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Laws provides that the court “ may allow reasonable com-
pensation (upon an indictment for murder) for the services
of counsel assigned to defend the prisoner if he is otherwise
unable to procure counsel, and such compensation shall be
paid by the county in which the indictment is found.”

Meikle’s case manifestly does not come within this pro-
vision of the law, as he was able and did procure counsel and
he was able through his guardian to pay them a sufficient
sum for their services.

This act is special legislation outside the general law, and
seems to me dangerous as a precedent.

I do not think it would be wise for the Commonwealth to
establish the practice of paying the expenses of a trial of a
prisoner for murder who may be declared innocent by a
jury, when the accused is able to pay his own bills. The
court may appoint counsel if the prisoner cannot procure his
own, but that does not apply in this case.

If such a general law Avould be unwise, a special act seen
to me more so.

I can well understand how this special case may appeal to
one’s sympathy, but it does not seem to me to be good legis-
lation in that by special act for a special case it changes
existing law and it is contrary to the well established policy
of the Commonwealth.

Further, it seems to me that this act is unconstitutional
because it provides for the raising of money by taxation for
the exclusive benefit of a particular individual and is not for
a public purpose.

EBENT S. DRAPER.


