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Frank NicuoLsoN, sworn and examined :

By the Chairman : —
15917. Where do you live ?-—In Toronto.
15918. What is your occupation ?—Contractor. Contractor.

15919. In what kind of work ?—General road making, sewer bujld-
ing and bridge building, &c.

15920. Have you had any experience in rzilway matters ?—I never
had any experience in railway matters, but the work is similar.

156921. Have you been interestedin any transactions on the Canadian
Pacific Railway ?—Yes.

15922. Which was the earliest ?—Sections A and B.
15923. East of Red River ?—From English River to Keewatin.

15924. How were you interested in that ?—I was interested with Member of the
Messrs. Morse, Marpole and Thompson, in the contract for the two sec- & of Morse,

. . 3 5 Nicholson &
tions taken together, forming section C. Marpole,
15925. Did your firm tender for all the sections ?—Yes. Tendered for B

d ¢, and notifi-
16926. A and B and C ?7—A and B—no; let me see—B and C, and od Department

then we notified the Department to the effect that B taken from C tondored Tor B
was our tender for A. The prices were the same, but the amount of B !aken from the

o . . amount tendered
deducted from C the amount remaining would be our price for - A. for G would be

. thefir tender for A..
15927. What way did you notify them of that ?—1I think it was by
letter.

15928. Was it after you had put in the tender that you sent that
lotter ?—Yes.

15929. Was it after the time for receiving tenders which had been
named in the advertisement ?—Yes,

15:30. So that before the time named as the last day on which ten- Made no tender
ders would be recieved, you had not made any tender for it?—A for A separately.
alone? We did not think it necéssary.

15931. I am not at present asking” your reasons, but I want to know
the fact decidedly ?—No; we did not.

15932. Will you look at this tender tor the whole distance called C,
and say if that is the tender to which you refer ?—Yes; that is the
tender. (Exhibit No. 220.)

15933. Was the firm which tendered for the whole section C, com-
osed of the same members as the firm that tendered for section B ?—
he same.

15934. And who were partners in that firm, by arrangement among
yourselves, bewides the three mentioned in the tender: Morse, Nichol-
son and Marpole ?—-A. J. Thompson.

15935. Was any one else a partner >—No one else.

15936. Where were the tenders made up: T mean the figures finally
put to them ? —At Ottawa,

156937. Were the tenders signed in blank and the figures added after-
wards ?—The sureties, I think, signed in blank.
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15938. Did not the members of the firm ?—I could pot say positive-
g and i ly. They may have done so, because I recollect we knew that we
in Toronto,the  could not get the sureties here, so that we had the sureties sign in To-
filied In, "€ ronto. We might have signed in Toronto.
15939. Do you remember whether the figures for the prices had
been arranged at Toronto at a higher rate than the figures that were
finally put in ?—Yes,

15940. Does that help you to say now, whother the figures were left
blank and they were put in here afterwards, when it was signed by
the firm ?—1I think they were.

Marpole’s esti-

15941, Was Mr. Marpole’s idea of the price considerably higher
higher “Ran those than the figures that were finally adopted ?—Yes.

tinally adopted.
15942. Then, have you any doubt that the figures as adopted were
put in after Mr, Marpole signed the tender ?—Oh, I think Mr. Mar-
pole was aware of the alteration in the figures.

15943. Aware when ?—At Ottawa.
15944, Was he at Ottawa when the tender was put in ?>—Yes.

15945. Did he take part in the final adoption of prices 7—He was
bere. I cannot say whether he took part or not. Well, I should say he
did. Weo were all present with the exception of Mr. Morse, I think,
and Mr. Thompson,
Tender for sec- 15946. Can you remember the amount of the gross sum at which you
o ek, tendered for the whole section C?—Yes, Iecan, (Looking at a paper):
onshort, $597,8W On the long time, $5,699,645.

15947. And at the shors time ?—§5,937,670.

15948. Can you give,the figures at which you tendered for section
B?—Alone? '
For section B

alone $3,364,274 15949. Alone ?—§3,364,2'74 for the long time.
long time;

506 short 15950, And for the short time ?—$3,467,506.

15951. In tendering for section B alone, did you understand that you
tendered with any condition, or unconditionally ?—In what respect.?

ime.

15952, As to whether some other secticn might or might not be
added to it ?—Yes ; we fully expected, in tendering for section B, that
our tender for the whole would be favoured, and that we would have both
sections if our tender was lowest. ’

15953. But besides the tender for section C, you did make an offer
for B alone?—Yes.

15954. In making that offer for B alome, did you attach any condi-
tion to it, or did you understand that it was a conditional tender, and
not an absolute tender for section B ?—I do not understand you.

“Tenderforsection 15955, Well, it turns out that aftor tendering for B and being offered
B eontraet aaai- it, you declined to ytake it?—We made no conditions with the Govern-

tlonal. ment whatever,
16956. It was an unconditional tender for section B?—Yes.

15957. Were you at Ottawa at the time the tenders were opened ?—
1 was,



1087; NACHOLSON:

Tendering—
Comirnten.a2..
15958. Did you understand that they were opened the same day that
they were to be received : the last day for receipt ?—Yes.

15959. Were you informed of the rank of the different tenders on Tendersopened

that day ?—1I was. I was informed at four o’clock that our tender for L;c{' 3&.‘%‘;’?‘““'

the whole was the lowest. . o'clugk witnees.
15960. Who gave you that information ?—I think it was John Shields, jonqerm e fapes

now of the firm of Manning, McDonald, Shields & Co. ou the whole

15961, Was any one else present when he gave you the information ?
~I think Mr. Boultbee was present.

15962. Any one else ?—I1 do not recollect.

15963. Was any other of your firm present do you think?—No;

I think not. I might say now that Mr. gVal.ts was to have an interest

1n the firm; but that interest had never been arranged. He may have
een present on that occasion.

15964. Besides the information that you were the lowest on the whole Also heard that
section did you get any information as to your rank on section B?— [outsl for section
ds; we were informed that we were lowest on section B. B.

1596%. Did you learn how Mr. Shields had got the information ?—
Well, he said he had got it from the Department.

15966. Which one in the Department ?—1 do not know, he did not
say,

15967. Did he name any one ?—No.

15968. How soon after that did you get a formal communication to %‘;ggﬁy"%mﬁgz
the effect that the contract was awarded to you on section B ?—About that contract for

two or three weeks; I think it would be probably the 20th of February. SopaA award-

} ed his firm.
15969. A letter appears in the Blue Book addressed to your

firm by Mr. Braun, the Secretary, dated on the 20th February ?—I

think that was the letter. Yes, I have got the letter.

15970. Have you it here ?—1I think I have it here with my papers.
dtid not bring it up. I sent for those papers yesterday, it is at the
otel.

15971. Is your recollection that this is the substance of the letter you.
80t 7—Yes ; that is correct.
15972, Did you accept the contract upon that tender ?—No.

16973. Did you communicate formally with the Department that
J0u declined to accept the contract on that tender ?—Yes.

18974, In writing ?—Yes.
4 16975, Before that communication to the Department to that effect,

—aJou enter into any other arrangement with Andrews, Jones & Co. ?
N6t definitely before that, we had talked the matter over,

Del‘?g'lﬁ. Do you remember whether you sent the notification to the

weds;glment the same day on which it was written ?—Yes, I think
.

15977, Who took part in the nogotiations with Andrews, Jones & Co.
M 10 the intorest which you were to have in their tender 7—Mr. Morse,
L Tbompson, Myr. Marpole, Col. Smith, of New. York, and myself.

15978, And Mr. Jones ?—And Mr. Jones.
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15979. Where was that 7—At the Windsor House, Ot{awa.
Agreement made

with Andrews, 15280 Well, although it was not reduced to writing you came to an
Jc‘mes‘&tgo. pre- understanding about it, did you not?—Previous to our refusing the
Ing Department . contract for B?

ng
d . . .
tmhatlgge %ﬁlig:-e 15981. Previous to your notification to the Departm::t!?—Yes,
thet tender. i
rows 15982. What was the substance of that arrangement with your firm ?

—That each party would find half the security, and tuke equal partsia
_the contract.

15983. When you say each party, do you mean each firm ?—Yes,
each tirm.

15984. So tha‘ the members in each firm would not alter the propor-
tionate interest of the firm ?—No.

15985. The New York branch had one half, and the Toronto branch
had the other half of the whole contract ? —Exactly.

15986. That understanding was arrived at, although n»t reduced to
writing, before you notified the Department that you would not accept
the contract on section B, was it not ?—Yes.

[ ]
15937. How long after that arrangement did you senl a notification
to the Department that you declined section B contract ?—Ilmnmediately
after receiving notice that the contract would be awarded, provided we
furnished the security.

15988. You mean after the 20th of February ?—Yes, within a day or
two; I could not be positive.

156989. How soon after you arrived at the understanding with
Andrews, Jones & Co. did you notify the Department that you declined
to accept the contract ou your own tender ?—Well, it was about the
same time—within a day or so.

15990. How soon after that was the understanding with Andrews,
Jones & Co. reduced to writing ?7—Well, probably within u day.

15991. Have you the writing?—Yes, I have got it.

15992. Will you produce it ?—I do. (Exhibit No. 221.) All these
papers will be returned to me, of course.

15993. Unless something turns upon the genuineness of the signa-
tures, which is not likely, a copy will answer our purpse as well as
the originals, and aftey keeping them some time we will return them,
perhaps not immediately to-day, but we have no intention of depriving
you of the final possession of them. Read the agreement ?—

Agreement be- ‘* Memorandum of agreement made this 26th day of February, A D. 1879, between
tween Andrews& Andrews, Jones & Co. of the one part, and Morse & Co. of the other part:—Whereas
';:::ﬁ,%g%' ot ihe the said Andrews,Jones & Co. have been awnrded the contract for the construction of
26th February. section B of the Pacific Railway of Canada, and whereas, unier an agreement
1879, ’ between the said parties, bearing date the 24th of February instant, one-half interest
in the said contract was to be assigned to Morse & Co. a8 soon as the same should be
awarded by the Department of Public Works. Now, this agreement wituesseth that
the said Andrews, Jones & Co. have assigned (for good and valuable consideration:
and in pursuance of the said last-meniioned agreement of the 2ith instant) and
hereby do assign and convey to the said Morse & Co. one-half part and interest in
the 8aid contract with the Department of Public Works : and they hereby agree with
the said Morse & Co. to make and execute, within ten days after vie said contract is
executed by the Department, a more formal and effectual transfer of the one-half
interest therein to the said Morse & Co., and will enter into proper urticles of co-part--
nership with she said parties for the performance of the said coniract, pursuant to
the terms of the said agreement of the 24th instant. And it is hereby agreed, by and
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between the said parties, that each of them, that is to say, the said Andrews, Jones
& Co. of the ome part, and Morse & Co. of the other part, shall, within the time
required by the Department of Public Works, deposit with the Receiver-General of
Canada the 5 per cent. in respect of their interest in the said contract—that is
to say, the said Andrews, Jones & Co. will deposit $100,000 and Morse & Co.
$100,600, or eo much thereof respectively as may be demanded by the Deparimeat.

“ Signed, sealed and executed by the said firms in our presence this 26th day of

February, A.D., 1879.
‘“ ANDREWS, JONES & CO.

‘“ G. D. MORSE & 00.
t¢ SAMUEL E. St. 0. CHAPLEAU.”

15994. This refers to a previous agreement dated 24th of February ;
that was a written agreement, was it not7—I have no recollection of
that, still there may have been such an agreement in existence.

15995. If there was one it was intended to show this understanding
which you had previously described, was it not: that in the event of
the contract being awarded this should be the arrangement which is

embodied here ?—Yes. .
15996. Can you produce this previous agreement of the 24th of Cannot produce
February ?—I cannot. agreement of the

2ith February.
15997. If there is such an agreement, do you know who has it ?—I
do not.

15998. Was there any further understanding upon the subject, beside Col. Smith was to
what is contained in this written document?—There was an under- }Eanager for
standing that Col. Smith, of New :York, was to be the manager for & Co.
Andrews, Jones & Co. He was to take the leading part for the New

York part of the firm.

15999. Was there any other understanding upon the subject of the If New York firm
New York branch failing to put up their share of the deposit, as to [iled toputup
what would become of that one-half?—We were to have the whole securlty witness's

have the
work.

whole work.
- 16000. There was an understanding between You to that effect ?—
es.

16001. Was that reduced to writing ?—1I think it was.

16002. Do you know where that writing is ?—I do not; I do not
recollect. :

16003. Then do we understand that the substance of all the under-
standings together was this: that if the contract should be awarded to
Andrews, Jones & Co., upon your failing to take it upon your tender,
that then it should be for the bencfit of the two firms combined—the
New York branch and the Toronto branch—supposing each put up
their share of the deposit; but in the event of the New York branch
failing to put up their share of the deposit, then you should be the sole
firm interested in the contract ?—Exactly, that was the understanding.

16004. Did that event happen: did the New York branch fail to put

up their security >~—They failed to put up their secarity. ﬁ?ﬁn‘{%kp?zﬂp
16005. Then do you understand, in pursuance of this agreement seourlty i virtne

7 . ; . £ abo
Which you have described, that the interest in the whole contract Taent the interest
me the property of the Toronto firm, Morse, Nicholson & Co,?— 13 tho whole e
It did. ﬁxe Pproj crg.y of
orse

16006. Aud you understand that this would be the result of the
Pl‘evioggk agreement, not that it was transferred to you by any written
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Telegram notified
fallure to put up
security, and
handed all the
New York firm’s
interest over to
Morse & Co.

Comrounicated
substance of
arrangement to
7S‘Ir (fha.rll)est a
'upper, but ¢
no‘g P:t him know
they had obtained
the whole rights
of Andrews,
Joneg & Co.

document at the moment, but because of the New York branch failing
to put up their deposit 7—Yes.

16007. Was there any formal assignment from them to you of their
interest in the tender 7—Not excepting by telegram.

16008. Did the telegram contain a formal assignment of their interest,
or only a notification of the fact ?—A notification of the fact, and say-
ing that their interest would be transferred to us provided we made
the necessary depoxsit.

16009. Have you that telegram or a copy of it ?—I think I have.
16010. Will you produce it ?—I produce it. (Exhibit No. 222.)

16011. Read it ?—

¢ Ngw York, 28th February, 1879.
‘‘ Hon. Wwx. MacpouaaLL, Rassell House.

‘* Evident hostile attitude fatal to project with friends here forces us to withdraw.
Use!our rights ag if all were held by friends there and they will be fully transferred.
Particulars in letter.

‘“ N. F. JONES.”

16012. Was this communication in accordance with a previous under-
standing with that New York branch, that they should notify you to
this effect if they failed to put up the deposit ?—They were quite
positive that there would be no failure on their part, but still it was so
arranged that in case of failure that this should be done, that their
rights should be transferred to us.

16013. Was there any formal document, as far as you know, which
afterwards transferred their interest to your firm ?— No,

16014. Did you communicate the substance of this telegram, or of the
arrangement between you and the New York branch, to the Govern-
ment ?—I did.

16015. In what way ?—Personally, and 1 think by letter.

16016. To whom ?—To the Minister of Public Works at that time.

16017. Who was he ?—Sir Charles Tupper.

16018. Where did you see him ?~—At his office.

16019. Do you know at what time this happened ?—I could not be
positive.

16020. Where were you when this telegram was received in Canada ?
—I was here, at Ottawa.

16021. Did the substance of it become known to you on the same
day on which it was dated ?—1I think so.

16022. Does that help you to say when you saw the Minister of
Public Works ?—Well, it may have been the nextday after the receipt
of this telegram. I think probably it was too late that evening.

16023. The next day after this was the last day named by the Govern-
ment for the receipt of the deposit, was it not ?— Yes.

16024. Do you say that you communicated this position of yours, as
the holder of the whole of the rights of Andrews, Jones & Co., by writ-
ing as well as by verbal communication ?—Not as a whole. It was as’
jlndre&vs,CJ ones & Co. ; that is the way T communicated it, as Andrews,

ones & Co.
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16025. What [ meant to ask you—I am not sure whether my ques-
tion covered it—was this : whether, when you became by the arrange-
ment with Andrews, Jones & Co. the sole propriotors, you communi-
cated that circumstance to the Government ; that you had become the
sole proprietors ? —No. d

16076. Did you withhold that from them ?—1I communicated the fact
that there was some difficulty in the New York party raising the
security, and asked for an extension.

16027. Did you do that entirely in the name of Andrews, Jones &
Co.?7—Yes.

16028. Then did you withhold from the Government the fact that
you had become the proprietors of the contract by virtue of the circam-
stances which had happened ?—We did not communicate that fact to
them.

1602). Then you withheld it ?—We withheld it.

16030. Do you know the difference in the figures of the whole sum
mentioned in your tender for this work and the whole sum mentioned
in Andrews, Jones & Co.’s tender ?—1I do not know the exact amount;
somewhere about $400,000.

16031. 1t was given yesterday as $448,436 or thereabouts 7—That is
about it as near as I can remember.

16032. Do you remember when the members of the New York branch
left Ottawa ?—The exact date would be about the 24th February, or
thereabout.

16033. I will mention the date of the letter, which will perhaps
Tefresh your memory. Itwasonthe 26th February, 1879, that Andrews,
Jones & Co. had nofice that the contract was awarded to them ?—1It
Would be on that day, I think, they left.

16034. You think they left on the evening of the 26th ?—Yes;
think so.

16035. After the 26th of February, and up to the time that the con-
tract was finally awarded to Fraser & Grant, do you know whether
#ny one of the original firm of Andrews, Jones & Co. was in Ottawa:
either Col. Smith or N. F. Jones, for instance ?—I do not.

16036. Did you see any of them ?—I did not.
16037. Were you here yourself 7—I was,

16038. Do you think that if either of them had been here you would
ave met them ?—I think so.

16039. A letter is dated on the 1st of March, and signed by Andrews,
Jones & Co. (Exhibit No. 223), please look at it and say if you know
Who wrote it ?—(After looking at the letter) : T cannot say.

16040. Do you know agy person who would be authorized to use the
Bame of that firm, and who was in Otfhwa on the 1st of March ?—I do
Dot know, except their sureties. IhLcy had one surety here.

16041. Who was he ?—I think Mr. Heney was one of the sureties,
:}‘d there may have been other parties authorized that I am not aware

16042. Do you know whether Mr. Heney took any active partin the
Matter ;;‘ter they had left for New York ?—I am not aware of it.
*

Tevdering ~
Countract No. 42

Didnot communi-
cate to Govern-
ment the fact
that they had
become sole pro-

‘prietors of Au-

drews, Jones &
Co.’s tender, but
said there was
some difficulty in
the New York
portion of firm
raising security
and asked for
extension of time,

Withheld from
Government that.
faot that they had
become the pro-
prietors of
Andrews, Jones &
Co ’s tender.

$448.436 differ-

ence between
Morse & (‘0.8
tender and
Andrews, Jones
& Co.’8 tender.

Nelther Col.
Smith nor N. F.
Jones in Ottawa
between the 26th
February, when
contract awarded
them, and the 5th.
of March, when
contract given to
bkraser & Grant.
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16043. Did you write any letter in the name of Andrews, Jones &
Co. ?—1 may have done so.

16044. Look at this one, dated March 3rd, and say if you know whose
writing that is (Eghibit No. 224) ?—1I do not know.

16045. Here is another letter, dated 5th of March, and signed
Andrews, Jones & Co.,, please say if you know whose handwriting itis?
—That is mine.

16046. Had you any authority, on the 5th of March, to use the name
of Andrews, Jones & Co.?—It was decided when they left that I was to
use it in any communication with the Government.

Does not know if

D ot aoopt 16047. Then you do know that there was some person authorized to

bimself wasau- use their name besides Mr. Heney, if he was authorized ?—There was,
o otthe  myself. Outside of myself I do not know of any, although there may

firm of Andrews, have been others.

Jones & Co.
16048. Read your letter 7—
Letter dated 5th “ Orrawa, March 5th, 1879.

March, from wit-  ««Qyp . :
ness informing Sir,—We have the honour to inform you that the balance of the 5 per cent. re:

Minister that the quired to be deposited to the credit of the Receiver-General on our tender for section
balance of securi- B, Pacific Railway, has.this day been provided for through our agents at Toronto, of
ty had been pro- which you will receive notice through a bank in Ottawa before the day closes.

vided and Minis- “ ir.
e e o We have the honour, Sir, to be,

. *“ Your obedient servants
e betorathe " i ANDREWS, JONES & CO.
day closed. ** To the Hon. The Minister of Public Works.”

16049. Do you know now whether that fact which you state there
was as you stated it, that the amount had been provided through a bank
in Toronto ?>—The $100,000 ?

Balance not ar-

ranged for when 16050, The l?alance .of' the 5 per cent.?—I am not aware that it
thisletter was  was arranged for at this date.

written.
16051. Then when you wrote that letter you were not sure that the

fact was as there stated ?—1 was informed by telegram that such was
the case.

16052. T have understood from Mr. Morse that he was to make ar-
rangements, but that the arrangements had not been completed for
that purpose, and in consequence of the telegram from the Department
of that same date, he did not proceed to make an arrangement with any
bank ?—Well, I think that they had proceeded to make arrangements
up to the time that they received the telegram from the Minister of
Public Works that the contract had been awarded to Fraser, Grant
& Pitblado.

Minister’s tele- 16053. This telegram which Mr. Morse alludes to was dated Wednes-
B ouncing day, the 5th of March, at 7:30 p.m., and I understood Mr. Morse to
glven to Fraser & gay that after the receipt of that telegram he ceased to make arrange-
Co. dated 5th p :

Mareh, 7.30 p.m. ments, and that those arrangements were made with the view of the

deposit being completed the next morning : on the 6th ? —Yes.

16054. Now, you write your letter on the 5th, and say that the
arrangement has been completed ?—I had written this letter on the
strength of the letler received from Toronto.

16055. But you had no other knowledge of it ?—No other knowledge.

Witness's letter 16066. So if Mr. Morse had not completed his arrangement on the
saying balance

was atranged for Oth, then this letter of March the 5Hth from you is not correct ?—It
not correot. would not be.  (Exhibit No. 225.)
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16057. Are you aware of any farther negotiations, or notice, or com-
munication of any kind, between your firm and the Department after
the 6th March ?—There may have been other communications. I think
one of our firm, that is Mr, Thompson, communicated with Sir John
Macdonald in reference to the matter.

16058. In writ'ng ?—I think so; yes.

16059. Have vou any copy of that?—I have not. I suppose Mr.
Thompson would have it.

16060. That, T understand, was after the 5th March, was it ?—Yes.

16061. Are you aware of any communication or notice upon the sub-
ject, between your firm, or any of them, and the Department, except
what we have alluded to now in evidence ?—Not at present; I have
not,

16062. Is there any other evidence which you can give upon the sub-
ject of your dealings with the Government about this section B con-
tract 7—In what respect ?

16063. I do not know; I am asking to see if there is in any respect?
—Not directly with the Government. We had some dealings with Mr.
Close and Mr. Shields, of Toronto. \

16064. Please describe those dealings ?—We had an agreement that Agreement with

we were to give them a certain percentage on the gross amount of the {08 8nd Shiclds
contract for influence that they were to uso with the Government on certain per-

our bohalf. centage.

16065. When was this agreement made ?—I think it was made on
the 30th of January, or thereabouts.

15066. Was that the day named for the last receipt of tenders ?2—No
it would not be on that day. It would be, probably, on the 23rd
or 24th of January.

1606%. Something like a week before that ?—Yes.

16068. Who took part in those negotiations ?—Mr. Morse, Mr. Mar. parties to nego-
pole, myself, P. J. Close, and John Shields, o ioneas,

16069. Where was it that you had the interview ?—In Mr. Close’s ?,,"’8{’0';2%%{‘;%?"
8tore in Toronto. Toronto.

16070 Was that reduced to writing 7—VYes.
16071. Have you the writing 7—I have a copy of it.
~ 16072. Will you produce it ?—Yes. (Exhibit No. 226.)
160%3. Pleaso read it ?— Agreement.

. ' This agreement made this 22nd day of January, 1879, between G. D. Morse, of the Date 22nd
(’“J.Of Toronto, in the County of York, contractor; R. Marpole, of the Town of January, 187.
rrie, in the County of Simcoe, contractor; G. F. Thompson, of the said GCity of Morse, Marpole,
oronto, contractor ; and Frank Nicholson, of the said City of Toronto, contractor, Thompson,
Of the first part, and Patrick George Close, of the said City of Toronto, merchant, of Nicholson,parties
e second part : 81]’ the nrsé, p:frt,
“ Whereas, the said parties of the first part are tendering for the construction of seggg :’,‘;r’g_
8ection B of the Canadian Pacific Railway, and have requested the said party of the
%econd part to assist them in obtaining the said contract for construction, and to g:‘;g‘&“z?ggn_
¥aive and abandon all efforts to obtain the said contract on his own behalf, which, (o for sestion
‘l‘sonsidemtion as after-mentioned, the said party of the second part has agreed to: B for himself.
Now, therefore, this agreement witnesseth that the said party of the second part
O exert his utmost and his all legitimate endeavours to procure for the said parties of
e first part the contract for the said section, and act in their behalf for this special
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& Co. should they
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Close to have pre-
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contractor.

Called on Close
for a letter of
recommendation

purpose as their agent or broker, and abandon al} application for the said contract
upon his own personal behalf or upon the behalf of any person or persons other than
the said parties of the first part; and provided that the said parties of the first gart or
any of them obtain the said contract, or any portion or part thereof, then it i3 also
agreed and understood as follows, that i3 t0 say : the said pariies of the first part
covenant to pay to the said party of the second part, as brokerage or commission, in
relation to the contract, an amount equal 10 2 per ceat. of the amount of the said
contract to be paid to the said party of the second part from time to time upon the
amouats paid to the said parties of the first part under and by virtue of the said contract,
and at the times when such amounts are paid to the said parties of the firat part,
bat it is understood that the first three monthly raymeuts under such contract shall
be paid to and received by the said parties of the first part, free and clear of any
deduction by or payment to the said party of the second part ; nevertheless that the
said brokerage or commission upon the said first three monthly payments shall be
charged against and payable out of the fourth monthly payment along with the said
brokerage upon the said fourth monthly payment to the said party of the second part :

1t is also agreed that the said brokerage be the first charge or lien upon the
amounts so paid from time to time to the said parties of the first part save as aforesaid.
Auad the parties of the fira« part do grant and assign the said 2 per ceat. unto the
ssid party of the second part, and authorize and direct the (Government of Canada, or
whomsoever pays the amount of the said contract to the said parties of the first part,
10 pay the sald brokerage to the said party of the second part :

“1tis also agreed that this covenant and grant and assignment shall be binding
upon the amount comiug from time to time under the said contract to the said parties
of the first part whether the said parties of the ﬁrs§ part keep the said contract or
assign the same And 1hat this assignment is considered as bring made under the
statute 10 render choses in aclion assigaable.

¢ Tt is also agreed that the pariy of the second part shall have the preference of
supplying to the parties ot the first part ruch goods as they may from time to time
require in relation to the said contract, that is to say, if' the said party of the second
part offers to supply said goods of as good quality and for as low prices as can be
ublai%eu, then the said parties of the first part shall be bound to purchase the same
from him.

tJn witness where .f the said parties have set their names and seals the day and
year first above written.

16074. Where was this agreement signed ?—In Mr. Paterson’s office.

16075. Toronto ?—Yes.

160'76. Did you understand, at the time of making thisx agreement,
that Mr. Close was tendering, or about to tender, on his own behalf for
this work ?—No. ‘

16077. Did you understard that he had any interestin any of the
tenders which were being made in any other persons names ?—No.

(Signed)  “ G. D MORSE,

“R MARPOLE,
“ a, J. THOMPSON, G.D.M.
« FRANK NIGHOLSON,
“P. 4. CLUSE "

¢ Signed, sealed and delivered
in the presence of
‘“ JoHN A. PATERBON.

160%8. Tn the recital at the beginning of the agreement it is suggested
that he was about to make, or was making, some eflort to obtain the
contract on his own behalt ?—I have never heard of it.

160%9. It is written in this document : did you uot read the docu-
ment before it was signed ?—I did read the document; but previous to
the agreement I had never heard of such a thing.

16080. Then this written agreement did not express what you had

previously understood to be the reason for the bargain ?-—Certainly
not.

16081. What did you previously urderstand to be the reason for the
bargain, or the resson why you should pay him something ?—We called
on him for a letter of recommendatior, supposing at the time that he
had considerable influence with the Government——
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16082. Is that Mr. Close ?—Mr. P. J. Close. He then said that he
would give us such a letter to Sir Charles Tupper and Sir John Mac-
domald ; but that, in order to make the thing sure, he would introduce a
friend that would put the contract past a doubt, if we could secure his
influence with his—Mr. John Shields. Then, he stated that the Govern-
ment had been under great obligation to Shields and himself, and he
thought that if we could secure Shields’ interest with his own that our
chances would be good, and it was in consideration of that that this
agreement was given.

16083. Then you believed his representations in that matter, did
.you ?—Woll, we supposed that there was something in it.

16084. Were you led to understand by what he said that you would
be able to get the contract, whether your tender was the lowest or not ?
—Yes; he intimated—both intimated such a thing.

16085. That without your tender being the lowest you would be
-able to get the contract, through their influence?-—Yes; they said
that if there was not too much difference that any firm with whom
Shields wus associated would be sure to get the contract.

16086. You say if the difference was not too much. Was a limit put
to it beyond which they could not effect it 2—I think they mentioned
$50,000 or £60,000 ; or, perhaps, up to $100,000.

16087. You were led to believe that the Government would lose that
much rather than that their friends should not get the contract? —We
were led to believe that they had sufficient influence with the Govern-
ment to obtain the contract for us, provided there was not more than
that much difference in the price.

16088. Then that was the real reason for your agreeing to give them
this percentage ?—That is the real reason.

16089. The reason mentioned here is not the true reason (pointing
to the document)?—No ; it is not the true reason. I might say
that although Shields’ name is not mentioned he was present at the
time and dictated this agreement,

16090. You mean although his name was not mentioned in the
‘writing ?—Yes.

16091. Then it was understood that Close was really acting for him-
‘8elf and for Shields together ?—Yes ; for himself and Shields.

16092. But in the name of Close alone 7—Exactly.

16093. Was there any verbal understanding, or any other under-
Standing, except what is expressed in this writing, as to any other
gxterest you might obtain through any cther tender but your own ?—

es,

16094. What was that ?—Not through any other tender but to the
agreement. All the further conversation that took place referred to

Section A as well as section B. This only covers the contract for
‘#ection B,

16095. But there was a similar understanding in reference to section
» Was there—verbal 7—Well, no; not verbal. Before leaving Toronto,
but after coming to Ottawa—I might say previous to leaving Toronto—
We received a circular from the Engineer-in-Chief stating that the
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Government would favour a tender for the whole work rather than &
part, and after coming to Ottawa we decided to tender for the whole
work, and when Shields and Close found that our tender for the whole
work was the lowest they made a demand for a similar amount oun
section A as we had agreed to pay on section B.
Shields and Olose  16096. Then, in other words, they claimed that this agreement
B eeag T ghould apply substantially to the whole of section C, which combined
mentto cover A and B, aswell as it applied to section B alone?—No; they wanted
Foction A. us to execute a further agreement covering section A.

16097. Well, that would, in effect, make the agreement apply to the
whole section C?—Oh, yes.

16098. Had you any understanding with them as to any percentage
or any benefit being given to them in case you should obtain an

interest in anybody else’s tender or contract >—None, as far as I am
concerned.

16099. Are you aware that it was made with any other member of
your firm, so as to apply to any other work but that of your own ten-
der, either section A or B, or both of them ?—I am not aware of it.

16100. Did this agreement between your firm and Close take effect ?
—No ; it never took effect.

16101. Why not ?—Because we did not receive the contract.

Mr. Boultbee pre-  16102. One or two of your firm mentioned an interview at some

sent at one Inter- otel in Ottawa, when Mr. Boultbee was present, and when some such
agreement as this was spoken of: can you describe the circumstance *
—That would have reference to this same demand made for a further
agreement covering section A. I think on the evening of the 30th,
on the day the tenders were opened, Shields and Boultbee called
on me at the Windsor House and asked for such an agreement. I
told them then that I was acting for the rest of my partners, and I
could not agree to anything of that kind until such time as I communi-
cated with them. 1 notified them by telegram, and they came down
next morning. That was when Boultbee and Shields called on me at
the Windsor.

Subject dis- 16103. Then that interview was had upon the subject of the new
s reoment 2greement to be applied to section A only, and like that which applied

relating to sec-  to this previous agreement for section B ?—Yes.

tion A,
o 16104. Who was present at the interview ?—Mr. Morse, Mr. Mar-
le, and I think Mr. Watts was present; Mr. McCormick, Mr. Shields,.
r. Close, Mr. Boultbee and myself. '

‘Wattis amon

those present. 16105. Was that the Mr. Watts who was interested with you ? —Yes.
16106. Did you describe his interest before ?—Yes; his interest was.
not defined.

16107. He was to have some benefit from the contract, but it was
not clearly settled 7—He was a practical man ; he was an engineer.

16108. What was his occupation up to that time?—He had been
engineer of the Credit Valley Railway.

Watts had been 16109. Was he connected with any Department ?—He had been on
omglneer « Pactfic the Canadian Pacific Railway, Ithink, in the capacity of an engineer
Railway. previous to his joining us.
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16110. IIis connection with it had ceased at the time you speak of ?

—Yes; his connection with the Pacific Railway.

16111. At that interview at the Windsor—I think you said at the
Windsor—was it suggested that any one else should be intercsted in
the benefits of this proposed agreement in addition to Close and
Shields ?—No.
16112, Was Mr. Boultbee to have any interest, as far as you know ? Nof5gcion
—Well, not that I am aware of. Tas to have an
16113. Did he propose upon that occasion to take any interest in the
matter himself personally 7—Well, I was not aware up to that time
that Mr. Boultbee had any interest; but when these gentlomen called on
us at the Windsor House, Mr. Close and Mr. Shields came into the room
and, of course, we refused to execute a further agreement, stating at
the same time that we thought they were very well paid, but in case the
undertaking proved profitable that we would be willing to do what was
fair. Then Mr. Boultbee came in. He was outside the door in the
other room. Then some words took place. I think he insisted on the Bouitbee tnsisted
agreement being signed, or something to that effect ; and I said to him 92 the BiEning of
that I was not aware at that time that he had anything to do with this witness resented..
thing, that I thought I was dealing with Shields and Close. I forget
the exact words that he used : but he said he had been interesting him-
selfon our behalf, and that he did not wish to bo treated in that manner.
‘I think I said he had perhaps better wait outside until he was called,
or something of that kind ; that I was not aware that he was interested
in the concern. ThN was the reply I made. I cannot recollect the
exact words.

16114. I understand you to say that he alleged at that time that he
had been interesting himself on your behalf ?—Yes.

16115, Is that what you mean when you say that he had been
interested ?—Y os.

16116. Was there any suggestion made by him that he was in-
terested in it pecuniarily himself ?7—No.

16117. Was that arrangement ever carried ont, as to section A, the At aiate period

percentage going to these people, Close and Shields, or did you refuse to g;;:gg%‘;‘f‘gﬁ
sign it ?—1 refused to sign it on that occasion. I think there was an signed.

arrangement at a later date.

16118. Reduced to writing ?—Yes.
16119. Have you that writing or a copy of it ?—I think I have.

16120. Will you produce it ?7—I produce it. (Exhibit No. 227.)
16121. Read it ?—- -

**This agreement, made the 31st day of January, in the year of our Lord 1879, between Agreement.
George D. Morse, A, F. Thompson, and F. Nicholson, of the City of Toronto, and proree & Co. of the
ichard Marpole, of the Town of Barrie, contractors, of the first part, and P. G. Olose, first part; Close

of the City of Toronto, merchant, of the second part :—Whereas the said partiesentered of second.

Into an agreement bearing date the 22nd day of January, A.D. 1879, respecting the

tendering for and doing the work of section B of the Oanadian Pacific Railway, and provisions the
Whereas it has been thought desirable to tenderalso for the work cfsection A ofthesaid same as section B
railway, and also to tender for both the sections together, now this agreement witnesseth agreement and ‘X
that the snid parties agree that in case they, the said parties of the first part, should 'e‘:")'ig‘;a‘;fgg’x
obtain the contract for either the said section A, or the two together, that then all the 3;,i°B combined.
Provisions and stipulations contained in the eaid recited agreement shall extend toand
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include the contract for said section A or the twotogether, asifsaid section A had been
originally included in the said agreementof the 22nd of January, 1879, excepting only

that the brokerage or commission which shall be paid to the sgi& party of the second
gfgg 32333 g‘;’g:;‘ part in respect of the amount received on account of said section A shall be only one
por cent. instead Per cent. instead of 2 per cent. And this agreement shall be bmdln% on the heirs,
of 2 per cent. executors and administrators of the said parties. Witness our hands the day and year

first above written.
“ @, D. MORSE, per his Attorney.
F. NicHOLSON,

‘¢ A, J. THOMPSON,
‘“F., NICHOLSON,
‘“R. MARPOLE,

¢ Signed in presence of “P, G. CLOSE.

“ THoMAS WATTS.”'

16122, Where was this agrement signed ?—At Ottawa.
16123. What place in Ottawa ?—The Windsor House.

16124. This is the original agreement is it not: it is not a copy ?—
Noj; that is the original.

eond bgrbennt 16125, Do you know who prepared it?—I think it was Mr. Watts.

€ontract No.42.  16126. Do you know who prepared the former agreement as to sec-
tion B—I mean the percentage on it?—It was Mr. Paterson, Mr.
Shields’ solicitor.

16127. In Toronto ? —Yes.

16128. Do you know who prepared the first agreement between your
tirm and Andrews, Jones & Co. ?—I cannot say. 4

16129. Do you remember whether it was writton upon the occasion
upon which it was signed, or was it prepared before ?—1 do not.

16130. Did this last agreement, as to percentage on section A, take
effect ?—No; it never took effect.

16131. Why not >—Bccause at that time we considered that the con-
tract for the whole work would be awarded to us, but it was not; that

was the reason.
No Member of

Parliament nor 16132, Was there any understanding, as far as you know, that any

heded with Do Member of Parliament should be pecuniarily interested in the result of
:‘;'é’{;‘;’,’,?ﬂt{{e a4 any of those transactions ?—Not as far as I am aware of.

pecu .

Aty 16133. Are you aware, or have you reason to believe, that any inform-
ation was obtained through any Member of Parliament, or through
any person in the employ of any Department, which affected this
transaction ?—Only from what Mr. Shields and Mr. Close said.

Closcand Shields  16134. And was that to the effect that they would be able to influence

Thecial informa. Members or Ministers in the way yon have described ?—Yes; they

tlon. pretended to be on very intimate terms with several Members and
some Ministers, and pretended to say that they could get almost any
information that theg’ewanted. This was what they told me; of course
I do not know it to be a fact.

16135. Did they mention any particular Minister or Ministers ?—
Ob, yes ; they mentioned Sir Charles Tupper, Mr. Pope, Mr. McDonald,
Minister of Justice, and I think Mr. Haggart, M.P., that they could get
information through them.
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16136. Any others: Members ?~—~They may have mentioned some
-others.

16137. Do you remember any others mentioned by them ?—Well,
perhaps Mr. Boultbee. I do not remember of any other, excepting those.

16133. Did they mention any officers in any of the Departments
from whom they could get information ?-~No.

16134, No officer 7—Not that I recollect now. Of course it is so long
ago that I have not taken any particular interest in the matter since.

16140. I understand you to ray substantially thatvit was because they
promised to exercise this influence to obtain this advantage for you in
this way that you agreed to give them the percentage ?— Yes.

