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From the general tenor of the information, it wotIld appear that in the
UJnited States the principle of Commissions as independent bodies was entirely
in favour, the anly question really being as ta the extçnt an~d description af their
power; and in this they differ ta somne extent in the variaus states, cadi state
having camplote power over the railways ivithin its borders.-thc Intersta.te Comn-
merce Commission only dealing %vith thosc railwvays running from state ta state,
This naturally causes a good deal of extra cxpense. In Canada, hoiwever, the
Dominion Legislature bas, speaking generally, the power to deal with the mare
important questions relating ta railivays, thus making the railvay prablem
much more simple, and more easily managed.

The Railivay Commission systemn has alsa been in force in England in various
forrns for many years, and there is now before the British Parliamnent a measure
pointing ta making the Commission permanent, with some changes, ane af which
is the appointment cf a Superior Court Judge for each af the three parts of the
empire, England, Ireland and Scotlard, as ex-officié members, ta be called in
wlien any question of importance arises.

The Commission had under their consideration two systems under which the
railways may be properly and fairly cantrolled; one af wbi',h was the independent
Railway Commission, and the other using the Railway Committee af the Privy
Council, through whom the necessary contrai could bc obtained.

With. regard ta the first method, the Commissioners, apparently not wishing
too hurriedly ta advise a permanent Commission before the Interstate Commerce
Commission has had another trial, as it has so far been lejs than a year in opera-
tion, and a'so to, allow time for the passage af the proposed English Act making
a permanent Commission, and alsa on the ground that none ai the American
Commissioners have sumfcient pawver, and, for these reasons principally, do flot
recommend that a Commission ai a permanent nature be at once appointed
ta deal with this ail important question.

The second method before themn was the extension af the powers of the Rail-
way Committee ai the Privy Council, ivho should hear and determine ail disputes
arising between railvay companies, %vith power ta appoint proper officers ta
take evidence locally.

The Commîttee itself ta decide ail questions ai classification ai freight taàiff
and uniform railway returns.

The Committee ta have power ta appoint officers in cach Province ta hear
and determine ail coniplaints against railway companies, subject ta the power
of reicrence by such officer ai any point ta the Committee, and aiso subject ta
the right ai appeal by either ai the parties ta the Committec itself.

The Commnissioners apparently recommend this* latter course as only a tem-
porary expedient, as they say, " They think it better ta test the wvorking of the
Proposed law by temparary provision for its executior', and after fair experience
Of the results af the Interstate Railway Commission, and ai aur own legislatioin,
ta consider whether such system should be made permnanent."

The Commission, when recommending this latter course, candidly admit that
l-;.thasverytïeriaus defects. These are thusbeated.
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