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Monday, 6th May 1867.

Ordered, Tuat a Select Committee be appointed “ to inquire into the System of Retire-
ment from the three non-purchase corps of Royal Artillery, Royal Engineers, and Royal

Marines.”

Select Committee nominated of,—

Mr. Childers.

Colonel Percy Herbert.
Marquis of Hartington.

Major Jervis.
Mr. Grenfell.

Mzr. Pack-Beresford.

Major O’Reilly.
Colonel Sturt.

Tuesday, 14th May 1867.

Mr. Trevelyan.
Sir John Hay.
Mr. Otway.
Colonel North.
Captain Vivian.
Mr. Evans.
Mr. De Grey.

Ordered, THAT the Committee have power to send for Persons, Papers, and Records.
Ordered, THAT Five be the Quorum of the Committee.

Friday, 26th July 1867.

Ordered, TuAT the Committee have power to Report their Observations, together with
the Minutes of Evidence taken before them, to The House.
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R E P OR T

THE SELECT COMMITTEE appointed to inquire into the SysTEM of
RETIREMENT from the three non-purchase Corps of ROYAL ARTILLERY
RovaL ExcINEERS, and Rovar MARINES :(——HAVE considered the
matters to them referred, and have agreed to the following REPORT :—

Present System of Retirement.—(Artillery and Engineers.)

1. THE present system of full pay retirement from the Ordnance Corps was
established in 1854, after the report of the “ Commissioners on Promotion in
the Army.” That Commission was of opinion that the mode provided by the
then existing warrants for relieving the upper ranks of the two corps, of oflicers
who had become unequal to the duties required of them, had proved to be a
‘ total failure;” and it recommended that the arrangements in force under
which a limited number of officers, of and below the rank of lieutenant colonel,
could be retired annually, should be greatly modified, and that the future
provision for this purpose should be fixed at a gross sum of 48,000 /. a year.

2. The warrant of the 3rd November 1854, carried into effect this recom-
mendation. Under that warrant (which, with slight modifications, is at the
present time in force) 32,000 I. a year has been available for the retirement of s, g2,
Artillery, and 16,000 /. for that of Engineer officers. These sums have been
temporarily increased during the present year; but so far as the Artillery are
concerned, not in proportion to the augmentation of the corps since 1854.

The regulations under which these grants are applied, appear to be identical ;¢
in the two corps. The grants are charged in the first place with the retirements <2o. 85.
anterior to the warrant. The balance (and any sum falling in by the death of

an officer retired under the old system) is applied to the payment of annuities

on retirement, with generally a step in rank, of 600 /. to major generals or 4; ,o
regimental colonels ; of 400 / to regimental lieutenant colonels, with the brevet =~ '
rank of colonel; or of sums equivalent to their regimental pay to officers of
lower rank. No officer can claim to be retired until he has served 30 years,
except under very special circumstances, which do not appear to have arisen

since 1854.

3. Retirement under these regulations is virtually limited to major generals, g5,
colonels, and lieutenant colonels. The practice observed in carrying out the 25.27.33.99.
system is somewhat remarkable. Lists are kept at the Horse Guards of the officers
of each rank who have applied to be retired. When, through the death of a retired
officer, a balance of more than 600/. a year is available, the senior major general
or regimental colonel on the list is retired ; when the balance is less than 600 1.
but exceeds 400!.., the senior brevet colonel: when below 400 ., the senior go.

officer of lower rank (if there be such on the list) whose regimental pay is less
than the amount in hand.

Present System of Retirement.—(Marines.)

4. The present system of retirement from the Marines is regulated by an
Order in Council, which came into operation in 1858. Under it, any officer
of 30 years’ standing may retire on the pay of his rank ; and this, in the case of a 77s.
colonel commandant, exceeds 700 /. a year. If an officer is 60 years of age, 01}
483. a2 i
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if he is unfit for duty, whatever may be his length of service, he may be compelled
by the Admiralty to retire. £.35,000 a year is the nominal limit of full-pay
retirements from the Marines; but, after satisfying the claims of all applicants
whom the Admiralty have thought right to retire, this grant has hitherto been
more than sufficient by about 4,000 /. a year.

Other Provisions.

5. But in addition to these grants of 32,000 /., 16,000., and 35,000 /. a year,
other provisions are made for the virtual retirement of officers unfit, through
age or infirmity, for active service, or desirous on other grounds to leave the
corps. Under the warrant of 1854, six officers of Artillery and three officers
of Engineers may annually retire on permanent half-pay. Under the warrant
of last year every officer is entitled to retire on half-pay after 25 years’ service.
Further, the Army Reserve Fund has at various times been available to buy out
officers of Artillery or Engineers ; the present rates of purchase being 4,500 /. for
a lieutenant colonel’s commission, and a sum calculated at 100! for every
year’s service, for a captain’s commission.

Operation of the present Systems.—(drtillery and Engineers.)

6. Your Committee are of opinion that the system, or rather the combina-
tion of contrivances, under which officers are retired from the Artillery and
Engineers, is unsatisfactory. It is complicated, uncertain in its operation,
based upon no clear principle, and inadequate for its purpose. The objects of
any system of retirement, from corps requiring great scientific and military
attainments, should be to secure to the officer an adequate and certain
provision when no longer fit for active service, and on the other hand to secure
to the administration the means of keeping each rank in an efficient state, and
of getting rid of worn-out officers. If these objects be obtained, sufficient flow
of promotion may be anticipated. But in all these respects the present arrange-
ments work badly. That they are complicated is evident. That they are uncertain
will be admitted on a consideration of the differences between the ages of the
senior officers of each rank in the two corps,and of the numbers retired indifferent
years. Regulations cannot be said to be based on any clear principle which make
retirement depend on the accidental amount of the balance on a fixed fund, and
the operation of which appears to be to retire junior officers rather than their
seniors, however unfit the latter may be for service. That they are inadequate,
all the witnesses whom your Committee have examined maintain; and, even
if their operation should not be in this respect hurtful in the Artillery for a
few years to come, there can be no doubt, from the evidence of General
Lefroy, that under them at a future date, promotion in that corps will be entirely
paralysed. Besides, they make no provision for the addition to the establishment
occasioned by the amalgamation of the Royal and Indian corps.

Right Principles to be applied.

7. The principles which should, in the opinion of your Committee, govern
an improved system of retirement, are —

(a.) A limit of age for compulsory retirement from active duties.

(8.) A graduated rate of retired pay, which every officer should be en-
titled to claim after a given number of years’ service.

(c.) Facilities for compounding the retired pay of officers for a sum
of money down.

8. If the principle be admitted of a maximum age, on attaining which, an
officer should no longer be eligible for regimental duties, your Committee are of
opinion that the limit should be the'same as that in force for captains in the Navy,
and partially in the Army, namely, 60 years. But, as many colonelsin these corps,
and nearly all officers of higher rank, are treated already as if on a retired list,
your Committee do not think it necessary that any officer should be compelled,
on account of age, absolutely to retire from the Army; but they propose that

at 60, such officers should be placed on a separate or reserved list, retaining
their
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their prospect of succession to the higher grades of the service. The removal
of an officer to this separate list would give a step through the corps.

9. What should be the minimum service after which an officer of these corps
should be entitled to retire, what the commencing rate of retired pay, and in
what manner it should be graduated, are questions of some nicety, which your
Committee have carefully considered. To one difficulty they attach little
weight. The purchase system must so materially affect any regulations for
retirement from the corps in which it prevails, that proposals for the Ordnance
corps could not, with fairness, be quoted as precedents for the other branches
of the service. But your Committee do not see any reason for materially
shortening the time of service after which the right to retire now accrues;
although they think that it should be fixed at 22 years, considering that the
officer will have been a cadet for two or three years. The scale of retired pay
or pension which they would suggest, has for its minimum and maximum
limits 250 /. and 600 /. a year; and they think that it should be so graduated
as to give an officer after 30 years’ service little or no inducement to remain
in the corps solely on account of any prospect of better retirement at a
greater age. - At 50 an officer should practically have to make his election
between seeking the higher commands in the corps, or (if his qualifications
or circumstances unfit him for them) retiring from the service.

10. This object would be promoted if, on retirement, an officer were enabled
to obtain, from a department of the Government, the equivalent, in an imme-
diate payment, of his annuity. For after the age of 50, the ** present value” of
an annuity diminishes so rapidly as to render it easy to graduate the scale of

"pension in such a manner as to make the equivalent composition in each year
nearly the same.

11. On other grounds the power of compounding pensions of this kind would
appear to be advantageous to the service. And your Commirtee, having exa-
mined Sir Alexander Spearman, the Comptroller, and Mr. Finlaison, the
Actuary of the National Debt Office, are satisfied, that from a financial point of
view no difficulties need be anticipated in the details of the measure, if
the regulations suggested by those witnesses should be established.

12. Proposals have been made on several occasions, for compounding the
pensions of other officers, and especially in the Naval Service; and if the
experiment should be successful when tried on the small scale necessary for
the Ordnance corps, it might be extended to other services.

Other Proposals.

13. Several other plans have been proposed to, or considered by, your
Committee.

14. It has been suggested that a bonus system should be established, and
that officers should be bought out of the service by means of a fund created
by the subscriptions of their brother officers. To this, as introducing an
objectionable purchase system into these corps, your Committee are opposed.

15. It has also been suggested that, in addition to a reduced rate of pension,
a small bonus should be given, from a limited annual Vote of Parliament, to an
officer on his retirement. This would be unnecessary if means for compounding
retired pay were established.

16. Proposals to re-arrange the rates of pay, to diminish the number of
subaltern officers, to reduce the captains’ list, increasing that of the lieutenant
colonels, to increase the establishment of general officers, and to introduce the
substantive rank of major, have been advocated as tending to improve the flow
of promotion and so to affect retirement. Your Committee, however, have not
considered these questions to be strictly within the reference to them; and,
whatever advantages any of the schemes may have, they think that the future
system of retirement should be simple and self-acting, not complicated by
connection with other arrangements, which should stand or fall by their own
merits.
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17. One question has, however, been raised, which is so intimately connected

with retirement (as influencing the age or length of service at which the right
to retire should commence) that your Committee recommend it to the serious

consideration of the military authorities.

It is the unanimous opinion of the

witnesses who have given evidence on the subject, that the age of admission to
the Academy is too high.

Recommendations in Detail.

18. The following are, in detail, the recommendations of your Committee :

(a.) That the present system of retirement, on annuities of 600/ or
400 .. a year, or on permanent half-pay after 25 years’ service, and the
practice of purchasing commissions by means of the Army Reserve Fund,
be discontinued.

(b.) That at the age of 60 every colonel of Artillery or Engineers be
placed on a reserved list, and while on that list, be considered ineligible
for ordinary regimental duties, but eligible for staff or special employments,
if selected by the military authorities. That an officer so removed should
receive the pay of a major general, and retain his right of succession to
the Major Generals’ establishment and to the command of a battalion.

(c.) That every colonel, on removal to the reserved list, should have the
option of retiring from the army on 600 l. a year, with a step in honorary
rank.

(d.) That every officer, after completing 22 years’ service, should have
the absolute right to retire, with a step of honorary rank, and with an
annuity according to the following scale, irrespective of pensions for wounds
or distinguished service :

Number of Probable Value
Years' Annuity. Probable of
Service. Age. Annuity.
£. £,
22 260 42 3,270
increasing by 25 L,
annually to
25 825 456 4,080
28 400 48 4,780
30 450 50 5,050
increasing by 15 L
annually to
85 528 86 5,400
40 600 60 5,610

(e.) That provision be made by Parliament to enable an officer to com-
pound (through the agency of the National Debt Office) his annuity for
its ¢ present value,” regard being had to his age and the state of his
health, and the computation of value being made at 5 per cent. interest.

(The fourth column in the above table shows the values of the proposed
annuities on the assumption that the life is good, and that the officer
obtained his commission at 20 years of age.)

(/) That no commutation of pension be allowed except on the retire-
ment of the officer.

(9.) That no officer be retired on half-pay except for wounds or ill-
health, and that officers rendered unfit for service by ill-health, be allowed
to continue on the half-pay list, whatever their length of service may have
been, power being retained to bring them back to their former place in
the corps when pronounced fit for duty. '

(Your Committee would refer to the evidence given by His Royal
Highness the Field Marshal Commanding in Chief, with respect to officers
placed on temporary half-pay.)

(k) Fhat
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(h.) That it should be in the discretion of the military authorities to 1871. 1893.
employ or not any officer who shall have acquired the right to retire on'
a pension.

(i.) That retirement from the Marines should be governed by similar ses.
regulations, the maximum annuity being 600 ., except in the case of an
existing colonel commandant, whose annuity may be 700 /. a year.

19. It will be necessary, in future arrangements with the Government of 993. 1501.
India, to provide for the due proportion of the cost of the retirements of
Artillery and Engineer officers being defrayed from Indian revenues.

20. In conclusion, your Committee would direct attention to the evidence of 1976, 19s2.
Sir Alexander Spearman and Mr. Finlaison, as to the machinery and conditions 1997. 2000.
requisite for properly commuting these annuities at the National Debt Office.
Whether the purchase of an annuity should, in the same manner as the sale of
an annuity, be accompanied by a reduction pro tanto of the National Debt, is a
financial question upon which your Committee express no opinion. This would 2008-2011.
be effected if the instalments of the annuity received by the National Debt
Office were invested in Government stocks, to be cancelled when the annuity

ceased.

26 July 1867.
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- PROCEEDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE.

Friday, 17th May 1867.

Mr. Childers.
Mz, De Grey.
Major Jervis,
Sir John Hay.
Mr. Trevelyan.

Mr. CriLpERs was called to the Chair.

The Committee deliberated.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Colonel Percy Herbert.
Mr. Pack-Beresford.
Mr. Evans.

Marquis of Hartington.

[Adjourned till Monday next, at Two o’clock.

Monday, 20th May 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT :

Mr. CuiLpers in the Chair.

Mr. De Grey.
Colonel Sturt.

Mr. Grenfell.

Mr. Trevelyan.

Mr. Otway.

Mr. Pack-Beresford.
Sir John Hay.

Mr. Evans.

Captain Vivian.
Colonel Percy Herbert.
Major Jervis.

Marquis of Hartington.
Colouel North.

Colonel Gambier, Lieut. Colonel Hon. H. Fane Keane, and Major General Langley,

severally Examined.

[Adjourned tiil Monday, 3rd June, at One o’clock.

Monday, 3rd June 1867.

MEMBFRS PRESENT :

Mr. CuiLpEers in the Chair.

Mr. Grenfell.

Mr. Pack-Beresford.
Major Jervis.

Sir John Hay.

Mr. De Grey.

Mr. Evans.

Colonel Percy Herbert.

Major O’Reilly.
Colonel North.

Colonel Sturt.

Captain Vivian,
Marquis of Hartington.
Mr. Otway.

Captain Douglas Galton and Brigadier General Lefroy, severally Examined.

[Adjourned till Monday, 17th June, at One o’clock.
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Monday, 17th June 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. CHIiLDERS in the Chair.

Major Jervis. Sir John Hay.

Colonel Percy Herbert. Mr. De Grey.

Mr. Pack-Beresford. Mr. Trevelyan.

Colonel Sturt. : Mr. Otway.

Colonel North. Marquis of Hartington.

Brigadier Gieneral Lefroy and Colonel Gambier, further Examined.
[Adjourned till Thursday next, at One o’clock.

Thursday, 20th June 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. CHILDERS in the Chair.

Mr. Pack-Beresford. Captain Vivian,
Major O’Reilly. Mr. Evans.
Colonel Sturt. Colonel North.
Sir John Hay. Mr. Otway.
Colonel Percy Herbert. Major Jervis.

Mr. Grenfell.

Admiral Sir Sydney Dacres, Examined.

Brigadier General Lefroy, Colonel Gambier, and Colonel Hon. H. Fane Keane, further
Examined.
[Adjourned till Monday, 24th June, at One o’clock.

Monday, 24th June 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. CHILDERS in the Chair.

Colonel Percy Heérbert.
Mr. De Grey.

Captain Vivian. I
Mr. Otway. |
Mr. Pack-Beresford. i
Major O’Reilly. . Marquis of Hartington.
‘General Sir J. F. Burgoyne, Examined.
Colonel Hon, H. Fane Keane, further Examined.

Major General Dickson, and Colonel Adye, severally Examined.
[Adjourned till Thursday next, at One o’clock.
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. FPhursday, 27tA June 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT :

Mr. CuiLpers in the Chair.

Colonel Percy Herbert. . Colonel North.
Captain Vivian. Mr. Trevelyan.

Mr. Evans. Sir J. Hay.

Colonel Sturt. Major Jervis.

Mr. De Grey. Mr. Pack-Beresford.

Lieutenant Colonel Biddulph and Lieutenant Colonel Charles Ewart, Examined.
Major General Langley, further Examined.

[Adjourned sine die.
Monday, 15th July 1867.
MEMBERS PRESENT :

. Mr. CaiLpegs in the Chair.
Colonel Percy Herbert. Mt. Otway.
Colonel Sturt. Mr. Evans.
Major Jervis. Colonel North.
Captain Vivian. Mr. Trevelyan.
Mr. Pack-Beresford. Marquis of Hartington.

His Royal Highness the Duke of Cambridge (attending by permission of the House
oEf Lords), Sir Alezander Spearman, and Mr. Alexander Glen Finlaison, severally
xamined. -

[Adjourned till Friday, 26th July, at Two o’cloek.

Friday, 26th July 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. CuiLpers in the Chair.

Mr. Pack-Beresford. Mr. De Grey.

Major O’Reilly. Sir Joho Hay.
Major Jervis. Marquis of Hartington.
Colonel Percy Herbert. Captain Vivian,
Colonel North. Mr. Otway.

The Committee deliberated.
DrAFT REPORT proposed by the Chairman, read the first time, as follows:

“ Present System of Retirement—( Artillery and Engtneers).

“1. The present system of full pay retirement from the Ordnance Corps was established in
1854, after the report of the ¢ Commissioners on Promotion in the Army.” That Commis-
sion was of opinion that the mode provided by the then existing warrants for relieving the
upper ranks of the two corps of officers, who had become uncqual to the duties required of
them, had proved to be a *total failure;’ and it recommended that the arrangements then
in force, under which a limited number of officers, of and below the rank of lieutenant
colonel, could be retired annually, stiould be greatly modified, and that the future provision
for this purpose should be fixed at a gross sum of 48,000 l. a year. “o Th

. The
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“2, The warrant of the 3rd November 1854 carried into effect this recommendation. Under
that warrant (which, with slight modifications, is at the present time in force) 32,000/ a
ear is available for the retirement of artillery, and 16,000 /. for that of engineer officers.
e regulations under which these grants are applied appear to be identical in the two
corps. The grunts are charged in the first place with the retirements anterior to the war-
rant. The balance (and any sum falling in by the death of an officer retired under the
old system) is applied to the payment of annuities on retirement, with generally a step in
rank, ol 600 /. to major generals or regimental colonels ; of 400l to regimental lieutenant
colonels, with the brevet rank of colonel; or of sums equivalent to their regimental pay to
officers of lower rank. No officer can claim to be retired until he has served 30 years,
except under very special circumstances, which do not appear to have arisen since 1854,

“ 3. Retirement under these regulations is viriually limited to wajor generals, colonels,
and lieutenant colonels. The practice observed in carrying out the system is somewhat
remarkable. Lists are kept ai the Horse Guards of the officers of each rank who have
applied to be retired. When, through the death of a retired officer, a balance of more than
600 L. a year is available, the senior major general or regimental colonel on the list is re-
tired ; when the balance is less than 600 ., but exceeds 400 /., the senior brevet colonel ;
when below 400 L, the senior officer of lower rank (if there be such on the list) whose regi-
mental pay is less than the amount in hand. '

¢ Present System of Retirement.—( Marines.)

“ 4. The present system of retirements from the Marines is regulaied by an Order in
Council, which came into operation in 1858. Under it, any officer of 30 years’ standing
may retire on the pay of his rank ; aud this, in the case of a colonel commandant, exceeds
700 l. a year. If an officer is 60 yeurs of age, or if he is unfit for duty, whatever may be his
length of service, he may be compelled by the Admiralty 10 retire. £, 35,000 a year is the
nominal limit of full-pay retirements from the Marines; but, after satisfying the claims of all
applicants entitled to retire, this grant has, on the average, been more than sufficient by
4,000/ a year.

“ Other Provisions.

“ 5. But in addition to these grants of 82,000, 16,000 /., and 35,000 .. a year, other
provisions are made for the virtual retirement of officers unfit, through age or infirmity, for
aclive service, or desirous on other grounds to leave the corps. Under the warrant of 1854,
six officers of Artillery and three officers of Engineers may annually retire on permanent
half-pay. Uuder the warrant of last year every oflicer is entitled to retire on half-pay after
25 years’ service.  Further, the Army Reserve Fund has at various times been available to
buy out officers of Artillery or Engineers desiring to retire ; the present rates of purchase
being 4,500 L for a lieutenant colonel’s commission, and a sum calculated at 100 /. for every
year’s service, for a captain’s commission.

 Operation of the Present Systems.

“ 6. Your Committee are of opinion that the system, or rather the combination of con-
trivances, under which officers are retired from the Artillery and Engineers, is unsatisfactory.
It is complicated, uncertain in its operation, based upon no clear principle, and inadequate
for its purpose. The objects of any system of retirement from corps requiring great scien-
tific and military accomplishments, should be to secure to the officer an adequate and
certain provision when no longer fit for active service, and on the other hund to secure to
the administration the means of getting rid of inefficient servants. If these objects be ob-
tained, the complaint of insufficient flow of prcmotion will never be heard. But in all these
respects the present arrangements work badly. That they are complicated is evident. That
they are uncertain will be admitted on a consideration of the differences between the ages
of the senior officers of each rank in the iwo corpe, and of the numbers retired in diffcrent
years. Regulations canuot be said to be based on any clear principles, which make retire-
ment depend on the accidental amount of the balunce on a fixed fund, and the operation of
which appears to be to retire junior officers rather than their seniors, however unfit the
latter may be for service. That they are inadequate, all the wiinesses whom we have
examined maintain ; and, even if their operation should not be in this respect hurtful in the
Artillery for a few years to come, there can be no doubt, from the evidence of General
Lefroy, that under them, at a future date, promotion in that co:ps will be entirely paralysed.
Besides, they make no provision for the addition to the establishment occasioned by the
amalgamation of the Royal and Indian corps.

“ Right Principles to be applied.

“n. The principles which should, in the opinion of your Committee, govern an improved
system of retirement, are—

“(a.) A limit of age for compulsory retirement from active duties.
482. ' b2 «(b.) A graduated
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¢ (5.) A graduated rate of retired pay, which every officer should be entitled to claim:
after a given number of years’ service.

“(c.) Facilities for compounding the retired pay of officers in sound health, for a
sum of money down.

‘8. If the principle be admitted of a maximum age, on attaining which an officer should
no longer be eligible for active duties, your Committee are of opinion that the limit should
be the same as that in force in the Navy, and partially in the Line, namely, 60 years. But,
as many colonels in this corps, and nearly all officers of higher rank, are treated already
as if on a retired list, your Committee do not think it necessary that any officer should be
compelled, on account of age, absolutely to retire from the Army; but they propose that
at 60, such officers should be placed on a separate or reserved list, retaining their prospect
of succession to the hi%her grades of the service. The removal of an officer to this separate
list would give a step through the corps.

“ 9, What should be the minimum service after which an officer of these corps should be
_ entitled to retire, what the commencing rate of retired pay, and in what manner it should
be graduated, are questions of some nicety, which your Committee have carefully considered.
To one difficulty they attach little weight. The purchase system must so materially affect.
any regulations for retirement from the corps in which it prevails, that proposals for the:
Ordnance corps could not, with fairness, be quoted as precedents for the other branches of:
the service. %ut your Committee do not see any reason for materially shortening the time:
of service after which the right to retire now accrues; although they think that it might
include the two or three years spent at the academy. The scale of retired pay or pension
which they would suggest, has tor its minimum and maximum limits 250 I. and 600 L. a year;
and they think that it should be so graduated as to give an officer after 30 years’ service
little or no inducement to remain in the corps solely on account of any prospect of better
vetirement at a greater age. At 50 an officer should have to make his election between
seeking the higher commands in the corps, or (if his qualifications or circumstances unfit
him for them) retiring from the service.

*10. This object would be promoted if, on retirement, an officer were enabled to obtain,
from a department of the Government, the equivalent, in an immediate payment, of his-
annuity. For alter the age of 50, the ¢ present value’ of an annuity dimimshes so rapidly
as to render it easy to graduate the scale of pensions in such a manner as to make the
equivalent composition in each year nearly the same.

“11. On other grounds the power of compounding pensions of this kind would appear to
be advantageous to the service. And your Committee, having examined Sir Alexander
Spearman, the Comptroller, and Mr. Finlaison, the Actuary of the National Debt Office,
are eatisfied that, from a financial point of view, no difficulties need be anticipated in the
details of the measure, if the regulations suggested by those witnesses should be established.

“12. Pioposals have been made on several occasions for compounding the pensions of
other officers, and especially in the Naval Service ; and if the experiment should Ee success-
ful when tried on the small scale necessary for the Ordnance corps, it might be extended
to other services.

“ Other Proposals,

*13. Several other plans have been proposed to, or considered by, your Committee.

““14, It has been suggested that a bonus system should be established, and that officers
should be bought out of the service by means of a fund created by the subscriptions of their
brother officers. To this, as introducing a vicious purchase system into these corps, your
Comnittee strongly object.

“15. It has also been suggested that, in addition to a reduced rate of pension, a small
bonus should be given, fiom a limited annual Vote of Parliament, to an officer on his retire-
ment. This would be unnecessary if means for compounding retired pay were established.

“16. Proposals to re-arrange the rates of pay, to diminish the number of subaltern officers,
to reduce the captains’ list, increasing that of the lieutenant colonels, to increase the esta-
blishment of gcneral officers, and to introduce the substantive rank of major, have been
advocated as tending to improve the flow of promotion and so to affect retirement. Your
Comuiittee, however, have not considered these questions to be strictly within the reference
to them ; and, whatever advantages any of the schemes may have, they think that the
future system of retirement should be simple and self-acting, not complicated by connection
with other arrangements, which should stund or fall by their own merits.

“17. One question has, however, been raised, which is so intimately connected with retire-
ment (as influencing the age or length of service at which the 1ight 10 retire should com-
mernce) that your Committee recommend it to the serious consideration of the military
authorities. It is the unanimous opinion of the witnesses who have given evidence on the
subject, that the age of admission to the Academy is too high.

¢ Recommendations
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¢ Recommendations in Detatl,

“18. The following are, in detail, the recommendations of your Committee :

“(a.) That the present system of retirement, on annuities of 6001 or 4007 a year,
or on permanent half-pay after 25 years’ service, and the practice of purchasing com-
missions by means of the Army Reserve Fund, be discontinued.

“(3.) That at the age of 80 every colonel of Artillery or Engineers be placed on a
reserved list, and while on that list, be considered ineligible for ordinary regimental
duties, but eligible for certain staff employments, if selected by the Commander in
Chief. That an officer so removed should receive the pay of a Major General, retain
ll)mttnl ht of succession to the Major General’s establishment and to the command of a

attalion.

“(c) That every colonel, on removal to the reserved list, should have the option of
retiring from the army on 600/. a year, with a step in honorary rank.

_“(d.) That every officer, after completing 22 years’ service, should have the absolute
{nglgt to re;u'e, with a step of honorary rank, and with an annuity according to the fol-
owing scale:

Numbel; of Probable Probable Value
Yea.rs Annuity, of
Service. Age. Annuity,
£. £.
22 250 42 3,270
increasing by 25l
annually to
25 825 45 4,080
28 400 48 4,780
30 450 50 5,050
inoreasing by 15 1.
annually to
385 526 55 5,400
40 600 60 5,610

“(e.) That provision be made by Parliament to enable an officer to compound (through
the agency of the National Debt Office) his annuity for its ¢ present value,’ regard being
had to his age and the state of his health, and the computation of value being made at
5 per cent. interest,

“ (The fourth column in the above table shows the values of the proposed annuities
on the assumption that the life is good, and that the ofticer obtained his commission at
20 years of age.)

ﬂ‘:‘ (/") That no commutation of pension be allowed except on the retirement of the
officer.

“(g.) That no officer be retired on half-pay except for wounds or ill-health, and that
officers permanently rendered unfit for service by ill-health, be allowed to continue on
the half-pay list, whatever their length of service may have been, power being retained
to bring them back to their former place in the corps when pronounced fit for duty.

“(h.) That it should be in the discretion of the military authorities to employ or not
any officer who, after a certain length of service, shall have acquired the right to retire
on an adequate pension.

“(4.) That retirement from the Marines should be governed by similar regulations,
the maximum annuity being 600 /.

“19, It will be necessary, in future arrangements with the Government of India, to
provide for the due propoition of the cost of the retirements of Artillery and Engineer
officers being defrayed from Indian revenues.

%20. In conclusion, your Committee would direct attention to the evidence of Sir
Alexander Spearman and Mr. Finlaison, as to the machinery and conditions requisite for
properly commuting these annuitics at the National Debt Office. Whether the purchase of
an_annuity should, in the same manner as the sale of an annuity, be accompanied by a
reduction pro tanto of the National Debt, is a financial question upon which your Com-
mittee express no opinion. This would be affected if the instalments of the annuity received
by the National Debt Office were invested in Government stocks, to be cancelled when the
annuity ceased.” )

482, b3 Question,
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Question, That the Draft Report proposed by the Chairman, be now read a second
time, paragraph by paragraph—put, and agreed. fo,

Paragraph 1, agreed to.
Paragraph 2, amended, and agreed to.
Paragraph 3, agreed to.

Paragraphs 4 and 5, amended, and agreed to.

Paragraph 6.—Amendment proposed, in line 5, after the word “ corps ” to insert the words
“in which promotion is regulated strictly by seniority, and requiring considerable scientific
and military accomplishments, shoull be in the first place, by supplementing the ordinary
casualties of the service to insure such a flow of promotion throughout the corps, as will
secure thorough efficiency in every rank ; to secure to every officer an adequate retirement,
and to afford to the administration the means of getting rid of inefficient servants ”—
(Mr. Beresford).--Question, That those words be there inserted—put, and negatived.—
Paragraph amended, and agreed to.

Paragraph 7, amended, and agreed to.

Paragraph 8, amendment made.

Another amendment proposed, in line 3 to omit the words, “should be the same as that in
force”—(Captain Vivian).—Question put, That the words proposed to be left out stand
part of the paragraph.—The Conimittee divided :

Ayes, 5. ‘ Noes, 4.
Marquis of Hartington, Mr. Beresford.
Sir John Hay. ' Mr. De Grey.
Colonel Percy Herbert. ' Major Jervis.
Colonel North. ' Captain Vivian.

Major O'Reilly.
Paragraph, amended, and agreed to.
Paragraph 9.—Amendment proposed in line 12, to leave out 600 /. in order to insert 700 4

—(Mr. Beresford)—instead thereof. —Question put, That 600Z stand part of the para-
graph.—The Committee divided :

Ayes, 4. Noes, 5.
Marquis of Hartington. Mr. Beresford.
Colonel Percy Herbert. Mr. De Grey.
Major O’Reilly. Sir J. Hay.
Captain Vivian. Major Jervis.

Colonel North.

Motion made, and Question proposed, “ That this vote be rescinded, and that 600 /. stand
part of the paragraph *—(Colonel North).—Question put, and agreed to.

Paragraph, amended, and agreed to.
Paragraph 10, agreed to.

Paragraphs 10, 11, 12, 13, agreed to.
Paragraph 14, amended, and agreed to.
Paragraphs 15, 16, 17, agreed to.

Paragraph 18, Section (5.) —Amendment proposed in line 1, to leave out the words
“ at the age of 60,” in order to insert the words “after 40 years service "—(Mr. Beresford)—
instead thereof.—Question, That the words proposed to be left out stand part of the para-
graph—put, and agreed to.

Section (d.)—Amendment proposed, in second column of proposed scale, to leave out the
words, “increasing by 25 /. annually to,” in order to insert the words, « increasing to 600Z
by anaual instalments of 30 1.”—(Mr. Beresford)—instead thereof.—Question, That the
words proposed to be left out stand part of the scale—put, and agreed to.

" Section (%.)—Amendment proposed, to leave ont the words ¢ after a certain length of ser-
vice
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vice ”—(Colonel Percy Herbert).—Question put; That the words proposed to be left out
stand part of the section.—The Committee divided :

Ayes, 3. Noes, 6.
Marquis of Hartington. Mr. Beresford.
Major Jervis. Sir J. Hay.
Captain Vivian. : Colonel Percy Herbert.
Colonel North.
Mr. Otway.

Major O’Reilly.

Section (i.)—Amendment proposed, at end of section to add the words, “except in the
case of an existing Colonel Commandant whose annuity may be 700/. a year ’—(Sir J. Hay).
—~Question, That those words be there added.—The Committee divided :

Ayes, 5. Noes, 4.
M. Beresford. Marquis of Hartington.
Sir John Hay. Colonel Percy Herbert.
Major Jervis. Major O’Reilly.
Colonel North. Captain Vivian,
Mr. Otway.

Paragraph 18, as amended, agreed lo.
Paragraphs 19 and 20, agreed to. Y

Question, That this Report, as amended, be the Report of the Committee to the House—
put, and agreed to.

Ordered, To Report, together with the Minutes of Evidence, and Appendix.

482. b 4
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Monday, 20th May 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Mr. Pack-Beresford.
Mr. Childers.

Mr. De Grey.

Mr. Evans.

Mr. Grenfell.

Sir John Hay.
Marquis of Hartington.

Colonel Percy Herbert.
Major Jervis.

Colonel Morth.

Mr. Otway.

Colonel Sturt.

Mr. Trevelyan.
Captain Vivian,

HUGH C. E. CHILDERS, EsQ., IN THE CHAIR.

Colonel GLOUCESTER GAMBIER, C.B., R.A., called in; and Examined.

1. Chairman.
General of the
—Yes.

2. Do you put in a statement showing the ages
of the six senior officers in each rank of the
Artillery, from colonel downwards, at five decen-
nial periods, beginning at 1826 ?—I do. (7T%e
same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

3. Do you also put in a similar return of the
length of the service of those officers —Yes.
(The same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

4. The general featurcs of those Returns are,
I think, these : that the senior officers of the rank
of colonel, in 1826, averaged from 52 to 60 years
of age; in 1836 they averaged about 63 years of
age; in 1846, from 65 to 70 years of age; in
1856, from 55 to 62 years of age; and, in 1866,
from 53 to 55 years of age —Yes.

5. In the same way the ages of the lieutenant
colonels averaged about 49 years of age in 1826 ;
from 56 to 59 years of age in 1836 ; from 60 to
63 years of age in 1846 ; from 53 to 56 years of
ageYin 1856 ; and about 48 years of age last year?
—Yes.

6. Were the ages of the senior captains about
46 years in 1826; from 51 to 54 years in 1836;
about 55 years in 1846 ; from 38 to 40 years
in 1856 ; and from 39 to 40 years in 1866 ?
—Yes.

7. Were the ages of the second captains about
39 years in 1826 ; from 44 to 46 years in 1836 ;
from 42 to 45 years in 1846; from 28 to 35 years
iln’ 1856 ; and are théy about 32 years now ?—

es.

8. And were the ages of the lieutenants from
35 to 37 years in 1826 ; from 39 to 42 years in
1336 ; from 29 to 31 years in 1846; from 22 to

0.105.

ARE you Deﬂlty Adjutant
rtillery at the Horse Guards?

25 years in 1856 ; and are they about 31 years
now ?—Yes.

9. The rank of second lieutenant came to an
end in 1855, did it not 7—Yes.

10. Then the general effect of those papers is,
that during the last 10 years the ages of the
senior colonels, of the senior lieutenant colonels,
of the senior captains, and of the senior second
captains, have fallen off considerably, while the

es of the senior lieutenants have increased ?—

es,

11. Do you also put in a paper showing the
service of the senior officers of each rank P—Yes.
(The same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

12. With respect to the ages; the ages of all
the officers are known in your corps, I think;
and have been known since the year 1826 ?—
They have been known since 1826.

13. There is no calculation as to probable age,
but it is actual age ?—It is actual age.

14. Can you put in a statement showing the
establishment of officers of each rank at each of
those periods, and the date and extent of the
several augmentations and reductions ?—Cer-
tainly.

15. Will you be good enough to do so as soon
as possible ?—1I will.

16. Do you put in also a paper showing the
gystem of retirement of officers of the Royal
Artillery onretired full pay *—I do. (Zhesame
was delwered in, vide Appendiz.) That paper
which I have put in, is simply taken from the
warrants.

17. Does that paper state the different war-
rants affecting retirement between the year 1831
and the present time?—Yes; I should only have
referred to the dates of the several warrants, but

A I thought
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I thought perhaps the Committee might like to
see how each separate warrant aftected the Royal
Artillery.

18. Will you state, in a few words, what is
the system of retirement which is now in force ?
—The present system is that there is a sum of
32,000 I. a year, which was granted as a retiring
fund in 1854. That took in all the old retire-
ments of the previous warrants from the year
1840. This sum of 32,0007 1s divided into
600l a-year retirements for officers who have
arrived at the rank of regimental colonels, with
30 years’ service.

19. Then the system of retirement at present
is, that all the full-pay retirements are provided
for out of the 32,000 /. a year, and that the sum
available is increasing as the old retirements
before the year 1854 fail in ?—The 32,000 a

ear never increases, but the available balance
mcreascs as officers already on full pay die off.

20. Does the 32,000 & provide for the old re-
tirements before 1854 >—X'rom the year 1840.

21. And the balance is available in the shape
of 600/ a year retirements to full colonels of
Artillery of 30 years’ service ?-—Yes.

22. Are those the only retirements which
come out of the 32,000/ a year; is there no sum
of 400 /. a year ?— There is asum of 400 L a year
to a lieutenant colonel if he has served 30 years,
and has arrived at the rank of brevet colonel,
provided there is no candidate, for 600/ a year.
There might be from various retirements falling
in, eay, 461 L ; and a brevet colonel, if he applies,
would receive the 400/. a year retirement, be-
cause there was not 600/ a year available for
a senior colonel; but the senior colonel would
have the choice, on the list of candidates.

23. When the old retircments, between 1840
and 1854, have died out, will the whole of the
32,000 /. a year, be applicable to the 600/ a year
and the 4007 a year retirements >—Y es.

24. Is there any fixed proportion between the
400 /. a year retirements, and the 600!/ a year
retirements ; the retirements offered to the regi-
mental colonel, and the retirements offered to the
regimental lieutenant colonel ¥—There is not.

25. Then is the process this; that the 600/ a
year is offered, in the first instance, to each colonel
until one accepts it, when there is a sufficient
amount ?—The process is that, if there is any
officer’s name down who wishes to retire upon
600 I a year, the senior whose name is down is
offered it.

26. That officer may be either a major general
on the establishment, or a colonel, may he not?
—He is a major general on the establisl)w'ment ora
full colonel.

27. Then under what circumstances can a
lieutenant colonel, who is a colonel in the army,
have the offer of 400 L a year ?—If there is, we
will say, the sum of 491 /. available, if he puts his
name in as wishing to retire at 400 a year, he
would be allowed to retire upon the 400 /. a year,
because the 600 . a year was not available for
one of the full colonels on the regimental list.

28. The offers, therefore, of 4001, a year retire-
ment to lieutenant colonels in the corps, depend
upon the fact of there being a then existing balance
of less than 600 . 7—Exactly ; a small balance of
less than 600 L

29. So that if there should be a succession of
small balances of less than 600/, the retirements
would be offered to licutenant colonels in suc-
cession, although there might be full colonels

TAKEN BEFORE THE

who were anxious to take it ?—It is not offered
to them; it is not sent to the regiment either in
the full colonels’ case, nor in the case of lieutenant
colonels. If they have registered thejr names as
wishing to retire on 400 /. a year, or on 600/ a
year, the senior is taken.

30. And after they have put down their names,
have they every opportunity of withdrawing ?—
They may withdraw if the Commander-in-Chief
permits it,

31. Then it is an offer, is it not?—Directl
they have put their names down, and an avai{-
able balance of 400/ exists, the name of the
senior applicant is- sent in to- retire- upon that
sum.

32. Then, on the other hand, supposing that
there should be ever so many lieutenant—co%onels
whose names are down for 400/ a year retire-
ment, if there should not happen to be a broken
amount, the colonels will get tEe 600/ a year?—
Certainly.

33. Therefore, the retirement of lieutenant-
colonels, under the present system, depends wholly,
does it not, upon the accident of there being a
broken amount of money available?—Quite so.

34. Are those the only circumstances under
which any part of the 32,0004 a year is appli-
cable to retirements ?—Yes.

35. Can no officer below the rank of lieutenant-
colonel, under any circumstances, get full pay
rctirement out of that fund ?—A captain who 18
pronounced unfit from wounds or ill-health,
receives the full pay of his rank which would
come out of that fund.

36. But he would be retired on full-pay, and
that pay would come out of the vote, would it
not ?—The full-pay retirement of a captain or
lieutenant-colonel comes out of the 32,000/ if his
retirement is from ill-health, or wounds, certified
by a medical board.

37. Are there any such officers charged at
%resent upon the fuud, so far as you know ?—

rom wounds and ill-health, I think not.

38. Let me ask you this specially again ; sup-
posing that a full colonel has applied for retire-
ment, but that the sum available at the time is
not sufficient, you do not hold that in hand, and
wait for another falling in, but you apply that at
once to the retirement of a lieutenant-colonel, if
there is 400 [. a year for it >—If there is an appli-
cant on the list.

39. So that, supposing the balance on the fund
to-day should be 4501 a year, and that you had
a dozen full colonels who had applied for their
retirement, you would apply that 450 (. a year to
the retirement of a lieutenant-colonel at 400 Z.
a year, if one should have applied ?—If he is an
applicant. ,

40. And you would not keep it in hand for a
colonel’s retirement ?—No.

41. It appears from the Return which was laid
upon the table. in March, that of the officers who
have retired from the rank of colonel during the
last three years, only one was above the twentieth
in numerical order in the list, all the others vary-
ing from the twenty-third to the twent -eighli—:i,
except Colonel Dick, who was thirteenth on the
list; is that so?— Yes.

42. Can you state to the Committee what is
the cause that. retirements are only accepted so
low down in the list of colonels ?—1I think that
the cause is that when they get up the list, they
naturally prefer waiting for- their promotion, to

succeed



succeed to what they have always looked for-
ward to, which is 1,000Z a year as colonel com-
mandant of a brigade.

43. How, many colonels commandant of bat-
talion are there ?—Seventeen.

44. How many major-generals on the establish-
ment are there °—Fifteen, who are not colonels
commandant. ,

45. Before reaching the rank of colonel com-
mandant, an officer has to pass through the estab-
lishment of major-generals, has he not? —He

46. While he is on the major-general’s estab-
lishment, what is his pay 7—£. 478 a year.

47. So that an officer runs the chance of 4781
a year for a certain number of years, with a pros-
pect of 1,000/ a year afterwards, against am
immediate 600 /. a year >—Yes; but besides dur-
ing his passage to be a major-general, he can hold
the command of a brigade, as also colonel on the
etaff in certain places, and when he has passed
to the rank of major-general, there are feour or
five major-generals who are employed on par-
ticular services, the allowances for which amount
to about 1,000 /. a year; therefore he has these

ts to look forward to, before he reaches
the 1,0001 a year.

48. Then is it the case that the prospects which
you have mentioned are so good, compared with
the 600 L. a year, that the semior colonels elect

erally not to take the retirement?—1I should
say that they naturally prefer remaiming in the
sexrvice if they are high upon the list, because
they are so much nearer this 1,000 /. a year, which
they wish to .arrive at.

49, Then is the result of that that the recent
retirements-have been taken by men considerably
younger than the colonels at the head of the list?
—There are circumstances which would oblige
officers who are higher up on the list than those

X
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who have taken it, to take it; that is to say, if the
Commander-in~Chief calls upon them to take the
command of a brigade, andp if they are incom-
petent from ill-health to take the command of it,
they would retire upon the 600 L a year.

50. Do you think that that is generally the
cause why officers take the retirements?—I do
not. I am only stating that that adds to the
causes. There are sometimes officers higher up
the liet who take it.

51. But you think that though sometimes the
cause is what you describe, it is generally because
the advantages of retirement are not so good as
the advantages of holding on ?—I think so.

52. But whatever the cause may be, the effect
of the present system is, that younger men than
men at the top of the list are the men who take
the retirements i—Yes.

53. Do you also put in a return showing the
strength of each retired list during the five
decennial periods ?—1 do.—(The same was deli-
vered in, vide Appendiz.)

64. Will you furnish the Committee also with
a list of the numbers who have retired in each of
the 40 years ?—Certainly. i

55. Could you add to that the ages and the
length of service of each of the officers who have
l§,tired from the rank of colonel in each year ?—

es,

56. Colonel Percy Herbert.] The establishment
of artillery general officers, then, is 17 colonels of
ly)il.ttalions and 15 on the unattached lList ?—

es.

57. Are those colonels of battalions necessarily
general officers 7—All of them.

58. Has it not occurred that they have been
colonels ”—It has in one or two instances.

59. Mr. Beresford.] They are the same as any
general officer appointed to the command of a
regiment, are they not ?—7Yes.

Lieutenant-Colonel the Honourable Hussey FANE KEANE, R.E., called in; and Examined.

60. Chairman.] You are Deputy Adjutant
General of the Engineers at the Horse Guards ?
—I am.

61. Do you put in a return of the age and
gervice of the six semior officers in each rank of
the Engineers from colonel downwards ?—From
~ the year 1826, in each of the five decennial periods.
(The same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

62. The general effect of your return is this,
is it not, that in the year 1826 the senior
colonels averaged, in age, from 49 to 52; in
1836, from 56 to 61; in 1846, from 59 to 62;
in 1856, from 62 to 65; and in 1866, from 61
to 64 >—That is correct.

63. Then the age of the senior colonels of
Engineers has almost steadily increased since the

ear 1826 up ‘to the present time, has it not ?—
es,

64. With respect to the lieutenant-colonels,
the age, in the year 1826, was from 42 to 45; in
1836, from 52 to 54 ; in 1846, from 55 to 60; in
1856, about 60; and 1n 1866, from 49 to 51 ?—
Yes.

65. Will you explain to ‘the Committee how it
is that, whi{e the age of senior colonels has
steadily increased, or at least seems to have been
stationary within the last few years, the ages of
the senior Leutenant colonels of Engineers are
so much less now than they were 10 or 20 years
ago ?—It is partly from augmentation, and partly
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from the junior colonels having retired under the
‘Warrant of 1854 upon the 6007

66. Coming to the captains, the ages seem to
have been, in 1826, about 40; in 1836, from 45
to 48 ; in 1846, from 52 to 55; in 1856, from 40
to 41; and in 1866, from 41 to 44?—The same
remark would apply to the captains, because, of
course, as the lieutenant-colonels are younger the
captains are younger.

67. Then the Warrant of 1854 made a very
sweeping reduction in the ages of both lieutenant-
colonels and of captains, did it not ?—1I think
80.
68. The ages of the lieutenants appear to have
been about 33 in 1826 ; from 39 to 41 in 1836
from 28 to 31 in 1846 ; from 25 to 27 in 1856 ;
and from 25 to 28 at the presenmt time P—Yes;
that would be, of course, increased as you went
lower down in the rank.

69. The difference between age and service
is pretty uniform throughout, is it not ?—It is.

70. But I notice that the difference of the
senior colonels at the present time is rather
greater than that of any other rank; the differ-
ence appears to be 23 and 24 years, whereas the
differences elsewhere are from 17 to 20 years; is
there any special reason to account for that?—I
do not know that there is any special reason.

71." Mr. Beresford.] Were not those officers
retained some time after they had passed their
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final examination ?—Yes, that might account for
it; at the time when those full colonels, who are
at the head of the list now, got their commissions,
it was just after the war, and a great number of
cadets from Woolwich were placed upon tempo-
rary half-pay ; some of them elected to go into
the Line, but sometimes they were as long as
four or five years on half-pay before being ab-
sorbed into the corps. .

72. They did not get their commissions until
they were 23 or 24 years of age?—They were
not gazetted; they were given something to go
away, and employed themselves, in fact, in any
other way.

73. Chairman.] Will you tell the Committee
the exact definition of the term service” in
your corps; does all service count, except when
an officer is on permanent half pay 7— All service
counts, even supernumerary service, and seconded
service.

74. How long is service allowed to count when
an officer is on sick half-pay —He is allowed to
remain counting his service for one year on full

ay, and then, on the strength of a certificate
?rom a Medical Board which then rﬁports upon
him, he is placed upon temporary half-pay, if he
is found to be unfit for service.

75. And when he is on temporary half-pay,
his service does not count ?—When he is on tem-
porary half-pay his service does not count.

76. But when an officer is seconded, his ser-
vice does count, does it not, however long that
may be P—Yes; but there are arrangements by
which it does not Eo beyond 10 years or 12
years; 10 years is the rule, and 12 years is the
utmost limit.

77. Do you put in also a return of the esta-
blishment of officers at each of the decennial
periods, and the date of augmentation ?—I do.
(The same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

78. Have you put in any paper with respect
to the system of retirements which is in force ?—
I think that among the papers which I have
put in will be found a paper showing the effect of
the system.

79. Is your system of retirement the same as
in the Artillery —Precisely the same. We are
governed by the same warrant. -

80. Except that the numbers are not the same?
—Our money is not the same, and, therefore,
the numbers are not the same.

81. The numbers were not the same previously
to the year 1854, and are not the same now ?—
No.

82. Your money is how much now? —1It is
16,000 L

83. Is it applied under precisely the same
rules as the 32,000/ of the Artillery >—Under
precisely the same general rules. The whole of
the full pay of both corps is taken out of this
fund, and the half-pay is borne by the public.

84. You mean £at the whole of the full-pay
retirement is taken out of the vote which includes
the 16,000 L. a year, whereas the whole of the
half-pay retirement is taken out of the annual
fund 2—The whole of the half-pay retirement is
taken out of the annual fund.

85. Your 16,0000 is charged with a certain
number of old retirements, is 1t not ?—Yes.

86. The retirements before the year 1840 are
voted separately, are they not ?—Entirely so.

87. But the retirements between the years
1840 and 1854 still come out of your 16,000/, ?—
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Thf(:iy were taken up and charged against that
fund.

88. Do you corroborate Colonel Gambier’s
description of the circumstances under which a
lieutenant-colonel can get his 4007 a year
retirement ?—Yes, it is precisely the same.

89. It is a pure accident, is it not, whether or
not there happens to ‘be an available balanee of
between 400 L and 600 . —Exactly.

90. If the balance is under 400 /., nobody gets
his retirement ?—If a regimental lieutenant co-
lonel by a Medical Board, of less than 30 years’
service, applied, then, if it was 365 ., he would
get it.

91. Then there is a third retirement besides
the 600/ a year and the 400 /. a year, of 3651 a
ﬁaar ?—There is a third retirement of 36517 by a

edical Board.

92. Under what circumstances is that retire-
ment >—That is on a Medical Board reportin
that a lieutenant colonel is inefficient for genera
service.

93. How many years’ service is necessary for
that ?—A regimental lieutenant colonel of any
length of service under 30 years, on recommenda-
tion of a Medical Board, can claim 365 a-year.

94. And this 3651 a year may be granted
under the present Warrant, and is charged upon
the 16,000 L. ?—Yes.

95. As a matter of fact, is there one instance
of that kind at present in your corps >—There
are two, which you will find in the Estimates.

96. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Who regulates
the retirement of those officers; is it regulated
by the Commander in Chief, or is it granted by
the Commander in Chief with a recommendation,
and allowed by the Secretary of State for War ?
—It could only be allowed by him.

97. Each retirement has to be sanctioned by
the Secretary of State for War on the recom-
mendation of the Commander in Chief?—-Yes ;
at the same time that the recommendation goes
forward a statement of the fund accompanies it, so
that the Secretary of State for War sees whether
there is any available balance of the 16,000/
to cover the application.

98. And a statement of the officer’s service is
also sent, is it not P— A statement of the officer’s
services and of the circumstances under which he
is recommended for full pay.

99. Still, the rule being that, if there is a
balance of between 365 /. and 400, and if there
is an applicant for the 20 s. a day retirement, he
would get it; and if the balance exceeds 400 L,
and is less than 6007, it would be given to the
first lieutenant-colonel for retirement; but if it
exceeds 6001 it is given to the first colonel for
retirement ; is that so?— Yes; seniority rules
through all those retirements.

100. But whether the next retirement is given
to a lieutenant-colonel or to a colonel, depends
upon the mere chance of the casual balance at
the moment ?—Quite so.

101. Chairman.] You have putin a return of the
number of officers of each rank on the retired
list; can you give the actual number of officers
retired in each of the 40 years, with the date, age,
and service of each of the colonels 7—1I will do so.

102. The half-pay vote with you is entirely
distinct from the 16,000 L, is it not ?— Entirely.

103. And the retirement of officers who bave
the absolute right of half-pay retirement after
25 years’ service, comes out of the half-pay vote ?
—Yes

104. And
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104. And the limited number of half-pay re-
tirements which you are able to give every year
also comes out of the half-pay vote, does 1t not ?
—Yes.

105. Do you remember what those numbers
are in your corps ?—

106. Are those half-pay retirements at the same
rate as the ordinary half-pay retirements?—
Yes.

107. Mr. Otway.] Is the number of half-pay
retirements limited ?—1It is not.

108. Chairman.] The number that you may
retire under the Warrant of 1854 is limited, is it
not >—Yes; f0o many a year may be put on half-

upon application.
p"51’09!.)015 trg;t in addition to the retirements to
which all officers of 25 years’ service are abso-
lately entitled ?—That question of every officer
having a right to half-pay at the end of 25 years,
is completely new to our two corps.

110. Itis in force, is it not ?—It is in force.

111. It only dates since the Warrant of this
year, I believe ?— Since the 3rd of February
1866.

112. Could you put in a return of the number
of all the half-pay retirements during any period
that the Committee wished ?—Certainly.

113. Mr. Beresford.] There was a second half-
pay list established under a distinct warrant, was
there not, in former years ?—I think not; I find
the same number allowed to be retired established
in all the warrants.

114. Colonel Percy Herbert.l Could you put
in a return of the number of officers of your
corps who have retired on half-pay in each of
the last 20 years, and the total number on half-
pay at the end of each year?—Yes.

115. Mr. Beresford.] Was there not a full-pay
retired list before the year 1841 Y—Yes; one for
the Ordnance Corps, dated 23rd December 1831.
The Warrant of 1841 really embodied the decision
of 1840.

116. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Some officers have
been allowed to retire from your corps by the
sale of commissions, have they not ?—Yes.

117. They have not purchased those commis-
sions, have they >—No. '
- 118. No officer in the Engineers has ever pur-
chased a commission, I believe —No.

119. But some officers have been allowed by
the Secretary ot State for War to retire by the
sale of their commissions P—Yes.

120. Has that occurred to any extent ?—No;
there have been only three or four instances, I
think. ‘

121. Can you send in a return of those officers
and of the circumstances under which such sales
were permitted 7—I will do so.

122, Mr. Grenfell.] How was the money sup-
plied ; who paid the money ?—I have not anidea;
1t comes from the Reserved Fund.

123. Chairman.] Were those commissions pur-
chased out of any public fund ?—Yes.

124. What was that fund called >—The Re-
served Fund.

125. That Reserved Fund is not contributed to
by your corps, is it >—No.

126. It is the Reserved Fund contributed out
of the Line and the Cavalry, is it not 7—I am not
aware how it is contributed.

127. Can you give a nominal list of the com-
missions that are so sold ?—Yes, I will do so.

128. Should you have any difficulty in giving
the particulars of the present colonels to whom
you have referred as not having got their commis-
sions, or as having been put upon half-pay after
they left the academy ?—Ii‘lo.

129. Can you give their age when they entered
the academy, and the time they remained there,
and the time between their leaving the academy
find getting their commissions P—1I think I could
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130. You can give the full particulars of those
sales of commissions, can you not, including the
amount paid ?—The amount paid is the regimental
price of the commission.

131. And can you give the particulars of the
officer’s service, and the reasons in each case 7—
Yes.

Colonel GLOUCESTER (GAMBIER, C.B., R.A., called in; and further Examined.

132. WE have heard from Colonel Keane, that
between the years 1820 and 1826, a certain
number of Engineers after leaving the academy
did not get their commissions for some years;
did that apply also to your corps?—I cannot
answer that question, but I think there were
some that did not.

133. Could you refresh your mind upon that

point, and give the Committee exact information
upon it on another occasion?—Certainly.

134. Mr. Otway.] Haveany officersin yourcorps
been allowed to sell their commissions ?— Yes.

135. Chairman.] Can you furnish the Com-
mittee with the same return that Colonel Keane
is going to furnish, as to the number of half-pay
retirements within the last 20 years ?—Yes.

Major General GEORGE CoLT LANGLEY, R.M., called in; and Examined.

You are Deputy Adjutant

136. Chairmmi}
arines at the Admiralty, are

General of the
you not ?—I am.

137. Do you put in a return of the ages and
length of service of the six senior officers in each
rank of the Marines from colonel downwards, in
the five decennial periods since 1826 ?—I do.
(The same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

138. Can you give the ages in the earlier of
those decennial periods?—No; I have no record
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of the ages at my office, further back than the
year 1846.

139. Can you give, also, a return of the estab-
lishment of the Marines at each of those five
periods, and the date and extent of the several
augmentations and reductions since ?—Yes. ( The
same was delivered in, vide Appendiz.)

140. Can you also hand in a statement of the
system of retirement in force during each }year
since 1826 ?—1 have drawn out this paper r:hm
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in the same). :
. 141. Then, without going through the past
system, what is the present system of retirement
in the Marines?—The present system is, that
there is a fixed sum allowed for retirement of all
ranks.

142. How much is that, at present ?—£.35,000.

143. That does not include the half-pay, does
it >—No.

144. But 35,0001 is allowed for the full-pay
retirement of the whole corps ?—Yes.

145. Under what system is that applied ?—
Upon the application of officers for long and

_meritorious services, and impaired health.

148. But taking the case of a colonel in the
first instance. Wiat are the rules under which

‘a colonel is entitled to apply for his retirement ;

after how many years’ service; is there any limit
of service ?—It is not limited to any particular
length of service. A lieutenant colonel of 30
years’service is allotted 1/ aday ; and alieutenant
colonel of shorter service retires on his regimen-
tal pay.

147. But supposing that a certain amount of
money is available out of the 35,000 . a year, to
whom is retirement offered, or who gets the
retirement in the first instance ?—It is not cus-
tomary to offer retirement.

148. Then, in what turn are retirements
given ?—They are mot given in any particular
turn ; they are given either to officers who have
made application, or who may have been recom-
mended for retirement.

149. But officers of each rank apply for retire-
ment, do they not?—Yes.

150. Supposing that there are a certain num-
ber of colonels, and a certain number of lieu-
tenant colonels, who have applied for retirement,
in what order do they get it; do you exhaust the
Iist of colonels before you come to the lieutenant
colonels —We have never run our money at all
close, and always have a balance in hand, and
therefore have not been obliged to retain any
junior officers until their seniors are provided for.

151. Then, practically, the sum available for
retirement in the Marines has never been ex-
hausted 7—No.

152. Have all the officers of all ranks, who
have applied for retirement, been able to get
it ?—There is no retirement with regard to
subalterns, but all officers of the rank of captain
and upwards can retire.

153. Then what are the rules; what limit is
there 7—The Admiralty made a rule not to give
it to an officer under 21 years’ service. That is
according to the rules established by the Army
‘Warrant of 1854.

154. Then a captain of 21 years’ service can
get his retirement now on application; is the
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fund in hand sufficient for that >—Yes; he might,
if his health were impaired, after 21 years’ ser-
vice.

155. Is there any age at which he is entitled
to his retirement without the condition of im-
paired health 2—There is no prescribed age at
which he can claim retirement.

156. How is that with respect to the lieutenant-
colonels; is there any age at which a lieutenant-
colonel is entitled to his full-pay retirement
without a medical certificate ?—No age has been
prescribed at which he can claim retirement.

157. What is the amount of a captain’s retire-
ment ?—His regimental pay, 11s. 7 d. a day.

158. And what is a lieutenant-colonel's ? —
Seventeen shillings a day, unless he has attained
30 years’ service, and then it is 1. a day.

159. And what is a colonel’s pay ?>—A second
co‘llnmandant’s is allowed a retirement of 11 5 s.
a day.

160. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Does a brevet-
major get the same as a captain 7—He gets his
regimental pay, 13s. 7 d. a day.

161. Chairman.] Could you put in more dis-
tinctly the exact Admiralty rules under which
the retirement is now governed ?—That is estab-
lished by an Order in Council. I have the Order
in Council with me.

162. Can you add that to the return which
you have put in?—Yes.

163. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Is not an officer
of 30 years full-pay service allowed to retire upon
full- pay without a medical certificate, as is the
case in the army ?—There is no survey held upon
an officer of that length of service. If he applies
f:;:n retirement, it has generally been granted to
¥ 164. But without any medical certificate ?>—

es.

165. SirJokn Hay.] The colonels commandant
and the lieutenant-colonels commandant in the
Marines are not general officers, are they, as they
are in the other corps ?—They are not.

166. You have no selling out?—No; not for a
number of years.

167. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Have you ever
had anything of the kind ?—Yes ; about the year
1826.

168. Mr. Beresford.] Is any portion of the
35,000 .. applied to half-pay —No; but that in-
cludes all the retirements prior to 1840, as well
as subsequent to that date.

169. Colonel Fercy Herbert.] Are your officers
allowed to retire upon half-pay absolutely, after
25 years’ service, as is now allowed in the army ?
—No; they only retire on half-pay from 1ill-
health.

170. They are not gble to claim half pay by
right 7—They are not able to exchange to half-
pay, or to claim half-pay.
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Captain DouGrLAs GALTON, R.E., called in; and Examined.

171. Chairman.] Yot are Assistant Under
Secretary of State in the War Office >—I am.

172. You were an Engineer officer ?—Yes.

173. And you acted as Chairman, or Senior
Member of the Committee which sat in August
1865, on the Retirement of Officers of Artillery
and Engineers, and agnin in August 1866 2—"The
Committee was re-assembled at that date to report
upon a Treasury letter.

174. You are in a position therefore to give
the Committee full information upon the whole
question ?—I am.

175. The Committee, I believe, which sat in
1865 were unanimously of opinion that the present
system of retirement was unsatisfactory ?—Their
opinion was that it was not sufficient.

176. And their recommendation, I believe,
was simply that a certain addition should be made
to the 40,000/. a~year >—Yes.

177. That addition was recommended, I be-
lieve, without any regard to the prospective
increase of the two corps from the Indian estab-
lishment ?—We omittgg that from the calculation
purposely. We thought that when the services
were practically amalgamated some new arrange-
ment must be come to; that some addition would
have to be made on behalf of the Indian officers.

178. In fixing the addition, you suggested, did
you not, that you did not at all propose to touch
the system under which those retirements are
granted ?—Yes.

179. Is it your opinion that that system, not
referring to tﬁe amount, is a satisfactory one ?—
1 should prefer some system of compulsory re-
tirement after a certain age.

180. Will you be good enough to describe
what you consider to be the working of the
present system, and in what respects you think
1t is faulty ?—1I will describe first what the present
system is. By the present system we provide
annually 32,000 L a-year for the Artillery, and
16,000 L. for the Engineers, which is apportioned
to the officers who retire on full pay.

181. Will you just mention in what general
respects you think the system ca(;m le of
amendment, or what faults you can find in it ?—
The main fault is that it does not make a suffi-
cient provision. It allows officers at a great age
to remain at the head of the respective ranks;
that is to say, the colonels of Engineers are men
of considerable age, and many ofgl the lieutenant
colonels have much longer service than Lieu-
tenant colonels in the line; and the same with
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regard to captains and subalterns also. That has  Captain

taken place under the
we have had considerable augmentations made to
both corps, especially to the Artillery, during the
last 10 or 15 years.

182. That might be apparently cured by an in-
crease in the amount of the allowance but you
go beyond that, do you not, and think that the
rule of retirement should be fixed, instead of
fluctuating with the number of vacancies, and
the amount of money available?—Under the
present system it is a chance whether the officers
are old or not, but if you had a system of com-
gulsory retirement according to age, you would

e quite certain of men of a proper age being
always at the head of the different ranks in the
corps.

1%3. There is, to a certain extent, a system of
cox;{pulsory retirement in the line, is there not ?
—Yes, after 60 years of age; but I do not think
it has been applied very stringently.

184. The rule, I believe, is subject to the dis-
cretion in each case of the Commander in Chief >—
Exactly, it is very difficult not to leave some dis-
cretionary power with the Commander in Chief’;
you might have, in one case for example, a man
of 60 or 65 years of age, very active, and fully
competent to do all the work, whereas in another
case you would have a man who was entirely
worn out.

185. Then, you are of opinion that it would
be practicable to introduce a system of compul-
gory retirement, or qualified compulsory retire-
ment, in both the Engineers and the Artillery at
a certain age ?—I think it must be compulsory
almost if you introduce it as a rule, and that you
would give great cause for complaint if you
allowed any relaxation to take place. In the
army medical service there is an arrangement
by which a sur%eon-major is obliged to retire on
certain fixed allowances after 55 years of age, if
he has not by that time obtained the rank of
of deputy inspector general of hospitals.

186. In the medical service both of the army
and the navy there are fixed ages at which officers
of fixed ran.{s have to retire ?—Yes.

187. Was that system enforced to its full ex-
tent before the warrant of last year was issued ?
—It was in force before the warrant of last year;
gince the warrant of 1858.

188. And the warrant of last year put the
two services practically upon the same footing 7—

Yes.
A4 189. You

resent system, although D. Galton,
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189. You think that with respect to combatant

D. Galton, officers, it would be practicable to apply the same
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principle ?—I think so.

190. That principle is aPpHed, is it not, in the
navy 7—Yes, I beheve it is to a certain extent;
I think as to the promotionsto the rank of ad-
miral.

191. You would propose, in the first instance,
that a colonel of Engineers or Artillery should,
after a certain age, be compulsorily retired ?—I
should apply it to the different ranks, but first to
the colonels.

192. You would give a colonel a step in rank
on retirement >—Yes; I should have no objection
to that.

193. You would give him no option of retain-
ing his position or going on to his battalion ?—
No; I would give him no option whatever.

194. Nor would you give any option to the
Commander in Chief to retain his services, if he
thought necessary ?—No.

195. Coming lower down, would you apply the
same rule to lieutenant colonels ?—Yes.

196. Whether they were colonels in the army
or not ?—I should apply it, I think, entirely to
all regimental colonels.

197. That is to say, at a certain age they
should be compulsorily retired at a certain fixed
rate ?—Yes.

198. Would you go lower down than that;
lower than the rank of lieutenant colonels?—I
think it is desirable to go down to captains.

199. On the same principle ?—Yes,

200. Do you consider that such a system as
that, standing alone, would, supposing the ages
were satisfactorily settled, ensure a proper flow
of promotion in the corps ?—I do not look at it
in that way; Ilook at it in this way: all you
want to secure is that the officers shall not be too
old for their duties. I do not think that one has
to look at it in any other light.

201. You do not look at it in a far-away point
of view; that a satisfactory flow of promotion
brings good officers into the corps P—1I think that
you would get good officers into the corps, in the
way I have suggested, as you do now; no doubt

romotion does that also, but when promotion
ﬁas been slow it has not impeded it.

202. Your main reason for advocating this
system is that it gets rid of comparatively
inefficient officers, and secures comparatively
efficient ones?—Exactly so; it secures promo-
tion for comparatively efficient officers.

203. And incidentally, as creating a proper
flow of promotion, it would popularise the corps?
—Yes.

204. With regard to ages; at whatage do you
think it would be proper to retire a colonel of
Engineers or Artillery 7—I do not think you could
retire a colonel under, I suppose, about 60 or 62
years of age. An inspector general of hos-
pitals is compelled to retire at 65, I think ; but
then he ranks with a major general, and his
duties would be more those of a major general.

205. Would you retire a major general on
the establishment at any age so as to intercept
his succeeding to the command of a battalion P—
No; I do not think that the command of a bat-
talion is an active duty ; it is rather a reward
for service. An inspector general of hospitals
is an efficient officer, going active duty, an«f it is
considered that he would not be qualified to per-
form his duties after the age of 65; but he has
a rank higher than that of a colonel.
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206. You would retire all colonels at the age
of 60?—7Yes.

207. What rate of retirement do you consider
would be fair to such officers —The pay of a
major general.

208. Do you mean the pay on the establish-
ment >—I mean 478 L

209. That is the present pay of a major
%eneral of Artillery or Engineers?—Yes; and

would give them a step of rank.

210. You would in that way get rid of the
%)0 l. a year retirements which are now had ?—

es.

211. You would retire every colonel of Artil-
lery and Engineers, at 60 years of age, on a
major general’s pay on the establishment?—

es.

212. At what age would you retire a lieu-
tenant colonel 2—About 58, I think.

213. Do you think that so small a difference
as between 58 and 60 would werk well 7—He
must be either 55 or 58.

214. At what rate of pay would you retire
him ?—1I would give him the full pay of a colonel
and a step of rank.

215. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Supposing he had
brevet rank >—I would retire him without astep of
rank, if his rank was brevet rank. I should
give him a step of rank from the rank he held in
the corps, the regimental rank.

216. Chairman.] Would that be any advan-
tage to him ?—No.

217. You would give it to him on the same
day that you retired him ?—Yes.

218. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Under the present
system five years’ service as lieutenant colonel
makes a man a bond fide colonel in the army ?
—Then he would only get the benefit of the

ay.

)2’19. Chairman.] Coming still lower down, at
what age would you compulsorily retire a cap-
tain ?—At 50.

220. And you would give him, I suppose, in
theY same way the full pay of a lieutenant colonel ?
—Yes.

221. Do you consider that this arrangement
would, in a financial point of view, cause much
increased expenditure to the country ?>—I think
where the greater increase would take place
would be in the colonel's rank. I think that a
good many colonels would probably be retired ;
but I do not believe that there would be much
retirement in the other ranks; I have not made
any calculation.

222. I suppose you could make an cstimate of
that, and furnish it to the Committee 7—Yes.

223. Do you think that such an arrangement
as that, bearing in mind that a colonel’s retire-
ment is 600 . a year, would be satisfactory to the
two corps ?—The present retirements are limited
in number, that is, the 600/ a year retirements.
I do not know that I would disturb them; I
should be inclined to supplement the present sys-
tem by this further one.

224. Then, you would retain the present 600 Z
a year retirement, and introduce this system of
compulsory retirement in addition ?—Yes.

225. On what principle would you retain the
6001 a year >—Simply on the principle that you
have given it to the corps, and that it would
create dissatisfaction to remove it.

226. By what machinery would you retain it;
would you allow officers below the ages you have
named for compulsory retirement to 'cakeEs Ogh;,
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6001 a year >—I would allow the senior officer
to accept it; that would be according to se-
niority.

227. You would then put an officer in the
position of having to speculate whether accepting
the 600. a year at present would be better for
him than waiting for a year or two longer, and
then getting only 4751 ?—Exactly so; 1t would
be a question whether his chances of promotion
in the ordinary way were better than Eis taking
the 600/ a year.

228. If the compulsory system of retirement
would be good for the country, and the present

ements are unsatisfactory, why should you
retain the latter ?—1It is a question, I think,
whether they would be unsatisfactory; I do not
know that they would be.

229. What I mean is this; if the country
gains an advantage by retiring every officer
compulsorily at a certain age, and the result is
to clear the corps of inefficient officers, why should
you retain in addition to that a system of lottery
under which an officer may get something more ?
—I would only have it retained for the sake of
the corps.

230. Would it not be better for the corps to
lay down an absolute rule, and fix the rate of
retirement at a higher figure P—Perhaps the
would prefer it ; but I doubt whether you could,
without a largely increased expenditure, fix it at
a much higher figure.

231. Could there be any object in retaining
two different systems of retirement from the
same rank, if one system could be made to work
satisfactorily ?—No, I think not.

232. Could you institute a comparison between
a scheme by which you should retain only one
system of compulsory retirement at a certain age,
with a somewhat higher rate of pay than at
present, and the double system you have just
referred to >—Yes, I think I shall be able to do so.

233. As the command of a battalion is purely
an honorary duty, and involves no active duty, 18
there any reason why some officers should become
major generals by succession, and that some
should not?—No, not if you were to give the
rank as a reward, there is no reason why.

234. Would it not be therefore advisable, if
possible, to promote officers at a certain age to
the rank of major general, leaving the succession
as it is now ?—Yes; I should almost think it
might be better to promote them all from one
list, and leave it to the Commander in Chief to
select for the command of battalions those officers
whom he considered the most deserving, making
a promotion by merit.

235. And not giving any seniority right ?—
No; I should prefer malaxing 1t a matter of reward.

236. That would involve, would it not, a con-
siderable increase in the major generals’ pay ?—
No ; you would have the same number of
battalions then that you have now.

237. Would not the senior officers of the
corps be dissatisfied if they did not succeed by
Tight to the command of battallions, and only
received the 4751 P—The present system has be-
come very much, or at all events to some extent,
one of merit, for they promote to the command
of battalions now from the army rank, and not
from the position in the corps.

238. Is it not rather this, that they go to the
major generals’ establishment by army rank ?—
‘They go to the major generals’ establishment by
army rank.
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239. Being on that establishment they retain
their position u%‘to the command of a battalion,
do they not?—The army rank is what gives
them the command of a battalion.

240. Once a major general, an officer succeeds
in his turn to the command of a battalion, does
he not ?—1I,will take it in the case of the Artillery.
An officer attained the rank of lieutenant ge-
neral, although he had not held higher rank than
that of a colonel, after many officers had, I think,
become major generals.

241. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Is it not the
case that officers succeed to the rank of major
general according to the brevet army rank which
they hold ?—Yes.

242. From that list they are selected by the
Commander in Chief for the honorary command
of battalions ?—1I think so. .

243. Chairman.] Without reference to their
rank as major generals ?—No ; without reference
to their artillery rank.

244. (To Major General Gambier).] Will you
be good enough to state how that is ?—They take
it by army rank. The Commander in Chief now
selects them by army rank.

245. Is it the case when an officer is once on
the major generals’ establishment, that he suc-
ceeds to agbattalion in the order in which he
stands 7—He succeeds in the order in which he
stands on the major generals’ establishment,
which is by army rank.

246. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Is that as a
matter of course, or 15 a selection made by the
Commander in Chief ?—I¢t is the rule which the
Commander in Chief has now established.

247. Major Jervis (to Captain Galton).] An
Artillery officer having obtained brevet rank in
the army, and having got to the top of the list of
colonels in the army, goes on to the list of major
ﬁenerals; that is, on to the list of major generals

elonging to the Artillery ?—At the present time
there are two lists ; one is a list of officers who
have attained the rank by brevet rank, and the
other a list of officers who have attained it by
regimental rank, and the Commander in Chief
has adopted the plan at present of selecting the
senior officers on the brevet army rank for the
conima.nd of battalions, and not the regimental
rank.

