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August 2, 1989 

The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
Minister of Justice 
House of Commons 
Room 209, Confederation Building 
Ottawa, Canada 
KlA 0A6 

Dear Mr. MacGuigan: 

Re: Donald Marshall, Jr.  

I represent Donald Marshall, Jr. As you are no 
doubt aware, Mr. Marshall was on May 10, 1983 acquitted of 
the murder of Sandy Seale which occurred on or about May 28, 
1971 in Sydney, Nova Scotia. The aoqiittal cane about as a 
result of a reference made to the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal 
under Section 617(b) of the Criminal Code. This reference 
was directed to the Court of Appeal by your predecessor, The 
Honourable Jean Chretien. 

In view of the fact that Canada is a signatory to 
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and 
more precisely Article 1446) of the International Covenant 
which calls upon a signatory nation to provide compensation 
to persons who have been wrongly convicted or punished for a 
crime and who have later been exonerated, will the Government 
of Canada compensate Mr. Marshall for the 10 years and 10 
months that he spent incarcerated in Dorchester Penitentiary? 

I look forward to having your response. I remain. 

Yours truly, 

Felix A. Cacohione 
FAC/oh 
cc: The Honourable John Munroe 

The Honourable Allan MacEachen 
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August 2, 1983 

The Honourable Allan MacEachen 
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 
and Minister for External Affairs 
House of Comnons 
Room 209-S 
Ottawa, Canada 
KlA 0A6 

Dear Mr. MacEachen: 

Res Donald Marshall, Jr.  

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter which / 
have directed to The Honourable Mark MacGuigan. Since 
Mr. Marshall's case is a matter which involves the Province 
of Nova Scotia, any assistance which you could provide for 
a prompt and equitable solution to Mr. Marshall's situation 
would be greatly appreciated. 

In anticipation of your response I remain. 

Yours truly, 

Felix A. Cacchione 

PAC/oh 
WIC • 



II 
Secretary of State 
for External Affairs 

Office of the Deputy 
Prime Minister 

Cabinet du 
Vice-premier ministre 

Secretaire d'Etat 
aux Affaires exterieures 

Ottawa Canada 
K1A 0G2 
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August 18, 1983 

Dear Mr. Cacchione: 

On behalf of the Honourable Allan J. MacEachen, 
Deputy Prime Minister and Secretary of State for External 
Affairs, who is presently away from Ottawa, I would like 
to thank you for your letter of August 2, 1983 and for 
the copy of the letter you sent to the Honourable John Munro, 
Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, regarding 
the case of Donald Marshall, Jr. 

Please rest assured that your correspondence shall 
be brought to the attention of Mr. MacEachen on his return. 

Yours sin - rely, 

Paçr k Sullivan, 
Spec al Assistant. 

Mr. Felix A. Cacchione, 
Barrister & Solicitor, 
5194 Blowers Street, 
Halifax, Nova Scotia. 
B3J 1J4 

Canada 
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September 2, 1983 

Mr. Felix A. Cacchione 
Barrister & Solicitor 
5194 Blowers Street 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3J 1J4 

Dear Mr. Cacchione: 

This refers to your letter of August 2, 1983 advising me that 
you represent Donald Marshall, Jr., and asking that compen-
sation be awarded to your client pursuant to Article 14(6) of 
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights for 
the time he spent in prison betore his conviction for murder 
was overturned. 

Mr. Marshall's conviction and life sentence were registered 
in 1971; his appeal to the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal in 1972 
was dismissed. In late 1981, the R.C.M.P., which had not con-
ducted the initial investigation in this case, was asked to 
look into the matter and some months later the Force produced 
substantial evidence casting doubt upon the correctness of the 
conviction. In June 1982, my predecessor, the Honourable Jean 
Chretien, exercised a very special prerogative which is 
granted only rarely and in compelling circumstances to refer 
the case back to the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal for a second 
hearing. Fresh evidence was called and the result, in a 
sixty-six page judgment, was Marshall's acquittal. 

