
HOUSE.... No. 214.

House of Representatives, May 4, 1848.

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the petition
of Thaddeus Nichols, in behalf of Sally Blake, for an allow-
ance for moneys expended for the capture of William Baird,
a fugitive from justice, have considered the same, and

That said Baird, at Boston, in February, 1845, burglariously
entered said Blake’s house, and robbed her of about $3OO in
value, and fled with it to the province of New Brunswick.

The petitioner, by her agent, obtained from the government
of the United States a requisition upon the authorities of New
Brunswick, under the tenth article of the treaty of xiugust 9,
1842, between the governments of Her Britannic Majesty and
the United States. By virtue of said requisition, the petitioner
procured the surrender of Baird by the authorities of New
Brunswick.

Although the petitioner obtained a warrant from the police
court of the city of Boston, and caused an indictment to be
found in the municipal court in Suffolk, neither of which could
operate upon Baird, except within our state jurisdiction. The
petitioner expended a large sum of money, viz. $722 45, in
the pursuit, arrest, and return of Baird to within the jurisdic-
tion of this state.

Such expenses were incurred by the institution of such pro-
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cesses and examinations in New Brunswick as were there
necessary to show “probable cause” for Baird’s surrender upon
said requisition.

Whatever was done by the petitioner out of the limits of this
state, was upon her own account and not of the state. Baird
was not “ given up to the officers of this Commonwealth, act-
ing by direction of his excellency the governor,” as stated in
the petition.

Your committee are satisfied his excellency did no act au-
thorizing, directing, or adopting the doings of the petitioner, but
merely made such certificates as might as well have been made
by a notary public.
I? It appeared, the main object of the pursuit was not to serve
the state, or on account of the intrinsic value of the stolen
property, but the recovery of articles in themselves valuable to
her as mementoes of family affection; and she accomplished
her object.

Your committee have had a case involving the same princi-
ple as this (No. 122, House Document) ; in that case, the peti-
tioner was poor, believed he had authority, and in good faith
did the state essential service in the pursuit, arrest, and return
of a fugitive from this state, who had gone to another jurisdic-
tion ; said pursuit being made without authority of the state
executive. If any case could induce your committee to act from
sympathy rather than upon fixed principles, that case would
have been the one, rather than this.

In that case, the petitioner’s object was to do his whole duty,
under a supposed authority to serve the state.

In this case, the object was the gratification of laudable feel-
ings, and pleasant reminiscences of deceased relatives, without
intending or supposing she was serving the state.

Had the executive procured the requisition, or by any official
act adopted it, a different case would have been presented.

Your committee are clearly of opinion that no law or legisla-
tive precedent exists for the allowance of this claim, and there-
fore recommend that petitioner have leave to withdraw her
petition.

For the committee,
JONA. P. BISHOP,