248. Chairman.] Then my original question
was, I think, correct, that major generals succeed
to the command of battalions in the order in which
they stand on the major generals’ list of the corps
to which they belong ?—Yes, by army rank.

249, And they succeed from the rank of
colonel to that of major general, according to
their seniority as colonels in the army ?—Yes.

250. Colonel Percy Herbert.] The apf)oint-
ment to the honorary command of a battalion is
a matter of selection by the Commander in Chief,
is it not 7—Certainly.

251. Chairman (to Major Greneral Gambier). ]
Does the Commander in Chief ever deviate from
the seniority in the corps?—He has not done so
gince I have been major general.

252. It isin his power to do so, is it not >—Yes.

253. But it is not his practice ?—No.

254. (To Captain Galton).] Yourolpinion, then,
upon the whole would be, that all colonels in the
two corps of Artillery and Engineers should be
promoted to the rank of magi); general either at
a maximum age, or in the ordinary course of pro-
motion by succession ?—Y es.

255. That they should all, as major generals,
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—Yes.

256. And that they should succeed to the
command of battalions according to their rank as
colonels ?—Yes.

257. That all colonels of the age of 60 should
be compulsorily retired or promoted to the esta~
blishment of major generalsat a fixed rate of pay
somewhat in excess of the present pay on the
major generals’ establishment >—Yes.

258. Then that all lieutenant colonels at the
age of 55 should be retired, and put upon the list
of retired colon:is >—Yes.

259. And thut all captains of the age of 50
should be retired, and be placed on the list of re-
tired lieutenant coloneis ?*—Yes.

260. Retired lieutenant colonels and retired
captains having no further improvement in posi-
tion to look forward to P—Yes.

261. Do you think that such a system as that
would be the best that could be adopted ?—I
think it would secure you officers at an efficient
age in each branch of the service.

262. Would you supplement that by anything
more than 25 years’ optional half-pay retirement ?
—1I may say that I have heard mentioned a pro-
posal of Colonel Herbert’s, which I thought was
a very good one, but which I have not yet much
considered; it struck me, however, as one that
might be of great use, viz., that officers should be
allowed, after a certain number of years’ service,
to receive a lump sum of money, and retire from
the army altogether. I think that that would
work with great advantage where you wanted to
clear the way as between the lieutenants and the
colonels.

263. Do you think that compulsory retirement
from the top would not effect that clearance ?—
I think it would be a great advantage for the
lower ranks to have a clearance of that sort ; the
power of retirement, and an inducement to re-
tire after a certain term of service, with a lump
sum.

264. Do you think that the amount of money
to be made applicable to such retirements should
be a fixed one and annual >—Clearly, and that it
should lapse if it were not claimed.

265. V{;ould you offer it to the senior officers
of each rank?—1I should allow those officers to
have it who applied. I suppose it would be well
known who would apply, and if the officers were
entitled to it, I would allow the senior officers
who applied for it to retire.

266. With such a supplement, and with an ab-
solute right to retire on half-pay after 25 years,
you think that such a plan as you have suggested
would be a satisfactory system of retirement for
the two corps?—Yes, I have no doubt of it.

267. Is there not at the present time a sum of
400/ a year given, under certain circumstances,
as a retirement to a lieutenant colonel with the
rank of colonel in the army ?—There are retire-
ments on 4001, a year given now.

268. Those depend, do they not, on the acci-
dent of there being available out of the fund a
sufficient amount 7—Yes, it is an entire chance.

269. Your objection to lotteries in this matter
would extend to that system, I suppose ?—Yes;
I should much prefer the system of giving a
lump sum, if I could, to allow an officer to go
out.

270. Colonel Percy Herbert.] The scheme
which you have sketched out of compulsory re-

tirement, I believe you have not yet considered
in its details ?—I have not.

271. Would there, in your opinion, he any
great advantage in retiring colonels and lieute-
nant colonels at different ages, or are the duties
of lieutenant colonels of a very much more active
nature than those of colonels of brigades of
Artillery ; is not nearly as much activity re-
quired in the one case as in the other ?—That is
a question which I should hardly like to answer.
I think the question is, what, in time of war, are
the relative duties, and whether the duties of a
lieutenant colonel are not much more active in &
time of war. In a time of peace there is not any
great difference.

272. I presume that if the ages were fixed for
colonels at 60, and lieutenant colonels at 58, you
would rather have lieutenant colonels at 58 P—
The honourable Chairman suggested 55 ; lieu-~
tenant coloncls at 55. :

273. Are there no lieutenant colonels at 55
Kears of age ?—Not in the Artillery. I do not

now about the Engineers.

274. In the case of the Engineers, might not
the ordinary duties of a lieutenant colonel of
Engineers be very well performed by an officer
who was 55 years of age *—Yes.

275. And any Engineer officer on active ser-
vice must be specially selected for the duty,
must he not ?—No doubt.

276. And there would be an opportunity of
selecting the officer >—Yes; but still I thi
every officer of rank ought to be capable of un-
dertaking active service.

277. As a matter of economy to the State,
would it not be desirable to allow officers to
serve up to a greater age than 55, although in
the exceptional case of active service, it might
be desirable to have younger men in that rank ?
—Then it would be fixing the retirement at
rather a greater age.

278. Would it not be better to fix the age at
which it was considered an officer ought to retire
absolutely on the ground of age, irrespectivel
of his rank, and applying that to all ranks?—
think that that argument might apply with some
force to colonels and to lieutenant colonels, but
not to captains. With regard to fixing the age
for captains, I think their duties are much more
active, or they ought to be, than those of colonels
and lieutenant colonels.

279. I have been assuming that a captain
would never attain the age, if you provided for
the compulsory retirement of leutenant colonels
and colonels at the age at which you would pro-
pose to retire them compulsorily in those ranks ?
—The argument for an increase of the retire-
ment to the Artillery and Engineers is, that all
these ranks will attain to a very considerable age
before they get promotion.

280. At what age do you consider it probable
that captains of Artillery and Engineers would
arrive 7—If the present system of promotion went
on, and if there was no augmentation to the Ar-
tillery in future, I think you would find that the
captains would be 50 years of age; at least, the
seniority captains.

281. Chairman.] Although all the colonels
were retired at 60 7/—No.

282. Colonel Percy Herbert.] I am taking that
as part of your plan, that that would be done, and
if so, would it ever happen that the captains
would attain the age of 50 in that rank ?—1I think
it would very rarely happen.

283. It
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283. It would of course simplify the matter
if there was one age for retirement, and that that
was made absolute 7—Yes; there is a difference
now between the average age of lieutenant colo-
nels of Artillery and the average age of captains
of Artillery of 12 years.

284. Chairman.] Is there not a difference now
of 16 years between the senior colonel and the
senior captain of Artillery >—I am not aware. I
have not seen the papers.

285. Colonel Percy Herbert.] 1 suppose that
compulsory retirement, if made absolute, would
be distatetul to the officers —No doubt.

286. And if you, without sacrificing the effi-
ciency of the service, could make it acceptable to
them, it would be desirable, would it not, as re-
moving a ground for discontent?— No doubt
of it.

287. Supposing you were to make the system
of retirement compulsory as to the ranks ofy colo-
nel and lieutenant colonel, but left them to attain
the rank of major general in the ordinary course
of things, Her Majesty having power to employ
them on the staff as major generals, would tl;xat,
do you think, tend to remove a feeling of dis-
content on the part of the officers who were com-

ulsorily retired, that they should be removed
grom the active duties of the profession, and be
placed on a retired list as to }i\ay; that their
places should be filled up by fresh appointments
m the corps, but that they should remain on the
Army List, and rise in succession to the rank of
major general, the same as anybody else ?—Then
they would retain their position, as it were, in
italics in the Army List, and succeed to the rank
of major general in the ordinary course.

288. Not in italics, as they would be colonels
just the same as the colonels on retired full pay
are at present 7—But supposing the senior colo-
nel of Engineers was 58, and the junior man was
60, and was retired, he would still retain his re-
lative position for the rank of major general with
the colonel of 58, as senior in the corps.

289. Just so.

290. Chairman.] Your last proposal was, that
colonels of 60 years of age should, instead of
being retired, be promoted to the rank of major
general >—Yes; 1 meant, where they were pro-
moted to a separate list to be made major generals,
but that they should succeed to the command of
battalions, according to their rank as colonels.

291. That is to say, to promote from the
colonel’s list to the major general’s list in two
orders, those at the top of the list on a vacancy
occurring, and those of 60 years of age when
they reach that age, but having reached the
major general’s list, that they should succeed to
the command of battalions in their original rank
as colonels >—Yes.

292. Colonel Percy Herbert.] My plan was
this, that an officer having arrived at the age of
60, or whatever the age fixed upon was, should
be removed from the corps of Artillery or Engi-
neers; that he should retain on the Army List
the same position as a colonel on half-pay, and
obtain all further promotion in the same way as
officers on the half-pay list, being liable to be
employed on the staft at Her Majesty’s pleasure;
are there any objections to that plan as regards
the efficiency of the corps, and would it not have
the effect of softening off the compulsory retire-
ment to the officers of the corps ?—It would, I
should think, soften off the compulsory retire-
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ment to some extent, and it would, perhaps, be
less disliked than my plan.

293. Do you think there would be any mate-
rial sacrifice of efficiency ?—I think not.

294. Referring to- t{e system of giving a
bonus for retirement, and not binding myself to
the details, suppose that a sum, varying from
800 . to 1,800 or 2,000 [, was offered to offi-
cers whose services varied from 10 to 12, 12 1o
15, 15 to 18, and 18 to 20 years, do you think
that it would be accepted by officers in the Ar-
tillery and Engineers ?—I think there are many
officers who would accept it, and be very glad
to take & lump sum and retire.

295. Officers with from 12 to 15, and from 15
to 18 years’ service —Yes.

296. You think that from many circumstances,
either from being married, or getting tired of
the service, they would be gla.dg to retire, and
that many of them would retire who now hang
on?—I think that a certain number of them
would retire; I do not say that a large number
would.

297. It would keep up a flow of promotion
through the corps, would it not?—Yes; including
the lower ranks.

298. I think you stated that that flow of pro-
motion would be exceedingly beneficial to the
corps ?>—No doubt of it.

299. Supposing that a sum of 10,0007 per
annum was employed in the Artillery in that way,
and a proportionate sum in the Engineers, might
not that be an effectual way of arriving at what
we all desire to see, viz., young officers of a lesser
age in the higher ranks of the profession >—Yes;
it would operate, I think, to take off officers of
about 20 years’ service.

300. Would it not have the effect of enabling
other officers at an earlier period to reach the
rank of lieutenant colonel or full colonel ?—Yes.
On the other hand, it would tend more, I think,
to bring young officers to the ranks of lieutenants
and captains.

301. But still, by taking the captains off above,
they would attain the rani of lieutenant colonel
at an earlier period >—Y es, clearly.

302. You think, then, both in the interests of
the corps and the public service, that a scheme of
that kind is well worth consideration ?—I think
it is; and I am not certain that it might not be
beneficial to extend it to the higher ranks, and
allow officers to compound for a lump sum, and
retire altogether with the rank of colonel.

303. Whether the Government paid 50,000 /.
a-year in bonuses, or whether they paid 50,000 /.
a-year in the shape of annuities or retired allow-
ances, it would be the same thing ?—No, not the
same thing. T think it would be a much better
thing to pay it in the shape of bonuses.

304. Chairman.] If you offered to the senior
officers of each rank that they should have their
pay capitalised, and you also filled up their va-
cancies, you would increase the charge to the
State, would you not ?—Yes; but I meant in the
rank of lieutenant colonel, if you could offer some
inducement to some of them to retire.

305. If you offered to the two senior lieutenant
colonels, for instance, a sum of money down, in-
stead of their pay, and filled up their vacancies,
you would increase the charge to the State ; but if

ou only offered it to two lieutenant colonels who

d retired on whole or half-pay, that would not
increase the charge to the State ?—No; if you

made officers retire at a certain age, it would be
B 2 . worth
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worth your while to pay such a sum, and to
capitalise what you are paying them rather than
Fay them the full allowance for the rest of their
ives.

306. Therefore, with respect to lieutenant
colonels whom you would retire at a certain age,
such an arrangement would cost the country
nothing ; but lower down the scale, with respect
to captains, for instance, who would not be re-
tired at a certain age, if you offered them a bonus
and a certain amount to the two senior officers,

ou would to that extent increase the charge ?—
es, clearly ; the proposal that Colonel Herbert
made was to increase the charge on the State.

307. Your extension of it to lieutenant colonels
is not exactly on the same footing 7—No.

308. Colonel Percy Herbert.lu My proposal
was to apply a portion of that which is now the
retiring allowance in the Engineers and the
Artillery (48,000, or whatever the sum was
thought proper to be) as the retiring allowance
for those corps ?—Yes.

309. Then, if we follow out this plan, the
Engineers and Artillery would be in this posi-
tion: there would be compulsory retirement at
the age of 57 or 60 from the rank of colonel, and
there would be a right of retirement on half-pay
after 25 years’ service, which is common to those
two corps with the rest of the army. and there
would be a portion of the retiring allowance voted
by Parliament applied as bonuses to induce
officers of from 12 to 20 years’ service to retire ?
—Yes.

310. Thosethree thingstogether would probabl
create a more equable flow of promotion in aﬁ
the ranks of the service than any one of them by
itself would create P—Yes.

311. Will you state your opinion as to whether
it would be the best application of the public
funds, in the three ways which have been men-
tioned ?—I think it would secure efficiency in
the corps; but, without having made any calcu-
lation as to how it would work out, I cannot say
whether it would be the best plan.

Y312. Your impression is favourable to it ?—
es.

313. Mr. Evans.] Would you give the cap-
tains, if they were obliged to retire at 50, a step
in rank as well as the lieutenant colonels ?—
Certainly.

314. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Referring to your
recommendation with regard to retirement after
a certain age, it is frequently the case, I think, in
the Artiliery and Engineers, that officers senior
in regimental rank are younger in age than some
helow them ?—Yes, I suppose so.

315. If you give an officer retiring a step of
rank, you would make him supersede (in the
army) those senmior to him on the regimental
list?—Yes, you would in that way; but then
I propose that promotion to the command of a
battalion should be according to the rank of the
colonel.

316. That is contrary, I think, to the system
which is now adopted; army rank is the rule, I
believe, at present?—Yes, {ut this would be a
special retired rank.

317. Chairman.] And succession to a battalion
would be according to the army rank of the
colonel P—Yes.

318. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] By promoting an
officer as you have sugiested, you would fre-
quently have an officer who was junior to another
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in a regiment, senior to him as major general ?—
Then he would be on the Retired List.

319. I understand you to recommend that
officers on the compulsory retired list should be
promoted to battalions>—Yes, but according to
the rank they hold as colonels.

320. You would have two different lists?—
Yes, as they have now.

321. With reference to your recommendation
as to lieutenant colonels being retired at a certain
age, would it not be very hard upon the senior
one to be put on the Retired List, when a few
days even on the Colonels’ List would make him
eligible for a battalion >—Of course there are
always in carrying out every rule hard cases at
the boundaries, but at the same time I do not see
how you can avoid them; there are always some
individuals who suffer very much from it, or at
all events think they do, from just falling within
tll;e limit; but I do not see how you can avoid
that.

322. Would not voluntary retirement at an
age somewhat less, act more fairly >—How are
you to obtain it ?

323. If officers arrived at the age fixed, would
they not be glad to avail themselves of volun-
tary retirement?—It seems to me, that it is
desirable to fix some principle upon which the
retirement should take place, and the only princi-
ple one can arrive at, I think, is that officers of a
certain age are as a rule less qualified to perform
the duties of their rank; therefore, that, in my
opinion, is the best rule to lay down in this case ;
I think that compulsory retirement is a wise rule
to adopt at a certain age.

324. I can understand the system as applied
to the upper ranks, but in the lower ranks it
appears to me that if you establish a system of
compulsory retirement, with the view to making
a regiment efficient, you never can have inefficient
officers in the junior ranks ?—That is to say, that
it would be unnecessary to retire the lower ranks,
if compulsory retirement was made the rule in
the upper ranks.

325. Yes?—It is so difficult to calculate what
would really take place.

326. Have you not found both in the Artillery
and the Engineers, that when officers have at-
tained nearly to the ages you have mentioned,
they are very glad to take the full pay retire-
ment —Qur promotion hitherto has {een 80
entirely dependent upon the augmentations, both
in the Artillery and Engineers.

327. Going back to the time when the money
was first allotted, and when the ages of officers
were very great in the respective ranks, I
believe there was no difficulty as to voluntary
retirement 7—No; but the ages were very con-
siderable then, and the report of the Commis-
sioners shewed a very considerable length of
service.

328. Chairman.] Is it not the case that last
year, although the senior colonels of Engineers
were 64 and 63 years of age respectively, no one
took the retirement down to the 14th and 15th
on the list ?—1I believe so.

329. And they were only 53 ?—I believe so ;
but you will get much better information on that
point from Colonel Keane.

330. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Referring to the
sum of money that is now granted, would it, in
your opinion, be better to allot a certain part to
each rank, or to let it go on as at present as a
lottery ?—I would rather have compulsory retire-

ment
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ment at a certain age in the case of the lieutenant-
colonels and the captains; certainly for the cap-
tains, I think it would be better; and if it so
happened that the compulsory retirement at 60
of the colonels cleared the lower ranks, it would
neverﬂl]mve to b}f resorted to; but if it came to
at you had ver ed captains in your
g‘:'ice, it would be degrir:f)le, I It?.hink, to have
some means of freeing the service from them.

331. Do you contemplate retaining the money
which is at present granted, in addition to the
rule as to compulsory retirement ? — Yes; I
thought that it might be desirable to retain that.
I am not very anxious about it. I would rather
have one scheme, if possible, although more as a
means of preventing officers from thinking it too
great a hardship.

332. Major Jervis.] Do you think that it is
advisable to make the question of retirement one
of age instead of length of service P—Certainly.

333. There have been great alterations made
as to the age at which young men have entered
the Artillery and Engineers during the last 30
or 40 years. At one time they entered at the
age of 16 or 17 ; now they may enter at 25, and
do you not think that your plan would bear very
hard upon some who would thereby not be able to
reach the higher ranks as compared with others?—
Itis possible that it might do so; but I have been
looking at retirements on account of age in this
light, that after a man has attained a certain age,
he cannot be efficient for the duties which he has
to perform.

334. But some men are more fit at certain
ages for the performance of their duties than
others, and referring to a return which lies
before me I see that the senior colonel of Artil-
lery is only 55, and has served for 37 years and
seven months, while the senior colonel of Engi-
neers is 64, and has only served 40 years and
three months; that is to say, that the colonel of
Artillery, though nine years younger, is within
three years of the same amount of service. It
would be rather hard, in such a case if it was
made a mere question of age ?—The colonels of
Engineers were officers who came in just after
the war, when there was a great stagnation of
Ppromotion.

335. Take the present junior general officers
of Artillery, many of them obtained their com-
missions at the age of 17; but if a man does not
obtain his commission until he is 23, he will lose
all chance, will he not, of becoming a general
officer at all >—Yes; no doubt there is a hard-
thip, whatever the limit of age may be that is
fixed ; but with regard to efficiency, a man would
not be more efficient at the age of 60 because he
joined the Artillery at 25 than if he joined it at 20.

336. As it was no fault of his that he did wot
enter the academy earlier, it would be very hard,
would it not, that he and others should find they
were completely debarred from ever reaching the
rank of a general officer?—It would be hard
upon some individuals,

337. Do you think they would take the
slightest interest in their profession if that was
the case ?—I have no dougt that they all take
an interest in their profession.

338. But if they see that there is no chance of
reaching the higher ranks, do you think they will
still take an interest in it ?—V;lmt you have sug-
gested might occur in some cases, but it would
not, I thin%(, occur in the majority of cases.

339. What has been the average time within
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which a man, from the time he has entered the
service, even with the most rapid promotion, has
attained the rank of major general?—I do not
think that I can tell you that; some, perhaps,
after 39 years’ service.

340. Taking the present ages of the cadets,
what service would they all have to go through
before they could reach that rank, even supposing
they had rapid promotion ?—If you take off every
colonel at the age of 60, you will increase the
stream of promotion very rapidly.

341. Would there be any stream of promotion
at the present time ?—Of course not at the pre-
sent time, as none of the colonels are more than
56 years of age, and, therefore, the service at the
present time does not require any flow of pro-
motion to increase its efficiency ; but in five
years hence, when those colonels have reached
the age of 60, they would then be removed, and
you would have a great flow of promotion.

342. You do not think that at the present time
the senior subalterns and second captains of the
corps require any further stimulus, with regard
to promotion, than they have now ?—They will
get it in a few years hence. The senior lieutenants
of Artillery are officers of 10 years’ service.

343. Take a senior lieutenant of Artillery, and
apply your plan of retirement at 60; when will
he ever get his first captaincy ?—In about four or
five years hence.

344. Colonel North.] The first 77 lieutenants
of Royal Artillery are in their 10th and 11th
years of service —Yes; but the colonels of Ar-
tillery are now 56 years of age, and the senior
colonel in four or five years would arrive at the
age of 60, and then he would go on to the
Seconded List.

345. Colonel Jervis.] Taking the ages of the
colonels of Artillery at the present time, I think
your plan of retirement at 60 would give about
47 steps in 10 years P—I cannot say exactly how
that is.

346. The senior subaltern of Artillery would
therefore not get up half the list of second
captains during 10 years, and numbers of the
men under him are exactly the same age?—
Then Colonel Herbert’s system of honuses would
come in.

347. You are not desirous of looking forward to
a system by which captains are to be 50 years
of ‘age ?—No; I do not think that would be an
advantage to the service. )

348, Sir John Hay.;l Is not one of the diffi-
culties in the way o Eromotion in the jumior
ranks of the Engineers the fact of there being no
rank of major >—No; I never heard that raised
as an objection. ) .

349. Are you aware of the comparison which
may be made between the number of field officers
in the English Engineers and in the French
Engineers /—I couls’lnot give you a comparative
statement.

350, I have the comparison before me; and it
appears that of 460 officers in the French En-
gineers, 150, or about one-third, are field oﬂ_icers;
whereas of 366 officers in the English Engineers
only one-sixth, or 56, are field officers ?—Yes.

351. Would it not ap}iear that a greater num-
ber of field officers would cause quicker promo-
tion in the junior grades, and thgrefore greater
efficiency ?—1I have no doubt that it would cause
quicker promotion, but I do not know whether
an extra number of field officers is required for
the wants of the service, I should doubt it. It
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might possibly be better to have a larger num-
ber of captains, and a smaller number of lieu-
tenants.

352. The proportions stated in the paf)er before
me are in the French Engineers, 26 colonels, 26
lieutenant colonels. 108 chéfs de battalion or
majors, 150 capitaines de 1 classe, 150 capitaines
de 2 classe et lieutenants, as against 16 colonels,
40 lieutenant colonels, 64 first captains, 64 second
captains, and 182 lieutenants, making, as I said
before, 56 field officers only out of 366, or between
one-sixth and one-seventh; whereas in the French
Engineers there are 150 field officers, or one-third
of the whole number >—Y es, the numbers of the
Engineers do not quite correspond with ours. T
have 18 colonels, and 43 lieutenant colonels.

353. What I desired to have was your opinion
whether an increase in the number of field officers
relatively, without increasing the aggregate num-
ber of the officers, would not be advantageous in
causing a more rapid flow of promotion, and with-
out causing any great additional charge to the
country ?—It would be an increase of charge to
the country of course. If a larger number of
lieutenant colonels are required for the wants of
the service, then I should quite agree to their
being appointed ; it isa mere question. I should
have doubted whether it was necessary.

354. My proposition was this, to create the
rank of major, which is a field officer’s rank in
the corps of Engineers, and to give it to the first
captains of Engineers, which would not, I think,
entail much more expense, if it were unaccom-
panied by any increasc of pay, but merely the
allowances necessary for a geld officer i —The
Engineers have no duties to perform that require
the rank of major.

355. Could not the duties of first captain be
performed by a major ?—Yes, of course.

356. Is it not the fact that semiority corps
labour under great disadvantages in being often
commanded by a field officer, junior to them-
gelves, in the line ?—1 cannot speak to that point.

357. Has it not been found to be a disadvantage
in active service 7—I have not been aware of it.

358. 1 have before me a copy of Lord Raglan’s
Minute, dated 12th July 1854, on the application
for an allowaace of 501 to each subﬁtern of
Engineers, for the purchase of a horse, and pay
for a second servant, in which it is stated, ¢ The
situation of the subaltern officer of Engineers is
undoubtedly peculiar. Hehas variousdutiestoper-
form, always important, very frequently onerous,
as well as involving responsi{ility toan extent un-
known toany officer of hisrelative rankin any other
branch of the service. To discharge these duties
in an adequate manner, he must be not only
mounted, but efficiently so; and under all these
circumstances, as the Treasury has left it for my
consideration to determine whether the position
of the officer of Royal Engineers be such as to
justify an exception to the general rule, in favour
of the subalternsof that corps, I shall take upon
myself to order that 50 /. be allowed to each of
the latter for the purchase and equipment of the
horse with which Ee is obliged to provide himself.
I shall also authorise the grant of pay for a second
servant to the captains and subalterns of the
Royal Engineers;” have you seen that ?—No, I
have not seen it. An officer of Engineers would
require, if he was a captain, just as much as ifhe
Wwas & major.

359. The portion of the order to which I would
call your attention is with reference to the dis-
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advantage under which the Engineer officer
labours as to his comparative rank ?—Exactly
80.
360. With regard to the question you were
discussing just now, on the subject of retirement,
would it, in your opinion, be desirable to retire
officers from the hitggler ranks only 7—My sugges-
tion is, to retire officers at certain ages from the
three ranks, or from two.

361. Is it not the case that there are great
groups of lives of nearly equal value, although
the officers have a different standing in point of
rank ?—Yes.

362. Major O’Reilly.] The honourable Mem-
ber for Harwich has suggested that hardships
might arise, from your proposal of compulsory
retirement at a fixed age, in consequence of the
difference of age at entry. In makmE your
recommendation, I presume you look to the good
of the service, and not to the hardships that may
fall upon individuals ?—Exactly so.

363. I suppose that in your view the opposite
argument, would be an illustration of the old
gfoverb, that ¢ hard cases make bad laws” ?—

es.

364. This question was also put to you,
whether voluntary retirement would not be more
agreeable to officers, and more desirable, if it
worked efficiently. Is it not the fact that your
reason for proposing compulsory retirement, is
because voluntary retirement does not work suffi-
ciently well 7—It does not work sufficiently now,
I believe.

365. As a matter of course, if voluntary retire-
ment worked well, compulsory retirement would
never come into action 7—No.

366. Is it not an objection to the present 600..
and 400 L retirements, that they do not take
away the oldest officers; but on the contrary,
very often take the younger ones ?—Yes, it is so
very frequently.

367. Is not that a decided disadvantage ?—
Yes; which compulsory retirement on account
of age would obviate.

368. In that case, is it not desirable to make
the retirement always work at the top of the list,
so as to take away the oldest officers ?—Probably
it would, and to have one system only, that of
compulsory retirement on account of age.

369. How do you think the capitalisation plan
would work at the top of the list; that is to say,
paying a lump sum ?—I think that a great many
officers would be glad to accept a lump sum.

370. At the top of the list how would you
propose to regulate it, so that it should not in-
crease the charge by increasing the number of
those who retired without taking a lump sum ?—
I think you must make the sum depend upon the
age of the men, and buy up the annuity.

371. In case the rule was for the compulsory
retirement of every man at 60, and if there were
a certain number of retirements like the 600 L
optional, and you purchased out one man, and
let in another to fill up his place, that would lead
to an increased charge, would it not 7—It would
be no increased charge if the person who was
compulsorily retired at 60 was allowed to com-
mute that annual payment for retirement into a
lump sum. If everybody retired at the age of
60, and one of them was allowed to receive a
lump sum instead of his annual payments, it
would cause no increase of charge on the State.
If those who were allowed to retire voluntarily
were allowed to commute, and then a fresh per-

son
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son was allowed to retire voluntarily, then it
would create an excess of charge on the State.

372. You can only contemplate the system
working satisfactorily in the case of compulsory
retirement ? — Yes.

373. It will not fit into the other plan ?—No.

374. A proposal was made, as Ipunderstood,
that all colonels at the age of 60 should be put
on to a non-active list, and then be promoted by
seniority to the rank of major-general ?—Yes;
that, as I understood, was the proposal of Colonel
Herbert.

375. Would not that leave them open to bein;
employed up to any age?—Colonel Herbert,
think, intended that they should be employed on
the Staff of the Commander in Chief, should
think it desirable, after they had been placed on
that Retired List, but not to be employed in their
ordinary regimental vocation.

376. Is there any limit now as to age for em-
ployment on the Staff 7—1I believe none.

377. You mentioned, in answer to a question
by the Chairman, that you thought all colonels
should succeed by seniority ; that is to say, if
upon your plan they retired compulsorily at the
age of 60, with the rank of major general, they
should sncceed to the honorary command of bat-
talions ; I presume you mean that to apply just
as far as it does now; not that you think it
necessary that succession to the honorary com-
mand of a battalion should necessarily be by
seniority 7—Yes, exactly; I expressed the idea
that it would be desirable that all those appoint-
ments should be by merit.

378. Your answer to that question does not
imply any opinion as to the general principle of
promotion 7—No.

379. Do you think it more desirable that the
command of a battalion should be given by sale
or by merit ?—By merit.

380. 1 understand the principle of a lump
sum as applied to compulsory retirement to be
that it is simply the change of a lump sum
calculated by an actuary for the value of an
annuity ?—Yes.

381. On what principle should we determine
the sum which Parliament should apply to the
Ehl:rchasin out of officers junior to those to whom

t would apply 7—Of course Parliament
would have to vote each year the amount to be
applied to it. I have really not thought out
what the principle would be; Colonel Percy
Herbert suggested that it would amount to about
10,000 I, a~year, I think.

382, Would it not in fact be an application on
the part of Parliament of the purchase system to
the non-purchase corps P—Not exactly, because
the purchase system 1s that you allow officers to
purchase into a corps; this is merely commuting
their allowance to get rid of them; it is just the
opposite, I think.

383. What is it that you are commuting ?—
It is commuting the annuity.

384. No; it is not the annuity, you commute,
the annuity in the case of compulsory super-
annuation ?—Yes; you are giving the officer a
bonus to retire.

385. Colonel Percy Herbert.] You are buying
him out ?—You are buying him out no doubt.

386. Major O’Reilly.] You are not commuting
his future pay, because you are making him a
present of the service which that pay was to pur-
chase ?—Yes ; the pay for your service is made
up00§ two items : first the pay you receive every
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every day, and next the prospect which you have
of future retirement; and you are commuting
the prospect of future retirement for a lump
sum. i

387. You would not propose that the calcula-
tion should be the present value of the future
retirement; that would be very small would it
not, in the case of a captain for instance ?—Yes;
you must of course give such sums as would
induce the officers to take them if you want
them to go.

388. You cannot suggest any principle upon
which the amount to be devoted to that purpose
should be determined >—No, I cannot; I have
not considered it enough. I only heard it sug-
gested a short time ago, and I really have not
thought it over since.

389. Do you think that it is very difficult to
work it out to any principle as applied to the
junior ranks; is it not simply proposing to de-
vote a certain sum of money out of the bounty of
Parliament to get rid of a certain number of
officers that another number may be promoted?
—In order to get younger officers in your lower
ranks.

390. It was suggested that the ages for com-
pulsory retirement in the different ranks need
not be fixed very low; that it might be fixed at
rather an advanced age, because the ordinary
duties of such officers in the junior ranks in time
of peace might be performed by men of rather
advanced age, and that for active service the
officers would have to be selected. Has it not
been the fact, that at the outbreak of every war
it has been found a great disadvantage to have a
large number of officers of advanced age whom
the authorities were obliged to supersede by a
difficult exercise of discretion, telling them that
they were too old for active service, though the
officers thought themselves quite young enough,
and though the rules of the service di(gl not pre-
vent their taking active service ?—It has halll)-
pened, I think, at the outbreak of wars; in the
Crimean war, I think, it happened.

391. Is it not, therefore, better that the age of
compulsory retirement should be founded on the
ordinary requirements of the service, both in
peace and war ?—On the requirements of the
service in time of war mainly, I should eay.

392. Mr. De Grey.] 1 think you stated in the
earlier part of your evidence that you thought it
would be difficult to have a compulsory system of
retirement without some discretionary power,
and you afterwards said that you would leave no
option with the Commander in Chief to retain
such officers as attained the age at which you
proposed that they should retire. Can you sug-
gest any discretionary power which would be
practicable —No ; I am inclined to think that if
you leave a discretionary power you open the
door to very great difficulties.

393. Do you not think that if you left no dis-
cretionary power, it might happen that some dis-
tinguished officer who was at the time, perhaps,
in command of his regiment doing active service,
might attain the age at which you propose that
he should retire when he was really, perhaps, one
of the best officers in the army, and if that did
occur, would it not be a very bad thing for the
gervice and for the country that such an officer
should be compelled to retire P—That is one of
those bard cases which make bad law, I suppose,
but I think you would find another officer to
succeed him, perhaps nearly as good.
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394. Colonel Percy Herbert.] You might em-
ploy him on the staft? — Yes; he might be
employed upon the staff. |

395. Major O’Reilly.] Are you not aware that
it is a rule in most services where there is a com-
pulsory age retirement, that it does not apply to
officers in active service, that is to say, an officer
of the age of 60 in command of a battalion is not
requirec!l’ to retire until the end of the war in
which he is employed in active service ?—I was
not aware that that was so.

396. Mr. De Grey.] If that had not been the
case, of course the hardship would have been
upon the country as well as upon the officer ?—

es.

397. Chairman.] Ought there, in your opinion,
to be any difference between the age for retire-
ment in the Artillery and in the Engineers; is
there any difference in the duties of the two corps
which should point to any difference of age ?—
No; I thinknot. I thmz both officers ought to
be sufficiently active as colonels to do their duties.
I do not think that there is any difference; if
anything, the colonels of Engineers might be a
little older, but I should think it would be much
better that they should not.

398. You were asked whether length of ser-
vice would not be a better rule than age; might
not that be worked in this way: that there should
be a certain limit of age at which an officer
should be compelled to retire unless the limit of
service had arrived first; for instance, if 60 was
the age fixed, might it not stand that an officer
should retire at 60, or after 38 years’ service,
which ever came first >—Yes, it might be done
in that way; but I think you must make a sub-
stantive limit of age.

399. With an alternative of service, where a
man has joined very young and may be con-
sidered to have worked himself out?—Yes; but
you must not give up the age. I think if, on
the other hand, he had not had the full service:
for instance, ifhe had only had 35 {ears’ service
when he became 60 years of age, he ought not
to be permitted to remain till he was 63.

Y400. The limit of age should be absolute ?—
es.

401. But you would add to it a limit of ser-
vice at which an officer should retire, if the limit
of age had not been reached ?—I do not see the
reason for that, because the ground upon which
one would suggest a limit og age is, that upon
the average a man at a certain age is unfit for the
active duties of his profession, and I do not see
that the amount of service would necessarily
affect it.

402. You do not think that an officer, having

- joined at the age of 17,is more worn out at 60

than one who joined at 22 ?—1I should not think
go unless he has had very active service ; in some
cases he might be much more worn out.

403. You would offer, if I understood you
rightly, a bonus to the senior officer of each rank,
on the system of purchasing out ?—Yes; if the
system was adopted I should allow those officers
who were seniors, who applied for it, to have
it.

404. And you do not fear, that the effect of it
mi%ht be to induce very good officers to retire ?
—1I have no doubt that good officers would retire,
as well as others, very often. I dare say an
officer, who thought he could have some advan-
tages in civil life, would be very willing to retire,
but still his retirement would allow others to go
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on. I think, the more go out the more come in.
I do not think there is any disadvantage in it on
the whole. :

405. You would not fix your bonus so as to
induce an officer to go out, but 8o as to allow him
to go out if he was sick of the service >—Yes;
I should fix it lower than what would be an in-
ducement to him certainly. I should fix it at
something which would only act as an induce-
ment, provided he was very anxious to leave the
service at the same time.

406. You have been asked several questions
as to the difficulty which would arise in retiring
colonels at the age of 60, who might be junior in
rank to other colonels who would not be retired
for a year or two afterwards ; might not that be
met by promoting them, as it were, above a line
in the list of colonels, but without absolutely ex~
cluding them from employment, when they were
above that line P—1I tﬁink Colonel Percy Her-
bert’s suggestion met that very well; that they
should be placed upon a by-list, as it were, and
be allowed to be employed upon the staff and
be promoted to the rank of major general in the
ordinary list of the corps. A

407. That they shou{)d all be promoted to the
rank of major general from the original list as
colonels ?—Yes.

408. And havin
list, they should a
pectations ?—Yes.

409. You would then, if such a system were
in force, continue a limited part of the major
general’s list to be filled up by ordinary promo-
tions on death vacancies ; would you make those
who are promoted from the age list, if I may use
the word, that is, the list above the line, super-
numerary to the major general’s establishment ?
—The point you take is very much the same, I
think, as what happens with seconded officers.

410. According to your plan, the establish-
ment of major generals would be fixed, and not
varying ?—Rather according to the modifications
which Colonel Percy Herbert suggested in it, I
think I should say. According to that plan, the
the list of major generals would be a fixed one,
and then colonels would be promoted on to it,
either from the substantive list of colonels, or
from the retired list according as their seniority
entitled them to the promotion.

411. According to their seniority as colonels
in the army ?—Yes; according to their seniority
as colonels in the army.

412. According, in fact, to the rule which
governs promotion to the major generals’ list
now from the list of substantive colonels ?—Yes,
exactly. I think that plan suggested by Colonel
Percy Herbert woul«iJ obviate a great many
difficulties in the suggestions which were or-
ginally made.

413. You were asked, whether voluntary re-
tirement does not practically do as much as
compulsory retirement would do, but is it not
the whole difficulty of the case that the colonels
at the head of the list will not accept voluntary
retirement ?—The practical fact is, that we have
colonels of 64 and 65 at the head of the list now
who will not accept it.

414, Their reason being,. that they prefer a
present 4501l a-year, and a future 1,000L a-
year, to & present 600 ?P—Yes, exactly; what
you term the present gambling.

415. And also the present prospect of their
continuing to be employed as colonels, and to re-

ceive
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ceive the pay and allowance of colonels ?—Yes;
in the Engineers that operates very strongly.
416. As a matter of Fact, it is not incumbent
upon the Commander in Chief to employ all the
colonels, is 1t ?—No.
417. There are a certain number of colonels
who, though on full pay, are really unemployed?

—Yes.
418. Mr. Pack Beresferd.] The Chairman al-
eing 450 l. a-year;

luded to a colonel’s pay, as

in fact, colonels of I‘anineers when they are em-
ployed, are getting a very largely increased
amount of pay, are they not?—Yes, they are
very much better paid than that; as a rule, the
pay of the principal appointments at home is
about 1,000 /. a year.

419. That fully accounts for their not being
willing to retire upon 600! a year ?—Yes.

420. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Can you state
the pay of a full colonel of Artillery?—No, I
could not now. ,

421. Major Jervis.] You say you wish officers
to retire at 60 years of age, or thereabouts be-
cause they are then unfit for their work ?—I said,
that it would be desirable for them to retire at a
limit of age, because there is a point at which
they are unfit for work, and that the limit should
be fixed according to the average.

422. Which limit you think would be about
60?—Yes.

423. Do you think the duties of a colonel com-
manding a district are more severe than those of
2 major general commanding Artillery in the
field, or are they anything to be compared to
them >—I would rather not give an opinion
upon that point.

424. Why, then, do you say that a colonel com-
manding a district is to be considered unfit to
command a district above the age of 60, while a
major-general commanding Artillery in the field
may be considered fit for that service after that
age ?—1I take the case of a colonel commanding
Artillery in the field; he may be fit for duty at
60, but I think the age fixed for retirement
should be fixed with reference to the age at which
an officer would be fit to go into the field.

425. Therefore, your proposal would be that
all officers of Artilf;ry whatever should be per-
manently retired from the service at the age of
60?—At 60, or whatever the limit of age fixed
may be.

426. Whatever is the age thatis fixed upon,
no general officer should be employed after that
age ?—No colonel should be.
tll427. And no general officer?—I did not say

at.

428. If a colonel of Artillery is not fit for his
duties at that age, how would you deal with
general officers of greater age who might be em-
gloyed in the field?—I should assume that the

uties of a general officer in the field would not
be 80 severe as the duties of a colonel commanding
a siege train.

429. Surely the duties of a general officer
commanding either a siege train or a force in the
field would be much more severe than those of a
colonel of Artillery commanding a district in time
of peace. If I understand you rightly, your pro-
posal is that at a certain limit of age the officers
should retire altogether from the service with or
without a step in rank P—The fact is, my proposal
has been somewhat altered. The late questions
which lave been put to me have been in reference
to a rather different scheme from that which I at
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first suggested. The second scheme which I have
been answering upon for some time has been that
which Colonel Percy Herbert suggested; it is,
that offticers should not have a step in rank, but
be put upon a separate list.

430. That is to say, that an officer on attaining
a certain age as colonel should go upon a separate
list, not retiring from the service, but going on
according to his army seniority of colonel to pro-
motion as major general ?—Yes.

431. But all the while remaining inthe army
for employment, if the Commander in Chief
thought fit to employ him?—Merely for staff
employment. You must not have an unlimited
list of colonels. It would be impossible to
allow that an officer who had gone on to this
retired list should then be employed as a sub-
stantive colonel of Artillery afterwards, otherwise
you must curtail one of your other appointients;
gou must not make a promotion into his place,

ecause the object of this change is not to give
promotion, but to secure efficient duty colonels;
and therefore if one of these colonels is still to be
employed as a duty colonel, you must not employ
anybody in his place.

432, Captain Vivian.] Do I not rightly under-
stand you to say that an officer who retires as a
colonel compulsorily at 60, is to be put upon the
retired list, there to wait his turn to become a
major general >—Yes.

433. And then in his turn, as major general,
but not as a colonel, he is eligible for staff employ-
ment ?—Yes.

434. Colonel Percy Herbert.] That is more as
a means of softening the compulsory retirement
off to his feelings, than with a view to his being
likely to be selected at an age of more than 60
for active employment in the field >—Yes.

435. Captain Vivian.] You do uot propose that
from the time when his name is erased from the
regimental roster, until he becomes a major
general, he should be eligible for any employ-
ment ?—No. As I understand the suggestion, Ke
would go upon the retired list until he became a
major general.

436. Major Jervz's.;] ‘With reference to your
answers to Major O’Reilly upon the subject of
voluntary retirement, do you not think that if
voluntary retirement was made more to the pur-
pose, that is to say, so as to induce men to retire
at a iime of life when they could look for work
elsewhere, they would take it much more willingly
that they do now ?—I have really so little know-
ledge or experience upon the subject, that I
should much prefer your asking some one else.

437. Itis not a case so much of military know-
ledge, as of general knowledge of the world ; if
an officer at a certain time of life could retire
upon an allowance which would enable him, to-
Eether with other work which he might get, to

eep himself properly he might be inclined to go,
but after a man has reached a certain age he has
no prospect of work but by remaining with his
regiment ?—Yes, that sounds certainly a much
more likely mode of getting officers to retire ; that
was Colonel Percy Herbert’s proposal, I think,
of buying them out.

438. nghairman.] To go back, I think I under-
stood you to say that you would prefer one system
to two, if it could be made satisfactory to the
corps ?—Yes.

439. That is to say that you would prefer that
every officer at 60, should have the same amount
of daay when he is upon this intermediate HSté
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and that when he is & major general he should
have the same amount of pay, rather than that
there should be a continuation of the exceptional
amount of special retirement? — Yes, I would
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much Yrefer that it should be done upon a fixed
principle.

440. But you think that the amount of that
pay requires careful consideration ?—Yes.

Brigadier General JoEN HENRY LEFROY, R.A., was called in; and Examined.

441. Chairmar.] WHAT appointment do you
hold at present ?—I am at present President of
the Ordnance Select Committee.

442. How many years have
Artillery ?—I have beenin Her
32 years.

443, You have given a good deal of attention
to the subject of the improvement of the system
of promotion and retirement in the Artillery and
Engineers, have you not ?—I have considered the

uestion very much in reference to the Artillery ;
(11 have not studied the statistics of the corps of
Engineers with the same detail, but of course
what applies to the one corps applies in a great
degree to the other also.

444. What do you consider to be the imperfec-
tions of the present system of retirement from
the Artillery ?—1I should be glad, with your per-
mission to dv;aw a distinction 1n replying to that
question, between the condition of the Artillery
at the present moment, which is purely excep-
tional, and as I think requires exceptional treat-
ment, and the condition of the Artillery as it
may be 25 years hence if we have no war, and
the current flows as it does at present; as at
present constituted the great defect of the
Artillery is, that the outlet at the top is quite
insufficient to produce a healthy current of pro-
motion, and there is no outlet worth talking of
anywhere else, owing to the exceptional condi-
tion of the officers of the various ranks, par-
ticularly the first captains, the second captains,
and the lieutenants, being so much younger as a
body, than they have been at any former period,
these officers are not entitled to retire upon either
half pay or full pay; casualties from death occur
but very rarely among them, and in fact they are
not upon the whole desirous of retiring at the

ou been in the
ajesty’s service

. present moment, being for the most part men in

the vigour of life.

445. That state of things, however, I mean
the present state of the ages of the ranks, from
first caPtain downwards, you expect upon an
actuary’s calculation to alter very much within
the next few years, do you not?—Not materially
within the next few years, it will not alter ve
much in less than 20 years. The ranks will
grow old together, but not so old as to involve
physical inefficiency.

4486. Do I understand you as meaning by that;
that there has been a serious change in the rela-
tive numbers of the different ranks of the corps?
—There has been a change in the relative num-
bers as far as concerns the subalterns, ow'mg to
the vacancies in the late Indian artilleries since
November 1860 being filled up by appointments
to the general list; but the change has arisen
chiefly from what I must call the jumble of
ages that prevails from the lower part of the
rank of second captain all through the rank
of subaltern, arising from measures that were
adopted about the time of the Crimean War, from
1855 to 1860, with respect to the age of admis-
sion to the Royal Military Academy. Wholesale
admissions at that time raised young men in
shoals. I will give a rather striking illustration

of that; there are 292 officers at the present

moment, whose ages are from 23 to 25. These
officers, of course, will all grow old together; 30
ears’ hence their ages will be from 53 to 55.
he natural course of death among those officers
will not reduce the number so low as 200; there
will comsequently then he, we will say, 200
officers of 52 or 53. Such a group of men of the
sam:rge cannot possibly be lprov'nded for in the
natural gradation of ran hey will, as I anti-
cipate, fill the rank of lieutenant colonel and half
fill the rank of captain. We shall have all our
lieutenant colonels and a large number of our
captains, men of censiderably past 50, because
many of these officers have begun their military
career four or five years later in life than was
the system when I joined the army myself. I
can give an instance to the Committee of a group
of officers who are within about two years of
promoticn to the rank of captain now, and who
will be promoted about the age of 28. There is
another group of six officers who obtained their
commissions seven years later, who are actually
older, and who cannot possibly be under 40 when
they reach the same rank of captain. That is a
remarkable illustration of the singular state of
things which prevails from exceptional circum-
stances in the Artillery at the present time.

447, There has been, I presume, since the last
war a gradual raising of the age at which com-
missions are obtained 7—It was not a very gradual
onc, and it is accompanied with great inequali-
ties. It was the policy of the é?vernment at
one time to absorgJ the East India Company’s
Academy at Addiscombe. In order to do that,
they were obliged to give commissions to cadets
of the Royal Military Academy at Woolwich
rather earlier than they would otherwise have
done, and there are instances, or at least there is
one instance, of a young man obtaining a com-
mission under the age of 16, and there are several
instances of their obtaining them under 17. On
theother hand, after that, gentlemen were allowed
to offer themselves for commissions by direct com-
getition without going into the academy at all.

ome of these gentlemen were young men of 23
or 24 years of age, causing in some instances, as
I mentioned to you just now, a diffference of 350
places, equivalent to at least 12 or 14 years of

omotion between men of the same age; that
18, at the present time, the difference of standin,
will represent a still greater difference of ra.nE
some years hence.

448. The practical result is that, as you say,
there are about 290 young men in that corps who
arewithin two years of thesameage; whereas, pro-
perly speaking, there ought to be, I suppose,nine
or 10 years between those extremes 7—Quite so.

449. And though that grievance has not reached
any great magnitude at the present moment, it
must reach a very considerable magnitude some
day ?P—Quite so.

450. When we shall have probably some 200
men all reaching the age of 60 within two years
of each other 7—Not so many reaching the of
60 ; there will be fully as many as that reachi
the age of 50; in fact, there should be 217 living
at 53, and 191 at 60.

451. We



SELECT COMMITTEE ON ARMY (SYSTEK OF RETIBEMENT).

451. We shall have, upon an actuary’s caleu-
lation, about 200 officers reaching the age of 50
within a short time of each other ?—Yes.

452. When they have reached any age which
is fixed for compulsory retirement, if such a sys-
tem is adopted, the grievance will he at an end,
will it not 7—There will then be a wholesale de-
fu-tx.ﬁon, which will cause a great and sudden lift
or somebody, but it will be costly to the countxy.

453. That cannot be until something like 40
years hence 7—In about 35 or 36 years.

454. Meanwhile you will have 1n the Artillery
this continual grievanee ariging from an enormous
number of officers being about the same age?—
Yes, unless measures are adopted for thinming
them out now.

455. Apart from that, which arises from an
exceptional and peculiar state of things, is there
any weak point in what I may eall the normal
state of retirement, from the Artillery to which
you wish to call attention 7—Yes, I think the

t system is ane which does not create a
steady flow of prometion, which is far more im-
portant as regards its moral effeots, and the effi-
ciency of the service, than apasmodic promotion
now and then, or ing several steps by a run of
desth. The su death of a colonel, for in-
atance, gives four steps, and that of a captain two
steps. Now in some instances it is far more im-

t that you should get two vacancies in the
rank of first eaptain, and promote twice two
second captams and lieutenants then that you
should get one vacancy in the rank of colonel,
sad promote one officer from each lower grade.
All the present promotion takes plaoce at the top of
the list, and that I eonsider to be disadvantageous
in its effects upon the officers, and also disadvaa-

to the publie.

456. You think that instead of the present
system of retiremeat which is praetically, though
not exclusively, limited to the rank of colonel,
there should be a systematised retiremnent from
the lower ranks ?—Yes.

457. Taking the actual retirement from the
rank of colonel first, do you comsider that that is
now established upon a satisfactory basis?—1I
think, speaking as a colonel myself, that nothing
can be more satisfactory than what we have at
the present moment. We are entitled to claim
retirement at a comparatively early age, and the
retirement we can elaim is a very liberal one.
The number of officers for whom retirements
exist is limited of course, the amount of the fund
is not large enough for an unlimited retirement,
or, looking at the age of those already upon the
retired list, to keep up any pereeptible movement;
only aboutone per annumon the 600 /. a~year scale
can be expected for a good many years to come.

458. You mean tEat, looking at the ages of
the senior colonels in your corps, the operation
of the fund has been to keep the ages down very
well >—There have been other causes, but it has
contributed very subatantially to that effect.

459. Bat, looking at the same state of things
in your sister corps, you see a very different re-
sult?—Yes, there is a very broad distinction
between the two; a colonel of Engineers, as
Captain Galton informed. us, is in the reeeipt of
a handsome scale of pay and allowances; his
duties are not of a very arduous character in
time of peace, and he has every inducement to
remaxin where he is, a8 he is better off.

460. But the operation of the fund, so far as it
is a chance, has failed with them, though it has
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succeeded with you ?—In the case of the Engi-
neers, the 600/ a-year you offer them is less
than they are in receipt of while in active em-
ployment; in our case, the 600l a-year you
offer us is rather more than we are in receipt of.

461. How do you reconcile that with this fact,
that during the last three years none of the first
24 colonels on your list have taken the retire-
ment?—Because they see a prospect of succeeding
to a battalion at an earlier period than has been
the case for very many years; we have the
remanets of the Peninsular War; a class of
officers at the head of the list taking the rank of
colonels of battalion, and senior retired general
officers, who are very far advanced in years indeed,
and until those lives drop the promotion will be
oomparatively rapid to those places at the head of
the list. 'When they have tfropped and are re-
placed by men much younger than themselves,
there will be a great check upon that promotion.

46%. So far as your own rank is concerned of
colonel of Artillery, you are in a very satisfactory
state as to age, and the prospects are so good that,
even with the fund in its present condition, its
advantages are declined by two-thirde of the
colonels on the list ?—Yes; I am not able to
spesk as to the number who have declined it, but
certainly it is the case that the retirements have
been lately aceepted by the juniors and not by
the seniors.

463. The men who now take it are men of 48
and 49, instead of men of 60 and 62, who are
taking it in the Engineers ?—Yes, that ie & per-
feetly tex:lponry state of thimgs; it has had two
or three alternations in my own experienoe,
will, no doubt, change again in the course of two
or three years.

464. Do you think that asystem is satisfactory
which is liable to such alternations and chance s as
that 7—No; I think if by any regulation you can
equalise matters, it will be far better to do se.
Theee things result from augmentations, the
effects of wars, and things of that kind. I do
net think that any artificial treatment would en-
tirely prevent inequalities of this kind, but they
should be reduced as far as possible.

465. With respect to retirement from the top
of the list, would you apply any fixed rule either
of age or length of serviee ?—I think it would be
of advantage to have a fixed rule for retirement
from the top of the list, from the rank of colonel.

466. You heard Captain Galton’s evidence,
did you not ?—Yes.

467. Do you coneur generally with the view
he takes upon that subject 1—Yes, as regards the
rank of eolonel only. d

468. You think that instead of the haphazard
system which exists now, the retirement de-
pending upon the chance of there being a certain
amount of money available out of the 32,0007, a-
year, it should be regulated by some rule of age,
80 as to cause a steady flow of promotion P—I
think so. I may mention that it is a subject of
very general regret, I think, in the Artillery,
that the operation of the warrant of 1841, by
which four lieutenant colonels and four captains
were permitted to retire annually, has been su-
perseded by a subsequent warrant. That flow,
while it lasted, was something upon which every-
body coumld count, Every one was certain of
getting at least those eight steps annually. The
subsequent warrant of 1854 or 1855, I think it
was, by which this was done away with, we con~
sider to have been a loss to us.

c2 469. Colonel
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469. Colonel Percy Herbert.] What warrant
was it that gave those steps P—The warrant of
1841 %ave eight steps; it allowed four lieutenant
colonels and four captains to retire.

470. Chairman.] So that you would prefer
a fixed number of steps a-year to the chances of
vacancies upon a fixed amount of money, but you
would prefer a fixed limit of age to either of the
other plans >—1I think the two plans may go to-
gether. I do not see that there is anything in-
consistent in having a limit of age at the top of
the list, and offering four retirements, or any
other proportionate number per annum, if officers
are desirous of taking them.

471. Major O’ Reilly.] You mean in addition ?
—1In addition certainly.

472. Chairman.] Vghen you say that the two
would go together, you omit the calculation of
cost P—Yes.

473. Assuming aliberal Parliamentand an un-
restraining Treasury, you would like to see the
two go together >—I do not think that the ex-
pense would be very great. The retirement of
8o many lieutenant colonels and captains is not so
very costly an affair.

474. Did you hear Captain Galton’s suggestion
with respect to the intermediate position of a
quasi retired colonel, and his coming in his order
upon the establishment of general officers, and
succeeding to battalions; do you concur in the
plan that he chalked out ?—Iy am not quite sure
that I understood it correctly. My impression
of the proposal was that there was to be, as at
present, a fixed establishment of zeneral officers;
they need not all be major generals; to which
succession should fall by army seniority; and
besides that, there was to be an unlimited number
of unattached and supernumerary major generals,
to which succession should fall by age.

475. No; you missed his answer to me. I
understand his plan to be this: that there should
be a fixed establishment of general officers, and
that the succession to that establishment should
come either from the colonels in active service
or from the colonels on this retired list in the order
of their army rank as colonels, and, of course, that
the colonels, until they got upon the establish-
ment of major generals, should not have the
honorary rank? — Provided the retirement of
colonels is a full-pay retirement, I should think
that scheme a very good one.

476. Ca{)tain Galton’s proposal wasthat colonels
at 60 should be retired upon full pay, and that
they should only remain upon this intermediate
quast retired list, until they come back to the
establishment of general officers in their former
turn upon the colonel’s list?—The only conse-
quence, as regards the prospects of individual
officers in the Artillery, would be that there would
be a much longer succession between each indi-
vidual and the command of a battalion. All the
officers who are now upon the retired list would,
under that scheme, be on the effective list, and
they would succeed to battalions in turn, so that
the succession to a battalion would become a
thing of very remote prospect to anybody except
those who were fortunate enough to get army
rank early. I do not think that would affect
the grades below colonel much, and the public
service would not in point of efficiency be at all
affected by it.

477. Then, practically, you mean that the
chance of succeeding to the command of a bat-
talion would be something less than it is at

. the ran
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¥resent, though the certainty of gettini upon the
ull-pay retired list of colonels would be greater
than at present ?—Yes; an officer would get up
to the full-pay retired list better, but his chances
of succeeding to a battalion would be almost nil.
I mean, except in extreme old age, nobody would
get it at all.

478. You have no remark, then, to make upon
the first part of the scheme proposed by Captain
Galton, so far as it affects the rank of colonel, and
the prospects of the officers of retiring; comi
down below that, what is your proposal wi[t".ﬁ
respect to retiring from the corps?—1 have not
made definitively any proposal. I am opposed
to having a ﬁxedy age of retirement, either from
of captain or from that of lieutenant
colonel. Among other reasons, because it will
have the effect of depriving a man who has been
unfortunate in his earlier career of the opportu-
nity of retrieving himself by more rapidpo pro-
motion in the iigher ranks. It very often
happens that a man who has been for a very
long time & captain or a subaltern gets ver
quickly through the rank of lieutenant colomel,
and at the end of the race is not much worse off
than he would have been if he had not been
unfortunate before. The case of Sir Richard
Dacres is a good illustration; he was 34 years
reaching the rank of licutenant colonel, but
then he was a major general in little over three
years. I should be sorry to see that chance
taken away by forcing officers to retire from
the rank of lieutenant colonel or of captain at
an arbitrary limit of age. I think the admi-
nistration should say to a gentleman, “ You
are worn out, you must retire,” if they found
such to be the fact. It should be optional with
them to do so, with a view to preserving the
efficiency of the service. I think that a greater
inducement should be held out to officers of the
rank of lieutenant colonel and captain to retire
than is held out at present, and I would do that
by making the scale of retirement contingent
upon length of service, and not upon rank,
as it is in the Indian Service and in the Civil
Service.

479. Do you mean length of service as op-
posed to rank, but not as opposed to age?—I
think lenEth of service is the only element which
can be taken into account, and in ordinary times,
when the current of first appointments has not
been much disturbed, the differences of age are
not material. The ages of the officers of the
same length of service do not differ above a year
or two from the average.

480. Then for the retirements from the rank
of colonel you would be satisfied with a limit of
age 7—Yes.

481. But for retirements below the rank of
colonel, which would be retirements altogether
from the corps, you wish to introduce a more
liberal system than exists at present, and you
think it should be dependent on length of ser-
vice ?—Yes.

482. What sort of conditions would you at-
tach to such a system ?—I think such a scale as
this would be very proper; an officer at the end
of 20 years’ service should have the option of
retiring, if he desired it, upon 200 or 150 /. a year.

483. Major O’Reilly.ﬁ) Irrespective of what
rank he has attained?—Yes; he would always
be a captain, I hope, but we have had subalterns
of that length of service; that scale should go
on augmenting by about 10ZL or 20l a-year

ve



SELECT COMMITTEE ON ARMY (SYSTEM OF RETIREMENT).

(I have not gone minutely into those details) for
each further year of service.

484. Chairman.] After 20 years of service,

every officer in the two corps should have the
option of retiring with a step in rank, or with-
out?—1I am not very much in favour of creating
honorar%mnk.
485. Then without a step in rank, he should
have the option of retiring and leaving the corps
altogether upon an annuity, beginning with 2007
a-year, and rising by some annual increment ?—
Yes, exactly. 1 would also hold out an arrange-
ment for converting that, as Captain Galton pro-
posed, into a bonus sum, paid down to enable him
to settle in a colony, or turn his capital to some
fresh pursuit.

486. When he has accepted the 200 L a-year,
or whatever the sum might be, he is out of the
list, and he gives a step of promotion ?—Yes.

487. He having left, you would then, without
loss to the State, allow his annuity to be com-
muted for the payment of a bonus ?—Yes.

488. That, as you are aware, might be done
without its appearing in the estimates at all, by
the medium of the %Vational Debt Commission-
ers?—Yes; quite so.

489. Is that the only provision for retirement
ﬁu would make below the rank of colonel ?—

ere must be the eame provision as at present
for retirement in the case of wounds or sickness
contracted in the service, and 8o on; and the
scale should be such, that at the end of 30 years’
service it should rise to at least 350 I or 400 L
a-year, about the same as at present, and I think
that officers should have the option of retiring
absolutely from a claim or prospect of succeeding
to a battalion upon a higher rate. If an officer
gives up that claim or prospect, he should have a
certain addition in respect of it.

490. Do you mean that a colonel, instead of
succeeding to the major generals’ establishment,
might, on retirement, also be entitled to take a
sum of money down ?—Yes, quite so, just as has
been permitted in numerous cases to lieutenant
colonels.

491. Would not that be a distinct addition to
the public charge, because that would create a
vacancy ?— Whether it would create a vacancy
or not will depend upon whether the number of
officers on the retired list is to be limited or not.
If not limited, it creates no vacancy, and will
merely be the purchasing up of an annuitiy by
the Government : now any system of compulsory
retirement on attaining a fixed age is inconsistent
with a limit. In the year 1889, for example,
about 27 officers, less those who may meanwhile
retire, will all reach 60 together, and about the
year 1902 there will be 68 or 69 men doing so,
subject to the same reservation; viz., the sur-
vivors of 95 who were commissioned in 1864 at
the age of 21.

492. Would you commit yourself to such a
fro as that without further consideration ?—

epeak a little in the dark as to the extent to
which Parliament would be willing to provide
retirements for the sake of keeping so important
a branch of the service as the Artillery in a state
of efficiency. I assume that the thing must be
done somehow, cost what it may.

493. Having provided satistactorily with re-
ference to the top of the list, would it be neces-
gary also to provide an additional burden in the
shape of buying those people out?—No, I do not
think it would be considered necessary.

0.105.

494. To recapitulate your evidence, you think
that Captain Galton’s scheme with respect to the
rank of colonel, modified slightly as you suggest,
with a fixed bonus, calculated on an mtermegiate
rate of pay, which every officer, after 20 years’
service, should have a right to claim, in addition
to a proper provision for wounded and inefficient
officers, woulid practically keep the corps in an
efficient state ?—1I think 1t would.

495. Would such a scheme provide for the ex-
ceptional difficulty which you pointed out, arising
from the fact of there happening to be at present
at the bottom of the list 290 officers nearly of the
same age ?P—It will relieve it some years hence,
but in the meanwhile the evil is a threatening
one, and when it comes to be realised it will be a
very serious one. Nodoubt, when those officers
have matured 20 years’ service,and see indifferent
prospects before them, they will be ready to re-
tire 1n large numbers; but I think it would be
better for the country to induce them to retire
now, when it can be done at a lower rate.

496. What special remedy do you propose to
deal with the exceptional difticulty of there being
those 290 officers nearly of the same age r—The
present rule is, that no officer is entitled to retire
under 25 years’ service, except in case of wounds
or sickness, and the retirement he is then entitled
to is half-pay. I think it is waiting a great deal
too long to give the half-pay after 25 years’ ser-
vice only. The half-pay scale is a perfectly
arbitrary figure ; there is no virtue in tﬁe figure
itself. I think that there should be a proportion
precisely like that adopted in the Civil Service
retirement, and that an officer should be entitled
to claim it after about 15 years’ service. I think
that 15 years is really a long enough service, and
that he should be allowed to go then, of course
receiving less, in proportion to his shorter service.

497. Your suggestion is, that after 20 years’
service an officer should be allowed to retire on
2001 a-year?—Yes, as an ultimate arrange-
ment; but I do not desire to commit myself to
the exact amount of 200 /., which is rather high.

498. And with reference to the peculiar diffi-
culty of the corps at the present moment, you
would cut down the required length of service to
15 years, diminishing the amount received in
f)roportion?—Yes, in order to thin out these

arge classes of officers of the same age, who
stand in one another’s way.

499. The difficulty as to those officers will not
come into operation for nearly 10 years, will it ?
—Not as affecting the efficiency of the corps;
but it already affects those officers as regards
their own cheerful zeal, having regard to the
prospects before them. I should say from my
intercourse with them, that the second captains
are very much discouraged at the prospects
before them.

500. Are any of those officers who are eo

nearly of the same age second captains yet?—
No, tﬁose I speak of are at the bottom of the list
as yet ; however, the remark applies in a slightly
diﬂ{arent degree to second captains as well.
501. Do you not think that the prospects of
the second captains would be much more cheer-
ful if they knew that at a certain age there was
a ¥erfect certainty of full pay and retirement?
—1I think they would, certainly.

502. However inconvenient the state of the
corps may be in consequence of that great
equality of age you have mentioned, yet the fact
of a certainty of retirement would get over the
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personal difficulties 7—I think the men would
serve vastly more cheerfully in the junior grades,
if they knew that it was only a temporary mis-
fortune.

503. So that your pro with respect to the
290 officers is a pro for the benefit of the
public, rather than for the consolation of the
officers themselves ?—Yes, it is a proposal for
the benefit of the public. The truth is, that the
individuals whom I have in my eye now are
young officers of three or four years’ standing,
and the idea of retirement of course has not
entered into their heads; they are all quite happy
with their present duties.

504. Have you ever calculated or formed any
opinion as to what would be the cost of carrying
out the scheme you have described to us ?—No,
I have not ventured to go into that calculation.
I think it would not be difficult to arrive at some
conclusion which would be pretty near the mark,
but I have not ventured to go into it. I have
always been in hopes that if any system of retire-
ment by payment of lump sums comes into ope-
ration, the objection to private contributions for
bonus subscriptions by officers would be dimi-
nished, and we should be able to avail ourselves
of the readiness there is in all ranks of the army
on the part of officers to invest their private
means for their own advancement.

. 505. Your proposal does not increase the pub-
lic charge as regards the lump sum; itis a mere
exchange of an annuity for aliump sum ?— Yes.

506. But so far as it consists in a very liberal
optional retirement at an early age giving a
Vaeancy, it is, of course, a matter of very consider-
able expense, though you have mot at all calcu-
lated what it would come to?—The volu
element enters so very largely into it that it s
very difficult to arrive at any figure with respect
to it. I cemsidered, having regard to the Indian
regulations under which an officer is permitted
to retire on full pay after 22 years’ service in
India, and analysing the lists and inquiring
among the officers themselves, and looking at the
degree in which retirement had taken place, that
about 5 per cent. of the officers entitfed to ac-
cept it, might be expected to accept it every year;
that was my notion.

507. In arriving at any calculation of cost, we
should have to compare that five per cent. and the
cost of the superior retirement from the rank of
colonel with the present 32,000/ a-year >—Yes.

508. And a certain part-of the half-pay retire-
ment?—Yes; much of the half-pay retirement
would be saved.

509. We should have to compare the five per
cent retirement and the 60 years of age com-
pulsory retirement on the one side, with the
32,000 .. a-year, and a proportion of the half-pay
retirement on the other sit{)e ?—Yes.

510. Do you think that if you had assistance
from the War Office, you could easily take out a
calculation of that kind ?>—If I might be permitted
to consult Mr. Finlaison, or some accountant.

511. Or a clerk out of the Accountant
General’s Department?—Yes; with the assist-
ance of a few clerks. The figures are rather
heavy when you come to do it largely.

512. Is there any other suggestion with ct
to retirement from your corps you would wisE to
make to the Committee >~—~No; the points which
your questions have touched upon, I think, cover
all that occurred to me in reference to retirement
from the Artillery.
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518. Colonel Percy Herbert.] You say that
there are 290 officers in the Artillery nearly of
the same age now, and you talk of there being
200 of about the same age when they get to the
age of 50 ?—Yes.

514. And you said that that was a very
exceptional case ?—Yes.

515. It is one which in some degree may be
always looked for when there is any considerable
augmentation of the corps, is it not ?—It would
not have occurred but for the alteration of the
rules of admission to the Royal Military Academy
and the age of first commissions.

516. At the time of an augmentation of the
corps, or at the time of a war like the Russian
war, there must always be a large number of
officers entering in a very short time, must there
not ?—Yes, you may have a number of 50 or 60
or something of that kind, but this large number
arises from officers of the same age not being of
about the same standing; they are selected out
of officers of very different stmdings.

517. You said that in the case of the Artillery,
the operation of the fund had been good, and
that tri:e ages of the colonels now are tolerably
satisfactory as regards efficiency ?—That has not
been 80 much from the operation of the fund that
has contributed towards it, it arises from what
I mentioned just now, the extreme gap of years
there was between the remaining officers who
were commissioned in the early part of the present
century, and those who got their commissions at
or about the year 1825.

518. Is not it the fact that the age of the
colonels is much younger than the normal state
of the corps, owing to the large entation in
the last 15 years —Undoubtedly the augmenta-
tions in the last 15 years, have run officers
rapidly through the junior ranks, and enabled
them to succeed to colonelcies younger than was
ever known before.

519. If there had not been those augmenta~
tions, the aetion of the fund woeuld not have been
sufficient to achieve anything like the youth, if
I may use the expression, of the present colonels?
—Certainly not, practically the fund would have
done under any circumstances exactly what it
has done; there is a certain sum alwaysfilled up,
and neither a greater nor a emaller number of
retirements would have taken place had it not
been -for the admissions; it has withdrawn some
of the older colonels, and one or two of the older
major generals, but it is only within the last two
or three years that that retirement has been taken
in the ease of relatively young officers.

520. As regards intermediate retirement, such
a8 you suggest after 15 or 20 years’ service, of
course, to whatever extent the Government with-
drew officers, by such an inducement as that they
would reduce ths expenditure for the compulsory
retirement at the head of the list ?—That would
be the case, of course.

621. Colonel North.] The requirement of 35

ears’ service to retire is peculiar to your corps,
18 it not 7—No, it is the Army Warrant; 25 years
is the time, not 35.

522, Does that apply to the whole army, be-
cause, 1 think, in the line, an officer even who
has not purchased is allowed to retire after 21
years ?—No, after 25 years.

523. Major Jervis.] It used to be 21, and
now it is made 25 ?—Yes.
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524, Colonel Percy Herbert.] 1 BELIEVE you
have considered the question of promotion in the
Royal Artillery from various points of view P—
Yes, I have done so.

525. And you bave thought of different plans
which might alleviate the stagnation of promo-
ﬁon?—ﬁs.

526. Has your attention been drawn to a plan
of applying what may be called the bonus system ;
the application of sums of money to facilitate the
retirement of officers of from 15 to 20 years’ ser-
vice —Yes ; it appears to me that, constituted as
the list now is, there is no possibility of bringing
forward the younger officers of the regiment to
the higher grades of the service before they are
incapacitated by age, except by inducing a num-
ber of them to retire early. There is at present no
provieion for early retirement; no officer can
claim a retirement before he has reached 25 years’
service, and then he can only get half pay;
whereas, if he waits five years longer, he will get
fall pay, and therefore he will seldom go at 25
yeare’ service. But if you wait until the officers
get 25 and 30 years’ services in large groups, the
whole regimental list will grow eld together, and
in my opinion be in a very inefficient state. I
have, therefore, proposed that officers should be
permitted to retire at an earlier period, say at

nt as early as 15 years’ service, and that to
induce them to do so, their juniors should be per-
mitted to contribute to a fund for the payment of
bonuses to them; they would, of course, be
chargeable upon the half-pay list when retired,
supposing that system to continue ; but this would
afford an inducement for them to retire. That is
a plan which I have laid before the officers of the
regiment in my private capacity, and about 330
of the lieutenants and captains of the regiment
have expressed their willingness to contribute te
such a fund.

527. I do not quite understand your scheme ;
do I understand that you propose that officers of
llﬁ‘zetra’ ser];‘»ice should be: ow:;ll to tietli:':l?pon

— own pro is, that the
nnlep‘ retiren{ent lshlc’n:lgol;me.l re-considered, anlzla{
different scale submitted; but I %r:pose that
officers of 15 years’ service should be permitted
too'rehrel’ upon some scale,
“.

528. Then, supposing that in lieu of any half
pay retirement, lump sums of money were given,
would that be equally attractive, or more attrac-
tive, do you think 7—1I think a great number of
the younger men would be willing to commute
their annuities into sums of money which they
could apply to other pursuits. I think thatamong
the older men there would not be quite so great
a disposition to do so; but in any case I appre-
hend an annuity must be the basis of the scheme,
and therefore whether it is granted in the form of
an annuity, and then that annuity purchased up
by the State, or whether it is granted in the form
of a bonus fund, in the first instance, makes little
difference.

529. There is this difference between an an-
nuity granted by the State generally to officers
on retiring, and a bonus, that the amnmnuity is
granted as half pay is, as a retaining fee for the
services of that ofticer when called upon, whereas
in the case of a bonus sum, of course the State
would give up all claim to the services of the
officer ; that being the case, would it, in your
opinion, be cheaper to the State to give a bonus
sum than the balf pay ; in fact, would not a fewer
number of years’ purchase of the annuity be ac-
cepted by an officer if he knew that the State

ve up all claim for his services 7—In the artil-

ery service there is practically no such thing as
bringing a man back ; it being a seniority corps,
a man cannot be brought back into hie proper
place. You cannot bring him back to the bot-
tom of his list, which is dome in the line. When
a man is brought back from half pay to full pay
in the line, he stands at the bottom of a very
small list, consisting of eight or 10 names at the
outside, and he calculates the chances of that.
But you could not bring a man back to the end
of 200 names, as it would be in the case of a
captain in the artillery. No such thing as
bringing a man back from the half pay list to the
full pay list exists in the artillery, except in cases
where temporary half pay has been granted for
sickness, then it is limiteg to two s, and the
man comes back to the in the list he quitted.
If he was 20th from the top, he comes back to
the 20th from the top, that is the only form in
which officers are or can be brought back m
c4
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half pay to full pay in the artillery. In that
respect we differ from the rest of the army.

530. Chairman.] Is the time for which tempo-
rary half pay is granted two years?—Two years
is the present limit.

531. Colonel Percy Herbert.] I suppose that
time can be extended underspecial circumstances?
—There is no power to extend it at present. I
do not mean to say there never could be such a
power, but natural causes would prevent its being
extended much beyond two years.

532. With regard to the slowness of the pro-
motion in the artillery, the first or one of the
main things to be considered is, that officers who
have regimental command in the higher ranks
shall not be too old for efficiency ?—Yes.