Marshall did not emerge untarnished in that process. The 
court thought it important to add the following comments 
concerning his role in this affair: 

"Donald Marshall, Jr. was convicted of murder and 
served a lengthy period of incarceration. That 
conviction is now to be set aside. Any miscar-
riage of justice is, however, more apparent than 
real. 



In attempting to defend himself against the charge 
of murder Mr. Marshall admittedly committed 
perjury for which he still could be charged. By 
lying he helped secure his own conviction. He 
misled his lawyers and presented to the jury a 
version of the facts he now says is false, a 
version that was so far-fetched as to be incapable 
of belief. 

By planning a robbery with the aid of Mr. Seale he 
triggered a series of events which unfortunately 
ended in the death of Mr. Seale. 

By hiding the facts from his lawyers and the 
police Mr. Marshall effectively prevented develop-
ment of the only defence available to him, namely, 
chat during a robbery Seale was stabbed by one of 
the intended victims. He now says that he knew 
approximately where the man lived who stabbed 
Seale and had a pretty good description of him. 
With this information the truth of the matter 
might well have been uncovered by the police. 

Even at the time of taking the fresh evidence, 
although he had little more to lose and much to 
gain if he could obtain his acquittal, 
Mr. Marshall was far from being straightforward on 
the stand. He continued to be evasive about the 
robbery and assault and even refused to answer 
questions until the Court ordered him to do so. 
There can be no doubt that Donald Marshall's 
untruthfulness through this whole affair con-
tributed in large measure to his conviction." 

Article 14(6) of the International Covenant provides for 
compensation for a person whose conviction has been reversed 
...on the ground that a newly discovered fact shows con-
clusively that there has been a miscarriage of justice... 
unless.. .the non-disclosure of the unknown fact in time  
is wholly or partly attributable to him." (emphasis added). 
From the above-quoted comments of the Court of Appeal, one 
might well infer that your client falls within the exception 
to Article 14(6), and would have no entitlement under the 
International Covenant to compensation. 

It might be argued, however, that Marshall's conduct was not 
the only element which led to his conviction and that he is 
entitled to compensation on some other legal or moral basis. 
That is, in my view, an issue for the provincial and muni-
cipal authorities for, although the offence alleged was a 
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contravention of federal law, the original investigation 
was carried out by municipal police and the prosecution was 
conducted by provincial officials. Indeed, I understand from 
news reports that the issue of compensation is being con-
sidered by the Provincial Attorney General and that Marshall 
has sued the City of Sydney and two of its policemen. 

The role played by the Federal Crown in this affair was for 
the R.C.M.P. to conduct the investigation which uncovered the 
fresh evidence and for the Minister of Justice to refer the 
matter for a second hearing by the Court of Appeal. In my 
respectful view, your client's bid for compensation from the 
Federal Crown is misdirected. 

Yours sincerely, 

C----P------r-_r 1. 

Mark MacGuigan 



Some Hon. 'Members: Order 

Mr. Deput "praker Order. please The Chair has recog-
mica the Hon Member tor Haldimand-Narfolk 
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INDUSTRN 

MAISLIN Tk ANSPORT LTD 8 \KIRI PTC1-60vERNMENT'S 
CONTIN6L NT LIABII ITN 

Hon. Bill Janis (Perth': Mr Speaker. my question is 
directed to the Minister of Industry. Trade and (0111111efee and 
is supplementary to earlier questions put by the Hun 'Member 
for Etobicoke Centre regarding the Maislin bailout. II I under-
stood the Minister, in reply to J question he indicated that the 
taxpayers had not lost 534 million. I presume because Inc 
Gosernment has not written the cheque yet IN it true. lir 
that the 60,ernment is earn in on its hooks a continent 
liability for S:14 million with respect to Maislin ' Second. and 
more important. what is the Minister's estimate of the tasnay 

IOW I presume his Department must have that estimate 
If it is not an estimated loss of S.-•4 million. by w hat lesser 
amount does the Minister estimate me taypayers will lose user 
the Maisiin bailout ' 

