
7ivorce Bill. 65

.'oN. MR. POWER-As the hon.
Minister of Justice has intimated that he
ProPoses to consider this matter further, I
Yenture to make a few suggestions differ-
Ig slightly from those made by the hon.
gentleman from Richmond, (Mr. Miller,)and by the hon. gentleman who has just
Sat down. I think, in the first place, that
the objection taken by the hon. gentle-
'ran from Richmond has been taken
too late. This petition. this proof of
tervice, was offered to the Senate onthe 16th of February, and the rule of the
toe te Provides that this is a pre-requisite

e reading of the petition. Evidence
ha presented to the Senate on the day I
tave mnentioned, and this House at that
tie thought that the evidence was suf-
icient, andallowed the petition to be read.
t therefore seems to me rather late, upon
the second reading of the Bill, to take
this objection.

tiON MR. MILLER-The hon. gen-
enlan must have misunderstood me. Iha -no desire at ail to impede the pro-

tehdings which have taken place under
that irregularity, because that might do a

ry serlous injustice. I had no desire or
ish to do more than call attention to the

rrregularity, in order that it might not be
repeated again.

di N O N. MR. POWER I was under a
therent impression, and the remark of

Oe on. gentleman from Ottawa (Mr.
thS t) left me under the impression that
anis service was to be looked upon as null
and void. I was going to make this
L ggestion to the hon. gentleman from

unenburg (Mr. Kaulbach) that it would
pOnly a proper course for the House to
forrsue, to discharge the order of the day
difthe second reading and fix it for a

erent time, notice having been given
or a particular day. -With ail due defer-enlce to hon. gentlemen who think differ-otl y It appears to me that the wisest

a rse night be to have the Bill read the
od time to-day, and then after the

giveitee had been struck they could
any time they pleased for the Res-
'int to appear and oppose the grant-

' of the divorce.

lisb o. MR. KAULBACH.-I have
geteled attentively to the remarks of hon.

emen, but do not feel that any in-

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. I 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.

HON. 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 perfectlv
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 a 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. I
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
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