533. Then there is a second question to be
considered, I apprehend, upon which I want your
opinion, namely, whether it is not almost equally
important that officers should attain the rank of
first captain and lieutenant colonel at a reasonable
age ?—I think the most important step is that
from captain to lieutenant colonel. If the cap-
tains of artillery are much past the age of physi-
cal efficiency and vigour, they are no longer the
captains of artillery who have done the work in
our former wars; our captains of artillery are
pre-eminently the combatant rank of the service.
A battery of artillery is in many operations
the unit of force, and the command of it is the
most active command that a man can hold ; it is
therefore absolutely necessary that the man hold-
ing it should be in full possession of his vigour.
I think, therefore, that it is of very great impor-
tance that captains of artillery should not serve
in that grade beyond 45, 46, or 47 years of age.
It is a matter of judgment where to draw the
line. I have a plan here which I propose to lay
before the Committee, if you permit me to do so,
in which I have, for the sake of being as mode-
rate as possible (as such an inquiry requires),
drawn the limit of age at 47, but that is going
rather high.

534. At present there is a sum of 32,0001 a
ear allotted for retirements in the Royal Artil-
ery 7—Yes.

535. Suppcsing that it is considered that that
is an insufficient sum for the present size of the
corps, and that Parliament is induced to increase
it by any round sum, say to bring it up to 40,000/,
or 45,000 I., would it in your opinion be most ad-
vantageous for the interests of the corps, to apply
the whole of it as it isapplied at present, to inSuce
the retirement of old officers at the top of the
tree, by giving them annuities of 600 . or 400 L
a year, or would it be desirable to apply a certain
portion of that sum in that way, retaining a
portion of it to be applied as bonuses to induce
the retirement of oigcers of from 15 to 20 years’
service 7—I should be very much in favour of
retaining a portion of it to apply as bonuses, be-
cause the state of the case is tiis; that you must
get a number of officers to retire, and to get a
number of officers to retire out of a given sum of
money, it must be divided into comparatively
small sums, for which you can only expect a
junior to retire, not a senior.

536. Iapprehend that, taking, for the sake of
argument, the basis of 9,000  for the portion to
be allotted in bonuses, it would give just 15
annuities of 600 /. a year, would it not 7—Yes.

537. I am not an actuary, but perhaps you can
tell me how long we may assume that those an-
nuities will be drawn; would 10 years be the
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average 7-—A good deal longer than that, at the
age of which officers are now retiring. The lives
of the youngest officers who have recently retired
trom the corps were worth about 22 years’ pur-
chase, and you may safely say that few of the
individuals likely to retire if such an augmenta-
tion were made as you refer to, would have less
than 20 years prospect of life.

538. Then I may safely assume, that 15 years
would be the proper time >—Fifteen years would
be quite within the mark.

539. Then, when the whole of that 9,000 a
year was applied, we could only calculate, on the
average, on one annuity falling in per annum ?—
Yes; one out of that number ; there are 26 upon
the list already.

540. One annuity in 15 years would fall in for
the allotment of that 9,000 /. ?—Yes, I think so.

541. Then, supposing that we allotted that
9,000 l. as a bonus to officers having from 14 to
20 years’ service, and offered lump sums varying
from 1,000 or 1,200/ up to 2,000 L, we might
easily divide that sum so as to furnish about six
bonuses, might we not ?—Yes, I think so.

542. It would be 1,500/. on the average ?—
Yes.

543. Supposing they were accepted by officers,
that would give you six steps in the regiment of
officers varying from about 15 to 20 years’ ser-
vice 7—Yes.

544. You would have to balance that against
the one annuity which was due from the other
application of the fund ?—Yes.

545. Will you state to the Committee, if that
is a fair calculation, what in your opinion would
be the result of it as to the respective advantage
and disadvantage to the corps?— I think the
calculation is perfectly correct in principle, but
the sum you name, 1,500 L, would not be a suf-
ficient inducement to any officer to retire, except
those who were near the lower limit; you would
not get officers approaching 25 years’ service to
take that sum, unless you permitted an augmen-
tation to be made to it, by the private contri-
butions of the officers. But, in principle, I am
persuaded that the sum might be so applied, or a
portion of itmightbe soapplied,and that thejuniors
who are the people to be most considered at the
present time, would get many more steps for the
money than they now do when it is laid out in
annuities.

546. Can you give an opinion as to what would
be the advantage to the country in the efficiency
of the service, and also in economy to the
country >—I think it right to state that no such
sum as you have named will meet the case. The
case is a far more serious one than is generally
supposed. There are at the present moment
about 107 officers who (or at least the survivors
of them) will all reach the age of 60 together,
and there ought to be 68 or 69 of them wﬁo will
reach that age; if you retire those officers
all in the lump at 60 years of age, and replace
them by another set of men, also all of the same
age, what will happen 40 years hence? The
second batch of officers will then all be reaching
60 years of age together, and you will have to
repeat the operation. No retirement of that
Boll;t will mee;lthe casel. The number of officers
who are rapidly completing comparatively lo:
terms of servige, a.ndpwl?:%nd th%amselvesyin tllllﬁ

_junior ranks at an age beyond that at which they

should be there, is so large that no such sum as
.9,00017,
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9,000, or even 19,000 ., will meet the case; it
must be a considerably larger sum.

547. Per annum ?—It will come up by degrees .
(not at first) to a much larger sum. If you are
speaking of capital, it must be a much larger
sum per annum at the best, but the annuity
charge must be increased to more than that sum
to remove them. I can give you the number of
officers who in the year 1885 will have passed 35
years service ; I mean the officers who will be
living then.

543. Before you come to that, will you men-
tion what is the age and length of service of the
officers who compose that very large group at the
present time ?—The officers who compose that
group are those who have at present from 16 to
22 years’ service ; that is, the survivors of those.

349. Do you suppose that a lump sum of
2,000 . would not induce a certain number of
officers of 20 years’ service to retire every year?
—Yes, I think 2,000/ would generally do so;
not at present, because the officers of 20 years’
service have at present, I think, a better prospect
before them ; but it is the officers who are below
that who are the most to be considered, who have
those comparatively young men before them.
The relative value of a position on the list of
course varies a good deal according to circum-
stances; at present the officers of 20 and 22
vears’ service are not very badly placed upon the

ist, but the officers of 20 years’ service will be
badly placed upon the list 20 years hence, and
then you will have this accepted.

550. At the present time would officers of 15
years' service take 1,5002 to retire P—I do not
think they would, because the officers of 15
years’ service are captains, and 1,500 /. is hardly
a representation of the value of the position of
Second Captain of Artillery; the value of that
position would capitalise into a much larger sum;
but there are, no doubt, some small number of
individuals who will take that sum; that will
always be so.

551. Then if there were six or seven such
bonuses offered, do you not think that there would
be individuals in the corps always ready to take
them from extraneous circumstances?—Yes; I
think there would, to that number.

552. Who would otherwise hang on in the
corps, and clog the list >—Yes, quite so; I think
it would be so to that number.

553. You are aware that 100 . for each year’s
service is the sum that isallowed by the Secretary
of State to an officer in the line wKo retires from
the service by the eale of his commission, if he
has not purchased any of his steps? — Yes,
quite so,

554. So that 1001 a year would, perhaps, not
form an unfair basis upon which to calculate the
bonus to an officer who retires in this case ?—
Yes; there is I think this consideration, that the
officers composing the artillery embrace the army
as a profession for life in a larger proportion than
those who go into other branches of the service ;
they do not think of quitting it.

335. Have they any means of quitting it?—
At present they have not.

656. They are enlisted for life —Yes, they
are enlisted for life; I think they would not be
(&utq so ready to accept that sum as officers of
e line may be found to be.

. 957, But there are always a number of officers
1n every branch of the service who, either from
ma(;- rying, or from private reasons, or from having

got 1nto scrapes, or not wishing to continue in
the service, would be glad to go, if there was any
door open for them without absolute ruin, are
there not ?—Quite so; there is a retirement going
on at all times, at the rate of something less than
1 per cent. per annum from causgs of that kind;
it 18 going on now among the juniors.

558. And a moderate bonus would probably
get another 1 per cent. or so to go’—No doubt
1t would.

559. Which would have a material effect in the
course of 10 years upon the promotion of the
juniors—Yes; it would have a material effect,
but not a sufficient effect.

560. At this present time ?>—Yes.

561. As a general rule, would it have a suffi-
cient effect?—No, I think not; I think it may
be shown that the number of officers who must
be retired to secure the promotion of captains to
the rank of lieutenant colonel, by the time they
are about 48 years of age, would be larger than
would be furnished by such a retirement as that.
It would contribute towards it, but I do not
think it would contribute enough. .

562. Then it would be a step in the right
direction —Quite a step in the right direction.

563. You were going to say something with
reference to that group of officers attaining 35
years’ service together, I think ?—I understood
1t to be the wish of the Chairman the last time I
wag examined, that I should be prepared to make
some sort of statement of the expense of a scheme
of retirement such as I advocated in the last
evidence I gave; and, therefore, I have drawn
up an estimate of the kind, in which I have gone
very fully into all the ficures. Heré is a table
of officers composing the i%oyal Artillery over 15
years’ service at the present moment, and who
will compose each year’s service from 15, 16, 17,
and i8 years, up to 40 years in each successive
year, supposing none of them to die or retire.
There are very few retirements after 15 years’
service, other than what we are now providing
for. Therefore these vacancies are the principa
ones to be considered. I have here also another
table showing the number that may be expected
to survive in each successive year, after making
the proper deduction for deaths (producing two
tables). Now, to give the Committee an idea of
what these numbers will be, perhaps you will
permit me to read the figures for the year 1835,
which is a tolerably distant year. In the year
1885 there will be 40 officers who will have com-
Eleted 20 years’ service; 81 officers who will

ave completed 21 years’ service; 43 who will
have completed 22 years’ service; 39, 23 years;
56, 24 years; 61, 25 years; 48, 26 years; 17,
27 years; 46, 28 years; 39, 29 years; 58, 30
years; 45, 31 years; 13, 32 years; 21, 33 years;
17, 34 years; 23, 35 years; 17, 36 years; I1,
37 years; 27, 38 years; 17, 39 years; 9, 40
years; and 74 who will have completed more
than 40 years’ service. Such is the scale of the
figures to be consideréd.

564. Will you give the total between 30 and
40 years’ service ?—The total is 210, betwen 30
and 40 years’ service, and 74 above it; we may
look at 1t in this way: then there are 66 officers
in the effective list above the rank of lieutenant
colonel ; that includes the commandants, the re-
tired generals, and the colonels; consequently,
in orfer that any individual may stand 66th
from the top there must be the difference between
these figures got rid of somehow or other; they
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are all above him now, and will all remain
above him, o far as death alone removes them.
In order that any individual may stand 66th in
the year 1835, there must be the difference be-
tween these two figures, that is, about 210 or 220
removed by retirement; but when you go a little
lower to the captains the groups are still larger;
there arc but 142 officers above the rank of cap-
tain, consequently in order that the last indi-
vidual of 27 years’ service may only have 142
officers standing above him in the year 1885,
there are the very large number of 270 or 280
officers who must be removed in some way or
other; that is the light in which the thing pre-
sents itself to me, and which I believe to be a
perfectly fair one. I do not presume to say that
these figures are anything more than an estimate,
but they are based upon the most recent life
tables. | have worked out the result for the
years 1875, 1880 and 1885, and it appears that,
supposing the suggested amount of promotion to
have been barely attained in 1880, it will require
about 31 retirements per annum fcr the next five
years, to maintain it until 1885.

565. Does that 31 retirements include the
whole of the retirements >—Yes; for those five

ears.

566. What do you take as the average number
under the present arrangements; how many of
the 31 are provided for already ?—1I have worked
this out entirely irrespective of the present pro-
vision, and taken cre(ﬂt for the falling in of the
present sum. There is & sum of 32,000 [, which
will gradually fall in, of course, and there is a
further sum of about 9,000 /. on the half-pay list,
which wil gradually fall in. Taking credit for
all those sums, and assuming that a scale of re-
tirement is offered to officers commencing at
1007 a year after 15 years’ service, or its equi-
valent in capital ; and terminating at 600.L° a
year, after 40 years’ service, the present limit
(only we get it before 40 years’ scrvice), the cost
will be between 70,000/ and 80,000 L a year;
but that is the cost looking upon them as an-
nuities; if you buy up your annuities, if you
convert 100/, for instance, into 1,700Z, you
have 100 /. less next year, and in future years;
but you have 1,700/ to pay this year, and,
therefore, the sum to be provided somehow or
other, is a larger sum than it would be other-
wise.

567. Would not you induce a man to retire
more easily, by giving him a lump sum, than by
giving him 100/ a year. I mean, would not
something less than 17 years’ purchase suffice ?—
My idea is that the basis must always be an an-
nuity, and that you will then capitalise that an-
nuity.

568. Would you not be able to capitalise it
at something less than it is worth, and yet make
it a sufficient inducement?—It depends upon the
bargain which the Government is able to drive
with its officers. I apprehend that public opinion
would scarcely permit the Government to offer
its officers, who may be supposed to have de-
served well of the country, less than the fair
capitalized value of the annuities they are sup-
posed to receive.

569. Supposing the Government say to an
officer, We will not offer you an annuity, but we
will offer you 1,5001 instead of what you ask
for, namely, 100/ a year, which we will not
give you; if they were to offer on the one hand
annuities of 100 /. which were inconvertible, and
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on the other hand 1,500 L, would not the 1,5001
be the more attractive of the two?—I{ you
offered a man 1,500 ., I think it very probable
that he would take it. I think, myse.f, that you
ought to citer the full price; if you calculate his
retirement to be at 100. a year, which iz just
half way between the Lalf pay of a captain and
that of a lieutenant, I think you ghould offer
him the full value of the 1001, which is 1,7004,
not 1,5001.

570. But still the Government might say that
they were not prepared to give the 100 L ayear?
—Take it at what you please, but capitalise it "
fairly ; make it 90/, then the sum would
be about 1,500/, the very sum you name.

571. Chairman.] At what average age do you
say that an annuity of 100/ is equal to 1,700 /. ?
—At 35. Tor this purpose, I assume that the
officers obtain their first comimissions at 20; at
present they obtain them at 21 generally, but a
great number of those serving onthe list got their
commissions earlier; I have taken that as the
average. The table T have referred to is Mr.
Tidd {i’ratt’s; it is capitalised at 1,700 L

572. Colonel Percy Herbert.] At any rate the
result of vour conrclusions is this, it is necessary
to deal with the officers in the body of the list, in
order to prevent a very great stagnation of pro-
motion, and inefficiency to the corps of artillery a
few years hence ?—Yes, quite so.

573. It has been suggested that it will be in-
jurious to the corps to offer these inducements to
officers at an ecfficient age to retire; that is to say,
that there are very good captains of artillery who
would be induced to take a bonus, and retire, and
that you could not very well spare their services ;
do you think that that is a vaﬂid objection to the
scheme ?—No, 1 do not. v

574. You think that there is as good fish in
the sea as ever came out of it 7—Yes, I think
there is as good fich in the sea as ever came out
of it, and for the most part the men who would
take it would not be the most active, ambitious,
and valuable officers, but officers who had various
family tice, and other things which made their
services less valuable. ‘

575. It is a good thing for the tonc of the ser-
vice to induce such men to leave it, is it not ; it
encourages a zealous and martial tone in the
service? —I should be very sorry to say that
there are not extremely geood men ameongst the
married men and men with families.

576. I referred to those who wish to leave the
service ?— The men who wish to leave the service,
are those who have the sort of encumbrances I
am now principally thinking of.

577. And of course it is a great encouragement
to other officers to be zealous, in order to obtain
rapid promotion P—Quite so; I de not know
whether this is strictly relevant to your inquiry,
but it may be worth reflection, that unless ofticers
gee a prospect of obtaining the superior ranks in
a moderate period of time, there isa great ten-
dency, undoubtedly, for them to marry in the
junior ranks, and enzumber the service in various
ways which every military man knows is the
invariable consequence of having an undue pro-
portion of married officers.

578. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] As to the age at
which the officers get their commissions now, it is
several years older than it was in your time, say
some 30 years ago, is not it 7—On the average, 1t
is four years older. I have here a memorandum
of the ages at which the last 225 officers have

obtained
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obtained their commissions, which perhaps you
will permit me to read; out of that number, there
was only one in his 19th year; there were 24 in
their 20th year; 85 in their 21st year; 85 in

their 22nd year; 25 in their 23xd ycar, and 5 in-

their 24th year; the average is about 21, ora
little over.

579. Do you recollect when the alteration took
lace >—The alteration was in full eftect in 1860,
{ut it occurred spasmodically before that. There
was a great mixture of age before that; there
were some officers who received their commis-
gions at 17, and some were even older before that,
than they have been since. There were some
officers, you will recollect, then commissioned by
direct commissions, without being at the Royal
Military Academy at all, and others who were
only there a very short time. but the turning
point was about the year 1860.

580. Is the object to be attained by this, to
ensble young officers to pass a more stringent
course of examination ?—I believe that is the

principal reason that has induced them to raise -

the age, or the cause which has led to that result.
The examination is now such, that a lad, unless
he has very uncommon abilities, cannot pass it
without two or three years more preparation than
would have been necessary in former days, and
therefore those who enter the Academy are now,
with a few cxceptions, in their 18th or 19th year;
in their 19th year very often, and they remain in
the Academy for two or three years, so that they
get up to their 22nd year when they leave. In
my time, the limit of age was 16 ; the majority
of cadets entered at 14, and the majority of com-
missions were obtained at or before the age of
. 18; in some rare instances, of course a good
deal earlier.

581. Do you consider that the theoretical exa-
mination which officers had to pass at the time
you speak of, when the limit was 16, was one that
would not be sufficient at the present day ?'—
I think that the examination as it was 30 years
ago, put into the regiment officers who are in
every way calculated for the public service. Un-
doubtedly their attainments, their mathematical
attainments more particularly, were very con-
siderably below what they are now, but I do not
consider it necessary that any very large propor-
tion of the officers of the regiment should have
those advanced attainments, and if provision
were made that those who would be inclined
by taste to do sv, should cultivate them
after they got into the service, obtaining their
commissions earlier, I believe you would always
have quite a sufficient number of officers qualified
for the positions in which those attainments were
required. I consider that the late age at which
officers now obtain their first commissions will be
a source of very serious future embarrassment,
and that it is very important to reduce it.

582. Great facilities are now given by the
scientific establishment at Woolwich for officers
who are inclined to carry on their studies to do
80?—Yes, that is a recent thing; but it is now
working in a very satisfactory manner.

583. You think, then, that the advanced theo-

retical examination does not balance the objec--

tions of the advanced age of cadets in a corps such:
a8 the Artillery, a seniority corps ?—1I think that
the advanced age will a few years hence tell much
more against the public service than the advanced’
attainments will tell in favour of it.
584. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Are there any
0.105. .
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increased difficulties in managing the academy in
consequence of the advanced age of the cadets?
—I am not very well qualified to speak upon that
p?int; but I'think there are not; I do not hear
of it. :

585. Mr. Pack Beresford.] There is a fixed

* establishment of general officers in the Artillery,

is there not ?—Yes.

+ 586. That is based, I suppose, upon the general
proportion of the officers of Artillery and En-
gineers to the rest of the army ?—1It was based
upon that proportion in 1854 ; but the Artillery
has undergone considerable augmentation since,
and the proportion of genera? officers has not
been augmented since that time.

587. The addition of a few general officers
would be, of course, a very great advantage to the
corps >—It would be a very considerable advan-
tage.

588. There is another thing which has been
altered lately, I believe ; the system of seconding
officers who are employed in the higher ranks of
the whole branch of the Artillery ?—There have
been a great many changes with regard to
seconding officers; formerly officers were very
rarely seconded. About the time of the Crimean
War they were all seconded. I mean those de-
tached from their military duties; since that, the
whole of the colonels who were seconded have
been re-absorbed ; but the lieutenant colonels and
captains remain seconded. The word “ seconded ”
is not literally correct ; they remain on the super-
numerary list, which is a different thing.

589. In the Indian Branch, that is, the old
Indian corps, the systera of having a super-
numerary list for officers employed is still in force,
is it not ?>—1Xt is; and it has operated very much
indeed to the advantage of the Indian corps.

590. And I presume to the disadvantage of the
other branch of the corps, as far as promotion
goes >—To the disadvantage in this way that, as
we form one regiment an oflicer of the old Royal
Artillery, who 18, we will suppose, lieutenant-
colonel, and senior as a lieutenant-colonel, to
another officer in the Indian service sees that
officer get the regimental rank of colonel by virtue
of seconding above him, and henceforward hold a
higher regimental grade, but it does not interfere
with his promotion, because they are promoted on
different lists.

591. They are promoted cn different lists; but
it tells eventually on the rank of the officers,
one of whom gets rank earlier than the other ?—
Yes; it tells upon the relative rank of the two
men; it does not retard the one, but it gives the
other a lift above him, :

592. You stated at the last sitting of the Com-
mittee that in the case of engineer officers the
600 /. a year you offer them is less than they are
in receipt of while in active employment; now,
are not colonels of artillery who are employed
also in receipt of a considerably larger sum than
600 .. a year >—A good many of them are; they
get a command pay of 6s. a day; and the ordi-
nary military advantages of servants and horses,
and so forth, count of course for something.

593. The senior colonels, I suppose, are those
principally employed ?—Yes, as a rule it is the
senior colonels; there are exceptions.

594, It is, therefore, the less likely that the
retirements would be taken by the seniors than
by the junior ones, irrespective of the prospect
of a battalion ?—Quite so; that is one of the
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reasons why the seniors have not been so anxious
to take it generally.

595. Major Jervis.] I did not quite understand
whether your proposal with reference to the
bonus question related to the present exceptional

condition of the corps, and is therefore temporary, .

or whether you look more to the future 7—The
bonus which I propose to offer to officers from
private contributions is with reference principally
to the present exceptional state of things; but that
will last out the lifetime of many officers, and
therefore it is hardly to be called a temporarr
state of things; it will last out the lifetime of all
but the very juniors in the regiment.

596. Colonel Percy Herbert spoke of the sum
that would be neceesary to induce officers to re-
tire after 15 years’service; from your experience
in the War Office and elsewhere, you hardly
think, I presume, that the country would provide
a sum sufficient to carry that out; and, therefore,
if it was carried out, it would require an addition
to that extent to the sum subscribed for bonuses
by the officers >—1I think there is great readiness
on the part of a large body of officers to con-
tribute something to their own_advancement.
If a man puts his son into a purchasing branch
of the service, he expects to contribute from his
private fortune, or in some way, at the rate of
about 100/ a year to purchase his successive
steps. He buys his commission to begin with,
and the payments on the successive steps amount
to about 100 L a.year all through. That is not
paid by the young man himself; it is paid by his
triends for his advancement in life, ang I believe
that the friends of the greater number of the
officers in the artillery would be also quite willing
to pay, not so much as that, but something for
their advancement in life. I may mention, as a
fact bearing upon this question, that a very large
number of the junmior officers of the regiment
have spontaneously, in consequence of the pro-

osal which I originated in this pamphlet, entered
nto an agreement among themselves to pay, if
they are allowed, over and above the sum.
They have agreed to pay 10/ each a year.
More than 100 of them Lave done that. That
will be 1,000 .. a year raised at once. With that
1,000 /. a year they calculate to be able to buy
one step, so that a man, in the period of his service
as a subaltern, would buy 15 or 16 steps, which
might accelerate the period of his promotion nearly
a year, or in the higher grades more than that.
The officers see their advantage in it, and are
willing to do it.

597. Chairman.] Do you say that those officers
have agreed to pay 10/ more than you sug-
gested —What 1 suggested was that an officer
should give up the difference between his pre-
vious pay and the pay of each successive step he
got ; supposing the promotion were from captain
to lieutenant colonel, I propose that he should
pay the difference between the pays of a captain
and of a lieutenant colonel for dne year, and
that the payment should be spread over two years,
half being paid the first year of promotion, and
half the next year.

598. How much would that be in each year?
—It would be 73 /. in the case of a captain, but

that would be 371 a year for two successive

years. He would benefit by his promotion to
the extent of the other 37 L

599. Compared with the 100/ a year which
you say in the line has to be contributed by an
officer’s friends in order to purchase his steps, how
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much do you think, under your scheme, would be
subscribed by the officers themselves annually on
the average ?—I do not think that they could be
expected upon the scale of pay and allowances
they receive to contribute a larger sum than 107
a year in any grade each, and 1 think it is rather
-100 much for the subalterns, but it is entirely
their own proposal and assessment.

600. £.10 a year altogether >—Each individual
would pay 10 L a year.

601. You said just now that you had been told
that they were willing to pay 10 1. more than you
propose ?—They are different things; the one is
an annual payment, and the other is a payment
to be made once for all on obtaining a step in
promotion.

602. Spreading it over the service of an officer
from the time of his entering the service up to his
reaching the rank of lieutenant colonel, how
much would the annual contribution come to
according to your scale —According to my scale
the total sum is 3887, up to the rank of colonel
inclusive. It is 239/ to lieutenant colonel, that
is about 91 a year, spread over 27 years or so.

603. Major Jervis.] Do you think that for that
you would get anything in the shape of promotion
worth considering 7—Yes; I think you would get
a considerable number of steps in that way, but
whether there would be sufficient steps so obtained
to maintain the efficiency of the corps, is a ques-
tion which I think nothing but experience can
decide. The only way would be to permit the
plan to be tried for 10 years, or some other long
period, and then look at it again.

604. Do you propose that there should be addi-
tional steps purchased out of this money, or that
there should be bonuses added from it to any
bonus which the Government might give to induce
men to go ?—If the Government took a portion
of the sum annually voted for retirements, and
divided it into bonuses, then I think the sum con-
tributed should augment those bonuses. If the
Government gave 10,000 Z, I think we should be
permitted to raise 3,000 I.-or 4,000 /. more among
ourselves, But if Parliament votes annuities and
the Commissioners of the National Debt buy up
those annuities in the ordinary way as a matter
of which Parliament takes no cognizance at all,
then the bonuses would naturally go to the men
below 14 years’ service not proviged for by that
scheme. The younger the man is who retires,
the better for those who are below him.

605. Do you know what the number of general
officers ought to be taking the basis of 1854, and
taking the addition to the regiment since then ?—
It should be 39.

606. Instead of 32 >—Yes, instead of 32.

607. Mr. Trevelyan,] When you have once
established the system of bonuses by law, have
you any hold over the officers; are you able to
prevent them, if the corps is divided up, for in-
stance, paying in a particular regiment ver
much more than the regulation bonus?—1I thin
if it were recognised by law, they could be easily
prevented from doing so.

608. It never has been prevented, has it, in
any system in which bonuses or purchase were
allowed ; in the Indian army, for instance ?—I
believe in the Indian army there was no fixed
tariff, but they practically settled down to some-~
thing like a uniform sum, and I do not think
there was any bargaining permitted beyond that
sum. I think the sum was 4,000 for a lieu-
tenant colonel, and I do not think they offered a

" lieutenant
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licutenant colonel more than that. I do not
speak with much knowledge of the subject, but I
have madeinquiry amongst Indian officers about it.

609. In order to offer anything like that sum
to a lieutenant colonel of artillery, the subscrip-
tion among the officers would have to be very
much more than 10 /. each, would it not ?—VYes;
but 1 do not think of offering him anything like
that. A man requires a larger or smaller sum in
proportion to the pay and allowance which he is
giving uE, which, in the case of the Indian army
were high. And upon the Indian system the pri-
vate bonus was in addition to the puglic provision.

610. You think the Government could keep
the system of purchase and bonuses under their
control ?—I think it would be possible to do so
entirely.

611. Major Jervis.] Do you not think that
the system recently adopted of not seconding
colonels in the British Royal Artillery, while
they do in the Indian Royal Artillery, has
created much dissatisfaction throughout the
service?— A great many officers personally
affected by it have expressed themsclves very
strongly to me about it ; it is felt to be a disad-
vantage to the men themselves, and to give a
very unequal advantage to others. I will illus-
trate it by a particular case, but without men-
tioning names. I could quote the case of an
officer who was a captain in India at the time
when another officer of distinguished Crimean
service, and a lieutenant colonel, held a high
staff appointment, who has since, by the opera-
tion of this seconding, obtained the regimental
rank of colonel over his head. I will call the
cases A. and B. B.’s promotion does not in the
slightest degree affect A.’s; he will get it just as
soon, in time ; but in the meanwhile, B. is for
the rest of his service above him in the Artillery,
whercas he has hitherto for the last 30 years
been below him in the Artillery.

612. Is there any reason why the supernume-
rary system should be puta stop to in the Artil-
lery 7—Nothing except the economy of the
Treasury. There is a constant struggle goin
on between the Treasury, the Horse Guards, an
the War Department, as to whether officers
holding certain appointments should be super-
numeraries or not. Everybody is glad to get an

officer made a supernumerary at the time; it is-

an increase of his pay to the annual charge, but
it comes to be absorbed- at last, and the promo-
tion is then checked.

613. Colonel Percy Herbert.] In the case you
mentioned, were the officers both Royal Artil-
lery officers proper, or was one an Indian officer?
—One was an Indian, and the other a Royal
Artillery officer.

614. It is a question of Indian arrangements
then, which you are S};eaking of ?——Yes, the case
I referred to was to illustrate this; the system of
seconding officers holding staff appointments has
been discontinued in the old Royal Artillery
gervice, but it has been revived in the Indian
service; consequently officers have been promoted
from the rank of lieutenant colonel to that of
colonel to fill vacancies created by seconding,
giving them a step of regimental rank over those
in the old service who were lieutenant colonels
before them.

615. Is not it the case that officers have been
in like manner promoted to the rank of major

neral, over colonels to whom they were junior
m the service previously 7—That is strictly in
accordance with the Royal warrant, the rank of
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major general has been obtained in army suc-
cession ; there has been a recent instance of that ;
a very distinguished officer has lately leaped over
the heads of several of his seniors in that way.

616. Is not his promotion consequent upon the
promotion in the Bengal army, or in the Bomba,
army which he belonged to?—No; the officer {
referred to is an officer of the Royal Artillery,
Major General Dickson ; but the Indian promotion
to the rank of major general is upon the genecral
list, not upon the regimental list at all.

617. Major Jervis.] Since the English Artil-
lery and the Indian Artillery have been combined,
to a certain extent, doing regimental service to-
gether, does it not tell sometimes very hardly in the
case of an Indian officer coming home to Eng-
land, or to an English officer going out to India,
if they are promoted upon two different systems ;
in the one case a man is able to get his full
colonelcy by those before him being put upon the
supernumerary list, and in the other case he is
not ; of late we have had sevéral cases of that
kind ; the full colonels not having been seconded,
lieutenant colonels below them have lost steps by
the colonels not being made supernumerary ;
and, therefore, the lieutenant colonels who, had
they got their promotion, might under_the other
system have retired, at present have been unable to
do 80 ?—Yes, there are several officers now holding
appointments (I myself am one of them) for
which they would have been seconded a few years
ago; I think my being seconded would have pro-
moted this very officer I referred to just now; at
all events, mine and others would have done so.

618. Mr. Trevelyan.] Would it not be a very
gerious blow to a young officer who has en-
tered the service upon the supposition that he
could live upon his pay, to find that he had
to pay 10l, or even more, a year for a very
small amount of promotion ?—It was not part of
my own proposal to make the payment compul-
sory ; there are exceptional cases, but I do not
think thatthey are numerous, ofofficers living upon
their pay. Ibelieve there are very few such cases
indees ; those officers who do so live, for the most
part seek service in India, where their pay en-
ables them to live. But my proposal was that it
should be voluntary; I apprehend that if it were
made compulsory it would be looked upon in a
very short time as a deduction or income tax from
the officer’s pay taken by the country, and there
would be a clamour to relieve him of it, and so it
would cease to be a voluntary management, which
is all that I advocate, and I propose also that it
should be under such regulations as would pre-
vent it abuse.

619. Do you not think that in the Artillery,
where the officers are generally very intelligent
and able to compare their position with that of
officers in other countries, they would expect
that the State would provide reasonable pro-
motion, and would not throw any burden upon
the officers themselves? — I think the officers
themselves, for the most part, acknowledge
that the State cannot do all that is required;
it 13 a fine line for the State to draw to say
whether a man is efficient as a captain at 45 or 50;
I think if it came to that point, the State would
say they would take their chance of a man being
eﬂgcient and keep him, but an individual officer
wants his step, and for that purpose wishes to get
an officer above him to retire at 45 ; the State has
borne the charge of the augmentation by which
we have benefited, but I do not think that the
State can be reasonably expected to do, or thqté
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it will do everything that the personal interests
of its officers, and ultimately even its own in-
terests may require to avert their remote conse-
sequences, and therefore I wish to see officers
permitted to help themselves, as they will, in my
opinion, do if they are allowed.

620. Mr. Otway.] With regard to the bonus,
I understand that you wish not to make it a
compulsory contribution upon the officers?—
Yes.

621. Do you not think that that would be
likely to produce a bad feeling in the corps; for
instance, you are no doubt aware that in the Line
where there has been a system of giving so much
to a captain ; for example, beyond the army regu-
lation, if an officer fails from his means to contri-
bute that customary sum, he is very badly looked
upon by the other officers; he stops the promo-
tion. A voluntary contribution 1s one of two
things ; it is either compelling officers to contri-
bute that which perhaps they cannot afford, or if
they fail to do it, it is placing them in a very in-
vidious position with reference to their brother
officers ?—That precise case can never arise in the
Artillery. If the officer at the head of the list
in the Line refuses to pay more than the Regu-
lation price, he does stop the prumotion, or oblige
the vther man to take less than he considers him-
self entitled to; but in the Artillery, the only
result of an individual or 100 individuals refusin
to contribute would be that the whole sum woulﬁ
be less than it would have been otherwise ; but
no individual could be said to be stopping the
promotion in that way. I think the moral force
of the regiment would be sufficient to make
officers who are able to do it contribute. An
officer’s circumstances are always pretty well
known to his friends and brother officers, and in:
the cases of officers burdened with large families,
or with little or nothing to look to beyond their
pay, there would be no gispositioq to press hardly
upon them ; they would be permitted to share in
the advantages of the other men without contri-
buting.

622. You think that that would be the general
feeling ?—Yes; I know that that has been laid
down as the basis of the proposal made by the
young officers, that they shall contribute as they
can, and if any man benefits without contributing,
they do not object to it.

623. Do not the officers in the Artillery con-
tribute anything now to induce a man to retire.
Take the case of a senior captain about to obtain
a lieutenant colonelcy, is it customary in the corps
for him to give anything to an officer above him to
retire that he may get a step, and obtain an im~
proved position ?—No; there is no approach to
such an arrangement in the Artillery.

624. Is it not even done under the rose 7—No.

625. The age at which officers enter now is 20,
is it not ?—1It 1s 21, or slightly over.

626. That you consider too old ?—TI consider it
at least three years too advanced au age.

627. Are you aware of the ages at which the
Artillery officers in France and other countries
obtain their commissions 7—The age of admis-
sion to the Ecole Polytechnique is from 17 to 20.
They have the rank of sous lieutenant élive at 19,
and of licutenant en second at 21. Perhaps I
may add here that in the French army the age of
compulsory retirement for regimental officers
ranges from 52 to 60 years. The large proportion
of men raised from the ranks leads to instances
of advanced age in the junior ranks, and the rule
is, licutenants at 52; captains, 53; chef de
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bataillon, 56 ; lieutenant coionel, 58 ; colonel, 60
years of age. The same for the artillery as for
the other arms.

628. I did not observe that you made any
allowance in your calculations for officers retiring
on half pay, yet there are several instances of
that, are there not?—The half pay list is not a
very heavy one; it is composed principally of
the officers who retired about 30 years ago ; they
are all very advanced lives; and a small propor-
tion of officers who on grounds of disability have
been permitted to retire, though of less than 30
years’ service, more recently; but the proportion
of otficers who take half pay is all included in the
one per cent. I mentioned just now. It does not
afford any great relief in the lower ranks.

629. I know an instance myself of a lieutenant
colonel of Artillery retiring, on half-pay, I think,
at the age of 38 or 39. The officer % allude to is
Colonel Inglefield; he is now receiving half pay ;
he is about a contemporary of mine ?—Yes; it
was on grounds of il}j Lealth, and he may have
retired when 21 years was the limit; at present
it is 25.

630. Colonel North.] With reference to the
sale of commissions, is there the same regulation
applying to the Artillery with respect to the 100 4
a year sanctioned by the Sccretary of State for

ar as applies to the Line ; for instance, would
a lieutenant colonel of Artillery get 4,500 L the
same as a licutenant colonel in the Line would
fet?—There is no system of sale in the Artil-

ery, but lieutenant colonels are sometimes, as a

matter of indulgence, permitted to retire on the
full price, 4,700/ I thmnk it is. That is not the
case with any rank below that. T do not remem-
ber any case of a captain recciving the value of
his commission, and the number of licutenant
colonels who do so is very small.

631. There are, according to the return before
us, nine captains of Artillery who have done so,
besides the lieutenant colonels, but there are no
sums put down against them. As I understand,
there are no means of creating a vacancy in the
Artillery except by putting an officer on half pay
who has been seriously wounded or something of
that kind, under 25 years’ service 7 —No ; none
whatever. He may, under certain circumstances,
have full pay after 21 years; that is provided for
in the warrant of 1854; but those are quite ex-
ceptional cases.

632. Colonel Sturt.] The system you propose
ig in reality a sort of voluntary purchase system

. in the corps, is it not >—No; I think there is a

very broad distinction between the system I pro-
pose and the purchase system. The purcll:ase
system enables an individual, by his own money,
to buy over the heads of other men, and therein
consists the invidious working of it. There is a
constant tendency to raise the price of commis-
sions, owing to the eagerness of the officers, if
they are possessed of money, to get on. The
system I propose would not advance any indi-
vidual except by advancing those before him.
Each individual would contribute, but the order
of succession would go exactly as at present, only
the promotion would be obtained earlier.

633. No man could go over another man’s
head 7—No man could go over another man’s
head.

634. If the officers of artillery are satisfied
that your proposal would tend to their adva.nta.%]e,
what is there to prevent their adopting it ?—The
officers of artillery are a very large body. I

ve
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have obtained the assents of over 300, but those
are not all ; some have expressed dissent ; there
are differences of opinion. 'What prevents their
taking advantage of it is that it is one of those
arrangements which I think cannot, under ordi-
nary military discipline, be worked without the
concurrence of the authorities ; at all events, I
should not propose myself that it should be car-
ried out without the concurrence of the Secretary
of State for War and his Royal Highness the
Commander in Chief.

635. You would have an Act of Parliament to
legalise it —Not to legalise it; to recognise it.
T amzatisfied that it is better that anything which
exists should be recogmsed than that it should
exist sub rosa.

636. Marquis of Hourtington.] Is there any
regulation now against the giving of any sum for
the purpose of getting promotion 7—No; there
is no regulation against 1t; but there is no orga-
nisation for doing it. The difficulties in the
Astillery would be greater than in smaller bodies
from the immense number of officers who have
to concur in it.

637. Would it be contrary to regulation for
an officer to give an officer senior to bim a sum
of money to retire ?—No; there is no regulation
which it would infringe so far as I know, but it
is an arrangement which would simply never

2

638. With reference to the age of officers en-
tering the army, what inducements do you think
could be given to officers after they have ob-
tained their commissions to prosecute a further
advance in mathematical studies ?—By providing
a class of beneficial appointments to be held by
officers of artillery, limited to those who qualified
themselves, having in fact, a staff system for
those appointments, analogous to what prevails
for the staff appointments of the army.

639. What class of appointments would those
be?—Such appointments as the heads of manu-
facturing departments in the Royal Arsenal, and
elsewhere, the inspectorships of warlike stores,
and a considerable number of appointments which
In every service are held by artillery officers
with special attainments. I could easily enume-
rate them; they are rather numerous appoint-
ments; they are all Civil appointments under
the War Department.

640. Do you think they would be sufficiently
numerous appointments to induce a large num-
ber of officers to go on with a severe course of
mathematical studies?—Yes, I think they would;
I think there are a large number of officers
whose natpral taste and ability induces them to
caltivate these studiee, and that has always been
the case. I think, if the appointments were
given fairly and honestly to those who were best
qualified, there would never be a want of com-
petitors for them, and you might raise the stan-
dard as much as you liked; it might be necessary,
bowever, to raise the pay too, if the standard
was raised very high. - '

_ 641, In the present state of artillery science,
18 ot a very considerable amount of mathema-~
tical knowledge desirable, even for an officer who
does not aspire to any of those appointments;
that is to say, for the officers who will be princi-
pally engaged in regimental duty P—No, not u

considerable amount ; not more than any young -

man eould be reasonably expected to acquire by

the time he is 18; it is indispensable that there

shoulld be in such a body as the artillery, or in
0.105.
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such a service as the artillery, a proportion of Brigadier

officers of high mathematical attainments, equal
to those whom the continental artilleries

General

resent J. H. Lefroy,

in large numbers; but individuals of this class R.a., F.RsS.

will always present themselves if sufficient en-
couragements are given. It is not necessary for
the ordinary service that an officer should have
anything that may be called high mathematical at-
tainments ; he should have a certain knowledge
of mathematics.

642. You think that now the whole regiment
is educated up to & standard that is necessary for
only very few ?—I think that the endeavour to
do so, whether it is successful or not, leads in-
directly, to the sacrifice of other things quite as
valuable in a military body.

643. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] As to the edu-
cation, have you not found, taking the officers
as a body, that a considerable number of them
selected mathematics for themselves, pursued their
studies in it, and advanced to very considerable
gcientific acquirements under the old rule that
was applied st the time you got your commission
yourselfP—I am afraid I cannot say that any
considerable number did. Individuals of course
always did so, but not in suflictent number, in my
opinion, because there was positively no stimulus
or enconragement 30 years ago whatever, in that
direction, but the case is different now ; thereisa
good deal of encouragement.

644. Chairman.] You have stated, I think, to-

day, that in addition to that dead level of 290
officers which you described to us in your former
evidence, there is another dead level ot about 110
officers ?—Yes.

645. Of about on the average, 20 years ser-
vice —No, the 292 is the group of officers who
are 25, 24, and 23 vears of age at present.
There is not at present any large group at 20
years’ gervice or thercabouts, but there will be
in 1875. .

646. The others you described to-day, I think
you gave us as between 15 and 25 years service?
—7Yes. Colonel Percy Herbert asked me how
I made out the number of officers who will have
passed 30 years service in i885; they amount to
104. There are so many officers who will be of
from 30 to 34 years service at that time, and
those are the officers who are now from 9 to 13
years' service.

647. So that according to your present state-
ment, there are two dead levels in the corps ?—
There are a good many more.

648. You have described two specially; one a
dead level of about 290 officers, and another a
dead level of about 110 officers?—Yes; but the
latter was taken quite arbitrarily, several other
groups of three years would have done as well to
illustrate my meaning. The former, the 290
officers, is the great level.

649. And it is in consequence of those dead
levels, that you think some special and ex-
ceptional provision for retirement should be made?
—Yes.

6560. When those dead levels are got rid of, and
when officers all get their commissions at about
the same age that special provision would not
according to you, be necessary P—1It is difiicult to
look so very far ahead.

651. To put it in amother way, if it were not
for those two dead levels, you would not require
to introduce into your proposed system all the
means of retirement which you now gropose —
No, I do not think that the scale and system of
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retirement which I have {)roposed will be per-
mancntly necessary, but' 1 am afraid it will be
necessary through the remainder of this ceatury ;
that is until the officers who obtained their com-
missions about the time of the Crimean war are
all exhausted. If you will permit me, I will
mention to you another dead level; there will be
320 officers living in the year 1885 who will have
from 20 to 25 years’ service.

652. Your way, however, of dealing with the
torps, supposing these two exceptional difficulties
did not exist, would be in the first instance to
follow some such plan as Captain Galton pro-
posed, namely, a maximum of age at which all
colonels should go off the fixed list ?—Yes.

653. You think thatbelow that, some provision
ought to bc made as a rule irrespective of those
exceptions for helping the flow of promotion,
beyord the retirements which are necessary to
get rid of inefficient officers ?-—Yes,

654. But if the numbers of the different ranks
of officers were otherwise fixed, would it be ne-
cessary to provide for more than getting rid of
inefficient officers >—You mean, if a limit were
laid down for cach rank.

655. You think that in order to promote the
flow of promotion, and to prevent {;locks, par-
ticularly in promotion from the rank of captain
to that of lieutenant-colonel, it is advisable to re-
tire more men than it is necessary to retire, merely
on account of inefficiency ?—Yes.

656. If the number of lieutenant-colonels was
greater, and the number of captains less, that ne-
cessity would not exist, I presume ?—Not to the
same extent.

657. You would not, in a perfectly organised
corps, wish to retire perfectly efficient men,
merely to give steps to the men below them ?—
No. .

658. Therefore, if in a perfectly organised

. corps, divided properly with respect to its dif-

ferent ranks, all that is necessary is to provide
for the retirement of inefficient men, would it not
be an alternative to your plan to consider whether
the number in each of those ranks ought not to
be amended ?—Any increase to the proportion of
the superior ranks would of course materially
improve the advantages of the ranks below them,
but no one fixed arrangement, I apprchend, can
meet the circumstances of a large body like the
artillery, which is subject to the fluctuations of
alternate conditions of peace and war. A war
may upset the best scheme in the world, by
obliging you to augment the number of officers
by a couple of hundred men all of the same age,
in a very short time. These measures of retire-
ment are an indirect after-consequence of that
state of things, and as often as that is repeated,
at a period of 30 years afterwards something of
the same kind will have to be done again.

659." That I provided for by asking you to eli-
minate for the moment all idea of the 290 and
110, which were caused really by circumstances
something like what you described; butsupposing

the corps normally to be sound, do you think it .

would be advisable to retire efficient men, merely
to promote those below them?—It would be
better to retire the inefficient men; that is to
say, it would be better to have a compulsory re-
tirement at the top of the list, and remove those
at the top, but so long as officers get into posi-
tions upon the regimental establishment which
they hold for 20 or 30 years (we have at the pre-
sent moment an officer who has held the rank of
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colonel commandant for 20 years, and there is
no such thing as retiring a colonel commandant
until death retires him), and so long as you have
no means of retiring, those whom I may term the
inefficient men, you must advance the juniors by
removing comparatively efficient men.

660. The rank of colonel commandant is an
honorary rank, where efficiency is hardly in ques-
tion; but assuming that you have a system by
which at a certain age everybody is got out of the
way as far asthe flow of promotion is concerned,
and under which ineflicient officers can be removed
out of the way at any age, do you think you can
justify in theory a further removal of efficient
men merely to clear the way for those below
them? — Yes; I think if one efficient man is re-
placed by another efficient man, the country suffers
no loss, and he will, under this system, be replaced
by a more cfficient man, by somebody younger
than himself, it may be a necessity of the ser-
vice. Stated broadly in that way it looks,
perhaps, extravagant to retire efficient men, but

ou are not diminishing the efficiency of the corps
gy so doing, you are, on the contrary, improving
it; I believe that the system of retirement from
the top so as to give the same number of steps
as would be given according to the view I have
supported (and it must be made somehow or other
to give the same number of steps) by retiring
cither at the top or from the colonels alone, would
cost more than a system of retirement graduated
all down the list. I have endeavoured to calcu-
late it, and it works out a larger figure for the
retirement at the top of the list than if they are
taken at the lower points. There are so man
arbitrary assumptions about the ages at whic
men would accept the retirement that one cannot
rely much upon the result, but that is the result
I have come to; I could show it; here is a case
in point; I wanted to get 94 retirements, and I
assumed that they were divided equally over 20
years; I took eix men at 15 years’ service, six
men at 16 years’ service, six men at 17 years’
service, and six men at 18 years' service, and
then five men for the rest. The sum total of
the retirements comes to 21,000 . Now, if instead
of doing that, I suppose that nobody retires under
25 years’ service, and a portion of them retire at.
30 years’ service. ‘I have made up the same
number by taking 20 captains on lLalf-pay, and
10 lieutenant colonels on majors’ half-pay, and 20
lieutenant colonels on half-pay, and 44 lieutenant
colonels on full pay, and that comes to 24,000 .,
that is actually greater than the previous sum.

661. Putting aside for the moment the question
which will cost most about which I will not dis-
pute your figures, do you think that the principle
can be justified in a highly educated corps like
the artillery of inducing efficient men to retire
in order to give other efficient men below them a
step instead of so paying and promoting your
officers as to enable efficient wen to reach the
point which they deserve ?—No doubt the latter
plan would be the preferable one, but I do not
think there is any violation of principle in the
other plan. The whole arrangement 1s a means
to an end; that end is the maximum of efficiency
in that branch of the army; if, to effect that
efficiency, officers are obliged to be retired, I see
no violation of principle in it provided the ser-
vice bencfits by 1t, which wouldp be the case.

662. You do not think that it would be an in-
convenient precedent in the arrangements of the
service
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service, that the Government should deliberately
lay down these rules, havingas one of its objects to
get rid of men who were avowedly efficient?—Par-

on me, that is not the avowed object, the avowed
object is to bring officers forward by spreading the
area of retirement over a greater portion of the
scale; at present the areaof retirement for half-pay
steps at 25 years’ service, and for full pay at 30
years’ service, and beyond that there is no retire-
ment at all. In order to geta greater number of
officers to retire, we spx‘eaﬁr our area of retirement
down to 15 years’ service, and the result is to
pension some efficient men undoubtedly. Such is
the case now in the Indian service, when an officer
is permitted to retire after 22 years’ service on
full pay, counting his service asa cadet. A large
number of officers take advantage of that; they
are in many cases perfectly efficient men, no
doubt, but it is necessary for the good of the ser-
vice to permit them to go, opening the door to
other younger and more efficient men to suc-
ceed them.

663. You consider then that that rule in the
Indian service was made, not with reference to
the hardship of the service in that climate, but
with reference to increasing the flow of promo-
tion?—Yes, I should think so. The flow of
promotion in the Indian service has been kept a
great deal in advance of the flow of promotion
in the Royal service, by their early retirements,
and their bonuses, but still it has at times stag-
nated, and led to precisely the same kind of com-
plaints that we have had amongst ourselves.

664. You said, I think, that in order to bring
a subaltern to not more than 27 years’ service in
1885, it would be necessary that between now
and then 272 officers should retire ?—Yes, some
such number.

665. You meant retire or die, of course ?—No,
I have already deducted all the deaths that can
be fairly reckoned upon in that interval. I have
made use of the tables published by Dr. Farr
for male lives in healthy districts in England, and
a per-centage may perhaps be taken off that for
the conditions of mxi)ltary gervice, but the military
profession i8 not an unhealthy one, and the lives
are picked lives. On the whole I think it is fair
to take that table as the basis, and all the deaths
that can be legitimately expected have been
already deducted in that table.

666. Have you calculated how many officers
would go off out of those 272, if the maximum age
for a colonel was taken at 57, or 60?7—Yes, I will
read what I have written. There will be 72 sur-
viving officers who will complete 40 years service
in or before 1885 (I read 74 just now; the
figures are nearly the same); of whom 32 are

ovided for on the regimental establishment ;
that is 17 commandants, and 15 colonels; 8 of
them I assume to have retired in a former sec-
tion, leaving 32 men to retire. Therefore, at that
time, in order to bring those officers up, we must
have had 40 retirements. There will then be
104 who will complete 34 years of service, and
239 who will have completed 27 years of service.
There will be 176 altogether, who will have

d the limit assumed for service in the rank of
ieutenant colonel (that is 34 years service); of
whom 110 must make vacancies by retirement
if the junior is to reach the rank of colonel at
34 years service, there being only 66 above the
rank of colonel.

667. My question is this: your subaltern of 27
years service will be a man of about 48 ?—Yes.
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668. Between the ages of 48 and 60 how many
officers will there be according to your calculation ;
how many will be left allowing for deaths >—Three
hundred and forty-three. The number between
28 years servicc and 34 years service, both in-
clusive, for 1885, is 239. The number between
35 years service and 40 years, both inclusive, is
104. The total 343.

669. But how many of those will be under 60
years of age 7—Those 343 are all under 60 years
of age; there are 74 above 60 years of age; I
have taken them from 40 years service to 28 years
service.

670. Do I rightly understand you to say, that
allowing for deaths and allowing for those retire-
ments which are practically compulsory, there
will be left 340 officers between the ages of 48 and
60 in 1885?—No, not allowing for retirements;
I have here allowed only for deaths. Then
I have calculated thus: such being the remaining
lives, if an individual at 54 years of age is to be
within 66 of the top of the list, how many must
make way for him; and if an individual at 48
years of age is to be within 144 of the top of the
ist, how many must make way for him. That gives
the total number of retirements that are necessary.

671. But that is a computation upon the basis
of the existing system without retirements, not
upon the basis of a system under which at a
certain age, either 57 or 60, everybody goes off
the list. What I wanted you to tell the Com-
mittee, was this, in the year 1855, according to
your computation, how many men will there be
between the ages of 48, and either 57 or 60, who
will not have died meanwhile ?—Allow me to
explain that in what we are now discussing, I
have been endeavouring to arrive at the charge
to the country; in the year 1855, of such a
system of retirement as will give the promotion
we desire, there being no colonel beyond the age
of 60, no lieutenant colonel beyond the age of
54, and no captain beyond the age of 48. I
have endeavoured to see the cost to the country
if that system were in operation at that time.
For the purpose of cost 1t makes no difference
whether a man retires that year or the year be-
fore, or at any former period; his expense is
carried on, therefore I have not taken out the
retirements in particular years, that could be
easily done.

672. That is not what I mean; I wanted to
know, according to your computation in the year
1885, how many officers there will be between
37 and 29 years’ service, allowing for deaths, and
the few inevitable retirements?—Allowing for
deaths only, and not allowing anything for retire-
ments, there will be 343 officers living of between
28 and 40 years’ service.

673. Of between 28 and 37 years’ service, how
many will there be ?P—I take off 53 only; that
would leave 290.

674. Then that gives an average of 30 officers
of the same year living ?—In some instances
there will be many more than 30; one of the
groups is 58. That will be the number of men
who have at present 12 years service that ought
to be living in 1885, when they will have 30 years
service,

675. The average would be 30 officers of the
same year, would 1t not ?—Yes, about that.

676. What is at present the average number
of colonels of the same year’s standing ?—Four ;
there are four officers of 37 years’ service. At
present the officers stand thus: of 30 years’ ser-
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vice, 5; 31 years, 7; 32 years, 5; 33 years, 8;
34 years,3; 35 years, 1; 36 years, 4; 37 years,
4; 38 years, 4; 39 years, 6; of 40 years there
happen to be none, and over 40 years up to 72
years, there are 25.

677. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Is that the
service of officers actually serving ?—That is the
service of officers on the active list at the present
moment.

678. Chairman.] Then your calculation is that
from some abnormal reasons, while the average
number of colonels of each year is only about
five at present, in 1885 the average number of
colonels of each year will be about 30?—If
they are colonels. The average number of
officers of each year will be as high as that.

679. The average number ofg officers of the
service of the present colonels will be about 30?
—7Yes, I will show you how this is arrived at:
take the highest figure in this list, 58 ; thcre are
in the current year, 1867, 69 officers of 12 years’
service at the present moment; but of those 69
officers, there ought to be 58 remaining in the year
1885, and so on, of every other figure which is here.

680. Then you are in fact arguing upon an
exceptional state of thinfgs arising mainly from the
great increase in the force during the Crimean
war ? — No, at the top of the list it does mot
arise from that. At the top of the list it arises
from there having been very few first commis-
sions given in the Artillery between the years
1818 and 1826. There is a positive jump of five
years of age between two officers who stand next
on the list now. Under ordinary circumstances,
we should, if there had not been enormous reduc-
tions after the last war, have had many more of
those groups of officers so situated. It is not the
result of the Crimean war, but it is the result of
the Peninsular war at present.

681. I spoke of those who would come at the
top of the list in 1885 ?—Even these are all pre-
Crimean officers; the Crimean war only dates
back 12 years, and these are officers of 17, 18,
and 19 years’ service.

682. You quoted, I think, officers of 12 years’
service just now ?—It was in reference to an
earlier group; to those who will attain 30 years
service in 1885. They will only be lieutenant
colonels at best.

683. Howmany first commissions are given now
on the average 7—Last year there were 51; the
year before 47, and the year before that 95.

684. Does that include the Indian officers P—
Yes; they are all added to the general list ; they
go to sulljlply the Indian list hereafter.

685. How many of these would come as a
charge upon the Imperial fund ?—Sixty per cent.
is a fair proportion for the Imperial fund, count-
ing by the batteries maintained in India,’and else-
where, for the Imperial fund, and forty per cent.
for the Indian Fund.

686. Then, according to that, the average
number of first commissions, the result of which
will come at a future day as an Imperial charge,
is about 30 a year?—1 think it is more than that;
in the three years I have given you, the total is
193, that is an average of 64 a year.

687. Sixty per cent. of that would be a little
under 40 ?—Yea.

688. Out of 40 officers who get first commis-
sions, how many remain for 37 years in the ser-
vice 7—Here are 25 officers who have completed
15 ycars’ service, out of whom we only lose by
death up to the year 1883, three..
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689. I mean from the first, out of 40 officers
who get first commissions, what proportion re-
main 37 years in the service ?—I will take the
group between the present senior colonel and
the junior colonel. There were originally 123

laces between these officers. There are now 34 ;
1t appears that 7 per cent. of these officers died or
retired as subalterns, 3 per cent. as second cap-
tains, 29 per cent. as first captains, and 14 per
cent. as lieutenant colonels, so that ultimately
51 per cent. reach the rank of lieutenant colonel,
and only 39 per cent. (48 individuals) reached
the rank of colonel. They did so in about 30
years’ service ; and in the usual course of things
the ensuing seven years would not reduce their
numbers by more than 9 or 10 per cent., so that
30 per cent. will be about an answer to that
question. We may, however, take another

oup. There were originally, 172 officers

etween the senior and the junior lieutenant
colonel; there are now 76. It a{)pears that 15
per cent. died or retired as subalterns, 32 per
cent. as second captains, 48 per cent. as first ca
tains ; leaving 89 individuals, or 52 per cent., who
reached the rank of lieutenant colonel, which
they did in about 20 years. These proportions
differ but little from those above, and appear to
show that under favourable conditions of pro-
motion almost exactly half the officers who enter
the Artillery reach the rank of lieutenant colonel,
and rather more than a third that of colonel.
The namber who attain precisely 37 years’ ser-
vice, I could not state without a good deal of
trouble. Itis worth observing that the number
of deaths which has occurred in each of those
groups is within two of the number which ought
to have occurred according to Dr. Farr’s tables,
in one case two more, in the other two less. The
actual total number is 69, and the calculated
number is 69.

690. Do you think that one in three officers
remains 37 years?—It is about that number, I
think, but probably rather less, between 25 and
30 per cent.

691. At any rate you will have to provide as
a permanent scheme for the sufficient promo-
tion and retirement of that per-cemtage upon
40 annually ?—Yes, supposing 64 to continue to
be the average number of first commissions given
annually.

692. That, of course, will therefore be some-
thing very much less than the exceptional num-~
ber you have quoted for 1885?—1I think I am
a little at cross purposes with you; I am not
so much dealing with abstract causes, or the
normal condition, as with what is the matter of
fact with the lives that will really exist.

693. The object of my question is this:
according to your calculation, allowing for
deaths, a certain number of officers will have to
be retired by the year 1885, to get the senior
captain down to 27 years’ service —Yes; quite
80.
694. Take the average number of first com-
missions granted to officers, who through their
service will be a charge upon the Imperial funds;
take the per-centage of tmse who will reach 37
years’ service, according to the experience of the
corps, and tell me the proportion between that
number and the average that you have esti-
mated ?—1I take then 60 first commissions a~year,
which has been the average number since the
amalgamation. I assume that 30 per cent. of
them will complete 37 years’ service. That is

18 individuals,
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18 individuals, and if we charge the ImPerial
funds with six-tenths of the amount of their re-
tirement at that period, it comes to 11 retirements
annually. According to my calculation on the
actual lives in being, the number that will each
year come up to 37 years’ service from 1881 to
1885, both inclusive, averages 17; but it will
increase largely after that period, and in the year
1892 exceed 50.

695. Reverting to the bonus, you proposed
‘that the bonus system should be optional, and
you think that the moral force of opinion in the
(}rprpe would induce all who could pay to pay ?P—

es.

696. Would not the effect of its not being
compulsory upon all be that those who did not

ay would get the advantage of those who did P—
ose who do not pay will have their promotion
accelerated by the contributions of those who do;
but the main source of the sore feeling attend-
ing the purchase system, that is, one man passing
over another man’s head, will not exist; and
think that as long as officers feel that they do
personally derive benefit from their contributions
1o an amount which they consider fairly equiva-~
lent to such contributions, they will not object to
their poorer comrades participating also in the
benefit.

697. Do you not think that this will be the
thin end of the wedge for introducing the pur-
chase system into the corps ?—I think 1t is essen-
tially different from the purchase system. I
should be thelast to propose the purchase system.
I cannot myself see that this would be attended
with anything but unmixed good to the country
and the service; no man gets promotion who
would not get it otherwise ; iut he gets it sooner
in proportion to the amount of contribution, and
if he is worthy of the promotion at all, the sooner
he gets it the better.

698. To recapitulate your evidence, you agree
with Captain Galton that after a certain age, or
a certain age modified by a certain length cof ser-
vice, every colonel should be quasi retired to a
supernumerary list, from which he, n common
with the major generals promoted from the colo-
nel’s list, should reach in his turn a battalion ?—

es.

699. You think that he might have an option
of having something more if he waived his chance
of a battalion ?P—Yes.

700. You think that below that, according to
the number of years’ service, commencing with
20 as the lowest as a permanent arrangement, all
officers should be allowed to retire upon a certain
Tate of retired pay, not the present rate either of
full pay or balf pay ?—Yes.

701. You think as an exceptional arrangement
with reference to these dead levels in the ser-
vice, that 20 years might be brought down %o
15 years ?—Yes.

702. You think it would be convenient that
those who were retired upon this annual rate of
pay, should be able, through the National Debt

ce, to commute their annuity into a lum;l)lp:f-
ment, and then you think that that system should
be supplemented by a system of bonuses, by
which an additional number of officers should be
able, by the contributions of their hrother officers,
to retire 7—Yes.

703. You believe that all those steps are neces-
sary, and you think that they would be beneficial
to the service ?—Yes, that is a very correct sum-
mary of my evidence.

0.105,
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704. You also think that to carry out the
system efficiently, the age at which first commis-
sions are granted should be reduced ?—I do. I
would add also, that I think it deserves serious
consideration whether, at the present time, the
establishment of subaltern officers might not also
be reduced, by not filling up all the vacancies as
they occur, 0 as to produce a natural diminution
a few years hence.

705. Without reducing any ?—I would simply
allow vacancies to remain as we have done at
various times before ; we have not always had our
establishment full.

706. Mr. Otway.]| Since the system of com-
Eetition has been introduced into the Artillery,

as what is called the tone of the regiment in any
way deteriorated ; do you consider that the ofhi-
cers are in all respects equal to what they were
formerly ¥ —1 should say that they are in all
respects equal to what they used to be, and that
the tone has not deteriorated in the slightest
degree.

707. Major Jervis.] Has not that resulted from
the severe examinations they have to pass?—
I think that the examinations are so severe that
a considerable degree of steadiness, and energy,
and diligence is necessary to enable a young man
to get into the service at all.

708. Would you therefore advise the age to be
reduced, by which you would not get in young
men of the same class, or would you allow them
to count their time at the Academy towards re-
tirement, as they used to do at Addiscombe ?—
I think it would be better to allow them to count

their time at the Academy towards retirement,

because there is great difficulty in keeping down
the standard of competitive examinations. The
high standard of competitive examinations natu-
rale rises from the desire of youths to get in, and
unless you are going to limit the number of com-
petitors, you must take the test of the competi-
tion between themselves. I do not see how the
age is to be reduced under the open system of
competition; I should like to reconsider the
question a little, but I think the system which
you propose, of allowing the time at the Academy
to count, is the preferable one.

709. As the question is a very serious one,
would you reconsider that point>—I will. ( #uz-
ness afterwards replied as follows.) The principle
of open competition does not require the range in
g_oint of age to be as wide as it is at present: viz.,

om 16 to 19. If admission were restricted to
the ages from 16 to 18, and service after 19 allowed
to count, we should get younger officers, and they
would be under no greater disadvantage in re-
spect to the time of life at which they could here-

ter claim retirement, than if they had been
actually commissioned at 19; nor would this
lower the standard at all. Taking at random the
examination for admission to the Royal Military
Academy of January 1866, it appears that of the
successful competitors,

5 were returned as 16, . e., in their 17th year
17 » ‘99 17 L 2 18th‘ »
15 9 ” 18 ,, » 19th ,,

and the juniors are mostly in the first half of the
list. I should be sorry to see the lower limit of
age reduced to 15, being persuaded that it would
only give a further stimulus to cramming, to the
great danger of the health and physical vigour of
the young men, and with a deterioration of their
after powers.
E2
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Colonel GLOUCESTER GGAMBIER, C.B., R.A. ; further Examined.

710. Chairman.] HAVE you considered the
f)resent system of retirement in the Royal Artil-
ery 7—Yes.

711. In what respects do you consider that it
is deficientP—I consider that there are not suf-
ficient means of retirement or inducements to
retire, to provide promotion for the number of
officers there are in the corps; and if I may be
allowed to add a remark to make that clear, 1
would give you the figures showing what a cadet
entering the service now has to look forward to,
taken only from the last five years, because if you

o beyond five years, you get into the times when
there were additions made to the regiment which
you could not reckon upon for the future. There-
fore, taking it during the last five years, in the
rank of lieutenant there have been 30 steps per
annum ; that is the average for the last five years,
which, with the number of the establishment of
lieutenants, makes him exactly 143 years before
he would arrive at the rank of second captain.

712, Colonel Percy Herbert.] Do you say that
there have been 30 steps on the average during
the last five years altogether ?—It gives you 30
steps per annum in the rank of lieutenant for the
last five years. With regard to the rank ofsecond
captain, 1t takes 11} years to go through the rank
of second captain. ith regard to the rank of
first captain (this will corroborate a good deal of
what General Lefroy said about the ranks of first
and second ca tain{, it takes 19 years to get
through the rank of first captain, an({ in the rank’
of lieutenant colonel it takes 124 years, and in the
rank of full colonel to major general it takes 12
years also. That makes 69} ycars as the whole
total of service which a youngster coming into the
regiment has to look forward to, with the present
rate of promotion (it is taken only from the last
five years of course), deaths, retirements and every-
thing, including the operation of this 32,600 a
year which there has been; it takes 69} years’
service before he arrives at the rank of major
general.

713. Marquis of Hartington.] Was the first
14 years ?—?l‘he first is 144 years; that you can
easily calculate, because the establishment con-

‘sists of 432 lieutenants, and there were 30

vacancies per annum. 432 divided by 30, gives
you exactly 14} years. In the rank of second
captain it is 11§ years.

714. Mr. Pack-Be:{ord.] Do you take the
same rate ?—No, I e in each rank during
the five years all the vacancies that have oc-
curred. In the rank of first captain it is 19
years, from lieutenant colonel to colonel it is
12 years, and from colonel to major general
12 years, making the total I stated of 69}

ears.
7 715. Chairman.] So that, although at the
present time the senior colonels are only of 37
years’ standing, the rate of promotion, according
to the last five years, would make a difference of
32 years more —Y es, certainly.

716. And raise it up to 69 years ?—Yes; the
reason of that is of course apparent: it is owing
to all the additions to the regiment in the wars
which there have been during that time. Whether
you may look forward to that in future or not is
another thing ; but now our regiment is quite up
to its full establishment, which it was not if you

go some years back; that has given a great
amount of promotion, both in the upper ranks
and in the lower ranks.

717. You have allowed for that, I suppose, in
the computation you have made ?—We were very
low down at first, even before the war took place.
When the augmentations were made, owing to
the Duke of %Vellington’s letter, in consequence
of the Artillery being so low, some additions were
made; but that you could not reckon upon

in.

718. Colonel Percy Herbert.] The statement
of promotion for theci/a.st five years is the actual
promotion in each rank, the actual average length
of service of each officer upon attaining each
rank during the last five years ?—It is the actual
promotions that have taken place by deaths, re-
tirements, and every means of promotion in each
rank that has occurred, which is all that a youn,
officer coming into the regiment can look forwar
to at the present moment.

719. Of course any young officer coming into the
service at the present moment upon that list, would
look forward to a greater promotion than that
actually ?—Taking a young officer coming into
the regiment as a lieutenant now, he could not
Eossibly, under the present system, reckon upon

eing a second captain under 14} years.

720. But if he were so long in that rank, he
would make the more progress in the 14 years next
ensuing; of course the promotion would be quicker
in the higher ranks if it were so slow in the lower ;
it is impossible to suppose that all the officers will
live to 69 years’ service —This statement has
been taken according to what has occurred in
each rank.

721. Is not it the case that, when the promo-
tion is slow for a certain time, say for 14 or 15
years, there is a rush in the ensuing 14 or 15
Kears, and again an ebb afterwards ?—That rush

as only been from the additions to the regiment,
or from a war.

722, 1 would draw your attention to the in-
creased death-rate which must be calculated upon
if the promotion continues according to the table ?
—1I do not think the death-rate would increase ; I
think five years is too small a period to take for
the upper ranks ; you could not take it for more
years, because there have been all those promo-
tions.

723. I wish you to explain to the Committee
why you think it probable that many officers will
live out 70 years of service ?——Iy do not say
that they will; I only say that that is the pros-

ect of the juniors at present.

724. Major Jervz's.l What you mean to say is
this, that taking all the promotion there has been
in the last five years, 2 man cannot expect, under
69 years’ of service, to be a major-general ?—
Exactly.

725. Chairman.] Is it your opinion that an
extension of the present system OF retirement wi
meet the difficulties of the case ?—I think it
would under a different administration of it.

726. The Committee of which you were a
member recommended that to the 32,000/ a year
allotted to the Artillery, a certain addition should
be made ?—Yes. :

727. And I think you added that this would
for the time meet the requirements of the corps;

o
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do you believe that any addition, and if so, what
addition, would permanently meet the require-
ments of the corps ?—1I think it would be so very
large an addition that would be necessary to meet
the requirements of it under these conditions,
that no Parliament would ever be justified in
voting such a sum.

728. Then you think that, practically, the
present system would involve so large an ex-
pense that it cannot hold ?—I think so, under the
present actual conditions.

729. What meaning do you exactly attach to
those last words?— The actual conditions are
that the requirement is tied up almost to the full
colonels. 1 would extend it, as I have heard re-
commended in evidence here, toa certain degree
down through the other ranks.

780. Then you mean that a system which
practically applies the whole of the retirement to
optional sums of 600/ a year granted to full
colonels, that is colonels in the corps, could only
succeed, if carried to an extravagant extent?—I
think so, certainly.

731. But you are not to-day in a position to
state to the (z,ommittee what change you would
make in the general system of retirement of the
corps —No, 1 am not.

732. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Supposing the
rate of promotion lasted for any long term of
years, the average age of the officers would be
materially increased, would it not ?—It would be
immensely increased.

37

733. Therefore I presume that the average
death-rate, and consequent promotion, could
also increased 7—Yes, it would be still greater.

734. Which would invalidate the result of this
calculation ?—In the upper ranks, in the higher
ranks, it would be so.

735. Major Jervis.] In the lower ranks they
;ould simply be longer than they are now ?—
es.

736. Mr. Trevelyan.] In time of war the
officers in the Artillery are much more increased
in proportion than the officers in the Line, are
they not?—We do not increase the officers to

each battery; they are on the war establish-
ment now.

737. If you take the whole of the Artillery
service, and the whole of the Line, the officers of
the Artillery are increased in number in time of
war much more than those of the Line, are they
not>—You mean that the country requires a
larger force of Artillery; that would entirely
depend upon circumstances.

738. It has been so in the late wars, has it
not?—Yes, because we were at such a low
establishment.

739. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] The Artillery was
at an exceptionally low establishment before the
late war ?—Yes, quite so.

Y 740. I mean before Lord Hardinge’s time ?—
es.
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Thursday, 20th June 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT :

Mr. Pack-Beresford.
Mr. Childers.

Mr. Evans.

Mr. Grenfell.

Sir John Hay.

Colonel Percy Herbert.

Major Jervis.
Colonel North.
Major O’Reilly.
Mr. Otway.
Colenel Sturt.
Captain Vivian.

HUGH C. E, CHILDERS, Esq., 1N THE CHAIR.

Vice Admiral Sir SipNEY CoLPoYs DaCRES, K.C.B., and Major General GEORGE CoOLT
LANGLEY, called in; and Examined.

741. Chairman (to Admiral Dacres).] You are
?e of the Lords of the Admiralty, I believe ?—

es.

742. And you are the Lord in whose depart-
ment the business connected with the Marines is
transacted ?—Yes.

743. Will you be good enough to state to the
Committee, what is the process of retiring officers
of the Marines P—It is entirely worked on the
12th article of the Order in Council, which is,
that a selection shall be made by the Lords Com-
missioners of the Admiralty for long and meri-
torious service and impaired health; but I must
add as a rider to that, that of course it is very
often worked in this way; when we find people
are inefficient they get a hint to go under the
10th article, which I think is a very important
one indeed. It is this, « that the commands of
divisions may be given without reference to se-
niority to officers holding the rank of colonel,
whose services and qualifications best justify their
selection.” )

744. Then, what are the ranks of officers who
are considered to be in active service in the
Marines >—Nobody above a colonel commandant.

745. A colonel commandant is not a general
officer, is he ?—No.

746. There are no general officers in active
service, except, I suppose, the inspector general ?
—The inspector general, and occasionally the
deputy adjutant general, who at present (General
Langley) is a general. We have no service to
empfoy a general, but there are generals as you
are aware ; we have 13, I think.

747. Then those general officers who do not
hold the rank of inspector general, or excep-
tionally, as is the case now of deputy adjutant
ﬁeneral, may be held to be part of the retired

ody of officers of the Marines ?—No, I do not
think they are retired, because they are on full
pay. There are five colonels of divisions who
get 900 . a year ; they are not retired at all.

748. Their pay is charged upon the retired vote,
is not it >—No.

749. Are you confident of that ?—I think so.

750. Then, setting aside that establishment of
13 general officers of Marines, the next officers
on active service are the colonels commandant
and the colonels second commandant, are they

not ?—There are not 13 officers on 9001 a year;
there are only five out of the 13 selected for
that.

751. To go back to the former question, how
many general officers are there on the establish-
ment out of whom the inspector general, and oc-
casionally the deputy adjutant gemeral may be
selected ?—There are 13.

752. They receive what rate of f)ay ?—Five of
them receive 900 L. a year, and 1 am not quite
certain what the others receive; I believe it is
the full pay of their last rank.

753. {To General Langley.) But those officers
generally, I think, are borne on the retired vote,
are they not —No; they are unattached.

754. But they are borne upon the vote, for
the retired officers ?—No, they are not included
in the number of retired officers.—(Admiral
Dacres.) The money does not come out of the
35,000 .., if you mean that.

