alterations 
which I think would be necesary; and from my practical experience of the management of sheep 
in this country for nearly 26 years, I may venture to say that I should have been more convinced 
of eradicating Scab from the Colony if you had inserted about beginning of Clauses a general 
dipping to continue for two shearings us a forerunner to the Scab Act. Tasmania is not to be 
compared to New South Wales, Queensland, Victoria, or South Australia. They have their fine 
open lands, a,nd not over-stocked as we are in this Colony; and stock here. being· so long infected 

1 by the disease,. and almost (say) generally, I ari1 afraid it will be a difficult matter to clean sheep 
entirely if clean land or runs are not got to run sheep after being dipped, and am borne out by a 
numbei; ·of Sheep-farmers of lorig· experience. At the same time I should very much like to 
see the day when Scab is entirely eradicated from Tasmania. In your letter yc;m state_ that two 
shearings will pass before any material money penalty can be incurred during that time. I would 
strongly advise that all sheep be dipped, and I am of opinion that it ought to be compulsory, say 
iwice dming the 12 months. Unless this is done I fear the proposed Scab Act will not be carried 
out without great difficulties, as a great number in the Western "District keep small flocks, and 
these sheep are in a wretched state with the disease, and the land there not being sufiiciently fenced, . 
and these sheep going at large, infect a whole district. · 

In reference to your first query, what it would cost of dressing· per 1000 sheep during 12 
months: In some seasons it would take £4 per 1000, but I have known it take £10 per 1000, but 
much depends upon the seasons as to cost, and neighbom's sheep being infected: that is, for spotting 
sheep in the ordinary way. · For 3 years I kept my sheep clean without any spotting but only 
dipping from the shearing board ; but still I had to be at the same expense as to shepherds in 
order to keep off stray sheep belonging to neighboms or travelling sheep,-the latter I had 
~enerally to destroy. 

. 2nd Query.-How much labour would be saved by the Sheepowners if all the sheep in the 
Colony were absolutely clean? The saving would b~ immense, as one shepherd or boundary rider 
would be all required for 10,000 or 12,000 sheep. I am convinced that your estimate of a saving 
of 250 men's labour would be saved is far below the mark, as I know that in some stations in 
Victoria when the sheep are absolutely clean that one boundary rider looks after 26,000 during 
8 months in the year,-in lambing times more labour, _of course, is required. Hoping you will carry 
out a Scab Act during this Session, · - -

I remain, 
My dear Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 

JAMES MERCER. 
Hon. JAMES WHYTE, Esq., M.L.C., New Town. 

P.S.-I am of opinion that the fines are too high, owing to the low price of sheep, as sheep 
at present can be purchased at ls. 6d. to 5s, 

Oatlands, l4tlt June, 1869. 
Srn, 

I BORROWED the Draft Scab Act from Mr. George Wilson, and as I have not time just now 
to read it carefully over I will send it to you in a few days. I enclose Mr. ,v:ilson's remarks to 
you,upon it, which. he asked me to look· over and send to you.- Ae far as I.have read the Act 
I pretty nearly con cm with- Mr. V1ilson. ; ·b1i.t I think that more time should be allowed for people 
to get their fences· ,in order, ,which they :would have to do to keep -theii- sheep from straying. to 
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<Other ·people's runs. Had wool kept up to a price to enable tenants to have paid their,·,-ents up 
and left a surplus to fence with, the 1st of January, 1870,"would not have been too soon for the Act 
to come into operation ; but in many cases, not only in the Oatlands District but in others, estates 
are changing tenants and landloi•ds are obliged to lower rents so that they cannot afford to lay out 
money for repairs until the next dip of wool comes off, nor can those who cannot shear again until 
,the Act comes in force get their sheep dean until the wool is off them. 

I am very much in favour of a Scab Act, fur we say with Mr. "\-Vilson that if it was not for 
adjoining sheep and scabby sheep travelling through our runs we would have but little difficulty 
.in gathering and keeping our flock clean. · 

I am, 

The Hon. JAMES WHYTE, E~q. 

. lVIY DEAR Sm, 

Sir, 
Your obedient Servant, 

DANIEL BURBURY. 

Mountfo1·d, Longf01·d, 6th July, 1869 . 

I RETURN by this post the draft of your proposed Scab Bill, with my observations on the 
:onargin of the different sections. I trust that this Act will become law. It is singular that we are 
:behind all the Colonies in this matter. : indeed, it appears to me that there is no ambition to 
,eompete with them, except in lavish and unproductive expenditure. · 

The most numerous class of offenders against a Scab Act will be t.he tenant agricultural farmers, 
who generally keep from 50 to 100 sheep, and which are always more or less diseased. I question 
the prudence of making the penalties so high as would be ruinous, and I have therefore sug·gested 
.a minimum of £10 in Section 6. 

I think any flock under ordinary supervision might be cured within 12 months. I cannot see 
any good in renewing licences beyond that time : the sooner the owner is visited with such heavy 
penalties after the expiration of this period and forced to give up sheep farming the better for the 
community and himself. 

I have no hesitation in stating that there is no subject demands legislation more imperatively 
than this. 

I regret I had not an oppo1;tunity of perusing· your letter ; unfortunately I do not often see 
either of the papers in which it. appeared. I would feel obliged if you could, without inconvenience, 
forward me a copy. 

My health is improved for the last few weeks, but I am sorry to add, it is yet in a very 
uncertain state ; but of one thing you may be assured, that, unless constrained, I will be at my post 
-when Parliament meets. 

Believe me, 
My clear Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 

ALEXANDER CLERKE. 
·T11e Hon. JAMES WHYTE. 

Plassy, Ross, 22nd June, 1869. 
MY DEAR Sm, 

HAVING gone carefully through Mr. Whyte's proposed Scab Act with Mr. Josh. Bayles, I beg 
-to forward our remarks on the same. 

The ·1st Clause gives Inspectors power to inspect any person's sheep at any time·: this would 
·.not be always practical or convenient, on account of lambing, severity of weather, &c. 

Clause 5 contains a manifest injustice as to the number of sheep in any person's possession on 
:the 1st January in each year. A certain proportion of lambs are included, which yield no 
perceptible return until they are eighteen months old, for which the owner will have to pay to the 
;Scab Act fund: the lambs should not be counted until they becom~ remunerative. 
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· · Clau~e 6 is absolutely ruinous. A fine of not less than Fifty Pounds f<;>r discovering smaU 

· spots of Scab,-which can be immediately cured' by a little· dressing,-and not reporting· to the­
Inspector. · I should have to report on the matter every time I had my sheep ~n the yards. 

Clause 13 is very severe. To condemn a whole flock in a fine of One Shilling per head because· 
one may be found in it more or less affected with Scab, will amount, in many cases, to a prohibition 
_to keeping sheep at all. · 

Qlause 17 is oppressive and unjust with respect to the proposed fine of £5, line 21. 

· Clause 21. Very oppressive, and totally unnecessary. · It would prevent sheepowners from 
taking clean store sheep to a sale, unless previous notice _ be given to all the owners of land over· 
which they had to travel. If people feel aggrieved at the present system, let them fence off 
the roads. 

Clause 24, as to dipping clean sheep, very oppressive and expensive. If sheep are clean they 
should be allowed to travel wherever their owner chooses to take them, over private roads excepted .. 

Clause 26. I cannot contemplate any increase in our annual burdens without alarm and fear& 
of ultimate insolvency to a great number of sheepowners. The great fall in wool and stock ought 
to be sufficient · in itself to preserve us from further outlay ; but we have no corresponding fall in 
wages or the necessaries of life, which a great many are obliged to deny themselves ; and we are 
constantly. threatened with increased taxation, in addition to great losses from fluke and other 
causes. I should not object to pay a certain sum annually if I could eradicate, or assist to eradicate, 
the Scab disease; but as that is a thing which an experience of twenty-six years warrants me in. 
believing to be IMPOSSIBLE in Tasmania, it will be anything but pleasant to have to pay for the 
trouble of constantly gathering and dressing my own sheep,-but for the surveillance of an Inspector· 
whom I may know to be carried away by imaginary and erroneous ideas. 

Clause 31 is very objectionable for very obvious reasons. 

The Act does not define what constitutes a flock "scabby within the meaning· of the Act." 
To leave this to the judgment of Inspectors mig·ht give rise to much ill-feeling and perhaps 
persecution. The fines appear to me to be too excessiv~ altogether. 

Under certain circumstances I admit it may be possible to eradicate Scab. At Maria Island 
it does not exist, but the influence of the sea may combine with complete isolation to bring about 
that happy result. If I make my fences impervious to neighbours' stock, and dipped my sheep 
twice in strong tobacco water, and then left them to take care of themselves for six months, I 
should expect to see them rotten at the end of that time. 'l'he question arises, Where does the Scalj 
come from? I answer, it is· generated by cold, wet, scrubby, ferny rubbish through which the 
sheep have to pick up their food in winter. 

Mr. Joseph Bayles approves of my remarks. 

I remain, 
· My dear Sir, · 

Yours very truly, 

1VlVI. M. FERRAR. 
CHARLES CLARK, Esq., Ellintlzorp Hall. 

Slzannon, July 8tlz, 1869. 
1\'I Y DEAR Sm, 

Y ouR note of the 29th ultimo I received more than a week after date. You say that y<m have 
been informed that I am oppos.ed to your Scab Act. I now beg· to say for myself that I am 
decidedly so. In the first place, it would be impossible to bring your Bili into use until a very con-­
siderahle expense has been incurred in dividing and subdividing the sheep runs, and the more 
scrubby, timbered, and worthless they are the greater the expense would be in preparing them; and 
without that your Act will be a failure, a curse, and annoyance without the possibility of being of 
any benefit. There are but few sheepholders now in a position to he put to heavy extra expense, 
which your proposed Act must incur : they have sufficient plagues and ruinous annoyances without­
being visited by a whimsical Scab Act. No doubt your Bill will be hailed with ,velcome by those 
that have good open runs, where there can be no difficulty of keeping· sheep clean. Scab Act or no· 
Scab Act, the effect of the Act would be the ruin of many for the benefit of the few. In the next 
place, it will lessen the· return of wool from 20 to 30 per cent., as there will be a great deal of land 
left unoccupied, which would be madness to stock with your black penalties before their eyes. You. 