Hon. Ed Lumles (Minister of Industr. Trade and ( urn-
merce and 'Minister of kegiorrel I conomic Espansioni: 
Speaker. the lion. Member. beine a member of the leeal 
profession. YY i!l know that there is a:most no way determine 
amounts until such time as the receiver makes his report 
regard:ng the dispos;:i ol Inc jsSets and how much mono can 
be raised as a result of the oisposition of tnose asset The 
amount of S'34 million, as or this point in time. is incorrect. 
and we will not know the amount until such time as the 
receiver makes his final report 

• • 

ADMI \ISTR %TM\ OF .1( SLICE 

THE CASE Of 1)01 \L1) 51 A Rsii \ LI --i. o \WI \SATION sOLGII I 
i tOIC \A Itom;1-t. L l'APRINo's kiE N1 

Mr. Chris Spey r I Cambridge r \I r Speaker. my question is 
directed to the Minister oi Justice There Is a growing sense 
outrage at the lavk of justice w filch is being acvoraed to 
Donald Marshall. who spent 11 years in penitentiary for a 
crime he did not commit I. in a cis !Wed and healthy ssstem 
of justice. we try to right the wrongs which have been accorded 
to an tridivicual. what leadership has the Minister of Justice 
shown in rectifying the injustice done to Mr. Marshall in terms 
of compensution for the legal lees and for the I I scars whivh 
hc unjustifiably sersed in a penitentiary . ' 

Hoe. Marl. MacCuigan (Minister of Justice': As I believe 
the Hon. Member ma s know those precise questions were 
asked and answered in this House last week The fact of the 
matter is that Mr. Marshall was prosecuted by J Crown 
prosecutor in the Province of Noy a Scotia under the direction 
of the Attornes General of Nova Scotia, after the investigation 
of his crime by police of the (its of Sydney, Nova Scotia. 
which. of course, falls under the jurisdiction of the Province of 
Nova Scotia. Therefore, there is no federal involvement of the 
Department of Justice in the investigation or trial of Mr. 
Marshall. 

114i1.11 

Although 'At: certainly hase no responsibility to do an\ thine. 
because I ani so concerned that the Proyinee of \m.1 semi:. 

has not J''unlej •In‘ responsibilits in this innsYreol; ease 
Mist: discussed the matter ‘A ii h the Attorney General of 'Soya 
Scotia and asked him to consider vers seriously iflC respon-
sibilities I believe the Province should undertake. 

REQL LST Iii \T A11\ ISTER ACT 

Mr. Chris Speer (( ambridger. Mr. Speaker. if the Pros-
ince ei \ma Scotta takes no action to correct this iniustiee. in 
t nose circumstances ss lit the Minh ter of Justice act ' 

Hon. \lark ‘lacGuigan (Minister of Justice!: Mr Speaker. 
'he Hon. Member 'sus elected in the Proyince ot Ontario and 
knows. I urn sure. tnat Proyinee. ss hich has analogous prob-
lems in the field of lust ice. appears to be prepared to assume 
its responsibilities. Is he sueeesting that, when a pros metal 
Cloy ernment does not fu Iii its responsibilities in matters ii ho 
its turischction. the proper course for the federal Camernman: 
Is 10 ri.is -HI!! Hroilier -  and take over the IA hole or provineiaj 
wrisdietion ' If tn.:t Is the position of the Opposition on this. I 
wouid like to hear about it 

Some Hon. Members: You hypocrite. 

IKONMEN1 AL 1FEAIRS 

s[ 01 IRO \ OKI St_ is II AR HOL R PROJLCT AT PoR1 Dry. I is 
0\ 

\Ir. Bud Wadies ( Haldimand- orfolk it Mr. Speaker. m 
question is for Inc Minister of the Lmironment who wiii knoyk 
that the Department ,%1-  Public \\ urks  has anprosed the use of 
iron ore slag for break-wall fill in the harbour protect at Port 
Dover. Ontario Can the Minister advise us whether his 
Department has carried out studies on the effects of the sloe 
on fish species iound in Lake Erie? 