755. (To General Langley.) I did not mean
that; is not the pay of those general officers all
borne upon the non-effective votes?—In the
Navy Estimates it is.

756. Although that is so, they are practically
in the same position as generals on_the establish-
ment of the army, are they not ?—Exactly.

757. Then after those 13 general officers
come the colonels commandant, and the colonels
second commandant ?—Yes ; certainly.

758. Who are borne upon Vote No. L ?—
Yes.

759. Below those, what is the next rank?—The
lieutenant colonels.

760. (To Admiral Dacres.) Will you now ex-
plain to the Committee how retirements from
those ranks take place P—By their voluntarily
applying for it, or, as I said before, sometimes
tlil)ere has been a little pressure applied, and they
have gone in that way; that is likewise volun-
tary.

'%l. The whole of the retired officers, who
now number altogether 92, according to page 109
of the Estimates, are retired under the lggh and
12th sections of the Order in Council?—Yes;
under the 12th section.

762. Then, is there a list of colonels who have
made applications for retirement >—Nobody has
made an application, or at least I think there has

only
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only been one since I have been in the Admiralty,
which is within a twelvemonth.

763. But when you retire under the 12th sec~
tion of the Order in Council, is there no list to
refer to P—No, not the slightest; it is just this,
that a person who is incapable, from age or any-
thing else retires; but if you look at the list you
will find that our senior colonel commandant is
only 53 years of age ; he is now going to take
General Langley’s place ; the next man to him
is 51; the next 52; the next 49; the next 44,
and the next 45. We could not retire officers of
that age; it would be a wicked thing upon the
publie to be retiring officers of that age.

764. Then, as I understand you, you have not
exhausted all the money available for retirement ?
—No; nothing like it.

765. And any officer who can prove that his
case is a satisfactory one for retirement can get
it at the present time ?—Most decidedly; the
Admiralty take full cognisance of everybody who
is retired ; the case is brought before them, and

erfectly argued about, by me chiefly, but every-
Eody listens, and if they object, of course the
man is not retired. There are very often, or I
ought rather to say there have been cases in
which captains of 16 and 17 years’ service have
applied to be allowed to retire, but they have
been refused because they have no right to be
retired in such a case when their age is
about 36.

766. Assuming that the case is a fit one for
retirement in the opinion of the Admiralty, you
have at the present moment plenty of money to
do it?—Plenty of money to do it, and a very
great wish to do it.

767. Then, commencing with the sums which
are paid at present for retirement to those officers,
I notice that there is one lieutenant general re-
tired upon 2/. 5. a day ?—Yes.

768. And 14 major generals retired upon above
700 1. a year ?—Yes.

- 769. Thirteen on 702/, and one on 73017 ?—
es.

770. How are those sums arrived at P—Major
General Wesley was the officer who, L think, by
particular order,and for very long service, received
the 21 5 5. a day; it was by Order in Council ; he
had been of very long service, and had been for
a length of time deputy adjutant general, and by
a gpecial Order in C;:)uncil he got that retirement.

771. €Captain Vivian.] What age was he?—I
shall be able to' tell you, I dare say; I know he
is a very old mam; I will fill in his age.

772. Chairman.] The ordinary retirement ap-
pears to be 702 L 123s. 6d. a year, or 1L 18s. 6d.
a day; under what is that ?—Under the full pay
of their last rank.

773. What was the last rank in the case of
these 13 retired major generals?-— They were
nearly all eolonels commandant.

774. The full pay of a colonel commandant is
11 18s. 6d. a day ?~—Yes.

775. So that at the present time any colonel
commandant, who is eligible for retirement, can

get a retirement of rather more than 7001 a

year ?—Yes.

776. Is there any limit of years’ service 7—
No, not the slightest; only of course nobody
would think of retiring a person that was the-
roughly fit for the service. With all due deference
to what has been done before my time, some of
those major generals I never should have retired,
and never would have proposed to retire such men.

0.105.

I do not want to bring that forward, but I memtion
it as an exemplification of what I mean.

777. As a matter of fact, the present regula-
tions admit of any colonel commandant who, in
the opinion of the Admiralty is eligible for retire-
ment, retiring upon 700/ a year?—Yes.

778. And the sum allotted to you is sufficient
for that purpose >—Yes.

779. 1 see below, that there are some retired
major generals upon sums averaging between
450 1. and 3101/ a year; fromr what ranks were
those retired? —T were second command-
ants; and in the case of the lesser sums, lieu-
tenant colonels, because you retire upon two
different ranks. A second commandant retires
upon 1 [ 5s. per day (I think that is the amount),
and a lieutenant colonel retires upon 1/. a day,
after 30 years’ service.

780. 1 see there are two cases of retired major
%enera.ls on 1L and 17 5. a day respectively P—

hose eould only have been lientenant colonels
with brevet rank.

781. Then is the retirement of a lieutenant
colonel limited to 30 years’ service?—No; be-
eause this part of the Order would allow of his
retirement, otherwise it says, “ and those of
shorter service, and officers of inferior rank on
their regimental pay.”

782. What paragraph is that ?—It is the 14th
paragraph: “Lieutenant colonels of not less than
30 years’ service will be permitted to retire upon
20s. a day, and those of shorter service and of-
ficers of inferior rank, on their regimental pay,”
which is 17 5. a day for & lieutenant colonel, and
a captain' would have 11s. 7d.; I think that is
the amount.

783. So that mo lientenant colonel can be re-
tired upon his 1. a day, unless he has had
30 years’ service —No ; certainly not.

784. But under 30 years service, any officer
can be retired upon his existing pay, ig in the
opinion of the Admiralty, he is a proper officer
to retire ?— Quite so.

785. Is that the explanation of all the retire-
ments which now exist ?—That is the way it is
worked. I cannet speak for any particular in-
stances that may have taken place some time ago,
but that is the principle upon which it is worked
now, and I believe that that principle has been
always attended to.

786. So that the rule practically is this: from
the rank of colonel commandant downwards, any
officer may retire upon his existing pay, without
limit of age, if in the opinion of the Admiralty,
he is a proper officer to be retired ?—Yes; of
course the officer must always bring forward
some reason.

787. 1 say if, in the opinion of the Admiralty,
he is a proper officer to ge retired ?—Certainly ;
that is exactly it.

788. And in addition to that, all officers com-
manding divisions are obliged to retire on attaining
60 years of age >—Yes; I think it is the operation
of those two articles, 10 and 17, that has had the
effect of making our officers so young as they are,
and I would strongly recommend them to the
attention of everybody.

789. The sum, however, of 35,000 /. which has
been allotted to the Marines, has been found
more than enough to provide for this system of
retirement ?—It has been, most decidedly.

790. I think you said that every officer om
retirement under this system receives a step in
rank ?—He does.

E4 791. Does
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791. Does he never receive more than one step
in rank 7—No, I think not.

792. So that although some of those retired
major generals were retired from the rank of
lieutenant colonel, they probably held the rank
of colonel in the army ?—Yes, of brevet colonel ;
of colonel in the army.

793. Going back for a moment to the general
officers of whom we spoke before; perhaps on
reference to the Estimates, you would correct
your answer as to whether they are considered to
be on the retired list?—Yes; this is right in the
Estimates no doubt; they are on unattached pay.

794. But although they are voted on the re-
tired list, and in the non-effective part of the
Navy Estimates, all the general officers on what
is called unattached pay are liable to be called
out into service again ? —Certainly.

795. And as a matter of fact the selection for
inspector general, and occasionally for deputy
adjutant general comes out of thatlist?—Yes.

796. Is it your opinion that the present system
of retirement from the Marines, is satisfactory ?—
So far it has been very satisfactory, but, lookin
at the list of the ages of the present captains,
do not think it w?ﬁ remain satisfactory long, be-
cause you see the captains at the top of the list
are now getting to the ages of 44, 45, 42 and so
on, and therefore I think that some plan must be
adopted to encourage the retirements of lieu-
tenant colonels and captains.

797. You say that the ages of the captains are
now advancing ?—Yes.

798. And you fear that the system will soon in
that respect {ecome unsatisfactory ?—1I think so
now, and I have thought very seriously about it,
and spoken to the Board about it.

799. How long has the present system been in
force ?—Since the year 1854.

800. That is 13 years?—No, I think it was
begun in 1858. (General Langley.) It was in
1854. (Admiral Dacres.) But the last Order in
Council was in 1858.

801. Did the system established by that Order
in Council of 1858 make any considerable change
in the previous system ?—Yes, the previous
system of 1854 was not found adequate at all;
I think that was the one allowing a certain
number of officers to retire; General Langley
says it was the one previous; it was the Orderin
Council of 1836, which allowed a fixed number
of officers to retire.

802. So that since 1854, practically, the pre-
sent system has been in force 7—Yes.

803. That is for 13 years ?—Yes.

804. Is notit the case that the ages of the senior
captains of marines have been very much reduced
gince 1854 ?—Not very much from the age of
46 to about 433.

805. I think the average age is given in 1856
at 48 7—Yes.

806. Whereas it is now 43 7—It is 43 now;
many of them are 45 and 44, as you will see if
you look a little lower down.

807. The average age is two or three years
less than it was in 1856 ?—Certainly, that is a
very great improvement.

808. But you have reason to 'believe that the
iYmprovement is likely to turn the other way ?—

es.

809. For what reason ?—In consequence of
very young men at the top of thelist; no colonel
commandant will be obliged to retire now for
seven years.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

310. And youdo not think that the temptation
offered by the present rate of retirement of 700 7.
a year, will induce any of those officers to retire ?
—No, I do not, because they have the hope of
the higher pay as a general, which is very hand-
some pay.

811. What is that pay ?—1It is 900 . a year.

812. The pay of a major general onunattached
pay is the same rate, isnot 1t, as the pay of a re-
tired major general ?—Yes, exactly.

813. So t%at an officer retiring from the rank
of colonel commandant steps at once into the
same pay that he would get if he succeeded to
the establishment of general officers >—Yes.

814. But you do not consider that that advan-
tage will be sufficient to induce the senior colo-
nels commandant to retire ?—No. :

815. Since 1858 or 1854, has there been any
augmentation in the marines ?—There has been
a large augmentation, particularly in the artillery
branch, as you are aware.

816. Has that augmentation been out of propor-
tion in the ranks of captain, and below the rank of
captain, to the augmentation in the number of
field officers ?—Yes, it has, I think. This paper
(producing a Paper) will show it has risen 4,000
since 1854.

817. I see that the augmentation in the num-
ber of field officers has increased about 16 per
cerii:.; it has increased from 26 to 30 since 1856 ?
—Yes.

818. And the ranks below field officers have
increased in the same time 46, namely, from 401
to 447 ?—Yes, I cannot say that exactly; but I
am quite sure you have the correct figures
there.

819. Has that augmentation in the lower ranks
been greater in proportion than the augmenta-
l1:ion in the higher ranks 7—No, I do not think it

as.

820. If so, how would that augmentation tend
to increase the age of the captains?—I do not
think I said that it did increase 1t; I should think
it would not ; I should think the contrary.

821. So far, then, as the augmentation is
concerned, that has not had any effect on the
increased age —No, I think not.

822, To what, then, do you attribute the ten-
dency to increase in the age of the captains,
except the accident that there are young colonels
at the head of the list ?—Nothing. I think there
is nothing else but that, that I can attribute it to.
The best proof of it is, the numbers that have
gone out lately ; they are very small.

823. Will not that in process of time correct
itself 7—No, I do not think it will, unless you
give a larger sum to the lieutenant colonels to
retire. I think the retirements of a second com-
mandant, and of a licutenant colonel, are neither
of them sufficient.

824. Then what remedy do you suggest for
the present state of things >—To give those officers
a greater inducement to retire.

825. To give colonels commandant a greater
inducement to retire >—With regard to the
commandants, I think the limit of age of 60 will
retire them ; but the others, I think, ought to be
induced to go before that.

826. A colonel second commandant is now
retired upon 25 s. a day, is he not ¥—Yes.

827. After how many years’ service ?—He
1l:lniust have 30 years’ service before you retire

m.

828. A lieutenant colonel is entitled, { tl;iéxg,

r
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after 30 years’ service, to 14 a day, is he not ?—
Yes, a lieutenant colonel is.

829. And a colonel second commandant is
entitled, after 30 years’ service, to 25 5. a day ?—
Yes.

830. What increase do you propose to give to
them ?—I think, after 30 years’ service, 3007
a year is very little to give a man; you ought to

ive him at least 400 /. a year.

831. Would not he get 365/, if he were a
Yieutenant colonel >—Yes; but I think that in-
crease would make an important difference ; that
would put him on an equality with the officers of
the Artillery and Engineers.

832. If he was a colonel second commandant
he would get 456 L already, would he not ?—Yes.
I should raise the amount, because I propose to
give a lieutenant colonel 400/ a year after 30
years, and a second commandant a slight increase
too. I think that 400L a year is exceedingly
little for him, after 30 years’ service.
© 833. And in your opinion that change would
be sufficient ?—It might induce them not to wait
on for the chance of becoming one of those

enerals of division, as you choose to call

em.

834. Captain Vivian.] It would only be an
increase of 35 I. a year in the case of a lieutenant
colonel 7—Even that would make the difference ;
he would be a long while waiting if he did not
take it We find in the navy that people often
take a retirement like that when their health is
impaired, or anything of that sort; you must
recollect that they are none of them rich people
in either service; very much the contrary.

835. Chairman.] Is it your deliberate opinion
that at the present time something ought to be
done to increase the flow of promotion in the
Marines ?—Looking forward, I think itis. Ido
not think we ought to wait till we come to a
block. I think at present the Marines are re-
markably well off, but I believe in three or four
years you will find that they will not be so. I
come to that conclusion from looking at the age
of the seniors on the list; here 18 a colonel
commandant 44 years of age, he will be there for
16 years to come; nothing will induce that man
to go unless he breaks down.

836. Then the gist of your evidence is this,
that the public has been so liberal in past times
to the Marines, that their senior officers have
become so young that now there is very little
chance of their retiring ?—Yes; I perfectly agree
that they are young men now.

837. And that to cure this, it is necessary to
make some provision to prevent the officers of
lower rank being too old for their rank ?—Yes;
the provision I would make would be this; I
would not increase the money that is granted in
the least, because I think the money they have
got would do it.

838. Sir John Hay.] Is it the fact that the
proportion of field ofticers in the Marines is small
as compared with other corps, or that it is insuffi-

cient to promote a fair flow of promotion 2—The

present working of it has shown that it works
very well ; of course I should be the very last
person to recommend any more field officers of
Marines, for we do not regularly employ them in
any foreign service. If yousentthem abroad very
often, and they were made uncomfortable, and
were obliged to be invalided, sometimes it would
do very well; but as long as the Admiralty keep
tht(*.)ni at home they like it very well, and they
.105,

will never leave it; but as the field officers are
few in number, the general officers 8hould -be re-
tained to obtain a proper provision for the corps.

839. Chairman.] The Marines, in fact, are in
that respect a very different corps from the Ar-
tillery and Engineers, namely, that there is ve
little employment indeed abroad, above the ran
of captain >—Lieutenant colonels are occasionally
so employed, but generally speaking the fact 1s
as you say.

840. Is there any employment for lieutenant
colonels abroad ?—Yes ; they have been employed
in China and Japan; they have always taken
their fair share of it; they are sent wherever
they are wanted ; we always take every oppor-
tunity of sending them when we can.

841. In time of war?—Whenever there is a
battalion sent, we always send them, and there
has occasionally been a colonel embarked in the
flag ships on foreign stations.

842. At present there is no employment for
the field officers abroad, is there ?—No; at

resent I think there is none; the last was in

apan, where there were four.—(General Lang-
ley.) There were three in Japan.—( Admiral
Dacres.) I think this paper would be a very good
thing to give you; it answers that very question
(producing a Paper).

843. Can you give the Committee any parti-
culars as to the position of the field officers who
have been exceptionally employed in time of
war?—Yes; this paper gives it; here are in-
stances of lieutenant colonels commanding. In
the Crimea there were six regimental field officers
besides brevet field officers ; in China there were
seven{from 1857 to 1860; in Mexico, that is the
Mexican expedition, from 1861 to 1862, there
were two; and in Japan, from 1864 to 1865,
there were three.

- 844. But in time of peace, and especially at
the present time, when we are completely at

eace, there is no employment whatever abroad
or field officers of Marines?—No; none what-
ever.

845. And there is no employment whatever for
general officers of Marines except the one in-
spector general, and occasionally the deputy ad-
jutant general >—Exactly ; but there is no reason
why they should not be employed.

846. You cannot, therefore, I presume, in your
opinion, put the Marines in that respect on the
same footing as the Artillery and Engineers ?—
They might be all put upon the same footing
with referencelto employment as generals, few in
either branch being employed.

847. You must class together for purposes of
comparison all the general officers of Marines,
whether retired or unattached, with all the retired
general officers of Artillery or Engineers to obtain
a fair comparison as to the effect of retirement?
—No; unattached generals of Marines can onliy
be compared with unattached generals of Artil-
lery and Engineers, and retired generals, in like
manner.

848. The general officers of Marines who are
called on the unattached list are practically re-
tired ?—1I think so practically, but they areeligible
for employment and desirous of it; but I think it
is fair for me to state that it works of course badly
for the promotion of the Marines, in consequence
of what I stated in my previous answer that they
never have anything to disturb them, and there-
fore of course are perfectly content to remain
as they are till they go to their graves.

F 849. But
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849. But in arranging any scheme which will
promote a satisfactory flow of retirement, you
must consider that all general officers, whether
on the unattached list or on the retired list, go
on these lists as a means of retirement really ?—
Yes, and as a reward for their past service ; but
they have no wish to be considered retired.

850. Then, if so, do you think that the num-
ber of officers in that position compared with the
number of officers of the Artillery and Engi-
neers is satisfactory ?—1I know so very little about
the working of the Artillery and Engineers that
I really cannot compare them. I only know that
a certain number of generals are requisite in the
Marines, in ordcr to make a few vacancies for
colonel commandants.

851. But hasit not Leen the fact that from the
large number of general officers of Marines who
are thus practically retired, you have got the
senior colonels very much younger than the
senior colonels in the other corps ?—Yes; and
likewise from retiring them if we do not think
they are fit. That, I think, is a more important
point than the other, becanse 1 know that many
are obliged to go under Section No. 10 of the
Order in Council.

852. Whether they are retired under Section
No. 10 or under Section No. 12, the practical
effect has been this: that you have a very large
number of generals of Marines who are prac-
tically retired, and that that has produced an un-
usually young age in the senior colonels ?—Yes;
I think that 13 generals is a very good propor-
tion.

853. Then would not the result of your evi-
dence in that respect be this: that if, on the one
hand, it were necessary to take care that the
senior captains do not become too cld; on the
other hand, it may be necessary to take care that
the retirement from the rank of colonel is not too
liberal ?—We must go back a little. We know
that a Erea.t stagnation in the Marine corps arose
from the want of those generals, and that for
years the oldest officers in the army comparatively
were at the top of our captainsg’ and lieutenants’
lists, and that those regulations were framed to
prevent the same thing taking place again.

854. But if there were proper means devised
for ensuring that the senior captains should not
be too old, would you see any objection to es-
tablishing, as to the retirement from the rank of
colonel of Marines, what has been suggested as to
the retirement from the rank of colonel of Ar-
tillery and Engineers; namely, that it should de-
gend upon a certain age being attained P—We

o retire ours at a certain age; they actually go;
every one of ours is retired at 60.

855. Does anybody reach the age of 60 to be
retired under that rule?— Yes; there are two
generals so retired.

856. In what year were these generals re-
tired ?—1In 1859.

857. Then there were two officers in 1859 who
were retired as being 60 years of age P—Yes.

858. But, except in those two instances, the
60 years of age retirement has practically not
come into operation —Certainly it has not.

859. An(f the scale of retirement in the Marines
is 8o liberal that, although an officer is compelled
to be retired at 60 years of age, yet no officer has
during the last eight years been compulsorily re-
tired under that rule ?—It is so; in fact, the
retirement is exceedingly liberal.

860. Then to revert to my former question; if
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such a system was established as would insure the
promotion of captains at a proper age, would you
object to the retirement from the rank of colonel
being limited to officers who had reached the age
of 60 ?—1I think I should, most decidedly ; because
I think it would be placing a very large body of
men, and a very valuable body of men, under
great disadvantages. You must recollect that
there are nearly 16,000 men in the corps, and a

roportionate number of officers whose promotion
1t would stop. Very few of them could ever get
to that rank at all, and every man looks to being
an admiral or a general, though many of them do
not arrive at it.

861. Do you think that, assuming that provi-
sion is made for retiring inefficient men under that
age, the age of 60 is too great an age for a colo—
nel of Marines ?—No, I do not; having reference
to the fact that they are always weeded out before
they get up to thatage. I think some officers at 60
are very inefficient ; but I think that our plan of
always considering that point before a man be-
comes a commandant, prevents an inefficient man
becoming one.

862. So that, practically, if you could weed
out the inefficient men, you would not mind the

e of 60 being the limit for the retirement from
the rank of colonel commandant ?—Not at all.

863. What provision would you make for
weeding out the inefficient men sooner ?—None,
but telling them that I should not appoint them
to a division when their turn came.

864. Would you compel] them to retire sooner,
then P—I woulg tell them in plain terms, ¢ You
are coming to the command of one of the divi-
gions; you are not fit for it; I must put some-
body over you.”

865. Would you apply the same rule to colonels
second commandant?—I should apply to any-
body I did not think efficient.

866. So that your plan would be this: if when
it came to the turn of an officer to be appointed
second colonel commandant, or if when it came to
his turn to be appointed first colonel commandant,
Zou could compeY him to retire on the full pay of

is rank, you would then be satisfied with not
retiring officers of the rank of colonel com-
mandant until they reached the age of 60?—1I
would.

867. That would be a considerable economy
upon the present plan, would it not ?—I think 1t
would.

868. With reference to the rate of retirement,
do you see any reason why the retirement from
the Artillery and the Engineers should be 600 Z.
a year, and that from the Marines 700/.—
I am dissatisfied with a lieutenant colonel of
Marines getting only 350 a year, and a lieu-
tenant colonel of Artillery, 400/ a year. All
those things ought to be set right; you can .
hardly compare the one with the other, but I
think that a man after 30 years’ service ought to
have a little more than 350 L a year.

869. Then you would see no objection to put-
ting the rates of retirement for the three corps
upon the same footing ?—I am not quite up to
that ; I do not know enough of the circumstances
to say s0o; I do not know how it would work at
all; I am not acquainted with the working of
the Artillery or Engineers; I only know that they
are very likely to come to a block very soon,
looking at the ages of the officers.

870. At the top of the tree the prospects of the
Artillery and Engineers are a little better ttilhan

0se
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those of the Marines, I think; they get 1,000Z a
year instead of 900 /. 7—Yes.

871. Next to that below how is it? — Our
major generals get 700 /. a year, I think.

872. Whereas theirs only get 6007 or 480 L ?
—Yes, ours are very much better off.

873. And if the three corps were put upon the
same footing, though you do not pledge yourself
to the deta.ii you think it would be fair ?—I think
it would be much fairer; as I say, I know no-
th.'m% about the working of it, but I believe it
would be fairer.

874. Reverting to the other part of your pro-
posal; how would you ensure that your captains
should not be too old ?>—1I think that officers ought
tobe allowed to retire on an augmenting scale
after 20 years; instead of that, whatever num-
ber of years a captain has served he is only
allowed the full pay of his rank, which is 11 s. 7 d.
a day, or 210 /. a year. What Ishould like would
be for it to rise upon an augmenting scale after
20 years, and then a man who had served 25 years
might be induced to retire, with an addition to
that 210 L a year, and of course an officer of 30
years’ service would get still more.

875. That is to say that an officer of 20, of 25,
or of 30 years’ service, should be allowed to retire
on a special rate of retired pay, whatever his rank
in the corps or in the army might be ?—Exactly ;
that is what I propose to bring forward to the
Board; 1 ahoulg have done it now, unless this
Committee had been going on with their inquiry.
They of course will have a much better power of
recommendation than I have. '

876. Then, to sum up your evidence, you think

nerally, that at the top the retirement should

, without going into detail, something similar to
that of the other corps, and should be compulsory
at 60 years of age —Yes.

877. And below that, that officers should be
retired, at their own option after 20, 25, or 30
§ears’ service on special rates of retired pay ?—

es.

878. And that when an officer came to his turn
to be made a second commandant, or a colonel
commandant, the Admiralty should be empowered
to compel him to retire —Yes, if inefficient, I
think that would be a very good provision ; I am
sure they would not do it unjustly ; they are so
particalar about it.

879. And you think, with these modifications,
a very satisfactory system of retirement might be
established in the Marines >—With the addition
of an increase of retirement for lieutenant colonels

880. Besides the three rates of retired pay,
after 20, 25, and 30 years’ service —No.

881. If the three rates of retired pay, after
20, 25, and 30 years’ service were satisfactorily
fixed; if those were optional to officers, with the
power in the Admiralty to put them compulsorily
m force when it came to the turn of an officer to
be second commandant or colonel commandant,
and if there were a compulsory retirement at the
age of 60, you think the scheme would work
well?—Yes; butI do not think that 3501 a year
18 enough for an officer after 30 years’ service.
I like to see a fairer division, in fact.

882. You give your answer subject to a revi-
sion of the rates of retirement, after 20, 25, and
30 years’ service 7—Yes, exactly.

883. Is it your opinion that the officers so re-
ﬁrlev’d thould get a step in rank as they do now?
~No.

0.105.

884. You do not think that necessary >—No;
I think it is a mistake which we have made,
through every profession we have got.

885. Is it your opinion that an officer so re-
tired should be enabled to commute his annuity
for a fixed sum ?~—Yes, certainly; if' you could
capitalise it, I think you should do so.

886. Are you aware that there is no difficulty
in arranging that through the National Debt
Office ?—%es, perfectly.

887. You think, that as without any additi nal
charge upon the public the annual sum an of-
ficer would receive could be commuted to a fixed
sum, that should be done?—Yes; it would be a
much greater inducement.

888. You are aware that, in that case, you
would under no circumstances have any hold
upon the officer for further service ?—Pertectly ;
but I should be delighted to do it.

889. As things are now, you have, in case of
war, a claim upon the services of retired officers,
have you not ?—Yes.

890. But you would waive that claim?—Yes,
certainly ; I think as they would never be em-
ployed, it would be much better to waive that
claim. ’

891. Colonel Percy Herbert.] In your evidence,
you have spoken two or three times of retirin
officers under the 10th Article; perhaps you wﬂ%
be good enough to explain what you mean, be-
cause, on turning to the 10th Article, it appears
that there is no reference whatever to retirement
in it ?—This is the 10th Article: ‘ The com-
mands of divisionsmay be given, without reference
to seniority, to officers holding the rank of colonel,
whose services and qualifications best justify their
selection.”

892. I think the way in which that is worked
was not clear to the Committee from your answer ;
perhaps you will explain it?—What I mean is,
that I think it would be a very strong induce-
ment to any officer finding himself passed over,
to retire.

893. Chairman.] And it is so at the present
time ?—It is; of course it does work so.

894. And you would make it compulsory,
instead of its being a mere inducement ?—Cer-
tainly. I think it is a very powerful engine in
our hands even at present.

895. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Who makes the
appointments to commandants >—They are sub-
mitted by the depug adjutant general to me first,
and then by me to the Board of Admiralty.

896. They are made by the Board ?—Yes.

897. The Board of Admiralty changes very
frequently, does not it ?—Yes, very often.

898. And probably the Board generally have a
very small knowledge, personally, of the officers
recommended to them ?—I do not think I could
say that; I think I know nearly every Marine
officer in the service, I would say almost as well
as I do my own. I have served a very great deal
with them, and know them. I do not believe
there is a single commandant whom I have not
served with.

899. You feel that you are quite competent to
judge of their merits ?—1I think so; I do indeed ;
it may be a presumptuous thing to say, but I feel
sure that I know their characters pretty well.

900. I suppose the recommendation of the
deputy adjutant general goes for a good deal 7—
An immense deal.

901. So that virtually it comes'to this, that the
deputy adjutant general has pretty nearly the

F2 appointment
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appointments in his hands >—The deputy adjutant
general is here, and will tell you that he and I do
not always a'iree upon that point either. Of
course 1 pay the greatest attention to his repre-
sentations.

902. It is pure eelection that is practised ?—
Purely; but that does not make much actual
difference.

903. But not many ?—No; there are some
who have retired from that reason.

904. Captain Vivian.] Not from having been
absolutely ed over, but from having had a
hint that they would be passed over ?—Yes, I
think that is the reason of it.

905. Colonel Percy Herbert.] I should like to
ask how the last three officers appointed as com-
mandants stood on the list wﬁen they were
appointed —Every one of these appointments
was according to seniority.

906. They were the seniors>—Every one of
them.

907. I observe in the Navy Estimates that
there are lieutenant generals on different rates of
pay in this unattached list. There is a lieutenant
general of Marine Artillery receiving 730/. a year,
and there are three lieutenant generals of marine
Light Infantry who receive each 900/ a year;
can you explain the difference of pay in the same
rank ?—-I think it is the colonels of divisions who
receive 900 /, a year.

908. Chairman.] Those colonels of divisions
receiving 900/ a year answers to the colonels
commanding regiments-in the army ? — Yes, or
the colonels of battalions; they receive 100/ a
year less than in the Artillery.

909. Colonel Percy Herbert.] At the present
time the colonels of divisions and the field officers
of the Marines generally are sufficiently young for
the efficiency o% the service, are they not >—They
are, the oldest is 53.

910. Therefore, looking at the list for the next
10 or 12 years, you are not likely to have man§
men too old for their duty ?—No, certainly not,
do not know that I can say so long as that, but
for some time.

911. I see by a return which has been handed
in by the deputy adjutant general of Marines that
the lieutenant colonels of Marines have increased
by augmentation from eight in the year 1836 to
20 in the year 1866 ?—It must have been from
the increased numbers of the force, I suppose;
but you will see that the rank of major was
abolished at that time.

912. I presume that augmentation has had
something to do with the comparative youth of
the officers at the present time?—Yes, I think
$0.
913. And you said that you looked forward to
a great choke on account of a great many of the
captains being about the age of 42?—Now they
are getting to 44, and in about five or six years,
with all these young colonels, there will be a
very great choke.

914. The best way of meeting that, I think
you said, was to apply some retirement to the
lieutenant colonels and captains ?—Yes, exactly.

915. You think that the present funds would
be sufficient for the purpose if you were allowed
to allot them in a different way from the present?
—That is my opinion, but I am not a very good
judge of that.

916. Chairman.] Would you have a fixed
fund, or would you have the amount depend-
ing solely upon whether there were officers en-
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titled under the rules? — Qur own fund has
had such a surplus of late that I am thoroughly
contented with it. If we found we wanted more
we should have to apply for it; I will hand in a
paper upon that subject (kanding in the same, vide
Appendiz). With that paper before me, of
course I am quite content with the money we
have got, and I think that that would meet the
case.

917. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Are those sur-
%lus sums mentioned in this return repaid to the

xchequer 7—No, we do not take any sum; we
are allowed to go up to a certain sum, and of
course if we do not come up to it we do not draw
it.

918. You think that the amount that is autho-

rised by Parliament would be sufficient to meet
the object you have in view ?—Yes, I think so.
- 919. Captain Vivian.] With regard to this
promotion by selection, the system amounte to
its being a promotion by selection in the Marines,
does not it ?—No, 1 think not ; it is only a power
of not going by seniority.

920. It practically comes to that; that it is

romotion by selection, does it not?—The power
18 in our hands, not to go by seniority.

921. Do you find that if you convey to an
officer what you call that slight pressure, namely,
that he is not to get a command, he generally
retires upon that?—I think so; it is quite a
private arrangement. General Langley does not
acknowledge that pressure. (General Langley.)
I never conveyed any intimation of that kind to
any officer.

922. (To Admiral Dacres.) Sothat you have,
to a certain extent, the control of the list in
your own hands ?— Certainly we have the con-
trol, that is what I mean, and I should not
scruple to use it; General Langley thinks that
it is not exerted. I only know that I keep it
before me, and I should exert it in an instant if
necessary. If he said to me that there was an
officer who was not fit to command a division, I
should immediately send to him to say that I
should take the next.

923. Is that a power which has been frequently
used 7—It has hardly ever been used. 1 do not
believe anybody has been over. (General
Langley.) That is quite the fact.

924. (To Admiral Dacres.) Not absolutely
passed over ?—No.

925. 1 suppose many have retired on a hint
that they would be passed over?—I think so; I
do not speak of my own knowledge, but I think
they have.

926. Therefore, the slight pressure of which
ﬂou speak, is often applied 7—Not often, but it

as been apglied; I could tell you the number
of officers who have gone in that way.

927. Colonel Percy Herbert.] I suppose if
anybody complained, he would be referred to the
Board 7—I think not at all. I think nobody
would be passed over without he was thoroughly
conscious that from ill-health or some,reason of
that sort, that he would have to go.

928. They never have complained ? — There
have been occasional complaints.

929. Captain Vivian.]pW()u.ld it be physical
incapacity which would be the’ only reason for
passing him over? — Physical or mental inca-
pacity, I should say. It is exactly the same re-

tion that the commander in chief of the army
as; he has a similar power.

930. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Is it exercised

in
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in any instance in the army ?—I never heard of
one.

931. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] The fact of an old
efficer being at the top of the list, and being com-
pelled to retire by the gentle pressure you speak
of, would make a very considerable pecuniary
difference to him, as compared with his position
should he be allowed to get his promotion, and
then take a voluntary retirement in the senior
rank, would it not?—I do not think that it would
ever be done to an old officer; he could not be
very old; he could not be 60, or else he would
be obliged to retire. Every man must go
at 60.

932. He might retire voluntarily if he was a
colonel commandant, without taking the command
of a division, might he not ~—He might.

9Y33. And then he would get the 700.. a year?
—Yes.

934. Whereas, if he retired as the senior officer
in the rank below the colonel commandant, he
would only get the amount of his pay annually ?
—He woul(f get 450 L a year as a second com-
mandant.

935. Major O’Reilly.] Am I right in under-
standing that what you would propose with re-

to retirement, is first that all officers should
compelled to retire at 60 ?—Yes.

936. Secondly, that there should be a power in
the Board to compel any officer who was unfit
from ill-health, or other causes, to retire ?—Yes.

937. And, thirdly, that lieutenant colonels and
captains should be allowed to retire, if they liked,
at certain fixed rates, proportioned to their length
of service ?—1I should keep the same compelling
powers in the one case as in the other.

938. But even supposing you do not want to
compel them, in addition to the other retirement,
you think the lieutenant colonels and captains
should be allowed to retire before reaching the
age of 60, if they pleased ?—Yes; in addition to
the other retirements I have spoken of.

939. When would you begin to give them the
power of retiring ; after 20 fears’ service 7—Y es;
that is the fact at present, 1 believe; or, rather,
it is after 21 years now. I should make it 20
years.

940. You would allow any officer, after 20
years’ service, to retire in the first instance on
the full pay of his rank —Yes.

941. And then with an increased pay for more
years’ service than that >—Yes.

942. So that, if there was a captain of 20 years’
service, you would allow him at once to retire
upon the full pay of his rank, and a captain of
25 years’ service you would allow to retire
upon something more than the full pay of a cap-
tain 7—Yes, on an augmented scale.

943. Have you considered what you propose
that that augmented scale should be?—No, I
have not.

944. Have you considered at all what would
be the dead weight to the army of allowing all
captains of 20 years’ service to retire on the full
ﬁay of their rank ?—No ; I think you misappre-

end my proposal.

945. Am I right in understanding you to pro-
pose that all lieutenant colonels and captains of
20 di'ears’ service should have the power to retire
if they wished, on the full pay of their rank ?—
Certainly not. I said I should be content with
the present sum of money ; if you allowed them
all to retire in that way, it would require three
times the sum, I should think ; but there are no
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applicants at present, but a larger retirement
lowance might act as an inducement.

946. On what principle would you calculate
the sum of money you would propose to devote
to a.llowinﬁ such officers of 20 years’ service to
retire, without being unfit for service ?—As long
as the fund would last they would retire. As soon
as there was mno money they could not retire.
They would be able to retire as the vacancies
occurred in this 35,000 7,

947. Sir John Hay.] You would regulate the
number who would be permitted to accept that
retirement, according to the necessities of the
corps for promotion ?—You must bring something
else in, 1 suppose, if the necessities arose; this
sum would not go very far.

948. Major O’Reilly.] Do you propose that
the provision for officers compellecl) to retire at
60 years of age, and for officers compelled to
retire from ill-health or other causes, should also
be taken out of the 35,0001 ?—Yes; certainly.

949. Chairman.] Then do I understand you
to wish still to keep up a fixed fund ?—I think
that the present fund would do; that is my only
reason ; there is a large surplus at present. Of
course it would be much more libepr if the Go-
vernment would give more. But you must come
to some end toit; you cannot allow them to retire
exactly as they choose.

950. Then you think that the total amount of
retirement should be limited, and that if there
was no sum available on that fund, although an
officer might have reached 60 years of age, he
should not be compelled to retire —Yes; I think
he should.

951. You think that he should be compelled to
retire —Yes; I think that at 60, he should.

952. Supposing two or three officers reached
the age of 60, and the fund was full, how would
you provide for their retirements?—We must
contrive some means or other; we ‘could not
retire them if we had not the money ; but I think
they ought to be compelled to retire ; the money
for this purpose should be forthcoming.

953. sVould it not be better to lay down fixed
rules which an officer should understand, and
under which he should know what his absolute
rights of retirement were, rather than that the
system of retirement should depend upon the
accident of whether a certain fund was full or
not ?—I am only guided in my answers by the
surplus we have in hand. Of course the other
arrangement would be much better if we had as
much money as we liked.

954. Ought not retirement to depend upon

some principle rather than upon the accident of a
certain sum of money being available for it ?—I
do not think you can arrive at any principle,
except in the cases of officers of 60 years of age.
I do not think you could come to any principle of
retiring captains after 20 years’ service, because
one man as has much right to it as another
generally.
955. %hen would not it be better to apply a
fixed rule to that portion of the retirement which
you think should be absolute; but to establish
what is called a fund, or a fixed sum of money
with respect to that portion which ought not to
be absolute, but ought to be limited by the
amount available ?—Yes.

956. At the present time an officer has an
absolute right otP retirement after 25 years’ ser-
vice, has he not ?—Subject to the sanction of the
Admiralty ; I do not think it is a right.
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957. Do not the conditions of the warrant
which applies to the army apply also to the
Marines —No, they are a very great guide, but
they are not absolute. I think the only absolute
retirement we have is the eompulsory retirement
at 60 years of age.

958. The words are these, are they not,
“ Colonels second commandant will be permitted
to retire on 25 s. a day, and lieutenant colonels of
not less than 30 years’ service, will be permitted
to retire on 30s. a day”?—That says, he < will
be permitted,” the other is ¢ shall be compelled ”
to retire at the age of 60.

959. Then is it the interpretation of that rule
at the present time that an officer of 30 years’
service who applies to retire is not necessarily
l}l)ermii;ted to retire ?—If there is money, certainly

e is.

960. He is only permitted to retire if the fund

admits of it 7—That is all.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

961. Do you think that that condition should
apply to an officer of 30 years’ service —No.

962. Then, with respect to officers of 30 years’
service, you would make the retirement inde-
pendent of any fixed fund ?—Certainly; I am
only giving my own opinion now. I think every
officer, after 30 years’ service, should be allowed
to retire.

963. You modify your previous recommenda-
tion to this extent that all officers of 60 years’ of
nge should be compelled to retire, and all officers
o %0 years’ service should be permitted to retire?
—Yes.

964. But that below that, officers of 20 or 25

ears’ service should be permitted to retire only
if there was money available from a fixed fund
for those retirements ?—Y es, and always upon the

rinciple that officers of 25 years’ service should

ave an augmentation over officers of 20 years’
service.

Colonel GLOUCESTER (GAMBIER, C.B., R.A., called in; and further Examined.

965. Chairman.] You were asked when the
Committee last met whether you were in a
position to suggest to the Committee any changes
in the present system of retirement, which you
then sald was not entirely satisfactory ?— Yes.

966. Are you in a position now to make any
such recommendation bearing 1:1pon the evidence,
which I think you have heard of the previous
Artillery officers? —1 have a scheme which I
think a better one than the present; if you please
I will hand it in, or I will read that part of it
which it would be desirable for you to hear.

967. Perhaps you would give to the Committee
the heads of your plan, and 1t can then be put in
as a paper 7—Yes, without going into the reasons
which lead up to them, I can give the practical
suggestions. In order to provide for the future
efficiency of officersin all ranks, it has been gene-
rally admitted that it is neces to fix some
stated period at which officers should be removed
from the effective list, and also that some outlet
ghould be provided for the retirement of officers
who have not completed 30 years’ service. The
following plan for the attainment of these objects,
is therefore proposed : first to remove all officers
who have completed 38 years’ service.

968. Captain Vivian.ﬁ Compulsorily ? — Yes;
¢ and who are not colonels’ commandant to a re-
tired list in the ranks they now hold: secondly to
allow these officers the option of retiring ab-
solutely upon 700l a year, with a step of hon-
orary rank, or of remaining upon their present
rate of pay and succeeding to colonel commandant,
and the {igher grades of general officer accord-
ing to their army rank.”

969. You mean that they are to remain on a
retired list >—They would all be on a retired list,
but those who elect totake 7001 a year, get one
step, and have done with it; the others go upon
their present pay, which would be 4787 a year
if not employed, and also rise to the position of
colonel commandant.

970. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Will you explain
what is the pay of the existing rank?—The pay
of the existing rank is 478 /. a year.

971. Chairman.] Whether major general or
colonel ? — Whether major general or colonel;
“ thirdly, officers so removed from the regimental
list who elect to remain on their present pay with
a view to further promotion to be eligible, while

on the retired list, for any employment (not re-
gimental), and to retain the appointments they
may now hold until the usual iEwe years’ period
of holding them shall have expired.”

972. Captain Vivian.] They are to be eligible
for staff appointments, in fact?—Yes, but not
regimental.

973. You are always referring now to officers
of 38 years’ standing ?—Yes.

974. It is for a 38 years’ compulsory retire-
ment ?—Yes. “ Fourthly, to give an unqualified
n;ght of retirement to officers of less than 38, but
of 20 years’ service and upwards, upon the follow-
ing scale per annum: 30 years’ service to retire
upon a permanent pension of 6007 a year, or
with the option to capitalize it at 450 /. a year;
that is to say, that an officer of 30 years’ service
could retire upon a pension of 600/ a year, or
capitalise his pension upon 450/ a year as an
annuity.

975. Major O’Reilly.] He would capitalise it
at his average chance of life ? — Yes, of course,
on 450 L. a year; 600 /. a year would be too great
a sum to capitalise.

976. Captain Vivian.] That is, on 30 years’
service ?—Y es.

977. This is optional retirement?— Yes, it
would be optional; either a permanent retirement
of 600/ a year, or the option of capitalising it
accordin% to the plan Colonel Percy Herbert
suggested.

978. You began by saying that officers of from
20 to 38 years’ service were to have a right of re-
tirement 7—1J am coming to the scale, what I have
given yet does not go below 30 years’ service. -

979. Chairman.] This is for 30 years’ service,
and above ?—Yes. Now below that; after 25
years’ service, I propose that officers should be-
allowed to retire, if they choose, upon a perma~
nent pension of 400l a year, or to capitalise it
upon 300 /. a year. Officers of 20 years’ service
to retire upon a permanent pension of 200L s
year, or to capitalise it upon 150 /. a year. “ Those
retirements to be governed by length of service,
and irrespective 05 the rank the officer may have
attained.” They should also be available at any
time (after the stated period of service is com-
pleted), without reference to vacancies or the
retired list, or in the amount of the annual vote

for retirement.”
980. Chairman.]
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980. Chairman.] You mean that there should
‘e no limit 2—There should be no limit.

981. Colonel Percy Herbert.] It is to be
optional with them to take it >—Yes. ¢ Fifthly,
every facility to be afforded tc the officers who
retire with less than 38 years’ service to capitalise
their retiring pension at the rates laid down for
each period of service in paragraph 4.”

982. Chairman.] That is absolute capitalisa-
tion?—Yes; they are to afford them every facility
for so doing. ° Intermediate periods of service
to be calculated both for permanent retirement
and for capitalising, and the scale raised in pro-
portion,” that is to say, if they wish to retire
between the dates, the amount should be esti-
mated accordingly. “ 6thly. The present retired
full pay list to be discontinued as vacancies occur
therein.” That is the 32,000/ a year, and the
addition at present made.  7thly. The half pay
list to be also discontinued, except in the case of
officers of less than 20 years’ service, who may be
incapacitated for duty from wounds in action, or
from ill health contracted in the service.”

983. Mr. Grenfell.] Do you limit the half pay
to two years 7— No; they can retire upon half pay,
according to the present rule, after 25 years’ ser-
vice.

984. You mean not temporary, but permanent
half pay ?—Yes.

985. Chairman.] In future there is to be no
permanent half pay?—No; there is to be none
m future. Those are the heads of my proposal ;
I have a calculation of the expense ofyit.

986. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Do you mean to
exclude temporary half pay in the case of tem-
porary sickness >—No, not temporary half pay;

ou would not exclude that; they would come

k to the regiment.

987. You do not make any alteration in that
respect ?—No; it is only the permanent half
pay list that is altered. 1 have made a sort of
calculation of the effect of this, and also the cost
of it. “ The number of officers who have not
reached the rank of colonel commandant, but who
have completed 38 years’ service, is 17 ; namely,
14 major generals and three regimental colonels,”
that is to say the three senior regimental colonels
in the list now have 38 years’ service. “ During
the next 10 years the number who will reach 38
years’ service (not deducting deaths or retire-
ments in the meantime) would be 55” (that is
supposing this scheme was carried into effect as
it goes), « including the above 17” (that is the
17 who at the present moment have completed
38 years’ service), “ being an average of 54 pro-
motions from the top ofg the list alone for each
year.” Thatis is to say that the compulsory
retirement after 38 years, according to this plan,
would give 54 promotions for the next 10 years.

988. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Five and a half
steps>—Five and a half steps per annum. ¢ The
17 officers who have now completed 38 years’
service, exactly correspond with the number of
colonels commandant, and as promotions to that
rank would almost invariably be made from the
retired list of officers on major general’s pay, that
number of steps would be lost as vacancies occur,
and the annual average of retirements at the top
of the list would thus be reduced to about four
for the next 10 years,” that is to say thatifa
general officer or colonel commandant died, the
step would be lost through the regiment, because
it would go to the officers on the retired list as
long as there was a sufficient number of them
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who elect to serve ; at present it would be filled
up, and a step go through the regiment. There-
fore you would lose that step, and actually the
retirements would be only four per annum after
the present year. ‘ As the regiment now stands,
it is not calculated that there would be any
officers under 38 years’ service, who would
retire, except for the purpose of capitalisi
their annuities, and the expense of the roposl:aﬁ
Eela.n, as re these officers, would therefore
ineonsiderable. The number who might

retire for this purpose would not exceed 20
for the present year, in the three periods
combined, and therefore, supposing this number
retired, the total vacancies for the lower ranks
this year would be 37. Of the officers of 38
years’ service, and upwards, who would be
removed from the regimental list, it is calcula-
ted 12 would elect to remain on their present
pay, to succeed to colonel commandant, and the
expense of starting the proposed plan would
be as under: 12 officers to retire upon their pre-
sent pay (478 1/ a year), would be 5,736 /.; five
officers to retire absolutely cn 700L a year would
be 3,500 L., making a total of 9,236 L ”; that would
be the cost as far as that goes. * Against which
there would be a saving from the full and half

y list of 6,700 L; the actual cost would be
2,536 I. In the money estimated to be saved, is
included 5,200 /., which has been sanctioned by
the Treasury (subject to the Vote of Parlia.mentg
for next year as the balance of the increase
grant of 10,400¢., to which the regiment is en-
titled, for the number of officers of the old Royal
Artillery alone, added to it since the 32,000 L
was first granted in 1854, and for whom no retir-
ing allowances have hitherto been provided. The
foregoing remarks and proposal have applied
solely to the old Royal Artillery, but the amal-

ation of the Indian artilleries have added

g::l continue so to do annually) a large number
of lieutenants to the general list, and conse-
quently when the present Indian list of ofticers
have died out, there will be a regiment nearly
twice the strength of the old Royal Artillery at
the present time, with retiring allowances for
only one-half. In the meantime, the Indian Go-
vernment bear the expense of the retirements of
all those officers of Artillery who were on the
Indian lists at the date of the amalgamation, and
in addition, pay to the Imperial Government a
capitation grant for retirements, and pensions of
31 10s. for every officer and soldier of the Royal
Artillery embarked for India. The same rate of
capitation is paid for the cavalry and the line,
but the Indian Government have nothing further
to do with the retirements and pensions for these
branches of the seryjce. It will thus be seen
that the Imperial Go¥ernment have been receiv-
ing a certain rate for the retirements of the whole
list of Indian Artillery officers, since the date of
the amalgamation, and have not hitherto applied
any portion of it to that purﬁose. The additional
expense therefore, involved by the plan now pro-
posed, or any other that may be decided upon,
may be fairly met by the sum of money which
has thus been paid into the Imperial Treasury by
the Indian Government for tl}:e purposes of re-
tirement of Artillery officers, but which has not
been yet applied.” The first part of this paper
consists of my reasons for leading up to that con-
clusion ; I will hand in this paper. (The same was
handed in, vide Appendiz.)

989. Chairman] I will ask you first of all
upon the last part of it, because it is separate
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from the rest of the question, is it your under-
standing of the arrangement with the Indian
Government that the entire retirement of all
officers of Artillery who have joined since the
amalgamation will be thrown upon the Imperial
funds ?—So I believe it stands.

990. You have at any rate prepared that paper
upon the assumption that the entire retirement
of all officers who have got their commissions in
the Artillery since the amalgamation will come
upon the Votes of Parliament ?—Not the entire
retirements, because 3 /. 10 s. per man and officer
is paid for the retiring allowances of officers and
pensions of men of the Cavalry, Line, and Ar-
tillery. That is calculated from the rates of re-
tirement for the Line and Cavalry, and therefore,
after the subaltern lists in the fc-zree Indian lists
have run out, the British Government would be
entitled to call upon the Indian Government for
a greater rate of retirement for the Artillery and
Engineers than the 3/. 10s. covers.

991. Mr. Grenfell.] Is that agreed to by the
Indian Government ?—It is not agreed to, but
they are, I believe, aware of it.

992. Chairman.] That greater contribution
would have to be paid into the Exchequer, and
it is your understanding that the entire retire-
ments will have to be voted by Parliament?—
Yes, eventually, because the capitation grant by
the Indian Government will be paid into the
Exchequer.

993. Mr.Grenfell.] With regard to the 37.10s.

er man, then, was not it calculated that it would
e sufficient to pay the retirements ?—Not for the

- Artillery and Engineers; but it is calculated that

it will be sufficient to pay the retirements for the
Line and Cavalry and the pensions for the sol-
diers. The Indian Government are, at present,
E;ying 31 10s. per man for the Artillery and

ngineers in India, as well as the whole of the
retirements of their own old officers, on the lists
of those two corps,

994. The Indian Government are now paying
the 3 /. 105, per man plus the old retirements ?—
Yes.

995. Chairman.] Plus the retirements of all
Indian officers who got their commissions before
the amalgamation ?—Yes.

996. But your understanding is, that the re-
tirements of all officers who got their commission
since the amalgamation, will come into the Re-
tirement Vote 7—Eventually, of course they will;
there is nothing required for them now.

997. Going to your plan of retirement, you
propose that all officers after 38 years’ service,
who you assume would be either colonels or major

enerals, should go to a retired list on their ex-
1sting rank, and with their existing pay ?—Yes.

998. And should succeed in their proper turn,
to the rank of colonel commandant 3—Only those
who elect to remain on their present rate of pay
of 478 1. a year.

999. On their existing rank and pay >—Yes.

1000. Will not the effect of that, simply be to
transfer from one nominal list to another nominal
list, a certain number of major generals, without
altering their position in any degree ?—I think so.

1001. The effect of it will be, that a certain
number of major generals, who are now major
generals on the establishment, and major generals
on unattached pay will be called major generals on
retired pay, but will retain precisely their existing
rights ?-—%recisely.

1002. So that with respect to major generals, it
will be a mere form, so far >—Yes.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

1003. With this difference, that it will give
steps for all who take .it 2—It will give steps to
the regiment.

1004. Do you propose that the major generals
who have served 38 years, and who go upon this
retired list, taking their existing pay and retaining
their existing right to succeed to the command of
battalions, should make vacancies in the list of
general officers?—Yes; and they would make pro-
motions through the regiment.

1005. But they would make vacancies in the
fixed list of general officers on unattached pay,
would they not ?—They would remain as general
officers on retired unattached pay.

1006. But they would make vacancies in the
fixed list, would they not?—Yes.

1007. Your proposal is this, that assuming in
the first instance, that 14 major generals have 38
years’ service, they should go to a list which is
to be called a list of retired major generals, that
they should retain their right to succeed to the
battalions, that they should receive the same pay
that they are now receiving, and that 14 steps
should be given to the colonels ?—Yes.

1008. That is to say, the act of their retirement
would practically add 14 to the number of major
generals, all having the right to succeed to bat-
talions ?—1It woul% add tﬁe number only, who
elect to remain on 4781 a year, but who are
however, on a retired list, those who follow them
would be colonels on retired full pay; that is to
say, they would be colonels on a retired list.
There would be 17, because the three senior colo-
nels have 38 years’ service; those, as well as the
17, would have to elect whether they would re-
main upon 478 /. a year, or take the 700. a
Yyear.

1009. Captain Vivian.] You mean as well as
the 14; there are 14 major generals ?—Yes, but
there are three full colonels of 38 years’ service.

1010. That makes the 17 ?—Yes.

1011. Chairman.] Supposing the 14 major
generals' did not elect to take the 700/ a year,
they would continue to receive the 478 /. a year ;
they would continue to have a right to succeed
to battalions, and they would give the 14 steps to
colonels to become major generals?—They would.

1012. I think there is some little misunder-
standing about your plan; you do not propose
that the major generals who are put upon the
sort of retired list should add to tEe number of
major generals at all >—Not to the effective es-
tablishment.

1013. No steps would go in the regiment until
an officer, whether upon the major generals’ esta-
blishment, or upon the major generals’ retired
establishment, succeeded to a battalion ?— No,
that is not the way I propose it.

1014. Perhaps you would make your proposal
more clear —I think I could give you an 1nstance
from the present list; at present there are 14
major generals on the establishment and the three
senior colonels.

1015. Perhaps you will take the 14 major
enerals on the establishment first?—They would
ave to elect whether they would take 70017 a

year and retire at once with a step in rank, or
remain with 478/ a year, as they are in their
position in the army list; they would be removed
on to the retired list, keeping their present rank
of major general.

1016. Chairman.] In either case they would
be removed to the retired list?>—Yes, but those
who elected to take the 478 L. a year would keep.
their rank according to their present places.

1017. Supposing
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1017. Supposing an individual major general
has attuined 38 years’ service he will be com-
pelled to go to a retired list; he will have his
option of two retired lists, one in which he would
give a step of major general, and would receive
700 I a year, and disappear from the list altoge-
ther ; the other, in which he would have 478 /. a

ear, and go upon a distinct retired list, retaining
Kis succession to a battalion 7—Exactly.

1018. Would he make a vacancy in the old
list 7—Certainly.

1019. If he made a vacancy in the old list, a
colonel would be entitled to succeed to that va-
cancy, would he not?—Yes.

1020. Therefore, if 14 major generals did so,
there would be 14 vacancies in the old list, and
14 colonels would be entitled to succeed to
them ?—Yes.

1021. Your plan is this, that all major generals
of 38 years’ standing should under any circum-
stances make vacancies in what is called the
major generals establishment, to which colonels
would succeed, though these major generals so
long as they retained the 478 I a year would be
entitled, as now, to succeed to the command of
battalions —Yes, to the command of battalions;

but we will take the first senior colonel.

1022. I want to deal with the major generals
first, if you please —The major generals would
remain upon a retired list. The whole of those
14 would be removed ; we will say that seven or
eight of them would take 70017 a year, and the
remainder would remain with their present rank
of major general and their present pay, only on
the retired list.

1023. Each of the 14 would give a step in the
regiment, would they not ?—%es; and the 14
officers to succeed them, would be taken from
the rank of colonels, who would be put on to the
retired list, if they had had 38 years’ service.

1024. If they had not had 38 years’ service,
they would remain ?—Yes.

1025. That is to say, that if a major general
of 38 years’ service did not elect to take the
7001 a year, he would under your system simply
give a step in rank all through the regiment, and
retain his right to succeed to a battalion ?—Yes.
The present 14 major generals would give 14 steps;
part of them would go to the 478 /. a year list,
and the other part to the altogether retired list.

1026. And those who did not elect to take the
700 a year while they gave the steps through
the regiment, would retain their right to succeed
to a battalion P—Yes.

1027, Captain Vivian.] I thought I understood
you to say, in the third part of your plan, that
they would be eligible for staff appointments, but
not for regimental P—Those who elected to take
the 478 1. a year would be so, though put on a
retired list. They would be eligible for employ-
ment on any staff appointments in which the Com-
mander in (ghief liked to employ them, but not for
regimental employment, such as colonels on the
Ski:g commanding brigades, or anything of that

1028. Chairman.] Do you mean, then, that
major generals retiring from the list of the es-
tablishment of general officers would be entitled
to be employed, or only colonels ? — Major
generals would be entitled to be employed.

1029. You apply it to both ?—Yes.

1030. Then what is the advantage, except to
give a certain amount of promotion, of retiring a
major general, from one list to another, if he re-
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ceeding to a battalion P—The advantage is that Gloucester

it gives promotion.

1031. But beyond giving promotion, there is
no object in it?—Yes, there is an object ; you
enable these officers to be employed.

1032, I said as to a major-general, what is the
object in transferring a major general from one
list in which he gets 478 /. a year, and succeeds to
a battalion to another list in which he gets 478 &
a year, and succeeds to a battalion, except the
advantage of giving a step in the regiment?—
There is no other advantage than that it creates
promotion.

1033. Then your only object in that part of
your scheme is to give a certain amount of pro-
motion ?—Yes; and it also secures younger
major generals on the fixed establishment.

1034. First I came to the question of the
7001 a year; why do you propose to increase
that from 600 /. to 700 . ?>—Because the 6001/ a
year has mnot fully answered the anticipations
which were formed of it; those who have taken
it have been during the last few years, the junior
colonels. The 700/. in my opinion, would induce
officers to take it from the higher ranks. .

1035. But if the higher ranks of colonel are
only 55 years of age, and if you have a provision
for compulsory retirement from the higher ranks
after 38 years’ service, why should you give an
additional inducement for them to retire 7—I do
not think 700 /. a year is too much for an officer
who has served 38 years.

1036. Then you propose that 7007 a year,
because with reference to the former 600 /. a year,

ou think the times call for an increase —They
{ave not taken the 600 /. a year as freely as they
ought; it has not been a sufficient inducement ;
they have all been waiting for the 1,000/ a

ear.
Y 1037. If you have a compulsory retirement
after 38 years' service, do you want anythin
which should be an inducement ?—No, you woulﬁ
no:k want any inducement as regards that upper
rank.
1038. Your retirement from that upper rank
will not operate as an inducement ; it will operate
as a compulsion ?—Yes.

1039. The question, therefore, is, is it fair as
the amount upon which an otficer should be com-
pelled to retire —1I think 700 /. a year is.

1040. The question of inducement so far
passes away ?—It vanishes.

1041. You propose that after 30 years’ service,
that is between 30 and 38 years’ service, an officer
should be entitled to retire on 600/ a year ?—
Yes.

1042, What is the presentrule >—The present
rule is, that an officer may retire if he is in the
rank of full cclonel after 30 years’ service upon
600 /. a year.

1043. If, at least, there is a vacancy upon the
list?—Yes, he can do so if there is the money
available.

1044. If there is not the money available, what
right has he of retirement; has he any at all ?—
None.

1045. He has the right of retirement upon per-
manent half pay, has he not P—Yes, he has the
right of retirement upon permanent half pay.

1046. If of the rank of colonel, what permanent
half pay can he get 7—16 s. 9d. a day.

1047, At present, therefore, no officer can get
more than the half pay of his rank after 25 years’
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scrvice, unless there happens to be a vacancy on
the 32,000 l. a year ?—Yes.

1048. But whether there is a vacancy or not,
the existing system would enable a full colonel to
retire upon nearly 300/ a year, and a lieutenant
colonel to retire upon something over 200 .. a year ?
—Yes, a lieutenant colonel is able to retire upon
400 /. a year, provided he has served 30 years,
and he is a brevet colonel.

1049. That ie, if there is a vacancy on the
32,000 /. ?>—If there is a vacancy, he can retire
apon 400 /. a year.

1050. If there is no such vacancy, a lieutenant
colonel could only retire on about 2007 a year,
after 25 years’ service, and a full colonel on some-
thing under 300/ a year, after 25 years’ service?
~Yes.

1051. You propose that that should be increased
from 200 /. a year to 400 [ a year, after 25 years’
service, and to 600 L. a year after 30 years’ ser-
vice, without any limit to the rank of the officer ?
—Yes.

1052. And you propose further, that after 20
years’ service, an officer may retire upon 2001/. a
year ?—Yes.

1053. And you suggest that those retirements
should be capit-alize§ at three-fourths of their
value ?—Yes.

1054. Can you state to the Committee why
they should not be capitalized at their full value?
—1I thought it would be too expensive a plan.

1055. And you made the reduction simply
with a view to economy P—Yes.

1056. Your plan proposes the entire abolition
of the 32,000 /. a year >—Yes, quite so.

1057. And that these retirementsafter 20 years’
service should be absolutely at the option of
officers >— Absolutely.

1058. Without any power in the Commander
in Chief to say no ?—Without any such power.

1059. Is it your opinion that less than that
would not secure a sufficient flow of promotion in
the corps ?—1I think less would not secure it; so
much so, that I think but few of the retirements
which I have proposed under 30 years’ service
would be accepted, except in the way of capita-
lizing them.

1060. Are you in favour of maintaining the
resent age of admission to the Woolwich Aca-
emy ?—I am not.

1061. You would reduce it >—Certainly.

1062. At what age would an officer get his
commission in that case ?—I would reduce the
entrance to the old standard, from 14 to 17 years
of age.

1063. At what age would an officer then, on
the average, get his commission 7—On the ave-
rage, he would get his commission at from 18 to
19 years of age.

1064. So that under your plan, every officer at
38 or 39 years of age would be absolutely entitled
to retire upon 200 /. a year ?—Yes.

1065. And you think that that is a fair bargain
for the country ?—I do.

1066. You do not anticipate that you would
lose any considerable number of efficient officers
by such a plan ?—1I think we should lose a-great
many efficient officers, if they accepted it.

1067. If so, are you still satisfied that the bar-
gain for the country would be a good one ?-~I
still am, because I think that any officer who
has completed 20 years’ service has a right to
retire; at least, it is a just thing to give him an
opportunity of retiring if he likes.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

1068. You apparently prefer service being the
rule to age being the rule 1—I do.

1069. Can you tell the Committee why ?—1I
think the fairest mode of calculating any retire-
ments for officers is by service ; and I also con-
gider that calculating by age would lead to a very
great many complications. %ﬂwill give an instance ;
we will take the two senior colonels or lieutenant
colonels. The senior from having entered the
regiment at a different age, is the younger man ;
the other, an older man, is below him, and
would be put over his head into the next rank
as a major general, or, as the case may be, until
the other officer is brought in, too. I think that
calculating by age woul% lead to such complica-
tions.

1070. You think that as between colonel and
major general, if under your plan a colonel, aftex
38 years’ service, went to the major general’s list
with 700 /. a year, that would be unfair to his
junior, who might be above him ?—Yes; who
would not be eligible for the promot.ion, and in.
consequence elect for it; but this man, who wasa
junior officer to him, would go over his head, and
would have the chance before him.

1071. If he did not elect for the 700 /. a year,
but only for the 478 l. a year, he would not get
a step in rank ?—No; an({ in case of his electing
the 478/ a year, of course the junior officer
in age, when he was promoted, would be put in
his proper place over him; but that is a complica~--
tion which I think is better avoided.

1072. The only difficulty would be as an officer
who elects for the 700/ a year, and therefore
takes his step in rank —No, the same would
take place in the other case.

1073. Buat if an officer elected to take his ex-
isting rank and existing pay, it would make no
difference whether he was taken out above or
below ; your proposal was that all officers after
38 years’ service should go to a retired list on
their existing rank and existing pay 7—Yes.

1074. The age rule would create no difficulty
in that case, because an officer going to the retired
list under these conditions would not get a step in
rank ?—No.

1075. The difficulty which you contemplate
from the age rule is that an old officer would get
a step inrank before an officer who was senior to
him 1 the corps —He might get a step in rank,
or he might be taken over his head into this list,
where he would be eligible to take the 700 L a
year retirement before the other officer.

1076. But in the event of his taking the 700 Z
a year, he is out of the corps altogether, is not
he ?—Yes.

1077. Is not that the case at present, if an
officer takes the 600/. a year over others who
remain in the corps?—He does not go over an-
other man’s head; if an officer senlor to him
wishes for it, he has it.

1078. He gets a step in rank, does he not ?—
hYesd ; but he does not go over another man’s

ead.

1079. You think that the effect of the option
under the present system, would justify that step
being got sooner, whereas under the new system
the retirement would be compulsory ?— Yes, but
I think the main reason is that the justest way
of taking retirements, is by service; that is my
idea of it, at all events.

1080. Is every officer in the corps considered to
count his service, unless after two years’ sickness ?

—~Yes.
1081, A
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1081. A -seconded officer counts hisservice —
A seconded officer counts his service.

1082. So that the rule of service, if all officers
entered the corps at the same age, would be iden-
tical with the rule of age, harring the cases of
officers who are put on half y2v for sickness after
two or more years’ sickness /- Y es.

1083. An officer after two or more years’ sick-
ness, loses his steps, does not he 7—Yes.

1084. If he is put upon half pay, and comes back
again, he loses his position, does he not ?—If he
comes back in, he loses all promotions that
have taken place while he was on half pay.

1085. He loses his position; he comes in again
at adifferent point, does he not ?—Yes.

1086. Then the only difference between service
and age, if all officers got their commissions at the
same date, would be the accidental case of an
officer being for two or more years sick ?—Yes.

1087. Do you consider that the system of
allowing service while officers are on the seconded
list, would be fair under your plan ?—1I think so.

1088, Mr. Grenfell.] All the old retirements
i the Indian service were after service, not after
age, were they not?—I do not know; I am not
aware of that.

1089. Colonel North.] Supposing an officer s
obliged to retire temporarily on half pay from
severe wounds, or anything -of that kind, will he
be allowed to count one or two years, or whatever
the time may be, towards the 20 years’ service?
—If he is allowed to retire temporarily for two
years, not over two years, it would count.

1090. Captain Vivian.] The two years while
he was on the half pay list would count?—
Yes.

1091. Colonel North.] Supposing an officer on
temporary retirement of that kind, is able to
rejoin his regiment in one year, is he allowed to
do s0?—Yes.

1692. ‘Chatrman.] The two years is simply a
limit ?—Yes;, it can be extended, and it is extended
sometimes,

1093. Then it is your deliberate opinion that
the cost of your plan would be emly 2,600 /. or
3,000/ a year more than the eost of the plan
which has been assented to this year ?—That cost
is merely upon ‘the first item ; the compulsory
retirement after 38 years’ service; I have :not
taken the rest; what the cost of the others-would
be it is impossible to judge.

1094. l?)cfu have not made any estimate as to
how many officers would take advantage of the
improved system of retirement between 20 and

Lieutenant Colonel the Hon. Hussey FaxE

1103. Chairman.] You have heard, I think,
th;r evidence that was given by ‘Captain Galton ?
—Yes.

1104. And you have heard to-day the evidence
that was given by Colonel Gambier P—Yes.

1105. 1s the present state of retirement in the
Engineers satisfactory to your mind ?—Not at

1106. Will you state to the Committee in what
}ly.oints it appears to you to be unsatisfactory ?—
he age of our senior officers is too great to
admit of their being efficient for the great amount
of work they have to go through.
1107. 'What is their present age >—The senior
cotl)onel at this moment 1s 653.
.105.

80 years’ service 7—No; .no estimate could be
made of that. ,

1095. But if the compulsory system was in
force, as it is a fact that you have no demand for
additional retirement at the top of the corps, why
should the country with respect to the retirement
of colonels be put to additional expense in pro-
viding retirements?—I do not see how you
would get the promotion, unless you toak .the
colonels off the list.

1096. Your plan for retirement at the top is
double ; you propose that every officer after 38
years’ service, that is, every colonel, should be
compulsorily retired, and that a step should be
given ?—Yes.

1097. But you propose, in addition to that,
that every major general after 38 years’ service,
should also be compulsorily put upon a separate
list, with the same rights, and it 1s putting those
major generals upon this new list that creates
the additional charge. I ask if you get a full
flow of promotion from the retirement of colonels,
why should you put the country to-an additional
charge for the retirement of major generals ?—I
do not think my plan does so; the pay of those
major generals remains the :same as it is on their
present list.

1098. But they give astep all the way through,
do they not?—Yes; but itf one of those major
generals died, at present he would create a va-
cancy all through the regiment, but if he dies
under my plan, he creates no vacancy.

1099. Between the time of his going on to the
retired list, according to your plan, and his death,
he creates additional expense, does he not?—
That is necessary to start the plan.

1100. Is it necessary to create this additional
expense to start the plan, when at present your
senior colonels are men of 65 years of age?—If
yau could keep them in that condition, of course
1t would be much more desirable to leave the
system as it is.

1101. ‘Would not the compulsory .retirement
aof all colonels of 38 years’ service keep them in
that condition P~—I do not think it would, because
it gives you four steps a year, or 5} steps-a year
after the next 10 years, and in order to get that
promotion, you must-start with a certain number
of promotions at once.

1102. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Have you -had
any cases in the artillery, of officers leaving .the
corps for the purpose of taking appointments in
the civil service of the country?—No, not in the
civil service; at least I do not remember any.

KEANE, R.E., called in; and further Examined.

1108. What, in your opinion, ought to be
about the age of your senior colonel’—I think
certainly not more than 60.

1109. Does the same objection prevail -as to
the ages of the officers in the lower ranks ?—Yes.

1110. To any serious extent ?—No, it is ‘not
felt so much in the lower ranks.

1111. Is the difficulty increasing in this
respect, or do you think that you see as bad a
state of things now as you anticipate >—1I do not
think it could be worse than it it is now.

1112. Then, what suggestion have you to
make ?—1I have sketched out a scheme which, I
think, would possibly meet it; perhaps you will
allow me to read it.

G2 1113. Do
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1113. Do you consider that the unsatisfacto:
state of things as to age which you have described,
arises from the inadequacy of the sum applied to
retirement, or from the manner in wﬁlch the
officers avail themselves of that retirement?—I
think from both reasons ; I think, had the money
been more, a larger number of the senior officers
would have taken it, which, of course, would
have made the junior branches younger; and, as
a proof of that, I may mention that the moment
we had an increased allowance, according to the
votes of Parliament this year, two of the senior
officers have taken it, of 63 and 62 years of age
respectively.

1114. Colonel Gambier stated to us, at the
last meeting of the Committee, that the present
system would not work satisfactorily without a
very large increase indeed. I think he used the
word, an ¢ extravagant ” increase in the amount
available ; is that your opinion also?—No, I
think not; I think it need not be a very great
amount, more than we have at present.

1115. Without any change of the existing
system ?— I suggest in my paper herewith at-
tached, an entirely new scheme.

1116. Then the recommendations you are
about to make constitute a system which you
think will meet all the dificulty 2—Yes.

1117. Will youread your paper ?— First, at
the age of 60 a colonel must elect either to take
600 ., without prospective advantage, or be re-
moved to a separate list on 478 L, and there to
await his promotion to major general, and even-
tually his battalion ; secondly, there will be thus
three effectivelists: No. 1, colonel commandant;
No. 2, eight unattached major ﬁenerals; No. 3,
colonels waiting for vacancies which are made b
casualty in No. 1 and No. 2; in either of whic
a death vacancy would have to be filled by
the senior colonel in list No. 3; thirdly,
colonels (regimental) after the age of 53, to be
eligible for retirement on 600 a year; fourthly,
lieutenant colonels (regimental), after the age of
46, to be eligible for and able to claim 450 L a

ear.”

1118. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Not only to be
eligible, but to be able to claim that 7—Yes.

1119. Chairman.] You meant that also with
the first, did you not ?—Yes, to be entitled to it.
« These retirements to have no prospective advan-
tages, but to carry a step of honorary rank;
officers who shall have received brevet rank for
gervice, are to have their option of retiring or
serving when the officer next below them,
in army rank, has reached the prescribed age ;
should these brevet officers refuse retirement, and
elect to take the 478 L, they are to get it when
the officer next below them has reached 60 years
of age, continuing to serve in the meantime; it
may happen that a younger man may stand in the
regimental list, above the elder; in this case the
younger will not have the option to retire or
serve until he has completed the prescribed

ears. The older can choose when his years are
completed, but the younger will not be super-
seded by the older, but retain his original place
above him (when his time is complebea), whether
he wishes to serve or retire. This arrangement
will be necessary in all age retirement schemes.”
It is to prevent what Colonel Gambier explained,
that the older officer should not go over the head
of the younger. We have a few instances where
it might happen. “Employment to be open to
the officers on list No. 3, if considered by the
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Comwder in Chief efficient; Medical Board
retirements to lieutenant colonels and junior
officers to be as at present. The advantage of this
scheme is, a constant flow of promotion is kept up
when it is required ; being founded on age, it will
only fail to give promotion when it is not wanted,
the officers being too young to claim their retire-
ment. The expense will be increased at first,
but every death among the retired officers brings
back their retiring allowance to the public. After
a time the senior officers will be so young, that
but few will have age enough to claim retire-
ment.” -

1120. Then your plan is practically this, that
no change should taEe place with respect to the
present establishment of major generals; that an
officer of the rank of colonel, at the age of 60,
should go to a sort of intermediate list, either
retaining his pay and his right in his turn to
succeed to the major generals’ establishment, and
80 on to a battalion, or having a right to take
600/, a year 7—Yes.

1121. That every officer at 60, whichever he
does, whether he goes to the list, which I will
call above the line of colonels, or to the 600 a
year list, would give a step through the regi-
ment ?—Yes.

1122, And that is the only provision you pro-
pose at the top of the list —That is the only
provision.

1123. But, lower down, you propose that every
officer at 53 years of age should be entitled to
take 6001/ a year if he likes, or that at 46 he should
be entitled to take 450 L a year if he likes, with-
out any conditions as to service?—Without any
conditions.

1124. And you propose minor plans to obviate
difficulties as to seniority ?—Those are simply
matters of detail, as to the seniority by brevet
and the age of officers.