16 
speak of your considerable experience ; I have no doubt .you have had much, but I think a little 
more would do you good. 'l'herefore, I hope, if your pet Bill becomes law, you will become occupier 
of some of our rough runs, so that we may have the advantage of ydur example as well as your 
considerable experience. You speak of Victoria as though it was a clean country ; but I am in­
formed that it is quite as dirty as ours, notwithstanding all the burning, and wicked destruction of 
people and property, that has been practised under their Scab Acts. You have chosen an un­
}Jaralleled time of depression to bring your pet into play, when neither the fleece nor the carcase is of 
any value, and the sheepholders as carious as. their sheep! I say, again, it is folly to attempt to 
eradicate Scab until the rnns are properly prepared for the purpose, which would be at very great 
expense,-your considerable experience notwithstanding. ~Pray, do have mercy on the poor fallen 
and falling· sheepholders, and cast that pet Bill of yours to the fiames,-even if you should revive it 
at some more appropriate time. If you are anxious to display your statesmanship, I think you may 
do it in other ways, more beneficial to the general public. Allow me to suggest that you frame a Bill 
to overthrow Mount Wellington on to Hobart '!'own, when the Lords and Commons are assembled, 
and make a clean sweep of all our troubles : let Bishops, Legislators, clown to Petty Constables, 
1Je swept away ; and when we are rid of these highly respectable though expensive luxuries, the 
industrious part of the community may look for clays of prosperity ! Cobbett said that London was 
a wen on the neck of England, and strangled all its prosperity; and I consider Hobart '!'own out of 
all proportion, a large excrescence on our little State, which if you can remove, yon will deserve 
the gratitude of the people ; and I will subscribe One hundred Pounds towards the erection of a 
lVIonument on Mount Direction to your everlasting memory. VVhen I sat clown to answer your 
note I felt very peevish, but my pen refused to spell an uncivil word. 

I hope your scabby Bill will receive the fate it must deserve in the minds of all thinking 
people. 

J.urns ,1/mTE, Esq., 111.L. C. 

Srn, 

I have the honour to subscribe myself, 
My clear Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 
H. M. H0,1/ELLS. 

Oatlands, 3rd Septembe1·, 1869. 

As the Scab Act will probably be introduced to Parliament in a short time, we, the miclersigned, 
are desirous of expressing· our belief that it will be of great benefit to the Colony. 

We know that great loss arises from Scab ; and also that sheep in Tasmania can be as easily 
cleaned and kept so as in the adjoining Colonies. 

We have considered the Bill in question and have suggested some alterations in detail, but, as 
a whole, we believe it is one calculat'ed to work advantageously. 

vVe know of nothing· in this climate, or the nature of Scab, to prevent the flocks being cleaned 
thoroughly in two years, if active measures are adopted; and we consider that a Dipping Act, as a 
preliminary to the more stringent measures proposed, will be most desirable. 

vV e have the honor to he, 
Sir, 

R. Harrisson, Bowsclen, Jericho. 
Thos. Littlechild, Hilly Park, Oatlands. 
Geo. "\Vilson, jun., Huntworth, ditto. 
Daniel Burbnry, Oatlancls. 
17\Tilliam Bnrbnry, Inglewood. 
Thos. Burhury, Oatlands. 

Your obedient Servants, 

.Tames Wilson, Ashgrove. 
George ,vilson, senior, ].\fount Seymour 

(by permission). 
,T olm Wilson, Springfield (by permission). 
Samuel Salmon, vV oodstock (by permis­

sion). 
To the Hon. Jx11rns vVIIYTE, Esq., M.L.C. 

·Sm, 
.Hamilton, l9tlt .August, 1869. 

As in all probability the Scab Act will be brought under notice of Parliament at an early day, 
we wish to express our belief that the measure in question will be a benefit to the Colony. 

vY e know tha.t great loss is occasioned- to the sheepowners from Scab : and some of us know 
from actual experience that sheep in this Colony can be as easily cleaned, and kept clean, as they can 
in the adjoining Colonies. 
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We hl!l.ve carefully considered the provisions of the Bill in question, and have suggested a few 
alterations in the minor details, but, on the whole, we think the Bill one that can b~ useful . 

. '.We cannot s~e any thing in' the climate or nature of the Scab in thi~ Colony to prevent all the 
sheep in it being cleaned in two years, provided sheepowners will act with energy, and see that their 
sheep are properly dipped in such preparations as have been proved successful in Australia and 
New Zealand. . 

\Ve have the honor to be, 

.. T. L. Gellibrand. 
Hein Nicholas.· 
Edward M'Killop. 
John C. Bethune. 
W.R. M. Bethune. 
Wm. K. Dixon. 

To tlte Honorable JAMES WHYTE, Esq. M.L.C. 

MY DEAR Sm, 

Sir, . 
· Your obedient Servants, 

Hunter Young. 
T. C. H. Marzetti. . 
W. P. Latham, late Scab fospector 

in New Zealand for 4½ years. . 
Nicholas J. :arown. 

. Ballochmyle, Tunbridge, 4th May, 1869. 

,YOURS of yesterday duly to hand. I am glad you have licked a Scab Act into shape, · 

In reference to the cost of cleaning sheep per 1000, in a solution of tobacco and sulphur, 
£12 10s., or 2½d. per sheep, immediately after shearing: at this season, much more,-the wool 
being longer the sheep take away much more of it. I dipped my young sheep. last week, and it 
took atleast a gallon per sheep; labour, say, £1 additional. . 

Of course the cost is greater with small ;flocks in proportion than with large ones; An owner 
of 20,000 or 30,000 sheep, I dare say 2d. per sheep, exclusive of labour, would cover the· cost at 
·shearing time._ 

Thanks for your promise of the Draft Bill when printed. 

Believe me, 
My dear Sir, . 

. Yours faithfully, 

J. MACLANACHAN. 
The Hon; JAMES WHYTE, Esq. 

DEAR CLARK, 
Glen Connell, Ross, 29.th June, 1869. 

IN answer to your question as to what I think of the introduction of a Compulsory Dipping Act, 
in my opinion, if such an Act was enforced, I think that in twci years scab would (I am confident 
it might) be thoroughly eradicated. Having dipped with arsenic, sulphur and soda, Hood's specific, 
and tobacco water with sulphur, I find that the last mentioned, of the strength of fib. of good 
Colonial (Knock-me-down) tobacco to the gallon, and sulphur in addition at the rate of 10 lbs. to 

. the 100 gallons, constitutes the best dip, as it contains every curative and <;lisinfectant property that 
is required, and will not stain or injure the wool in the least. Such is the dip I use ; and my sheep, 
dipped twice in the year in this solution, come invariably to the shearing board without a broken 
fleece: if my sheep are thoroug·hly clean when dipped, I only dip them once. 

Trusting that my answer will be satisfactory, 

CHAS. CLARK, Esq. 

I remain, 
Sir, 

Yours truly, 
HARRY SCOTT /ElEWITT. 

P.S.-I think Mr.· ,vhyte's estimate that sheep may be dipped at the rate of £3 or £4 per 
1000 .per annum is erroneous (as I compute that each sheep would cc:>st 3½d. at least for the solution 
alone, exclusive oflabour and.preparation, which would a;mount to £14 11s. 8d. per 1000,. if dipped 
in good tobacco. water), unless he means to use some cheap chemical ·agent; · · 



DEAR S1n, 
Eliinthorp Hall, Ross, 16tli May, 1869. 

. rI sno:uLn have attended to your request sooner had .not my overseer, whcnn I wished to consult 
upon :tlw subject, been away at the Lakes. I find that it costs me as follows t.o keep -down the scab 
in lQ,000.sheep =~ 

1500 ibs. Sheepwash Tobacco, at 4d . •• ~ •••••••••••••• 
£ s. d. 
25 0 0 
60 0 0 E~t~a Man ........................................ . 

250 1bs. Sl1l1)l1l1r • •••••••••••••.••.•••.•.••.•.••.•• 4 10 0 

. ·. say ~ .. ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . £89 0 0 

I do_ not_ know the price of sulphm· here, but that you can easily fill in. 

I have read with much 1nterest your valualJle letter, and am glad that something will he done 
next Session to bring in some measure for the eradication of scab. I shall be glad to have a copy 
of the proposed Act. You are perfectly rig·ht in stating that the .neighbouring Colonies would take 
large numbers of rams could they be certain of getting them clean. 

I am, 
Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 

CiIARLES CLARK. 
T!te .'Hon. JAMES. W UYTE; New Town..: 

MY;DEAR S!R, 
New Norfollt, 6tli July, 1869. 

-·I, HAVE ,again ;to thank you for your " Scab Bill," and .ani of opinio:n that it is in all respects a 
much more valuable and workable one than its predecessor. The penalties may, in some cases, be 
severe. As long· a time as possible should be given before it is brought into operation, and thus 
enable flockmasters to prepare. Of the ultimate-h,eneficial result :I have no dot11Jt. _ 

Yours very truly, 

·w. A. B. JAMIESON. 
The Ii.on, JA?,rns·WuYTE, Esq. 

DEAR Sm, 
Inglewood, 30tli June, 1869. 