16141. And that the agreement did not take effect because the tender
was not accepted either tor section A or B ?—Yes.

16142. Are you aware whether it had been at any time arranged by
any member of your firm, or by any member of Andrews, Jones & Co.’s
firm, that any officer in any Department was to be pecuniarily interested
in the results of any of those transactions ?—1I think there was a namo
mentioned at one time, but I cannot say what. That was in Andrews
and Jones’ company, but I cannot say what was the amount he was
to receive.

16143. Who was the person ?—Mr. Chapleau, I think.

16144, Was he to be interested, as you understood it, in the
result of the contract, orin consequence of something that he wastodo ?
—No; in the result of the contract.

16145. Ile has himself given evidence to this effect: that it wasatone
time propose. that he should leave the Department in which he was
and take an interest with Andrews, Jones & Co ?--Well, he was a
particular friend of Col. Smith, and I suppose it was in that way
the thing was arranged.

- 16146. Is what you remember substantially what I have related ?—
es.

16147. And is that what you allude to when you say he might become
interested in the result of the contract ?—Yes.

16148. You mentioned Mr. Pope as one of the persons who might be
influenced by Close and Shields ?—I do not know that he would be
influenced, but he was one of the men they mentioned as a particular
friend.

16149. Which Mr. Pope was that ?—I think it was the Ministor of
Agriculture.

16150. The original figures in your tender upon Section I were
-reduced at the suggestion of some person, you said ?—Yes.

16151. At whose suggestion was that 7—At the suggestion of Mr.
Shields.

16152. What reason did he give you for reducing the figures ?—So
that we would be sure not to miss the contract.

16153. Did he lead you to understand then that the amount of the
‘contract was a material question ?—No; he said it did not matter very
fuch. It could be made up in other ways, that is by getting favour-
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able engineerg, and the Government furnishing rails for construction
purposes, and so forth, that the difference could be made up in that
way. :

Suggested that 16154. Was it then that even if your prices were too low to make a

even ifprices 1a profit upon them you could afterwards arrange with the Government
E:trt?sg%;\v%g{ officers 1o get a profit in another way ?—He did not mention Govern-
able engineers. Mment officers, but he mentioned by getting favourable engineers, which

ke claimed to be able to do.

16155. But as to the acceptance of the tender by the Government, I
understand youn to say now that it was suggested that it was desirable
to have the figures low enough ?—Yes.

Suggesting that
tender should be

fender shouldbe 16156, Is that consistent with the other idea, that you could get the
contract could be contract whether your figures were low enough or not ?—It does not

ot whether ten- .
ot lowest or not 5€em consistent.

inconsistent. 16157. Did you believo both of those propositions ?—Well, towards.
the last I bad not much faith in anything he did say.

16158. Why not ?—Because I found that he was working for other
parties as well as ourselves, at least I was told that he was.

16159. What do you mean : that he was giving his best help to some.
other firm as well as yours ?2—Yes,

16160. Did he undertake to get each one the contract ? —I suppose;
I do not know for a fact, but I was told so.

16161. And is it because you found that he was helping some other:
person that yon lost your faith in his statements: is that the only
reason ? —Well, I consider that he did not act in accordance with the:
agreement, according to his word.

fhields did not

prove able to get 16162. Did you ascertain at any time that ho was able to get for yow
o oreionts 8 position, or any rank, or any favour which you were not entitled to-

which they had ¥ " K —
o e as a matter of right ?—No.

16163. Have you any further papers or letters relating to any of
those transactions in your possession ?—I may have, but I bave not got.

them here.

16164. Could you state what they are ?—1 could not, till I put my
bands on them. It is almost two years since the thing occurred, and
they are scattered around, and I may not have anything of avy import-
ance.

16165. Is there anything further which you think ought to be made-
known to us, in order to enable us to understand the ditterent bearings
of these negotiations on the transactions ?—Nothing that I am aware
of,

16166. Is there any other cvidence that you wish to give, either by
way of explanation or in addition to what you have already said 7—
No; I think not.

16164. I am not sure that I asked you before, but at all events I will.
ask you now: did Mr. Shields or Mr, Close at any timo name to you.
any officer in the Department through whom either of them expected
to get any advantage in the shape of information ? —No.

16168. Or in any other shape : either information or documents, or
any other benefit ?—No.
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16169. Is there anything further which you would wish tosay on the
subject ?2—No.

16:%0. Have you been interested in any other transaction of the

Canadian Pacific Railway ?—Yes. Ui amd ge.
16171. Which other 2—TI have tendered with others for the first 100 T¢qdered for first
and second 100 miles west of Winnipeg, and for some canal work. Iniles wost of

16172. Have you any idea as to whether you were the lowest tenderer Not the 1owest
upon those railway works, or either of them ?—No; we were not the tenderer and diq

not receive con-
lowest tender. tract.

161'73. Have you any complaint to make on account cf the manner
in which the contract was awarded in either of those cases ?—No; not
that I am aware of.

16174. Is there anything that you know of, which would lead you to
think that the contract was not awarded properly ?—Not that I am
aware of.

16175. Is there anything furtber upon either of these works which
you consider it proper to state by way of evidence ? —No.

16176. Have you been interested in any other matter connected with
the Pacitic Railway ?—Nothing further than what I have stated.

16177. Is there anything further which you wish to say by way of
evidence ?—Nothing that I can think of.

[At the request of the Hon. Wm. Macdougall, who was present, the
examination of this witness was continued as follows] : —

16178. In what capacity did you understand the Hon. Mr. Mac- €ontract No.42.
dougall to be connected in the receipt of this telegram which you have capacity in
produced ?—Well, Mr. Joseph Macdougall, of Toronto, acted as solici- ‘ﬁ:;%‘},&‘;’;i o
tor for George D. Morse, and I consider that the Hon. Wm. Macdou- in relation to
gall acted in Joseph Macdougall's interest here. I might say that S20reys,Jones&
Joseph Macdougall is Mr., Morse’s solicitor. & Co.

16179. Then who engaged Hon. William Macdougall to take any part
in this matter, as far as you know ?—He was not engaged that I
know of.

16180. You are aware that he received this telegram from N. F
Jones ?—Yes.

16181. Have you any idea that in doing so he acted in any other way Acted asalawyer
-except a8 a professional man—a lawyer ?—I have not,

16182. Have you at any time had any reason to think that he was
interested in any other character, or had any pecuniary benefit from
ihe transactions themselves 7—I have not.

16183. Had it ever heen suggested that he should have any interest,
except as a lawyer ?—No.

16184, Has it been suggested in any way that any influence which
he might possess as a Mem%er of Parliament should be made use of to
his advantage by being paid for it in any way ?—1I¢t has not.

16185, Has he at any time proposed to use such influcnce as a
Member of Parliament, for the benefit of your firm, or any of them, or
of Andrews, Jones & Co., or any of them ?—Not that I am aware of.
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16186. Did you say that you understood that he and some members
of the firm of Andrews, Jones & Co. were friendly ?7—No, I have not
said so.

16187. Do you know whether, as a matter of fact, he is well
acquainted with any of them ?—1I have heard that he acted as solicitor
for Col. Smith, of New York, in some¢ matters connected with the
Canadian P'acific Railway. ]

16188. Is this telegram from the partner of Col. Smith, N. F. Jones?
—Yes, the then partner,

16189. Is the substance of this telegram in accordance with what -
you understood to be the relation between them at that time, as a pro-
fessional man: this is directed to Hon. Wm. Macdougall by N. F.
Jones ?—It may be that.

16140. Have you any reason to think it is otherwise >—No; unless
as Mr. Morse’s solicitor.

- 14191, Then do you mean that it is either as the solicitor for Mr.
Jones, or Mr, Smith, or Mr. Morse ?—Yes.

16192. But do you say in no other character than as a lawyer?-—
No other character as far as my knowledge goes. :

16193. Do you know whether Mr. Macdouzall was solicitor for
Col. Smith at the time of this telegram?—I d» not. I donot know
it now, only from hearsay.

16194. Was it in connection with the claim arvising out of the
Georgian Bay Branch that you understand that he way solicitor for
Col. Smith ?—Yes; so I have heard.

14195. Is that how you allude to him as being his solicitor 2—VYes.
1 have said that he acted in the interest of Mr. Joseph Macdougall, of
Toronto. Perhaps I might correct that by saying that he acted in his
place as solicitor for Mr. Morse.

16196. Throughout all those transactions, have you any reason to
think that Mr. Macdougall obtained any advantage, or asked for any
advantage, in consequence of his being a Member of Parliament ?—I
have no reason whate.er to think so. 1 might say before closing that
our firm, although having offers to sell out, never offered to sell, nor
received a cent in any way directly or indirectly, in connection with
the Pacific Railway, although our firm was otfered by Mr Jobn Leys,
of Toronto, $50,000 to drop out; but we tendered for the work and
expected to carry it out. We wanted the contract and did not enter-
tain the offer.

16197. Do you know for whom he was acting ?—I do not; I have
asked Mr. John Leys, but he would not disclose the name.

16198. Is there anything further ?—Nothing further that I can
think of now.

Joux WADDLE, sworn and examined :

By the Chairman :—
16199, Where do you live 7—At Kingston.

16200. What is your occupation ?—Contractor.
16201. On what kind of work ?—Different kinds of works. Building,
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16202. Have you had any interest in any contracts on railway works Gomtract No. 4.
or telegraph lines >—I have tendered for the telegraph line on the
Pacific Railway. I have built telographs—a great many miles of it—
previous to that, but not for the Government.

16203. Have you been interested in any ot the tenders or works of
the Canadian Pacific Railway ?—I tendered on behalf of myself.

16204. For what work ?—The whole of the sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and Tendered for all
6. My tender is in the Department, I suppose, some place yet. I and 'hesections.
George Smith were in the tender, and I bought him out afterwards; I
made him sign off.

16205. When your tender was made was it on your own account or Smith no Interest
on account of a firm ?—1T made it out principally myself, and then he ¥} Sopiract save
was used to being in the bush, and T took him in asa partner. He signed practical man.
the tender with me. He had no further interest further than at the

rate of $4 a day.

16206. Look at this document (Exhibit No. 4) and say whether that
i8 the tender to which you refer ?—That is the document, Sir.

16207. Was the contract on either of these sections under this tender
awarded to you?—No. 5, Sir. I got notice of No. 5, and I got
notice of No. 6 also, afterwards.

16208. Have you the notice which you got on No. 5?—Yes, 1
think so.

16209. Can you produce it ?—Yes. (Exhibit No. 228.)
16210. Did you come to Ottawa in obedience to this telegram ?—Yes,

16211. And what took place between you and the Government?—1 Went to Ottawa
came to Ottawa a day or two afterwards to see Mr. Mackenzie Miamae. dcting
the Premier, and he was not in Ottawa. He had left and gone to
Montreal or some place. I saw Mr. Scott then. Mr. Scott was acting

in his place while he was away.

16212. Which Mr. Scott ?—The Hon. Mr. Seott. I think he was in
the Senate then.

_ 16213. Did you see some one ?—Yes, I saw him of course. He spoke
first about the amount of the security, the amount of the bond, and
talked about $20,000.

16214. Did he not first speak of the section that you were going to
get ?—It was No. 5 tender that I was to get.

16216. Was section b for the whole telegraph from one side of the
continent to the other ?—Section 5 only from Thunder Bay, or Prince
Arthur’s Landing as they call it, to Winnipeg. It is the same section
a8 Oliver and Davidson got afterwards.

. 16216. Do you say that you were notified that you were to have that
tontract ?—Yes, Sir.

16217. Have you that notification ?2—That is the telegram I got to
Come down.

16218. Where is that notitication ?—Is that not it ?

16219, No, it is not; this contains these words: “ Could you imme-
diately come to Ottawa about your tender for Pacific Railway Tele-
graph. Answer.”—Yes, that was the section that was awarded to me.
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lie was satisfied
with $10,000 as
security.
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to Ottawae

Agreed to take in
anephew of A. M.
Smith’s and give
him one-thi
provided he put
up all the security

16220. There is nothing about section 5 here: how did you get in-
formation about that 7—Mr. Scott and Mr. Trudeau told me. He was
the Deputy Minister at the time. :

16221. What did ho tell you?—He told me that section 5 was
awarded to me and Smith.

16222. What else ?—He wanted to know if I was prepared to enter
into the contract. I said it would take some time to look up the
amount of the security. Mr, Scott said it would be $20,600. I said:
“The Government has laid down a schedule of 5 per cent.,, and 1 am
not satisbied with that $20,000.” Isaid I would be satistied with the
5 per cent. “ Well,” said he, “you will let it stand until Mr. Mac-
kenzie comes home. I will not take any active part until Mr. Mac-
kenzie returns.”  About the week following Mr. Mackenzie came home,
and I wrote him a letter stating the amount that I considercd he was
ceatitled to. Five per cent. would come to $8,500 on the tender, but I
was willing to make it $10,000 and say no more about it. The day
after I sent the letter, I saw Mr. Mackenzie coming from one wing to
another, and he told me he was satisfied with $10,000, and arianged on
the amount it would be ——

16223. Have you this letter which you wrote to Mr. Mackenzie 2—
I produce the letter which I wrote. (Kxhibit No. 229.)

16224. Proceed.—Then when I arranged on the amount of the
security, the party that was going in with me on the contract—there
was one or two of us at the time—I was to give a mortgage as security.
The party that was to value the property was appointed by Mrv. Mac-
kenzie. His solicitor and architect in Kingston was to go and value
it, and then was to report to the lawyer, Mr. Brittain, and Mr. Brittain
approved of the security to the contract, and I came down again and
showed the certificte to Mr. Mackenzie, and he said it was all right, I
stayed bere until the contract was drawn out, and took it up to get it
signed in Kingston. It was signed by the two sureties, and the mort-
gago was registered and sent down to Ottawa. I came down and left
it behind me in Mr. Brittain’s hands for that purpose; so I came down
here the next day to the Deputy Minister of Justice’s Department.

16225. Who was that: Mr. Lash 7—No, Bernard was his name—Sir
John's brother-in-law. He was Deputy Minister then and he got it,
and he said that there was a previous mortgage on it, and that had to
be released. Well, in the certificate it also showed that it was quite
sutficient for the security, independent of the mortgage, but to have it
removed. Then the Government did not sign the contract and I went
away, and Mr. Mackenzie told me I would bave time to have it removed,
or get other security, whichever I liked. Then I went up to Toronto
and I arranged with A. M. Smith, of Toronto, and took in his nephew
or some relation with me, and made him pay, and he was to make the
necessury deposit with the Government and do away with this mort-
gage altogether, and I was to give him one-third of the contract, and
he was to give all the security which was required, which papers I
have got here to show,

16226. Have you any written communication to show that you were
awarded the contract forsection b of this telegraph line ?—Well, now,
I don’t think it mentions section 5, but I was looking after the latter.
I think it mentions in the telegraph that I would see a letter, and I
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was looking about it, but I could not find it. These papers, I think, Contract No. 4.

have been mislaid. I ought to have the letter, but the contract will
show—it is in the Department some place—that No. 5 is meuntioned in
the contract, and it is in the Department some place, signed.

16227. Did you get some other section awarded to you afterwards? Informed by
~—Yes. There is & loiter from Mr. Fleming notifying me that I was Was thelowent
the luwest for No. 6, and that the Government was prepared to go on tender for sccilon
with it—that I was the lowest, that I might hold myself in readiness
to go on with it, and I will produce that directly. Here is a letter
dated August 12th, showing section 5 (Exhibit No. 230), and here is
the lotter showing section 6. It was wrote to Dr. St. Jean by Mr.

Fleming, and I got a copy of it from Dr. 8t. Jean. He was friendly to
me at tho time, and he was acting for me in my absence.

16228. Were you ever awarded any contract for any section of the
telegraph line except section 5 7—No, Sir.

16229. That was the only section upon which you had a chance of
fulfilling your tendor ?—Yes ; that is correct.

16230. Do you know what reason was given ai last for not letting Never found out
you have the contract for that section ? —I never found out any reason, ¥by hie was not .
and they kept me here for three weeks after I came down, when Mr. forsection 5.
Mackenzie spoke about not taking the mortgage as satisfactory, and
giving me time to go and %\el any security I required. Here is the
agreement I entered into in Toronto. (Exhibit No 231.)

16231. This is an agreement between yourself and Robert D. Perry,
is it not ?—Yes.

16232. The Government ig not a Earty to this agreement ?—No ; but

you see I have produced that to show you tho reason how the thing
came.

16233. How what thing came ?—How that document came. Of
course, 1 tovk Perry in, you know, he gave us A. M. Smith, of Toronto,
as gecurity to me for $30,000 to carry out the contract, and I had half
of it in that document, and he makes a deposit with the Government
of $10,000, and he wants Mackenzie to transfer the contract to him—
the son did any way.,

16234. I do not want to investigate, at present, your arrangement Hon. A. Macken-
with Perry: I want to know whut took place between you and the Zietoldhimbe =
Government ?—Perry and I both came down on the 6th or Tth of the getting security
month of December, 1874, after the date of that document, and Mr. [natanother =
Mackenzie said, says he: “ You were so long I have notified another

rty, but he is not likely to take it up; ™ and, said he, “ wait, and ifhe

0es not sign the contract you can have it.”

16235. Can you tell me whether you ever got a notice from the
Government that your time was up, and that you no longer had any
chance to get contract 5?—In writing or verbally I never got one.
It was quite to the contrary.

16236. Did you ever get any notice that unless you finished putting
up your security by & certain time that the Government would pass
Over your tender and go to the next man ?—No; that is what I asked
Mr, Mackenzie why he didn’t notify me when he found out I had signed

it, and give me a chance before he ‘gave it away; and he told me that
Wwas his own business.

10%
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Contract No. 4. 16237. In putting up your security did you not understand that it
was necessary that Mrs. Sellick, or some person of that name, should
reloase the claim upon the property offered as security ?—It was Mra.
Sellick’s property, but there was a mortgage on it, and he wanted that

released or a cash deposit.

Security. 16238. Then you understood that it was necessary to get that release
before your security was perfect ?—Yes.

16239. Did you get that release ?—No; that was not done, but this
other was done in lieu of it.

16240. What other was*done ?—This agreement was ontered into
between Peorry and I, and I got a letter ot credit for $10,000 with A. M.
Smith, of Toronto.

16241. Who got the letter of eredit >—Mr. Perry took it back to
Toronto. Mr. Mackenzie had it in his hand and kept a copy of it, and
he had nothing to do but to send it down to him when the contract was
gigned.

16242. Who had nothing to do but to send it down ?--If the Govern-
ment signed the contract the money would have been deposited.

16243. You expected that the Government would have signed the
contract before you deposited the money ?—No, I didn’t think they
would ; but they would give me some satisfaction that they would do it.
I didn’t want them even to do it, but to say yes instead of putting off
and putting off from day to day.

16244. Did you not get information at that interview with Mr.
Mackenzie that he had already awarded the contract to somebody else ?
—No; nor I didn’t for months afterwards, and T never konew until it
was fetched up in Parliament that it was. When [ was here and when
it was fetched up that the contract was signed on the 9th of February—
and he kept me here for threc weeks waiting day after day to have it
signed, and promising~ —

16245. Did Mr. Mackenzie give you any reason, at the time that you
showed him that letter of credit, why you could not get the contract ?
—No.

16246. Did he lead you to understand that you might get it? —Yes.

o oly iacken-  16247. What did he say ?—He said that those parties—Satton—

Suttop & Co. would not likely take it up, and I should likely get it, it would be the

g‘ggon‘;‘:ggg‘;;, first chance ; he told me so most distinctly more than once.

16248. Did he tell you they had the chance of taking it up ?—They
came here and went away again.

16249. Then he told you that before that day he had given Sutton
the chance of taking it up ?—Yes.

Interview with 16250. Can you name the day upon which you had that interview
fibockenzioon with Mr. Mackenzie ?—It was either the 6th or 7th day of December,
December, 1874.  1874.

Onthe 2nth Nov- 16251, The official documents show that on the 20th of November,
gmber,sutton & 1874, Mr. Braun, the Secretary of the Department, had notified Sutton
notified that they & Thirtkell thatthey might have the contract: can you now understand
gould have con-  why it was that in December, Mr. Mackenzie could not say positively

t.
rac that you should have it ?—I don’t know, because they never let me
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know what negotiations they were going on with. He said that they Comtract No. 4.
Wwere not likely to take it up, and Mr. Braun also told me that it was
not likely they would take it up and I had better stop, and I remained
until the day before Sir John's election in Kingston—until the night of
the 27th or 28th of December.

16252, This proposition which you say you made about the 'Tth of
December ?—Yes.

16253. Was made only verbally to Mr. Mackenzie ?—Mr. Perry and
I were together.

16254. But it was made verbally, was it ?—Yes; and he produced the
letter of credit to him.

16255. Was that in writing ?—The letter of credit was in writing.!

16256. Was the notice to the Government in writing ?—Yes; he got
a copy of the letter.

16257. Who wrote the notice or the letter to the Government that Notice to Govern-
you were ready to do the work ?—I copied it myself—that is the letter [oent that he was
of credit. work.,

16258. I am not asking about the letter of credit, I am asking about
this notice to them thatyou were ready todo the work ?—I didn’t give
them notice, I told them that I was ready. 1 told Mr. Braun, acd he
told me to go to Mr. Mackenzie, and [ went to Mr. Mackenzie. The
only notice they ever got in writing was when the House sat to fetch
it up. Kirkpatrick advised me to give them notice when I asked him
what was best to do. I asked him to fetch it up in the House, and
then there was notice given to them. I believe the contract was signed
then, but it was after that they were served with the notice.

16259. If the contract for this section bad been offered as early as
November 20th to Satton & Thirtkell, you can understand why the
Government could not give it to you in December ?—I could under-
stand it, but I never did understand it, because [ didn’t know it.

16260. You can understand it now ?—Yes; but I didn’'t know it
then, because Mr. Mackenzie let it to me. The day was appointed on
which all the contracts should be signed.

16261. That was on the former occasion when you were to have the
security ready in Kingston ?—No; on the Friday before the election
in Kingston. That would be about the 25th of the month.

16262. What month ?—No; it was after Christmas.

16263, What month ?——December. A day or two after Christmas Dr. On the Saturday
St. Jean and I went up to Mr. Mackenzie, and he told us to come on 595 A Mackens
Saturday, and, said he: “I will let you know what day you will come on Mouday
have the contract signed.” We went up on Saturday, and, said Leeias eoet
he : « As there is only balf a day the clerks will be out ai one o’clock, tract-

and come on Monday.” On Monday Dr. St.Jean and I went up again,

and he was gone to Montreal, or some plice else. Of course I was

Interested in Kingston a little and I left. I told Mr. Praun: “T would

80 to Kingston but I would be back in a few days.” I went to Kings- Witness left for
ton and voted, of course, and when I came back I could not get the Kingston to vote.
Contract. He put me off and put me off, and told me to go to Mr. Tru- When he got back
deau and find out all T wanted. I saw Mr, Trudeau, and he said he (0ttawa could
could do nothing about it, and said I would have to see Mr. Mackenzie,

104*
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and they kept me paddiing backwards and forwards two or three weeks
that way, and I could find out nothing about it.

16264. Before you made this arrangement with Perry in December
had you understood that you had failed to put up your security in
Kingston ?—No; because I had got time 1o commence in the spring.
Mr. Mackenzie and tho Minister of Justice told me I would have two
or three months if I wanted it.

16265. Did they tell you that in writing ?—No, in their own office ;
and the work was not to commence until spring.

16266, Did you know before November the 20th that you had failed
to Igut up the security in Kingston which you had tried to put up?
—No.

16267. Did you not know that Mrs. Sellick had refused to release
her land 2—No ; she didn’t refuse to release it.

16268. Didn’t she telegraph to the Department that she had with-
drawn her security ?—I did not know anything at all about it.

16269. Do you know now ?—I know since, by report. .

162'70. Has she told you ?—She never {old me. She left the city
shortly after and went away ; but I did not care at the time because I
was negotiating and had this partly done when she done that.

16271. Do you understand now that you had failed to put up the
Kingston security that you started to put up?—Yes; that failed, no
doubt.

16272. And it was after that failure that the Department awarded it
to Satton & Thirtkell, on November 20th, was it not? —According to
the accounts which I saw since fetching it up in the House, but I did
not know it before it was forced out of them in February—the latter
part of February, for they still held out that the contract was mine.

16273. Were you ever informed, either in writing or by word of
mouth by any one, that unless you put up your security within a given
time you would not be able to get the contract?—I neither got it
verbally or any other way, and that is what I found fault with ; and I
spoke 10 two or three Members of Parliament to see if thoy could not
find out what the reason was [ did not get notice. I never got it one
way or the other, because here is telegrams to me wanting me to sell
out the contract before I had it a week.

16274. Telegrams from whom ?—From Glass, of London. He came
to Kirgston and offered me $10,000 for it, and he would make up all the
necessary deposit and would go to Ottawa and bave the contract.

16275. Will you produce the telegram ?—Yes, there is the telegram
to meet him at such a place, but there is no price in any of them.
(Exhibit No. 232.)

16276. Where did he see you and make this offer?—At the City
Hotel, Kingston. He waunted me to meet him, and I told him if he
wanted to do anything to come to Kingston.

16277. And did you refuse to sell out your interest to him ?—I
refused to sell out until I would see Mackenzie, and I told him there
was more than that in it, and I did not want to let it go.
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16278. Was that on section 5 ?—That was section 5, Sir. His offor Contract No. 4.
was made to me in the presence of witnesses. There were a lot of
other gentiemen there,

16279. Have you seen any account of these notices in print after
they were returned to the House ?—Which notice, Sir ?

16281, Any of the nolices concerning this matter; you say it was
brought up in the House ?—Yes.

16281. Did you ever see anything about it in print ?-~I could not
be positive about it. I got a circular from the Senate, and when I got
that circular, as far as the print is concerned, it showed where Sutton and
the Minister was communicating at the same time that he was corres
ponding with me,

16282. But the communications that were going on with you at that
time were not in writing were they ?—No; I was there every day-—
sometimes twigg.

16283. It was those conversations which you have spuken of that
you call corresponding with you ?—Yes.

16284. And you say that at the same time that was going on the Wwhile verbally

printed papors show that they were communicating with those people i tneas 28

in Brantford ?—Yes; and I didn’t know a hap'orth about it until Senator Department com-

Aikins sent this paper down to me. I never knew it until that came Ethioating with

to me. Brantford.
ALFRED BOULTBEE, sworn and examined: BOULTBEE.
; — Tendering—
By the Chairman oil':' de ;:;x.-.
16285. Where do you live 2—Toronto. anasm

16286. Arve you a Member of the Houre of Commons ?—Yes.
‘ No interest what-

162 7. Have you had any interest in any of the transactions of the ever lnany o
Canadian Pucitic Raiilway ?—None whatever. Tt i
16288. Huve you taken any part in any of the transactions in which ton.
others were interested ?—1 came here before some of the tenders—I for-
ot what they were called, sections A and B, I think, Canadian Pacific
ilway —wore awarded last year, or last spring I think it was, before

they were upened for tender. I came here with Mr. Shields.

16289. In what capacity did you act with Mr. Shields ?—Well, I campe Came to Ottawa
as it were as his solicitor, though I was makiug no charge against him 85 sgiictier to
for doing so. 1 was under some obligation to him—considerable oblig- going to tender.
ations,in fact, when he asked me to come down. He said he was going

to tender with some others parties.
16290. Are you a practising solicitor ?—Yes,

16291. Were you present with him at any of his negotiations with
other parties in connection with that section B matter ?—Yex, 1 was.

- 16292. Who else were present ?—Well, that I really could hardly presentatan
tell you now. 1 was present at a great many meetings he had with nterviewbe =,
other parties that he was proposing to take an interest with or the Morse & Co.
that were proposing to him to take an interest. They extended over "

8ome wecks. I was present at one transaction (which was referred to
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in evidence) which brought me here to-day, where I met, I think,
a Mr. Morse and a Mr. Nicholson and a Mr. Marpole. Well, I
am not sure whether any others were present or not, but these four
were.

16293. Mr. Thompson 2—I think not; no.

16:.94. Mr. Watts?—Woell, T think a man named Watts was there,
but 1 would nét beclear on that. I think he was an engineer. 1 do

not know but that he was going to do engineering work for them. I
am not sure as to that.

16295. What part did you take in that interview ?—I went down
with Mr. Shieldsto meet these gentlemen at the hotel they were at—I
think it was the Windsor Hotel they were at-—to settle the terms of a

memorandum of agreement that they were going to enter into if they
got the contrant,

16296. Was there any written agreement ?—Yes there was a written
memoiandum of agreement drawn. I am not sure, but I think Mr.
Shields and I had it with us when we went there. I am not perfectly
sure whether I prepared it, or whether he had previously prepared it,
or had it prepared. [ rather think [ wrote it.

16297. From whom did you get the particulars from which that was
drawn ?—From Mr. Shields,

16298. Was that document executed at the time of this interview ?—
When we went there at first we found that it did not contain what they
thought were the terms at #1l.  They all quarrelled and disputed and I
left.  Thut is all I bad to do with it.

10299, Did you appear thore on account of any interest you had
yourself in the transaction ? —No, not the slightest.

16:.00. Was it suggested there, or at any other time, that in that
transaction you should have some personal interest. or pecuniary inter-
est 7— Not the slighest ; there never was such a suggestion made at all,
There was no couversation which took place, except as to the terms of
this agrecment., It grew to angry words directly. It did not last
long; they were widely divergent and did not agree at all in fact.
That was the whole of it. Mr. Shields said they had, and they said
they had not; it got into that shape and I came away.

16301. Were you present at the provious interview when the terms
of this previous agreement were discussed 7—-No; I did not kvow any-
thing about it at all. 1 was told by Mr, Shields it was settled, and
either he gave me a momorandum or 1 drew it. I rather think I drew

it. It came in the shape of a memorandum from Mr, Shields, and I
drew it.

16302, Did you take part, as his attorney or otherwise, in any other
negotiations about this matter with these same people, or with others ?
~No; 1l did with others, but not the same people. Well, we may per-
haps have discursod it with other people. There were twenty or thirty
such discussions took plice on parties proposing to take the contract.
Some were willing to g0 in with Mr. Shields, and Mr. Shields was
willing to go in with others, and so on. Ido mnot recollert anything
definite except with Fraser, Manning & Co. I drew a memorandum be-
tween them once that they should go in together.



1111 BOULTBEE

Temdoriwg—

Caontruots Nos.
16303. Had you at any time any pecuniary interest in this section B, 41 and 42.
or section A, or section C?--None whatever, neither in those nor in ,Ifee;;;',g:;g;}g,_

P . est in this or an
oy others other Canadian v

16304. Had you any other transaction connected with the Canadian Facific Rallway
Pacific Railway >—No; not in any shape conncected with it, in any ’

ssible way, and no arrangement or agreement that I made with any- Nothiog carried
body took effect. In these large arrangements, as soon as they agreed, g‘;&ﬁ‘gt‘g}g’&"fg
they broke promptly. Nothing was carried out that I had anythingto do with.
do with, :

16505. Was it proposed at any time that you should have yourself Alleged impro.
an interest in any transaction connected with the Pacific Railway ?—No, Pernfinenes

16306. Was it proposed that any person connected with any of the
Departments should have any interest in any of these transactions ?—
I never heard such a thing suggested myself.

16307. Are youaware of any Member of Parliament being interested
in the pecuniary results of any of these transactions ?-—~Not one.

16308. Or obtaining any benefit for any advantage given to any Awaroofmo
person 7—No; I do not know of any advantage, either directly or indi- on any ¥embor

. : . of Parliament or
rectly, given to any Member of Parliament, or myself. of Parliament or

16309. Are you aware of any benefit or advantage given to any jjfuacncesny
person for influencing any Member of Parliament ?—No. lament ;
16310. Are you aware of any person in any of the Departments Nor any officer
‘getting any advantage or interest out of any contract ?—No; I never of thie Depart-
met a member or person belorgiug to any of the Departments; never
8&W one in connection with these transactions.

16311, Are you aware of apy proposition made to any of those
arties in connection with those contracts by which any official of the
partments should get any benetit arising out of them ?—Never heard

of it, und never knew it myself. .

"16312. Are you aware of any person obtaining any advantage from
any person in any of the Departments over the general public ?7—No.

16313. I mean in connection with the Canadian Pacific Rail- Heard that the
way ?—I never heard a suggestion of any kind thrown out, except that fefuive positions
it was suggested it was possible to obtain information of the height of be found out.
the tenders—that it could be found out who was highest or who was
lowest, &c. Then I heard the same men announce within a few days Heard afterwards
that this turned out to be impossible—that it could not be discovered. jmarinty Wwas

16314. Do I understand you to say that you heard that such inform-
ation could be obtained from some particular person ?—I heard it talked
of by persons desiring to get the contract. They were discussing their
tenders—not discussing the amount, but discussing being tenderers. I
heard it suggested there wero means of finding out how the tenders
stood. I recollect hearing that discussed.

Told 8ir Charles

16315, Did they define the means in any way ?—No; and I may say rgprertnat ne
that I told Sir Charles Tupper that I heard it, and he said he thought had heard that
they would find it a little difficult to get any information of this kind; kardias position
8nd I fancy they did, at least he gave me to understand it would gg}l";"gﬁ‘hﬁ;‘;’ be

quite impossible, that it could not be reached in any way. (:il:l:vas im-

16316. Have you any reason to believe that any advantage was
©btained by any person over the general public ?—I don’t believe there
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was ; I had every reason to believe the contrary. T may say that I
was friendly to Mr. Shields and was anxious that he should get an
interest in the contract if he could. He bad been of greal assistance
to me, and 1 would have been zlad to have becn of any assistance to
bim in the matter. It became quite evident to me, being here a fort-
night, that it was perfectly impossible for any person to get advantage
from the discussion that was going on by men who knew far better than
1 did—the contractors. I remember, when I mentioned to Sir Charles
Tupper the assertion that was mado when these tenders were in, that
it could be understood how they stood, he not only negatived the matter
but gave me to understand that it would be done in the most business-
like manner possible, and could not be done in any other way.

16317. Is- therc any other matter connected with either of these
sections, A or B, on which you can give us information ?—No; [ know
nothing of it since, in the slightest.

16318, Ts there any other matter connected with the Canadian Pacific
Railway on which you can give us cvidence ?—No; I never had any-
thing to do with it in any shape since.

16319. I there anything further you wish to say 7—No; only Isaw
that the witness McCormick tried to put forward in a suggestive sort
of way that the inference might be drawn I had an interest in it. I
wish to say that I simply acted for Mr. Shields, and seeing that any
arrangement he had was put in proper shape.

16320. Is there anything further you wish to say ?—Nothing farther
I wish to say.

JouN WADDLE’S examination continued :

By the Chairman : —

16321. Is the letter which you have produced from Mr. Fieming to
yourself dated August 12th, 1874, the first communication to you that
your offer for section 5 would bo accepted 7—Yes, that is.

16322. What did you do on receiving this letter: did you write to
the Government saying that you would carry out your tender or did
you go down to Ottawa ?—I went to Ottawa, and I might correct my
statement by saying that 1 went to Ottawa before receiving that letter,
because that letter was posted, but the letter had not arrived in Kings-
ton when I left. When I returned from Ottawa I got it.

16323. How long did you stop in Ottawa on that occasion ?—I went
away that same afternoon.

16324. Did you see anybody here ?—I saw nobody but Mr. Scott and
Mr. Trudeau and'the Secretary.

16325. Did you get any information from them ?—Mr. Scott told me
the contract was mine, but he wanted $20,000, and he said : “ Leave it
there until until Mr. Mackenzie comes home.”

16326. Then did you write your letter which you have already
described—I mean tho one dated 24th August, offering to give $10,000
security ?—That was when I came back again and offered security.
That was on the return of Mr. Mackenzie I came down here.
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16327. Do you remember that shortly after that letter you telegraphed
that on account of some death you would not be able to leave for
Ottawa ?—Yes; he told me the contract was ready for me, that it was
something new to them, this section. By the circulars that were sent
out each man was to make a tender with a specification attached to his
tender. I had been so much connected with the telegraph that I
wrote one and so I came down. I telegraphed in consequence of death
I could not come down.

16328. Did you not get, in answer to that telegram, a telegram from
Mr. Braun, the Secretary, that what was wanted was Mr. Britton’s
approval of your security ?—Yes, I got a telegram to that etfect.

16329. From that time, which was the 27th August, until the time
that you say you came down early in December, did you ever have
any official communication or information connected with the Govern-
ment on this subject 7—I could not say what time I came down with
the contract. 1 left the contract drawnup and signed with the sureties
on it with Mr. Britton.

16330. But you understood that would not be carried out unless your
seeurity was accepted, your Kingston security, in which Mrs. Sellick
had something to do?—Yes.

16331. Your signing the contract would not be enough unless your
security was right; you understood that?—I understood perfectly well
that they had the amount of security in her mortgage independent of
the mortgage that was there. ,

16332. But did you not understand that it should be not only satis-
factory to your mind, but should be also declared satisfuctory to the
mind of the person who had been appointed to decide ?—I was satisfied,
and Mr. Britton was satisfied with it too; but he said he would report
upon it, and let the Government do as they liked. He gave me acerti-
ficate, but I lost it, certifying to Mr. Mackenzie that the security was
good; that it was over and above the amount required.

16333. Did you not come down after you had found that the security
was not approved of, and propose verbally that to make it good to the
Government you would permit them to retain $10,000 out of your first
estimates 7—Thero were two ways of doing it, and that was one of my
proposals.

16334. To whom did you make that proposxil?-—lt was to Mr.
Mackenzie.

16335. Was that accepted ?—The anwser was, I had time enongh to
§et it arranged, either to take up the mortgage or get new security.
n consequence of doing that T went to Toronto and arranged with Mr.
A. M. Smith, of Toronto. Mr. A. M. Smith was going to deposit the
money with the Government.

16336. After that when did you next communicate with the Govern-
_-ment to say you were ready to put up your security ?—I could not
state the day of the month. The 7th of December, when I came down,

I wrote to Mr. Mackenzie—what time I could not say, but previous to
that—that I would be down shortly with the necessary security.

16337. Have you got a copy of that letter ?2—No,

16338. Because no such letter appears in this report to Parliament ?
—No; I see there is no sign of the letter of credit either in that report.
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ContractNo.4.  16339. Did you band in this letter which you have last spoken of
notifying him that you wero ready with your security, or did you send

it by mail 2—I sent it by mail from Toronto.

16340. But you have no copy of it?—No. I think it was written
in Mr. Cooper’s office, and I posted it.

16341. There is no such letter in this report to Parliament : are you
sure you sont such a letter ?—I am quite sure I posted it; quite sure.

16342. About what time would that be?—It may have been two
weeks previous to coming down with the Perry contract.

16543. And that was about the 6th or Tth of December, was it?—
The time he came down was about the 6th or 7th.

16314. So the mailing of that letter would be about two weeks before.
—Yes, about a fortnight.

16345. Did you get any answer to that letter which you say
you sent about a fortnight before the 6th or 7th of December ?—I got
no answer from the Government. I got a telegram from Dr. St. Jean,
the Member for Ottawa.

16346. Can you produce that ?—No, Sir. I was down at his house to
seo about some papers but he was not in.
St Jean acting 16347. How weculd he be able to get any answer from Mr. Mackenzie
et ooy ™ to a letter from you to Mr. Mackenzie ?—Well, I will tell you, Sir. He
Qttawa, and told was acting for me when I was away from herc. He was communicat-
Mackenzic had  ing with me; anything that happened he would let me know ; and he
gothisletter.  called upon him, and he said that Mr. Mackenzie had got my letter,
and when I came down no doubt I would have the contract settled.
After that we had to go back and forward, Dr. St. Jean and myself,
from day to day for weeks after I came here—from the 6th to the
28th.