1125. Will you state to the Committee why
you prefer a system of compulsory or optional
retirement by age to a system of compulsory or
optional retirement by service 7—I think age is
a test of efficiency more than length of service,
and, although, cadets get their commissions about
the same age, there may be a difference of two
or three years in age between cadets getting their
commissions at the same time.

1126. You propose that all officers who have
gone to the separate list at 60 should succeed to
the major general’s establishment, according to
their original position in the colonel’s list?—
According to their army rank.

1127. That is according to their army rank,
according to their original position in the colonel’s
list ?—Yes; it is merely a supplementary list to
the major general’s.

1128. So that a brevet colonel would get his
step on the major general’s establishment in his
own turn, though he might be very much younger
than the officers who had gone forward in the
regimental list ?—Yes, that is the principle that
prexi:lxils now; I do not pretend to alter that
at all.

1129. With reference to the retirements at 53
or 46 years of age, you have heard, no doubt, of
the proposals that zave been made to commute
the annuity into a fixed sum ?—Yes.

1130. Do you think that that would be advan-
tageous #—Decidedly.

1131. Do you think it would be necessary to
commute it upon the whole sum, or do you think
that the attraction of commuting it upon a por-

tion
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tion would be sufficient ?—1I think I have put it
sufficiently low in proposing that it should be
commuted upon the whole sum. My scale of
retirement is lower than Colonel Gambier’s.

1132. Colonel Gambier’s plan was, that after
30 years’ service an officer in whatever rank
should be entitled to take 600l a year, or to
commute it upon 450 . a year 7—Yes.

1133. You think that 53 yeargof age is not
quite so favourable as 30 years’ service 7—No.

1134. And therefore you would commute it
upon the full amount?—I would commute it
upon the full amount.

1135. Do you think it desirable to continue the
age at which cadets enter the academy at Wool-
wich, and get their commissions >—No; I have
held a decided opinion for many years that they
ought to enter the Academy very much younger
than they do now.

1136. At what average age, in your opinion,
should a cadet get his commission 7—Eighteen is
a very good age.

1137. What superior limit would you impose ?
—1 think a cadet ought to go to the Academy at
from 15 to 17 years of age; that should be the
limit for entrance.

1138. And get his commission, when >—That
so much depends upon the details of education,
that I do not think it ought to be limited.

1139. You think that 18 should be about the
average age at which an officer should get his
commission ?—I think that would be the practical
result of making the age of admission to the
Academy from 15 to 17.

1140. Practically, an officer is not entitled to
retire upon half-pay until after 25 years’ service,
and he cannot get a colonel’s full-pay retirement
of 6001 a year until after 30 years’ service; that
is, until he is 48 years of age >—No.

1141. Do you think that below those ages
there should be any option to an officer to take a

ial rate of retirement ?—I think it would be
desirable if that could be entertained.

1142. You think it would be a good thing for
the corps, but you doubt whether it might not
cost so much as to frighten Parliament ?—1 cer-
tainly think it would be a good thing for the
corps, especially considering the circumstances of
the Engineers, so many of whom are civilly
employed.

1143. Would you be satisfied with a retire-
ment at the age of 46 on 450 L a year?—I should
for lieutenant colonels; but we must also have
the 600 /. retirement for colonels.

1144. What do you expect would be the cost
of your scheme ?—Iy have not entered into that.

1145. Colonel Percy Herbert.] A corps like
the Engineers worked like one regiment is liable
to a good many fluctuations in promotion, is it
not ’—Yes.

1146. Sometimes you get a considerable num-
ber of officers of nearly the same age lying to-
gether in the list ?—Yes, frequently.

. 1147. That is disadvantageous to the corps, is
1t not ?—Very much so.

1148, Would it be advantageous to the corps
to apply some system of retirement lower down
than you have spoken of as yet to the Committee,
lYn order to relieve those blocks in the list?—

es.

1149, T presume that when 40 or 50 officers
found themselves of the same age lying together
in the list, it would be much easier to operate
upon 2 flock like that; and if there were some-

0.105.
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thing offered to them after 15 or 20 years’ ser-
vice that would be a means of relieving the list ?
—That is taking an improbable number when
Kou speak of 40 or 50 lying tegether; we might

ave six or seven or eight, but never more than
that in the Engineers, because we do not get
commissions given to us in such large quantities.
There are rarely more than 8 or 10 commissions
given at the same time.

1150. Sometimes two or three batches may be
very much of the same age, may they not?—
Hardly.

1151. What I wanted to arrive at was this: is
not it sometimes the case that a man has a much
worse prospect of promotion than a man who
happens to be 30 or 40 steps ahead of him com-
paratively >—Yes. :

1152. In that case, owing to the field officers
being young, he has no prospect of promotion to
the rank of field officer ?—I‘?o.

1153. Therefore, the first or second captains
might be somewhat discontented with their posi-
tion, and apprehensive that they would not arrive
at a field officer’s rank within a reasonable period ?
—1I think that an officer standing at the bottom
of, say 8 or 10 men of about the same age, would
be much more likely to wish to retire upon a
fixed sum than one who was at the head of them.

1154. And you would be glad to see some ar-
rangement by which some annuity or lump sum
could be offered to officers under those circum-
stances to facilitate their retirement ?—I think it
would be very greatly to the advantage of the
corps, and would certainly increase promotion.

1155. And it would average promotion?—
Yes; very much so.

1156. Instead of having it coming in rushes,
with ebbs and flows ?—Yes.

1157. There are many of your officers em-
ployed in the civil departments of the Govern-
ment, are there not ?— A great number.

1158. Do any from time to time leave the
corps, to be employed permanently in the civil
service *—Yes, occasionafly a few.

1159. Do they receive any advantage for their
former public service in the corps of Engineers,
when they leave your corps and join the civil
service —Not under a certain rank.

1160. What is that rank ?—If a man succeeds
in getting to the rank of lieutenant colonel, he
reaps an advantage from it, but if he retires in
the rank of captain, unless he has served 24 years,
he loses all benefit from it. Of that, we have had
an instance lately, in the case of Captain Tyler.

1161. He is employed in the railway depart-
ment, is he not ?—He is employed in the Board
of Trade.

1162. Will you state what were the circum-
stances of his retirement? — He had served
13 years upon the seconded list, and was called
upon, according to the terms of the warrant,
having completed the 10 years, either to rejoin
his corps, or to leave. He tried to get half
pay, but the wording of the warrant did not
permit it, and he resigned his commission alto-
gether, after 22 years’ service.

1163. For that 22 years’ service he receives
no benefit whatever as a military man ?—No; he
only receives a civil service pension for the 13
{ears he has served at the Board of Trade; he

as no benefit from the previous nine years
which he served in the Royal Engineers.

1164. Then you think it would be an advan-

tage if more liberal arrangements were made by
G3 the
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the civil service to enable the previous military
gervice to count ?—Decidedly.

1165. Inasmuch as sevem{of your officers are
cmployed in the civil eervice? — Yes; it was
considered a hardship by even those who had the
arrangement of this matter, that Captain Tyler
lost mne years’ service by it.

1166. Mr. Pack-Beref{ord.] You say that you
ground your recommendation for retirement by
age, upon the fact that age is the test of efficiency;
that holds good, no doubt, of compulsory retire-
ment when you wish to get rid of inefficient
officers, but the same argument will not stand in
the case of ‘voluntary retirement, will it?—It
applies more closely to the case of compuleory
retirement, certainly, but I take the age instead
of the service for the voluntary retirement, be-
cauee it strikes a particular line in each grade,
when I think an officer ought to have the option
of leaving after giving a eertain number of years’
service, because age really means service within
‘a year or two in tEe two corps of the Artillery
‘and Engineers. You can approximate within a

"year in those corps ‘what a ‘man’s service is by

owing his age. .

1167. Colonel ‘Percy -Herbert.] That is if you

of entry to the academy to two

years ?— It 18 limited, and always has been so.
1168. Mr. Pack-Beresford. | I think when you

went to the academy the limit was from 14 to 16

_years of age ?—1It was'from 15 to 17.

1169. That was the effect of an alteration which
‘was made ?—Yes, you entered at 14.

1170. Of course you have bhad a very consi-
derable experience of officers who have obtained
their commissions in the Royal Engineers at-the

-age of 18, or thereabouts; are you fully confident

that a young man at that age can qualify himself
in scientific studies for all the practical require-
ments of your corps ?—Yes.
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1171. Colonel North.] With regard to Captain
Tyler’s case, can you state what were the con-
ditions of the Horse Guards Circular Memo-~
randum of the 15th April 1861, by which Engi-
neer officers of all services, of 21 years, 22 years,
and so on (for instance, Captain Galton) employed
in the civil service, receive full pay; is there
any reason why Captain Tyler should have been
shut out from that?—They are placed on half-
pay, having passed a Medical Board.

1172, Who did ?—Captain Galton passed a
Medical Board.

1173. Major O’Reilly.] You said that you
thought it would be desirable to offer some in-
ducement to officers younger than 46 to retire,
but that you did not see your way to do it?—
Exactly.

1174. . Allow me to make this suggestion: if
an officer will be entitled at the age of 46 to an
amnuity of 450 /..a year, and he is at present aged
40, or any other age you choose to fix, may .net
it be taken as a deferred annuity to .accrue after
five years of 450 .. a year, and is not the value of
that. easily calculated 7—Very easily.

1175. If that was offered to him, it might bea
sufficient inducement to him to retire, might it
‘not ?—At 40.

:1176. At any age ?—I should nat object.at all
to go back to 20 years’ service.

1177. Do you think that that principle, which
can be worked outin detail, affords a solution of
the difficulty, by offering indueements to officers
*to retire earlier than 46, without inflicting .any
additional burden upon the ‘State, becaunse .of
course, paying down the value of a defined an-
‘nuity now is no additional burden? — Every
.officer who took a retirement before 46 years of
age would be an additional burden upon the
State, because his place must be filled up by an-
other, of course.
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Monday, 24th June 1867.

MEMBERS PRESENT :

Mr. Pack-Beresford.
Mr. Childers.

Mr. De Grey.
Marquis of ﬁa.rtington.
Sir John Hay.

Colonel Percy Herbert.
Major Jervis.

Colonel North.
Major O'Reilly.
Mr. Otway.
Colonel Sturt.
Mr. Trevelyan.
Captain Vivian.

HUGH C. E. CHILDERS, EsQ., IN THE CHAIR.

General Sir JoaN BURGOYNE, Bart., 6.C.B., called in; and Examined.

1178. Chairman.] You are Inspector General
of Fortifications, I believe ?—I am.

1179. And the Senior Officer of the Royal

ineers ?—I am.

1180. Have you considered at all the present
state of the age of the senior colonels of your
corps ?—The subject has only recently come
under my notice, and I have not had time to
study it well; but I know that several other
officers have, and I have been rather waiting to
hear what they had to say, and how they drew
up their respective cases, intending then to form
my own opinion upon it. Therefore, I am afraid
that at present I should not be able to give the
Committee any information that would be of
much value, except that I feel it is a matter of
importance, and of great interest, and I hope it

ill be treated liberally by the Government.

1181. You are of opinion that the corps is in
a state that requires some amendment, but you
are not in a position to say what that exact
amendment should be ?—Yes, precisely ; I think
the matter is more in anticipation than in exist-
ence at this moment. That is the reason why
I have not attended to it so much; it is rather
forthcoming in the future than an urgency which
exists at this moment. It is not for me to antici-
pate what may be the recommendations of the
Committee; but should they comprise a compul-
sory retirement by age, I would submit that as
such a rule, if rigorously enforced, might cause

the removal from the service of individuals of
ireat value to it, whether it might not be modi--

ed by a discretionary power to make exceptions
to meet such cases.

1182. Captain Vivian.] You think that it is an
evil to be prevented, and not an existing evil to
be done away with ?—Exactly ; it is an evil to be
looked forward to, and to be anticipated and
prevented, but I feel that it is coming on.

1183. Chairman.] When Iyou say that, you
are aware that the senior colonels of Engineers
are men of 64 and 63 years of age, whose case
requires consideration >—What I judge from is
that I do not think we have yet found any prac-
tical inconvenience from the ages of the respective
ranks. It is rather a hardzfip upon the indi-
viduals being retained in the jumior ranks, and
particularly when they come into positions in the
Junior ranks of great responsibility and charge.

1184. Mr. Otway.] 1 wish to ask your o%u;ion
with regard tothe seconding of officers of the Royal
Engineers; do you consider that the system of
seconding officers of the corps for 10 years,
weighing their removal on the one side and the
inducements which it gives to officers to join
the corps on the other, is prejudicial to the in-
terests of the corps, or the contrary ?—I think
it is very advantageous to the corps; I think we
gain more by the stimulus it gives to others
than we lose by losing the services of good
officers. I think it is of great consequence.

Lieutenant Colonel the Honourable HussEY FANE KEANE, R.E., called in; and further Examined.

1185. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] WHAT is the
establishment of general officers of the Royal
Engineers?— Eight with battalions, and eight
without; 16 in all.

1186. Do you recollect in what year the esta-
blishment was fixed at that number ?—I cannot
tell you. I think in 1858.

1187, It was previous to the augmentation,
was it not ?—1It was in consequence of the com-
pletion of the 8th battalion, the 8th battalion
gave us the eighth general.

1188. You have had no addition since that time
ills consequence of subsequent augmentations ?—

0.

1189, Captain Vivian.] You eaid, in answer
to0 a question of Mr. Pack-Beresford’s on Thurs-
day, that he had enteved the academy at 14 yeass’

Q.105.

of age, and that you entered when the age was
from 15 to 17 ?—YXes.

1190. Can you tell me when that alteration in
the period of entering was made ?—In 1836.

1191. Do you think 14 too young to go to the
college 7—1I think 15 is better, but I think that
the standard of education would have to be
lowered ; much lower, of course, than it is at
present, if 15 were the limit ; the only argument
in favour of the age of 17 now, is, that the
standard of education is so high that it would be
quite impossible to get a lad of either 14, 15, or
16 who could compete under it.

1192. Do you think the standard of education
too high ?—Nothing can be too high as far as the
standard of education goes, but objection to

G4 it
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it is that it obliges the young men to be so much
older than they would otherwise need to be.

1193. Do you think it would be of advantage
to the corps if the standard of education was made
rather lower, and the men began their military
career earlier ”—I think it would be of advantage
if they entered earlier, certainly.

1194. Do you think 14 too young ?P—Yes.

1195. You would say from 15 to 17 ?—That
would meet both cases better, I think.

1196. I think you stated that at the present
age the men have a difficulty in coming up to the
standard 7—Yes, we always get as many as we
want, but still the competition is of a very ardu-
ous character. )

1197. Colonel Percy Herbert.} ‘What is the
time for being at the academy ?—It depends upon
how they pass through the different classes; it
may extend to three years; the average is about
two and a-half, or from that to three years.

1198. Captain Vivian.] They are limited to
three years, are they not?—I think there is a
limit of that sort; it used in my day to be four

ears.

1199. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Are the cadets
at liberty to remain there for three years?—Yes,
I believe that that is the case; three years is the
period that they may remain, but in exceptional
cases they are allowed to remain longer than that;
another term is given in the event of illness, or
any ostensible reason that appears to justify it to
the commander in chief; I am not quite positive
about these dates.

1200. Mr. Puck-Beresford.] There is a speci-
fied time, and if they do not qualify within that
time they have to go?—Yes. )

1201. Mr. Otway.] 1 wish to direct your at-
tention to one or two of the answers you made to
the questions addressed to you on a former
occasion, with reference to the officers of Engi-
neers who have left the corps, and been employed
in civil departments; I find that in answer to
Question 1159, «“ Do they receive any advantage
for their former public service in the corps of
Engineers, when they leave your corps and join
the civil service ?”’ You said, “ Not under a
certain rank.” Will you explain what that is?—
I implied by that a certain period. Unless a
captain had served 24 years, he could not derive a
benefit from his former service, because he could
not get half-pay from it. If he retires before
serving 24 years, he loses all his previous service,
because he thereby has no claim to half-pay.

1202. But then he would retire to obtain a
civil employment ?—Of course it would be for
that purpose. ) o

1203. Do you think it would be fair, if he re-
ceived for the civil employment 1,000 L or 1,500 /.
a vear from the State, that he should also receive
military half-pay ?—I think the Treasury take
precautions against that. If you get half-pay from
one branch, tﬁey deduct it from the other emolu-
ment you receive. )

1204. Then it would be of no importance one
way or the other ?—No. .

1205. I should like to ask your opinion with
regard to the seconding ; whether you think that
the system of officers leaving the corps for 10
years is advantageous ?—Y es, decidedly.

1206. Will you :Eate hyourh reasonstfox: tha:‘
opinion ?—A corps that has the opportunity o
c?vil employment of all kinds natm"aﬁy.has greater
mducements to a young man coming into it than
one which has not. There are all kinds of
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openings for which engineer officers are fre-
quently, I may say, constantly being asked for ;
and under this system they are enabled to take
an employment, and test whether they like it or
not, for a period of 10 years. If they do, they
give up their military career, and take to what-
ever else it may be. It is extremely desirable to
have such a system, and the proof of that is that
in other branches of the service, in the Line, for
instance, applications are constantly made to
second officers, but it is not generally approved.
There are certain appointments which are allowed
to be held by seconded officers.

1207. You think that the advantage of the
inducement it holds out to men to remain in the
corps of Royal Engineers counterbalances the
disadvantage of losing the services of a young
and efficient officer for 10 years, and then, at the
end of 10 years perhaps, receiving him back, or

erhaps losing him altogether ?—You lose the
individual, but you do not lose the step, because
the promotion takes place during that 10 years,
and at the expiration of the 10 years he has to be
re-absorbed into the corps, if he wishes to return
to it.

1208. Is it often the case that the officers re-
turn after 10 years, or do they remain in civil
employment ?—They almost always return to the
corps. Captain Tyler is the only exception, in
my memory.

1209. Chairman.] The point about these regu-
lations is this, is it not; there are certain rules
as to a seconded ofticer being entitled to retire on
half-pay P—Yes. )

1210. If he has not served the time to bring
him within those rules, he loses the right to go
on half-pay 7—Certainly.

1211. If he has served that time, he has the
right to go on half-pay ?—Yes.

1212. Are you aware whether an officer ap-
pointed to a civil employment, such as a railway
inspectorship under the Board of Trade, when he
is superannuated, has a certain number of years
addeg to his years of service, on account of his
professional character —No; I am not aware of
that, but he counts the whole of the seconded
geriod in which he has been employed by that

epartment for his retirement.

1213. You do not know whether under the
Civil Service rules, the Treasury add to the civil
service of an officer of that kind a certain number
of years on account of his professional character ?
—1 am not aware.

1214. Mr. Otway.] In the case of Captain
Tyler, you stated that he received a Civil Service

ension for the 10 years which he served in the

oard of Trade?—Yes; he will receive, but not
for the nine years which he served in the Engi-
neers besides.

1215. Major Jervis.] You said the other day,
that you wished a lieutenant colonel to have an
opportunity of retiring at 46 years of age; would
not it be advisable, if the age of 46 is to be intro-
duced at all, that it should be introduced us a
matter of age, not with reference to rank ; it is
not a man’s fault that he is not a lieutenant
colonel at 46; it may be owing to something
which has been done for the benefit of the public
service ?—If this rule was laid down which I have
spoken of, an officer in the Royal Engineers
would always be a lieutenant colonel at 46.

1216. Supposing he was not ?—If my scheme
is carried out, he would not be of a lower rank
than lieutenant colonel at 46 years of age. L

1217.
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1217. If he was not, you would not mind leav-
ing out the words “lieutenant colonel” ?—No,
not at all.

1218. Chairman.] You were asked generally
the last time you were examined why you pre-
ferred age to service for compulsory retirement;
do you think the same reasons apply to the op-
tional retirement at the earlier stages ?—Yes, I
think so; precisely the same.

1219. All the retirements under 60 provided
for all branches of the service, I think, are re-
tirements on service 7—All of them.

1220. Whereas the only compulsory retirement
in the army at present is the age retirement of
60°—Yes.

1221. Might it not possibly introduce compli-
cation in the other branches of the service if the
rule of age was used for the optional retirements
lower down ?—1I think it might; I think you
might advantageously adhere to the present prin-
ciple with regard to service in the junior ranks,
and then it would do away with any difficulty of
that sort.

1222. So that, instead of 46 years of age and
53 years of age for the earlier periods, you would
not see any objection to substituting the cor-
responding period of service P—None whatever.

1223, Captain Vivian.] You think that it would
not cause confusion between the age of retire-
ment upon the compulsory list and the other re-
tirements >—No; I do not think that the dif-
ference of age in every ten years is sufficiently
great amongst the ca(zats getting their commis-
sions to make any great difference between age
and service in that period.

1224. Chairman.] The retirements low down
being absolute retirements from the army alto-
gether >—Yes; altogether.

1225. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Have you any
officers who got their commissions except under
the competitive examination ?—Yes.

1226. Their ages vary very considerably, do
they not >—1I only know of two; I think one of
them is very much older than his contemporaries ;
his commission was given during the war, when
there was great pressure.

1227. Major Jervis.] If you do away with the
Eresent high standard of examination, and you

eep up the competitive system, open to all the
world, as it is at present, will you not very much
lower the class of men who come forward ?—-I
think it would be necessary, then, to adopt the
same principle in entering the academy or on
competitive examination for the academy at
Woolwich, as is now necessary for Sandhurst.

1228. Under the old system of selection by the
Master General of the Ordnance, you were of
course confined to those whom he thought proper
to nominate ; but now that it is open to all the
world to come forward without the sanction of
anybody, if you lower the standard of examina-
tion, you of course lower the expense of educa-
tion, and therefore you might have a very dif-
ferent class of men altogether P—It would re-
quire, as an addendum to that plan, supposing it
were carried out, that there should be an intro-
duction of every individual competing in the same
way, as is now the rule for Sandhurst: a man’s
father writes a letter to the military secretary,
and he has to produce a certificate of somebod§7
else who is known, saying who he is.

1229. Therefore, it would follow that you must
do away with the system of open competition ; it
W(())u{d5 come a system of selection by the Com-

.105.
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mander in Chief?—Yes, not to the same extent
as it was in former days by the Master General
of the Ordnance, but in the same way as is now
required at Sandhurst.

1230. Colonel Percy Herbert.] A reduction of
the limit of age from 17 to 19 as at present to 15
to 17, as you propose, would probably have the
effect of bringing the same youths to the academy
as at present, would it not?—Yes, I think it
would.

1231. Major Jervis.] Do you think that boys
of from 15 to 17 years of age could pass the same
standard of examination as they do now, when
the age is from 17 to 19 ?—No.

1232. If you reduced the age from 17 to 19 to
15 to 17, would it not follow that you would be
obliged to have a very much lower standard of
examination, and therefore open the academy to a
class of men who now cannot enter —I do not
think that altogether; I think that a lad who
enters now by a very high standard of examina-
tion at 17 is the same class of boy that would
enter at 15, at a lower standard, if he had directed
his attention towards that particular line, with the
in_te}l:tion of going to the academy at Wool-
wich.

1233. Then you do not think that an increased
standard of study involves also an increase of
expenditure to attain it >—Yes, it does, certainly.

1234, If it increases the expenditure, does not
it also make a difference in the class of persons
who come forward 7—Not so much as I think one
would imagine.

1235. Are you aware that that was one of the
reasons why a good many years ago they made
the etandard at the Ecole Polytechnique so high
as it is?—Yes, I know that that was one of the
reasons.

1236. Major (' Reilly.] Is not it the fact that
any standard of education which you can reason-
ably fix for boys of 15 will enable a much poorer
class of the population to qualify their sons for
passing that examination, than a relatively equal
examination fixed at the age of 17 or 18 ?—Yes,
I think it would ; but I should propose to meet
that objection by a nomination for competi-
tions.

1237. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Do you think that
in England when you have once opened the
academy to all the people, as you have done, bi
a competitive examination, you can ever go bac
to a system of selection ?—If the public submit
to it in the case of Sandhurst, I do not see wh
they should not submit to it in the case of Wool-
wich.

1238. Only that at Sandhurst they never have
opened it ?—I suppose it is not impossible to re-
trace a mistake.

1239. Major Jervis.] Would it be a mistake if
you maintained the present high class of examina-
tion, and allowed them while at the academy to
count their time towards retirement the same as
they did at Addiscombe, counting the time at the
academy as part of the soldiering, in fact ?—That
is an idea I ﬁave never thought of. Under such
a rule, an idler at the academy would count
time for service for half-pay, with less army ser-
vice than the industrious officer; both getting
their commissions the same day.

1240. Inthe case of the Artillery and the Engi-
neers in India, they could retire after 22 years,
but the two years they spent at Addiscombe
counted out of that time?—Thatis only a20-years’
service with the two years added on.

1241. Colonel
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1241. Colonel Percy Herbert.] You have a
certain number of officers in the corps of Royal
Engineers now on half-pay, have you not? —
Yes.

1242. The Government has a claim upon their
services, if they require them ?—Yes.

1243, Is that claim ever practically put in
force 7—Never within my knowledge.

1244. In fact we may suppose that it is never
put in force ?—No, there has never been an op-
portunity.

1245. Then there would be no loss to the
country if any retirement was given without
that claim upon their service ?— No, I think
not.

1246. At present an officer being upon half-

y could not go to the Commissioners for the

cduction of the National Debt, and capitalise
that half-pay, I presume?—He can, certainly ;
there is a warrant permitting it.

1247. When was that warrant issued ?—Five
or six years ago, I think; I will provide it.

1248. Mr. Otway.] With reference to the ages
of the officers, are you aware whether the officers
in your corps have entered later than the officers
in other countries, France, or Prussia, or Russia?
—1I am not aware.

1249. Do many or any of the officers of the
Engineers leave the corps, to your knowledge, to
obtain employment other than under the Govern-
ment ; for instance, under any of the great com-
panies for engineering purposes ?—No, we have
not an instance of it.

1250. Do I understand you to propose that any
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officer of the Engineers should be able to claim
retirement at the age of 46, receiving 450 L a
year ?—Yes,

1251. Major Jervis.] The junior officers of the
Engineers m India are now entirely recruited
from the Royal Engincers, are they not?—Yes,

1252. The Indian Government is obtaining the

advantage of the services of those officers simply
by paying what would be the amount of the yearly
fay of the troops out there, without having to
ook forward to the future burden of the pensions,
is it not ?—I should imagine that the same reply
would meet that question, as Colonel Gambier
made with reference to the Artillery, that the
cﬁpitation grant which they pay goes for every-
thing.

12g53. Is that taken into account in the capi-
tation grant ?—I think so.

1254. Do you know what proportion is taken
into account ?—No.

1255. I have never myself been able to get any
explanation as to what the capitation grant
covers 7—Nor I either.

1256. Colonel Sturt.] Has your attention been
drawn to Brigadier General IZefroy's proposal of
a bonus system P—Yes,

1257. Do you think that it would answer for
the Engineers 7—No, I think not.

1258. Will you give your reasons why you
think it would not answer ?—I do not think the
officers would like to portion off a certain quan-
tity of their income for that purpose.

1259. Do you think that there would be any
other objection upon public grounds ?—No.

Major General CoLLINGWOOD DICKSON, C.B., V.C., R.A., called in; and Examined.

1260. Chairman.] You have no employment
at present, I believe ?—No.

1261. What was your last employment ?—As
Lieutenant Colonel in the Royal Artillery, com-
manding the Royal Artillery in Scotland.

1262. Has your attention been directed at all
to the question of the present system of retire-
ment of the corps?—1It has.

1263. And to the effects of that system upon
the efficiency of the corps generally —Yes, I
have thought much about it.

1264. ]%o you consider that the present system
requires amendment in any respect ?—I do.

1265. Will you be good enough to state to the
Committee in what respect you think it is defi-
cient, and what amendment you can suggest ?—1I
think the present mode of retiring officers on full
pay being confined to the upper ranks of the
corps has limited the number of retirements
annually very much, and the emoluments of the
officers in the higher ranks are so good from
communds and so on, and their prospects are so
good, that you cannot get them to retire. Itis
with great difficulty that you get officers in the
higher ranks to retire ; the junior full colonels, as
a general rule, have been more the men to retire
than those who hold the commands in the high
places. And also the retirements being upon a
fixed list, and a certain sum of money being voted
annually, it amounts to a separate corps, in which
the appointments go by death-vacancies. Ofcourse
until the younger officers retire, they clog the
list, and prevent any additions of importance to it
for many years to come. In the last five years
I find, on looking at the returns, that there have

been only 13 retirements on full pay from the
Royal Artillery; that is an average of 2}, or
thereabouts, per annum. That is very insufficient
for such a corps as ours. That is all the retire-
ment there is, with the exception of the retirement
of officers on half-pay, owing to ill health and
other circumstances in the lower ranks; and that
is quite insufficient to meet the wants of the
corps.

1266. What proposal would you make to meet
this evil >—The proposal I would wish to make
would be to extend the advantages of the retire-
ment from the upper to the lower grades of the
service. As farasregards lieutenant colonels and
captains, I would propose that the present mode
of retirement be suffered to die out, that is to
say, that as the holders die off, the money should

o to the Government. The new scheme which

propose would be to revise a warrant which I
believe answered very well for a long time ; it
only allowed, I think, a limited number of retire-
ments. I refer to the Warrant of the 10th of
April 1841. It allowed four lieutenant colonels
and four captains to retire on full pay annually.
Therefore, there was no limit to the number who
might be on the list, but eight officers every year
were allowed to retire on full pay, provided they
could prove before a medical board tﬁat they were
no longer able to continue in the service, and
they must have completed 21 years’ service ; that
was the warrant, I believe.

1267. Under the system then in force, there
was a fixed establisgment of retired full-pay
officers, was there not >—There was.

1268. And those annual retirements were in

. addition
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addition to the fixed establishment ?—The annual
retirements were in addition to a fixed establish-
ment which had been formed previously.

1269. Was the option of retirement given to
those officers who were retired annually, or were
they selected by the Master General? — The
%Phon was given to them in order of seniority.

he retirement was offered to an officer whose
state of health prevented him from centinuing in
the service. If more than four presented them-
gelves the senior four obtained it, if a medical
board confirmed the state of their health as being
unfit for service, of course supposing them to
have served the requisite time. That was the
case with lieutenant colonels, and it was the same
with captains; any one over 21 years’service re-
ceived it.

1270. Only, if I rightly understand you, in
the event of their being certified by a medical
board to be unfit for serviee 7—That was all.

1271. So that there was no absolute option to
any lieutenant colonel to take his retirement ?—
Not unless he could prove his health to be such
as to unfit him for service. But as a general
rule, owing to the Colonial service, very many of
the officers found that their health was not in that

state that would enable them to serve, and they
could show it.

1272. At that time there were no officers re-
tired from the colonels’ list, were there ?—No;
at that time the number of colonels was very
different from what it is new. There were the
ssme number of colonels per battalion or bri%ade,
bat they were employed 1n very limited numbers.
At the time when that warrant existed, there
were, I think, nine battalions of artillery, and
ene brigade of horse artillery, which made 20
colonels ; out of those not above five or six were
employed, the rest might be said to be on full
pay, with the prospect of succession to general
oflicers in their turn.

1273. So that the colonels’ list was almost a
retired list in itself >—It was looked upon in
those days as an honourable retirement ost 3
there were only four or five employed from it.

1274. The senior colonels were nearly 70 years
of age, were they not ?—They were.

1275. A ing to that system, the colonels’
list being a sort of honorary retired list, no ome
was to be retired below the rank of colonel,
except upon a medical certificate?—No one ex-
cept upen a medical certificate.

1276. s the Commistee to understand that you
think that a similar system might be restored
sow with advamtege?—Yes, with regard to
length of sexrvice; but, putting aside the require-
ments of a medical certificate, I would abolish
the system of sn officer making his health the
oanse of retirement, and allow him to retire after
he had served a certain length of time. I will
explain in a very few wards the system I would
propose, It would be that for a sum of 5,000 L
8 year, voted anmually, two full colanels, faur
lieutenant colonels, and eight captains, should be
allowed to retire; the colonels upon 600/ a year,
and the Keutenant colonels upon 400/ a year.
When I say colonels, I mean either colonels or

major generals from the effective list of major

eni, if they liked ta take it, besides four

tenant colonels and ei¥ht captains, on the full
pay of their rank, with, of course, the addition of
any brevet pay they may enjoy at the time of
iring,

1277. Captain Vivian.] What is the full pay
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of captain?—The full pay of the rank of first Major-Gen.
captain is about 240 L a year, but then many of C. Dicksen,

them are brevet officers, and you might fix the
average at from 25017 to 2607 a year. The
whole sum required, would amount to about
5,000 /. per annum.

1278. Chairman.] Two hundred and seventy-
five pounds would give exactly 5,000l a year?
— I fix it at that, to put the sum in round
numbers; it would be very nearly as much as
that with some of the brevet officers. The
scheme I propose would give 14 officers retiring
annually, to bring forward, at least 14 sub-
alterns, if officers were found willing to accept
the retirement. It is also capable of expansion,
because if that number is not comsidered suf-
ficient, and the country is willing to afford the
expense, for 7,500/ a year, you could retire in
addition, one colonel, two lieutenant colonels, and
four captains; that would make 21 in all. For
the sum of 7,500 L if that number, 21, could be
found to retire, you could give them a retire-
ment. But as the list stands at present, as the
officers enjoying 600 L a year who went under
the warrant of 1854,and all the old warrants from
1840 onwards, and the captains who retired under
the warrant of 1854, die off, their money will
come into the country again. Therefore, that
would lessen the expense for many years. And
also if that number of officers I have mentioned
retired annually, their retirements would soon be-
gin to drop in. In 10 years’ time, for instance,
the total sum voted by the country, taking it at
the rate of 7,500 L a year, would be 75,000 ;
but you must deduct from that, the money falling
in continually from the old retirements dropping
off, and also from the deaths of some amongst the
body of officers who have retired under it; I
think that is a better scheme than having any
list which becomes, as I said before, a mere se-
niority list, in which officers must wait for a death
vacancy, to retire.

1279. You have no basis upon which you could
fix the amount to be deducted from the 75,000 L ?
—No; I did not go into that. There are 23
general officers at this moment, and adding nine
officers who have taken 600/ a year under the

rant voted by Parliament this year, that makes

2 officers enjoying 600 L a year each; many of
those are men of a great age, and 10 years must
necessarily make a great difference in their num-
ber, and there would be several of those 600L a
year coming in. Even taking the death vacancies
at two per annum off this retired list, that would
in 10 years give you 12,000 L. back, and at the
same time you, must allow for any of the officers
enjoying the retired pay under the new warrant,
dropping off; I have no other data to go upon; I
cannot go into it further.

1280. You think therefore, that you might
probably get back 15,000 L out of the 75,0007 ?
—Yes; I should think at the end of 10 years you
might say that the expense to the country would
be from 55,000 I to 60,0007 that would have
been voted by Parliament. At present, the state
of things is this, the money voted this year was
32,000/, and an additional 5,000 Z ; that makes
37,000 I., and if the present system of retirement
had been carried on, I believe it was to have
been 5,000 /. more next year, which would have
made 42,0007 I do not apprehend that the car-
rying out of my scheme would entail a very large
additional expense. We are a very large corps,
the country wishes to see it efficient, of course it
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requires a great expense to keep it so, but I do
not think that the scheme I propose would entail
any very great additional expense upon the
country.

1281. Your proposal is this: that the 32,000 L
a year or 37,000/ a year now allotted to the
Artillery, should die out altogether >—Yes; that
it should die out.

1282. That at the top, instead of it, two
colonels should be retired every year on 600 I
a year '—Yes.

1283. You would offer that in turn to the
whole body of colonels from the top ?—From the
major generals, who are like myself unemployed,
waiting for commands, or brigades. I would offer
it amongst them or the colonels; amongst the
superior list.

1284. You would offer it from the top amongst
the major generals and colonels, whichever chose
to take it?—Yes; according to the practice at
present.

1285. Would you give any preference to those
who are anxious to take it, and satisfy a medical
board that they are unfit for service 7—I should
say that if you fixed the length of service,
I think a medical board might be dispensed with,
because the case of an officer having to satisfy
a medical board is where he declines to serve.
In such a case he must appear before a medical
board, and if the medical board finds him unfit
for service, it is for the authorities to tell him
that he must take a retirement.

1286. My question is this, supposing the senior
colonel on the list is fit for service, and the second
colonel is not fit for service, would you retire
the senior colonel all the same in preference to
the second colonel —If both were desirous of
taking it, I think I should give the preference to
the claim of seniority in a case where I made the
retirement optional, because the second officer
would have the chance of getting the retirement
next year.

1287. Coming to the next rank, the rank of
lieutenant colonel, you would give in the same
way four retirements every year to the four senior
officers who wanted it ?—Yes.

1288. Would you, with respect to that rank,
also give it to a scnior officer who asked for it
who was tboroughly efficient, in preference to a
junior officer who was unfit for service 7—It is a
very difficult question to answer; I should say
(and the same would apply to the case you men-
tioned before) that it would be most desirable to
keep the officer who was thoroughly efficient, par-
ticufarly in the case of a lieutenant colonel, where
you have a greater hold upon him than in the
case of a full colonel. There are always some
full colonels who are unemployed, but there are
never lieutenant colonels unemployed, therefore
necessarily the lieutenant colonel who was physi-
cally unfit for service would get the retirement
in preference to a senior officer.

1289. You would propose to revert to the
warrant of 1842, under which a fixed number of
officers were retired every year, but in each case,
with the condition of the report of a medical
board ; you say, however, that you would dis-
Eense with the condition of a report of a medical

oard ; would you dispense with it so far as to
give the preference to seniority over those whom
a medical board might prove to be desirable to
be retired? — I thin%(, on consideration, I should
modify what Isaid; I certanly think, if officers
cannot accept service on account of their health,
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they ought to be the first to be allowed to go;
perhaps you will allow me also to state the length
of service, which I have not yet done. I should
say that for full colonels it should be as at pre-
sent, after 30 years’ service or upwards; for lieu-
tenant colonels I think it should be from 25
gears’ service upwards, and for captain it should

e from 21 years’ service upwards. That was
the warrant of 1841, only that it forced them to
go before a medical board. I would dispense
with that requirement except in cases where
officers are called upon to serve and cannot de
80; then if they cannot pass through a medical
board I think you might allow them the option
of retiring.

1290. So that if there were not eight captains
of 21 years’ service who wished to take the retire-
ment, the whole amount of retirement would not
be given ?—Whatever retirements are not taken
during the year would be saved, in the same way
as under the warrant of 1841; occasionally
there were one or two which fell in ; the Govern~
ment did not necessarily have to give them all.
But our corps has increased so much, and our
service has become so varied, with the addition of
India and other places that have fallen to us in
consequence of our amalgamation with the Indian
army, that a great many officers lose their health,
and particularly in the rank of captain. There
are many officers now who cannot even get half
pay, and who, I believe, would be very glad to

0. They are men who have deserved, %y the
ength and character of their colonial service,
more consideration than mere half pay after 21
years’ gervice.

1291. The effect of your proposal would be to
make the amount of retirement from the corps
dependent upon a rigid rule of a certain amount
per annum being granted to officers of differens
ranks ?—Yes.

1292. Will you be good enough to say whether

rou think any calculation can be made which will
insure that that system shall not be either too
much or too little >—I think that the only calcu-
lation I can make as to its effect upon the promo-
tion would be, that taking the present number of
subaltern officers of the Artillery who it is most
desirable should reach the rank of second captain
at the proper age for service, I think it would
have the effect, with the addition of the ordinary
vacancies in the regiment, of making subalterns
captains at from 10 to 11 years’ service, which is
ag much as can be reasonably expected.

1293. Colonel Percy Herbert.] That is, second
captains —Yes; second captains. It would also
bring forward the second captains if the retire-
ments were taken (this is voluntary ; there is no
other way of doing it, except by making retire-
ment compulsory), so that second captains would
pass through their rank in about seven years on
the average; therefore an officer would attain the
rank of first captain after from 17 to 18 years’
gservice. I doubt very much whether in a large
corps like ours you could produce a much quicker
rate of promotion.

1294. Chairman.] You have made this calcu-
lation with reference to the existing establishment
of officers of Artillery >—Yes.

1295. If there was an augmentation, a larger
number of officers, I presume, would have to be
retired annually >—Yes, certainly.

1296. And, if the corps was reduced in the
same way, the amount of annual retirement would
have to be reduced also ?—Yes.

1297. Have
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1297. Have you considered the circumstance
that the corps will be greatly increased by the
addition of the Indian regiments P—Yes, I have;
but that will not operate for many years to come.
The Indian regiments are not with us at present
as regards promotion, and will not be until the
whole of the officers of the old Indian Artillery
are absorbed in their own regiments. Then they
will come to us, but many years must elapse
before they can form a part of our Royal Artil-
lery. In the present scheme, I have only taken
the Royal Artillery at its present strength.

1298. Is that when the augmentation of the
captains caused by the amalgamation of the Indian
regiments with the old royal regiments takes
place, it will be necessary to provide for a larger
number of captains, for instance, being annually
retired —The Indian Government at present
provide retirements for their own officers, and, I
presume, as we get more amalgamated together,
the system of retirement must be extended to the
regiment as it increases, but I apprehend that
what I propose is sufficient for the requirements
for many years to come.

1299. Xre you aware that now, for some years

st, a subaltern has been appointed as a subaltern
in the whole Artillery corps ?—I am perfectly
aware of it, and at present no subaltern of the
Royal Artillery can be promoted to the rank of
second captain in any of the Presidency corps
until all the subalterns of those corps are gone.
At present, in the Bengal Artillery, there are 92
subalterns ; all of those must go before the senior
subaltern of the present Royal Artillery can
i)btain a second captaincy in the Bengal Artil-

ery.

l'1y300. When the time comes that a subaltern
appointed since the amalgamation, reaches to be
a captain of 21 years’ standing, it will be neces-
gary, under your scheme, to increase the number
of retirements from that rank ?—Decidedly, it
will.

1301. And you think that retirement from a
corps so large as the Artillery will be better
effected by a fixed amount from the different
ranks every year, than by a mixture of the com-
pulsory and optional systems at certain ages, or

at certain periods of service?—I am averse to
fixing compulsory retirement at certain ages or
certain fixed periods of service, because I think
that very often great injustice is done by it. If
60 yveurs of age l%rad been fixed as the maximum,
the country would have lost the services of many
officers, and excellent officers too, and there are
many other officers younger than them, whose
services I believe it would be a gain for the
country to lose. Therefore, it is a very difficult
thing to fix any date at which to compel officers
to retire, and it would be a very hard thing, in
many cases, if you had such a limit. You can
make physical infirmity a cause of retirement,
but I hardly think it would be fair to fix a limit
of age, unless the age of the officers became very
advanced, and an officer had no chance of be-
coming a general officer before he was 75 or 70.
But without that state of things, I hardly think
at present that it would be fair to fix any com-
pulsory limit of that kind.

1302. Did you hear the previous evidence
which has been given, with reference to the pro-

retirement of a colonel at 60 to a list which
would entitle him to succeed to battalions as now,
or to be employed on the staff 7—I did.
1303. Do you consider that the objection to
0.105.
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fixing a limit of age, would extend to a qualified
retirement of that kind ?—A retirement like that
is merely making a second list, because I believe
from what I have heard of that scheme, that the
officers so retiring were still to be allowed to
serve on the staff. The consequence is, that you
put new officers in their place, and you have not
employment for them all, and then you get a still
more extended list, and some of the older ones
are still desirous of serving, though removed to
that list, and you prevent the younger men who
have stepped into their places from getting
any employment, while they are taken out of the
ranks where they were usefully employed.

1304. Your first objection to retirement would
not extend to that kind of retirement; but you
find another kind of objection to it?—I find the
objection, that I think officers who retire from the
service ought to be bond fide retired, and as an
ordinary rule not in any shape to look forward to
1t again.

1305, Do you think that your system of a
certain number of annual retirements would be
preferable to an optional retirement at a fixed
age, or after a fixed length of service —1I think
that an optional retirement at a fixed age or after
a fixed length of service would be very desir-
able ?—If no compulsion is used, I certainly have
no objection to such a scheme as that; I d}:ink if
an officer had his choice to serve on, or to retire
after he attained a certain age, then it would be
a very fair thing.

1306. Inthat case, might not the fixed age, or
the fixed service, be Fitc ed a little higher than
according to your plan?—I think it might; I
think you might even give the officers some years
more, and by doing so you would allow officers
who felt tired of tEe service, and who had the
option of going, to take their retirements.

1307. Colonel Percy Herbert.] You object to
compulsory retirement at 60 years of age, on
acc;unt of the injustice to the individual officer ?
—Yes.

1308. Would you object to the proposal which
was alluded to }l,)y the Chairman, that officers
should be retired from the active duties of the
artillery regiment at 60 years of age, but should
be allowed to gain the rank of major general, and
attain the honorary rank of colonel commandant,
with the power to her Majesty to employ them
as general officers on the staff away from the
corps of Artillery ; would your objection extend
to such a proposal as that ?—No, I do not think
it would, if an officer had the option either to
take that or to serve. I object to any one, on
attaining the age of 60, being told that he must
be put aside. The chances at that age of his
promotion on the staff of the army are very small,
and he would be doomed to a life of idleness.

1309. That would be, perhaps, an appropriate
thing, after he had attained the age of 60?—
There are, or have been, many officers, and very
good ones of that age ; at present there are none
of that age in the Royal Artillery, from our
senior colonels downwards. I believe there is
no officer within three or four years of 60, but in
old days we had some very good officers of that
age. Ido not mean to say that a man of 60
ought not to be a man of higher rank than a
colonel of Artillery ; but from unavoidable causes
he may be so, and in that case I do not think he
ought to be removed, when he can remain and do

good service.
1310. Not in the interests of the corps itself?
H3 —1I think

!
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—1I think if the interests of the corps can be
served by optional retirement, that would be
much more advisable. I would not come to
compulsory retirement until a fair trial had been
given to optional retirement. Of course, if it
comes to a dernier ressort, one must take it, but
that is a thing which I would put aside until
other things have been tried.

1311. I think you proposed that the rate of
retirement should depend upon the rank the
officer held at the time that he retired !—Yes,
upon the rank.

1312. For the lower ranks of the service, at any
rate ?—Yes, for captains.

1313. And lieutenant-colonels?—A lieutenant-
colonel would receive 400 L. a year ; that waswhat
I proposed.

1314. Should you have any objection, in the
interests of the corps, to fixing the rate of retire-
ment by the number of years’ service which the
officer had seen, irrespective of his regimental
rank, on the same principle as is followed in the
Indian service ?—I should think that that would
not be an objectionable principle at all. If the
ofticer was to have the option of retiring upon
the completion of so many years’service, irrespec-
tive of his rank. I think that plan would answer
equally well with the one I have proposed. You
give the officer, in fact, the Indian system of pen-
goning. I think it would answer equally well
with the other plan.

1315. It would have this advantage, of remu-
nerating an officer in some degree for having had
the misfortune of slow promotion, which might
have been owing to no fault of his >—Exactly.

1316. If that system was followed, might it not
make it easier to provide for the cases of officers
who were reporhec{) unfit for service by a medical
board, inasmuch as they might be put as super-
numeraries on a list to fall in at the first vacaney ?
—Yes, I think that would be of advantage.

1317. Becauss of course, if the retirement
depended upon the rank of the officer, it might
be that there was a field officer who was sick
when there was only a vacancy for a captain ?—
Yes, I understand what you mean; if you made
it depend on the number of years’ service in &
progressive corps like ours, whatever the number
of years’ service you lay down, you may almost
predict the rank which an officer will be in after
that length of service; that is the gemeral
rule.

1318. It varies from period to period, does it
not, very materially 7—1 think the service of the
senior captain of the Royal Artillery waiting to.
become a lieutenant colonel, is about 23 or 24
years, barely 24 years.

1319. According to a return which has been
handed in by the Deputy Adjutant General of
Artillery, we see that the senior captains of
Artillery in 1836 had 36 years’ service, but that
in 1866 they had 21 years’ service, so that there
is a very great difference of age in the same rank
at different periods >—Yes; but you must bear
in mind that that state of things in 1836 was the
result of a reduction of the army after the
Peninsular war in 1822, in which a great many
officers were put upon half-pay, and no vacancies
were filled up unt.if every one of those officers of
the different ranks, from lieutenant colonel down-
wards, were brought back again. I know that
when I entered the service, and joined the regi-
ment in 1836, I mounted guard with subalterns
of 23 years’ service, who were subalterns with
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myself who had just joined. That was an excep-
tional case.

1320. Future augmentations and reductions
may cause something of the same kind again,
may they not ?—If there were great reductions,
of course the corps would suffer enormously.

1321. I should like to have your opinion as to
the number of years’ service at which you think
that it is desirable for an officer to attain the rank
of first captain of Artillery ?—I think he ought
to attain tEat rank after from 16 to 17 years’ ser-
vice, if possible. I should think probably it
would be 18 years, but, if possible, it should be
less; it might be as low as 12 years, but that
would be impoasible with the great list of subal-
terns, because the retirements to be given would
have to be so very extensive, that you could not
possibly get subalterns promoted to the rank of
second captains much under 10 or 11 years’ ser-
vice. And the second captains’ list is a very
large one; I believe, with officers of all classes,
seconded officers, and one thing and another,
there are 181 of them. To go through such a
list as that, you must allow at least six or seven
years, with every wish to benefit the officer and
E::eh them forward. Therefore I say he must

ve 17 or 18 years’ service under any scheme,
before he could attain the rank of first captain.

1322. The rank of firet captain of Artillery in
a battery in the field is a very important one
according to the organization of your corps, is it
not ?—Yes, it is as important as the command of
a regiment ; the officer has a very large charge,
exclusive of his guns, in war time; he has some-
thing like 220 men and 190 horse ; he has charge
of the ammunition and the reserve stores; in fact,
he is the paymaster as well for his battery, and
he is a commissariat officer, in fact he combines a
great many offices in his person.

1323. The persenal character of the officer re-
flects very much upon the efficiency of the bat-
tery under his command, does it not? —Of
course.

1324. And to secure his full efficiency and
bodily vigour you think he ought to attain that
rank at not later than about 17 years’ service ?—
Decidedly ; sooner if poasible.

1325. Not later than that?—Not later than
that, most certainly.

1326. Am I to understand you, then, that
having regard only to the efficiency of the ser-
vice, and not to the mere interests of the officers,

ou think that any system of retirement ought to

ve that for its aim ? — Yes, to bring officers up

to the commands of which the command of a bat-
tery is the most important as soon as possible.

1327. Captain Vivian.] You were asked just
now why you objected to compulsory retirement
at 60 upon a list, from which list the officers would
be eligible to staff appointments, and you objected
to that scheme because you said it would be prac-
tically shelving officers ?—I did.

1328. Do you know how many general officers
of Artillery there are now employed upon the
general staff of the army ?—Yes.

1329. How many are there ? — There are five
%eneml officers of Artillery employed in that way.

here is Major General St. George, the Director
of the Ordnance in War Department; Major Ge-
neral Ward, the Commandant at Woelwich, who
commands thedistrict; Major Greneral Burke Cup-
page, the Governor of Jemsey; Major General
Ormsby, the Governor of the Royal Military Aca~
demy at Woolwich, and Major General a.yltof,
e
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the Inspector Greneral of Artillery. There are 15
general officers of the Royal Artillery on the esta~
blishment on unattached pay, not being colonels
commandant, and five of those are employed at
present.

1330. Are officers of Artillery ever selected as
major generals for appointments on the general
staff of the army for such posts as the command
at Gibraltar or Malta ?—I Eave only known one
instance, and that was many years ago; that was
the late Sir Robert Gardner. Besiges that case,
Sir William Williams, of Kars, was Commander
in Chief of the Forces in North America. I only
know of those two officers who have held staff
appointments on the general staff of the army.

1331. Therefore you think that, according to
the present system, putting officers upon such a
list as that which was proposed, would be almost
a forlorn hope ?—1 am. confident of it, for this
reason : that the officers of the general army being
much younger than ours, they would be naturally
selected for all important commands in preference
to men of 60 and over from our corps. I have
not a doubt of it; not one of our officers would
practically get a command.

1332. Chatrman.] Is not it the case at the
preeent time in the line that a colonel has to re-
tire at 60 years of age —He has only got the

. option; he ean go if he likes, but they do not
compel him.

1333. Is he not compelled to go under the
warrant? — His Royal Highness the Duke of
Cambridge has it in his power to compel him, but
he is very reluctant to exert it.

1334. Are not the words of the warrant,
““ghall be compulsorily retired, unless the Com-
mander in Chief chooses ” to dispense with it ?—
1t so happens that that “ unless” has saved the
thing from ever being carried out ; but allow me
to state that an officer in the line, at the age of
60, who, either at his own option or because he is
compelled to go, retiresfrom the command of aregi-
ment, is put upon a retired list with & rate of pay
which will remunerate him for his loss; in fact,
he receives the same rate of pay as he would get
if commanding a regiment, that is, 1 /. a day, and
he becomes a major general in his turn, and is
eligible to be employed on the staff.

1335. Colonel Percy Herbert.] What is your
objection to putting an Artillery officer on pre-
cisely the same footing —My objection to it is
that, as I have already stated, I am averse to
compulsion. I do not even approve of the plan
of putting out lieutenant colonels commandin
line regiments if they do not wish to go. But
think the cases are very rare in a line regiment
far an officer of 60 years of age to be still only
in that position, whereas it appears that in our

corps there are several colonels, at least more

than one, who are in that position, and still willing
and able to command, and my objection to putting
them out is, that in the line an officer may by
chance get a command, but an Artillery officer
will never have a chance of it at that age; they
would never employ him.

1336. Captain Vivian.] Officers employed in
command of the Artillery in districts are colonels
on the staff, not brigadiers, are they not ?—Yes,
they are colonels on the staff.

1337. However large their district may be,
and however many guns they may have, and how-
ever important their command, they are never
raised to the rank of brigadier generals, are they ?
—Never, except in war time.
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1338. So that a colonel of Artillery goin
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would still find himself under all the brigadiers
of infantry 7—Yes; but that would not gene-
rally have any practical effect. He is at the head
of his own arm, and is responsible to the general
in command of the force at present, and there-
fore no brigadier general would interfere with
him, except where by seniority the command
would devolve upon him ; that is the only case in
which it would operate, and such cases are very
rare; but the colonels of districts of the Royal
Artillery exercise a command, which is in many
cases threefold larger in point of numbers, that
isin the numerical strength of the men and horses,
and as regards the stores of artillery, ammunition,
&c., of which he has charge, than that which a
brigadier exercises. Of course | do not want to
make any comments upon the one or the other;
I speak only of their rank.
1339. However, that is simply the fact>—Yes.
The only general officer of Artillery employed
urely as such in peace time, was Major General
ir Richard Dacres, who, after the Crimean war,
went to Ireland; I was his adjutant general at
the time, but that appointment was abolished in
1859 ; and the officer who succeeded General
Dacres, Colonel Ormsby, now Major General
Ormsby, came to Ireland to command seven field
batteries, and three treops of Horse Artillery,
exelusive of garrison Artillery, altogether a large
charge througheut the country without even
being a colonel on the staff; he came as a simple
colonel to command there, with no advantages
or R:y, except what he got from his regimental
ran

1340. That was the case with Sir David
‘Wood, I think ?—Yes; until in the end of 1859,
or the beginning of 1860, the Duke of Cambridge
got the Government to sanction the appointment
of 20 many calonels on the staff for the great and
important districts of England, Ireland, %cotland,
and abroad. Since that we have had five or six
colonels on the staff in England and Ireland, and
the colonels in great districts have got those ap-
pointments.

1341. None of these offices would be open to
the compulsorily retired list ?—No; decidedly
not, unless the officers on that list retained their
rank of colonel only. They are anxious to serve
as colonels, and if you make them major generals
you preclude them from that.

1342, Colonel North.] Sir Fenwick Williams
was Commander in Chief in Canada, was he not ?
—I mentioned him.

1343. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] 1 apprehend that
Colonel Percy Herbert in his scheme did not
propose pramotion to the rank of major general ?
—As I eaid before, if you allowed them as
colonels to get employment as Artillery officers,
then your second colonels list’ would be so clogged
that you would have a number of young colonels
whom you could give nothing to.

1344. You consider that a compulsory system
of retirement would in course of time create such
a large list of colonels that the prospects of pre-
motion of those at the bottom of the list to major
general, or their prospect of being absorbed into
the establishment of major generals, would be
almest hopeless?—Yes, it would; I have consi-
dered that question, and it is simply the old story
of a double list. You put men aside, and then
there is a question about keeping them there ;
and there is the old objection against it, it does
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not remove them. Whatever retirements there
are, ought to be bdond fide retirements from the
corps ; there ought to be no looking back to it;
they should take their retirement and go, then
they would make vacancies; they would never
make any vacancies in the way you mentioned.

1345. The great aim and hope of an Artillery
officer of course is to arrive in course of time at
the highest rank ?—Yes, of course.

1346. Do you not consider that it would be a
great boon to the Artillery, and to the service
generally, if general officers were employed in
commands where the force of artillery justifies
such a course in comparison with the strength of
your general officers’ command? —Most deci-
dedly.

1347. Going back to your suggestion, you
said, I think, that you would allow in your
scheme of retirement 600 /. a year to be oftered
either to major generals upon the establishment,
or to colonels ?—Yes.

1348. If major generals upon the establishment
took the 600/ a year, that would not necessarily
give a step throughout the regiment?—Yes; 1t
gives a step throughout the regiment, because it
promotes the senior colonel of the regiment to be
a major general bond fide upon the establishment.

1349. That is, if you had no supernumerary
major generals >—Yes.

1350. I should like to ask your opinion as to
the age of officers on first getting their commis-
sions, and to their relative efficiency at the time
when they went to the Academy at 14 years, and
at the present time ?—I think at present in a
senioritf' corps like ours, the age at which they
generally get their commissions 1s too great, but
a8 Colonel Keane stated in his evidence just now,
when you take the high character of the com-

etitive examinations that have been going on
into consideration, I do not see how you can well
remedy that state of things without lowering the
whole character of the acquirements to be at-
tained by the officers. At present, I believe the
average ages of the officers who get their com-
missions are from 21 to 22. I know that the
duties of the corps were well and efficiently per-
formed by young officers of 17 or 18, whom I had
under me; when I had the honour of serving
in the Crimea, I had a great number of officers of
Artillery under me w%]o came fresh from the
Academy; some of them very little over 16,
owing to the é)ressure, and certainly the duties
were performed by them to my entire satisfaction,
and they proved themselves a most gallant and
efficient body of young men. I believe they were
quite equal to fﬁe oécers who are now coming
into the regiment in every way.

1351. As to the education, do you think that
if officers got their commissions at 18 years of
age, they would be able to acquire sufficient
theoretical attainments to qualify themselves as
Artillery officers >—I think if they were to get
their commissions at 18, you would have to reduce
the present scale of education, becauge 1 do not
think if they went into the Academy, say from
15 to 17, you could get lads who could attain
that degree of knowledge which is now acquired.
The difficulty is to take any step which will lower
the standard of attainments.

1352. What I wished to ask your opinion upon
was this, whether for all practical purposes, a
young man at 18 might not have acquired suffi-
cient theoretical education to qualify himself for
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a first-rate Artillery officer, snd if he wished
subsequently to pursue his studies to enable him
to arrive at great eminence in physics, or any-
thing else to which he chose to turn lZis attention?
—I am quite satisfied of that; I think 18 is a
very good age, and by that age a young man
might have acquired quite sufficient knowledge
for a good Artillery officer; we do not want
every officer to be a man of great scientific attain-
ments. There are plenty of men, indeed there
were plenty of men even in the old days, with
what was called our defective education, men
like General Lefroy, and other men highly dis-
tinguished in arts and science, who have been at
the same time most eminent men in our corps as
artillerists ; and I should say, as a general rule,
that 18 was a very proper age for a young man
to get his commission.

1353. The distinguished scientific officers
whom you mentioned (and one could mention a
good many more), in fact, all those you referred
to, got their commissions at 18 years of age, did
they not ?—In somec instances at 17; from 17 to
18.

1354. Do you think that the advantages to the
corps to be gained by getting in officers at 18
would not outbalance their want of the very high
scientific education which is now required ?—I
think the advantage of getting them in at that
age would more than balance the loss of any very
high scientific qualifications, for they could acquire
these afterwards in the great schools we have at
present for the instruction of officers.

1355. Major Jervis.] You stated that there
were five major generals on the supernumerary
list employed; out of those four are employed in
what you may call strictly regimental employ-
ments, are they not? —1I stated the total number
employed; there are but two, indeed, only one
employed on the general staff of the army, that is
Major General Cuppage, the other four are strictly
regimental employments; I only stated the num-
ber who were employed a.lto%ether; only one,
strictly speaking, is in command of mixed forces.

1356. I think out of the 17 officers who have
obtained the honorary command of a battalion not
a single one is employed in any way ?—Sir Wil-
liam Williams has been employed.

1357. I mean at the present moment ?—He is
now governor of Nova Scotia; that is a civil
appointment.

1358. He is not on the staff of the army ?—
Not now.

1359. You have been asked whether it would
not be fair that a colonel of Artillery should re-
tire at 60, because a lieutenant colonel in the
line has to retire from a regiment of the line at
60, if he is required to do so; but I think the
duties of a lieutenant colonel in command of a
regiment are hardly to be compared with those of
a colonel of Artillery in command of a district;
you would rather compare the duties of the
colonels of Artillery to those of a major general
on the staff, would you not ?—A colonel ofg Royal
Artillery, an officer of 60, who gets employment
would be a colonel on the staff. His duties are
of a much more extensive and important nature
than those of a colonel commanding a regiment.

1360. In fact they are duties which should be
performed by an officer of the rank of major gene-
ral ?—Yes, by a general officer.

1361. Therefore, the proper comparison would
be in reality to compare the retirement of oolonel;
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of Artillery at 60 to the retirement of major
general of the line at 60 ?7—Exactly ; their duties
are analogous.

1362. Mr. Trevelyan.] 1 see there are 19 un-
manned batteries of Artillery according to this
return >—]I think those are Indian.

1363. Are the officers in those batteries in the
line of promotion 7—Yes, they are unmanned;
but the officers are employed elsewhere on other
employments. It was because the Indian Govern-
ment did not require the services of 80 many men
and officers, but they could not well reduce the
- number of officers, and as they had ample employ-
ment for them elsewhere, they were employed in
that way. )

1364. They stand in the way of promotion ?—
Yes.

1365. Is that besides the other difficulties of
retirement, the corps of Artillery at present
labours under the anomaly of having 70, 80, or
90 more officers than are required for the
:ﬁrvice ?—I do not think there are so many as

at.

1366. There are 19 batteries not quite fally
manned with officers ?—They are the Indian bat-
teries; they stand, as you say, in the list; but
although their men and horses are not there, they
are employed in various ways, and attached to
other companies. The Indian service is a peculiar
one. Many officers are obliged to come home on
furloughs and leaves, and they fill up the places
with the others ; these officers could not well be
dispensed with, if there were not the others to
take their places. :I do not think they could well
reduce them ; it would be making matters worse,
because the officers would be reduced to half

pay.

1367. Besides all the other difficulties attend-
ing the question of retirement in the Artillery,
there is the difficulty of having all this number
of officers who stand in the line of promotion, is
there not ?—They are in the Indian Artillery,
which is not in our line of promotion at present.

1368. I thought you said that all the Indian
lieutenants had to reach the rank of second cap-
tain, before any promotions could take place ?—
What I said was, that every lieutenant in the
Indian Artillery must be absorbed in his own
corps before a promotion can be gained in ours.
Until 92 lieutenants of the Bengal Artillery be-
come second captains in their corps, the promotion
in the Bengal Artillery cannot come off the head
of our list; and the same is the case with the
Bombay and Madras Artillery.

1369. Then they do stand in the line of pro-
motion of the Royal Artillery >—They do stand
in the line of general promotion, when the corps
are amalgamated. ’

1370. In the case of an army going upon active
service, with say 10 or 15 batteries, how many
Artillery officers above the rank of captains
would be employed ? — A division of Artillery of
two batteries would be in the command of a
lieutenant colonel, and in ten batteries, they
would have five lieutenant colonels specially
to be employed in the command of them, and of
course there would be superior rank ; there would
be a colonel, and if the f}orce of Artillery attains
the full size there would be several full colonels,
and a major general commanding; but the pro-
portion is one field officer to two field batteries
of Artillery nominally.

1371. Colonel North.] I think you mentioned

th(a)tlt(l)lere were several captains ef your corps at
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this moment whose health had suffered from the Major-Gen.
service, and who would be happy to go on half- C. Dickson,

ay, but would be unable to doso. Isthatcaused

y their not getting a sufficiently strong cer-
tificate as to their sickness, or by what other
cause ’—They are officers who have not served
sufficiently long, according to the warrants, to get
half-pay ; no officer can receive half-pay until
he has been 25 years in the service, as tze war-
rant stands now ; and there are officers of 17, 18,
and 19 years’ service, who are not entitled to half
pay. They would get temporary half -pay for
sickness, and then at the expiration of a certain
Eeriod they would be examined by a medical

oard, and if they were found then unfit for
service, if the circumstances were very strong,
and they had been made unfit by the climates in
which they had served, they might get half-pay
as a boon, but that would not necessarily be the

case.

1372. What becomes of them if they do not?
—They have to resign their commissions in
those cases.

1373. Without any remuneration ?—Without

.any remuneration; but I believe wherever the
War Office can do so, they grant half pay where

the ' circumstances show a sufficiently strong
case; thatis to say where the officer’s services
have caused his loss of health.

1374. In the case of an officer who has been
severely wounded, is he obliged to retire from
the service without any remuneration whatever?
—1I presume he woulytli get, in addition to his
pension for his wound, his half pay, because
those are peculiar cases. I was only speaking of
general service, when sickness or ill health is the
cause of retirement ; then he would retire without
remuneration.

1375. Considering the climates to which our
officers are exposed, and the risks to health, for
instance, in China, do you mean to say that an
officer of your corps would be obliged to leave
the service without any remuneration whatever
under the circumstances you have described, and
would not even be allowed to sell out ?—If he
were in ill health he would get leave, and he
would receive temporary half pay, which tempo-
rary half pay might be prolonged for one year
or two years, or even three years; but if at the
end of that time he is not able to fulfil his duties,
I believe there is no option but for him to resign
his commission.

1376. Chairman.] Have you heard of any such
case occurring lately ?—1I have not, but I believe
that that is the rule.

1377. Colonel North.] With regard to the duty
of an Artillery officer, is it requisite that he
should have the very high class of education
which he is obliged to have at present before he
can get his commission >—It has been decmed so
by the higher authorities, and by public opinion.
For my own part, I was perfectly satisfied with
the class of officers who served under my com-
mand at different periods under the old system ;
but there is no doubt, as the science of Artillery
has progressed so much of late, and is progress-
ing, it i3 desirable that officers should have a
higher education than they used to obtain in the
days when I was a cadet. But I think that
could be obtained, and still leave a margin for
an officer obtaining his commission earlier than
he does now, and acquiring the superior attain-
ments in the course of his service. We have a
school of instruction at Woolwich, to which

I officers -
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officers are allowed to volunteer, where they re-
ceive a special class of instruction, and where, I
believe, they reach a very high degree of mathe-
matical and scientific education, to qualify them-
selves for holding appointments of a superior
kind in the Royal Artillery’; and there is alwaye
& sufficient number of candidates to do that, wzo
will always maintain the credit of our corps as u
scientific body.

1378. But the every-day duty of an Artillery
officer does not require that high class of qualifi-
‘cation P—Certainly not.

- 1379. What is the age now for a cadet to enter?
—He enters at from 17 to 19, I think.

1380. What was the age formerly ?— It has
varied at different periods. When I entered the
Academy the age was from 14 to 16 ; it was then
increased, about five or six years after I entered
the service, to from 15 to 17, and it remained at
that age until just after the Crimean war, when
they threw it open to public competition, and in-
creased the age; eacﬂ competitive examination
of late has been severer year after year, and the
consequence is that young men of the very
highest attainments even fail now in getting ad-.
mission to the Academy under the competitive
system.

1381. Is there physical competition as well as
mental ?—Of course they must pass an examina-
tion as being sound and healthy, and strong, and
their eyesight must be good, but there is nothing
beyond that. There 1s every inducement for
cadets to get physical strength at the Academy.
They have gymnasiums and every means of
manual and physical exercise of every kind.

1382. Major O’Reilly.] You said that young
men of the very highest attainments failed to
enter the Academy ?—Yes.

1383. Was not that in consequence of young
men of still higher attainments presenting them-
selves for examination? — Yes, I am perfectly
aware of that; it is the natural result of com-
petitive examination.

1384. You stated that you were averse to any
compulsory retirement at the age of 60; may I
ask you to supplement that by saying down to
what rank of the service you think that a man is
fully competent for the duties of the rank over
the age of 60 ?—1I think myself that even under
‘the worst system of promotion we may have for
some years to come, allowing for a fair proportion
of retirements, we should rarely get officers to
become colonels much later than 50, we will say,
or 53 or 54 ; and they are quite competent to per-
form the duties of their rank up to the age of
from 60 te 65, because, as I said before, the
colonels on the staff perform duties mere similar
to those of general officers than regimental ones;
and, as we know, there are many general officers
employed on the staff of the army dischargin
perbaps less important functions than those o
the colonels of Artillery on the staff at a much
greater aﬁ.

1385. My question was, down to what rank
would you allow an officer over 60 to serve ?—
I do not think that any man over 60 years of
age ought to be, you might say, a lieutenant
colonel ; he certainly is not competent to perform
the duties of the rank of lieutenant colonel as &
general rule, I think, at 60.

1386. Then, am I right in understanding that
you would think compulsory retirement from the
rank of lieutenant colonel at the age of 60, to be
justified by the requirements of the service P—
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I am averse to compulsory retirement altogether,
but if it is absolutely necessary for the good of
the regiment to carry it out, I should say that
the compulsory retirement of a lieutenant colonel
at 60 would be right. Decidedly, a lieutenant
colonel at 60 cannot be conmsidered fit for his
work.

1387. My question was not with regard to the
good of the regiment, but with regard to the
efficiency of the service; do you consider that a
lieutenant colonel is not, as regards the efficiency
of the service, fit for the work of a lieutenant
colonel over 60 >—Most decidedly.

1388. Major Jervis.] The good of the regiment
is the good of the service 7—For the good of the
service I think he is not fit for regimental duty

.after 60.

1389. Major O’Reilly.] You think that while
it would be unjust to compel colonels to refire
at 60, because they might be fit for the duties
they would be called upon to discharge, it would
be right to compel lieutenant colonels of 60 to
retire, because they would not be fit for their
duties >—Yes, certainly. :

1390. Is there any age at which you think a
man might be fairly required to retire from the
rank of colonel ?—I should say at 65 he might
be fairly asked to do so.

1391. Then, do you consider that a colonel
would be fit, on the average, over the age of 60,
for the active duties in the field belonging to the
rank of colonel ?—Perhaps not, on the average;
{ou might here and there get a man who would

e fit for active service in the field at that age,
but I think not, on the average.

1392. Do you not think that the retirements
in all branches of the army ought to be calculated
upon what is required for efficiency in the field ?
—Certainly we ought to iook at the whole army
from that point of view; all officers ought to be
of such an age as would make them efficient in
the field. But in the same way in which officers
are said to be retired, and eligible for command,
even if you put them aside; at 60 an officer
might get a command which, in the case of war,
might give him very important duties to-perform
after 60, if you allowed him to serve. I should
be sorry to see compulsory retirement, but if for
the good of the service it is necessary to have it,
it should at once be made a bond fide retirement ;
the officers should get a pension, and retire from
active service altogether.

1393. You stated thatin the system you would
propose, of a certain number of annual retire-
ments being open to officers, you would consider
it right that a preference should be given to those
who were reported unfit by a medical board ?—
Yes.

1394. Might not that give rise to a good deal
of difficulty, when there were two officers, both
of whom wished to retire, and it was known that
the one would have the preference over the other,
because he could get a board to incline in his
favour; we are speaking of course of officers
not clearly disqualified by wounds, but of officers
comparatively disqualified ?— Then to avoid that
difficulty, there is no other remedy than to give
it to the senior, because if you allowed officers to
retire in consequence of the reports of medical
boards, it might lead to an officer who wanted to
get the advantage of it, getting up a case to re-
tire; it is very easy to get up a case forthat pur-
pose. Therefore Ishould say, in order to obvgtae

.that
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that difficulty, that you must give it strictly to
the senior.

1395. You think, upon the whole, you must
give it strictly to the senior 7—Yes.

1396. You stated that officers in bad health,
which is not direetly the effect of service, have
not now the means of retiring; would not that
continue to be the case under the plan you pro-

?—I would give officers who were under 20

' service, from 15 to 20 years’ service, if
they were found unfit for service by a medical
board, from ill health, either half pay or a com-
vensation in lieu thereof.

1397. My question applies to an officer of over
20 or 25 years' service, who is in bad health,
but who happens not to be the senior entitled to
the retirement under your system; would not
that officer be in just as bad a position as ever?
—No, because if he sends in a claim for retire-
ment one year, and fails to get it, as the retire-
ments take place every year, the chances are that
he will be sure to come in the next year. If he
failed the first year, when he sent in his appli-
cation, it would be a question of a year or two,
and if his health was bad, he could be allowed
leave; he might get temporary half-pay in the
meanwhile.

1398. I believe, under the present system of
retirement, it not unfrequently happens that the
retirement offered is taken by a younger and
more efficient officer, and that an officer who has
a more inmediate chance of promotion declines
it?—Yes.

1399. Do you not think that that objection
might apply also to the system you have sug-
gested >—It would apply, I am afraid, in the case
of men in the higher ranks.

1400. Would not it apply in the case of the
lower ranks; is not_it probable that a much
younger captain, & man quite at the bottom of
the rank of captains, might retire in preference to
a much older and less efficient man who, bein
near the top of the rank of captains, decline
your voluntary retirement? — It might be so
occasionally, but I think that it would not hap-
pen often; and I think no system of retirement
short of compulsory retirement would prevent
that evil from arising. I always speak of com-
pulsory retirement, or any system that fixes an
age at which an officer must go, as the very last
resource, :

1401, Your system of retirement for the Royal
Artillery is entirely founded, is not it, upon the
present condition of that branch of the service,
and on the present number of subalterns, and on
their present age P—Yes.

1402, But you think it would work, and be
satisfactory, probably, for some number of years
to come ?—1I think so; I am pretty sure of it.

1403. You cannot say whether it would for
anything more than a certain number of years
immediately coming on?—You leave the retire-
ments to the option of the officers themselves;
but even in the case of compulsory retivement,
you could hardly put it in force yet for some
years to come ; the senior colonel of Artillery at
this moment is only 56 or 57, and you could
hardly retire him at that age.

1404. Your system is not founded upon any
principle which will work in other times and cir-
cumstances, but only founded upon the require-
ments of the present condition of the service P—
I l())ef 0gonr pardon ; I should think that such s
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gystem as I have proposed would last for a very
long time.

1405. It is & question of how long it will last;
it is not a system which will necessarily apply to
all times 7—The only system which wiil apply to
all times is a system of fixing an age, and making
the officers go at the age you fix ; and the question
is whether that system would be advantageous to
the service.

