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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

UNDER OATH,

O1TAWA, 12th August, 1880.
TOUSSAINT TRUDEAU, SworN AND EXAMINED:
By the Chairman :

’

TRUDEAU

%-hHave you a position in the Department of Railways and Canals?
—1I have.

2. What position ?—Deputy of the Minister. é)re ‘i?%ﬂwﬁ‘,f? aha
anals.

3. Are the affairs of the Canadian Pacific Railway under the control
of your Department ?—They are.

. 4. How long have you been connected with this Department ?—Since
its formation—1I mean the Department of Railways.

5. In what Department were the affairs of this railw.y managed
before that?—The Department of Public Works,

6. Had you a position in that Department ?—I had.
7. What position 7—I was the Deputy of the Minister.

‘ . .
8. I,‘hen You have been connected with the management of this rail- Hast xm Gon- .
way since its inception ?—Yes, - 5

agement of this
9. The man

Railway since its
agement of this rajlway, I understand, was transferred commencement

from the Department of

and Canals ?—Yes,

Public Works to the Department of Railways

10. And at the same time you were transfefred to the Department of
Railways ?—I1 was.

11. Who has tbq management of the affairs of this railway next Hfa&;rlllanngemegt
after the Minister himself—the inside management ?—I have. of Rallway next, |
12, Are there any officers in your Department for the management oimeelf

: A Other off
of matters connected with this railway separate from other works of Chief Engineer

the same Department ?—Yes, we have the Chief Engineer of the Cana- 29 5tof
dian Pacific Railway and a staff.

13, As to matters of account, are there separate officers for this rail- At present no se-
way or not ?—At this period there are no separate accountants. We gg{:wm\;g*,;,'
have Mr. Taylor who is now auditing some of the accounts connected Anditor. Present
with this railway, but the present expenditure is managed by the :Jéggng)l’tx%;x;‘
accountant of the Department. .

ant of 1Jepart-
14, Together with other works of the Department 7—Yes.

ment.
15. Are you aware of the system in which the books are kept ?~—
Well, I am generally aware of it, but if you want much detailed infor-

mation of that you should examine the Accountant of the Department.
1
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James Pain, Ac-
countant.

Only on special
occasions report
made as to state
of books.

Certain mone,
placed in <. #lem-
ing's hands when
BUrveys were
commenced,

Aftera timebook-
keeper appointed
and all the ac-
counts brought
ultimately under
general system.

Expenditures on
surveys.

Accounts kept by
‘Watt reported
satisfactory.

In 1877 when the
new system was
adopted, condi-
tion of accounts
not satisfactory.

Impression in

Department that

money Wwas pro-
perly applied but

He can give you fuller information. 1 am aware that it is under a
general system of double entry.

16. Who is the officer in charge of that particular matter ?—Mr.
James Bain. .

17. Are you informed regularly from time to time of the general
result shown by those books as it concerns the railway, or only on special
occasions 7—1It is only on special occasions. Thore is no rezular stated
repurt made.

18. No monthly or periodical report ?—No.

19. Was there any change made in the system of keeping the
accounts relating to this railway >—When the surveys were commenced
certain sums of money were placed in the hands of Mr. Fleming, and
he had a staff of accountants keeping an account of the expeuditure.
After a certain period this system was changed and a book-kceper was
appointed immediately 1n the Desartment, and, after a few months, all
the accounts were brought in under the general system of books kept
by Mr. Bain.

20. When was that change made ?—The expenditure on the survey
commenced in June, 1871, and funds for that purpose were placed to
the credit of Mr. Fleming up to 1875. A portion of such sum was
expended in British Columbia through Mr. George Watt, Paymaster at
Victoria, from the 1st of May, 1871, to the 1st of June, 1873. A further
sum was paid through Mr. Wallace, Paymaster at Ottawa, from the 18t
of June, 1871, to the 1st of March, 1873. From 1575 to 1877 the
expenditure was made through an accountant (Mr. Radford) specially
engaged for that purpose, and atter that date by the Accountant of the
Department.

21. At the time of the change in the system of keeping the accounts
are you aware whether the condition of the previous books was satis-
factory to the Departmeut?—The accounts kept by Mr. Watt have been
audited by Mr. Taylor and have been reported by him to be satisfactory.
He has accounted for the money placed in his hands.

22, T understand that therc was a change, nol only of Mr. Watt’s
accounts, but of all the accounts; that sometime in 1877 a new system
was adopted ?—Yes,

23. I am asking whether at that time it was the understanding, either
with yourself, as Deputy Head, or some other party, that the condition
of the accounts was satisfactory ?—1It was not satisfactory. The vouchers
were still in a very informal condition.

24. Why was it not satisfactory ?—Because the returns of vouchers
had not been made sufficiently full,

25. Do you remember the amount which had not been properly
vouched for—about the amount that was understood not to be properly
vouched for ?—I cannot state the amount.

26. Is there anybody who can ?—Mr. Taylor can.

27. Do you understand that I am asking not only as to Mr. Watt's
but as to other accounts ?—Yes.

28. Are you aware whether since the auditing. of the accounts it is
understood in the Department that this amount has been properly
accounted for ?—The impression in the Department is that the money
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has boen

properly applied to the purposes of the survey, but that some that vouchersnot
of the vouchers are not as formal as they might have been. - - saffictently for

29. Do you know how it is that if the vouchers are insufficient they

&?me to_ the conclusion that the moneys were properly spent f—lr.
aylor informs me o.

30. Is it only from information from others that you know the
reason ?— Yy es,

31-. In matters connected with the business of the Department, is the Pratc(.ice g_(_ xl))e; -
Practice that you deal with them on your own responsibility or only after ’y'\inisier ac-
referring to the Minister ?—The practice is to take the correspondence companied by |
and reports as they come in, to have them endorsed, and every day, in take correspond-
Company with the Chief Engincer of the work, or of any. of the works ¢nge, and report
on which the correspondence treats, to appear before the Minister and take instructions.
to read this correspondence and take hie instructions. The intention
of the Minis

ter is that all orders should proceed from him.
32. How does he convey his directions ?—Verbally.

33. Are they noted by any person at the time >—They are noted on
the backs of the documgnts.y P

34. By the Minister 2—No,

35. By whom ?—By myself sometimes, but not always so.

36. Then, as to most transactions which were diccussed in that way,

there would be some memorandum, either by the Minister or yourself,
now extant ?—VYes,

37. Are there any matters or class of matters over which you generally No class of mat-
act, without reference to the Minister ?—No ; all our actions are under {he Deputy acts
the general directions of the Minister, and he must have given some ylthoutreferenoe

o Minister,
general order,

38 In the absence of the Minister himself is it usual that some other
Minister should take the charge in his place ?—Yes.

.39 W,hat is he generally called then ?—The Acting Minister, as
distinguished from the Minister himself.

40. Has that practice which you have described been followed gener-
ally with reference to the Pacific Railway transactions ?—It has.

41. Do

ou know of any occasion or an riod when it was not
followed 7. y y pe

—No; the endeavor is to follow it always.

42, Are the resolutions of the Governor: in Covncif with respect to All Orders in
\ . . affeott
the Pacific Railway, communicated to your Departnfent ?—Yes; copies PRl e

?nf“l: Orders-in-Council affecting the railway are sent to our Depart- Sggzo Depart-
ent, .

43. They are of record in the Department now ?—Yes.

41. Was the direction or extent of the preliminary exploration of the Explorations dis-
Pacific Railway directed by the Department or left to the discretion of fater and Ohlet
::ﬁ gg’_ﬁlt" rson ?—The explorations were all discussed by the Minjster knstneer-

10,

ngineer very fully before they were commenced.
45. Who was the Chief Engineer 7—Mr. Sandford Fleming.
46. From the beginning ? —From the beginning.

41. How was he a inted ?2—He was appointed b‘ an’ Order in
Council] im the 5th of my, 1871 PP a
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48. Have you a copy of that Order in Council ?—I have not a copy
with me. '

Appointments 49. Were the appointments of engineers and other persons subor-
Shoffinateto  dinate to him made by the Dopartment on its responsibility or by the
made jointly;  Engineer himself on his responsibility ?—They were made jointly,
e iaerta The Minister reserved to himself the appointment of engineers, but
but always con- he never did so without consulting the Chief Engineer as to the capa-
glneer‘f bilities of the individual—as to his competency.

50. How were you aware that he always consulted with the Chief

Engineer ?—Because in many cases I was present.
51. In all cases were you present ?—Not in all cascs.

52. As to those cases in which you were not present, how are you
aware that he consulted the Chiet Engineer ?—I am aware because I
know that it was the practice and the intention of the Minister to do so.

53. Because you understood it to be the intention you suppose that
the intention was carried out ?—Yes.
Nomemorandum 54 As to those consultations upon the eligibility of subordinates,
o8 S0 eiarariee,c was there usually a memorandum of the consultations and decisions ?—
subordinates. ©  No; I do not think there was any memorandum kept. I think it was
more in this way: the Chief Engineer waited on the Minister with a
list of persons who had applied for employment, and the Chief En-
gineor, after looking through them and realing the recommendations
made, or probably from his own knowledge of the individuals, would
recommend certain individuals to the Minister.

55. Do you know whether there were exceptions to that course when
suggestions came from the Minister to the Engineer as to porsons to
be employed ?—I have stated the general rule followed.

56. Do you remember any exceptions ?—I do not at this moment,

Separate ac- 57. I understood you to say that separate accounts had been kept
e e Inenen for the money spent on explorations as distinguished from contracts

spent on explora- gnd other labor ?—Yes,
tions as distin-

gulshedfromeon- 58, As to information about the manner of conducting the explora-
tions and surveys, ought we to enquire of persons in the Department
or in the outside service ?—You should ask the Engineers.

59. There are some in the Department, are there not ? —Yes.

60. You would not be able to give us much information, I suppose,
about explorations and surveys ?—I am not qualified for that.

~

Coutraet Wo.1. 61. Is the subject of coniracts more within the knowledge of the
—Telegraph. - Dopartment ?—Yes.

First contract . 62. Upon what subject was your first contract ?—The first contract

struction of & te- was for the construction of a telegraph.
legraph.

Made on the 17th 63. At what date was the contract made?—On the 17th October,
Sler 1876, 1874,

64. Have you the contract here ?—I have.

Coniractors: John 65, Give me the names of the contracting parties ?—The contract was

Glass, Michael'  between John W. Sifton, of the City of London; David Glass, of the

Fleming. same place, and Michael Fleming, of the Town of Sarnia, under the
name of Sifton, Glass & Company.
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Contract No. 1—

Telegraphe
26- Was this contract made after advertising for tenders ?—Yes. Tenders called for
7. Ha . . i -
duce it, Ve you a copy of the advertisement ?—I have, and now pro
pu?‘:?i.c Xem there specifications or any other information given to the

. enable them to judge of the sort of work that would be
Téquired ?—Yes, T now produce them.

I 39- Have you the original tenders which were made for the work ?—
4ve not got them here, but I can produce them.

70. Have ycu any memorandum with you showing the names and the

Substance of"the tondors ?—1I now produce a schedule of the tenders.
(Exhibit No, 1)

i 71. Who made this schedule ?—This is a certificate that a number of gr;ecz;egrlg‘p{‘?;m_
enders for the construction of the telegraph were opened in my pre- ing, ¥ Braun and

“énce and in the presence of Sandford Fleming and F. Braun, Secretary of Witness.
of the Department.

72. This certificate is at the foot of the schedule 2—Yes.

73. The tenders must hav e been opened before this schedule was made
out ?—Yes,

74. Do you you know who prepared this schedule—whether it was Schedule prepar-
the Engineer in Chief, for instgncg, or the Secretary ?—This appears to °¢ by Fleming.
be the writing of Mr, Fleming,

75. Have you an
the next lowest, a

DOW produce it,

y statement showing which was the lowest tender,
nd 80 on, in order, for section number one 7—Yes, and

76. What is meant b section one of the telegraph line ?—It is from Sectionone, Win-
Winnipeg to Selkirk alzi along the railway line to Livingstone. Song via Selirk.

77. Then it is from Winnipeg to Livingstone via Selkirk ?—Yes.

78. Wa i i j t bject of
contract ?S_tﬂa:v :;chon one of the telegraph line the subject of the firs The subject of

79. Please read from that statement the name of the person who
makes the lowest tender ?—R, Fauller, of Winnipeg.

80. Does the work include only the construction of the line or the

Maintenance as well ?—The tender is for work of two kinds, construc-
tion and maintenance.

Fuller’s was the
81. What is Mr. Fuller’s tender for the construction ?—The rate per lowest tender, &.c.

2 3 le,
mile is $155 ; for the gross contract $38,730. !)if‘{g’.f lf.('i:l s
contrac
82, What is his tender for maintenance ?2—$6,000 por annum, 46,000 per annum

for maintenance.
83. For how many years ?—Five years.
. B4, Then, for construct
18 how much 7— $68,750,

.85, . ] ren-
West Kﬂz&a:lﬁeé (fll:;) ::;f. lowest tender 7—H. P. Dwight, of the North Next lowest ten.

86. How much do ion ?—$225 per mile; §25permite; 56
$56,250 for the contr -a::. he ask for construction?—$ p 5 §Z5permile; 156,

tract.
87. What is hi : ile Maintevance: §30
Per year. 18 his offer for maintenance for five years?—$30 per mile b e ber your

ion and five years’ maintenance his whole price Jils whole price
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Contract No. |~
Telegraph,

Aggregate: $7,50 88. Was there an estimate of that in the aggregate 2—Yes, $7,500

per annum. per annum.

In all §93,750. 89. Then that is equal to $37,500 for the maintenance; what is the
gross amount for construction and maintenance asked by Mr. Dwight ?
—$93,750.

Waddle & Smith 90, Who makes the next lowest tender ?—Waddle & Smith, of King-
next lowest ten- g4,
derers. ston.

$10825%0 for con- 91, What is their price for construction ?2—8$106,250.
struction.

For [fve years 92, What is their price for five years’ maintenance ?—$3,000 per

3300 per annum; annum ; $15,000 for the five years.
Inall$121,20. . 93. Then the gross amount for construction and maintenance for five
years is how much ?—$121,250.

Next lowgst ten- 94, Who makes the next lowest tender ?—Sifton, Glass & Fleming.
‘Glass & Fleming.

$107850 for con- 95, What is their price for construction ?—$107,850.
struction.

Thelr price for i i 10 ’ . °__ .
Thelr Jprice for 96, What is their price for five years’ maintenance ?—My recollection

subject of subse- Of it just now is that this was a subject of correspondence.
(iuent, correspon-

ence. 97. Have you the correspondence ?—I have not.

98. Have you the original tender made by Mr. Fuller ?—I have.
(Exhibit No. 2.)

N99.' Have you the original tender of Mr. Dwight ?—Yes. (Exhibit
0.3.)

100. Have you the original tender of Waddle & Smith;?—Yes. (Ex-
hibit No. 4.)

101. Have you the original tender of Sifton & Glass ?—Yes. (Ex-
hibit No. 5.)

102. In this tender of Sifton, Glass & Co’s there is no allusion to
maintenance of the line 7—No. '

103. You say that was a subject of correspondence; have you any
‘correspondence amounting to a tender for that branch of the work ?—
At present I am not able to produce that original correspendence, but
1 think I can do so at a future time.
o e 104 These are thé gentlemen who got the contract ?—Yes,

No objection to 105. Was there, so far as you know, any objection to Mr. Fuller’s
Mr. Fuller's char-

acter or standing, character or standing ?—No, there was none. :

Contractawarded  106. Then the question of his getting the contract depended upon
9n pecunlary con- pecaniary considerations ?—It did. ’

107. It was not intended that any other person should get it at a

higher price than he was willing to take it? You say it was a mere

matter of pecuniary consideration ?—~The reason is given in the note.

10R-109. T am asking you whether it was intended any person elge
should take it at a higher price than he was willing to take it ?-—Mr.,

Fuller offered to do it, and he bad a certain figure.
Fuller Informed 110. Can you explain why Fullor's tender was rejected ? Did he
Thoming that 1f jecline to carry out the contract at his original terms, or had youn any
taken north of reason to supposc that he would not carry out his original tender ?—I
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Contraet No. 1—
Telegraph,

::g?l(é zay th_at the work was offered to Fuller on the condition that he Riding Mountain
©posit a certain sum of money as security, and as appears from 42 an acre for all

3 report signed by M i infor uller isten- the necessar
i y Mr. Fleming he was informed by Fuller that histen-,
;lsgs“ginﬂt})ased on carrying tbgg'line south of Riding Mountain, which ?;;;f;d%% ;’é&z
of RoDtircly through the prairie country ; that if it was taken north Floqispedin'ten:
acr iding Mountain he would be required to pay twenty dollars per der.

@ for ‘all the necessary clearing. This would have the effect of

adding $50,000 or $60,000 to the amount mentioned in his tender.

111. Do you mean . co .
that in consequence of that change in his offer ha
Was not the lowest ?— He was not the lowest.

112. To what sum would that E:yment for clearing increase the The $30,000 ox

: . . 60,000 mentioned
amount of his offer for section number one ?—The fifty or sixty thousand ?sy ‘wr. Fleming

dollars referred to by Mr. Fleming are, I think, meant to apply to fcantlc apby

. to more than one
more than one section, section.
3. I am asking about section number ome. What would the If the whole

$60,000 added to his offer make it, assuming that he meant the whole 360,000 wore add-

ggoé?gg,;%obe added to his offer for section number one ?—It would mg‘gg&dg’f«:‘fm

+128,750.
" 114, Then his increased offer for the whole of the construction and
. aintenance for five years amounted to $128,750 ?—Yes, assuming that

e asked for the whole $60,000 to be applied to Section one.

115. Was it consid

ered that the Government could make bettor terms Government
than that ?—It was, gould makcs bet-
with Kuller.

116. And was that the reason for rejecting his offer ?—Yes.

117, Th . .
tract ?_H:nv:;l: next lowest being Mr. Dwight, was be offered the con- Contract offered

di(}w. Have you any original documents showing the reason why he

not take it ?—I have no original document with me, but I think I
can prcduce it.

119. Have youn any original document on the subject between the
.-epartment and Mr. Dwight ?—No, but I can give the correspondence
10 the form of a return to the Commission. ‘

. 120. In addition to the prices called for by tenders, some terms as to
tme of completion were asked for ?—Yes.

121. What terms did Fuller offer 2—He offered to complete it within Fuller offered to

th :

e year 1874, theToar e
t 122, What:, was Dwight’s offer on that subject ?—Dwight's offer was pwignt by the Ist .
Complete it on the 1st of September, 1875. Hopt., 976

123. What was the offer of Waddle & Smith ?—Five hundred miles 8 Waddle & Smith
Year, at the rate of
miles & year.

124. What was the off i — lete i i
the 29nq November,elg'zf of Sifton & Glass ?—To complete it against Bifton & Glass by

.125- Do you kn i
time 7~Tth P ow whether the contractors asked for an extension of g:zty i:&;gt%g; an

e extension of times.
26. When ?—1In a letter dated 9th of J uly, 1875.

127, How long di ;
S g did they ask for?-They stated that it would be
Quite out of their power to complete the work by the time named in
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Comtract No, 1—
Telegraph. .
their contract, and they asked for an extension up to the 30th of
October, 1876, - '

128. Would you look at the contract and see if the time named
therein for completing the work is the same as that named in their

tender ?—The time named for the completion in the contract is the
30th of October, 1875.

129. That is nearly a year longer than the time mentioned in their
.tender ?—Yes. .
ey merefores 130, So that the contract gives them better terms than the tender

than they asked calls for on that subject ?—Yes.
for in tender.

Dwight wanted 131. Are you of the opinion that Dwight declined to take the
modifications

e Deparement CODtract, or that he was refused the contract—you say you have not
mg})ﬁﬁ:t as got the original correspondence with you?—My impression at this

moment is that Mr. Dwight, while perfectly willing to take the contract

wanted certain modifications to be made which rendered it impossible
to give it to him.

132. And that the Government declined to contraect on the terms
offered ?—7Yes.

Waddle & Smith, 133, Then the next lowest tender was from Waddle & Smith. Do
e mext lmeic you know whether they were willing to take the contract ?—I can

take the work.  only infer from the fact that they tendered, that they were willing to
take the work.

134. Your opinion is that they were willing ?—Yes.

Tenders to have 135. Have you any means of knowing now when tenders were to be
s 4P, received by the Dgpartment for this work ?—The advertisement said

up to the 22nd of July, 1874,

136. Look at the tender of Sifton & Glass, and say what time that

was received by the Department ?—There is a stamp on it marked
July 22nd.

137. Is that the last day named ?—Yes.

138. You find that stamp on part of the envelope attached to the
tender ?—Yes.

Con roceimen 139. And from that are you of the opinion that it was reccived on
Com. réceived on {hat day ?—Yes,

Practice to at- 140. 1s it the practice to attach portions of the envelope to all the
tach envelopes

1o e nders. tenders ?—Yes, as much as we can.

None attached to 141, Is it attached to Fuller’s tender 7—I do not see it in Fuller’s
Fuller’s, nor to contract.
other three. .

142. Is there any envelope showing when Dwight's tender was
received for section one ?—It has none.

143, Has Waddle & Smith’s ?—No.

144. Are you aware of any sgecial reason for attaching the envelope
to the tender of Sifton & Glass ?—There is no reagon.

Alterations sn& 145, Do you notice any alterations in their tender from the tender as
* G. & Co’s. tender. jt originally stood ?—There are.

Reduce their in-

lended offer from  146. Are they to reduce the price or to raise it ?—They reduce the
#h24 10 2492, wood; .

209 to -189 per = Price.

mile pratrie.
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147 C?rntlrlcf u:. 1—
°l'igin'allln what respect ?  Will you state it in each instance as it was clograpi.
our egtj y,ta nd as it was altered ?—It was originally written thus: “In
Tiver n:ia e we placed the wood line from Fort Garry to Winnipeg
» and from Fort Garry to Fort Pelly at $529.” This is altered to
of Fo&ef} mile ; aleo “ The prairie land within a distance of 250 miles
arry at $209 per mile’’ was changed to $189 per mile.

148, In the document which you produce as the tender which reached No positive offer

You on Jy ot . 1 ction No. 1
one ?~Nol.y 22nd do you find "any positive offer for section number ip their tender.

149, That document is in effect.a tender for the whole line ?—-Yes.

150. T think they mention there the rates for this particular section Rates for Sestion

u i .
PoR which they base their offer for the whole line ?— Yes. base for ofter ot
whole line.
Yelffl' Is that the only allusion to section one in the document?—
0011123:;.:?:] you tell by that portion of the envelope attached to the

here the letter was mailed ?—No.

153. Where is the letter dated i
on the 22nd of Tuly, er dated from ?—The letter is dated at Ottawa tr:éa:f 2;1:;% lgt-

i:; ’Klbat is the post-mark on it ?—There is no post-mark on it at all, No post mark.
- Then there is no evi i i '
through the postofice 7 :\ﬁ((l)e.mce here with the document that it passed

1 .
smg?;, gl:s.‘?gou yet obtained any of the original correspondence with

not yet aBSOrteg(i){;_as to the maintenance of the line ?—Yes, but I have

co;f;’ae??: You give any remson why Waddlo & Smith did not got the contragomps
were offered the (?onlft(:'atcot Si:)?‘):’ Glass & Fleming ?—Waddle & Smith Sinith for Bection
Procure cecuritios, ection number five, but they failed to 9; they fall

158. When did that ha

. i )
@8 7—Soction number ﬁppen ? When did they fail to procure securi

ve became contract number four later.

159, You say that the
A contract for number five was offered to Waddle
& Smith, but that they failed to give security ?—Yes.

160. When was it kn ;
; : own to the Department that they had failed to
g“;*; lsecurx ty 2—On the 21st of Octobe'x)', 1874.
- That was the reason f: i > their tender and giving th
contract to Sifton, Glass & mg;}fﬂ?%fg:} o ne gIving 1
162. What is the date i ; i
f Glass & Fl — 3
The 17th of October. of the coutract to Sifton, 8 eming ? ?:‘:tng:stg) s
163, How g : datéd 17th Oct.
» How do you account for a reason which occurred on the 21st Witness supposes
a P
cg:ﬁtlgg a transaction which took place on the 17th?—I can only ac- e ahisan
or it by supposing that it was known that that was the position, KiowD and Whe

an lette; fter-
d that these letters were exchanged afterwards to record the event, wards :xecrﬁ:nlf’l;*

1 e e
of f)tt '{"l;en you think it was known to the Department before the 21st .
makip ober ?—I may say that before that the Departmeunt had been

with V% effortsto dget. this information. There was some correspondence

Waddle, and he was always promising that he would furnich the
Security, but he was not doingyit.p 8 )

ti
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Contract No. 1~

Telegraph,
It was concluded 165, What was your conclusion from that ?-——The conclusion was that
o ey We were aware that he would probably fail, but we did not have it in

fail to put up ihe writing at that time,

Security.