Hon. Chas. L. ( acci I Nlinister of the Ln+ironment it Mr 
SpcJIker. I know that to psi: an adequate reply to that kwastioi. 
I \\ ill  has e to re' ie‘k inc rcrort if it is with us at thv present 
time 

• • 

MEDICAL CARE 

RFOL'EST fOR I \ TRODL CTION OF NEliA CANADA IlLALTH ACT 

Hon. Edward BroAdbent (Oshawa Mr. Speaker. r11% ques-
tion is directed to the Dcputs Prime Minister. For a year and a 



..33.  

December 13, 1983 

- The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
Minister of Justice 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Canada 
KlA 0A6 

Dear Mr. MacGuigan: 

RE: DONALD MARSHALL, JR.  

It has now been seven months since Mr. Marshall 
was acquitted by the Nova Scotia Supreme Court, Appeal 
Division, of the murder of Sandy Seale. To date no one 
has come forward to compensate Mr. Marshall for the ten 
years ten months he spent in a federal penitentiary as 
an innocent man, nor for the legal expenses he incurred 
in having his case reinvestigated and brought to Court. 

Premier John Buchanan in a statement to the 
press dated December 1, 1983, said that his government 
would not deal with the issue of compensation for Mr. 
Marshall until all matters presently before the Courts 
relating to Mr. Marshall had been resolved. He specifically 
referred to the appeal launched by Roy N. Ebsary against 
his conviction and sentence for the manslaughter of Sandy 

'Seale and to the civil action Mr. Marshall has filed, but 
not served, against the Sydney City Police, Chief John 
MacIntyre and Detective John Urquhart. Premier Buchanan 
made absolutely no reference to the only request made of 
his government so far by Mr. Marshall for a full and 
impartial public inquiry presided over by a Justice of the 
Supreme Court of Nova Scotia and empowered to inquire into 
the police investigation of the 1971 case. 

2 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
December 13,1983 

- Page 2 

It appears to the writer that the provincial 
government is again trying to cover up for the injustices 
committed in 1971 by persons for whom it is responsible. 
The government has refused to follow recommendations made 
to, it by R.C.M.P. Staff Sergeant Wheaton and Crown ' 
Prosecutor Frank Edwards, both of whom were asked to 
submit reports and opinions on what transpired in 1971. 
From my reading of the materials in this case and from 
conversations with persons close to the reinvestigation 
in 1982, it seems that Mr. Marshall was "framed" by the 
perjured evidence of three key crown witnesses. Two of 
these witnesses filed Affidavits and testified viva voce  
in the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia in 1982 to the effect 
that they were pressured by the Sydney City Police (read 
MacIntyre and Urquhart) into testifying to a set of facts 
they knew were false. 

Perhaps you have not been fully briefed on this 
matter and for this reason, I would like to point out the 
following facts. I have also enclosed copies of the 
statements and police reports together with Affidavits 
that I am relying upon in the following paragraphs. 

1. Maynard Chant gave the Sydney City Police two 
statements in 1971. The first, on May 30, 1971 indicated 
that he was not present and had not seen the murder in 
the park. The second statement taken from him under 
threats by the Crown Prosecutor and police that he would 
go to jail for perjury if he did not tell the police what 
they wanted to hear, indicated that Mr. Marshall and Mr. 
Seale were the only ones in the park and that Maynard 
Chant saw Mr. Marshall stab Mr. Seale. The second 
statement, allegedly taken in the presence of MTS. Chant, 
the Chief of the Louisburg Police, and Mr. Chant's 
probation officer and signed by them is questionable at 
best. The signatures, on a separate piece of paper attached 
to the statement, allegedly being those of the persons 
present at the taking of the statement are all in the hand 
writing of then Detective John MacIntyre. It was only 
this second statement which was disclosed to defence 
counsel at the time of the 1971 trial. Defence counsel 
were at no time made aware of the first statement which 
indicated Mr. Chant saw nothing of the incident. 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
December 13, 1983,  
Page 3 

John Pratico, the Eecond "eye witness" was known 
to both the Crown and police to be suffering from a mental 
illness and an unreliable witness. He as well gave two 
statements, the first which was never made known to the 
defence. In his second statement, he states seeing Marshall 
stab Seale after the two had an argument. 