16348. You mean from the 6th to the 28th of December ?—Yes;
long after this letter he was still promising it would be executed, and
all | wanted was him to say what to do and it would be done, and I
would go up to Toronto and send the funds down.

16349. Do you say that after the 6th of December and up to the 28th
of December, Mr. Mackenzie, or some one in the Department, told you
that all that was wanted was for you to get your sccurity ready ?—He
did not say to get the security ready for he knew it was roady.

o4 from day o 16350, Don’t give me the reason, but tell me what he said ?—From

ton & Thirtkell day to day he told me to wait and see whether Sutton & Thirtkell had
e trantake the executed or not, and if Sutton did not take it, it was to be handed over

be handed over to to me as it was originally.

witness,
16351. Was any person present with you when Mr. Mackenzie or
any one in the Departments told you that ? ~The doctor was with me.

16352, What doctor ?—Dr. St. Jean; he lives here in Ottawa.
He went with me different times himself; he went in the office and I
would be in the hall.

16353. Is he here now in Ottawa?—I presume he is in the city. I
was at his house this morning, but he was not in.

—

16354. Was he with you on more than one occasion ?—Yes, I
suppose more than two dozen times; we would be up every other day.
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16:55. Did it never occur to you that it would be a good plan to
have some of those communications on paper instead of talking be-
tween you and this Member and Mr. Mackenzie ?—No; [ thought
there was some honesty about the thing. I never had official commu-
nication with him, only T would go in the morning and send him in.
Sometimes he would go and see Mr. Trudeau, and sometimos he would
say he would go in the morning. That was the answer he would give,
Jjust according as he was basy.

16356. How many times do you think altogether he did see you on
this subject ?—About a dozen or more inside of these two or three
week+. Dr. St. Jean and I went on a Friday. We saw him that day. We
were to come the next day, Saturday, and he would let us know what
day the coniract would be~xigned, and I could go and get all the money
and send it down to him. On Saturday we went up again, and he told
us to let it staud until Monday. I stopped over Sunday, and Monday

Telegraph—
'l‘ondelr’ln .
Contract No. 4.

the doctor and I went up again. At 11 o'clock Mr. Mackenzie was Told Braun he

gone away, we heard, to Montreal. I went in and told Mr. Braun that
I was going up to Kingston. Isaid: “I am going up to Kingston to
vote.” He said : “ You had better stop.”

1435%. Do you not understand you ave telling me all this time that
Mr. Mackenzie had only to tell you the time the contract would be
signed, and at the same time you tell me he «uid it could not ke signed
because Suttun & Thirtkell had the offer ?—He was keeping it back.

16308. You are not consistent in what you say : you said there was
nothing to be done but just name the time of signing the contract.
Another time you say he told you to wait until Sutton & Thirtkell wore

was going to
Kingston to vote,
who told him he
had better re-

main.

Hon. A. Macken=
zie wanted him
10 wait to see if
Button & Thirt-~
kell would take

settled with ?— I think you do not understand me. He wanted me to contraot.

wait until I would see if Thirtkell & Sutton would take it.

16359. Then there was something besides the contract to be signed ?
~—That was the main point. I was to go theve'and get the information.

16260. Now didn’t he tell you this in substance: that he could not
deal with you until he knew whether Sutton & Thirtkell would take it;
was not that the substance of what he told you?—He could not give
me a decided unswer.

16361, But he could not give you a decided answer because of Sutton
& Thirtkell 7—He would tell me to come one day after another.

16362, Was not the substance of what he told you, that he could not
deal with you until he ascertained whether Sutton & Thirtkell would
take the contract ?—The answer he gave me was that if they did not
take it that I should have it.

16363, Didu’t he tell you that that had to be found out first : whether
Sutton & Thirtkell would take it?—I do not know whether he said
that, but that would ba the substuuce of it.

16364. Then why do you tell me that all that had to be done was to
name the day to siyn the contract ?—That is what he told me, what I
.am telling you.

16365, Before naming the day ho wanted to know whether he could
Dame a day ? --I should think so, but I found out—ryerbaps he did not
tell me that though—from a gentleman who was stopping at the Russell
3 ouse, that Sutton had thrown it up, and would not have anything to

0 with it. :
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16365, Who did you find that out from ?—From a man from Brant-
ford who was there.

1636'7. Who ?——He has movel up from Toronto to Brantford, and he
told me Sutton wanted him to go security and he would not.

16368. Can you name him : was it Oliver 2—No.
16369. Or Davidson ?—No; neither of them.
16370. Was it Brown ?—XNo. Oh, I forget his name.

16:71. Thompson ?—The name is in my head. He used to keep a
large saloon on Yonge Street, Toronto, and sold out, and was living
private in Brantford. It was be that told me;at any vate I know
Sutton was here, and I went to see him, and did not see him.

Sutton in Ottawa 16372, Then you understood while you were here, and while these

Nature of wit-

ness’s complaint.

conversations wore going on with Mr. Mackenzie, that Sutton was here
trying to complete his contract, did you not ?—He was here.

16373. Trying to get security and do something to complete his con-
tract ?—That is what I understood—Mr. Fleming told me he was here
himself, and I went to see him, and did not see him. Ho had gone
away the night beforo.

16374. Had you any other communication with other perronz besides
those connected with the Goverminent on the subject of this contract—
such persons a3 Sutton «r those who got the contract ?—Not those that:
got tho contract. I had no converration with them. I had communi-
cation with other men that wanted to find the money for me, and:
would fork up all the money that was required. 1 had communica-
tion with Mr, Harper, of London.

16375. Wo do not think it proper to enquire into your private nego-
tiations ; we do no cheose to enquire into what bargaius you made
with peoplo about helping you; that has nothing to do with the
tranaaction as far as the public are concerned: the questinn is, whe-
ther you were entitled to any more than you got from the Gavernment.
That is what T understand your complaiut to be; that you ouzht to
have got something that you did not get: is that right?—'That is
right.

163%6. Tho preparations you made to get your security would not
therefore atfect that question. Now, 1 understand you to sy sabstan-
tially this: that after you got notice that ~ection 5 was awarded (o you,
you endeavoured to put up security upon real estate in King~ton, and
without your being informed by the Minister that any given time:
would eud your opportunity of dving this the contract was offered to
other perzons, no notice being given to you when the time wus over 7—
That is exactly so.

16377. Then later than that, in December some time, you came
down here and offered to put up recurity in & different shape: you
were informed by the Minister that it had been offered to another per-
son, Sutton or to Sutton & Thirtkell, and if they failed you were to.
have an opportunity of getting the contract by putting up different
sgcurity : is that the meaning of your story ?—That is the substance
of it, ‘

16378. TIs there anything else about the story that you wish to inform
us of ?—Well, as you remark, there is no use of going into anything to-
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show that I did not know anything about it. Mr. Harper, of London,
and I, on the strength of going to get No. 6—1 was sending up No. b
to him—he was going to give me $6,000 in cash and put up the $10,000
for the Government, and give all necessary securitics, wherein 1 have
his letiers and telegrams up to February, and that shows I did not
know it was given to any one else,

16379. You have already sworn that you did not know it ?—In sup-
port of that I have these papers.

16380. Assuming that is a fact, that you did not know, is there
anything else you wish to inform us of ?—Nothing farther. I suppose
that is all that is necessary, when it is not necessary to go into showing
that there were others besides the Perry contract.

16381. We do not care toenquire into the manner in which you pre-
pared yourself to put up the security ; the point is whether you were
prepared finally at the right time, and if not whether you ought to have
had an extension of time ?—Yes; I may state, when I come to think of
it, that amongst the rest I went to Mr. Cartwright, being a Kingston
man, and I felt that perhaps he would give me some information on it,
I told him how I was used, and that Mr. Mackenzie would give me no
satisfaction. « Well,” says he, “why didn’t you go to work on your being
awarded the contract, and before you got any money the contract would
be signed, and according to the act you bad the right to go to work on
the notification you got, but I will go and see Mr. Mackenzie and you
can call to-morrow.” Ho seen Mr. Mackenzie, aud Mr. Mackenzie told
him if these men didn’t take it T would get the contract.

16382, What men ? - Those Brantford men.
16383. That was in December ?—Yes.

16384. Were you present when Mr. Mackenzie told Sir Richard
Cartwright that ?—No; that was Mr. Cartwright’s answer to me, and
Mr. Cartwright was very angry with me for not going to work.

16385. Perhaps he meant to go to work to get the securily ?~-No;
1 have gone on with other contracts since then in the same way.

16386. Did you ever get the second opportunity, which you say
was promised you, namely, that if Sutton & Thirtkell failed to put up
their security and take the contract, you should be permitted to do so?
—No, Sir, I never got it direct nor indirect.

16387. If you had got the contract, had yon pecuniary assistance or
‘means of your own to enable you to fulfil it ?—1 have any amount.
After two or three found out what contract it was, I had any amount of
money at my back. There were half-a-dozen, ready to go in with me
after it was settled. I could give them one-third of contract or what-
-ever was reasonable. Mr. A. M. Smith, of Toronto, said: “ After you
have it fixed and signed I will give you $20,000, and give it up alto-
gother; ” and it was his advice to me to go and sell No. 5 and take No.
46, as soon as the Government was ready to go on with it. At that time
we thought the Government were going on with it right away (No.6). 1
may also state, too, I went and purchased 200 pairs of blankets in
Montreal and tent equipages for 200 men to go to work in the spring,
and went to work and got the telegraph spoons to make the holes. I
8o0ld the blankets afterwards by anction when I did not get it.
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16388. Is there any other matter connected with the Pacific Railway
in which you have been interested?—1I have tendered for other con-
tracts since then,

16389. What sort of contracts >—I have tendered for those tank-
houses, but they did not decide on doing them that way, and it
was arranged some other way.

16390. Do you consider that your tender for any of these works has
ever been passed over improperly ?—Nothing more than I never ten-
dered undor tho same Government since they fooled me in' this. I
never tendered with them only once in Kingston, and I tendered there
and got the job.

16391. On the Pacific Railway ?—No, not on the Pacific Railway.

16392, Is there any further evidenco which you can give connected
with the Pacific Railway ?—Yes ; I un.derstood that No. 4 section—that
my tender was the lowest as well as ‘No. 5, but I got no notice of it
from the Government.

16393. Which was scction 4 ?—Section 4 would be west of Winnipeg,
because No. b is this side of Fort Garry.

16394. Where was the section you think you tendered lowest for ?
—No. 4.

16395. Without numbering it can you tell us what part of the world
it was in ?—It would be going west from Winnipeg up.

16396. Do you know where the section you are speaking of lies
—1I cannot remember it now, but I will look it out ; it is in the specifi-
cation—Lac La Hache is the commencement of that.

16397. Where is that ?>—In British Columbia.
16398. Is that the one you ‘endered for ?—Yes.

16399. Is that the one you arc speaking of, the British Columbia
section ? ~Yes.

16400. As to that section the Engincer-in-Chief reported to the
Government that your tender was the lowest after that of W. R.
McDonald of Yale, and he reported that Mr. McDonald’s prices were too
low to enable him to complete it with certainty. Thatis Mr. Fleming’s
opinion, and then as to your tender he reports that it was not advisable
to give to one contractor two different sections, and having given you
scction 5, he advised the Government not to give you also section 4 in
British Columbia; was that the way you understood it?—No, that
was not the way I understood it. All I could find out was, I was the
lowest tender for it. I never could find out any reason why I did not
get it. I could have done it for tho amount I tendered for, and done
something at it, and handed it over to another.

16401. Is there any other matter connected with the Pacific Railway
or telegraph which you wish to explain ?—Nothing that I am aware of.
1 may state I suppose that I notified this Government, as quick as the
Ministry was formed, that I was awarded No. 6, and was prepared at
any time to put up the sccurity and go on with the contract.

16402. Did they let it to you or any one clse ?—No; I got a reply
from Mr. Braun that they had received my letler. I kept that. Any
letters that come I keep them now so that I notify them in time.
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16403. Is there anything further you wish to say ?-~No; there is no
use in showing you those transactions in which I got the cash.

16404. I don’t know what it is, but I can tell you we don’t care to
know what your arrangements were for getting the security: have you
anything further to say by way of evidence ?— Nothing further.

————— s e———

GeorgE CAMPBELL, sworn and examined : CAMPBELL.
By the Chairman :— Transportation
. . On Lake
16405. Where do you live 2—I live at Windsor. Superior.

16406. What is your occupation ?—Lumberman, and in the vessel
business.

16407. Have you had any active experience in the management of
vessels or in freighting vessels ?—Yes.

For twenty y
16408. For what period ?—For a number of years—iwenty years. 2553‘}%?52%{‘?::
T
16409. Do you know anything about the vessel business on Lake organized a line
Superior ?—Something ; yes, Sir. I organized a line that run there, of freight and

. : . : assage vessels
commencing in 1873, 1 believe. Fo 1578 which

Lak
16410. A line of freight vessels ?—Freight and passenger vessels. Supertor.

16411. Did this line transact business on Lake Superior ?—They did.
16412. At what time 7—1873 and 18174, I think,
16413. Have you been up on Lake Superior yourself ?—I have.

16414. Froquently >-—Not very frequenily; I was there about two
months ago.

16415. Had you any means of knowing during the year 1874 or 1875 Knows how
of the prices of freight from different points on Liake Superior ?—Yes, Brices for freight,
I had— 1874-756 ? 1875,

16416. Yes ?— Yes, I had.

16417, What opportunity had you of knowing ?—Well, I ran a line
there, competing for freight, and took freight, and contracted for it.

16418. What sort of freight 7—All sorts of freight.

16419. What sort of vessels were comprised in this line that you
8peak of ?—Two steamers, rated high—A 1 vessels.

16420. About what tonnage ?2—About 400 tons each.

16421. Did you compete for the transportation of any rails over
ake Superior at any time ?—I did not.

16422. Could you say what would be a fair price, if there was com-
Petition, for the transportation of rails from Fort William to Duluth in
the fall of 1878 ?—Yes, I think I could.

16423. What would you say would be a fair rate ?—I should think a i‘;ﬁ‘;’r”rﬁ’{‘é"%§°"x
air rate would be about $1.50 a ton—a gross ton—that is an iron rail ton, transporting rafls

think I could have got them carried, or could have carried them for William to

: Duluth in fall of

ﬂlﬂt, very easily. 1878,
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16424. Do you say that, in the absence of any special agreement, a
ton of rails is understood in transportation to be a ton of 2,240 lbs ?
—T1 always understood it so; that is the rule in the American Marine,
and also in a1l marine service, 1 think.

16425. Havo the rates for the transportation of such material varied
very much from year to year, within the last three or four years ?—
Not since 1874. They have been uniformly very low until this year,
they have advanced a little, but not much.

16126. What have been the rates this year ?—I think iron could
have heen taken from the foou of the lakes, at Kingston, ap to Duluth,
for about $2 a ton, a gross ton. I think it has been carried for that.

1642%7. What would be a fair rate in this year of 1880 to curry rails
from Fort William to Duluth ?—I should think $1.50 would be an
extra good price. It could be easily done for that.

h16428. And how would it be in 1879 ?—It would be a good price
then.

16429. How would it be in 1878 ?—It would be good all those years,
because they were dull years.

16430. How far back was it when the price would be higher between
those two points ?—In 1871 and 1872, freights were higher then. In
1873 there was great depression in the carrying trade. 'I'hey have all
been cheap years.

16431. Does your line transact its business under any corporate
name ?—The Windsor and Lake Superior Line. I carried the mails
for three or four years. I got a trip subsidy for carrying the mails in
1874 and 1875 from the Department here.

16432, Was there any dissatisfaction on the part of the Government
with the way you fulfilled your contract ?—Not at all. I think we did
the work to their entire satisfaction. We carried the last mails on
Lako Superior after the other boats had stopped running.

16433. To what part of Lake Superior ?—All the way to Duluth
from Sarnia.

16434. Stopping at Fort William ?—Yes, at Fort William and all the
places. We became amalgamated with the Beatty Linc, called the
North-West Transportation Co. ; it was the amalgamation of these two
lines that formed the North-West Transportation Co.

16435. When did this amalgamation take place ?—I am giving you
1874 and 1873, and I run the boats. I think it was in 1875~1876, or
1876-1817, 1 think.

16436. Is there any other line doing business over these lakes now
besides the North-West Transportation Co.?—There is a line run-
ning through, a regular line running through.

16437. Over Lake Superior 7—Yes.

16438. What line is that called ?-—I think it is called the Collingwood
and Lake Superior Line; I do not know just the name of it. It is
called in common terms the Collingwood Line through Lake
Superior.

16439. In the fall of 1878, do

ou know whether there was any other
line besides the North-West '%

ransportation Co, which could tran-
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sport rails from Fort William to Duluth?—I suppose the Colling- Supertor.
wood Line could have done so. well as the Northe

‘West Transporta.

16440. That line was in existence then ?—Yes, and has always been, ton €o.

1644!. Are you aware of any actual transactions at about the rates There could be no
which you have mentioned—for instance, iron material—being carried {omRetition
somewhere about $1.50 or $2 per ton to those two points ?—There yrilliam and
are no transactions that I could name but the one referring to these ’
two points; but I am taking the distances and time of carrying, making
my prices by them, Of course there is only the rails at Fort William
to go to Duluth, and there could be no competition there.

16442. What would be considered a fair day’s pay for a boat of the $100a day good
size that would carry say 400 or 500 tons ?—1I should think $100 a day 287 forapost =
would be good pay ; they are willing to work for that even this year, ing50tons.

and freights have advanced.

16443. How many days would it take to load and go from Fort Wil- Ffﬁ'ﬁlaf;l;:)
liam to Duluth and back, supposing there was no return trip ?—Six Duluth six days

days to load, urload and return. to load and un-
16444. Then, assuming there was no return load at the rate you $600 would be

name, would 600 be a fair compensation ?—Oh, yes; $100 a day §2°3 Pa7 which
would be very good.

would make.
16445. And at 400 tons, that would be $1.50 a ton ?—It would make
those very figuros.

16416. In stating this day’'s compensation as a fair one, do you mean
for a vessel which would carry 400 tons of iron ?—I am speaking of that
kind of vessel—400 to 500 tons.

16447. If it carried 500 tons less than $1.50 would yield a better com-
pensation ?—No ; Ido not think it would. You would have a larger boat,
you would have to use more fuel, and there would be a larger invest-
ment in it, of course you would expect more a day for a larger boat.

16448. Do you know whether there was any difficulty in that fall
of 1878, in getting freight carried ?—I do not think it. I am in the
business chartering for freight, and I had no difficulty in getting
vessels that year.

16449. Do I understand you to say that $600 would be fair compen-
sation ?—1I should say so.

_ 16450. Although no return freight was given ?—It the boat was would be willing
loaded lighter it would go quicker. I would be guite willing to charter G giarter a boat

£ 104 day fo
a boat with all the good prospects of next season at $100 a day, and it et w:e_rms.' o

would be guite good pay.

16451. Have you any means of knowing the rates of freight inland,
from Duluth to Red River for instance ?—1I have none at all.

16452. About what is the distance from Fort William to Daluth ?— Fort William to
It is called 200 miles —204 laid down—aboyt 200 miles in round num- DS, distance
bers. It would run twenty hours each way, aboat twenty-two hours.

16453. And bow long do you say it would take to load and unlead
4 vessel, and go from Fort William and back 7—I am giving six days
3& lenty of time, making allowance for something in weather and in
elays,
11%*
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amenor. 16454. In taking a contract for the transportation of a quantity,.

such as 1,500 tons, would that be a fair allowance, do you think, or is-
it too much or too little—I mean six days for the round trip, carrying
400 tons ?—1 should think that would be good pay.

16455. Would it be a fair allowance for time ?—I should think it
wouald be about right. This very thing of time between Fort William.
and Duluth, is canvassed among sailor men and men having boats, and
it is about that. I have had means of knowing what the time is, and
I sperk readily on that account,

1p 1677, 1878 and 16456. What do you say the work would be worth from Kingston
v pabn orged Westward 1o Duluth >—I should say in 1877 and 1878, and even in

etggl.'y at$ia 1879, it could have been carried very easily for $2 a ton.

Generally & 16457. 1s there a return freight generally coming eastward ?—Yes;
return frefght-  they have timber and grain—timber on Lake Superior.

Carried for that 16358. Is that the reason why you think it would be so low ?—Yes ;
this year. and because I understand it has been carried for that this year, and
was offered for that last year.

16459. What kind of iron ?—Railroad iron. For instance, a vessel
going up there for timber would carry about 500 tons—that would be
$1,000. I ¢ould bave got twenty vessels last year to take it at that
rate from Kingston, because they go from Kingston to Lake Superior
light for timber at a cerain time of the year——July and August—
because it is a very desirable kind of freight.

16460. Is it that particular time of the year when you think it would
be as low as $2 ?—Yes ; that is the time the timber is carried.

16461." Later on than August how would it be ?-~As you know, later
in the season all rates harden, and tend upwards.

16462. In September, 1878, an offer was made to the Government to
transport 1,000 tons of rails, more or less, from Fort William to Emerson.
We have reason to think that the rate from Dulath to Emerson was
about $13.50, Canadian currency : now, assuming that to be the rate.
from Duluth to Kmerson, what would you say to be a faiv price to pay
for the whole distance from Fort William to Emerson ?—Woell, there
may be something connected with the mana%ement of railway freights
and loss of interest in collections and something of that kind that I
could not speak of. I can give you what the additional freight from
Fort William to Duluth would be added to that.

In Seg)tember

1878, 810 per ton ~ 16463. The loss of interest would not be mueh where the Govern-
N ouldbavebeens ment was paymaster. Assuming it to be a Government contract what
from Fort would be in September, 1878, a fair paying price from Fort William
Nilliam to to Duluth ?——I think $1.50 would be a good rate, a very good rate.
16464. Would that include the charges for loading and unloading,.
piling, wharfage and harbour dues, storage and insurance ?—No; simply
freight.

16465. Well, add the cherges for loading, unloading, piling, wharfage,
harbour dueg, storage and insurance ?—I do not know what they would
amount to in dollars'and cents. Of course, you must give me an idea
of what thoy are and I will tell you then.

16466. Have you any idea’of the value of loading and unloading ?—-
Yes. :
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16467. What would that be on this item of rails ?—It is supposed, ®5 nke
of course, that in freighting, a boat will use her own machinery and
men for loading. The matter of loading does not amount to a great $25a cargo wonld
deal—probably $25 a cargo would load the vessel—the extra labour, ~ 103d the vessel.

16468. Do you mean loading and unloading ?—No; the loading
would be about $25.

16469. For each trip ?—Yes; and unloading yperhaps a little more,
for they would have to pile it far back. I assume, of course, that they
would get it within reach of the ship’s tackle, well piled and in a
proper shape to load.

16470. Would the unloading include piling the rails >—No ; it would
include piling convenient to the ship, but not to carry it back any
great distance. If you were shipping large quantities and had to take
a field for it whare it would have to be hauled it woald not.

16471. Have you any idea of the rate of insurance for such property ?
—Some idea.
16472. What would the rate of insurance be for rails ?—It would be Rate of insurance
. . . . rails with a
a nominal sum for that distance with a gooi vessel. goudlves}sel a
nomlinal sum.
16473. What do you call a nominal sam ?—Perhaps not an eighth of
a cent.

16474. Do you know what rate rails are generally valued at for pur- Raiis for insur-

poses of insurance ?—They are valued at cost. oosg, iuedat

16475. Do you know what that would be in September, 1878 ?—
Steel rails ?

16476. Yes, steel rails 7—1I suppose they would cost $58 to 860.

16477. Do you know anything about the harbour dues at Duluth ?—
No; there is nothing of any kind. Thero is nothing, T think.

16478. Would storage come in as a charge against rails ?—1 do not Anything more
think it would. I suppose they would be landed on the railroad’s pro- Hyh tne ratls
perty, unless there was some extraordinary piling or the rails lay veying them and
very far back. Of course there would be nothing additional, because Hock again.wonld
the boat is supposed to take them off the dock and land them on the have tobe added

. . N Y. . $1.50 per
dock again. If there is anything additional to that it would be an extra ton.
charge on the $1.50, I should say 20 cts. a ton. 15 or 20 cts. would 150r 2 cts. a ton

pay the whole thing—insurance, piling and all I should say. e pay inaur-

16479. Have you an opportunity of judging of the rate for trans- From Montreal
portation from Montreal westward ?—Yes; all the time. west.

16480. Do you know whether it is more or less expensive to transport No difference be-
rails from Montreal westward than from Lachine westward, ov is there |y oaiis wost =
any difference ?-—Oh, there would be no differenco. 1 should think there f m Montreal

ro
e - t 1
would not be any difference of any kind—about the same. Tachine.

16481. About what difference would there be in transporting rails About $1.25 more
from Montreal to Duluth and from Kingston to Duluth ?—It would be Dotath chan from
about $1.25 more from Montreal in ordinary times, which would mean Kingston to
the transter and handling at Kingston. o

16482. Do you know whether in September, 1878, or October, 1878,
there was any scarcity of vesscls to transport rails on Lake Superior ?
—I don't think there was. I don’t think it was known the business was

there. If it was known I dare say there would have heen vessels to do
113*
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From Montreal
wests

From King:ton
to Duinth.

A vessel would go
from Kingston to
Duluth in eigh-
teen days.

Propellors would
charge 50 cts a
ton more than
sailing vesseis.

Glves a large
%lce from rort

1lliam to
Duluth ; reason
for this.

*2from Kingston
to Luluth.

Difficult to get
‘salling vessels in
all.

In fall of 1880 no
difficulty in get-

ting a steamer to

take iron from
Detroit to Fort
‘William at $1 a
ton.

the work. I judge from the fall being a vory dull one for work in other
places.

1¢'483. Do you mean that that full it was an object to get freight:
that vessel owners wore anxions to get freight ?—Yes; 1878 wasa
dull time for freight, and so was 1879.

16484. Don’t you think that you are mistaken about the freight
from Kingston westward being as low as $2?—No, 1 am not; not a
bit.

16485. What time would it take a vessel to go from Kingston to
Daluth 2—About cighteen days. I am speaking of a sailing vessel—
that is the average time. It is the same as going to Chicago.
There is no difference in time. Of course, you can get freight to
Chicago for 82 a ton.

16486. Are you speaking of sailing vessels to Duluth ?2—Yes.

16487. How about propellors ?—1I should think it might cost a little
more.

16488. How much more ?—Perhaps 50 cts.

16489, How is it that it costs more to be taken by propellors ?
—Propellors are not running on that lake for down freights; sail-
ing vessels are.  For that reason there is a large amount of light ton-
nage in the shape of vessels that are not propellors.

16490. Ther it would be worth more to take it from Kingston to
Duluth than the price you have named ?—A little more, not much.

16491. T do not quite understand bow it is that if the price from
Fort William to Duluth would be about $1.50, that the price from
Kingston to Duluth would be only $2, because the distance is so much
greater ?—Well, [ am giving you avery large price from Fort William,
becaase it is & distant place, and a man would have to send specially
there for it, and could not depend upon any down freight. hen I
mean up from Kingston $2, I look for return freight, which would
lower it considerably.

16492. That would be equivalent to double, if you had a return load ?
—Yes, The reason I say $2.50 is because I have offered to carry iron
for that this year.

16493, From Kingston to Duluth ?—Yes, by steamers; and I have
heard of offers to do it for 82 by vessels. I have not had it myself, but
the steamer 1 have.

16494. Does this Collingwood Line comprise steam vessels or schoon-
ers, or both?—No. Steam vesscls altogether. There are no lines of
regular traders, sailing vessels, to Lake Superior.

16495, Would it be difficult to get sailing vessels in the fall ?—Yes,
vory hard in the fall on Lake Superior, although some do. I had
freight to go to Fort William this fall, and I had no difficulty in get-

ting a steamer to take it at a freight equal to about $1 a ton from De-
troit for iron.

16496. Freight from Detroit to what point on Lake Superior ?—
Fort William.

16497. At $1 a ton 7—Equal to $1 a ton on iron.
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16498. Did that include loading and unloading ?-—It was put on the F{o's Kingston
rail of the vessel and discharged iu the same wav. The vessels stowed 1y6 vessel stowed
it them=elves and delivered it on the dock at Fort William, They the iron and do-
would have done it for the same to Duluth. I can give you the name, and wouid nave’

if you wish, of the boat. carried :\tt'gla
16499. You may name it >—The steam barge « Van Allan.” ton.

16500. Tn these prices which you have named from Kingston west-
ward, do you include the canal tolls or should they be added ? -1t is
assumed that iron taken at Kingston has the Welland Canal tolls paid.
Of course freighters tuking iron understand that. Sometimes they

split it though, Price named
16501. Then the Welland Canal tolls should be added ?2~~The tolls above from

are all supposed to be paid through. That price 1 have nam«d would be Baleitcwomid
supposing that they were paid, suppose :ﬂ:li::;g.

'16302. Bat if they had to be paid it would be added to the vrice you Welland Canal
have named ?—Yes; unless there was a large contract; a line could Yo ehon moe
divide the tolls on a large contract. It is only a small item the added to the $2.

Welland Canal tolls. It ought to be added to that price of §2.

16503. I suppose the prices which you are quoting from Kingston $2the pricein
are the summer prices, not the late fall prices ?—Summer prices. suminer. .

16504. As a rule, how much would'be added for the fall prices ?—
That is a very hard matter to say. .

16505. It varies from year to year then?—Yes; it is not much
navigated in tho fall, Lake Superior.

16506. Is iron a more troublesome cargo than most eargoes inrough
weather ?—No; it is not a bad cargo at ail if it is properly stowed.

16507. And no extra prico would be added on that accoant? ~No; Tron an accept-
it is a good cargo for many reasons. 1t is 8 good general cargo in case &jug reight and
of accident. It is very acceptable freight on that account. I would cheaper.
rather have iron than perishable freights. It is u favonrable freight on
that account, and it is always carried cheaper on that accoust, It is
not damaged by wet or anything of that kind.

16508. Have you had any interest in any transactions on the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway ?—1 bave not.

16509. Are you able to give us any information upon any of them ?
—1I am not.

16510. Is there anything further which you wish to say in addition
to what you have already said upon the subject ?—Notl.ing.

te—— ottt e

Orrawa, Thursday, 25th November, 1880. "DAVIDSON,

Josepr DavIDsoN, sworn and examined : Telegraph—
B Chai . Tendering.
y the Chairman :— Comtract No, 4.

16511. Where do you live ?—I live in Toronto,
165612, What is your business ?—Lumber merchant.

16513. Have you had any connection with any of the transactions on
the Canadian Pacific Railway, or with the telegraph connected-with _
1t 2—With the telegraph line, I have.
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not put up money

16514. What was the first transaction in which you were interested ?
—Wo had a contract with the Government to build a telegraph from
the head of Luke Superior to near Winnipeg, or about Winnipeg.

16515. Was that the section which was known as section 5 of the
Canadian Pacific Telegraph Line ?—I am not certain about the section,
but we had the whole of that part of it to buildl—from the head of Lake
Superior to Winnipeg.

16516. You mean to Red River 7—To Red River, somcwhere in that
neighbourhood—about 420 miles, I think.

16517. Was the work let by public competition ?>—Yes; it was ad-
vertised, 1 think, by the Government.

16518. Do you meoan advertised asking for tenders ?—I think so.
16519, Were you one of the parties who tendered ?—No ; I was not,

16520. Then how did you become interested ?7—I am a member, or
used to be a member, of the firm of Oliver, Davidson & Co., and we
bought out Sutton’s tender.

1652, Who, besides yourself, were the members of Oliver, Davidson
& Co.?—Adam Oliver, ot Irgersoll; and P. J. Brown, of Ingersoll; and
I think his partner was a silent partner in it.

16522, Who was that 7—Mr. Wells. . .
16533. What is the occupation of Mr. Wells ?—He is a barrister.
16524, Where does he live 2—In Ingersoll.

16525, With whom did you tirst have any communication on this
subject 7—I thinlk it was with Mr. Sutton. :

16526, Where ?——Toronto, I think.

16527. Was it by appointment with him, or did he comeo there to tind
you ?—1I think he came there to find us.

16528, Did any pevson come with him ?—I think not.

16529. Do you know about the date of that visit of bis ?—I could not
tell you to give you the exact date; but he could not put up the money
with the Government, and when his time was about qut he came to us
and sold us his interest, and we put the money up. I suppose it would
be in 1873, or 1872, or 1874, or somewheres along there,

16530. Do you mean that time had been given to him during which he
could put up the deposit and that time was about expiring and he was
not able to put it up? 1 think that is what he said to us, that the time
was about expiring—that it hadn’t expired, but it was about to expire.

16531. Do you know how much longer he had, after the time he
saw you, during which he could put up the deposit and secure the
contract ?—I could not charge my memory as to that positively, but I
think he said the time was nearly out.

16532. Did he show you any piper on the subject: any letter,
telegram, or other document ?—[ think he had some papers or tele-
grams from the Government, notifying him that it would be re-let or
rometbing if he did not put up the money. Of course I would not be
positive about that, it is so long ago.

16533. Did you decide to help him—to become interested with him ?
— We bought him out, and I think he had a quarter interest.

A
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16534. You bought out three-quarters of his interest —Yes; we had
the entire management of it. He had pothing to do with the manage-
ament of it.

16535. Only interested so far as the profits were concerned ?—Yes, so
far as the profits were concerned ; I would not be positive, but I am
almost sure he had.

16536. Were the terms to that effect arranged at Toronto, at the
first meeting between you and him?—Oliver & Sutton and I were
together the three of us, and we talked the matter over and then we
came down to Ottawa.

16537. Before you left Toronto, I am asking you whether you and

Oliver and Satton had come to any arrangement by which Sutton was to Sutto

retain one-fourth and you were to have three-fourths of this contract?
—I think there was something of that kind arranged, provided we got
the contract from the Government,

16538, As far as your firm and Sutton was concerned, did you
arrange the basis of this matter before you left Toronto to go to Ottawa?
—1I think, if I remember right, that Sutton had some other parties that
were interested with him, I forget the name, and it was arranged I
think so far, provided that the party that was interested with Mr. Sutton
would be satisfied with the arrangement he was making with us. I
think he had somebody to consult if I remember right. I would know
the name if it was mentioned over to me.

16539. Thirtkell 2—I think it was Thompson was the name, up near
Brantford somewhere; but there was nothing reduced to writing at
that time.

16540, Was there any difference of opinion between you and Sutton
at the time you met in Toronto, or were all the terms agreeable to
you provided that certain conditions were fulfilled ?—I do not remember
of any disagreement. I think it was all arranged verbally. I think
so—at least the basis of it. There may have been some of the details
afterwards arranged.

16541. How long after that first meeting in Toronto was it that you
came to Ottawa?--I think it was immediately almost—I think so—
within a few days.

16542, Where did you put up at Ottawa ?—We put up—I think it
was at the Marlborough House. I think I came down with Oliver,
and I remember him saying that he didn’t like the Russell House, and
he said he would go to the Marlborough House.

16543, Do you mean the Daniel’s House : the Windsor ?~—Yes, that
ig it; I think so. I am not much acquainted with the hotels here and
I do not remember exactly the name.

16544. Do you know what time it was youn arrived in Ottawa on
that occasion 2—No; I could not tell you. T have no date of it.

16545. Do you know where the Windsor House is now: the same
hotel that you stopped at ?—It was a block or two this way from the
Russell House, and down a few blocks this way.

16546. Do you think if you saw yourname in the register you could
tell at which hotel you stopped and what the date was ?—I think so.

'!'elem. h—
'l‘endcll-,lng.
Comtract No. 4.

Oliver, Sutton
and witness
having met at
Toronto went
down to Ottawa.

Arranged that
utton was to
have one-fourthe
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Comract No. 4+ 16547. The Chairman:—Then we will give you time to go and

examine the register and we will wait until your return,

[Witness here left, the room and on his return his examination was
coutinued.]

By the Chairman : —
16518. Have you been to this hotel ?—Yes.
16549. Have you found the register ?—Yes.

16550, Do you know now upon what day you came to Ottawa on
that occasion ?—Yes.
Arriveddn

Ottawa on 1th 16551. What is the date ?—The 19th of December, 1854.
) ' 16552, Who came with you on this matter —Mpr. Oliver.

16553. And Mr, Sutton ?—T think he did. I would not be sure; but
the book would show I presume. I think we all came together.

16654. Didn't you look 'in the register to sce ?—I did not. You
didn’t ask me about that,

OliverandSutton 16555, Do you think he was with you on that occasion ?—I think he
with him. was, I am almost sure he was, but I would not swear positively.

16656. Have you any letter or any paper connectéd with this matter
in your possession or control ?—No.

16557. Did you get any paper from Sutton upon the subject ?—I
have somewheres amongst my own papers the contract between Sutton
and Oliver, Davidson & Co. I have that, that is all.

16558. Did you not think it necessary to bring that with you ?—
Well, I never thought of it; but I can tell you what is in it mostly.

16559. Do you know the date of it ?—No, I do not; but it would be
somewheres not far from this date I presume.

Arrangements 16560. Knowing the date of your visit to Ottawa, can you tell us
i et ios. what was the date of that contract?—I should say I presame it
gm er arriving would be about the same time, because I know it was closed up to

within a short time of when it was talked of.

16561. Give us your own measure of the time. I do not know what
you mean by that expression : a short time?—I mean from the time
that we first broached it, it was a very short time to the time we
closed it up with the Government.

16562. Will you swear as to what was the date of the agrcement ?—
I will not swear positively.

16563. As near as you can ? —Sometime within a mouth or three or
four weeks of this date afterwards.

16564. When you say this date, do you mecan the 19th of De-
cember?—Yeos. You know he came down with us, and when we
arranged with the Government, I presume, naturally, our contract with
bim would follow immediately afterwards. That is all I base it on,
but it is casy ascertaining that. Mr. Brown has a copy of it, and I
have a copy of it among my own papers. :

16565. That does not make it so easy for us to ascertain the date,
because they are a long way off: did you have no written agreement
before you came to Ottawa?—No; not a thing, to my knowledge.
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16566. Did Sutton sign any sort of paper upon the subject before ComtractNo. 4.
you came down to Ottawa, as far as you know ?—Not that 1 am aware
of. Mr. Oliver and he might have done some business, of course, with-
" ont my knowing it. Oliver was rather the acting man of the firm. Oliver the acting
Of course he consnlted me on everything he done in reference to it, but ™an of the firm.
he used to have the management.

16567. If he consulted you did he ever tell you that he had any
document signed by Sutton before he came to Ottawa?—No; the docu-
ment, if I remember right, was drawn up in Brantford by a friend of
Sutton’s—a big, fleshy tellow—I don’t just remember his name, but he
came with Sutton. As far as [ can remember, I would not swear
positively, it was done in Toronto almost immediately after this date,
to the best of my recollection.

16568. I understood you to say that when you arranged in Toronto
to come down here and get a share in this contract in which Sutton
was interested, that he led yon to believe the time was nearly up which
the Government had named for his depositing hissecurity ?— That was
what I understood from him.

16.69. Did you go to Ottawa before that time was altogether up ?—
I'think it was that day.
16570. Why do you think that : what do you remember upon the

subject ?—1 think we would not have come if the time was up and
there was no prospect of getting it. :

16571. Did you see any one in the Department which had charge of
this matter, when you came to Ottawa ?—Yes.

16572. Who did you see 2—Sandford Floming. Saw S. Fleming.
16573. Where did you see him ?—In his office. ‘

16574. Who were present ?—Oliver was present and myself.

163%5. Who else ?—I don’t remember any one else.

, 16576. Did you discuss the matter with Mr. Fleming in the presence
of Mr. Oliver ?—1I think the matter was talked over.