166. Do you say now that the decision to give Sifton & Glass the
contract for section one was because the Department had reason to
think that Waddle & Smith were about to fail to give security for con-
tract number five ?—Yes,

If they had put 167. Would not the result have been the same if they had given

gg:gf‘;{,‘gy Jor \d gecurity for section number five? Would they not have been still

still have been  gxcluded from section one ?—They would.

g:g}ul(.led from »

8. Fleming'sre- 168, Look at Mr. Fleming’s report where he mentions Mr. Fuller's

m&.*}g,?‘;{';;,‘,‘gg ¢ additional price for clearing ? Will you read what hesays about Fuller's

for clearing. ofter ?—‘ With a view of arranging some of the terms of the contract
¢ with Fuller, to whom was awarded the construction of that portion of
“ the Pacific Telegraph boetween Fort Garry and Edmonton, I met him
‘“ at my office on the 14th instant. Mr. Fuller stated that his tender
¢ for that portion of the line between Fort Garry and Fort Pelly,
“ gection number one, was based on carrying the line south of Riding
‘ Mountain, and almost entirely through a prairie country; that if it
“ was taken north of Riding Mountain, he would be required to be paid
‘ $20 per acre for all the clearing necessary to be done.”

169. Do you know how much of the route south of Riding Mountain,
if there ever was such a route proposed, was through woodland ?—I do
not know.

Proportion of 170. Do you know whether the Department had any informatioun as to

Jood aod prairie the probabﬁ) quantity of woodland north of Riding Mountain, the one

not then known. actually adopted at that time ?—I think that would be a proper question
to be put to the engineers.

171, Then you do not know, you mean ?—1 do not know.

172. Mr. Fleming speaks of an amount there between fifty and sixty
thousand dollars ndditional which the new offer involved. I wish to
ascertain whethor the Department had any means of knowing whether
it would be fifty thousand or sixty thousand ?—The Department has only
got the information furnished by Mr. Fleming.

173. Do you mean furnished by that letter ?—Yes.

174. Proceed to read the next section ?—* This will have the effect
‘“of adding between fifty and sixty thousand dollars tothe sum men-
“ tioned in his tender.”

175. Then you say that the Department was not aware which of
these sums would be the correct one to add ?7—No; they only had this
information before them.

176. If it had been $50,000 instead of $G0,000, what would be Ful-
ler’s aggregate tender for construction and maintenance for fivo years ?

; —8$118,750. _
Fuller's tender of  177. Then, from Mr. Fleming's report, from which you have read,

behyeoun, 1874, dated September 16th, 1874, you understood that Fuller's tender was
and 18,70, somewhere between $118,750 and $128,750 7—Yes.

178. But you do not know exuctly where it was between them 2—No,
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. €. aplis
tengg' At that time, September 16th, 1374, hal you a more favorable rep
or § r from Sifton, Glass & Company for construction and maintenance
o ve years ?—1I cannot answer that question without searching the
frespondence,

Sa;S\gi, If you look at the contract of Sifton, Glass & Co., can you not Sifton Glass & Co.
v ether they are to get anything more than $20,000 for five years' B3 o Swith pre-
Intenance ?—They ask “with profits.” fits for five years®
181 maintenance.
for ¢ {SE‘(‘)V‘;(YO‘I %35’ (l;gas?]n to know how the persons who tendered
) rk considered their price to be aff rivi
king profits 7Y os. eir price e affected by the privilege of

offgzt-olt{iw do you understand that it affects their offer? Do thoy
mainte; ake more or less on account of getting profits P—They will
In it for less, if they are allowed to take profits.
Waddle & Smith

1
8:?- How much less ?—Waddle & Smith mado it one-half. estimated that
’ profits would re-
duece the charge
for maintenance
by one-half.

184, Then, on the sa i i : G
mile Without’pmﬁ t:;:%:iasns, Sifton & Glass would want $32 por

185. How m h i
Si ue would that increase the aggregate of the offer of
fltg:, Glass & Co. for construction and maintenance ?—$20,000.
Profits What would that make their whole tonder ?—$147,850 without on this basis Sir-
ot iamace s
a cons‘idIeI::& you any reason to know whether the profits are actually No report as vot
reporte o the amount or not in the working of thisline ?—We have no fﬂfaﬁ?ﬁ‘mm
188, G a8t question in the Department. ' V
. Can

ould rofe you state whether this work has been fully performed ?—I

199, ¥ T ¥ou to the engineers for information on that point.
neers. ou are not able to say yourself ?—Not so well as tho engi-

190. Are you awa 085.20
. re of the am as be i to this tim . d
©n this contract ?—Yes, 3113 385012131; that b en paid up o this time B present on this

) &Js

191. Do you kn °°"t“‘°"
contraor s IR oW how much further is expected to te paid on the
ave not got the information here.

192- That includes ?— [ 800 for con:
. bOW 3 i 1 - -
atmct‘ \ i 1 ) 24, mu(h or constrnctlon ‘101,800 fOI‘ on :t;lgl 1l f : n
ma’lnt'enanco up

to present month
(August, 183.)

1
93. At what date was that ?—This is up to this month.

194, i i

fmm"rw‘i'ghgn did the allowance for maintenance begin ?—On the line Dates when

lin nipog to Selkirk, 22.15 miles, on January lst, 1875; on the fesases pogan.
¢ botween W \ i g tenancs bogs

1876 Innipeg and Fort Pelly, 294.36 miles, on August 1st,

+ less two months n intai i i i
t . "OS .
from 3lst M ob, 1876, s(1)80fnamtmned, the line crossing Red River

195. From Winni ' ted
ine s .. ,
~Yes, peg to Selkirk—is that moneyed out at $16 a mile ? 3’:11‘8135 :ﬂfg{a

195. And the other at the same rate ?—Yes.
19 ; '
197. What is the amount up to the 31st of March ?—$15,306.72. CRiodist March,
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It August, 1876, 198. From what date does he charge maintaining the whole line ?
o mhen charge __The 1st of August, 1876.

commences.
199. Was it finished then ?—I do not know.

200. Is there any other matter about this contract number one that
you would like to exElain ?—I want to consult more clearly the corres-
pondence, and see what it was that led us to pass over Waddle & Smith’s
tender.

Palmer in charge 201, You spoke of the system of keeping accounts in the Departmen

4f Acconnte from at different times, but you omitted the period between June, 1873 an

875, %875. Who had charge of the accounts at that time ?—I think M'
almer.

Orrawa, Friday, 15th Aogust, 1880.
The examination of Mr. Trudeau resamed :
By the Chairman :

Tenders calledfor 202, My last question to you yesterday asked if there was any other

Sy i omenea Matter about this contract number one which you would like to

Tth Aug. vr4, . explain. Have you now any additional information to give ?—I may

Section 1, but re- 8tate that tenders for the construction of the telegraph were called for

T work #1a  up to the 26th of July, 1874. ‘lhey were opened on the 7th of August,

tender. Dwight 1874. For section one Fuller was the lowest. He refused the work

Sso dsclined. 1tn 8t the price named in his tender. Mr. Dwight was the second lowest ;

Offered Section & he also declined. The third lowest, Waddle & Smith, had been offered
secarity, 7" "P on the 12th of August, another section, number five, from Fort Garr,
to Nipigon, but they did not give security. Had Waddle & Smit

Dwight’s ground made their deposit for section five promptly, it would have been a good

Tl 8 . Teason to offer them section one. On the fifth of October Mr. Fleming

clude cleuring  reported that Mr. Dwight declined to execute the work on the ground

' that their price did not include clearing of woodland. Waddle & Smith

bad then been six weeks preparing to give security on section five

Sifton,Glass & Co. without having been able to accomplish it. The fourth lowest tender,

ahekaponto  Gifton, Glass & Co., were then called upon to take section number one.

203. Yesterday in question mumber 107, and alluding to Fuller’s

tender, I asked whether it was intended that any other person should

get it at a higher price than he was willing to take it. Your answer

was given : ‘“the reason is given in the note.” To what note did you

allude ?—Theo note referred to will be found at pages 130 and 131 of the

Blue Book entitled “ Contracts let by the Department of Public Works

from the 1st of July, 1867, to the 2'7th of March, 1878.”

NoOrder 10, oriz- 204, Have gon the Order in Couccil authorizing tho contract with
ing the contract Sifton, Glass & Co ?—There is wo Order in Council.
ziét&&lfbon, Glass

The prastices to  205. I8 it the practice of the Department when a tender which is not

ghteln an Order the lowest is necepted that a report to Council is required ?—Yes.

like circumstan~
ot 206, And is it then acted on without any Order in Council ?—No,

207. Then there is an Order in Council ?—There is no Order in
Council in this case.
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. . Telegraph,
208. Ts it the usual practice ?—It is the usual practice, but it was not
0ue in this case. :
209. This was an exception to the usual practice ?—It was. o) ttilé})salc:cs:loenx.

en.
8'210' Do you feel sure that there was no Order in Council about
ifton & Glasy’s contract ?—1I have not found one. :

211. Please read the memorandum on the back of tender, Exhibit ]‘!‘;svmg:l{!gﬂplglgi
oo, 5'{-—“This tender not being the lowest, a report to Council i8 ing out thatorder
(required. John Waddle & Co. are the lowest, but section five has inCouncll was
« aready been awarded to them, and it appears to have been determined

already not to award two sections to one firm.”

212. Who signs that ?—Mr. Fiseault.
213. What is his position in tte Department?—He is our law clerk.
214. You see a jpwor memorandum on that tender ?—Yes.

. 215. Please read it?—Itis in French, and, translated into English, Another memo.
Teads thus: “ Procure the Order in Council which gives the work to ingtnat Order i
Sifton, Glass & Co. for -section one.” ggg‘;‘fciéghould be

£16. Do you say you have no record of that order having been pro-
Cured ?—I have not found it.

217. What time s ime fixed fi iv- One or two days
; generally elapses between the time fixed for receiv- One or two day
fi%,ﬁenders for work in the Department and the opening of the tenders ? B e

@ time required to allow the mails to come in, so that any acci- tenders to give
N . time f ils to
?{:::al—delay of the trains may not interfere with the arrival of tenders ; come tn.

might be one or two days.

ref 18. That is the usual time allowed between the time fixed for
°lving and opening tenders, one or two days ?—Yes.

219. What wag the t; s .
e time fixed in this case ?—The time was from the On this occasion
26th of July to the Tth of August—twelve days. 12days elapsed.

th2.20. Do you know why the time was extended in this case beyond
€ usual period ?—I have no record of it.

221. Do you know ?—1I do not recollect it. gge; Dhot recollect

¢ extended.

whd'zz' Will you read from Sifton, Glass & Co.’s tender those words By B Sl &
T 1th make any offor to build, without relating the special conditions; Co-

a Wish to ascertain whether his offer to build relates only to the line as

3 Whole ?—He says: “ We, the undersigned, residents of the Province

,, ‘gooqtgrio. make tho following proposal to the Government of the

«  ominion : We will do the whole of the work along the whole of the

« g"oposed line, inclading all the sections thereof, and comprising the

« oding of the material for and the erection of the telegraph line, the

« o O8ring of the roadway, the preparation of the pack trail and all

« °th°3‘ Iatters pointed out in the advertisement and information for

Tties proposing to tender.”

223, s there an i i ild- &
3 . y other part of that offer which points to the build- No offer for gec-
198 of that, section one alozln)e ?—No. POt tion 1 alone made

by 8., G. & Co.
224 Dig it bappen that persons offering to build the whole line

in ified the times at which they would finish particular sections of it
A0y cage ?—It did.
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elegraph. . . . c1s B
v 225. Then the mention of particular times for finishing particular
sections is consistent with the fact that the tender relates only 1o the

whole lir.e 2—Yes. .

226. The certificate you produce dated Angust Tth, and signed by
yourself, Mr. Fleming and Mr. Braun, relating to the opening of tenders,
shows different particulars as to the several tenders. Will you explain
what was meant to be shown by that generally? Was it mtended to
convey the substance of each tender as it relutes to each section ?—Yes.

Allan McLean, 227. Give me the name of the first person on the list who tenders
the first person .« for the construction of section one ?—Allan McLean.

Bection 1. . .
¢ 228, Does he name a price for construction ?—VYes.

Other tenders. 229. Give me the next name for the construction of section one ?—
H. P. Dwight. '

230. Does he name a sum for the construction ?—Me does.
231. What is the next name ?—Parmalee; he names a price.

232, What is the next name >—McKenzie, Grier & Co.; they give a
g‘ice. The next is Waddle & Smith; they give a price. The next is

umphrey & Co.; they give a price. Next, G. W. Taylor & Co.; they
give a price. Next, Mitchell, Macdonall & Gough ; they give a price,
Next, the Electric Light Co.; they give a price.

8ifton, Glass & 233, What is the next name for the construction of section one 7—
Co. without a . . .
price. Sifton, Glass & Co., without a price.

234. What is the next name ?—George P. Drummond, with a price.
Next, Rocque & O’Hanly, with a price. Next, Thompson, with a price.
Next, Jocelyn, with a price; and last, Fuller, with a price.

235. You say that this was intended on the 7th of August to give to
the Department the substance of each tender 28 it related to each

section ?—Yes.
Up to 7th August,
i.e., after the time

for Sefﬁtvs‘é’feéi‘f; 236. Was it intended to show that Sifton, Glass & Co. had named
prepared by the 8Dy price for section one on the 7th of Aungust?—There is no price
officers did not shown

intend to show *

that 8ifton, Glass

& Co. had named

any price for Sec-

ton 1. 237. You took part in that document ?—Yes.

238. Did you intend to show that Sifton, Glass & Co. had named any
price 7—No; it was not intended.

239. That was after the time for receiving tenders had expired ?>—Yes,

240. When was it first regarded by the Department that they had
made an offer to construct section one ?—The tenders, after thoy were
opened, were referred to Mr. Fleming for his report, and on the 10th of
August he reported and stated that ‘“sheet number one shows that
““there are fifieen proposals for section number one, Fort Garry and
“ Fort Peily.” ‘

241. Does sheet number one name Sifton, Glass & Co. ?—It does.
The 10th of Aug.
Porarimome the 242, Then, on the 10th of August, for the first time the Department
learned thas Sif- understood that Sifton, Glass & Co. had tendered for section one ?—
g:;‘;}::;“}e"’d for That is the date of Mr. Fleming’s report.
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243, Can Telegraph,
80 unde YOu nume any earlier date than that when the Department
< °r8t0od ?—T 4o nog think that before that the tenders 'had been
Bllﬁiclent]y

analyzed to enabled the Department to form an opinion.
244, Do

.~ you think they have been sufficiently analyzed now ?—They
g*’e‘:ﬁg“’?ﬂ to Mr. Fieming for the purpose of being analyzed, and Mr.

P8’ report was admitted as an analysis of them. .

On 16th Sept. 1874,

245. You told . 1
T us that on the 16th September, 1874, Mr. Fleming had 8. rleming re-
oPorted that Fuller wanted from s515,000 to0 $60,000 more than the Pored, Fuller

am : :

unt of hig tender for construction, did you not ?—Yes. 360000 more than
246 At th t dat (| L8 struction.
Ay at date (16th September, 1874) was there any document Up to thatdate
g#:gh assumed to be a tender for anyt’hing more than construction from ;3‘};?,:’.;‘&5{&?,‘ v
Btate?i’ t}(:;%%s & Co.?—The tender received from Sifton, Glass & Co. Glass & Co. stated

he price was $1,290,000; this includes maintenance. ﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘;ﬁ
247. But that was for the whole line ?—Yes.

whzi‘ig- At that date (16th September, 1874) was there any document
Si ﬂc a8sumed to be a tender for anything more than construction from
on, Glass & Co. as to section one alone ?—1I am not aware.

tof‘”- Then, at that timo the only matter upon which Fuller and Sif-
tion 7 a8 & Co. had both tendered as to section one, was for construc-
0 ‘—Fuller tendered by sections. '
ha(zf’:- I am speaking of section one; they, that is Sifton, Glass & Co.,
Ot then tendered for the maintenance, had they ?—Fuller tendered

inolos Dtenance, and Sifton, Glass & Co. had tendered for the whole
Including maintenanco. e . ,

251. I am s . . .
h peaking of numb by itself ?—Sifton, Glass & Co.
had Dothing for secbigon one.m orone oy ’

232, We . .
: Té you in a position to the tenders as to mainten- Atthat time the
an € position to compare § that time {1
Coce of Section one, at that time, made by Fullor and Sifton, Glass & Yoi Siton. Glass
* reSpectlve]y ?—No & Co. as to main-
: tenance of Sec. 1

alone could not

253. T be compared.

tive vg] hen, the only matter upon which you could compare their 1ela-
Yeos alue was the construction, as far as it relates to section one?—

254, As to that mat ‘ :

: S ter, which was the most favorable to the Govern- Faller's highest
?Sﬁz at that time? Give the figures. For instance, what was Mr. iow aod el
in tﬁ 8 highest offer at that time—the 16th September, 1874—includ- Up toléih Bept.,

i . ® Increase for clearing ?7—$98,750. » $98,2
. 455,

What was Sifton, G| ' ;
in ; lass & Co.’s offer for the same matier—that Sitton, Glass &
ta::: tﬁ“ﬂtmct.wn ?~Sheet number one, prepared by Mr. Flaming, C° soffor $147,880.
8t the gross construction is £107,850,

‘-2Yib; That is the same sheet which shows Mr, Faller’s to be $38,750 ?

287, Ang b . . .
y adding the $60 hat you a t the
$98,150 of which you have gpaken o "5 (0 T 70U BrTive 8

al«i?f y ;‘-l‘ hen, at that time (16th September, 1874) for constrnction

Ol section number one, whi h favorable offer to the
ernment 7M. Fuiler’s?’ which was the most favora
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For construction 259, By how much ?—$9,100.

alone Fuller’s the
most favorable
offer by $9,100.

Up to16th Sept. 260. At that time Sifton, Glass & Co. had made no offer to maintain
Sifton, Glass & R
Co. had made no section one alone ?—Not alone.

offer to maintain
Sec. 1 alone. *

Fuller’s offer to 261. How much at that time was Fuller's offer to maintain section
maiaain Sec- 1 one alone ?—$6,000 for five years, in all $30,000.

years, in all
i)

262. Was it by negotiations subsequent to that period that an offer
was procured from Sifton, Glass & Co. at a lower figure for the main-
tenance ?—I prefer answering that question later.

263. Have you any original documents showing an offer from Sifton, -
Glags & Co. and the terms upon which they would maintain section
number one alone ?—I have a letter from Mr. Fleming dated 13th Octo-
ber, 1874, which relates to the subject.

264. Will you put in either the original or a copy of that letter ?—I

will.
Sifton, Glass &  255. Does it state that Sifton, Glass & Co. charge something additional
$o aekin addl  +4 their construction price—8$107,850 —for maintenance of the line ?7—
tion price $107,850. Y eg,
¥16 per mile per
annum with pro-  266. How much extra do they ask ?—Sixteen dollars per mile per
ance, annum.

267. With or without profits 7 —With profits.

263. At the time of getting that letler the Department understood
that Fuller's tender for the construction was $98,750, including the
increase for woodland, and $30,000 for five years’ maintenance ; that is,
for construction alone Sifton Glass & Co’s tender was $9,100 over Fuller's.
Would this new offer of Sifton, Glass & Co’s turn the scales in their
favor ?—Yes.

269. How much ?—Nine hundred dollars,
If theirprofits for 270~ But they got the profits, which Fuller did not ask for ?—Yes.

five years were

valued at any- 271. So that if their profits were valued at anything over $900 their
thing more than . .

$900 their tender tonder would still be higher ?—Yes.

‘would still be

higher than Ful-

lers. . 272. Have you any idea of the estimate of the Department as to the
profits 7—We have no report on the subject.
Scales thus turn-

ed by correspon- - 273. Then this turning of the scales was made by correspondence in
Jence, with %= October ?—Yes; it may have been betore October.

274. You say that was the first intimation ?—It was reported in
October.

275. And was only communicated to the Department by letter from

Department un- Mr. Fleming ?—Yes.

derstood that

Fuller requested

changed put that :
an )’ a . .

Sifton, Giass &~ 276. Was it upon that turning of the scales that the contract was

Cars*planations awarded to Sifton & Glass 7—The request by Fuller was that his prices

Slons of his ten- should be changed, and the explanations by Sifton were understood to
“‘;:“?g ot sug- be merely explanations of his tender without increasing his price.
of price.
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277. Do you me

Tel .
218. D an understood by the Department ?—Yes. clograih
action‘?:ﬁsd?;tng?‘mrt or letter of Mr. Fleming’s recommend any

2
Siftzg‘, g&::gy Cthf"t Mr. Fleming speaks only of the explanation of Siften, Glus &
to be addeq o 0.8 tender, by which sixteen dollars.per mx!e was NOW made the terms
0t first gagh maintenance ; was that an explanation which he had different from
"xplanat'g ered or understood from their tender? Was it a new schegule extracte
schedy] 1010 of its terms, that is to say, was it different from this ¢3 9% Jhe 7th

280 ; Which you extracted on the 7th of August 7—Yes. N

.Ins

peaking of the $900 of profi differ b
two “1ng of profits as the difference between the
offers, or rather to meet.the differenco between the o offers, did

he ot
ta{) t?‘;:lénl({}’lzde the profits for five years ? In other words, if the pro-

for five years should amount to more than $900, Fuller’s
Offer would be still the lowest ?-— Yes, #00

261, postsncs S
tender aq ‘m(}gw{; ou sa}’,t"?&t, in order to treat Sifton, Glass & Co.’s should be held
. r One, it 18 necessary 1o assume that the five yeary’ thelower neces-
Profits will not be over $900 7—Yes. | TEATE pary to sasume

years' profits
g;;gld not be over
282 . - . .
upoi ;V}I:!age you any original papers from Sifton & Co. as to the terms Letter from 8ir-
<opy of lcl the would maintain the line ?—I have not, but I have a ton; Glass & Co.
1 87% A a letter fropl Sifton & Glass to Mr. Fleming, dated 30th October, they had tendered
) 10 the following effect : for the sopeirue;
“In rep] . . a whole or for
. y to your lette - .
“ing to our ’(eny r of this morning we beg to say that accord- any section

“ Canadia b .der of the 22ad of J aly last for the coustruction of the
por mi nf t}cxﬁc Telegraph, or any section thereof, the average price
Por m'lle o1 woodlgnd was to be $629 per mile, and for prairie $259

« Whichl e.t Vge estimate that there would be 1,485 miles of woodland,

“ would’ l‘: 8629 per mile, would come to $934,065, and that there

“« g189 59; 705 miles of prairie, which, at $259 per mile, would be

“ W ,81 2,91:1 all 81,116,6:60. Our whole tender for the whole work

“ §173 343 &.000, the difference between the two sums, namely,

“ for ﬁ; , being our tender for maintaining the working of the line

“ basod © years. Any portion of the work now awarded to usshould be

« upon this calculation which we estimate at, say sixteen dollars

fer Inile per annum. Contractors are to maintain the work and
eceive the profits of the line.

“ (Signed) SiFToN, GLass & Co.”
283. Please look at the ori ’

A 0 inal tender, and say whether this letter is The original ten-
tg:r:x'o{:lizt:tll’ngtthat theigr offer por mile ipplied not only to Jerdid not apply
. ut 1o secti it P i it line.
applies to the seotion, ions of it ?—I do not find in the tender that it line.

284
Yes

.

- Then in that respect it appears to be incorrect, does it not ?—

285. At the time of i
the rec
accees to the original tender ?e,l

2 i ‘
corrs 8. And it could have been ascertained whether this letter was
oct or incorrect ?—It could.

287. Since we :
that Parted this morning, have you thought of anything
‘_No).'ou would like to add, by way.of explanation, to your evidence ?