Patricia Harris testified in 1982 that in 1971 
at the age of 14, she was forced to give the police what 
they wanted to hear. She as well gave two statements, 
the first again Was never made known to the defence. It 
is interesting to note that in her first statement, she 
describes two men, one matching Roy Ebsary's description 
as being with Marshall in the park. This was not what 
the police wanted to hear so after four or five hours of 
questioning without her parents being present and with 
the police banging on the desk and screaming at her, she 
told them what they wanted to hear; i.e., that Marshall 
and Seale were alone in the park. 

Shortly after Mr. Marshall's conviction in 1971, 
James MacNeil went to the Sydney City Police and told them 
that they had the wrong person. He stated that he was with 
Roy Ebsary the night of the Seale murder and that he saw 
Ebsary stab Seale when the two were confronted by Marshall 
and Seale. He further stated that after the stabbing, he 
went to Roy Ebsary's house where he saw Ebsary wash the 
blood off his knife. MacNeil and Ebsary were both asked 
to take polygraph examinations which they did. MacNeil's 
examination was found to be "doubtful" whereas Ebsary's 
examination showed that he was "truthful". During the 
polygraph examinations, the examiner asked Dectective 
MacIntyre if Marshall was to be tested but Dectecitve 
MacIntyre indicated that Marshall through his counsel had 
refused to take the test. The points of interest here 
are that: 

(a) Marshall's lawyers were not made aware that 
MacNeil had come forward and pointed to a different person 
as the murderer. This was at the time when Marshall's 
lawyers were preparing his appeal and certainly this 
evidence would have been of major importance to the 
determination of that alipeal. 

• • 4 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan- 
December 13, 1983 
Page 4 

That neither Marshall nor his laryers were 'ever 
contacted with a view to having Marshall take the polygraph 
examination. 

That the mini reinvestigation conducted in 1971 
was never brought to the attention of Marshall cr his 
lawyers. 

In 1974, Donna Ebsary, daughter of Roy Ebsary, 
went to the Sydney City Police and told them that on the 
night of Seale's murder sbortly after the time of the 
incident, she saw her fatfier in the company of James 
MacNeil come into the house, go to the kitchen sink and 
wash'a knife. She also overheard a conversation between 
her father and James MacNeil. The Sydney City Police told 
her in 1974 that there.  was nothing they could do. The 
fact that she came forth with this evidence was never 
communicated to Marshall or his lawyers. 

The reinvestigation of the Marshall case began 
after Marshall's lawyer, Stephen Aronson, sent a letter 
to Chief MacIntyre on January 26, 1982 indicating that , 
new evidence had come to light and would the Chief look 
into the situation. On February 3, 1982, a meeting was 
held in the Crown Prosecutol"s Office to discuss the 
reinvestigation at which time, Chief MacIntyre turned 
over all the statements taken in 1971 to Staff Sergeant 
Wheaton. Unfortunately MacIntyre did not turn over the 
entire file. It was only after .a letter was directed to 
MacIntyre on April 20, 1982 by the then Attorney General, 
Harry How, ordering MacIntyre to hand over the entire' 
file to Staff Sergeant Wheaton was this done. It would 
appear that there was considerable reluctance on the part 
of MacIntyre in turning over the file to Staff Sergeant 
Wheaton and from the comments of the investigatOrs, it 
would appear that MacIntyre was standing in the way of 
their investigation. 

