Reception of [FEBRUARY 6, 1890.] Petitions for Divorce.

of the rule is simply to regulate that peti-
tions for divorce, instead of being sent, as
the;: had. been before, to the Committee
on Standing Orders, should go, as a matter

%f course, after being received, to the
ommittee on Divorce,

. Hon. }ﬁ.{. VIDAL—As a layman, I find
1t rather difficult to follow the intricacies
of these matters, but I think it is very de-
sirable that the Senate should understand
clearly the right course to pursue. It ap-
]pears to me that theactionon the petitions
ast year was irregular. From the state-
Iﬁle_“t made by the hon. member from Am-
r:ist 1t seems to be clear that the new
tha.?cs which we adopted in 1888 require
by 4 certain form which we had gone
D‘l‘Ough before shall be relegated to the
Divorce Committee, and it is only in har-
};lqny with that idea that a etition, on
€ing presented should be referred to the

tvorce Committee before taking any fur-
ther action on it.

Hon. Mr. MI .
plain Tule “F":;JLER—HOW do you ex

Hon. Mr. VIDAL—I cannot say; I have
,l:-o-t got it here. If I had one of these pe-
1tions in charge I should not know how to
Proceed under the view taken by the hon.
member from Richmond. The old rule
Was that certain information was to be
;f?'l;gn to the House before a petition was
le There was no intention whatever to
lt}%}ssen the difficulties which were placed in
the way of persons obtaining divorce—
g ere was no desire on the part of the
enate to relieve the petitioner from the
necessity of furnishing the necessary in-
formation—it was merely for the conve-
Dience of the House that the mode of obtain-
Ing 1t was changed. If a petition for adi-
vorce 1s to be received like any ordinary
petxtlon,_ two days after its presentation,
We aredispensing with asafeguard. Before
4 petition can be read the House must be

satisﬁegi th.at the evidence of the service of
the notice is sufficient.

Hox. Me. SCOTT—I was not one of those
Who took partin the framing of those rules,
and I am not therefore as competent as
others to speak on the subject. I take
:lﬁem a8 we have them before us. I assume

at the petition is subject to the general
Tule ;gat one day at least shall intervene
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before it is presented to the House. Rule
“D" requires that evidence shall be given of
the six months’ publication in the Canada
Gazette, the service of notice and a variety
of other forms gone through with that had
previously been furnished at the bar of the
House, and occupied considerable time,
As I read the rule, it was intended that all
this evidence should accompany the peti-
tion and should be attached to it. The
rule says:

‘“ The petition, when presented, shall be accom-
panied by the evidence of the publication of the notice,
as required by Rule ‘ D),” and by the declaration and
evidence of the service of a copy thereof, as provided
by Rule ¢ E,” and by a copy of the proposed Bill.”

Now, in those petitions there certainly
are not to be found the requirements of
the clause. There is a declaration, but I
do not see a copy of the Bill. I think the
intention of the rule was that all these
documents should be grouped together
and attached to the petition before it could
be accepted by the House. That is my
reading of the rule. I was named on
the committee, but T took no part in
drawing the rules and take very little
notice of those divorce matters. I merely
give my own interpretation of the rule.

Hon. MR. MILLER—I was guided by the
practice of last year. I perhaps have not
paid any more special attention to the
subject than the hon. member from Ottawa;
but Senator Gowan, who ought to under-
stand these rules, and who took such a
deep interest in this question, and was
careful that no irregularity should creep
into the administration of the rules under
his presidency of that committee, was
present when the petitions in the two cases
which I have cited—I have not had time
to look into the others—were presented
and received, one day intervening, as in
other cases.

Hon. MR. KAULBACH—I was & mem-
ber of the committee to which this ques-
tion was referred, and I remember well the
discussion which took place in the com-
mittee upon those rules. They were drafted
by Mr. Gowan, and referred tothe commit-
tee. Some amendments were made after a
full discussion, and the whole object of the
rules was to dispense with this inquiry
below the bar. The whole matter was
relegated to the committee. I cannot un-
derstand why, in those two cases to which
the hon. member for Richmond refers, the



