To His Excellency the Governor General of
Canada in Council.,

May it please Your Exoellenoy:v

On the 22nd day of ¥ay, 1926, the Board of Toronto
Harbour Cdﬁmissionefa passed a resolution feQuesting-ﬁhe
Corporation 6? the Gity of Toronto to apply for an Order<in-
Counail under the.Inquiries'Aot, apﬁointing the~undersié§€d
a Commissioner to inquire into, examine and 1nvest1gate,
the various transactions of ths Toronto Harbour Commissioners
in acquiring ox disposing of property, the revenues and
sxpenditures of the said Commissioners, the berformanoe of
their duties‘ﬁy the membéfs,_offici&is, serv#nts and agents

from time to time of the said Commissioners, the theht of

the work done by them, and the.cbst of the same;'and generally

311 matters pertaining to the businesé of the‘Toronto Harbour

Commissioners from 1its 1nstitution in 1911 until the present

.time.

- The Corporation of the 635&76f TSrdﬁtb déoi;;dﬁfgm‘
ask for’ euoh 1nqu1ry and presented a petition to Ybur | -
Excellency in Counoil, p“aying that such a Gnmmission might
1aaue for- the purpose aforesaid, 7

S The prayer of such petition was pranted. and by

‘Royal Conunission aated the 15th day of June, 1926. your -




,commissioner,1a.authorized to ocnduot guoh inquiry end

is direotéd to répgrt the result of such iﬁvestigatioh,
together with the-evidence taken and any opinion he‘may see
£it +o GXpreBs thereon. 4

I have oonduotea the inquiry authorived by the said

Commipsion and have the honour to report thereon as follows:

At the inception it appeared to me tnat a oomprehenslve

and complete inquiry could not be conducted without the

assistanoe of a firm of chartered accountants whose duty
viould berto ﬁake'a thorough financial survey of the tran-~
saotions of the Harbour Commission from 1911 to dabe, and

to report to me from time to time any watters that seemed

to them to call for explanation, I aoccordingly appointed
the well-knowvn firm of Prioce, Viaterhouse and Compeny to make
such survaey. Their work did not invol&e a detailedAaudit
but_inoluded an ingpeofion of all tenders, oéntraots, plans
apd décumenté and & genefhl-review of all the transactions of
the Roai'd, This firm have reported to me from time to time
and ‘have made oonplete reports on eaoh section of the harbour,

and have prepared a final summary and balance sheet, ‘The

: information furnished by them will be referred to from tima o

to time in this report.

" Owing to the delay of the Gity in appointing 1ts

‘ Gounsel to represent it 1n the inquiry. the taking of '
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evidence was not begun until the 1st November, 1926, when
our first sessién for hearing evidence was held.

Qn that date the Rt. Hon. Sir Thomas Vhite, K.C.
appeared as counsel for the City; R. 8. Robertson, K.C.
for the Dominion Government, and J. M. Bullen for the
Harbour Board, iThe counsel named were in constant,
attendance at our sittings. In addition other counsel
ayppeared repfasenting individual clients on days when
matters affecting their clients were dealt with. J. R,
Robinsoniappeared for T, L. Church, one of the Harbour
Cdmmissionors; and John Jennings, K. C. for John Russell,
one of the contractors; and R, H. Greer, X. C. for the

Warren Bituminous Favine Company Limited.

SCOPE OF THE INQUIRY

It wili be obse?ved that the inquiry is conrfined to
theitransaotions, revenues and expenditures and business
of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners, and the performance
of their duties of the Commissioners, their offioials,
gervants and agents, The Dominion Government_ has
ékbéndéd 1afgé-sums of.mone& on Toronto Harbour, but the »

Government let their own contracts and paid their own

contractors, These contracts and the work done under




' them and the mdnies paid by the Government to 1t§v

contractors do not come within the purview of this
Commission. The Dominion Gavernment 18,‘howevér,

interested in this inguiry in these three respects: -
1. It appoints two of the Commissioners,
. one of whom is upon the nomination
of the Toronto Board of Trade, 'and is
entitled to know how they have per-
formed their duties, '

2+ It 1s entitled to know how th‘Toronto
Harbour, on whioh so much Government
money has been spent, is being managed.

3+ It was on their Gonstitutional and -
official advioce that the Royal Commission
was 1ssued, tlough on the petition of
the City of Toronto.

The matters coming within the scope of the inquiry méy
be classified as follows: ‘

1. The transactions involving the
purchase or sale of property.

2. Revenues and expenditures.

2. Yerformance of their dﬁ%ies by
N the members, officisls, servants
and agents of the Board,
4. The extent of the work done and the
cost of the same. o VT
5. All matters pertaining to the business T
of the Board not coming within the other )

' CONDITIONS BEFORE 1911 -

Before'répﬁfting on anyﬁﬁattqrs inydetgil;it is.
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necessary for a better understanding'of what follows

‘chat a short historioal sketoh of the harbour should be .

given, and the conditions prevailing before 1911 stated.
Before 1911 the Toroﬁto Haxbour vas governed under

an Aot passed_by the_Parliamqnt'of’anada on the lOthlof

lvgust, 1850, 13 & 14 Victoria, Chapter'sd, as amended

by 25 Vietoria, Chapter 26, This Aot authorized the

Counocil of the City to appdint two persons as Commigsioners

and for'the Toronto Board of Trade to appoinf two more,

and for the majority of such Commissioners to rocommend

another person to be the fifth'Cbmmissioner; who should

upon such recommendation be appointed by the Governor of .

-the Provinde; and if such majority should report that
--they cannot agres, the Governor should appoint such fifth

- Commissioner. These five Commissioners were appointed

& body corporate with power to manage such property as it

owned, dﬁd such other property as the Council might eoquire

and convey to them. The Board had aléoipower to acquire

“such property as might be requisite to éﬁable 1t to execute

improvements for the harbour, but as tha}borrowing powers
of this Commission were limited, very 1ittle headwaonbuld
be made in’ureating an adequate harbour As 8 matter of

fact. the: %oard's powers were praotioallj oonfined to

management only.
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 Before 1911 the conditions along the viater front
of Torenfo ﬁere as follows: There_wes, with The Islahd
in front, a natunal land-looked harbour, & large portion
of which was useless for marine purposes on acocount of 1ts'
shallownees. There was an inner harbour water front of
about 2% miles 1n oxtent. but only a very smwall portion of
this, - ohiefly between York and Yonge Streets, was available
Tor development, the balance being privately ovmed or
publicly ovned and ueder lease. \iith the exoception of
the power given by 25 Vietoria, Ohapter 26, for a railway
runhing dovn to a grain elevator on the pier, there was no
provigion for the co-ordination of rail and water traffio;
in other words, no provision for cargoes being traesferred
from rail to steamer or vice versa. ~ Outside the inner

harbour as far as the Humber River to the west and Voodbine

Avenue %o the east, there was a stretoh of about seven miles
;of'water front, a large portion of which wae controlled by

the City or the Harbour Commission. There were over a

thousand acres of waste land and water in Ashbridge's-Bay
awaiting deQelopment._A Between the water front and the -

business and 1ndustrial centres of the City there was the
hazard of having to. eross eeveral steam railway tracks at

etreet level.h
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In 1909, on the application of the City and the
Board of Trade, the Dominion Board‘of Railway
Commissioners made an order which provided for the
Toronto Viaduot or track eievation aoross the water front
from Bathurst Streeﬁito Logan Avenue, whidh meant in
sffact ﬁﬁut when the Viaduottwasloompleted, any water
front imprbfements whioh might be vndsrtaken from Bathurst
Street ecasterly, would be made comparatively easy of access.

About the same time the new Welland Canal was
proJeoted; which when oompleted, would permit pf large
pagsenger and cargo steamers being maﬁe accessible to
Lake Ontario, The navigatioq of the Upper St,. Lawreﬁoe
wo.8 under discussion af the timé; 8ut nothiné had béon done.
Added to this is the faot that Toronto, in 1910, was
growing rapid}y in pOpglatibn and in the number of 1its
1ndustries;' |

The conditiong of the water front at that time, the |
fact that the.Viaduqt'had been ordered to be Bdilt. that
the new ﬁéiiand'oénal was projected, and the navigation
of the Upper St. Iawrence disoussed, led to an ggitation
for a’lafger. more modern and bettér hépbour;fo; Toronto.
~.on the 1stfdf‘January, 1911, the foilowing question was °

submitted to the ratepayers of Toronto; entitled to vote

on such questions:  "Are you in favour of the control and




-8
i

development of Ashbridge's Bay and’ the water front in
the City's” interest by & COnmission having & majority B
of its members appointed by the City?" The ratepayers
answered affirmatively in a vote of more than three to
one., The question’wa; presented in a form very‘
attraotive for those who wished the improvements made,
but with that we are not here concerned. There are some
ratepayers,'howaver, viho would l;ke to know by whom and
by what methods publio opinion was oreated in favour of
this large harbour undertaking. Suwoh an inguiry would
not only be futile, but beyond the ~soope of my authority,

The vote was followed by an application to the Dominion

© Parliament for new 1egislaﬁion.‘ This ig found in 1 & 2

GoorgoAV, Chapter 26, an Aot oulled The Toronto Harﬁour
Commissioners Aot of 1911,  Under this Aot the Farbour
Commissioners{ therein oallod"the‘Corporaﬁion; is to
oonéist of five Commissioners, three of whom shall be
appointed by the Couneil pf the Ciﬁy of Toronto, one

Hy'the‘Gofernor~in-Coun611 énd One by ‘the Governor-in-

Counoil “upon. the reoommendation of the Board of Trade of -

the uity of Torontq. A1l property hbld or oontrolled by

the then'Gomﬁissionérs of the harbour are vested in the

v

nev ooiporation. Ample powers are given to the Corporation

s hold. sell, exprOpriate, 1ease or dispose of real estate,A




A e TR e Y S R T

-9»

buildings, or other property, as it may deem necessary
or deslrable for the development, improvement, maintenance

and protection of the harbour. Power is also givén to

develop Ashbridge's Bay when conveyed by the City, and to

construset, acquire by purchase, lease or otherwise maintain

railways within the boundé}iééwof the port and harbour, and

to enter into any agreements with the Railway Companies for

the maintenance by the company of such railways and to make

arrangenent with the RailwayvCompr.ies and Navigation
Companies for facilitating traffic»ta and from the harbour,

or for making comneoction between such lines or vessels and
those of the Corporation. For thebpurpoaes aforesald the
Corporation'is given ample borrowing powers. Tﬁis Ath
was~followed by an .ot of the Ontario Legislature, 1 George V,
ChapterillQ, Section 4, whioch gave’authority to tﬁe City to
grant and convey to the Harbour Comm@sSioners the ownership
of the land cover;ﬁ by water known as éggynidgé's Bay and

all the land owned bykthe Corporation boraering upon the -
waters of the Bay and harbour, and of the lake shore within
the limits of thé City together with all water lots oﬁned
by the City Corporation within such limits, Authority is
also given to the City by this Aot to enter into an agree-

ment with the Harbour Commissiohers granting to the éaidr

Commissioners the sontrol and management of all the docks,
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shores and beaches of- the Corporation's Isiand.property. .

This Statute also provides that the Corporation of the
City may guarantee all debentures whioh may. be issued by
the said Commissioners in earrying out the provisions of
the Aot.

The first Commissioners appointed under the Dominion
Aot of 1911 were Lionel H, Clarke, Chairman (deceased),

Te L Church, R. Home Smith representing the City of Toronto'

R S, Gourl&y appointed by the Dominion Government on. the

nomination of the Toronto Board ‘of Trade, and F. S. Spence
(deceased) representing the Dominion Government. The

Commissioners are appointed for a three year term, subjeoct

to removal, and serve without remuneration.

The Commissioners decided that in order to plan and

d@evelop the water front in a comprehensive vay, control was

‘the first essontlal, and they sat about to obtain comnlete

gontrol of all water front property'by purchase, expropria-
tion, exchange or otherwise. ‘
.——In December of 1911 the City.oransferred to the -~ —
wned by the City in 1911, with the exoeption of -
(L) Street extensions.
(2) ©Princess Strest yard.-

(3) The water works properﬂy at John Street.
(4) The Toronto Island.
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The propertyltransferred by the City at this time

consigted of about two thousand acres of land and land

covered by wator. During 1913Anegbtiations were commenced

with the two railway companies withuthefobjeop;éf seouring'

the riparian rights of . their compaﬁies between York -and

Bathurst Streets. These negotiations resulted in agreements

whereby the companies relinQﬁished their riparian rights-to
aboui 4,700 foot of water frontage property.

On the lst of February, 1912, the Board appointod

&)

+ L. Cousinsg, its Chief lng ineer. vhose work will be many
times referred to and commented upon in this report,

Before deciding upon the plan of the work the Harbour
Commission sent lr. Cousins to visit other cities and observe
the charactor of the development of their harbours, and in
the preparation of the'plans he had a large staff of

engineers and had also the advantage of the services of

Ir.e J. G. Sing, as Consulting Zngineer of the Harbour Board.,

¥r. Sing vasg then District Enginéer for the Department of
Public ﬁorksiat Toronto. '

" The Commissioners decided that the water front improve-
ment plans should embrace -- — |

1. The co- ordination of the rail and vater -
’ traffio {o- the fullest extent..

2. All struotures. vhere practioable, -should
-be designed for an wltimate draft of 20 feot.
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~ 3. Adequate provision for the 1ndustria1
~and. commeroial expansion of Toronto:
inocluding the reclamation of Ashbridge's
Bay.
4, Servioe from all the railways free of
: 1nterawitohing oharges on tracks - .
controlled by the Commissioners. S

5. Provision for the reolamation of .

- approximately 894 aores of park lands-
distributed as follows: 190 acres .
between the western ohannel. and the _ )
Humber; 352 acres on Toronto Island '~~~
proper; 352 aores between the sastern
channel and Woodbine Avenue, -

6. Provision for a fast traffio oross-

i tovm vehioular artery from the Humber
easterly; this traffic to-be the
marginal vay and strustural back bone
of the water front improvements,

7. Provision as far as practicable for &

- fast traction or semi-rapid transit
right-of~way, the opinion being that
ultimately fast traction would be
necegsary to the outlying distriots
of the olty to the north. northeast
and northwest,

8. 4 boulevard drive should be constructed
‘aoroas the entire water front in order
that the park lands of the City might
be made sasy of access,

With ﬁhese main objeots before them the officials prepared

eieven gtudies, with estimates, and the original study

' Number One,'with some minor modificaﬁgons, wagigdoptqd in .

the Fall of 1912.‘

As inquiries have been manmggﬁtQHwhy thé“area of

Toronto Bay was lessened by aarryino the docks so far out




>into the Bay, it will be convenient here to give the

"15‘-‘ o e

‘reason alloged by the bffioigls. It was. found imposaible

to-adhere to the established wi'n'amillr—line- beoause of the
fact that rook was encountered &t a depth of 13 feet below
mean wator 7ev»l at Bathurst Street and 24 feet at Parliament
Street.r The erection of new dook struotures thereon and. -
malfinb provi 1on for an ultinmate draft of 50 feet was prohi—
bitive owing to the excessive cost of rook exoavation and
struostures in relation to the areas of iand fg be reoclaimed
and later gvailable for leaée. It was therelore deemed :
advisable to move the windmill line approxiﬁately 1300 feet
southerly, and\%§ erect all now dook walls along and northerly
therefrom and reclaim about 200 acres of additional land,
By doing this, it was thought that costly rock excavation
would be eliminated, In reclaiming this land it was thought
that valuable properties would accrue to the City end Harbour
Commtssioners for the purpose of light nanufacturing, ware;
housing and modern torminal properties, They were aided in
coming to this” d001s1on bJ the fact that tne material dredged
in the deepening of the inner harbour whioh had *01mer1y heen
dumped into Lake Ontario, could be used for ;eqlamation,
purposes. | ' ' - : o

As uhere he.d theretofowe been oonsiderablo trouble as

to shore erosion on the east, centre and west foreshores, and

AN




_not only as an rimp_roveimgnt,_.or, the harbour but as & reclama-

~—asﬂthe Dominion Government had expended oonsiderable suims

for shore proteotion. and as the vhole scheme v g deeignod

tion and perk‘soheme as well, it was thought that‘theSe
improvements shouid_beyundertaken Jointly by the Dominion
Gevernment,'%he City of Toronto‘end the Toronto Harbour
Commissioners, L |

In the autumn of 1912 the Harbour Comnission
officially presented their proposed plan of the water front
improvements, to the Dominion Government and the City. ATheee
proposals covered the following: - |

The Dominion Government to provide for the

congtruction of -

(1) twestern breakwator, Humber to the
" Vlestern Channel.

