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ever he may beli, upon the presentation of the facts
of the case before him, without expense to theï
citizen. That is quite satisfactory but, if that
channel and that course of prx-edure is not accept-
aible to the eitizen, tlien he has his rights before t he
courts. The ecision of the fisherv overseer i:, in
no sense, final and the citize nimay take one o(f the;
two courses. He may go direct to the Minister. or
way take the appeal given to every other suhject.

Mr-. DAVIES (P. E.1. Where toes th appeal
lie fronm the tishery ofiler to the Suprente Court t

-Mr. TUPPER. Under tihe provisions of the
Smnmîîary Jurisdîition Aet --

Mr. lAVIES (P. E. 1. Fromni the magistrate,
but nt- from the isherv theer.

Mr. TUPPER.-the otheer sits in the samei
capac ityexactly as a justice of the peace and a
magistrate. The hon. 'entlemn -0l surel not
tsist on his pretension, and he uust fo rthe

miîment have forgotten that such is the law. but I
am certain that, on reflection, he willI adlit that 1
amt right. The power of the fishery overseer is not
tinal anid not complete. For instance, take the
powers exercised now: theV are excingly great,
but the House is awvare that for years we have'
elithed these officers vith these great powers,. anid
the result has not been such as to evoke any ex-
pression of a desire for a repeal or a change of the
law ln that regard. There is no reason for treat-
iug, this subject, I subnut, inany other way than any
Other tishery legislation. The law is right or wrong-
If the destruction be as great as I behieve, and the
supporters of this Bill believe, and the tishermen
believe it is, vou cannot nake the penalty too
severe, and the rights of the eitizen are proteered in
this case, just as they are n ainy other ease of the
violation of the Act, the only difference beimg that
the offenders li ntis case %il be ricli m 'en, whereasi
the offenlers in the other cases are, as a rile, poor
men.

Mr. MILLS (Bothwell). I am not coing to
occupy the time of the House in answering the:
very violent speech whieh the hon. nienber miadie
a very short time ago. He acCused nie of being
very ignorant, and very ignorant simply because 1
he did not agree with nie. In faet, the hon. gentle-I
man would assign every one to the block of the,
dunce rather than the position of critie, who under-
takes to criticize either the hon. gentlemans obser-
vations or any ueasure he presents, so that the hon.
gentlenans pretense of extraordinary knowledge
on this subject or any other he may discuss may
not be disputed. I an nuot going to question those
pretensions on the present occasion, although I
am not to be supposed as acquescing at all in them
if I do not chootse to take up the attention of the
Committee with a discussion of Lis pretensions at
present. The hon. Minister says that the hon. me-
ber for Queen's (Mr. Davies) wants to make this'
a very flimisy Bill, such a Bilas he would not
have subitted to this House or as he would not
support ; and what reason does he assigu for assun-
ing that my hon. friend would make this a very
flinsy Bll ? Why, the bon. iember for Queens
says that the procedure for the enforcement of the
law ought to be under the supervision of tle courts,
and the hon. Minister says the courts are not
to be trusted, that the judges are ignorant,
and that therefore the whole matter shouldj

b»e under the control of the Minister of Marie,
Now. I sibit to the considration f this

)Umittee onctie tore that thert is n e
for detpartinig froni the orlinary methoIs of ad-
ministering justice in this any more than t aUV
therease. Nlhy shouId the orditnarv juiial

trItbuuds ot the countrv b duisa d and disre-
garded when we comne to> prpe a law f this
sort $ir. I rteemer that otIt of the prvisins
f -Magna Charta is that the judgtenît sha Itbe

aeVOrdmg to the Law of the hand. It was then
cmplained that the king îundertook to enfrce the
law rather than his judges, that heuititdertomk tt>
adhninister it, ant it was determined that that
shoul tbe the case no longer. Another pvsion
if Magna Charta is that excessive tines and penal-
ties shal not be pertitted. That is a
t -inal prineiple. It is a part of the law ,f the
laud. andi it has stxxd for several hundred vears.
What does the hoL gentleman propose i tIùs
Billi He proposes that. in every ease, whether
the offence e a serios one or not, the punish-
ment shalbe, alont with whatever tine ua be
imposed, the contistation of the ship and ait is
outtit. Now, the ship may be torth $10,tw
and the affence nia be oif the most trivial
ehiaraeter. The umgistrate or theI party who sits
int the first instance niav decide that he will ix a
luiniuum penalty of $ï50t but if he fixes any
penalty at all it must be accomipaniedd it te
contiscation of the ship. Everv nemuber (f this
House must see that ou are nmaking a law. in t he
tirst instance. which.on the fate of it. is an unjust.
arbitrarv measure. a ineasure that must entail in-
justice, and which, in everv ease, will uceessitate
an appeal fromi the tishery' oticer. who gives the
decision in the first instanee, to the Minister, who

thas te power of granting redre My first objec-
tion to this is that it undertakes to make those who
have pro:perty iii tishing vesses, aid those who are
engraged in tishing, the menials of the Minister for
the tite being. The hon. gentleuin says that I
spoke waîrmly upon the subject. I did speak
warmlv, for I cannot contemplate the measure of
the hon. gentleman without a feeling of indignation
that any iember of this House, whether he be a
menber of the G overnmient or not. should propose
to place a large elass of the population of this
country iu snch a position. The hon. gentleman,
by tixiug a enalty of $, admnits that the offence
may be a triding one. and yet, alongwith that admis-
sion «â the part of the lrliamnent of Canada he
wishes also to impose the penalty of the eon-
ìseation -of the ship and its tackle, which could

not le justified unless it was an offence of the
most flagnmt character. What would you think
if you proposed to attach the penalty of death te
an aet of simple trespass Would it not be
regarded as a ionstrous outrage, as an attempt on
the part of the Minister of Justice to bring every
offender before him and make him dependent upon
him as to the character of the penalty to be
inflieted What are you to say of an offeuce
against this law to which, lbecause it is triding, you
attach a penalty of $5, but along with that there
may be the contiscation of the vessel, that may be
worth $20,00O-and that is what the hon. gentleman
asks the House to vote. That is what he cals a
tigourous and a drastie measure. No doubt it is a
drastic measure. If the Government proposed the
confiscation of the real estate of the people of this
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