16577. What do you think was said ?—Well, I don’t know hardly
what was said then; we just talked the matter over about the tole-
graph line—about the price and so on. I think we told him that we
were thinking of buying out Sutton,

165678. Did you think that Mr. Fleming was the proper person to
discuss that matter with : did you think that he represented the
Government in dealing with this contract or with this tender 2—I
didn’t give it a thought at all.

. 16579. Well, did he discuss the matter as if he had that right ?—We
talked the matter over, and I think he said that it was a very rough
-country to build a telegraph through, and that was about all. There was
nothing very much said one way or the other.

16580. Were you aware, before Mr, Flcmiﬁg told you, that it was a
pretty rough country to build a telegraph in ?—Oh, yes; quite aware.

16581. Then did he give you any new information on the subject ? Knows the coun-

- W ell, I had been up there myself and I know that country pretty ry pretty well
well,
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16582. Did Mr. Fleming give you any new information upon the
subject of this tender or this contract ?—No; I don’t know as he did
particularly. 1 can’t remember.

16583, Then it was not from Mr. Floming that you obtained any
information ?—No ; only that it was a rough country.

16584. 1 am speaking now about the arrangement with the Govern-
ment for the building of it: did you get any intormation from Mr,
Fleming on that subject as 1o your position or Sutton’s position ?—I
think that he said, if I remember right, that the Government always
fell back on the lowest tender, or something to that effect —that Sutton’s
tender was the lowest, and we just simply bought his tender out.

16585. Have you been in business long ?—I have been in business
twenty-soven or twenty-eight years.

16586. What sort of business ?—I have been in the lumber business
for the last twenty-four or twonty-five years.

16587. Have you been the managing man in that firm in the lumber
business, or have you some person else who acts as manager ?—I
have a large business of my own in Toronto.

16582, Do you manage it yourself ?—1 manage it with four men and
book-keepers. Yes, I manage it myself.

16589. You understand the ordinary bearings of a business transac-
tion ?—Yes.

16590. Then plcase tell me what you learned from Mr. Fleming about
the ordinary bearings of this transaction ? —1I think he said there was a
good many mires or swamps, that it would be difficult to build.

16591. That would not give you the right to get the contract in
preference to any other person ?—I do not think we did.

16592, I am speaking about that part of the matter, as to whit your
chance was for getting the contract : please relate what you understood
about that in your interview with Mr. Fleming ?—I understood when
we bought Sutton out that we stepped into his shoes.

16593. Did you not go to Mr. Fleming o learn something about your
position : that is to say what your position would be if you got Sutton’s
rights ?—I don’t hardly understand the question, Judge.

(To Shorthand Writer) :—

16594. Repeat my question, Mr. Holland. (Question repeated.)—
I cabnot say that we did.

16595. Please tell me what you know about that subject before you
went to see Mr. Fleming ?—Well, T saw the advertisement; I knew
the distance of the road we had to build, and I knew something about
the country, having a large interest up there previous to that—having
been ug there, and taking all my own knowledge and what I had seen
of the blank forms to be filled up for the tender 1 had made up my mind
perhaps we might be safe in taking this contract.

16696. You thought you would be safe in taking it ?—Yes.

16597. Did you think you were safe in getting it —We arc never
sure uf a contract until we get it.
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16598. Then tell me what you knew on that subject—about your
probability of getting it before you saw Mr, Fleming ?— Why, I supposed
that if the lowest tenderer assigned the contract to me I would stand a
good chance of getting it from the Governmeant. :

16599. Then that depended upon this, as you say now, whether what
you were getting from Sutton was the position of lowest tenderer at
~ that time ?—That is what I understood ; yes.

* 16600. Now how did you learn that that was the lowest tender at
that time ?—I learned that from Satton.

16601. ITow did he convince you of that ?—1 think, if T rcmember
right—of course it is a long time ago, and I have no minutes of it—I
-am only speuking from memory, and I want to speak the truth as far
-a8 I can—1I think he said the tender that was the lowest had failed to
put up the security, and hence the Government had written to him-—
the Minister had—that he was the next lowest, and asked him to put
up the security.

16602. Did he mention the name of the {ender below his ?—I don’t
know.

16603. Was it Waddle’s —1I don’t remcmber.

16604, Were you satisfied from what Sutton told you that his position
was what he said it was ?—1I had no reason to doubt his word.

166035, Did you doubt it ?—I cannot say we did.

16606. Did you pay him the money upon what he said without
knowing ?—I didn’t pay him anything further.

16607. Did you enter into an agreement with him to get a three-
quarter’s interest, and that he was to retain one-quarter interest in the
contrazet only, on the information he gave you?—That was verbally,
-only on cousideration that we got the contract from the Government.

16608. Then what steps did you take to find out whether you were
going to get the contract from the Government ? ~Then we came down
here and he came with us, L think.

16:049. Then what happened 7—Well, then we went to Sandford
Fleming, I think.

16610, Then what did Safdford Fleming tell you upon this matter
-to which I have directed your attention 7—We talked the matter over,
and then we went home, and I think Mr. Oliver had some communi-
cations from Mr. Fleming., I am not sure about that though, I didn't
‘8ce them,

16611. Do you say now that you got any information in any of those
conversations from Mr. Fleming which led you to understand whether
you wore going to get the contract or not ?2—I did not understand that
the lettine of the contruct was in Mr. Fleming’s hands at all 1o give to
us, I didn’t suppose it was.

. 16612. Whore hands did you suppose it was in ?—I supposed it was
In the hands of the Government.

. 16613. Who represented the Government ?—I suppose Mr. Macken-
-4le dld. N .
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16614. Dil you take any steps to find out from the person who
represented the Government, what your chances wero to get the con-
tract ?—No; I did no such thing. '

16515, You came down to Ottawa for that purpose ?—Yes.

16616. And you saw Mr. Fleming and got no infbrmatior from him ?
—1I did not »ay that, I said we talked the matter over.

16617. What information did you get ?—I think he told us the char-
acter of the country aund showed us the form of the tenders.

16618. You know that is no answer to my question ?—I am trying
to answer it as far as 1 can.

16619. T am not asking you about the character of the country, but
as to what information you got with the view of finding out whether
ggu could get the contract whatever the character of the country might

. Now you say you came down to Ottawa to getinformation on that
subject, you had a talk with Mr. Fleming, who, you tell us, told you
nothing, and you say you did not see Mr. Mackenzie, or any other per-
gon representing the Government, and you went home : did you go
home without getting any information on that subject ?—I think Mr.
Oliver had an interview with Mr. Mackenzie. I may say that I feel
pretty sure he had.

16620. Have you any doubt of it >—That he saw Mr. Mackenzie ?
16621, Yes ?—Very littlc doubt about it.

16622. Have you any doubt that the matter of this conirart was
talked over between him and Mr. Mackenzie ?—I cannot say what was.
talked over privately between them.

16623. Do you mean io say that your partner never told you what
he and Mr. Mackenzie talked over oa this subject ? - I would not like to-
say that.

16624, Will you tel! us what ha did say to you on the rubject?—
What Mr. Oliver told me what Mr. Mackenzie said to him ?

16625. Yes; about your business—the firm's business in rclation to-
this contract ? --1 do not think that he gave Mr. Oliver any encounrage-

. ment the tirst time that we came down, Mer. Oliver had to go back

again on the same business,
16626. ITow long after 2—1 could not say.

16627. Were you not watching the transaction to know whether you
wero going to huavoe an interest in it ?—Certainly I was ; I wus looking
after it. [t would be natural to do that.

106.3. Then it being natural for you to do it, did you look after it,
80 as to know what time he cnme down to get further information ?—
I am not ponitively sure whether he did come dowo, but I think he did..

16629. Who else did you ~ee besides Mr. Fleming on this subject ?—
Not auybody.

16630. Did you not sce Mr. Braun ?-—Mr. who?

16631 Mr. Braun, the Secretary of the Department ?—I do not know
him at all.

16632. Did you see any other secrotary or person in that Duopart-
ment ?—1 am very little acquainted with any of the officials.
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16653. Being very little acquainted might not prevent your seeing Contract No. 4.
some perzon and speaking to some person on the subject?—I don’t
remember secing any other person but Mr. Fieming on the subject.

16634. Did you speak to any Member of Parliament on the subject ?
—No, not a word.

16635. With whom did you understand it was finally arrunged that
you shoul | have the contract : was it with Mr. Fleming, or Mr. Mack-
enzie, or Mr. Braun, or any other persoun, or was this arrangement made
by yourself or by your partner ?—It was with my consent, I suppose.
Of course I agreed to what Mr. Oliver was doing, and 1 presume that
he got it from the Government on the assignment of Satton’s contract.

16636. With whom did you understand it was arranged that he was
to get the contract ?—I should presume from the Government.

16637. Who is he: what is his name?—There is a good many
members in the Government,

16638. Will you tell me on your oath who it was that you under- Supposes Oltver
stcod arranged with your firm that you should have this contract ?2—1 2frangedswith
should suppose naturally from the consent of Mr. Mackenzie. zle.

16639. Why would you suppose so ?—Because he was Minister of
Public Works, was he not ?

16640. Have you no other reason for supposing so ?—No other reason
at all.

16641. Did you never see any communication on the subject in wria
ting ?—Between Mr. Mackenzie and Mr. Oliver ?

16642. Any one 7—No, not that I remember of, except there might
be letters between Sutton and us—betweon Oliver and Sutton,

16643. Did you ever gee any writing which led you to understand
with woom this arrangement was made on the part of the Government ?
—No, never.

16644. Then what is your understanding on that subject : with
whom did you say the arrungement was made, as far as you know ?—
The contract entered into?

16645. The arrangement made that you should have the contract?
—1I should suppose it would be by the solicitor of the Government here.

16643. You think he has the power to decide who is to have the
contract 2—No, I do not think anything of the kind, but he hasto draw
up the agreement.

16647. I am not asking you who drew up the agreement, because
before there is an agreement made there must be an arrangement
between at least two minds that there shall be an agreement : now
I am asking you whose minds were those two minds which arranged
for this agreement 1—Mr. Oliver did that part of the business, but I am
not sure about that.

16648. Do you mean that at the time you came to Ottawa you left
‘Without being informed whether any person, on the partof the Govern-
ment, had said anything on the subject of your getting the contract ?—
I may say this: that when we came to the city here on the 19th of

mber, 1874, the thing was not finally arranged, We did not know
Whether we was going to get it or not. :
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16649. That is what I am asking you, if it was arranged before you
came to Ottawa ?—No ; it was not arranged while we werz at Ottawa.

16650. Do you say then that you left Ottawa without knowing:
whether any person on the part of the Government had said anything
upon the subject as to whether you should get the contract or not?—-
1 think Mr. Oliver had a tulk with Mr. Mackenzie in reference to it.

16651. What makes you think so ?—It would b2 very natural for
him to do so when he came down on that subject.

16652. Is that the only reason you had ?—I suppose he might have
told me so.

16653. What makes you think he told you so ?—Becanse it would
be a very natural thing for him to do.

16654. It would not be a very natural thing for him to do if he had
not talked with Mr. Mackenzie, would it ?—No; I presumo he would
tell me he had it.

16655. Which way did he tell you as to his having had a talk with
some one on the subject: did he tell you he had talked with some one,
or that he had not talked with anyone on that subject ?—1I think he-
said that he had talked with Mr. Mackenzie on it, if | romember right.

16656, Is this the first time that you have come to this conclusion on
the subject : that he did tell you that he had a talk with Mr. Mac-
kenzie ?—I¢t is natural that he should do so.

1665%. Did he tell you that he had a talk with M. Mackenzio ? -1
don’t remember. It is a long time ago.

16658. Do you remember that he did ?—I cannot, it is too long ago.

1665Y. Seeing that you took the trouble to go from your home to
Ottawa to ascertain whether you had any chance to get this contract,
it does not seem reasonable to think that you learned nothing on the
subject; in fact it is unreasonable to suppose that you did not hear
something about it ?—I remember when we came the first time it was
not finally settled—that we didn’t get the contract.

16660. Can you tell me what negotiations took place afterwards
which led to the scttlement in the other direction that you did get it?
—With whom ?

16661. With any one ?—With Sutton ?

16662. With any one?—1I1 think that after a short period after the
first visit here that the thing was arranged with Sntton verbally, and
then I think Mr. Oliver came here to Ottawa, and I think the contract
was given to us the second visit. That is as near as I can remember,

16663. You say that during your visit you now remember that it was
not arranged that you should get it ?—It was not finally arranged.

16664. Was it arranged in any way that you should get it ?—1I think
the writings would show that. I think the contract that I have would
show the time between the 19th and the time that we got it.

16665. I am not speaking of the writings. I am speaking of the
arrangements in other people’s minds, because you have stated that you
have done business for some years and understand the ordinary bear-
ings of a business transaction, that before there are writings there are
minds that make the agreements first—the minds of men?—It is an
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that.

16666. Now you say that when you came to Ottawa there was
" no mind on the part of the Government that had agreed that you
should get the contract, and you went away without knowing that you
were to get it ?—Yes.

16667. Will you tell me what negotiations led to some mind on the Oliver acting
part of the Government coming to a different conclusion on that PArtRer
matter, namely, that you should get the contract?—As I told you
before, Mr. Oliver was the acting partner of the concern. He spent
most of his time up there giving his time exclusively to it, and I
simply spent my money and carried on my own business in Toronto,
and he carried on the details of this contract.

16668. That was before the contract was signed ?—Yes.

16669. Did you pay him a salary before this.was arranged ?—He
had a salary from the company at that time, and had previously to that.

16670. Can you tell me what negotiations led to the decision upon
the part of the Government that you were to geot this contract, and
with whom these negotiations took place?—I was not present, but I
presume it was Mr. Fleming and the solicitor and Mr. Mackenzie.

16671. You still speak of the solicitor : do you think he was present
when the parties made up their minds as to what they werc going to
agreo to ?—I don’t know as far as that is concerned.

16672. Why do you mention the solicitor P—DBecause I presume he
drew up the agreement.

16673. I am not asking you about drawing up the agreement ; I have
endeavoured to have you separate that part of the matter from the
preliminary matters involving the agreement in people’s minds ; I have
only asked you for the present about the agreement in people’s minds,
and why bring up the name of the solicitor ?—I cannot say that we
had any business at all with the solicitor in that light.

16674. Why do you bring in Mr, Fleming’s name as the person who
would take part in a preliminary agreement ?—I should suppose, from
the nature of his office, that he would probably advise Mr. Mackenzie.

16675. Did you ever hear from any one that he had done so on this
occasion ?—No ; he might bave done it<for all I know.

. 16676. Then do you mention his name because he might have done
1t for all you know : is that your only reasoxa for mentioning his name ?—
I should suppose Mr. Fleming was giving the Government an estimate
of all these works before the contracts were advertised for; it would
Come under the nature of his office.

16677. Do you think that is what I am asking you about ?—I thought
that was what you were asking me about.

16678. Well, I will endeavour to make it plainer to you : you say that Witness and
You and Mr. Oliver left the city of Ottawa without being informed as Siyerloft Ottawa.
% whether you were certain to get the contract ?—Positively ; that we they were golng

didn’t know positively that we werc going to get it at that time. © wet contract.

., 16679. Had you any reason to think that you would be likely to get
W ?—T1 thought the thing was looking that way.
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16680. What part of it was looking that way ?—That we would
get it.

16681, What about it looking that way ? —Because the other man
had no money to put up the deposit and we had the money.

16682. You knew that before you came to Ottawa ?—Yes,

16683. Then whatdid you come to Ottawa for : you knew in Toronto
that he had not the money ?—We knew we could not get the contract
without the consent of the Government.

16634, Well, knowing that, you came to Ottawa to find out whether
you would get the contract ?—I presume it was.

16385. Don’t you know it was ?—I would almost swear positively it
was.

166G86. Have you any doubt that is what you came for ?—No; I have
not, in my own mind,

16687. Do you know whether you learned anything upon that subject
after you left Oltawa the first time: whether you would get the coun-
tract or not ?—1I think, if I recollect right, Mr. Fleming had said that
ho wished the Government could let it to some responsible parties;
that he didn’t want to be bothered with men who had no money, to
give them trouble. I think there was something of that kind.

16588, Did you hear him say that ?—Yes; I think I did. T think I
beard him say that he would recommend that we should get it. I
would not swear positively.

16689. Was that at one of those interviews that you speak of ?2—
That was the first time we came down on this date.

16690. Then you did learn on this first visit that the enginecr was
going to rccommend that you should get the contract ?~—1 think so; I
would not be sure.

16631, Did you learn anything elso which made you think it probable
that you would get the contract ?—No; I did not. I know we didn’t
get it at that time.

16692, Then did you learn something afterwards which made you

had contract. > think it more likely that you wou!d get it, made it more surc in fact ?

—Well, I think the next thing we knew about it we had it.

16693. Don’t you know anything that happened between the time
that Mr. Fleming said he would recommend it and the time you got
it?—No; I think Mr, Oliver came himself after that and got the
contract.

16694. Did you learn before Mr, Oliver came down that second time,
that it was promised to him that he should have the contract, and that
he came down for the purpose of closing it ?—1It seems to me that he
did have something from some of the officers telling him to come down,
or he would not have come down I suppose. I didn’t see anything.

16695. Was it a telegram or a letter ?—I could not tell you that.

16696. And do you know nothing more about the manner in which it
was arranged between you and the Government than you have already
told us?—No; I didn’t learn the first visit, ard the next time, when
Mvr. Oliver came down, I think he had the contract, then I knew all
about it, because the contract specified it.
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16697. Did he bring back the contract >—I think he did, but I will “ontr=et . 4
not be sure.

16698. Did he sign for you as well as on his own part ?—I think he
gigned for us.” He might have brought it up and I signed it above.

16699. Did you help to put up the security before you signed the con- Hetped o put up
tract ?—Yes. security.

16700, Where were you when you put up that secarity 2—In Toronto.
16701. Then ?—I suppose we would know then.

16702. Was not that before he came down to get the contract ?—That
wo put up the security ?

16703. Yes ?—I could not say, but I thiok it would be.

16704. Don't you remember, as a matter of fact, that you did put up
the security before you got the contract ?—Certainly ; and I know how
we put it up.

16705. How did you put it up ?~In Federal Bank stock, $10,000.

16706. Was not that done before you came down the last time to get $13,000 put up of
the contract: didn’t you take part in putting up that security >—I pat Ynare was
my $3,333.33% in it. $8,333.33).

16707. Did you do that before he came down a second time to get
the contract ?—I am not sure.

16708. At the time you did that, whatever time it was, were you not
then led to believe, more strongly than upon the first visit, that you
were going to get the contract?—I should say_that the office would
show that. You would have the date of the contract, and the date of
the money being put up, and not ask me to swear to a thing that hap-
pened six or seven years ago, when I haven't the particulars.

16709. The office has not been able to give us those particulars, and
I am asking you for them ?—I could give them to you whenI go home.
I'have the particulars there, and I am trying to tell yon the honest truth.

16710. I am asking you whether, when you took part in putting .up When putting up

the security, you had a stronger reason to believe that you were going 5pcurity bada

to get the contract than you had when you first came down with Mr. rorﬁfevznz they

Oliver here >—Most assuredly we had, because we would not have pat iraet tham when

the money up if we hadn't. . they mage first
16711. Now can you remember in what shape that information had

reached you which induced you to have that stronger belief?—If I

remember rightly, Mr. Oliver got some information from Ottawa here

that we were to have the contract, and to put up the securities. That

18 my conviction, but, of course, I do notstate it positively ; but it runs

in my mind that way.

16712. Can you not remember more particularly than that from
‘whoni' that communication came ?—No, [ didn’t see it. Mr. Oliver lived
in'Ingersoll, and I live in Toronto.

16%13. Have you talkéd),this matter, over lately with any person
who was then connected with the Government ? —Lately ?

16% 14. Yes ?——Mr, Oliver has been very sick the last couple of years.

16715. He was not connected with the Government then ?—I think
he was in the Local House then.
12%
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was as well then as I am.

Has not lately K
talked overthis  16717. I am asking you whether you have lately talked over this
gne who was matter with some gentleman who was, in December, 1874, connected

B ol he_ with the Dominion Government ?—No.
ernment in 1874.

16718. With Mr. Fleming, or Mr. Braun, or Mr. Trudeau, or any
})erson ?—No ; I have not seen any of those gentlemen. The last time

saw Mr. Fleming he was giving his lecture before the institute some
years ago.

16'719. Have you not endeavoured to refresh your mind by conver-
sation with some person on the subject lately ?—No; it did not interest
me.

16720. After you were subpwnaed, it might interest you to tell all
you knew about it ?—I did not know what you wanted me for.

16721. Do you mean that when you were subpcenaed to tell all the
facts you knew about the Pacific Railway that you did not think that
this particular contract was going to be investigated ?—I supposed it
was to be a general review ot the evidence taken in 1876 or 1877 be-
fore the Senate.

16'722. Did you not understand, before you left home, that you were
likely to be questioned about this telegraph countract ?—I supposed 1
would, because I saw Mr. Brown’s evidence in a paper, taken in Win-
nipeg.
Felt no intercst 16'723. Then did it not interest you when you were subpcenaed, so as
In refroshing 118 to prepare yourself toghe able to give full information ?—No, it didn’t
subpoenaed, interest me ; because I had sold out my interest.

16724. You think that & person can only be interested when he
makes money : could not a person be interested in telling the truth ?
—Yes; and I think I am telling the truth. 1 always calculate to tell
the truth, Judge.

16725. Were you not interested in that direction 7—Yes; Isuppose T
would be.

16726. Supposing you would be, I am asking you whether you had
any conversation with anybody to refresh your memory, so as to be
better able to do so ?—No.

16727. Did you look at any papers 2—Yes ; I looked at the report
before the Senate.

16728. Did you look at any papers or any information about the
telegraph contract ?—I see the papers every day.

16729. The papers that you have in your pocket ?—No; the Globe
and Mail, and other papers.
When subpena- 16730, T am speaking of other papers besides the Mail and Globe—
edonly readover papers that are written by people, papers between you and Sutton, for
before Senate}  instance ?—No; I didn’t read them over. I read over my own evi-
Committee. dence before the Senate Committee, and some of the others.

16731. Mr. Oliver, your partner, I understand, is very ill, too ill to
give evidence, is he?—Oh, yes; the doctor says it is softoning of the
brain, and he has to have some person to take care of him.
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16732. Would he not likely be able to remember, so as to give satis-
factory evidence now ?—No; you could not do anything with him at
all. I think the last few lines [ had from him he was going to some
water cure, and he has to have somebody to take care of him.

16733. Did you ever understand, at any stage of these negotiations,
that the contract which was first offered to Sutton was not the same
contract which you afterwards got, that the first one was a contract

~offered to Sutton & Thirtkell, and the one you got was Sutton & Thomp-
son’s 2—The one we got was Sutton & Thompson’s, Idon’t know any-
thing about Sutton & Thirtkell's contract.

16734, There never was one : I am asking you about the offer of
one ?—I don’t know anything about it.

16735. Did you never hear that Sutton & Thirtkell were the parties
when Sutton went to Toronto to offer you the coutract, and Thomp-
son was not in it ?—I don’t know. [ don’t remember anything
about it.

16736. When he came to Toronto to offer you a share in the
matter which the Government proposed to give him, did he
want to put up the security in the namo of Sutton & Thirtkell, or
was it in the name of Sutton & Thompson ?—1 always understood it
was Satton & Thompson. [ did not know anything about the othor. It
might have been you know, I could not say.

16737. Did Sutton state to you when he came to Toronto the reason
why he had failed in getting up his security ?—He said that he hadn’t
the money.

16738. Did he say that some person else had not been able to do
what was expected of him ?—I don’t remember.

16%739. Did he mention the name of Mr. McMahon ?—I could not say,
he may have done so.

16740. Was Mr. Oliver in Toronto at that time?—Yes ; he was with
me. The first time I ever saw Sutton was that time when he came and
wanted to sel! us that contract. I never saw him before that time.

16741. Now it happens that a firm called Sutton & Thirtkell had made
a tender which the (Iiovernment proposed to accept, but they did not put
up the security; and it happencd that a higher tender was made by a
firm called Sutton & Thompson : I want to know if you first learned that
there was no tender between those two so as to enable Sutton & Thomp-
son to get the contract if Sutton & Thirtkell failed to put up their secu-
rity ?—I suppose it would be about that date.

16'742. About what date ?—The 19th of December, 1874.

16743, How did you learn it then ? —DBecause that was the first time
we learned of it, and we came almost immediately to Ottawa nextday.

16744. How did you learn that there was no intervening tender, so
that the dropping out of the Sutton & Thirtkell tender would put Sutton
& Thompson’s next in order ?—How did I learn that?

16745. Yes ?—I haven’t said I learncd it at all. 1 have heard lots of
rumours, but I didn’t know anything about it; as I told you beforo, 1
Was not the acting partner in these affairs,

1674(13.9 1}g‘ou might have learned ? — [ might, and T might forget.

Telegraph—
‘Tendering.
Contract NO. 4.

Knows nothing
about Sutton &
Thirtkell’s tender

Does not re-
member.

Might learn and
forget.
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Sutton & Thirt-
kell’s.

Something be-

tween $242,000 and

16747. T am not asking yon what you have forgotten: I am asking
you only to swear to what you know ?—I have heard rumours of one or
two contracts,and they failed to put up the security, and they kept going
back on the next lowest tonder.

16748. 1f you had taken the Sutton & Thirtkell contract, which was
the only one which Sutton had any interest in when you started from
Torento, you would have got it nearly $30,000 less than if you had
taken the Sutton & Thompson contract ?—I never kmew what others
was. I never heard.

16749. T am endeavouring to ascertain from you when it was
that you found out that by dropping the Sutton & Thirtkell tender
you could get the Sutton & Thompson one ?—1I didn't know that the
Sutton & Thirtkell one was in the way. I never saw Thirtkell,

16750. You might have heard without seeing him ?—I might have
heard rumours that there was one or two that failed to put up the secu-
rity, That was not my business, I suppose. It was my business only
when I bought out Sutton.

167561, At the time that Mr. Sutton met you in Toronto and proposed
to take you in as a partner, or to sell out & share in the matter, he had
no interest and no chance in getting the Sutton & Thompson contract ;
the position of the matter was changed before the contract was actually
signed, and I wish to ascertain from you, as a party interested, if you
can tell us how that matter was brought about and with whom ?—I
cannot tell you.

16752. Do you remember what the gross sum was that Sutton first
offered you a share in—I mean the grass sum of tke contract price ?—
What we had for building the whole line from the Government ?

16753. What he offered you a share in when he came and talked to
you in Toronto ?—Well, there was two or three little things in con-
nection with it: in the way of maintenance, and keeping in repairs, and
80 on, that I think came in afterwards.

16'754. Can you tell us the amount thal he proposed you to share in
there ?-——Sutton never was a partner with us in the world.

16755. Didn’t he get one-fourth of the profits ?—He was to get one-
fourth of the profits, but he had no say in the matter.

16756. Not in the management, but he had in the receipts ?—If
there was any. We did not know whether there would be any; but he
hud no controlling interest,

16757. Whatever the position was which he proposed to sell to you,
please state what your recollection is as to the gross amount that was

to be paid by the Government for the whole matter ?—For furnishing
the whole line ?

16758. Yes?—Somewhere between $242,000 and $246,000 was the

$246,000 the whole whole amount that we got.

-amount got.

16759. I am not asking you what you got afterwards, I am asking
you what Sutton proposed to sell to you ?—It would: be something less,
bocause we had a lot for maintaining and repairing and other things.

16760. Can you tell me about the gross sum which Sutton named to
you as the contract price for the work in which he was willing to-give
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you a share 7—1 cannot tell you that. It will be easy to nscertain that Comtract No. 4.
from the papers here.

16761. I want to get it from your memory, You will anderstand
that those papers do not tell all that took place between you and Sutton
in Toronto: I am asking you what took place betwoen you and Sutton
in Toronto ?—What was said between us and Sutton?

16762. Yes, as to the amount which the Government was going to
pay him ?—I do not remember.

16763. Are you aware that by the arrangement that was finally Thinks they gota
closed with the Government you got a higher price than the price which thin was first
was first talked of between you and Sutton in Toronto?—~-I think we lalked of beiween

& them and Sutton
did. in Toronto.

16764. Can you say about how much ?—1 cannot remember.

16765. Is it in theneighbourhood of $30,000 ?—I could not say that.
Ido not know, becanse there was something to do to it afterwards,
that is, in the way of maintaining and keeping up the poles, and offices,
and 8o on—s0 much a mile,

16766. Are you aware that the contract which was finally made with
the Government was a moro favourable one tothe contractors than the
one which Sutton first of all propored to you to take ashare in ?--L
could not say. It was taking ont the preliminaries, the working of
the line, keeping up the offices, putting in operators, and so on.

1676%7. Are you aware that the contract as it was first signed with
the Government, between your firm and the Government, was a more
-favourable one to the contractors than the ‘one which was at first pro-
.posed to be made between the Sutton firm and the Government ?—You
mean the Sutton firm and the Thompson firm ?

16768. Yes ?—No; I am not aware. It might be though.

16769. Then do you mean that you are not able to say now what the
gross amount of the contract was which Sutton offared a share in in
Toronto before you came down ?—Not without referring to the papers
—the contracts—because I have not charged my mind with it as all. I
‘have sold ont my interest to them nearly two years ago, and I haven't
bothered myselt with it in any shape or form,

16770, Did Mr. Oliver ever tell you that he had any communication Oitver told him
upon this subject with Mr. Mackenzie ?—I think he has told me. he bad a com-
16771. Did he ever tell you that he had any communication on the ot e
subject with Mr. Buckingham ?—I don’t remember that he ever did. A- Mackenzle.
Mr. Brown would be more likely to have communication with Mr.
Buckingham, because they were personal friends, 1 don’t think Mr.
Buckingham and Mr. Oliver were friends at all. I don’t kncw that he
was,

16772, Did he ever tell you that he had any personal communication
with Mr. Trudeau ?—No.

16773, Or Mr. Braun ?~No.

16774, Is there any other matter connected with this telegraph con-
tract, which I have omitted to ask you, which you can inform us apon?
~In what light ?

16775. Any ?7—I don’t know of any in particular.
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16776. Is there auy other matter connected with the Canadian Pacific
Railway in which you bave been interested ?—-Oh, yes.

16777. What is the next?—The terminus and right of way at Fort
William,

16778. Is that the matter which has been investigated by evidence
under oath before some Parliamentary Committee ?—Yes.

16779. Is there any besides that?—I don’t know of any. They gota
good part of the land from me for the terminus.

16780. T do not propose to take up that subject at present, but I wish
to know if there is any other matter which has not been investigated
by any Parliamentary Committee, in which you have been interested ?
—No; I think it has been pretty fully investigated—everything that I
was connezted with,

16781. Do you say there iz no other matter ? ~Not that I can think
of at the preseat moment. There might be.

ALEXANDER BowiEg, sworn and examined :

By the Chairman :—

16782. Where do you live ? —At Ottawa.

16783, What is your occupation ?—Forwarder, and captain of a
steamer.

16784, Have you had any interest in any of the transactions con-
nected with the Canadian Pacific Railway ?—1 have had some interest.

16785. Which was the first transaction in which you have had an
interest ?—In section A.

16786. What interest had you in that ?—I was one of the outside
parties interested. )

16787. Interested with whom ?—With Charlebois and Shanly.

16788. Were you one of the sureties, or did your name apyear in the

tender ?—1 think my name did not appearin the tender; I think I was
one of the sureties,

16789. You say section A : do you mean section A between Lake
Superior and Red River, or in British Columbia?—In Thunder Bay
district— 118 miles, I think.

16790. Was your tender among the lowest ?—It was the second low-
est.

16791, Mr. Matlett’s name appears also as one of the sureties; was
he one of the parties interested ?—He was one of the parties.

16792. Do you mean that he was to have a sharc in the contract?
—Yes; he was to have a share in the contract.

16793. Were you present when the tender was made up and the
prices fixed ?—1I was present when the tender was finally completed.
16'794. Where was that ?——In town here.

16795. Do you remember where ?—I think it was at tiue Russell
House,
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16796. Who else were present ?—Mr. Charlebois and myself.

16797, Any one else?—No; it had been signed previously by Mr.
‘Mallett before we came here.

16798, Had it been signed before that by Mr. Charlebois and Mr.
Shanly ? ~ Mr. Charlebois ~igned for himself, he was the contractor
with Shanly.

16799. Did he sign the names of both members of the firm ?—I do
-not know that he did sign Mr. Shanly’s name. 1 know he signed
his own name.

16800. Do you say that you took a part in making up the prices to
‘be attached to this tender ?—1I did not.

16801. Who did that ?—Mr. Charlebois.
16802. What is his business ?—A contractor.

1€803. Of some experience ?—I presume 80 ; he was then completing
-a large contract on the Lachine Canal.

16804. Is it your recollection that he alore fixed upon the prices ?—
I am not prepared to answer that.

16805. Then you were not present when the prices were being cal-
-culated and arrived at ?—No; I was not. That was done in Montreal,

16806. Does Mr.Charlebois live in Montreal ?—He lives in Montreal.

16807. Was that done before you saw the tender at the time you
-speak of 7—It was.

16808, And were you willing to abide by whatever prices onjtenders
they arranged withoul your seeing them yourself? —1 was.

16809. Did you communicate with him at all upon the subject of
Jprices before he fixed them ?—No.

16810. Did you talk with him upon the subject ?—We had numbers
of conversations upon the subject.

16811. Did you suggest any figures to him ?—I have forgotten if I
8id, but I think not, because the tender was made out when he came to
ttawa.

16812. Bat before that did you not suggest figures to him ?—No.

16813. Then do you say that you took no part in exercising your
own judgment as to the prices to be attached to the different quan-
tities of the work ?—I read them over before I signed the tender and
was perfectly satisfied.

16814. Was your part then only that of approving what other
persons had done, and not taking any part in arriving at them origin-
ally ?—Judging from what I said, it must bavo been, of course.

16815. I wish to make it plain.- in the evidence beyond any doubt
whichever way you choose to say: is that what you mean that you
ook no part in arriving at the prices >—I took no part in arriving at

© prices.

16816. Have you any reason. to think that you were entitled to the
“Contract on your tender ?—We were not the lowest,

N 16817. Is there any reason why you think you were entitled to it ?—
o.

Tendering—
Contraet No. 41.

‘Was not present
when prices were
calculated.

Suggested no
figures to Chaile«
bofs.

Took no part in
arriving at prices
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16818. You have nothing to complain of on that ground ?—Nothing
to complain of.

16819. Do you know of anything connected with the successful
tenderers offer, as to how they arrived at their prices ?—No; I do not.

16820. Have you any interest in the matter with them ?—No; not
at all.

Does not know of 16821, Do you know of their receiving any information from any

being given by ~ person connected with any of the Government Departments ?—No; I
:ggrsons oconnect-

with the do not at all,

Departments. 16822, 1Is there any other matter connccted with that contract,
section A, which you can explain ?—Nothing.
Contract No. 66.

mendered with 16823. What is the next matter in which you were interested ?—I

friends forsecond think I tendered with friends for the second 100 miles.
100 miles west of

Red River, 16824. Is that the contract known as the Bowie & NcNaughton
contract ?—Yes. ‘ ’

16825. That is contract No. 66 for the second 100 miles west of Red
River ?—Yes; west of Red River.

16826. How were you interested in that tender ?+Well, as I was in
the other. I was an outside party. ‘ '

16827. The persons signing the tender are George Bowie and Mr.
McNaughton : do you say that at the time of the tender being put in
there was an understanding that youn were to be interested jointly with
them ?—Yes.

16828. To what extent ?7—Well, there were four of us—one-fourth.
1582Y. Who was the other person ?—G. S. McTavish,

16830. Had you had before that any experience in contracting or i
railway works ?—Being the son of a contractor T have heard a grest
deal of discussions about railroads all my life, and was with my father
for some years. h

MeTavish 20 ex. 16831. On rgilway work ?=—=On rail.wgy works, atnd also on canals.
perioncs {u rail- 16832. Mr. McTavish had no exporience in that sort of work ?—No.
16833. Had Mr. McNaughton ?—I do not know I am sure.
McNaughton a 16834. What is his business ?—Forwarder.
16835. Is Georgo Bowie your brother ?—Yes,

o pomioan  16836. Had he any experience in contracting ?—He has been con-
tractor, tracting all his life.

16837. Then he would have a good knowledge of such matters ?—Yes.

16838. Would his prices be more likely to be correct than those
the four gentlemen would name ?—I do not know that his judgment
would be any better than mine, ' '

16239. I think you said that he had more experience ?—I do not
know that his judgment would be better than mine. C

Nitnessand Mc- 16840. Who was selected among you four to arrive at the prices in

%%?&‘;‘3&.’“ ade 4} e matter ?—I think I made out the tender with Mr. McNaughton.

16841. And where was that 2—In Qttawa.
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16842. Where was your brother George then ?—Ile was in Montreal. *

He sent his form of tender filled with his figures, but we altered it to
. ours; made different changes where we thought proper.

16843. Did you use the tender which he sent up, or did you get an
entirely new one to fill up ?—An entirely new one.

16844. Then, in the first place, he exercised his judgment as to
prices ?—Yes; in the first place.

16845. He being in Montreal ?—Yes.

16846. And he forwarded to you the tender, according to his judg-
ment, to be put in on the part of the firm ?—Yes.

16847. And when it reached you here you decided that it was too

high, I sn_pgose, and lowered your prices, or did you decide that it was
too low ?—Some points too high and some points too low in our judg-
ment. '

16348. As to the total, was the alteration made by you in Ottawa
higher or lower than what he had offered ? —Lower.

16849. Do you remember about how much lower?—I do not; I have
forgotten it. : '

16850. Do you remember in what particulars your judgment as to
those figures differed from his judgment ?—I think in the grading, prin-
cipally, and io the lamber, I think, I am not sure ; I think those were
the two.

16851. When you say the grading, you mean the excavation of
earth work ?—Yes. .

16852. Do you remember what difference you made per yard ?—I
;nave really forgotten, not over a cent I think.

16853. Do you say you do not remember the difference in the totals?
—1 do not remember them,

16854. Could you tell about the difterence ?—No, because his was
never added up, and I could not possibly tell the difference when I nover
added up his amounts after the extension had been made.

16855, Do you say his was never extended ?—No it never was
extended.

16856. Did you not know the result of his tender in the aggregate
before you altered yours?—No ; it was not necessary.

16857. It might have been necessary ?—Well, we didn’t think so.

. 16858. It might have been necessary if you wanted to know how it
bore upon the wholé amount ?—Oh, no, it was not necessary, we knew
exactly the difference ; that is, our reduced rate was so much lower than
his it was not necessary to extend his when we were not going to ten-
der at his prices.

16859. Where do you say this altered tender was prepared ?—In
Ottawa, ‘

16860. What part of Ottawa ?—In my house.

16861, Do you remember who were present?—McNaughton and
myself. D -

16862. Any one else ?—No ; I do not think it—no stranger.

Witness and Mc-
Naughton
thought the prices
of George Bowie
too high in some
and too low in
other cases.

Does not remem-
ber the difference
in the totals.
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16863. Was Mr. Chapleau there ?—No.

Had many gener-  16864. Had you no conversation with him upon the subject of this
al but no special

conversations  tender before it was put in?—Oh, I have had as a public officer, not

with Chapleauon ise.
¢he subject of otherwise

public works, 16865. Upon this particular offer for works of Bowic & McNaughton’s
tender ?—We have had a conversation as we have had many conversa-
tions on all works, but never anything private or special.