'MR. W ILsoN foi•w~i·ded ~ne fo1; perusal copy of your proposed "Scab Act," requesting· me to 
assist, if possible, in advising .you. I have looked carefully over it, and think, with some slight 
-alterii,tio:ns; it is,jrist ·what is ,wanted.· · · • · 

- · In Section 5,: I think-the 1st March ought to be the clay for anni.uil retmns, instead of 1st 
January. - - - · _ · . . _ 

· · Section: 6. Fine ought not to be imposed without 1)l·oof that the owner knew his sheep were 
scal)by; - · · · 

Section 15. Inspector'.s per1i1it ought to 'clear' fat sheep to market ; or some clause inserted 
giving the owner of sheep redress against any person wrongfully detaining slrnep. It might so 
happen that a lot of fat sheep were detained on the road.for the purpose of _keeping the market up, 
to make another lot bring higher prices. · 

Section 17. In this section the penalty for wrong~fhl detention is too small : £5 would he no 
compensation to the ownei foi• having a large flock of sheep kept waiting about perhaps two or tln·ee 
clays:in 'lJad wef\,t}ier .. _ · 

Section 18. Sheep should only be destroyed by the owner, or agent actually in occupation, or 
-,by some,person ;w}ien in his presence. 

:se·~~on 31. :RE:n~ai:ds to ,informers_ o~ght only -to be given upon recommendation from the 
Inspector and the'Justi<;es before wh~m the con".iction has been obtained. __ 
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. . ] would a1so suggest to you that, as the powers of the Inspectors are very great for gaining 

inforination, they should be bound not to divulge anything. , -: .. . . : -

Hoping your Bill ~ay· be~ome·laiv·, and finall;y-eradi'cat~ the scab from our flocks;· 

· I am, 
Dear Sir, 

y Olir ·obedient Servant, 
. WILLIAJ'.1:' BURBURY: 

JAs. WHYTE; Esq. 

;tv'!,tive Point, 29ili ;lune; 18{)9": 
Srn, 

I FEEL thankful to you for sending me a copy of the Scab Bill you purpose bringing before 
Parliainent the coming Session : you will· also re_ceive my warmest thanks for the trouble. yo.u ar_e 
taking in the matter. I have always been an advocate for a Scab Act .. I think the altered Bill I 
have just received more suitable to the Colony for some time, and will rio doubt answer" all the ends 
required. The saving to many, and the Colony at large, I peliev.e, willbe -very gr~at, at,,I.have 
found by dipping it does not cost me one-third, as when I hild to be dr~ssing all the.year rouI1d. 
For some years past I have dipped all my sheep about 14 days after shearmg: by so domg we have 
kept th~ sheep clean,-in fact, a great portion of them have never been in_fected;. and "\Vhen- such 
happens, it is through mixing with scabby sheep. I have now-one small flock of 400 ewes which 
caught the Scab· through mixing with other sheep, causing us more trouble and expense than 
10,000 (ten thousand), besides great loss in fleece. 

I think the Inspector should be bound to give notice so many days before visiting· a flock ; and 
the brands should not be more than 2 inches, as there is great objection to much brandi1ig. 

I am, 
My ~ear Sir, 

-- Yours truly, 
WILLIAM GIBSON. 

Hon. JAMES WHYTE.-

Lake River, 24thJune,.1869;. 
DEAR Srn, 

I BEG to acknowledge the receipt of your note 3rd instant, together with Draft Bill of Scab Act. 
I have looked over the Bill, and do not think there is anything that I could suggest that would 
improve it; as there are no material money penalties for 12 months, and any person who likes to 
set about cleaning his sheep can do so in twelve months,-this I know fi·om experience in my ·own 
flock,-and then a.Uthe pains and penalties go for nothing·. The average wages paid to-shepherds 
in this neighborhood is about £30 per annum, with rations ; and my opinion is that the average cost 
-0f shepherding and dressing, under-the present system, would be from -£20 to £25 per 1000 pei' 
.annum.: assuming that all sheep were clean, the saving in labour and material for dressing would 
be about two-thirds, say from £6 to £8 per 1000. I return you the Draft Bill. 

-I remain, 
Dear Si.J\ 

Yours truly, 
JOHN GATENBY. 

J' AMES ,v HYTE Esq. 

Mv :OEAR Sm. 
Valleyfield, Longford, l5tlt July,-1869. 

I WAS very much annoyed this morning--to-find among my papers a lette1·, dated 10th May last, 
in reply to yours dated 3rd of the same month, relative to the prop◊sed Scab Act. I can't understand 
how the mistake occurred, but I trust the explanation will be sufficient for you to forgive my seeming 
rudeness. I wish you every success with yom Scab Act; and I am endeavouring to impress the 
necessity of such a measure upon all interested. You must stick to a stringent A,ct,-nothing 
modified will do. All the other Colonies have been gT(:)at losers by adopting the latter in th~ first 
instance. You ask for information as to the present outlay per 1000 sheep entailed through Scab. 
I have had no Scab for years, consequently I cannot answer the question. There is no doubt sheep­
owners could manage with one~fourth the labour if Scab was eradicated fi·om the Colony. . 

I remain, 
_ Yours faithfully, 

GEORGE GIBSON. 
The Hon.:JAMES WHYTE, Esq. 
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Cheslmnt, 15th July, 1869. 
MY DEAR Srn~ 

I HAVE been working at the Scab Bill, but am waiting for some information. 

You will require an interpretation of" diseased" and "·infected," which I suggest to you on the 
uext leaf. You will see that I stand out for the shortest possible necessary time for sheep to be con­
sidered infected, to save loss to sheepowners, and especially to farmers and graziers having fat sheep. 
It would not do to dip fat sheep before going to market, for the heat makes them waste greatly. 

An appeal from the decision of Inspectors ought to be provided for the protection of the farmers 
in certain cases. They give an appeal to the Directors in New South Wales. I don't think the 
notices both on the.borders.of runs and in the newspapers necessary: one would be sufficient,-the 
local notice, I think. 

If you will let me have two ·more copies of the Bill, I will return you one of them with my 
suggestions as soon as I can; 

The dipping ought to effect a great deal ; and \S you say, -vill prepare sheepowners for the 
more stringent provisions after the 18 months. 

I approve generally of the Bill. 
Yous very truly, 

W. ARCHER.· 
The Hon. JAs. WHYTE, M.L.C. 

P.~.-Excuse haste for I am very busy just now. 

The word " diseased" shall mean actually affected with the disease called the Scab. 

The word "infected" shall apply to all sheep that are diseased; all sheep in any flock in which 
there are one or more diseased sheep ; all sheep that have been within two months ( or ten weeks) in 
any such flock of infected sheep as last aforesaid ; all sheep that have been in yards or enclosures, or 
kept on runs in or on which any diseased sheep have been within two months ( or ten weeks) ; all 
sheep that within two months ( or ten weeks) have been dressed for "the Scab ;" and all sheep 
branded with the letter S on the rump. 

MY DEAR Srn, 
BeZle Vue, 16tlt August, 1869. 

THE reason I have not written to you before this, in reference to your proposed Scab Bill, is, 
that I was present when the Bill was considered at Campbell Town, and Mr. Maclanachan care­
fully took down all the proposed alterations at such meeting to forward to you, with the names of 
the gentlemen present. You would see by this that I had agreed to the proposed alterations, and I 
fear you would think we_had condemned more of the clauses than we should have done. If you 
can pass the Act with the dipping and driving Clauses proposed by you, the benefit the Colony 
would derive from such, properly carried out under Inspectors, would be endless. 

You could at a future time introduce other and more stringent Clauses. 

I am, my dear Sir, 
Yours very truly, 

The Hon. JAMES WHYTE, Esq. 
JAMES GIBSON. 

St. Jolinstone, 29tlt June, 1869. 
MY DEAR Sm, 

I DEG to acknowledge the receipt of your communication, together with a Draft Bill of a Scab Act, 
and am sorry that I am so late in doing so. The delay, however, has arisen from a desire to discuss 
the several·provisions of the Bill witli older and more experienced sheep-breeders in this district. 
But I hear that another Draft is about to be prepared substituting dipping Clauses in place of some 
to which there are objections. This, I believe, would make it.unobjectionable to some now proposed, 
and add· to its efficacy. 

I concur with lVIesssrs. $mith, Maclanachan, Keach, Gibson, and others in the observations they 
have made and the Clauses they have struck out. You will be acquainted with the nature of these 
observations in this. I am unable to say the cost per thousand sheep for dressing ; it would vary so 
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much under different circumstances and in different localities. My sheep are dipped after passing 
the shears, and I have not had occasion to use dressing for years. I will be willing to use my humble · 
endeavours· to forward this object. · · 

l believe that the introduct~on of a Scab Act will-be the best thing that has ever been done for 
the Pastoral interests of Tasmania. 

I am,. my dear .Sir,. . 
· Yours very truly, 

DAVID TAYLOR. 
Hon. JAMES WHYTE, M.L. C., New Town. 

My . DEAR SiR, 
Ist July; 1869. 

MR. NICHOLAS giive me your former letter, and I forwarded to him my remarks upon it, which_ 
I suppose he has not forwarded to you as yet. Ido not think fat sheep could be dipped without 
great injury being done them ; nor do I see what is to prevent them being dipped at shearing and 
kept clean while they are fattening. The idea that sheep dipped and put in paddocks to fatten 
will get scabby if not joined by scabby sheep, is merely an excuse ; and I fear if fat sheep are 
exempt, there will be a loophole left for store sheep that will prevent any convictions. 

Clause 13.-This Clause, a copy of Victorian Act, must be altered. The recent __ decision of 
the Judges in Melbourne on appeal has ruled that penalty can only be recovered on sheep actually 
scabby, a,,nd not upon the whole flock. Before altering the· Clause as I suggested, it would be 
better to see ].\fr. Dobson and ascertain whether this alteration would do. 

I have read: your calculations in the paper as to the profit and loss question. ; I cannot h~lp 
thinking you are mistaken on this point. While fully sensible of the saving •both to the sheep 
and in a money point of view, I feel sure you are too sang.nine as to the profits. 

I cannot understand Reid's objections. 

Twenty-eight ye~rs ago I cleaned a flock of 13()0 sheep at the South Arm (as scrubby a run. 
as can be found) by dressing all over twice after shearing ; the sheep were as scabby as they could 
well be, and had not been in a yard for six months; and for the five years I remained at South 
Arm I never used a bottle of tobacco water. . . 