(2) >Eastern sea vell, Woodbine Avenue
to the Xastern Channel,

(3) - Ship ohannel, eastevn harbour terminals,
marginal way wall, eastern harbour
terminals; dock walls and olroulating
channela, eastern harbour terminals.

(4) Eastern and western channel bridges.

(6) Northern sTip, River Don retentlon work,
N eastern harbour terminals., )

The City of Toronto s share of the work was to be_

as follows' R

- (1) Construotion of Boulevard Drive from
Humber River to wOodbine Avenueo
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(2) Construotion of Exhibition sea wall
. oxtongion,. ‘

(3) Consirustion of sidewalks, vehicular and

pgdastrian bridges and park “improvements,

for the park lands to be reolaimed and to

‘pay the Harbour Commissionersg the
interest anhd carrying charges on the

capital expenditures of {the Comuissioners

for reolaiming the above perk lands, which

“was estimated to cost $3, 270,571.42, with

annual—%ﬂ%erest charges on oompletion

of $5196,234,28, . o s

The Toronto Harbour Commissioners' share of the work vas to

be as follows:

(1) All reolamation work involving the
pumping by nmeans of hydraulic dredsges
- of some 33,000,000 cubic yards of
material to reolaim an sstimated area
of 179) acres, .-

(2) fTho oconstruotion of docks, warehouses
and freight sheds between Yonge and
York Streets. R

(3} The construction of modsrn terminal
facilities and warehouses in the
eastern harbour terminals,

(4} The aoQuisifion for {he purposes of
development of all inner harbour
vater front properties vetwsen

oo .__Dominion_Government _

—-Bathurst-Street-and-Gherry-Streets S - —

The estihated cost of all these improvements was -

.$6,123,204,66

Harbour Commission 11;2815,920,85 —
City of Toronto- 1,802,883,40
$19,142,088.91

The above proposals were presented to the Doninion

Government and an Ordercin-Counoil wag pasaed on June 10.1913,
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’Betting'Aforth tne work to 5e undertakén by tne Dominion
v.Government.' By this Order-in—Counoil the Government undortook
as 1its share of ‘the . improvements the following works whioh
vore estimated to cost {6,400, 000 2;

(a) The excavation to a depth of 24 feet of
: a’ ohannel and basin in Ashbridge’s Bay,
the channsl to be approximately 6,000
- Test long and 400 feet wide, and. the
"~ basin 1100 x 1100 feet square, and along.
both sides of the channel and around the
bagin are to be eonstrusted pile work:
retaining walls that will acoommodate
- the traffie whioh is intended to develop
- this new industrial area,

t (b) The ceonstrustion of orib vork bresk-
- - water approximately 18,600 feet long
to proteot the lake ahore vwest of the

western entrance to the harbour,

(c) The oonstruction of a sea wall and pile
. . viork approximately 17,926 feet long to
“proteot -the lake shore on the east
. side of the eastern entrance of the
harbour.

(d) The building of two basoule bridges,
.- ‘oneg over the eastern entransce and the
other over the western entrance to
" the harbour

lhough if is not 1n onronologioal order, it is

oonvenieut hera to rofer to the agreement entered 1nto with

k_t City wignﬁregard to the work whioh they shOuld undertake'
The agreement is dated the 264h November, 1914._‘ Briefly,
“ﬂhwﬁA’®“¥n;~Harﬂour Oommiasioners agreed that ag the initial
retaining walls were bvilt by the Govornment, and as the.

retaining and seas wall wes built by tha Gomnissioners for the
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City, that they woﬁld £111 in and reolaim the land

showvn on the plan to a height—to Ve approved by the Farks

Commis&ioner a8 to the lands on Toronto Island and to &

height at least eight feet above zero as to the lands

on the mainland. The City agreed in return to pay to the

Commissioners-half-yearly for a period of 40 years frﬁm

the date of the expenditure, interest at 655 on the anount

expended in respect of the improvements menﬂicned,‘plus

105 to cover overhead expenses which expenditure was -

ostimated to be not greater than 3, 270,571.42; and afLer

40 years the payments weve to cease and thereafter the City

should forever be eﬁtitled to the use gﬁd enjoymentiof thé

" said lands upon payment of the annual sum of one dollar to

the Commissioners, |
The‘Hafbour Commiésioners agreed to build'at;the expense .

'Qf the City & highway Sridge at Cherry Strect and & retaining

wall and sea wallkbppqéite the EIxhibition at an estimated

Mmmmgggtm9£m$289,520.@wahe_Commissioners»alsouagreed;as~partmof~~—~w—~~——

the water front parks system, and at the expense of the City
Corporation, as the lands are reclaimed or aoquired or

exprOprjated, to construot a boulevard drive. walks and

bridlg paths and other 1mprovoments. The estimated oost

“of this lattor work to be $1,325,785,80.

- o T o The Ciuy Co'rpération agreed to pray to the Commissioners
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the two last named sums, plus 10p to cover overnead

exPenses, euoh payments to Do made on progreee nertifioatee

iseuea from time to' time. “The City undertook eldo to -

expropr ate or provide a etrip of ‘land having a minimum

width of about 200 feet meaSured northerly at rivht anslee

from the top of the bank along the lake shore through South
| Parkdale, from the west imit or Exhibition Park and thence

i in a westerly direotion to a point Opposite the end of- |
} C11ff Road for the purpose of providing a location for the

‘said Boulevard Driveway.

| i This agreement between the City and the Harbourn

‘ Commissionere vias ratifiea and coniirmed by the Legislautre,

| 5 Georgo V) Chaptor 76,

} After, and as & result of, the egreementn thh the

| railway oompanies already referred to whoroby the riparien
rights were aoquired, the Harbour Commiesioners applied to

bhe Dominion Government for its approval of the new Harbour 7”'”Wﬂ L

» Head line from Bethurst to Yenge Streets and for patents of

the water lots at the Queens Wherz and the Western Ghannel and -

the water 1ots from Bathuret to Yonge Streets. The applioa- )
tion wae approved upon the Commieeion agreeing to eonvey to
' the Government 2.34 aores of prOperty at the foot of Spadina

Avenue for the purpose of a marine yard for the Department

of Public Horks..
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After appeals were taken by the railway oompag{es
from the Viaduet order of 1909 a finnl‘appealtwus taken %o
the‘Gpvernor Genepal-in—Counoilf It was followed‘by a
oconference with all parties whioh resulted ih»ﬁﬂ agféement
dated July‘29th. 1913, and a validatory order dated July 3lst,
1913, The effe&t offthis gsettlement was that thgmya?bour
“Cormizsioners were placed in control of all the vater front
properties south nf théﬁEsplanade between Yongeo Stfeeﬁiand“
~Parliament Street seve and except the 230 foot strip right-
of-way re@uifed for Viaduet purposes. The Oommissionrnow
~Tound theamselves in control of over 90 pefoent of the water
front from the Harbour to Voodbine Avenue. .It is oomﬁoﬁ
knowledge that the Viadust was nﬁf construsted under this
agreement, but that-after,long and embarraaning delays a
new agreahent was entered into in N;vember, 1924, under the
terms -of which the Viaduct is now in ocourse of construction,
| Having arrived at the agréemonts‘ﬁith tlie Domihipn
Government in 1913 and the City; and hqyiug acquifed cohtrol
of so mueh-df the water fronf fhe neit step to>$§?%aggn
‘before any contracis Qere let or obligatiqns assuned was to

arrange'for the financing of the enterpfiSe.

FINANCES

The docision ultimately arrived at between tﬁérdity

PR
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and the Harbour COmmiesioners vas that the bonds to be
- issued should be 40~year bonds boaring a4 interest ahd
that the issue should not exoeed $2b.000,000. . Up to-the
end of 1925 bonds to the extont of‘ 23,000,000 had ’Zi;ee'n
issved and sold under the guaranteerof'thoaCity; bnﬁﬁowing
toboonditions over which the Harbour‘Board‘ond‘the City had
Little (if &ny) oontrol, the amount realized for these bonds
. wag only $19, 661 445 00. " In tho sumnex of 1916 tha Boaid
decided to sell the Tirst. sevies amounting to Viooo.ooo.
kre Re Home Smith,;having had more experience in finanoial»
matters than his oolléagneo on the Board,.was authoniéed by
tho Board to conduct the negotiations for the sale. . It vias
notilong after Prioe, Waterhouse and Gompany hegan %néir vork
in this inquiry that they made an interim report to me in -
uhioh thev pointed out that the first, soeocond,; third, fifth
and a portion of the fourth series of bonds had been sold by
privato negotiations and without tendor. The first '
ol 000, OOO in 1913 w&s sold to William A. Reid and Company
‘ of New York, who were represented in Toronto bv The Dominion
o Securities Corporation. This wvs s0ld at. 89 50 on &
75~10 yiold basis. It appears from oorreapondenoo in the
.hands of the Board that while Feid and Gompany were the only

4firm who were askod for quotationa, two. other firms made

bids, one stimeon and, Company at 90 for. aale on the Lon@on

E market, tho other from A, E, Osler and Company at 89 50, also

B




>Dominion Seoufities'Oorporation, it was thought neoessory

for sale on the London market. A8 William A. Reid and

Company purchased several of these issues by private sale
conducted by lir. Home Smith, and as }r., Smith is known' to be

friendly with manyiof the members and officials of %he

that these sales should be oloselj sorutinized.’ Tho reason
for rejeoting Stimson and Company's higher offer vias stated

to be that the City authorities objected to any harbour bonds

going on the London market at that‘time, as thereby the price
of City bonds might be affected. ‘ -

The evidence shows that the City did raise thio f'
objeofion and as & result the sale was made to William\ﬁ. Reid
and Company of liew York at 89,50 for the first million. Tt
may be asked why limit the inquirios to William A. Reid when
there aie a great many other bond houses in Toronto? The
answer given by kv, Smith {s that he helieved there was an

advantago in having a onnneotioh with one stronv hohso in

Commission and would be under a moral obligatlon to see the

Board through with'its finanoing.,  Mr. Goorge Morrow, of the

7Dom1nion beourities Corporation, whose comrany profited to

some extent from the sale. needless to say, took the same viev.

In July, 1914, the Board\invited tonders for the seocond
- . R . N Co-

series and when The Vier broke oub on-the‘éth.of August, 1914,
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recallad their 1nvitations. The aeoond geries was sold

to- William A, Reid and company. 8, 000.000 at 86. The

third gories for $l,000 000 was sold to the sema firm in 1915
at 80,78, During this year there are on file with the Board
ietterg‘from othér bond houses asking for the_pr;vilege of
tendering, buf no attention seems to have been paid to them.
Apparently Mr., Home Smith thought ~that he would stiok to his
friends, the - Dominion Seourities Gorporation. But while the
sale to Reid and Company in 1915 at BO.VBAwas the lowert prioce
readhed for any of the hafbour bonds, it 1s'on1y’fair>to pdint
out that on July Bth, 1915, Jtr. Smith gob an offer from Reid
and COmpany to purohase these bonds at 88 and that owing to
the delay of the City Treasury Board in giving its consent

the sale was lost and the same bonds were sold in September,
1916, at 80 78, The slump in the finanoial market was the

oauge, While the City Treasury Board oan soarcely be blamed

for aelaying their deoision (The City in July was selling its

own bonds on more favorable torms) yat Mr. Smith. is entitled

" to oredit for having been able to foresee the s;ump on the

‘market, Certain it is that 1f his advice had been followea 1n ‘

July the Hartour Oommisaioners wou1d have realized $75 000 moro;_;
- In 1917 & portion of the fourth ‘meries, anmunting to

81, 500 040G waa sold at 83 07, Tnia wa.s sold with the approval

of Mr. Bradshaw, who 1n 1916 beoama Gity !inanoe Commissioner.

50
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"The reasons for the sale at this figure are set forth in a
letter he wrote ot the time setting out the unusual conditions
prevailing. I'r. Bradshaw had not been long installed 1n
office when he decided that as the City vas: l,uanranwc.ing, the
bonds it'ahould have‘some say in the method of their disposal.
Hg aocordingly-ﬁut a stop to the sale to one firm withoﬁt
tender and theroafter all the bonds (w;ﬁh_thd exception of
geries five 1n,1919; amounting to $5;ooo.odo. gold tq énother
'_bpnq house at 84.71) were sold to the lowest tenderers. The
gseries five referred té were gold uvnder the followiﬁg circum~
gtances: An option had been granted to The Dominion Securities
Corporﬁtion and VWilliam A, Reid and Company at 84.71; They
submitted a counter proposal to purohase $1, 000,000 1nstead of 1
&%, 000, 000, but the other bond houso took the vhole 53,000,000
at the option price. It would seem that ﬁhevso—callod
moral obligation daia ﬁot. in this instanoce, stand the test.
Owing to so many dealings by Nr. Hdme‘Smith with one
bond hoﬁse withouﬁ tender, it became neceésaryrto»go curofully
into the prices obtained for\other comparable bonds on corres-
ponding dates. In August, 1913; vihen thé harﬁouy bonds sold
at a price.whioh yieidéd‘5.10, it ﬁas been shown that in the
~gane month, the City :’s;)ld: a-much-larger-block-¢f-bonds on

whioh they realized practioallJ the same prioe. This, I

think, proves conclusively that Lr. Home Smith made a very

}




against v, Smith's nethod of finanoin?’is‘that'in”the"sale”'~ﬂ

good sale of the first $1,000,000. ‘As to the later bonds

- gold without tender to Reid and Company there is no oevidence

of other sales at dates fhat exaotly oorrespond, and a8 The
Var was on and the market fluotuated from time to'time, it is

quite 1mpdésiﬁié“£b find ubon the evidence that a larger prise

* oould have been obtained if inquiries had been made from other

bond houses. L8 lr, Bradshew péihts'out in his evidence, there.

" are times when it 1s not advisable to ask for tenders, bubt '

vhen it is decided not to ask for tenaers, it does not follow
that inquiries should be confined fo one bond house, If
thoese had been bonds of a brivate industrial cdipbfation, the
dealing with one bond house would not have boen opeﬁ to the

same obJjeoction, But this is a public enterprise, a publio

‘iasue. The evidenae shows that with such an issue the deaiing

with one house to the eyclusion of all others is an objeotionable

. praoctioce, To gum up, Mr. Home Smith got a good price for

the first lssve. As to the later issuea sold privately, while
it has not been shown that he could have got a'ﬁetter price

if he had ﬁidened the scope of his inguiries, it is not
improbable that a§ to some of these 1§t9r issues he might have

got & slightly better priocs. The most that can be said

of these publio bonds in which all the ratopuvers of Toronto

were interoested, he confined nis attantion to his ovm friends
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to the exclusion of other bond houses who asked for the
privilege of doing business with the Roard,

Needless tb say, there is not the slightest evidence

¥

to show, nor ig there any reason to believe, thrat Lr, Smith

profited in any way by the method he adopted, Furthermors,

the sales were made with fhe approval of the City authorities,

TN CANADIAN STHVART COMPANY COHTRAGT

In sy, 1913, the Harbour Board oalled for benders
fof the dredging. Five ténders in all were reoeived.: The
two lowest were from the Canadian Stewart Company Limited
wioge tender was 19-3/4 cents per oﬁbio yard, and“ffbm the
Sir John Jaoksohv(Canada) Limited. &t 19% cents a cubic yard,
The specifications called for an acoefted bank cheque for
5 pefoent of the amount of the contract as based upon the
approximdte quunt;ties given, accompanying the tender, and
that the oheque of the tenderer, to whom tho contract should
be awurded, would forthwith be deposited by the dommissioners
in a o@éytered bank of Canada and. iﬁterest.on the amount

thereof of %% per annum allowed. The Jackson tender was

- made on the understanding that the deposit would not be locked

“up and that if this vas insisted upon their tonder was. 20}

cents. TFour days after fhe date of thefr tender, that is to-

say, on the 3lst lmy, tut before the tenders were opened, the
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that they did not -wish the provision as to 1ooking up tha i
security to be miaunderstood, and stated that should the |
oontraot ygwawarded to them on the tenderod prioe of 19%koents
pef'éubid‘yard, they would not ask'ior the oheque to be'haﬂﬁed k;.
baok to- them, that $he cheque duly oertifiea by the bank oould
remain in: the hands of the Oommisaionere as aeourity. but not ] :

to be oashed uwnless the forfeiture of the deposit was Justified

under the ciroumstanoes aa set forth in tho speoifioationa,

- the Commiesioners paying no intereat in. the meantime. The

Jaokson tender sontained another provision that 1t was made
.subject to & formal oontfaot being approved on théir behalf,
These tendere wore gpened by the Board on June 5, 1913.

