
Railway Act [SENATE] Amendment Bill;

present law bas been found insufficient to
meet a case of this kind ? " I wanted to
know whether there was any truth that
additional legislation was needed. I got no
answer to that question. A long address
about generalities was, of course, delivered,
and a statement made about these petitions.
lHon. gentlemen know what these petitions
mean. It is not difficult to get petitions
signed when they are presented by influ-
ential persons, and especially when they
ask for increased privileges and powers, as
these do, for the municipalities. But I hold
that these petitions are no proof, such as
the House requires, of any public demand
for a change in the statute. We want proof
that the statute has failed in any case.
That proof has not been brought forward
in a single instance. I think in the Bill
itself there are elements of what will
probably lead to confusion and litigation.
For instance, very large power is given
under this Bill to the municipalities. Now
we all know what municipa ities are com-
posed of: they are, no doubt, intelligent
men, but they are not familiar with engi-
neering questions, and yet they may pass
resolutions and impose restrictions which
this House is not cognizant of, and the
railway companies will be brought under
these restrictions, however absurd or inju-
rious they may be. Surely that is something
that should iot bc done. We ought not to
delegate power to municipal bodies-excel-
lent bodies, no doubt, but not possessed of
the knowledge and information which
would enable them to legislate for the
country and control the railway companies.
I think that is an element of danger; but
my main objection to the Bill is that it is
unnecessary, that it interfères with the
statute now on our books, which it is a
great deal better to keep intact. I am
persuaded, if the promoter of the Bill and
those working with him could show to che
Railway Committee a single instance in
which a thing of this kind had beei sought
and refused, which should have been
granted, they themselves would take care
that the law should be so amended that it
should not occur in the future. This is one
of the Bills which ought to be adinittedly
under the special care of the Government.
I think the Railway Act which we now
have-while, of course, it is susceptible, as
any human legislation is, of improvement
and amendment-works satisfactorily, and
that any improvements and amendments

that may be required should only be
obtained- when a necessity for them is
made apparent, and when that necessity
bas been properly brough t before the
Government.

The Senate divided on the amendment,
which was rejected by the following vote:-
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HON. MR. SCOTT-I wish to say one
word to remove a serious misconception
from the minds of some hon. gentlemen.
It is conceded that the Railway Committee
have the widest possible power. The argu-
ment that has been used is that it is unfair
that municipalities in remote parts of the
country should be obliged to come to Ot-
tawa or be represented betore the Railway
Committee of the Privy Council in order
to obtain what they consider fair and equal
justice. Now, I beg to assure hon. gen-
tlemen that I am not aware that the Rail-
way Committee have ever required a
municipality to be represented here. One
hon. gentleman who spoke in support of
the Bill said, by way of illustration: Sup-
pose a grievance arose in British Columbia,
would it not be reasonable that the party
or municipality making the application
should be obliged to attend here or be re-
presented by counsel. Now, it just so hap-
p ens that, either at the last meeting of the
Railway Committee, or the meeting im-
mediately preceding that, an application
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