My run here is not an open one; but I know the sheep can be got in in two or three days! 
and I know one dipping, if done properly, will cure any flock. It has been done in New Zealand; 
and if it can be done there on open runs, ·it can be done here where our runs are fenced into runs OJ 
2 or 3000 acres. 

The question is a very simple one :-Is the whole Colony to suffer a loss of, say £100,000 a 
year, so that a few lazy people can drive, say, 20,000 scabby fat sheep to market, when they can · 
clean them at an expense of £7 per thousand ? 

There is no law that does not injure some people ; but the gain to the many must be thought 
of, not the loss to the few. · 

The greatest. objection to the Act I have heard is, that there must be a permanent staff, and 
consequently permanent taxation. I think if you exempt all sheep as they become clean from tax 
it would remove opposition, and the loss in receipts could be met by putting higher assessment on 
scabby sheep, and by altering the penalty in Clause 13, as there is no reason to give more -than six 
months at 3d. per head ; for if a man cannot clean his sheep in that time it must be his owh fault, ' 
and he ought to suffer for it, and not those who clean their sheep at once. N.B.-The penalty 
ought not to be left to the discretion of the_ Inspector: it would place him in an invidious po~ition. 

In conclusion, I would merely state that I have had 28 years' practical experience in the 
management of sheep in the settled districts and in the roughest parts of the New Country, and I 
am firmly persuaded every sheep in the Colony could be cleaned by next June if sheepowners would 
go to work m earnest. 

I am, 
Yours very sincerely, 

'l'. L. GELLIBRAND. 
Hon. JAMES WHYTE, Esq., !11.l.C. 

• 
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Mead:;.field, 30th August, 1869. 

1\£.y. DEA'R:-SHr; ·•~ _ 
I PERCEIVE that you have broug·ht in a Bill to eradicate the disease in sheep called seal,. I 

hop.~ yo~ will be able to get such a Bill as will be of benefit to the sheepowners. I shear from 15 
to·-20;000:annually, artdr l would rather shear about a thira-less, providing they ivei;e ahvays free- from 
scab; and I believe it would be of equal benefit to all sheepowners to keep less sheep. Some ofmy 
neighbours are for a Scab Act, and some against it ; but nearly all say that there should be a com­
pulsory Dipping Act, so as to compel all parties to dip their sheep annually twice after shearing. 

Yours very truly, 
E. NICI-IOL1\,S. 

Tlte Hon, JAMES '\VHYTE, Esq. 

Belgrove, Green Ponds, 2nd September, 1869. 
Srn, . 

I SHOULD have written you before this respecting the Scab Act, only for consulting many sheep­
ow1iei·s in my neighbourhood. I find the majority in favour of a Scab Act; and having given the 
matter clue consideration, I am of opinion that a Scab Act should be made law. It would, no doubt, 
afl:ect many parties renting· land, and also parties paying heavy interest for money : but it is impos­
sible to make a law that will suit all concerned.· I have clipped niy sheep for the last two seasons in 
the ordinary tobacco mixture, using sulphur as a preventative. 'l'he first season I only dipped the 
sheep once;• a fe,v days' after shearing; AU sheep above four-tooth remained perfectly clean till the 
next sheari11g, ; the two-tooth sheep and lambs showed scab about the month of June; and although 
spottit1g· them they remained scabby till shearing. Last shearing I clipped all the sheep. directly 
they were sheared ; the two-tooth sheep and lambs I dipped a second time in March ; and up till 
this elate my sheep are all perfectly clean ; and I feel convinced that if all sheep were carefully 
dipped twice within fourteen days after sheal'ing, that scab would soon be .unknown in 'l'asmania. 

To ilte Hon. J AJi.rns VV IIYTE. 

DEAR Sm, 

I have the honor to be, 
Sir, 

Your obedient Servant, 
JAMES. BROCK. 

Huntworth, Oatlands, 30tlt August, 1869. 

I HAVE perused carefully the Draft of the Scab Act; and taking it as a whole, consider it a 
most valuable one. 

. The objections urged against it have not induced me to alter my opinion that the more stringent 
the Act, the better it will be for the flockowners. . . 

Notwithstanding that a larg·e portion of om· land is of a very rough character, we have 
repeatedly cleaned our sheep, and found no difficulty in keeping· them so-except where neighbours' 
sheep have come 'in and infected them again. It no doubt takes trouble to collect, in rough land : 
we have been able to do so, with proper management. 

As introductory to a. Scab Act, I believe a compulsory Dipping Act would be of great service 
for a period, and would, in niy opinion, lessen the difficulty of working the more stringent Clauses 
of the Act ; as, before the Scab Act actually came into operation, people would begin to find that 
there is an advantage in having· clean sheep. 

So long as the pulJlic are 110t compelled fo use measures to eradicate scab, it is almost l1opeless 
for any one to attempt to dealwith the difficulty. 

I observed a flock of sheep iately, within the_ last ten days, l1erded upon the Township of Oat­
lands, in the most infainous condition as regards scab,-proving to my mind that a Scab Act is 
highly necessary. 

I remain, my clear Sir, 
· Yours faithfully, 

GEO. WILSON, JuN, 
To tlie Hon, JAMES ·WHYTE,. Esq. 
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Panslianger, 7tli _.I;,ui!1.e,- l~g9. 
MY sDEAR Srn, 

·_· ' · _1~· ac?orqance with. your wish, :I will _endeavour to ~ive lou 'my '<?p~nio~,as ~o . yq~~ :~a,le]!l!lti~~s 
published m Tlie JJJercury of 10th i\fay, and also_ sug~est a few alteratioiiS'ln tl~tll.ct :itself. With 
respect to your first statement_: "focreased quantity of wool, say 500;000 ;lbs. ~t :ls. ,3d., ~?-1,~5.0." 
·N o'w, it appears to me, in this calculation you seem_ to infer that the gr~ater part :of ._the · ~4eep ~n 
this Island are scabby; but I am under the impression that, for some years past, not more than one-

. third ha_ve been so badly diseased as to make .any material c\iffere_nce _in t~e v3:lu_e .. f!.f ~he wool. 
I can vouch for this being the case with all large flockowners in this .part of the '~oun,try. Xour 
calculation will give an increase of nearly ¼lb. per sheep throughout the Colony, wh~ch _I ~hink is 
far too much. In present state of the wool market, ls. 3d. _per lb. is . quite ·high :enough as' an 

. average. 

"Increased value of present quantity, as shipped in 1867, at 2d. per lb~, £39,051 .". · _F_or the 
same reasons I have just given, I think this amount over-estimated by at least one-tltjrd. Your 
calculation is based upon 2~ lbs. per fleece. · 

· -"'Saving in -sheep-dressing, tobacco, labom;, &c., £20,000." According to your calculati_on, 
every sheep .in the Colony is costing at the preserit time about 2~d. for dressing per a'nmim. .N o,v, 
fr<;>m my own experience, when my sheep were scabby, it did not ·cost -me more than· £5 per _1000 
to keep it down, so that I had very few broken fleeces at shearing: I mean £5' per 10()0 ,in 
addition to. the ordinary shepherding. Your estimate is more than £ 10 per· 1000 on the · whole 
of_the sheep in the Colony, say 1,800,00,0. It would cost,_perhaps, 6d. per head to clean .a very 
sc~bby_ flock · · · ' · ·· · · 

"Smaller amount of)abour if sheep when clean, £12,500." I think you are quit~ within the 
mark here. · ·· 

"Increased number of fat sheE!p for the market, £10,000." That ,wo_uld 'be; ~-~Y, 20,090· fat 
sheep at 1 0s. · In my opinion there would be a · very small (if any) increase . in -fat . sheep, but· the 
store sheep would be in much better condition. · · · · · 

Yon, ask whri,t I think would be the cost of sheep-dressing in small and badly managed farms. 
As_the sheep would 'be seldom, if ever, dressed, the cost of dressing would be small, but the loss in 
wool; ind condition of sheep, very great. 

Very truly yours, 
JOSEPH ARCHER. . . 

Tlie _Hon. JAMES WHYTE, Esq. 
Panslianger, 18th June, 1869. 

MY DEAR Sm, . . . 
. I-AM-in ,receipt of your ,long· and painstaking· l(;)tter of the 14th -instant, and hope all flock-

111-ast_ers will appi>eciate your efforts .in trying to initiate a :workable. Scap Act. . . I quite agree with 
. you that the more.stringent Clauses of the Bill should not come into .. opefation for. sorn.e time after 
the passing of the Act. Now, with regard to the mo.st important question bniach_e~l in yol1r lette:r,-:­
viz., "compulsory dipping,"-! must say I feel inclined to kick ag·ainst it, for it seems to me rather 
hard that those who. have clean sheep should be compelled to dip them two or three tirn.es. • There 
is .not only the useless-expense of dipping (which is considerable),_ ·bu.t the she(;)p must be a g·oocl 
deal.knocked about, and I am convinced the woo.I would be.inju~·ed .. 

My. present system .is to dip_ once about .. two montlis .after shearing, in tobac_co water al).d 
sulphur. This year I did not dip until lVIarch, and the wool has not recovered it yet: I mean the 
.yolk has _not risen,'and the wool in consequence is dry and harsh. I. am also· 9f opinion that the 
sh!'l.ep sµffer more from the wet weather after late dipping. When sheep are scabby l .{l,link they 
should be dipped immediately after shearing, for they .would have to _be dipped again shortly; but 
I hold that the dipping· is likely to prove more efficacious when the sheep have a little wool on them. 

: B_ut to return to the c_ompulsory clause. Let the one dippi1:ig be made compulsory,. bpt where 
. sheep are known· tp be: clean, T am opposed to having· to dip a second tiip.e. . However,' I must do 

as others do. 
I am, 

:iviy dem-. Sir,. . . . .- . 
. Very truly yours, -

JOSEPH· ARCHER. 
Tlie Hon; JAMES WHYTE, Esq,. 



· MY DEAR Srn, 
· I DULY received your kind favour of the 12th July. I delayed writing to you, although you 

kindly desired me to do so, until I had seen a copy .of your Act, .and also knowing the multiplicity 
. of your correspondence I felt a delicacy in troubling you. Having. seen the Act, I feel perfectly 

convinced and satisfied that it embraces all that is required for the prevention of Scab in Tasmania ; 
. and it is high time such an Act was in: force. 