The Canadian Stewart Company got the ocontract at 19-8/4 cents

and the reason given tor aooepting this-tender is stated in the

letter of June 9th from the Board to The Sir John Jaokson
Oompany.' Thie reason waa that the ‘tender of 19% cents was
aooompanied by oertain oonditiona whioh did not oomply with that
part of the speoifioations, whioh called for the oheque being
deposited and the commiasioners paying 1nterest thereon. Anothor
reason given was that the Jaokson tender was made cubJeot to a

formal oontraot being approved. and that their solioitor had

,vhadvised them thay this 1eft the whola matter open. When the-—+;4 :

Jaokson tender is raad in the light ot their 1etter o: May 3lst

there is a distinotion, but very little. 1f any ditterenoe. betwoan

: it and the tendep of the Oanadian Stewart company so far as relatca‘
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to the}speciél depbsit.r In the one oase the oertified 6heque
was to romain in the hands -of- tho Commiasion until the

forfeiture was Justified by e breaoh of the 3peoif10dtions,l

the Commission paying no iA;;;est thereon, 1n the other it was

to he deposited in-the name of the Comnissioners as seburity for
the carrying oub of the contract, and hank interest being allowed
thereon., thther this trifling difference was gsufficient. to
“Justify the Commission in awarqing the contract &t a,figure that
made the dredging oost’at least‘$50;060 more, 1s open %o question.
If the Commissionérs had been really'desirous of glving the
contract to the Jaockson Company, it.is brobable that these minor |
differences could have been édjusted. - The Commissioners, however, i
in their judgment considered that the Canadisn Stewart ]
Comp&uy tonder was tho lowest anq avarded the contract to them.

Thelyr Judgmen£ yould not hé&e been galled in guestion But.for

the matters to which allusion muét'now be made. m>‘

A% or about the time that thé tenders were being

oonsidered, the Stewarts of the Canadian Stewart Compaﬁy met

r, BOJd Lagee at the King deard Hotel in Toronto and entered
1nto a contraoct with hin (a pencil memoranaum at the time,
subsequently confirmed by letter) by vhioh they agreed, if they

got the oontraot uith the Harbour Board. to pay ‘Boyd Magee the

B of $100, 000 and vay him a salary of V500 a month as advisory

, engineer. for the term of five years as the dredging work went on,
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;kThe $100 000 wag not to be paid in one lump sun, bub as the. w:rk

progressed. In the Fall of 1915, when the oontraot with the -
Stewarts wes aotually entered 1nto, £5,000 of this 5100.000 vias
paid. Mr, Magee rageived nis salary at the »ate 6fA$500 a month
during the five years, | Tﬁé{stewarfs did not pay the Lalance,

$95,000, and in .2921 Magea brought an aoction 1h the‘Supreme

_ Qourt of Ontario, azainst the Canadian Stowart Qompény to recover

“the $95;OOQ, This aotion was sqttled‘by'ﬁﬁF'pé&i@nﬁ”to‘Mageo

of 35 ono-thousand-dollar bank notes, which ‘are plzced by Magee

inae safaty_deposit box in the Dominion Bank., ™his was in

gsettlement of the aotion, In view of the evidence of lir,

- Cousins that he saw very’littlo of lagee at the time that the

tendors were received:and oonsidefed, and that ne did noi ao any

-vwiork during the progréss of the oontfaot that would entitle him

to 3500 é'mohth salary, it appeared incumbent upon me to examine -

o ¥r. Boyd Magee. This was done at lownt Clemens, Mlchigan,

‘ whére he is taking the bathé.‘*iﬁaving in mind that my Juris-

diotion 16 limifed in this inguiry to the OOntradt w1th the

K‘Toronto Harbour Commissioners end hus nothino to do with the
' oontraot “the Lanadian Stewart Company had vwith the Dominion ’
*Govornment, I find upon the. evidenoe that ne part of the 35 000

or. of uha V35.000 or of +he $500 a8 month was paid to any member N

,of the Harbour COmmission ¥y to any orfioial or employee of

the Board. Whether any part of it vias paid to any other person
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or fund to induce thé othor contract which the Cunadian Stevart

Company obtained with the Dominion Government, is ﬁot within

,my‘provinoe to determine. Ir, liagee has denied that he

shared any nart of this noney with any other persoy, and there
is no evidenoe to the contrar‘, and it is daiffiovlt to see any
reason for his parting vith any part of the §55,COO eight years

after the oontract vas entered into. However, this inquiry is

limited to the affairs of the Harbour Board," and I am satisfied
that ﬁeﬂeart of the monies reached the Commissioners, thel;\ﬂ
officers, or employees.

| The Gonbract with the Canadian Stevert Company vas
entered into in the Fall of 1913 and as soon as praeticgﬁlev
thereafter,Athe dredging was begun. The delay in‘entefinglinto
the contract is accounted fo; by the facti that the Canadian:
Stewart Company also 'got the contract,with fhe Dominion

Government, and it was deemed advisable that the two contraots

should go en together, The Canadian Stewart Company ppooeeded

vwith the work until 1920 when a new urrangement was -made wvhereby

the Harbour Board released them from their contract, paid them
for their work to date and purcnased their dredre The Gyolone

for.$675,000. One of the 1nduoements vinich led to the 5oard

_entering_into this arrangement was the fdet that the Hydro -

Bleotric Commission wented & dredge for their work at Chippewa,

and it could be loaned to then af a handsome fental; as a matter
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of fabt, the Hydro Commission paid‘the Harbour Board
$260,000 for the uge of this dredge: from November 1920,Ato
September 1921, vhenuthe dredge was brought back and has sinoce-
been operatéed in the Larbour by the Harbour Boaid._}BefOre‘l920
the Canadian Stewart Company had had a differenoo with the
bominion Government over the work they had QOné‘for the Government..k
They were made to dc oonSidqggblé_work over again which entailed
a'10551 Their work, howbver doné for thg Harbour dommission‘
was in the main, not unsatisfactory. ' .

The question haa been raised, why,vin'1914, when The

Viar broke out, ﬁhe“ﬁbafd"diﬁ‘ﬁ6£“blééé"dSﬁﬁ"aﬁdwéﬁébéhd”bﬁéiﬁ;"“”w“"*

‘tions, The answer given is that had they done so they vould -

have“subjected themsélvés to an action for damages for breaéh, '

:of cgontract. Looked at from & pétribtio viewpoint the

oontinganoe wae‘not‘sp objedt;énablé béoéﬁse the number of men
engéged in dredging Operafions'ia bbmparétively smalls ~ The ohief
expense is in the plant and fu§i. Mor60ver as everyone
knowa, in the first yeay of The war few people balieved that
the struggle viould last as 1ong as'it did. As matters have

3

sinoé turned out it would have obst the Board more had thé

dredging contract been oanoelled and the dredving done wnder a

new contract at the end of The Vlar, S L

CONTRACTS POR HARBOUR HEAD HALL“

These wore 1arge oontraots, 1nvolv1ng the expenditure
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of more than 3,000,000, kTﬁese_Harbouy Head VWalls wore
divided into soven sections, In Hay,‘l§16, the Board let the
contracts for seotions one and two, and in April, 1917, for
seotions three, four and five, and in l92ﬁ for sactibns sik
aﬁd seven. In tbg_qase of seations one to five inolusive,
tenders were>rGOeived whiéh quoted'lower prioés than thése‘in
the ascocepted tenders. All these tenders are rerferred to in
dotail in Exhibits D and E of Appendix "G" to this report. The
reasons given fox awgfding the contracts to othéra than fhe.
lowest tenderers ara_contained in the‘feport;”of1the Chief
nginoor and lanager dabed Iy 3, 1916, and April 11, 1917, Whe
Board in its judgment thought it better.not to avard more than
e section to one contraotor at the sano time. The facilities
fer doing the viork and Lhe reunonsibility -of the contractors |
entered into their consideration, Upon»the evidenoe that -
has been heafd, it does not appeer thatb the Board is open to
0r10101sm for anything they did in 1etting the orig inal
contraots. The Yarbour Commissioners’tenderod at the same .
time and their tender was'highey tﬁan that bfgfhe Suocessful
tendsy, Special reference however, nust bq made to-the loter
sontracts with reference to sections thrée, four and fivé; in
1v17 the contract for section three ﬁas awarded‘to Roddick and
Russell'vsection four t0 R. Veddell and Company, and deotion

five to the Fort Arthur Constructlon Company Limited. ”hese

three contractors had not been long on their work when thc 7
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Gomn1ssioners decided in Auguqt of 1917 to eithor postpone

or terminate the uork oovered by theee contrao»sw oving to the
financial sxuuqtion caused by Tho War._ihfter gome negotiationa‘f
viith these ooqtractors'éh agreement was arrived'at. dated

August 282, 1917, wﬁioh contained the two following main

" provisions:

" (a) The Commissioners egree to purshase
; and take over from the contractors &ll
supplies whioch the contraotors are
under liability to pay for and which
v ~ they. have.purchased with a view to .
o . the performsnce of the contracts, to
be paid for at bona fides prices agreed
to be paid by the contractor for said
matorial, = The Commissioners also agree
to pay to the contractors in addition
sush reasonable amount for their loss
as may be agreed upon by the oontraotors
and the Chief Enginest of the Gommissioners.

(v) I 1t is deoided 1ater to continue
with the work, the Chief Ingineer and
the contractors are to endeavour to
agree as to what changes there have been-.
in the prices of nmaterial required in
connestion with the sontract, and the
cost of labour since 1917 and to- &gree

- _ uwpon a uwnit price.whioh it would be fair

to charge undexr the changed. conditions. if
this agreement can be come b0 the .
contractors are to be allowed to proceed.

and complete the contracts at suoh unit - -
prioe without call:ng for outside. tendevs. o

An agreenent was arrived at under (q) and the oontraotors paids
Russell and Roddick: were paid for section three, @16,008 22

R, WOddell and Comvany for seotion four, 52 727 92; and the Port

Arthur Gonstruotion Comxany Limited for soo ion five, $71 482 50.
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Of the amoﬁnts so paid the sum of about 37,000 represenfé
thé‘dead 1o§s due to the suspension of the gontracts brpugﬁt
about by The Way; - (
In the‘Spring.of 1919, The Var having ended, it was
decided to continue with the'work on geotions tﬁree, foﬁr and
five. Russell and Roddiock, and the Port Arthur Construptiph
Company Limited'were willing to broceed and complete the con-
tracts at unit prices to be agreed upon withqut callihg for
7 outside tenders, pursuant to the arranrement made in 1917. E
R, Vieddell and Company, who had the oontraot for section féur,A
notified the Board in a letter dated Saturday, the lat of
¥arch, 1919, that they would not éomplpte ;he vork. This
letter arrived 1n-Toronto on Konday, larch 3rd, Previous to
Larch lst, Ueddell and Company had written 1ntimat1n" that theJ_
night not, for rarsonal reasons, go on with the work, bub
asking Tor more time to consider it. On the reoeipt on the
Brd of March of ‘laddell and.Comp;ﬁy's letter, the Harbdur Boardq
was perfeotly free to deal with any othericontraotér fof séoti;n.
four. On Sunday, Larch 2nd, lir, Ueddell, who lives in Trenton,
was visited by My, John . .Ruggell, and an arranvoment
qrrivsd at whereby Russell was to teuder for seotion four in
the.ﬁame of dedell and Company; 1n_other vords, get the -

ad&aﬁtage that Wéddell had undér the arrazgement made in

1917,  For this privilege he agroed to pay the Veddell
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- Company 2% of the amount of the oontract. Ruasell

returned home and then arranged his prioea yith the

,Harbour Board officials without any tendeor. In otper

~ vords, the Harbour Board gave the work to Russel1 without

_advertising for or inviting outside tendera which the )

doing the work on seotion five.,- 6 19 not unfair to

Board was undoubtedly at liberty to do. If they had,aeked
for othef tonders, lower prioes might have‘been'obtainedt
And without'eskiﬁg for tonders they might have negotiated -

with the Fort Arthur Gonstruotion Company Limited, who viere

- asgume that the 1atter Oompany would have been able tosave

the Roard the 2% which Russell ﬁaﬁ—to—payewewﬂegotiations,‘*

however, were_goufined to Russell. As hussell has done
very much work for the Farbour Board and was more in

intimate touch with the offioiale, havinf his offioe in

the Harbour Administration Building, it was 1noumbent upon

us to eompare uhe unit prioes paid fox seotion four with

‘;the corresponding prioes paid for seotlions three and five.

»This has been ‘done, ana while there is some variation, the

differenoe is not 80 great as to oall for any comment. ) it‘
has not been proved that the Harbour Board or any of its
offieials knew that Russell was. paying Weddell z@.;' The

‘ohief driticisms that can be offered of this trensaotion areilk

(firat) tenders might h&ve ‘been oalled for aeotion four’ andxf
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" (second) favoritism was shown to Russell in preferring
him bo the Port Arthur Gongtruction Company Timited:—

In view of ehe evideﬁoe given as to Russell's
" sontracts, the suditors, Price, Vaterhouse end Company, were
instructed to inspect his books. In going through these
7booPs theJ discovered three paymenus all made to one
Norman R. liicoll as follows: October 31, 1917, leO"
Novenmber 22, 1917, 9100° and on liay 29, 1919, $1,000, fThis
~Normen h. fiicoll vas 1nsueetor in eharge of the work that
Russell wag doing,. The first two paymentu of VlOO oach
were nade after the Tirst-contracts in 1917 had been
abrogated, buf before the amount to be paid to Russell under
) the arrangement of that year hsd been arrived at. | The
third payment in lay of 1919 was made shortly after his
contrast for the harbour head walls vas resumed. The
firsf two.payments are entered in Russell's caésh book and
are charged to an account in Nieoll'e name , Thie ageount
was written off at Deoemeer 31, 1917. The payment ;of
81,000 also appears in Russell 8 cash bool; but was written
off in full at Deoember 31, 1920, and oher7ed to contraot
agcount, wnloh is the aoccount wrecording the expenditures
on the different contraots. 1r. Rugsell vias agked to

GXplain uhese payments. He admnitted bhat Iiooll vas an -

1nSertor on- his work, and that the. money had not been repaid.
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His expiahation of the first two payments is thdt he
thinks tﬁey were for serviees rendered by liieolld to him
in making estimates in 1913 and 1914, when he was an employee.s
The third payment of sl.o'o"o he ex-pléins by saying that N
Niooil was'in.urgent‘need of money to make a payment'on a
house. As a matter of fact, it was pald on the housé.

