
Samuel May [SENATE] Relief Bill.

Welland Vale Co.'s Bill in 1876. The
Welland Vale Co.'s Bill is almost precisely
the same as this, and the House has iiever
refused to pass such measures, that I am
aware of, after the merits have been satis-
factorily proven. There was another Bill
for the relief of Otto Morin, passed also in
1876, but not precisely in character the
same as thisi

HoN. MaP. DICKEY-There is a notice
on the Paper in my name proposing an
amendment to this Bill, which I will now
nroceed to move, and in answer to what
my non. f berd has just said, I may say
that I retain my opinion, wh.ch I exoressed
at a former stage of this Bill, that this
legislation is of a character that ought not
to be encouraged in this House, and I
think there is a decided objection to the
principle of the Bill, which objection was
reserved as a matter that should be con-
sidered ut this stage. But my hon. friend
has adverted to two or three precedents,
and by bis courtesy I have been enabled
to refer to them myself, and I find that
they are not on all fours with the princi-
ple of this Bill. This Bill contains an alle-
gation that by an accident the application
was not made until after the long period
of three months had expired, and it was
explained, although it is not in the pre-
amble, that that was done by the peti-
tioner's solicitor. It occurred to me, as it
did on a former occasion, that if there was
ever a case in which a party ought not to
have relief it is that in which an em-
ployed solicitor neglected bis duty. It is
a matter that should be settled between
them, and for whi«ch the solicitor ought to
be liable. It was not, in cither of the cases
referred to, the ground upon which the
application for relief was made. In all cases
the application was made before the five
years had expired. I have not been able to
look at the law in the seventies when this
legislation took place, because of the short
time 1have had sinceI was informed of those
precedents, but they were all based upon
differeunt facts. For instance, the applica-
tion made in 1876 was on the allega-
tion that there had been an inadvertent
omission without any fault or negligence
on the part of the parties for a period
of five weeks. In the other case that
has been adverted to, in 1873, the re-
newal was legislation for the purpose
of giving effect to a patent which was

granted under a law of the old Province
of Canada. It was not a patent that had
been granted under our laws at all, but it
was askin-g power to give effect to a patent
wnich had been granted in the year 1857,
and to remove doubt as to the position in
which the parties stood with regard to that
patent, and whether ho could make it a
Dominion patent. It was no question of
delay or negligence, the object belng
simply to remove any doubt that might
exist as to a patent obtained under the law
of the old Province of Canada. In another
case, the petition stated that the petitioier
had forwarded the money to the Govern-
ment, but by some accident the petitiof
reachcd the proner office eleven days o
late. He had 'one everytning îe ciod, but
the petition did not reach the office in time.
In another case the money was placed in
the hands of the clerk, to be transmitted tO
the office, and the clerk either supposed
ho had transmitted the proper amount or
retained part of the amount-at all events,
he only sent half the $20, and that
was the amount that reached the office.
and when he went a few days afterwards to
get his patent, as ho supposed, ho was told
that the whole amount had not been trans-
mitted. It was a special case, and under
the circumstances ho was allowed a re-
newal of his patent by legislation. These
are the precedents; but it is my duty to
call the attention of the House, as this is a
public matter in its bearings, to the
singular fact that after all these cases
occurred the objections which were s0
forceably and well put by the leader ofthe
Government on a former occasion were
made in Parliament by several distin-
guished men on both sides of the House
against this class of legislation ; and the
result was, as far as I can ascertain by
looking at the books, there has been no
such application since that date-for the
long period from 1876 to the present timDe.
That is the position in which the matter
stands. I content myself, therefore, with
stating my views on that point, and reserv-
ing all the objections that I made to the
Bill, and having stated them, I leavethenm
in the hands of the House and of the Gov-
ernment to be dealt with as a matter of
policy as they choose. But there is a
principle in this Bill which seriously affects
the interests of the public, 'whose interest
is, to a certain extent, antagonistic to that
of the man who claims an exclusive right,
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