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tion than it bad the first; and If any man
la working ln the quarry at the tIme the
expropriation takes place, bie wlll get bis
compensation. Every time an expropria-
tion was repeatej, It would bie deait wltb
as a distinct and separate expropriation,
and compensation would bave to be award-
ed In respect of it. 1 say It Is flot a fair
way to discuss3 the Bill at ail. The Bill la
plain, casily understood, and capable .f
neing ensi]y wvorked. My lion. friend the
leader oÉ the opporsltion saw u difficulty in
determing as to the mode of dolng justice
to a hian wlhose property had been cut ln
two by a rigbt of way being taken or the
<'eistrilctioti of a ra[v,.After that vwaFs
doue, the lond migbt be turned hack to the
owner; buit in tbe meantime lie miglit have
sold the rest of his land, and that part would
lie of no value to hlm. If my bon. friond
liad read the section, hoe wouid bave seeln
tbat that Izi a qu.ýstion that would have to
be deaît with by a court.

or rigbt of way cut tbrougb bis entire pro-
perty.

Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). My hon. frlend
tbinks tbe bas settled the matter most satis-
factorlly. He says that in the case cited
there would not bie the slgbtest dlfficulty
because the land handed baclc would bave
no value wbatever. That would absolutely
depend on the clrcumstances. 1 wlll tell
hlm one case In wblcb It mlght have a
great deal of value. Suppose the land bad
been laid out lu lots and a populous settle-
ment created and a street laid out lmme-
diately along the line of the ninety feet
taken ?

The MINISTER 0F JUSTICE. It wouid
depend upon clrcumistances.

The MINISTER 0F RAIL WAYS AND
CANAIS. It would depend upon the facts
and It la for the courts to determIne the
meaning -and effect of those facts.

lr,. «DCMDT%'W. fli nf - V..n nA y
Sir CHARLES HIBBERT TUPPER. No.« pointing out tbat the provision of tbis sta-
The MINISTER 0F RAILWAYS AND tute Imposesan, oppressive burden un the

CANALS. Yes, it would undoubtedly, and claimant lu provlng bis case.
I will point ont the reasou why. After the The MINISTER OF RAILWAYS AND
expropriation notice is given, some little CANALS. Ia there any more dlfficulty la
time must elapse before It would get to the determining what tbe value of a two or
tribunal. At ail events before payment is tbree year's user of a man's property Is
made-and I presume that would have refer- than Ia determIning the value of the whole
nnce necessarlly to the payment the Crown poet
would offer Ia respect- of their valuiation- opt32
they would bave to declare wbetbef or not Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). Take the case
tlîey were going te retain the whole or sur- I bave referred to. Wbat you would bave
reuder any portion of the property. If tbey to do would be to prove In the fIrst place what
Nvere golig to surrender Jany port'ion, tlien damage was occasloned to the man wbo
the Act provides that sncli abandonnmeut contInued to own tbe farm. Tlien you would
sball bc taken into account by the court, in be met with the dlfficulty that the land

essing thc amounit to be paid as comlpenl- was bhanded back to hlm after it bail ceased
satiou for tbe land taken. to bie of as mucb value as It would be If

Mr. ORDN (Hlifx). Wbatwoud te h a& retained It. I would like to pointMr. ORDE (Hlifa). Wat ouldtheout that sections 92, 98 and 94 of the Land
claimant bave te go luto In the case I bave Clauses Consolidation Act of tbe United
suggested,' lu order to prove bis dlaim ? îKingdom provide tbat la certain cases the

The MINISTER 0F RAILWAYS AND whole of the land must bie taken and a
CANAIS. He would .slmply bave to show part cannot bie taken.
that after these proceedings bad beeni taken The MINISTER 0F JUSTICE. Wbere a
for expropriation, under wbichbhis property man Is Injurlously affected.
had been cut lu two, bie had parted wltb bis
Interest ln tbe property. Would it not be Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). It Is a differ-
perfectly apparent to any court that to throw ent thîng altogether.
back on bis bands nlnety feet or wbatever The MINISTER 0F JUSTICE. You would
migbt be the extent of the rlgbt o? way, not take tbe land that was not affected by
would be the tbrowlng back of property 0on the appropriation at ail.
is banda whlcb would be of no value, and

the court would have to take that fact -Into Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). I tbink that my
account ? Re caunot suppose that ýany court lion. friend is posslbly confuslng two thinga.
could view the matter lIn anY other ligbt. la England If you do flot take any portion

Mr. OCHANE Suposeha id lotof a man's land at ail, -altbough bis land
ser. bis RNE Sauputpoasete cour had as- may bave beeu Injuriously affected by your

oeilbislanduntl afer he curtbailas-expropriation of adjolining property, the gen-
sessed the damage ? eral rule la tbat bie cannot recover damage.

Tbe MINISTER 0F RAILWÂYS AND Tbe MINISTER 0F JUSTICE. Tbat la
CANAIS. That la flot the case my bon. the lawl la Canada.
friend presenta. If hae bad *not sold bis
land, hae would be gatting It back just as it Mr. BORDEN (Halifax). But If Yvou do
was origInally, and there would bie no atrip take a portion of bis land, you must cou-


