
the samue principle, a Seaman could proceed against a eessel for being unsea-
worthy, at any time while loading in Port, if she had not actuall on board at
the time of his complaint a suf icient stock. of provisions, or of water casks for
the intended voyage. The case of the Hope, importanr in itself to the Owners,
is doubly so in a general point of view, and goes fir to bear out the Committee
in their opinion of the impropricty of allowing Fees to the Judge, inasmuch as
froni the Seamen having had, in the opinion of the'Court, a just cause of action,
at the commencement, full costs were decreed· against the ship-whereas, if the
Seamen had had no cause of action, the Court 'and Officers must bave contented
themselves with half costs. And the Committee may be persnitted to add, that
it lies solely in the breast of the Judge, who participates in these Fees, to pro-
nounce whether there may iave been just cause of action or not. The Judge
thus becomes directly interested in the event of the suit, and it is much to ex-
pect froin weak human nature, that an interested person sho.uld dispense impar-
tial justice, As to the want of candour with which the Learned Judge charges
the Cornmittee, they are not aware of its being neritcd, so far as relates to the
Bill of Costs in the case of the ,Hope. The expcnses of the suit*and ·those ne-
cessarily incident to the defense of the suit, amotnted to. £4 17s. 2d. and
though of that sum, the Owners may have been compelled to pay .by order, or de-
cree of the Court, only £34 Os. 6d., yet they were no less obliged to pay the Proc-
tor employed in the defence, the sum of £12 6s. Sd. agreeably to the Tariff of
the Court. The Comnittee night as w.eil charge the Honorable Judge with want
of candour, in saying that the.tC12 6s. Sd. were paid voluntarily by the Owvners,
as it was, in truth, paid with a great deal of reluctance, and only after the
Bill had been regularly certified by. the Register of the Court, as conformable
to the Table ot Fees.

G 0 The Honorable Judge does' not attempt to contròvert that part of
the Memorial of the Coinmitteewith which he heads his observation, and it is
unnecessary to fol!ow him throughout. He admits the fact, that in the Court of
King's Bench, much· smaller FÉees are taken, than in the Court of Vice Ad-
minralty, such being the. case, if the Prothonotary make £4000 per annum, they
must perforni duties in proportion.

70. As to the ailegation of the Committee, that the Judge'of the Court
of Vice Acmialty, hasin their belief, no authority to shew for exacting the fees,
(narnlythe specific Fees,) which he does, the Committee have hadl no reason to
think otherwise. The Comnittee are not informed of the Feeaand other ndvantages
belonging to the High Court of Adiiralty, and they therefore cannotjudge
how far the present Judge of the Court of Vice Admiralty may forego any
of those advantages, but it is of record in the Court of King's Bench on the
Oatli Of the Judge, that the present Tariff of the said Court of.Vice Ad-
rmiralty " was establishcd by him. in IS09 and was immediately afterwards laid
before His. Excellency Sir James Craig and transmittcd to ihe Treasury,"
that he supposes his predecessor in office did not receive fees, "as his was
" only a Commission under the Province Seal, and gave no right to take Fees,
" that.ii the words of Lis deciarationan old' Table of Fees which was made

inthe year 17SO, i thinkwas in use in that Court when I was appointed Judge*in
the year 1797, contained no item of fees to the Judge, nor did it prohibit his tak-
ing Fees,. but contented itself with giving- an intimation that the Judge-of

" the Court of Vice AdmiraIty had a Salary of £200 per- annumin -lietr-of
" Fees, thereby alluding to the private and, personal arrangement entered irr-

" to