', Russgell is said to be very genérous to people
who are in distress, bﬁt it is very difficult to remove the-
impressioﬁ one forms that the payments were not unsonnected

vith the olpcumstanoe that Hicoll wés ihSpéctor in oharge

" of the work that Russéll vas doing. It!was;an improper

transaction,

+ The auditors have reportedvthat frdm an inspeotion of

: Russell‘s books it appears that the net -profit derived by

him on his twe contracts’ from the harbour head walla Lvas
366,049 62, which is approximately 124 of the amount reoeived
under the cqntraots, $528,128.26, This profit is arrived ab

after deduoting &64, 658 45, representing the rental for and

"~ the cost of operating the contractor's plant and 95,600 for: .

the use of the oontfactor's yard,
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SALE AWD LEASE TO ©HE DUFFERIN COUSTRUCTION
COLTANY LINITED : -

One of the trénsaétions undsr oriticism and>intp
vinich inguiry has been made, 1s the sale made in Fe5ruary,
‘1924, by-the Board to the ﬁuffgriﬁ Construefion'Cohrahy,
Limited, of a building kmovm as the maohine shop of the
Dominion Ship Puilding Plant, and the lease fo the Compeny
of the land on ﬁhioh this building stands, The on1y charge
(if suéh it oan be called) made in connectibn wiﬁh thié
transactiﬁﬁ‘was:sugéested in the evidence of Commissioners
Gourléy and llackendrick, and was against l'r, Church, bubt it
was Tound nocessary in addition to dealing with lir. Church's
rart in it, to inqu{ré as to whether -the sale was not an |
A improvident one. The building soideas one of.é group’of
buildings known as the Dominion Ship Buildiné Cqmpany‘plaﬁt.
This Company went into liquidation; The iurhour Commissioners
had a‘olaim‘against the Cbmpany for groﬁnd rent, takes
and other matters aggregating about 5102, 000, The4Boafd
took over EKESQ”buildings 1nvlieu of their dla;m;hso'that
this group of buildings had cost the Commiséioners>$102,000,
to say nothing of uooumulategm}nterest.' The Gommissioners
had forva long;fime been trying to disgpose . of these buildings

and have the land return a revenue, They had not been

successtul, Efforts of various kinds were made, and in
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the Fall of 1923 the Dufferin Construetion Company made -
a proposal to the Board. “This was during the Chairmanshib
of l'r. R. Home 5mith. Nothing ocame of these negotiations.

I'r, Smith, who vas about to retlre, desired that the matter

i

be left over for consideration by the new Board.

Early in January of 1924 negotiations were renewed.
Leaving out earlier offers, the Company then made an offer‘
of $256,000 cash for the bufi&fﬁé and to take a lease of 2%
acres, on which the building gtands on a rental basis ot 5%

on a valuation of v35 000 per aore. It was later sold to

the Company for £40,000, and a lease taken of approximately .f»

2.5 aores of the land for 21 years, renewable at & rental of
5% on the valuation of (35,000 per aocre. 'hat Mr. Gouilay |
and Hr. haokenarick oontend is that during the negotiations -
between the Company and the Board, Mr. Churoh, vho vias then

Cha1rman, notb only was willing to sell the building for

' 425,000, but showed some unbusinesslike desire to have this

the Tresident of the Gomvany at the nerioa !n questlon and

‘Lir, Thomas Nurphy vas the ‘General Hanaggr. There is ‘10

doubt on the evidence; in faot it is conceded that both

Franceschini and Lurphy saw Kr, Church at times and places

*other,than at Board meetings. There would not necessarily

~ gransaction go through at this figure., - I, ;ranoeschini was
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ﬂbé anything improper about that. lr. Church denies
positively that he ever did'anything or said anything to

help Kurph& or Fraﬁcesohini to purchase the propert& at the
1oﬁer figure., Inasmuoh as it was sug gested that . kurphy
was a politicel friend of hr. Church, I have gone into this
evidence with considerable care, with a view to ascertaining
1, Church's attitude vof mind towards this transaotion, and
whothcrrhe_was & help or a hindrance to getting the sale |
throush at the higher figure, The only conclusion that oah
fairly be come to on _the evidence is that at fhe final Board
meeting uhen lackendrick and Gourlay were trying their best
to get ‘ranoesehinl up to the higher flgure, Hl, Churoh

did not then and there oontend that the vrice asked them

" . was too high. In other words, he did not. interfere with or
obstruot them in their sfforts to get the higher price. But
the evidenoe is too oonviuoinb to &dmit of any roagonable
doubt that but for the presence on -the Board of Iessrs Gourlay
. and lmckendrick the price of 740 000 would prohably not have
. been obitained, .

As to the adequacy of uhe price raid. there is very
11ttle to be said., The Board was very anxious to nake a
sale of these bu11dings.and vieloomed the offer. ﬂhile the
price realized for this building, added to the prioe reallzed

or to be realized from th other buildings in the group may

B Tkt RSN
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not recoup the pdard-fof its loss, it is ioooosible o
say that the sale to the Dufferin Cohstruofion Company

. Limited Was, under the oiroumstanoes, an improvident one,
on the oontrary, it was I think a business- like. though not

:neoessarily a profitable, transaotion.

SALE AND LEASE T0 THE WARREN BITUMINOUS‘
PAVING COLEPANY LIMITED '

Aﬁothér buiningéin'tho group of Dominion Shiﬁ Building:{
buildings was sold to the Warren Bituminous Paving Comrany
Limited and a 1ease given of the - 1and on which this building
stands. Mr. V. G, Vackendriok is the ‘Prosident of the -
Warren Bituminous Company and he and the members of his
family hold about 8% of “the stook. Thoughcﬁe is not Genaral »
Nanager of the Company and has other outside interests. he
sb111 takes an interest in the affairs of this COmpany. As
Mr. }aokendrlok was one of the Harbour Commissioners when R
this transaction was nebotiatod and completed, it is neoessary
"'tO‘state the faots in detail.

The oorrespondenoe opens on June 8, 19?5, with a
letter Trom the Hanager of the Gomuany to bhe Harbour .

»Gommission, in whloh he states that owjng to the ooustruotion ;‘,"

. of the Viaduot and railway terminals. his Company is aeked

“to vaoate the site they then oaoupiea on Pleet Street. eaat

»of Spadina Avenue, that uhev have examinod the shipyard
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buildings and find that yart of it will bve suitable

~Tor their reguirements, rhey then nake aﬁ*aﬁplication for

permission to leaéé aﬁé ogoupy this building for two vears,
the renta 1 for land and bu;ldinbs to be Y2640 per annum. On
June 23, by letter, they withdrew this apnlication on. the
ground that they hod decided thaet a 1ar5er ares would sult )
theif purposes better and they make application for the loase
of larger promisaes, This app}ication viag for a lease of
about one aocre atrawiéntal'of 32;000 por‘aorg, the lease to
run for a period of 4o years with ean opfion 6} gxtending it

for a longer period at the above rental. This‘préposél vas

"~ recommended to the Board by the -Gonsral Nanager, for acceptance,

and on June 30th, 1925, the Board approved of the anplioation

and also gave the CompanJ the first re;usal of aaditional

. propexty to the souuh. The lease was duly prepared &and

foruarded‘to the Company for exeauvtlon. Instead of exeouting

the lease the Company wrote to the Comilssioners on August 7th,

stating that as they would probably be allowed’to finish the
pavine season- on thelr present aite and us they did not wish )
to ray rental for two»sites they vwould request that the matter
of the lense be allowed to gtand wnbil they rooeived definite

wbrd tﬁat they would have . to vaoate;whioh thay presumed woula

be aboub the end of the year., This 1etter was taken up by

- the Bbhrd,'which must heve been in an_acoommodating mood, for

they agréed that the lease might be dated as of January lst,
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1926. This transaction did not go throuﬂh, but on
«Deoember géL,LSZS, the Company made & new nroposal to
the Board to rent the area in question at a rentel of 5%
on 3a 000 per acre for three years with the Option of
extendinﬂ the iease to 81 years,land to bquthe building .
 for 025 Odamoash. This’heﬁ.prnnoeal was deaitvwitﬁ at & °
meeting of the Board on January 5, 1926, Mr.“Lﬁokendfiok
was not’ present when - this wias oonsideved, but the. other
members (churoh, O'Connor. HOgg and hulhollend) were unanimous
in their deeision to aooept the offer. In reporting upon
- the application to the Board, the General lmnager states o
that the ofxioials have always felt that this building hed
a valus of VSO,OOO but in viow of the faot that the differenoe
between thiq figure and the offer, namely qﬁ 000, WOuld, 1f
“the property were to remain idle for a ruvther eleven monthﬁ,‘
be absorpsd in carrying eharges, it would soem advisable to
accept the offer of the Harren Gompany. “The later oorres-
pondence refers to details relatinp to the formal loase, The
transaouion went through substantially on,the terms stated.

There are two matters to be oonsidered in this tran«,““‘
suoticn, each being related $0 the other.‘f'The first is: the
proprioty of the Board entering into a transaotion of this '
kind with a Company of whioh tr. Laokendrick, one of the f;, .
‘Commiqsionevs, w&s President, and in. which he had an 1ntereat;iv

and«the oonduot of hr, Mhokendriok in allowing his Company to B
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ask for and obtain the lease and building. The other is

the adequacy or inadequaoy o the price and rental. The-

“Hﬁfﬁbﬁfﬁcémmi§§iaﬁéf§‘Kﬁf_afwlgll__5§_855f16ﬁ"29, rrovides thgti

"The bo“poration (meaning the Harbour comnission)
— shall not have any transactions of any

peocuniary nature either. in buying or selling

with any members thereof, directly or

indiractly "
Upon the legality of this sale and leaée; nothing need bo
said by me, That is a question which, 1if ever raised, mﬁst
be dezlt with in the Courts of law. But there is more’thdn'
a question of law involvgd.:;gy. lackendrick takcs the
position that this wo.s no% a saule and lease to him,.but to .
a Compan& whioh was & separate entity; that his Company had
a rerfecf riznt to contract Qith thg Commissioners as they
did., In other words, he lays great éfress upon the virtue
of the dry letter of the iaw. Guostioned further about fhe
rnetter he said that even if he held 99% of the stook of the
Compény, it would make littlre if any différence,'so loﬁg as
the transaofion itself oouldibé Justified from a bﬁsineés
standpoint, He étates that he has the type of.mind that does
not permit him or his Company to take any advantage of the
faot that he was a Harbour Commissioner, He sdys that no
influence vias brought to_bear upon the Commissioners to

indvce this sale and lease. How does he know ﬁh&t? How

doeé he ¥now that the General lanager, in recommending the

sale of the building at 25,000 instead of 530,000 which he

R
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thought wes the real value, was not influenced by

" the knowledge that lr, lackendrick was standing over

him as one of the larbour Commissioners?  How can lr.

lackendriox tell what was in'thefmiﬁd‘éf hig collengues — T —

when they decided upon the'sale? Can he be ocertain that
these Gommlssioners viere not influenced (unoonsoiously no
doubt, it at all) by the knowledge that Vackendriok vas

one of their colleagues? How does he Xnow that the -
accormodati.on gfanted to his Compah& on its first proposal.

was not glven benause ho vias a member of the Board? Influence

. may e used in other ways than the written or spoken word.

lhore aannot be much doubt th&t the spirit, it not
the letter of the law has been broken in this case, and
. Laohcndriok canﬂot well oomplain if the view taken by

the nublio and by the authoritles who have the appointment

'of_Harbour Commissioners is that the affairs of the harbour -

will be safer in the hends of Cbmmissidners’who_do_not

4 enterfain the view to whioh 1. Hackendrigk has given

a7

exprassion. ‘ o

-  ,As to tho adequacy of the rental and purohase price,
the rental égreed uﬁon is on the same vasis as tba+ paid by
the Dufferin Construotio yompany almost adJoining. Vhile‘
the price 1aid for the haildiné was 1ess than the sum. at
waioh the Oomm1asioners were holding it.rit had been on -
their hands a 1ong time and was not 1n the best staue of

repair : - The Commissioners are not open to muoh oritioism '_ ;:
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on the sround of the yprice. Neediess to say, no

Commissioner or oiflcial pro;ited in any way by the

trensaction, althoush the Company in which 1. Yackendrick
has a small interest may.havé profited by fhe presence of‘

Ir. Laockendrick on the Board,

1 STADIUN T UoACTION

Lauch evidenqe was taken relating to the 1eése to
v, Solman-of the land on wh;ch he has built the baseball
Stadium,. The facts are that lr, Lawrence olman is the
head end front of the baseball movenment in Toronto in-so far
as thne Toronto Easeball Team in tﬁe‘International League 1is
related to.it. | He wished, or huad béen ¢elled upon, %o
remove the stadium £rom Tﬁ;”Islqnﬁ to the meinland, ~In -
ohooéing a new site he was not ﬁonfined to the waterfront,
but the llarbonr Zoard wasg desirovs thai the Stadium shopld
be located on their pfoperty{. 'Négotiétions between Solman

and the Board lasted for over a year. Diffefent sites were

. looked at, different acreages considered and different rentalsm

discussed., All negotiations failed to result in any agree-

ment except those carrled on in Auvgust and Sentember of
19?5, vien Lr. oolman made an appliueuiﬂn for a lease of

15 acres at the foot- of Bathurst Street at a rental of 5°

based uvon & valuation of 10,000 pér acre. In his
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application dated -fugust 15th, 1915, lws Solman advised

the Commissioners tnat he was emnloying v, “.fL.‘Qdusins
as- oonsultingvengiueep—for~thevnewvstadium. -His épp11ca-
tion wias considered at a meeting of the Board on Auguét 14,
1925, and tho lMinute of vhat took place states that the
Comuissioners authqrized‘the prenaration of a draft 1eas§H :

to bé'placed béforc the next weeting of the Board for their

consideration, It is quite clear that no definite bargain

was arrived at' at this time; 8’1l that vas done-was o
authofize a draft lease to be plaé?d before the Board at the
neit meeting, In othe% words, while the Board did nob

rejeot his offer at that time, thers was no ﬁinding adoeptanoé
of iﬁ. The next meeting té conéider thé natter was hgld u
on the'asth of August. In the meantime a valuation from

Lir. Poucher,.the Board's,Qaluator, was obtained. Tﬁis is
dated iugust 27th, Some of the witnesses wéfo confused as

to dates but it is ébundantlJ oleér on the evidenoce tﬂat at

tnls meeuinf on the 28%th, with all the menbers of the Board

-present and Mr, Solmen waiting outside, the guestion was

taken up and diSCussed.A It is also olear that part of

-this disoussibﬁ took place beforé Hr Pouoner's valuation

was wade knovm to all the Commisoioners, ana during tbis
early digouss1on it is- clear that 1v, Churoh spoke 1n favour
of "rantjng the lease on the “10 000 basis.' It is oqually

aleay that after the valuation wag wade known to all the

BRI TR




-41- e

Commissioners neither Ir. Church nor 1. 0!'Connor did

anyohing or said anything to interfere with the eflorts

of their colleagues to gel.a higher rental. On the sane

C pede

morﬁing of the Eath,‘before the moetiﬁg, all thQ‘Commissioners
met on the properﬁy and made & rorschal ihs;ection. They
came -to the mééﬁihg with avgleurériview of the situation.
At this meeting Ubl.\tackendriok at Tivst thouuﬁt 725,000
an acre should be askéd, but leter came dowm Ho 20,000,
Sonmdssidners I'nlhollund und Hogs adhefed to Q15,000; and
T ©ind on the evidencs ithat viien the valua%ion vies ade
i Imovm solman vies called in aﬁd'was teld o if, and also told
that he could not have it for less thuan the amount~of:the
O, valuation, . S(.;lman at firsd sa.id that he thought he
céuld not ray it, butréfterwards vient as hizh as 12, 500,
but the Commissionecrs held out for the 15,000 and I,
Solman wes told that he could not have it Tor less, whereuron
 Solwan suild that he weuld have to consﬁit hig associates
before giving & Tinal answer. At this neeting on the 28th
the Comuissionsrs made ‘up their mind and in that sense
came to a decision that 15,000 was the lowest price that
they would eonsider. ' 4s lir. Solman was not able to con-
olude the barqéin %hen'the mattef VRS deferrod until the
next neeting, On the 3lst iugust he wade an offer in