2

t of that letter by Mr. Fleming he had
—Yes.
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288. Have you obtainel the Dwight correspondence that you alluded
to ?—We have not yet collected it. /

289. Did Sifton, Glass & Co. get any other contract connected with
the telegraph but this one ?—No.

No tenders Invit- 290, Was any public corr petition invited after July 22nd, 1874, for
faatter July 20d, onders for telegraph work ?— No.

291. 1s there any arrangement with Sifton, Glass & Co. about the
rates which they are to charge on this rection ?—I cannot answer that
question without inquiring.

Correspondence 292, Has there been any correspondence with the Department as to

h i : X 3 .
a8 to the inem. the inefficiency of this section ?— Yes,

clencyofBee-l 293, Hasa report of it been asked for by either House of Parlia-
ment ?—Yes. ’

294. Did you prepare a report for either House ?—Yes.
295. Was it printed ?—No.
296, Have you that report in manuscript ?—We have.

297. Is it connected in the return with other sections ?—The reports
apply to all the sections.

298. Will you produce it as the report called for >—Yes; I now
produce it (Exhibit No. 6).

Contract No. 2,
—Telegraph,
From Living- 299. What was the subject of the second contract ?—It was the con-

slone to Edmon-  gtryction of a telegraph line from Livingstone to Edmonton.

gg:eﬂ 80th Oct., 300, What is the date of the contract ?—30th October, 1874.

Contractor, Rich- 301, What is the name of the countractor >—Richard Fuller.
ard Fuller.

This was partof ~ 302. Was that one of the sections advertised when you asked for
Bec. No, Jasdes- tendera ?—It was not advertised as a section from Livingstone to Ed-
tisement for ten- monton.

ders.
' 303. Was it a part of any of the sections advertised for ?7—It was,

3(4. A part of which secticn advertised for ?—Of section number
three.

Sect. 3 originall . .
ran from Fort. ~  305. As advertised, what was section number three ?—It was from

ga{;gmﬁg,gg}m ,Fort Garry to a point in the longitude of Edmonton.
monton.

306. Have you a list of the tenders which were submitted as to that
section 7—Yes ; I now produce it (Exhibit No. 7).

307. This is attached to several sheets as, I notice, showing the
tenders for all the sections separately ?—Yeos.

Fuller submitted .
lowest tender for 308. Mr. Fuller appears to have submitted the lowest tender for the
e ot inay. Whole of section number three ?— Yes.

included Nec. 1.

Y309. Did section three include originally section number one ?—
es.

He Jd not get 310, Then cen you explain why did he not get the contract for the
whole of section three ?—It was because for that portion of number:
three which corresponds with soction one he wanted a higher price.
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311. H . Telegraph,
- How mych higher ?—Fifty or sixty thousand dollars.

312. T . : Bat if Fuller’
iQCrease,‘;'at Was not considered to be so good an offer, with that Bu uller’s

. 38 . proposal to add
it bad bez; the whole section as you accomplished by dividing it ?—If 160,000 had been

$60,000 tg s Practicable to entertain Mr. Fuller's proposition to add Stertained the

whole would
2 18 tender, the cost of the two sections would have been have been $216,000
$ 1610009 wh

ad of 225,000
ereus the tenders accepted amounted to $225,100. I was
313. wh

which was given.
aceepted f.Y was it considered proper to accept the tenders which were

o or $225,100, instead of this increased offer at $216,000 ?—
amozu;: the acceptance of Mr. Fuller’s tender involved a change in the

31", 1s that in your D for refusing a Such a change
contract, y epartment held to be a reason for g

i . ; itted b
if a man adds anything to his first tender after it is sent in ?— redtice ot e
© practice is that a tender should not be altered after it is sent in,  partment.

th315‘ Do you mean that the Department will not recognize them if
€y are altered ?—No. }

316. That is the general practice ?—Yes,

317. Anddo you give that as & reason for this lower offer having
een refus

ed—Dbecause it i i r the tendors were
Teceived 7. Y or it involved an alteration afte

318. Do you know an i fer to
y reason why this should apply to the second Thinks offe

:ﬁntr?“v and not to the first contrag;;? You will, perhaps, remember ‘areraimtonanco

te:ge;n‘(gctober there was something added to Sifton, Glass & Co’s Was not added to

. . . tender of 8ifton
. 16 & mile for maiutenance —I am not sure that it was added Giass & Co., con-
n that way., trary to rules of
: Department.
319. Spea

Fuller, king of contract number two, you say that was awarded to Contract No. 2

" t I R b d nomin-
conte OW many miles did his contract embrace nominally ?2—That 3ily 500 miles.
act embraced nominally 500 miles.

320. What was the ; joni
. s sum agreed to be paid on constructionin contract.-For construction
Dumber two—Fuller’s contr%ct ?--3117,550. #117,200 agreed on.

321. And how much i ?—Accordi 65,000 in-
his tender $65.000. uch for maintengnce for five years cecording to ien {00 for mal

322. Which makes a total of 7—$180,250, Total, $162.2%.
. l'?%l?;e ﬁnld what had you previously agreed to pay in the aggregate $107,8% agreed to
a

Dbalance of section three to Sifton Glass & Co. under the name Z52tid!e Sitton,
of section one ?—$107,850. gonstruction of |
32  for maintenance

24, And the maintenance ?—8$1217,850, besides profits.
3:3'-55. That was besides profits to Sifton ?—Yes.
wszﬁ' Then, exclusive of profits, what had you accomplished by those Tnas 3310, »
. tr?l contracts as the price for the whole of section throe including con- besides profitate
3 etion 8nd maintenance 2—We were gotting the work executed for ing and main-
10,100, including maintenance. ning Sec. 3.
327. Will yon look i ; .

_— -at the statement of Mr. Fleming respecting one 8. Fleming’s

Ofr":l-e Fejected tenders, by Thompson, who offers to.do the whole of his Statement repres
~ lllon of the line, section three; let us know what his offer was ?— tender for Lhe 000
- the statement Prepared by Mr. Fleming Mr. Thompson's tender is exclusive of
cog;:““t?d 88 being at the rate of $280 a mile, giving & gross sum for °Mces, &o.
the Tuction of $229,000, offices and other matiers not included. - For

mlz";'em“ce $11,200 per annam, which for five-ycars gives $56,000,
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and this added to the previous sum gives $280,000. Time of completion
three years. .
328. Then as far as construction and maintenance are concerned he
offers to do this work for $280,000, without offices ?—Yes.
Waat is $30,000

minus cost of 329. That is $30,000 less than the two contracts which you made ?—
©offices, less than Yes

the price con- *

£racted for.

330. Do you know whether that $30,000 was considered to be the
value, or less than the value, of the offices ?—I must refer you to the
engineer for that information, I am unable to answer it.

331. You mention that he tendered to complete this in three years,
and it is 8o stated in Mr. Fleming's certificate ?—Yes.

332. Have you looked at Thompson’s original tender, or a copy of
it 7—Yes.

P mibro 283, Will you read what the tender says about the time of comple-
Secs. 5and61n  tion ?—It says: “ Inasmuch as the Parliament is quite silent on the
O oS T trorme “ question of time for the completion of the line, or of sections of it,
Jours, and Sec. 4 “1 have decided to submit the following which, however, may, perhaps,
from the date of * be modified upon comparing with the Department. Sections five and
contract. “gix in two years, sections one, two and three years, and section four

“in four years from the date of coutract.”

534. Then the time that he names for this section three appears to
have been fixed upon the ‘condition that he should get five and six ?—
I have given the exact words of the tender.

Nooffer made to 335, Was there any offer made to Thompaon, that you know of, about
{ Bompson. this section ?—Not that I am aware of.

336. Will you produce Thompson’s original tender >—Yes. [Exhibit '

No. 8.]
Fleming's sche- 337, In the schedule to which you have referred, relating to section
Thompson's ten- three, Mr. Fleming appears to show Thompson's tender to be $11,200

por o baum Tor  per annum for maintenance ?—Yes.

maintenance.

Toe wt‘,“g;n"g“gfer 338. Look at the original tender and tell me what his actual offer

tost Ia woodiana_for maintenance is, and read it ?—It is as follows: “I will keep the
o D EeT aent. 1™ ¢ lines in repair for one and one-half per cent. of the cost in woodland,

nam, “ and five per cent, in prairie per annum.”

339. Then his tender for maintenance depends upon the price he
agks for construction ?—Yes.

Further Darticu- 340, What price does he ask for construction through woodland ?—
" Eight hundred and eighty dollars per mile on section number one.
He does not state his price for woodland on section three.

341. And for prairie ?—For prairie on section three, $280 a mile.

342. Does his price at $230 a mile oxtend to the whole of the prairie
on section three or only to that portion beyond Fort Pelly ?—Ouly to
that portion beyond Fort Pelly, which is 550 miles.

343. Have you calculated exactly what his tender asks for mainten--
ance ?—Yes.

344. What is the gross sum that he asks for maintenance ?—
$10,7717.50 per annum.
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345. And for five years ?—$53,887.50.

346. This added to his price for construction, as stated in Mr. Flem-

m§ ::stim.ate, would give what total ?—$227,887.50.
than t.hThls would appear, by that estimate, to be some $32,000 less

® two contracts that you have accomplished ?—Yes.

348, But thi . . . . .
S estima . d tructian 18 & Fleming’s esth
“Pparemly erroneous ?—t’el' eosf: Mr Flemmgs a3 to the cons mate erroneous.

349. The 1 . ’,
e price for construction as really asked by Thompson amounts Thompson’s
toa Cconsiderable sum over that ?—Yes. v v d ‘;:;(ile;f than those
330 H contracted for..
by Th. Ow much larger would the sum be that was really demanded

Ompson apon an exact calcalation ?2~—$114,750.

— — S———

OTrawA, Saturday, 14th August, 1880.

Hexey N. RurraN, sworn and examined : RUTTAN.
By the Chairman : Survefs==Exe=
ploration.
351. What is your occupation ?—Civil Engineer and contractor. Civil Englneer.

ati?' Have you been in the emFonment of the Government of Canada

Y time ?—I was in the employment of the Government in 1868 on
the Intercolonial Railway. poyme

353. After leavi i i 0 S ions noreh o
- Af ing the Intercolonial Railway, were you employed in In 1874 explor
’i’é;4way 1n connection with the Pacific Railwa.,y ?—I was employed in ?2%:83;2%?0?;{
eXploratory surbey batmone oo oo e e Bot River. | T o S
y between the Kay lakes an . gﬁ.kes and Root
ver.

354. During the first peri di

. period had you charge of a party, and in what

:’:m‘ty‘?-—When I left the 1ntex'c§10nial B%ilway Il)was’ in charge of
ction six as Division Engineer of the Intercolonial Railway.

J 3,%5' And on the Pacific Railway ?—In 1874 I was assistant to Mr. T. Assistant toT. J.
M bompson, and in 1875 I had charge of the division ; Mr. Henry {nompsonin Wi;

o, ] in 1875 had cha
cLeod, District Engineer. of division. T TE°

Juiif. What time in 1874 dig you begin operations ?—We began in Began operations

June, 1874,

367, At what point ?— At the Pic River on Lake Superior.

. 358, In what direction did ?2—We proceeded in & westerly Proceeded west-
direction along the shore of iy lgi?:oedNipigon? ¥ eriy to Nipigon.

359. What was the numbe in the parly to which you were Party numbered.
Attached 7— A bout tweliﬂltﬁgﬁfm&?“ e Py d baive”

330. Will you describe thb different positions of the members of the
}l’,‘;" Y, whether they were laborers, engineers or otherwise ?—Mr.
Ompson was the engineer in charge of the party; I was assistant

gggiueer, and the rest of the party consisted of the chain men,axe men

361. You had no animals with you ?—No. | Nosnimals.
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Three months on
shores of lake,
then made instru-
mental surve
from Red Roc.
South Bay of
Nipigon.

Four months in
field.

Thompson pur-
ch supplies
in Toronto and
Collingwood.

How, accounts
kept.

After field work,
office work at Ot-
tawa.

Chalin and axe-
men discharged
after fleld work.

20th May, 1875,
Left Winnipeg as
engineer in
charge of division

362. How long were you occupied in that work ?— We were occupied
about three months in the exploration along the shores of the lake.  We
then mad> an instrumental survey from Red Rock to the South Bay of
Lake Nipigon.

363. How long did that occupy ?—As well as [ can remember about
a month, ,

364. So that during the season you were occupied about four months !
—Yes ; in the field.

365. What was the system for procuring the supplies for such a party
at that time?—The supplies at that time were purchased by Mr.

Tbgénpson, the engineer in charge of the party in Toronto and Colling-
wood.

366. And taken with you or sent on ?—I think they were taken with
—possibly part were taken with us, and part were sent or to Red Rock.

867. Then the engineer in charge made all expenditures upon his
own responsibility ?—He bought, of course, what he thought was
necessary for the survey.

363. Did he exercise his own diseretion in procuring supplies neces-
sary for the expedition?—I think so; I do not think he had any
instructions with reference to the matter.

369. Do you know anything about the mode of keeping the accounts
for that party ?7—We had an officer attached to the party—sometimes
with the party, and sometimes gettin% the supplics—who was supposed
to keep the accounts, and attend to the distribution of supplies on the
line,

370. Who was that ?—A man named Robson or Robinson, I am not
sure which.

371. You took no part in the accounts or the procuring of supplies?
—None whatever.

372. Do you know the letter which would designate that party at
that time in the books of the Department ?—~I do net remember just
now ; I could find it by referring to the report.

373. Besides the time you were occupied in the fleld, were you
engaged a further time in commection with the work ?—After getting
through with the field work we came to Ottawa and made our pland
and reports.

. 374. In the Department of Public Works ? Were you connected
with the Department of Public Works ?—In the Canadian Pacific Rail
way Office; { think it was outside of the Department of Public Works
proper at that time,

375, After the work in the field I suppose the chain men, axe merf
and others would be discharged ?——Yes. . '

376. About what time did you commufce in the next season 2—In
the next season I left Winnipeg on the 20th May, 1875.

377. What was your position in that party ?-.I was engineer i
charge of the division.

378. Who was your assistant, or had you an assistant ?—My first,
assistant was W. McG. Otty.
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- What wag the size of that party ?—During the season there From 2 to%3men

Weax-; over tv"‘mt)’-ﬁve or thirty-five men employed. ::;gyz’:’.’ed duriug
timeg + Do ¥0u mean at one time, or at different times ?—At different
381, What W :
a3 the average strength of the party ?—Sometimes
tw;;;,y five, and sometimes more than thirty-five.

Over what territory di ade the explora- Between Hay
i y did they operate ?—We made the exp ay .
tion between the Hay Lakes, southyofp&imonbon, to the Root River, Jakesand

383. W i —— a8 An exploratory
an explomafoil;a:“*:‘l;egfploratlon, or an exploratory survey ?—It w An oxp

%ig,‘;‘- ]'I)‘hat ig different from the work which you performed at Nipi® Northof Lake Su-

t . rior an instru-
ifferent from the work on the north shore of Lake Superior hrentaisurvey.
18 Was an instrumental survey,

bei'.’385. "The explorations are made without instruments of any kind, I
mel:: € ?—Simple explorations are made without instrumental measure-

g were you employed on this last service ?—The survey Survey commen-
wz‘; :Otmenced on the 11th o{" A?Lgust, and finished on the 13th of &oom i ianad
mber,

18th Nov.
Location Sars
387 W h‘ ai Veys 0
in Winn: v most of the party then discharged ?—The party was hired Instructions
i Winnipeg, and about the 35th of Noversber we loft the noighbor- (Rence ioca-
P?t,tdv:f the Hay Lakes on our return to Winnipeg, but when near Fort Edmonton.
@ re

i \ ceived instructions to return to Edmonton and commence &
ocation survey.

1 388, Did you retarn ?—I went to Carleton to meet Mr. McLeod,
aving my party at Fort Pitt, and retfrned to Edmonton.

tb389: Were the men of your party retained at work, or discharged at
8t time 7—They were retained under pay. They were travelling;
©y Were not at” work,

390. Do you know how long théy were retained under pay travelling ?— Commenced sur-
For the time

necessary to enable us to go from the Hay Lakes to yep fog "

arleton and return to Edmonton, We commenced the survey again
ou the 4th February, 1876,

391, After they got to the point that you describe Edmonton, were
2.‘93’ then discharged ?—No, p&ey were ynot; discharéed. It was very
@icalt to get men there. e cgald not have got men to go on with

W? work if we had discharged those that we had brought from
mmpeg,

392. How long did the: in under pay without work ?—The From 13th Nov.,
anrvey was finished on theyl;:lxnn:;‘nl\]ovembsr,y1875, and commenced 1o 10 4th Feb.,

i 187¢, men whder
aguin on the 4th of F ebruary, 1876. pay and doing na,
- 393. Durin

work.
Work 7y g that intervening period were they under pa{ and not at

5, except at travelliug, They were not at work exploring.
: ey &t one pl h of that time ?—I received instruc-
tions from Mr, McLeod I::ﬁ-il:;ihe party down to Carleton to meet

\m, but instead of

doing t left the pariy where the messeng.r
d us, at Fort Pi g that I le 1;) oA

tt, and went down to Fort Carleton myself. While
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I was going down to Fort Carleton and returning the men were at Fort.
Pitt. :

395. About how long was that 7—About three weeks, I think.

396. For the rest of the period were they at any particular place
resting ?—They wero travelling constantly for the rest of the period.

First responsibt- 397, Upon that expedition who had the responsibility of procuring
T oL drocon™® the supplies ?—The first res;mnsibility rested with Mr. Nixon, ab.
with Mr. Nixon.  Winnipeg, who was purveyor for that district, and there was an officer

of his attached to our party.
398. What was his name ?—Valentine Christian.

399. What was his daty ?—His duty was to look after all the Govern-
ment property, and see that we were kept properly supplied with pro-
visions.

Nixon purchased 400, Do you mean that Nixon had the responsibility of purchasing
Tenbisttion ot fhe Bupplios in the first place ?—Of purchasing supplies upon a requisition
englineer. from the engineer of the party.

401. Then the engineer made a requisition for such articles as he
thought he would require, and Nixon bought them at such prices as he
thought proper ?—Yes.

Prices in no way  402. The prices were not in any way under the control of the engi-

onder control o peering officer ? — No.

Deputy purveyor  403. Who certified the accounts for the supplies received by the
s reserved. "> party ?—The deputy purveyor attached to the party.
404. Then, Valentine Christian could certify ?7—He would satisfy

Mr. Nixon that the supplies were properly received.
405. He would not certify 28 to the price ?—I think not.

‘Witness not re-

quired tocertity 406, Wore you required to certify any amount of money ?—No.
any amounts of

money. .

Nor had he any __407. Then you had no control over the amount of expenditure ?—
oL over Not otherwise than as making a requisition for supplies or provisions

which were necessary for the party.

408. Without re’erence to the price 7—Without any referenco to
the price.

Expedition west 409. Can you say about how long you were engaged in that expedi-
e o Dhek May tion west of Winnipeg ?—1I left Winnipeg in May, 1875, and returned
1878 again in December, 1876.

410. During-that time you were in the field principally ?—Yes.

41]. After that did you retain your connection with the Pacific Rail-
way ?-—Yes.

Afterwards came 412, In what capacity ?—1I came to Ottawa in the same capacity and
made plans.  made the plans of the work that we had done in the field and report.

847;13. Until about what time were you so employed ?—Until April,
1877.

414. So that upon that expedition and the plans connected with it
you were under employment nearly two years ?—About two years.
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Pacifie ﬁg‘l’;aglgt %:adAymll any connection with anyl gvorks on the April, 1975, went
1 —in April, 1877, I went on contract as engineer on Con.15 as en-
or the contractor, Mr. W hitehead. ) gneer for White-
416. How qig

you procure that position ?—Mr, Whitehead wanted an 8.Fleming recom~
:g%lneer,dand, I believe, applied top(h)dr. Fleming for a recommendation, ™ended him.
» + Understand, I was recommended by Mr, Fleming.

:17’ Did you Proceed to work on section 15 ?—Yes. May .o 18
18. About what time?—In May, 1877.

00419' Had any work been then done uFon it >—The work had been Work had been

N commenced in

mmenced jn March, T think, but very little had 'been done. gramrl;szlg;ét&n
b M

420.. At that time had om

plans been prepared showing the location of No meansofmak-~

© line, or the quantities of diff i ing accurate esti-
rti . erent kinds of work, or any other 1ng acourate
Particalars which would enable you to ascertain pretty well what was Guantitlesof work
required ?—There was no

information in the possession of the engineers °2 thf contract.
that would enable one pos! g1

oy to make an accurate estimate of the final
quantities of work on the contract.

bnzzt;{ Had the location been made ?—The trial location had been made, Trial locatlon
Plete © permanent location was not completed, and they had not com- Jent’ibdation not
profiles made. complete, profiles
422, W . . Incomplete.
w kd bat _particulars are generally requisite before commencing
%01- On 8 railway ?—It is generally considered necessary to have a
™Plete Working plan and profile of the contract work to be done.

423. What is a working plan ?—'The working plan is a plan of the

con;;try’ showing the exact location of the line of railway.
4. Was there any such plan when you went there ?—The line has Line changea
:)ﬁen Changed several times s];nce, and t{l’ere was no plan at that time several times.
OWing the work as finally done.
425. Was there an i i vl tuall
- ¥ working plan at that time of any line actually
located ?—There was a plan 0%31" located line.

426, Was there any i h 1 ted 2—I
Y profile of a located line as there loca Never furbished
:annOt answer that qnesI;ion, but I can say that I was not able to get a Jith profile ot
cgmplete profile of the line. The contractor was not furnished with a
mplete working profile of the line.

427, Do

: you know whether there was such a thing in existence ?—1I Believes no such
helieve there was not. I believe that the levels Were not sufficiently *"106 existed.
advanced to enable them to make a working profile.

428. Besides this worki hich tion, Cross-sectiont
. ing plan and the profile, which you mention, Cross-sectiontng
ls:.lt Tecessary or usual to h%v}:; the line cross-sectioned ?—It is neces- §oT%H ealcutate
TY 1o order to enable them to calculate the quantities of material, tbe quantities.

429. What does cross-section; takin ti
- oning mean ?—1t means ing & section
‘t)lf the ground at right angles t;ntghe centre of the line. The profile. of

Sentre of the line is & longitudinal section. Short sections taken
3% right angles to that are crogs-secﬁons. ]

430. Can quantities be estimated oven approximately without cross-

dons g I—Not u is perfectly level; it could not be
done op gontract u{less the ground is perfectly level;

431. Was the ground not ] ; h Ground ver
. level?—No ; the ground was very roug 2
on contract lb—yery much broken., ! g , ’ rough.
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Cross-sections 432. Then was it possible to form any approximate estimate ef the

taken in the fall ¢ yaptities at the time the work was commenced ?—I think that.
nd winter of 1876, A A . .

from which ap- ~ approximate cross-sections were taken in the fall and winter of 1876

proximate quan- fr.5m which an approximate idea of the ‘quantities could be arrived at.
433. Was that after the work had been commenced ?—Before.
Did not get a 434. Were you furnished with any of the particulars given by those

e anti plans?—We had never been furnished with a complete working plan.

months after e did not get a complete working profile until several months after
work was com- . d befor .
menced. the work was commenced, and it was commenced before we got any

cross-sections.

Governmenten- 435, Did you ask for these particulars from the engineer in charge?
gineers refused to 1di
glve information. — id,

436. What was his answer 7—He was away from the contract when
I arrived there, and I first asked the assistants for the working plan
and profile of the section.

437. Who were the assistants ?—Mr. Fellowes, Mr. Kirkpatrick and
Mr. McNabb. Mr. Fellowos told me that he could not give me any
information until Mr. Carre returned, and Mr. Kirkpatrick and Mr.
McNabb told me that they had no plan or profile of the work made;’
that as soon as they made one they would bo glad to give me a copy.

438. When you saw Mr, Carre did you ask him ?—I did.

439. With what resuit ?—He said that his assistants were quite
right in refusing to give me any information, and that he did not
intend to give me any of the information that I had asked for about
the work. I specified all the information that I required, and wrote.
to Mr. Carre asking for it.

440. Was this answer to you in writing or verbal ?—His answer was
verbal.

441. How were you first made aware of the character of the work
that you were required to do? How was it pointed out to you what
the contractor had to do ?—There was & line cleared for the telegrapb
construction, and over a portion of that the location stakes were 1n,
showing the centre line of the railway.