The foregoing is but a brief outline of someof the 
dcsturbing facts about this unusual case. In light of these 
facts, it is hard to understand how you can conclude thatMr. 
Marshall cannot avail himself of Article 14(6) of the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 

• 
. • 5 • 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
December 13, 1983 
Page 5 

In your letter to this office dated September 2, 
1983, you indicated at page 2 that "Article 14(6) of the 
International Covenant provides for compensation for a 
person whose conviction has been reversed . . . on the 
ground that a newly discovered fact shows conclusively 
that there has been a miscarriage of. justice . . . 
unless . . . the nondisclosure of the unknown fact is 
wholly or partly attributable to him.. From the above 
quoted comments of the Court of Appeal, one might well 
infer that your client falls within the exception to 
Article 14(6), and would have no entitlement under the 
International Covenant to compensation". 

The only problem with this statement is that 
your letter omits the most important words in Article 
14(6) and that is that "unless it is proved that the 
nondisclosure of the unknown fact in time is wholly or 
partly attributable to him." How can it be said then 
that the nondisclosure of a fact is attributable to 
Marshall since he was completely unaware that the facts 
indicated in points 1 and 5 of this letter were available. 
These facts if they had Lee made known to the defence, 
would have most assuredly have led to Marshall's acquittal 
in 1971. Even if you do not agree with my interpretation 
of this covenant, surely you should re-assess your posi“on 
in light of the contents of this letter and its enclosures. 

Mr. Marshall had absolutely no knowledge that 
the facts indicated above were available. In fact, he 
and his counsel were misled by both the Crown and the • 
police into assuming that the evidence presented at the 
original trial was the only evidence available and known 
to them at the time. 

I would further point out that even if Mr. 
Marshall had testified in 1971 to attempting to roll Ebsary 
and MacNeil, this would have made absolutely no difference 
in the outcome of his trial since he was being pointed out 
as the murderer by two supposed "eye witnesses" who were 
perjuring themselves. - 

• 

• • -16 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
December 13, 1983 
Page 6 

The Nova Scotia Court of Appeal cast a shadow 
over Mx. Marshall by saying 'that he was the author of 
his own misfortune "and that any miscarriage of justice 
was more apparent than real". However the Court failed 
to comment in any -way on the police and Crown conduct 
throughout this case. Had it not been for the police 
manipulation of the evidence in this case, the Crown 
would have had no case against Mr. Marshall. This is 
where the miscarriage of justice occurs. An innocent 
man even after being acquitted is still being blamed 
for the offence. 

I should also bring to your attention that Mr. 
Marshall has never been charged with nor convicted of 
either perjury or attempted robbery as a result of the 
comments of the Court of Appeal. Even if Mr. Marshall 
had acknowledged an attempted robbery in 1971, this 
certainly would not have resulted in his acquittal on. 
the murder charge since there were two eye witnesses 
who testified to his being the murderer. A conviction 
for attempted robbery would certainly not have carried 
with it a term of life imprisonment in a federal 
penitentiary. 

There has been a miscarriage of justice done 
in relation to Donald Marshall, Jr. and the miscarriage 
is continuing to date with no one wanting to acknowledge 
that the system failed in the Marshall case and that its 
failure was not the responsibility of Donald Marshall, Jr. 

It is with this in mind that I write to'you as 
Minister of Justice, the one ,person empowered in Canada 
to minister justice and to right the wrongs committed to 
date in respect to Donald Marshall. Our Provincial 
government is unwilling to deal with these issues for 
fear, I believe that if the truth be known about how an 
innocent man came to spend the better part of eleven years 
in a federal penitentiary, the entire system of the 
administration of criminal justice in Nova-Scotia would 

,fall into disrepute. 

7 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
December 13, 1983 
Page 7 

The Provincial Attorney General was aware in 
1971 that someone had come forth and indicated that the 
wrong person had been convicted. He was also aware in 
1974 that another person again came forth and pointed 
the finger at Roy Ebsary yet these facts were never seen 
to be important enough to be brought to the attention, 
of Mr. Marshall or his counsel. Last but not least in 
the long list of disturbing events surrounding the Marshall 
case, is the fact that one of the Judges who sat on the 
Reference Hearing in 1982 was the Attorney General in 
1971. Even though this was the case, the Judge saw fit 
not to disqualify himself from sitting on this Reference 
Hearing. 