1406. The system which you propose, you
think will not apply as soon as the influx of
Indian officers comes in.to affect the service,
which will net be, you say, for a considerable
time yet ?—It will be a great many years before
that could apply.

1407. When that time comes, your system will
not apply ?—It would apply by increasing it.
Of course, if the corps gets larger, you must in-
crease the numbers to retire.

1408. Is it founded upon any principle com=
pared to the numbers of the corps now, so that
you could work it out, and see what increase
would be required when the corps was increased?
—It is founded upon the principle of a certain
sum of money to be voted annually by Par-
liament; and a8 you know the number of the
officers to be retired, it is very easy to tell the
sum which would be required; it is a fixed sum
annually, and you could increase it at the same
rate as the corps increases. All the Indian re-
tirements at the same time would drop in, as their
holders died off, to the Treasury, as well as our
own. That would relieve the expense con-
siderably in time, though some of the incumbents
of these pension lists must naturally go on for
some time to come.

1409. Am I right in understanding that you
think while 7,500 L. a year would be the proper
sum to provide the retirements for the corps
which you suggest in its present strength, the
proper sum which would have to be provided for
retirements for the corps in any other strength,
greater or less than the present, should be founded
upon the basis of 7,500 I a year for the present
strength 7—Yes, the strength of the Indian Ar-
tillery that will be amalgamated with us by de-
grees, is 14 brigades, which is less than half of
what the whole corps will be; 31 brigades will
compose the whole of the Royal Artillery, in-
cluding the Indian as well as the others; it
would be less than half of that; Bo that it is &
matter of simple calculation. There are 17
brigades at present of the Royal Artillery; the
old corps, and 14 of the Indian corps.

1410. Then one may arrive at the conclusion
from that, that if 7,500 L is what you suggest for
your present strength of 17 brigades, somethi
rather less than twice that annual amount woul
be what you would suggest when the additional
number of 14 brigades was added 7—It would
come to about that. '

1411. Mr. De Grey.] Do you object to a com-
pulsory system of retirement, in consequence of
the hardship it would entail on an individual who
was required to retire, or on the ground of the
loss which the county would sustain in losing his
services 7—1I put it more on the ground ofg the
individual. lP considered it more u
tion of the individual officer. I think the feelings
of individual officers may be consulted in these
cases, provided the service does not suffer by it. .

1412, If a discretionary power was left with
the commander in chief to retain the services of
any distinguished and efficient officer, would that

I2 remove
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remove your objection to the compulsory system ?
—1 think there would be no end to it, because 1t
would be rather an invidious and difficult thing
to do. The question would become one of interest
and favour as much as one of merit. Therefore,
that is a proposal which I should not like to
recommend. . :

1413. With respect to lowerinyz the standard
of education, what do you think would be the
effect of lowering the standard of the competitive
examinations on entering the academy? — The
standard depends on the age; of course, if the
age is lowered, you must necessarily lower the
standard. I donot think that the regiment would
suffer in any way thereby.

- 1414. You think that it would not admit a dif-
ferent class of men?—I think not, for I fancy
that the expenses of the preparation would be
very nearly as great to the parents as they are
now, and the expenses of the academy are another
consideration which would prevent a lower class
of men in many cases from going there; I ex-
cept, of course, the cases of officers, whose sons
pay a very moderate scale; but as regards
civilians, for noblemen’s and gentlemen’s sons
who enter the academy, paying now a very high
rate, that would remain as before; and I think
that that is a greater deterrent to people of a
lower class from entering than anything else. I
know there is at present nothing to prevent the
son of a wealthy shopkeeper or tradesman, or any
one of that class, coming in and becoming a com-
petitor for the academy. In fact they do it now,
and they could do it then; it is the same thinias
regards the open competition. I do not think it
would make the slightest difference in the class of
cadets; it would lessen the expense very often
for the sons of officers who are men of not good
incomes, and who have to prepare their sons for
the competition. Any diminution of the prepa-
ration that was necessary would of course make
a great difference to them, but I do not think
there would be the elightest difference, genera.lly
speaking, in the class of cadets you would receive.

1415. You think, on the whole, as I under-
stand you, that it would be advantageous to the
service that the standard of age and the standard
of education should be lowered ? — Yes; the

younger you can get an officer in within a reason-

able limit, the better for the service, because you
et the benefit of the continuance of his services
or a longer period.

1416. Mr. Pach-Beresford.| You said, in
answer toa question, that you should not so much
object to a fixed limit of service or age in one of
the junior ranks; for instance, I think you said
that at 60 a lieutenant colonel might be made to
retire —Yes.

1417. Do you not think that as a rule it would
act much more harshly upon the body of the
officers, if you selected a junior rank, with of
course a lower scale of pay, to make officers retire
from, than if you allowed them to arrive at the
to‘sy of the list, and then retire, of course on con-
siderably more pay ?—I only spoke of the com-
pulsion with re&rence to an oflicer being unable
to perform his duties; as I stated before, I am

" averse to compulsory retirement altogether; I

think it would be a great hardship, so that I only
spoke of it in reference to an officer being able
to perform his duties properly.

1418. I think your objection was, that it would
be a hardship on certain officers, and hurt their
feelings 7—Yes.

sible.
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1419. Taking the body of officers, would it
not be a much greater hardship upon the officers,
as a whole, if they were obliged to retire from a
junior rank, because the effect of not retiring in
an upper rank would of course be very mucﬁ to
increase the age or length of service in the next
lower grade, so that all the officers, if put out at
a certain age, would go from that rank ?—I am
averse from putting out any in that way.

1420. Chairman.] You are averse altogether
to the system of compulsory retirement ?—I am;
I only said if the country is compelled to come to
it, it would be best that the slf:uld come from
that rank which I mentioned.

1421. Colonel Sturt.] Are you aware that the
standard of admission to the corps is higher than
the standard of admission to the French Artillery,
or that of the foreign armies generally ?—1I believe
the French standard is a very high one.

1422. As highas ours >—I am not aware; I
think not at'present ; it used to be much higher
than ours, because I think a young man went
from the Ecole Polytechnique, and got into the
Artillery as an officer, before 21 ; I believe ours
is a8 high now as theirs.

1423. That is the case with our Artillery now;
the average age of getting commissions is about
21, is it not 7 —Yes, about 21 or 22.

1424. Captain Vivian.] Can you tell me
whether the age of the general officers at present
employed upon the staff of the army is anve or
under the compulsory age, taking it at 60?—
There is but one who 18 above that, namely,
Major General Cuppage, who is in Jersey.

1425. The others are all under 60?— The
others are all under 60. '

1426. And with regard to the 15 general
officers upon the list of general officers now, are
they over or under the age of 607?—I suppose
there are about seven of them above 60, and the
remainder are under that age ; six are over 65.
I think I should be about right in saying, that
there are about eight or nine over 60; there are
altogether only 15, and of those six are above
65. I think the rest jumped down to 56 or 57.

1427. Captain Vivian.] What is your opinion
with regard to reducing the period of entering
the acagemy to the old time of 15 years of age,
from the present time of 17 ? — I think it would
be very advisable to reduce the time if pos-

1428. You think it would be very advisable
that youths should enter at from I5 to 17, instead
of from 17 to 19 ?7—Yes.

1429. Colonel Percy Herbert.] I think you re-
marked upon the few general ofticers of Artillery
who are employed upon the staff?—Yes.
~ 1430. Are you aware that of the 17 colonels
commandart there are only three that are under
75 years of age ?—Yes.

1431. We may assume that they entered the
service at 18 years of age, which would be of
course sufficiently correct 7—Yes.

1432. Ofthe 15 general officers unattached, not
colonels commandant, six are over 65 7— Yes.

1433. Chairman.] You dropped the words with
the present great list of subalterns; did you mean
by that to imply that the number of subalterns in
the corps is, in your opinion, excessive, compared
with that of the captains and field officers’—No,
I do not think, in war time particularly, and in
peace time, as the corps is now constituted, you
could carry on the duties cf a battery with less
than three subalterns, which is the present

’ strength
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strength. I only spoke of the great augmenta-
tions which have increased the total numbers.

1434. One of your objections to the compulsory
retirement of a f’t'nll olonel at 60 was based upon
the supposition that he would get a step in rank,
and that he would only be eligible for staff ap-
pointments as a major general. If he did not get
that step in rank, would the objection be as strong
as you have hitherto felt it to be?—1I think if a
colonel does not continue in his command or
appointment from which it is proposed to retire
him for being 60 years of age, he is not likely to
get any other employment on the staff.

1435. If he was practically excluded from ser-
vice in the field, but still available for certain
employments on the staff which colonels in the
corps get, would that diminish {our objection ?—-
It has this effect ; it clogs the list with a number
of colonels whom you do not want.

1436. Putting it simply as a question of
grievance to the officer, what would you say ?—It
would be no grievance to the officer if he gets
employment as a colonel on the staff after he is
put aside on the retired list, and can hold the ap-
pointment for five or six years, as usual; I sup-

he could have no grievance then.

1437. Then the only remaining objection you
would have would be its making the list of
colonels so large as 1o clog the ‘{)romotion to the
major generals’ list 7—It would not help in the
lesst towards any promotion, except that to
full colonel, which certainly is the rank from
which they would have to select officers to com-
mand the Royal Artillery.

1438. You said that one of the grievances of the
present system was the inability of an officer who
was not wounded, but who was disabled by ser-
vice in a tropical country from retiring on half-
pay under a certain length of service, and you
thought that your system of annually retiring a
certain number of each rank would meet that,
because, if such an officer did not get his retire-
ment one year, he would probably get it the
next ’—Yes. : \

1439. Might he not meanwhile be promoted ?
—Yes.

1440. And then he would lose his chance till
he iOt to the top of the next rank ?—Yes, that
might happen.

1441. So that if he did not get his step through
this eystem of retirement, but expected to get it
next year, is not there a very considerable chance
that during that year he would get his step by a
death vacancy ?—That might be so; but if an
officer found himself so high up on the list that
he would be likely to get a step, I think he would
strive all he could to avoid retiring till he did get
his next step, and then he would serve on.

1442. Is not it practically the case that you
cannot expect to retire officers who are inefficient
from ill-health under a system of mere fixed op-

be allowed, you would find that it would work
80.
1443. You said that you considered the system
of seconding of advantage to the corps, I think?
—No; I do not think I said anything about
seconding.

1444. Will you be good enough to state to
the Committee whether in your opinion the sys-
tem of seconding is of advantage to your corps
or not ?—1It is of advantage as creating a certain
number of vacancies for bringing forward sub-
alterns.
officers who hold civil employment in the manu-
facturing departments and other Artillery esta-
blishments ; as they are not performing regimental
duties, you fill up their vacancies with officers
who do perform the duties, which they do not. I
think it is of great advantage to have the system.
While those appointments exist each of them
creates a step for the subalterns, or whoever it
may be.

1445. Do not the Artillery officers get a certain
number of appointments outside the service alto-
gether; I mean civil a[I)I)ointments ?—None that

know of, except that Lieutenant Colonel Anson
has just been appointed Governor of Penang, and
there are one or two other officers who have had
foreign or colonial appointments, but that is not
80 common an occurrence with us as it is with the
engineers ; in fact it is very rare.

1446. As a balance of advantages and disad-
vantages, do you consider the system of second-
ing officers for civil employment a good one ?—
Yes; because you take them from their regimental
duties, and if you had not the system of second-
ing, you woult{ oblige other ofticers to perform
their duties without the advantages of the rank
or pay belonging to them.

1447. Mr. Packh-Beresford.] With regard to
the artillery establishment of general ofticers, are

you aware, that in proportion to the strength of -

the regiment, it is below the strength contem-
plated, when it was recommended to have a fixed
establishment of general officers ?—Yes. '

1448. Do you know what number of general
officers are required to bring up the proportion ?
—When the Royal Commission of 1854 made its
report and recommendation, there were then
13 brigades of Artillery and 1 brigade of Horse
Artillery, making 14, and the number then fixed
was 32 general officers for the establishment,
Since then, we have got 2 brigades of Foot Ar-
tillery and 1 brigade of Horse Artillery added,
which makes 17; and I presume, having regard
to the establishment having been fixed when
there were 14 brigades, that there ought to be at
least four, or half-a-dozen more general officers
added to the list.

Colonel JorN M. ADYE, C.B., was called in; and Examined.

1449. Chairman.] You are Lieutenant Co-
lonel of the Royal Artillery, and a Colonel in
the Army, I believe 7—Yes.

1450. What is your lpresent employment 7—
1 am temporarily employed in the Ordnance
Select Committee. -

1451. Have you considered the question of
ret(;rlement from your corps ?—I have.

.105.

1452. Have yoa considered it both with re-
ference to the flow of promotion in the corps,
and to the efficiency of tlfe officers themselves ?—
Yes, I have.

1453. Isit your opinion that the present system
is a satisfactory system in those respects ?—No;
I think it is not quite satisfactory.

1454. Will you tell the Committee in what

13 , respect
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respect you consider it unsatisfactory ?—1I think,
in the first place, that we have an insufficient
number of general officers, as compared to the
rest of the army; secondly, that there is the
want of a limit of service at the top of the list of
colonels. There ought to be a limit at the top,
defining how long an officer has to serve in a regi-
mental capacity ; thirdly, I think that the grant
for retiring allowances 1s insufficient ; fourthly,
I think that the appropriation of the present re-
tiring allowances is defective; I think, fifthly,
that the condition of the regiment is unsatisfac-
tory at present, owing to its abnermal state, in
consequence of officers, comparatively young in
years, having been pushed on to the top, and
ultimately, unless something is done, there will
be a great reaction, and thuse now at the bottom
will be of great age before they get to the top.

1455. What suggestions do you make to
remedy those evils 7—The remedies I would pro-
pose are, 1st. An increase in the establishment
of general officers in proportion to the augmenta~
tion of three brigades, which have occurred since
the fixed establisbment of general officers was
first laid down in 1854.

1456. What addition would that be ?—It does
not exactly divide; it would amount to about
six; we have now 17 brigades to 32 generals;
therefore three more brigades would make very
nearly six more generals. 2ndly. I would have
a limit of 40 years’ service at the top of the
colonels.

1457. Do you mean by a'limit of service that
every full colonel of 40 years’ service should be
retired 7—1I do not eay that he is to be retired;
I will enter into the detail if you wish it, directly;
what I mean is, that no officer should remain in the
regiment to do regimental duty as a colonel after
40 years service. 3rdly. I propose a graduated
scale of pensions (with a small bonus) to be given
by service, and not by rank; the rules to be
very simple and few. 4thly. An honorary step
of rank on retirement. 5thly. Officers to enter
the corps at about 18 years of age. 6thly. That
the establishment of subalterns shall not be kept
full in time of peace. If you would allow me,
I should like to explain that.

1458. Have you a paper upon this subject ?—
I have a paper, but it goes, first of all, shortly
into the history of promotion. '

1459. Will you put it in, and read that part of
it which bears distinctly upon the proposals you
have made ?—* In a seniority corps there are but
three ways of obtaining promotion: 1lst. By
death vacancies. 2nd. By promotion of colonels
to be generals. 3rd. By retirement with pen-
gion. The first is a constant quantity, that 1s, it
will occur at a certain proportionate rate, but as
the average duration of life far exceeds that of
efficiency in an officer, it is not of itself sufficient
to maintain a regiment in a sound condition.
The second outlet 18 by the promotion of colonels
to the rank of general. There are, however, but
32 officers of the latter grade, including the
colonels commandant to a regiment of over 900
officers, so that promotions from that source are
very few. It 1s to be observed that on the
abolition of periodical brevets in 1854, the above

- number of generals was fixed for the Royal Ar-

in proportion to those of the

tillery as beinf
Since that date, how-

Cavalry and Infantry.

ever, the other two branches have received cer-

tain augmentations, and an increase to their
generals accordingly. 'Whereas, though the

Royal Artillery have been angmented from 14 to
17 brigades, the number of their generals remains
the same. It also appears that the Royal
Marines have 11 unattached generals to 489
officers, whereasthe Royal Artillery have 15 t0905.
There would therefore appear to be valid reasons
for somewhat increasing the number of general
officers of .the Royal Artillery, and such a mea-
sure would, to its extent, prove beneficial to the
corps as adding to the proportion of those in the
higher ranks. :

“The third and apparently only effectual method
of maintaining regular and efficient promotion
in a seniority corpe is by a system of pensions or
retiring allowances. Those of the Royal Artil-
lery previous to 1840, it will have been ob-
served, were reported as quite insufficient, and
evidently proved so; and although in the lat-
ter year some considerable improvement was
made in this respect, still, again, in 1854, a second
Royal Commission recommended a more liberal
scale of pension, and an increase in the numbers;
gince 1854 three more brigades have been added,
consequently the amount then given, even if suffi-
cient at that time, is evidently not so now; itis not,
however, that the annual grant has not kept pace
with the augmented establishments of the corps,
but there are inequalities and other defects in
its distribution, which seem to require alteration.
The rules hitherto in force in this matter appear,
for the most part, to have been temporary expe-
dients rather than parts of a comprehensive plan,
and although the general design g}l’u always been
to provide against extreme age and consequent
inefficiency 1n the upper ranks, still no definite
limit of age or of service has ever been laid down
at which officers are to cease performing regi-
mental duties; thus, within the last few years,
we have seen colonels doing duty when over 70
years old, whilst others have obtained 600 a
year retirements when they were under 50 ; cases
of this kind can hardly have been contemplated
by the Royal Commissioners of 1854. It appears
to me that an essential rule in a seniority corps
is to define the limit of service at which officers
should cease to perform regimental duties, and.
I would suggest 40 years’ service as appro-
priate; my view is that each officer who, on
arriving at the head of the list of colonels
(by army rank) has 40 years™ service (this is
laid down on the supposition that each officer
is about 20 years old when he receives his
first commission) shall, at the discretion of
the military authorities, either be promoted at.
once us a supernumerary major general or else
ghall be called upon to retire on 600/ a year,
with a step of honorary rank. Of course if any
officer reaches the top of the colonels before 40
years’ service, he would be promoted in due
course, whilst, by thus giving a discretionary
power to the military authorities, they would be
enabled, should promotion languish, to retain oc-
casionally as generals, such colonels of 40 years’
service as might be considered desirable. The
generals so promoted as supernumeraries would
be gradually absorbed into the fixed establishment
as vacancies occurred. The great advantage of
this limit of service at the top of the colonels would
be that the regiment, even in time of peace,
would never fall below a certain level, and the
other ranks would also fall into a natural grada-
tion of length of service. Another point calling
for remark is, that hitherto pensions have been
generally given by rank rather than by length of

service,
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service, and this operates unequally; for in-
stance, within the last few years we have seen
colonels accepting 600 L a year when over 70
years old, whilst now the officers eligible for
the same amount are not 50, so that in the
latter case the recipients have not only enjoyed

fortune during their career, but ﬁynd them-
selves entitled to large pensions on retirement ;
thus an inducement 18 held out to the compa-
ratively y und prosperous officers to retire,
whilst the object should be just the reverse.
The regulations as to retirement on full or half
pay after a certain number of years, also act
unequally, as they depend on the rank held at
the time of retirement. I therefore propose a

uated scale of pensions according to service,
and not by rank.”

1460. Will you be good enough to state your
mosals, one by one, shortly 7—First, officers

15 to 20 years’ service wishing to retire,
to be allowed 1,000 & sterling bonus on leaving
the corps, but no pension.

1461. Would that be their absolute right ?—
No, I have a limit; secondly, officers from 20
o 25 w{ears’ service wishing to retire, to be
granted a pension of 150l per annum, with
abonus of the first year’s salary of 1504 As
regards these first two rules, I would place a
limit on the number of officers allowed to retire
under them, say two of the first, and four of the
second, per annum. :

1462. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Will you jus
say how you would give the option; would you
give it to the senior >—As a matter of course to
the senior. Thirdly, officers of over 25 years,
and up to 40 years’ service, to be granted pen-
gions at the following rates, and to be free to
take them without limit as to numbers: 25 years’
service, pension 250 L ; 26 years’ service, 270 L ;
27,2901 ; 28, 310L; 29, 3301

1463. Chairman.] There is an increase of 201, .

every year ?—Yes, every year up to that time.

1464. Colonel Stwrt.] Without limit as to
number >—Yes ; and the whole of those in that
category to have a bonus of 200 . on retirement.
Then at 30 years, a pension of 350Z ; 31,3701;
32,3907 ; 33,410/ ; 34, 4301 ; those from 30
to 34 years’ service, inclusive, to have 250 [
bonus on retirement. At 35 years’ service, a
pension of 45017 ; 36, 4807 ; 37, 510/ ; 38,
540L; 39, 570L The whole of these last
officers to have a bonus of 3007 on retirement, in
addition to their pensions. Officers of 40 years’
service, to have 600 /. a year. pension, and 350 L
bonus.

1465. Chairman.] Is that all the proposals you
make ?—] would only wish to mention that this
system is somewhat similar to one which is now
adopted in Indja, and has been for many years.
I can go into the reasons, if you wish it. I will
hand 1n my paper.—(The same was handed in.
Vide Appendiz.)

1466. Then your plan is, in short, this, to get
rid of the present 32,000 L & year retirement as
such ?—Yes.

1467. To increase the number of major gene-
rals upon the establishment by six P—Yes.

1468. To leave the pay of the major generals,
and the succession, to the command of batallions
as it is now 7—Yes. '

1469. To retire every officer compulsorily, after
40 years’ service, on 600/ a year pension ?—
Yes; cither to retire or to be made a supernu-
merary major general.

0.105.

1470. With a step in rank or not?—With an
honorary step of rank, or with the option on the
part of the military authorities if they wish to
retain his services,and there is not a vacancy, that
he should be made a supernumerary major
general. _

1471. And between 40 and 25 years’ service,
to give every officer a limited right of taking, if he
likes, pensions graduated from 600/ down to
250 L, and bonuses graduated from 350 /. down
to 200/, and below 25 years’ service to give a

limited number of optional retirements, some at

150 L. a year, with 150 /. bonus, and two a year of
1,000% down ?-—Yes. R ,

1472. Do you propose with respect to those
who retire at their own option between 39 and
25 years’ service, that they should have a step of
rank ?—Yes, I propose on retirement, in what-
ever rank they may be, that they should have
an honorary step in rank, and have done with it.

1473. And with regard to those who retire
below that, between 15 and 25 years’ service, is
it your proposal, that they also should have a
step of rank ? —I see no objection to it.

1474. Have you calculated what this scheme
would cost ?—No, I do not think it is possible to
calculate what it would cost, because you do not
know how many men will take it, but I do not
think it is a question so much of cost, as whether
the pensions are of a inoderate kind, and if the
are, I think then that the Government,.if they wi
to benefit the corps, and to make the promotion
Ezderately good, must adopt some pYan of the

ind

1475. Will not the extent of the benefit to
the corps, depend upon the number of officers
who take it >—Yes.

1476. And will not the expense depend upon
the number of officers who take it ?—gzrtainly.

1477. Therefore, will not the benefit to the
corps depend upon.the amount of expense ?—
Yes. :
1478. Therefore, when you calculate upon a
certain amount of benefit to the corps, cannot yon
give us also a certain amount of probable expense ?
—No, it is impossible to give any idea, except in
this way ; you can reason from the Indian service ;
the In({ia.n service pensions are a good deal mare
liberal than those I have stated; I can tell you
what they are, if you wish, but I have never
heard that there is any undue pressure upon
those pensions; they are thrown open to the
whole army. And secondly, in various branches
of the civil service, there is a graduated scale of

ensions to be given after so many years’service ;
¥ am not aware that there is any limit to the
number, and I do not think that they lead to any
excessive run upon the pension list.

. 1479. You recommend this as the right system
because you think it will produce a certain
amount of promotion in the corps 7—Yes.

1480. You have calculated the extent to which
ou would carry this system to be of use?—
es.

1481. Having calculated it, cannot you give
us the amount which at these figures it would
come to >—No, it is quite impossible; it would
be quite illusory to give anytil:i)ng of that kind.
I think, if the retirements are moderate, the
numbers will be moderate. Of course, if 1 put
large figures down, you might expect to get a
ruei of officers from the corps, and the Govern-
ment might find they had given too much.

1482. Yourecommend this system because yon .

‘14 : think
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think that a certain number of people will take
advantage of it?—Yes.

1483. If they do not take advantage of it, it
will not be of sufficient use to the corps ?—Quite
80.
1484. If they do take advantage of it, it will
be of a certain use to the corps ?—Yes.

1485. To what extent do you think advantage
will be taken of it?—I think having a limit at

~ the top of 40 years’ service, an officer knows that

he must go then if he is not a general ; he finds
that the pensions are graduated down from that
point; he sees his future clear before him, and
he may take aretirement at any time. A number
of officers will, no doubt, go every year in various
parts of the regiment, which is the great object,
namely, to break up the long lists.

1486. You have not calculated to what extent
officers will take advantage of such a system as
iou propose ?—No; I think a calculation of that

ind is not possible.

1487. If it is not possible to make such a cal-
culation, how can it Ee possible to say that this
system will remove the evils of which you com-
plain ?—I have done it upon the general prin-
ciple that officers below 30 years’ service should
retire upon less than what might be expected to

. be their full pay; that at 30 years’ service it

should be about their full pay, and then gradually
increasing. Those -are the kind of principles I
went upon. I considered that an officer of 30
years’ service was entitled to a fair calculation
of what might be his pay at the time.

1488. You cannot give the Committee any idea
to what extent this plan of yours really will be
carried out, and how much it would cost the
countr({ ?~—No. Perhaps you would allow me
to read remarks that were made upon the same
subject from the Report of the Royal Commis-
sion of 1854. It is a memorandum upon pro-
motion in the Royal Engineers, I believe, by Sir
John Burgoyne, but it is not signed. He is
speaking of promotion; he says, ¢ The onl
remedies are a system of liberal retirement whic
will make it easier to remove such members, and
one that will raise the whole corps to higher
grades at lower ages; and this cannot be attained
at all without considerable expense, and the in-
convenience will be the greater as compared
with other public services in proportion to the
greater wear and tear of bodily powers which at
the same time are s much more required in the
military service.” Again, he says, “ In the
Ordnance Corps, unlike the rest of the army and
navy, the service is continuous. There is no half
pay (excelPt as permanent retirement) or un-
employed list. It can then scarcely be considered
an unreasonable charge on the public, if they
become entitled to a liberal retirement after 30
years’ actual service ; that is at 50 years of age,
for such portion as may be then thought unequal
to the duties, with a lower rate for those who may
be disqualified at an earlier period.” Then he
finishes by saying, « It is suggested that the only
just proposition for the arrangement should be
founded on that mode of reasoning, and not on
the aggregate amount of charge to the public.”

1489. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Surely it would
be a complete matter of calculation to ascertain
how far the retirements must be made use of to
keep the regiment cfficient; by going into the
matter you could calculate without any great
difficulty how many officers must retire, to pro-
vide for promotion to particular fanks at a par-
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ticular age throughout the regiment?—I have
two rules; ome is that 40 yecars’ service is the
limit at the top; secondly, that there should ke
a gradation of pensions below that. In laying
that down, I believe you will find that by simpl
having that limit at the top, the other ranks wiﬁ
fall into their natural gradation of age; they
never can be very old; but I cannot say how
many men will accept a particular scheme of re-
tirement. I think it would be quite an illusion
for me to put forward any figures.

1490. I meant to say this: if you go through
the Army List you have certain fixed quantities ;
that is to say, you have those officers per
annum who you suppose ceriainly will retire at

.15 years, 20 years, and 25 years, and you also

have officers retiring or put aside at 40 years of
age ; and from the Army List you know, in the
course of the next 10 years, how many steps that
will give you. Then it remains to be seen how
many other retirements you must provide, in
order to bring the subalterns up to 15 years’ ser-
vice, or whatever you think efficiency requires.
In that way you might get an idea of the ex-
pense, miﬁ}n- you not ?—1I do not think you can
ﬁ) into those calculations with any certainty.

y view would be this: if 600/ a year, for in--
stance, is the proper pension at 40 years’ service,
tkenanactuary would tell you whatan officer ought
to get at 30 years’ service; a man who was
10 years younger infact; that is the way I would
put it. If you think 6007 a year is not too
much foran officer 60 yearsold toreceive, anactuary
will tell you what one of 50 or 40 ought to get.
Therefore my scheme is not one of unlimited
expense.

1491. Colonel Percy Herbert.] You spoke of
the number of general officers for the Artillery
having been fixed some years ago with reference
to the number of brigades of Artillery ; with re-
ference to the number of combatant officers I
think it was ?—Yes.

1492. I think the list of the general officers for
the army at large was also fixed about the same
time, was not it ?—Yes.

1493. With reference to the same question,
was not it ?—Yes.

1494. You say that there has been no increase
to the Artillery of late years, though the number
of brigades has been increased ?—Yes.

1495. There has been an increase to the in-
f%ntry and cavalry, has there not, since then?—

es,

1496. And there has been no increase in the
number of generals to them either, has there ?—
Yes, there has been a large increase to the num-
ber of generals of cavalry and infantry.

1497. Since that time ?—1I do not remember the
date; Ithinkit was about the year 1858; but these
are matters of fact which can be ascertained. I
have not traced the augmentations of the general
officers of infantry and cavalry, but I know that
when new regiments have beer added, and bat-
talions brought in from the Indian Army, gene-
ral officers were brought in also.

1498. Were any general officers added for the
27 second battalions which were added during
the Russian war?—I think you will find that
there were a considerable number added.

1499. Major Jervis.] A question was asked to-
day with refcrence to the non-retirement of the
Indian officers in proportion to the number of
subalterns of Artillery, having regard to the
number of brigades. It was said that the only

chance
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chance of promotion the subalterns at present at-
tached to the Indian brigades have, until the
whole of the captains of the old Indian brigades
die off, is in the English Artillery; are not
their chances very much lessened by the ad-
dition to the corps?—No, their chances are not
lessened ; those who have joined since the amal-

ation will, in point of fact, have the promo-
tion of the four regiments.

1500. The question was put in this way. In
the Bengal Artillery there are still more than 90
subalterns of the old regiment who have to see
their way up in the Bengal Artillery; and, until
that takes place, all the subalterns of the English
Artillery attached to that brigade have only got
the promotion in the old English Artillery to look
to for their promotion 7—No ; the subalterns in
the Bengal Artillery take promotion in their own
list; they are all older officers, and have been
longer in the service than those who have joined
the old Royal Artillery since the amalgamation,
and, therefore, they are deservedly promoted.
First. Directly they die off, the promotion will go
to those who have joined since tf:e amalgamation.
1 think that is all just enough, but I think in
view of the stagnation which is probably coming
on our regiment, it would be advisable not to fill
up all the steps in the subalterns’ list.

1501. When you were Deputy Adjutant Geene-
ral to the Artillery in India, was any reference
made to your office in any way, with a view of
seeing what charge should bemade upon the Indian
Government witgh reference to the pensions that
would accrue in respect of those officers. Was
the question brought before your notice as to
what share the Indian Government should bear
of those pensions 7—No, but I think that it is
a question that ought to be gone into.

1502. At present, as far as we can learn, they
get the services of the English Artillery outthere
at this moment, without at all bearing their share
of the burden of the pensions accruing from the
gervice that takes place there? — Quiteso; I
believe they do; I am told that it is supposed to
be covered by what is called the capitation grant;
I am not aware on what principles that capitation
grant was drawn out, and I doubt very much
whether the Indian Government ought not to be
called upon to pay the pensions of the 14
brigades which were added; and, in addition
to the 14 brigades, I would point out that there
are two brigades of the old Royal Artillery in
India. Consequently there are 16 brigades of
Royal Artillery in {ndia; I think the Indian
Government ought to be called upon ultimately
to pay the whole, and at present they ought to
pay a fractional part of tEat burden; that is to
say, they ought to pay for the services of those
subalterns who have joined our regiment since
the amation.

1503. But that was never brought before you
whilst you were Deputy Adjutant General to the
Artillery in India ?—NX), I never heard anything
about the capitation grant.

1504. Mr. Trevelyan.] Do you consider that
the officers of these 19 unmanned batteries are
in addition to the requisite strength of officers of
the Royal Artillery; that they are superfluous,

in fact?—As a matter of my own opinion, I think
that they are in some degree. There has been a
great deal of correspondence with the Secretary
of State for India and the Indian Government as
to those officers. They are supposed to be used
to supply officers for the depfts at home, to
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supply officers in place of others who are sick,
and to supply officers for the Native Artillery.
But these officers of the unmanned batteries are
in large numbers; I think in larger numbers
than are required for the wants that were de-
tailed for them.

1505. So that they clog the promotion of the
Royal Artillery, and at the same time are used
for purposes alien to the Royal Artillery ?—They
do not clog the promotion, 1nasmuch as there are
the same number of the upper ranks in progor—
tion to those officers as to the others. It does
not stop the promotion, because they are in all
grades. The batteries consist not only of cap-
tains and subalterns—there are field officers in
proportion ; but to my mind there are a greater
number of field officers, captains, and subalterns
than are required for the service. However, that
is not a question upon which I am in a position
to give a decided opinion; it is a question for the
military authorities to decide whether they think
they are required or not.

1506. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] The expression
was used “for purposes alien to the Royal Ar-
tillery.” I think the mode in which those officers
may be employed is laid down and provided by
officers of the Royal Artillery in India?—Yes;
I cannot say that they are employed in duties
alien to the Royal Artillery ; they are employed
always regimentally, including the Native Ar-
tillery, which is a part of the duty of artillery-
men as long as they are maintained.

1507. Major O’Reilly.] You said that an ac-
tuary would determine what pension ought to be
given to a man of 30 years’ service if 600l was
given to a man of 40 years’ service ?— Yes.

1508. You mean that an actuary would deter-
mine what is the present value of a deferred an-
nuity not to accrue for 10 years; that is to say,
what is the present amount that you should pay
down to a man to get rid of his chance of a pen-
sion of 600 L a year if he lives 10 years longer ?
—Yes; that is what I meant. But when you

et the figure from the actuary, it does not follow
that you should go by his figures exactly. I
think an actuary would give you merely the
amount of the value of a man’s life.

1509. Is that the amount of pension you would
propose for a man of 30 ?—No, I think the longer
an officer stays in the service, the more pension
he ought to get for every year that he stays in
the service.

1510. Do you think that a man of 20 years’
service ought to get a far higher pension than is
the present value of what he wouldp get if he lives
to complete 40 years’ service?—No, 1 think he
ought to %et less.

1511. If you propose to give a man of 15
years’ service a sum of 1,000 ., is not that simply
an addition to his pay; is not it just the same
thing as having paid him so much a year more
during those 15 years?—I think if a man has
done 15 years’ service, whether he is efficient or
not, if circumstances induce him to leave the
army, he has a fair right to say * Fifteen years
of my life have been spent in doing my duty.” I
think a man ought to go into private life with
some sort of provision under those circum-
stances.

1512. I ask is there any difference between
that and paying him a higher rate of pay for those
15 years’ service P— Certainly. .

1513. Would it not be exactly the same thing
to the man if you paid him so much a year fl(;r
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the 15 years, and he laid a portion of it by ?—
No; if he does not finish his 15 years he gets
nothing.

1514. Marquis of Hartington.] Do you think
that the compulsory retirement, after 40 years’
service, which you propose, would of itself keep
down the age of each rank to an efficient point ?
—No, I think it would hardly do so. I think it
would be slow; it would keep it down very
much, however ; and I think with the moderate
scale of pensions I have laid down below that, it
will work equably and well.

1515. Then, is the object of your graduated
scale of pensions to afford a proper current of
promotion, or is it that you think that it is just
to a man after a certain number of years’ service,
that he should have a chance of retiring 7—Both;
my object is this; I think the service demands
that we should have comparatively young men in
the different ranks, and at the same time an indi-
vidual who has served a certain number of years
should be able to look forward to an amount of
pension which he may get for a certainty.

1516. So far as the accelerating of promotion is
concerned, you cannot form any opinion of what
the effect would be 7—It depends entirely upon
the amount of the pensions whether they are
moderate or not. '

1517. Supposing your system was adopted to-
morrow, you cannot form any estimate of what
would be the effect in the next year, or in the
next 10 years 7—In my own mind I have formed
an opinion, but I cannot lay anything down with

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

certainty, because I do not know the minds of
other people. But my principle is that a mode-
rate scale of pensions would be beneficial to the
service, and to the individual.

1518. I believe you propose to redace the
number of subalterns in time of peace, do you
not 7—Yes.

1519. Could that be done, in your opinion,
without causing the duties of the remaining
subalterns to be too heavy?—In time of war,
the three subalterns are essentially neceesary ; in
time of peace with garrison batteries, I think you
might have some of them with twe subalterns per
battery. In former days—in fact, until of late

ears, there was always a certain margin allowed
1n our regiment; the bottom vacancies were nat
filled up; there were a good many vacancies in
the regiment till of late years; now I believe
there are none.

1520. Chairman.] Do you happen to know in
the French Artillery, how many men there
are in a battery ?—They vary very much.

1521. They are much larger in number than
ours, are they not ?—No ; they are not so strong ;
they vary as we do; in time of war they rise to
a large figure, and in time of peace they cut them
down; a battery is an elastic thing.

1522. Do you know whether the proportion of
subalterns to the other officers is as e in the
French army as in ours ?—I believe it is; but in
time of peace they employ some of their captains
in arsenals, and 1n other ways, and call them in
in time of war, so I have been informed.
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Lieutenant Colonel RoserT BiDDULPH, R.A., Examined.

1523. Chairman.] You are a second Captain
i the Artillery and a Brevet Lieutenant Colonel
, are you not ?>—VYes.

1524. You held recently a staff appointment
in India, I think P—Yes.

1525. What was it?—I was Military Secre-
tary to the - Commander in Chief at Madras.

1526. You have had occasion to consider the
question of the present arrangement as to retire-
ment from the regiment of Artillery ?—Yes.

1527. I suppose you have considered it to a
certain extent from the point of view of your
own standing in the corps?—To a certain extent,
and also witﬁ regard to all ranks ; with regard to
the general state of the regiment.

1528. Will you be good enough to tell the
Committee whether you consider that there are
w{ improvemente feasible in the present system ?
—I think that the present system is unsatisfac-
tory, because the condition of the regiment in
1854, when the present system was put in force,
was so very different from the present state of
the regiment.

1529. In what respects, especially, was it dif-
ferent ?—On the 1lst January 1854, which was
about the time the Royal Commission was or-
dered to sit, to take into consideration the state
of the regiment, the senior licutenant -colonel
was 67 years of age, the senior captain 50, the
senior lieutenant 27, and the senior second
lieutenant 20 or 21; from which you will see
that in the lower ranks the subalterns were get-
ting their promotion very fairly, but that the
field officers and captains were getting on in
years very considerably, so that the higier you
went in the list the worse was the promotion,
and that the top of the regiment required reliev-
mg very considerably, in order to make it
thoroughly efficient. There was no field officer

was not over 50 to go out to the Crimea at
first, though there was afterwards. In compari-
son with that state of things, on the lst of
January of this year the senior lieutenant
colonel was 49, that is 18 years’ difference ; the
senior captain was 41, that is nine years less;
the senior lieutenant was 29, and some of them,
lower down, are 32; and the senior second
lieutenant (that is to say, the officer in the cor-

respondin%rposition, for that rank has been abo--

lished) is from 25 to 26 years of age. So that

whilst the upper ranks have gone down in years,

that is to say, they have benefited so far, that
0.105,

benefit gradually decreases as you go downwards, Lieut. Col
till you come to_the subalterns, who have gone R. Bidduipi,

up in years. Whilst there was in 1854 30
ears’ difference of age between the senior second
ieutenant and the senior captain, in 1867 there
is only a difference of 15 years; and whilst, in
1854, there was an interval of 40 years from the
senior first lieutenant to the senior lieutenant
colonel, in 1867 there is only an interval of 20
years, and the difference is even only 17 years in
gomé cases. Therefore, while the regiment has
become larger between these grades, the diffe-
rence of age has become half, or less than half
of what it then was.

1530. So that the changes which have taken
place since 1854 have had the effect of very
much improving the state of the upper ranks in
the regiment: but they have tended in the
opposite direction as to the lower ranks?—1I do
not know that the system tended of itself to hurt
the lower ranks, but it had the effect, which I
Eresume the Royal Commission intended it should

ave, of especially improving the upper ranks;
because, in their report to Her Majesty, they laid
particular stress upon the necessity of having
younger field officers, and pointed out that there
was no officer to take the command of the Artil-
lery in the East who was not of a very consider-
able age.

1531. What would you then suggest should
be done at present to modify that tendency that
you have spoken of ?—I think we can observe
from this, that the lieutenants are the officers who
are worst off in the regiment, because they are
getting worse and worse, whereas the other have

een getting better. Certainly the others will

not get better now, owing to the slowness of
promotion, but at present the lieutenants have
suffered more than any ome. Therefore they
should be relieved by giving them as many steps
as is consistent with the good of the service
generally. I do not mean so as to destroy
entirely the promotion at the top, but that a
larger proportion of vacancies should go to the
ral;ﬁr ofp suﬁalterns than should go to the rank of
captains.

1532. Beginning at the top of the list, do you
think that a system under which at a certain a
every officer should go off, so far as standing in
the way of promotion is cancerned, would be
satisfactory ?—It is ‘a very difficult question, I
think, and requires a good deal of consideration;
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Lieut. Col. but it seems to me that the question can only be
R. Biddulph, entertained in so far as it affects the whole army ;
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it is difficult to make it apply to one corps more
than to another.

1533. You think that non-purchase corps and
purchase corps should stand upon the same footing
m that respect ?—Yes, as regards superannua-
tion; because the public do not care very much
whether officers have quick promotion or slow
promotion, so long as they have officers of efficient
age and of sufficient ability to perform the work.

1534. Does not the purchase system in the Line
practically accelerate promotion sufficiently with-
out any such rule being laid down ?—Yes.

1535. Practically, is not the effect of the work-
ing of the seniority system in the non-purchase
corps, not 8o much in your corps as in your sister
corps the Engineers, to keep a great number of
old men at the top of the list?—Yes; a seniority
gystem must invariably tend to keep old officers
at the top of the list.

1536. Would you not draw from that the in-
ference that it would be wise to have a limit of
age in a seniority corps at the top, which it would
not be wise to have 1n a purchase corps?—I do
not see why ; I apprehend that you mean that it
may be unnecessary to have any limit of age at
all in a purchase corps; butstill you may have an
officerof very great age in a purchase corps whom
it would be advisable to remove, and the Royal
warrant provides for that.

1537. The Royal warrant now enables the
Commander in Chief to remove any officer from
the command of a regiment after he is 60 years
of age, does it not ?—1I rather think it is compul-
sory that he is to be removed from the command
of a battalion at that age.

1538. I think you will find that it is from the
command of a regiment?—I believe the words are
nearly these : That every lieutenant colonel com-
manding a regiment shall retire at 60, unless the
Commander in Chief wishes to retain his services.

1539. Yes; that admits entirely the principle
of compulsory retirement in the Line ?—Yes.

1540. The principle being admitted, your ob-
jection to it in the other corps, the non-purchase
corps, perhaps would not be felt so strongly 7—
No; if a man is unfit to command a regiment of
the Line at 60, he is equally unfit, I presume, to
command- a brigade of Artillery, arguing from
equal premises.

1541. Then if such a regulation were in force,
and if a liberal system of retirement after 25 years’
service were established, do you think that that
would upon the average meet the difficulties
which you anticipate from the present state of
the corps?—It is very difficult to say what a
superannuation system would do, because it would
not act at all at present, although undoubtedly, if
such a course is deemed advisable by the Govern-
ment, it is better to introduce it now, when it
does not affect anyone, ' than afterwards, when it
would be thought a great hardship to introduce
such a system at a time when it would cut a

eat many officers suddenly out of the active
E:t; but it must be borne in mind that, if the
system of superannuation is introduced, there will
at a future period be some captains superan-
nuated at 60, even with a superannuation system
in operation.

1542. But if every colonel is superannuated at
60, it is hardly likely that any captain will reach
the age of 60, is it?—Yes;. there are at the pre-
sent time lieutenants older than I am.

1543. Between the top of the colonel’s list and
the top of the captain’s list, are there not a suf-
ficient number of officers to keep the age down ?
—It would be so, now that the regiment has re-
sumed the regular course of admission ; but it was
so uneven about the years 1856 and 1857, and
officers of such various ages came in, that prac-
tically some of them would be superannuated
long before they got to the top of the regiment.

1544. You mean that, according to an actuary’s
calculation, such was the unevenness of ages in the
corps extending over a period of some years, that
you might have a senior captain as old as a senior
colonel ?—Yes (I should not say by an actuary’s
calculation, because I have not made it.)

1545. That is your own impression, from your
own inquiry ?—Yes.

1546. Therefore a simple retirement at 60
during those dead-level periods would not be
sufficient?>—It would cause, of course, a very great
amount of promotion when those officers came to
the age of 60.

1547. Meanwhile it would not be enough ?—
No, I think not; I think it would have a very
small effect.

1548. My original question was, Would such a
system of retirement at 60 years of age, coupled
with a satisfactory optional retirement after 25
years’ service, meet the case ?—I think that a
system of retirement after 25 years’ service would
have a very good effect in relieving the list, if
it were, as you say, a satisfactory retirement.

1549. What would you consider would be a
fair and satisfactory retirement, after 25 years’
service; are you satisfied with the present half-
pay retirement ?—I think that there are a great
many things to be considered in a question of
that sort; of course it is not always easy for a
private individual to give a fair opinion ; at the
same time, I think that half pay is not sufficient
after 25 years’ service, in a seniority corps, to in-
duce a man to retire.

1550. The present rule is, that an officer, after
25 years’ service, has an absolute right to take
the half pay of his rank ?—Yes, I believe so.

1551. If he is a lieutenant colonel, do you
remember what his half pay is?—No; I do not
know the rates of half pay at this moment; I can-
not absolutely say what it is.

1552. At any rate, you think that some better
rate would have the effect of clearing the corps
sufficiently to promote a fair flow of promotion ?
—Yes.

1553. Can you give the Committee an idea,
without troublin yourself with the details, about
what rate you think would have that effect ?—
I have not considered the question of the amounts
of pension that shonld be given, and I do not
exactly like to make a random statement about
it; but I think that a certain idea may be taken
from the amount given by the Indian pension
rules. I do not know the amount given under
them, nor do I say that officers in the Royal Ar-
tillery would be entitled to have so much retire-
ment; of course service in that climate is more
severe than in other climates; and the Indian
Government were more liberal, probably, than
our Government would be disposed to be; at the
same time, a great portion of the service of many
of our officers is .1n the Colonies, and in bad
climates.

1554. Do you remember what the proportion
of retired pay is to pay after 25 years’ service in
India?—No, I do not know exactly.

1555. But
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1555. But you think that some such propor-
tion would be a fair rule to lay down here ?—
Yes, I think the system of retirement for years’
service is a good one to go upon.

1556. Would you make the rate of retired pay
dependent upon the rank upon which the officer
retired, or simply upon the number of years’
service —Not entirely upon the rank; I think
that a certain length of service should entitle an
officer to the pension of a certain rank; but if
he attained that rank before that length of ser-
vice, the Government might be disposed to give
him the pension of his rank, allowing the rule
asitis in India to apply.

1557. Do you think that it is necessary - to
make any provision for the retirement of ofticers
of less than 25 years’ service, except in case of
wounds or sickness ?—1I think it would benefit
verv considerably the promotion in the regiment
if the Government allowed officers to retire
before 25 years’ service.

1558. What limit would you propose ?—I
should say after 20 years’ service.

1559. Irrespective of wounds or sickness ?—
Yes.

1560. Then according to your plan thereshould
be an optional retirement, commencing after 20
years' service ?—1I think that if you introduced
that system of an optional retirement, that is to
say, an unqualified right to retire after a certain
number of years’ service, you could not begin it
at a less service than is taken in the Indian army,
which is 22 years; but if the question were
merely considered as regards giving a modified
inducement to officers to retire, then you might
begin after 20 years’ service.

1561. What do you think that the officers of
the corps would prefer, an absolute right to
retirement, after a certain number of years, at
certain amounts, or a right perhaps at a some-
what earlier period, but limited by the amount
to a certain number every year ?—I should think
that an absolute right after a certain number of
years would be the best.

1562. You think that, instead of calculating
chances, the officers would prefer to know at a
certain point of their service, that they acquired
certain absolute rights?—Yes, because at present
the absolute right to retire is null, except at the
very top of the list. Itisnot very long, 1 believe,
since a colonel wished to retire on full pay, who
had more than 30 years’ service, by which, under
the Royal warrant, he would be entitled to
retire, but he could not retire because there was
no money for him.

1563. At present it depends upon the actual
balance of a fund of 32,0004.?—Yes, I believe so.

1564. And officers are from time to time
calculating their chances of getting upon that
fund ?—Yges.

1565. You would prefer to that, an absolute
right to retire at certain points of service, and
an absolute liability at a certain age ?—I think so.

1566. Then may I take it that your general
views would be to get rid entirely of the present
system, and to substitute an optional retirement
at rates to be considered at a graduated scale,
beginning at 20 years’ iservice, with, compulsory
retirement at the age of 60, at the top of the
list?—A great deal depends upon what is pro-
ged instead of the present system. I do not

ow that it would be right to say that I
should like to see the present-rate entirely abo-
lished. At present it does induce the officers
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at the top of the list to retire, but if they do not
get. a sufficiently satisfactory proposition under
the new arrangement, they might not be induced
to go, and then it would work badly in that
respect ; we might get clogged at the top of the
list again.

1567. Idid not speak of amount. I said, sup-
posing the amount were satisfactory, the general
tenor of your proposal would be, to have a com-
pulsory retirement at the top, and to have an
optional retirement upon a graduated scale be-
ginning at 20 years’ service >—Yes.

1568. You were, I think you said, military
sec;gtary to the Commander in Chief in Madras?
—Yes.

1569. Do you happen to be able to tell the
Committee anything of the arrangements which
were made as to the skeleton batteries at the
fime of the amalgamation of the Indian and im-
perial regiments >—The arrangement made at
the time of the amalgamation was that there
should be one skeleton battery for each brigade
of artillery serving in India. There were then
14 brigades of the old Indian Artillery, and two
brigades of the old Royal Artillery. Therefore,
there were to be 16 batteries of officers without
men, and besides that, there were four batteries
which were supposed to be kept for the local
artillery, which has since died out, and  for the
native artillery, which is of a very small amount.

1570. There are, therefore, now 20 skeleton
batteries of artillery in India P—There are more ;
there have been seven batteries reduced since;
I mean, reduced in men.

1571. Then I understand that there are 27 bat-
teries at the present time with their full esta-
blishment of officers; but with no men, or with
only a certain number of non-commissioned
officers 7—With no non-commissioned officers,
and no men.

1572. With no men at all >—None.

1573. That arrangement did not, I suppose,
affect the officers who got their commissions
before the amalgamation ?—No.

1574. What do you conceive will be the effect
of that large number of skeleton batteries upon
the prospect of the officers who have got their
commissionssince the amalgamation ?—The effect,
I conceive, will be this, that when at some dis-
tant period, not very distant ‘now, the Indian
regiments become entirely filled up by Royal
Artillery officers, the War Department will say
that they do not require so-many officers, and
that they will place a certain:number of them on
half-pay; that is my impression.

1575. With the alternative, I suppose, of -a
very heavy clogging of the list if they are main-
tained ?—Of course they -would be admitted to
return to full pay in® their turns, the same as
took place after the Peninsular War.

1576. Did the arrangements as to these-addi-
tional batteries come under your notice officially
at the time of the amalgamation —They did.

1577. Were the numbers suddenly augmented
in consequence 7—No, no great augmrentation
took place of the Indian Artillery at that time,
there ‘had been an augmentation before; but
there was no augmentation made that F:am aware
of to fill up those regiments. At the:actual time
of these brigades being formed I -was not in
India. I was; in China, and therefore' I lost sight
at that time of what was actually-done; but the
number of commissions given can-easily be as-
certained by reference to the Army:List of that
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when the regiments were formed anew on the
Royal Artillery footing ; they had, I think, eight
vacancies altogether left.

1578. The result, however, is that there may
be apprehension of a demand for reduction when
the whole of the Artillery corps comes more
directly under the view of the War Office ?—
That is my impression.

1579. And that at present there are 27 surplus
batteries, with comparatively nothing for the
officers to do? — I do not say nothing to do,
because they are supposed to be employed in
various ways. It was specially laid down in Sir
Charles Wood’s Despatch upon the subject, that
those officers were to provide for the cases
of officers on furlough and sick leave; that
was specially quoted in his Despatch; at that
time there was a difficulty in getting officers;
I cannot imagine that there is quite so much
difficulty now, because very large secondings
have taken place. At the time I speak of, I re-
member in Madras we had very great difficulty
in getting a sufficient number of oﬂ%crers, but there
were also no less than 13 captains on civil and
political employment in the Madras Artillery
alone, who have been all seconded since.

1580. Have you considered at all the question
of the age at which officers in your corps get
their commissions ?—Yes.

1581. At what age did you yourself get your
commission ?—I was not quite 18.

1582. Do you know what the average age is
now ?—From 21 to 22, I believe.

1583. Do you think that that is an advanta-
geous change 7—No, I do net.

1584. For what reason ?— Because, I think
that an officer entering the army should enter
before he is 20; I do not think that captains
would generally like subalterns of 21 and 22 in
preference to those of 18; I should say the re-
verse.

1585. Do you believe that reducing the age
bv two or three years would lower the standard
to any considerable cxtent ?—There can be no
doubt that a young man who has been studying
up to the age of 21 must have more theoretical
knowledge and learning than one who leaves
achool at 18 ; but I consider that that advan
is very much counterbalanced by the difference of
a young man beginning his protession early.

1586. Do you think that that is the geneial
opinion in the corps ?—I think it is.

1587. Mr. Evans.] I suppose you think a
young man is more easily moulded at 18 than at
22 ?—-Yei;Ir yan] I : .

1588. Mr. Trevelyan.] I su , in a picked
corps like the Artillery, the megg(f)':zt of belzng in
the corps is an education in itself, in the same
way as being in the Indian Civil Service is prac-
tically an education 7—Exactly ; the ery
education is very little learnt in the Academy;
the whole of the duties, strictly speaking, of an
Artillery officer are learned in the regiment.

1589. And you find that the moral and intellec-
tual change in a man for the better goes on as fast
or faster In a corps where he has plenty of duty
and intellectual companions than when he is pro-
fessedly studying in the college 7—Really, that
very much depends ugon the personal character
of the man himself; but I do not think that an
officer is personalltirgeteriorated by being kept
at college two or three years longer. As a.man,

he does not become morally and intellectually
worse ; there is no reason to suppose that. I
think it has one evil effect upon the officer him-
self, namely, that he feels he is not beginning
life so soon as he might have done. I think itis
a great start to begin life at 18 instead of at 21.

1590. Are you aware that in the Civil Service
in India, a good many of the numerous examina-~
tions are studied for during the time the men
are in the service itself, while they are actually
performing their duties?—Yes.

1591. Would that be possible in the Artillery ;
would it be possible to carry on the higher
branches of instruction when a young man was
performing duty with his regiment, if he joined
at 18 7—It would be quite possible; it has been
done at times. It used formerly to be the case,
when they got their commissions at 18, that far
the first six months after getting their commis-
sions, they did pursue their instruction at Wool-
wich under an officer especially appointed for the

urpose.

1592. With reference to those unmanned bat-
teries, would it be possible to diminish the num-
ber of entries in the corps on account of the
number of officers who are in the service, and who
have no men to command >—It is not very easy
for me to say whether that could be done or not,
because I am not in a position to say whether all
the officers are employed or not in India. My
impression is, that the lientenants could be re-
duced by giving fewer admissions, on account of
the extra number that there are at present.

1593. Colonel North.] With regard to the
daily regimental duties of an officer of Artillery,
do they require the very high class of education
for the per?ormance of them, which is now prac-
tically necessary in order to get a commission ?
—No; certainly not, the daily regimental duties
do not require it.

1594. Then, however much it is desirable that
any officer should be as accomplished as possible,
the regiment would not be likely to suffer in the
regimental work by the age being reduced, and
the officers entering the regiment at an earlier
age than they now do?—No; I think not.

1595. What is the average age which a subal-
tern of Artillery would reach before he got his
company if he entered at 217?—The subalterns
whoare now getting their promotion have upwards
of 11 years’ service.

1596. That is, 11 years’ service as subalterns ?
—7Yes; as subalterns.

1597. Some have even entered the regiment as
late as 23 years of age, have they not ?—I believe
older than that; I am not sure of it, but I have
been told that there have been some older.

1598. Can you give the Committee any infor-
mation with regard to retiring ; is there any par-
ticular age up to which an officer must serve
before he can retire, and is there any system by
which an officer of Artillery can claim half pay as
a matter of right > —No more than there is in the
rest of the army ; that is, after 25 years’ service.

1699. Supposing an officer wishes to retire
from ill-health before completing his 25 years’
gervice; take your own case; you have served
in China, which is a bad climate; suppose you
have served 16 or 17 years, or some time less than
25 years, and wish to retire from ill-health, have
you a claim to go upon half pay ?—Only on tempo-
rary y.

1600. Supposing at the end of your temporary
half pay your health is so shattered that ylc):l are

aot
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not able to rejoin your regiment 7—Then my case
would be specially considered by the Secretary
of State for War.

1601. Then it is in the power of the Secretary.
of State for War to say that you shall not have
any half pay at all >—Certainl .

1602. Then what becomes ¢f you?—Then, I

ume, I should have to leave without anything.

1603. You would have to resign your com-
mission ?—VYes, I presume so. "

1604. Then your corps is different from any
other branch of the army in that respeet?—I
believe the same rule exists in the rest of the

army, with the exception that the officers in the
Line are able to sell their commissions.

1605. The officers in the other branches of
the army consider that they have either a right
to half pay or to sell their commissions, do they
mot’—Yes.

1606. Did you ever know an instance of an
officer in the Line being obliged to throw up his
commission without any remuneration whatever ?
—No, not unless he was turned out of the army
for misconduct.

1607. Do you know what the rule is in your
regiment at this moment with regard to tem-
porary half pay ; if the temporary half pay last
two years and you recover in that time, at the
end of the two years where do you find yourself
in the regiment ?—You are put back in the same

lace in which you were when you left it; that
18 {0 say, if you were the 100th captain when you
left you would be put back as the 100th captain,
and you would lose the steps which had been
given in the meantime.

1608. Chairman.] After how long; after two

?— After two years.

1609. Major Jervis.] It would be so after any

time, would it not ?—Yes; it is usually for two

rs.
’?610. Captain Vivian.] The temporary half
pay only extend to two years, does it ? —I believe
not longer ; it is sometimes less.

1611. You cannot, except under very special
circumstances, be put upon the temporary half-
pey list for longer than two years?—I believe
not; but I am not well acquainted with the
‘War Office rules on the subject.

1612. Colonel North.] Suppose you get tem-
porary half pay for two years, and recover in
one year, are you then able to rejoin your regi-
ment ?— Yes.

1613. Suppoeing an officer is obliged to con-
tinue on temporary half pay beyond two years;
is he allowed to count the first two years, or the
whole of the period, towards completing his 30
years’ service 7—I believe not; I believe it is
full pay service that is required for retiring on
foll pay.

161;‘;'. Do you not think that, considering the

sition in which that officer is placed, he ought
to be allowed to count, not the whole time he may
be on temporary half pay, which may be three or
four years, but the first two years, which is the
wsual period, towards the 30 years’ full pay ser-
vice >—1 think he should; but all rules on that
subject in our corps must be guided by the rules
of the rest of the army; I think you could not
make an exception in our case.

1615. If the officer has not recovered at the
end of two years, the temporary half pay is ex-
tended, is it not 7—Itis a subject with which I am
not well acquainted.

1616. In the regular army we have no means
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of going upon temporary half pay for two years,
in consequence of ill health ; it 1s confined to your
corps, I think; I never heard of it in the Line?
—No, because there is a half pay list for the
army, which there is not for the Artillery.

1617. Then your corps is not placed on the
same footing as the rest of the army, with regard
to half pay —We have no unattached list as the
restof the army has.

1618. Do you think that it is fair to your corps,
that after 17 or 18 years’ service, when you have
lost your health in such climates as British officers
are bound to go to, you should be sent to the
right about without any remuneration of any
sort or kind ?-—I should like some provision of
the kind you refer to, if we could have it, of
course.

1619. Mr. De Grey.] Would an officer in a re-
iment in which the purchase system might be in
orce, equally lose any steps there might be

l§oing while he was on half pay 7—I imagine that
e would go to the bottom of the captains’ list, if
that was his rank.

1620. That would be so, would it ?—That is the

rule of the service.

1621. Captain Vivian.] I think you have
stated that,In your opinion, there are two means
of remedying the evil which is likely to eccur in
the Artillery corps, and that those are to be found,
first of all, in an optional retirement after 20 years’
service and upwards; and secondly, in compulso
retirement at 60 years of age?—I said that
thought that compulsory retirement would not
give very much promotion ; but that if the Go-
vernment fixed an age at which they consider an
officer incapable of performing certain duties, of
course it might be made compulsory for him to
retire.

1622. Which do you think would be the fairest
and most advantageous to the corps, compulsory
retirement at the age of 60, or compulsory retire-
ment after a certain number of years’ service ?—
I do not exactly know what you mean by com-
pulsory retirement after a certain number of
years’ service.

1623. Which do you think is the best test of
an officer’s efficiency to perform his duties; the
test of length of service or the test of age?—
Generally speaking, the test of age ; though some
individuals at 50 are certainly much better than
others at the same age; as a general rule, age
must be the best test, I presume.

1624. You consider age a better test than ser-
vice, then ?—Yes; because an officer does not
deteriorate from having entered the army a year
or two sooner or later; it makes no difference to
him physically.

1625. You think that the fairest way would be
to say that an officer should retire at 60 years of
age, rather than that he should retire after 40
years’ service >— Certainly.

1626. With regard to this optional retirement
after 20 years’ service ; of course whether officers
would retire or not would depend upon the in-
ducement held out to them to retire 7—Certaiuly.

1627. Have you considered at all what induce-
ment should be held out to officers in order to get
them to retire ?—1 have not considered the sub-
ject particularly : I do not think that an officer of
20 years’ service could be expected to go at much
under full pay; because, unless he had very strong
reasons for wishing to leave, he would naturally
remain

K4 1628. You
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1628. You have heard, I daresay, the scheme
of a bonus being offered, discussed ?—1 have.
1629. What 1s your opinion about that; do
you think it would be preferred by officers to re-
tirement upon an annuity ?—1I think it would be
the means of inducing many officers to leave.
1630. You prefer a bonus to an annuity ?—
I think officers of a comparatively short service,
that is to say 20 years’ service, would very often
go for a bonus; 1 think it would be a means of
oing good in another way ; it would be a means
of removing inefficient officers from the regiment.

1631. You think that a bonus would be a
greater inducement to an officer than an annuity ?
—1It depends entirely upon the amount; I do
not think you can lay down one rule more than
another; I think the relative amountis the thing
to go upon.

1632. You have been asked, I think, about
the establishment of subalterns 7—Yes.

1633. There are three subalterns to every
battery of Artillery now, are there not 7—Yes.

1634. Do you think that the subalterns’ list
in time of peace might be reduced ?—I do not
think that the duties of a field battery can be
carried on efficiently with less than three sub-
alterns.

1635. Do you mean in time of war, or in time
of peace >—In time of peace; as long as you
have six guns you must have three subalterns;
a garrison battery might do with less at home.

1636. You have stated, I think, that the sub-
alterns might with advantage enter the service
at an earlier period than that at which they now
enter ?—Yes.

1637. Do you know the period at which the
cadets enter the Woolwich Academy now; is
it not from 17 to 19 years of age ?—1I really
do not know the present rules; they have been
changed a great many times.

1638. You were at the academy, of course ?—
Yes.

1639. At whatage did you enter the academy?
—At 14.

1640. And you entered the service at 18 ?—
Yes.

1641. When you were at the academy, was
the time limited for a cadet to go through his
education there 7 —One could not stay there
more than five years, except under very peculiar
circumstances, such as an illness, which had
prevented a cadet keeping one of the terms.

1642. Do you not think that the period of
entering the academy might, with advantage to
the service, be reduced from 17 to 19, to from
15 to 17 ?—It depends upon whether it is con-
sidered that the theoretical education of the
academy is better than what the young men can
get at other places. Apparently, the opinion of
the Council of Military Education, and of the
authorities in general, 1s that the cadets should
acquire their theoretical education to a very
large extent before they came into the academy.
Bat if they were allowed to learn only the prac-
tical part of their profession at the academy at
‘Woolwich, then it would not be so necessary for
them to enter young, and they would only go
through the practical course at the academy,
whereas I believe at present they continue
the theoretical course for some time after they
enter.

1643. Do you know anything about the exami-
nation of the cadets at the present day ?—Nothing
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but what I have been told by young officers now
entering the regiment.

1644. Can you tell me whether it is or is not
a fact, that comparatively very few young men
are enabled to pass at a very early age, on
account of the severity of the examination ?—I
imagine that that is the reason why the age has
gr:ilxally risen ; namely, that on account of the
severity of the examinations, very young men or
boys were unable to pass them.

1645. Do you think that for all the practical
purposes of an Artillery officer, the examinations
need not be so severe as they are?—I should
think not, if they are so severe as I imagine they
are; but I am so little conversant with the

resent course of education at the academy, that
g am unable to speak precisely upon the point.

1646. Colonel Sturt.] The examination has
been made more severe by the number of candi-
dates, has it not? —I belhieve that that has had
the effect of increasing the severity of the exa~-
minations.

1647. Captain Vivian.] You said that you have
no half-pay list in the Artillery; you have no
half-pay list of your own, but colonels of Ar-
tillery go upon half pay, do they not?—When
I made use of the words “ half-pay list,” I alluded
more to the unattached half-pay list as it exists
in the army. We have got a retired half-pay
list, but that is not exactly the same thing as
the unattached half-pay list.

1648. Chairman.] It is not called a retired
half-pay list, is it?—No; the Government have
a riggt to call upon the officers on that list to
serve, if they are fit for service.

1649. I do not think the word ¢ half” is used ;
it is called “ retired pay” ?—The army list would
show ; I think it says ‘ retired pay and half pay.”

1650. Captain Vivian.] A colonel of Artillery
going upon ﬁalf pay can sell his commission, can
he not?—Yes.

1651. That comes out of the reserve fund, does
not it ?—Yes; but it is no right which is appli-
cable to the Artillery alone; they only sell com-
missions under the terms of the War Office Cir~
cular of February 1861, which admitted of the
Secretary of State reducing the half-pay list by
purchasing officers out.

1652. By purchasing commissions from the
reserve fund 7—Yes, indiscriminately ; they do
not inquire whether he is an Artillery or an In-
fantry officer.

1653. It is a fact that an officer of Artillery
who has not paid for his commission, but who

oes upon half pay, can still sell that commission
%or 4,500 I, and that that money is paid to him
out of the reserve fund 7—Yes; there have been
some cases in which that has been done.

1654. Colonel North.] Do you know of any
instance of any officer of your corps who has
béen obliged to leave the corps on account of ill
health, without either selling his commission or
getting half pay ?—No, I do not.

1655. Major Jervis.] Can you give the Com-
mittee any idea as to what amount of bonus men
of 15 or 20 years’ service would like to have
before they would go; I mean to say, what would
be a fair inducement to Eet them to go; I will
take your own case; you have seen about as much
service as most men of your years; what bonus
would you think fair as an inducement to you to
go?—I really have not considered the subject
sufficiently able to state.

1656. Taking an average of 100 /. a year, do

you
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you think that most officers would go for that?
—7Yes, I think they would go for that.

1657. Chairman.] That is to say, you think
the least efficient men would go for that?—Yes,
and many efficient men who do not wish to re-
main in the service would go.

1658. Major Jervis.] Taking your own case,
you are a lieutenant colonel, I think, by brevet,
for service in the field ; when do you expect to
become a lieutenant colonel of Artillery ?—1I can-
not possibly, as it appears at present, be a regi-
mental lieutenant colonel under 30 years’ service,
or upwards. :

1659. Therefore even many men who, like
yourself, have seen a great deal of service, and
distinguished themselves, if they saw there was no
prospect before them, might be willing to go with
a bonus?—Yes.

1660. Captain Vivian.] How many years’ ser-
vice have you now ?—Fourteen.

1661. Chairman.] Shall you be entitled to get
a brevet colonelcy in the army after a fixed
number of years ?—Yes.

1662. Colonel North.] You cannot be a regi-
mental lieutenant colonel for 16 years, as I under-
stand it >— Not for fully that time.

1663. Chairman.] You may be a major
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general in the army almost as soon ?—No, not in
the present state of promotion.

1664. Mr. Trevelyan.] With reference to the
garrison Artillery, I see there are six batteries
of garrison Artillery at Dover; speaking very
rouihl , how many men would there be in each
of the batteries, do you think —They have about
100 non-commissioned officers and men in each
battery.

1665. How many should you have in a battery
of farrison Artillery in the ﬁombay Presidency ?
—I do not exactly know ; the number has been
altered by the different Despatches of the Secre-
tary of State from time to time, so that I do not
like to speak precisely.

1666. Major Jervis.| You have been asked
about the high standard of examination at the
academy ; I should like to ask you whether the
Artillery has got any advantage out of that
high standard of examination ; is it not the case
that an ofticer having gone through that exa-
mination has still to go through the staff college
if he wishes to get upon the staff; and if he
wishes to get into the establishment of the War
Office he has to go through a peculiar course of
their own; therefore, if I am right, an officer of
Artillery having gone through that high class of
examination gets no benefit whatever as far as
he himself is concerned >—None.

Lieutenant Colonel CHARLES BRISBANE EWART, R.E., examined.

1667. Chairman.] You are a Lieutenant
Colonel in the Engineers, I believe ?—I am a
Captain in the Engineers, and a Lieutenant
Colonel by brevet in the army.

1668. Where are you serving now ?—1I am at
Eesent the commanding Royal Engineer in the

ndon district.

1669. How many years’ service have you had ?
—I have had 22 years’ service.

1670. Have you considered the question of
the present system of retirement as far as it
affects your corps ?—Yes, I have.

1671. Have you considered it both with refer-
ence to its effect upon the efficiency of the
officers, and the flow of promotion generally ?—
Yes, I have.

1672. Isit your opinion that the present sys-
tem is satisfactory 7—1I1 do not think that it
sufficiently provides for the requirements of the
present day.

1673. HYOW would you illustrate that?—Be-
cause I think, if we go on as at present, the field
officers who will holg commands in various cli-
mates will be over the age that they ought to be;
and I think that the subaltern officers, who are
now of a greater age than they used to be, will
be older than they ought to be for their position.

1674. Do you say &at from observation of the
movement of the last few years, or from a simple
calculation on the present ages of the different
ranks ?—From observation of the last few years;
and then I think that the lower ranks are be-
coming of a greater age than they used to be,
owing to the officers entering the corps later.

1675. When you eay, “ they used to be,” I
suppose you mean within 10 or 15 years ?—Yes,
I mean in my own time.

1676. Twenty years ago the ages were very
much greater, I think ?:gN ot at entry.

1677. No; but the ages of the seniors in the
different ranks of the service were much greater ?
—-oYes, of the seniors, but not of the juniors.
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1678. Twenty years ago the senior captains
were 10 years older than they are now ?—Yes.

1679. And the senior lieutenants were four or
five years older >—Yes.

1680. But you think, from an observation of
the movements of recent years, that there is a
tendency to relapse to the former state of things?
—-Yes, as regards age.

1681. In what way would you suggest that
that should be cured >—I think that the first
principle is to establish removail from the regi-
mental ranks at a certain age; but I should not
¥ropose, in our cori)s, that it should debar a man
rom employment if' he is specially efficient.

1682. For instance, taking the rank of full
colonel, at what age would you compulsorily re-
move a full colonel to this contingent list, upon
which he might be so employed ?—1I should take
the age whic%: has been established by the regu-
lations for the Infantry, the age of 60.

1683. At that age you would remove every
colonel to & list upon which he might be em-
ployed, by his removal giving a step through the
corps >—I should remove him from the Corps
List, but leave him on the Army List.

1684. Then, how would you describe the
employments he might have, after he was so
removed ?—1I think that men vary very much in
their fitness. It might be considered, by the
authorities, that a certain man was peculiarly
fitted for a certain engineer’s command, or a staff
situation, or other employment ; and if so, I think
that they should be able to employ him.

1685. You think that an officer so removed
might continue to be eligible for certain staff
employment ?—If specially efficient.

1686. If he was specially fit he might be so
employed, at the discretion of the Commander
in Chief?—Yes.

1687. But without any right on his part to
demand it ?—Without any right on his part to
demand it.

1688. As
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1688. Asit is at present, a certain number of
colonels in your corps are practically unemployed,
are they not?—There are ordinarily a few colonels
practically unemployed. :

1689. Although they are on full pay ?—Yes.

1690. Would you give to those who are re-
moved to thias separate list about the same posi-
tion as to pay ?—g'es; I should allow them to re-
ceive the unattached pay,andsucceed to the rank
of general officer, unless they accepted the 600 L
a year retirement.

1691. You would retire all colonels from
the existing list at 60, giving them the option
either to go to this unattached list, with the re-

lar unattached pay, and with succession to the
%:ttalions througE the major general’s list, or
giving them 600 . a year, with or without a step
in rank ?—With the same as at present; astep of
honorary rank, if they accept the 600 .. a year.

1692. Then would you, if they did not accept
the 6001 a year, give them the present step in
rank, or would you leave them as colonels on an
unattached list 7—1I should leave them as colonels,
on account of their relative position to the rest of
the army, because if you gave them the position
of major generals you would probably give one
corps a larger proportion on the list than the
other branches of the service.

1693. You would leave the succession to the
major generals unattached, but precisely in the
same position as now, and the right to command of
battalions as now ?—As now, according to the
Army List.

1694. Then coming below the compulsory
quasi-retirements at 60, what retirements would
you offer ?—1I think that a full colonel in the
corps should have the right of claiming his retire-
ment on the 6001/ a year list, that is to say at
the age of about 53.

1695. Then do I rightly understand that you
would still maintain a limited 600/ a year list ?
—1I think a general unlimited list would be the
best way of working it.

1696. You would give a full colonel, at the
age of 53, an absolute right to retire upon 600 L
a year 7—Yes, with a step of honorary rank,

1697. Would you go lower than that?—I
think that, having reference to the working of
the present system, you must also give a leu-
tenant colonel the right to claim a retirement at
a certain age.

1698. What age would you say ?—I think you.

might say the age of 46, but at a reduced rate of
retirement.

1699. About what rate of retirement ?— About
400 /. or 450 L a year; 400/ a year is what he.
could claim now.

1700. Do you think that below that any pro-
vigion for retirement, except in the case of sick-
ness or wounds, is necessary #—1I thinkyou should
facilitate a young class of the officers leaving the
corps.