4 2. Then the information given to the contractor was by something
on the ground ?—Yes. '

443. Not in the shape of plans or writings or papers ?—No.

444. Were levels given indicating the grade ?—The grade pegs were
put in for us at the commencement of cuttings on the ground. .
445. Then you had the line grade ?—Yes.

446, Shown on the ground ?—Yes.

Allignments and  447. Was that line adhered to throughout the contract ?—The align-
grades chang®  ments and grades have both been changed in several places. ;
Iostructed to 448. Were you led to understand how the water stretches were to be

Toake a rock batg crossed ?—We were first instructed to fill up the water stretches with.
bankments in the rock taken from the cuttings and make a rock basis in the water
stretehes- gufficiently wide to carry an earth embankment.

449, Filled up solidly ?—Yes.
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45). About when were those instructions given to you ?—I think 1,

have a lotter fro

: tiSept., 1977,
m Mr, Carre containing those instructions, dated about Werhe: Jo5
Y or June, 1877,

~ukment at
2 280 lnagho
. : ‘ay asat -
451. Do I understand that they were the first instructions ?19 mwtel:‘: ception.
mode of Crossing the water stretches 7—Mr. Carre wrote that they
1he ouly instructions that he was aware of at the time. .
452. Then they were the first that you had communicated to you
—Yes; the first communicated to us. hes
453. And that was 10 make a solid rock basis across water stretche
wid

@ enough to support an earth embankment ?—Yes.

i bable
454. Would the width of it depend upon the height of the probs
embankment, ?—Yes; the higherptbe embankment the greater the width
of the rock basis, ~

455. Then the probable height of the embankment has been com-
tunicated to you by those grade pegs 0—Yes.

. ° 0=
456. Was there a scale given to you to work bzr, showin Wh;‘t w:dzl; g}f&;‘d"&}' e ™
Would be required for any particular height ?--No; but the n; e(:ipgs ") gelghtof the
the embankment, were fixed and the width of the base depe po

the height of the embankment.

457. How were the slopes fixed >—The standard slope for carth
embankments is one and a half to one.

458. Then you have it fixed by contract ?—Fixed by specification.
459. Attached to the contract ?—Yes.

- k b much
460. Were you at that time led to undemtaudl th::l;h&m ;51(23:#6 i‘,’ﬁ;} ﬁ,?é Becor
Tnents were to be of solid earth ?—We were merely _ : \® sary for tre
Yock basis sufficiently wide to carry an earth bank. Had the rock basis
e 1ntended fo

r trestle work only, it would not have been necessary to
make them nearly so wide.

i i i i 877, appear to
481, Then did those instructions in May or June, 1 !
Indicate that it was a base not for the support of trestler;vo‘: ::’e(limtz f(!));
the support of an earth egbankment ?—The base was req
made wide enough to support earth embankments.

~ 462. Were the bases put through the water stretches as solid rock
bases ? —No. ,

d
- in order to make those bases, we Not consldere

W::I?i thlLybgg: ?oblli;‘:ia:os?xzz atlll'?h;nro?k on the contract at wg;{y fev‘; ;&“&?g“”; Py

Points, carrying the rock from cuttings over interme%urt.:‘;iryrm3;;a all:l d

Placing the material in the water. 1t was not consi ?1 o & aaticable

%0 do that as it would have taken a very long time,

enormous expense. No contractor could have stood the expense.

i i Englneer-in-

: i ined ; was it ascertained by the The n.

conmct%g‘my)mg’“a: :.suai?;it:::ggior by the Government engi« :63&3;: :mg?’ﬁn“:.’,“
Deer ?—We spoke to the Government engineer about it.

465. Do you mean yourself, or you and the contractor ?—I mean the
Contractor and myself

466. To whom did you speak ?—To Mr. Carre.

467. Who was Mr. Carre 7—He was tho division engineer in charge
of the work on the part of the Government.
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and winterof 1§
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Did not
comple
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went on under
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gl&clng rock as
ases in the
water stretches

g Phcer took no
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468, About what time did you communicate that to him ?—~Immedi-
ately upon receipt of his letter of instructions we mentioned to him
that it was not practicable o do the work in that way; that we felt
sure there was not rock enough in all the cuttings on the line to fill upr
the water stretches as he had directed us.

469, About what time of the year would that be ?—May or June,
18177, '

470, Did he take any action upon your communication ?—No imme-
diate action that I am aware of.

471. Did you proceed upon your own idea of what would be best ?—,
No; we proceeded upon his instructions to place the rock cuttings
that was near those water stretches in the water, forming the

near the cuttings. approaches.

July, 1877, Rowan
visited work, and
gave authority to

fill up Lake De-
ception wich
earth, protected
by narrow rock
walls,

This was a decid-

«d change in the
character of the
work.

These directions

given verbally to

472. You say that he took no immediate action upon your communi-
cation ; when did he take action upon it ?—No immediate action was
taken by him, and we went on under his instructions, placing the cut~
tings near the water as solid bases.

473. Were any different instructions communicated to you authoriz-’
ing a different kind of construction ?—I think in the latter part of July,’
1877, Mr. Rowan, inspected the work and then gave us anthority to fill
up Lake Deception with earth, protecting the slopes of the embank-
ment with narrow rock banks.

474. Was this a decided change in the character of the work from
which Mr. Carre had first directed ?—It was.

475. Were these directions from Mr. Rowan in writing ?7—No; the
directions were given verbally by him, in Mr, Carre’s office, in the,
presence of Mr. Carre and Mr. Whitehead.

476, To whom ?—To Mr. Charles Whitehead, as the contractor’s

Chas. Whitehead. agent.

Rowan did not
direct that the
embankments
throughout
shounld be rock
protected.

In Sept , 1877,
began making
the side protec-
tion walls.

477. Were you present ?—I was.

478. Did those new instructions apply to the whole of the work or:
only to particular localities ?—The instiuctiams relative to filling up the
embankments with earth applied to the whole of the work as far as
earth could be procured. Mr. Rowan's instructions to us were that we
should borrow all the earth that we could in order to make up the
embankments,

479. Do you mean his instructions at that particular time ?—At that
particular time during his inspection of the work.

480. Do I understand that through all the water stretches Mr. Rowan
&li\}recbed you to make rock protection banks instead of solid bases ?—~
0.

481. Then to what were the instructions limited ?—The only definite
instructions given by him with reference to that referred to Lake
Deception at that time. ’

482. Were these instructions confirmed in any way to you either by
Mr. Rowan or anyone else aflerwards ?—In September, 1577, we began
making the side protection walls instead of full embankments, under
the direction of the engineers.

483. Which enginoers ?—The engineers in charge of the work.
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oo o
4 . ruc. O IR— L
42: ‘J‘;ho Were they ?—Mcr, Carre was immediately in charge. tract Ne, 15.
ecep'ﬁolllq‘,ih%se instructions apply to any other places besides Lake In Sept., 1577,

e8; in September, 1877, we commenced making 8N embankment at
[ )
ogﬂt)gzli)met-‘t at Station 2':11)0 in that way., The fact of having the rock Jtation 20 in the
across wutsl‘de of those embankments instead of placing it all the way Lake Deception.
intel‘medqu d not Decessarily alter the first instructions, because the
e .mte portion might be filled up afterwards. :
483 Either with rock or earth ?—Yes.
. O they might be u , vons
sed 'k 2—They could Rock protection
Dot be used for tresgue to support trestle wor y

could not be used
there work, because they would be so far apart that for trestie work
Tould be water mediate spaces
488, But th were filled 1n.

between them. unless the inter-
ey coul : . . . v
trestle work ?-ZYe: d, by filling in the intermediate places, be used for

489. Then the outside points on the top of the bases would not be

f . .
“gtih‘:;] Apart than if the original instructions had boen carried out?—
» they would be the same distance apart.

a‘ll:?so - The openings wera the intermediate places between those outer
o8 » 8nd they were left vacant instead of being filled with rock ?—

491. Have you apny r i . d in-

: . y reason to know whether Mr. Carre, in September, Carre had in
g:‘i;}:ﬁt‘i‘;ﬁ};gﬂs gor.n Izmy superior officer to alter the original character .Z'g;r%ti‘%z ‘t:é:e
tions in J —NNo; I have not. Mr, Carre told me that he got instruc- Jorre¥ A= the
on the whn¢, 1877, from Mr. Rowan, to borrow all the earth he could

0 ® work to make up the embankments.
mi4gh2t: u?tig did his telling you that lead you to understand that you

lieve t; ® that change in" the progress of the work ?—It led us to
work at il was understood the change was to be made—that the
a8 to be carried on in that way.

493. That was in J une, 1877 ?-—Yes.

P:(~9t4. Wajs t!m'e:, at any time while yon were connected with the con- No further fn-
mUQt’ A0y intimation on the part of any Government officer that you trestie work was
no fm}:;o“de trestle work, as mentioned in the contract ?—There was tobe provided as

er intimation than the contract itself that I am awsare of. per contract.

495, Iam asking whether any of the officers directed you to fulfil

the contract .
generally, a8 to trestle work ?—No ; that is, not as to trestle work

There were special trestles provided for the passage of
Zimé'ﬂi’i&f which they gave us bills of timber and which they instructed

496, It w

Which muld“;g:iginally intended that all the works left in the fillings, Jrig'eal Intenc

UP with woodmy :J: made up with material on the line should be filled by wooden super-

commenced

perstracture, was it not 7—Yes. Yolasin the.
497, Wh . fllings.
directeq «)MtI rgeatxato ask is, whether the engineers in charge over Englneers-in
708 to do that accordi he contract 7—They never directed )
us to bmﬂl any trestle w. ing to the co y directed contrac

ork except that required for the passage of the tor to build

Streams, of which I have spoken. trestle work save

498 over streams.
4%. Would that be bujlt up to formation line ?—Yes. %E?{;zgt%: 1 the
. » Were there diffe P . Zngineer in
rences of opinion between you and the engineers Chargediffered as
™ charge as to measurements and l:pmnt.itiez; b Ay g

in ciassification
of material.
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Engineers con-
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stones under
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feet were 10 be
reckoned as
earth,

Contractor
always claimed
that loose rock
was under-esti-
mated.

Further conten- )

tions.

It was agreed
with Marcus
Smith that such
excayvations
should be allowed
as loose rock.

500. Was that from the beginning or did it commence later >—The
differences between us-were as to quantities in classification of material
and not in measurement.

501. What was the difference in your opinions?—The most serions
difference was that in regard to loose rock. :

502. What was your contention ?—Our contention was that the
specification meant that we were to be paid for loose rock as loose rock,
and the contention of the engineers was that we were to be paid for
all stones under a certain size as eurth.

503. What was the size they claimed ?-—They claimed that the
gpecification meant that we were not to be paid for any stone uunder
fourteen cubic feet in size.

504. All under that would be called earth ?—Yes.

505. And your claim was what ? —That when those boulders occurred
in masses by themselves without any 'mixture of earth, they were
covered by the specification, which says that we should be paid for all
loose rock whether in situ or otherwise, that can be moved with facility
by hand, pick or bar without fixing any size for stones. They contended
that where those cuttings occurred they should measure every stone
under fourteen feot, and pay us for it as earth.

506. Did the difference in classification result in a large reduction of
your claim for work ? — We always claimed that they under estimated
us in loose rock, and about a year ago, I think, the engineers deducted
a large quantity of loose rock from the amounts which they had pre-
viously returned, making the differences still greater.

507. Did you also differ about the rock which was outside of the
cuttings, as described by the specitications 7—Yes.

508. As to that rock which came off in the excavation, was there any
difference between you and the engineer in charge?—Yes; the specifica-
tion provides that the contractar shall be paid for the removal of all
slides which occur in rock cuttings according to the class of material
to which it may apEear to the engineer to belong. On section 15 the
rock was very much broken and the seams are often perpendicular or
over hanging into the cutting, so that when a portion of rock in the

rism is removed that behind it overhangs and slides into the cutting.

e claim that we should be paid for the excavation of that rock.

509. As loose rock or solid ?—It was agreed that we should claim only
loose rock for it. At firet we claimed solid rock for it; afterwards when
Mr. Smith was on the line he said that we should receive ouly at the
rate of loose rock for it, and we agreed to it.

510. Before that, had there been any understanding between youn and
the engineer in charge as to what you should be paid for this
material 7—No ; up to that time it was always a matter of contentinn.

511. Then the agreement between you and Marcus Smith was that
this material should always be estimated as loose rack ?—Yes; we had
before that claimed that we were entitled to be paid for solid rock if it
was & cutting in solid rock. : .

512. Before that time how did the engineer in charge claim that that
ought to be estimated to you ?—They did not estimate it at all for us.
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N\'Q_g\
Wailwey Cone
‘ . structfen—: on=
&tsallig. Did they not return it as earth ?—No ; they dil not return it **°¢ ao-15.
Until -
mg}{t ?Do Yvou mean that it was omitted absolately from the measure- ment with S
—Yes.

Euﬂueer omlitted
such rock from
measurements.

duiﬁ Had you removed it from the embankments ?—Yes; under the Materlal placed
Were n(l)rtlstrucuon.s of the engineer. We ‘1-eq.uested permission, if we ;.m({er I“J‘gggleer’s
inga to be paid for that rock, to waste it either on top pf the cut- instruc
eg Or at the mouth of the cuttingy, but under their strict instructions

swere told to place it in the embankments.

16. Then do you mean that although it was made available for the Yet he refused to
ei”{f::kments, they refused to allow iti; to you under any classification ? %%%‘:&Q&%g

ang]g-' Haq there been an unpleasant feeling between the contractor
men 18 enimeer, on one part, and the engineers acting for the Govern-
ton the other part 2—Yes; we considored that they were not

Sating us fairly.

no!ti]ts' Was it about any other matters >—We considered that they did On | three points

abo :eat us at all fairly in regard to giving usengineering mfox:npatlon tended that Govt.

tr at the line, in regard to giving us bills of timber and quantities for Eggg‘,’;" acted
estles for the passage of streams and in the classification of loose rock, )

10 not paying us for the rock outside of the slope.

519. What gi . .
' 1 . ifference do you estimate in the amount that was due to Thinks in April,
i{:‘n:val(\lltehead under his contract and the amount which the Gover ﬁ,’,%ﬂ%ﬁ’éﬁ_
360,000."""“’" to be due?—In April last,  think, it amounted to abopt %0 mote than
52

o 0. And has that amount been witheld from Mr. Whitehead by the
Wh.‘:mment?—Part of that amouut had been previously paid Mr.

i . i .
paid ::1:3{1 and it was subsequently deduc‘ted; a part of it they never

Wi?'l. At the end of the transaction in April, do you claim that Mr.
\Yl;:head was entitled to about $60,000 more than he had received ?
th522. Does that difforence arise principally from this classification of Claim for $6,060

me Material in cuttings, or loose rock ?—From the classification of classification of

aterial ; . . . . -
ral in cattings and from the rock outside of the slopes in solid Raterlal in ot
Cuttings, outside.

823. Is there an i i i ‘
iffere. y other matter about which there is any serious The measure-
?;g"encﬁ between you and the engineer in charge ?—Not as to quan- ™°"t* 267e%:
59;4, 1 think the measurements agree pretty well. _
+ Did Mr, Whiteh i hi tract ?—No : In April, 18%,
t Jar. ead continue to complete his contrac o
ke Work, since April last, has been carried on by the Government. ’ Ei’iv:gﬁ?:w'?:
1 )?3]5 Did he give up the work, or was it taken out of his hands ?—
52:5\‘9 1t was taken out of his hands.
» Who was the fi i icated to the id 1
t @ first engineer who communics you the idea In July, 1877,
hat the trestle work wonld ﬁot. ‘be required ?—I do not know that that B el ired
My, Rorication was ever made to us in that way, but we were told by il the sarts, por,
‘Q“fres Wan, in July, 1877, to borrow all the earth that we could in lieu in embankments.
cart), tle work. ‘He said that it was Mr. Fleming’s desire that all the :
Possible should be placed in the embankments. '
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527. What do you mean by borrowing earth ?—Procuring it else-
where than in excavations necessary for purposes of the railway proper.

528. Is it off the line of railway always ?—It may be off tho line of
railway or off the prism of the cuttings tbrough which the railway runs.

529. In either of those cases, would it be called borrowing ?—Yes;
if it is outside of the prism of the cuttings it would be called borrowing;
anything inside of that would be called line cuttings.

530. Is earth sometimes borrowed from places at the sides of the
work where there is no cutting; I mean, by making pits ?—Yes.

531. So that borrowing muy be where there is no cutting at all ?—

Yes; where there i3 no cutting otherwise necessary for purposes of the
railway.

532. Did it happen on this section that earth was borrowed where
there was no catting 7—Yes; we made several borrow pits.

533. What is the general character of the soil along the line as
Jocated ?—The country generally is very rocky with deposits of sand in
places.

534. Then the soil, whatever soil there may be, is principally sand ?
—Yes.

535. Is sand good material for filling ?—1It is considered very good
material for embankments. ’

536. Better than ordinary earth ?—There are different kinds of sand,
some kinds of sand may be better than ordinary earth for embankments
and others not 50 good as ordinary earth.

537. Is the sand that you find in that country good ?—It is generally
of good quality.

538. As good as ordinary earth ?—I think so.

539. When you first went up there did you ascertain whether there
was much material which could be borrowed, or not?—We saw, upon
our first inspection of the line, that we could borrow all the material
necessary for making the embankments.

540. Without trestle 2—Yes.

541. And has the result shown that opinion to be correct?—It has.

542. Then, from the beginning, was it your opinion that there was n¢
necessity to introduce trestle work, because earth embankments could
be made from the immediate locality ?—Yes.

543. Do you know anything about the western ond of section 16
being higher than the grade as arranged for the eastern end of sec-
tion 14 7—The character of the country on the western end of gection
15 and the eastern end of section 14 is the same.

544. What I mean is this—it is intimated in some of the papers
which have been before Parliamentary Committees, that there was 8
great deal of filling required to raise the eastern end of section 14
so that it might coincide with the western end of section 15. Do
you know anything about that matter ?—I do not understand it. The
grade at the junction of the contracts is the maximum grade allowed

on the work.” It would not be possible to get any lower on contract 14
with that grade.
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o tracts 14 & 15.
end "f-_ Did Mr. Whitehoad undertake to do any work on the eastern whitehead

ar(()i’ section 14 ?—Yes; he undertook to do a portion of Sifton & undertook the 14
8 contract, immediately adjoining section 15. adjoining 15
548, ¥y . . ?oz::aagt trans-
Wag gy O whom did he take that contract ?—I think the contract [rrecaF 0Tt
S lransferred by the Government from Sifton & Ward to Whitehead. hWe:adto White-
eng‘;‘,z; Are You aware that the quantitios estimated by the Government Wiiness does not

e M . R think the grade
eastern '8, were unexpectedly raised by changing the grade of the ofi4 was raised

end of section 14, so that it might coincide with the western to correspond
en L g h 15.
g of section 15 ?—I am’ not aware that that could be done. it
is 0‘::8- Are you not aware that it was done >—I am not. The country

: the same character at the junction of the contracts,
49. Then ti .
&rades wouly you say that it was known from the beginning where the

Shon meet ?—I cannot say that, but I do not sce why there
houlq be any reacon why the grades st’lould not meet.

|3
950. You are not aware that any such opinion was entertained ?—No.
851. You never heard of it 2—No.

35‘2" Did it happen, either on the eastern portion of section 14 which
and tl“;ll{:)ehead undertook, or on section 15, that muskegs were drained

otto : —
Subsideg 7 ms subs'ded ?—You mean that the surface of the muskeg
bﬁf No; T mean that after drainage the earth would sink at the After muskegs
the r!;?l 50 83 to make a lower surface of earth?—Yes; the section of jocality cove
owe Way shown after the drainage of the muskeg was very much by themvery =
¥ than was shown before the drainage.

5 before.
554. The earth at the bottom of the muskeg ?—Yes.
55. Were there some muskegs drained which had that effect ?—Yes.

556. In many p] i
sov Y places ?2—On the eastern half of section 14 there were Sev¢ral large
eral large muskegs that subsided in that way. 4 eastemyend of 14

857, Would it b . . subsided.
line 1t be possible to follow that altered surface by the railway

» OF Was it necessary to fill i iginal li de 2—If i
was { Y it up to the original line grade it
plaaz;n:ﬁzded t0 make the embank{’nent. a cer%ain height in the first

’

absolute Leight of that embankment might be reduced to
€orrespond with the lowered muskeg. ¢

w a?igilhoqt interf‘ering with the line ?—Yes; because the muskeg
better th:ns:l;ie after drainage and would support an embankment

559, Do t muskeg would,
Whera v 0. Y00 mean that the formation line might have been lowered, Formation lineof
wit%’:uz‘lu&kegs were drained, beyond what was originally intended bave baen o

n .10: egémg the efficiency of the line?—Yes; they might have m:{é';“z,’,’,?“
intended.er and an embankment made of the height originally (r‘gi.i):gln cg:;l&hont..
[ ncy -

’ 60 W as tha i
) * t dOnO it w ined ?—
awm that it . : hose f:nnskegs that were draine I am not

561, D . - O osera thiat
'“"de't.hrg ¥ 0‘:1 think that an unnecessary height of embankment was emgnngp;g:: od
that the e:\%gntf:;se muskegs ?—It is the opinion of some engineers ‘irorse, were

. . T
3 ents are unnecessarily high. sarily high.



. RUTTAN 34

Railway ¢on-
:truculo‘n— ggn-

racts & . .
562, For the reason that you have given ?—Yes.

Witnets of the 563. Is that your opinion ?— Yes.

same opinion.
564. The line over section fifteen as located at present is near the
cdge of what is called the Laurentian formation, is it not? —Yes.

The wholeof Sec. ~ 565. All the distance of section fifteen, or only part of it?—The

anetin Leuren- whole of section fiftesn lies in that Laurentian country,

Most difficuitand 566, Is that a good formation on which to build a railway ?—It is

ra |wn:}§u{;3m. one of the most difficult,

967. And about expense 7—And the most expensive.

Had locationof . 568. Is there any other formation near that line more favorable
been more sonih. Which couid have been adopted >—If the location of the railway had

griy 1t would been kept further to the south on section fifteen, the line would have
ave left the .
rocky country  left the rocky country much sooner than it does on the present loca-

sooner. ti on.

Describes a more 569, Can you state the locality at which it might have been diverted
le Tnefrons-  with advantage ?—By diverting from the present line near Keewatin
Keewatin 0 and running from there along the north shore of Clear Water Bay of
pes. Lake of the Woods, from there south of Crow Lake, from which point

the line might go due west to the Red River, a large portion of the

rocky coantry, some ten or twelve miles might have been avoided.

570. Have you ever estimated how much less a line over that route
would cost than the line over the route adopted ?—I have not.

$500.000 to 8750000 571. Have you formed any general opinion without an exact
. ZT&%‘S;‘ Taoern. estimato ?—Taking into consideration the difference in the character of
¢rly diversionof the country, I should think that from a half to three quarters of a

Ine- million dollars less would have built the southern than the northern
route.

Working expen-  572. Would the expense of working the line after it was built be

hes would be less. oreator or less on the southern route ?—As the southern route would
be freer from curves than the northern route, the working expenses
would be less.

The southernline 573, Have you any idea of the comparative distance?—The map
Rat Portage and Shows that the southern line would be the shorter of the two and
the meridian of would connect more directly with the line south of Lake Manitoba.

‘Winnipeg.
574. Do you mean to Red River it would be shorter >—No; because
the Red River bends to the east farther north.

576. Between what points do you mean that it would be shorter ? —
Between Rat Portage and the meridian of Winnipeg.

576. Where do you live now ?—In Winnipeg.
577. Have you lived there long ?—For about three months.

578. Before that, where did you live 7—Before that I lived at Cross

Telegraph Con= Lake, on contract 15.
straction—Con-
tract No. 1.

