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letter, stating that he w-as unable to
give an opinion1, aind this was the dis-
eourtesy complained of.

The hon. ge i i timanil t!ml)plai i that
he hadl written another discourteous
letter. After communicating with the
Minister of Militia, Mr. Starr wrote to
him (Mr. Blake). The proceedings were
conducted in his office until such time
as he had advised the Government and
they had come to a conclusion. The
question of dealing with various peti-
tioners was then considered, and it
was perceived to be impossible for
them to indicate the course they in-
tended to pursue. It was, therefore,
decided to refer each petitioner, as ho
applied, to the official organ, who
would simply and plairdly intimate that
the action was deferred. They took
this responsibility of deferring action
with the view of submitting to Parlia-
ment the proposed amendment of the
law, and they conceived it would be
improper to disclose to suitors their
propositions in advance of disclosing
them to Parliament. Having made
this arrangement, ho wrote to Mr.
Starr to the effect that not being the
official medium of communication of
the Government, it was not within his
province to reply, and intimated that
the Secretary of State was the proper
person. At the sane time he sent Mr.
Starr's letter to the Secretary of State
with the request that ho would give
it his immediate attention. What w-as
there discourteous and improper in this?
le had before him a telegram from
Mr. Starr stating that .he had done
what was satisfactory to him. The
charge that the Seciretary of State was
the cause of the delay was also un-
founded. Any delay that might have
occurred wais owing to the neglect of
Mr. Starr's legal advisers in forward-
ing hima the letter of tie Secretary of
State. He denied that either that offi-
cial or himself had been guilty of dis-
courtesy to the petitioner.

No man's rights were taken away by
this Bill; on the contrary, they were
enlarged. In England there was a
wholesome sound principle of legisia-
tion which objected to retroactive
measures. It was a cardinal rule,
however, that that practice should not
apply to procedure. But the machinery
by which the law was enforced was

frequently changei whenever the pub-
lie intrest roquiredI. Iii I his instaneo
the tbrra w-as changed, but the pe-
titionle: stili had is rights. 1i, pu-
tiion wolld he tried iii a tribunal
which lie hoped was not an unfit onle,
and with whici Mri. Starr hadI expres-
sed his satisfaction.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD
said wlhen the Bill w-as intro-
duced ho expressed his satisfaction
with the clause placing the jurisdiction
in the Supreme Court ; this arrange-
ment was advantageous to the smtor
against the Crown. le objected to
that portion of' the hon. gentleman's
reply to the member for Cumberland,
in which he said if the Government
had acted wrongly in this matter, there
was the remedy of appealing to Parlia-
ment. That w-as not a satisfetory reply
to any charge ofneglect of duty, which
ought to be answered, and the hon.
gentleman migh t have thrown himself
upon the House,

lion. Mr. BLAKE-I should will-
ingly throw inyself on the hon. gen-
tieman.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD
-That would be rather taking me
at a disadvantare. He doubted
whether the hon. gentleman had the
right to assume the grave responsibility
of defering the claim until legislation
had been effected. His hon. friend ought
to bear in mind when he was pass-
ing the Petition of IRights Act, that it
would be well at once to givejurisdiction
to the General Courts. An Act was in
existence at the time of this corres-
pondence conferring the right on any
person having a claim against the
Crown to proceed in the Courts where
a petition could be properly tried.

lon. Mr. BLAKE said he pointed
out certain exceptions, which in his
opinion applied to many petitions. For
obvious reasons ho declined to say
whether they wouid apply to the case
referred to by the member for Cumber-
land.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD quite
understood that, but if Mr. Starr
had no right, under the Act of last
Session, his hon. friend ought to have
told him so and refused thefiat. That
would not have prevented the gentle-
man from re-petitioning under the new
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