. writing to lease from the Cormissioners approxinmately 10

acres (not 1H) for 21 years ronowable, at a rental of
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550 per annun based upon a valvation of 515,000 per mcre,

the Lronevt" to b2 used for gtadium and béseball purroses,

he, oolman, to have an or “ion on 7 aceres more for xarklng
purnoses. This aprlication was considered at a meeting of
the :onrd held on SOMVGmbor'éth when-authority was given
for the executiou of the leasq on the above terwus with

sone mod{ficafious tﬁut need nct be referrsd to, The
option was mlso given to Solman for & lease of 7 acres nore
at the foof of Bathurst Street Tor car parking purposes in

oonnectlon W1th the new stadium, the option to exDir

July lst, 1926, At this meeting all the Commissioners

were i agreeument except lir. ‘aokendrick, ‘who still insisted

upon 336,000 an acre and vas opposed to givingAthe obtion.
The complaing ﬁade by Comnissioners lulholland, Hogg and
Huekendrick is that at ths neeting when_the lease was
decided upon (by wnich is meant the meetihg on the 28%th)
Chairmen church ﬁés in favour of accepting the offer of
210,000 rer acre and that-the mdjorit& opposed the Thair-
pan's viow, which resulted‘in lir, Solman>raising his offer
to ﬁlS,OOO an écre; In addition to this complaint there
is the beneral critlolsm that even at 315, 000 an acre the

tr“nqaction was an improvident one. Dealin first with

the complaint as to L. Church's conduot, 1u is c*ear that

at the heetlng when the terms of the leuse wers aOuually

gettled, that is to say on ggpﬁqmper étn, ¥r. Churoh vas
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not in fevour of accepting 10,000 an aore. DBut the

_conplaining Com .issioners manifestly vere confuded in their

dntes, Their oompiaint about-ﬂri Lhurch haa re fnreaoe

to wha's took place et the meeting'of {the 286th of August,

and it isfequall& clear that upon'this dute thefe was some’
¢iscussgion aboub the rental before Foucher's valuation was

made knovm to ull the Ooww1bsioners and that in this diq-
cusslion Tr.,Qhurch expressed himself a8 willing to let Lir,
Solman have.thq ﬁroperty on the basis of his offer, of QL0,000.
Pub it has also bsen shown that after ?oucher's valuation

was orened and read he d}ﬂ not advooute the sule at the

;s

lowef cure, Had the evide:.ce rested at this point thereo
was nothing %o nompluin of in lrs Church's ccaduct, as he
vas entitled to his own oninlon as to value, but curiously
enough after the other Commissioners nad given theif
6;1ﬁéncd Kr._Church’went on the witness stand and swore'
thet before tnls ueetlnr on tbe 28th he knew ¢f }oucher 8
valvation; tba' e had been in telephonic conrmnleation with

. Cou51ns tne night before and was 1nformed of it. If this

be true it puts another oomplexion al ogether vpon the

“$rensaction, for it shows thut he had information that

others 4id not have and with that information advooated
the lower rentsal. v, Church apparently did not hear all

the evidence that had been given againsd h1m or he would

have appreoiated the point they were trying to make. Iater




on, the nex% day I think it wasy lir, Churoh went oy uhe

__witness stund agsin and corrected his formor evidOnoe by

saying that he was mistoken us to the date, that it must
have been before the meeting of September 4th that he had
uhis commun:oatlon with Cousing or had acquired this Xnov-
1ud:e about the valvation, and not bhofore the meating of

the 28th nvpvust, But in this he is clearly in error. Thé
avidence estaﬁlishes the fact thut this valuation was opened
and rade movn to all the Commissioners at the meeting of
the 28th.  There could, therefore, be no object iﬁztelephon—-l
ing him about i% bvefore the meeﬁing'of September 4th.
Although Iir. Church did say that he knéw of this valuvation
be;ore the neeting on the 28th, I refvain from making a
defiﬁite finding against him for the ‘yeason that due
ailowahoe must be made for the fact that his hearing is
not good, Phere is & possibility that he wvas confused in
his dates. 1 am _satisfied that he did not hear all that
wenb on on'tho 28%h. lir, Solmen has sworn that after he
was oalled in and after he made the offer of 512,507 Iir,
Church stil; talked as if he, Solman, vias st111 insistiag
upon gettlng the property on the .10 000 basis. The only
fin'llnb that can safely be made on the evidence relating

to thls transaotlon is that but for the efforts of

Maokendriok, }ulholland and Hogg 3351sted by the valuauion
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that naa‘ESSi obtained, the hLigher rental got from — ——
Solman, would probably not have been realized.

Bnt there is another angle from which thia tran-
aaotion oan be viewed;, &mssuming of courae, that there

was no oollusion., It is this:j If ¥r. Solman had refused

to pay the rent demanGed and had built his Stadium in

another rart of the City the other three Commissioners
might have besn blamed for lesing this leaad.

Then as to the adequacy of the rental, It is snid
that in comparison wit.. other properties in the neighbor-
hood too low & valuation was placed upon the land beoause
the land on which the Dufferin Construotion Company

bullding stands not far away was valued at $5,000 an-

_ aore and Blook A on the other side of Flast Street, but

near the’étadium.ﬁﬁaperty. at $30,000 an acr?. It is only -
fair to say how@ver. that the Dufrerin‘Constrﬁotibﬁ

Company property has dookage facilities, whereas the stadiun
has none and. that Blook A has & largs frontage on Fleeat

Straet whereas the Stadium property is trisngular 1n shape
and has only & very small frontage on Fleet Sireet. Moreover,
the Obﬁmisaioners oonsidorﬁi 1t to be ; qrqaf advantagofto'have
the sféaium on the water front, aa 1t'ﬁdu1a draw many

visitors there who might not otherwiae come, Then in

-addition the prOperty on whioch the Stadium has boen built

‘had been reaervad foxr park purposes and apnoiel pernission ’
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had to be obtained from the Covernment for its use as a T

Stadivm, A‘tmr‘tﬁéﬁfﬁﬁ,“tHﬁommfssinnérswxefdi—séd-~$‘ié£ﬁ—~-' S

—honest. éudfnent in the-matier and it is not Tor re to Sayr
that their Judgment was ungound. The Stadium hés since been
build and is proviﬁg a success, drawing tens of fhousands of
people every Sumner to the water front. -

Viith a desire o give all the Commlsoioners the credit
to which they are entitled, it should be stated that
Commissioners Church and 0 'Connor weré, Iithink,’moré active
in gett 1nb Solman on the water fTront than wers the other
Commissionerp. |

Reference has been rade to the fact that in Solman's
“etter of the,lﬁth,Augusf.béfore,the“heéotiations were
conéiudéd, he informed the Commissioners that'he wags re-
taining 1, 3. L, Cousina a8 .consulting engineer Tor thei
étadium, Lf;'Cousins heing at thoe same time'odnéﬁiting

engineer for the Harbour Board, vy Church objected to

_lr, Uousins beins so e loyed and it is impossible -to say

that his obieotion vas not well taken, It is true that

v, cou81ns has sworn that he took no rart in necotlating

the terns of the leass, that he refused to do so, and bthat

he was retained rureiy and gimply in connection with the
ereation of the building, Accepting 1, Cousing! state~
ment at its full value, it does not altogether remove the

impression that one forms that lr., Solman in retaining
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}r. Cousins' services, expecbed to derive soume benefit

from his conneotion with the harbour end from the influence

‘he hag always had with. Lha HarbomW:; I{og does it

- remove another impression that it was lr, Cousins!' .
connection with the ﬁarbour Board that probably helped
him to pet this re tainer from Solman. 7

After the terms of the lease were settlod Lr. Solman
organized the Company known as the Toronto Baseball and
Athletic Company, Limited. (The oharter.was issuéd before

the lease). The 1{st of shéreholders df the Company was

produced and tiis

shows that no Commissioner holds any stock.

1'r, Cousins had Tive shares (%100 par value each) trausferred

to him in order
beyond this has

holds 50 shares

thbt he mifht unllfy as a alrector but
no finaneial interest in it. 1, Poucher

in his own right, bub these were subsoribed

for in 1926, L

PER AQUATIC LEASES

Before the hafbour improvements wéfe undértaken, nearly
all the uguatic olubs were located in the seotion that is
now the inner or central hgrbour. One. sxocoption was the
Parkdale Cénoé Club, whidh was. 1ocated'1; the Sunnyside area.,
Before the work vas begun at Sunnvsido the Farkdale Canoe

 Club hed a lease of some ground on the old lake shore on-

V‘which they had their club nouse,  This club house vias
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burned dovm_and the Club had this lease on its hénds,

__which had scme years to run. Vhether the lease had mhoh" ‘

“yalue has not beeﬂ “sltowny ~but-an- arrangenont-was-made-with—
the Boarg whereby, vien the land was reolaimed this Club .
should have & lease of part of the voolained land. Tt

will be seen‘from the auditors‘.repdrt in’thé Sunnyside o L
area, Appendix "AY, Schedule‘B, that the éost of re&laimihg -
the 1ands‘inithe Sunnyside area ineluding éome‘impfbvements
but not inéluding any buildings thereon waé.o?er 17,000
por ore.  After tho land was veolaimed the Parkdsle o
Canoe Club‘waé grahted a leése o% about 35 acres apout‘half a

an aocre of which ﬁas‘land coversd by water.,A The

Commiééioners also undertook to construct the neceséary‘crib
wofk in order ﬁb #ive the foundatibn on whioh:ﬁhg new Club:,
house could be erected., = This orib work cost 552,462.88. Lo

The c¢ost of reclaiming the land leased to the Parkdale Canoé ‘
Club was over 351,000, which witﬁuthe $32,462,88 makes an ,,A: e
expenditure well over $80,000. - The lease granted;by_tﬁg;;_
Board to this Canoe Club wasg for 21 years at a rentallof ;|
5665 per anmum,  If 1t had been rented on the i)&éis“of 5%
6nrthé oost; the‘rehtal would‘havé been over 54 600.“The"
present rental brings about three~quarte“s of one poroent

on the investment. As. will be seen 1ater. essrs Pouohar

“and Bosley, in valuing the harbour 1and, oonsidered the lease
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as an‘ihoumbranee to the extont of $66,000.

In Qealing with these aquatio leason the Harbour Board'

" on reclaimed landvand leases given on lend covered by water,

The lease to the Parkdale Canoo Club alroady referred to is an
1llustration of a lease of reclaimed land, The polioy of the
Board with regaf@ to leases of land covered by water was to

¢all only for & nominal rental,-- The lease to %he Argonaut

Boat House Club Limited 1s an illustration of the:labber. The

Argonaut Club's premiaee were formerly in the Inner Harbour,

These premises were taken over and oexpropriated and the Club

paid by the Harbour Board the sum of &80, 000 therefor; The
Club then aoquired new premises in what is now known as fhe
Western Sootion. On the lst June, 1922, before Mr. Church
beoane éhairman of the Board, but when he was a member, a.
leage was granted to this Club, more accurately to the Argonaut
Boathouse Company Limited, of the water lot in front of their
premises for the term of 21 years from the lst ~dune, 1922, at

a.rental ox $204 per amun. They built theiwr alub house so

. that most of it is on the land whioh they own but part of it

1s on the water. ‘In the Full of 1924 when Mr. Ghuroh wa g

President of the Club. and also Ghairman of the

Harbour Board. representations;were made by the Club

Ethat they;ooﬁld not pay the rental demanded, nor.the ; ;;'

i
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arrears of rent which +then amounted to about $500, and they o

asked that they mizht be allowed ﬁovéufrcndef the present

‘tw-~~“;~w~leaéewandugetwamnnw;léase_at“a‘ngmipgl_rentgl. and for
cancellation of the arrears., - This was actively supportad
by»ur Church and was spparently agreed to by the other
‘meﬁbers of the o&rd, for there is no reoord in the }1nutes
of anyvdissenting vote._ Accordingly the<Club surrendgred.~
the old loa?e aﬂd «ot & new lease for the remainder of the"
term ( 18 vears and 6 months) at the nomiﬂ;i—ggﬁ%gl of one.

‘ @ollér & year, At the same time the Board gfggclled the
érreafs of rent, then the new lease was‘produoed 1t was
‘found to be exéouted~by I, Church in a duwal oabadity, fiist
asg Pr631dent of the Argon&ut BoathOuse Company himited, and
secondly as Chairman of the Toronto HarbOur Gommissjoners.
The reason given by lir. Church Tor this action is uhat ‘other
raquatio clvos had reoeived 1eases at 8 nominal rental
and he thought the Argonaut Club should be nl&ced uuon the

 sane basis. His argument isg uhat befora the harbour o
improvenents viere made, the poliog of the City was to eall
for nominal rentals only “butb surely the conditions ars. not
oomparable. | Sinee the Harbour Board took p0333331on of the"
water front enormous sums of publio money have been Spent
‘to proteot the shores. : One can understand aifferentiating

oatweea a lease of buaineus premises for buainess vurposes

and a 1ease for the purpose of an aquatio blub. In the 1&tter,7'
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: .daue the ensouraging of sport enters into the
consideration; but the Eaason-givan for exacting only

- & nominal rent is not apparent, This Argonaut ﬁbat Olub
transaction has not a bleéaant look. ‘Oléarly Mr, Churoh's
_interest ag President of the Argonaut Olnﬂ (whe;ﬁerbhpiha&
nuch finanoial interest makes little difference) was in
direct oonfiiot with his interest as Chairman of the -
Heorhour Board. The transaotion was alm;§tlimproper ons.,
It is not unreasoﬁablé to infer from this transacstion,
after making due allowanoe for the desire to help the

Olub in the interest of sport, that another question
presented to the Board and ospeoialiy to Mr, Church for
oonsidoration'was’prabablﬁ‘thia:‘ Wnioh profiteth the more,
“the 6bta1ningior retaining the good will and support of

the hundreds of members br the Argonaut Olub; br‘the
preservation to the Harbour Board of its rights under the |
lease of 1922, under which they were entitled to & rental
of $80& a year for twenty-one years and the $600 arrears?
Thié Argonaub tranéa¢tion is a gond 1ilustra€ion o: the
evil'fhat results frdm having mamﬁera on the Board, who of .
ncuesaity;oanﬁot overlook the popular side. .By‘thia
tranaaotion the Argonsut Olub was presented with the
equivalent of more thah $2500;, It the-polioy of grahting

theag'aguatio‘léasas at & nominal rental had been submi tted

to, anaydbprpvea by, the 0ity authorities and the
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ratepayers hal knovm of the oonoessions beipg‘given

to these olubs, 1t would not havé been so objactionadle.
The rafepayers of Toronto, whose guarsntee finahced these
harbour impquements. should hove SOﬁé say in such matters.
There is nothing in the records to show that any offioiai
action was sought from or taken by the City; or that they
viere even made acqvainted in any official way with what
wes goeing on vith regafd to these aquatic leases, in the
nrgonaut case it doth not yet appear why the members of
the Club should not have been asked to put their hands

in their owm pookets, instead of the pooket of the Iarbour

'Board.

"~ The following sums were paid by the Harbour Board
to the lollowing clubs for their old premises in the
inner harbour:

Argonaut Boat House Companv $80; 000,00

Queen City Yacht Club . -363000,00 ,
Toronto Canoe Club : 61,000,00 and interest.