· My son purchased a numbe~· of sheep at what he considered a low figii.re: this was last year. 
I was confined to my bed with rheumatic fever, and did not see the sheep until the arrangement 
was completed. When they arrived, I found to my cost that they were drawn with poverty, 
plucking all over, and had commenced lambing in their wretched state. I dare not dip them in 
the month of June, and the result was, after five dressings they had lost the principal part of their 

. fleece, a number died, and also 50 per cent. of the l_ambs ; and at shearing the. average was under 
one pound of wool per sheep. Had your Act been in force, a serious loss would have been 
prevented. 

· · · I am now collecting and dressing three times a month, in consequence of having· rotten sheep 
mixing with mine. Having paid for my whistle in scabby sheep, I conscientiously cousider the 
passing of a Scab Act will prove one of the greatest blessings to Tasmania. We will have fatter 
sheep for the butcher, more wool, more lambs, fewer losses, and require less labour. After the 
above facts, need I say more relating· to the necessity _and utility of such an Act? 

You must expect the most irritating opposition, but I sincerely trust the good CAUSE will 
strengthen your endeavours. Leave no stone unturned to can·y the Act tlu·oug·h the House. We 
are surrounded with men blind to their own interests, and consequently to their neighbours', who 
look upon every improvement as an innovation of their_ rights and privileges. God help them! 
and give them more wisdom and understanding. Finally, my dear Sir, hang tenaciously to the 
Act in question. If not now, believe. me you will receive the just reward of all your labour--:--if no 

_ more than the thanks and gratitude of every flock-holder in the Colony-when every sheep in 
Tasmania is free from infection. 

Believe me, 
My dear Sir, 

Yours very truly, 
R. HEPBURN. 

The Honorable JAMES WHYTE, E•q., New Town. 

- P.S.-Many are finding great fault with the penalties; they are the main-spring: withdraw 
· them, and the utility of the Act is gone. 

Dunmore, Belfast, 23rd July, 1869. 
D.EAn Srn, 

~ HAVE much pleasure in complying witli your request, that I would give my opinion of the 
Scab Bill which you purpose to introduce into your Parliament. The fact, which you mention, of 
the almost universal prevalence of Scab throughout Tasmania of course renders it necessary to suit 
the provisions of the Bill to the peculiarities ot the case. 

Under the circumstances, it seems almost impossible to avoid a certain degree of delay in getting 
rid of the disease, without interfering most seriously with the commercial relations of the country .. 
Therefore I think you have done wisely by providing, in Clause 15, that during a period of eig-hteen 
months after passing of the Act a certain latitude shall be allowed as to travelling sheep. Under 
the existing circumstances of any of the other Colonies, the Bill would certainly be too lax. 

But in the state you describe Tasmania to be, to attempt to make it as stringent at first as you 
may hereafter be enabled to do, would only cause opposition to the passing of the Bill, and perhaps 
lead to the failure in the working ·of the Act. 

I do not, however, think that the most prejudiced can allege that the measure you have framed 
is at all oppressive in its provision. In fact, as a whole it seems, so far as I canjudge, to meet the 
requirements of the case remarkably well. But as you have done me the honor to request an 
opinion, I will frankly state wherein the Bill appears to me to be defective. Clause 30 gives to an 
offender under the Act the power of appeal from the decision of the Magistrates. O.w· existing Act 
contains the same power. Our existing Act has notoriously broken down, and become practically 
annulled. And it is equally notorious that this utter failure has been caused by the power of appeal. 
In legislating on the subject of any infectious disease which can certainly be cured, it should never 
be forgotten, that the occasion for the legislation should be regarded as a temporary and abnormal 
state of things, and not a permanent and normal condition ; and that the measures adopted ought to 
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be of' a sha'.1-p anil decided· ~haract~r, ·so ·as to stamp: 'it'our -ir.ithouf delay.' :,As: ~ ge~eraE rule·''iit 
· legislation, it is'right that si.ich a j:ibwer· should exist;; but· legislation· on such n:1~tters as that nci,v 

)lrider· 'review rr.riist be l'egarded as of ah exceptional nature. Appeals involve delay and' dot1bt. 
They Raralyze· the· po,vers of Inspectors;_ and discourage thein. · The1;e are no penalties in the Bill 
bnt such· as can ·be avoided ·by· care·and· energy.· And if the :Act ·be ·effective, the deprivation of the 
power of appeal will only last a short time, foi· the cause ofpenalties will be destroyed. · 

It should also be borne in mind, that it is· extremely improbable that any bench of Magistrates 
in your Colony will strain the Act in an unjust or oppressive manner, seeing that all Benches will 
probably be composed of owners of sheep which are_ all in a similar condition at present: And if a 
.chang·e · for the· better is · caused by this Bill, it seems to me that it would be impossible, without 
departing altogether from its provisions, to enforce such a measure too strictly. Be that as it may, 

. however, a power of appeal in an Act for such a purpose must always prove ruinous to its successful 
operation. There is none in our new Act which has just passed the Assembly. · 

· This is the most material defect I see in your Bill. In Clause 13 it provides that a flock shall 
be " deemed" diseased in which one or more infected sheep shall be found. This same phraseology 

,·has been. found to. defeat the object of the Bill in our present Act. To- make the provisions effective 
the words of our new Act, 31 Clause, should be adopted-proof that any one sheep of a flock is 
diseased shall for all purposes be conclusive evidence that "all the sheep in such flock are diseased." 
I think, too, it is necessary you should import the 34 Clause of our new· Act··; viz.-'" Proof that 
"on any given day any sheep were infected sheep," shall be prima facie evidence that the owners of 
.such sheep "had previously become aware that the said sheep were infected." The owner is thus 
permitted to bring rebutting evidence.. But the onus probandi is thrown on him to show that he was 
.not aware. In clause 17 both the person detai1iing, and the owner of the sheep should be obliged to 
send notice to the Inspector. The want of this -provision has caused a failure in several cases under 
our present Act. The improvement I mention has been introduced into our new Bill. In your 
interpretation Clause the word " flock" is so. defined, that if there are any sheep running on a:µ 
unenclosed run, they will not be included in the definition : perhaps there are none.. The definition 
of the word " owner" does not include mortgagee and mortgagor in possession, as in ours. This 
may have been an intentional omission. Our object in including these, is to prevent the evasion of 
_penalties by fraudulent assignments, as well as to ensure recovery from som,e person or other: 
without this, the Act would be of little avail here. I think you have done wisely in not adopting the 
system of Boards. The principle when applied to the class, ag·ainst which the Act, which is penal,­
is directed; is obviously radically wrong. It is a totally different application_ of the principle from that 
which takes place in the Local Government Act, which is essentially an administrative, not a penal, 
enactment. Under the Scab Act any sheep-owner may at any time become the subject of the 
Inspector's actions in the peiformance of.his duty. · - · · 

The Boards are composed. of sheep-owners. And to make the Inspector in any way dependent 
on a person who may be at some future time affected by the performance of the Inspector's duty, is 
plainly to place both in a-false position, from which evil must almost of necessity follow, human 
nature being what it is .. If it be replied, that it is unlikely that persons in power would use their 
power for purposes of either self-interest or revenge, I need only refer to a trial which has very 
recently occupied the Supreme Court in Adelaide for a convincing proof that it is but too true that 
such use·s are m~de of power. 

, It has been argued that the system has worked well in New South Wales, but I maintain that 
the truth is simply that the circumstances there have been such that the evil inherent in the system 
have not been brought out; 

. In that Colony the clean owners were in a larg·e majority, the diseased iii a small minority. 
In fact, prevention, not cure, has almost always been the 1;equirement of New South vV ales. More­
.over, the climate is unfavolU'able to the Acarus. I therefore believe that the freedom from disease 
enjoyed by that Colony is in no degrees to be placed to the credit of the system of Boards, which in 
th~t case from peculiar circumstances have merely not proved injurious,-as under any other circum­
stances they would almost certainly have done. Had the majority of owners held diseased sheep, 
the result would have been very different; Still more disastrous would they have been, if, as in this 
Colony, a large proportion were small holders of diseased sheep, and belong to the ·class which 
furnishes our free selectors. And as you inform me that in Tasmania the disease is almost universal:; 
to have confided the working of the Act to Local Boards, would, I· think, have been to display an 

,_amount of ignorance of human- nature as great as would • be shown by glving the inmates of a penal 
establishment the control of those piaced in authority over them. It will afford me great pleasute if 
the remarks I have made should prove of any service to you. I fa;ust y.ou will be successful in 

. carrying your proposed measure, and that it .will fully ·answer the encl foi• which it is·· intended.'· On 
the preceding sheets I have·sent my remarks on your Bill, and you are most welcome.to make any 
use you think proper of them. Your name is familiar to 1:n-e as one of the old Portland Bay Settlers, 
.m9re particularly as: havinghad a very fi.ne-woolled flock-of sheep. I- have seen samples of your 
wool, which was beautiful. I also understand that Shaw got rams and some ewes from-you, which 
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ha'\"e contributed to thefonnation.ofhis and.the Ercildoune flock!'l, I believe that your sheep were· 
originally _descended from those of the Hampton Court flock importeclJo 'l'as:niania. ].should be 
glad to know if this is the case. I have a very fine stud flock of the pure Camdens, which of course are 
of unmixed Spanish blood, and_. they show their breeding. If the Scab was exterminated out of all 
the colonies, it would be a vast advantage for those who wish to buy, as well as for those.who wish 
to sell rams. . I shall be g-lad to hear of the sucCless of your Bill. 

Believe me, 
My dear Sir, 

Yours very truly, 
CHARLES MACKNIGHT~ 

Hon. JAl\IES WHYTE, Esq. 

MY DEAR Srn, 
Fingal, 5th August, 1869. 