In 1876 found it 579, Have you any means of knowing whether the telegraph line
Tossge mic'®  from Winnipeg west—say to Fort Pelly—is generally in good working
lelegraph line  order or not?—When 1 was west, in 18'16,% found it very difficult 10

Fort Pelly. get a message through to Winnipeg. The lines were down sometimes

Lines d .
weersatator, for weeks at a time.
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580. Was that on account of any inefficiency between Fort Pelly and i ateributed to
Wmnipeg ?— It was said to be on account of the line through the muskegs, in

;A which 1t 1s dif-
muskegs between Fort Pelly and Winnipeg. cult 1o fix a pole

firmly.
581. How would the muskegs mal;o a difficulty ?—It is difficult to
get a pole down firmly in muskeg. ; :

552, Why is it dificult ?—On account of the soft nature of the soil,
and the quantitity of water in it.

583. Have you ever been over that line yourself ?—No.

. 584, What is the general opinion in the community about the effi- Genera: opinion

lency of that portion of the line ? Have you any means of knowing ?— thatline s very
® opinion is that the line is very inefficient. I hive been told by

one of the foromen who built a portion of the line just beyond the

Darrows of Lake Manitoba, that very often their poles would go twenty

twenty.five feet in the muskeg without touching bottom, and that
M:"g was no means of their bracing the poles so as to make them

nd.

Ties—-Contract
No, 59.

585. Have you any knowledge of any other contract made on ac- Whitehead, Ryan
count of the Pacific Railway ?—Yes; Messers. Whitehead, Ryan and &Ruttan, con-
Tyself entered into a contract this spring to deliver 100,000 ties on the 100,000 ties.

'ne of rajlway,

586. On what part of it ?—On contract fourteen. On Con. 14,

¢ 587. Do you know the number in the Department, of your con-
Tact ?—Contract number fifty-nine,

. 588. What was the subject of your contract ?—The delivery of 100,000
168 on the line of railway on contract fourteen.

& 589, What part of the country did that cover ?—The country imme- Delivery tobe

. over country im-
ate]y east of Red River. mediately east of

Red River.
590. Were you to deliver them at any particular spot on the line ?— To be delivered

0; merely on the line of railway where they wore got out of the '9n Mne of rail-

oods, from woods.

591. At what rate were you to be paid ?—At 27%c. At 271 cta.

592, Subject to any conditions as to price ?—Subject to the Govern- subject to Gov-
Ment stumpage, ernment stump-

age.
593. Of how much ?—I do not know the amount.

¢ 594, Has this contract been fulfilled ?—Ye<; we completed the con- Contract com-
ract early in April. fslgof:ed in April,

595. Then the matter has been closel between you and the Depart- The matter not
ent ?—The matter has not been closed. closed.;

596. Why not ?—On the 7th of April, after we bad completed the Ties were re-
°°“t“8c’t, Mr. Rowan wrote us statinpg t’hat he had forward‘e)d the in--fr‘fg)eg:%t:.’m ‘
Or's report to Ottawa and that the 100,000 ties had been delivered.
fl'():l;etlme afterwards he informed us that he had received instructions
“don Ottawa to have the ties reculled and re-cstimated. He had this
ori ® with thq result of throwing out 4,000 of the ties which he had

€inally estimated and which he said in his letter to us were delivered.

3%
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" Ties—Contract
No. §9.

Third Inspection.

Sub-contractors
paid on 100,000
ties.

Balance of 6,000
or 37,000 still due.

Rowan’'s letter
Eave impression
hat his first in-
spettion was
absolute.

Reilway—-Con-
tract No. 15.

Not enough tim-
ber on Sec. 15 to
build trestle
work.,

Character of
eountry must
have been well
known before
line located on
Sec. 16,

597. Has that prevented the matter from being closed 7—We did
not accept that estimate of the ties, and they are now again being re-
culled by another man.

598. For your benefit ?.—No; ty the Go\ernment,

599. That is, then, a third idgpection ?—A third inspection is now
going on. \

600. At first, 1 understand, you had a certificate from him that the
contract was filled and the ties were satisfactory 7—Yes; the certificate
was got from Mr. Rowan for the purpose of using it in the bank,

601. Why in the bank ?— The bank required some authority to
enable us to get the money to pay the men. Our ties were got out by
sub-contract, Our agreements with the sub-contractors were that we
should pay them for ties as acceptel by the Government: anything
not accepted by the Government we wounld not pay them for. On Mr.
Rowan's certificate, our sub-contractors claimed payment for that num-
ber of ties.

602. What number ?—The numbor certiied by Mr. Rowan, 100,000,
and we paid them on his certificate.

603. Do you mean that you are not able to plice yourself in the
same position in consequence of their not being tinally accepted by the
Government ?7—There i3 a balance of s1x or seven thousand dollars still
due us on that contract.

604. And is that the dispute between you and the Department on
account of this subsequent inspection 7—Yes.

605. At the time of this first inspection upon which you paid your
sub-contractors, was it not understood with Mr. Rowan that it was only
a temporary arrangement and for your benefit, so that if it was subse-
quently ascertained that the ties were not all there the whole amount
should not be claimed ?—Not at all. His letter to us conveyed the
impression that the contract had been completed and the estimates for-
warded to Ottawa for final action in the Department.

606. There was no understanding between you and him that it was
done for your benefit temporarily ?7—Certainly not.

607. You understood it to be an absolute acceptance for the falfilment
of the contract ?—Certainly ; otherwise we should not have paid our
sub-contractors until the final estimate had been made.

608. Is there any other matter within your knowledge relating to
the Pacific Railway which you think should be mentioned 2—Not that
I am aware of. ‘ :

~

609. Do you know whether there was sufficient standing timber on
section 15, suitable for trestle work as originally mentioned in. the
specification ?—No; there was not ‘enough timber on the contract to
build the trestle work. i

610. Referring to the kind of country over which section 15 had been
located, was it well known before the location of the line ?—It must
have been known, the surveys had been in progress for some years in
that section of the country.
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Railway Con-

straction— Comn- -

tract No, 15,
611. Were there any trails over thatsection ?——Two or three surveyed Surveyed Iines as

lines had been made, and there were also trails. iy 88 trails had

612, What do you call trails ?—Trails are paths through the woods
Or lakes which are usually travelled.

613. For pedestrians or horses ?—Not necessarily for horses.

i 614. Then there had been a track through that country before the
0@ was located 7—Yes ; for the surveys.

615. Would there be any difficulty in ascertaining the amount of Nodificulty in

¢arth that conld be obtained for the fillings ?—1I should think not. amount of earth
to be obtained for
the filling up.

616. Do you know where it was expected that the timber would be poes not know
80t for trestle work on section 15 if the timber was not on the section Where the timber
or . or trestles was
near it 2—I1 do not. expected 1o be

biained,
Ra(:;lg' Have you been over this southern line that you spoke of from oviaine
or

al tage ?—I have seen the line in several places, and I have been
. "lﬂg the water, alon% Clear Water Bay, on Shoal Lake, and by the
alcou River, and up Falcon Lake.

618. But not on the immediate logption ?2—No.

it 819. 1s it the same geological formation as the other line ?~Part of Abproaching
F ‘]5 the same, but the country is not so rough, and as you approach intoopen country

&lcon Lake you sooner get into the open country on the southern line. i1 the southern
§20. How much sooner—by twelve miles or thereabouts ?—I should Foomer:

think aboyt, that,

Telegraph—
Contgract No.l.

TOUSS I H H 1 —
AINT TRUDEAU'S examination continued : TRUDEAU-

tioim-“Upon the first day of your examination I asked you this ques-
cont Do you think that the reason why the Department gave this
Sm; t‘i;‘ct to Sifton, Glass & Company was that they thought Waddle &
m; Were about to fail to comply with the terms of their contract for
av“’“ five?”  You made some allusion to a report of Mr, Fleming’s ;
by ?.you anything to say further now that will elucidate that matter
ost, Arther reference to the report?—In my answer to question 202
{7 erday, T stated the reason wa the tenders of Fuller, Dwight and
oh Smith were passed over. It was my intention this morning
Ve read Sifton, Glass & Company’s tender, which, in my opinion,
doing 20 adopted without modification of price, but was prevented from
engd 8 80 by other pressing business in the Department. I shall
eavor to do so by my next appearance before the Commission.

mffzz. It has been considered that I prevented you from making as Witness not pre-

sent T eference to this report as you intended. The object of my pre- Jented makin
,.efere‘l“estlon i8 to know whether you now wish to make a fuller Fleming's report
No allce to this report than you were allowed to do on that occasion ?—
Nswer.)
angsifr‘:", you seem unprepared to answer that question, will you
that papar . Were you prevented from making as full a reference to
eport as you wished ?—No.



TRUDEAU

33

Practiece of De=

partment.
Practice of De-

624. Is it the practice in your Department to require the engineer

partment to refer to recommend which of the tenders should be accepted ? —The usual

tenders to Engi-

neer in charge for practice is to refer the tonders to the engineer in charge of the work

report.

Report not
always accom-
panied by a re-

commendation.

Explarations
would not be
allowed t0 mo-
dify tenders.

Any meaning
gdopted muste,d
ave a T
from u?ep?iaocu-

ment ftself.

Final appeal to
the Minister.

Sometimes Fle-

ming recom-

mended the adop-
tion of tenders;

other times he

omitted to do so.

In the latter case,
Engineer not res-

ponsible.

Telegraph—

Contracts Nos,

1and3.

F’leminﬁ: report

of 16th Sept.,

omits recommen-
dation on tenders
for Secs. 1 and 3.

On 18th O:tober,
omits to recom-

mend.

for a report.
625. Always a report with a recommendation?—It i3 not always a
recommendation.

626. Was it usual that the engineer should, in conversations with the
persons tendering learn their intentions as to any matters that were
left obscure in the tenders ?— Yes.

627. Then a meaning can be adopted after a tender from conversa-
tion which conld not be gathered from the document itself ?—If after
explanations received from a party tendering it was not possible to
undecstand the tender without the explanations forming part of the
tender, I do not think that the explanations would be admitted.

628. I have not been able to follow your meaning. I ask if a meaning
can be adopted after a tender, by conversation, which could not be
gathered from the document itself 2—No.

629. That was not allowable ?~—No.

630. Then the meaning to be ad{ﬁited must have appeured from the
document itself 7—Yes ; it must be possible to understand a document
from the wording of it.

631. Then if the tender conveyed one meaning to your emgineer, a
different meaning, in consequence of an explanation, would not govern
the choice of tenders >—The engineer may have been wrong in his
first reading ; he may not have understood the tender.

632, Who has to decide whether he is right or wrong ?—The whole
Department is under the control of the Minister; he is our final appeal.

633. Has the attention of the Department been called to the fact
that in some reports upon the question of adopting or rejecting tenders,
Mr. Fleming positively recommends the adoption of some tenders, and
in others avoids recommending any course ?—The Minister saw all the
reports made by Mr. Fleming, and he may have noticed himself the
recommendations made by bf . Fleming without its being necessary
that his attention should be drawn to it.

'634. Have you noticed the difference in the substance of his reports
on this subject 7—Yes.

635. Then where he declines to recommend a course it is adopted
without his responsibility ?—It is.

636. Will you look st his repbrt upon the tender of Mr. Fuller for
sections one and three, and upon the demand for an additional price
for clearing, and say whether it recommonds any action ?—The report
of the 16th of September is simply a statement of facts, It does not
recommend any action.

637. Will you look at bis report, about the 13th of October con-
cerning the new interpretation of Sifton Glass & Co’s tender as suggested
by Mr. Sifton’s letter of the rame dateto Mr. Fleming, and say whetker
that recommends any action ?—I have looked, and it does not.
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Telegraph—
enigee Mo
da?sg' Will you produce Sifton, Glass & Co's original letter of that Sifton, Glass &
6“' ?—I now produce it. (Exhibit 9.) Qo'e. Istter pro-
39. What is the d ing’ i ,
ate of Mr. Fleming’s report on this letter NOW Fleming's report
Produced ?—Qctober 13th. i et
Defor: (-] T
640. What is the date of the original letter ?—October 14th. fuself.

'let?:l' Then Mr. Fleming reports on the 13th on Sifton, Glass & Cos
r of the 14th ?—(No answer.)

. 642, Have you the original order appouinting Mr. Fleming ?—1I have, (a)rggr;’m—(}ouncil

a
“EQOW produce it. (Exhibit 10.) appoints
- Have ies of th ted with the contract Paperson Con.
0 you copies of the papers connected wi e contract P
Uber one?_] have none ready at this moment. rondyrot et
OtrAWa, Tuesday, 17th August, 1880.
JORY Tirmrxgrr, sworn and examined : : THIRTKELL.
By the Chairman : —
6
4. Where do you reside ?—In the town of Lindsay. Resides in Lind~

Ray.

6
:5- How long have you lived in Lindsay ?—Twenty odd years.
them .pret you know the people of Lindsay very well ?—Yes; I know

ty well.
6
Ye:?' Have there been any other Thirtkells living there of late ?—

64;8there is a son of mine, W, J. Thirtkell,
- Did you receive a summons to come here ?—Yes.

6
Thiﬁ)fxell}ow was that addressed ?—It was addressed to W. J. or John

650, Ty
\Mg'sg‘hQD, it appears to have been given to John and not to W. J.? W.J. Thirtkell,
3 d 1 18 not thero : he is not in the country now. in Canada. "0

Where does he live ?—In Boston.

the tzénya“ he the person who was in partnership with Sutton in Hewasconnected
tion yij e for the telegraph line ?—Yes; T think he had some connee. ™1 3ton
ith Sutton at one time.

3. .
think ID° you know anything about that telegraph matter ?—1I do not
any wa could say anything about it. I was not connected with it in
Mygels” ' aud, of course, I do not know anything about the transaction

. 654,
is a?ltthso that the W. J. Thirtkell to whom this summons is directed
or man ?—Yes; he is my son.
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Contraet No, 1—
Telegraph,

ToussaINT TRUDEAU’s examination continued :
By the Chairman : —

Witness believes 655, Do you wish to add any thing by way of explanation to your
that Fleming®  evidence given already ? —Yes; I wish to say that a careful perusal and
of Sifton, Glass  consideration of the wording of the tender of Messrs. Sifton, Giass &
& Cos. tenderof Co., of 1874, for the construction of the Canadian Pacific Railway
Tect one. Telegraph confirms me in the opining that Mr. Fleming’s second read-
ing of the said tender is correct. The tender submitted in the form of
the letter refers to the advertisement and to the paper headed “ Informa-
- tion for parties proprosing to tender ” issued by the Department, offers
to construct the wholo hne for the gross sum of $1,290,000, including
maintenance. It should be noted thac the period of maintenance
specified in the advertisement was stated to be for five years from the
time of the completion of the line. In the tender the following para-
graphs appear:—

“The assumed length of the whole road from Lac La Hache, or to
“ connect with the telegraph system of British Columbia to Nipissing,
“ or to connect with the telegraph system of the Province of Ontario,
“ ig 2,190 miles, of which 1,485 miles is assumed to be wood land, and
“ 705 prairie; The average cost per mile for wood land will be $629
“ for everything, including telograph,clearing, pack trail, station houses,
“ ingfulators, instruments, tools, &c., and all of the best construction ;
“ but the actual cost of each mile will vary according to the location
“ of the forest. The average cost of prairie land will be $259, includ-
“ ing everything, as per advertisoment and information for parties pro-
“ posing to tender, but the actual cost per mile will depend much upon
“ the location. For instance the work from Fort Gariy west to Fort:
“ Pelly can be done much more cheaply than the sections further in
‘“ the interior. In our estimate wo place the wood land from Fort Garry
“ to Winnipeg River, and from Fort Garry to Fort Pelly at $492 per
“ mile; also, the prairie land within a distance of 250 miles of Fort

“ Garry at $189 per mile.”

Average permile  From the figures given in the first three paragraphs above quoted it
perannum for  appears that the.offer of Messrs. Sifton & Co., is to build 1,485 miles
for thewhole  of wood land at $629—8$934,065 ; 705 miles of prairie at $259—$182,595.
ne, 310 Total, 2,190 miles, $1,116,660. Maintenance, $173,340.. Total for con-
struction and maintenance, $1,290,000. Taking the cost of main-'

tenance at $173,340, the average per mile per annum would be sixteen
dollars, nearly.

’Fl:)e;xrng:s o st Again, from the last paragraph quoted for the work between Fort

meaning of Gar1y and Fort Pelly, a range exactly corresponding with thatembraced
tender. in section one, the prices, when cxtended for the quantities and used in
the comparison of tenders, give for 200 miles of woodland, at $492 per
mile, $93,400; for 50 miles of prairie, at $189 per mile, $9,450; total,
$107,850. On the first reading ot the tender of Sifton, Glass & Co. by
Mr. Fleming he received the impression that the quoted mileage prices
covered the cost of construction with maintenance, an opinion afterwards
corrected. It has been shown that in the just quoted price of $629 and
$259 per mile such was not the case, and that construction alone was
cmﬂ)rehended therein. This being admitted, it is impossible, from the
wording of the last paragraph as it stands, in which the lower rates of
$492 and $189 per mile are quoted, to form any other conclusion but
that they also referred to construction alone, and that maintenance i
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"l“ o:ntract.llﬂo. 1—

1 elegraph,

a(l)t Included in either case. The work awardel to Messrs. Sifton, rep

Oralgzn 80 embraced the construction of the telegraph from Winnipeg
A a

rry to Selkirk and Livingaton, near Fort Pelly.
Pol'?st’ 8492 per mile. Sgﬁt&ds prices
Mra.‘”e, $189 per mile. Glass&Co
Ainten

ance, $16 per mile per annum.

u say, then, that the contract as awarded followed the proper
at th on of the original tender, in your opinion?—What I say is
® prices of $492 and $189 per miledid not inclado maintenance.

thit: OZ; Is that all you mean by the explanation that you have just read Explains how

3 N . . i con-
fro orning ?—I ‘mean to show that this conclusion could bearrived at fended for could

Glasst&ectsnder‘ 1t is independent of any explanation given by Sifton, be gathered from
65

th 8. V_Vhich conclusion ?—That maintenance was not included in
%e prices,
659,

to th Then do you consider that the contract was awarded according
hay eetgﬁotfr interpretation of his first tender ?7—The only objection 1
i

is Eﬁgt Have you any objection to it ?7—The only objection I have to it wisness finas
816 the exact figure for maintenance wxs $15.83 per mile instead of only objection to

i : . . be $16 instead of
ten:u?:,: ing a difference of 17 cents per mile por annum for the main- $15.83 per mile,

tmﬁl' With that exception, do you say that your opinion is that con- Contractor ’
- ::las awarded according to the prorer interpretation of his tender ? 18 obliged to
bli

. . perate the line
&Mﬁ‘& © Contract Sifton & Glass are obliged to operate the line for the for the profita.

Ption
te'l!der.s’ I

656, Yo

%nstructi

th

here is nothing said of that in the tender ; but with those ox-
think that the contract was & proper interpretation of the

662 Th - . ‘
1 - Lhen the feature of profits was one which did not appear in This feature not
l“;;;nder ?—It did not aPPeifr in the tender. PP in the tender.

Govey How were the particnlars of that feature arrived at betwcen the First mention of
o r"mONt.and Sifton, Glass & Co. ?—1In a letter dated October 14th 5fBifton, Glass
of the'lin:mmg’ Sifton, Giass & Co. offer to work and receive the profits & Co . Uet. 15.

66 in hi

66;. Do you say that they offered to work ?—He says go in his letter.
“ roce} Road the context 7—¢ Contractors are to maintain, work and

p Ve the profits of the lino.”

66. D
firgt o) O Mean that this letter of the 14th of October was the This letter the
that 'Ilegotlatlon on the subject of operating the iine ?—It is the first gfastth%esggtt)}:éf:r

know of. ;)‘peerntlng the
66 : .. ne.
fo T. At different times in giving evidence you have named the date 22nd July the

r .
whgﬁ?f?;"t‘ﬁg tonders as the 22nd of July, and also the 26th of July ; aiqacs reoeI¥InE

tenders.

ich I b © correct date ?—In a printed copy of the advertisement
668 1. o " ™Y band the 22ud of July is given.
63, Do you believe that to be the correct date ?—I do.
With t:h??sc:iny return of the correspondence and documents connected
of Parlia,: ng of these two contracts been asked for by either House
o ent—either by themselves or with any other contract?—Yes.

0. By which House ?—Tho House of Commons.
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Contract No. 1—
Telegraph.

A return of cor-
respondence
asked for, 11th
May, 1878, by
House of Com-
mons.

Return not laid
before the House.

Neither the letter
of 8ifton, Glass
& Co. nor File-
ming’s report,
included in
return

‘The written re-
port produced.

-

Fleming’s report
to Minister not
in record room.

It reached De.
artment and
inister raw it.

Practice of De=
partment.

Practice that
tenders shall not
be changed.

671. At what date?—On the 11th March, 1878, “ A Return calling
for copies of specifications, tenders, correspondence, contracts, etc., in
respect to the Canadian Pacific Railway, telegraph from Lake Superior
to Fort Edmonton.”

672. Was thero a return prepared according to that order ?—Yes.
673. Was it laid before the House ?—I do not think it was.
674. Do you know the reason ?—1 do not.

675. Is this letter of Sifton. Glass & Co., to Mr. Fleming about the
new interpretation of his tender, or Mr. Fleming's report to the Depart-
ment, included in that return as prepared ?—No.

676. Have you the report as prepared for the House ?—I have.

677. Can you produce it?—I now produce it (Exhibit No. 11),
I waut to explain that it does not appear that Mr. Fleming's report, .
containing a copy of Sifton Glass & Co’s letter, has been filed in the
reeords of the office. The original letter from Sifton, Glass & Co. to
Mr. Fleming was filed in Mr. Fleming's office, and I believe that that
is the reason why it does not appear in that return. I can see no other
reason why it should not,

61:78. You speak now of Sifton, Glass & Co’s letter to Mr, Fleming ?
—Yes. ‘

679. But what of Mr. Fleming's report to the Minister >—I have
mentioned that also. That does not appear to be in our record room.

680. You think it reached your Department,do you not?—I am
quite sure that the Minister saw it.

681, Is not that report given as the reason for adopting Sifton, Glass
& Co’s tender ?- Yes. ,

682. Then have you any doubt that it reached your Department ?—-
I have no doubt that it reached the Minister, but I am only explaining
how it is that it is not in the return—it is that owing to some accident,
the return was not recorded by the clerk who endorses the letters and .
veports received every day.

683. Is there any rulein your Department affecting the eligibility
as a contractor of a person tendering and making a material change in
bis offer before the contract is let ?7—We have no written rules,

684. Then there is no rule on that subject 7—There is no rule, but
the practice is that tenders are not changed.

685. It appears that tenders are changed. I am asking whether it
affects the eligibility of the person tendering ?—They are not changed
materially.

686. Did not Mr. Fuller ask $60,000 more than he tendered for ?—
Yes. ‘

687. Is not that a material changoe ?—Yes.
688, Then a change was made ?—It was not made.

689. It was made in the offer. I am asking if it does not affect his
eligibility afterwards ?—No.

690. He is still eligible ?—He is still eligible to make tenders for any
fature work.
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Practice of De-

691, 1 - 1d think that he "o
would gt ean for that particular contract ?—I shoul ink that,
He woulg be eligible for that particular contract at his original price.

092, not ke eligible for his modified price.
Matan: €0 the practice is, that if a- person, after tendering, makes a A proposed
thaleg'al andiﬁca!c)ion in his price or tgrms, he is no longer eligible for fo; entertained.
ontract 2—We do not entertain his proposed change.

8. You do not allow him to modify his tender ?—No.
694, A modifled_ten-

contracgle“\? modified tender could not be accepted as a basis for a der :}g&g‘:&m

o, basis of a con-

tract.

§95. Ang ; ;
oﬂ‘e’l' or not, giefttggge apply whether the modified offer be still the lowest Even though it

6 .
tha(? 20 So that although it be the lowest offer he is still ineligible for
697 Niract ?—His modified price is not accepted.

Whether it be lower or not than the next tender ?—Yes. Contract M os 39—

. 698 F . Telegraph.
Funer'? Or what portion of the line is the contract made with Mr.
—¥rom Livingston to Edmonton.

6
tengz;s ;v“; that either of the sections named in the advertisement for

% —It was not.
0. D;Euller tender for that portion of the line by itself ?—No.

701, w, . . . .
ompet;tfon ;Ellgol.)ortlon of the line, by itself, ever offered to public

Contract No. 1—
702 Telegraph.
Yofaren, Have you ascertained whether an Order-in-Council was made in FoOrderin
® to the contract of Sifton, Glass & Co.?—I have ascertained ference to con-

at n h A
N © Order in Council was passed. irot o Suvon:
03. Int

do g, he advertisement tor tenders of these telegraph contracts I Usualin adver-
% notj P . to direct

tende,.snohce that any directions are given to endorse the tenders as thatt e o i

general'prls that usual or not in asking for tenders?—That is the be endorsed.

actice of the Department.