They all acquired premises in the Westorn Section., Ve

know that millions of dollars of public money have been

.gpent in ereoting the breékWater in Tront of thése

promises 10 protect the shores and afford other facilities
for aquatic purposes. - The evidence takenjin this inquiry
leads to the beJigf_Epat all these aquatlc clubs have

been’ treated with a tender solicitude for their interests

that 1s not oconsistont with any reagonable business
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administration, ’Hr. Church, ag Chairman of the Board
and 4s one who has always taken an active 5ﬁterést in
syorts in Toronto, was the icuder in the poiicy vinich
rasulted in the granting of these 1ea§cs, but he is not
alone responsible. 1. lmokendrick was avay when one
of these leuasss vas negobiated, vut with this exception
all viere presént and all the membvers of the Board, so far
as the Ilinutes show, conourred in this poliey. I1r, Mackendrick
says that they.were talked into theiw deoision by lir. Church.
Th&t surely is a very veak answer, A1), the members must
assune full responsibilitﬁ'eﬁen although they did raise,
as they probabdly did, obgoctions at the meetings.
The othor Yacht Clubs under leage in the Vlestern

ectlon are uhe Alexandra Yacht Club who have a lease

that expires iu 1941 of a little over half an acre at the
rental of $100; the Hational Yacht and Skiff Club have a
lease which expires in 1945 of about one and a-half acres
the rental being 5250, 1 make no comment upon the lease
to the Royal Canadian Yacht Club at the Island bbcause it
geems to stand in a somewnat differsnt nosition. It, in
a sense is in part a remewal of a Tormer lease "ranted by
the City and the use is limited to mooring burpdses on}y

in oonnection with the Yacht Club. liorsover the Yacht

Club agrees to maintain buoys or.lights. -
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ALLEGED ALYERATION IN LINUTEJ

One of the complaints fhat three of the Commigsioners
(Haokendriok, Hogg and lLulholland) - have ié that Ir. Church,
when Chairmen of the Board, altered the liinutes of a |
meeting of the Board held on July 24th, 1924. at vhich &
long discussion took place and some action vas taken with
regard to disposing of some motor cars and closing up the
gorago. The llnutoa of & meetinr are benerally'unaerstood
to be the iiinutes that huve been read and confirmed at &
subsequent meeting of the Board; and if Ly, Chureh changed.‘
such Liinutes without the consent or knowlédge of his
collegyues, it would be a serioud offTence, Bub nothing
of thag‘kind took place. Vihen the evidenoe as to what

-occurred is gi&en, it will be seen that the matter has a
different complexion. \hat haﬁpened was this: Before the
meeting on July 24th, 1924, the matter of»disposing_of oars _
had been up several times. It was in a senge an old
subject of disoussion. At this meeting on July zﬂth, lir,
Church, the Chairman presided. It vas & vary noisy
meeting; sharp diffefoncés of Opinion'arose and angry -
discussion ensued; and to use iir, Church's ovmn 1anguage the .
poafd Room vas A Tower of Babel'. ThetSeoretary who,tried L

to take dowvn the Idnutes vas lir. Jardine. Ir. I'mckendrick

_was evidently the leader in the movemenu to get rid of
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gome of these oars, while some of the other members

were not so keen about it, Anong these ocars were two
large lioLaughlin Sedans that hed bsen kept for the
Commissioners' use. One faot is wel; esﬂablished in the

evidence; that Ir, limckendrick left this meeting under the

impression that these two oars had been crdered sold and
the garage closed. aAfter the meeting Ir. Jardine had
groat Aifficulity in prepariung his ilinutes, He prepared

a draft as best he could and rung up Commissioner O 'Connor
to ¢get hiis wnderstending as %o whét had sctuslly oocurred,
but 3. C'Connor was not abie to give nim mueh assistance.
Iater on 1, Jardine ro% a‘teiephone messase from

I'ry Church asking.himbto send him the draft Ilinutes. This
he did, and I'r, Chureh rade sowe alterations in it in lead
pencil in ovder, &s he suayg, to rnake it a correct record
he thousht of the decision actually arrived at and |
ineidentally to conform to his own wishes., It has not
been proved thaet at the meeting of the 84th o motion was
carried. 4o sell these'two lavge seduns, The nmemorandwn
kept by lir, Jardine, paftly in shorthend and ypartly iﬁ
longhand, of what ocdurrsa,>shows, I think, that while
tnere vias & discussion about it, the decision to sell then
was not arrived ai. The chief>change made by I», Churoh

Cin these dvaft linutes was with refervence to these two

cars. As %o these he clitered the Draft to read as follows:
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"Some discussion took place over the sale

-of the two ocars and the leasing of the

garage, if pogsible, and reserving space

for cars kept, and it was suggested that

$., they be sold to the highest tenderer.

There was a oonsiderable discuggsion on

the matter, but as no motion was secondeqd,

no action was taken or motion deolared

carriecd, "
Exocept in one particular the change made by L. Church
viag not substantially different from the draft Minutes
kept by the Seorctary. In one respect, however, it is
not correct, It was movad by lir. lookendrick and seconded
b& ir, lulholland and adopted that the General lanager be
instructed to lease the garvage, 1f possible, reserving
storage space for those cars winich were being kept. That
resslution was passed &t the meeting on July 24th, and vas
ochanged by 1. Church., For soma time before this meeting
it had been the custom, thoush not alvays follei- ' ~ the
Seoretary, after eaci meoting, to send to eaoh_GuMmfssionérr
his dvaft Minutes of the ﬁeeéing just held. This was done
in order that each Commissioner would know what had takén'

place and vhat théy woﬁld be ozlled upon to confirm &t the

next meeting. It is not olear on the evidence whether the

.

daraft Minutes of this méetihg viere sent:to the Commissioners}
I inollne to the view tha* they were not.
The linutes of the meeting of July- 24th, as revised

and svbmitted to the next neeting on August lath, oontain
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this reference Lo the two cars in quostion:

"Somo general discussion ensued as to the
policy of disposing of the Commigssioners'
cars tendered for, inoluding both of tho
large leLaughlin Sedans previously used

by the Commissioners; also as to the

policy in vogue sinoe the Board bought the

- Commaissioners..cars in 1913 for general

use by the Commissioners and to the leasing
of the garage and reserving space for oars
kept, It was svggested by Commissioner
l'anckendrick that these two cars be sold

at once to the highest bidder and the
garage leaged and space reserved for all
cars retained, The discussion as to the
policy past, present and future, was ..
general but as no motion was seconded or
declured oarried, 1t is not further recorded., "

The next meeting of thévBourd wes held on hugust 15%h

and the very first entry in the linutes of that meetling
atates that the liinutes of the ﬁgeting of July 24th wers

" read and on the motion of Commissioners»Hulholiand‘ahd'
O}Connor were approved,  lir. Churéﬁ?§5§hvtﬁat at the meeting
of August 15th the ilinutes of the previous meating were

read in the usual way and the entry made'by the Searectary
would appear to confirm that view. lir, lulholland's
evidenoce, if he 1is clear in his dates which I very much dbubt,
wourld corrohorate lir, Chufch;,but the one man ﬁho has a

clear recolleotion of whether they were read or not was

the witness ¥gan, who was the Sécrefnry and took-thé

Liinutes of the Auvgust meeling. He has & special reason

7oy remembering what took place beocause the Secretary,
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Jardine, was away and he vwas oalled in on this special
oocasion to take his‘p-laoe. He has & very olear
reoollootion that the Minutes of the meeting of July 84th
were not read., Mr, Egan's evidence on this poixi_t woighs
more in the judicial soale than that of any of the
Gomm'iasioners, tho are busy men and may not have so clear a
memory. To confirm Egan's testimony it must be safd that
Maokendrick was at thé-Auéust mesting, and it is impossible
to beliévo that he would hear the Minutes read without 6b,jeot-
ing, He was dstermined to have these oérb dispoa;a of, and
not 1ong atter the A\xgust meeting he discovared that the gamge
was still being kept open and the cars in queation unsold,

He protested and in an interview with the Seoretary discovered

the change made in the draft Minutes. At & later meeting,

¥r, Jardine, the Seoretary, hasfo]A.d us ‘\;hat in explaining
the Minutes he had to say that thoy had been altered by : ‘
Mr. Ghuroh. Mr, Church denied having done so. In saying
this he had evidently forgo‘bten the inoident, for when tho

altorea araft Hiuutes wore produced, )md. to admit it. At the :

meeting held on septembor 5. 1924, M. Maokendriok movod,
iueoonded by Mr, Hngg. that thoao 'bwo oars be sold at the

prices tendered for aame :torthwith. Thia motion wos

supported by Mmkandriok, Hogg and m.xlholland. and was Opposed T

by ¥r, Church and Mr. 'Oonuor. ) 'nho motion was declared:
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carried, At the szie neeting it was decided fhut the
iinutes should be read at evory meeting thereafter. _EMat
later happoned acbout the motor oars hes no boaring uwpon fhe
yrestion of the allesed alteratien of the Linutes, To

sum up, it should be made olecux that 12, Church did not

alter any confifmedihinutos of tuy reeting. whet he dia
alte» or revise was Gthe roﬁgh orrt wade by the Seorstary

cf the lidnutos of the nooting ut vihieh thero wasrso.muoh noise
and angrf disecussion that it was with great difficulty that
tho Jeeretery dgould muxke out whet had actﬁélly been decided,
The chanse nade in these draft lLinutes by Lf. Church, so

far as the sale of the Cohmissioners' cars is concerned,

was & substentially correct aucount of wnet had beenfdone

at the necting, There is no doubt that the Board'did decide
(thoﬁgh tho Chairman might not have so understoodbit) to
lease the garage, reserving storaée gpece for thé 6ars waich
‘ﬁegérbeing kept; and owing to the change'in the draft by

e, Church,'this was not réeorded in the llinutesd.

She chief eriticism of the Chairman's conduct uvnder
this head ig that he allowedithe linutes which he hiuself
nsd rovised snd changed;to sone extent,.§04be confirmed gt
the nex’ meeting without Seing raad, whqn he xmew thet theve
was doubt about what had actually been decided upon at the

July meeting, and knew so well lir. lackendrick's views on

the guestion. ‘ N
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STAFF__REDUQTION

In the letter qddresued ‘o His wbrship The Mayor,
dated May 1§.-1926. andvsigned by CommiasioneraAH@Qkéndrick.
Hogg and Mulholland, one¢ of the grievances set forth is
that #he Chairman, Mr. Church, from time. to timevqtated
that the staff was greatly overloaded and oomplained of
t00 many engineers for the wdrk beiﬁg done; that the
staff should be reduoed; that Messrs Mulholland and Maokendriok
| were appointed by the Board in Mnrch. 1926, to bring in a.
written report; that when thia roport reduoing the staft
| was preaented in detail eatimating s saving of about g
330.000 annually, the Ohairman strongly oppoged the same
uzless the head of departmqnta approved of 1it, whioh he
knew they would not do, While the ovidence gilven shows
that in part the‘éﬁatemeht GOgtained'in>thisrlefter is true,
| it does not stato the whole facvs. ' ‘
Durins tho years 1922 and 1928. before the work on the
Viaduot was bagun and while Mr. R, Hbma Smith was Ohairman A
and Mr. R. J, Fleming ror part of tho tima, was ona of the '

Lf‘commiaaioners. the staff was: substantially r°d“°°d hore <>

than onoce, We therefore approaoh the renewed effort

‘towards reduction made in March, 1936, with the knowledge

- that the staff had been oonsiderably reduoed in previons

’ yea:a.. ﬁnqo the former rq@uotionthho Viaduotzwork began
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and a new situation arose. In March, 2926, Mackendrick and
Mulholland were requested by the Board to make a written
report relative to the staff, with a view to reduction,
Their report mede on Maroh 86. 1926, recommended. that -
certain menbers of the starf ‘should be released from the
gervice, makiug & reduotion in the salary list of aboub
$£560,000 pex annum; This was pr&sented at the next meeting of
the Board when all the Commiééionera were present, Messrs
Chwroh, Mackendriok, d'connor."ﬁilholland end Hogg. The
report was adoptéd on the motion of Mr. Hogeg, Qecondeﬁ by Mr.
Mulholland, bub was opposed by the Chairman, Mr, Church, and
Mr. d'Oonnor, who wished 1t left over for further oonaidqfa~
tion At the next meeting., Several of the men whose sorvioes
 were reconmended to be digpensed with had been in the i
gervice of the Boérd fof a long time, Their terms of
. AempIOJment, methods of payment and aaiafies differed and
the General Manager. Mk. Mitohell. X asked the opinion of
the solioitor, Mr. A. C. MoMaster, K. c. as to the length of
notige to whioh each of these employeea wag enbitled before
his aervioes ocould be dispensed with. without inourring a
further 1iab111ty. The solioitor.s opinion»was preaentod to
the nexb meeting of the Board held on April 25ra. 19269, ‘The

solioitor having adviaed that ag to several officiala nore

than one month'a notioe was required. the Board deaided, on
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the vote of Héokendriok, mulholianﬁ wud Hogs, that ﬁoydays'
notioe be given, notwithstandirr the solioitor g opinion,
and the General llanager was 1n3uruoted to issue the neoessary
noticés. This was doune, but at the meeting on May ﬁth, 1026,
it was moved by 'z, Mackendrick and seconded by Mr, Hogsg,
that the lanager and Consulting nginesr revort in writing

on a method they proposed that would saVevmoney without
taking the drastic meééure that hgd already been deaided
wpon, It appears that at this meeting the Consulting
hn~ineer and CGeneral llanager were Dresent and opposed .this
dras»io out, but stated that if the Boara wag determined

upon the reduotion they could, they thought, recommend some
reduction that could be put in force without interfering 80 7
seriousl& with the efficiency of the organization. On

lay 17th, 1926; the officicls made & report in vhioch they
expressed the belief that the stafL at preséntlemployed'was

required to properlJ and ef;ioient]y carry on the work, but'"

iz the~Board‘still insisted upon reduction they rocommended

a Qifferent adjustment. The &dﬁustment they propoéed'
would have affeoted a saving of about 327,000.;, At tho
méeting’on ﬁny'l7tﬁ, 1926, it was moved by"ﬁr;;Hng_aﬁd~i SIS

seconded by Lr. ackendrick tnat the Tormer Finutes relating
to staff reduction be reoonsidered. This notion vas

© earried, thereby Openlnv up ‘the who]e question. About this




time Hf Churoh and lir, O0'Connor rebi(ned from the Board
and ¥r, llackendrick ceased to be a member, and a new BDoard
gonsisting of His Vlorghip The Kaycer, Kr. 3am T, Wright,

1, nobeft Taxton, lir. lmlholland and ﬁr. Hou¢e began to
funofion;

4To shorten the story, the origiﬁal regornmendation of
iT. Lulholland and lir. lmckendrick was nob aoted wpon. -
The whole yuestion was re-opened and vrevisions made from
time to time; motions made %o rescind as ong man and then
aé to anbther, ﬁntil the new Bbard wés apﬁqxnted.

So .that waile the charge mede by lackendrick,
Iulholland and Hogg-in their letter 4o the layor of (ay 132th,
1926, is in rart trve, it does no% tell the whole story
and when the wholo story is told there is not so muchmggAA
oomp]ain abOut in the action of either lir, Church or Lz,
O‘Gonnor ihe moat that can be said on the qxestion of
staff veduction is that tne will and deturminatioq to reduce
the staff was more in evidonce in the case of tnebe three -

Comnissioners than in the other twvo. One ocan nardly

_expect a drastle reduction in the staff to meetb with the

approval of the dt&ff itself, or even of the heads thereor.

Realizing this, the tlree Gommissioners started out with the

determlnation to make the reduction despite tne oppositlon

of the officials. On the other hand, it seems reagsonable

a
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v that the General ﬁanager aﬁd ansulting Engiﬁéer wh;
viero more familiar with the wo?f and the qual*fioations
- and reoord of eeoh offieial would be botter qualifiaa td
_ﬂ;%; the men whose services oould be aispensed with.
Messrs Church and 0'Connor took the.viqwfof the officials.
Théir‘view, I think; was honestly hei@yighd’criticism of
tﬁeir conauof’*ﬁ this regard ié nothuéﬁifiod;

It 1s not for me to say vihether any further recuotlons
in the(gﬁaff gan or should‘oe me.de. Obviously the amount
andrdharaoter of the work 6h hand ox about to be pndertaken,'
tho season of the year, the qualifioétibns,& iégékh off
service are matters that must enter into the consideratic
‘of that question; And these can best be dealt wlth‘by
the Board,

- Soma members of the siaff entevtain the view that.
they belowg in & sonse to the CiQic éervioe and shoﬁid be

plaoed in the catebory of biv1o officials, with a permanency

» attaohed to their positlons. But thau view is entirely wrong.

S— - - o o <

When the hurbour is oompleted ana has taken deflnite shapev
with a settled and vreatly 1uoreased revenue, it may be
proper to revard oertain members in thaf light. But that
time has not arrived and 1s not likely to arrive for many

years.

.......