I DID not receive your last letter with amended Scab Act for some days after the Meeting of 
Sheep-owners of this District, which ·was held at Avoca, not Fingal, on 21st July instant. 

Mr. Swan, M.H.A., attended .that meeting·, and furnished a few copies of the amended Bill. 
I regret to say that, after many hours' deliberation and warm discussion, arid various amendments 
and erasures having been proposed and carried, the meeting· closed with a Resolution to the effeqt 
that the Bill in its ·present form was not approves:l of, as being too stringent, cumbersome, and 

· expensive to work. I may say that I stood alone in support of the Act. The old, and I consider 
absurd, arguments as to difficulty of collecting sheep, the cost of cleaning, the o1~jection to Inspector's 
powers, and the heavy expense of carrying out the Act, were freely used ; and, as Mr. Swan was at this 
time absent, I unfortunately was placed in the Chair, and thereby prevented to some extent from 
expressing my opinions on the subjects under discussion as fully and frequently as I could have wished, 
but before the final Resolution was put to the meeting· I claimed to be heard, that it might not be 
supposed that I coincided with· the views of those forming the meeting, but that I stood alone in 
support of the Bill. I approve of· your Bill most strong·ly in all the most important Clauses, ancl 
quite ag1:ee with the general spirit and proposed working· of the Act'. 

I may say that, aftei· the condemnation of your Act, opinions were expressed in favoui· of a 
very modified measure, but such a one as in my opinion would be utterly worthless. 

I cannot agree with :Messrs. Maclanachan, Keach, and others, that Clauses 21, 22, and 23 
s110uld be struck out, for without these the Bill would be incomplete. 

It was sugg·ested at the meeting that fat slrnep should be subject to the same inspection as · 
store sheep (see Clause 15). I concur in this view, and ·cannot see that the labours of the Inspectors 
would be much increased thereby ; for as a general rule in this country, except just at stated periods 
of public sale, fat sl.1eep are the only sheep constantly moving about. As far as the public are 
concerned, inconvenient or otherwise, I look upon this as of minor importance, as it is not proposed 
that the public shall pay for the benefit of Sheep-owners or the working· of the Act. 

The question was raised in favour of giving· power to Sheep-owners over Inspectors of their 
Districts, and New South ,Vales was quoted; but Flock-owners in New South ""\i\T ales and Tasmania 
are in very different positions, inasmuch as I think it would be impolitic, and even ridiculous, to 
expect that the Flock-owners. in Tasmania would impartially administer a law which they hacl 
unanimously condemned : and, moreover,_ the sheep in New South Wales being with rare exceptions 
all clean,. and the sheep in Tasmania being·, with rare exceptions, all scabby,-the former in great 
dread and fear of the serious consequences of the Scab disease, the latter as a body perfectly 
indifferent to its effects ; and, moreover, believing that it is impossible to eradicate scab, and that it 
is as natural to sheep as the wool on their backs. Further comment on your Bill is unnecessary. 

Your letter of 11th or 12th May last, as published in the Mercury and other papers, I have­
stucliecl with peculiar interest, and have most carefully gone over your calculations as to the annual 
loss to the Sheep-owners in Tasmania from scab, and I am confident that they are excessively 
moderate, with the exception of one item which I give further on, and which I give as the annual 
cost to me of keeping my _sheep clean, the item being based on the same number of sheep in the· 
Colony and the same quantity of wool exported as fixed by you. 

My calculations for drugs, aclclitional labour, and dressing are £8 for 1000 sheep, making· 
£13,600 as against your £20,000. 

· My estimate of annual saving of labour for shepherding and management of sheep, supposing· 
all clean, would be £21,000 against your £12,500. 



.. , This-estimate _is.-l;iased:upo11 the nu:m.ber of shepherds I now employ with the sheep.all but clean;.­
viz:, one man tq 4000 sheer, ; ; but if the. sheep: _throughout the Colony were: thoroug~ly ,c_lean, anf the· 
-disease tQtally er;tdicated·, the annual saving of labour might. be doubled,: as I consider that one man. 
could shepherd 8000 · sheep as well as he can now shepherd 4000, besides being employed on 
other work . 

. Again, my estimate ·of"inci·eased q~antity of wool, supposing ·rio scab in sheep, i~. c~nsidei·ably 
more than. yours, and I feel sure that mine is considerably below the reality. · 

I have calculated 850,000 lbs. of Wool, at ls. per lb. . .••..•••••••..•• 
Against your estimate ?f 500,000 ditto, at ls. 3d. per lb. • ••..••.•••••. 

Difference ................. · .....•.......... 

I estimate increased value of Wool shipped in 1867, if no scab, at : • • • • • • . 
Against your estimate of . . · .............................• " ......•• 

Differe'nc0 ..••.......•.•..•.......•••...•.. 

£ 
42,500 
36,250 

£6250 

68,576 
39,051 

£29,525 
= 

The loss to the country _by being debarred fro~ exporting rams on account of scab has_ beeri 
very serious, and I speak from experience. 

If the settlers iii this ~ountry could only be m~de to see and understand the heavy annual 
ta;xation derived indirectly from scab, I think_ they would submit to a string·ent Scab Act, such as 
that proposed to be brought by you before Parliament. 

The fi-ightful and sudden depreciation of the value of wool makes it still . more imperative on 
Flock-owners to study. economy in its production ; and, under the .present e;xpensive system of 
manag·ement con!;Jequent on scab, I am convinced that sheep-farming on many properties cannot 
be profitably continued. 

·The cry that it is impossible thoroug·hly to eradicate scab in. consequence of the alleged impossi­
bility of collecting all she_ep cannot, I think, be reasonably maintained if the settlers once.make up 
their minds to grapple with the difficulty ; and although it may take some time in isolated cases to 
make the sheep clean, I can say from my experience (which embraces the management of difficult 
sheep-runs) that the sheep can be made clean, although my success has been of short dmation in 

· consequence of infection from diseased flocks not my own. As to the expense of dipping, which 
frightens many who have never tried the experiment, I am satisfied that the present and usual mode 
of dressing sheep is quite three times as expensive as dipping. I may conclude that no Act will be 
of service to this Colony that does not enforce dipping, and which is not worked by-a sufficient staff 
of Inspectors not engaged in sheep-farming -in this Island, and who should be. perfectly free from 
local influence or interference. 

I wish you every success with your Bill, and should it become Law you will certainly deserve 
the best thanks of the Flock-owners of Tasmania. 

Yours very truly, 

ROBERT CLERK. 
Hon.arable JAMES WHYTE, Esq., 111.L.C., New Town. 

Belle Vue, I9tli June, 1869. 
1\{ Y DEAR Srn, 

I HAVE delayed answering· your letter in reference to the Scab Bill you h1tve prepared, and of 
which you kindly sent me_ a copy. The reason ot _my delay in answering is, that I might go 
carefully through the same with as many sheepowners as possible. 

I returned last evening· from the Midland District, where I n1et (at -Syndal) Mr. P. 'l'. Smith, 
James Maclanachan, Geo. Keach, Thos. Parramore, and Mrs. Horton's manager, to consider tl1e 
Bill, and had before that time gone carefully through it with Mr. David and John Taylor, also 
with my nephew, Mr. ,v. H. Gibson; but I now find from letters yon have written to Mr. Smith aiid 
]\fr. Maclanachan that it is yom· intention to introduce into the Bill some dipping clauses, so will 
not forward the Bill' I noVf have until I hear from you again. 

You ask me to give you an estimate of what I conceive is the annual cost per 1000 sheep for 
dressing under the present system, but regret to say I could not answer the question, as there are so 
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1:i:i.any different systems. I have "hau clean sheep for years, and my plan has been to dip imme,-. 
diately from the shearing board, so that the cost is a mere nothing. · I· wo11ld consider it ruinous to 
go back to the old system of having the sheep yarded every week or·ten days for the purpose of' 
dressing. · · · 

The loss to the Colony through Scab must be immense, and I believe that your calculations of 
aimual loss to the Colony are not beyond -the mark. · . 

Trusting you may be successful in can-ying the Bill through Parliament, 

I am,_. 
My clear Sir, 

Yours very truly, 
JAMES GIBSON. 

JAMES WHYTE, Esq., _M.L.C., New Town. 

l\'I Y DEAR Sm, 
Ellintlwip Hall, Ross, 28tlt July, 1869. 

I AllI in receipt of yom letters of the 13th and 15th instant, and now send you a few remarks 
u1lon the Bill you sent me last. It is clear that any Bill for eradicating· Scab must p1;ess heavily 
upon somebody, and that for the sake of public benefit all must put 111'> with temporary inconvenience. 
The great difficulty, I think, will be found in g·etting competent Inspectors. If incompetent men 
are appointed from political motives, the object of the Bill must be defeated. I have read the Bill 
over carefully, and now send you the remarks I made_ as I went along·. The clauses I have taken 
no notice of I think ought to stand as they are. 

No. 2. I don't agree with Mr. Gibson that notice should be given in writing, unless the 
Inspector can at any time pounce unexpectedly upon suspected animals which might be driven 
away and hidden. Any man ought to be able Rnd willing· to go on to a run and point out his sheep 
at a moment's notice. 

No. 3. I think that each letter and number of the brand ought not to be less tlian 2 inches 
long·. A brand might be 2 inches long·, and still each letter composing· it smaller. 

No. 4. I think that 2 years might be substituted for 18 months. 

No. 6. This clause, of course, does not apply during· the time the licence to dip exists. 

No. 7. I think this clause ought to 1Je retained. 

No. 8. I think the following· ought to he added-" or yards in the same yards that have 
contained inspected sheep or uninspected sheep." There is more Scab propagated by yarding than in 
any other way, especially at sales. 

No. 9. This clause, of course, does not apply dming the ] 8 months. 

No. 10. This clause, I think, ought to be inserted for the protection of proprietors of clean 
sheep. 

No. 11. As in original. 

No. 12. Three days appear rather. sl10rt notice ; say one week (7), within ,,,hich · time the 
required return is to he sent to_ the Inspector's residence. 