Mr. Minister as you well know justice must not 
only be done but must appear to be done. In the present 
case, justice has not been done nor has it been given the 
appearance of being done. An innocent man was wrongfully 
convicted and imprisoned for over ten years yet no one 
will accept any responsibility for this. The Provincial 
government asks that Mr. Marshall barter away his civil 
claim against the Sydney City Police for the possibility 
of compensation being paid to him. The injustice continues. 
14r. Marshall is again being put to the task of proving 
his case if he wants any form of financial compensation to 
result. This is a heavy burden to bear for someone who has 
suffered both physically and psychologically for eleven 
years in trying to prove his innocence, who has incurred 
legal fees to one lawyer in the amount of $82,000.00 and 
who is incurring more legal fees in an attempt to obtain 
compensation. When one considers the resources available 
to him as opposed to the resources available to the 
intended defendants and to the Provincial government, it 
is clear that this is not a fair fight. The time has 
come to put an, end to Mr. Marshall's suffering. He should 
be justly compensated for his pain and suffering and for 
his legal expenses. He also deserves a public apology 
from the government of Nova Scotia for the failure of its 
system of justice. It appears that the government of 
Nova Scotia is not prepared to listen to anyone regarding 
Donald Marshall including yourself. Mr. Minister. I would, 
therefore, ask for the opportunity of meeting with you 
with a view to resolving this most unfortunate situation. 

• 
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The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
December 13, 1983 
Page 8 

A reply at your earliest convenience would be 
greatly appreciated. 

Yours truly, 

Felix A. Cacchione 

FAC/oh 
enc. 

z 
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January 10, 1984 

The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
Minister of Justice 
Ho-use of Commons 
Ottawa, Canada 
KlA 0A6 

Dear Mr. MacGuigane 

RE: DONALD MARSHALL JR.  

To date / have not received an acknowledgement 
of receipt of my letter to you dated December 13, 1983. 
Would you please advise if this letter has been received 
by your Department and if it has not, / will forward a • 
copy to you. 

Your attention to this matteraat your earliest 
convenience would be greatly appreciated. 

.. Yours very truly, 

Felix-A. Cacchione 

FACjoh 
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criinister of T..zstice arth 
Attorney General of Cartaba 

Xiinistre be In Notice et 
prinurtur general tr Cntinha 
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January 24, 1984 

TIPFIVIr 
JAN 2184 

J LtY9L311 U 

Mr. Felix A. Cacchione 
Lambert & Cacchione 
Barristers and Solicitors 
903 - 1649 Hollis Street 
P.O. Box 547 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3J 2R7 

Dear Mr. Cacchione: 

Thank you for your recent letters concerning the case of 
Donald Marshall, Jr. I am well aware of the background of 
this matter, but nevertheless appreciate having received your 
detailed comments. 

I am not unsympathetic to your client, but I feel constrained 
to let the provincial government undertake and fulfill what I 
believe to be its proper responsibility. 

I have already spoken to the Honourable Ronald C. Giffin, the 
new Attorney General of Nova Scotia, and expect to be in 
further touch with him about this case and its further 
developments in the very near future. Would you have any 
objection to my providing him with a copy of your letter to 
me? 

Yours sincerely, 

Mark MacGuigan 
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February 3, 1984 

The Honourable Mark MacGuigan 
Minister of Justice 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, Canada 
KlA 0A6 

Dear Mr. MacGuigan: 

RE: DONALD MARSHALL, JR. 

Thank you for your letter of January 24, 1984. 

I do hope that your communciations with the 
Honourable Ronald C. Giffin are useful in achieving some 
positive results in this matter. I have no objection to 
you providing Mr. Giffin with a copy of my letter to you. 

Should you have any questions or should you wish 
to meet with me to discuss this matter, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

Felic A. Cacchione 

PAC/oh 