16266. Where were you when you had that conversation with him

%r[x the subject of this tender ?—I think I must have been in the Russell
ouse,

16867. What was the nature of the conversation ?—Oh, general.

16868. What was the general nature of it: please describe how you
would converse with him about this tender you were putting in ?—
Well, I cannot remember what our conversation was, we were spoaking
of this contract as well as other contracts.

16869. It was just before the putting in of this tender, was it not ?—
Oh, 1o ; it must have been ten days before.

Spoke with Chap-  16870. What was the nature of the conversation about this tender ?
leanof thiscon- _About that, among others, we were speaking about the generul cha-

other contracts. racter of the country.

1G871. What was his position in the Department at that time ?-—At
that time I do not think he was in the Public Works Department. I
think he was. I do not know I am sure, I have forgotten.

16872. On the 9th of April, 1880 ?—I think he was in the Public
Works Department then.

16873. Had you a conversation with him after you received the
tender from Montreal that your brother forwarded ?—Nothing about
the prices.

Character of con- 16874, Had youspoken about prices with Chapleau ? —Very possibl y

Chaptaon WIth  from the fact that {)had mentioned—now I remember—I mentioned
that my futher had built the Caughnawaga Railway at 12}cts. per yard
(73d. in those days) and that he had made a large amount of money
out of it. I remember that perfectly well.

16875. How did that bear upon this matter ?—I thought that the lay
of the country was something similar, soft sandy soil—loamy.

16876. Was this after your brother had sent up the tender ?—Xo,
beforo.

16877. Did you ever tell any person that you and Chapleau had
discussed this question of prices before you had put in your tender ?—I

May havetold  do not remember.
Hhat foand Chap: 16878, Did you I ibl,
1at he and Cha 1 . .
Lo e A diseunp- 78. Did you ever tell George McTavish so ?—I may possibly have
ed the question done so.

of prices.
16879. Why do you think it is possible that you did so ?—Because I

Just related the reason why. I must have been speaking to him about
prices when I told him about what had been done.

16880. Did you ever tell him that the tender which your brother
sent was altered in the gross amount in consequence of talks, or a
talk between you and Chapleau ?—If I did so I have forgotten.
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16881. Do you say it is probable or improbable ?—It is very hard to
say whether it is probable or imfrobable when I have forgotten the
transaction. Mr. McTavish and [ had a good many discussions on it
before the tender went in.

16882. Before the tender went in 2-—Not as to prices; we had a gcod
many discussions before we formed the partnership to go into the
-contract.

16883. Were these discussions with a view 1o getting him to go in?
—No; it was he who proposed.

168¢4. He proposed ?—Certainly. od togs Wit
s h
16825, To whom ?—To me. ;’éﬁ?ﬁ:ﬁi‘”“ s

16886, Where was he when he proposed that to youn?—At the
‘Windsor Hotel in Montreal.

16887. Was your brother George there ?—No.

16888. Was it proposed to go in with you alone, at that time, or
with your brother 2—With me alone.

16889. And was the tender to be made in his name or in yours ?—
In neither: in the name of Bowie & McNaughton.

16890. Then at that time it was intended that you and Mr. McTavish
alone would be interested ?—No; we were to take them in afterwards
if we got tho contract. We were then to form a partnership of four.

16891. At the time Mr. McTavish talked to you that was discussed ?
—Yes, that was discussed.

16892, Was that after the deposit had been put up?—No; pre-
viously.

16893. Did you mention to him any reason why you would be likely
to be the successful tenderers?—No; that would be impossible. Of
course not.

1689 . Did you mention to him the name of any person in Ottawa Does not remem-

who would be likely to belp you in putting in the lowest tender ?—I por MeRUonine
- N caraat] ; n in Ottawa

have forgotten our (:,om er satxons,' we had 50 many. O e im

16895. Do you think you mentioned any person’s name on that occa- 1o putting in the

. . lowest tender.
sion connected with the Department —Not that I remember of. I may owes
have.

16896. 1f you did mention any, can you say whose name you did
mention P—1 could not possibly do that, because I don’t remember.

16897. Do you remecmber who had the next highest tender above Nicholson & Mar-
yours ?—Nicholson & Marpole; $10,000 was, I think, between us. igher thanBowle
& McNaughton’s.
16898, Was that spoken of as a Barrie firm ?—As the Darrie firm;
yes.

16899. Do you know whether the alteration of the tender which
came from your brother from Montreal would have been higher than
this Barrie tender ?—Really I could not answer that questior, not hav-
ing gone into the details.

16940, The principal difference, as I understand, was one cent a
yard -in George Bowie's offer ?—I think it would. 1 would not be
positive,
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16901. Have you that tender which your brother George sent?—
No; I destroyed that long ago. It was of no further use.

16902. Do you remember any othor item in which a material change-
was made ?—I think it was on the lumber. I have forgotten now the-
difference ; it was on the lumber, By the figures at that one cent they
would be above the other tender. I don't know what the other tender-
was,

9,000 or $10,000 16902, I thought you were suggesting it would be above ?7—I think:

ulvﬂe%':?r?g Rf’;aer it was $9,000, or $10,000 difference betwen the two.
ot and that 16904, Tho difference, according to Mr. Fleming’s report upon the
sabsequently Put gyhject (Exhibit 82) is $16,011 ?—At one cent on $1,600,000 would

make it $16,000.
16905, It is 1,630,000 yards ?—That would be $16,300.

16906. Now do you understand that the cffect of this alteration of
yours was to put the tender of your firm just below the tender of
Nicholson, Marpole & Co.'s ?—I do not know anything about Marpole’s.
tender in the first place.

16907. But do you not see that now ?—We would be about the same.
I see it is 1,630,000 yards, that makes $16,300.
Effectof changes  16908. The effect of that is to make the Bowie & McNanghton ten-

Lomake tender  der $289 below the Marpole tender. Then there was un additional

Marpole’s tender. alteration you say in lumber ?—Yes.

16909. At all events this change from your brother’s figures which
you made in Ottawa here, had just the etfect of putting your tender
below any other ?—Yes.

16910, Otherwise it would have been higher than Marpole's 2—Qh,
yes, it would be by the change in the lumber. *
No knowledze of

amount of Mar- 16911. Had you any reason to know about the amount of the Mar-
P g in Pole tender before you put in your own?—No.

thelr own. 16912. Did no person malke any suggestion to you upon this subject ?
—No; in fact, I didn’t know them.

Forgotten if he 16913. That would not prevent some person else from telling you
Hentoned o vish What the amount of his tender was. Do you think that you told any
thathehadan = one that you had some impression about how much George Bowie’s
much Georgo tender ought to bo reduced in order to make it successful ?—No.
shouid bereduced 16914, Did you not mention something of that kind to Mr. George
Inordertobe  McTavish ? —I huve forgotten it if I did.

1u915. Did you afterwards dispose of your interest in this matter to
some one ?—1 did.

X%&*{g&f&!&i 163916. To whom ?—To Bowie and McTavish.

Georee Motavicn,  16917. That is your brother George and George McTavish ?7—Yes. -
16918. How much did you receive ?—I have not received anything-
yet.

Witness refuses  16919. How much was the note for ?—Well, that is a private matter
to say how much

B e elved for | between Bowie and McTavish, and myself. That has notbing to do with
his interest. the Government.

16920. The public may have some interest in it >—~They have no
interest in my private business.
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16921. Was any portion of the money that you received for disburse-
ments ?—I have said I have not yet received any.

16922. Well, when they pay you ?—They have not paid me yet.

16923. Was it understood between you that any portion of it would
be for disbursement ?—1 decline to answer any question relative to my
private affairs.

16924. Did you not claim, in settlement with George McTavish, that Never claimed in
you had disbursed sums for information which you had received ?—For witn George M-

3 . H H recel Tavish that he
information which I had received ? . had disbursed

16925. Yos ?—No, never. suma for Infor- .

16926. Did you not lead him to understand that your tender was
suceessful, bacause of the alteration made in it, which alteration was
based upon information got from somebody in some of the Depart-
ments ?—No, never.

16927. Did you not lead him to understand that the amount for
which he gave you the note, was partly to cover disbursements upon
such a subjoct ? —The subject of informaticn ?

16928. Yes; or assistance from some of the Departments >—No,
never. :

16929. The arrangement between the members of your firm are not
of public intercst, unless they involve some such subject as I have been
speaking of, and I wish to question you again upon that matter,
because it has been reported to us that the claim paid to you was based
partly upon sach a consideration. I wish to give {zu an opportunity
to explain fully ?—There never was, that I remember of, any such con-
versation with McTavish or ‘Bowie with reference to having paid any
person, or given any remuneration whatever to any officer of the Civil
Service, for 1 never gave them a cent, and never expect to.

16930. Do you say that you did not base your claim against George
McTavish upon moneys paid for some assistance either from members
of the Government or persons connected with the Department ?—I beg
to state distinctly that no Minister of the Crown, or Member of Parlia-
ment, or any Civil Servant, ever gave me any information, or received
from me any remuneration for any contract which I was connected
with on the Canadian Pacific Railway.

16931. Did you state that you had disbursed anything on such a
subject 2—I have already stated exactly what I mean.

16932. T am not sure whether you have stated it : I am asking to Never to his
ascortain whether yon have at any time stated to George McI'avish, ot toany bdge stated

any one else, that you disbursed sums of money for such assistance or hehad disbursed
information ?—I never said so to McTavish or any person else that I get thecontract.

know of to my knowledge. :

16933, Did you continue interested in this tender up to the time that
the contract was signed ?—Yes.

16934, Then your disposal of your intorcst to Bowie and McTavish
Wwas actually after the contract was executed ?—After the contract was
executed.

16935. Was the deposit required by Governmetit put up.by the other Deposit put tp by’
members of the firm, by Bowie, McTavish or MdNaughton?—No; it /}'35’?.2,,?“5 e
Was put up by Bowie and McTavish.
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First deposit of
$5,000 a cheque of
(George McTavish
the rest was real
estate in Mon-
treal.

Cheque of $17,500
payable to wit-
ness’s order put
up at time of
signing contract.

Donald A. Smith
gave the cheque.

Witness furnish-
ed no security.

Signing Bond—
Cng:;ragt No. 15.

One of White-
head’s sureties.

16936. You put up no part yourself ?—No; I offered to put up my
share. Have you reference to the first deposit of $5,000, because
the first deposit was a cheque of G. S. McTavish—the first deposit of
$5,000 ? ‘

16937. Not entirely : I mean all the deposit which was required
before the contract was signed ?—The tirst deposit that was required,
$5,000, was a cheque of McTavish’s. The other, you mean the part of
the secarity now held by Government, was put up by real estate in
Montreal.

16938. But at the time of the contract being signed do you know
what security was put up by the contractors ?—There wax a cheque of
G. S. McTavish and a cheque of a friend of mine payable to my order
of 17,500, making the total amount $22,500.

16939. Do you mean that cheque of the friend of yours was put up
on your behalf ?—Well, I don’t know on whose behalf it was put up.
The cheque was payable to my order—MecTavish and mine I suppose.

16940. Do you say it was McTavish’s cheque ?—No, it was not
his cheque ; the first was his cheque.

16941. T mean the second one ?—No, it was not his cheque; a friend
of his.

16942, Do you mean that the deposit which was put up at that time,
was put up altogether by Bowie and McNaughton, or did you take part
in furnishing that security ?—1I stated that 1 got a cheque for $17,500-
and gave it to the Department as a security for the amount.

16943. Do you mean that you got it on your own behalf 7—Well, it
was payable to my order, and it was on my behalf.

16944. Not necessarily. It might have been asa friend of McTavish’s,
and might have been payable to your order because McTavish was.
away ?—Well, placo it to the credit of whoever you please, it was a
cheque given by Mr. Smith ; itis in the papers there. Donald A.Smith
gave the cheque.

16945, What I am cndeavouring to ascertain is whether you con-
tinued to be interested in the contract, in this far, that you put up
security on your own behalf, or whether you were acting as an agent
for G. McTavish and he furnished it all?—I don’t know whether he-
did or not.

16946. Did you furnish the security ?—If you put it that way, I did
not furnish any secarity.

1694%. Then whatever security you put up was irrespective of your
estate or your funds ?—Yes. '

16948. What was the next transaction in which yon were interested
connected with the Canadian Pacific Railway ?—Nothing further that

I know of than that security with Whitehead, if that is what you have
reference to.

16949. I had not reference to any particular thing, I wanted you to

statec what was the next transaction in which you were interested ?—
That is all.

16950. Do you mean that you were one of the sureties on Whitehead's
teader?—No, onc of his sureties for that $70,000,or whatever the amount.
was-—the drawback.
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16951, That was a bond in which you and Mackintosh joined, was

it ?—Yes.

16952. For what object ?—I have really forgotten it. If you have
the paper there I can tell you.

16953. Do you remember the circumstance which led to you giving
such a bond ?—It is some time ago; I have torgotten the whole transac-
tion ; it was a mere matter of form; there was nothing very binding in

the matter. »
16954, From whom did you understand it was only a matter of ond Mackinton
form ?—Both Whitehead and Mackintosh—both of them. told him 1t was &
16955. Arc they the only persons whom you saw on the subject ?7— form.

They are the only persons who ever spoke of it that I know of. *

16956. Had you any conversation in any of the Departments with
any of the Ministers or clerks ?—No, never.

16957. Do you happen to know whether any member of that Barrie oy paering—
firm of whom you spoke was in Ottawa at the time their tender was Centract No.66.
put in—Marpole, Oliver & Co ?—Marpole, Nicholson were the tirm.

16958. 1t is the Barrie tender I speak of ?—Nicholson & Marpole.

16959. Was either of them hore in Ottawa at the time the tender
was put in ?—I think Nicholson was here; I have heard #0; I did not
know him.

16960. Do you remember from whom you heard that he was here ?
—1I think T heard at the Windsor Hotel. ‘

16961. That is where he was; but from whom did you hear that he Does not know
was here ?—Oh, I do not know; I have forgotten ; there were so many Fhotold him,
contractors here at the time. They were speaking of one another. = Ottawa.

16962, But he being the one with whom you were actually compet-
ing ?7—1 was not aware of that fact. I did not know I was competing
with him any more than I knew I was competing with Charlebois & Co.
or any other tenderer.

16963. Afterwards you became aware of it when the tenders were
opened ; then the circumstance would become fixed in your mind that
You knew he was in Ottawa ?—After the tenders were opened 1 heard
that he was the next tenderer to me.

16964. Did you hear that he was in Ottawa at the time the tenders Slgning Bond—
were put in ?7—No; I did not. Satras

Contract No. 15«
16965. Returning to this matter of Whitehead's, do you say that considered sign-
you do not remember the reason why it was requisite to put in such a iDg Whitehead’s
bond as you signed ?—I remembered” at the time, but I have really form.
forgotten it. I considered at the time it was a matter of form. I

did 'not consider it was a matter involving $70,000.
16966. Dil you getany benefit for signing that security ? -~ No.
16967. No direct or indirect advantage ?—No, none.
16968. Were you promised any ?—No.

16969. Did you take any part in gelting that moncy from the
Government for Whitehead besides signing the bond—I mean did you
dave conversation with any of the Ministers or Members on the sub-
Ject 2—No ; 1 did not.
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16970, Or any other person ?—No; I did not.
Nounderstand- 16971, Was there any understanding between you and Mr. Mackin-
ing that White—  tosh, or betwoen you and Mr., Whitchead, that Mr. Whitehead should
anything for ay something for having any influcnce used with any member of the
pay 8 g any : y

having Influence Government on the subject >-—No ; I never had any conversation of the

kind.

Alleged impro- 16972, Are you aware of any instance where any Minister of the Crown
perinfluence. o). any Member of Parliament has been benefitted or promised any
beuefit for favouring any person in connection with these contracts or

tenders ?—No; I have no know!ledge whatever—no personal knowledge.

16973. You say personal knowledge, do you mean you have any
other sort of knowledge ?—Well, general newspaper rumours. There has
becn s0 much said of Mackintosh. N

16974. I am not alluding to any rumours or surmises, but anything
which would amount to knowledge ?—No; nothing.

16975. Are you not aware of any circumstances—actual circum-
stances--which would lead you to believe that some Member of Parlia-
ment has been benefitted or promised some benefit in consequence of his
favouring some of these contractors ?—Nothing further than rumours.
Nothing but what the public press says.

16976. I was asking you about your knowledge of some aclual
circumstances which would lead you to believe that: are you aware
of any actual fact ?—Not that I remember of.

16977. Have you seen any writing which would lead you to that belief
—any document, I mean ?—No; I have seen the newspapers.

Notawareof any  16978. Putting that altogether out of the question—of course I am
round for believ:

og that any. | not asking for that as a basis of evidence—I am asking whether you
Member of Par.  have seen any document, or any writing, or whether you know of any
servico employs fact which leads you to believe that any Member of Parliament has
recelved anys  been benefitted or promised any benefit for favouring any contractor or
otherwise bene- any tenderer 7—No ; I have not. I have never seen any such paper and
fitted incounnec- N

tion with con-  know of none.

tracts.

16979. Do you know of any fact apart from papers ?—No; I do not.
16980. Are you aware of any member of the Civil Servico being

benefitted by any arrangement in connection with any of these contracts
or tenders for any work on the Pacific Railway 7—No; I am not.

16981. Are you aware of any member of the Civil Service being
benefitted or promised any benefit on account of any transaction of the
Pacific Railway ?—No.

16982. Is there any other matter connected with the Canadian Pacific

Railway which you can explain by way of evidence ?—Not that I
know of. ’

TRUDEAU. s C e, .
ToussaINT TRUDEAU’S examination continued:
Transportation .

o i Nos. By the Chairman :—

18 and 38. 16983. Can you inform us now of the amount expended upon con-
gd";gugn‘ifgce{;dfg tract 18 and upon contract 28 for the transportation of rails, and per-
and 28, American centage taken off on account of the price being in American currency ?

$2H BAL0L. —Yes. In American currency the amount is $2:37,331.04; in Canadian
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currency it is $215,679 52. I produce a statement showing the pay- Co5tracts Nos.

. d 28,
ments in detail. (Exhibit No. 233.) e

Can:éllisagm cqzl:ren-
16984, This starement shows the total amouat paid on these two con- iyl;mun; of Qiffer-
tracts to be nearly $3,000 less than the amount which Mr. Fleming ence between
reports to be involved by his special report of 1880; what is the differ- 2°07¢ sumand,
ence for as far as you know 7—The difference between the two amounts in Fleming's Re-

has not yet been paid; it is in connection with unsettled accounts. port belopgs to

985. What unsettled accounts: for transportation ?—Yes. It is counts.
in reference to some slight difference in quantities I believe.

16986. It is not for bonding charges and outside expenses then ?—
No.

16937. The numbers of tons mentioned in this statement, I take it Ton: short ton,
from your previous evidence to be the short ton, 2,000 lbs. ?—Yes.

16988. Do the dates in this statement which refer to the time of the
respective payments give approximately the time of the different
dates of the transportation itself ?—Yes, approximately.

16989. According to this statement which you have produced, no contraet 18 for
more than ubout one-half of the first contract, No. 18, had been per- 00 tons.
formed during the tirst year, that year of 1875; I believe the first con-
tract was for 5,000 tons or thereabouts ?—Yes.

16990. Then the second contract, No. 28, covered the balance of
this amount ?—Yes.

16991. And about what time was it considered advisable to incur
the expenditare on the second year’s contract ?—In the winter of 1874,

16992. What month ?—I find a report on the subject by Mr. Fleming,
dated May 13th, 1876.

16993. Does his report recommend such a contract as was entered May 13th, 187,
into for the transportation of 10,000 tons or more additional to the first fieming reports
contract, No. 18?—The report recommends that arrangements be movinga further
entered into for removing a further quantity this year, 1876. The 500 tovsofrails.

quantity mentioned in his report is 5,000 tons.

'16994. That is in addition, is it not, to the first 5,000 tons which
were supposed to be covered by the previous contract, No. 18 ?7—Yes.

16995. This contract, No. 28, as 1 understand it, was arrived at upon Contract 2 mot
an offer upon the part of the contractor and notby public competition ? theresult of

bl tie
—It was not by public competition Hon. * “*MP

16996. Does his offer cover more than 5,000 tons, and if 80, how apri11th, 1876.
much ?—In his letter, dated 19th of April, 1876, Mr. Kittson vays that (’ff}.;‘r’,g'é Trote e
with & fair stage of water in Red River he could transport from 8,000

rt from 8,000 to
to 10,000 tons during the season. 0,000 sone during

the season.
16997. Have you any letter, or a copy of a letter, showing the terms
on which his offer was accepted ?—VYes.

16998. Does it state the quantity which the Government contracted
to pay for being transported ?—It does not.

16999. Have you now the contract with the Dominion Bolt Co., Boltsand Nuts -~
No. 51 2—Yes; I produce it. (Exhibit No. 234.) ? Comuract No. 51

17000. Have you the contract with Miller Bros. & Mitchell, to supply <aitway Piaten
700 tons of railway plates, contract No. 50?—Yes; I produce it. OomtractNe. 50
(Exhibit No. 233.)

13*%
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¢ oReils in 1870
23e55. "M% 17001. Have you now the comparative statement of tenders for steel

iron Turn-
Tables --
Contract No. 58.

Tenders received
in reply to cir-
-culars.

Contract let to
lowest tenderer,

Lowest tender
$2,016 for decked,
and 11,360 for
©open tables.

Railway Com=
struction, B.C.
‘Contract No. 60,

‘Onderdonk, con-
tractor.

From Emory
Bar to Boston
Bar.

rails of June, 1279, showing whether the different prices offered for
bolts and nuts and fish-plates alone affected the relative position of the
whole tenders ?—Yes; I produce it. (Exhibit No. 236.)

17002. Does it attect the relative position ?—It does not.

17023, What is the next contract that you can explain ? - Contract
No. 58 for the manufucture of four iron turn-tables. Contract with
W. Hazlehurst, dated 26th of February, 1880.

17004, Was the work let by public competition ?—Yes; tenders were
received in answer to a circular sent to makers.

17005. There was no advertisement ?—No.

17008 Can you state to whom they were sent ?—In a report dated
14th of February, 1880, Mr. Fleming gives the names of the Hamilton
Bridge Co., the Toronto Bridge Co., the Kingston Engine Works, and
W. Hazlehurst, of St. John,

17007. Was the contract let to the lowest tender 2—Yes.

17008. What is the rate named in the lowest tender ?—For decked
table, the rate named is $2,016.

17009, Open table ?—And for open table, the rate is $1,360.

17010. Has the work been performed under the contract ?—No; the
work has not been completed yet, because the pits are not quite com-
pleted.

17011. Was the work in progress during last June? We do not
propose to enquire into the facts that have happened since that, unless
they are connected with what took place betore ?—One of the turn-
tables was made and erected last summer, and is now finished.
The others are prepared by the contractor and ready for delivery, and
will be accepted by the Government as soon as the pits are completed.

17012. Is there any dispute or difficulty about the matter which you
think requires explanation?—There is no difficulty.

17013. Is there anything further about that contract which you
consider requires explanation 7—No. _

17014. What is the next contract which we have not yet considered ?
—Contract No. 60, with Andrew Onderdonk, for the construction of
the line in British Columbia, extending from Emory Bar to Boston
Bar. The date of the contract is the 23rd of December, 1879,

17015. Was that work let by public competition ?—Yes.
17016. By advertisement inviting tenders ?—Yes.

17017. Have you a copy of the advertisement ?—Yes; I produce it.
(Exhibit No. 237.) ‘

17018. Have you any report upon the tenders themselves ?—I pro-
duce the schedule of tenders received. :

17019. Does that advertisement and this schedule cover the tenders
for any of the other contracts besides No. 60 7—The advertisement
does, but not the schedule.

17020. Have you the original tenders mentioned in the schedule ?—
Yes.
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17021. Please produce them ?—I now produce them. (Exhibit No. Contract ¥ 69.
238.) '

17022. I there any other repost than this schedule on the relative
position of the different tenders ?—Yes; I produce a report by Sand-
ford Fleming, dated the 22nd November, 1879, (Exhibit No. 239.)

17023. As I understand it, this report covers the tenders for three
other sections—B, C and D—does it not ?—Yes.

17024. Is there any further report relating to section A alone ?—I
do not think of any other at this moment.

17025. Will you please say on what day the time for receiving the 17th November,
tenders ended, ind also when they were opened, and who reported on Loy day forre.
them ?—The time for receiving the tenders was fixed by the advertise- opened on the
ment at noon, the 17th of November, 1879 ; the tenders were opened on of withess, wiem-

the 20th of November, 1879. ing and Braun.

17026. In the presence of whom ? —They were opened in the presence
of Mr, Fleming, and Mr. Braun, and myself.

17027. At the time of opening them did you noticeany circumstance Two of the ten-
which appeared suspicious or which called for explanation as to the gSrsrecetvedat
manner in which any of the tenders were put in, or as to the amounts noon ef Novem-
of them ?—Yes; we noticed that two of the tenders were received at ber 17th.

3:30 in the atternoon of the 17th of November.

17028. Whose tenders? —-One tender was from Battle, Symmes,
Wood & Jackson, and the other was Brown & Covbett.

17029. Was the amount of either of them lower than the amount of Battle & Co.’s
the tender that was finally accepted ?—The tender by Battle & Co. was leoder 2855 2%
for $2,634,120: the one by Brown & Corbett was $2,598,480. They $2,508,480 ; bath

were both lower than the contract which was accepted. e o ted.

17030. Was either of these tenders taken into account in deciding
who should receive the contract ?—They were considered, but rejected.

17031. Were they allowed to compete with the other tenders or These tendersnot
were they rejected entirely on account of being received too late or for 21o%ed to
some other reason ?—They were not allowed to compete with the
others.

17032. Is there any reason which would apply to either of them for Brown& Corbett’s
not allowing them to compete, besides the fact that they came in tho g&5u reaf tae"
afternoon to the Department ?7—One of the conditions on the printed conditions.
form of tender was that each offer should be accompanied by an
accepted bank cheque for $5,000. Brown & Corbett had no cheque in
their tender.

17033. Was their tender accompanied by anything else equivalent
to a cheque or similar security ?— No. They simply stated on their
tender that securily by bonds or cash would be given if their tender
Was accepted.

17034. Was there any other circumstance connected with that parti-
cular tender which excluded it from the competition, as you under-
stood 7—No.

17035. Was there any circumstance connected with the other tender
which you say arrived after time and was not considered, and which
excluded it from competition ?—No,

133*
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The other tender
not considered
solely because it
reached Depart-
ment so late.

Battle & Co.
complained be-
cause they did
not get contract.

First prices for
earth excavation
erared and new
prices put in.

This tender treat-
ed as Irregular.

Tenders sealed
and in a safe
upder witness’s
<charge.

17036. Theu one of the tenders was not considered solely upon the
ground that it reached the Department in the afternoon instead of at
noon, or before it ?—Yes. .

17037. Where did that tender come from?—It was mailed in the
Ottawa post-office, about five hundred yards from the Department.

17038 Has there been any complaint, so far as you know, on the part
of this firm—Battle & Co.—on the subject of this tender and their not
getting the contract 7—Yes; 1 produce a letter from Mr. Symmes, dated
28th November 1879. (Exhibit No. 240.)

17039. Is the envelope in which the tender came, now extant ?—Yes;
it is attached to the tender produced.

17040. Will you look at it and say it it bears any other post mark
besides that of Ottawa? —It does not.

17041. Then, in your opinion, did it come through the post-office at
Ottawa ?—Yes.

17042. Will you please hold the document itself up to the light and
see if you notice in it that the figures have been altered, erased and
written over again ?—Yes; the prices for earth excavation have been
crased and altered.

17043. Is that noticeable upon both pages, the first page and the
second ?—Yes.

17044. Is it heyond a doubt then that the figures have been altered
—Yes.

17045. Do you know whether that circumstance was considered at
all when you decided to reject the tender, or is this the first time that
it has been brought to your notice ?—I do not recollect.

17046. Besides the duty of opening these tenders and recording the
contents, which I gather from Mr. Fleming's report was done at the
time, had you yourself any duty to perform beyond recording the
substance of them at the time—1 mean did you take part in deciding
who should be offered the contract ?—I had no other duty to perform
but to open them and lay them before the Minister.

17047. In this report which was laid before the Minister, do I under-
stand you that this particular tender was treated as irregular and not
competing with the others ?—It was.

17048. Do you know who bad the custody of all these documents or
tenders between the 17th of November, the time named for receiving
them, and the latter date on which they were opened ?—To the best of
my recollection when these tenders were received the Minister of Rail-
ways was not in Ottawa, and an order was received from the acting
Minister, the Hon. Mr. Langevin, to tie the tenders up in a sealed
i?;ckage and place them in a safe until the return of the Minister of

ilways, and this was done. They were under my charge and kept
in a safe in my room.

17049. At what time were they so sealed up, as far as you know ?—
On the 17th.

17050. Is there an envelope attached to the successful tender ?-—
Yes; it is attached to the tender produced.
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17031. When was it received in the Department ?— It wax received Comtract No.60s
on the 17th of November.

17052. Ts the hour named ?—It is not.

17053. Is the hour named in the one which was said to have been
received at three o’clock in the afternoon ?—Yes.

17054. Is it usual to name the hour at which they are received,
when they are received before the hour mentioned in the advertise-

‘ment ?—1It is not. ;A.b?;glci g{e a:t‘v
17055. Then do you mean that the absence of any special notice of inameresc et
that sort indicates that they were received regularly before the time they were recetv-

. . ore time
named in the advertisement ?—Yes. named in adver-

. . . tisement.
17056. Is it usual to stamp the day oo which they are received on

the envelope ?—Yes. .

17057. Is the next highest one above the successful tender stamped
in that way ?—Yes.

17058. What day was it received ?—On the 17th.

17059. Is the next highest one marked in the same way—C. Peter-
son ?—Yes; it is stamped the 17th.

17060. Is there any other matter connected with the receipt of these
tenders for section A, in British Columbia, or in the opening of them,
which could throw any doubt upon the right of the person to get the
-contract who did get it ?—No,

17061. Has there been any complaint upon that subject by any of
the parties excepting this firm whose tender was ot allowed to com-
pete ?— No.

17062. Has there been any complaint by the other firm whose No complaint
tender was not accompanied by a security, on the subject ?—No com- {a¥s Battle &
plaint that T can recotlect.

17063. Do you remember whether this tender of Battle & Co.'s was
-opened, although it had been received after the hour, before it was
-decided that it should not compete; in other words, was it decided
that it should not be allowed to compete after it was discovered to be
a lower tender than some other one, and only then so decided ?—As
far as I can recollect, it was the opinion of Mr. Fleming and myself
that it should not be considered from the very first, before it was
opened.

17064. Then do you mean that, as far as your judgment was con- Deotsion adverse
-cerned, the decision did not depend upon the amount of it, but upon (onder depended
. g o A ler depend,
the time at which it was received ?—Yes. on the time at

17065. Do you say that Mr. Fleming expressed a similar judgment
upon that subject 7—1 say to the best of my recollection.

. 17066. Would Mr. Braun, in pursuance of his duty, take any part Braun a record-
in a judgment of that kind, or is his office more that of recording ?—1It Ing officer.
18 more recording and witnessing the operation.

17067. He is not one of the administrative officers of the Depart-
ment ?—No.
D. McDonald &

17068. What was the name of the firm who made the successful Co.thefirm whick

‘tender in this instance 2—D. McDonald & Co. , made successfal
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Contract entered

into with Order- Was entered into with Mr. Onderdonk under the antkority of an Order-

donk underan ?;Co;:lci)l dated 22nd December, 1879, which I produce. (Exhibit

17070. Do you know what led to the substitution of Mr. Onderdonk’s
name instead of the persons of the original tendering firm ?—The
firm to whom the work was awarded requested the Government to
pass the contract with Andrew Onderdonk. I produce a copy of the
company’s letter. (Exhibit No. 242.)

17071, This letter speaks of awarding the contract for sections A and
C, in British Columbia: I suppose the same firm had been awarded
the contract for section C as well as A 7—Yes.

17072. Angd the Order-in-Council relates to both sections, I see ?—Yes.

17073. The letter is marked with your initials, as being received on
December 20th, the Order-in-Council on the 22nd of December : do you
know whether there was any discussion in the Department, or any
difficulty about the transferring of this contract from the original tend-
erers to Andrew Onderdonk ?—I do not think there was any difficulty.
No difficulty 17074. Was there any doubt raised as to the expediency of the trans-
ghout thetransfer for : in other words, do you know of any negotiations or anything else
connected with it before it took place, which I have not asked about ?
—No.

17075. Is there anything further about section A in British Columbia
which you wish to explain ?—I do not think of anything else at this

moment,
Onderdonk re- 17076. Do you know personally anything about the standing of the
puted connected  jifferent parties; for instance, Whether the first firm was as able as

larger means  Onderdonk to carry on the work ?—Onderdonk has the reputation of
than those who

sold vut to him. being connected with men of larger means,
17077. How long have you been connected with the Department of
Public Works ?—Abuut twenty years.

Better that Iarge 17078, Have: you ever given your consideration to the question

Tiarmrmouid be whether it is desirable. in the interests of the public, that contracts

<andsofene con- should be given over larger distances to one individual rather than to

fonsible. several individuals over separate smaller distances, prices being in the
aggregate, for the smaller distances, equal to the price for the larger
distance 7—If a contractor has large means, I think it is better that
large woirks should be placed in the hands of one single firm as much
as possible.

17679. Do you mean that the works are more likely to be con-
structed effectively for that reason ?—Yes.

17080. What leads you to that conclusion ?—There would be a cer-
tain unity of action in the preparations and in the manner of conduct-
ing the work, in the purchase of provisions, and in the plant required.

17081. Would there not also be less competition for labour : that has

be%n mentioned before as one of the advantages of the larger contract ?
—VYes.

17082. It has bappened that all the four sections in British Columbia
have been finally contracted for between the Government and one indi-
vidua!l ?—Yes.
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17083. Have you given your consideration to the question, whether
that it is better for the interests of the public than giving it
to separate individuals; I mean in this particular instance, not in
the abstract, is there any reason why it should be taken out of the
ordinary rule on which you have already passed your opinion ?—My
impression is it was an advantage to place all these worksin the hands
of a single firm.

170x4. Have you any reason to think that in obtaining this contract
the successful tirm had any improper advantage over any other person
tendering, as to knowledge of prices, or any other way ?—No.

17085. Or the time of putting in their tender, or information from
any one in the Department, or in any way, directly or indirectly ?—1I
have no such knowledge.

17086. Did you take any ' art with the Minister at the time that it
was finally de ided that this successful firm should get this contract—I
mean McDonald & Co., for section A ?—I certainly had some conver-
sation with the Minister on the subject, and the firm being the lowest
there was no question as to what should be done.

17087. Was there any room for discussion, or was there any discus-
sion on the question who should get the contract by right ?—I do not
think there was any room for discussion about it.

17088. Did there appear to be any doubt, or any wavering upon the
subject, as far as you know, in discussing this matter with the Minis.
ter; for instance, whether one of these rejected tenders ought not to be
allowed to compete, or any other matter pertaining to the subject?—
The 1ejected tenders were fully considered, but there was no doubt in
the Minister’s mind that they could not be received.

_ 17089, In speaking of the comparative advantage of letting this work
in British Columbia under one contract, or under four sepurate cou-
tracts, would it not be a very material matter that all the plant and
supplies for the whole of the work would probably have to come to the
work from one end only ?—Yes.

17090. And that therefore it would save trouble and dispute among
the different contractors with the Government, by having it all in the
hands of one contractor ?—Yes ; that is one of the advantages of giving
the work all to the one firm.

17091. Has it not happened in other portions of the Pacific Railway
thay although the Government has not undertaken to have particular
Portions finished by specified dates, still the contractors for adjoining
portions complained that the piece next to them has not been finished
n order 1o give *hem the advantage of using it for their purpose ?~—Yes.

17092. Have claims for considerable amounts been wade against the
overnment on this subject—I do not mean allowed Ly the Government,
ut urged on the part of the contractors as reasons why they should be

favourably considered in some way or other ?--1 do not recollect whether
any actual cluims have been presented,but complaints have been made.

17093. Is there anything further about section A ?—No.

Railway Con= |
struction, B.C.
Contract . o0. 60,

An advantage to
glace all the
ritish Columbia
work in the hands
ofone man.

Successful firm
had no advan-
tage.

No room for dis-
cussjon who had
right to contract,
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January 7th, 1879
Morse & Co. aske:
him to be one of
their sureties.

Morse & Co.
wanted some one
assurety who was
known to Gov-
ernment.

OrrAWa, Friday 26th November, 1880.
P. G. Crosg, swotn and examined :
By the Chairman :—
17094. Where do you live ?—In the city of Toronto.

17095. What is your occupation ?—Well, T am not in any business at

present, but 1 was in the wholesale grocery business, but I have
retired. '

17096. Have you of late years had any other business but this ?—I
had been operating considerably in lands.

17097, Have you had any experience in contracts for railways or
other large works?—No; 1 have never had any.

17098. Have you been interested at any time in any of the trans-
actions connected with the Canadian Pacific Railway ?—Yes; I have
been connected with it.

17099. What was the earliest transaction in which you were inter-
ested ?7—Some time in Jabuary, 1879, Messrs. Morse & Nicholson came
to me to my office and asked me to be one of their securities ior put-
ting in a tender and to take an interest with them in it. I told them
My, Shiclds and I had been talking the matter over some time previous,
and that I did not see my way just then to join them, but that I would
see Mr. Shields, and if he had not associated himself with anybody else
in the meantime that perhaps we might make an arrangement. They
asked me to see Mr. Shields, which I did, and brought about a meeting
between Messrs. Morse, Nicholson, Shields and myself, and after one or
two meetings we arranged on a basis by which I was to become
security for the tender going in.

17100, That was the Morse-Nicholson tender 7—That was the Morse-
Nicholson tender. That was the first I bad to do with. The reason
they wanted to get me associated with them was that they said it was
merely to put in the name as security, as they were unknown to the
Government, and that the parties that they were going to, if they got
the tender, would put up. I said I did not feel like putting up security
if they did get it. They said they had parties to put up the security
but that they were unknown to the Government, and they were
afraid it their tender was as low as some-others they might be over-

looked, and they wanted some one to be associated with them who was
known to the Government.

17101, As I understand you that was to be on the original tender?
—Yes. .
17102. Not on the final security when the contract was closed ?—

Noj; it was merely to use the name in putting in the tender. If they
got the contract they had friends to put up the money.

17103. Are we to understand you now that this was in order that
their tender might be considered in competition with others ?—Yes,

17104. Not excluded for want of sufficient surety in the first
in: tance 7—No; none of them were personally known to the Govern-
ment that were tendering, and they were afraid if others should be on
the same basis as they were they might get the preference, unless some

one was associated with them that they knew were substantial and
could recommend them,
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17105. Were you to have a share in the profits for doing this, or wag *1and42.
your compensation to be in some other shape ?—The compensation was Gompensation for

. Iy use of name to be
‘to be in the shape of a commission. in shape of com=

mission on
17166. A commission on what: when you say commission I sup- amountoftender.

pose you mean & percentage on some amount ?—Yes,

17107. Upon what amount ?—I think it would be on the amount of
the tender, { am not sure. It was Mr. Shields that made the tinal
arrangements with them, and the documents I never had in my posses-
sion. Mr. Shields, I think, had the documents.

17108. In these negotiations between Morse and Nicholson on the one Shields acted for
part, and yourself on the other part, do you mean that Shields took a ajseinterested.
share in them ?—Mbr. Shields acted for me.

17109. Only on your behalf ? —No.

17110. Or was he personally interested in the result ?—He was per-
sonally interested in the result.

17111, Then you were in partnership in the same matter 2—Yes.

17112, Whose name was used to represent this partnership of Shields
and yourself ?—My name was used alone.