704 It . Practice disre-
Y 05’ Was not followed in this ce.se ?—Apparently not. garded in this
endor;e‘;w hat is the object of asking generally that tenders should be so Ohiect of endors-

—So that they may be collected together and not opened.

106 Then
tongg, oo if a tender should reach your offico not endorsed as a In absence of
derg ?‘lﬂou]d it be opened before the day fixed for opening the ten- ionder would be
Stated ¢ | would be unless it were brought in by some person who gpened before the

v day fixed for
the Secretary that it was a tender. opening tender.

107,
Y’ﬂsate?\glm the Department had some notification that the letter

8 arriva) g"_’the‘:O'ﬂ_d be treated as an ordinary letter and opened on

708, ’
the °nv£ig°k at the tonder of Sifton, Glass & Co.; is there anything on &irton, Glass &
o - hpe or tender to indicate that it ought not to be opened at Sg;o',ggg?' was
8raph line oY are marked “ Tender for Canadian Pacific Railway Tele-

709 Th
. en you thi
"ere opened ‘?Y_I do 1

10, Tt woulq

k it was not opened until all the other tenders -
hink that it was not opened.

be on the 7th of August that it was opened ?—Yes,  Wasopened on
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Contract No. 1—
Telegraph. :
A variable prac-  711. Do you know what the usual practice is as to asking for Orders-
tice as to asking in.Council upon tenders that are not at first the lowest ?—Tho practice:
Councll regard- has varied a little. At one time an opinion was entertained in the
ing lenders not at Department that it was not necessary to go to Council when the lowest
tender was not accepted, or when the contractor withdrew his tendor
in some way or other, and that it was only necessary to go to Courcil
when the contractor declared himself willing to.do the work, and that
Latterly practice the Department wished to pass over him. This passing over we thought
logoto ones, could only be done under authority of an Order-in-Council. But of late
save whereihe = yoars we have modified the practice and now we go to Council on nearly
accepted. all oceasions except in cases where the very lowest tenier is accepted.
712. Do you remember what the practice was in October, 1874?—
We did not think that it was absolutely necessary to go to Council-

except when the Department wished to, pass over a tender.

713. Do you mean, to pass over some regular and lower tender ?—
To pass over a tender the maker of which declared himself willing to
do the work.

It would have 714. Then the memorandum endorsed on Sifton, Glass & Co.’s tender by
o pore reka.  the gentlemen whom you have said to be the law clerks, was not accord-
1o Councli in this ing to the rule in vogue at that time ?—I have already stated that we

case. should have gone to Council at that time. 1t would bhave been more
regular,

Gontraet not 715. Then the contract was not awarded according to tBe regular

awarded accord-

ing to the rule at T0le at that time ?—Not the absolute rule.
that time.

716. Do you know of any reason for not following the regular rule ?
—1It must have been more an oversight than anything else.

Correspondence  717. Have you obtained the correspondence with Mr. Dwight, show-

with Mr. Dwight. jng why the contract was not awarded to him?—Tkhe only correspon-
dence that we have on the subject is this: on the 16th September Mr.
Braun, Secretary of the Department, writes 1o Mr. Dwight :—

“ The Minister directs me to enquire whethoer the Montreal Telegraph
« Company is still prepared to carry out section 1 of the Pacific Tele-
« graph Line from Fort Garry to Fort Pelly, according to your tender.”

On the 17th September Mr. Dwight answers :—

“ The Telegraph Company, on whose behalf I forwarded a tender
“ for the telegraph line from Fort Garry to Fort Pelly, are quite ready
“to carry out on the terms named, I forwarded yesterday from
“ Toronto, under cover to Mr. Buckingham, another tender for com-
¢ pleting the line from Fort Pelly to Edmonton, in the manner and on
“ terms which, I think, will be worthy Mr. Mackenzie's attention.”

In a report by Mr. Fleming, dated 5th October, 1874, he says:—
Fleming reports « Referring to my letter of 16th September, respecting the tenders
Company dectine * for the Pacific Railway Telegraph and the subsequent award of sec-
g{;}fg;g“l%%er “ tion number one to the parties represented by H. P. Dwight, it
mile, “ appears that these parties, who have recently been here, now decline
“ to execute the contracts, on the ground that they do not embrace the
“ clearing roquired in the wooded portion ic their calculations, and
“ they would require to be paid extra for the clearing, at the rate of
« $320 per mile.”

Mr. Fleming says something more in this report, but I do not know
that it is necessary to encumber the evidence with it.
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N 2-:]““"‘ ;o. 1=
. egraph,
to 1118' Have you the original letter, or a copy of it, from Mr. Fleming *

to th“?“l‘ﬂ- Sifton, Glass & Co., of the 13th or 14th October, which led

71;"' answer produced ? —I have.

2 bog " Isitina shape in which you can produce and file it ?—It is in
;20' Wi]lycu furnish a copy of it ?—1I will.

Wag fli Do you remember whether you were present at the time that it

Co, ona“y decided to award either of these contracts to Sifton, Glass &
7’,,: to Fuller ?—I was not present.

by éif( Are you aware whethor Government messages are charged for Not aware whe-

: Sifton, Glass
engj on, Glass & Co., over section one ?—I would refer you to the & sharge for
Deer for that information. Government

723, v, . : messages.
* 0W are not aware 7—I am not aware just now.
Contraet No.3—

724 T.legraph.
tragy, ;]What was the subject of your next contract, which is called con- ﬁg‘gs};ggifiydyr
Mong,, Umber three ?—The construction of a telegraph line from Ed- montonto British
yog 1 to the existing telegraph system of British Columbia. Columbla system.
the ;deas that one of the sections for which tonders were asked by Thisline called

in the :5 1sement before alluded to ?—Yos; it was called number four vaygsemant ™

. tisement.
vertisement.
728,

comracHave you charge of the original papers connected with that antractr?lrggln-
arnarg 0w in your Department ?—This contract was awarded to Mr. Halnard, who

partmen’ta‘,‘d Mr, Barpard a.lleges that he has a claim against the De- $§§?ﬂcxj‘3§vmbe.
Toforr ' In connection with this contract. T.ho whole matter was fore Minister of
the facts 0 Mr, Compton, one of the official arbitrators, for report on Justice.
dea] of ¢, Mr. Compton has spent considerable time and taken a great

' trouble to ascertain the facts, and he has reported tothe Depart-
Jugtice, | '® Teport, with the papers, is now before the Minister of

L

27, §
mOmZnt, that you are not able to produce them ?—I cannot at this

Contract No. 4~
728 Wl] . Telegraph,
foqp V;as h at was the subject of your next contract >—Contract number Line from Fort

. or the erection of the telegraph from Fort William to Selkirk, J!;!tam to Sel-
29

- Were tend i i i
ot ' tenders asked for this part of the line, together with the
hers of which you have spoken ?—%(es. T

730, Wh . .

Woordin e made the lowest tender for thissection ?—Waddlle & Smith, Waddile & Smith
731‘1dm,, to the list prepared by Mr. Fleming. &iége lr%\.vest, ten
732' How much for construction 7——$189,120. . gtlﬁclg’ogfr con-

8toog 'bAnd for maintenance—and I will add if you prefer it-—as under- #5040 for main-

Profitg. ", the Department ?—For maintenance $5,040 per year with Waace Jith pro-

2 i or $10,08) without profits. without:
3 4' g'd they get the contract ?—They did not.

Securi'ty_ 0 you know the reason why ?—They failed to give the proper Waddlle :“?:ll,th

735 security.
. Whos

‘Taeng p_ miooe tender was assumed to be the next lowest by the Depart- Next lowest, Sut-
& i:'tk:ﬁl[m second lowest, according to Mr. Fleming’s list, was Sutton **® ** Thiftkell
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$214,950 for con-
struction and
maintenance.

They also failed
10 give security,

No correspond-
ence other than
appears in Ses-
tional Papers,
1878,

Third lowest,Sut-
‘t:on,'l‘hompson &
0.

They did not get
contract.

n 24th Dec., 1874,

liver, Davidson
& Co. wrote a let-
ter to Degt., say-
ing they had ar-
ranged to carry

736. What is their price for construction ?—Their tender is for co?
struction and maintenance combined.

737. How much ?—$214,450.
738, Is tkat for five years maintenance ?—The tenders do not state-
739. Have you the original tender 7—Yes (Exhibit No. 12.)

740. I see that they proposed to construct and maintain according ¥
the advertisement of the Public Works Department ?—Yes.

741. You assume that to be for five years ?—Yes; 1 assume that it i®
for five years.

742. Did they get the contract ?—No.
743. Do you know the reason ?—They failed to give the security.

744. Have you any original correspondence between the Departmen?
and Sutton and Thirtkell beyond that of which a copy appears in the
Sessional Papers of the House of Commons for 1878 (No. 52) ?—No-

746. Was there any correspondence beyond this that you know of !
—No. ’

746. What time do you fix from this correspondence as _the end of
your negotiation with them ?—Oun the 12th of December, 1874, MF:
Braun, Secrotary of the Department, telegraphed to Sutton & Thirtkell
“ Unless you come between this and Wednesday next the Ministef”
“ will pass to the next tender.”

On the 16th December, Mr. Sutton replies :—

“ In consequence of personal and family illness of one of my parties
“ T would request Minister allow three days to replace them and wi
“ close this week sure. Answer.”

747. What is the signature to that telegram ?—In the printed copy
before me the signature is ¢ R. 8. Sutton,” but in the original it loo!
like “ R. T. Satton.”

748. Do you know of anything after this passing between Snito?
and the Department in respect to Sutton & Thirtkell’s tender ?—I d®
not.

749. Whose tender appears to be the next lowost, from the report of
your engineer to you?—The third lowest is Sutton, Thompson & Co.

750. Do you know whether that Sutton is the same whose namé
appears in the firm of Sutton and Thirtkell 7~-I do not.

7531. Do you know the Christian names of Sutton in the firm o
Sutton and Thompson ?—The tender is simply signed ¢ Sutto?:
Thompson and Co.

752. Do you know the Christian names of the Sutton in that firm!
—No.

753. Have you any other document on this subject from Sutto®
Thompson and Co. on record ?—No.

754. Did they get the contract ?—No.
765. Why not ?—1I find that on the 24th December, 1374, according
to the printed document before me, we receivel a lettor from Oliver

Davidson and Co., stating: :
“ We have now arranged to carry out the tgnder of Sutton, Thompso®

Sutton, Thasrsof & Co., of Brantford, for section number five of the Pacific Railwayf

son &Co. for sec. 5.
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X Tel 3‘:2,“:‘.? o4
« olegraph. What time would be convenient to have the matter graph

« clzsed.wnh t_he Degartment'{ Could it stand over until after the
tario elections? Please advise and oblige yours,
“ (Signed)  OLIVER, Davipson & Co.,
“By A. OLIVER.”

756 H Dept. had no
Tho. ad you any other information than that letter that Sutton Otber Informa-

0 . . . .

You 'll“psou & Co. had parted with their interest in their tender, that letter that But:

now of ?—I do not know of any other. (o had pa'r)ted
with their inter-
est in tender.

re;f; Is it the habit of the Department to deal with a person who Not the praciice
£rofonts himself to be an assignee of one who has tendered %ruly).egt'ptgrscf:l

1t . A
hout any evidence from the party himself who has tendered ?—No. Who represents

assignee of a ten~
derer.

-
158, Can you explain why that was done in tl:is case 7—I cannot.  Witness cannot

‘ explain why that
59, Ig i was done In this
les, 8 it according to rule or contrary to rule ?—We have no written

case

760. Ig 3 .
¢ - 18 it according to the usual practice?—It is not according to 1t t
he usual Practice. g P g “s‘v;vat}splc_gguroaél:y

6 .
Thoz:f Hﬂvg you any evidence of any communication to Sutton & No correspond-
: Pson, informing them that their tender would be accepted—that Thompeon & Go .

18, aftep » !

k ou had decided to negotiate no further with Sutton & Thirt- informing them
*"7—We have not on record. T el e
762 Ca . . cepted.

Dayiq 0 you explain how either Sutton & Thompson or Oliver, Nomeansof ex-

woul dSOH & Co. would know on the 24th December that their tender 2l inghow

accepted ?-—No; there is no record. Davidson & Co.
ggulldtkngw that
elr tender was

763 . . accepted.
“nder't{,s it the practice of the Department to deal with persons jeaiing with

avideo xf ;lrcums_tances in which this proposition is made by Olivor, Qliver, Davidson
You weee Co. without any transfer and without any notification that prazil(ég.:)fr?)?pt.

u6s ready to deal with them ?—It is not the practice.
765. Tn this case you did deal with them ?—Yes.
No. Can you explain why you did not follow the usual practice ?—

166, '
tract ?_gﬁ:e you present when it was decided to give them the con-

76 ; . .

lely ;‘;XV(;" you give me the names of Oliver, Davidson & Co. separa-

the Qi i?l’lll‘ Oliver, of the Town of Ingersoll; Joseph Davidson, of
¥ of Toronto and Peter Johnson Brown, of Ingersoll.

768,
fro Have you ever before noticed the absence of any communication

m §
as &w:“r:l:,’f ii‘f’mPSOn & Co. on this subject with the Department ?—I
Witness did not

769, Did vor
The 1, d you enquire into it ?—1I did not enquire into it very deeply. Sranaaction very
TAbsaction was managed by the Minister. b deeply by
Mlnlgger.
This is the reason

0.
Was that the reason for your not enquiring into it 7—It was, 75, Witnesedid

ries
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771, You say you did not enquire into it “ very deeply ;" did you
enquire far enough to ascertain any reason ?—1I cannot give any reason.
I do not know of any.

772. You did not ascertain any ?—1I did not.

7'73. You are not aware whether this is the same Sutton, as Sutton of
the firm of Sutton & Thirtkell ?—No.

.. Sutton & Thomp-

son’s tender 774. Have you noticed that the Sutton & Thompson tender is nearly
126,200 mure o™ $30,000 more than Sutton & Thirtkells’ —Yes ; the difference is $28,200.

kels.
o 775. What is the price given under the contract as Suiton & Thomp-
son’s assignee, or rather to Oliver, Davidson & Co. ?—$590 per mile for
woodland, and $43b per mile for prairie.

776. Total for construction ?—Total for construction and maintenance
combined is $243,150.

777. Will you produce the tender of Sutton, Thompson & Co. ?—~Yes.
(Exhibit No. 13.)

No report of En- | : . . .
BIneer renom.- 718. Do you know of any report of the engineer recommending this

wending this ten- tender for acceptance ?—No.
der for accept-
ance.

No Order in 779. Do you know whether there was any Order-it-Council directing
Council. it ?2——No; there was no Order in Council.

780. Are you aware of any other agreement with Oliver, Davidson &
Co. about operating the line—so far we have spoken of construction and
maintenance only ?—I would like to refer to the books of the Depart-
ment.
Railway Con-

struction— Con-
tract No. 5.

Earth work of 781. What is the subject of your next contract ?—It was the earth-
roadbed rrom St work of the railway roadbed from St. Boniface, opposite the City of
bina. Winnipeg, to a point on the international boundary line east of Pembina.

TP N teor. © 782, Who is the contractor ?—Joseph Whitehead.

Date, 90th Avg., 783. What is the date of the contract >—About the 30th of August,

1874. :
;l;g’;‘%evresglt?s?x?gnt 784. Were tenders invited by advertisemont for this work ?—Yes.

785. Have you the advertisement or a copy of it?--1 have not got
the advertisement,

786. Can it be procured ?—I daresay we can find it.
787. Have you the tenders which were received for this work ?—Yes,
s Peach lowest 788, Which is the lowest ?—The lowest is from C. Peach, Toronto.

789. Were any specifications furnished to persovs tendering ?—The
form of tender says: ¢ In accordance with specifications,”

790. Have you any of these specitications or copies of them ?—Yes;
but not here. (Specifications ordered to be furnished.)

791. Were they prescribed by any general rule as to specifications ?
I have not got the speciffcations here, and I cannot answer.

792. What was the date of the advertisement?—I cannot say at
present.
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793, will you produce Peach's tender ?—Yes. (Exhibit No. 14.)

8 7?4' I see that this tender alludes to the “southern ” and “central "
decuo."s of the branch “as defined in the spocification”; can you
98cribe the different sections in the specifications ?—Not at present.

195. Was the contract awarded to Peach ?—No. Peach did not get

contract.
796. Why ?—On the 26th of August, Mr. Braun telegraphed to Peach
and Said -

« 1 The Minister wishes to see you respecting your tender for Pembina
ranch immediately.”
0 the 27th of August, Mr, Peach answers:

« th}J't?annot. arrange for my security at present. Have written you by
18 majl.”

ﬁ“i the letter written by Mr. Peach ‘gas : o b bt T .
« m in recéipt of your telegram, and in reply beg to say that I Peach wante
« ?We only beenphere a short tigme from Englagd and I am afraid that beapriye " 0
« 2800t give you the satisfactory security just now, but if you can
« tg“'e me time to get a reply from England, I could then give you all
° Becurity you require. ~Awaiting your reply, etc.”
by hen on the'28th of August, Mr, Braun telegraphs to Mr. Peach :

annot grant delay asked for, therefor must pass to next tender.’» Delay refused.
QSZ?,:. Whose was the next tender ?—The tender of Mr. Peach was 21 Peach’s price 21
ay

. c¢ig. peryard; two
eack ard, and there were two tenders for an equal price of 22 cents oiner tenders at
v

22 cts.

b 798. Of these Mr. Whitehoad’s was one ?—Yes; Mr. Joseph White- Whitehead's one
ead, and Mr, A. H. Clark. of these.

199, Do You know when these tenders were opened ?—Yes. .

200- When 7—On the 26th of August, 1874, Tendors opened
01 Were you present when they were opened ?—1 was,

Otg(’l- Mr. Whitehead's tenders, one for the contral section and the Whitehead's ten-
uer ifOl‘ the southern section, both appear to have been altered at some Jor 2ltered from

g . . 28 cts. per cuble
rom 38 cents per cubic yard to 22 cents 7—Yes. yard to 22 cts.

803. Do . .
. You know anything about that?—No; they were altered Tender altered
beforg they were sent in to t,hegDepartmen t. ’ Doarireacaing

) Department.
'Y(:. 4. They were in their present state when they were opened ? —

1 805. Then the contract was made with Mr. Whitehead on this

ender ?_Yeg,

806. - .
duce ?~%tzi:vyou the original contract or a copy of it that you can pro-

© not got it here, but I can furnish it.
80%7. win

, you produce Mr, Whitehead’s tender to be filed ?—VYes ; I
"OW produce it. - (Exhibit No. 15.) -

203- Ilave you an Order-in-Council for this contract?—Yes.»
09. Of what date 7—17th September, 1874.

" 12;0' Was it the rule of that time to re?uire an Order under the
opin.mst&nces of this contract ?—I have already explained that the
on was held by several officers in the Department that even in this
1Wou!d not have beon absolutely necessary to get an Order-in-

4

t
c(mnci
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Order-in-Council
produced.

Telegraph.
(?onlsract No. 1,

Copy of Sifton,
Glass & Co’s. let-
ter of the 14th
Oct,

Fleming's report
of same date.

Rajflway Con=
struction—
Contract No. 5,

Description in
specification of
‘work in Con, 15.

811. Can you cxplain why it was got, if not absolutely neccessary ?—
No. :

812. Will you produce the Order or a copy of it ?—I now produce
the original. (Exhibit No. 16.)

813. Can you now tell the date of the advertisement asking for these
tenders ?—The advertisement says “tenders will bs received up to
“ noon of the 25th of August.”

814. Has this contract been fulfilled by this contractor ?—I think
that would be a proper question to put to the engineers.

815. You are not prepared to give an answer ?—No

816. Are you aware whether there has been any dispute between the
Government on the one side and the contractor on the other, on the
subject of this contract ?—I am not prepared to go beyond the letting
of the contract.

817. Can you say whether there has been any dispute or not?—I
must refer to the books of the office before answering that question.

818. Is there any other evidence connected with this contract that
you think it proper to give us now—I mean which we are not likely
to obtain better from the engineers 7——No; I have no desire to wake
any other statement.

819. Do you think that the other requisite evidence can be better
obtained from the engineers 7—Yes.

Wednesday, 18th August, 1880.
ToussaINT TRUDEAU’S examination continued :

By the Chairman :—

820. Will you produce the letter from Mr. Fleming to Sifton, Glass
& Co., of the 14th October, or a copy ot it ?—I now produce a copy of
it. (Exhibit No. 17.)

821. Will you produce the report, of ahout the same date, of Mr.
Fleming’s, or a copy of it ?—I now produce a copy of it. (Exhibit No.
18.)

822. Yesterday you said that you would search for the correspond-
ence about operating section one of the telegraph line 7—I have not
had time to complete the search.

823. Have you any statement showing the annual expenditure on
this section ?—We are now preparing a statement.

824, Speaking of contract No. 5 with Mr, Whitehead, I notice
that the specifications describe the work to be divided into two sections,
the southern section being through townships 2, 3, 4 and 5, abput 24
miles, and the central section through townships 6, 7, 8 and 9, about
24 miles, which would make 48 miles; but the contract appears to be
let for about 63 miles. What does this mean ?—The length of line i8
not given in the contract.
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« 880“5- Are the terminal points given ?—The contract says this: « The
« uther.n section, which wiil be in the allowance for road between
Woships one and two, will pass through townships numbers 2, 3, 4
i and the central section, passing through townships 6,7, 8 and
an a0d terminating at the allowance for road between townships 9

" d 10, lying east of Red River, opposite the town of Winnipeg.”
2t6. Is the allowance for road between townships 9 and 10 opposite

«
&«
14

t

a}:;:m(.’wn of Winnipeg ?—Yon must ask the engineer for that inform-
92

bef;z-e If the line has been completed to any point north of the line

t N townships 9 and 10, it is irrespective of this contract ?—Yes.
28. 1t is not embraced in this contract ?—No.

9 .
Shisgsg' If it has been made further south than the line between town-
and 2, is it embraced within this contract 2—No.

soS?}?' you know of any other contract for making this line either
w Ok the boundary between 1 and 2, or north of the boundary
%n 9 and 10 townships 7—Contract No. 33, with Kavanagh,

1 Urphy & Upper is for completing the grading, with all the track- ¢

a D
3;;‘8, ballasting, &c., between St. Boniface and Emerson.
L. Have you that contract here ?—Yes.

8
heagz(', Do you know whether any grading was paid for to Mr, White-
engin N these portions that you speak ot 7—I would refer you to the
€ers for that; I am not able to say.

8 .
or 03 ? Wa“ this branch of theline continued northward from Winnipeg,
Pposite Winnipeg ?—Yes,

8
34. Under what contract 2—Under an extension of contract No. 5.

83 .
means'thHaVe you a special number for this contract in your books—I
calleq 5 *Z Contract for the extension ?—In Mr. Fleming’s reports it is

83
addi&nﬁlave you the original contract or a copy of it ?—There is no
al paper in the form of a contract drawn up for 5 A.

837 Hay
: € you nothi
ardertook to do the work

Ine
Ap:ilfti%% 7by Mr. Whitehead

, Bays:

[{3

Mr, ;

:: glem i:z%tehead offers t
« 8y

‘ anq lr ;“.,k

?7{:{. Whitehead
& .
thegs‘ Does this extension,

fl'e is nothing said about the ballasting. :

signed by Mr. Whitehead showing that he
on this extension ?—There is nothing before
; but Mr. Fleming, in a report dated 19th

o do the grading on the extension of the
ranch at the same rate as his original contract, and lay
at the same rate as the present contract for sections 14
Y Impreesion is that Mr. I'leming received a letter from

i we have searched for this letter bat have not got it

e graq : as arranged with Mr. Whitehead, embrace
8iven thmg’ track-laying and ballasti ng ?—In the extract that I have
4

Ruilwey Con=
struction—
Contract No. .

Description in
contract,

Contract No, 33.

Track-laying and
ballasting be-
tween bt. Boni-
face and Emer-

on.
Contractora—Ka-
vanagh, Murphy

~ & Upper.

