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Railway Act dealing wltb thickly peopled
portions of cities, towns or villages. As
Sir Charles Fitzpatrick, when Minister of
Justice adinitted, the clause- as It stands
s nonsense. It Is futile, It is misleadlng,

it gives people to think tbat thpre Is pro-
tection atthese dangerous places wben as
a matter of fact there Is not, a point wblcb
bas been settled lu the case of Mackay
and the Grand Trunk lu the Suprerne Court
of Canada. The amendaient wblcb I have
the honeur to propose to-day Is word for
word the saine as that recommended by
the Hon. Mr. Emmerson, when Minister of
Railways, except of course that the dute
at whicb It Is to corne Into operation is
necessarlly changed. It was always thouglit
that tbe rallways sbould have a 'year's
notice lu order that tbey mlght make ar-
rangements to comply witb the provisions,
and hence In this Bill I purpose glving them
a year's notice lu advance. Now, this Io
the clause whlcb tbe House bas unaninous-
ly for two sessions agreed to:-

Section 275 of The Railway Act is repealed,
and the following is substituted therefor :

275. No train shahl pass over auy highway
crossing at rail-level in auy thickly-peopled
portion of any city, towný or village at a
greater speed than ten miles an heur, un-
less such crossing is properly protected, or
unless sucb cressîng is constructed and there-
after dnly maintained in accordance with the
ox-ders, regulations and directions of the Rail-
way Committes cf the Privy Council and of
the board iu force with respect therete. The
board may lirait such speed iu any case te
any iate that it deema expedient.

2. The company shaîl have until the first
day of January, eue thousand aine huudred
and fine, te cemply with the previsieus of
this section.

Ail sorts ef ridiculous arguments prevail-
ed on the Senate te, tbrow eut tbe Bill; but
I arn askiug the Heuse te again send the
Bill te tbe Senate, wbîcb brauch of the
legisiature will, I bepe, now corne te the
conclusion that the 214 members of this
House knew what they are deing wbeu they
pass a Bill ef tbis kind after four years
mature consideration. There were twe ob-
Jectieus made iu tbe ;Senate last year, onn
of wbich was that tbe legisiation was hasty,
that it was sprung upon tbe country, and
that tbe mernbers of tbe House cf Coin-
mous bad net taken due care ln passing It.
1 do net know what tbe bon, gentlemen ef
tbe Senate would say was net basty legis-
lation. Durlug tbe seven years I bave
been iu tbe House I de net knew of any
Bill that bas bad one-tentb of the consîdera-
tien and attention that tbis measure bas
had. Iu tbe year 1905 tbe Bill was read
a flrst and second tirne, it was refer-
red te, tbe Railway Cornmittee wblcb is cern-
posed ef about twe-thlrds ef the members
of the House, and counsel for tbe raliway
companies bad an opportunity of beiug
beard ad libitum. It was then reported

te tbe Heuse, discussed fully upon tbe floor
of the House, but It was net passed because
it was suggested tbat a different rernedy
migbt be devised ia tbe followIng session.
The second year It went tbrougb the saine
routine; it was referred te tbe Rallway
Committee and again deait with lu tbe
Heuse. Tbe third year It was sent te a
special cemmittee on tbe tbeery that seven
or eigbt members could give special atten-
tion te it, and that speclal cornrittee con-
sisted of three cabinet minîsters; a member
frorn the governeut side ; twe able gentle-
men from the' opposition side, lu addition
te your humble servant who is perhaps net
eutitled te bie se described.

Tbat commlttee, Irrespective 0f their party
atilliatlous, bad lu view tbe united object
of dealing witb this question lu a manner
înost lu the iuterest cf the wbole people of
Canada. After careful and impartial c-on-
sIderation a report was presented by that
cornrittee, drawu by the then Minister of
Railways; that report was adopted by tbe
214 members cf this Heuse and is tbe basîs
of the legisiation whicb I bave new piaced
before the Heuse. I ask the lieuse te con-
sider the staternent cf tbe Senate that this
legisiation was hasty, as the rnost prepos-
terous joke that that body, wbich is very
fond of joking, bas got off on the members
ef this House lu rny years. It shows what
a hobby 0f railway counsel will accomplhsb.
Before the special cornrnttee lu 1906, oe
of tbe objections of the ra!iways te the pro-
posed Bill was that there were a lot of
orders by the Railway Comrnittee of tbe
Privy Council, a body wbich was superQeded
by the preseut Raiiway Commission, deal-
in witb these crossings; there bad been a
great deal of ligitation te establisb the
meauing of these orders and the railways
contended thiat they should net be put te the
expeuse ef obtainiug duplicate orders frorn
the Railway Commission. Mr. Emmerson,
the then Miaister ef Rallways, tbougbt there,
was sorne foundation for this dlaim and
iuserted lu rny Bill, wbicb hie re-drew
aud which is the Bill uow befere tbe Heuse,
a provision that orders made by the Rail-
way Cornrittee of the Privy Council sbould

-stand, and be subject oily te uew orders.
by .the RailWay Commission; tbat Is, if
nothing was done lu regard te them tbe
orders would stand. Witb this provision the
railways would ne longer bave the rigbt te
complain of unnecessary expeuse. Tbis leg-
isIation was unanlmously adopted by tbis
Housenud again adopted last year; it went
to the Senate, and, repeating what tbey
were told in the lobbies by the railway
counsel, we find the senators objecting tbat
we in thîs Chamber did net know wbat we
were doing, because we bad used the words
'Ralway Committee of the Privy Council'
a body wbich had been abolisbed. Tbey
inigbt as well bave said that a decision ef
the old Court of Queen's Beuch or tbe old
Court of Chancery Is ne longer good because


