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¢ Copy. ,
fOrrawa, 27th March, 1883.

¢ 8ia,—Having reference to your letter of the 3rd instant, transmitting
a petition of certain inhabitants of St. Thomas, praying for an enquiry
into the grievances they libour under so long as His Honour Judge
Huoghes is _permitted to occupy the position of County Judg~ for the
county of Elgin, I have the horour to say, in regard 10 your reference to
& public investigation had many years ago, that this is not now a matter
for investigation.

‘‘ The other statements in ths petition are of too general a natare and
character to justify an investigation.

* You should state specifically the time and the place at which and
the case in which, by reason of what you allege, ho has brought himself
within the terms of the Act of 1882,

“T am, 8ir,
*‘ Your obedient servant,
‘“GE). W. BURBIDGE,
¢ Deputy Minister of Justice.

¢ Jauzs Sravrown. Biq,
‘¢ St. Thomas.”

The County Crown Attorney, who is chargel with the
duty of secing that the law is properly administered, for-
warded these charges. He received the following lettor from
the Deputy Minister of Justico:

t Copy.
“Otrawa,3rd March, 1384,

‘¢ B1r,-—~With further reference to your letter of 21st ultimo, I have the
honour to call your attention to the fact that the petition accompanying
your letter, which you stated to be the specification of the sharge=, and
of the grounds on which the petitioner's complaintis baced, is notsigued
by any person.

“1 have also to call iour attention tothe fact tkat in a number of cases,
no timse is stated at which the matters somplained of took place.

‘It would be convenient, in stating the chargas and grounds on which
the com'{xlunt is based, to state them in the order of timein which they
eceurred. -

*‘ The petition ia therefore returned to you fursignature, anifor amead-
ment in the particulars indicated.

I am, Sir,
 Your obedient servaat,
‘ GEO. W. BURBIDGE,
¢ Deputy Minis'er of Justice.
ft Jauzes Stantoy, Esq.,
¢« St. Thomas.”

It will be observed that the suggestion or statement was
made {hat the petition was returned. Immediately the
First Minister made the announcement that no petition or
charges were in the possession of the GLovernment, I wrote
to Mr. Stanton. He immediately had the charges signed by
the former potitioners, or as many of them as he could find.
He had the petition signed, and he, acting for petitioners,
forwarded the document to the Department. That docu-
ment was mailed in St. Thomas on the 24th. A lefter of
the same date was written and mailed to me. I received
the letter on the morning of the 25th, and on the afternoon
of the 26th I had a notice on the Paper enquiring of the
Government if they had up to to that time received any
sach document. When the question was asked of the Gov-
errment the Minister of Public Works, in the abscoce of
the First Minister, stated that no petitions wore in the
possession of the Government; and when I farther asked
whether tho Government intended to take any further
action in the matter, the reply was that they couid take no
action, as there was nothing before them. Now, I do
not accuse the First Minister—I do not ssy he
is to blame in the matter—bot what [ do say is,
that there should have been better snpervision over the
Department of Justice, 8o that when an Address is passed
here, and when we are entitled toreceive the papers covered
by that Address, the Dsputies of the Departmentsshould far-
nish the Ministers with correct and relisble information.
The Government are in possession of the petition, and they
are asked to investigate the matter. It is their bounden
daty either to act upon that petition or else togive a positive
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refusal and say that the chargoes are not ample and sufficient
for investigation. They have cortainly a right to say that
the impeachment and the susponse of judgment which teok
place in 1862 should not now bo rovived. %Ve all know per-
fectly well that a Judge is not entitlod to bold his pasition a
day after ho has bzen found guilty of using his public pesi-
tion in any way to better his private eircumstances. is
was proven after full and fair enquiry. Now, I have done my
daty in regard to these chargoes. Some may say that I have
brouzht this matter up on personal pique. I have taken no di-
rect orindirect part inthe matter, and L should not bave referr-
ed to it at all had it not, to a certain extent, been the impres.
sion that I was trying to get information out of the Govern-
ment that the Government was not in possession of, How
it is that these petitions havo been lying in the Department
of Justice, and that, though I have time and again asked for
them, which an Address of tho House called for, and
yet that ionformation has becea witbheld, is sometliing
which I cannot account for, However, if the Government
choose to take that course, upon them be the responsability
and not upon me. Having placed the matter before the
House 80 as to exonerate mwyself from any censure in .con-
nection, with the matter I leave itin the hands of the Govern-
ment, hoping they may see their way clear to give some
definite information, so that I may be able to say to the
people of the county whether or not the Governmont intend
to enquire into these charges,

Sir JOHN A, MACDONALD. I am rather sorry that
the hon, geutleman did not toll mo that he was gomng to
bring this matter up, for this reason, that only yesterday I
had a letter from Mr. Stanton, whom I know very woll,
stating that I must have beon under a misapprehension
when [ stated that there was no petition signed.” Upon that
I communicated with the Dapartment of Justice, and I sup-
pose there will be an answer to-morrow., At present I have
nothing more to say than I stated before. Immediately on
the appearance of the enquiry of the hon. gentleman on the
Order Paper, that question being:

‘ Whether the Government have taken any steps to enquire jnto the
charges preferred against the official conduct of D. J. Hughes, Judge of
the (?onuty Court of Elgin; and if not, whether it is their intention to
do 80, and when ?"’

I immediately called the attention of the Departmont of
Justice and the Deputy Minister sent me this momorandum

““ An unsigned petition, asking the investigation of certain charges
against the Juige, was received. A copy of this petition was geat to Mr.
Haghes, and the original seturned to the perizon who forwaried it n
order that the signatures of the petitioners might be supplied, and alao
the dates (where not given) of acts complained of.”

Theore is the further statement by the Deputy Minister :

# That petition wais received in tha Departmaat on the 21st Janunary,
and ths Address was moved on the 28th; the petition was unsigned aud
complained of acts happening s great many years ago, as wzil as receatly,
ynd also of acts the dates of which were not given. It was returned
for the fillowing parposes : Firat, for the gignatures of the petitioners ;
secondly, for th- dates when the acts complained of were doue; and
thirdly "and generaily, for a more orderly arranged -tatemeat of the
grounds. At all eveats, it was msnifesdy unfiir to make these charges
public before the Judge hid sa oppurtunity of answeriug lhen,;.
Althougn the petition was unsigned, we asked the Se sretary of State’s
Department to send a copy of it to Judge Hughes, which way done.”

It was upon the authority of those papers that I mado the
statement to the hon. geatleman with respect to the im-
peachment which took place so long ago as 1862, and I
think the Houso will agreo that it is far too late to eater on
the discassion of charges against a Judse which were made
more than twenty years sz, he baving gone on as Judge
over.since, and [ suppose he has given satisfuction, so far as
[ know, at least. T'he papors in reference to that impeach-
ment are not to be found in the Departmert. The last

- known of them, they wore 10 the hands of M. (now Chiof



