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revenues and costs of a railway company un-
der the jurisdiction of parliament. This partic-
ular subclause reads:

Where in any proceedings before the commission
under this act the matter of the revenues or costs
of a railway company under the jurisdiction or
parliament is under investigation, any minister of
the crown in right of Canada may cause represen-
tations to be made thereon to the commission by
persons having knowledge or costing principles or
matters that appear to such minister to be relevant
to the determination or railway revenues and costs.
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