No. 13. I think two full years ought to be given. 

No. 14. I think that 6 months ought to elapse before this certificate is given. 

No. 15. The dipping composition ought to he fixed by the Act, and not left to the Inspector, 
who might have an interest in recommending· some nostrum, such as Hood's Specific. Sulphur and · 
tobacco are acknowledged to be a certain cure, and understood better than anything else; say 1 lJJ. 
of good colonial tobacco and ¼ lb. sulphur to 4 gallons water. If American fig tobacco, say 1 lb. 
to 8 gallons·water. I think it is a mistake fo dip directly after shearing, 1Jecause there. is no wool. 
to hold the stuff. I always dress wool directly after shearing, and dip three months after, 

. No. 17. I thjnk if the sheep are proved to. bf;l_. not infected, the owner ought to g·et such 
damages as may h_e assessed by any _two parties. A yindictive fellow might do a man no end of· 
damage, and be willing to pay the sum of £10 for the satisfaction ofinjuriilg an enemy. 



'No. ·16: Owners of ewes abortt to lamb and lambing ought not to be obliged to dip. 
. . . . . . -· ' : :·, .· . '. '' . . .· . 

. . No. I 8. This . clause ought to . be ma1e to apply to people putting strang_e she~p on to a 
neighbour's rim. It is .the custom here, and a very bad one it. is, for a shepherd'fi:ilding strange 
sheep to pass them on in order to get rid of them. · · 

, No. 23. Of course, during the IS months given to clean thisdoes not apply, and the whole 
country will be looked upon as a scabby district. 

' No. 24. I think it. ought to be., The Governor may, from time to time after the expiry of the. 
18 months or 2 years, as the case may be, by notice~ &c. · · . 

I hope I have been explicit, and I trust that the Act will pass in some shape or othe:r : that it.· 
will meet with opposition I. am sure .. I should like to. hear the debate upon .it. 

I am, 
· My dear Sir, . . 

Yours very truly,· . 
. CHARLES CLA:RK.. 

DEAR Srn, 
Pl~ssy, Ju~e '28tlt, is6~.~ 

· IN reply to your letter rece~ved on Saturday last, I beg to say that I would be very glad ~o see 
the Scab eradicated from our flocks by means of ·a· dipping clause in the J)roposed Act ; and if such 
wonld meet the necessity of the case, have no objection to agTee.with you.in recommending it. 

J remain, 
Dear Sir, 

Yours faithfully, 
WM. M. FERRAR . 

CHARLES CLARK, Esq. 

HAVING made some observations upon the Scab Bill now before the Legislative Council, I beg to 
hand them for thy consideration, and shall feel obliged by their being placed before the 

· Members of the Council. 
. ' 

As a Draft Scab Act iias of late obtai1ied much attention from the public and is now before the 
Legislative Council, it may not be out of place to offer.the following observations, comparing, in a brief 
manner, the relative condition of Flockmasters and of the management of Sheep in New Holland 
and in Tasmania, with the view more particularly of drawing· the attention of our Legislators thereto. 

I. The mode qf Sheep-farming in Tasmania is wi<;lely different from that which obtains in 
New South Wales, Victoria, Q,ueensland, and South Australia, where Scab. Acts. are _in force ; and 
the relative positions of sheep-holders in New Holland and Tasmania are also dissimilar. 

. II. The sheep in New Holland, except where .their owners are freeholders and the land on 
which the sheep graze is fenced in, are followed (or tailed) all clay by the shepherds, and at nig·ht 
J)rought to the station and yarded. · · . · _ 

III. By far the larger portion of th~ land depastmed consists of plains or hills of moderate 
elevation, more 01' less free from timber, and belongs chiefly to the Or.own. · As • the sheep are 
"tailed,''. there is -great temptation at .times to the shepherds to encroach on the grass of an adjoining 
Crown tenant-there being no fences. Again, shepherds may be careless, and leave their sheep· 
for a while; some may stray and join the sheep of another proprietor; and, if the stray sheep be · 
scabby, loss may· ensue. 

IV. Sheep~farming· in the. countries named is generally a business of itself. The i)I·oprietor . 
of the sheep depends on his wool for income, and he is the holder of many thousands. · It is 1ieedful 
that he should be protected from loss throug·h diseased sheep trespassing· on his land and infecting· 
his flock. Heavy fines, such as those named in the Draft Scab Act, are therefore only reasonable 
in the countries. named. In South Australia one establishment was reported as having shorn 
220,000 sheep in the season of .1867. 

V. In addition to a generally well-grassed country, where sheep can be gathered without difficulty,. 
as they are all usually in sight; th~ climate affords every facility for the care and g·ood manag·ement 
of sheep.· .. Under these circumstances, and the sheep being brought to the station eyery night, to 
have scab15y sheep in the }lock may be well adj11dg·ed ~riipina~. · · 
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VI. N otwi~hstanding aJl the natural and other advantages above referred to, it is notorious 
that scab still exists aniong the sheep in Victoria, nor is it entirely eradicated in South Australia. 

I. In Tasmania the. sheep;~itli the exception of 115,062 (vid~ N owell's Statistics), are depastured · 
ou the freehold_ lands of the Colonists, and are within fences, erected at a great outlay of money. ·. 
Some sheep-runs are in all respects excellent, but the majority are otherwise. The sheep cannot be 
" tailed" and bro.ught to the yards every evening, but must be allowed free access to the herbage 
night and day, or they would starve. Neither, if they were." tailed," could they be kept in sight by­
the shepherd, both on account of the timber and scrub, and the rocky and mountainous nature 
of the country. The sheep would inevitably break away frorq. the shepherd; ·and such a niode 
of management ,vould cause the death of many. of the sheep. Flocks are collected for examination, _ 
(weather permitting), at intervals varying· from three to five weeks, and are usually drafted into 
other runs. · 

II. Sheep-farming\ with a few exceptions, is not a business in 'l'asmania. The number of sheep 
in the Island (1,569,809, vide Nowell's Statistics) would barely suffice to compare with the aggregate 
flocks of some dozen proprietors on the other side of the Straits. A larg·e proportion of the sheep 
in this Island are held by small proprietoi·s as auxiliary to the agriculture of the farms, and supply 
of meat for farm use (a fact which it is desirable to impress strongly on the Legislatnre). The 
surplus, if any, are sold as store sheep, or fatted for sale ( as well as use) ~n the cultivated paddocks. 

III. From the nature (geological features) of a large portion of the land on which the sheep 
are depastured, to collect all in any reasonable time is an impossibility : more is this so in bad seasons. 
Some sheep are too weak to travel, and will not be driven ; others will hide in the scrubs ; and 
others, again, defy the dog·s, and run off into the deep scrubby ravines. On'ce in the year only­
that is at shearing-can all the sheep be mustered with certainty,-the strag·glers being· picked up . 
by the shorn sheep: it may occupy months, and ,in some instances much longer time. So that 
to carry out some of the provisions of the Draft Scab Act on such runs is a physical impossibility. 
To give account of the correct number of sheep they possess is also beyond the power of some sheep­
owners-they can say what number they ought to have. Nor can they account for deficiencies. 
Deaths-never discovered-are, doubtless, numerous: some are killed by vermin, and some probably 
are stolen. 

IV. On ~he whole, would it not he better for the Legislature, as in the 1.fother Country, to 
leave the sheep-owners to look after their own interests and property? There are laws already 
enacted sufficient for the control of scabby sheep. Possibly sheep proprietors might form themselves 
into associations, and enter into compacts to do whatever more can he done constitutionally for the 
eradication of scab; and this might lead to the drawing up by them of regulations, to be submitted 
to the Legislature for approval. 'l'he sheep-owners are, indeed, the persons chiefly interested in the 
management of sheep, and who thoroug·hly understand the subject. Possibly in accordance with the 
principles of Tlte Impounding Act, whereby damages are assessed by arbitration, injuries sustained 
throug·h stray scabby sheep could be most satisfactorily and equitably redressed at a small cost. 

V. But above all, the rights of property and the liberty of individuals must be protected. In 
Law a fence is a wall; and fenced in freehold land cannot legally be trespassed upon by a Scab 
Inspector or anybody else. 

VI. Without specially referring· to the various despotic clauses in the Draft Scab Act-to the 
fines, devoid alike of mercy and justice-to the creation of a race of informers-to imprisonment 
whereby a farmer is to be torn from his family and business, (in addition to being heavily fined),­
and for what? ,vhy-for misfortunes beyond the control of, at least, some proprietors; (and be it 
remembered that the losses sustained by scab are his own, and concern his own property). It is 
proper to notice that one difficulty is not provided for in the Act-that of collecting ewes when 
heavy with lamb, and during the time of lambing, when they ought not to be disturbed for six 
weeks or two months. This gathering and getting in of flocks has no existence on the other side 
of the Straits-not even in the time of lambing-which can be readily explained. 

VII. In New Holland, where there are not permanent streams, after the surface waters are 
dried up the sheep are watered artificially, and gather instinctively to the water troughs-so that to 
collect them is not a matter of difficulty there; but the scab law is rather to prevent their dispersion, 
simply to compel the bringing in for inspection. It is therefore evident that any Scab Act passecl 
in Tasmania requires very different provisions from those suited to the Provinces of New Holland, 
not only in the physical aspects of the question, but also in regard to . the different positions of the 
majority of the sheep-holders in Tasmania to those of the wealthy proprietors in the countries 
indicated. 

I remain, 
Very respectfully, 

'l'hy Friend, _ 

To J.AMEs WHYTE, M.L.C., Cl,afrman of Committees, 
Hobart Town. · 

FRANCIS COTTON. 
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DEAn-Srn; 
··Hobart _Town, 14th September, ·1869. 