Line continued
northward from
Winnipeg under
extension of Con,
5, called in Fle-~
ming's reports

5 A.

Contract 5 A.

No additional
papers drawn up
for § A.

No document
signed by White=
head.

Fleming. on the
19th April, 1877,
reported that
‘Whitehead
offered to grade
extension of
Pembina Branch
at same rate as
his original con=
tract, and lay
track at rates of
Con. 11 and 15.
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Ratlway Con-
struction —

Order-in-Couneil
authorizing ex-
tension.

Order-in-Council
based on condi-
tion that cost
should not exceed
$60,000.

Witness not
aware of this
ocondition having
been communi-
cated to White-
head.

Amount pald vp
to 31st Dec., 1879,
$141,800.

A contract in the
terms of the
Order-in-Council
not considered
necessary.

No efforts to
effect & contract
made. .

Length of line.

Character of
work covered by
contract.

849. Was there any Order-in-Council authorizing this extension in
this way ?—Yes.

. 840, Have you the Order or a copy of it?—Yes; I now produce it.
(Exhibit No. 19.) .

841. This Order seems to be based on the condition that the whole
cost of the work to be done by Mr. Whitehead was not to exceed
$60,000 ?—Yes.

842. Do you know whether that condition was communicated to Mr.
Whitehead 2—1 cannot show by any document that this was commu-
nicated to Mr. Whitehcad.

8421. Are you otherwise aware that it was communicated ?—No,

843. Huve you any report showing how much has been paid upon
that extension ?—At page 350 of Mr. Fleming’s printed report for 1830
1 find that Mr. Fleming states that the amount paid on his contract up
to the 31st of December 1579 was §141,800.

844. Do you know whether any effort was made to get a contract
for Mr. Whitehead upon the terms mentioned in the Order-in-Council ?
—1It was not considered necessary that there should be a separate con-
tract. It was considered an extension of contract No. 5.

845. Was any effort made ?—No.

846. I see a pote endorsed on this Order-in-Council, apparently by
your Law Clerk, *“No contract made.” What is the object of that
note ?—It means nothing more than a statement that there is no
contract.

£47. When you say that it was not considered necessary because
this might be done under his first contract,do you mean that this work
was in any way referred to in his first contract?—The first contract
says: “All the works required in and for the excavation, grading and
“ other works contemplated to be done in the formation of the road-bed
“ of the railway branch intended to run from the main line of the
# Ganadian Pacific Railway to some poiunt on the International boun-
“dary at Pembina (to be distinguished under the name of the Pembina
« Branch) or so much thereof as the Minister of Public Works may
s determine within the limits of the two following sections, namely "
and then follows the quotation that I made before.

848. Then the length, as I understand it, is not limited—by your
interpretation—within the two sections named ?—From the reading o
the contract, it apf)ears to be at the option of the Minister to construct
the line from the International boundary line to the main line, “ or 80
“ much thereof as the Minister of Public Works may determine,”
within the southern and central sections.

849. That is speaking s to the line which was covered by the con”
tract 2—Yes,

850. Then as to the nature of the contract, what work is covered by
it 7—It is the excavation, grading and other works contemplated to be
done in the formation of the road-bed.
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struction — -
. . CUontract 5 A«
85_1. And the only price named for that is 22 cents a yard, besides Price—2zcts. &
hanling ?—Yes ; it is the only price named in this contract. e ides
L 852. Does that contract in any way refer to clearing, or fencing, or Clearing so tri-
t9°5° rock, or timber, or track-laying, or ballasting ?—In the specifica- gary 15 mention
Jon attached to this contract there is a clause which says: * On some It in contract.
. Pottions of the prairie there are occasional groves of low poplar,
« Willow or other light timber. Wherever the branch crosses any such
« 8roves they will b cleared the width required by day's labor, or in
« J0me other manner. This class of work will be so trifling that it
Will not be necessary to embrace clearing in the contracts for grading.”

853, Can you say about what proportion of the expenditure of $57.58 ont of
$141,000 i for the work of tbo kind desoribed in that contract No. 5, SLi0l or works
;Iﬂd What proportion is upon other works not described in contract the contracts.
]2%' 5°? ame the separate amounts approximately ?—At page
« o2 O & report prepared by Mr. Fleming, 1879, he states that * the
« 2PpProximate amount of work executed under this extension uE to
“h e 31st December, 1878, is $144,017.75, on account of which there
« 028 been paid $141,500. Of this amount of $144,017, $566,428 is for

1tems named in contract number five, and $37,589 for other items.”

8 This portion of -
Sub54-' Has this work, which appears to have cost over $87,000, been [y work never
Mitted at any time to public competition ?~—No. public competi-
855,
to Have

you any record of the directions given to Mr. Whitehead 11th May, 1877,
Perform this work ?—1 find that on the 11th May, 1877, Mr. Braun,
SCretary of the

raun tele-
W raphed to
Department, telegraphs to Mr, Rowan at Winnipeg:

o« N A“thom'ze Mr. % g i

wan to autho-
' : rize Whitehead
hitehead to proceed with the Pembina extension to proceed with
« 28 part (f the first

contract at 22 cents for earthwork, and the other Hom°inaexten-
on;i at prices as per his contract 15.”

terms.

i:g OE_the 16th May, 1877, Mr. Braun writes to Marcus Swith, Braun writing to

« shief Engineer, as follows :— recapitulates the
w . 1beg to inform you that on the 11th instant Mr. Rowan wag Instructions.
« ‘Dstructed by telegraph to authorize Mr. Whitehead to proceed with
« 9o WOrks on the Pembina extension as part of his first contract at
« . Cents per cubic yard for earth excavations, and the other work as

pex; l{:‘“‘es in his contract for section 15.” . No letter to

ve not, in the records of the office, any letter to Mr.' Whitehead. }?)Vel;)iat;a:;gzi én

to 85(?- Do you know whether it was discussed in the Department as Remembers no
ten‘;{;;% of contract 15 being high or low for the work upon the ex- 3. gWhotne

or instance, it appears by Mr. Fleming's report of 1879 that prices for feo. 1
4 Amount 000 Tae beors vaid H

prlcez 1;0:[‘l Seciolb
iteh of over $24,000 has been paid for the excavation of off-take Tor the Pembina
rate t%s’ 3{; the rate of 45 cents per yard. Was the propriety of that extension.

Tt is extension the subject of discussion in the Department ?—
ould like to refresh my memory by consulting the papers.
837,

Then, without i that d
n ) consulting the papers, do you mean that you do
Ot remembor ?—Yes; that is what Ipmgan.’

85

8. In ord . . .
thig £, Order to refresh your memory I will call your attention to The fact that 46
tel":ito t: that on the sectioyn covered bgr' contract 14, which adjoins the S ¥atd wore
of y,

. . {vald for excava-
orll"y.over which this extension is built, the price for the same sort tion of off-take
re .

vork is 23 cents, instead of 45 cents, and that that contract was onf
%nsmusly let. Does that call anything to your memory ?—I must PS'C o0 Sec. 14, in
t the documents of the office or the enginocers.

no way refreshes
witness'smemory
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"™ 859. You are not able to answer without doing so ?—No.

Advertlsement 860. Can you produce a copy of the advertisement asking for
for tenders. tenders for work on the Pembina Branch ?—Yes; I now produce it.

(Exhibit No. 20.) .

8G1. And of the form of terder intended to be used ?—Yes; I now
produce it. (Exhibit No. 21.)

862. And of the specifications applying to the tender ?—Yes; 1 now
produce it. (Exhibit No. 22.)

863. Does the advertisement ask for a tender for any work north of
St. Boniface ?—No. :

If contract 5

f,';‘r‘{f,“"e“of s‘{_‘“’k 864. In reading the contract with Mr. Whitehead (No. 5.) you
Bonlface, not thought that it embraced some work as far north as Selkirk ?—Yes.
based on any

advertisement

for tenders. 865. Then, if it did, it was not based upon any advertisement for

tenders ?7—No.

866. Are you aware of any other advertisement for work north of
St. Boniface to Selkirk ?—I am not.
Contract 3A.
867. Do you mean that all the work upon that extension, from St.
PRoaiface northward, was awarded without any competition ?—It was
awarded without further competition than that afforded by the tenders
1eceived for contract 5.

868. Was there any competition afforded by that ? I understood you
10 say that the advertiscment called for nothing north of St. Boniface ?
—There was nothing north of St. Boniface in that advertisement.

Allthe work on 869, My question relates only to that north of St. Bonifuce ?—It was

ed without com- awarded without competition.
petition.
870. All of it ?—Yes; all of it.

e oefort  871. Have you the report or a copy of the report from Mr. Fleming
in-Council upon which the Order-in-Council is based, ordering this work to be done

signed, orderin .
exocution of this by Mr. Whitebead ?—Yes.

work.
872. Will you produce it ?—I now produce it. (Exhibit No. 23.)

Further report of  873. Have you any other original documents relating to this

Fleming. extension which would give us information on the subject ?—Yes; L
now produce a report from Mr. Fleming, dated May 2nd. (Exhibit
No. 24.)

Defines the prices 874, This report seems to define the prices of section 15 which were
Cable o Con's A. to be made applicable to this extension. It mentions “ namely : ties;”
Does not know 40 cts. each, track-laying and ballasting, $290 per mile,” and nothing
Thy other prices more. Do you know why other prices for soction 15 were made

‘mads applicable. applicable to this extension ? ~No; I do not.

875. On April 19th Mr. Fleming’s report contains this language:
“ Mr. Whitehead offers to do the grading on the extension of the Pem-
“ bina Branch at the same rate as his original contract, and lay the
“track at the same rate as the present contract for sections 14
‘“and 15.”
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His report of May 2nd has thie language: .

« An Order-in-Council be passed accepting the proposal of Mr. White-
head and defining the terms.” Witness docs
The Order-in-Council makes no allusion to prices of section 15 Jiiw Bravns °

being applicable to this extersion, except as to these mattersso defined : authority for tele-

. hing the in~
°an you tell me the authority that Mr. Braun had for telegraphing as Structions p§ *
e did on the 11th of May to Mr. Rowan ?—I cannot. ROty the

876. Does it appear to you that this telegraph, in wider terms than Witness knows
‘he. report of Mr. E‘leming, has led to these charges at the higher rates o rauis
Which we have been speaking of; for instance “ off-take ditches " at telegram for the

. . higher prices.
5 cents; or can you give any other reason for it ?—I know of no other """
Teason for it.

877. Have you any other paper that you wish to put in concerning Letter about
Contract 5 or 5 A which would enlighten us?—I wish to put in a "%
letter about fencing. (Exhibit No. 25.)

878. Was any action taken on this letter which you produce ?—Yes.

879. What action ?—I produce a letter which was written to Mr. Letter to Smellie,
Smellie. (Exhibit No. 26.)

880. Do you know what further was done about this matter ?—No.

01-,}?31' Have you any other paper that you wish to put in ?—I have no
er.

882. Have you any further evidence to give by way of explanation

°f your previous evidence on this subject 7—Nothing at present.
Contract No. 33,

P883- Was there any other contract made in connection with the K:vgnggh. Mur-
embina Branch, either north or south of St, Boniface ?—Yes. phy & Upper. .

884, With whom was it made ?—With Kavanagh, Murphy & Upper.

« 385, Will you five their individual names ?—The contract is signed
X Kavanagh, James Murphy, and Joseph Upper.”

886. Was the work included in this contract submitted to public
Competition ?— Yes.

887. Have you a form of the advertisement to put in?—I have none

With me, but I can prepare a copy to be furnished afterwards.

da?88' About what date was the advertisement 7—-I have not got the
e

88 : - -
18789' What time was fixed for receiving tenders ?—The first of March }!sxt egﬂz’r;lr!éog"}_
. ing tenders.

890. Whose was the lowest tender ?—Mr. Kavanagh's was the lowest. Kavanagh's tens
891. The one which obtained the contract ?—Yes.
892. Have you his tender 7—Yes. (Exhibit No. 27.) Tender produced.

893. Is it based upon any form of specification furnished by the De-. Based on specifi-
Timent ?—It is based on'a specification prepared by the Department. gation supblied

4 894, Iy it the same as the specification atiached to the tender pro-
b'ilﬁedf?~The paper attached to the tender is not a specification, but a
of works.
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Contraet No, 38.

‘Work not com-
pleted.

Contractorsfailed
10 execute & por-
tion of work ;.
taken in conse-
quence out of
their hands.

A dispute.

List of tenderers
for this work.

Relative position
of tenderers as-
certained by
moueying out
schedule prices.

Report shows
that contract was
awarded to low-
est tenderer.

Engineers kee
ing account o
work executed
since Goyvern-
ment took con-
trol.

895. Is it not intended that his tender should be qualified by speci-
fications ?—The tender is to be upon the terms and conditions speci-
fied in the specifications bearing date the 18th of April, 1876.

896. Have you the specifications of the 18th of April, 1876, which
you can produce ?—I have not got the specification here, but will pro-
duce it later.

897. What is the number of this contract ?—It is contract No. :13.

898. Has the work been completed under their contract ?—It has
not,

899. Has there been any dispute between the Government and the
contractors upon the subject of the contract?—The contractors have

failed to execute & portion of their vork and it has been taken out of
their hands.

900. Do you mean without any dispute or difference? Were they
willing that it should be taken out of their hands?—There was a
dispute.

901. What was the nature of the dispute?—I would rather appear
before the Commission with the papers connected with the dispute.

902, Have you the contract here ?—Yes ; but I do not wish to leave
it at present. I will prepare a copy for the Commission.

903. Have you a list of the persons who have tendered for this
work ?—Yes.

289)04. Can you produce it ?—Yes; I now produce it. (Exhibit No.

905. Are these tenders based upon an approximate estimate of the

quantities, and a schedule of the prices attached to such work ?—They
are.

906. Is the relative position of the persons tendéring ascertained by
moneying out those schedule prices ?—Yes.

907. Have you a report showing the result of that moneying out ?—
Yes ; and I now produce it. (Part of Exhibit No. 28.)

908. By this report the persons who got the contract appear to have
made the lowest tender; is that your understanding ?—Yes.

909. Has there been any dispute between the Devartment and any
other persons who tendored as to relative positions ?—No,

910. Is there anything about this contract that you can explain
beyond the evidence that you have already given 2—Two of the parties
who sent in tenders made mistakes in the exteasion of their figures
and these mistakes were corrected.

911. Has any dispute arisen on that account ?—No.

912. Do you know whether the Department, or the engineer, or any-
one has kept an account of the quantities executed since taking the
contract out of the hands of the contractor ?—The eugineers are keep-
ing an account.
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Contiact No. 38.
913. Do you know whether it is done by day’s work or any pone by day's
subsequent contract ?—1It is not done under s subsequent contract; it Work.
18 done under day’s work.

... Final estimate of
914. Do you know whether a final estimate of the executed quantities duantities exe-

. . 4 ted up to the
Wwas made up to the time of taking the contract out of their hands?— taking of con-
The final estimate is not yet made. tractor's hands

being prepared..
915, Has it been ordered to be made ?—Yes; it is being prepared by

the engineers, but it is not completed yet. :

916. Will these documents to which you have referred give the time
at which the work was taken out of the hands of the contractors, or do
You know now ?—They will.

917. Is there any other information which you can give now about
18 particalar contract ?—No.

Raflway Ties—
. . . ... Comtract No. 36.
918. Was there any other contract entered into in connection with

the Pembina Branch, and if so, what is the namber of the contract ?—
Yes; No. 36, for the supply of railway ties.

919. Who is the contractor ?—William Robinson. okl

920. What is the date of the contract ?—February 22nd, 1878. Pates Z2nd Feb.,
Submitted to

921. Was this submitted to public competition ?—Yes. pablie aom peti-

tion.
922, Have you the advertisement asking for tenders >—No, not here.

923. Can you produce it afterwards?—I am not sure whether we But advertised
can, It was advertised in Manitoba only. only fn Man

924. Have you the tenders which were made 7—I have a list of the
tenders,

925. Who opened the tenders ? Was it in your Department or some- Tenders were
Where else 7—The tenders were opened at Winnipeg. gpened at Winnl

peg.

. . Report from
926. Who had charge of that matter ?—Here is a report from Mr. N'%?gn explaining
homas Nixon, explaining what was done. what was done.

927, Is that the best evidence that you have about that matter in
%’:nr control ?—I now produce the best information that I can lay
fore the Commission. (Exhibit No. 29.)

928. This report from Mr. Nixon is addressed to Mr. Braun, Secre- Documenta re-
ry of your Department, and refors to other letters and documents, ls{gn.:",egm to
ave you control of them? For instance, he speaks of Mr. Martin’s be produced.

lettor res ecting which he had telegraphed Mr. Braun, and also of a

letter to gharles Augustus Nolin ; he also refers to a telegram of the

9th of February to Mr. Braun and to a message from Mr. Braun of

@ 20th ?—Yes; I can produce those at some other time. I have not
g0t themn here.

929. In what capacity was Mr. Nixon employed by your Depart- Nixon paymaster
Went ?—As paymaster. :

930. Where did he live ?—He dates his letter from Winnipeg.

l 931. Did be live there, as far as you know ?—I don't know where he
ved ; he lived in Manitoba somewhere.
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RBattway Ties—
Contract ho, 36.

Management left
to Marcus Smith.

Nixon had made
a proper selec-
tion.

On 20th Oct., 1879,
contract taken
out of contrac-
tor’s hands in
consequence of
delays.

Tender was ac-
<epted by Order-
in-Council.

Nixon left em-
yloy of bept. in
879, the position
ke held havin,
been abotished.

932. Did he frame the advertisement for the tenders, or was it framed
here, directing them to be -addressed to him ?-——~The order to receive
tenders was given by the Department to Mr. Marcus Smith, the Acting
Chief Engineer. 1 cannot say at this moment whether he prepared the
advertisement here, or instructed some of his assistants to do so in
Winnipeg.

933. Was the management of the matter then left to Mr. Smith’s
arrangement ?—It was.

934. Do you remember whether the account given by Mr. Nixon of
the selection of the person to receive the contract was satisfactory to
the Department or not ?—Yes; it was, at the time, considered as the
best thing that could be done.

935. Do you mean that he had made a proper selection ?—Yes.

936. Was this contract fulfilled by the contractor?—Af page 129 of
Mr. Fleming's generai report of 1879, Mr. Fleming reports that on the
%9th of October the contractor had only delivered 86,808 ties, and as
the tracklaying of the Pembina Branch was being delayed in conse-
quence the contract was taken out of the contractor’s hands and a suffi-
cient quantity furnished by the Department at his expense.

937. Have you any further knowledge of the matter of this contract,
or would it be better obtained from the engincer or any other person?
—1I rofer you to the engineer,

938. Do I understand that there is an Order-in-Council ?—There is
an Order-in-Council accepting Robinson's tender.

939. Have you that Order to be produced >—I have not; but I can
get a copy of it.

940. Astothe payments on account of these different matters, have I
understood you to say that we had better ask the engineer or accountant
as to the particulars, or will you be prepared to turnish them ?—The
engineer and accountant will know quite as well as I can.

941, Is Mr. Nixon still in the employ of your Department ?—No.

942. Do you know about what time he ceased to be in the employ of
the Government ?—In 1879.

943. Did he resign, or was he removed 2—The position he had was
abolished.

944. Was that the subject of an Order-in-Council?—I am not pre-
pared to answer that.

Orrawa, Thursday, 19th August, 1880,

ToussaINT TRUDEAU'S examination continued :
By the Chairman :—

915. There were some papers asked for yesterday, which you thought
you would be able to get to-day. Have you brought them ?—They are
now being copied.

946. Is there any other contract relating to the Pembina Branch
besides those which we considered yesterday ?—Yes.
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947. What is the subject of the next one in point of time or pumber ? “ontract No. 49.

~—The erection of station buildings.

948. What is the Pacific Railway number of that contract?—No. 49.

949, Who was the contractor ?—Richard Dickson. Richard Dickson,

95). What is the date of the contract ?—15th August, 1879. Date, 15th Aug.,

951, Was this work submitted to public competition ?—It was. ?lggfﬁtggfn‘&u_

. lon.

Advertisement

952, Have you a copy of the advertisement asking for tenders ?— Hated i7th June,
Not here. I will have one prepared at some future time. %g%i}]’{“:{gg Jor re-
St uly.

953, What is the date of the advertisement, and the time fixed for
receiving tenders ?—The advertisement was dated 17th of June, 1879,

and the time for receiving tenders was the 15th of July.
. 954 Where was it advertised ? In this province, or in Manitoba, or
n both ?—I can give that to the Commission at some future time.

. . . . Y. Specifications
955. Were any specifications furnished to persons tendering 7—Yes. Specificati

956. Can you produce a copy of them ?—Yes ; but not at this moment.

957. I understand you to have one before you which you read from,
ut which you wish to keep as a record of the office ?—Yes.
958. Have you a form of the required tender which can be produced ?— Tender will be
I have & form, but cannot produce it at this moment. 1 will produce Srer. = "
1t hereafter.

959. Havo you any list showing the relative positions of the different
Persons who tendered, or was there only one tender 7—Sevoral tenders
Were received, and a list of them is printed &t page 32 of the Blue Book
Called «Tenders for works on the Canadian Pacific Railway since
January, 1879.”

960. Was this contract awarded {o the person who made the lowest Contract award-
tender ?—Yes. P g«ért; ‘lowest. ten-

961. Havo you the tender ?—I will send for it.

962. Have you the contract ?—Yes; but I would ask leave to produce

?ncopy of it hereafter, as I wish to retain this as a record in the Depart-
ent,

963, Ts this contract made according to the' terms of the advertise- Jomract fade

Tent for tenders ?— Yes. terms of adver-

964. T notice attached to this contract a separate indenture from
Suretivs. 1Is this under any new arrangement ?—It is not a new ar-
Tangement,

965. Has it always been customary to attach documents of this kind

Contracts relating to the Pacific Railway works, in the Department?
Xes, up till very recently.

966. I notice in this contract, section 7, that the cost of the work Notusualtolimit
. )
l:s]'ml_ted to & maximum sum specified in the contract. Has that been feaximum som
ual in gontracts on the Pacific Railway ?—No. 1n convract.
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Contract No. 49. - . | . . L
Mode of prepar- 967. This contract is apon & printed form; is there any settled form

ing contrace .~ alopted with that condition in it now, as a rule, in the Department ?—
Each contract stands by itself. They are pregared by our law clerk,
and transmitted to the Minister of Justice, and are there approved of or
amonded.

Contract com- 968. Has the work under this contract been fulfilled ?—Yes; Mr.A
Ploted Fleming, at page 31+ of his general report for 1880, says that thix con-
tract has been completed.

969. Are you aware that there has been any dispute about the mode
of its completion or the prices paid ?—No.

To the satiafac- 9%70. Do I understand that it has been completed to the satisfaction of
ton of Bep the Department, as far as you know ?—Yes.

971. Is there any other matter connected with this contract that you
can explain ?—Not that I can think of at this moment.

972. Can you now put in the form of tender upon which this contract
was let ?—Yes; Inow produceit. (Exhibit No. 30.)

973. Can you now put in the form of specification on which the con-
tract was let 2—Yes; I now produceit. (Exhibit No. 31.)

Ratlway Ties—
Contract No. 34

Order-in-Councit ~ 974. Can you produce the Order-in-Council which authorized the
puthorizing con- contract with Robinson, as to the ties?—Yes;- I produce it. (Exhibit
No. 32.)

975. Was there any other contract relating to the construction of this

portion of the Pembina Branch ?—No.

Railway Cen-

Contract No.13
o *"%*  976. What is the number of your first contract for any portion of the

construction of the Pacific Railway between Lake Supericr and Red
River ?——Contract 13.

Contractors, Bi-  977. Who is the contractor ?>—Sifton & Ward.

Rate—3rd April, 978, What is the date of the contract ?—The 3rd of April, 1875.
979. Was this work let by public competition ?—Yes.
980. Ilave you a copy of the advertisement ?—Yes. (Exhibit

No. 33.)
Telegraph Con- ’
tracts
Statement re- 981. Upon a previous occasion you said you would produce a siate-
garding,

garding, by Ac-  ment of expenditure upon the telegraph contracts; are you able to
produce it now ?—Yes; I produce a statement signed by Mr. Baine,
Accountant, (Exhibit No. 34.)

