
bciii'v<' tiiat I in:ulvertentii.v ni>jrnrt.Hl '!!

one or more ^pCfiaQ warrauts '.if » lAuiir-

actt'i" ulinilar to 'tin- oui's uudtT CDUKiAti:-

atiun. but received a few bour^ f»]jnr.

I Hhioiild liko to bave them rfferrtifi ttn'

rao uga!in, as, if they are Kiiuilnr i* 3h*

miit's returned jierPwiLh, I U-lit-v-*' Aitn

they bave Itoen iiiiproi)erly anjiOTtid.*"

To tbU requcKt also I iavt- neriw iw»-

ceLved anj reply. So that fw laiC II

know your adnmiistration has made lu-w

of jspeoiul money warrants obtaiut'd Ijiwni

n»e inadveitently, a^id iBUt;h ai- ti»f Aa-
torneyOneral would not say ti^w. iw
could be, constitutionally isBued.

i. On the 4Ui ol LK'eenilter lart, nqitoi

Mr. lOottou's 'reconiUH'adatidU jif OiiJ*!!

(Jomnlussioner of Lands and Worttx, til«t

Eixecufive Council advised me to bjijomiu*-

of a *'|>ocial warriiiit foi $2.5(X» for Jait-

proveinents to the Provincial Houih' uiufl

goal at Kamloops. Mr. Cotton *fl.Mttifi

that the money was ur,gFutly TttgtujwS

for "fire protection" purposes. In jrtam

letter to me of the 11th DccvidIh'T liutt

asking me to reconsider my reftmaJ an

.sidirn this warrant, yau iStiited tlial ihs'

iiocojsity for the esp»"udiiurv '«€

an amount like this could not jnwKSiLjr

have been foreseen." I pointed •oiil na'

you that it had been for>e8««eu for b1 >*«
a .v€ar before, .as follows:

"WKen I was In Kamloops, ot^t fmin^

teen mouths ago, both rproviuciu] iioifi

municipal officials called my attcntioai tt*

the unsanitary conditions of the jn-tnriiiB-

cial public buiiildiugs, and stroDiplj ms'g-

e(\ 'that tbc U'CeessaTj- improTenMnun*

should 'be made as quickly as jiowiiiil*.''

So that^ although I do not for a ant"

ment question but 'wliat j-our *tal*!iuea!ll

was made in good faith, yet 5t w^a* i»rt

In acciord with the facts as I inew tlwm..

and the reason for the expendituTf w:ii»

shifted from "fire protection" pnrfttw*..

as in Mr. Cotton's report, to •"samiLany

ro:i son.5."

5. Whll* the Legislature wa* iji «*-
sion you advised me to mate, "iiy lOrfcr

in Council, submitted on the 18iii hItjuw}]..

a,n Important change in the M.iuerul Ai<fl..

In my letter to you of the 19tii uitianti.

giving my reasoms for not approriniy 'iiff

the said order, I added:

"Xow, if thie Attorttey-Genera^ 1* df
opinion that the government sliou.d Ituwc

power to cancel such certiificate*. iuTwt

they have been kssued, I think he Awilii

ix»fer thel ;natter to th,* IJjcg'iB'.Btuw., auiKi

obtain its sanction to have U + s<rt

amended in that respect."

And referrlnB' to this in my" "letl.w ttin

you of the 10th Instant. I said:

"The I^egislature has been in wssi/in

for ont- nic/nth sinccf the alM««' Wiis writ-

t!<»n. but the Att-orney (Jeni'ral haifl, so far,

a«ff.her introduced,, nor g'ivcn any indl-

(tarion of bntroduclng;. a bill to amend
Eht» .Vliavral .\(t in the way that he ad-
Ti<«»ii me that it should l)e amendnl

—

Cha. ij4 to empower the LientPiiaiit-CSoT-

•ruor in C'ouucil to ciincel c^-rtificates of
LmppDvements."

This seems too much .'.ike asking me to
•«iUii'tion a cliange in the law which you
bwsitace to ask the Legislature to sanc-
Cii :i. .Vnd you n-ot only ad\'iwe me to
Dnu'tLi-aly assume the functions of the
Li'irlslnture in this instance, and thiit,

T.<ut. while the Ijiwishiture was in ses-
sion, but you did so w'tli the full intent
iwhLi'h. however, I did not know at the
rime) of making the proposed regtila-

cions retroactive to the pr^'judicc of a
Jriw miner'** statutory I'ijfht, as witne«s
ti\t^ .\trorney-(i«nerai'8 letter to me of
r.Ii«» l+>th instant, as follows:

"An my desire, as wi'll iis my duty,
i» to be perf«>otly frank witJi Your
Eloaor. I U)ay be |)ermitted to state that,
had .'riur Honor been pleased to ap-
prove of rthe Order in Council snbmit-
ri»ti to Your Honor on the 18th ultimo.
H should have advised the cancellation
Ol the certificate of improvements."
iDninop's, page 7.)

As this 'matter is fully dealt with in
my letter of the l!>th instant to you in

the matter of the Dunlop petition, I shall
m>t enter furth«r into it here, except to
*uy that since the said letter was .vrit-

ZftL I have learned that the certificntr of
; i]pri>vements mentioned therein, wa.3 is-

•»ueil to Dunlop by Mr. K'rkup, b|.v the
itiTwtion of the >riiiister of Minos, -who
.H-ti'd in acivirdance with a decision ar-
rived at in this matter by the Kxecutive
fTouacil. That Is to say: after you de-
fcded on a certain course, i.e., ttie issu-wv of the certificate in (lucstiou, and
had iriven in.<truction to a subordinate
r tfii'ial to carry out that course, you de-
'lijiiMi upon an eiil.ircly irppositc co4irse,
*ad :*ought to nullify the resulting statu-
rory right by Order in Council, and. in-
fiwenriaily. threw the blame for the issu-
aacp of the certifi.cate— if any b'ame
there was—on ai subordinate official, Mr.
Kiikup: for tht' Attoni«.v-GeneraTs
rwommendation to me in the matter was
a,* poilow.a:

"WTienever it .i^spear.- to the Lieut-
I'Jorernor in ('ouncil that an official em-
pivwHTed by the Mini-ral ,\ct to issue cer-
nLt<(>ates of improvements has. through
inist.ike. error, inadvertence or improvi-
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