
the advice of the head of hifl law depurtnicn t, Mr. AtkinHon. Mr.
Atkinson 'h advice covers several pagtm anil 1 true t th" Houm* will ni»t

think I am omitting anything of moment in reference to Wm firgu-

ment if I read his conclusions. The prectnling pages set forth the

argument upon which he reaches this conclusion :

Taking all these se\(>ral proviNioiiH of tlw agreement, the .Vet ami the Hailwav
A"* together, ilie (iovemment undertakeM to construct a complete rttilwav with
al! the neces-iary e<iuipinent (except rclliiiK stock) sufTicient for its succoHMful and
efficient operation by the company under the leaM.*.

This cannot Ik> done without tM|uippinK the niad with such necessary shops
and machinery in order to properly take can' of and n-pair the rotlinK stock.

In the case of a great work like this rai'vay, under I'onstniction liy the (Ut-

v«'mment, the terms of the agreement and the statute, I think should U- inter-

preted in a broa'' spirit, and b«iring in mind the objects sought to b«' accomplished.
It, therefore, ii my opinion Ui»t the eonuniuionen here the necesMuy lUtu-

tory Mithoritj to proTide and equip the shopi on the line rrith inch machinery and
apparatni u are reuonaoly neceuarjr for the upkeep of the said diTiiion.

There was another letter by Mr. I.<>onttrd in connection with
that question, and on January 29 the Deputy Minister of .Justice

gave an opinion. I am not finding fault with tiiat at all because
Major lieonard wante<l to get the best authority available, l)Ut it

must be noticed that between these dates, NovenAier, December and
.January, Mr. Lynch-Staunton bee tme a member of the conunission.

This appeal was made to the Minister of Justice and the Deputy
Minister of Justice, as is the custom, took up the case. T.ir. .New-

combe's written opinion is rather long, but 1 thin.'< it might be well,

if the House will permit me, to read two paragiuphs which bear

directly on this question. The argument of Mr. Ne'Acombe as to the

( onstruction of the statute is lengthy, but his conclusion on this sul)-

ject is to be found on page o8 of this return. In one paragraph he
says:

If the construction shops is not construction of the railway within the mean-
ing of clause 5 of the agreement, neither is it within clause 6. But if this is not
construction it cannot ne either maintenance or operation and it iloes not fall

within any of the expenses detailed as working expenditure, yet as I liave sai<l

before, I apprehend it is not possible for even one division and still less the whole
railway to be complete without repair .shops.

Then, Mr. Newcombe continues:

Mr. Leonard, concluding in his letter, says: 'I require to have ilefinite in.s-

f ructions from tlie (Jovemment as to what items of machinery, if any, shall be
supplied by the commission for the lines east of Winnipeg and for the lines west
of tnat pomt.' It follows from what I have said before that so for as the lines

east of Winnipeg are concerned I think such machinery must be supplied as is

necessary to make the railway ready for operation. I am disposed to think,
moreover, that the construction and completion of the easten. division for which
the (Jovemment is responsible would not involve expenditures for machinery,
works or services not included in 'cost of construction' as define*l by clause 15
of the agreement.

There can, I think, be no doiibt that no machinery should be supplied for the
lines west of Winnipeg.

I have dealt with this matter at length not onl}" because of its important'
and the large sums of money involved, out also becau.sc Mr. Leonard ha.** set
forth his views very fully and seems to have arrived at conclusions with which I

am not able to entirely agree.
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