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power of the Legisiature to deal as it aaw fit with the property
and undertaking of the railway compaîîy in the Province was,
of course, indisputable; but it seenied to me to be equally indis-

p'ît4~bIe that this power could flot be 80 exc-. Jsed as to affect

th? disposition of money which. in my view of tbe circumstances,
had flot yet become the property of the company and was still

outside the Province. Under my theory the right of the com-

dîtonland bicosun tem eyisl w:s totally dis-

Il ~ ili shew flot only the ieason wvhy 1 did not refcr to this part of
31r. Ewart's argument, but also the reason why I %%as flot at
ail impressed with th#- dileîma which he so triumphantly pro-

I ~ pounded in ornc of the sentenees which he noiN deems it*worthý
I ~ wi u qucte front bis formier article:

"If under that heading [ie.local works and undertak- l i l the
right.s of the bondholders. everyw)lere. t<, enfreti prca,4.xnd an

be absolutelv cancelled and de-troyed. bow can it be said that .acting lindier

the same head of jnri_.dirtion. the Legislature rannot deal wviti the railvray
and its as,«ets in Alb*rta. ii 4uchi a Nway a> w ill inrigent.illi deiprive theh kbndholders of a right itnvwliere to oanceI thecir purchase.-

tr is ni.:i 0iteaed v the cnmesta ht it. pr-

judices the rights of persons outside the Province.

amn also chars~e ithaving ignored the arrumieiit which
Mr. Ewart dc<Iueed froiii the eii-tiuistiiwe that the speeifie
point of law 1upoil ,hich lio.al Bank v. Rc.r tltiniately tUrned,
viz.. t'tc right of the h)o!dholdkr to demiand the restaration of
the trust-fund after thec purpose for which the rnoney %vas raisKd

J had bceu rnaterially altered by the action of the Alberta Legusla-
turc had lt ilher heen properly raiseil hy thr pleadiuugq. nor