IMOTOR CARG ALD  BOATS

The policy of the Board for somé years past has
been to have enough motor oars and mo%bf bouts on hand not
oniy for the use of officials in conneotion with the wod% in
the harbour, but wlso For the vurnose of showing such
representative men, societins and organizations as might
wiéh to rake an insvection of the herbour, the progress that
VLS being nade. Reference has been nade clsewnere in this
’

serort in a generel way to the efforts thet were made in receut

yours‘to ovbein a reduction in this motor fleet, e¢nd ag it hus
now beon redvaed Lo what apprears to he the mininun so far as
the dencnds of tie haybour ofTieiuls are conceriied, it seems
vnnecessary Lo make any furbther reference to that portion of
the subieeb, Uhe chief cviticism offered was in conncobion
with tlhe uwse nede of the cars thatrwere ept for the

Corz.issionevs. Yeurs w30 wnder the Chairmanship of the late

I'r. Glerke, it wes decided to keen on hand as part of the motor

- ¢ar flbet eriourzh cars so that vhenever a Connigsioner wished
the use of one for harbour rurposes, ne night have it. The
Toronto larbour covers un immense wrea and stretches along
a distonce of over ten-miles. In view of the faci that the
Harbour Commissioners serycd without any remunoratioﬁ it wes
not unréasonable that & CommissionerAwho.wished & ¢ar on havbour
business might have the jyrivilege of using one. But as years

went on this privilege, if 50 it way bhe called, vas abused.
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The uvse of what were oalled the Commisgsioners' cuvs vas

no longor limited to harbour yurposes, 411 these curs

viers Fept in a garage of wiiieh l're Curtie, an employec of

the Bourd was in chavge. The practice at tﬁe-gérago wag

that vhensever a car was ordered & slip or eard wos prepared
showing the person from whom the instruotions were received
fqr the ocar, the time it left the garage and the time ﬁxen itj
vias roturned, Qna the places visited, = hese curds vere

sizned by the garsge Toreman, Curtis; and also by the ch&uffeﬁr.
vho had charge of tﬁo cLY. 9hese cards. were all prqduced;
many hundreds of them and with a'viow to shortening the
evidence as much as pogsible i, Bogart, who vas assisting

Sir Thomas Yhite, vent overﬁthemlin the presence of 1lir,

J. R. Robingon, ooﬁnsel for M. Chureh:and of Hr.'ﬂobertson,‘
¥, C. A greet m&ny of these oards; in trubth a large majority
of ﬁhem, do not show any usc¢-wvas being made of the cars except
for harbour purfoses. But some wore selectéd as iﬁdiqafing'
impronrer usec., These have all been gone over and they, together
with othor original records and statistics prepared,éhow thaf
congiderable use was made.of -these cars Tor entertaining

pubiic méh who come to-visiﬁ Toronto, guqh as Hinisters'and
ex-Kinisters of public works, Linisters of lavire and Tisheries, .
aﬁa other 6gbinet ministers fﬁqm Ottawa vino werévtﬁkén over |
the ﬁuvboﬁr and driven to aifLorent él&ees. They wéfa nqt

" used fqr,the pufpdée’ofrénterﬁaining ﬁﬁe'mgmbéra of one’

~
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politicel party only. It apyears thet members of both
political yartiés have been favoured in this way, so that 1t

is guite incorreot to say, iT it is said, that the members of
one party used the ears to ihe exclsion of the ovtherc. If
motor cars ars to be kopt Tor the purpose of cutertaining
vigitors ouc couid not imagine any better wuse they could be rub
to than taking public nen suéh, Tor instance, as the Liinisters
of Fublie Works, on a vour of the harbour; . Put that is not
211l.  "he records aluo show that these czra have been used

by the mewbers of the fanmily o1 rembers of the houschold of
some of the Connmissionsrs Tor their ovm private purnoses. A
pecord wes Tilad showing thet in one nonth alone & mémber of
the housahold of one of the Conmissloners used one of these
cars on iive different durs, snd the record shows that 1t was
used Tor no other purpose Hhan shopping at the djfferont stores
end Tor ruking sociel calls, lior wey this contined to the
fernily of one Cormissioner. The practice scems to have Crbwn
up that whenever a Commissioner wanted a cur gither for haﬁbour
pufyosos or Tor his ovm nurposes or for the purgose of nis
family, it was available to him, TheACommiSSioners who viere
meﬁbers of the Bourd whenrthis,yraotice waé carried on

on a nore exivensive sca}ersgek to Justify it by stating that
.they have éluays given @heir servicgé as Commigsioners ﬁithout

reruneration and that the public owed this ruch to them.

Thether this is a sufficienl Justification for the use made
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of the cars in this way is a matter of opinion, but there
vas one use made of them which clearly cennot be defended
under any cirCumstaﬁoes. Mr, Church was lasyor of the City
for seven years, Trom 1915 to 1521, both inoclusive., The
lunicipal Blections are held in Toronto on the lst Jamuary
each year, The records show that on the lst January, 1918,
Er, Church had a Harbour Board oar from 8:30 in the morning
until 5:30 at night and that 1t was used in visiting the -~ =
different polling booths; and that on the 1lst Jann&ry, 1e21,
Ire Church had a car ocut from 9 in the morning $1ill 6 at night
visiting pﬁlling booths,  liot only that, buﬁ the cards
produced show that lr, Church used several ocars in the IFall

of 1921 in the Dominion Zlection campaign then in yprogress,

The kLlection Day was on December 6th of that year, The cards
show that on Gotober 31, Novomberiﬁ, liovember 4, November 5,
Novémber 15 and November 17 lr, Church had a car which was used
in his eamraign. he cards mention polling booths and yoll
clerks., lr. Church explains these b& saying that he thinks
they have reference to the registrafion,of voliers. At that
time the registration of voters was taking place, and no

doubt Committee Rooms were in use, and when the chauwffeur
spéaks of visiting.poliing boéths he ﬁgggéhly means these -
committes rooms.  Then on ¥lection Day, December 6th, 1921,
Mr.'Churoh had & car from 7 a.m. until 9}30 Doelie In addition

to that, Fall, one of the chauffeurs, has sworn that he




5=

drove 1. Chureh around on the day of the election held In

1925, Lr. Church frankly admits thatl cars may have been

‘used in tois way, although he was nol neocessarily an ocepuant

of the gure himself, it is diffiocult to soe how the use of
ocrs for election purposes can possitly be defended, It vas
not only en improper use to nake of them, ™t pecple who are
not of the same politicel faith as 1. Church, ox who are not
his sufporters, ﬁad a rizht to resent such use,

These cords or slivs also show that on 55 different

occesions the Argonaut Rowing Club had the use of harbour motor

bouta, or these, 46 were in the Summer 6f 1924. There is
nothing to show on the slips who gave permission Tor these
boats to be used by the Zowing Club. It is signifiecant,
however, that it was in the ¥all of the same year, 1924, when
11, Chureh was the Tresident of the Rowing Club that the Club
obtained remisaion of 500 arrears of reni, the cancellation
of thoir leuse under wihich they were paying $204 a year and
obteined a new lease at o nsminél rentel, |

In order that en idea may be formed of the use nade
of -these curs by Commissioners, statements have been
prepared by the officials and verified in cvidence, of thé
use made of Lhew by Commissioners in 1924, 1925, and that

part of 1926 wp to 1st lay. These records show the number

of passengers,carried; the number c¢f hours the cars were
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in use, and the mileage. The record is as follows:

kumber of

Yassingers. Hours Hileg
A+ O. Hogg, 1924 ‘ None * 8
" "o, 19256 Hone - ‘ Hone Hone
" o, 1926 . 4 1 ' 3
2 1 b
John O'Connor, 1924 8 4 14
" " 19256 73 128 699
H " 1926 98 , v 141 988 -
179 - 273 1701
T. L. Churoh, 1924 479 o 463 2886
" 1925 1269 1711 11109
1 n 1926 298 428 2211
. 2041 2602 16206
A+ L. Tulholland, 1924  lione ' lione lone
" ) 1925 9 17 143 .
" " 1926 . _28 - _58 601 .
37 : 5 744 M

Iir, Mackendrick's naeme doeg not anpear on these lists
as having used & oar at any time, = - ‘

These figures do not ﬁeoeésarily mean thaﬁ the
Commissioner who ordered the car was in the car himself
when the trips were taken, but it does show that the car Was
oraarea in his name and was occupied either by himself or
by Ouhers with nis oonsenb Some of these trips, perhaps

several, were taLen on harbour busginess,
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STEALL YACHT BRETHAILA

At o meobing of the Board held on August 14th, 1919,
prosided over by the late L. H. Clarke,. Chairman, ir. Cousins
vas requested to report on the purchase of a proper yaont

for the Commissioners for the purpose of taking the

oitizens and deLerates of various organizations on inspsotion

~trips over the harbour works. The Board was of the opinion

that the mobtor boats then on hand were notb sufTiciently
commodious to serve this purﬁose.' it the niesting held on
Ochobex &th, 1919, with the Chairman, 1. Clerke, and L,
John ILaxion and ir. R. Home Smith yresent, 11, Cousins
reported that he had the opportuniiy to purchase the yacht.
Bethalma at & cost of 57,000 and had taken advantage of the
same. The purchése \ias ﬁpproved and 1t was divested thad
the yecht be put in proper shape for the Commission for the
Spring of 1920. As the Commissioners have been criticized
for their‘extravagance in the purchase and operation of this
yaoht; 1t is necessury to state the cost thereof'and the
purpoges for which it was used from time to tine, The yacht
was purchased on October 6, 1919, from Iir. latthews for ”
37,000, The repairs and additions to put 1t in shape for
use in 1920 cost 3i5,488.45, making & total of $20,438.45;

The total cost of overation in 1920, 1921, 1922 and part of

11923 was (:60,752,56, making & total cost to the Board of
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-481,171,01. It wag sold in 1923 to the lontresl larbour
Cormission for $25,000, leaving & net cost to the Bourd of
366,111.91. A record was kept of the trips made over the
‘harbour and the assoslations, -delegates, schools, ete, that
took trips therein. Speaking generally it wasg used for
advertising purposes to show the hérbour to various associations
who night wish to make a tour of the harbour ~-~ fatepayers'
associations, citizens' committees,btréffio_league, déep
vaterway delegates, oollegpsj City Council and Board of .
Control, including‘parties composed of publiic and other
influential men, inol-ding Hon. V. L Yackenzie King and his
party and Hon. Arthur Heighen and his barty. in July, 1921,
geveral diSﬁinguished members of thé Gpeaf Loakes Tide Vater
Associafionnmade use of it 1ﬁ 1nspedtihg the harbour, The
yacht also rade a Tew tpips outside'of‘Toronto. One was on '
the occasion when the Lieutehant~Governor of the TProvince
nado official visits to Port Hope, Belleville and Kingsbon,
All the expenses, however, of this trip wero paid by the
Lieutenant-Governor. Another trip outside of the harbour
was made to the Henloy Regatta‘at $t. Catharines on July 27;'
1921, The expenses of this trip were not paid. As-it ﬁqs
alleged or suggested during the taking 6?“€he evidonce that
.some unreasonable usesvhad'been made of thisnyachf;; -Mrg
'Bgmfose;'thdboaptain, wés called, Yo said'that he}képt’nq

regular iog of the btrips. He did, however, keep.& diary,-in




which he madoe entries of the vigits he nade and oi the
peoprle ar some of the peoble wio were on board. This diary
is migsing ﬁut ne remonbers that before 1t was lost a
renorter of the .vening Telegram called upon him snd wvas
given Some information as to the contents., VWith the
exception of the trin td the Henlayrneg&tta no reasonable
excertion can be rade to the use made of the yacht., 1r.
Church, who has always tsken a great interest in aguatio
sports was en influential member of the Poard and had much
to do with tﬁe trip to the Regatta and attended with many
others., The purchase of the yacht was made in good faith

by the Commissioners who thought that it would be valuable

for advertising purroses, nd the wost that csn e urged

by vy of eriticism is that it wes un extravagant use of

public money. Yhether the benefid that accerued from

‘advertising the narbour was sufficient to justify the

exrenditure is something that no one cun answer with
certainty. If blame attaches to anyone, it attaches to «ll
the merbers oir the Board- during the years of 1ts purchase
and operatiog. “he Tact that the captumin's diary has been
lost may give rise 1o suspicion in the mind of some that

it contuins entries that cast & refleoction upon soms
meuber of the Board. Bub there is no evidence that
ie&ds to ﬁho belief that the capbain's statement tﬁat he



mislaid the diary and cammot fing it, is incorrect, fov

should any wnfavourable inferense be dravn Trom the fact

that the verorter of one of the rapers saw the dlury and

coried extracts therofrom,

DESIGN OR METHOD OF COKSTRUGTION

The Commission under the authority of which inis
inguiry was conducted, does not syecifically authorize
an inguiry into the design_or method of. construction; in
otﬁer vords, whether from an engineering stundpoint, the

best method was adonted, but the subject muy be recarded,

I think, ag coming under the general oclassification of

business pertaining to the Farbour Commissioners. iny
inguiry of this Mind meant retaining encineers not in any
way‘coﬁﬁeéted with the harbour, to sﬁudy the plans and
speocificutions and examine the werk that has been done. This
vould add to the cost of the induiry very considerably and
inasmuch as much of the work is under-water, might also

mean delaying the inguiry ﬁntii The Bay is clear of ice,
>Before iﬁcurring any such expenditure it scemed to me to be
necessary rirst to inquirevas to what claims have been nade
against the Harbour Commission,,in.réspect of defective con~

struotion, AcOprdingly Irs Bonn, who was dredging enginger

and now superintendent of construction of the harbovy, was
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salled as & witness; so also vms lir, Wainwright, the
enginoor.A While 1t is true thet somé complaints of
defective construetion have been mode, and accideﬁts

huve haynened, they have not been of such a serious nature

ag- bto Justify the expense of ébtaining cenginears fof the
purvose nqntioned. "he largest oledim made against the
rarbour Bomrd arvises ovb of the faet that a dock in the
Lestern Perminale broke dovm and that tie \ieaver Coal Cémrany,
vho hud a quantity of coal on the dock is allejed to have
sustoained considerable loss. This loas is the subject of

1iticatior in the Suprenc Court of Onterio, and the .evidence

in this cetion, if tried, will reveal or should reveal

any defective construction, if any, there wag. ¢n the
cuestion of the deéign of construction, lir. ialter 3. Chapman,
a civil engineer vas called.) I, Chapmﬁn has always taken
a deop interest in harbour matiers, and has been & gevere
eritic oi' the whole hurbour improvements,. e has sent
gormunications to His Vorship the layor in which his
complaints ure get out in detail, Uhile Lr. Chapman is’

an e¢ngineer of mény years' experience, he is not a merine
engineer., His experience_has been generally in railway
construction end bridges, Yith réspeof to the desigh of
constfuotion adopted, v, Chapman thinks that reinforced

conorete harbour head walls would have bsen more permanent
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and better construetion than tho one adthed of ooncrete
on tinber and stone. | In oross-e¢xamination lir, Chapman,
Lr, Chapman had to admif-that wheh the harbour seheme was
fivst launched and the studies worked out, conerete oridb
'stfuoture such as he now advoocales had not been proven and
found satisfactory. It follows thaﬁ Lz, Chapmgn's'criticism
undor this head would have been of more valus if thé deéign
or method.of copstruotion had bccnfdééidad upon atter the
conorete oridb structure design had boen proved by prorience.
Vnether the concrete orid strusture should be used in the
completion of the inner harbour is'axﬁatter that will
deserve the consideration of the engineering department.

