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MiON. Mk, POWER—As the hon.
prlmster of Justice has intimated that he
ve‘:lposes to consider this matter further, I
in ture to make a few suggestions differ-
geg Slllght]y from those made by the hon.
an‘:it cman from Richmond, (Mr. Miller,)
sat g Yy the hon, gentleman who has just
the Own. T think, in the first place, that
ma, °bJectlon.taken by the hon. gentle-
toon from Richmond has been taken
late.  This petition. this proof of
th?lce’ was offered to the Senate on
Se 16th of February, and the rule of the
to rtlﬁte Provides that this is a pre-requisite
Was € reading of the petition. Evidence
hay Presented to the Senate on the day 1
; Y€ mentioned, and this House at that
c‘e thought that the evidence was suf
It b and allowed the petition to be read.
erefore seems to me rather late, upon
th‘e Second reading of the Bill, to take
'S objection,

o0 MR, MILLER—The hon. gen-
haq D must have misunderstood me. 1
Cee, d."o desu"e at all to impede the pro-
that \ngs which have taken place under
o, Tregularity, because that might do a

i;y Serlous injustice. I had no desire or
itre to do more than call attention to the
ror Bularity, in order that it might not be

ated again.

ifgoN’ Mk. POWER I was under a
the Tent impression, and the remark of
Scott On. gentleman from Ottawa (Mr.
is ) left me under the impression that
ang Service was to be looked upon as null
Supo.0ld- T was going to make this
l.igngestlon to the hon. gentleman from
be oe“bul'g (Mr. Kaulbach) that it would
Dursnly a proper course for the House to
for :‘e, to discharge the order ot the day
diffey, € second reading and fix it for a
l_aem time, notice having been given
fnce Particular day. “With all due defer-
eny) t0 hon. gentlemen who think differ-
Y, 1t appears to me that the wisest
ight be to have the Bill read the
comn- time to-day, and then after the
Rive ttee had been struck they could
any time they pleased for the Res-

; €nt to g d opp th ant-
i ppear and oppose the
"8 of the divorce. P &

c()l.ll'Se m

O Mz KAULBACH.—1 have
gent?ed attentively to the remarks of hon.
€men, but do not feel that any in-
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justice has been done to the person
opposing, or likely to oppose, this petition
for divorce, by having the bill read to-day.
The proceedings to-day do not affect the
merits of the case. Therefore I do not per-
sonally feel inclined to withdraw it. I
agree wtih the hon. gentleman from Hali-
fax, (Mr. Power,) that objection should
have been taken before now. I am glad
the hon. gentleman from Richmond, (Mr,
Miller) has moved in this matter of pro-
cedure and brought it to the notice of the
House, and I trust it will result in our
rules being so arranged that there will be
no difficulty as to the proper course to be
pursued in the future. 1 shall act upon
the suggestion of the hon. leader of the
House and see whether the party can be
brought before the Senate to amend the
defect which has been pointed out. As
it seems to be the wish of the House, I
now beg to move that the bill be read the
second time on Monday next.

Hox. Mr. SCOTT.—In acquiescing in
the motion, I do not for one moment
desire that it should be understood that I
at all agree with the observations which
have fallen from the gentleman in charge
of this bill. I consider that it is perfectly
competent to take exception to the bill
at any stage whatever, and I shall avail
myself of an opportunity to do so when it
comes up for the second reading.

Hon. Mr. PLUMB—I understood my
hon. friend to say that there was an ad-
mission, by telegram, from the Respon-
dent, of service in this case. Of course,
my hon. friend would not undertake to
say that was any evidence. We do not
know who sent that telegram, and in fact
the proceedings are suspicious from begin-
ning to end, in regard to that affidavit.
It is a little singular that a2 commissioner
for the county of Grey should have taken
that affidavit in the county of Essex, where
it would be easy enough to find a commis-
sioner to act. The very fact of a telegra-
phic notice having been sent would, in my
mind, throw suspicion upon the case. 1
am not sufficiently acquainted with the
rules of the Senate in regard to these mat-
ters, to offer an opinion, nor am I a law-
yer to venture upon a legal opinion, but I
think the construction given to the 73rd
rule by my hon. friend from Ottawa is a
forced one, I think the fact that there is



