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may very w-cil be adopted by tiis House
without any sacrifice of the principle or ruie
enunciated by the Prime Minister, and if lie
will give me his attention I will explain My
reasons for thinking so. The Bill asks for
two things ;it asks for a connection between
Hudson Bay and Lake Supe-rior, and it also
askq for an extension of time for the coul-
struction of the other portion of the charter
already possessed by the people who were
before the committee, that is, an extension
of timie for constructing a rond pairtly by
water and partly rail f rom Hudson Bay
along the Mackcenzie river. That part of
the Bill was not considered by the commit-
tee. Ail the committee considered was the
granting of a charter for the connection be-
tween Hudson Bay and Lake Superior, and
that the committee refused to entertain. As
1 understand the motion of the hon. member
for Alberta, lie does not ask the committee
to reconsider tbat question, the question
which the committee really decided, but
simply to grant the other portion of the
Bill extendiag the time for the construction
of the rest of the road already cbarcered.
Therefore, la referring the Bill back t0 tîli'
commnittee, it is not souglit for a moment t0
asic the committee to chbange its deeislin in
order to reconsider tiaI wbîch it lias ai-
ready decided ;it is siiply aslcîng the eoin-
mittee to consider a question involved iii the
Bill whbîcb -as niot at ail uonisidered by the
coîunuiittee on the previol1s occasion.

Hon. JAMES SUTHIERLAND (North Ox-
ford). 1 do not tbinl-; the hion. member for
Halton (Mr. Henderson) bas fairly presented
the case to the House. The case hie quoted
is not analogous to this. In that particular
case a Bill was reported by the committee,
and on strong statements being made that
other parties wished to be beard, it w-as re-
ferred bac]. Ce the comxniiittee. To the prin-
ciple now advocated by the Prime Minister,
there wvas an exception made lu tbat case,
and wben tbe Bill was reported and came
before the House for the third reading the
mombers 0f the House were divided on tbe
question as to wbetber it should be read
the third tinie or laid over. T'he preseut
case is altogether different. I Nvould say to
my bion. frîend from Alberta that it would
seriously incouvenience the business of the
House if we adopted the custom of referring
Bis back after tbey liad been tboroughly
threshed out in cornmittee, except, ns the
Prime Minister said, very goodl vause %vere
shown therefor. In tlîis case 1 am free to
say tbere is no sncb cause. There was a
very long debate l the committee, nenrly
the whole day was spent in the discussion,
and the Bill was thrown out by a large ma-
jority iadeed. Evidently there w-as very
littie difference of opinion lu the committee
as to wbether the legisiation sbould be
granted. I would be the laSt member of
this House to refuse an opportunity of re-
considering a Bill if good cause were showu,
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and I would myseif move sucd a motion
but if, every tîme a Bill is defeated, we are
to bave a motion la the House to refer it
back again aad open up the whole question,
1 say the b)usiness 0f the bouse would be
seriously interfered witb. lut this partidu-
lar case I do flot thbdc a good case bas been
mnade at ail for referring the Bill baclc to
tue committee.

Mr. H. LEMIEUX (Gaspé). I may add to
tbe remarks made by the hion, gentleman
w'bo is cbairman of the Committee on Rail-
w-ays and Canais (l-ion. Mr. Sutherland), tliat;
I voted for tbe Bill la question w-lien it wvas
discussed la the committee. I must say it
wns discussed on its merits, and aithougli
several amendments were suggested, the
comimittee persistently refused to adopt the
Bill. 1 think it -iould be simply a waste of
time to send tbe Bill back to the commnittee.
We discussed it nearly two boums, and a
great many suggestions were made by the
promoters, but the committee would not
accept themi, aiid rejected tbe Bill.

Mr. OLIVER. The question for considera-
tion by tbe bouse taras on whethcr good
reasons have or have not been shown for
a reference back to the commnittee.

Mr~. BORDEN (Halifax). WVill the boa.
member state tbe reasoiis,. as 1 did not quite
catch tbemi at flrst.

Mr. OLIVER. I am going to do so. The
cliairmanl of tbe committee bas said that
it is perfectly legitimate to refer a Bill back
to tbat committee if there is just cause
therefor. Now, the cause we allege la this
case is that the powers asked for by the
Bill were divided distiactly into two parts.
One of those parts was fully consldered by
tbe committee, ail tbe ameadments sug-
gested were refused by the committee, and
the Bill as a wbole wvas rejected on tbe
ground of objections made to tbat part of
tbe Bill. The chief objection was that tbe
1111e îînr.lleled nnotber 1hile f'or -w-icbh a char-
ter bnd been granted between Lake Superlor
and Hudson Bay, that it wvas entering into
a territory about to be provided for by an-
other charter. Now, we bave ao desire to
raise that question agnin, we accept the
Judgment of the committee ln tbat particu-
lar.

The -MINISTER 0F THE INTERLOR
(Hon. Chifford Sifton). Wliat part of the Bill
dIo you wish to bave reconsidered ?

Mr. OLIVER. The part w-hicb allows the
construction of a railway coanection be-
tween flic- waters of the Hudson Bay nind
the waters of the Maclqkeuizie river. The
flrst charter tbat was granted provided for
a railway connection between the waters of
the Hudson Bay and the waters of the Mac-
kenzie river.

Hon. Mr. SUTHERLAND. Would it: cover
the same ground ?


