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the House,
more than usually interesting.
sion took place on the distribution of the
poor school grant, the Opposition, so far
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LAW RESPECTING MORTGAGES,

Another Batch of License Commis-

sloners—Deputation from BErace-
bridge—rrivate Bills Read
a Second Time.

February 21, 1890.
Friday is generally classed a dull day in

but the session to-day was
A discus-

ns heard from, insinuating that the grant
was construed unduly in favor of Separate
School establishment by the Iducation
Department. The lucid explanation given
by the Minister of Education of the maunner

in which the fund is distributed convinced |

the House that the counstruction put on its
apporticnment and the Separate School
law was erroncous, The remainder of the
sitting was taken up by gecond readings of
public and private bills. The House rose
at six o'clock.

PETITIONS,

There were only three petitions presented
to-day, and they were :—

Feom R. A, Agnew and others, Toronto,
praying for an Act to amend the Assess-
ment Act respecting the assessment of
iwellings—NMr, Leys,

Praying for the incorporation of Walker-
ville into & town—Mr. Balfour.

From the County Council of Wentworth,
wking amendments to the Assessment Act
respecting the assessment of real property

f railways—Dr. McMahon,

FIRST READINGS,

The following bills were introduced and
rend a first time :—

To prevent the sale of meat and milk
‘rom animals suffering with tuverculosis—
Mr. Graham,

To amend the General Mining Act—Mr.
Hardy.

Respecting the inspection of boilers and
examination of engfneers—Mr, Garson,

1o secure the costs in certain actions

against Justices of the Peace —The Attor- |

nev-General.
AUDIT OF ACCOUNLYA,

Mr. Davies asked —Have the Government
nonder consideration any plan to make more
accurate and eflicient the annual audit of
accounts in municipalities either by up-
pointment of a Government auditor or
otherwige ?
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The Attorney~General said the matter
was one that had been for some time under

the counsideration of the Government, but
they weore not prepured to take any action
ia She matter just now,

POOR SCHOOL GRANTS.

llr: Preston moved again for a return
showing the number of schools aid A

‘n L
grants from the Poor School Fund. Whn?n
the motioa came up previously 1t was

pointed vut by the Minister of Education
that the information was contained in the
public accounts, Mr, Preston had then
asked how it waa that in a particular sec-
tion ore school got a grant of $100 and the
adjoining schoot only $16, and the Minister
of Education promised to look up that
rrtmull.r case. The township in question

that of North Crosby, the sections Nos
1 l.llu 8 in Lel:da and Lunark. |

0 giving the information he had .
ised on the subject Hon, Mr. Ross uxpr:i::]d
the manner in which the Poor School
Fund 18 divided as between Separate
and Public School claimants, There i’ an
annual graunt, he pointed out, of $25,000 as
@ poor school grant, and in order that this
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‘MW made between the
o sets of schools, Public and Separate,
the same proportion as in the case of the
Public School grant had been set apart,
namely, one-fourteenth of the whole, which
amounted, in the case of this fund, to $1,700
a year ; aid to Separate Schools from this
fund beyond thir amount was withheld.
Similarly as to the Publie Schools, When
their proportion of the fund was exhuausted
there was no encroachment made on the
E:ﬂpurtinn set upart for the Separate

hools, wunless it should happen that
that fund remained unexhausted through
lack of applications. The applications
from the Public Schoois were generally in
excess of the ability of the fund, so it was
customary to strike an average. Last year
only 80 per cent. of the total amount asked
for in the applications could be paid. The
applications came from the Inspectors, and
were granted entirely on their recommenda-
tious. JT'he Inspector of this district asked
for a grant of $20 each to Scctions Nos, 7
and 8, and got eighty per cent. of that
amount. No. 7 was a Separate School, No.
8 a Publie School.

that were particularly needy a departure
from the average was made, both as to
Public and Separate Schools, It was in-

creased in case of the building of a new

school or rebuilding of an old one.
several years after the
amount had been set apart
for the wuse of the poor echools
among the Separate Schools, there were no
applicavions from the Separate Schools.
Last year there were a great number and
the percentage had to be applied as in the
case of the Public Schools, otherwise the
proportion to which the Public Scnools
were entitled would have been encroached
upon, in which case there would have been
the objection raised that the Sepurate
Schools were getting more than their share.
The hon. gentleman said he had asked the
Inspector of the district for a special report,
which was produced and read to the House,
It stated that the district was a very poor
vne, Section No. 7 particularly, and there
was no place,in the opinion of the Inspector,
more worthy of assistance. It appeared
that that year the school in question was
greatly in need of the hundred dollars, and
it was given epecially, as even with that
amount included the proportion to which
Separate Schools were entitled would not
be excoeded, T'ne Minister of Kducation
remarked that the same principle applied
all through, including the schools of the
Rainy River District, Ailgoma and Maus.
koka. Special cases received special con-
sideration, Sometimes it was a new school
that had to be built, now an old one re.
built, sometimes the district was an excep-
tionally poor one, and in many other ways
the amount of the grant was liable to be
affected. He was sure the extra grant had
in this case been given because it was
needed. He hoped Mr. Preston was satis-
fied.

Mr. Meredith asked when the change to
which the Minister of Kducation referred
was made—when the amount was propor-
tioned in the mauner he had described.

Mr. Ross—About four vears ago.

Mr. Preston said he did net find fault
with the giving of this special grant because
it was given to a Separate School, but he
thought it wrong that the section immedi-
ately adjoining and equally poor should
receive only 3160,

Lhe Minister of kducation pointed out
that Mr, Preston had forgotten that the
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No. 7 got the addi-
"tional grant of £100. lu the case of schools
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grants were made on the recommendations

of the Inspectors of the different districts.

Mr. Preston asked what Inspeetor had

made the report the Minister bad referred

to?

Mr, Ross—William Johnson, of Leeds.

Mr, Preston eaid he accepted the ex-
planation of Mr. Ross.

Mr. A. F. Wood (Hastings), however,
was not to be satisfied so easily. He asked
Mr, Ross if he understood him to say that
the Poor School Fund, which had been
formerly distributed over the whole Pro-
vince, regardless of the denomination of
the schools, was now divided off into Sep-
arate and Public School funds.

Mr. Ross repeated his explanation. Just
as the $240, of the Pubiic School #'und
was divided up, 1-14th going to the Separ-
ate Schools and 13-14ths to the Publio
Schools, so with the $25,000 poor school
grant, Up to 1886 there were no applica-
tions from Separate School Inspectors for
grants, One of the latter spoke of a poor
school in his district, and he (Mr,
Ross) had mentioned this fund, telling
him he was certainly entitled to a share
of it. To prevent the fund being,
however, unfairly absorbed by either clags
of :;hunll this proportion division had been
maae,




