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Hon. Mr. McMILLAN—The hon, gentle-
man must not lose sight of the fact that
he is offering a bid to the owner of the
bridge to, refuse. The public is in danger
and you are not going to stop an enterprise
of that kind by offering an inducement to
the owner of the bridge to refuse,

Hon. Mr. CLORAN—I would allow the
members of the board to force the owner
to allow the company to -construct it, but
not to make him do it.

Hon. Mr. McMILLAN—What Detter au-
thority can you refer to thran the board ?

Hon. Mr. CLORAN—I want to kmow the
authority to tell me I should he bound to
build a bridge twice.

Hon. Mr. LOUGHEED—We have already
discussed this at length. There was no
amendment and the clause was declared
carried.

The CHAIRMAN—The chlause has been
carried.

On subcelause 4,

4. Every company shall incur a penalty not
exceeding fifty dollars for each day of wilful
neglect, omission or refusal to obey the provi-
sions of this section. 51 V., c. 29, s. 192, Am.

Hon. Mr. POWER—The question was whe-

ther the words ‘or owner’ should be insert-
ed after ‘company.’

Hon. Mr. KERR (Toronto)—It is not peces-
sary.

Hon. Mr. POWER—Excuse me, it is neces-
sary. Should not the owner be liable to a
penalty if he does mot construct his bridge
as well as the company ? I move that the
words ‘or owner ' be inserted.

Hon. Sir MACKENZIE BOWELL—Is
there anything in this clause which gives
power to the board to compel the owner to
build that bridge?

Hon. Mr. POWER—Yes.

Hon. Sir MACKENZIE BOWELL—On
such terms and conditions as they imay
direct. The clause provides that in case they
require to rebuild. or build a bridge and the
owner refuses to do it. then the board may
order its construction. In doing that, the

board must exercise that power in the in-
terest of the travelling public, and if the
board desires a reconstruction or restrength-
ening of that bridge, though it does not be-
long to them, in order to enable the. public
to pass over it with safety, surely the owner
should not be asked to rebuild that bridge.

Hon. Mr. DRUMMOND—We must con-
sider that this provision lis not in the in-
terest of the railway company alone, but in
the public interest. The railway would go
on using a bridge lower than provided for
in this Act if it were not a rcase of nisk
to the employees, and therefore in the pub-
lic interest, so that it must be Jlooked upon
as in the public interest amd not in the in-
terests of the company.

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND—The hon. gentle-
man from Vietoria did not see how the
municipality could be forced to reconstruct a
bridge or pay a share of the reconstruction.
There are very many cases where the muni-
cipality may be about to construct a bridge,
or to rebuild an old bridge, and shoulkd not
the commission be seized with the question
of the height, and force the municipality to
bring its bridge to a certain level or height,
and then the municipality would pay? These
are all guestions which will be left to the
discretion of the board.

Hon. Mr. SULLIVAN—Is not that penalty
for not complying ? If they refuse to con-
sent to such changes it shall be the duty of
the company to apply to the board.

Hon. Mr. POWER—That is not what it
meams. The clause says :

4. Every company shall incur a penalty not
exceeding fifty dollars for each day of wilful
neglect, omission or refusal to obey the provi-
sions of this section. 51 V., c. 29, s. 192, Am.

Hon. Mr. SULLIVAN—That is that they
must apply to the board. and if they fail
to do that, they are fined ?

Hon. Sir MACKENZIE BOWLELL—I1t does
pot provide in the first three lines that the
owner is to reconstruct the bridge. It simply
says that if the owner refuses to do it. or
to allow the company to do it. then they
apply to the board and the board ovders its .
reconstruction, and if the company will not
reconstruct. though it may be dangerous in




