
1NDEX TO TESTIMONY

APPENDIX No. 1

PAGE.

Aylesworth, A. B., K.C., representing Bell Telephone Co.:
Argument in rebuttal of Municipalities' contention as to control of

streets..........................764-771, 773-776
Act of Parliament, a private, a contraet with Pariament.. .. .. .. ..... 764
Bell Telephone Company could flot have been flnanced unless Parliament

had given the right to use streets.................764
Bell Co. gives eonnection te forty non-competing ues...........782
Bel Co. in serviug the subscribers serve the greater publie than if serv-

ing farmers owning their own lînes................780
Bell Co. is scrving the public te the utmost of its physical abiity. 783
Bell Co.'s Act of incorporatioti, section 3, discussed... .......... 765
Bell Co.'s intets identical with best interests of public...........786
English telephone service a dismal failure..............776, 777
Law of commoDn carriers would not apply te telephone, companies .... ..... 783
Lia-bility for personal damages due te location of poles, discussed. .. 7S7,
Long distance connection bctweeu two subseribers, one continuous wire

which. it is manifestly impossible to serve..............772
Long dýstancc eonnection with other lines to the exclusion of our own

customers would not be fair........................i
Long distance line put under control of business rival would be in-

equitable.........................78,,784
Long distance lines hardly suffica te accommodate business, present Bell 780
Long distance lines, n objection to retransmitting messages from other

systems over..................778, 780, 781, 782, 783
Long distance lines, objection te physical connection of other companies

with 'el' . . . . . . . . . .778, 786
Long disLtne lines under dificrent control would be confusion worse

confounded.............................778
Long distance service, separation of from local systemis discussed, 771-773, 776-787
Municipal service an unmitigated nuisance and loss............778
Municipalities in Ontario have power to operate their own telephone

lines, therefore why give them riglit te expropriate existing system 777
Ottawa, case of Canadian Pacifie Ry. crossing Richmond Road cited. . 773, 774
Owen Sound versus Bell Co., extract from Judge's report.......768-771
Ownership of streets by inunicipalities discussed............766-771
Provincial Legislaturcs were applied te for powers by reason of decision

in case of Queen vs. Molir, which lias since been declared bad law. . 789
IRailway company hauls cars of another company; conditions under which,

discussed ...... .. ..... ........ ....... ............. ........ 778, 77q,
Streets in Toronto are opencd and restored by city's workmen at coin-

pany's cxpense.. .. ........................ 787
Telephone service must be onc owned and one conuecting system .... 772
Telephone service, local, would net have saine value if severed from out-

side municipalities ...... ........ .... ... .......... ............. 771
Toronto telephone service patronized by larger proportion of the popu-

lation than any other place on the continent.............777
Wahatsh trains run ovcr lines cf another cornlpany between, Detroit and

Niagara rivers.........................779
Waterville, P.Q., physical connection with independerit systern at, would

lie a case of accommodating 1.7 suliscribers against 500,000 Bell suli-
scribers all over Canada......................785

1-Ai