Undéb'tﬁe head, of desigﬁ of construetion and'defective‘
éonstruction it is, hdwever,'neoessary t0o make special
reforence to the faet that during the filling operations in
1921, berind the harbour head walls, there was a movcment of
part of these walls at the foot of John Streot and at the
foot of York Street, and as a result the tows had to be .
blasted off, and the Lilling had to be dug. up to get at
the wires {o reset thems  Seotions three, four and five ‘
of the harbovr head walls viere completed about the same time
and the reclamation behind uas begun early in the Spring
Aof 1920, and 1t 13 claimed by the offlcials th&t it was the ’
£illing or dredbing, operations that moved the. wall. Y s:iie g

Canadian Stewart Company vers doing this dredging.»; Lhere
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was no movenent to speak of in the walls. in any respeoct
between Béthurst StreetAand John Street, In this fegion

1t was rook with very iittle 811t or seﬁerage, but at John
Street the silt mixed with the quiqkéand against the structure
and oauséd a terrifio presbufe against the wall., It is
"¢laimed by the officials tﬁat the Canadian Stewart Company
were ordered to shut dovn the dredse, but delayed i%, and
this movenent of the harbour walls was caused in cbnsequenoé.
Anofher movement of & similar kind téok place about the foot
of York Straeet., This ﬁas repaired at éonsiderable oxpénse.
The contractors for these harbour hegd walls had guaranteed
the work, but they claimed, and the ﬁarbOur officials oconceded,
that the faulf was not theirsj that if there vas any~fau1t“
atAaii, it was the Canadian Stewart Company's fault in
failing to comply with the ofdérs given theh. - The movement
or damagé caused at the foot of John Streét vias nﬁt

repaired, but instead on April 1&th, 1921, i». Cousing, in
view of the oriticism that the harbour authorities had been
subjected to-for not having nade suitablexprovisionﬁin :

the harbour improvements for taking cure of the neédé of
ovmers of-pléaéuré orafﬁ,qf}vafious kinds, rédomménded

to the Board the cubting of an opening through éherwal

about 40 feet wide and 12 feet deep and;dvédging ot an
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aroa behind of 225 feect by 360 feoﬁ,Ato the same depth, -

and thus providé.aqlagoon aréuﬁa the edge of which could

ba constiructed about.ﬁo,émall slips_fof small oraft., M,

Qousins, in his report, estiméted‘fhéﬂaﬁnual réntal that

could be’ obtained thex efrom at 55,693, Tﬁis 1oc§tion is

valled the motbr boat mooring baéih; and the followinn are
uhe rarticulars of the investment by the Harbour Commissioners

in this basin-

‘ Dredging , _ $18,725.75‘
Walls, boathouses, eta. A :
(per books) £88,265.33

Less -~ Amoun’; :

-ineluded therein

wvhich rerresents the

sost of reotifying

the wall in front of

the ‘basin _23,571,60 __ 64,685,173
L - & .
Total investment $83,409.45

A retvrn on the above amount at the effeotive faﬁe‘of~

1nterost paid on the bonds would require an annual revenue
 $4,519,13. Assuming that the mooring basin is merely

a'témporary arrangenent and thet it wili require to be filled )

in again, say in 1932, in order %o meet the demand for dockage -

space, thon, the auditors have reported,- the coat to the

‘Commissioners will hava‘been :

Tuterost on 1hvéstment for ten years v45 191,30
" Less - Rental for ten ydars on 1926 basis 28 200.00
‘ : o s 516 99130

" and there will be no value left to the ) ;
Commissioners in the investment of , '83,409.48 -
(subgect to anv 8alvage value of ,

na erials) v oo
L making a total 1oss of - v' $1QO.400;78

A
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In addition there would be the cost of £illing in the

basin again,

‘he suggestion has beon made that os the movement at

2

the foot of John Streét»ooourrod‘in Secetion wour, for wnich
Ausgell had the contract, the contractor should tave been
called uvpon to pay for the rectivicution, &s he had guaranteosd
his woxrk. 17 however, it was notb caused by defective
consiraction, tut by the nesligenée of ﬁhe Canudign Stewart
Compahy‘and +this vwas the only evidence offered, the oontraétor
of course,.would not be liable. It is suggested also that
this proposel of the mooring basin, was nade to hide or

keon Tron the public this expensive acgident, if such it

can be culled. The faet that the expenditures in connection
viith {he rectiiication of tﬂé wall are charsed in thg books
pnder the head of "bulldings, voat houses or motor boat
mooring basin," instead of capital harbour head wall, viould
lend some colour to this view. It is true, I think, that

the mooring basin vould not have ﬁeen vut in if the movémeﬁt
nad not taken place in bthe harbour head wallg.  On the other
hand it is difvicult ®o rind, upon the facts proved, thét the
vork was done for the purpose of covering up or keeping £rom
the yublic whal had happened, How could bthat mévoment in
the harbvour head wall be kept Trom the publiq?v It vas bound

t0 leak out at some time. The movement and loss was the
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subjéot of a oonfereﬁoe vith the Board of 6gn+rol. ;ﬁd 8
letter from_Mr Cousing to The M yor at that time, duted
liovembor 29th, 1922, in vhich all the facts aro ‘set out,

The movement in the wall at the foot of York Street“ o
vas in 3eotion ¥ive, for \hich uhe Port Arthur Oonsurvetion
Company Timited had the contract. This reqtifioation cosat
$51%,496.39., Yhat has been shown ig that 6ut of an |
expenditure, vihich up to that time amounted to about -
#18,000,000, 1less than §50,000 was actually apent in
rectification, In sabihg thig, I do not inoclude, of sourse,
ény vork that was done by the Canadian’sfewart Comﬁany for
the ﬁomihion Government. lioreover if the whole loss
sustained, or to be sustained by the construotion of the
mooring basin is added, bho total loss is inoreased by the

figure given,

PURCHEASE OF MATERIALS ALD SUPFLIBS

Thé>auditors wefa asked to mﬁkq—an inguiry into thd
methods followed in the placing ofvdfaérq for materiéls
and supplies and to report thereon, brinbiny to ny attention
anytuing that appeared to be the subjeot of comment or »f:w
cviticism, The auwditors have made their roport, whioh wii;

be found as Appendix "F" hereto, The procedure thet has

‘bgen>adqpt6d and carvied oubt by the;offioials is as foiioﬁs;
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jals required for construetion works,

& debailed bill of materials is propared and approved by

the ngineering Department, and then forwarded to the

purchasing agent, together with a purchosc recuisition. On

receivt of this docvnent, the rurchasing agent proceeds to

021l Tor cuotations, usually by letter, from the concerns on

hig 1isd who deul 1n the partioulur,materials required., These

quotations ocome throuzh the meiling department in the

ordinary course, and are finally received by the puronasing
- LT T

agent, who makes a SWiAry of uvuotations received in each .

case., 1In the casce of the gtandard supplies, suveh ds storne,

sand and ceweny, it would appear to have been the rractice .

. for the orders to be placed by he'purchasihg neent after

the receipt of guotations, without further,authority;'but in

the case of naterials for special Jobs, guech as lumber, the

evidence is that there were many oceasions when reference back

to thie englineer was nade belor

As & test of thne purchases for the period from the - begiming

4o December 3lst, 1925, the auditors golooted the yeur 1917

and the Tive years, 1919 %o 192%, and have-listed &all

{1daividual purchases in excess of 21,000, In these years,

with the exception of wand purchases, concerning wnich the’
B ¥

fimares appear elsecwine

re in this report, all quotations

were produced Tor inspection, with the exception of a few

e the orders were finally placed.




unimportant cases, The summary of the results of the

1nspootion appears in Exhibits A, B, G, D and E to Appendix npn,

P
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" In oonneotion with this, speoiel-referenoe must be nade to

a fow matters that call for explanation. It willzpefnoticed,
that in the year 1920 cement to the amouht'of 342,925>Was
yuychaSed from lr. John X, Russell, the contractor who did

so much work on the he rboul. A%_this time the guotations

received fron the verious cement dealers were, in every oase,

‘oxaotiy the gume. In the year 1921, kussell gupplied

cement to the extont of {18,707.74, the quotations all being

valike again. It is & matter of'édmment that whereus before

1920, the orders for these materials were distributed between
2 numbgr of concerns, yet in these two years, 1920 and»l921,

Fusaell sééns to have g0t all the bﬁéiﬁass.

Aﬁothér subject that should be mentlioned is’the 
purchase 6f lumber, espeoiaily tﬂg pine for tﬁg Sunnyéide
Board valk., It appears that in 1919 reyquests for quotations
vere datéd July 18t%th, the éuofations to Bé in by’July 2ls£.
This time was very short. These reqﬁests were addressed 7
to eight local conoerns. In 1920 reguosts ;or the Board'
Walk were LULnlShed some months ahead of the reculred delivery
date and 1n this ease a much wider inouiry for quotatlons
vie.s made, requebta being addressed to 22 conoernu, and as a

result of this inquiry the guotatlon of,the sucuessful




tenderer was the only one reoeived covering bthe full
" gpecificatian,  The price in 1920 was 405 in ad#auce of
1919. This is explained by the scarcity of lumber in the
lattoer year., The contracts Tor t11" lunber went to Lr
Sermel jelride, who during nmost of the years in which he

: 3
did business with the Dourd, was either &n Alderman or

Controller of the City. The bonmisoloners and of ficiql

have heen criticized for dealing with i, lioBride at all,.

snd r. lloBride hau'nome under criticism for doing business

with %he Farbour Board, T4 is said thet there »bould have

been no dealings between them. The question of ?he
lezality of the contractv bbtween v, LieBride and thé Harbouvy

Board need not detain us, for the reasonlthat the 1umbér
has ocen supplied by licBride, and aécepted, use and pald
Tor by the ¥a rbbur Commissioners, - Ho yues stion ean
“therefore arise betweeﬁ them. Bub that does not allay the
oritiéism. There are tHwo sections of uhe Innlcip x) Act, to
vhich reference should be.made. One is Seotion b4, wnich
provides that any contract made vetween a mgmber of the

Council and the_Corpofation shall ﬁe void. That Seetion is
clparWJ no’ alplioable to jr. MoBride's caso. He had no

- conbract with thP City Corpor«tion. - The other Section, 05, -

deals with- the subjeot of disouallindtion Tor membership

in ﬁhe Council. Among those who are disqualifiad 18
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(Section 53, (1)~p’)  -

A person having himself, or by .or

.with or through sanother, an interest

in any contract with the Corporation or
with any Commission on person acting *
for the Corvoration, or in any contract
for the supplying of goods or materials
to & contractor for work for which the
Gorporation pays, or is lieble directly
or indireotly to pay, orxwhich is subjoct
“to the control or supervision of the
Council, or of an officer of the Corporation
or who has an unsatisfied claim for such
goods or materials.

v

a?

¥r, leBride hGS'SWOyn that he took’legal advice as to his -

right Yo deal with the Earbour’Boara without comirg under‘tho

penalty of disqualification, and thaﬁ'ﬁékwas advised thaf"

this subsection did nqt apply to him. The gubsection is

designed toAdisqualify not only & person who haé a contragt"

with the-Kunicipél Corporétion, but also ény person vho héé

a contract with any commission acting for the Corporation;

The Harhour Commission ig nov, of course, created by the City’

Counpii, though a majority of 1f34members are appoin@ed by

the City Council. IHor can it be said to be aeting solely

for the lunicipal Corporation, uﬁd on this ground thg legal’

 advice given to lir. licBride may be sound, but one ognnoi rgad'

this subséotion without eoming té'the conglusion that what the
Legislaturé had iq nind wés‘to-prohibit the enfering into'

contract betWeen"a member of the—Council and any commission

over which he, as & member of the Gouncil, ocould exercise




any influence or sontrol or upon which he oould.bring

any wressure to bear in his office a8 mcﬁber of the Council.
Threo of the nembers of the Commission are appointed every
three yeors by the5Qity Council, and lir, licBride had gsomething
to say as to the peréon apvointed. 1t seens to me that while

as a mabter of legal construction, I.r, licBride may be and

probably is in the riznt, yet the spirit of the section has

£y

been brokeu. Lr. LeBdride must not be surprised if many
pebple think that i% is a misteke Yor a public-man to rely
alone upon the dry bones of the law in a oasebof this kind,
gince the “arvour uvoard, as now constituted, first beganAto
buy 1ﬁmbér dovm to the end of,1925{'they"have purchased from
1y, leBride lumber Lo the value of g?out 5298, OOO, an averaré
of over nNO 000 a yoar. The largost items uppear in thoe
years vhen the lumber was regquived Tor the board waik at
Sunnys id Tn fuirness to i'r, IloBride, it wust be gaid thuat
there is no evidence bthat there was any disorimination in
“his favour by the officials of the Board in the matfer oﬁ
prices, and there is evidence tha the Board have found all .
"their dealings with ! .cjride eminently satisfaotory. »
Anéther satbor that reuuires sppc*al mention is the -
rurchase of coul, It was essential thet a continuous -
gupply of codlbfor the operatioh of the Commissioners'-

dredse Cyolone should alvays be on hand., The Century Coal
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Comﬁdﬁy, vho are lessees of the Harbour Board of prouerty
in‘the east end of the harbour, ‘underfook to caryy in stock:
at ail ﬁimes, sufrvicient to meat the Conmisgioners! need
and to deliver the ooul asg roquired on bou rd sgows Tor direc
transport to the dredgos. In the years 1920, 1921 and 192
orders were nlaced with tle Gentury Coal Comrany Tor coul
whioh aggregated in pries }207;435.0? for 895,737 tous.
1920, 5009 tons were bought from them atvprioes vhich rangea

from (8,50 to 16 a.ton, the averaze being 12,90 & ton,

In Tarch of 1920, the Comnisgioners asked for yuotations from
ten aiTferent firms for an order for 3,000 tons to be

. supplicd on an average monihly quantity of 250 tons, The

only ungualified quotation received was thit of F. A, Fish

Coal Commnany at 9 per ton f.0.b. oars or scows at Toronto.
rany vy RE

foﬁr Tirmg steted that they vere Qn&ble to guote owing to
unsettle@ conditions and the .other guotacions reselved
contained gualifientions. The Centuryqugl Company guoted
6 price of .6,50 & tgn deliééred bn board ﬁhe Comnmissioners’
goows, with the following proviso:

"our. offer is‘based on the prosont. seale

of wages being paid the ﬂlﬂ“PS and is

subject to any ‘inerensé or aecrease that

- mey beoome effective during',.e period

of shipment. "




The averase price paid to the Century Coul Company in
1920 was 12,90 a tou, The only explanction of the high

price raid is found in & letter on’filp wvherein refsrence is

made to the shortuge of cars, owing to railvay strikes and

of the neocessiiy Tor the comneny roing to the oven narket

and rurchesing eoul at sny nrice viiieh could be procured, In
1921, up o Sentember, 700 tons more had been bou: it from the
Century bOul Company withoudv eull ing for‘furthur cuotations,
but in SGQtonber of that reur cuotutions were asked for

1800 tons from LE firms, 81l of whom gﬁoéed. he Ceniury
Gosl Conpuny's pricé of 7,15 o ton T.0.D Comr:issioners!
SQOWS‘W&S tﬁe nishest guotation réoeived, the other priceg
AN Ang from 7,74 dovm 16 57,02 £.0.b. Coun saloners' siding,

(3

LTotwithstandin: that the Century Coal Company's price was

the nighest, they sot the gontract. In Ilarch, 1982,

quotations were peceived from 17 Tirms on 3,000 touns of coal,

the guoted nrrices runnin: from 57,30 down to 26,30 ver- von,
%he hichest ijure mentioned was guoted by the Century Coel

Lonzanv who were awarded the ordsw, Sunrerizing these

“ixures, 1t appears that of the 23,757 tons of cosal supplied

by the Century Coal ComranJ in the three yeurs 1920, 1921

'and 1922, quotatlons vere reouesued covering 10,800 tons.

“Phe oxplanation given by the officials is that the only
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oﬁject they had in view\ln agking for quotations was to
oheck up‘the price béing oharged by the Century Coal
Gompany, tho intention beingrto continue the orders with
this company so long as thcir;nride was within one dollar
per ton of the lowest quotation receivod. The Gentury Coal
Company's gquotations were in every case for dcliverv on board
tho Commigssioners' soows day by day as reguired by the
dredges. All the other quotafions were £,0.b, Commissioners?
éidiﬁg, whioh would enféil handling into a stock pile, and &
gsecond handling onto the scow, at & total cost vhich vas
ostimated by the officials at about 65 ocents per ton. The
officials contend fhat the other 35 cents -would be absorbed
in the dost of providing storage space, etc; Looked at fronm
the standpoint of the Century Coal Company, 1t nust be |
congeded that they would have to meet ‘the cost of handling
the coal twice, once off their boafs into & stock pile and
again from uhe stock pile to the Commissioners' SO0OWE .

With reference 1o the general purohase of supplies,
4t wWill be noted that in Febru&rv 1920, the Board deoidod
that all tenders of J1, 000 and over awarded from time to
time be reoorted to tue Commissioners¢;: In August of the
~ same year this regulation was amended 50 88 to inolude allfl
: puronasas of 9500 or over. For furtbor 1nformation ‘aB of t"'
»purohases sver $1, 000 the reader is referred to the thibits

‘annexed to Appendix "FY,




