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Partial failure; some success! These four wordls, from
a municipal standpoint, state coneisely the Parliamentary
situation ln 1918. Partial failure by reason of the faut
that after a four years' struggle the revision and con-
solidation of the Railway Act is stIll uncomplgted. ýSuc-
cess, ln tbat municipal interests were fully protected with
regard to ail private bill legisiation.

The story of the Railway Bui is an interestîng one.
Last year, it will be recalled, the draft bill was %rerycarefully considered by a Commiittee of the House of Com-
mous, at which the municipalities, the railway companies,
and ail other interests affected were afforded the fullest
opportunIty to be heard. At several sittings of the Corn-
mittee the Union of Canadian Municipalities was represent-
ed by the honorary secretaryý treasurer, Mr. Lighthaîlý As
the bill left the House of Commons It was ln excellent
shape, but before the Railway Committee of the Upper
Hlouse astrong lobby sucoeeded in einssculating the meas-
ure, and at the time of writing my report of last Year muni-
%ial rlghts, whIch were fully protected by the (lemmons'

bill, were in jeopardy. As everyone interested knows, the
ineasure failed te jpasa the Senate before Prorogation, and,
tIierefore, had to stan~d over until this year.

As it was generally felt that the session Of Parliam-ent
of 1918 would be short, the Railway Bill was Introduced
into the Senate this year, and in place Dof referring it to the
Railway Commsittee the Senators decided to consider the
provisions of the measure in Committee of the Whole. This,of course, gave no~ opportunity to muinIcipalities or other
interests to be heard. However, at> the eutset the bill was
satisfactnry frem a, municipal standpoinit, as it was ln-
troduced into the Senate in the same foniu as that ln
which it ieft the Commins the previous session.

The principal discussion in the Senate centered around
Sec. 374, the principle 0f which whiie applicable to Tor-
onto, indirectly affects ali inunicipalities. The clause dei
wltb the right of private cempanies to put line or wirea
along or across highways. By its arrangement with the
city of Toronto, the Toronto Electrie i4ght Company Is re-
quired to ssii Its assets to the oity on the termination of
its ciontraot in 1919. If the City does flot exercise it,

any coinpany côveAd~ by that section, anldwihescto
procediga weretheccrlipany cannot'obtain the consent

of the municipaîîty, shahl, subject to the provisions of this
section, apply to the Company and to, any application, to
fe Board aud tto lail phroceedinge t.hereon, and to the pew-

(4) Nothing contained In'this section shall be deemed
to authorize the comPanY to, acquire, construct, niaintaIn
or operate any distribution system or to distribute ligbt,heat, power or electricity ln any. city, town, yltiage or
township; or to erect, put or place lu, over, along or unler
any highwaY or publie place ln any city, town, village
or township any works, mahIinery, plant, pole, tunnel, con-
duits, or other device for the purpose of such distribÛtIon
witbout the company first obtaining consent therefor by a
by-law of the rnunicipality.

(5) 'Any eceiffe powers lnconslstenit wih the provisionse
of this section and conterred <on any c ompany by anySpeciai or other Act or authority of the Parliament ofCanada or cf any Province sqhah not be affected by theprovisions of this section, but if any xnuni«iipality cern-plain to the Board that any company whether incorporated
by Special or other Act or authority of the Parliament ofCanada Is exercising its powers oppressively or ln badfaith the Board may hear such complaint and If it'sees,fit supervIse the exercise of such powerA.

"Provided always that whenever any company incor-porated by Special Act of the Parhiaynent of Canada ac-quires the assets of a coxupany operatiug within a munif-cipality which said mufii"clpaLlity bas the right by agree-me-nt to purchase any of the assets, of such company, thenand in every such case the mnunlcipallty may enforce therights under such agreement as fully as if queh purchase
had not been made and mnay enforce agaInst such pur-chaser the provIsionýs of such agreement as If It werethe original party entering Into such agreement with themunicipallty."

The combination amendment of Senators W. B. Rloss,Beique, and Lynch-Staunton, quoted above, which 'wasspoken of as a "compromise," was not satIsfactory to Sen-ator A. Claude Macdonell, of Toronto, who put up a gallantfight for the municijialities. His contention was thet theamendment did not fully proteet municipal rigbts. It lesigntficant that the "power" repreentatives, wh wr con-stantly lu attendance at the slttings cf the Senate, hailedthe amendment as " satisfacteor" which in Iself shouldcause the municipalities te look upon It with suspicl6n,As the Railway Bill bas gone ovei' until next session Itwill develve upon the Union to mnake another effort next
year fto secure the redraing of the clause ln such a.wuaythat not Only the Intereats of the city of Toronto will beprotected, but thoseof every other municipalty. A strongproneuncernent upen this question at the next annai
convention is urged.

Ameng the azaendments offered bythe TJÇC M. a. guponnt the Annuai MeetIng ocf the Excecutive Commitf-o
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