17113. Where did that negotiation take place ?—In Toronto.

17114. At what place in Toronto ?—Well, we had several negotia-
tions. Once or twice, perhaps more, in my office, and perhaps ouce.or
twice in Mr, Shields’ office. The final negotiation was in Patton &
Macdonald’s office—their lawycrs.

17115, Were the terms arranged before they were reduced to writ-
ing 7—Yes.

17116, Where did that happen, I mean the final arrangements in
your own minds about this matter ?—1 cannot say ; it might be at Mr.

Shields’ office or mine. We had a good many interviews before it came
to that.

17117. Respecting what work was that arrangement made in the
first place: was it for the whole section known as C, or either of the
separate sections known as B or A ?—I could not say positively. My
impression is it was for the whole work, but that I am not clear on.

17118. Was that matter reduced to writing before that tender was
put in and signed by you ?—Yes.

17119, Will you look at this copy of an agreement (Exhibit No. 1deatifies copy of
226) which was put in by one of the members of the firm, and say 38!ccmentas
whether that is as far as you remember substantially a copy of the
agreement to which you reter ?—Yes; as far as I recollect, I think that
is a copy of it. .

17120. In this agreement there is a recital which is stated appar-
ently as & reason tor the bargain, and that recital suggests that you
were making efforts to obtain the contract on your own behalf at that
time ?—Yes; I was going to take an interest with Mr. Shields, and he
was going to associate himself with some contractor, and 1 told bim
that when he came to me first.

17121. Mr. Nicholson’s recollection is, that there was no such reason
as that for the bargain, but that it was entirely for some interest you or
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sl and 43, Mr. Shields were to ezert on behaif of that firm of Morse, Nicholson &
Told Nicholson (3. ?—No; 1 told him distinctly that Shieldsand I had been talking the
Bhields had talk- matter over before, and in caxe he got the contract I was to take an
contract and that intevest with him, and suggested if he had not made arrangements
he was commit- already, if they could arrange to get him to go in I would go in with
*  them; but I would not take any part with them unless he could go in, as.

I had committed myself to him previously.

17122. This arrangement is dated on the 22nd of January, and the
last day for receiving tenders was the 30th of January : had you, up
to the time of this agreement, negotiated with any person who was.
making a tender ? —No; I had not.

17123. Then there was no actual agreement with any other per-
son that you should be interested with him, it was only a probability ?
—Only a probability. Mr. Shields was making the arrangement.
An understand-

ing with shietas _17124. Was some other person tendering ?—The understanding with-

that he should  Mr, Shields was that he should try to get an interest with some of the
try and get an

interest with parties, but, as far as I know, he had not made any arrangemerits, but
gome of the I think he had been negotiating with some of tho parties before that..

17125. Do you know with whom ?—1I do not.

Agreed that wit- 17126. Was there not some other consideration for this promise of
Seos should g0 1o Morse & Co. to give you a percentage on the amount of the whole con-
tender was as low tract, or tender, besides your withdrawing from any effort on your own:
as that of 9hers pehalf >—Yes; we were to come down here and assist them, and if
g‘:;‘c?:;ﬂ;%&; their tender was as low as the others, to show that they were men
carryingon the capable of carrying on the coutract. They felt their weakness was
work. they were not known, and not having carvied on a job of that kind -
before, and they felt if their tender was as low as others they might not
get the preference on account of that. We camedown to show if their
tender waxs as Jow, or equal to others, that they were men capable of
Reasonwhy It carrying out the contract. It was knowa at the time that the Minis-
A ihoughtde-  ters were very anxious that the men who should get it would be able
Jlinesssnamein to carry on the contiact, and they understood that unless they had some
’ friends to speak for them they might be thrown overboard, and we
came down here to show that they had men at their back—Gooderham
& Worts, and the Taylors, the paper men—as their sureties, and would
be their backers; but as the Taylors were not supporters of the present
Government we did not think it advisable to use their names at the first
instance, and that was why they asked to have my name in the con-
tract, so that they would be known to the Government.

17127. Wus your standing known to members of the Government ?
—1 was personally known to members of the Government for some
years.

At the tme wit- 17128. Were you at this time a person of capital and means able to

capital and able back up any tenderer ?— Yes.
to back up a ten-

derer materially. 17129, Materially ?— Yes.

Never undertook  17130. In addition to making this representation of their ability,

losecureforMorse and also as to this withdrawing frowm all etforts to obtain the contract

Jdvantago over  for yourself, did you not undertake that you would so influence persons

devors Tt connected with fhe Government that Morse & Nicholson should
obtain rome advantage over rival tenderers even if their tender were
higher than some others ?—No; certainly not.
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17131. Had you any conversation in that direction either with %f=nd42
Morse, or Nicholson, or Marpole ?—That if their tender was higher I
would nse my influence to try and get it. ?

17132. Yes ?—No, certainly not; but all things being equal if their
tender was on the same basis as any other we would try and get them
the tender in preference to the others; that as Toronto men we would
;llse our influence to get the tender for them, but not if their tender was

igher. :

17143. What do you mean by your influence as Toronto men ?—As
Torouto men we would be anxious to see thatour section of the country
would get a share of it, and if their tender was about the same as some
other tender we would try and show the justice of getting it for the
Toronto men.

17134. In undertaking to advocate the interest of the Toronto locality,
do you moan that was only upon an understanding that some other
tender chould be exactly in the same figures P—Or in the neighbourhood
of the same fignres.

17135, Well, then, you mean if there was aslight difference in favour would consider
of some other section, you would still use your influence in favour of gg&é{‘{‘&“&%v
the Toronto men ?—Well, I would consider, in a tender of $5,000,000 or ernment wouldbe:
$6,000,000, for only a few thousand dollars I think the Government Jiou sy soinie®

would be justified in giving the contract to parties who would be likely able to carry 1t
. . . . out without
to carry it out without failure. failure even

. ; though th
17136. Having that opinion, as you say you had, did you undertake a fow thousand

to press that view upon the Government in favour of these men P—] dollars higher.
. Iay havesaid to them if it was in that way, I would use my influence.
I do not recollect saying ¢o ; I won’t say that I did not.

17137. Some of the other firm have sworn that you did ; does that
refresh your memory ?—I have no recollection of having made such a
Promise ; butI will not say thatI had not conversations to that etfect.

B . . Did not press
17138. Did you, as a matter of fact, press those views on any member his views on any

of the Government ?—No; I did not. Member of the

17139. Why not, if you entertain them, and were down here to help Moreover their
Your friends - why did you not press them on the Government or some enqer was the
member of it ?—Well, 1 did not come in contact with very mauy mem-

ty of the Government. Mr. Shields was looking after that depart-

Tnent, and besides when the tenders came out, I think theirs was the
Owest and it was not necessary to press that view of the matter.

17140, Had you, before it was known that they were the lowest, Before this was
endeavoured to influcnce any member of the Government to favour Xpowimage no
eir tender in case it should not be the lowest ?—No, never. the Government.

17141. Did you attempt to influence any Member of Parliament to
use his influence in that direction ?—No.
17142. Are we to understand from you that one of the principal Any influence he
Teasons why you did not press this view upon the Government was The shape of ha-
cause their tender was already the lowest, and there was no occasion Suring the Gov-
ask for any favour ?—No; that was not it. Any conversation I have Morse & Co. were
ad in refercnce to the tender with any members of the Government it cuoacity.
Was to show that if Morse & Nicholson’s tender was as low as any of

© others the Government need not hesitate to award the contract to
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Pressed the view
on 8ir Charles
Tupper that the
Government need
not hesitate to
give these men
the contract if
thetr tender was
low because they
were capable and
well backed.

Neither witness
nor Shields so far
a8 he knows ever
pressed the view
-on the Govern-
ment, that even
though Morse &
Co.’s tender was
not quite 8o low
as others still
they should get
the contract.

Morse & Co.
would have pre-
ferred to have the
two sections

A and B.

them ; that they were men of means and capable of carrying out the
contract.

17143. You say that any influence you used was to that effect 7—Yes.

17144, Did you use it to that effect ?—I may have spoken to some
members.

17145. To whom may you have spoken ?—I may have spoken to Sir .
Charles Tupper.

17146. Did you ?—As a matter of fact, [ don’'t know whether I did
personally, becaase if 1 went I would go with Mr. Shields and I wounld
be merely there. 1 think Mr. Shields did most of the talking.

17147. Did you go with Mr. Shields and did he do most of the talk-
ing 7—Yes; I have gone.

17148. Did you suggest the idea to Sir Charles Tupper that if these
men were about the same ag any other tenderers they should be
favoured, because they came from the Toronto section, or for any other
reason ?—Yes; we pressed that the Government need not hesitate
though these men were not known as large contractors; that they
were men ot means, and that they would be capable of carrying out the
works; but any influence [ used with the Government was for the pur-
pose of showing that the Government need not hesitate, if their tender
was low, to give them the contract, because they had backers and were
capuble of carrying out the work.

17149. Did you, or M, Shields, in your presence, or at any other
time, press this view on the Government that although their tender
might not be quite so low it would be proper for the Government to
give it to them ?—No; Mr. Shields never pressed that in my presence.
T'don’t know what he might have done at any other time.

17150. Did you press it 2—No.

17(561. Don’t you know that you had an opportunity, if you thought
it advisable, of pressing on the Government tho view that their tender
for the whole section C was (taking into account the magnitude of the
transaction) only a small amount beyond the aggregate of the sepa-
rate tenders for A and B, and that if the (fovernment had chosen to
favour any person they had as far as they could an opportunity of
doing it then : were you not aware of those circumstances ?—No; I
cannot say that I knew exactly how that was. I went home. I was
not here all the time.

17152. It turns out, upon comparing the amount of the differeut ten-
ders for section A and section B, and the distances covered by these
two, which is known as section C, that the tenders for the whole dis-
tance was between $100,000 and $200,000 more than the aggregate of
the separate tenders for A aud B, and that if the Govenment had
chosen to favour the combined tender, they had an opportunity to do it:
did you not hear that discussed between your tirm, or between Shields,
Morse Nicholson and Marpole ?—1 have no recollection of it.

17153. Were you not aware that Morse, Nicholson and Marpole were
very anxious to get the whole section 7—Yes; I was aware of it.

17154. That their main efforts were directed to that object ?—Yes;
they would have preferred the whole, I believe.
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17155. Did you never hear any discussion on that subject of any 41 and 42
attempt tu influence the Government to take up the whole distance Hemerroardlt
in one contract rather than two separate distances in two contracts ?— ernment to glve
No; I have no recollection of it. I don’t think I was in Ottawa at the *Me™ the whole.

time that diseussion was going on.

17156. Are you aware that any such discussion took place ?—No,
I am not, as a matter of fact.

1715%. Were you here at the time of the awarding of the contracts?
—1I was here at the time the tenders were opened.

17158. That was about the 30th of January, but they were not
actually awarded, as we learned from the report on the subject, until
about the 20th of February ?—I don’t think I was here then; I am sure

1 was not. Shi 7
elds remained
17159. Did Mr. Shields remain at Ottawa after you went to Toronto ? [ Ottawa to re-
~—Ob, yes ; for weeks. and Closc’s
17160. And was he representing the interests of your firm—I mean '

Mr, Shields and yourself ?—Yes.

17161. Do you know whether after the contract was awarded to
Morse, Nicholson & Co., about the 20th of February, for section B,
that they, or any one on their behalf, or on behalf of your firm, notified
the Government that they would not take section B alone, but if they
were to be separated they would prefer section A?—No. I was not
here. I do not know what happened then.

17162, Were you here when Andrew McCormick was here?—I was
here when he was here the first time. I think he was here before me
and after me.

17163. Then you were not here all the time that he was here ?—Oh,
no.

17164, He says that he took some message of that kind and delivered
it verbally to one of the Ministers, but he is not able to fix the date :
do you know whether such a thing happened while you were here ?—
No; if it is in February I was not here, because 1 was at home.

17165. He does not say it was in February : his recollection is that
it was in January ?—1I have no recollection of it.

-

17166. He is corrected in that matter apparently by Mr. Marpole, Knows nothing
who thinks it was later; now, considering these statements by Mar- 3P0ut any mess-
pole and McCormick, is your memory refreshed on the subject : are McCormick.
yon able to say whether you were in Ottawa ?—No ; I don’t know any-
thing about it.

17167. Who was the person next yourself best acquainted with all
the arrangements about becoming security for Morse, Nicholson &

Co. ?—1In the first place do you mean ?

17168. In the first place 7—Mr. Shields.

17169. All the way through was he ngff the person best acquainted Shields negotiat-
with your arrangements ?—Yes; he negotiated ail the arrangements 538!l arrange-
with them for me.

17170. Did Mr. John J. McDonald at any time know any more
ahout your arrangements for becoming security than Mr. Shields knew ?
—I am not aware that Mr. McDonald knew anything about them at all.
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17171. Ts it possible that Mr. Shields could obtain from Mr. John J.
McDonald any information on the subject which he, Mr. Shields, had
not of his own knowledge ?—In reference to Morse & Nicholson ?

17172. In reference to your becoming security for this firm —No; I
don’t know how.

17173. Besides being interested in this tender for section B upon
the part of Morse, Nicholson & Co., you also became interested with
some other firm, a rival tenderer, did you not?—No; not until they
were out altogether.

After Morse & Co. 17174. Well, did you after they were out altogether >—The 6th of
arrangement  March I had an agreement with Shields and Manning, giving me an
with shields and . . .

Manning getting 1nterest in section B.

an interest in - .

section B. 17175. Where did that agreement take place ?—In Toronto.

17176. What place in Toronto ?—In Mr. Shields’ office.

17177. Was Mr. Manning there ?—He was.

17178. Was it reduced to writing ?—It was.

17179. Have you the writing ?—I have ; yes.

17180. Will you produce it ?—I now produce it. (Exhjkit No. 243.)
Agreement . .
drawn by 17181. Who drew up this agreement 2—Mr. Manning.

17182. How long before it was drawn up did you first negotiate upon
this subject ?—That same day.

17183. Was that the beginning of tho negotiation upon this subject
that you should be interested in the Fraser-Manning contract ?—No; I
had some conversation with Mr. Shields before that.

17184. How long before 2—Oh, perhaps a day or two before.

‘When Morse & 17185. Mr. Shielde was still interested with you in this matter ?—
Co werein with No. When Morse & Co.’s own tender was drawn out, and they were
& Co. they pro-  going to associate themselves with Andrews, Jones & Co., they made a
gg’;,e‘;‘gg;g’g;:fgs proposition to me, asking me if [ would put up some security for them
gﬁ“ﬁ}éﬁg&?em —real socurity—and take an interest with them. I asked them on
were not accepted What terms, and Mr. Morse asked me what I wanted, and I submitted

my terms, and he would not agree to it, and 1 abandoned having any-
Shields not Inter- thing to do with them. Mr, Shields was not interested in the matter

ested in this. that 1 kmow of.
17186. Nor jointly with you ?—No,

17187, But he had become interested in the Manning Co.?—
After the Morse affair fell through he associated himself, down here in
Ottawa, with them, I believe.

17188, This was closed by document on the 6th of March: you were
on one side of the bargain, and Shields and” Manning and these other
parties were on the other side of the bargain ?—Yes.

17189. You are not in.the same ranks with bim ? —No; oh, no

Noarrangement  17190. What arrangem@nt you had made before this was reduced to
Jith Manaing,  writing on the 6th of March, with Mr. Shields representing the firm of
-until 6th March. Manning, McDonald & Shields, or some other parties ?—No arrange-

roent at all. Mr. Shields said he would try and get me with them if

he could, and he talked the matter with Manning, I believe, before I
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went there ; but there was no arrangement as to the amount [ should
get, or whether I should get anything at all until afler I went there
that afternoon, and it was reduced to writing.

17191. What was it you proposed to get from them ?—I wanted a

large interest. Wanted
an -
17192. How large ?7—1I think I wanted one-twclfth. twelfth from

them.
17193. And what were you to do in compensation for this one-

twelfth interest ?—Well, if 1 got it, I was to put up my share of the
security and do my_proportion of the work.

17194. Was there not something else: were you not to withdraw
from your proposition to be surety for Morse, Nicholson & Co.?—
I had withdrawn.

17195. Had you withdrawn before that time ?—Before that was Had withdrawn
written ? Yes. from Andrews,

Jones & C%. before

17196. Before the time that you and Shields were discussing the Written, but not
share that you should have in the new firm of Manning & Co. ?— DbeforeShields
Before Shields and I—no; I don’t think I had before Shields and I cussed matters.

had the conversation.

17197. But before you withdrew from becoming surety ?—I never
became security. Morse and I never agreed upon the basis on which
I should become surety. I proposed to become surety on certain basis
‘which Morse would not agree to.

17198. Look at this Exhinit No. 70 and see if you ever signed it ?—
This was the surety put in at the first, but it was not on that surety
that Morse ard I were negotiating then. It was, however, put up, the
surety, and it was on Andrews, Jones & Co.’s tender, I believe.
“This was withdrawn. He was away at this time. When T signed
this it was understood that Taylor Bros., the paper men, and Gooder-
ham & Worts were to be the real sureties; that was a matter of form.

17199. That surety you understood to be only for the purpose of
-enabling the Government to consider the tender that was put in?—
That was all; that was the only basis and it was distinctly understood.

17200. And if the Government required a larger or different security
at the time the contract was awarded some other person should furnish
that ?—They represented that Taylor Bros., the paper men, and
Gooderham & Worts, would furnish the security if they got the contract,

17201. Do ybu mean to say after that there was further negotiation
_going on with this same firm by which you should become one of the
subsequent securities if they got the contract ?—Yes,

17202. But you withdrew before you and Shields made any bargain
about your interest of one-twelfth or one twenty-fourth in the new
firm ?—Not before Shields and I had a talk about it, but before that

- document was written.

17203. I want if I can to get the evidence upon the time when you
and Shields discus~ed the probability of your retiring from your surety-
ship for Morse, Nicholson & Co., and on what terms you should do so ?

-~~About the 5th I should fancy—the 4th or 5th. What day of the
week it would be on I cannot state.

17204. Do you not know what day of the week ?--No ; I do not.
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17205. Well, that will not be material. Was this the state of affairs
before you made this arrangement upon the 6th of March with Man-
ning : that upon some_previous occasion, a short time before it, you
had the choice of two alternatives, either to become surety for Morse,
Nicholson & Co., upon terms which you and they were discussing, or
to drop them and to become interested with Shivlds in his new firm :.
had you those alternatives before you? —No ; not at the same time.

17206. Well, which did you abandon first ?—1I abandoned the Morse:
& Nicholson thing, but Morse wanted me to put up a certain amount
of security. I went to a friend and asked him dbout it, as they wanted
me to put up some security. I think they were short some $50,000 or
$60,000. He would let me know whether he would go in for a certain
portion. They got A. M. Smith & Co. to go in for a certain portion of
it. Then they said if I would go in they cou'd manage it. They
asked if [ should go in, on what basis I would go. We talked that
over and disagreed on it, and I refused to become security.

‘When witness

172017. Did you not keep him in doubt whether you should remain
1&%&&#@3 or become se{urity for ]l)lim until after you h:sdy arranged to go
latter sald he 1 in with Shields, McDonald & Co.?—When I made the proposition
whole thingup~ of what I wanted with him, if 1 went the security, he said he would
e ene  throw the whole thing up. I said very well, you can think the matter

Moree to think  gyer, and I left.

the matter over.
17203. When you told him to think the matter over and left, did you
not think he might possibly come to your terms ?—Yes.

17209. And if he did you might remain security for him ?—He did
not come to my terms.

17210. Did you come back after that ?—1I did.
Before concludin,

17211. Before you decided to go in with Shields ?—Yes; before I
Tack andgave  concluded with Shields I came back and gave him a chance. ’

Morse a chance.

17212. Had you and Shields come to a verbal understanding before
you decided you would not support Morse ?—So far as Shields was con-
cerned, he wished to give me an interest, but there was no understand-
Ying at all with Mr. Manning.

17213. Had you and Mr, Shields come 1o an understanding, as far as
My, Shields was concerned himself ? -It would give me an interest in
their firm if he could accomplish it.

17214. Having the probabitity of that in view you decided ?—No; 1
would still, if Mr. Morse had accepted my proposition, have went in,
beeause I was not committed to Shields in any way. I hadno cer-
tainty I would get into their firm, and when 1 came back, if Morse:
had agreed to my proposition, I would have become his security.

Morse & Co. de-

T oot 17215. Do we understand that you state in your evidence that the
his terms before ending of the negotiations with Morse & Co. wus upon their part: that
be decided t0 80 they declined to accept your terms ?—They declined to accept my terms.

17216. And before you decided to go in with Shields ?—Yes.
17217. Is that the substance of your evidence ?—Yes ; that is it.

In the agreement 17218, How is it, if you had before this agreement with Shields ended
T aeiinat 8!l negotiations on the subject of your becoming security for Morse,
Wlinessshall = Nicholson & Co., that you put these words in your bargain with Manning
Moo e Cor 7 7 & Shields : “ and believing that it will bein the interest of all the parties
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with whom we are associated in said contract, that the said P. G. Close

shall not be security for said Morse & Co.” Now, that speaks on the
6th March, of a future possibility that you shall be security ; it does
not state hore that you had already given up the arrangement for being
security ?—Morse & Co., up to that time, had never given up the hope.
They were still trying to obtain the contract.

17219. But their trying to obtain the contract does not affect the Agreement word.
question of your being security ?—I suppose that was worded if they 3 :,ggﬁfggf,‘}e
came back to me again that I would not make any new negotiations to Morse &Co.
go into the security. You see Morse & Co., until after that date, had him again.
the idea that if they put up money they would get the contract, and it
was worded that way I suppose. If they came to me I would not become
their security.

17220. There is another matter in this same agreement of the 6th
March which requires explanation. It is this: the wording toward the
end is in this language : ‘“He,’ meaning yourself, “shall have a one-
twenty-fourth part in same contract if the same is awarded to Fraser &
Co., or that it comes to our tender, the said Close to bear his share of
the security, and to do bis portion of the work ;” now that speaks of
the decision respecting the dispossl of the contract being ascertained at
a future time, while as a matter of fact the contract had been awarded
on the 5th March : how do you explain this feature in your agreement ?
—Well, I really don't know ; Mr. Manning worded the agrecment.

1%221. Do you remember how soon after the contract was awarded
you became aware that it was awarded ?—On Saturday, I think, because
I came down Saturday night. I may have known before that. Iknow
that we came down Saturday night, but I don’t know when I heard it.
I may have heard it on Friday, but I don’t know. I know we came
down on the following Saturday night whatever date that was on.

17222. One of the fitm ot Morse, Nicholson & Co. has said, in
substance, that you led them to remain in doubt as to whether
i)Iou would be a surety for them or not until after tho last hour

ad passed, and then it was ascertained that you were interested wit
this rival firm : what do you say on the subject >—I led them to
remain in town ?

17223. In doubt ?—Well, it is just what I say. I made a proposition W!incssmadea
which Morse would not agree to, and I left them., which Morse

. . . . would not agree
17224, Did you leave him in doubt on the main question, whether to.

You would be surety for him ?~—~He knew that unless he came to my
terms I would not be surety, which he would not do, and I left him to
think the matter over.

17225. Was the hour up for putting up the security before you went
back to him to ascertain whether he would come to your terms?—I
think the hour for putting up security was passed before that. I think
the hour for putting up the security was passed the day before he
made negotiations, but they still thought that if they had the money Morse & Co. seek-
and came down they would be able to get the contract. Of course I am '8t Rut\B e,
Dot now speaking positively, but I think the time was past for putting getiing an eXtors
up the security before the negotiations with Morse commenced. the Government.

17226. Is it to your recollection that they were attempting to put
Up the security in the hope they would get an extension from the

vernment ?—That is it. But as a matter of fact, I believe their time
14%
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had expired before Mr. Morse and I had the negotiations, and it was
only in the hope of getting the time extended to put up security that
they would get the contract. That is my recollection of it—that the
time was really past; but they still had the hope to get the contract.

17227. Do you remember how much security had been put up on
the part of Morse, Nicholson & Co. at the time that you differed with
them about your becoming security for some of the balance 7—I think
from their statement that they had put up $150,000, and they were
trying to make up this $50,000 the day I speak of.

17228, With whom had they acted in getting up the last $50,000 of”
that $150,000 2—Well, they had been with a good many parties.

17229. Did you know with whom they had finally arranged for that
$50,000 ?—I think A. M. Smith was putting up a portion of it.

17230. Do you know whether Mr. Shanly was connected with it 2—
That security ?

17231. Yes ?—I don’t know whether he was. I know they had tried
a good many people. Mr. Shanly may have been applied to, but I am
not aware of it.

17232. Did you take part at any time in any negotiations with any
Minister of the Crown or any Member of Parliament on the subject of
either of A, B ur C?—No.

17233. Are you aware of any Minister of the Crown or any Member
of Parliament being interested in the results of any of these contracts ?
—No. ’

17234. Directly nor indirsctly ?—Neither directly nor indirectly-
that I am aware of.

17235. Do you know if any person in the employ of the Govern
ment, or any person in any of the Departments was intcrested ?—No.

17236. Do you know of any of them giving any information to
parties tendering ?—I never gct any information. '

17237. Do you know of any of them giving information to any one
else 2—No ; I do not.

17238. Did you, at any time, have any negotiations with any of the
original firm of Andrews, Jones & Co.?—I never saw any of them in
my life to my knowledge.

17239, Is there any other matter connected with this contract for
section B whioh you can explain besides those matters which I have
asked you about ?—No ; I don’t know of any other matter.

17240. Were you interested in any other matter connected with the
Canadian Pacific Railway ?—No.

17241, Is there any other information on the subject of the Canadian
Pacific Railway upon which you can give us information ?—No; I don't
think there is. .

17242. Did you, as one of the original sureties for Morse, Nicholson
& Co., learn the reason that they refused to carry out their tender for
section B?—No; I don’t know why they did not carry it out. I was
not here when they throw it up.
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17243. Were you down in Ottawa at the time the tenders were periafluemece.

opened—I mean the last day for receiving them : the 30th of January ? Was In Ottawa

. when tenders
—1I think I was. were opened.

17:44. Do you remember how long you remained here upon that
occasion ?—1 think about two weeks. I am not exactly sure of the time.
17245. s there any other matter connected with the Pacific Railway

upon which yon can give us information ?—No; I don't think there is.
I'don’t know of anything.

e et

FrepERIOK FAIRMAN, sworn and examined : FAIRMAN.
By the Chairman : — Purchase of
. Rails—
17246. Where do you live >—Montreal. Contract No. 8¢

1724'7. What is your occupation ?—Merchant.

17248. What class of goods do you deal in ?—Railway supplies prin-
cipally.

17249. Have you had any interest in any transactions connected with
the Canadian Pacific Railway ?—I1 have.

17250. What was the earliest? —I don’t remember the date. It was First connection
the letting in connection with the first rail contract that was let by the Jiio Hae e

dian Pacific
Government. Raillway the first
. .. rail contract let
172561, Was the work let by public competition ?—Yes. by the Govern-

17252. Do you remember about the time named for receiving tenders
by the first advertisement?—I cannot remember dates. I hardly
remember the year I was born in—dates or figures.

17253. Do you remember the circumstance that tenders were in-
vited by two advertisements ?—Yes.

17254, Do you remember about the time that elapsed between the
appearance of the first advertisement and the time named in that ad-
vertisement for receiving the tenders ?—No.

17255. Do you remember whether it was considered a long or a Timeglvenin
short time for the purpose of inviting tenders ?—It was considered t00 for putting 1n.
short a time—that is, the first advertisement. At least, I considered tepders considers
it so. )

17266. Did you make any representations upon that subject to the
Government ?—No ; 1 knew that other parties had done so.

. 17257. Other parties in the same business as yourself?—Yes; that
intended to tender. I heard so, at least.

17258. Were these persouns in business in Montreal >—Yes.

17259. Why did it require, in your opinion, a longer time than was
given by the advertisement ?—WY&II, it required time to make arrange-
ments on the other side. It was hardly possible to give full particu-
lars in Englard, to get out quotations and figures and so on, in the
short date which was given.

17260. When you say the other side, do you mean the United
lStates, or the other side of the Atlantic ?—The other sid2 of the At-
antic,

144%
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17261. Where is the principal source of supply for such articles ?—
England.

17262. Does the United States compete at all with England in this
respect 7—Very rarely in this country.

17263. Did you make any tender within the time first named by the
advertisement yourself, or your firm ?—I think not.

17264. Were you arranging to make a tender under the first adver-
tisement ?—Yes.

17265. You would not have been able to makea tender unless it was
extonded ?—I think so. I spent a good deal of money in cables. I
spent in the first cables over $30, in sending itover, and I spent over
$100 in cables immediately. Isaw that was the only way the thing
could be done.

17266. Did your firm depend upon the English supply in order to fill
any tender which you would make ?—Yes; we did not intend— We
were acling with parties we represented on the other side.

17267. You mean in England ?—Yes ; in all cases in England.

17268. Before this advertisement for tenders, had you made any con-
tract with any other party or Government for the supply of rails ?—
Not any large contract that I remember of.

17269. Had you, before you put in the tender, undertaken to sup-
ply any other party with rails ?—It is very hard to remember that. We
have been in the habit of importing rails for a number of years. There
was no very large transactionsthat I remember of up to that date,
but there was always more or lessdoing in the way of tram rails
and light rails for branch roads, in some of those small quantities.

17270. Would they be rails of similar character to those which you
supplied the Pacific Railway ?—No; they would be lighter rails, in iron.

17271. Not steel rails 2—Not in all cases, some steel.

17272. Was it understood in the trade before this advertisement
appeared that such things would be probably wanted by the Govern.
ment, for the Pacific Railway ?—-Oh, yes, I think so. It was a public
matter of public notoriety, at least known to the public, that this
Canadian Pacific Railway had to be built, and it was also known that
they must have rails; that might bave been known a year before.

17273. In view of the wants for the Pacific Railway had you been
taking any steps to procure rails before the advertisement?—Yes;
nearly a year before-——some considerable time before. I think it was
nearly a year. When I was in England, knowing that this might come
up, I had made arrangements then that in case it ever did come up we
could handle it not only relative to this trade, but to the whole trade
of the Dominion.

17274. Had you, in view of the probable want of these rails, about
the time of this advertisement, made any efforts to obtain rails in this
country ?—No; I do not know that I understand that question fully.

172%5. Had you, in view of the probable want of steel rails for the
Canadian Pacitic Railway, made any attempts, about the period of this
advertisement, but before it was published, to obtain rails in this
country P—There was no possibility of obtaining them in this country.
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17276. Were you aware that the Bank of Montreal had any lien
upon any ?—No. Does not remem-

17277. Did you take no part in any effort to obtain any rails which Jpriryingto =

were hypothecated to the Bank of Montreal ?—XNot that 1 remember of. thecated to Bank
of Montreal.

. 17278. Do you know whether they had a claim upon any rails belong-
Ing to any other railway in this country ?—You mean at that time ?

17279, About that time ?—I don’t remember that.

- 3 - H H . Thirty days a
1¢28{)._ In case it was necessary or desirable to get a conmdex.nble Tolrty daysd e
competition for the supply of rails, what would be a reasonable time, for correspond-
in your opinion, to permit of necessary communications betwcen this §cg Fith kng-

country and England 7—Well, thirty days. have competing

17281. Have you ever considered this question: whether a larger or
stronger competition could be obtained by advertising for rails in this
country or in England ?—I never considered it.

17282. Are you able now to give any opinion on the subject?—I Competition, as
think that we can get as much competition—in fact there is as much §iieem g saver-
compotition—here as there could possibly be on tho other side. Atthe Usnada, and ad-
present time 1 am negotiating for rails, and there is a good deal more E?.}l:‘,}’ .m
competition than I like—there is both in the United States and here

as well.

17283. Why don’t you like all the competition that can be had ?—
That is all very well, but the more competitors the less your chances of
getting it are. .

17284, Don’t you think it is a good thing for the public to get them
88 low as possible ?7—Yes, I do; if they get a good article.

17285. Is it because it makes more competition than traders find Makers generally

beneficial that you think it is not desirable to advertise in Englaud ? - FOIK through
In advertising in England, the usual course in England with makers London, and will
is to do all this work with brokers in London; and, of course, mediate men in
these brokers tender themselves. It is not very often that these people fnada ae el ae
tender direct. They very often tender through Londoun houses, where '
they have ageucies, and even from this side we can always get as good

gures from the maker. They will recognize intermediate men here
a3 well as they will in London.

.. 19286, Upon the main question which I have asked, do you say that
1t is better for the purchasers of rails not to jadvertise in England ?—

ell, that is a very hard question to answer.

18287. What is your opinion upon that in the interest, at present, of Thinks the inter-
the purchasers >—Well, I think their chances would be just as good in Rl i 1 9
this count:y. I know that parties who have been tendering for rails advertsing in
Mow for the North Shore road, we competed there against several England,

ndon houses. The order was known to be open in London, and we
Sompeted on this side, and we carried the order; but our prices were

88 than Loundon prices.

17288. Was that advertised in England ?—Not advertised, but it was
known in tho trade over there about there months.

17289, You carried it, but it was not advertised in England ?—Yes.

17290. Have you any reason to know that the result would have
been the same if it had been advertised in England ?-—It was thoroughly
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known in England. It was known that one of the largest houses in
London, Naylor, Benzon & Co., were competing against us, so that it
was well known in London, England, that this offer was up.

17291. Do you say, as a matter of present opinion, that a purchaser
in Canada would be likely to get a large quantity of rails at as low a
price by advertising only in Cavada as by advertising also in England ?
—Yes, I am satisfied ; in fact I know that has been the case.

17292. Are there agents in Canada for the principal rail supplying
houses in England ?—Yes, several of them.

17293. Are there for all the principal ones ?—Well, I may say not all
the principal ones, but there are agents here for a number of the very
largest there are in England.

17294. Don’t you think that a purchaser would get a lower price by
letting all the principal houses know of the demand ?—No, Sir; the
tendency of putting the thing before the whole of the makers in
England is to advance the price.

17295. How do you account for that ?—It gives them an idea that
there are more rails wanted than there really is—more enquiry.

17296. Would they get that idea if the exact quantity required
were made known ?—Well, it' it came only through one source they
might not get the idea; but when, as it is often the case, it comes from
different sources, they would naturally get the idea that there is more
required.

17297, If the source from which the demand is made were
published, as well as the quantity required, would that information have
the effect of raising the price in the country where the rails are
made ?—It would bave the tendency; yes.

17298, How do you account for that ?7—Well, if there is a large
amount it certainly would have the tendency of stiffening the market.

1'7299. Then do you think that the best plan for obtaining a low
price is not to make the want known to many persons dealing in the
article 2—That is put by the way of a tender. Put in the way of an
offer, yes; if by tender I don't know but it might act differently.

17300. If it were put in the way of a tender how do you think it
would act ?—Would you mind putting that question again ?

17301. If it were put in the way of a tender how do you think it
would act : you have just said if it were put in the way of an offer it
would act in one way, but in the way of a tender it might act in ano-
ther way ?—It might act differently. But Ido not know ; but from my
experience in importing rails I have been enabled 1o compete against

uotations from England, and every time or nearly every time carried

e order against them. At the present time Mr. Hickson is in England,
and he has issued a private note to all makers in England, asking the

rices of rails at a quantity delivered in Montreal. That is, I undorstand

e has. I learned that he is; and I am prepared to take the price thathe
has got, and I can make a good profit on it. I can sell them less than
the figures he has got. That will give you an idea probably of what you
are asking.

17302. Do you mean that other persons in the same trade in Mon-
treal could do this and compete successfully against the direct offers
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‘in England ?—1 do not know what other people can do, but I koow
what we have done. I think that they have done the same. That latter
art of it is mere guess work on my part. I do not think it ought to
e considered evidence. I don’t call to mind any transaction just now,
but I suppose they can do as well as we can.

17303. Do you mean that the articles can be furnished at lower prices
than they have been offered to be furnished in England, at the time
‘that you are naming ; that they are in effect asking more profit than is
necessary, and consequently the prices are not reduced as low as they
-ought to be 7—No; that is not it. I merely gave the facts, and I have
to leave other people to judge how it is so. There is the fact in connec-
tion with the case; I give two points.

17304. I understand you to say that these offers made to the Gov-

-ernment, or to any other purchaser, as a rule, are made through
brokers in England ?—Generally.

17305. Is it not a custom in such matters that tho brokers should get
a percentage upon the amount of the sale ?—Yes.

17306. Do you know about the general rate that brokers get upon
‘such transactions ?—Well, sometimes they make special bargains,
generally from one half to one per cent.

17307. Does the same practice obtain in this country that trans-
-actions of that sort are managed through brokers upon a percentage ?
—Yes. :

17308. Do you think that the manufacturing houses for these articles

supply them to their brokers in Canada at a lower rate than they do to
their brokers in England ?—They might in some cases. That is a

Purchase of"
Halls,
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than to English

-Question tbat is very hard to answer without telling you the modus vrok

-operandi in which I enter in all the transactions, and I do not care to
let other people (my competitors) know how we do it.

17209. Wo do not wish to enquire into that. In fact I have been
‘agking my questions rather with a view to avoid it if possible; there-
fore I have asked you as to the general practice and not your own ?—
The general practice is to allow a commission of one-half to one per
cent.

17310. Are you aware whether it has been the practice of manifac-
turing houses in Kngland to furnish those articles at a lower price to

nadian agents, I don’t mean any particular house, than to their
English broﬁering agents ?—Well, 1 can answer and explain that to
You, but I don’t think that the Government have anything to do with
it. If the reporters will not take down what I state relative to it, if
You don’t mind accepting it in that way, I will explain it to you in
three words, but I cannot do it in any other way.

17311. I suppose from what you have said that it would be a great
advantage to the seller to know the probable amount that would be
Tequired altogether by the purchaser, so thet in making offers it would

possible to throw off a percentage, and still, upon the aggregate
transaction, make as large a profit : in other ~words, is it not
likely that a person who knew that a purchaser desired a large
Quantity of any material would be able to give a lower price than a
Rorson who would suppose it was only a small quantity which was
Toquired ?—That would depend altogether upon the state of the market.

rokers.

£
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17312. Is not the system of selling these articles by the manufac-

turing houses, that as a rule they do it through brokers who get the
percentage ?—Yes.

A broker will 17313. Is it not a temptation to a broker to lose part of his per-

ok ower ber Contage upon a large transaction so that he might still make as much

transaction than profit as he would by getting his whole percentage upon a smaller

on a small. transaction ?—Yes.
Tortal tnat per 17314. Then is i ial deri ]

Tia. at per- > . » »

e tendering 7314. Then is it not a material matiter to persons tendering to know

should know the probably the whole amount that would be required ?—Yes.
whole amount

required. 17315. Isit not likely that an order for a large quantity will bring,
for that reason, a lower price than for a smaller quantity : that the
broker or agent may be tempted to throw off part of the commission ?
—Yes, provided he wanted to adopt that course.

17316, Is it not the practice, in all these transactions, that a large
order will bring a smaller price ?—It is not customary. If a man can-
not get one per cent. he had better leave the transaction alone. There
is too much responsibility and risk connected with it. ~One per cent.
is the usual thing.

Witness's firm ~ v i . .
Witnesss firm  17317. Had you any means of knowing, yourself or your firm, at.

knowing what _ this time, the probable amount which would be required by the Gov-

L ead °"'? crnment ?P—No.

17318. Had you no mcans of knowing except by what appeared in
the advertisement ?—No; no means.

17319. Had you no information from any one connected with any of
the Departments as to the probable requirements of the Government?
—No ; I did not know a man in the Department.

