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lawful for the Minister to psy any atnùunt that may be
assessed by the arhitrators or the courts in the case of a,
petitien of right. In case the Minister expropt-iated any
private .property, they would have the right to have arbitra
tors assess the value of the property, and experience lias
shown they would be paid every dollar it c-sat them, with
50 per cent. additional beside erpense. That has been
pretty generally the case.

Mr. POPE. Pretty generally.
Mr. DAVIES. Whether it is right or not is another

question ; but we ought to understand clearly what we are'
doing, and we certainly are doing that.

Mr. POPE. The hon. gentleman is entirely wrong.
They might have expended $.40,000 or $100,000, and their
proper ty be of no use to anybody. Would any court say
,we ahoùrd pay for that which is'cif no use to us.

Mr. JONFS. Why have you that clause then ?
Mr. POPE. We have not it there. All that any eourt

or arbitration could do would be to say that the value was
so much to us. It could not say because men expended
1500,000, we would have to pay it back to them.

Mr. DAVIES. I submit, with reference to the hon. gen-
tleman, that while that may be bis intention, he bas not
expressed it in the Bill. The preamble expressly recites
that it has been represented they have spent a considerable
sum in prosecuting the work, and it is desirable they should
be reimbursed such sum The property may be worth the
money or not, but what he has expressed in his preambleisq
the desire that they should be reimbursed whatever money
they bave expended in carrying on the work. ILthink the
hon. the Minister will find that it will be necessary, if his
intention is simply to' pay them what value the works are
to•the Government, that that should be declared in expli-
oit terms. I have no doubt that if he were sitting as an
arbitrator, under this Bill, he would feel himself bound to
award a sum, not represeoting the value of the work to the
Goverument, but representing the amount paid by this
company in building the road.

Mr. TUPPER (Pictou). The Bill, on ifs face, is not so
clear to the hon. gentlemen opposite as it is to hon. gentle-
Inen on the Treasury bendhes, but it would be clear to tbem-
if they underStood some of the facts relating to the position
of the company. The hon.gentlemeti who criticised a clau e
of the Bill, approacbed the subject with the impieusion that
4he Government is dealing too generously or desires todeal
too generously with the company, and that the company.
will be, under ibis clause, enabled to obtain an amount of
money that Parliameut should not give them in this fashion.
I may say that the case of the company ie at preseint
in litigation, and the courts, up to ibis day, bave
virtually decided that the company are entitled to not a
single dollar, riotwithstanding the fact, as stated by the
Minister of Finance in a recent speech, to which allusion bas,
been iade, that the company did expend several hundred
thousand dollars in the construction of part of this scheme.
I May explain that a Session or two ago this kous voted
S150,oo to relieve a certain clasa of ci editors of the com-
pany, such as laborers, &e., and the Government was author.
ised to acquire their rights. Now the rights of these credi-
tors were finally protected by mortgage granted by the
company, which mortgage was made legal and binding by
the Legislature of Nova Scotia ; and the Government, in
paying these claiis, have virtually becôme possessed of the
cormpany's rights in the whole road, and oJbtained the
benefit of their large expenditure for this sum of 8a150,tiOO
be thereabouts. now the company claims a much larger,
sam.

Mr. JONES. Of course.

.Mr. TUP P lR (Piou'). They hawe attaehed the mOrt.
gage, and the title cf the G>overument is in litigation.
The case bas been twice argued before the Supreme Cou-rt
in Nova Scotia, and on both occasions the company were
unable to make good théir position; so that the position:of
the Government as virtual owners, under assignment of
this mortgage, is at present strong. It would not be
right, I take it, that Parliament, when passing title
to the Government sihould legislate in such a way as
to prevent the company having any redress against the
Government, in case they had rights which were being in-
kerfered with by this Act of Parliament witho t compensa.
tion. Thie B4l isdrawn so as to meet the lit ation now in
the courts. They are attempting at present to estab ish a
claim, and to en: ble the Government, if theecompany estab-
lish a claim, which the Government deny they bave the
rig'ht to establish, to protect itself. In the eventof thec ase
going against the Crown, the Government would have to
come to Parliamenfand obtain authoiity to pay the claimn
no matter what action the louse maytake in reference to
ihe Bil. This B:11 provides to meet the case of this litiga-
tion going on in court, or to meet the case, should the com-
pany abandon this litigation, and say: Now we believe we
have a claim, which is perhaps more than we can establish
in a court of law, and we make the proposition that you
pay us a certain sum representing the value of the work we
have doue, which you are geing to use and which is going
to become part of the property of the Dominion of Canada.
Undor this Bill, I take it, it would be conceded that the
Minister of Railways would have the drawing of any refer-
ence to arbitration, sud the Minister would take.good care,
nnder this Bill, which does not bind him to go any arther,
to submit to those arbitrators that one question, not as to
the amount of money these men mayhave expended in con-
nection with that scheme, whetber wisely or unwisely-
some of which has been expended in New Brunswick, and
some in Newfouanland and elsewhere-on work that the
Government does not pretend to appropriate, but as to the
value to the Government of the work mppropriated. No hon.
gentleman on the other side will question that, under this
Bill. thut reforence could confine the arbitration to the as-
certaniog of the value of the property actually taken, over
and abWvo the amount already paid by the Dominion Gov-
ernuent for that property, viz.,$ 150,000. So that, I think,
it the bon. gentlemen understand the position in which the
case now is, they will sce this Bill is drawn so as to enable
the Goverument to come to a settlement with that company,
or, if unable to come to a settlement, if it is deemed wise
not to go on in the courte, but to leave the case to arbitra-
tion on that one point, there is no danger of the company
obtaining, by any provision here, any greater sum thin they
are fairly entitled to.

Mr. JONES. I think the argument of the hon. gentle.
mari would go to show how unwise it would be to passethis
Ac.t with that clause in it. He stated very corre2tly that
the poeition of the railway was now before the couit and
that statement was flsou made by the hon. Mirieterof Finance
in the speech to which I referred hofore. He said :

1 Therar*ète difficulties in the way. Whea the nioaey was paid, the
Governmreat took over a mortgage which ha. been given to the subècon-
tractors for the sum of $15o,0u. That mortgage tnrned out to.be not
a legally and duly exeeuted instrument. The company denied the right
of their agent toexecute it, and so important the Government of Nova
Scotia consider this road that at once a resolution was passed unani-
moubly by the A&Bembiy of thstt Province toe ejitie the Qovernament of
Cannda te seliunder the mortgage for the money which had been ex-
pended for labor to to the amount of $I50,00."

Now, it-wilile seen that the Government owned the road
already. I suppose they have not taken legal proceedinga,
but the Government are the owners of that road at the pre-
sent moment, gnd, as stated by the hon. member for Pictou
(tr. Tupper), the company were dissatisfied-naturally
they were; I 4m not surprised t that-and they went to
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