
It would have been more fittioL' to have left thiH ou«sf,nn +« i , -j . ,

Courts, before which it has been carried leavinrto hYnA .
' ^"''^"^ ^^' *''«

supporting their righte acco.-din/to theSo^Tn ohL^^^^^^^^^
*««'^- ^^

M. Langolier concludes his report by rcfeirinrr fn 1 1.<» .i^k-* .. .

eontraetor M. Armstrong to pay i't a tolert'^ef. p~ri .?""«'":'"»
gra^tM by ,l,ego«rnm.„ta." These d^,ate, pro.e o„^ :r^^,::„,r ."''^"Zhave been much more becoming for Mr Linirlli.,. ,n .,... .
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Ccpan. in the f^Uowllirii^^L^^ ^^^^^ ^'^ ^^^

t^;::;t^'^;^e^-s^;^:^^^^
ofhis own report. And this contractor had declared as f2./- Bv'

''

with the Company I have a right to 620,000 par mile pavab e out S .7 '?"""''
coming from the federal and local governments nnd fiA i f *''® subsidies

the Company. These subsidies wefeTJdTom '

n actdatr:.".T f'"'""^^ ^'

account of the price of my contract."
accoidance u ith the terms and on

^^^''^ertoestablishmorepositivelythainlusticeof Mp To,, i- • •

^t me be pernutted t.q„ote a'n extrac't f.omte «^^^^^^^^
taken in the Superior Court, at QaeI.ec on the 5th nPATnr k ,

•^''"'''°°S'
1339, MacFarlane ve.^us Armstrong etal

o^ November last, in case No.

Qaestion put by the Hon. Mr. Lan<relier- " TT«a fi

portion of the subsidies which have been ^.ranted b^ t .1 r^"'^"''^'' o'*'^°''^
*°^

No. All the subsidies collected b^ the Compalv itself L.7"'"' ' Answer.-
been collected on my account and paid to^::^^::t:^SZ:Z;'J:Z

SUMMARY.

The conclusion's to be drawn, afcer .a serious and rarpf..i
* • •

report of the commissioner. Mr. Charles LangaHe" a" the
"^17""^'" °' *'^

^ ^•~~^^® commfssionner has proceeded ex narte thaf j<, ,ii n
Company.

^ ^^ parte, that is, illegally .^s respects the

2.—He seems to have ifi-nnreH tljp t'**"^" i^ *-v *

6.h Jm,e, 1886; oonseqoentl^rthe.reater^rtVl^fL"*" Tf™'- ^'og i't.

as appears by simply reading over his report
»'«'»"«'"» "^^mo misleading,
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