17320. Did you learn indirectly through any one else?—No.

17321. Do you remember whether your firm made more than one
tender after this advertisement for rails ?—I think we did.

17322, Among the tenders filed in the Department is one signed by
your firm, Cooper, Fairman & Co, for rails delivered f.o.b. at Liver-
Egol : do you remember whether that was made entirely on your own
half, or were you then representing some other establishment in this
offer 7—-1 do not remember.
Does not remem- 17323, I do not wish to enquire into your private arrangements, but
Do Waetner 'heY did you represent yourselves to be agents to the Government ?—Well,
themselvesas  if we did we said so on the tender, I fancy. It is very hard to

to th e : A
e oene  remember these things it is so long ago. Itis five or six ycars ago.

Purchase and 17324. There is another tender in your own name in answer to this
Tramsporta- advertiscment for delivery at Duluth or Thunder Bay, suggesting also-
that you would tender for delivery at French River, at a reduction of
28, a ton, this is signed by your own firm, not ostensibly as agents for
any other company: do you remember whether you represented your-
selves in this matter to be agents for any other company ?—I think we-

were for another company for that.

17325. Do you mean that you represented -yourselves to be agents?
- . —Well, really I could not remember.
bepaitof Morsey 17326, Thore is a third tender signed in this way: “The Mersey

Lron and Rtcel . Iron and Steel Co. of Liverpool, per Cooper, Fairman & Co., Agents,.
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Montreal,” this is for 5,000 to 10,000 tons of Bessemer steel rails
delivered at Montreal, that being the only point named in the advertise-
ment for delivery; in this matter I understand that you represented
yourselves to be agents for another company ?—Yes.

17327. Not dealing entirely on'your own behalf: can you say now
whether, as a matter of fact, at the time of your signing this tender in
the name of the Mersey Steel and Iron Co., you were authorized
to act for them in this matter ?7—We were authorized by them.

17328. Do you say you were authorized ?—Yes.

17329. Then this transaction was betwecen the Mersey Steel and

Iron Co. on the one part, and the Government on the other part ?—
Yes.

17330. Accomplished through you as their agents ?—Yes.

17331. Do you know whether you had any written authority from
them ?—1I don’t know as we had written authority ; we had communi-
cations by cable,

17332. Do you remember where these tenders were made up and
finally signed ?—I do not.

17333. The envelopes in which they have apparently been enclosed
do not appear to have gone through the post office : would that refresh
your memory as to where they were made u{) ?—No; most of those
tenders we usually figure them up in Montreal, and then where there
is anytbing very important we bring it up ourselves and put it into the
Departmer.t, so as there shall be no going astray or mistakes. We

"make a habit of doing that.

17334. Just look at the original tender for delivery at Liverpool and
say in whose handwriting it is ?--It is mine.

17336. Look at the envelope attached to it and say in whose hand-
writing that address is ?—1It is mine.

17336. Can you say how that reached tho office of the Department
of Public Works ?—1I do not know, unless I took it mywelf,

1337. Do you reomember whether you took it yourself ?—I don’t
remember. I think it is very probable I did take it.

17338. Were you up at Ottawa about the time that these tenders
were put in, do you remember ?--Yes,

17339. Did you have any communication upon the subject before
they were put in, with any one in the Department ?—No. Well, I
might correct that. I may have asked questions relative to the require-
ments of the tenders from the Department.

17340. To whom did you aslkk those questions ?—I don’t remember
from whom. I think Mr. Trudeau, though, was the party I got the
information from.

17341. Did you have conversations with Mr. Buckingham on the
subject ?—1I did not. I did not know Mr. Buckingham.

17342. Was there any person else at Ottawa about that time repre-
8senting your firm ?—I think not.

17343. Having seen those original tenders, can you say now whether
you were authorized by the Mersey Co. to make this tender on

Purchase and
Transporta-
tion of Rafls.

Does not remem-

ber where tender

was made up and.
signed.

Thinks he took
tender to office of’
Department
himself.

Before putting in
tenders asked for
information from
Mr. Trudeau.
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their behalf ?—1 think that other letter would bear that out. In their
Produces no

authority from  private letter enclosed with the tender they give all those particulars

Mersey Steel and
1ron Co., to to us.

tender in their 17344. Will you please read from the letter to which you allude that
portion which authorizes you to make this tender?--It is not alone
this letter that I would rely upon for my authority. We had corres-
pondence, and we had cables passing, a good many of them, relative
to this whole subject. I got my figuros and prices from them, and all
the particulars connected with it.

17315. Is there any portion of that letter which you consider author-
ized you to tender in tEeir name ?—Well, in this letter I don’t know
that there is any. It says: “Should your friends place their order
with us, you may rely upon us giving it our careful attention. Yours
truly, The Mersey Steel and Iron (o.” This is only ap extract
from letters we had in connection with it, not a whole letter.

17346. Who did they allude to when they say ‘ your friends ?"—
Well, I suppose that the parties with whom we were negotiating ; we
told them that they knew the whole circumstance of the tenders being
out. It is the customary phrase in addressing commercial correspond-

The item of bolts encet . . .

Inode e 17347. In this tender in the name of the Mersey Co. you included
name of the Mer- a1 item for bolts, did you not ?—Yes.

o ok there by 17348, Was that authorized by the company ?—No; it was not,

1he anthority of ) Y y ! "

that firm. 17349. Do you say now that your tender was made under the au-
thority of the company ?—Yes, as far as steel rails and fish-plates are

A portion of concerned.

tenderauthorized

and & portion un- 1'{350. Then you mean that a portion of it was authprized: and a
:l;“gf:ir{gg-tol‘o portion was unauthorized ?~~Yes; I mean that the portion with re-
tender in name of gard to the steel rails and fish-plates was authorized, but the portion

Morsey 0o for,. relative to bolts was not. We assumed the position.

Purchase of 17351. Did you say that some time before this, in November, 1874,
cRella No.s. When the advertisements appeared asking for tenders, that in the trade
it had been understood that a large quantity of steel rails would be
required ?—Well, I think that any one reading the papers could come
to no other conclusion, I didn’t go outside of the trade to make my
enquiries. I drew my own inferences from the fact of the Act being

passed, and that the railroad had to be constructed.

17352. Then, was it from matters of public notoriety that you drew
your inference that a large quantity of rails would be required about
that time ?—Not about that time; but sooner or later a large quantity
would be required.

17353. Was the time at which they would be required a material
matter in your consideration of the subject ?—I had no idea when they
would be required.

Jmportanttoin. 17354, But would not the probability of the time when they would
et time " be required be a material matter for your consideration—I mean in
:gS?dsgei)ﬁﬁps deciding whether any steps should be taken for arranging for such
chased should be supplies with people on the other side of the Atlantic ?—Of course it
N oiyatBe  jg important that [ would have to know the time, because if I did not
generalidea. I would not be prepared to be able to make any bids. .
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17355. Do you remember whether, as a matter of fact, you did get omtract No.8.
any information as to the time when these rails would be required ?—
No; I had no idea more than a general idea.
17356. Do you remember whether, as a matter of fact, before this He had however
advertisement appeared you had becn preparing to get such a supply merore’ been pre-
in case ot any invitation for tenders ? —1had been preparing for nearly paring to get a

; ) ; h
a year before, when I was in England, to do that kind of business. tendors snouid be

17357. Had you made any arrangements as to the price ?—No. Invited.

17358. Could you say about what time you began to make enquiries
as to the price P—About a year before the tenders were out—not with
regard to prices. I made no enquiries relating to price. Made no enquir

17359. 1 mean about prices ?—I made no enquiry about prices until 2§19 rices unt!

the time that the advertisements appeared in Montreal. appeared in
ontreal.

19360. Do you remember about the date at which your tender, or
rather the tender of the Mersey Co., was accepted by the Govern-
ment ? —No; I don’t remember.

17361. Doyou remember writing a letter about the 4th of December,
1874, stating that you were leaving for England, and that before
going you would like to know if the delivery of the rails would be
accepted at particular points, so that you might bo able to reduce
the pressure on the Montreal freight market, by sending a portion via Jecosnizes his

New York ?—~1 don’t remember the matter. letter of 4th
December asking

17362. Will you please look at this letter of December 4th and sce whether delivery

whose writing it is ?—I wrote it. accepted at
.. . .. different points.

17363. Who took part principally in those negotiations between
your firm and the Government ?—I did.

17364. It appears from the Return to Parliament that two days Two daysbefore
before this the Government had notified you that the Mersey Co.'s notified witness
tonder was accepted, and articles of agreement were enclosed fhatthe Mersey
with that notification for the purpose of having them executed : were beenaccepted and

these articles of agreement executed ?—Yes, I fancy so. Socloned articles

17365. In the shape in which they were sent ?—I don’t remember
that. I know that articles were executed with the Government.

17366. Don’t you know that a portion of the agrecement was struck gﬁ;‘e’%ﬁﬂﬁﬁ'}‘:
out—that portion relating to bolts?—The bolts were struck out ; yes, it struck out.
repudiating it.
17367. How did you become aware that the Mersey Co. repudiated

the transaction as far as the bolts were concerned ? —I was there.
17368, Where 7—In England.

17369. Did you endeavour to got the articles executed by them as

8y were sent to you by the Government, or was it on your own sug-
&ostion that they might leave out the bolts ?—No; I wanted them to
®Xecute it as it was sent from the Government, if I remember rightly;
but they claimed that they did not make bolts, and consequently they
Would not execute that portion.

17370. Did they execute it then at that time, upon that occasion,
With this particular portion struck out, or was it sent back to the

vernment for their approval, to know if the Government would
Accept it with that portion struck out ?—I do not know.
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Witness took
articles of agree-
ment with him.

Does not know by
what authority
the mutilated
agreement was
signed.

The members of
the irm making
the above tenders
were Janes
Oooger, Charles
Mackenzie and
witmess.

Not agent for
Mersey Co.

in tendering for
bolts and nuts.

17371. Who had charge of the articles of agreement after they were
sent to you up to the time that they were executed ?—They were sent
direct to the Mersey people from us, or I took them, I don’t remember
which. I suppose, probably, I took them over with me. 1 may have
done 80,

173%2. I mean this: by whose authority was it decided that the
articles might be executed in the altered shape ; that is, only for'part of
what was covered by the tender 2—That is, the articles of agreement?

17373. The articles of agreement ?—1I suppose they must have sub-
mitted the matter back to the Government here. I do not know. All

I know is that they did not execute it. That is, they would not sign
it with that in, :

173'74. Were you present at the time that this was discussed with
the Mersey Co.?—I think [ was, No; I was not present at the
Board meeting. But the President told me that they had decided that
they would not execute the order for bolts.

17375. Do you know whether there was any consent on the part of
the Government that they would accept the contract in its altered shape

instead of the shape in which they originally forwarded it ?—I don’t
know.

17376. Then, if that was executed in the altered shape, as far as you
know, there was no authority by the Government that it might be so
executed ?—1I do not know.

17377. In making those tenders which I have shown to you in the
name of Cooper, Fairman & Co., who were the individuals interested in
the tender P—The individuals of the firm ?

17378. Yes 2—Well, 1 can answer, of course; but is it necessary to
go into all that old matter? It has been had over half:a-dozen of times..

17379. We think it necessary, Mr. Fairman. I think it is nccessary
for you to state who the individuals were who propo-ed to desl with
the Government, because this is a formal proposition by =everal indi-
viduals, not in their own names, but in the name of a tirm ?—!n other
words, you want to know who were the members of the firm?

17380. Those were the words I made usec of, possibly ?—The members

of the firm at that date weie James Cooper, myself, and Charles Mac-
kenzie.

17381, In this first contract which is spoken of as the Mertey Co.’s
contract your firm appceared to be only agents in tendering, but
I understand from what you say now that you were not azents so far

as the bolts and nuts, butonly so far as the rails were concerned ?—The
rails and fish-plates.

17382. As to the bolts and nuts you were not the agents of the

Mersey Steel and Iron Co.?—I said before that 1 assumed that addi-
tional authority.

17383. You said yes o my question : did y u mean that you were
not their agents ?—No; we were their agents for their manufactures.
They manufactured rails and fish-plates, but we were not their agents

for anything that they did not mannufacture, and they did not manu-
facture bolts.
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17384. This tender of the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. was the ¢omtract No.S.
first of those which were made through your firm which was accepted,
was it not ?—1 don’t understand that question.

17385. You made several offers, did you not, upon the subject of rails Tenders put 1n by
. . . ] ) ) . Cooper, Fairman
and nuts and bolts to the Government, either in your own name or as g'co,
agent for some other company ?—No; those were the only tendors I
-ever put in,

17386. These (holding up some documents) ?—Yes; that you have
in your hand.

17387. How many do you mean ?—I think there are threc there— (1) Tender f. 0. b.

different forms. (Looking atthe tenders) : This is the tender f. 0. b. in (2 Jaimmes &80,
our name, Cooper, Fairman & Co. ; there is a tender in cur name again (,f,’,'l,;f;‘?:,' é!llﬂsglgla
for delivery at different points in the west; then we tender as agents of ent potnts.

the Mersey Steel and Iron Co.; that is all relating to the same () Ienderin
tender, and it is all relating to the same enquiry that the Government Steeland Iron Co.

put forth at that date.

17388. Do you understand that they are distinct offers or rot ?2—
Yes; they are distinct offers.
Of these tenders

17389. And of all these distinct offers the only one that was accepted that in the name

: ! f the M
was that of the Mersey Co. was it not?—Yes; the Mersey (30.’s Steel and tron Co.

was the one that was principally accepted. zlengtgg.ly one ac-
17390. For what quantity of rails was that accepted ?—For 10,000 Thinks it was for
tons I think it was. 10,000 tons.

17391. At the time of putting in your tender had yon any reason to The Government.
suppose that more than 5,000 tons would be oftered to any one §hey caiied for
contractor ?—I1 don’t think I had. The Government only called for
5,000, and in my tenders I put in 5,000—five or ten; “five to ten” it
reads.

17392. Is there any other matter connected with this Mersey Steel
and Iron Co.s contract which you wish to explain ?7—Ido not know
of any other.

17393. Do you remember which was the next contract in which you
were interested, I mean on the part of the Canadian Pacific Railway ?
~—No; I could not remember from memory at all.

17394. Were you interested in a contract with the West Cumberland
Iron and Steel Co. ?—I do not think we were.

17393. Nor with the contraci with Guest & Co. ?—No.
17396. Nor with the contract with the Ebbw Vale Steel and Iron

Co. 7—N
NO. Contract No. 11.

17397. Were you interested in the one with Naylor, Benzon & Co. ?— Interested in con-
e8 tract with Nay-
. lor, Benzon & Co.

17398. Did that arise out of any offer made at the time that the
tenders were asked for by advertisement ?—Woell, I don’t think I can
answer that ; that is, I mean Idon't know.

17399. Do you remember the negotiations, which led to the contract
With Naylor Benzon & Co., being effected through you as their agent or
On your own account ?—Yes ; of course I remember. There was such a

ransaction, but I could not, without refreshing my memory by some

Ocuments, enter into the particulars of it.
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Coutract No.8. 17400, (Handing witness a Parliamentary Return) : Do you remem-
How Mersev Co.

supplied 20,000~ ber how it was brought about that the contract with the Mersey Steel
tons, the Govern- and Iron Co. was for 29,000 tons of steel rails instead of the 5,000 or
e ra'only 10,000, which were mentioned in their tender ?—I think that Govern-

5000 tons. ment asked if the Mersey Co. would accept another 10,L00 tons.
17401. Was that through negotiations of your firm ?—Yes.

17402. Who made the proposition ?-~The Department. I think it
was Mr. Trudeau or Mr. Braun.

- 17403. Did your firm make any proposition to the Department that
this quantity should be increased ?—I think not.

17404, The proposal came from the Government as far as you
remember ?—As far as I can remember.

ContractNo.11.  17405. Are you able to say now, after looking at this printed report,
How contract  how the contract with Naylor Benzon & Co. was brorght about ?—Well,
Jlth Naglor& it was Mr. Cooper. I see his name in the correspondence in connection
brought about.  with this. I would suppose from his letter that he had received an offer

from the other side, that be submitted.

17406. You think it was Mr. Cooper who wrote that letter ?—Itis
signed James Covper.

17407. This is the original letter dated 29th of December (handing
a letter to witness) : is that Mr. Cooper's writing ?—Yes.

17408. Looking at that letter, do you remember any of the circum-
stances ? —~The ofter must have come through me, I was there in Liver-
pool.

17409. Do you remember what the offer was which you communi-
cated to your Montreal firm for the purpose of being forwarded
to the Government?—I do not remember ; only what he says here,
£10 10s. I suppose that was probably the amount.

17410. That otfer was not accepted, was it ?—Well, I don’t remem-
ber that.

17411. Do you remember sending a telegraph message to your firm =
about the beginning of January, 1875, to the effect that the Mersey
Co. bhad signed for delivery at Montreal only, and referring to
additional 10,000 tons required to be delivered at Liverpool ?—I don’t
remember such a telegram, Sir.
Transportation 17412, There is a letter reported, dated on the 4th of January, 1875,
ContrastNog7, from Cooper, Fairman & Co., for the Mersey Steel znd Iron Co.,
Cooper & Fajr-  and directed to the Minister of Public Works, suggesting that to facili-
man (January,  tate matters, the firm will be glad to have his instructions with refer-
1875) write to . . . . . .
Ministerof Public ence to this quantity required at Liverpool, and the delivery of it at
N orke Oerng  Yancouver Island; and that freight could be secured at £2 “per ton,

Vancouver although £2 10s. had been asked : do you remember any of that mat-
fopnaat£2Pel tor being dealt with by you in England ?—I remember only the ques-

tivn of the freights.

17413. What do you remember about that ?—The freight was to be

£2. g)he tirst euquiry was £2 10s., but we finally succeeded in getting
it av £2,

Anderson, Ander- 17414, With whom ?—I .think it was Anderson, Anderson & Co.,
e Co. 811D~ gome firm in London, shippers.
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17415. In getting the price for this freight, were you acting on
behalf of the Government or on behalf of Anderson, Anderson & Co ?—
Well, I merely acted as a go-between.

17416, In whose interest ?—In the interest of Anderson, Anderson
& Co.

1741%7. Then if you were acting in their interest your object would
be to get as much freight as possible, and as high a price as possible ?
—Yes.

17418. Was it ever understood that you were acting for the Govern-
ment during this communication ? —Yes.

17419. Your firm makes use of this lJanguage: ¢ We can probably
secure freight at £2 per ton: ” do you think your firm meant by that,
that acting in the interest of Anderson, Aunderson & Co. they could
secure freight at £2 per ton, which was lower than £2 10s: was that
acting, or did you understand it to be acting in the interest of the
Government to get it as low as possible 2—Of course I was desirous not
to pay more than was necessary in connection with the matter, and if
T understand right there was some counter proposition from this side
that they would take a certain quantity of rails if the freights could be
arranged at some certain figure, and I may have had an interest in it
in that way. This was a good while ago, and it is very hard to
remember the reasons that prompted me to this.

17420. Did you have any personal interview with the firm of Ander-
son, Anderson & Co ?—Yes ; a good many.

17421. With whom of that firm ?—I think it was Anderson.

17422. One of the membors ?—Yes.

17423. Did you arrange with him the price at which this freight
was to be carried to Vancouver Island ?—I think it was I that
arranged for it.

17424. Have you a doubt about it 7—Well, probably not,’ It is very
hard, as I say, to remember back and call up all the incidents in
connection with those subjects. I interviewed him and tried to get the
best offer, and spoke to other parties also.

17425. Do you remember that you did interview him and arrange
any price 7—I remember that I did interview him, and asked him his
figures as well as others.

17426. Was it not your firm who finally agreed with the Govern-
ment as to the price to be paid for this transportation of rails to Van-
couver Island before it was reduced to a formal agreement in the
name of Anderson, Anderson & Co.?—Well, I suppose, probably, it came
through us from me.

17427. Do you think that it was arranged directly between Ander-
Bon, Anderson & Co. and the Government, and not through you as
_ their agent, or as somebody’s agent?—I do not kuow whether they
ad direct communitation with the Government or not. I know that
Interviewed them.

17428, Are you aware that it has been said that the freight paid for
18 was less than what the Government paid: are you aware that
nderson, Anderson & Co. were paid £1 10s. and not £2 ? —No.

17}429. Have you heard that suggested as a fact ?—Ido not remember.

Transportation
of Rails, B,C.—
Contract No. 17,

Witness acted as
a go-between

in the interest of
Anderson, Ander-~
son & Co.

‘Witness’sinterest
in the transac-
tion.

Witness arranged
with Anderson
the priceat which
freight was to be
carrled to Van-
couver Island.

Thinks the agree-
ment came
through his firm.

Does net remem-
ber having heard
it suggested that
the freight paid
was less than the
Government
paid.
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Contract No. 11.

Does not remem-
ber whether he
put in a formal
tender or merely
wrote a letter.

Witness's prin-
cipal object,
profit.

17430. Did you take any part in the arrangement for the freight: I
mean with any vessel or vessel owner ?—No.

17431. Was this the price that Anderson, Anderson & Co. were
paid by you ?—They were paid nothing by us.

17432. In this matter of freight' to Vancouver Island had you no
interest ?—No interest.

17433. Neither as principle, nor as brokers, nor as commission ageuts ?
~Our interest was to get it as reasonable as we could.

17434. The object of getting it as low as possible was, I suppose, to
induce the Government to order the rails >—Was it to make the offer as
tempting as possible ?—I really don’t remember.

17135. Would it not be more likely the Government would order the
rails if the freight was made as reasonable as it could be got ?—That is
a very natural conclusion to arrive at.

17436. In communicating with the Government about these rails,
which were afierwards supplied by Naylor, Benzon & Co., wero you
acting on your own behalf, or as agents for them ?—Agents.

17437. Did you put any formal tender before the Government, or
was it by letter?—Well, I don’t remember that—what way it went
before the Government ?

17438. For whom do you say you were acting in that matter ?—
Naylor, Benzon & Co.

17439. Were you consulting their interests in the transaction, or
your own, or were you acting in the interest of the Government, as

you say, to any extent?—I was consulting their interest, and my
interest,

17440. You were not end eavouring to fet the price as low as it could
be got for the Government ?—Cortainly I was. .

17441. Do you consider that you were acting in the intcrests of the
Government then ?—No, I do not. I would naturally want to make an
offer, if there was anything of that kind to be offered, as low as possible
in the-hopes that the Government might accept it. It was a very
natural thing to do. '

17442. However, your main object was the profit to yourself ?—Cer-
tainly.

17443, That was the principal object of the transaction ?—Certainly

17444. The interest of any other parties would be secondary to your
own then ?—Certainly.

17445. Were you employed in any way by the Government to make
the purchase as low as possible, on the understanding that you were to
get a commission from the Government ?—No, Sir. :

17446. If you did get any compensation for bringing about the trans-
actit]);z, from whom did you get it ?—From the parties for whom T
worked.

« 17447. That would be Naylor, Benzon & Co. ?—Yes ; Naylor, Benzon
¢ Co.
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17448. Do you remember what the pnice was for which the Mersey tion of Balle—
Steel and Iron Co. tendered in November, 1874, delivered at Montreal ? 8»nd 1l

—1 do not remember the figures. Mersey Steel and
. Iron Co. tendered -
17445. Your tender names £11 3s. sterling per ton of 2,240 lbs.?— November, 1874,

. at £11 3, per ton
That must have been the price then. of 2,240 1bs. de-

Hyvered at
17450. Can you say how much of that was for freight across the Montreal.

Atlantic, betwecn Liverpool and Montreal ?—1I cannot say.

17451. Have you any idea of the price of this freight at this time ?—
Well, I have a general idea.

17452. What -would you say upon your general idea ?—Well, first-
class steamers—- It is very hard to give any figures so long ago as that,
81X yoars. .
17453. Your own offer for rails delivered f. o. b. at Liverpool, Jvitness'soffer

made at the same time, in November, 1874, was £10 10s. sterling ?—Yes. at Liverpool

17454. The offer made by the Mersey Co., delivered at Montreal,
was £11 3s. : do these two things enable you to remember what the
freight was ?—No, not at this late date.

17455. 1f at the same date you put in these two offers you ought to Nevertheless
be able to say ? -I cannot say. Theso people may have got freights ganuotsay bow
that I do not know anything about. Under our own name we otler
f. 0.b. at Liverpool, becavse we would escape all responsibility by that.

17456. Do youn know the tendency of the market between November, Tendeney of
1874, and January, 1875 : was it downward or upward for the price of 'fw‘;‘;g?et“’v‘g;;
rails ?7—Well, I think that the market dropped after—probably after November, 1874
three months or so. I don’t remember the date, but the market did 2°dJanuary,1s7s.

ease away some time during that year, and eased away afterwards.

17457. Could you compare the prices between November, 1874, an
January, 1875 ?—I have no means of comparing it now. .

17458. Do you recollect whether, when this transaction took place
with Naylor, Benzon & Co., the price was understood to be lower than
when the offer was made in the November preceding?—I do not
remember that I merely submitted it, -

17459. Do you remember the time you returned from England in
that year of 1875?—1I do not remember the date; it was somewhere
about April I should think,

17460. If you returned to this ecountry in April, then this negotiation
between your firm at Montreal and the Government was carried on
by Mr. Cooper, was it not ?—During what time ?

17461. While you were away ?—VYes,

17462. 1 mean about this Naylor; Benzon & Co.’s contract ?-——He would
be the only one who would have authority to act.

17463, Do you remember that there were some conflicting state-
Ments as to the price paid or to be paid for the freight to Vancouver
from England ?7—I don’t remember any.

17464. Had you some difficulty about that in England ?—No ; not
that I am aware of. ‘
. Does not think
17465. Was it always £2 that you agreed to pay, or less or more ?— he even & reed to
They wanted more. They wanted £2 10s. from some of the parties. 23%per ton for
15% :
Al
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reyFalls—  17466. Had you ever agreed to pay more than £2 ?—I don’t think it.

Contracts Nose
8 andl1.

freightage to
Vancouver Is-
land, or less.

The money never
paid toor through
witness’s firm;
thelr commis-
sion came direct
from the firm in
England.

Does not remem-
ber any more
than one lot of
rails for Vancou-
wer Island.

1746'7. Had you ever agreed to pay less ?—I don’t think it.

17468. Well, is your recollection then that all the way through that
price was to be paid for transportation ?—I wish to say I do not
know that it was even £2 I don’t remember that it was even £2, only
I would infer that from some correspondence that is before me.

17469. Do you remember having any trouble in consequence of
freizht with Anderson, Auderson & Co., or any other firm you were
negotiating with on the subject ?—I don’t remember any.

17470. Before you went to England at that time do you remember
whether you were informed that a further contract would be entered
into for rails to Vancouver Island ?—I don’t remember.

17471. Do you remember when you first got that information that it
was desirable to negotiate for a further supply of 5,u00 tons or there-
abouts for Vancouver Island ?—No; I don’t ever remember. I don’t
remember the time I got it. I suppose I must have got it, but I don’t
retember where.

17472, Do you remember whether, in negotiating for this new supply
of rails for Vancouver Island and for the freight upon them, your firm
were authorized to act for the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. in any way ?
—I don't remember.

17473. Do you remember whether in that transaction you alone—I
mean your firm-—got the pay ?—I don’t understand your question.

17474. T mean was the price paid for the rails and the transportation
paid by the Government to you or through you on behalf of any one
else, cither Naylor, Benzon & Co. or the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. ?
—Never through us.

17475. Whatever gain you had you got from the parties on the other
side of the Atlantic ?—Yes, the customary way.

17476, Then do you say thatin this particular matter—I mean the
supply of an extra quantity for Vancouver and the freight upon them,
that you were not acting for the Mersey Steel and Iron Co.?—Well,
what extra quantity do you refer to ?

- 17471. I refer to the quantity which the Mersey Steel and Iron
Co. would not supply; they had only contracted to deliver at
Montreal and they would not undertake to deliver any at Liverpool ?—
Aunddid T what?

174'78. Did you, or had you any authority to act for that company
in the additional supply which was got afterwards, and which went to
Vancouver Island ?—I[ don’t remember the Mersey Steel and Iron
Co. sending any to Vancouver Island.

17479. Do you remember whether you were interested in the pur-
chage of any more than one lot for Vancouver [sland ?—I don’t remem-
ber any more than one lot.

17480. Had the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. any interest in this
contract for the transportation to the Pacific coast ?—I don’t know
of their having any.

17481. Had they any as far as your firm was concerned ?—No, not
that I remember.
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17482. Will you look at this letter of the 4th of January, 1874—-it i3 coens Nas.
written in January, 1875, evidently——and say whether your firm were 8andlil.
authorized to acc in that matter for the Mersey Steel and Iron Co.?
~—We must bave had the authority to write that letter or we would

not have written it.

17483. Do you say now that offer was made apparently on behalf of
the Mersey Steei and Iron Co.?—Apparently.

174%4. Had yon any knowledge of and authority from that company Witness has no
to offer to ten.ier for the trausportation to Vancouver Island ?—L sup- suthority from
we must have had authority, or we would not have wrilten that ;‘:J% ‘fgse Steel

n Co. to
etter. B letierof the
. . (] T
17485. Is it only from this letter that you think so?—That is all.  4th January, 1574,

. o tenderinug for
17486. You have no other reason for thinking so ?—No other; I transportation of

. . ; ils.
+lon't remember the transaction —the particulars of it. ratls

17487. 1 understand that you, yourself, while in England took the
principal part in the negotiations ?—Yes, I did.

17488. Was there any person who would know more than you did ? No person could

know more than
—No person else. Witness,

17489. And you say you don't know anything of this authority ?—I
‘don’t remember. Six years have gone by and the thing has been out of
my mind. After it was over there that was the last of it, and there is
& good deal coming up that I cannot remember. A great deal that
transpired between those parties was conversational with the president
of the company and other parties.

. 17490. It is not improbable that you may have forgotten some of the Rememnrers no
Circumstances, but still it is our duty to find out what you remember : 780UatION: with

ad you ever any negotiation with the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. transportation to
upon ‘this subject of transportation to Vancouver Island, or purchase of temng. <
Tails for Vancouver Island ?—We were acting as their agents, but I
Must say I certainly do not remember this Vancouver transaction that
18 referred to there. I do not want to appear to shirk the question

ause I certainly do not remember the transaction. I do not believe

that the Mersey Co. cver sent any rails there, €. Mackenziess

17491. At the time that this letter was written that I have shown from Arem of
Jou, in January, 1875, who composed the firm of Cooper, Fairman ¥Ugoper, Fair-

. : + & C
Co.?—James Cooper and Frederick Fairman. I:‘;::m.:ry?;m,
17492. Do you say that the partners in the firm were not the same B ohman e

i i firm of Cooper,
g::x::: who were interested in November, 1574 ?7—Not the same DL of Coprer

17493. Why not ?—One had retired.

n 17494. How was that retiring accomplished ?—Well, [ would rather
Ot answer that question. This thing has already been gone into, and
0 not think it neceseary for me to take it up and go over it again.

1749 X . . ivo_ .
5. Have you given ovidence upon it ?—Not on that point. 1 he retiring of &

17496 iri i . {a firm
vin"1490. Is the retiring of a member of a firm a record in your pro- member of & or
e ?—Yes. : tn Pro

vinoe of
17497, Do you know whether the change of the members was accom-

Quebec.
pl'“)l:;d. before it was recorded ?—Sometimes ; it is not a necessity to
1t.

153
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take place in
consequence of
‘witness’s absence
in England.

Legal carrying
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n place’
1st January.

The dissolution
virtual but not
legal.

17498. We have been led to understand, from evidence already given
before us, that the retiring did not take place while you were in
England : now if that refreshes your memory you can state more
fully ?—Is it necessary that we should enter into the question of a -
party retiring from the firm ? Does it affect the question of our dealing
with, and completing contracts, &c., with the Government so far as we
carried on the contracts fairly ? Of course, I can answer it. This
thing has gone through the country everywhere, and our firm has been
dragged before the public in every shape. This is not a very pleasant
thing and I want to avoid it, if possible.

17499. Is the statement of facts calculated to do harm: if 8o, I can
understand why you would not wish it ?—That very point I have no
objection to speak of, but that opeuns others that I have objection to
discussing.

17500. Perhaps we had better deal with them as they arise : at

resent I ask who were the parties that were making this offer to the
overnment ?7—Under that letter ?

17501. Under that letter ?— James Cooper and Frederick Fairman.

17502. Now [ am willing to refresh your memory, if there is any
mistake about that, by saying that one of your firm has said, in giving
evidence, that the dissolution could not take place because of your ab-
sence in England ?—Yes.

17503. Now, do you sy that it did take place notwithstanding you
absence in England ?—The legal carrying out of it was impossible
until my return. My return was delayed very long, but the dissolution
had taken place from the 1st day of January. :

17504. How could the dissolution take place without your being a
party to it 7—We had consented. The parties in conuection with the
partnership had consented to the dissolution, and that dissolution was
to date from the 31st of December, and the only reason that the papers,
though they were drawn, were not executed, was because I was absent.
All the signatures, except mine, may have been on the document. I
don’t know about that, but my final signature was attached on my
return. That is why I state in January there were only two partners in
the firm. Stock was taken in January, and it was closed with my
assent and the assent of the partners here, dated the 31st day of
December.

17505. Had you agreed before the 31st day of December, 1874, that
the partnership should be changed, and that Mr. Charles Mackenzie-
should no longer be a partner in it ? —He did about that date. I had
agreed to that—1I don’t remember the exact date. That was the under-
standing that existed between us.

17506. But you have said positively at the time of this negotiation in
January, 1875, the dissolution had been accomplished ?—Well, you can
take it had virtually, but not legally.

17507. For the present we will leave out the legality. I am asking
now for my present purpose about the agreement among your own
minds: when did that agreement take place ?~Well, it was on or about
the 1st of January—I don’t remember the date. IfI remember exactly
there wus a letter on the other side the time I got there stating that
Mr. Mackenzie wanted to withdraw. Of course % answered it agreeing.
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17508. You say that the partnership was to end on the 1st of January,
1875 : do you not remember whether that agreement that it should end
then was made after that date or before it ?—Oh, I think that the
‘written documents were executed after that. I know they were.

17509. For the present I am not speaking about the written docu-
meunts: I am of speaking of agreements in people’s minds ?—As I state
it is impossible for me to tell the exact date, in cither December or
January, in which my consent was given to the dissolution, but it was
somewhere about that date.

17510. Of course you cannot be in doubt about this: that until you
had given your actual consent in some shape that it was not a binding
dissolution. I am not speaking of the lawfal document which evidenced
the agreement, but the assent in your mind and signification of the
assent to your partners: have you any doubt about that,that your assent
was necessary before there could be a dissolution and that irrespective
.of formal documents ?—There is a point there. I don’t remember the
wording of the original partnership, but that would depend altogether

_on the wording of the original partnership. Mr. Mackenzie was a special
partner, and there were special clauses 1n connection with it.  There
_might have been a clause by which he could go out because he was
.. determined to go out. I did not want him to go out. 1 was not anxious
“for him to go. He insisted upon going.
17511. Have you any doubt in your own mind of the existence of
.Buch a clause in the original agreement, namely, that he had the option
of his own accord to consummate such a dissolution ?—I do not
remember hardly any particulars in connection with that document.
“The document was drawn some eight or nine years ago.

17512, Have you the document itself or a copy of it 7—No; I do not
“think so. We may have it among the old papers somewhere in Mon-
treal.

17513. Is your vecollection of the way in which the dissolution was
-accomplished that it was done by Mr. Mackenzie of his own accord,
-and without your formal consent ?—Well, they got my consent. - I
«gave my consent from England as soon as [ heard of his desive.

11514. Aund when you speak of dissolution do you speak of it as
ing accomplished at that time that you gave your consent ?—Yes; it
Wag virtually dissolved.

-, 17515. Will you say whether you had given your consent at that
time or in that month before this arrangemeut about the Naylor,
nzon & Co. tender was consummated ?—I cannot remember the dates.
know the lettor followed me almost immediately, and I answered it.
should think my consent was given somewhere about the last of

. December, between Christmas and New Year.

175616, Of course you are aware that there has been a great deal of
odiscugsion in the press.and in different ways upon this subject, and it
~18.0ur duty, among other things, to see whatthere is in this talk or
“ramour ?—-Well, those are the fucts in connection with it.

~_ 17517, Can you not define more closely than you have the time that
~Jou gave your assent to the dissolution being accomplished ?—No; it is
-Very hard to define it nearer than that. I arrived there before Christ-

Mas, and, if my memory serves well, the letter followed almost the

€. Mackenzie’s
retirement
from firm of
Coopery Fair-
mnan & Ceo.

‘Written docu-
ments saying
partnership
should end on 18t
of January, 1875,
executed after
that date.

Witness gave his
consent from
England as soon
as he heard of
Mackenzie’s
Qesire.

Thinks his con-
sent given be-
tween Christmas
and the New
Year,
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Cooparm of_ next, if not the next, steamer that came in, and I answered it at once,
man & Co. 8o that if that is the case the letter wounld be sent between Christmas

and New Year. I do not state that time positively, but the incidents
connected with it would lead me to give that date,

17518. Have you since that time endeavoured, by looking at papers,
to fix the date of this dissolution >—No ; T never turned to a paper.

17519. Have you intentionally avoided that subject ?—No; I did not
think it necessary;the papers were pitching in right and left. I let them
go on, they did not affect me materially.

17520. Do you know whether formal dissolution has been registered
in the way that such things are usually done in your province ?—Oh,
yes; that is, my lawyers tell me so.

o teeeenal 17521, Do you know about whatdate >—No, 1 don’t remember it ; it .

‘,@2{3&3’,‘ , was immediately after I came back.
17522. Where was that registered ?-~In Montreal, in the prothono-
tary’s office.

17523. The same prothonotary’s in which the partnership was regis-
tered ?—No; I think the special partners are registered in a different
book, or different place, from general partners. We are general part-
ners now, but before it was a special partnership, and there 1s a separate
place, I believe.

17524. Perhaps you are speaking of the new partnership between you
and Cooper ?—No, I am speaking of both : the dissoiution and the new
partnership.

17525. T am asking, at present, about the document which is evidence-
of the dissolution : has that been recorded ?—1I think so.

17526. Could you say where it is recorded ?— No; it is easily ascer-
tained. It is recorded in the regular court in Montreal.

17527. Then, besides that document of the dissolution, thereis dnother
document : your new partnership with Mr. Cooper alone, is there not ?
—Yes.

After consentof  17528. Do you say then, that after that consent was given by you to

lution, Charles  the dissolution asked for by Mr. Charles Mackenzie, he has not since
Mackenzie not

Intorasted in Arm, Deen intercsted in these offers made ?—Not since interested.
17529. Then, of course, there is no understanding that though he
formally dissolved he is substantially still a partner ?—No; no under-
standing.

17630. And po opportunity or option for him yet to come in and
share in the transactions of the firm in the meantime ?—None.

Payments to 17531. 1 think you said before that the payment for the articles sup-
Naglor, Benzor. plied for Naylor, Benzon & Co., and the transportation of them to Van-
direct to them.  couver, was not made in any way to your firm, but to those parties who
made the contract ?—We had no part after the opening up ; everything
‘passed 1o them. | think even the documents passed direct to them too.

Nothing passed through our hands.

17632. Could you say about howllong after you arrived in England
you first became aware of Mr. Mackenzie desiring to retire from your-
firm ?— It was almost immediately, if I remember correctly.
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17533, You think probably that it was the next steamer, you said. Conper Foie-

- Y 08, man & Co.
17534. You had not heard it before you left for England ?—I do not
remember ; I do not think I had. I left very quickly. I went out
immediately.
17535. Is there any other matter connected with this contract with
Naylor, Benzon & Co., or Anderson, Anderson & Co., which yon wish to
explain ?—I do not think there is anything.