1701. How would you do that ?—The first
question I would go into is that of the seconded
officers, of whom we always have a good many
in our corps; officers who are temporarilyl‘:l{
lowed to remain on the strength of the corps, in
order to accept appointments under Government,
sometimes the Home Government and sometimes
Colonial gavernments. Those officers are only
allowed to remain upon the strength of the corps,
and to continue their regimental succession?or
10 years; at the end of those 10 years they must
elect whether they will leave the corps or whether
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they will return to the corps. I think itis better
for the succession in the corps that they should
not return, and therefore that their continuing in
the Civil Service if they wish to remain, and the
Civil Service wish to keep them, should be facili-
tated. At the same time I do not think it would
be right that those officers should continue
regimental succession, so that what I would pro-
E:)se would be, that if an officer has completed

is 10 years’service, and wishes to remain 1n the
Civil or Colonial Service he should come under
the operation of the Superannuation Act; but I
would allow his name to be retained in the Army
List. After the usual lists of retired officers,
you might have a special list of officers who have
quitted the corps in order to accept civil em-
ployment.

1702. You would allow him to remain in the
army, but you would regulate his superannua-
tion as a Civil servant by his entire time which has
been given to the pubgc ?—What I mean by his
remaining in the army is merely that his name
would remain on the Army List; he would retain
the rank he had in the service as a sort of hono-
rary rank ; if he was a captain he would still be
a captain, but his military service would cease.

1703. But his time served in the corps would'
20, in addition to his time served in the Civil
Service, for guperannuation 7~—I think that his
superannuation should count according to the
whole of his service to the State.

1704. You are aware, I suppose, that an officer
with professional acquirements does receive some
addition to his time of service when he comes for
Civil Servicesuperannuation ?—Yes, under clause4
of the Superannuation Act he can receive it.

1705. And that gemerally, that those offices
which seconded officers of your corps take, are
those to which seme additional time is attached
under that order —Yes; but at present there
i8 an uncertainty abeut it. I think that when an
officer leaves the corps he should loek forward
to that as a certainty.

1706. You have mentioned two ages, 53 and
46, I think, as the ages at which an offieer should
have the option of claiming certain rates of retire-
ment ?—Yes.

1707. Do you think that a test of age is pre-
ferable for optional retirement to a test of service?
—Yes; I think it is for the good of the service.

1708. I presume you would justify compulsory-
retirement at a certain age, on the Erinoiple that
at that age the great chances are that an officer
is not fit for work ?—Not fit fer the sort of work
he would be required to do. :

1709. But is not the retirement which you
offer at an earlier not se much a matter of
fitness as a matter of reward to the officer, and
ought not that to depend rather upen his: service
than his age >-—Practically, in onr corps, the age
and the service run together, because we all en-
ter about the same age ; and therefore, in naming
those ages, I am rather looking to the sort of
periods at which men would be likely to wish to
retire.

1710. Would not the rule be mere logical if*
it depended, in, the case of those earlier retire-
ments, on the service, which weuld be a fair time
to claim for, than if it depended upon the acci-
dent of age?—It would operate differently be-
tween officers who would now be coming up for
that retirement and officers who will be coming
up 20 years hence, on agcount of the alteration
in the age at which they join the corps. :

- - 1711. Would
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1711. Would you allow the period of second-
ing to count, if service were the rule ?—Yes;
for the 10 years.

1712. Then is not your reason for preferring
age to service, that you could hardly justify the
time while an officer was seconded being counted
a8 time of service ?—It always has been counted ;
it has always been customary to count the 10
years as service.

1713. Do you think that if a system were
established under which an officer, on retirement,
might commute his retired pay for a correspond-
ing capital sum, that would be satisfactory to the
corps *—I think that it would be very acceptable
to some officers.

1714. Would it tend to induce inefficient or
unsatisfactory officers to retire more than an
annuity would ?—Yes, I think it would; and I
think 1t would enable the authorities to press
them to go.

1715. It is mot part of your proposal that there
should be any compulsory retirement, except at
the extreme age of 60 —No.

1716. But you think that the moral induce-
ments to go would be assisted by the influence
of a sum down, rather than an annuity —Yes,
I think so.

1717. Previous witnesses have been asked
whether,in the event of an officer in the Artillery
being put upon temporary half pay, there is any
limit to that temporary half pay ; 1s it so in your
corps?—Y es; he 1s required to go before a medical
Board again at certain periods.

1718. After the first year ?—I am not quite
gure about the rule; I think it is after each
year.
1719. Is an officer allowed to remain on tem-
porary half pay in your corps more than two
years ?—1I think not.

1720. Have you ever heard of a case within
your own recollection, of an officer being obliged
to resign his commission from the necessity of
exceeding the two years ?—No; I cannot quote
a cage.

1721. Then I may sum up your evidence thus:
it i8 your opinion that there should be compul-
sory retirement at 60 ?—I should call it rather
removal than retirement.

1722, That compulsory removal to & list which
qualified a colonel for staff employment at the
option of the Commander in Chief, and which
enzbled him to claim the present 600 . a year,
and a step in rank coupled with optional retire-
ment at 46 and 53, and the power of commuting
the retired pay for & sum down, would practically
secure the efficiency of the corps?—Yes, I
think so.

1723. Have you considered at all the question
of the age at which officers get their commissions
now !—] think that the officers enter the corps
older than is desirable.

1724, At what age did you yourself go te
Woolwich ?—At 15.

A1'125. When did you get your commission ?—
t18. '

1726. What is the average age now in the
Engineers 7—I think they come into the corps at
sbout 22,

1727. Do you consider that too late an age?—
Ithink it is better to begin life earlier in the
corps, and it is better also with reference to the
ages of other officers of the same rank in other
branches of the service with whom they may
be thrown.
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1728. Your corps is eminently a scientific
corps ?—We are constantly called upon to per-
form financial and other duties under the State,
and also to fill certain scientific positions.

1729. Do you think that the effect of reducing
the age of admission either to the academy, or for
a commission, would lower to any great extent
the scientific standard of your corps ?—I do not
think so; but I should perhaps say that I think
that there might be an advanced class for officers
in after years, somewhat on the same principle as
the staff college at Sandhursi.

1730. Should officers go to that advanced class
immediately after they have got their commis-
sions or later in life >—Later, after being abroad.

1731. After they have acquired full knowledge
of their regimental duties ?—Yes.

1732. And you think that that would keep up
the full standard of scientific knowledge in the
corps !—Yes, I think so.

1733. Major Jervis.] You stated that you
thought it was right that colonels of Engineers
should retire at Sle age of 60, because tiey do
the same thing in the rest of the army?—I
merely said I took that age because it had been
laid down for other branches of the service.

1734. Is it a fact that colonels of the Line have
to retire at the age of 60 ?—Yes, unless they are
reported specially efficient.

1735. I think you rather allude to lieutenant
eolonels commanding regiments ?—I mean lieu-
tenant colonels commanding regiments, because
there are no substantive colonels in the Line.

1736. Colonels in the army are not shelved at
the age of 60 ?—There are no colonels in the
army, except in the three non-purchase corps.

1737. There is a very large number in the
Army List, and a good many of them are over
60 ?~-They are brevet colonels.

1738. No man who had attained the rank of
colonel by service would be shelved at 60, would
he ?—I think there are very few men in com-
mand of regiments over 60 ; there may be a few
exceptions.

1739. Would you at all compare the duties of
a full colonel of Engineers with the duties of a
lieutenant colonel commanding a regiment?—A
full colonel of Engineers is liab%e to be called upon
to go at any time to any climate; he may be
called upon to take the command in the field.

1740. So are general officers ?—1I do not think
the duties are analogous.

1741. Are not the duties of a colonel of Engi-
neers very superior in every sort of way, for
responsibility as regards finance and everything
else, to those of a lieutenant colonel of the Line ?
—7Yes; I think they are.

1742. I think in the Crimea your two chief
engineers were simply captains in the corps;
Captain Gordon and Captain Chapman ?—I was
in the Crimea throughout the war, and can speak
from experience; the senior officers died or broke
down, that is to say, were invalided.

1743. Was that the reason why they sent out
two still older ones; I refer to Sir John Bur-
goyne and Sir Harry Jones?—Sir John Bur-
goyne came out on special employment ; he was
not the commanding Engineer; Sir Harry Jones
was also sent out on special employment, but
he became the commanding Engineer.

1744. Both were sent out to perform engineer-
ing duties, were they not?—No; Sir John Bur-
goyne was sent out to make a special report fic:r
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1745. You think that a colonel of Engineers,
taking into account the duties he has to perform,
is not competent at the age of 60 ?—Not for the
field, as a rule; some men are specially efficient;
but, as a rule, Ishould say he should be under 60.

1746. Captain Vz'vz'an.l] You propose by your
scheme that officers should retire compulsorily at
60; that is 80, 18 not it?—Yes; I used the word
removal, not retirement.

1747. I apprehend that the whole of your
evidence has been given with respect to your
own corps, not with reference to the Royal
Artillery at all?—I think that the same argu-
ments would apply which I have used.

1748. To the Royal Artillery ?— Yes.

1749. Then you have given your evidence
with respect to the Royal Artillery as well as
the Royal Engineers?—Yes; I think so, as
regards those ages.

1750. How do you think promotion would be
accelerated in the Royal Artillery by com-
pulsory retirement at the age of 60, looking at
the age of the colonels at present ?—It would not
be immediately accelerated, but it would be
prospectively.

1751, That is to say, you apprehend that the
age of colonels, and of the higher ranks of the
Artillery, will increase 7—Yes; from the fact that
there is very little difference in age between a
considerable number of them.

1752. Therefore you anticipate that the ave-
rage age of the senior colonels of Artillery,
which 18 now 53 years and 7 months, will in-
crease to much above 60 very shortly ?—Yes, I
think so. ~

1753. I think you propose that those officers
should be removed from their corps at 60, but
that they should be left on the Army List, and be
eligible for staff appointments ?—VYes.

1754. Can you tell me how many major ge-
nerals there are belonging to the scientific corps
now ?—I do not remember exactly; 32 and 16
respectively, I think; 48 in all.

1755. 1 think that the strength of the Royal
Artillery has been increased, has not it, from
14 to 17 brigades >—VYes, it has.

1756. But the list of major generals has not
been increased proportionately ? — Not propor-
tionately, I believe.

1757. Can you tell the Committee at all now
what staff employments the major generals of
Artillery or Engineers have, and how many of
those 48 are employed on the staff >—There are
very few employed.

1758. Out of the whole 48 ?—Very few are
employed.

1759. As to your own corps, can you tell me
how many are emgloyed ?—I do not think we
have one employed at this moment, except Sir
John Burgoyne.

1760. You have only one?—We have only
one employed, and that 18 Sir John Bnrgoyne.

1761. Therefore, retiring those officers from
the corps, and from taking any part in regimen-
tal duties, and putting them upon a list where
they would be eligible for staff appointments,
would be practically, if the present system is
continued, sheiving them, woul({) it not ?—I would
not deter them from special appointments as com-
manding Engineers.

1762. As the practice goes now-a-days, and look-
ing to the fact that there are such a very small pro-

portion of officersin the Artillery or Engineersem-
ployed on any staff employment whatever, put-
ting them upon such a list, with the hope held
out to them of staff employment, would be prac-
tically shelving them, would it not ?—It would;
except that, supposing there was a colonel pecu-
liarly efficient, he might be made commanding
Engineer at Gibraltar, or commanding Engineer
in Ireland, as a colonel on the staff.

1763. I think colonels on the staff have never
the local rank of brigadier, have they ?—No.

1764. Colonels on the staff of Artillery have
not?—No; they are colonels on the staff.

1765. Although they are commanding I
brigades, and have very responsible commands,
yet they never have brigade rank given to them?
—Only in the field, I believe.

1766. In time of war 7—Yes.

1767. Colonel North.% Can your officers claim
half pay as a right ?—They can only claim it
after 25 years’ service; and under an old warrant
three in two years can claim it after 24 years’
service. :

1768. 1 mean an officer of 12, 14, or 16 years’
gervice, whose health is broken down by service
abroad; can he claim half pay as a matter of
right ?—No; he has no claim.

1769. Can he claim to sell his commission ?—
No; there have been cases of men retiring on
half pay, but not at that service.

1770. I mean as a matter of right 7—Not at
present.

1771. Then you have nothing to look forward
to, when you enter your corps, as a matter of
right; if your health breaks down before you
have served 25 years, the Secretary of State, or
anybody else, may give you nothing ?—Under
21 or 25 years’ service, it 1s so.

1772. Chairman.] Except in case of wounds?
—Except in case of wounds.

1773. Colonel North.] Even then it is left to
the Secretary of State; you would ﬁet a pension
for your wound, but it does not follow that you
would have half pay as a matter of right 1—Not
as a matter of right.

1774. Chairman.] As a matter of custom you
would 7—Yes, I believe so.

1775. Major Jervis.] Is it not a fact that at
this present time all full colonels of Engineers
and Artillery who are employed are colonels on
the staff; I mean all colonels 1n command of dis-
tricts>—No, not all; it is not 8o in the Engineers
except at certain stations. )

1776. Is not it the case with the commanding
Engineer at Gibraltar and Malta, and Aldershot ?
—Not at Aldershot; the commanding Royal
Enéineer at Aldershot is not a colonel on the
staft.

1777. You said you thought it would be right
to reduce the age of officers joining the En-
gineers; and one reason you gave was to bring
their age into comparison with the age of other
officers joining the other branches of the service ;
do you not think that the country looks forward
to having very different men, men of far higher at-
tainments, in lieutenants joining ihe Engineers
than in cornets or ensigns joining the regiments of
the Line ?—A lieutenant of Engineers learns a

reat deal after he joins the corps; he is always
earning. ) L.

1778. Everybody is learning all his life; but
is not it the fact that you look forward to much
higher efficiency in a subaltern of Engineers, even

on first joining, than you would in the case of 3
cornet
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cornet or ensign >— As a rule, & man joining our
corps has two years more instruction afterwards
at Chatham.

1779. Even with that, when you come to think
of all the appointments they have at the Board
of Trade, in tll)::a Topographical Department, and
the Railway Department, and so on, is not it the
fact that you expect a much greater degree of
efficiency in a subaltern of Engineers, than in
a subaltern of the Line?—Yes, you do; but I
think 2 young man can attain what is necessary
at the age of 18, before entering the corps.

1780. Mr. Trevelyan.] Is it your opinion that
the competitive examination provides you with
men of LEat class of mind, that they can take ad-
vantage of all their opportunities of learning in
the corps ?—They learn a good deal afterwards,
in the corps.

1781. 1s it the fact that the examination is
competitive, or the difficulty of the examination
which secures to you that class of men ?—1I think
if they come in at 15, and pass the examination
that is necessary, then a three years’ course at
the academy should be sufficient.

1782. After that, they could get better oppor-
tunities of learning in the corps than in the
academy 7— Y es.

1783. Colonel Sturt.] Would you propose to
give the Commander in Chief a discretionary
power to retain the services of an officer over 60
years of age, supposing that officer to be in very
good health, and conspicuous for his ability 7—
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I should not retain him in the list of the corps,
but I should keep him on the Army List, and then
the-Commander in Chief could employ him.

1784. You would not give the Commander in
Chief a discretionary power to retain his services
in the Engineers ?—Not in the corps list, but he
might still employ him as an Engineer.

1785. Chairman.] Is there any other reason
which holds colonels back from taking the 600 Z
a year under the ﬁresent regulations, except that
of running their chances of a battalion at 1,000 1.
a year, against the present 80017 a year >—Yes,
there is this—that on retiring, they are given the
honorary rank of major general, and that rank
does not entitle their widows to a higher pension
than that of a colonel. . Whereas if they happen
to be near the top of the list, they look forward
to succeeding in the course of a few years to the
service list of general officers, and then their
widows would be entitled to a higher pension of
120/, a year.

1786. Widow’s pension follows substantive
rank, and not honorary rank ?—Yes.

1787. Are you aware that that really has
influenced individual officers in their choice ?—
I have reason to believe that it has had an effect
in some cases.

1788. Do widow’s pension follow brevet rank
below that ?—No, substantive rank.

1789. In every case?—It is always substantive
rank throughout.

Major General GEORGE CoLT LANGLEY, R.M., further Examined.

1790. Chairman.] YouU wish to be examined
uplo(n one or two points of your previous evidence ?
—VYes.

1791. Can you inform the Committee upon
what grounds the number of 10 general officers
was allotted to the Royal Marines on what is
called the unattached list retired pay, I believe
technically ?7—The Royal Commission appointed
in May 1854, to report upon the system of pro-
motion and retirement in the army, recommended
a certain number of general officers for the army,
and for the seniority corps. By their report
234 general officers were recommended for the
army, 24 for the Royal Artillery, and 12 for the
Royal Engineers; and the Admiralty, on con-
sidering that report, recommended 10 general
officers for the Royal Marines as being in a sup-
gosed proportion to the numbers recommended
or the other seniority corps.

1792. What was the basis of the proportion?
—About one-third ; a little under one-third.

1793. Was the proportion with reference to
the number of men or the number of officers ?—
The number of officers.

1794, You say that the Admiralty arrived at
that number so as to bear a fair proportion to the
other seniority corps; was it in proportion to the
number of men ?—To the number of officers, I
believe. That was the basis, I believe, of the
recommendation of the Royal Commission.

1795. It was not in proportion to the number
of field officers, but to the total number ?—No;
n proportion to the number of combatant offi-
cers,

1796. Since then three have been added to
these 10, have they not >—The Order in Council
by which those 10 general officers were allotted
toothe Royal Marmes was dated Sentember
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1854; but the officers of the Ordnance Corps
were enabled, by representing that the number
recommended for them was inadequate, to obtain
an increase from 36 to 48, as is shown in the
Ordnance warrant, which is dated, I think, in
November 1854. No increase was allotted to
the Royal Marines until November 1866, when
the number was increased to 13.

1797. Had there been any increase in the corps
ot Marines meanwhile ?—It appears by the Esti-
mates of the year 1854, that tie total number of
the corps of Marines was then 12,500. It has
since been increased to 18,000.

1798. And it stands now at, what >—It stands
now at 16,400.

1799. A question was asked whether general
officers of Marines are eligible for commands ; you
wish to answer that specially, I think ?—1I should
wish to remark that it has been stated, for the
purposes of comparison as to the effect of re-
tirement, that all general officers of Marines,
whether retired or unattached, should be classed
with the retired generals of Artillery and Engi-
neers, and it might therefore be assumed that
general officers of Marines were disqualified for
commands.

1800. Captain Vivian.] Why should it be so
assumed; general officers of Artillery and Engi-
neersare not disqualified from commands ?—1It has
been stated in evidence that they may be classed
with general officers of Artillery and Engineers
who are absolutely retired ; and if such a state-
ment were to pass unchallenged, it might be
assumed that it was an acknowledgment on the
part of the officers of the Marines that they were
not qualified to assume commands,

1801. Chairman.] Wasnot there some additional
reason, besides the reason of comparison of num-
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bers, which led the Admiralty to recommend the
addition of three to the total number of general
officers of Marines?—Yes, there was another
reason; it was because the Royal Marine Artillery
has of late years been very much increased in
numbers, and it has been found expedient to place
them on a separate list for promotion; it was
therefore considered desirable that they should
have a proportion of general officers specially set
apart for them.

1802. So that there are, or are to be, two dis-
tinct establishments of major generals of Ma-
rines ?—Of general officers of Marines.

1803. Ten attached to the Infantry, and three
to the Artillery ?—Yes.

1804. The establishment of general officers is
to all intents and purposes, an establishment of
retired officers, 1s not it?—No, I think not;
general officers of Marines are not at all disposed
to accept that position, that they are virtually
retired and disqualified from further service.

1805. Practically, except as to the Inspector
General, and in your case as to the Deputy Ad-
jutant General, there is noemployment for general
officers of Marines, is there 7—No general officer
of Marines has as yet been employed upon the
staff of the army, neither had a colonel of Marines
ever been employed in command of a brigade
until 1857 ; but during that year, when a portion
of the army which had been sent to China was
diverted to India during the mutiny, a brigade of
Royal Marines, consisting of two battalions and
a battery of Royal Marine Artillery, was sent out
from England, under the command of a regi-
mental colonel; another battalion was added to
them, formed from a detachment from the differ-
rent ships on the station, and that brigade per-
formed very good service in the capture of Can-
ton, and the subsequent operations in China.
During their service, several officers belonging to
that brigade were employed on the staff of the
army, in the Adjutant General and Quarter-
master General’s Departments, and their services
were most highly reported upon; therefore, if
theg. were able to render efficient service upon the
staff’ in those capacities, it is to be presumed that
their promotion subsequently to be general
officers, cannot be considered to disqualify them
from any further employment.

1806. So that while there is no question, as a
matter of fact, that with thatone, or occasionally
two, exceptions, the major generals’ list is in
practice a retired list, in principle you would
contest that it should not be so considered, and

ou would hope to see a major general of

farines occasionally employed on the staff
of the army?—Yes, I may say that a dis-
tinguished officer of the Royal Artillery has
given in evidence, I believe, before this Com-
mittee, that the same is nearly the case with their
corps; out of 32 generals there is only one now
employed on the staff of the army, and of 16
generals of Engineers there is not one employed
on the staff of the army, notwithstanding their
high scientific acquirements.

1807. Reverting to the increase in the list,
comparing equal things with equal, the result is
that at present the Marines have the prospect
of a larger proportion of well paid retirements
than either of the other two corps ?—No, I am not
aware that that is the case; when you consider
the large number of honorary appointments of
commandants of battalions which are enjoyed b
the Artillery and Engineer officers, compared wi
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the five enjoyed by the officers of Marines, I think
they are not more highly paid.

1808. Adding the highly-paid colonels com-
mandant in the Artillery and Engineers to the
unattached list, and adding the colonels com-
mandant, who are not so well paid, of the Ma~
rines, to the body of retired or established gene-
rals of Marines, you get a better average, do you
not, for the Marines than for either of the other
corps ?—I am not certain of that; I should think
the average would be very nearly alike.

1809. At any rate, there has never been any
claim to add to the 35,000 L a year for the Ma-
rines, for the good reason that you have not
nearly reached 1t?—No; we had had no neces-
sity for any addition; indeed we have always
been considerably under it ; in fact, in the Order
in Council of 1854, which first authorised that
sum of 35,000 L., it is stated in clause 16, I think,
“ that the retired full-pay list be prospectively
fixed for the Marine corpe at 35,000 ., being
6,000 I. more than the actual expense now in-
curred for the full pay retirement of officers of
all ranks in the corps, and it being only a rea~
sonable compensation for the loss of an annual
retirement of two lieutenant colonels and two
captains recently granted, but not as yet in prac-
tical operation, though it may not be necessary
to reach the maximum amount for some years.”
That provision has been acted up to, and the
maximum amount has not yet been reached.

1810. Colonel North.] Have the officers of
your corps half pay by right>—No; we have no
retirement upon half pay by right.

1811. Nor by sale of the commission ?—Nor
by sale of the commission.

1812. Then what becomes of an officer if he
leaves your corps ?>—If an officer’s health breaks
down on service, he is examined by a Medical
Board, and if he is ascertained to be unfit for
further service, he is given half pay.

1813. Sir Jokn Hay.] After how many years’
service 7—According to the army regulations,
which we follow, after three years’ service he is
entitled to be placed upon half pay, if he is re-
ported unfit for service.

1814. Colonel North.] That is what the un-
derstanding, on entering your corps, would be,
that he has a right to haﬂ' pay under those cir-
cumstances >—He has that right to half pay if he
is unfit for further service.

1815. Chairman.] Does he remain upon that
half-pay list for an indefinite time?—Yes; he is
not called upon to serve; he is not called back
again, generally.

1816. If he is called back again, where does he
come in?—We have only had one or two cases
where an officer has been placed upon temporary
half pay, and come back again; and as far as my
recollection goes, those officers were brought
back to their proper places in the list; they were
not put at the bottom of the list, but they were
brought back to the places they occupied pre-
viously t(i_lgoing upon half an

1817. However long they may have been
upon temporary half pay ?—The temporary half
pay was, I think, for a twelvemonth ; in the two
cases I remember, the officers were brought back
at the expiration of that time, but the health of
both officers broke down afterwards, and they
were placed upon permanent half pay.

1818. There is no way in which an officer of

Marines can leave by the sale of his commiss:lc;n,
: at
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that is to say, by getting a price for his com-
mission 7—No.

1819. There is no fund out of which commis-
gions can be purchased ?—No; some officers have,
I think, been recently allowed to sell their com-
missions in the other seniority corps, but no field
officer of Marines has been allowed to do so. It
is only applicable of course to brevet field offi-
cers ; a regimental officer cannot sell his commis-
sion.

1820. Sir John Hay.] What is the number of
regimental field officers in the Royal Marines ?—
Thirty-two ; there are five colonels commandant,
five colonels second commandant, 20 licutenant
colonels, and two officers supernumerary, for
employment on the general staffin London.

1821. Does that bear a fair proportion to the.

number of field officers in the other corps ?—No,
it is very much smaller.

1822. As a rule, is retirement asked for by the
field officers ?—No, it is not. The field officers
of Marines have no fixed employment on foreign
stations, and therefore they are not, as a rule,
inciined to apply for retirement, which field
officers of other corps sometimes are desirous of
obtaining, in order to avoid the trouble and ex-

nse of moving their families abroad.

1823. How does that operate ?—It operates:
disadvantageously upon the promotion of the-
junior officers, the captains, and subalterns.

1824. Have you any suggestion to make to-
remedy that ?—1I think it would be advisable to
increase the amount of retirement to officers of a
certain standing, say 25 or 30 years’ standing:

1825. From the rank of ﬁel({ officers ?—To in-
clude some field officers and the senior captains.

1826. Have you considered the advantage of*
restoring the rank of major in the Royal Ma-
rines ?—I do not think it would be advisable to
restore the rank of major; it would be rather
preferable, I think, in the way of improving the
position of junior officers, to mtroduce the rank
of second captain, which exists in the two other
seniority corps.

1827. Is there a proposal for doing that in the
Marine Corps? — J}‘here is a proposal which
has been under the consideration of the Admi-
ralty, and has been recommended to the Trea-
sury, and is now under their consideration.

1828. C'haz‘rman.}wl suppose the number of
field officers in the Marines is smaller in propor-
tion to the number of field officers in the other
seniority corps, because there is comparatively-
little for them to do?—Yes, from the want of a
fixed employment on foreign stations, the num--
ber has been regulated by the wants of the
routine duties in %ngland, and is, I think, set as:
low as it can be with due regard to the efficiency
of the service.

1829. There is, strictly speaking, no employ-
ment during peace. for any field officer of Marines

at all, is there >—No, there is not; that isa great
want of the service, because on the one hand,
you require field officers to be perfectly efticient
so as to be ready for any foreign service which
is required, and at the same time they are not, as
a rule, generally disposed to ask for retirement.

1830. When you say “a want of the service,”
it is almost a necessity of the service; it would
be impossible to find employment in ordin
times, in peace, for a field officer of the Marines
abroad, wouldit not ?~—=No, it would not be im-
gossible ; I think an arrangement might be made

or employing them.

1831. You mean that a colonel of Marines
might be put in command of Marines on board a
flag-ship >—I mean that a certain number of
Marines might perhaps be quartered in Malta or
in Halifax, from which men might be supplied to
the fleet.

1832. Sir John Hay.] As a portion of the
arrison 7—While they were there they would
o garrison duty, and the vacancies in the fleet

might be filled up from them, and the field officer
who was with them would be ready to undertake
any service that he might be called upon to per--
form, and at the same time to superintend the
drilling and the instruction of the Marines of the
fleet when the ships were im those particular
barbours.

1883. Chairman.] It would be, to a certain
extent, finding employment for the Marines.
abroad, at the cost of the army at large, would it
not?—No, I think not; it would not interfere:
with the army at all.

1834. I suppose, if a certain number of Marines:
went and did duty at Halifax or Malta, it would
relieve a certain number of soldiers, would it not ?
—It would not have the effect of causing amy;
reduction in the force -of the army.

1835. Sir John Hay.] As a matter of fact,.
field officers of the Marines have been occasionally,
embarked, have they not?—Yes, they have.

1836. Mr. De Grey.] Do you think it would:
be advisable that offieers should be allowed te.
receive their retiring allowances in the shape oft
a lump sum ?—1I think many officers, particularly:
in the junior ranks, or say from 20 to 30 yeaxs’
service, would be dispesed to acoept a lamp sum,
in preference to retirement on an annuity.

1837. Do you think that it would offer an extra:
inducement to them to retire ?—I think so; I
think that many officers would take a lump sum,
who would not ask for the presont full-pay re-
tirement.

1838. Do you not think. that the older officers-
would be more likely to accept s lump sum tham
some of the younger ones, on the idea that their
lives were worth less ? —They wounld be inclined:
to accept & lump sum certainly, if it was ang-
mented in proportion to the value of their annual
retirement.
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1839. Chairman.] Has your Royal Highness

the Duke of considered the present state of the retirement
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K.G.

15 July
1867.

1840. Do you, Sir, consider that the state of
that retirement is at present satisfactory P—No,
I consider it is extremely unsatisfactory.

1841. In what respects would you say that it
is extremely unsatis?actory ?—1I think that it is
unsatisfactory in two respects. One is, that I
do not think that there is sufficient retirement
constantly going on in order to keep up a flow of

romotion so as to bring the younger men to the
ﬁead of the list at a period of life when their
services are most valuable and most wanted. In
the next place, it is unsatisfactory because there
are officers whom one would be very glad to see
removed, but whom we have no power whatever
of removing, inasmuch as we can only get them
to retire if they choose. The consequence is
that officers retire whom we would much sooner
see not retire, though we are glad thus to obtain
promotion in the corps, while others remain
whom we should be glad to see removed from the
efficient staff of the regiment.

1842. Under the present system of retirement
nobody can be retired unless there is a sum of
money available at the time; does your Royal
Highness consider that a satisfactory plan, or
would you prefer a system under which, after
certain conditions are complied with, the officer
could retire whether there was a balance or not ?
—I should infinitely prefer the latter plan, be-
cause there is a system in it, whereas under the
present plan there is no system at all. It is really
a matter of accident whether any man retires or
not, and whether the particular man whom you
wish to see retire does retire.

1843. Do you think that after a certain length
of service or age, every officer should have the
right and exercise the option of retirement ?—
Yes.

1844. Does your Royal Highness consider that
after a certain age every officer should be com-
pelled to retire from active service ?—1I think it
18 very desirable that at certain ages officers
should be called upon to make room for junior
officers to take their place. I see no great hard-
ghip in such an arrangement.

1845. About what age do
officer should be in that way
tire ?—If age is to determine it, I thi

ou consider an
ed upon to re-

it should

be 60; we have a principle in the line where 60
has of recent years been established as the age at
which officers should retire from the command of
regiments, and if you extended that to the Ord-
nance Corps, you would be only extending an ac-
cepted principle. If it is to be length of service,
I agree with Colonel Gambier, that 38 years is
the proper length of service.

1846. Commissions being now given out be-
tween 20 and 23 years of age, 38 years of service
would be nearly the same as 60 years of age ?—
The difference between retirement at 60 years of
age, or after 38 years of service, I believa to be
really hardly anything; I believe virtually it
comes to the same thing.

1847. If an officer should have the right to
exercise the option of retirement after a certain
number of years’ service, about how many years’
service WOI]{d your Royal Highness name for that
option ?—I think that 20 years is the earliest
period at which an officer should retire. Con-
sidering how carefully an officer has been pre-
pared for the more scientific corps, by a long
course of study at Woolwich, and so on, you have
a right to expect 20 years’ service from him.

1848. At present, in the line, an officer has
the option to retire on half pay after 25 years’
service; do you see a sufficient distinction between
the line and the more scientific corps, to make
the period earlier in the latter case ?—The only
distinction is, that the line is not affected in pro-
motion by retirement, as the Ordnance Corps are.
I do not see how you can keep up a regular and
proper flow of promotion, unless you begin pretty
early; I therefore put the period of retirement
for the Ordnance Corps at five years lower than
ﬁl)lxi the line, on that ground, and on that ground
only.

1%49. Then the inducement to retire, in point
of money, should be made somewhat better in the
Ordnance Corps than in the line; would your
Royal Highness therefore reconsider at all the

uestion as between 20 and 25 years’ service ?—
man, of course, in the army who has a pur-
chased commission would have a greater induce-
ment to go out of the army, and would do so more
easily than a man in a seniority corps, where the
inducements for retirement by means of money
are not available ; therefore, to that extent, there
is more inducement in the line to retire at an
early period than in the ordnance corps. To that
extent
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extent the question is affected by the purchase
system, or the non-purchase system, as existing
in the line, or in the ordnance corps.

1850. But if the rate of retired pay fixed for
the ordnance corps was something considerably
better than the half pay at which the officers in
the line retire, would it then be matter for con-
sideration whether the period of service should be
so low as 20 years?—Yes; I think the period of
service of 20 years should be taken into account
with reference to the mode in which you put that
question, which is, that in a non-purchase corps
there should be better inducements for men to
retire than in a purchase corps.

1851. Have you, Sir, considered at all about
what amount an officer should be retired upon
after say 20 years’ service —That is a very diffi-
cult question to answer, for this reason, that you
must make it worth his while to retire or he
would not do it. On the other hand, you must
look to the interests of the State, which of course
would put the retirement as low as the interests
of the State would permit. To strike a balance
between the two points is the problem which I
consider this Committee specially called upon to
solve. I am not prepared to say what it should
be, but unless it 1s made worth a man’s while to
retire, the inducement will not produce the effect
which is intended.

1852. At present the rate of retirement from
the rank of colonel is 600 /. a year, and from the
rank of lieutenant-colonel 400/. a year. If thecom-
pulsory system, of which your Royal Highness has
:Ern]fn, was adopted at 60 years of age, do you

ink that the rate of retired pay should be less
than the 600/ a year which is now given to
colonels ?—1I think that the rate of retired pay
should be rather improved in the centre than at
the top, because I think the want of a flow of
fromotion is more at the centre than at the top.

gee no necessity for raising the retired pay at
the top of the list, but I should like to see the
retired pay at the centre more raised than it is
now.

1853. The Committee may gather from your
Royal Highness that you would prefer to see the
retired pay of a full colonel, when that retirement
was compulsory, at 60 years of age maintained at
the present figure of 6007 ?—Yes.

1854. With a step in rank as at present?—
Certainly.

1855. It has been suggested to this Committee,
that the option should be given to an officer com-
pulsorily retiring, to remain on a separate list, in
which he should be eligible still for certain staff
employments, and that he should succeed in his
turn to the major general’s establishment, and
ultimately to the command of a battalion ; do you
think that that system would be desirable ?—
There is a great deal to be said for it, and a
great deal to be said against it; if you retire a
man at a certain agea%ecause you consider his
age or his service such as to justify it, there is a
certain amount of awkwardness in bringing him
back to full duty, because you put him in a posi-
tion where it would become necessary for the
authorities to select him for a command if oppor-
tunity occurred, and it would be difficult in such
& case to say toaman, “ You cannot be placed in
command, because you have already been on the
retired list.” DBut, on the other hand, if you
compulsorily retire a man at 60 in a seniority
Corps, it is rather hard to say toa man who would
beoquite fit to take many positions which would

.105.
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that he should be altogether debarred from avail- the Duke of

ing himself of that chance ; and therefore it is not
an easy question to decide whether or not you
should put such a man on the retired list. I my-
self, would rather have preferred that that list
should not be called a “retired list,” because I
think the word “retired ” involves the assump-
tion that a man is no longer fit for active occupa-
tion. :

1856. Then, if at the age of 60 an officer was
compulsorily removed, and placed upon (we will
say) a separate list, while upon pay he would be
eligible only for a staff appointment, does your
Royal Highness think that would be an objec-
tion to that system of retirement?—I would
answer that question by illustrating Colonel
Gambier’s proposition ; suppose that his proposi-
tion, which is, that retirement should take place
after 38 .years’ service, or the system of retire-
ment at 60 years of age were adopted, when that
Eeriod arrived, in my opinion, an officer should

e asked whether he would go on the separate
list or whether he would go on the retired list ;
if he goes on the retired list his services are at
an end, but if he goes on the separate list, he
would be on a list which would enable him to be

put back again to full pay as major general, with
the prospect of having the command of a battalion,
and you would get rid of the awkwardness of

which I have spoken ; I think that would be the
only way in which you could meet the difficulty.

1857. Then in your Royal Highness’s opinion,
a colonel at 60 years ofy age should have the
option either of taking his 600 L a year and his
step in rank, or of going to the separate list, giv-
ing a step in promotion in the regiment, on which
list he would be eligible for certain staff employ-
ments, and would take his turn for the major

eneral’s establishment, and ultimately for a
attalion 7—That is exactly my opinion.

1858. It has been suggested that if this com-
pulsory system of graduated retirement after 20
or 25 years’ gervice were established, it would be
a great advantage to the officers if they could
commute their retired pay for a sum down; is it

our Royal Highness’s opinion that that would
{e a satisfactory arrangement?—I think it would
be a very satisfactory arrangement to give them
the option.

1859. That would involve a recognition of the
princié)le that the State have no further claim on
retired officers, would it not ?—Certainly.

1860. Does your Royal Highness consider that
for the State to have a claim on the services of
retired officers is really of any value ?—No, cer-
tainly not; for if there was a great war, or any-
thing happened which would make it desirable
to bring any officers back, their own good feeling
would prompt them to volunteer for any special
service, and the ordinary avocations of the service
would not require them.

1861. If an officer had the absolute option of
retirement after 20 or 25 years’ service, is it your
opinion that your Royal Highness, on the other
hand, should Kave any right after that period of ser-
vice to cease to employ an officer, if you considered
him inefficient?—I think it is most important that
that right should be vested in the military autho-
rities, because, without reference to any indi-
vidual case, I can assert from my experience,
that we have had cases in which we have been
obliged to employ officers on full pay who,in our
opinion, ought not to have been so employed.

M 1862, It
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162, It has been suggested that a system of

the Duke of bonus contribution should be established, to
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juniors to buy their seniors out; is it your
opinion that that would be desirable in the

dnance corps ?—No; I have never approved of
the benus system ; particularly on this account,
that if a man does not choose to subscribe his
share to the bonus, he is sure to be looked upon
with the greatest disfavour by the whole corps
of his brother officers.

1863. It has come out in evidence before the
Committee, that officers who may be invalided
(I am not speaki- :; of wounds) by ill-health, are
only allowed to g on half-hay for a limited time,
and if their health does not improve, they may
be required to surrender their commission ; is it
your opinion, Sir, that that is a proper regula-
tion 7—No. I think it is a most cruel regulation ;
I am sorry to say we had an instance.of it the
other day, which proved how unjust it was.

1864. You would advise that an officer going
on half pay through ill-health, if permanently
afflicted, should be placed on permanent half
pay ?—Certainly.

1865. 1s it your Royal Highness’s opinion that
the half-pay list should be applied to any purpose
in the corps except such a purpose as that?—It
had muchrﬁetter not, in my opinion, and if proper
retirements are allowed there is no object in it;
at present, to a very limited extent, itis used to
enable promotion to go on; but it is much better
that officers should be retired altogether, and be
put on half pay.

1866. A good deal of difficulty in settling
details has been experienced by this Committee,
through the inequality of the ages at which
cadets have been admitted to Woolwich, and
have obtained their commissions ; and we had it
in evidence that in the Artillery, in one case there
were nearly 100 officers of almost exactly the
same age ; 18 it, Sir, your opinion that the present
ages at which officers are admitted to Woolwich
and obtain their commissions are satisfactory ?—
No, the age is too high ; but if it is put lower,
you must not expect the same amount of qualifi-
cation for going into the college as you expect
now, because it is impossible to come up to the
present requirements unless a young man is
admitted at an age senior to that which I think
would be really advisable.

1867. At what age ought cadets, in your
Royal Highness’s opinion, to be admitted to
Woolwich ?7—I think 15 to 17 would be the
best age.

1868. If that change were made, the officers
would reach the period at which they would be
entitled to exercise the .option of retirement at
first at very unequal ages; is it your Royal
Highness’s opinion that, under those circum-
stances, any qualification of age should be at-
tached to the period of service after which re-
tirement might be attained; in other words, in
addition to service, would you attach any condition
with regard to age ?—I think it might be an ad-
vantage ; but it has this disadvantage, that you
might have a ¢ senior” in regimental standing
younger in years than a “ junior,” and, therefore, a
junior in the service might get an advantage
offered to him which a senior, though a junior in
age, might feel hurt at not having the option of.

1869. I gather that it is your view, Sir, that
the right to the option of obtaining the retire-
ment ought to depend simply on the length of

service, and not at all on the age P—I think, on

the whole, I prefer the length of service. If it

comes to a question of retirement at 60, I think

the age of 60 would have no disadvantage ; but if

gou extend the principle below that, there might
e some disadvantage.

1870. The system of retirement which your
Royal Highness would advocate would be this:
That after varying lengths of service, commenc-
ing, say, with 20 years, an officer should have the
absolute right to take out varying rates of retired
pay, and to compound them for a fixed sum of
money ; and that at the age of 60, whatever his
period of service might be, he should compulsorily
exercise the option, either of retiring or of going
on to that separate list —Just so.

1871. And your Royal Highness thinks that if
the officer, on the one hand, is entitled to that ad-
vantage, the mili authorities, on the other
hand, should have the right, from the time when
he has that advantage, to remove him if they
think him inefficient 7—No doubt.

1872, That would be an indirect inducement
to him to make his choice ?—Yes. The reason I
attach much importance to that is this, that if we
have those officers who may be inefficient kept on
full pay, the War Office naturally expects us to
employ them. If thereis an appointment vacant
and we do not employ them, we are liable to be
asked why we do not employ officers who are
without employment on full pay; that more
especially affects the Engineers, because a large
portion of them do not serve with the men, but
are selected for different duties of construction,
for maintenance of works, or formation of works,
in various parts of the country, an important
duty, as of course the Committee understand.

1873. If the system of retirement which you
have spoken of were adopted, do you see an
reason to alter the present conditions upon whic{
officers are seconded —No, I do not; becanse I
do not think we have any officer seconded who
ought not to be so under any circumstances.

1874. My question pointed to the fact, that
the time during which tﬁe officer is seconded now
counts as service; if the option of retirement
were a right of the officer after a certain period
of service, would you see any reason for altering
that regulation?—Of course the Committee
might think it desirable that the seconding should
only count for a certain period, and there might
be financial reasons which might make such an
arrangement necessary. I see no hardship in
letting two years go for one, or something of
that kind ; but I do not think, as far as the corps
is concerned, it would make any material differ-
ence in the flow of the promotion, which is the
great object we have in view.

1875. On military grounds your Royal High-
ness sees no reason to alter the present Regula-
tions ?—No.

1876. And I presume, that considering the
facilities for seconding as one of the great induce-
ments for able men to gointo the Ordnance corps,
you would not wish that those advantages and
facilities should be diminished under any new
system ?—No, I should think it would be better
not. If any change were made in this respect,
it would be only, in my opinion, for financial
reasons, and of course they might weigh.

1877. If 1 might recapitulate your Royal
Highness’s evidence, it would be this; that half
pay in future should not be considered as a means
of retirement, or of increasing promotion in the

corps,
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corps, but should be simply granted to officers
whose health breaks down, and that they should
retain it permanently if their health permanently
breaks down P—Yes ; unless it is thought that
power could be given to the military authorities,
in the case of a man becoming ineflicient, to put
him on half pay for his inefficiency, he having
rhaps formerly been an active and intelligent
officer, but having, either through circumstances
of climate or otherwise, become, though not
altogether unfit for duty, still unequal to the im-
portant charges which might be, and ought to be
under other circumstances, entrusted to him.

1878. But that power of putting him on
balf pav should only be exercised after the
officer has reached the period at which he is en-
titled to take his retirement ?—Certainly.

1879. The system of retirement which your
Royal Highness would propose, would be that
after 20 years’ service, every officer should be en-
titled to a nated rate, and to compound that
for a sum of money down, through the agency of
some public department ?—Yes.

1880. And at 60 years of he should be
compelled to go to a separate list upon full pay
of the major general’s establishment, succeed-
ing to that establishment, and to the command
of a battalion, with the option of taking the

resent 600/, a year, with a step of rank, and
feaving the corps altogether, as he would leave
it on retirement at an earlier period ?—Yes.

1881. When an officer has retired after a
number of years’ service, but who is below 60
years' of age, would you, Sir, give him a step in
honorary rank ?—I do not see any objection to
that, because it mever can tell, except upon his
social position, never relatively to other officers ;
if it did I should object to it ; but the mere com-
pliment of giving a step in retired rank on

uitting the service is, think, a reasonable
vour.

1882. Colonel Percy Herbert.] In the event of
men being compulsorily retired at 60 years of age
on 600 L, your Royal Highness said that you had
no objection to officers being on the separate list,
having the option to be on the general list; in
the event of their being on the general list, they
would have a claim to succeed to battalion, would
they not?—Of course they would.

1883. I suppose, in that case, your Royal High-
ness would recommend that the immediate retiring
allowance should be less than 600 ., otherwise
they would all incline to remain on the general
list>—I apprehend that the officer who waits for
the chance of being brought back again as a
general officer of battalion would retire on the
{oy and the allowance of the rank which he then

olds, and that it is only officers who really retire
altogether who would get the 600 /.

1884. Is your Royal Highness aware what is
the rate of pay for retired colonels?—Yes, it is
about 470 L. a year. But I think thatin the case
of the officer who is put on the separate list, it is
open to consideration whether he ought not to get
not only his pay, but also the advantages which
he would have if he were to remain on the active
list; because it is a hard thing to put a man on
the separate list against his will, admitting that
be is etill competent to do active duty, and
then reduce the pay and allowances which he
would be entitled to if he were not so to retire.
Therefore you must add to the 470 L the allow-
ances which he would be entitled to.

- 1885. In that case your Roval Highness would
hﬂ;lg it up to 600 I. P—Yes.
.105.
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1886. But suppose 21 e would take that 7—

N
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Then raise the 600¢( I would not do that if it theiDukeof

can be avoided, but that is the only alternative.

1887. Would not the present rate of retire-
ment that they receive, namely 478 4. a vear, be
sufficient, in your Royal Highness’s opinion, with
the prospect of succeeding to a battalion?—It
would be very hard for a man in command «f a
brigade of Artillery, or a colonel on the staff' at
Portsmouth, to be compulsorily placed on the
separate list, because he was 60 years of age,
with the prospect of being re-employed as m:jor
feneral when it came to his turn, if he had to
ose any of the advantages he possesses when he
is so placed; because you do not place him on the
list from his unfitness for duty, Iimt because you
wish to give a flow of promotion through the
ranks to benefit the regiment.

1888. That would necessarily involve that the
compulsory retirement rate should be more than
600 [.?—Yes ; Ishould say the compulsory retire-
ment rate must be at least 100 /. more than an
officer would get if he was only put on the sepa-
rate list, so as to induce him to retire altogether.

1889. Would your Royal Highness not be
satisfied with the retirementafter 60 years of age,
on this footing : that the officer should be com-
pelled to retire at 60, but that he should have
the option either of an immediate income of 600 /.
a year, or the enjoyment of his full pay as it is at
present, with the roegective right of employment
as a major general, and of succeeding to ali)attalion
in the corps ?—To a certain extent that would
meet the difficulty of retiring only on his pay ;
but I think itis a matter of consideration whether
that pay ought not to be, to a certain amount, in-
creased, considering the great advantages which
the officer has in his allowances.

1890. Chairman.] The proposal made to the
Committee was rather this; that a full colonel
should not be retired altogether from the corps,
but that he should be placed on a separate list in
the corps, and that he might still be employed
on the staff; if such a condition were attached,
would your Royal Highness see any occasion to
increase the pay beyond the 470L ?—I think that
would very much modify my opinion.

1891. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Her Majesty
has an undoubted right to dispense with the ser-
vice of any officer, has she not ?—Yes.

1892. But under the circumstances of the
Royal Artillery, the officers not being able to
sell out, and there being no retired allowance
available under 25 years’ service, I understood
your Royal Highness to say that there has been
a delicacy in exercising that right in some cases,
and that the service has to some extent suffered
in consequence ?—That is so.

1893. In the event of a retiring allowance
being fixed at 20 years’ service, which any officer
had a right to claim, your Royal Highness would
have no hesitation in recommendinggHer Majesty
to exercise that privilege of dispensing with the
services of an officer who was inefficient, inasmucn
as he could then claim the retirement due to his
length of service ?—Decidedly.

1894. Your Royal Highness is of opinion, that
that would be a great ac%vantage to the service?
—That would be a great advantage to the ser-
vice, but it does not (;fviate the necessity which
I have pointed out, of having the power, whether
an officer wished it or not, of placing him on
half-pay in case he would not go out, and it was
thought his efficiency was so much impaired, that
it was of great importance that he should go out.

M2 1895. Has
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1895. Has not Her Majesty the power of dis-
pensing with the services of any officer >—The
Queen has the power of striking an officer’s name
out of the Army List, whether of the Line or of
the Ordnance corps, but it is a power very rarely
exercised ; I know cases in which, if the removal of
an officer was desirable, it would not be wished
that the officer’s name should be struck out; but
I should like to have the intermediate power of
removing a man without striking his name out of
the service ; because in the one case there is no
dis e, whereas in the other case there is a
positive public disgrace; and in some cases it is
not desirable to disgrace a man though he is not
competent for the public service. It is of the
greatest importance that the military authorities
should have the power of taking that inter-
mediate course, instead of having recourse to the
very extreme measure of the penalty, which is
never resorted to if it is possible to avoid it.

1896. Captain Vivian.] Your Royal Highness
wishes that the authorities should be able to
exercise that power after a certain number of
years’ service P—Quite so.

1897. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] It has been sug-
gested that it might be advisable to reduce the
number of subalterns attached to the garrison
brigades in the Artillery ; does your Royal High-
ness think that that would be at all expedient ?—
It would be perfectly impossible to do that, and
to keep the zrtillery efficient ; and for this rea-
son, that at this moment we have out of 102
batteries of garrison Artillery 82 subalterns em-
ployed in other ways; so that the only alternative
would be to add officers to the general list for
the 82 duties which those officers now perform.
Of course, if that were done, it might be possi-
ble; but inasmuch as you have no reserve to
fall back upon except in the batteries, it would
be practically impossible to reduce the number
of officers.

1898. There was a question raised by a Mem-
ber of the Committee with regard to the un-
manned batteries in India; I should like to ask
your Royal Highness if those unmanned batteries
which are attached to the Indian brigades are
necessary in consequence of the nature of the
Indian service 7—They are absolutely necessary ;
and in proof it I would state, that even with
those unmanned batteries we have at this moment
in India two batteries with only one officer doing
duty, and 17 with only two officers; if that is the
case now, how would we possibly get on unless
we have a reserve ? In fact, the unmanned batte-
ries of officers are the only reserve we have.
So far from that being too large a reserve, the
cerplaint from India has always been, “ We have
not officers enongh to do the duty.”

1899. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Are the officers
of manned batteries allowed to take other em-
ployments in India >—Yes ; there are 15 captains
and 20 officers doing duty with the Native
Artillery.

1900. Do they belong to the manned batteries
or the unmanned batteries ?— There i8 no real
distinction; it is merely a nominal distinction ;
the officers take their duty throughout the whole
of those batteries.

1901. But are the officers of the manned bat-
teries allowed to be absent from the batteries on
other duties ?—If you have no others to employ,
you take them, of course; that is the reason why
we have actually only one officer to the two
batteries, and with the 17 only two; that is to
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say, 19 batteries with a very insufficient number
of officers ; and so, of course, if you have not any
unmanned batteries, you would only have one, or
at the utmost two officers per battery doing duty,
in many cases.

1902. Are the officers belonging to the manned
batteries allowed to take staff appointments?—
The officers belonging to the manned batteries
are allowed to take staff appointments in the
corps; there is no question of manned or un-
manned batteries for regimental duty.

1903. But not what would be called staff ap-
pointments in India, which are employments under
the Civil Government?—Assuming that they
take civil employment, they go into the staff
corps. Only the other day there was a large
promotion, in consequence of a number of officers
who had been for a long time doing civil duty,
having been placed in the staff corps, and their
places being taken by fresh appointments from
the Academy for service in the ﬁoya.l Artillery.

1904. Mr. Pack-Beresford.i] Up to a recent
date I think the officers employed in semi-civil
duties were seconded, the colonels, more particu-
larly, in the Artillery ?—Yes.

1905. Do you not think, Sir, it would be an ad-
visable thing if the officers who were so employed
were seconded at present ?—I think it would be
very desirable, but it is more expensive. We
were very anxious to increase some portion of
the Artillery, but such increase involved expense,
and we adopted this plan rather than not have
that necessary increase.

1906. Is your Royal Highness of opinion that
it would be only fair, so far as the public is con-
cerned, to charge the expenses of those officers
to the establishment to which they are attached ?
—To a certain extent; but considering the num-
ber of colonels of Artillery that we have, I see
no great objection to a certain proportion of them
being employed without being seconded, in em-
ployments such as those in the Arsenal, which
are really artillery employments. I think they
ought not to be employed in positions not con-
nected with the Artillery, or, lfp they were, they
should be decidedly seconded. On the other
hand, as far as promotion goes, if they could
be seconded, it would be an advantage to the
regiment.

1907. With regard to compulsory retirement
at a certain age, or after some length of ser-
vice, does you Royal Highness think it would
be desirable that the Commander in Chief should
retain the power of continuing the officer in
any exceptional command, that he might be
en%a%]e]d in at the time he arrived at the limit?
—1I think that in all those hard lines of retire-
ment, you ought to give the military authorities
the power of retaining the officer if his services
are considered as really valuable ; for that power
is retained with regard to colonels in the army,
when they come to the age of 60, if they are
reported as specially qu:Eﬁed to continue in
command, and I think the same ought to be done
in the Ordnance corps.

1908. Major Jervis.] Your Royal Highness com-
pared the proposed supersession of colonels of
Artillery and Engineers at 60 years to the power
which there is now of superseding colonels in com-
mand of line regiments; but the duties of a full
colonel of Artillery or Engineers are rather more
to be compared to those of a colonel having tempo-
rary rank as brigadier; or major general, are they
not?—1I merely used the colonels of the line as an

example
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example of our having already a system established
in the service by which the officers at a certain
age were called upon to retire; and as that has
been already acknowledged, and benefits are
found to result from it, I cannot help thinking
that if you extended the principle to the colonels
of the Artillery or Engineers, it would be de-
girable.

1909. But the power is not compulsory, is it ?
—We call upon them when they get to the age
of 60 to retire, and unless a report comes in that
their efficiency is such that their retirement is
undesirable, they are retired compulsorily.

1910. If the colonels who were placed in the
separate list at 60 years of age looked forward to
staff commands, I conclude that they would look
forward to the command of districts as part of
those staff commands ?—1I apprehend they would
be placed exactly as the general officers of Artil-
lery are, eligible for any appointment, irrespec-
tive of the corps to which they belong.

1911. It would thus make a great difference
to the full colonels on the active list?—The
same advantages which the general officers pos-
sessed who belonged to the Artillery or En-
gineers would be possessed by those officers who
were placed on the separate list, with the object
of being brought back on the permanent list of
major generals when it came to their turn; those
officers would not be in a worse position than
they are now.

1912. But would those colonels on the sepa-
rate list have the option of looking forward to
the staff commands o}f? districts ?—They would be
exactly in the same position as the general offi-
cers are now.

1913. But those appointments are filled by
full colonels on the active list, are they not?—
Suppose that the command at Woolwich, or the
inspector generalship of the Artillery, became
vacant, and there was no general officer who had a
great claim, or was qualified for such an appoint-
ment; if there was an officer on the separate list
qualified, I should be wrong if I did not select
an officer from that list in preference to any
other officer.

1914, But your Royal Highness would not
include the appointments of colonels on the staff
of the various districts >—No ; because I consider
those regular appointments are attached to the
duty-doing colonels of the Royal Artillery, and
not to those colonels who are on the separate
list. In fact, I should comsider the colonels on
the separate list almost in the same position as I

shoulmsider the major generals.

1915. Captain Vivian.] Your Royal Highness
would not, I suppose, consider colonels on the
separate list eligible for command at Aldershot
a8 commanders of Artillery ?—No; because you
would thereby debar the full-pay colonel of Artil-
lery of the very advantages which we wish to
give him earlier in life than he gets at present,
In consequence of the slowness of promotion.

1916. The officer in command of the Artillery
at Aldershot is a colonel on the staff?—Yes.

1917. Is he a brigadier general?—No; any-
thing that is below the rank of brigadier general
I should not consider him eligible for.

. 1918. But it is brigadier general’s command,

18it not >—There is no question that, in import-

:nee, it is; I do not deny that; but it never has
een.,

1919. It is always given to a full colonel or

bngadier general of Artillery, is it not ?—Yes.
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1920. Does not your Royal Highness think
that that has the effect of putting the colonel
on the staff at Aldershot in rather a false posi-
tion with regard to brigadiers of Infantry ?— No;
because he 1s attached to head quarters, and the
others are attached to their own brigades. A colo-
nel on the staff is always in attendance on the
general officer in command, and has nothing to

o with the brigadiers.

1921. But still he is their junior in rank at
Aldershot, is he not?—I do not think that you
would find an officer at Aldershot in that posi-
tion.

1922, Chairman.é Although in all probability
the Commander in Chief would only exercise his
discretion in cases of appointments which would
naturally be held by major generals on the estab-
lishment, you would not, I presume, Sir, debar
the Commander in Chief from the employment
of colonels, on the separate list in any staff employ-
ment that he thought desirable —No, certainly
not; but I conceive those appointments at
Aldershot, Gibraltar, Portsmouth, and so on,
to be purely regimental appointments which are
the birthright of full coloneYs of Artillery. If you
give them to the officers of the separate list, you
aebar. the colonels of Artillery of a right which is
a valuable one, and one of which I think they
would seriously feel the loss; therefore, while
opening the general service to those officers of the
separate list, I do not think that they should be
eligible for those appointments which I more or
less consider regimental.

1923. Captain Vivian.] The appointments
they would have might be the command of dis-
tricts 7—Yes; or tie inspector-generalships of
Artillery, and there is the director general of
Artillery at the War Office; there is the head of
the Select Committee, and there are various ap-
pointments of that sort which would be open to
those officers as well as others, but not those
regimental appointments which I conceive are
the birthright of the colonels of Artillery on full
pay duty.

1924. Major Jervis.] With regard to doing
away with the half-pay list altogether, would your
Royal Highness do away with the power which
fou have of giving half-pay to men who require
onger leave than you coulg otherwise give them,
but whom you would like to bring back to the
regiment ?—Those men would go on medical cer-
tificate; I think you ought to be most liberal
in the way of medical certificate; it is a cruel
thing if you place an obstacle in the way of a
man being placed on half-pay on a medical certifi-
cate; but Eeyond that I do not see that any-
thing special 18 required upon that subject.

1925. Your Royal Highness was very distinct
that the retired pay should be with regard to the
length of service, and not to be added to in any
way with respect to age, I think ?— The only age
I should like to see fixed is 60 ; with that excep-
tion, I think service is a better criterion than

ge.
al51926. Mr. Otway.] Does not your Royal
Highness consider that so long as an officer is in
receipt of pay as a commander in the army, that
you have the power to command his services to
the State at any time; I am referring to the
retired officers >—I think the State has a right to
demand something of an officer ; but the question
was put, whether if he obtained a bonus he was
not virtually exempt from further duty; if that
is attached to the bonus, I think it is better to
M3 allow

1
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allow that than not to give a bonus; but other-
wise, in cases of great emergency, any officer who
receives any emoluments from the State for
previous services is considered available, and if it
was desirable he might be called on to serve;
nothing but great emergency would justify that ;
still I think that should not stand in the way of
giving a bonus.

1927. Now with regard to the bonus or rather
the composition, taking the case of a young
officer who at 19 years of age may enter the En-
gineers, and after 20 years’ service receive the
retirement as proposed, does not it seem to your
Royal Highness that in that corps an officer re-
ceiving a certain sum down might be induced to
retire from it with the prospect of obtaining that
lucrative appointment that his talents might en-
title him to expect, and so cause the State to
lose his services >—Yes, and on that ground I put
the time at 20 years, though others put it at 15,
because I think you have a right to claim the
man’s services, but I think that after 20 years’
service you may give him the right of retiring if
he thinks fit, otherwise we should not get the
proper flow of promotion.

1928. Suppose an officer to be retired on half-
pay at the age of 39 or 40 with the rank of regi-
mental colonel of artillery; he having fulfilled
the conditions necessary to ensure his coming on
the permanent half-pay list, and that that officer at
that age entirely recovers his health, and is able
to do service in any part of the world, does it not
seem to your Royal Highness that it would be
desirable first for the benefit of the country, and
then for the benefit of the officer, that there should
be some means of bringing that officer back to
active employment, saving thereby, I presume,
his receiving 30 or 40 years’ half-pay to the
country, and obtaining the benefit of his services?
—There is no doubt that is so. The only objec-
tion to that is that you miss the advantage which
you obtain in the flow of promotion which you
are anxious to obtain by those retirements, so that
it is a question of counterbalancing advantages.
You obtain greater promotions on the one hand,
and, on the other, every now and then a man may
retire whom you would rather not see retire.
You get the benefit for the whole corps of greater
elasticity of promotion, while by losing the ser-
vices of the man you do not do him any injustice,
though perhaps 1t may be rather hard measure
to him, and the State will lose his services. But
of the two, the less evil is leaving him alone.

1929. Your Royal Highness cannot suggest
any means by which a revision could be made of
the medical certificate to enable an officer to re-
turn to active service on his perfect restoration
to health —There is no difficulty about that, be-
cause if you bring him before a medical board, and
he is called fit for duty, you can always bring him
back again, but you must bear in mind that you
lose the advantage of promotion, because he be-
comes a supernumerary, and you stop the promo-
tion until his vacancy is absorbed.

1930. It has been mentioned that there have
been cases of officers in the Engineers, and I
think in the Artillery, who have retired by the
sale of their commissions. May I ask your Izoyal
Highness from what fund has the money been
paid to them ?—I believe from the Reserved Fund
of the War Office, though I must confess I never
understood upon what principle that is done. I
suppose it is thought by the State that it is better
to give a bonus than to keep a man permanently

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

on half-pay, otherwise I do not see on what prin-
ciple a man who is in a non-purchase corps should
receive money from a fund raised from officers of
the Army in general, who have purchased their
commissions.

1931. Colonel Percy Herbert.] In fact, those
retirements are not purchased by the State >—No,
they are purchased by the officers who pay the
money into the Reserved Fund at the War Office.

1932. Chairman.] At all events your Royal
Highness does not consider it a proper system of
retirement to use any funds of that kind as the
means of promoting the flow of promotion ?—No,
I think it would be very desirable to get rid of
that system.

1933. The honourable Member for Chatham
asked a question with regard to the half-pay, if
it was your Royal Highnese’s opinion that putting
officers on half-pay should not {ve considered as a
meaas of increasing promotions, but should only
be the result of the officer's disability through
sickness or wounds ?—Just so.

1934. So that if an officer were allowed to re-
main longer upon it than he is allowed, according
to the present rule, it should not be a question of
promotion or non-promotion, but a question of
his personal efficiency ?—dJust so.

1935. At present with regard to an officer put
upon the half-pay list for wounds, does he lose
his service time after the first year?—He is re-
stored to exactly the same relative position which
he filled when put on half-pay from the top of
the list ; if he was twentieth, he would be put back
again in exactly the same position, irrespective of
the promotions which had taken place since.

1936. If the system which has been advocated,
of allowing an officer to be an indefinite time on
the half pay list through sickness were esta-
blished, your Royal Highness would think it
right that he should be restored to the same
number in the list as he was at when he went off
active service >—If that system is continued, he
ought to be brought back to the same relative
position as he was in when he was put on half-

ay.
P {937. But if he was put on half-pay through
wounds, do you consider, Sir, it is fair to him to
lose all his steps, or should he not be in the posi-
tion of a seconded officer who comes back into:
the same position as he was in before >—You
might make a regulation, that with wounds only,
and for no other cause, if within two years he
was sufficiently restored to justify his being put
back, he should be looked upon as a seconded
officer, but I would not extend it indefinitely.

1938. Colonel Percy Herbert.] Your Royal
Highness would not extend that to ill-health ?—
No; I would confine it to wounds.

1939. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Referring your
Royal Highness to the colonial service; take the
case of an officer in the West Indies being
obliged to be put on temporary half-pay, surely
the distinction would be rather invidious between
him and a wounded officer >—No; because the
system exists now, that the officer is allowed to
be on half-pay for two years on a medical cer-
tificate, ang at the end of that period he may be
brought back to exactly the same relative poei-
tion as he was in formerly.

1940. But not to the position which he had
previously occupied with regard to other officers ?
—My experience of the Medical Board is, that
they are very liberally disposed, and under those
circumstances I have no desire to extend the

facilities
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said that you thought the subalterns of the Royal H. R: H.

Artillery could not be reduced in number; did the Duke of
your Royal Highness’s answer apply to garri- Cambridge,

facilities with which officers might be placed on
half-pay ; but the case of wounds is so palpable
and <o self-evident, that I should be quite pre-

to recommend the suggestion thrown out, son batteries as well as field batteries?—It was K.G.
thongh I have my doubts whether I would ex- garrison batteries especially that I referred to.
tend it upon other grounds, such as the colonial stated that out of 102 garrison batteries there ;5 July
service. were 82 subalterns employed and absent from 1867.

1941. Colonel North.] Taking such a case as
that of Hong Kong, has not your Royal High-
ness the power to deal with a sick man as if he
had been severely wounded 7—Not at present ;
at present wounds are not trested as special cases,
but whether wounded or medically incapacitated,
if the officer who is placed on half-pay is restored
within two years, he reverts to the same relative
position as he occupied when placed on half-pay
i the corps to which he belongs. The proposal
now made suggests, that the officer wounded
should be considered .as a seconded officer; 1
should be prepared to agree to that recommen-
dation with regard to wounds, but, if it was
adopted with regard to wounds, I should not
think it advisable to extend it to colonial or other
services.

1942. Captain Vivian.] Your Royal Highness
has said that you think the age of entering the
Academy at Woolwich is now too old, but that if
it was reduced to the age of 15 or 17, you must
not expect such a high qualification ; do you not
think that the present examinations are ummeces-
sarily severe to qualify officers for the ordinary
duties in the Artﬁlery ?—They are very severe.

1943. Is your Royal Highness of opinion that
it would be an advantage to the service to reduce
the age of those entering the Academy, and to ac-
cept necessarily a less qualification?—I do; I
am strongly of opinion that it would be an ad-
vantage, but you must be prepared for a great
outery if you put down the qualifications which,
of course, have been brought up to the highest
pitch.

1944. Colonel Percy Herbert.] General Lefroy
stated he did not consider it necessary for the
officers of the Royal Artillery to pass such high
examinations as they do now on leaving the Royal
Academy, because those very high attainments
were not necessary for the ordinary duty of the
officers of Artillery; is that in conformity with
your Royal Highness’s opinion ?—I think that
the higher the attainments an officer can acquire
the better, but the disadvantage of coming in so
old is so great that, for my part, I would desire,
if we could, to bring younger men in, which
necesearily involves reguc'ng the attainments,
and which also, as a corollary, would lower the
rate of attainment when the officers quitted the
Academy, which, however, I do not believe
would be any important disadvantage to the
service.

1945. Colonel North.] The Committee have
had a great deal of evidence on that point,
stating that the regimental duties of an Artillery
officer do not require the officer to be so highly
educated ; is that your Royal Highness’s opinion?
—I do not think that the general run of the offi-
cers need be so highly educated, but the more
highly educated they are the more benefit they
are to the service, of course.

1946. Mr. Otway.] Is there any reason to
S’Upa&ose that those who leave Woolwich have
made greater proficiency than the officers at
Berlin or the Ecole Polytechnique ?—Not that I
know of.

- 1947, Captain Vivien.] Your Royal Highness
0.105.

their batteries. We always take care to keep all
our field batteries complete, as far as we can; we
take officers of garrison batteries for other duties ;
occasionally we are so placed that we cannot give
field batteries the full complement.

1948. But your Royal Highness thinks that
three subalterns are necessary to each battery in
time of peace ?— Absolutely necessary.

1949. Are the 82 officers all em {oyed in mi-
litary service 7—Yes, every one of them.

1950, Mr. Pack-Beresford.] When your Royal
Highness spoke of some batteries in India having

nldy one officer, they were garrison batteries,
and not field batteries, I suppose ?—Yes; be-
cause we try to keep the field batteries as effi-
cient as possible; but I may state that there
are many field batteries in India commanded by
subalterns (so short are we of officers), which
I think extremely objectionable.

1951. Mr. Trevelyan.] When we were on the
question of certain commissions being bought out
of funds supplied by a purchase corps, ‘gd you
mean that you disapproved cf favouring one
branch of the service at the expense of another,
or that you only disapproved of the State actin
a8 a middle-man ?—Although the Reserved Fun
is a very great advantage, and I should be ve
sorry to see it done away with altogether, I thi
it ought not to be used to assist promotion in the
Ordnance corps, where there is no fpurchase, at
the expense of the officers of the line who all con-
tribute to maintain this Reserved Fund; and on
that ground I object, in a military point of view,
to the employment of that money for that pur-
pose ; but, financially, I cannot say whether it is
objectionable or not, because it is really a ques-
tion with regard to buying up the half-pay, which
originated, I believe, this system of giving mone
from the Reserved Fund to the officers on hal.z

ay.
1952. Chairman.] The question practically is
this: whether the State or the contributors are
those who have the interest in the Reserved
Fund, and that is a question which is before
another Committee ?—Y es.

1953. Major Jervis.] Your Royal Highness
doubtless remembers that the system of retire-
ment from that fund was in consequence of a
circular from the War Office in the year 1861,
and not at the request of the officers themselves ;
that, in fact, it was made compulsory >—Justso; I
did not mean to impute that the officers had any-
thing to do with it personally.

1954. Marquis of Hartington.] Does your
Royal Highness think it is desirable that the
Artillery officer should be enabled to retire by the
sale of his commission in a non-purchase cO{gs?
—That is a mere financial question for the War
Office officials, because it isa question of keeping
men for a long period on half-pay, or commuting
it by giving tEem a sum of money; the military
question would not affect it, nor would it affect
the promotion, because the mere buying up of a
commission gives & man no promotion in the
corps.

1955. Captain Vivian.] But it is not dome
now, with regard to the age or the value of his
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life ; it is estimated an actuary, and a colonel of
Artillery gets 4,500 I. whether the officer is 50 or
59 years of age ?—Yes, but it gives him no pro-
motion in the service; it is a question.of the
reduction of the half-pay ; it does not affect the
arrangement of the Ordnance corps; it is a mere
question of relative value with regard to the con-
tinuance of the half-pay, or a bonus in lieu of it.

1956. But what I mean, sir, is, so far as the
State is concerned, it is not treated as a question
whether it would be an advantage to the State to
pay a man so much a year, or buy it up; but in
all cases the man gets his 4,500 /. 7—Y es,

1957. Chairman.] Your Royal Highness has
stated that it would be highly (f;sirable if proper
rates of retirement should be established, that the
State should commute those for a fair sum of
money >—But then it would not come out of the
Reserved Fund. I thought it was hard that,it
should be employed for such a purpose.

1958. Mr. Otway. In a military point of view
there is this difference, that an officer, while
receiving half pay, could not accept service in a
foreign country ?—Yes.

1959. Whereas, with a commuted allowance
he could go anywhere ?—Yes.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE

1960. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] There is one
other question which I wish to put to your Royal
Highness, on a matter which was alluded to by
Co%onel Ady, namely the expediency of the sub-
division of the Artillery into separate regiments,
with a view to avoid the difficulties which retard
the proper flow of promeotion in so large a corps.
I would ask your Royal Highness if such a sub-
ject has ever been in contemplation, or if you
have ever thought of the expediency of that as a
question in .connection with retirement ?—1It is a
very great question whether it would not give
greater facilities of promotion, and as that is the
object to be attained, it is a subject for considera-
tion ; but with regard to retirement, I do not see
that it would maﬁ the least difference, because
the principle of retirement which I have supported
has no reference to a corps divided into separate
regiments, or to a corps as a whole. There isno
doubt that there is more elasticity of promotion
where you have small bodies than where there
are large ones. We have often had that subject
under consideration, and the difficulty is to know
how to make it consistent with pure seniority,
which has been the principle always adopted by
the Ordnance corps.

Sir ALEXANDER SPEARMAN, Bart., and ALEXANDER GLEN FiINvLAIsON, Esq., called in;
and Examined.

1961. Chairman.] (To Sir Alezander Spear-
man.) You are the Comptroller General at the
National Debt Office ?—I am.

1962. (To Mr. Finlaison). You are Actuary
at the National Debt Office, I believe ?—I am.

1963. (To Sir Alezander Spearman.) The
Committee desire to have information from you
with regard to the feasibility of commuting for a
fixed sum through the agency of the National
Debt Office the pensions or the retired pay of
officers at the time of their leaving the service;
it is the case, is it not, that you at present perform
the converse process of granting annuities on the
payment of a sum of money down ?—Yes,

1964. Would it be,in your opinion, feasible to
purchase annuities from public officers and public
officers only, at the time of their retirement by
the payment to them of a sum down ?—It would
be ti)le introduction of a new principle into the
administration of the National Debt Office, but
if the funds were provided by Parliament I do
not see that there would be any difficulty or that
there would be much difficulty at all events in
effecting the converse proposition to that which
we now carry out by granting an annuity, and
receiving the money value of the annuity to be
applied 1n the reduction of the debt.

1965. I believe that you have at present tables
calculated at different rates of interest for the
value of every annuity to a person supposed to
be in good health, have you not?—No; we do
not enter into the question of health.

1966. That is to say you gain if a person is
not in good health?—Yes; the worse the life
that comes to us the better for the public.

1967. But the tables have been computed on
good lives, have they not ?—Mr Finlaison will
explain that better than I can.

1968. (To Mr. Finlaison.) Will you be good
enough to inform the Committee the principle
which you adopt with regard to those tables?—
The tables have been computed upon rather an
extensive basis. They were computed upon the

experience of lives that entered into the tontines,
commonly known as the Irish tontines of 1773,
1775, and 1777. There were also a large body
of lives, male and female, that were concerned
in the tontine, commonly called the great ton-
tine of 1789, and it was divided into two remark-
able classes; first, there were a body of lives
supplied by the contributors, who paid down
their money in shares, but as that number fell
short of the number originally contemplated, the
Treasury, at the request of the sharcholders,
supplemented that body by lives taken from the
gentry and freeholders of England, chiefly
esquires and persons of that quality, which lives
were nominated by the instrumentality of the
clergy chiefly from the children of the English
gentry. Then there came a further body, but at
the time the observation was taken it was not
very extensive, but stillnumerous. Namely, the
life annuitants who had purchased annuities from
the Commissioners of the Sinking Fund. They
contributed highly selected lives, both female
and male, and the combination of all the lives
above mentioned supplied the observation on
which the Government tables were framed for the
sale of life annuities.

1969. Then is it your opinion that those tables

ive fair rates with regard to what are called good
ﬁves ?—I think they rest upon the very highest
class of life, because experience has shown that
lives selected from tontines, were even superior
to those that were self-selected. At this very
great distance of time, there is a remarkable
number of the tontine lives still alive.