. I AM in receipt of your observations on the Scab Bill now before Parliament, ·which you' desire 

.me to place_b~fore the Members. of the Legislative Council. · · · · · · _ · . 

l have no h~sitation whatever in complying with your request; but, as I conceive you are in 
·error •in most of the statements you have advanced, -I-must beg leave .to· offer ·a few remarks t1pon 
them seriat·im.; However much your opinions differ from my own, and the opinions of others who 
-have ·bad as extensive experience. in sheep-farming- as either you or myself, · I have no· desire to 
-prevent your views upon the question from going before the Members of the Council. . · 

. In paragraph I. you state that " the relati~e positions of sheep holders in New Holland and 
Tasmania are dissimilar;" and in paragraph II. that "the sheep in New Holland, except where 
their owners are freeholders, and the land on which the _sheep graze is fenced in, are followed (or 
tailed) all day by the shepherds, and at night brought to the station and yarded. 

In this you are in error : · the gTeat bulk of the sheep in New South Wales, Victoria, and South 
Australia are not'" followed" or" tailed" all day by the shepherds, but run loose on fenced runs 
in much the same manner as in Tasmania_. The only difference lJeing that g·enerally the runs are 
larger in those Colonies than they are in Tasmania. · · · · 

Paragraph III.. Yon appear to .be unacquaiiited with the nature of a very large proportion of the 
lands in the neighbouring· Colonies where sheep are depastured. You appear to think that the 
greater portion of the country occupied by sheep in those Colonies consists of open plains " more 
or less free from timber ; " and ag·ain, you argue on the assumption that sheep are "tailed." You 
are in error on both these points, inasmuch as a very large proportion of the country does not 
consist of open plains, nor are the sheep tailed. You are evidently thinking of a state of things 
which existed 20 years ago. 

Paragraph IV. Here again I think you are mistaken. Sheep-farming is quite as much a· 
",business of itrnlf" in Tasmania as it is in New South Wales, Victoria, or South Australia, in 
proportion to population. The instance you give of a flock in South Australia numbering 220,000 
is the exception, not the rule. The gTeat majority of sheepholders in Victoria and South Australia 
possess flocks rangmg· from: 2000 up to 10,000,-15,000,-20,000; and on private property a large 
number of sheepowners possess flocks even smaller than the first-mentioned number. 

In New South ,vales there are 1,811,255 sheep depastured on private property, and in 
Victoria, 2,022,924. Jn South Australia I believe that upwards of 1,200,000 run on .private 
property, but the Return I am now referring to does not give the exact number. 

Paragraph V. As millions of sheep in New South Wales, Victoria, and South Australia rmi 
lpose on fenced runs, many of them thickly timbered, it follows that if it be" criminal," as you 
state, to have scabby sheep there, it must be equally so here. I do not consider it a crime_ certainly, 
only a great mistake, resulting from the want of knowledge generally of how the question has been 
dealt with elsewhere, and the absence of a Scab Act. 

Paragraph VI. Yon state that, "notwithstanding all the natural and other advantages above 
referred to, it is notorious that Scab still exists among the sheep in Victoria, nor is it entirely­
eradicated ii1 South Australia." 

With reference to South Australia you are in error. 'l'he last report of the Chief Inspector 
s_tates that the Province is free from Scab. As regards Victoria, it is quite true that. in that Colony 
there are still about 2,000,000 of sheep scabby out of 9,653,637, and you state this as a" notorious 
fact." It is equally "notorious" that in 1851, when the gold discqvery took place, the whole of the 
sheep in Victoria were free from Scab with the exception of about 30,000 in three or four flocks in 
different parts of the country. The men all went to the "dig·gings," the sheep were mixed up and 
spread abroad all over _the country : and hence a large proportion of them became again infected 
with Scab. The number of diseased sheep in Victoria has been reduced within the last few years to 
about 2,000,000 ; and the best authorities state that if it hacl no_t been for the defective nature of the 
Acts of 1862 and 1864 the whole country would have been clean years ago. It is anticipated that 
under the Act now passing the Parliament of Victoria the Scab will be eradicated in abod 
!;'ighteen months or two years. 

Paragraph I., page 3. · There is no necessity to "tail" sheep in order to clean them·; and 
I believe that on every run in the Colony they can, with care and energy, be collected at shearing 
time. In this opinion I am borne out by such old and experienced Settlers as the Messrs. Nicholas 
of Hamilton and Bothwell, the Messrs. Wilson of Oatlands, and others equally experienced, who 
possess some runs as rough as any in the Colony. 
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. ' ·· In paragra;pl~ IX-. yo11 ·a:gain•assert that sheep-farming " is not a business in 'l'asmania,'' and refer 
to the· smallness of the number of sheep to prove it. You are not quite right as to the 11uwbe_r:. 
If you refer agair:i to N owell's Statistics, which you :quote from, you will find· that an error had 
been corrected which shows that the number of sheep in the country is not I ,569,809 but 1,715,611, 
-a larger number of sheep in proportion to population than in New South Wales, Victoria, and 
South Australia. In New South vV ales, with a population of between 500,000 and 600,000, there 
are 8,132,511 sheep; and in Victoria, :with a population of· 700,000, there are 9,653,637 sheep : here 
we have 1,715,617, with a population of 100,000. Instead of your position being borne out that 
.sheep-farming is not a business in Tasmania, but in a great "measure a.uxiliary. to the agriculture 
of the farms,''. the facts are just the other way. 'l'here are very few sheep in the Agricultural 
Districts compared with districts of an almost purely Pastoral character. More than 1,200,000 
.of our sheep are held by purely pastoral farmers. 

Paragraph III. vVhat you state to be an impossibility, other gentlemen of experience, such as 
those I have previously referred to, think not only possible but easy, if properly set about. 

Paragraph IV. The .Mother Cori.ntry does not leave sheep and cattle owners to "look after 
their own interests and property" where infectious diseases exist. With reference to both sheep and 
cattle, Laws exist in England which interfere quite as much with the liberty of the farmer as any 
rrovisions in any Scab Act in Australia; and even at the present moment there is a Bill before the 
~mperial Parliament in which powers are conferred upon the Executive Government to make regu­
lations and give powers to Inspectors quite as inquisitorial as any power proposed to be given to 
Inspectors under the Scab Bill. 

What you say about settlers combining to effect the object proposed to be accomplished by the 
.Scab Act, is so much opposed to the experience we have derived from the past, that it is difficult for 
me to think you can be serious. For instance,-how could there be any combination r;f sheep­
farmers on the East Coast for the purpose of eradicating scab a1?-d awarding· compensation to persons 
who may be injured by scabby neighbours, if we take it for granted that there are a few here and 
Jhere who with yourself hold the opinion that scab cannot be eradicated because it is spontaneous, 
,and if cured to-day will break out again from natural causes not under the control of the farmer? 
It would be a manifest impossibility under such circumstances to get the settlers to combine to cure 
what some of them consider incura.ble. 

Paragraph V. It is unnecessary for me to remark upon what you say about the infringement 
.of the rig·hts of property, further than to state that what you complain of exists in every Colony in 
this quarter of the world, and in England itself, with reference to both cattle and sheep, where 
infectious diseases of any kind exist ; so I really cannot see how it can be " unconstitutional." 

With reference to gathering flocks when they are lambing·, and " tearing farmers from their 
families and business" to send them to g·aol, it is really such a fancy picture that I am again almost 
.constrained to doubt if you are serious. 

Flocks are not lambing at shearing time ·when they will be collected ; and as to sending persons 
io gaol it is purely imaginary. There has been a Scab Act in New South W alee, ever since 1832, 
much more stringent in its provisions than the one now before Parliament, but I never heard of a 
,settler, or any one else, having been sent to g·aol under it. In the present Bill a man who breaks 
the law by refusing to show his permit, or to follow the instructions of an Inspector in cases where 
.sheep are stopped by the way, may lJe imprisoned for any period not more than one month; and an 
Inspector giving a false certificate, knowing it to be false, may be imprisoned for three months and 
·fined £100. Surely these provisions cannot be considered as oppressive to the farmers. 

ParagTaph VII. It is quite apparent to me, my clear Sir, that you are not so well acquainted with 
New Holland as I am. You must not suppose that there are no running streams there in summer, 
.and that water is, generally, scarce. You are taking the exception, and not the rule. 

In many portions of New Holland, and in extensive tracts of country in Victoria, the country 
is quite as well watered as it is here in the principal sheep districts. There is no connection what­
.ever between the scarcity of water in New Holland and the working of the Scab Act. Some person 
must have given you most erroneous information both with reference to the nature of the country in 
the neighbouring Colonies, and the working of the Scab Acts there. 

Your premises being erroneous in almost every particmlar with reference to the country and 
·mode ·of sheep-farming in Australia, your conclusion, in my opinion, is equally so. My own per­
·sonal experience, and actual knowledge of the countries you have referred to, teaches me that you 
are labouring under a complete misconception of the conditions which exist in New Holland with 
regard to sheep-farming at the present day. My own experience also proves to me that, notwith­
standing your having been a practical sheep-farmer in Tasmania for 40 years or more, you are 
labouring under a grievous error when you believe that Scab cannot be eradicated, inasmuch as it is 
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spontaneous. You are undei• the impression that poverty produces Scab, Thei·e have been auiple 
opportunities in New South Wales and Victoria to prove that this is not the case, Although poverty 
will aggravate the disease, as it does many other diseases animals are subject to, it will not produce 
Scab in sheep that are absolutely clean. In recent years sheep have perished by thousands in 
various parts of New Holland fi:om poverty, without any single instance of Scab having been pro .. 
duced thereby amongst the survwors, · 

I ain SOl'ry we cannot agTee on this subject, but I am quite sure that you will accord to n1e the 
same freedom in expressing my views to you that you have yourself exercised iri your several com~ 
munications to me. If we differ in opinion on this subject I am glad to think that we agree on many 
others, and I hope and trust are both old enough and wise enough to differ in opinion without the 
disturbance of oin· feelings of mutual respect and regard, 

I am, 
My dear Sir, _ 

· Yours very sincerely, 

17RANO!S COTTON, Esq., Kelvedon, Glamorgan. 

JAMRS ll.-\.RNARD, 

GOVEllN~tE:ST l'lllNTER, TA.SMAHI4. 

JAMES "WHYTE. 


