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Minister of Justice, but I think the Senate
Ought to be very particular as to this step
In these divorce cases.  All the subsequent
?}:;JSCeed'mgs are based upon the service of
it hotice on the defendant, and unless
ants made perfectly clear that the defend-
ot c:jr the party proposed to be made
s ndant, has been duly served, the sub-
€Quent proceedings are all irregular.
p OWw, I think that one of the most essential
€ments in the service is that there shall
t}f no doubt whatever of the identity of
€ person. The Minister of Justice must
S:l?m that very often these divorces are
triblgl tlby collusion. I think that this
rish nfal has to protect itself against the
Cour? collusion as well as the ordinary
tha tSh'Of the country. Then, it may be
the w’fls person w}.l(.) was served was not
WOmal e of the petitioner at all, but some
in ordn representing herself to be his wife
tiOnerelr to further the ends of the peti-
that £ ooking for the divorce. I think
that it at 1s a very essential matter, and
o Sucl:s to be regretted that there should
e b an omission in the declaration.
these age gone a long way in allowing
Oaths\eclaratlons—_they are not even
dence ato be used instead of sworn evi-
Senate thfg Bar of the House, which the
think thfﬁqulred a few years since, and I
ther ¢ at we should not proceed any fur-
Tectionan we have already gone in the di-
ills o of ‘making the procuring of these
taken ‘LS)C I notice too, if I am not mis-
for Ll’m)’ the glance that the hon. member
ec arat?nburg alloyved me to have of that
which w‘0n of service, that the document
iS nop o as served upon the supposed wife
appeare?i €xact copy of the notice which
requir In the Gazette. Now, our rule
A1T€S that the party shall be served

}Vlth a copy of th . .
in the Gaze)l,te, e notice which appears

thgguN-hlSlR ALEX. CAMPBELL—I
his int§ody agree with my hon. friend in
ance of thpctorx remark as to the import-
Proceedi 1S particular step in these divorce
cient ev!ggs’ but it seems to me tha* suffi-
Service lfence has_beep furnished of the
rules. 0? l:he notice in this case. The
evidenee the Senate do not require such
of lay . iétls would be necessary in a court
satisis must be such evidence as will
the not; Ctory to the Senate. In this case
'C€ 1s that an application will be

C

made to the Parliament of Canada at the
next session thereof on behalf of George
Louis Emil Hatzfeld, of the City of Ham-
ilton, accountant, for a Bill of Divorce
from Annie Maria Hatzfeld, his wife,
formerly of the town of Dundas, on the
ground of adultery and desertion. The
House will see that the man himself is
described at length, and his residence and
occupation are given, and that the woman
is described at length by name, and her
former residence is mentioned. The
declaration states that the man who served
the notice did, on the 24th day of Novem-
ber, 1884, “ personally serve Annie Maria
Hatzfeld with a copy of the notice of
the application to the Parliament of
Canada herein by delivering such copy to
and leaving the same with her at number
252 Ontario Street, in the said City of
Toronto. At the time of such service as
aforesaid, the said Annie Maria Hatzfeld
admitted to me that she was the party for
whom the said notice was intended, and
that she was the Mrs. Hatzfeld referred to
in the said notice.” A distinct admission
of that kind to the man who served the
notice is evidence which, I humbly sub-
mit, ought to be satisfactory to the House.
Then as to the declaration not being at
the Bar of the House, that we disposed of
in a previous session.

Hon. Mr. POWER~I did not object
to that.

Hon. Sikr ALEX. CAMPBELL—We
are satisfied with a declaration which in-
volves all the legal penalties of perjury
without asking people to take an oath,
which some persons have scruples in
doing. As to the surplusage in the copy
served, it seems to be of no moment.
The words which have been added are:
“in the County of Wentworth,” and “to
you.” In the Gazette it appears: “ notice
is hereby given that an application, etc.”
In the copy served on the respondent it
is ““notice is hereby given to you that an
application, etc.” Then in the notice in
the Gazette the description of the resi-
dence of the petitioner ends with “the
City of Hamilton.” In the copy served
on the respondent it is ‘“the City of
Hamilton, in the County of Wentworth.™
These additional words do not create any
uncertainty as to the place of residence