1970. If the converse process were established,
and the National Debt Office were empowered
to purchase annuities at the time of the annui-
tants leaving the service, say calculating interest
at 5 per cent., is it your opinion that the National
Debt Office could make itself safe in such a
transaction 7—That is a very great question, for
in that operation, the National Debt Office would
be purchasing annuities dependent on lives which

obviously
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chriously were not of the highest quality, for
lives of the highest vitality would not be the
lives that would retire; but I think there would
be no difficulty in adjusting the system by an in-
crease of the rate of interest; perhaps even 5
per cent. would do it, and bring that difference,
or that supposed difference, of quality into an
equilibrium with the normal table.

1971. The rate of the Government interest
being on an average, a trifle under 3§ per cent.,
vou think that the difference between that and
5per cent., with ample means of medical scru-
tiny, would make the office safe where a life was
pot fully up to the mark, if it was possible to
add a considerable number of years?—I think it
would.

1972. That is the process adopted in insurance
offices, is it not ?—Yes.

1973. They cause the life to be scrutinised ?—
Yes.

1974. And on the report of the medical officer,
they add, what in their opinion is a sufficient
number of years ?—Yes; and by that method, I
think you may arrive at a fair consideration for
the annuity to be surrendered.

1975. (Lo Sir Alexander Spearman.) Is it
vour opinion that a medical officer could be at-
tached to your department, with whose assistance,
and that of the medical officer of the regiment in
which the officer had served, you could arrive at
proper information with regard to his health for
this purpose P—A medical officer might be se-
lectej).wtthout any difficulty ; but the occasional
use of his services, I should take for granted,
would be s¢ rare, that it would not be neces-
sary to attach him to the establishment of the
office.

1976. But you feel no doubt with regard to
the feasibility of adopting such a system, if you
were able to obtain the services of such a medical
officer as would be competent to advise with re-
zard to the health of the annuitants ?—I think,
with the assistance of a competent medical autho-
rity, and the assistance of the army medical officer,
who would be better acquainted with the habits
and the real state of health of the military officer,
we should be able to compute the retired pay for
a sum of money paid down, and with the assist-
ance of the actuary, I do not see why it should
ot be done in the National Debt Office.

1977. Would you attach a condition that the
officer compounding his annuity at your office
should have to do so when he left his regiment,
and not afterwards, when less would be known
of the state of his health ?—If he compounded at
all he should compound at once.

1978. In transacting the business of the Na-
tional Debt Office, you are associated with the
Commissioners ?—Yes; I am in fact Comptroller
General, acting under the Commissioners.

1979. In transacting the business of the Ex-
chequer Loan Commissioners, you are associated
with another body of Commissioners ?—Not as
Comptroller General of the National Debt Office;
[ happen to be Deputy Chairman of the Public
Works Loan Commissioners, but not in connec-
tion with the National Debt Office.

1980. But if it were decided to establish such
a system as is described under which the National
Debt Office and you, as its Comptroller, were to
have the charge of the business of compounding
for certain pensions or annuities of public ser-
vants, do you think it would be desirable that
you should have associated with you, for that
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purpose, persons of standing in the City, like the
Commissioners of the Exchequer Loan Commis-
sion ?—I think it would be very desirable that
other persons should be associated with the per-
son at the National Debt Office who should tran-
sact the business; it would be to some extent an
invidious office that he would have to perform,
and both for the protection of the public and for
the protection of the officer who wishes to com-
mute his retiring allowance for a sum paid down,
it should not depend on the medical officer and
the actuary with the Comptroller General alone,
but other persons should be associated with
them.

1981. The Exchequer Loan Commissioners
are, most of them, men of business in the City ?
—7Yes; but I cannot offer any opinion what-
ever with regard to the employment of any
member of that body ; it is a body of a very
peculiar character, and the only person connected
with the public service who is in that body be-
sides myself is Sir John Hay ; we are both offi-
cers in the public service, he in one branch, and
Iin another. Whether they would consent to
be employed in carrying out such a business, I
cannot venture to say.

1982, My question is rather, whether it would
not be very advantageous if such a business as
this was assigned to the National Debt Office,
that you should have associated with you persons
of the stamp, as men of business in the city, of
the Exchequer Loan Commissioners? — No
doubt. .

1983. As amatter of fact, the Exchequer Loan
Commission, though in one sense a department of
the Government, acts quite independently of the
Government ?—They are entirely independent
of the Government; they receive no remunera-
tion for their public services, and they act as
independent private gentlemen performing a
public duty of great importance, and receiving
no salary.

1984. They have to decide very difficult
questions with regard to loans to harbours and
Eublic bodies, with respect to which there may

e great differences of opinion 7—No doubt.

1985. Am I not right in saying that so im-
partial are they known to be that the House of
Commons has rarely, if ever, been appealed to
against their decisions?—I am not aware that the
House of Commons has ever been appealed to
against their decisions.

1986. (To Mr. Finlaison.) Supposing the plan
were adopted, with regard to which I have asked
the Comptroller General, of computing the
pensions or annuities of certain officers at certain
ages, through the instrumentality of your office,
with regard to the number of years’ purchase
which that annuity on a sound life would be worth
at five per cent., that, of course, would be simple
matter of calculation ?—Certainly ; and to show
that it is so, I have brought a table of the values
of a life annuity at quinquennial ages, from 30 to
80 (which of course can be extended to every
age), at the rates of four, five, and six per cent.

1987. Take five per cent., how many years’
purchase is an annuity at 40 worth ?— An annuity
at 40 would be worth about 134 years’ purchase.

1988. So that an annuity of 300 .. a year would
be worth at 40, just 4,0007 ?—As near as
possible.

1989. At 45, how many years’ purchase would
it be worth ?—At 435, it would be worth about
12§ years’ purchase.

N 1990. So
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1990. So that an annuity of 4007 a year
would be worth 5,000 /. at 45 ?—£. 5,022.

1991. At 50 years what would it be worth ?—
At 50 years it would be worth about 114 years’
purchase.

1992. At 60 years what would it be worth ?—
At 60 years it would be worth about nine years’
purchase.

1993. So that an annuity of 600/ would be
worth nearly 5,500 . at 60 ?—Yes.

1994. I helieve that you can put in a table
giving the years’ purchase at 4 per cent. and
6 per cent. at each of the extreme ages, and at
the intermediate ages?P—Yes; I can do so with
facility.

1995. In fact, showing the number of years’
purchase at every age between 25 and 60 at
4 per cent., 5 per cent., and 6 per cent ?—Yes;
certainly.

1996. Mr. Pack-Beresford.] Will you also be
good enough to put in the per-centage of lives
taken at 20 years of age that reached 32, 46, 54,
and 60 —Yes, I will do that—of course according
to the established table.

1997. Colonel Percy Herbert.] How would you

ropose to deal with the lives that are not sound,
if such a system of retirement were proposed —
The question put by the honourable Chairman has
suggested the mode; it would be on the opinion
of the medical officer that the life was so many

ears older than the actual age, and consequently
that the annuity was of so much less value, that
the actuary would recommend his Buard to pro-

ceed.

1998. (To Sir Alezander Spearman.) It would
be necessary, would it not, in order to protect
the public, to reserve the power of refusinfg to
commute altogether ?—I think the power of re-
fusing to commute ought certainly to be vested
in the Commissioners. There was a case that
took place very lately, which was the case of the
grant of an annuity equal to his full salary, to an
officer in Greenwich Hospital ; it was purchased
for him at the National Debt Office by the transfer
¢f an equivalent value of stock, having regard
to his age, and he died within, I think, three
months of the grant of the annuity ; the public
received from the Greenwich Hospital Commis-
sioners about 12,0007 stock for the annuity.
The stock was cancelled, and the National Debt
Office never paid a farthing of the annuity be-

ond one-fourth of the annual sum.

1999. Chairman.] If the converse operation
had been proposed with regard to that person,
you would undoubtedly have refused to carry it
out? —1I think so.

2000. Then, in your opinion, if such functions
were assigned to yourself or to the Commissioners
in connection with the National Debt Office, their
decision should be, in your opinion, final >—I
think so.

2001. And you think if it was properly guarded,
such a system could be carried out without public
detriment >—Mr. Finlaison is more capable of
answering that question than T am; but I do not
see why 1t should not.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE :—ARMY (SYSTEM OF RETIREMENT).

2002. (To M. Finlaison.) Is that your
opinion ?—I think it could, under proper safe-
guards, be carried out without any fear of loss to
the public.

2003. (To Sir Alexcinder Spearman.) When
you grant an annuity, I think you .
stock and cancel it ?—yYes. you purchase the

2004. So that the public pays during the life
9f the annuitant, in addition to the interest which
it would have paid on the stock, the difference
between that interest and the amount of the an-
nuity ?—Yes, during the annuitant’s life.

2005. And the National Debt has been reduced
pro tanto ?—-And the National Debt has been re-
duced pro tanto.

2006. Would it be the proper course, if you
purchased annuities, to apply the annuity as it
was paid over to you in the reduction of the Na-
tional Debt?--That is a question upon which I
cannot express any decided opinion.

2007. (To Mr. Finlaison.) In granting an-
nuities at the National Debt Office, the process
of reducing the National Debt goes on; a slightly
increased charge falls on the public during the
annuitant’s life, and at the end of his life the
§ational Debt has been so much reduced ?—

es.

2008. Might not a similar operation be per-
formed, if the converse plan were adopted of
purchasing annuities ; I mean if the instalments
of the annuity paid over to the Commissioners
for the Reduction of the National Debt were
1m&leslted in slflocé(, and that stock was cancelled ?
—That would be a process of extinguishi
National Debt piecer}r)xeal. guishing the

2009. But it would be practically the same
thing as that process which is gone through in the
converse operation when an annuity is granted,
other would it not>—No doubt; except that in
the one case you apply the capital to cancel
debt; in the other you would apply only the
yearly income.

2010. If an Act of Parliament was obtained
under which the Treasury was authorised to
issue out of the Exchequer the whole amount
to commute those pensions, there would be no
difficulty, would there, in applying the pensions,
as they were paid over to the Commissioners,
to the reduction of the National Debt >—There
would be no difficulty except the trouble of
it, for the pension itself is a debt, and when
you have bought it up you have paid it, quo ad
the original creditor.

Sir Alexander Spearman.] You have
already cancelled it by buying it.

2011. (To Mr. Finlaison.) But if the half-
yearly receipts were accumulated and applied
to the reduction of the National Debt, that would
be practically the same process asis gone through
in a case where an annuity is granted ?—It
would have the same effect in the end, in point
of principle,
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APPENDIX

Appendix, No. 1.

ROYAL ARTILLERY. App. No. 1.

STATEMENT showing the AGes of the Six SENIOR OFFICERS in each Rank of the
RoyvAL ARTILLERY, from Colonel downwards, in the Years 1826, 1836, 1846, 1856,

and 1866.
Raxk. 18286. 18386. 1848. 18586. 18686.
Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos.
Colonel - - - 60 8 62 11 65 9 67 2 65 0
60 2 63 9 66 4 67 3 54 5
57 (i} 63 4 66 10 68 0 53 2
56 b 62 3 70 11 67 7 54 3
No record - 62 2 67 1 67 8 58 11
62 11 63 8 65 10 65 9 53 7
Lieatenant Colonel - 48 0 59 8 63 1 566 9 48 0
49 10 58 6 63 0 656 4 48 2
No record - 58 6 60 11 66 & 48 1
48 1 855 4 62 b5 54 5] 48 7
49 0 67 11 60 1 65 8 48 1
No record - 656 11 63 6 63 7 47 0
Captain - - - | No record - 62 2 65 2 38 2 39 9
45 10 54 9 556 4 40 6 40 6
46 4 51 3 66 10 39 0 40 9
46 9 61 6 65 11 388 11 40 (]
No record - 51 1 56 9 38 38 40 38
40 5 53 7 65 1 38 11 89 8
Second Captain - - 89 1 46 2 45 9 8 b5 82 7
No record - 46 7 46 8 2 7 32 6
No record - 44 3 ' | 29 8 82 2
88 3 45 2 43 7 30 7 31 9
39 6 45 3 43 8 28 38 32 1
39 11 45 3 42 8 29 2 32 9
Lieutenant - - 35 5] 40 0 29 0 24 (] 31 8
35 0 40 0 29 0 22 8 80 10
87 4 40 0 29 0 28 11 81 11
87 5 42 4 31 3 28 1 30 1
87 2 39 11 29 7 25 b5 30 10
87 7 39 3 30 10 25 4 31 9
Second Lieutenant - 25 5 21 5 20 38
26 3 21 8 20 7
26 2 19 7 19 10 The rank of Second Lieu-
% 9 20 4 20 7 tenant abolished in 1855.
28 5 20 9 20 10
No record - 20 3 19 o

Horse Guards, } G. Gambier, D. A, G.

20 Muy 1867.
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APPENDIX TO REPORT FROM SELECT COMMITTEE

ROYAL ARTILLERY.

STATEMENT, showing the LENGTH of SERVICE of the Six SENIOR OFFICERS in

each Rank of the RovyAL ARTILLERY, from Colonel downwards, in the Years
1826, 1836, 1846, 1856, and 1866.

Ravnk. 18286. 18886. 1846. 18686. 1866.
Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos.
Colonel - - 43 6 43 7 50 10 52 1 37 7
43 6 43 6 50 10 51 3 387 4
48 6 43 0 850 10 50 9 39 2
36 7 42 8 50 10 49 7 36 1
No record - 42 8 50 10 49 b 36 1
383 6 42 8 850 1 49 4 36 1
Lieutenant Colonels 82 0 41 3 46 3 386 1 80 6
32 0 41 2 46 1 35 5 80 1
No record - 41 1 46 8 84 11 80 1
31 7 40 3 45 2 31 1 380 1
31 6 40 3 44 11 80 8 29 6
No record - 40 3 44 11 80 & 29 6
Captaine - - Norecord -| 36 "6 39 6 21 1 21 6
30 0 36 ¢ 39 4 20 7 21 6
20 6 86 O 3890 8 20 7 21 (]
29 6 8 38 39 38 20 7 21 6
No record - 34 11 39 3 20 1 21 (]
20 8 84 11 39 1 20 1 21 6
Second Captain - 22 9 20 8 20 9 11 6 147
No record - 29 6 20 7 11 1 14 7
No record - 29 6 20 7 11 1 14 7
22 9 29 6 20 © 11 1 14 7
22 0 29 [ 20 6 11 1 14 7
22 4 29 8 20 ] 11 1 14 7
Lieutenant . 19 1 21 8 111 6 1 9 10
19 1 21 8 11 1 (] 1 9 10
18 11 21 8 11 1 (] 1 9 10
18 11 21 8 11 1 (i} 1 9 10
18 8 21 8 11 1 6 1 9 10
18 8 21 8 11 1 6 1 9 10
Second Lieutenant 8 7 2 7 2 1
8 6 2 7 2 1
8 7 2 7 17 The rank of Second Lieu-
7 6 2 7 1 7 tenant abolished in 1855.
7 6 2 7 1 7
No record - 2 7 1 7

Horse Guards,
20 May 1867.

G. Gambier, D. A. G.
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ROYAL ARTILLERY.

RETURN showing the Establishment of CoMBATANT OFFICERS on the 1st January in the Years 182,
1836, 1846, 1856, and 1866; together with the Augmentations and Reductions which have been made
in the several Grades during those Periods.

ESTABLISHMENT.
|4 |
] < .
YEAR g .
= E c3|' 5 g £
@ ® . s 8 .
HIETHIR R IR I
g8 |8 |3, 8 [A|<]| &
|
1826 - - 10 [ 20|42 161 [242 10| 435
1838 - - 10 | 20 | 42| 161 [241 10 | 484 | Reduction of 1 Lieutenant.
146 - -| 10 42 | 161 {241 10 | 484
. =
HREIRE
AUGMENTATION OF Date. |28 || 8 [ 8 |2
, 2T 2 |8 8 |3
’ 8|S 8 |2 8 |%
. 83|81 3 |8| 3 |3
1 Battalion - - - - | 10 April 1848 1 2 4 16 | 24 1
2 Battalions - - = | 11 & 12 Sept. 2 4 6 |32 | 48 2
| & Dec. 1848.
1856 - - 15 [ 30| 60 ; 242 |365, 16 | 728 1 Battalion - - - - | 13 Mar. 1854 1 2 4 16 24 1
1Battalion- - - -|14May 1855| 1 | 2| 4 |18| 24 | 1
4 Troop, Royal Horse Artillery | - Jone 1855 - - - 1 Q -
- - - . - | - Sept. 1855 - - - - Q 1
5 ’10, 18 31’124 6
/
244
|
§ Troop, Royal Horse Artillery | - Mar. 1856 | - | -1 - 1 2 | -
2 Troops, Royal Horse Artillery| - Jan. 1858 - - - 4 6 -
Depdt Brigade - - - | - Aug. 1859 - - - |10 8 2
1866 - -] 17 |84 |66 282 [415: 21 | 835 2 Batteries for China - - | = Nov. 1859 - - - 5 6 -
1 Brigade and Dept - - | 16 April 1860 1 2 4 (20 28 2
1 Brigade, B., Royal Horse | ~ April 1864 1 2 2 - - 1
Artillery.

Horse Guards, S.W., May 1867.

ROYAL ARTILLERY.

G. Gambier, D. A. G.

STATEMENT showing the Number of OFFICERS of each Rank of the ROYAL ARTILLERY (including the
Establishment of General Officers) on RETIRED FuLL PAY, in the Years 1826, 1836, 1846, 1856, and
1866 ; also the Number and Ages of the Officers permitted to Retire each Year, from 1826 to 1866

inclusive.

ON RETIRED FULL PAY.
Major Generals. Colonels. Licutensat Captains. Lieutenants.

Colonels.

Years ) ) . o
No.J Age. No. Age. Ne. ! Age. No. Age. No. ] Age.
Yrs. mas. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. . Yrs. mos.

1826 - - - - - - - 2 | - 20 - 4 -
1886 - - - - - - - 4 | - 13% - 8 -
1846 - - - - - - - 80 l - 36 - 6 -
1856 - - -] s - 8 - 67 | - 46 - 4 -
1866 - - - 3 - 18 - i 36 ' - 338 - 2 -

* 1 Captain Supernumerary to the list.

Note.—The above numbers include ull Officers of Royal Artillery on Retired Full Pay on the 1st Junuary in each year
stated, without reference to the Warrants under which they respectively retired ; those who retired before 1840 being
supernumerary to the £, 82,000 allowed by Royal Wurrant of 18564,

0.105.

N4



104 APPENDIX TO REPORT FROM SELECT COMMITTEE

STATEMENT showing the Number of Officers of each Rank of the Royal Artillery, &c.—continued.

NumBer and AcEs of those Permitted to Retire each Year.

Major Generals. Colonels. Lieutenant Captains, Lieutenants.
Colonels.
YEars o
No. Age. No. Age. No. Age. No. Age. No. Age.
Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos.
1826 - -l - - - - - - - - - -
1827 - - - - - - - - - -
1828 - - .| - - - - - - - - - -
1820 - - | - - - - - - - - 1| 30 &
1830 - - .| - - - - - - - - - -
1831 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1832 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1833 T - - - - - - - _ -
1834 - - - - - - - 1 56 8 - - - -
1835 - - - - - - - 1 56 10 - - - -
56 11
55 10
55 4
1836 - - - - - - - (] 54 5 - - - -
& 0
53 3
1887 - - -] - - - - - - - - - -
1838 - - - - - - - - - 1 47 2 - -
1839 - - - - - - - - - 1 50 2 - -
51 5
TINEE
| 56 8| .
1840 - - - - - | - - 4 7 49 4 - -
l 04 1 J 49 1
52 9 47 9
40 10
56 10 1 J' 54 &
. _ 64 0 511
1841 - - - . - - 4 53 3 41 49 8 - -
Unknown. J 49 8
(| b4 9
52 1
i| 68 1 61 1
54 9 50 11
184 S - - -
842 44 54 8 8¢ 47 5 1 | 27 8
53 8 46 V]
43 10
31 6 |
1 o 54 0
o 1 51 11
1843 - - - - - - - 4 55 0 5 51 9 b - -
wos | |8
‘ 58 0 ‘1 60 1
1844 - - - - - - - 4 gg g [4 is 5 _ _
5 9
1 5¢ 10 ’ 44 1
68 7 J 48 38
18456 - - - - - - - 56 1 47 6
. 441 55 10 “l 6 0 1] 2 4
48 6 |J 45 0
56 3 N
56 5
1846 - - - = - - - sl 66 9 [Lgff 25 8 L.. -
Unknown. 2 1 J
(1 67 6
1847 - - -f - - - - 3| 57 s ]»2{ o3 }1 62 ¢
56 6 || 5
1848 - - - - ~ - - - - 1| 54 5 - -
b4 0
1889 - o o = - - - 2{ e }s 0 5 |\ - -
36 11
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STATEMENT showing the Number of Officers of each Rank of the Royal Artillery, &c.—continued.

Major Generals. Colonels, Licutenant Captains. Lieutenants,
J Colonels P
YEARS
No. Age. No. Age. No. Age. No. Age. No. Age.
Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos, Yrs. meos. Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos.
G0 0
68 11
850 - .- - - - - of| B Syl a 2| - -
‘ 57 10 !
57 1 i
60 &
1851 - - - - - - ol 87 3 2{ 0 }.— -
1 s s -
( 63 4
9 0 1
1852 - - - - - - of| 372 5 1l1 | s 2! - -
66 3 [
(| 54 6 |, | 30 8
1853 - . - - - 1| 85 2 3{ 2 5 }- -
([l 65 10 :|,
55 6
53 8
42 9
27251670851884251- -
185¢ - - 67 8 50 10 37 8 f
47 5
43 1
(| 42 8 |
[ 67 11 |
a7 9
66 8
656 11 44 2
1855 - - 1167 6| 83| g 5 2{ 44 2 }~' - - =
63 4 -
59 2
66 4
[ 67 7 - - -
1€56 - - - b 65 7 - - -
I 66 1 1
57 - . 1| 67 3 3| 65 7 |\ - - - - - _
18 1 65 o |
1858 - - - 1| 6 2 - - - - = -
1859 - - - - - 1 | 47 & - = - -
63 8
1860 - - - 2{ 61 4 } = - - = = -
9 61 &5 |\ _ - - - _
1861 - - - 61 3 -
63 0
1862 - - - 2{ 62 7 1 47 7 - - - -
i| 68 2
83 2
- - - 5 62 7 - - - - - -
1863 " 60 8
64 3
52 3 |
74 0 I | _ - - - _ -
1864 - - 2{ 71 11 }31 g(l) 11 ]
J I 51 10 ‘
.= - - - 34: 51 4 . - - - - - -
1565 U s o |f
49 6 (| _ - - - - -
1866 - - - 2 { 8 9 |/
|
Horse Guards, . G. Gambier, D. A. G.

24 May 1867.

0.105.
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ROYAL ARTILLERY.

RETURN of the Number of OFFICERS of ROYAL ARTILLERY who have Retired on
HALF Pay during each of the last Twenty Years, and the Total of Officers on
Half Pay in each Year.

S \ __
| Year | Lieutenant Captains. | Lieutenants,
| Colonels.
! i )
Un retired Half Pay - - - | 1847 - - 2 74 ll 42
Retired during the year - - - - . - 2 : 1
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1848 - - 1 76 43
Retired during the year - -1 - - - - 4 —_—
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1849 - - | 1 76 43
Retired during the year - -1 - - - - 3 -
On retired Half Pay - - - -] 1850- - 1 72 43
Retired during the year - -1 - - - - 5 —
On retired Half Pay - - - |1851- - 1 78 43
Retired during the year - - - - - - 2 1
On retired Half Pay - - « | 1852 - - 1 73 42
Retired during the year - -l - . 2 5 —
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1833 - - 3 76 39
Retired during the vear - - - - - - 1 1
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1854 - - 3 72 40
Retired during the year - - - - - - 8 1
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1865 - - 2 75 38
Retired during the year - - - - 2 6 1
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1856 - - 3 79 37
Retired during the year - - - - 1 5 _
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1867 - - 3 81 | 35
Retired during the year - - - - 3 4 ! —_
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1855 - - 5 81 32
Retired during the year - - - - 1 2 —
On retired Half Pay - - -] 1859 - - 6 78 30
Retired during the year - - - - - - 1 —
On retired Half Pay - - - | 1860 - - 6 74 30
Retired during the year - - - - 1 2 ; —
On retired Half Pay - - - 11861 - - 7 72 30
Retired during the year - - ! - - 4 6 ! 1
; !
On retired Half Pay - - - i 1862 - - 6 67 ? . 30
tetired during the year - - - 2 4 l —
On retired Half Pay - - - ' 1863 - - (] 67 27
Retired during the year - - - - - - 2 —
On retired Half Pay - - - 1864 - - 8 64 27
Retired during the year - - - - 2 5 1
On retired Hulf Pay - - - | 1865 - - !\ 6 65 27
Retired during the year - -1 - O - 3 —
On retired Half Pay - - - ' 1866 - - 8 67 { 25
Retired during the year - - - - 2 4 i —
On retired Half Pay - - -, 1867 - - 7 71 25

Horse Guards, 24 May 1867. G. Gambier, D. A. G.
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REGULATIONS for SEcoNDING OFFICERS of the Engrism and INDIAN
ORDNANCE CORPS.

ReGIMENTAL COLONELS.

OFFICERS of this rank who may hold appointments, not purely regimental, were
formerly made supernumerary to the fixed establishment; but this regulation is no longer
in force, and colonels now holding such appointments are still borne upon the effective
establishment of the regiment.

In the Indian Branch of the Service there are still several of those colonels who are
supernumerary, but in accordance with the last proposal to the Indian Government by
the War Office on the subject, they will be absorbed as vacancies occur in the lists of

colonels of their respective Presidencies; one absorption being made for every three
vacancies.

The regulations now in force are the same throughout the entire regiment, not only as
regards the rank of colonel, but also in the lower grades.

L1EUTENANT COLONELS.

AN officer of this rank who may be holding an appointment of a guasi-military nature
is borne supernumerary whilst so employed, but in the event of his promotion to the rank
of regimental colonel occurring, he would (if still retained in his appointment) be brought
upon the establishment, and a step of promotion would be lost to the regiment in the
lower grades. ’

If, on the contrary, the officer should be removed from his appointment on promotion
to colonel, he would still be absorbed; but the officer who might be appointed to the
vacant employment would bé made supernumerary, and promotions would be made in the
regiment in the several ranks below the officer so removed as a supernumerary.

CAPTAINS AND LIEUTENANTS.
THE same regulations apply to officers of these ranks as to lieutenant colonels.

A captain in the Indian Branch who may be a first class commissary of ordnance is
eligible to retain that position on being promoted to lieutenant colonel; but officers
employed as second or third class commissaries of ordnance, relinquish their appointment
on promotion to that rank, and their suécessors in the appointment are made supernu-
merary in their stead.

GENERAL REGULATIONS.

OFFICERS who are appointed to the Ordnance, or Manufacturing Departments (which
remove them to the Supernumerary List) hold their appointments for five years, at the
expiration of which they return to regimental duty.

. They are, however, eligible for reappointment for a second or third term, and in such
cases remain supernumerary.

Officers who accept civil appointments are allowed six months’ leave, on probation ;
after which they are ¢ secondeg,” and may remain so for 10 years, when they are called
upon to elect whether they will return to regimental duty, or remain in civil employ ; in
the latter case they are removed altogether from the position they hold in the Regimental
Lists, and must either retire upon half-pay, if they have 25 years’ service, or resign their
commissions,

The distinction between a * Supernumerary” and a ¢ Seconded” officer is, that the
former receives his regimental pay in addition to the pay of the appointment he may hold,
whilst the latter forfeits his regimental pay, and draws his entire income from the civil
department under which he is employed.

G. Gambier, D. A. G.

0.105. 02
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ROYAL ARTILLERY.

NOMINAL LIST of OrriceErs of the RoyaL ARTILLERY who have been permitted to retire from
the Service by the Sale of their Commissions.

R ANK. NAMES. DATE

Warrant or Circumstances
under which
they respectively sold
their Commissions.

Lieutenant-Colonels - | J. M. Savage - - - | 9 Nov,
C. L. Fitzgerald - - | 17 Feb.
F. W, Haultain - - | 12 June
A. R, Wragge - - | 19 Mar.
G. A. Maude - - - | 10 June
P. R. Cocks - - - | 28 July
W. R. Gilbert - - - | 23 Aug.
H. J. Thomas - - - | 10 June
F.B.Ward - - -| 3 May
J. Travers - - - | 28 Oct.
P. J. Travers - - - | 13 Mar.
Captains - - - | Hon. F. Savile - - | 6 Deec.
G. S. Robertson - - | 24 June

R. S. Allen - - - | 28 April
W. P. Pollock - - | 28 April
A. T. Blakeley - - | 10 May
B. Bathurst - - - |11 June
H. Murray - - - | 18 June
W. M. D, Willan - - | 28 Aug.
H. Lempriere - - - | 10 June
R.M. Mundy- - - | 15 Mar.

1855
1857
1860
1861

1861

1861
1861
1862
1864
1864
1866

1850
1856
1861

1861
1861
1861

1861
1861
1862
1864

Full Pay Amount
Service, Received.
Yrs. mos.
88 2 |
21 7 =
21 2 £
21 2 g
26 6 E
=
24 11 £
23 0 <
21 9 2,
25 0 a b
8 2 ||a2
28 10 o £
S<
1 10 ||BE
8 9 S
15 2 || &
-]
8 & K=
8 2 g
23 6 g
g
11 11 a4
18 1 S
16 8 z
14 38

To settle in Canada.

- = Ditto.

- - Ditto.

To settle in British North
America.

Horse Guards Circular,
15th February 1861.

Ditto.

Ditto.

Ditto.

Ditto.

Ditto

Ditto.

To settle in Canada.

To settle in India.

Horse Guards Circular,
15th February 1861.

- = Ditto.

To settle in Canada.

Horse Guards Circular,

15th February 1861.

- Ditto.

- Ditto.

- Ditto.

- Ditto.

This List includes all Officers who have retired from the Royal Artillery by the sale of their commissions within the
last 20 years; they were all on the Retired Half-Pay List at the date of sale.

Horse Guards, 24 May 1867.

ROYAL ARTILLERY.

G. Gambier, D. A. G.

MEMORANDUM respecting the RETIREMENT of OFFICERS of ROYAL ARTILLERY on
ReTiRED FULL Pav.

IN 1826 and up to 1831, there was no fixed Retired Full Pay List of Royal Artillery

Officers.

1831.—By Royal Warrant of 23 December 1831, the Establishment of Retired Full
Pay was fixed at—4 Lieutenant Colonels, 12 Captains, 8 Lieutenants, but no officer
was to be allowed to retire until the numbers then on Retired Full Pay were reduced to

the above Establishment.

There were at the time two Captains beyond the above numbers.
1836.—By Master General’s letter of 11 May 1836, four Lieutenant Colonels of Royal

Artillery were added to the above numbers.

1841.—By Royal Warrant of 10 Asril 1841, four Lieutenant Colonels and four Captains

were added to the above numbers, an

eight of the Lieutenant Colonels (to be selected by

the Master General) were to receive 400/ a year, and the two seniors of these 5017

additional.
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1854.—By Royal Warrant of 3 November 1854, the Retired Full Pay was fixed for
the Royal Artillery at 32,000/, and a proportion of unattached General Officers, relin-
quishing the prospect of succeeding to the command of battalions, permitted to retire
on 600 /.

Lieutenant Colonels, with the rank of colonel, of not less than 30 years’ service, on
400 L

Lieutenant Colonels of shorter service, and officers of inferior rank, on their regimental
pay, having served on full pay for 21 years and upwards, unless from ill health, or wounds
in action, compelled to retire before having completed that period of service.

1858.—The Royal Warrant of 14 October 1858 made no incrcase to the Retirement
Fund, but altered the period of retirement to 30 years’ service.

1861.—The Royal Warrant of 28 March 1861, fixed 30 years as the lowest period for
all officers to retire on full pay, unless from ill-health or wounds it should be deemed
expedient by the Secretary of gtate for War to reduce such service to any shorter period
than 30 years.

The following is the distribution of the 32,000 . :—

£. s. d.

23 General Officers, on 600 /. per annum - - - - -| 13800 - -

1 General Officer, on 450/ per annum - - - - - 450 - -

7 General Officers, on 400 L per spnum - - - - - 2,800 - -

LieuTENXANT COLONELS:

1, 28 5. per diem, 865 /. per annum - - - - - - 35 - -

15, 18 5. 1 d. per diem, 830 L. - 5. 5d. per annum - - - 4,950 6 3

8, 16s. 11 d. per diem, 308 /. 145, 7 d. per annum - - - 2,469 16 8
Caprarns: :

1, Horse Artillery pay, 18s. 1d. per dicm, 3307 -s. 5d. per) 330 - &

annum J

4, 14 5. 2 d. per diem, 2581, 10s. 10d. per annum - - - 1,034 8 4

22,125, 2d. per diem, 222 1. -5, 10d. per annum - - - 4,884 18 4

3, 11 s. 1d. per diem, 202 I, 55. 5 d. per annum - - - 606 16 3

1 Lieutenant, 10 s, 10 d. per diem - - - - - - 197 14 2

Balance, £.111. 4. 7. £. 81,888 16 5

and when any portion of it becomes available for fresh retirements, the application of it
is as under:—

Should the balance be 600 .. and upwards, the name of the senior colonel on the list of
applicants for retirement is submitted by the Commander in Chief to the War Office
(without any further reference to such officer) to be allowed to retire on 600/ a year,
with the honorary rank of major general.

In the event of the balance not quite reaching 600 . (say 530 L.), the senior applicant is
then asked whether he wishes to retire upon that amount, on condition that he receives
the balance to make up the 600 . from the first money that becomes afterwards available.

Should there be a lieutenant colonel on the list of applicants to retire on 400/, and the
balance in hand amount to less than 6007, the lieutenant colonel would be allowed to
retire.

In no case is an officer asked to retire; but as money falls in the seniors on the list of
applicants are removed to the retired list.

Officers can at any time withdraw their names from the candidates’ list by permission of
the Commander in Chief, and should they not apply to do so, it is taken for granted that
they are still desirous of retiring.

Horse Guards, 20 May 1867. G. Gambier, D. A. G.

0.105. 03
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Appendix, No. 2

ROYAL ENGINEERS.

STATEMENT showing the AGE and SERVICE of the S1x SENIOR OFFICERS in each Rank, from Colonel
downwards, in 1826, 1836, 1846, 1856, and 1866.

18286. : 18336. 1848. 185686. 18686.
RANK. No. — -
Age. Service. Age, Service. Age. Service. Age. Service. Age. Service.
Vre. ms.| Yrs. ms.| V¥rs. ms.| Vrs. ms.| Yve. ms.| Prs. ms.| Yrs. ms.| Pre. ms.| ¥Yrse. ms. Yrs. ms.
1 52 9 32 3 61 7 42 3 62 0 45 7 65 9 47 7 64 3 40 3
’I 2 51 5 32 3 60 7 42 0 61 10 44 5 64 5 46 8 63 2 40 3
‘8| 50 7 32 0 59 11 42 0 61 5 u s 63 6 46 3 63 8 0 3
Colonel - -1
! i 4 49 11 32 o 59 4 42 0 61 38 44 0 63 10 45 10 62 4 39 4
l | 5 49 7 32 0 60 8 42 0 59 8 43 3 63 0 446 7 61 7 39 8
[* 6 49 4 32 0 56 2 41 0 59 8 42 9 62 8 45 b 62 2 39 38
|
A1)l 4508 27 9 54 1 37 6 60 7 41 4 59 10 40 9 50 8 33 3
; 2 44 1 27 7 54 4 37 6 59 7 4] 2 59 10 40 8 50 6 32 4
: 3 44 4 27 6 53 & 387 b 56 0 40 0 60 2 40 3 51 7 32 4
Lieut. Colonel / |
|4 43 5 27 b 52 9 87 5 57 7 39 10 50 2 40 3 51 1 32 0
|
i 5 42 9 27 5 52 9 37 0 5 & 39 8 60 5 40 3 50 10 32 o
| 6 42 9 27 0 53 0 37 0 56 7 39 8 60 10 40 3 49 3 31 6
’ 1 - - 22 0 47 0 20 3 52 2 36 3 40 8 23 3 42 0 24 O
|
: 2 39 2 22 0 48 2 29 2 53 10 35 10 40 8 22 10 42 7 24 O
3 - - 22 0 48 0 29 2 53 9 3 7 40 6 22 4 4 0 24 0
Captain - -
4 - - 21 11 45 7 29 0 54 7 35 6 41 7 22 4 42 3 23 6
5 . - 21 8 45 6 29 0 55 4 35 6 41 1 22 0 41 9 23 0
6; 40 8 21 6 45 4 28 7 53 4 3 5 41 1 2 0 42 1 23 ©
1, - -| 136 | 32| 205 ]| 30 7| 124]| 27 8 3| 97 4 9 6
|
2}- - 13 6 39 5 21 b 31 1 12 0 26 8 8 38 27 3 9 6
Si 33 2 13 6 40 b 21 5 81 1 12 0 26 6 8 3 2 6 9 3
Lieutenant - |
4 32 4 i 13 6 40 9 21 6 28 0 12 o 25 11 8 3 26 9 9 3
|
5| 32 7 13 6 41 0 2] & 29 7 12 0 27 6 8 3 28 6 9 0
\ 6 32 6 13 6 39 10 20 9 28 11 12 0 26 7 8 8 27 8 9 0
|
Horse Guards, H. Fane Keane, Colonel,

20 May 1867. D. A. General, z. k.
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ROYAL ENGINEERS.

STATEMENT showing the Establishment of OFFICERS in each Rank in each of the following Years, and
the Dates and Extent of the several Augmentations and Reductions during those Years.

RANKS. , <
i g H
F | El E | 2
- - 3 o 1 = -
YEAR. ‘§ g " . & | i | < 2 REMARKS.
. = S ; EIE H © | 3§ | B =
g8 & F 88 ‘§ T | s g
28 2 2 22 B 3 g2 3
38| g 3 |43 &) & & |cs| @
1826 - - - 5 - 10 25 40 40 120 - 240
1836 - - - 5 - 10 26 40 40 120 - 240
1846 - - - s -~ | 10 | 25 | 40 | 40 | 120 - | 240
18 June 1847 - -] 1 - 2 5 8 8 24 | 48 | 288 | By augmentation.
17 February 1854 - 1 - 2 5 8 8 24 | 48 836 | By augmentation.
3 November 1854 - - 8 - - - - - 8 344 | Fixed by Warrant of 1854.
1 April 1855 - - 1 - 1 2 4 4 12 | 24 368 | By augmentation. -
1856 - - -] =8 8 | 15 | 8 | 60 | 60 | 186 | - | ses| - ~ :
1 April 1861 - - - - - - 1 2 12 | 15 383 | By augmentation.
1 April 1862 - - - - 1 3 3 2 - 9 892 | By augmentation.
1866 R 8 | 16 | 40 | 64 | 64 | 192| - | 392
H. Fane Keane, Colonel,
Horse Guards, 20 May 1867. - D. A. General, Royal Engineers,

ROYAL ENGINEERS.. - . .

STATEMENT showing the Number of OrrIcers of each Rank, including the Establishment of GENERAL
OFFICERS, on the RETIRED FurL Pay LisT, in each of the following Years, and the actual Number
and Age of those that retired in each Year from 1826 to 1866. - - ~ -

RANKS. oo
Y EAR, & - -
» 5 General Lieutenant First Second ! N | Torar.
Officers. Colonelk Colonels. Captai Captai R ts I
N |
- | _
1826 - | January lst, on the Re- || — — — — S _
tired List. ' -
1836 - | - ditto - - - - - - - - - 1 I 1 4
1846 - | - ditto - - -] - . - . 5 11 5 Po- - 21
1856 - | - ditto - - - 2 8 15 10 5 l - - 40
1866 - | - ditto - - - - - 16 10 7 4 I - - 37
Retired in each Year, from 1826 inclusive.
General Officers. Colonels, Lieutepant Colenels. Captains. ) Lieutenants. . Totall‘ N;::d:bu-
eti
Year. in
— Age. — Age. | — Age. - Age. - Age. | each-Year.
No. | Yrs. ms. No. | Xrs. ms. | No. | ¥Yrs. ms. | No.| Yrs. ms. No. | Yrs. ms.. .
18260 - - - - —_— - -_— - —_— - —_ . _—
1827 - - — - —_ - — - - - — -
1828 - - - - — - — - — - — —
1829 - - — - — - - - - - - —
1830 - - — - — - — - = - — —
1831 - - - - - - - -] - - 1 . 40 7 -] - - 1
1832 - - | - - - - . -1 - - 1 42 3 -] - - 1
1833 - -] - - - | - - - - - - | - - 1 38 8 1
1834 - - | - - - | - - - | - - 1 4 0 - | - - 1
1835 - -0 - - - - - - - - 1| 45 2 -] - . 1
[ 45 8 \l
i 43 10| _ | _ )
1836 - - - - - - - - - - 4 l 46 s J 4
46 1
| ?

0.105. : 04
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Numser of Officers Retired in each Year, from 1826 inclusive—continued.

General Officers. Colonels. Lieutenant Colonels. Captains. Licutenants. Total Number
Year. . T e R‘;:“‘
—_ Age. — Age. — Age. —_ Age.’ — Age. each Year.
No. | Yrs. ms. i No.| ¥Yrs. ms. | No.| ¥rs. ms.| No.| XYrs. ms. | No. | Yrs. ms.
1837 - - - - - - - 1 48 7 1 43 0 - R - )
1838 - - - - - - - 1 49 3 - - - - - . 1
1839 - - -_— - — - N— - — - — —
41 4]
(
1880 -| - | - - -l - - 2 o ‘2’} 3J a7 ol | . . 5
1| 47 9 JI
I 46 10 ]
41 9 [
1841 - - - - - - - - 41 48 10 ‘ - - - 4
47 6 'i
. 48 3
1842 | - | - - - - - - 2{ 8 of |- - 2
J' 46 5
1843 - - - - - - - 1 52 8 3 49 1 - - - 4
Il 50 e
[ 47 4 ‘l
48 10
1844 - - | - - - i 41 50 7 J i B 4
50 4
1845 - - - - - - - 1 54 O - - - - - - 1
1846 - - - _— -_ - — — _— - —_ —
57 1
1847 - - - - - 2 { 53 0 } 1 44 8 - - - 3
1848 - - | - - - - - 1 58 0 - | - - - | - 1
1849 - - - - - - - - - - 1 52 ¢ - - 1
46 3
850 - - | - - | - 1|56 8| 2 { w3 } - - 3
- . 67 O .
1851 - - - - - 2 { 56 9 } 1 50 4 - - 3
1852 - - - - - - - 1 56 9 - - - - - - 1
1863 -| - | - - - - - 1 55 9 - - - -] - - 1
67 3 fl 67 21 54 O
1854 - 2{ 6s 2| 2\ e o] %2 off | 4 ~ | ° 6
65 7
61 ©
( ~
65 10 j| 89 3]
186 < - | - - 6 34| 65 8¢ - | - - S 9
61 6 1 2 J
66 4
61 6
62 7 |
186 - - | - - 5{| 60 1 -1 - - - - - - - - 5
64 O
64 O
63 9
1857 - - | - - 2{ 63 2} - - - -l - - -1 - - 2
1858 -| = | = - 1 | 63 7 1 |87 0 - | - - - - . 2
1859 -| - - - - - - | - - - — —
1860 -| - | - - 1 | 65 1 -l - - =] - - - - - 1
1861 - - — - — - — - — - — _
1862 - - - - 1 68 1 | - - - - . - . - "
1868 | - | - - 1 | 67 2 1 | 46 1 -1 - - -l - - o
6o 8
1864 - 1 65 11 2 { 60 5 } 1 42 3 - - - - 4
1865 -| - | - - - — 1 | 44 10 - - - - . 1
52 11 ;
1866 -| - | - - 2{ 22 “} -1 - i - - 2
]

Horse Guards, 1
27 May 1867.f

H. Fune Keane,Colonel,
D. A. General,
Royal Engineers.
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ROYAL ENGINEERS.

STATEMENT of the Number of OFFICERS who have RETIRED on HALF Pay during
each of the last Twenty Years, viz., from 1st January 1846 ; and the Total Number
on Half Pay in each Year.

On the Re;iriiclih;v::..ht Jannary Retired during the Year,
YEAR. ToraL. ToraL.
Lieut, 1at 2nd Lieu- Lieut. 1st 2nd Lieu-
Colonels. |Captains.|Captains.| tenants. Colonels.|Captains.|Captains.| tenant,
1846 - - -1 1 - | 11 5 | 17 1 - 1 - 2
1847 - - -| 1 - | 12 5 18 1 - 1 - 2
1848 - - - 1 - 18 5 19 1 - - - 1
1849 - - | 1 - | 12 5 | 18 - - - | - -
1850 - - - 1 - 12 5 18 - - - - -
1851 - - - 1 - 12 5 18 - - 1 - 1
1852 - - - 1 - 13 5 19 - - - - -
1853 - - - 1 - 12 5 18 - - 1 - 1
1854 - - - 1 - 18 5 19 - 1 - - 1
1855 - - - 1 - 138 5 19 - - 1 - 1
1856 - - - 1 - 14 5 20 - - - - -
1857 - - - 1 - 14 5 20 - - - - -
1858 - - - 1 - 13 5 19 - - - - -
1859 - - - 1 - 18 5 19 - - - - -
1860 - - - 1 - 13 5 19 - - - - -
1861 - - - 1 - 11 5 17 2 2 1 - 5]
1862 - - - 1 2 8 5 16 - 2 - - 2
1863 - - - 1 - 8 5 | 14 1 - - | - 1
1864 - - - 1 - 7 5 13 1 1 - - 2
1866 - - - 1 1 7 5 14 - - - - -
1866 - - - 1 1 6 5 12 - - - - -
(signed) H. Fane Keane, Colonel,
D. A. General,
Horse Guards, 21 May 1867. Royal Engineers,

REGULATIONS affecting the SECONDING of OFFICERS of RoyaL ENGINEERS.

[ 4

OrricErs of Royal Engineers apfointed to Civil Situations are seconded from the
date of their entering upon their Civil duties, and their places upon the Effective List
of the Corps filled up.

While seconded tﬁey continue to hold their position in the Corps, and are promoted
when seniority entitles them to such.

After 10 years absence from the period of being seconded, as a rule, they are required
either to rejoin their Corps, or permanently retire on full or half pay, as their past
Services may determine.

The pay of seconded officers is issued from the funds of the Civil department in which
they may be employed.

g;aconded Service reckons as Full Pay Service.

(signed)  H. Fane Keane, Colonel,
D. A. General,
Horse Guards, 23 May 1867. Royal Engineers.
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ROYAL ENGINEERS.

LIST of OFFICERS who have been permitted to RETIRE from the SERVICE by the SALE of their respective

COoMMISSIONS.
RANK, NAME Due | B | g R, | " Sl i e
Yrs. Days. £ s d '

Colonel - - | R.D’Arcy - - | 28 April 1824 39 0 <) . -
Captain - - | J. Maclauchlan - | 13 ;\fay 1824 20 7 - &y . Fr&m F“]ll P?iyiB ““‘:3," ﬂ(‘;’ rﬁim}
Ditto - - | W.Payne - . |19 Nov. 1824 20 8 - g |- wetrlllerg a!]l 18‘(2): SC eﬁ" o!
Lieut. Colonel | G. Landmann - - | 29 Dec. 1824 29 7 - R® |- with pn - Opy here-

Ditto - - | G. H. Henderson - | 9 April 1825 2 4 |-|88 |- 1.

Ditto - - | G. Macleod - - | 24 Feb. 1829 27 7 |-|®% |-

Ditto - - | T.M.Dickens - |22 May 1820 | 28 3 || g& |- | FromFull Pay,uader the Master

Ditto - - | S. Romilly - - |27 Oct. 1829 25 7 J-\& . |- soth D a be°l ;7 &0

Ditto - - | A. Fraser’ - - | 10 Mar. 1830 26 8 |-(9F || Lerewith o 827. Py

Ditto - - | H.Smart - - | 16 Mar. 1880 27 0 |-|8¢8.]|- Tewith.

SE
EE g From Half Pay :

Captain - - | J. S. Macauley - | 22 Nov. 1836 27 2 -| B8 O | - |- To settle in Canada.
Lieut. Colonel | G. F. Thompson - | 3 May 1845 36 6 -| E3 2 | -1 - - Ditto - Nova Scotia.

Ditto - - | G.Barney - - | 28 May 1846 37 9 I Ditto - Australia.

Ditto - - | Sir A. Bonnycastle - | 26 June 1847 38 8 -l o - | . - Ditto - Caneda.

Ditto - - | G.C.Page - - |20Oct. 1848 85 1 |-]% - | - - Ditto - - ditto.
2nd Captain - | R. Boleter - - | 10 May 1861 15°10 1,650 - =

Ditto - - | C. Bailey - - | 80 April 13861 17 7 1,760 - -
Lieut. Colonel | M. Dill - - -| 4 June 1861 27 6 4,500 - -

Ditto - - 1 G. A, Leach - -] 6 :} u;le 1861 23 6 4,600 -~ -~
2nd Captain - | H. Williams - -| 2July 1861 14 7 1,200 - - ..

Dittop- - | T.Webb- - - |16 Aug. 1861 15 9 1,660 - - U'ge‘; g"c.“";l““ﬁ’ of H:"’e
Captain - - | D.Galton - - | 2Secpt. 1862 21 7 1,800 - - fult:th F‘f“ ar lem,°m um
Ditto - - | Hon. J. Bury -| 8 July 1862 15 7 1,400 -~ - ° ebruary 1861.
Lieut. Colonel | W. Yolland - - | 2 Oct. 1863 3 6 4,600 - -

and Colonel. .
Lieut. Colonel | E. Y. W. Henderson | 11 Oct. 1864 26 4 4,500 - -
Lieut. Colonel | J. G. McKerlie - | 26 May 1865 32 4,500 - - J

and Colonel.

(sil%ned ) H. Fane Keane, Colonel,
Horse Guards, 22 May 1867. eputy Adjutant General, Royal Engineers.

Engineers, who may have served not less than 20
the sale of their commissions, at the regulated ];:'ice o
who shall be selected by his Royal Highness t

Sir,

promoted, will become unattached.
The vacgncies of the officers thus allowed to quit the Corps of Engineers will be filled

Office of Ordnance, 10 A?ril 1824.
I aM directed by the Master General to acquaint you that he has received his Majesty’s
commands to allow a limited number of officers, on the full-pay of the Corps of Royal

f

ears, to retire from the service by
the infantry, to officers of the line,
e Commander in Chief, and who, when

from the half-pay list, or in cases where there may be no officers of the rank on half-pay, by
romotion from the next rank; the vacancies in which will, in like measure, be filled
g'om the half-pay.

The objects ofy this arrangement are, by making provision for certain officers of engi-
neers who may be desirous of retirin
Master General to reduce the half-pay list, and to accelerate the promotion in the corps,

1t is, however, to be clearly understood, that this plan does not in any respect alter the
nature of the promotion, or the ordinary rules for the retirement of officers of the co
of engineers, nor give any officer of the corps hereafter any right or claim to sell his
cominission.

Those officers who may be inclined to avail themselves of this plan, to retire from the
service, will send their names to the Inspector General of Fortifications, and the Master
General will select those who, according to his view of the public convenience, and of their
respective pretensions, may have the best claim to that indulgence.

" I have, &ec.

General Mann, &c. &c. (signed) Fitzroy Somerset.

in this manner from the service, to enable the
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Sir, Office of Ordnance, 30 December 1827.

‘WiTH reference to your letter of the 20th ultimo, adverting to the general order of the
6th of that month, by which certain advantages are conferred upon the Royal Regiment of
Artillery, on account of their “ long, faithful, and gallant services,” I am desired by the
Master General to accuaint you.that his Maﬁest{, fully sensible of the equally meritorious
conduct of the Corps «f Royal Engineers, has been graciously pleased to extend to that
distinguished and sciextific corps the advantages of the above order, as far as it is appli-
cable to them.

His Majesty has accordingly directed that during a period of three years, reckoning
from the 6th ultimo, two field officers, who, from age, wounds, or other circumstances,
may be desirous of retiring from the service, shall each year have that indulgence, upon
the same principle as was allowed under the order of 10th April 1824.

To effect this object for the first year of the period, those officers who are desirous to
retire will send their names to the Inspector General of Fortifications on or béfore the
1st of February 1828, when a selection will be made in the manner best suited to meet
the spirit of his Majesty’s gracious intentions.

I have, &ec.

General Mann, &c. &c. (signed) William Gosset.

ROYAL ENGINEERS.

MEMORANDUM.—RETIRED FuLL Pay oF OFFICERS.
THE present rates of Retired Full Pay are as follows, viz. :

Colonels (Regimental), after 30 years’ service, £. 600 per annum.

Lieutenant Colonels, with the rank of Colonel, of not less than 30 years’ service,
£.400 per annum.

Lieutenant Colonels, with 30 years’ service, £.365 per annum.

Lieutenant Colonels, and officers of inferior rank, with less than 30 years’ service, are
allowed to retire on the regimental pay of their rank, on account of ill health or wounds
received in action:—

s. d. £ s d

Lieutenant Colonel - - 18 1| perdiem - - 330 - 5 per annum.
Ditto - - - 16 1 ditto - - 29310 5 ditto.
Captain, with Brevet Rank - 13 1 ditto - - 238 15 5  ditto.
Captain - - - - 11 1 ditto - - 202 5 5  ditto.
Lieutenant - - - 710 ditto - 14219 2  ditto.

System pursued in the appropriation of the retiring allowance : —

Siould there be a sum OF £.600 available, and no officers of the ranks of Major General
or Colonel desirous of retiring on that sum, it would ke given to Lieutenant Colonels or
Captains, according to their seniority in the corps, having claim to retirement.

n the event of there being no candidates, the senior Colonel would be informed of the
sum of £.600 being available, and requested to state if he was desirous of retiring ; should
he decline, an offer is made to the next senior officer, and so on, until accepted.

(signed% H. Fane Keane, Colonel,
eputy Adjutant General, Royal Engineers.
Horse Guards, 28 May 1867.

ROYAL ENGINEERS.

LIST of the Six SEN10R COLONELS (1866), showing their Age on entering the RoyaAL
MILITARY ACADEMY, the Time they remained at the Academy, and the Time between
passing their Examination and being Gazetted to the Royal Engineers.

-

. ! Age on Entering Period at the Tli:: il:;:;:n
NAMES. ' the Acad Academy and being

Acndemy. cademy- Gazetted,

i Yrs. mos. Yrs. mos. XYrs. mos.
C. E. Wilkinson - - - - - - 14 3 5 11 8 9
W. T. Renwick - - - . . . 14 10 5 10 2 2
W. E. D. Broughton - - - - - 14 1 6 2 3 1
G. Burgmaom - - - - - . 14 9 6 2 1 9
Sir W. T. Denison, x.c.B. - - - - 14 8 5 10 1 5
E. W. Durnford - - - - - - 15 7 5 7 1 10

(signed) . Fane Keane, Colonel,
Horse Guards, 23 May 1867. Deputy Adjutant General. Royal Engineers.
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Appendix, No. 3.

ROYAL MARINES.

STATEMENT showing the AGEs of the Six SENIOR OFFICERS in each Rank of the
RoyaL MARINES, from Colonel Commandant downwards, in the Years 1826, 1836,

1846, 1856, and 1866.

Rank. 1826.| 1836.| 1846.| 1856.| 18686. REMARKS.

Colonel Commandant - - - 67 67 56
- - 67 64 51
- - 65 66 52
- - | 69 60 49 | * 4 Officers only of this rank.
- - ¢ ® | t44 | +1 added in 1859.

Colonel Second Commandant - - 66 62 52 | * 4 Officers of this rank es-
- - 65 58 49 tablished in 1837.
- - 66 60 48 | 41 added in 1857.
- - 64 60 46
- - L L ] _‘.45

Lieutenant Colonel - - - 59 64 51 45
- 59 64 51 45
- 59 62 51 45
- 68 62 48 45
- 68 62 50 45
- 58 61 45 42

Major - - - - - 67 - - = | Rank of Major abolished in
- 67 - - - 1837.
- 56 - - -
- 56 - - -
- 56 - - -
- 56 - - -

Captain - - - - - 65 58 48 43 | No record of ages for 1826
- 54 6l 46 43 and part of 1836, but a
- 54 a9 46 45 sufficiently accurate re-
- o4 59 45 44 sult might be obtained
- 54 57 45 43 by adding 16 to the years
- 58 58 45 2 of service.

Yirst Lieutenant - - - - 44 88 29 28
- 44 36 31 28
- 44 36 30 27 s
- 44 88 30 28
- 43 36 30 28
- 43 86 29 29

Second Lieutenant - - - 24 22 19 22
- 24 20 18 22
- 24 22 18 22
- 24 21 18 21
- 24 21 19 22
- 24 23 19 22

Royal Marine Oﬁice,}
24 May 1867.

Geo. C. Langley,
Deputy Adjutant General.
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ROYAL MARINES.

STATEMENT showing the Number of Years’ SERVICE of the S1x SENIOR OFFICERS
in each Rank of the RovaL MARINES, from Colonel Commandant downwards, in the
Years 1826, 1836, 1846, 1856, and 1866.

RaNK. 1826.| 1836.| 1846.| 1856.| 1866. REMARKS.
Colonel Commandant - -1 49 58 53 50 88
. 49 67 51 47 34
48 67 51 47 34
49 67 50 45 82 | *4 Officers only of this rank.
* ¢ b * | 427 | t+1 added in 1859.
Colonel Second Commandant - - 50 44 82
- - 49 44 82
- - 48 438 81 | *® 4 Officers of this rank es-
- - 48 42 29 tablished in 1837.
. . . * | 425 | 11 added in 1857,
Lieutenant Colonel - -] 49 48 48 33 28
48 43 48 33 28
48 43 47. 83 28
48 42 47 83 28
47 42 46 382 28
47 42 45 31 24
Major - - = =1 48 41 - - = | Rank of Major abolished in
46 | 41 - - - 1837.
45 40 - - -
45 40 - - -
45 40 - - -
45 40 - - ~
Captain - - - -| 84 | 39 | 43 | 28 | 25
338 38 43 28 25
38 38 42 28 25
33 38 42 27 25
83 38 42 27 25
33 37 42 27 25
First Lieutenant - - -1 25 28 18 11 12
25 28 18 11 11
25 28 18 10 11
" 25 28 18 10 10
25 27 18 10 10
24 27 18 10 10
Second Licutenant - -1 17 8 4 1 5
17 8 4 1 5
17 8 4 1 5
17 8 4 1 4
17 8 4 1 4
17 8 4 1 4
Royal Marine OEce,} Geo. C. Langley,
24 May 1867. Deputy Adjutant General.
0.105. P3
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ROYAL MARINES.

RETURN showing the Establishment of OFFICERs of the RoyAL MARINES in the following Years,
with the Date and Extent of Augmentations and Reductions.

- gl &
'§ o 'g E . a: | g g Q
@ . | =
vears| 32 Szg| 8| £ | § |5 |zE ! REMARK
Sg .egg 38| ® | & E2|83 !
65580?38 = S &3 | &4 |
Orders in Council.
126 -| 4 | - | 9| 9 | 108| 115| 101 | 23 Feb. - 1831 | 1 Licutenant Colonel reduced.
7 Captains and 2 Subalterns added.
10 Feb. - 1832 | 4 Captains and 2 Subalterns added.
12 April - 1832 | 4 Colonels, Second Commandant, and 2 Subalterns added.
80 April - 1834 | 15 Captains and 10 Subalterns reduced.
1836 - 4 4 8 9 104 | 106 | 106 | 21 June - 1837 | 5 Lieutenant Colonels added, 9 Majors reduced, and rank
abolished ; 12 Captains and 4 Subalterns reduced.
8 May - 1841 | 1 Lieutenant Colonel and 5 Captains added, 8 Subalterns
reduced.
18 Jan. - 1845 | 2 Captains and 8 Subalterns added.
1846 - 4 4 14 - 99 136 72 | 10 Mar. - 1846 | 2 Captains and 8 Subalterns added.
.| 24 April - 1847 | 3 Captains and 12 Subalterns added.
22 July - 1847 | 1 Lieutenant Colonel, 6 Captains, and 12 Bubalterns added.
8 May - 1848 | 2 Lieutenant Colonels, 12 Captains, and 24 Subalterns added.
6 Feb. - 1850 | 10 Captains and 20 Subalterns reduced.
80 Jan. - 1854 | 1 Lieutenant Colonel, 11 Captains, and 24 Subalterns added.
28 Feb. - 1855 | 3 Captains and 8 Subalterns added.
21 Nov. - 1855 | 1 Captain reduced.
1856 - 4 4 18 - 125 | 184 92 | 2 Feb. - 1857 | 1 Colonel, Second Commandant, added.
12 April - 1859 | 8 Captains and 2 Subalterns added.
30 April - 1859 | 2 Lieutenant Colonels, 10 Captaing, and 24 Subalterns added.
22 Oct. - 1859 | 1 Colonel Commandant and 1 Subaltern added.
22 Feb. » 1860 | 5 Captains and 12 Subalterns added.
18 May - 1865 | 9 Captains added, 20 Subalterns reduced.
1866 - 5 5 20 - 152 | 211 84
Royal Marine Oﬂice,} Geo. C. Langley,
24 May 1867. ~ Deputy Adjutant General.
ROYAL MARINES.

STATEMENT showing the different Systems of RETIREMENT in force in the Corps of RoyvAL
MARINES, during and since the Year 1826.

ESTABLISHED RETIREMENT.

YEARS. REMARKS.

Commandant.
Lieutenants,

Lieutenants.

Commandant.
Lieutenant
Colonels.

Captains.

Colonels,

Colonels
Second
Majors.
Second

First

13-
[}
w
L
8
—
(=]

1826 -

—
(=]

Special retirements for 15 Captains.
By Order in Council, 80th April 1834.

1838 - 2 - 3 3

8
b
=4
—
o

Order in Council, 21st June 1837.
Retirements avgmented by,—
6 for Colonels Commandant.
2 for Colonels, Second Commandant.
1 for Lieutenant Colonel.
5 for Captains.
Special retirements for 27 Captains,
10 - | Special Retirements,—
4 for Lieutenant Colonels.
4 for Captains.

4 for Lieutenant Colonels.

Order in Council,
10th November 1852.
Order in Council,
8th August 1853.
i By Order in Council, 9th March 1854, 2 additional permanent retirements for
! Colonels, Second Commandant, and annual retirement for 2 Lieutenant Colonels
| and 2 Captains,

By Order in Council of 13th September 1854, 85,000/. granted for the full pay retirement of all ranks, and the
restrictions as to the number in each rank, and the numbers who may annually retire, abolished.

By Order in Council of 13th November 1858, 85,0001 allowed for the full pay retirement of all ranks, and a special
rate of retirement at 11. 55 a day sanctioned for Colonels, Second Commandant, and of 1/. a day for Lieutenant
Colonels of 30 yeurs service.

Geo. C. Langley,

Royal Marine Oﬂioe,}
Deputy Adjutant General.

24 May 1867,
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OrpER 1IN COUNCIL.

At the Court at Windsor, the 13th day of November 1858.
Present :—The Queen's Most Excellent Majesty in Council.

WHEREAS there was this day read at the Board a memorial from the Right Honourable
the Lorde Commissioners of the Admiralty, dated the 11th of November 1858, in the
words following, viz. :

Whereas we consider it expedient to submit to Your Majesty a revision of your
Majesty’s Order in Council of 13th September 1854, regulating the promotion and
retirement of officers in Your Majesty’s Royal Marine Forces, and we would therefore
venture most humbly to lay before Your Majesty the following propositions :

1. That there shall be a fixed establishment of 10 General Officers of Royal Marines,
viz.:
2 Generals.

3 Lieutenant Generals.
5 Major Generals.

2. That every vacancy on the fixed list of general officers be filled by the senior
Lieutenant General, or Major General, or by the senior Colonel on the serving strength
of the corps, unless there should be a supernumerary officer, in which case the super-
numerary shall fill the vacancy.

3. That, in addition te the Colonels promoted to be Major Generals under the above’

rule, Colonels of Marines shall be eligible for promotion to the rank of Major General,

either for brilliant service in the field or afloat, or in consequence of having held

commands with temporary rank as Major Generals for five years during peace, or for any

shorter period during war which ma ly appear to the Lords Commissioners of the
a

Admiralty, with the sanction of your Majesty, to give a just claim to have their temporary
rank made permanent. :

4. That the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, with the sanction of your Majesty,
and the concurrence of the Commander in Chief of the Forces, should exercise the
power of appointing Colonels of Marines to.commands as Major Generals, and of selecting
officers of Marines for special service abroad, and give such local rank or promotion by
brevet to such officers as their merits may appear to require, and that Colonels and
Lieutenant Colonels may be selected to serve as Field Officers of Marines embarked in
the fleet, without reference to seniority.

5. That the rank of Colonel be given to officers after serving five years with the rank
of Lieutenant Colonel in the Corps, or on the Staff in situations held by Lieutenant
Colonels.

6. That the rank of Colonel be given to officers who obtain the rank of Brevet Lieu-
tenant Colonel for services in the field, after eight years’ actual service in that rank.

7. That any Captain or Lieutenant Colonel of Marines may be rewarded by brevet
promotion for distinguished service in the field or afloat; but no officer receiving such

romotion shall be permitted to exchange brevet promotion for substantive rank, except
or conspicuously distinguished services ; and the recommendation in which the services of
the officers shall be detailed shall be published in- the *“ London Gazette.”

8. That no officer who held brevet rank, and was considered eligible, under the 11th
clause of Your Majesty’s Order in Council of 13th September 1854, to have that rank
converted into substantive rank, can any longer retain that privilege; but a Captain and
Brevet Field Officer, while continuing in command of his company, shall receive the pay
of Major, i.e., an increase of 2s. 5d. a day, and if reduced to half-pay, shall receive
9 5. 6 d. a day, the half-pay of Major.

9. That the command of a general officer or of a division of Marines, and situations on
the staff of the corps, should not be held for more than five years, except by re-appoint-
ment.

10. That command of divisions may be given, without reference to seniority, to officers
holding the rank of Colonel, whose services and qualifications best justify their selection.

11. The Deputy Adjutant General not to be of rank inferior to that of Colonel. The
Asgsistant Adjutant General not to be of rank inferior to that of Lieutenant Colonel. Two
officers of the Royal Marines to hold appointments of Aides-de-Camp to Your Majesty, to
be selected from the rank of Lieutenant Colonel, and promoted to tlfe rank of Colonel.

0.105. P4 12. The
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App. No. 3. 12. The retired full—Pay list being fixed for the Marines at 35,000 .. for the retirement
of officers of all ranks 1n the corps, the selections shall be made by the Lords Commis-
sioners of the Admiralty for long and meritorious services, and impaired health.

13. Colonels Second Commandant, upon relinquishing the prospect of succeeding to
command of divisions, shall be permitted to retire on 25 s. a day.

14. Lieutenant Colonels of not less than 30 years’ service will be permitted to retire
on 20s. a day, and those of shorter service, and officers of inferior rank, on their regi-
mental pay.

15. Paymasters and barrack masters of the Royal Marines, after 30 years’ service,
including at least seven years as pay or barrack master, shall be permitted to retire on
15s. a day. If retired after shorter service from impaired health, to receive 11s. 6d.
a day.

16. Each officer placed on the full-pay retired list shall receive a step of honorary rank,
together with the ﬁay of the rank from which he retired, or the special rates above
sanctioned, but such officer cannot be further promoted.

17. Officers commanding divisions of Royal Marines shall be required to retire there-
from on attaining the age of 60, unless the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty are
satisfied that the discipline and condition of the division are such as to prove that it would
be advantageous to the service for the Colonel Commandant to continue in command of it
for the regulated period.

18. The names of all officers who may retire on full-pay to be printed in italics.

Should Your Majesty be graciously pleased to approve of these suggestions, we would
further most humbly recommend that the same shaﬁ take effect from the 14th October
1858, the date of Your Majesty’s Royal Warrant regulating the promotion and retirement
of officers in the Army and Ordnance Corps.

Her Majesty, having taken the said memorial into consideration, was pleased, by and
with the advice of Her Privy Council, to apt[)rove of what is therein proposed, and the
Right Honourable the Liords Commissioners of the Admiralty are to give the necessary
directions herein accordingly.

(signed) Wm. L. Bathurst.

ROYAL MARINES.

RETURN of the Number of OFFiceERs of the RoOYAL MARINES of each rank
(including the Establishment of General Officers) on the RETIRED LisT at each of
the following periods.

Establish- ON THE FULL PAY RETIRED LIST.

YEARS ment of |
g Gen . Colonel
eral Major Colonel Second Lieutenant Majors. | Captains. First Second
Officers. | General. [Commandant. Commandant.| Colonels. Lieutenants. Lieutenants,
!
1826 -| - - - - 4 - - 1 3 21 15 9
1836 - | - - - - 2 - - 3 3 34 12 10
1846 - | - - - - 8 - - 9 1 &5 10 4
1856 - 10 - - (4] 4 16 1 61 12 3
1866 - 10 1 13 8 24’ - 50 3 —
Royal Marine Office, } Geo. C. Langley,
24 May 1867. Deputy Adjutant General.
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ROYAL MARINES.

RETURN of the Actual Number of OFFICERS of RoYAL MARINES Retired on FuLL Pay in each of the
following Years.

< < | . I o R
vans. | B8 828 SE | £ | 5 | (B | g8 | vew | 5% 22 (32|83 1 |8 %S
HEHEIERERE IR 28 | S8 [S4S| A8 | & | &3 | &3
1826 - - - - - - - - 1847 - - - - ’8 - -
1827 - - - - - 1 - 1 1848 - - 1 - - 3 - -
1828 -| - - - - - - 2 |1840 -| - 2 2 - 1 - -
1829 - - - - - 1 - - 1850 - - - - 1 11 - -
1830 - - - - - 2 - 1 1851 - - 5 1 1 1 - -
1831 - 1 - - - 3 - - 1852 - - 2 - 5 3 - -
1832 - - - 1 - 1 - - 1853 - - - - 4 2 - -
1833 - - - - - 1 - - 1854 - - 2 1 5 3 - -
1834 - - - - 1 18 - - |18 -| - 2 1 2 5 - _
1835 - 1 - 1 2 - - - 1856 - - - - 2 3 - -
1836 -| - - - - - - - |ss7 -| - 1 1 1 2 - -
1837 - 4 - 3 1 28 - - 1868 - - 1 | - 2 2 - -
1838 - - 1 - - 6 - - 1859 - - 3 - 3 4 - -
1839 - 2 - - - - - - 1860 - - - 1 3 - - -
1840 - - - - - 8 - - 1861 - - - - 1 - - -
1841 - - - 1 - - - - 1862 - 1 3 3 3 - - -
1842 - 2 - 2 - 1 - - 1863 - - - - - 3 - -
1843 - - - - - 2 - - 1864 - - 3 - 1 2 - -
1844 - 1 - 1 - 1 - - 1865 - - 2 1 2 3 - -
1845 -~ - - - - 1 - - 1866 - - - - 1 - - -
1846 - 2 - 2 - - - -
Royal Marine Office,) Geo. C. Langley,
24 May 1867. | Deputy Adjutant General.

0.105. Q ’
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App. No. 8. ROYAL MARINES.

RETURN of the Aces of OFFICERs of the RoYaAL MARINES of the Rank of Colonel
and upwards on Retiring in each of the following Years.

| E B ! E H
. < 4 . < <
4 28 3.3 % 28 @ 2.8
YEARS 5B g8 ggg YEARS. 5 E TR
25 2 2 P2 2 P28
| & 38 338 28 .38 | 338
1826 - - - (1 - 70 62
1827 - - - - 69 -
1828 - - - 1851 = - - - 67 -
1829 - - - - 68 -
1830 - - - - 66 -
1881 - - - - 64 -
1852 - - -l
1832 - - - 4 67 _
1833 - - - 1853 - - - - - -
1834 - - - - 70 66
1854 - - -‘l
1885 - - - - 66 -
1836 - - - - 67 63
No record of the ages of | 1855 - - ,J’
Officers who retired l - 67 _
1837 - - - prior to 1846.
1856 - - - - - -
1838 - - - 1857 - - - - 67 61
1858 - - - - 64 -
1889 - - -
- 61 -
1840 - - - 1859 - - - - 63 -
1841 - - ! - 54 -
' 1860 - - - | - - 51
1842 - - -
1861 - - - - - -
1843 - - - - 57 54
1844 - - - 1862 - - - 67 52 51
1845 - - -] - 56 | 50
1863 - -~ - - - _
we - - TG |
[ - 54 -
1847 - - . - - - 1864 - - - - 54
1848 - - - - 67 - l - 53 ! -
i
- 52 47
1849 - - - { - o 8 Juses- - . |
- 52 , -
|
1850 - - - - - - 1866 - - - - - i -
Royal Marine Oﬁice,} : Geo. C. Langley,
24 May 1867. Deputy Adjutant General.
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ROYAL MARINES App. No. 3

RETURN of the Number of OFFicERrs of RoyaL MARINEs who Retired on HaLF-
Pay in each Year during the last 20 Years, and the Total Number of Officers on
Half-Pay in each of those Years.

|
Retired on Half-Pay in each Year from Number of Officers on Half-Pay in each Year from
1847 to 1866. 1847 to 1866.
YEARS. i i | s| 3 . P P
S 8s | g 30 8| e% Es i 2| 8
S8 22| 4 | B2 |25 22 O£ | 2 a3 | E:
_— — — - =3
3§35 | & |E8 | 83|38 85 §| & E5| 33
1847 - - s - 7 - 1 ] 64 157 | 118
1848 - - 2 2 1 - 1 1 | e6 159 114
|
1849 - - 4 - 1 - - 1 | 65 145 101
|
1850 - - - 1 - - - 1, 62 189 101
1851 - 1 3 1 1 - 1 - 60 139 101
1852 - - -1 s 2 - - 1 - 61 138 101
1853 - - 1 3 - - 1 - 60 186 100
1854 - - 1 3 - - 1 - 55 116 90
1855 - - 3 1 1 - 1 - 51 28 85
1856 - - 1 2 - - 1 - 49 94 81
1857 - - 7 2 - - 1 - 48 85 78
1858 - - 3 1 - - 1 - 47 76 76
1859 - - 3 2 - - 1 - 50 75 70
1860 - - 2 2 - - 1 - 47 71 63
1861 - - 7 3 - - 1 - 49 | 70 60
1862 1 - 3 3 - 1 1 - 49 | 66 69
|
. - - - - | 7
1863 - 6 8 1 54 f 64 §
!
1864 - - 3 4 - 1 - - 57 ' 62 49
i
1865 - - 4 2 - 1 - - 67 | Gl 44
f»
1866 - - 2 1 1 1 - - | 8 | 51 41
rine Office Geo. C Langley,
Roﬁl l?t[l:y 1867. ,} Deputy Adjutant General.
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