17536. What is the next contract in which you were interested ?—
Well, I do not really remember. I have nothing to refresh my memory
on the subject. Transportation

17537. Were you interested in the contract for transportation in the fontractNo.20.
name of the Merchants Lake and Steamship Co.?—Yes. I don’t $o0ber, Falrman
know whether that was the next one, but I was interested in it. I incontiact with

' Merchants Lake
think that was the next one. and Steamship

18538. Inecither of the accepted tenders made by your firm in the co

name of any other parties—either the Mersey Steel and Iron Co.
‘or Naylor, Benzon & Co.—was there any contract entered into by the
Government for the transportation of rails in Canada?—There was a
contract entered into with the Lake and River Steam Navigation
Co. through us as agents.

17539. In either of the tenders which you made about November, Tendered for de=
1874, did you make any offer for transportation in Canada VY 8t Luluth
which was not accepted 7—Yes, we had made an offer for transportation names.

through to Duluth in the round sum.

17540. What tender was that ?—That is in a tender relating to
deliveries at Duluth and Thunder Ray.

17541. Is that in your own name ?—Yes; that is in our own name.

17542. That is not in the name of the Mersey Co?—No. We
offered in the name of the Mersey for the steel and iron, but the tender

f " . N - e .
or delivery at those points was in our own name. Understood this
tender to be ac-

. 17543 Was that tender accepted ?—We understood,it to be accepted (orted {n conneos

n connection with the other. Uon with tender
17544. How did you understand that to be accepted ?—From the of rails. Supply

Wording of the letters we received from the Department. I do not

know whethor we had just cause to consider they were accepted, but

We certainly thought ro.
17545. Are you aware of any letter upon that subject—I mean the

Subject of the transportation in Canada, other than the letter which was

Sent by Mr. Braun to your firm concerning the acceptance of the Mer-

Sey Steel and Iron Co.’s tender : that letters appear upon page 31 of

he Return ?—1I do not remember any letter.

17546. That tender of the Mersey Steel and IronCo., which was Bat the tender
Wcepted has no reference whatever to transportation in Cauada, has 18 noreference

it ?~No; not this particular letter. - in Canada.
a 17547. Has that particular tender of the Mersey Steel and Iron Co,
Any reference to the transportation in Canada ?—No.
m 17548, Was any other tender than that of the Mersey Co.'s
thade by you in November, accepted by the Government >—Other than
© Mersey Steel and Iron Co,?
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17549. And made by you ?—I don’t think there was.

The only explan-  17550. If no other tender than the Mersey Steel and Iron Co.’s
atlon witness can

veisthathis Made by you was accepted, and that tender made no reference to trans-

rm supposed - 1 w v te i 1 v .
firm supposed . bortation, how do you come to write in April to say that your tender
ment Lad accept- having been accepted, including the transportation, you had made
T atemel arrangements to carry it out ?—The only answer I can give to that is
that these tenders went in together, and that in accepting we supposed

that they had accepted the question of transportation.
Does not know 17551. How could you understand that, when they went in in sepa-
how they came to rol " de i . de i )
understand this. 12te envelopes and were made in separate names, one made in your own
. name, and the other in the name of the Mersey Steel and I[ron Co.,
how could you understand they were all dealt with alike?—I
don’t know how we understood it, but 1 know that we did.

17552. Were you aware that advertisements were published calling
for tenders upon this subject of transportation from Montreal west:
Fort William and Duluth?—Yes; T don’t remember the tenders, but I
suppose there were.

They thought 17553. Did you put in any tender upon the strength of that adver-

e haanent  tisement ?—I don’t think we did. I don’t remember the circumstances

ralls. exactly. I think we thought we had the right to deliver them—our
rails.

Advertisement 17554. There is a copy of an advertisement which calls for tenders

called for tenders

up 10 19th April, . Upon this subject up to the 19th day of April, 1875, and on the 23rd of
1 on ZirdApril, April, 1875, you write a letter apparently—l mean your firm—men-
& o, wrote & tioning that the advertiscment, or some other reason, gave you to
Witer saying the? understand that the Government required cartage, handling ard piling,
age,handlingand Which was not included in the tender of November, and that you would be
Bling mot men: pleased to attend to those additional matters for the sum of 60 cts.
of November,and per ton: now didn’t you understand that in writing this letter you
saying firm o Were embracing services which were called for by tender, and which
A ';':;‘{3;8 8t you were seeking to obtain merely by a private letter ?—We con-

) " tend that we were entitled to the transportation of our rails to the
“What witness ~ west. I think the tone of the letter will bear that out. I do not re-
Sien wiener”  member the particulars in connection with it, but I know that is my

impression.

19655. Did you decline to tender, knowing that these items were in-

cluded—I mean cartage, handling and piling ?—Did we decline to
tender ?

17556. Did you decline to tender, knowing that the Government re-
quired other services to be performed, besides those services which you
suy you supposed you had previously arranged for ?—I don’t remember,
I don’t think we did. We may have done so; I don't think so.

Wit does not BLY R thi : i ivi
Witness does no V7557. In this same letter, after the time for receiving the tenders,

Cfrm kpew that  Which letter is dated 23rd April, 1875, you use these words: **We also
g:rdb%?{nl?‘gggﬂg understand that you require cartage, handling and piling to be done by
required. . the shipper, which is not included in the tender, but we will be pleased

to uttend to these for an additional sum of sixty cents per ton:” now
how were you aware on the 23rd of April, 1875, that these services

were required ?—1I suppose we discovered them from the tender.

17558, What tender ?—You say that the Government advertised.
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17559. Do you mean from the advertisement ?-—The advertisement C°mtractNo.20.
—-the date of the advertisement. I don’t know any other way we
discovered unless it was from that.

17660. If you knew it from the advertisement you would probably Reason why
know it before the time for putting in the tender : why not put i ‘a g8 T4 act bt
tender ombracing these services?—I1 cousider that the Government in tender,thought
were already—s0 far as our rails were concerned, that we brought out 3;’.,‘;‘,’;&‘,’,‘&“&"”
—were already committed to us, and thatis the very reason why we did them.

not propose to tender.

17561. Your whole price for this work and transportation and these Price with these
extras amounted to $6.20 per ton, I believe, did it not ?—I don’t gXtras $6.20 per
remember the exact tigures.

17562, Were you aware about that time that any person else had
tendered to do it including all those extras at a lower price ?—I sup-
pose thut other parties tendered ; I don’t know.

17563. Did you know that a Mr. Samuel tendered ?—I don’t think
80. Of course those thinus all came out at the time in the papers, and

1 knew it from that; but I don’t think that I knew at the time that
Mtr. Samuel tendered.

17564, Did you have some arrangement with him afterwards on the”
subject? No, I don’t think I spoke three words to him.

175656. Was any arrangement made afterwards by your firm with
him ?—I don’t think so.

17566. Were you aware that before you actually got the contract he
withdrew his tender ?—1I don’t think so.

17567. 1t appears by the official dpcumeuts on the subject that the The withdrawa.
.decisivn of the Government was that he should not get the contract, g{,’;‘gg‘:i“:,‘,fggg?'
~and about a week after he put in a formal letter withdrawing his ten- action on part of

dor ; we thought that probably might be explained in some way. Do ™''7ess ™

¥ou know anything about that?— No, I don’t know anything about that.

. 17568, That matter was accomplished without your taking any part
in it in any way ?—Yes.

- . - . wi riti
17569. Were you, at the time of writing this letter, in April, 1875, letter of npril,

Owners or part owners of any steamboat line ?—No. N enaa notn=

17570. One of the reasons for not dealing with Mr. Samuel appears *°*™o% 1ine:
to be that he was not proprietor of any vessels of that kind ? - Mr.
‘Samuel was clerk in a store in Montreal. ~ He had his office next door
“ to Jacques & Co., forwarders.

17671. After your writing that letter in April to which we have Does not remem-
‘alluded you appear to have gut a communication from Mr. Braun, Jff ihe fact that
’Secretary of the Department, on the 30th May, 1875, that the cartage wards pro d
of 5,000 tons of steel rails and accessories from Montreul to Duluth or ‘.ﬁ,i:i{{yf‘ rE
Fort William was awarded to you : do you remember that after that
You made another bargain with the Government to carry a larger
quantity ? —No ; I do not remember.

17572. Do you remember about June of the same year you proposed

0 your own name, but speaking as agents for the same company, to
_Carry from 10,000 to 20,000 tons of rails on the same terms and condi-
tions ?—Well, 1 suppose we must have made the proposition, Our
detter is there. 1 do not remember tho letter.
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Lake and

17573. Do you remember having made such a bargain?—I don’t
remember the letter, and 1 don’t know that we ever carried the extra.
amount.

17574. The first contraéb, which was apparently for 5,000 tons at the
price, you name, $6.20 s tcn, would be only about $31,000 ?—Yes.

17575. Now Mr. Fleming states in his report of 1880 that the whole
amount paid on these two propositions of yours was $67,126 : does
that help you to remember that second transaction ?—Waell, that must
have been a continuation of our 20,000 tons. We claimed thut we
wanted to deliver 20,000 tons. We always claimed that.

17576. But in both these propositions of yours you say you are acting
for the Merchants Lake and River Steamship Co. ?—Yes.

17577. Now do you think they ever made any offer in 1874 abous
rails and the transportation of them : that has never been in your mind
at any time has it ?—They were working in conjunction with us, I
got the prices from them and they held me to do the bargain, or would
have done so I suppose where I signed €ooper, Fairman & Co.

17578. Do you mean that you actually entered into a binding agree-
ment with them ?—No; I got the prices from them.

17579. Well, bow would they hold you because you got the prices
from them ?—They thought that we "were held.

17580. Why do you think they thought so 7—Because they spoke to
me about it.

17581, What did they say when they spoke to you ?—They asked
why we did not carry the matter out.

18582. Do you mean that you believed that you had ever made a
bargain with them to transport thase rails ?—I made a bargain with
them that, if our tender was accepted, they should carry the rails,

17583. It turns out your tender was not accepted ; the Mersey Steel
and Iron Co.’s was accepted ?—We consider our tender was accepted
for carrying‘Z0,000 tons of stee!l rails that we brought out.

17684, It is very singular you should consider it accepted unless
there is some other document which does not appear here or some
understanding that does - ot appear on the paper 7—We considered it
that way. Our letters all through bear out that.

17585. Are you aware whether there has been any document on that
subject which does not appear in this report to the House of Commons ?
—No;  don't know of any.

17586. Are you aware of any understanding between yourself, or any
of your firm, and any one in the Department of Public Works other
than what appears in writing or in this report ?—I don’t know of any.

17587. Does your firm keep a record of its correspondence on business
matters 7—Most of the correspondence, yes; that is the largest trans-
actions.

17588. On such a subject as we have been speaking of to-day ?—
Generally, yes.

17589. Have you ever looked to see if there was any letter or tele-
gram in any shape beyond what we have spoken of which would give
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‘ou a claim such as you speak of ?—I don’t remember looking. 1 may
ave done so.

17590. You never found anything if you did look 7—I may have
found it if I looked. It is five years ago. 1 merely remember the
impression on my mind.

17591. Do you remember the fact of the Government eutering into
an.agreement with Patrick Kenny to transport some rails from the
ship’s side to a point near it—the Lachine Cut, I believe it is called 7—
I believe he did transport some rails, but I don’t remember what it
was.

17592. Do you remember while the work was going on writing a
letter to the Government on that subject ?—I don’t remember writing
. one, I may have done so.

1:593. Do you remember writing in July, 1875, to Mr. Trudean, the
Deputy Minister, to this effect : that the extra carriage on rails after
they have been once loaded will be very little to Kingston, and will be
allowed o parties carrying them from there west, and that as nearly
half the last rails for Duluth and Fort William were sent by barge to
Kingston, the canals only taking or allowing eight feet, and that you
understood that the Government had large grounds and docks at
Kingston, and that you therefore undertook to deliver and pile at dock
in Kingston, say 10,000 or 15,000 tons of rails at $1.30: do you
remember writing any such letter ?—I remember the substance of the
letter.

17594. Do you remember that your firm wrote such a letter ?—I
suppose they wrote the letter.

175495. What led you to make that offer spontaneously apparently ?
—Waell, I don’t remember the circumstances that led me to make it,
but I suppose that there had been a block in Montreal, the rails
arriving too fast, and that it was necessary that something should be
done. 1 do not give this as the reason why it wasdictated, but I would
naturally suppose that was the reason of it.

17596. Do you know whether in moving rails from Montreal west-
- Ward to any point on Lake Superior, for instance, that a transshipment
is generally necessary at Kingston ?7—Not in all cases.

17597. Do you know whether it generally takes place ?—It does
Sometimes.

17598. In this same month of Julfr, 1875, it appears by the printed
eturn that your firm addressed the letter to Mr. I'rudeau, the Deputy-
inister, to this effect: That you understood that the Government
Purposed removing steel rails to the canal bank, near Lachine; that you
Would, the next day, tender for transportation there, including carting,
ight and piling, and trusting he would kiudly not close the matter
until he heard from you : do you remember anything of that matter ?
=1 remembeor that there was scme correspondence relative to that, and
have no doubt we wrote such a letter.

17599. How did you know that the Government proposed to remove
03e rails to the canal bank near Lachine ?—I don’t remember.

1 176:00. There was no advertisement on the subject, was there ?—Well,
{don’t remember that either. We were receiving those rails on behalf
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8o on, and getting proper receipts for the Mersey people, and we would
naturally know they were getting b.ocked there, and very apt to know
something would have to be done for them ; but I would get the infor-
mation from the Government agent there that something had to be done
at once, and I would naturally make a propssition te do it.

17601. Do you know whether the movement of these rails to the
Lachine Cut diminished the cost of the transportation of them to the
west, or was the cost just as great from this point where they were
moving to as if they had been lett in Montreal ?—] veally do not know.

17602. Did you make an offer to the Government on that subject
afterwards? --1 veally do uot remember. I may have doneso. IfI
remember correctly, there was a jam in Montreal, and there would
have to be something done, either put them in store or something else.

ConuactNo.22. 17603, After this letter of yours of 14th July, 1875, proposing to
Not interested in rémove all rails to Kinsgton, Holcomb & Stewart made an offer to the
Holeomb& =~ Government : were you interested in any way in that transaction with

Holcomb & Stewart ?—No; not that I remember of.

17604. 1o the following year, on 16th May, 1876, a subsequent con-
tract was entered into with the Merchants Lake and River Steamship
Co., for the transportation of rails from Montreal, Lachine and
Kingston, westward : had you any interest in that contract ?—I don’t
think we had.

Comtract 2o.27. 17605, That appears to have been submitted to public competition,
Jneques & Co.  and Jacques & Co. appear to have made the successful tender : do you
-connected with  know who they are—whether they are connected with that line 7—I
Lake and River .

Steamship Co. think they were, -

17606. Your firm appeared to have tendered, naming $5.40 per ton to
Fort William, $5.40 per tou to Duluth, $5.40 per ton to Fort William,
and $3.40 per ton to Duluth again, the first two being from Montreal
and the last two trom Lachine ; so you appear to make no difference
in the price of transportation from Montreal and Lachine : do you
know now whether there was any difference in the cost of transporta-
tion from these two places westward >—Well, it is a very bard ques-
tion to answer because some bargemen or propellors might be willing
to take them at a less price from Lachine bank than they would to go
down in the basin and take them among the ships there. I should not
think there would be very much difference at any rate, if any.

17607. Do you remember the next contractin which you were inter-
ested 7—I do not.

Railway 17603. In July, 1876, there was a contract with your firm for spikes
R 0. 29. fox:kFort William ?—I konow we had a contract with the Government for
spikes.
17609. Do you remember whether that was let by public competition ?
—1 think so.

17610. An advertisement appears to have been dated July Tth, 1878,
calling for tenders up to noon the 24th of July ?—What is the date of
our tender ?

X;t]!:;::':ttf;der 17611. The tenders were opened on the 25th July, 1876; in this

per ton. matter your tender appears to be the lowest, $57 per ton: is there
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any explanation which yon wish to give in this matter ?—None. 1 ComtractNo.29.
think we executed the order all right and got our pay.

17612. The next one appears to have been contract No. 30, for bolts Bolts and Nuts—
and nuts : have you any recollection ot that matter ?—I have. Contract No.30.

17613. What about it ?—If I had anything to give me any reminder
on the subject— T, of course, remember we had a contract for bolts
acting for parties. :

17614. Do you know whether that was submitted to public competi- Do not know

tion ?—1 don’t know. mitted to publie
. . competition.
176i5. Do you remember that in consequence of not fulfilling the
contract with the Mersey Co., as far as it related to bolts and nauts,
it became necessary for the Government to get the same quantity or
about that from some other parties ?—Yes.

17616. Who supplied these bolts and nuts in the name of the Bolt Robb & €o. sup-
and Nut Co. ?—The Toronto Bolt and Nut Co. plied articles.

17617. Robb & Co.?—It is Robb & Co.; the Toronto Bolt and Nut
Works 1 suppose would be the proper title. We were their agents in
Montreal.

17618. Where wore they made ?—Their factory was in Toronto.

17619. Were the bolts and nuts supplied there under this contract?
—I den’t think they were.

17620. Where were they supplied ?—If I remember right the factory
burned down before they executed the order.

17621. How was it carried out 7—The Patent Bolt and Nut Co, jng ratent Bolt

of London got the contract ultimately. London; got the

17622. Who managed that transfer from the name of Robb & Co. to
this new firm ?—The new firm, the Patent Bolt and Nut Co. ?

17623. Yes?--I think it was myself. 1 think I notified the Depart- Witnessmade
ment of the fire, and that they would have to get the bolts and nuts 37 rangements
somewhere else.

17624. Then where were they delivered under this new contract ?— Had to pay duty,
They were delivered in Montreal. I remember we had to pay the
duties on them. I objected to paying the duties, but they said no
matter where we got them the duties had to be paid. All the other
bolts that came in. T was told so by the parties who delivered them—
ghe parties delivered them in bond in Montreal. We had to pay the
uties.

17625. If these had been delivered as was origina\lz intended in the !
ersey Co.'s tender, would duties have been paid ?7—No; they would
ave been in bond. The Government would have to pay the duties.

17626. And why was it you were called on to pay the duties : was it Reason why they
ause the new contract was made to deliver them by Robb & Co. in had topay duty.
oronto ?—I suppose s0. The Government were very arbitrary and
they just notified us to pay the duty. I protested against it, but they
Paid no attention to the protest and made us pay it.

176217. 1 supggse Robb & Co., had no connection with the Mersey
Bteel and Iron Co. 7.~No; I think not.
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17628. The whole thing was arranged by you for your own benecfit
and on your own behalf as a commission merchant ?—Yes; we knew the
Government had to have these things, and, ot course, we tried to secure
them for them through our friends—that is, the parties whom we
represented. .
«Contract brought  17629. This contract appears to have been brought about in conse-
A e ooy, quonce of a letter from your firm, and not by public competition: is
Fairman &Co. . that as you understand it ?— Well, it was on account of the Mersey
refusing to carry out the—refusing to supply them.

17630. That is the November tender you mean of the Mersey Co.?
—Yes.

17631. But in March, when this new arrangement was made, there
was no competition was there ?—I do not know.

. 17632. Did you take part in any competition, or did you just make a
spontaneous offer ?—I made an offer—at least I suppose I did. I don’t
remember the exact wording of the letter. I made an offer that the
should transfer that order to Robb & Co., whom we represented. )
were agents for them.

17633. Do you remember whether the prices of those articles had
fallen since Novewber ?—I1 do not remember.

Cannot remem- 17634. Cannot you tell now about what you gave for these, whether
ber the stateof  the market was really lower at that time than in November ?—I really

could not tell.

Does not remem-  17635. If the tendency of the market had been downwards from
ber whether  November to March, it would probably fix itself in your'memory when
down between  you took part in a transaction in March based on the November offer :
Novemberand  {15n’t you remember whether it was more profitable than the offer you

made in November ?—I do not. I remember we had to pay duties; that

is the strongest thing impressed on my memory. We sent in a protest.

17636. You have told us that already ?—It cost us some $1,200 or
$1,500, I do not remember the exact figures, but between $1,200 or
82,000 duties, we had to pay on them, so that, as far as we were
concerned, we had not much profit left.

19637. You say that you considered it a hardship to have to pay the
duties ?—Yes.

17638. Don’t you know that in March, when you made the offer to
supply them, you proposed to pay the duties ?—Yes, I remember that.
That was the trouble. We supposed and intended, and Robb & Co.
intended, that the bolts should ge made in this country, and being made,
in this country, they would have to pay duty on the iron coming in,
and there would de the employment of the labour, and to emphasize it,
that they should transfer to Robb & Co. I very foolishly said the duty
should be paid—that is on the iron. Then when the factory got
burned down that thing came against me.

17639. Do you remember the price you got for these bolts 7—I do
not.
$101 per ton, price 17640, $101 per ton appears to be the price named in the records ?—
for bolts and nuts ot would be probably correct. I do not remember the figures.

17641. Are you aware whether other persons had, either in
November or before that, or any time up to March, offered to supply
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bolts at a much lower price ?-——At the time I don’t think I had a know- Learned since
ledge of it ; but, of course, afterwards all this became public property, o nior barties
and I did know. That is, I don’t think at the time I entered into that bolts and nuts at

arrangoment there I knew anything about the figures of other parties, *'%er fisure.

17642. Do you know any reason why your tender for $101 a ton was
accepted in March, if those lower offers had been previously made ?—
That is the Mersey Steel and Iron Co.?

17643. No; I am speaking of your offer in March: the Mersey Co.,
as [ understand it, made no offer on the subject?--My offer in
March for Robb, is that the one you refer to now ?

17644. Yes; I am asking if you know of any reason why your offer
in March, at $101 per ton, was accepted in preference to these previous
offers which were made at a lower price 7—I did not know at that time
that they were lower.

17645. They were known to the Government: have you any explana- No explanation
tion of that matter 2—No explanation, other than they were the bolts 28Ive Why Gov-

that belonged to these particular rails, and it is usual in ordering rails gg,;’f .*:‘;c?:::;lig
to order the fish-plates and bolts. They must correspond ; and it is was than others.

usual to order them from the same parties.

17646, Is that the reason you got the order for Robb & Co. when the
rails were supplied by the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. in England ?
—We applied for it and got the rails from the Mersey Co.

17647. Does your explanation fit in this transaction do you think?
~—Not very well. That is the way 1 would likely do it. The Govern-
ment do as they like.

17648. Is there anything further about that particular contract, the
Robb & Co. contract, which you wish to explain ?—No; I don’t know
of anything else.

17649. Your next contract appears to be in the name of the Patent contract No. 31,
It and Nut Co. for some bolts and nuts for the Vancouver rails : BCe
0 you remember how that was brought about?—I do not. 1 $ooRerFairman
Suppose we acted for them, and they did business direct with the 1n Whe name of
overnment. We opened the negotiations, or something of that kind. and Nut Co.

e were their agents here, you know.

17650, There appears to be an offer on March the 2nd, 1875, as you Offer of Cooper,

;’,;1'1 see by looking at Exhibit No. 149, is that your writing ?—That is f2man & Co-
writing.

17651. How did you come to quote or make any propositions to the Does not know
‘Government on this subject in March, 1875 ?—I don’t know, unless I }};’&gﬁﬁ:’gﬁgf’
-z'oolgd naturally know they were shipping rails there and must have posal.

17652, Was there any invitations for offers on this subject as far as
-¥0u know ?—There may have been, but I do not remember any.

\%76533. As far as you are concerned, do you think it was spontaneous ? offer spontane-
g think so. Tt is a proposition I would make to any company on °U*
Ything of that kind.

17654. Do you consider it usual that offers of this kind should be
~ 2 to the Government without advertisement or request for tenders ?
tigpeVer thought a moment on this subject. They had my proposi-

"8 and they were accepted, and that is all I wanted.
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176535. This particalar lot had not bcen included in any previous
offer, in November or any other time, had it ?—I don’t think so.

17656. This was the first and the last of the transaciioas as far as
you know, that you made a spontaneous offer at this price and the
Government accepted it?—I don’t know whether the Government
accepted it.

17657. Don't you know it was carried out ?—I don’t remember.

17658. Don’t you know about that transaction of the Patent Bolt
and Nut Co. being earried out?—l remember we had a transac-
tion with the Government in connection with the Patent Bolt and Nut
Co., but I do not remember the particulars of it, I suppose we got
our commission and that was the ead of it.

1765%. 1 think I asked you before if yon were aware, about the time
you made this offer in March, 1875, whether the market had gone
down since November ?—I could not say.

17660. Do you remember this impression on your mind: that in
March you got a higher or a lower price than would have been got in
November ? —You see, steel and iron they don’t always run in the
same direction, particularly steel rails. It is hard for me to say. I
do not remember how the iron market went. Of course the prices of”
bolts are regulated by the iron market.

17661. We had been led to understand by a previous witness that
in March, 1875, the market price for bolts was considerably lower than
ir November, 18i4—perhaps £2 sterling per ton : does that statement
refresh your memory at all on the subject >—No, I would not like
to say either one way or the other on the subject.

17662. In this contract, or in all these others that I have spoken
about, had you communication, by private interviews, with any person
connected with the Department ?—Not private. I went to the Depart-
ment when I wanted to make any special enquiry, and talked prin-
cipally with Mr. Trudean.

17663. With whom else did you discuss matters ?—Well, Mr. Braun;
and I may have had one or two interviews with Mr. Mackenzie.

17664. With any one else 7—Not that I am aware of.

17665. There are some letters here addressed to Mr. Buckingham :
did you address any letters to him on the subject?—Not that I
remember of. .

17666. In any of those interviews did you discuss these offers that
you have put in writing, and which we have been enquiring about ? —
No, I do not remember of ever having done so. If I had any enquiries,
or any conversation with him, it would be relative to some points in-
some contract I bad on hand, or was to tender for.

17667. Something in reference to matters you had already contracted .
for 7—Yes.
17668. De you mean that you had no discussion as to the expediency

of the Goveroment accepting any of these contracts which you ask for-
by a spontaneous letter ?—No.

17669. Nor as to terms being discussed after the letter 7—Not that I

am aware of. I generally wrote those letters from Montreal, and they
were answered.
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17670. Had you nnt some one here who was ccnlucting these nego-
tiations on behadt of your firm 2—No; never.

17671, The next contract is one with you in your own name, not as
agents for any firm, but only vourselves apparently, and it commences
with a letter from you on the 19th Janunary, 1877, to Mr., Trudeay, to
this eifect :

¢ We unaerctocd last fall that the Depertment was in want of a further supp’y of
raillw.ay spikes tor Duluth, bit ow'ng to the advance in freightz aud insnrance we
were not able to supply ut the sume price as cortract for Fort William which was
taken verv low. We ure now, howaver, prepared to deliver 100 tons or more ut Du-
luth, at the opening of navig .tion at the same contract (above m ntioned ).

That contract was« about July, 1876, and the price was $57 per ton : do
you remember these ¢ircumstances ? —I remember from your reading
that letter. Ido nout romember the letter.

17672. Do you remember proposing snch a thing to the Government
a8 this : that they should, in January, 1877, allow you to furnish spikes
at the price of the previons contrac®which was a very low price ?—
Well, I have, since you have vead it, a very faint recollection of it. If
1 bad the letter (Exhibit No. 153) I could probably confirm it.

17673. Here is the letter 2—Yes; this letter was written by us.
176'71. By yoursclf ?—By myself.

17675. Now, looking at the letter, can you give any further explana-
tion of the matter : can you say, for instance, how it is that you came
to know that they wanted 100 tons at Duluth, if there had been
Do public competition on the subject or no advertisement ?—I am sure
I do not kwow. I remember one incident, that of Ryan. Either
Ryan told me or some other parties told me thut they had bought
some spikes in Toronto. I do not know whether it refers to this parti-
cular time or not. That is all the impression I have on 1y mind rela-
tive to spikes up there.

17676. Do you think now, when you stated in that letter of January,
1877, that the price in the previous contract was a very low one, you
Were correct ?—I probably was, or 1 would not have said so.

17677. Do you think you proposed shortly afterwards to supply them
considerably less?—If I did I succeeded in getting them from the
makers for considerably less.

176%78. As a matter of fact, do you remember whether this supply
was sabmitted to puablic competition ?—I do not remember. May 1
call your attention to this letter. It does not state that I offered to take
1t at a very low price, but I merely said that the contract taken the
Previous year, at 57 per ton, was very low. There is no doubt but it
Must have been very low at that time, and I offored in the following
Bpring to supply some more at the same price. .

17679. But didn’t you offer then, in January, 1877, to supply some
more at the same price ?—Yes.

17680. Do you mean when you offered to supply them at the former
Price that you did not intend to indicate that it was a low price for
at time 7—Well, it might bear that construction, but the intention
ere is, 1 merely made the statement that that figure of $57 in the fall
Previous or the summer previous was a low price.

1768% *A low price for that time ?—Yes.

Bolts and Nuts—
Ctontract No. 31y
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tenders.
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Spikes—

Conwract No.33. 17682 But not for the time you wrote this letter ?—It would bear
that construction.

Yrote the letter 17683, Did you write it with the intention that it should bear that
xo‘;lottp:ulgng':gging construction, that $37 was a low price >—Yes; it would bear that
that $57 per ton ~ ¢ongtruction.

‘was a low price .
dn 1877 17684. Do you say now it was a low price then ?—I cannot remember.

17685. Tenders appear to be called for on February 19th, 1877, for
the supply of from 100 to 30v tons of these spikes, and you appear to
have made tenders upon the subject ?7—What date : under what date
did we tender ?

'

17686. The time for receiving tenders was Fuesday, the 13th day of

March, so it must have been no later than that date : do you

remember anything connected with this tender as to the price of it ?—
Noj; Ido not.

‘Soon after he 17687. The prices among the differgnt tenders range from this which

tendered at$54.%. i3 thy lowest, $54.93, up to $75 : do you remember whether about that
time there was any very close competition in the prices of these things ?
—I donot. I donot know I ever heard before any figures excepting
my own.

Pefore }:,‘;"y“{,’}f o 17688, There was another tender of 5 cts. a ton above yours: do

found ont ihat  you know whether you found out their price in any way before you put

Pillow, Hersey & j - . v V . -
Lo ersey & in your tender 7—We may have done fo.

$35 per ton. 17689. Do you remember how ?—No; I do not. Who were the
parties?

17690. Pillow, Hersey & Co.?—I do not remember that we did, but
I say we may have done so.

17691, If you did do so, do you know through what channel you
would have done it?—1I would do it from Pillow, Hersey & Co. them-
selves. We were on very intimate terms.

17692. Were yourivals of theirs or were you interested in their
tender 7—We were working with them.

17693. In this matter ?—I don’t know as to that matter, but I know
we have worked with them in other transactions.

Has worked ten- 17694, Was this putting in of the tenders in these two names, one
Sin'pEether  Pillow, Hersey & Co. and one Cooper, Fairman & Co. for the benefit of
Hersey & Co. the two firms ?—I cannot tell. 'We have worked tenders togethes in
that way not only in this case but in other cases—if this is one case,
which I do not know. If we worked together in that matter we had
an understanding before we made out our tenders that we would put in

the tenders so.

17695. The price which you received is, you see, somewhat less than
the $57: do you remember whether there was any decided fall between
the time you wrote that letter and the time you put in that tender ?—1I
do not remember ; but you name some parties and quote $75, so there
was not a very great decline. $57 is a low price to-day for good spikes

delivered up there at that point.
Prices may have

ot Taveween . 17696. I am asking about the fall, so as to account for this difference

‘and 30th March, in your view betweon 19th January, 1877, and the 30th March, 1877,
ot kot he does 44 one date you suggest $57 as a very low rate, and in the last that
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$54.95 is sufficicat >—It may have been, because iron moves very ComtractNo.3zi

Tapidly sometimes.

17697. Of course we understand it may have been, but I am asking
OW it was ?7——Oh, I don’t remember. We have a great many transac-
tions passing through our hands all the time, it is perfectly impossible
0r me to remember all the circumstances and particulars unless there
18 8omething marked.

17698, We were in hopes, after you were subpeenaed, you would
Tefresh your momory so as to give us all the information possible ?—I
"had not the slightest opportunity to do so. I left Montreal to move

€8t unexpectedly, and then I supposed you had all the correspondenco

::‘d printed forms here, and that would give me all the points I would
ant,

17699, Were you interested in a transaction between the Govern-
TMent and the North-West Transportation Co., moving rails from
K“lgstorn to St. Boniface ?—1I don’t think it,

17700. Do you remember what was the noxt transaction in which

§°}1kl' firm was interested 2—I do not, unless it would be some more
‘Spikes,

17701, There was one, No. 35, for spikes, Fort William and Duluth, Contract No. 35.
‘I° You remember whether that was submitted to public competition ?7—
* think go,

17702, Thore is an advertisement on the 21st of February, 1878, Cooper, Fairman
Calling for tenders up to Tuesday, the 19th March following ; in this oo (ot 7 ton
tter I think you were succossful by about 5 cts. a ton : do you next lowest ten-
. Mmemper whether you had any arrangement such as you spoke of ’
»;z“t‘h the other firm ?—I think it is probable we had with Pillow, Hersey Thinks itmay
' We have a great many. transactions with Pillow, Hersey & Co. havebeen by
e buy very largely from them, and they buy very largely from us.
T transactions amount to a good many thousand dollars per year.,

m 17703, Do you know whether in this matter you had such an arrange-
-st:nt; they appear to be 5 cts, a ton over your tender >—I cannot

te Positively, but possibly it was so.

th§1?704' Upon looking more carefully at the list of tenders, I find that

Pille Was an intervening tender, Lee & Leys, b cts. a ton over yours,
whe(:,:’ Hersey & Co. being 20 cts. over theirs : do you remember

er you had such an arrangement with Lee & Leys ?—Never,

of'lglf 05. D5 you know whether you had any information as to the price -
. ir tender before you put in yours ?-—No.

3“013706-_ Have you at any time received such information upon any
Subject from any one in the Department ?—No.

\ggom I mean the price or substance of any other party’s tender ?

in 17:08- Are you aware of any person in any of the Departments obtain- Sware of00

ang oy advantage or pay for any information ov assistance given to plon or Improper

3 . Y nfluence belng
17:“0 in connection with any contract or tender ?—No. extended to a0y

09. Neither yourself nor any of you,nor any other person ?—No. one

1
10, Are you aware of any Member of Parliament or any Minister

Obtgi,:
a‘““i%;;ny advantage for any such assistance ?—No.
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Contract No. 85.

TRUDEAU.

Tendering—
Con:}mct Ne. 61,
L]

Contractors:
Purcell, Ryan,
Goodwin & Co.

Tenders opened
20th November,
1879,

17711, From any firtn or any member of a firm ?>—XNo.

17712, Aro you aware of a member of any firm or any individual get-
ting any advantage above their actual rights through any Member or
any Minister 2—I do not remember of any.

17713. Are you aware of any such person getting any such advan-
tage or any favour through the assistance of any person connected with
a Department ?-—I do not know of any.

17714. Are you aware of any promise being made to any Ministoer
or Member or any one connected with uny Department to compensate
them for any favour or advantage given to any one?—I do not remem-
ber of any.

17715, Is there any other matter connecled with these contracts in
which you have been interested, that you wish to explain?—I do not
remember anything just now.

17716. Have you been interested in any other transaction which T
have not mentioned in eonnection with the Canadian Pacific Railway ?
—I think not.

17717. Is there any other matter connected with the Canadian Paci-
fic Railway which you can explain by way of evidence ?—I am not
aware of any.

17718. Is there anything further that you wish to say upon the
subject, cither of the connection with the Canadian Pacific Railway or
the arrangements between your firm, or auy other matter which has
been alluded toin this evidence ?—I do not remecmber anything just
now. I suppose I will remember after I go away plenty of it.

17719. Havo you nothing further to say on the subject >—Nothing
further.

Orrawa, Saturday, 27th November, 1880.

Toussaint TRUDEAU’s examination continued :
By the Chairman :—

17'720. What is the next contract ?—Contract No. 61. It is for the
construction of twenty-nine miles of railway in British Columbia,
between Boston Bar and Lytton. The contractors were Puarcell, Ryan,
Goodwin & Co. The date of the contract was the 10th of February 1880.

17721, Was this work let by public competition 7—Yes.

17722, At the same time as the last contract 2—Yes,

17723. I mean was the advertisement for tenders issued at tho same-
time ?—Yes.

17724. Have you a separate report on the tenders for this section,
and the time of their being opened?—Yes; I produce it. (Exhibit
No. 244.)

17'725. Who were present al the time of the opening ?—Mr. Fleming,
Mr. Braun and myself.

17726. At what date was that 7—On the 20th of November, 1879,

{;727. That is some days after the time named for receiving tenders ?
—VYes. :
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17728, Do you remember why the opering was delayed 2——Beeause B s
the Minister of Railways and Canals was absent, and the opening was
delayed until his return.

17729, Were these {enders in the same parcel as the ones you
‘described last time you were giving evidence as to section A ?--Yes.

17%30. At that opening did you tind any tenders which you excluded One tender from
from the competition as 1av as this section B is eoncerned 2—There was Brown & Corbett
one tender from Brown & Corbett which was reccived too late, and and had no

.y [ cheque.
esides had no cheque in it. 1

17731. Was there any other sccurity with it equivalent to a cheque?

—~No.

T732. Have you that tender which was ro excluded, as well as the
Oother tenders 2—Yes; I produce fifteen tenders. (Exhibit No. 245.)

17733, If this tender had been allowed to compete, would it have Tnislate tender
le@n successful over the onoe which was aecepted 2—No; it wus not the not the lowest.
owest.

17734 Was the one,which was accopted the lowest of all the tendors ? The lowest tender
"‘Yes. ! ; accepted,

17725. Was the contract exccuted finally with this same firm who
made the lowest tender ?2—Yes.

17746. Have you the contract or a copy of it ?—I produce the
Original; and a true copy of it is to be found on puge 36 of the Dlue
Book of 1820.

17737. This printed copy will answer enr purpose without the filing 10th February,
Of tho original : do you know whether thix contract was afterwards 1850, transferred
Uransferred, or whether another was substituted for it ?—Yes; on the
10th of Feb-uary, 1280, it was transferred to Andrew Onderdonk.

9 é7738. Have you the transfer?—Yes; I produce it.  (Tixhibit No.
-)

17739, Was this transfer from the original firm 1o Mr. Onlerdonk
Assented (o by the Government, and was he accepted as the contractor
W licy of the original firm ?7—Yes: it was assented to by Order-in-

uncil, which I preduce. (Fxhibit No. 247.)

Lrd . . o1 . . - .
10474(). This Order-in-Conncil iz dated in June, 1889, while thie transfer pefore assenting
. H » satd 3 2ebr N 20 - . < to proposition
nderdonk is dated, as you szid, in February, 13:0: d.o‘ you know 19 propostiion
ether there was any doubt or delay in the recogpition by the quired time for

Overnment of Mr. Onderdonk’s position as assignee ? It the Blué Boolc consideration.
880 there is a short correspondence between the Minister of Rail-
3y8 and Mr. Trutch upon the expediency of this transfer, perhaps
8t may assist you in explaining the matter 2—Defore assenting 1o
'8 proposition the Department required time for consideration.
17741. Do you know whether there was any hesitation on the part
that 1080 original contractors to carry out the propesed transferand that
o ed o some delay ; although the document is dated on the lOthﬁ of
notﬁ'}lkry, it may not have been exccuted so carly as that?—I find
I0g in the correspondence on the subject.

177,42- Are you aware of any personal interviews, or did you take
Part in g

ny, in which that matter was discussed by any of the original
®outractors ?-—No. vy °





