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a rallway compafly miiglit acquire for use in connection with

its undertakiiig; a~nd the B3oard probably lias jurisdiction to

compel the company to abandon this property for round house

puTposes, and permit the city to exteud tbis street thirough

it. IJpon looking over the grouud, there certainly does seem

to b3e some necessity for opening the straçt. Soine consider-

able number of residents would 13e convenienced -but, onth

other hand, the crossing would extend over three tracks, and

would bec a very dangrerous one. lIt would alxnost at once>

require protection, and 1l hesitate to impose this danger upon

the publie and the company. Il at sorne future time, the

Deesty for tis street extensionl inra ,it Im&3' 1e recon-

siderd; but, in the meantie 1 thik the request of the

MI1KANi, Qmp,. :-I questioni whoether the whole scope of

the definition of " railway " as it appears in sub-sec. 21 of

sec. 2 of the Railway Act, mnust in every case b3e read into

incluisive one, and which phase of it is applicable depexi4s

upon the context. lIt seems to me that the context of sec.

237 shews that tlhere '" railway " is collcerfled with the

e4railway whièh the company hs a uthority to construct or

pperate," wbich wouild include therewitl' the fulil width of

the riglit-of-way, and nio withithe «property reai or per-

sona and worka conce herewith.» The question of jr

isclctio nee oy ever, bce pursued further, as 1 coucur

in he ispsiton ecomenedthe govorniUng consideratiou

being2bT pubiesalt.
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