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means of reimbursing themselves for that
expendîture ?

Hon. Mr. TEMPLEMAN-Look at the
last two or three lunes--'upon such termas
and conditions.'

Hon. Mr. LOUGHEED-Let us assume the
bridge Is heavily bonded, the board bas flot
any power to step ln and lnterfere with
the mortgage or the rights of the bond-
holders.

Hou. Mr. KERR (Toronto)-Surely It bas.
The rigbt to build the bridge is subject to
al] the rights of the public under the Rail-
way Act.

Hou. '-%r. LOUGHEED-I very inuchi
doubt that. This simply deais with It.
It says they may make an order for its re-
construction, but no provision is muade for
dealing with the bonds or charges which
may be against that bridge, and the railway
companies may have to do it at their own
expense.

Hon. Mr. Me:MILLAN-Wi'o ia to build
that bridge ?

Hon. Sir 'MACKENZIE BOWELL-Tlie
Company.

Hon. '-%r. McMe.ýILLAN-Is It the owner or
the conipany w-ho bas to reconstruet il ?

Hou. Mr. LOUGHEED-I say, the pollcy
of the law should be to make the owner do
It.

Hon. Mr. DANDUItAND-Suppose the
owner of the bridge bas decided to recon-
struet, but is stopped by the railway com-
pany w-ho observe that be 15 not doing Wt
properly, and he ia cited before the board
because of the nianner of reconstrrnflion,
cannot tbe board give an order to that own-
er to build according to certain lines and
according to iaw, and if be refuses to do
so, should lie uîot be amenable to law and
be fined according to law under this clause?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE-My own construction
of subsection 2 Is exactly in accord wltb
the contention of the hon. gentleman from
Calgary, but leave aside subsection 2, then
subsection 4 applies equally to the first
paragraph o! clause 202. That first para-
graph may affect the owner or inay affect
the company, and therefore it seems. per-
fectly clear that if you want to have the
law complete, If you want to reacli ail par-
ties lnterested, you *must add the words 'or
owner.' To save time, it seems to me tbat ln
matters o! this kind, It should be sufficient
at the outset to cail the attention of the
hon. Secretary of State, and let the matter
be referred to tbe Law Clerk.

Hon. Sir -MACKE~NZIE BOWELL-
Would tbe bon. gentleman explain to the
cominittee upon wbat conditions tbe owner
sauld have the penalty imposed upon him?
What is he to negleet or refuse to do to in-
cur that penalty?

Hon. Mr. BEIQUE-I have stated alrendy
that the first paragrapli o! section 202 Is
wlde enough to cover a bridge belonging to
a municipality or belonging to a9 private
party or belonging to an electric railway
coxnpany and passing over the property of
the rallway. Suppose a bridge Is too '*eak,
or too low, or for other reasons requires to
be reconstrue.ted. and an order la given by
the board to tbe owner o! that bridge, it does
nlot co'ncern the company. The company is
nlot affected by the order, and if you do
not add the -words 'or owner,' then the
board would niot be able to, accomplis-h the
object.

Hon. Mr. POWER-Tliis clause substan-
tlally re-enacts subeection of section 192 of
the Rallway Act That section provides
that If the work la to be done by somebody
It must lie doue.

Hon. Mr. FERGUSON-The old law la
precisely the saine as we have it here wlth-
out the word 'owner.'

Hon. Sir MIACKENIE~ ~ BWEtLL-h-IiC

Is no snch provision as that la the clause. IHon. Mr. SCOTT-I will snbmit it to the

Hon. Mr. LOUGHEED-Why is the owner
cited before the Railway Board ?

Hon. Sir -MACKENZIE BOWELL,-Be-
cause lie is the owner.

Hou. 31r. LOUGHEED-If some obliga-
tion la not to be thrown upon hlm, why Is
be cited before tbe board ?

The clause was allowed to stand.

On clause 205,
205. In every case ln which the parliament or

Canada votes financial aid by way of subsldy
or guaranftee towards the cost of railway con-
struction, ail mnechanies, labourers or other
persons wbo performn labour la such construc-
tion shahl be paid such wages as are generaily


