
A Seaadal MurafMtorMl ft«fftfdleu of 7mU or Law.

I will ask nny nuHiihor of thiH llniiH<>, iiny biibinrns riinti wlio hii.'*

had anything t«> do with tho Inrgrr affiur« nf th«' ciiuntry, nr vyvu

with a coinpftny, if, with thftM* fuftH hcfon' liiiii thi' liiw all agaiuHt

Mr. Staunton, together with thi* lieciHivvawanl of .Sir William Whyti-,

whn had Ihm'h ankod t4i arbitrate l>y the MiniHtt-r of JlailwayH lu-

Would not have miid that th«' Hhoj« wvrv projM'rly conHtrucU'd li> thr

IS'ational Tranwontinontal ("otiimijwion. I.h thorc any I waa xoinj;

t«> s*ay, reason, hut I will not inmilt the intolliKoncc of the House I )y

using that word— in then- any inuiginahle excuse for not arcepting

that final award, of Sir William Whyte' What in the excuMe' It

woidd have rohl>e«l Mr. .Staunton of charging the late (lovemment
with expetiding $0,()00,()(XK) whiih, he contendH. should not have lieen

e.\i)endcd. The acting Minister of Jtailways 8|)oke of this this after

n<M>n. Hcj)refer8 Mr. Lynch-Staunton's view on law to that of th.

gentleman I have nameil. He prefers the opinion of Mr. < Jutt'lius, as

tf) railway practice, to the decisive award of .Sir William Wliyt<'. <tne

of the greatest railway men on this continent. And the pe«)|)le of

tliis coimtry are askefl to believe this report. The minister himself

does not believe it, and there is not a man in this Hou»«' who will say

that .Staunton and (iutelius were right as against the opinions I have

given. And yet this re|K)rt is being circidaU'd throughout the

country to the detriment of the Grand Trunk Pacilic. and with the

hope of injuring the Liberal party.

Not satisfied with one an.swer, Mr. Staur, ton again asked the

Justice Department on May 12, UH'.i, perhaps thinking that they

did not know what they were talking al>«)Ut the time before. He does

not seem to have had much confidence in the T">epartment of Justice,

rnd so he said :
' We will ask them again,' perhaps after Mr. New-

combe hat. read my view, he will think that he is really not a first-

class lawyer after all, and will acquiesce in what I have said. But
Mr. Newcombe does not acquiesce very ofton hi that wf.y. I want
t<i make it dear that it was after Sir William Wh\ re's award that the

Department of Justice was again a})proached to .see if it > idd not

relent from its former opinion, but Mr. Newcombe, t'-.e deputy min-

ister, administered a very fitting anil well-deserved rebuke, which

did not, however, have any effect. The letter reads :

Sir.—.MefrrrinK to your letter of the 12th instant, No. 510, enolosinK copy of

a letter dated the 15th Februarv. 1912, adresscd by Messrs. (ieorge Lynch-Staun-

ton and F. F. (iutelius to Mr. Leonanl, chairman of the '."ranscontinental Itail-

wav Commission, and requestinK to l)0 advise<i on the point raised by them, I

have the honor to 8».y that in a letter of the 5th March, 1912, to the Deputy Mi-

nister of Railways and Canalw, I advised upon the (luestion of the construction

of shops for repair of rolling stock on the Transcontinental railway. I understand

from vou that Mr. Leonard has iiad a copy of this letter. I do not think I can add
anvthing to the opinion 1 then Rave wliicli goes very fully into the whole c|ues-

tion. Messrs. Lynch-JStaunton and Gutelius say that the former commissioners

apparently took a different \Hew of the law to what they do and they add ' we
have not an vet been fumiahwi with the oorresponden^w or opinions upon which

thev acted "in committing the country to this gret^t expenditure and it may be

that when that information is before us we may modify our views, but from all the

data oefore us at present we cannot find any justification for this expenditure.'

This letter wa.-* written, of course, l)efore I advised in March of la.<t year and I
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