Ratlway Cone
struction—
Contract No. 13,

Specifications 9 2. Were any specifications concerning the work on contract 13
giventotender-  given to persons tendering ?—Yes.
983. Have you a form of the specifications which you can produce ?—
Yes; I produce ono, and it embraces the bill of works. (Exhibit
No. 35.)

B e 5, o 984 What was the latest time for receiving tenders ?—The 27th of
celving tenders. February, 1875.
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985. Have you a statement showing the persons who tendered ?— Contract No.13.

o8,

986. Can you produce it ?—Yes; I produce the original. (Exhibit Listof tenderers.

0. 36.)

987. This last appears to be certified by Mr, Braun, Mr. Rowan and
T. Palmer ; are you yourself aware of any of the circumstances con-

%GCted with the opening of the tenders beyond what that cortifies 7—
o.

988. Then your knowledge as to the opening of those tenders is based
Upon this certificate ?—Yes.

989. Attached to this certificate is a report by Mr. Fleming showing
© eight lowest tenders ; have you any knowledge as to that statement
eyond what is shown there ? —No.

99.J. Are the facts correctly stated in those certificates, as far as you
now ?-—[ believe they are. I have not audited the list, but I believe
1t to be correct.

991. Were those tendors based upon a schedule of prices applied to
those quantities given in the bill of works ?—Yes.

. 992. By Mr. Fleming’s certificate, Charters & Co. appear to be the
OWest tenderers ; have you their tender ?—I will produce it shortly.

993. In this bill of works I notice the heading over the quantities in
e8e words : “ The following is an approximate estimate of the total
' quantities of the work required to be executed ”; and again: “ From
18 bill the aggregate amounts in the several tenders are to be com-
Puted.” Do you know whether that was understood in the Department
10 be an approximate estimate ornot ? There has been some difference
Of opinion, [ notice, in the evidence before the committees, between Mr.
eming and the Minister of Public Works as to the meaning of that
S3timate and these words ; have you any knowledge as to how it was
Understood in the Department ?—I understood the words ¢ aggroximate
Quantities” tv mean a8 explained in the bill of works. e bill of
works says: « The quantities in this bill are farnished for the purpose
« of giving an approximate idea of the nature and magnitude of the
Lontract, and to admit of a comparison of the tenders. The Department
“ of Public Works reserves the right to vary the location and alter the
« orks in any manner that may appear advisable,and such alterations
« shall not invalidato the contract. The quantities of work so altered,
« Vhether above or below the quantities now farnished, shall hereafter
_correctly ascertained and paid for according to the schedule of
Prices in the tender which may be accopted.”

994. You have not understood my question. That is the intended
‘Sect of the use of the words upon the minds of the persons tendering.

Y question is directed to this: what was understood in the Depart-
Ment to be the meaning of the words ? Was it understood that those
Quantities gave an estimate approaching accuracy, or were the quan-
tities entirely speculative ?—Kiy understanding was what is conveyed
10 the bill of works.

th995- I have not made myself intelligible. Did you understand that
® quantities nared in this bill of works were nearly correct, or that

Charters & Co.,
lowest tenderers.

Quantitiesnamed
of works
approximately

they were speculative >—My understanding was that they were approx- correct.

Mately correct.
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struction—
Contract Ne, 13,

Witness means
by * approxi-
mately correct”
as correct as they
could be obtained
on the profile.

Marcus 8mith de-
posed in 1879 that
this contract was
let before survey.

W itness supposes
from Fleming’s
report that a
trial location had
been made before
quantities stated.

Charters with-
drew his tender
by telegram in
consequence of
being refused
further time,

996. Whatdo you understand * approximately ” to mean?—In con-
versation with the engineers I understood that the location and the
cross sections had not been sufficiently advanced to obtain the quantities
as correctly as they could be obtained later when very close ‘measure-
ments had been obtained ; that it was measured, probably, as closely as
could be on the profiles, but not as closely as could be measured later
on the ground.

997. Then did youn understand that those quantities were, at all
events, as correct as would be obtained after the location of the line ?
—1I understood them to be as correct as could be obtained on the pro-
file.

998. Is there a profile made before a location ?—There is & profile
made of trial locations,

999. Then do you mean that the quantities were ascertained by pro-
files on trial locations in this instance ?—Yes ; as far as I understood it.

1000. And that the guantities were named as closely as they could be
named on that kind of examination ?—Yes.

1001. Mr. Marcus Smith gave his evidence in March, 1879, before a
committee of the Senate, in which he says that this contract was let
before the survey was made; do you know if that was correct ?—
You will observe that the bill of works referred to is dated January 20th,
1875. Now at page 51 of Mr. Fleming’s general report for 1377 he
says, in the fourth year—1874—that in the autumn the location of the
line between Thunder Bay and Iiake Shebandowan—a distance of 45
miles—was commenced, and considerable progress was made by the end
of the year. I suppose the statement made by Mr. Fleming is correct.

1002. And that consequently a trial location had been made before
these quantities were stated ?—Yes,

1003. By the report of Mr. Fleming which you have produced,
Charters & Co. appear to be the lowest tenderers. Do you know why
they did not get the contract ?—Mr. Charters withdrew his offer,

1004. How is that communicated to the Department ?—On the 12th
of March, Mr. Charters telegraphs to Mr Braun:

“ Telegram received, and having had no answer from you regarding
“my first request for delay of time, I was compelled to relinquish con-
“ tract against my will.”

1005. Have you the correspondence showing what he had asked, or
copies that you can put in ?7—On the 3rd March Mr. Braun telegraphs
to Mr. Charters:

‘“ Are you ready to undertake contract for railway between Fort
“ William and Shebandowan, as tendered for on the 22nd ult., and in
“ compliance with tho Railway Act of last Session, chapter 14 ?”

1006. To what place is that directed ?—Dorchester, New Brunswick.

1007. What is Mr. Charters first name?—E, A, Charters. On the
4th March Mr. Charters telegraphs to Mr. Braun :

“ Not anticipating decision so s0oon, will require short timo to see
‘¢ others concerned. Think my tender will come under head of clause
“ 12, General Provisions, chapter 14. Will in all probability accept
¢ contract and make deposit of cash, stock and bonds of amount required
& if a little time is allowed.”
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On the 11th March Mr. Braun telegraphs to Mr. Charters:

« - Not hearing from you, and ample delay been atlowed, the Minister
as passed on to the next tender.”
Then comes the telegram of the 17th March, which I have read.

1008. T understand that you are reading from copies, not the original,
of this correspondence 7—Yes ; from copies.

1009, Who makes the next lowest tender ?—Mr. Taylor. Taylor next low-

1010. Can you explain why he did not get the contract ?—Mr. Teyloraban- =
Taylor, in a telegram to Mr. Braun, dated 15th March, says: doued contract.
‘ 8till confined to my bed. Will have to abandon contract.”

1011, Where is that from ?—Orillia.

1012, Do you know whether any deposit was made by these persons

te!_ldering at the time of tender ?—I will give the answer in a few
Minutes,

1013. Have you the original tender of Charters & Co. ?—Yes; I now
Produce it. (Hxhibit No. 37.)

1014. Have you the original tender of Mr. Taylor ?—Yes; I now
Produce it. (Exhibit No.38.)

1015. Attached to this tender of Mr. Charters is a short report from Fieming’s report.
:‘&‘(l‘. Fleming; please read it ?—“ Grading, contract Fort William to
« Ohebandowsn. Taylor is the next above Charters. If Mr. Smith has Referenceto Hon.
ot heard from the latter, I should say it would be advisable to pass 4-J. Smith.
Over him and enter into contract with Taylor. Do you approve?
“ Yours, &c.,
“S. FLEMING,”

1016. To whom is that addressed ?—It is not addressed to any one.

S 1017. Do you know for whom it was intended ? Who is the Mr.
Mith referred to ?—The pencil mark says « Hon. A. J. Smith.”

o 1018. 1o you know why he was named ?—Probabl because he was Conjectures of
f the same locality. Possibly the Minister of the Department may Yitnessasto,
Ve inquired of hif whether he was a competent and able man. A. J. Smith.
1019, This is a surmise ?—Yes ; & surmise absolutely.

1020, What is this pencil writing in the corner >—The pencil memo- Memorandum re-
thndllln in the corner is: “Mr. Smith will let me know in the course of 'ative toSmith.
is © day—Wedunesday.” It appears to be signed secretary—‘sec.” It

Prssibly a memorandum by Mr. Braun.

1021, This repor ing’ t th i Doe
. port of Mr. Fleming’s secems to suggest the passing on Does not know
fﬁ)Mn Taylor, providing Mr. Smith had not heard from Mr. Charters ; fasrins feom
o 8 understand why Mr. Smith’s hearing should be material 7—I do Charters should
ot . be material—Re-
» You must apply to Mr. Fleming. fers to Fleming.

0f1°22. Did either Cbarters & Co., or Mr. Taylor ask for any return
ang ®posit, on abandoning these tenders, that you know of ?—I will
Wer this question later.

1023, Attached to these tenders of Mr. Charters and of Mr. Taylor No claim made

are N v, ties
wh 3Pparently signatures of two sureties in each case. Do you know e ot

en th i . i uarantee that
Againgt oy declm.ed to tfzke the contract whether any claim was made guarantee that o
the sureties in either case ?7—These were sureties offered in case adnered to.
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work between
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Shebandowan.

Change In loca-
tion caused con-
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nate near Sun-
shine Creek.

Line shortened.
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Claim for com-
pensation.

Marcus Smith
took charge of
settlement of this
claim,

Contract No. 33.

the contract was entered into. They were not sureties guaranteeing
that the tenders would be adhered to by the parties tendering.

1024. That is not the language of the document they sign. I wil
read it:—* And in case this tender shall be accepted, we hold ourselves
“ ready to enter into contract for the due execution and completion of
“ the work, or so much thereof as may be required; and we offer as
“ gureties for the carrying out of all conditions, as well as for the due
¢ fulfilment of the contract, the two persons who have signed their
“ names to this tender for that purpose.” Has the interpretation of
this undertaking in the Department been that the sureties are not
liable until the contract is entered into ?—Yes.

1025. Have you the tender of Sifton & Ward ?—Yes; I now produce
it. (Exhibit No.39.)

1026. Have you the contract based on this tenler ?—Yes; I have
here the original contract. I will produce a copy to be filed.

1027. This contract is for work between Fort William and Sheban-
dowan. Has the contract been fultilled ?—1 find at page 388 of Mr.
Fleming's general report for 1877 the statement that “after the con-
“ tract was let, a change was made in the location of the line which
“ cut off about 124 miles at the westerly end and reduced the quantity
¢ of work about one-third. The contract now terminates £t a point
“ near Sunshine Creek, length 32} miles.”

1028. Without reference to Mr. Fleming’s report, are you not aware
that the length of the line was shortened ¥—Ob, yes.

1029, Has the work which has been done by Sifton & Ward under
this contract been accepted as a fulfilment of their duty under it? —I
thall look in the Department and refer to the reports on the matter.

1030. Have you, within your own knowledge, any estimate of the
expenditure upon the portion abandoned, and which was originally
included in this contract? Or is that to be obtained from some other
branch of your Department ?—I have not. The engincers will give
you that information,

1031. Can you produce now Mr. Dickson’s tender for contract 49 7—
Yes; I now produceit. (Exhibit No. 40.)

1032. Are you aware that comﬁensation was claimed by the con-
tractor on this contract 13 for the keeping of men some weeks before
the engineer arrived to locate the line?—I am aware that there wus
such a claim.

1033. Do you remember who took charge of the settlement of the
claim ?—My recollection is that it was Marcus Smith, Acting Chief
Engineer.

1034. Can you produce the bill of works for contract 33 ?—Yes, I
now produce it. (Exhibit No. 41.)

1035. Can you produce the specifications for contract No, 33 72—
Yes; I now produce them. (Exhibit No. 41}.)
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1036. What is the number of your next contract on the construction

tween Lake Superior and Red River ?—The next number after 13 is
0. 14,

1037. Who were the contractors ?—Sifton & Ward. Contractors, Sif-
1038. Was this work let by public competition ?—VYes.

1039, Have you the advertisement asking for tenders ?—Yes. A .
(Exhibit No. 42.) '

ders.
1040. Was any specification or other informatior: furnished to persons
lendering ?—Yes.
1041. Can you produce them *—Yes, (Exhibit No. 42}.)

1 . t
- 004'2. Were the contractors the persons who made the lowest tender ? Not glven to

1043, Who made the lowest tender ? —According to the report of Wallace & Co.,
Mr, Fleming dated 31st of March, 1875, the lowest tender received on °¥t tenderers.
Contract 14 was from Wallace & Co.

1044. Are these tenders based upon a schedule of prices?—Yes. Tendors based on

schedule of prices
1}945. Which are to apply to the quantities given in the bill of works ?
~Xes,

1‘0!6, And by moneying out those items you arrive at the relative
DPosition of the parties tendering ?—Yes, '

1047. This report proposes to show that position ?—It does.

Nowig-)ﬂave you the tender of Wallace & Co.?—Yes. (Exhibit ;l;fo%dgrcgf Wal-

1049. Some copies of telegrams are attached to this tender; hove

{,‘;‘1 the messages to which these were answers, or copies of them ?—
s,

.

-+ J030. Are they in such a shape that you can produce them, or do Telegrams be-
{:‘1 Wish to kezp them ?—I lgwe notygot thempin such a shape that Lyeen Dept. and
B ©Y can be produced, but I can read them. On the 25th of March, Mr.

"aun telegraphs to Wallace:
« . 1f your tender for contract fourteen is accepted sre you ready to
« _ak? deposit required ; if so come. Contract papers must be completed

Within eight days from this —answer.”
&0 the same day, 25th of March, Wallace, telegraphs to Mr. Braun:

Tlf‘ am ready and will be there to close contract first of next week.”

18 18 signed “ R. J. Campbell.”

“3051: That is signed by a Mr. Campbell >—Is he one of the parties
dering ?— Yes ; Campbell was one of the parties tyndermg.
111910252' Under the name of Wallace & Co. ?— Yes. Mr. Campbell, on

% 29th, telegraphs to Mr, Braun :

« U8t heard that section fourteen was awarded to us. If necessary Contractors ap-
i . > ” 1y fe
vgu You extend the time to qualify five days—answer. ot time, oo
“ ’i‘ithe 30th Mr. Braun telegraphs to Campbeli: :
O e cannot be extended ; matter too urgent—answer.” Refused.

« o the 31st Campbell telegraphs to Mr. Braun : )

AWhen will time expire; answer immediately and oblige.”

“ l,i,d on the same day Mr, Braun telegraphs to Mr. Campbell :
“;le expires Friday, 2nd proximo.”
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ContractasXe%  On the 3rd of April, Mr. Campbell telegraphs to Mr. Braun :
) “ Our inability to qualily was owing to Wallace being sick. Will be
“in Ottawa and explain. Hope it will have no effect on 15. Notify me
‘“ at St, Catharines on 15.”

s t . .
asked for temaérs 1053, Were tenders asked for relating to sections 14 and 15 by the

e baand 78t same advertisement ?—Yes.

Parties tendered 1954, Then were these parties tendering also for section 15 ?—Yes,

Hand1a. 1055. Were tenders asked for more than once concerning sections 14
and 15, or either of them ?—OQOnce for section i4 and three times for
gection 15,

1056. Upon this occasion, tenders were asked by the same a lvertise-
ment for the both sections ?—Yes.

1057 Do you mean section 15 as let by the last contract, No.
157 Is that what you mean by section 15 ?—I¢t is the same length.

Length of con- 1058. How far cast does it extend ?—At page 388 of Mr. Fleming’s
tracts. general report, 1877, the length of 14 is given as 77 miles, and at page
38Y the length of 15 is given as 36} miles.
Contract No. 14.
1059. Returning to contract 14, was that telegram, which you have
read, the last of the negotiations with Campbell or Wallace & Co. ?—
Yes.

Work awarded to  1060. What steps, if any, were then taken as to the next lowest
second lowest

tenderer. tender ?—The work was then awarded to the second lowest tender.

By verbal order 1061. In what manner was it awarded. By Minute in Council, or

of Minister. order of the Minister, or how ?—It was awarded by order of the
Minister. -

1062. Have you any record of the award ?—There is no record.

1065. Verbally, do you mean?—It must have been verbally, for I
have no record in the office.

1064. Was his decision communicated to the persons who made the
next lowest tender ?—I have nothing before me, but I shall refer to the
documents of the office.

Braun writes to ~ 1065. What is the next communication you have, either to or from
Hecelver-General 41,0 parties who made the next lowest tender ? —[ have here a letter
Ward are lode-  dated 28th April, from Mr. Braun to the Receiver General, which is as
posit to his cre-

it $20,000. follows : —

“I beg to inform you that Messrs. Sifton & Ward, contractors for
“ the grading and bridging of the Canadian Pacific Railway between
“Red River and Cross Lake, contract 14, are required to deposit to
“ your credit $20,000 as security for the due fulfilment of their con-
“tract. When that deposit shall have been made you will please
“transmit your certificate to that effect to this Department.”

Does not think 1066. Was there any report or recommendation from Mr. Fleming
on reportar a4 by which this contract was to be awarded to these parties 7—1I do not
Flemlng. think so, but I shall be able to reply more positively as soon as the

person who has gone for papers to the office returns,

i
g?r}(;stthfxim& 1067. You will remember that attached to the tender of Charters &

Soing. cd F1e Co,, for eection 13, there was a letter from Mr. Fleming recommending
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that the contract be awarded to the next lowest tender, Do you know ComtractNo.14.
why there is no such recommendation in this case ?—I have no doubt

the Minister consulted the Chief Engineer before he awarded contract

14b§o Sifton & Ward; but I do not know why he did not report on the

subject.

10..8. If tenders were accepted in their regular order, and because Usual practice to
lower tenderers were not willing or were not able to fulfil the terms, was ©Psult Flemivg.
1t usual to consult the enginoer as to the propriety of gcing to the next
lowest tender? In other words, was that a matter for the engineering

ranch of your Department or for the managing head ?—The engineer
Was consulted. :

1069. That was the usual practice, do you mean ?—Yes.

1070. Have you any record of his being consulted in this case, about No record that 4
Qo?tract 14?7—No record ; but that does uot mean that he was not con- gnoutcontract 14.
Sulted .

1071. Has this contract been fulfilled by the contractor, as far as you Contract not ful-

know ?—Not completely by this contractor. tractor.

1072. Was the work taken out of the contractor's hands by the Gov-
ernment, or was it by some friendly arrangement ?—Before answering
that question I wish to consult the documents of the office.

1073. Have you a report showing the relative position of the persons Flemine’s report
tendering, made by Mr. Fleming on this contract?—Yes; I produce 2 t© tenders.
t. (Exhibit No. 44.)

.1074. Are you prepared to give the amounts expended on these
ifferent contracts, or would you prefer us to get that information from
fome other officer in the Department ?—I think you can get it better
tom the accouctant than from me.

Contraet No.15.
1075. What is the number of the next contract on construction
lween Lake Superior and Red River ?—Contract 15.

1076. Was this work submitted to public competition ?—Yes.

Co: t-. tors, Sut-
1077. Who were the contractors ?—Sutton, Thompson & Whitehead. t‘gﬂﬁ:f%r;fmm&

1078. What is the date of the contract ?—January 9th, 1877. G on Cqaract

1079. Was this contract based upon the first advertisement for several adver-
tender(s, or were there several advertisements for tenders ? - It was not sements.

ased on the first advertisement for tenders. There were several adver-
Yisements,

v 108(}. Have you the first advertisement for work on this section ? —
©8; itis the same as the one produced on contract 14.

1081. That led to no contract ?—No.

1082, Do you know whether the secoud advertisement led to any '
®ontract ?—It did not. \

\]0:;3. This contract was let upon the third advertisement, was it? Contract let upon

ment.
E108'4' Have you the third advertisement?—Yes; I produce it.
(Exhibi¢ No, 45.)
5%
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CoptractNo-15. 1985 Were specifications and other particulars furnished to persons
tendering for this contract ?—Yes.

Specifications. 1086. Can you produce them ?—Yes ; 1 now produce them. (Exhibit
No. 46.)

1087. Was this tender based upon a schedule of prices applied to
estimated quantities 7—Yes.

1088. And the relative position of the tenders was ascertained by
moneying out the prices and quantities ?—Yes.

List of tendersin  1089. Have you any report or information showing the relative

Blue Book. position of the persons who tendered 7—At page 10 of the Blue Book
called ““ Return to an Address, of papers connected with the awarding
of section 15, on the Canadian Pacific Railway, 1877,” there is a list of
the tenders received, with the amounts.

1090. Are these amounts named in the list based upon a bill of
works furnished 10 persons tendering ?—Yes.

81l of works, 1091. Can you produce the bill of works for section 15?—Yes; I
produce it. (Exhibit No. 47.)

A Macdonald  1092. This list shows A. P, Macdonald & Co. to have made the lowest

Jerers.did notget tender: did they get the contract ?—They did not.

1093. The Blue Book to which you have referred contains some cor-
respondence on this subject; do you know of any correspondence
relating to this subject besides what is shown in this Blue Book ?—This
roturn was prepared as a statement of all telegrams and correspondence
with parties tendering, or with any other parties, in relation to ten-
derers or to the contractors, and I believe it is complete.

1094. And do you believe it to be correct as far as it goes ?—I do.

1095. Have you the original tender of A.P. Macdonald & Co.?—
Yes; 1 produce it. (Exhibit No, 48.)

1096. Have you the original tender of Martin & Charlton ?—Yes.

:{egg:;l?‘x;nh‘lartm 491)097_ Do you produCe it ?=—Yes; I now produce it. (Exhibit No.

21,000 deposited 1098. Do you know whether any deposit was made with these ten-

With each tender. jora, as required by the specifications ? I think the specifications call
for $1,000 with each tender ?—My recollection is that deposite were
made.

Cannot say at 1099, Do you remember whether they were returned to these per-

Present Ifdeposits gons whoso tenders were not accepted and who were unable to give
security ?—I must refer to the office for that.

goog:ll:togrggfnt 1100. The second tender appears to have been made by Martin &

given toone of - Charlton, and the report shows that on the 21st December E. J. Charl-

oyoral bersons  ton withdrew his tender. On the 29th of the same month, the other
person, Patrick Martin, communicates with the Minister, stating that
he is ready to perform the work and give security. Is there any prac-
tice or rule in your Department which permits or prevents a contract
being given to one of several persons tendering when the others with-
draw ?—There is no such rule.

,‘gﬁf",’? y&f‘lﬁ:{f 1101. Then, as you understand the practice, on the 29th of Decem-

tin, who had  ber Martin alone would have been eligible for this contract if he could
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have given security ?—Yes; on the 6th of January, 1877, the Minister y iten that ne

reported to Council, and in his report the following paragraph occurs :— was prepared to.
gﬂ . . ? on without

“ The letter of Mr. Martin, one of the members of the firm of Messrs. Ehariton, had

“ Charlton & Co., already referred to, contains a statement that he is 3233‘1{3, pat up

‘“ prepared to proceed to §ive the necessary security, but he did not that, besides, the

“ tender any security, and as he had been given the opportunity of two yp, en

“ months to do 8o, it would have been evidently useless to wait any

‘ longer on his account, retting aside altogether the matter of the rup-

“« . " : . L
ture of the firm of which he is a member. Witness, not-
2. Does th if ini ious! ed 7—Tt docs Miisters report
» * - nister’s repor
1102. Does that qualify your opinion previously express t docg Minlster's report,
not. opn:lon thrs.%hthe
I o e rupture o e
1103. Are you still of the same opinion ?—Yes. firtanot materlal.

1104. Then do you think that the rupture of the firm was not
material ?—Not the rupture of the firm; but the fact that he did not
make the deposit for two months was material.

1105. But the rupture of the firm was not material ?—No.,
1106. Who makes the next lowest tender ?—Sutton & Thompson, ~ Sutton & Thomp~

N110"{. Will you produce their tender ?—I now produce it. (Exhibit lowest tenderers.
0. 50.)

1108. Give me the names in full of the members of the firm ?—R.
T. Sutton and William Thompson.

11v9. Are these the same parties who tendered for the telegraph
contract ?—I do not know,

1110. Wasthecontractawarded to them ?—Yes; to Sutton & Thomp-

80n, Cgté(t)rta:t awlard-
1111. How was it authorized ?—By an Order-in-Council. Order-in-Counell.

1112. Have you a copy of the Order-in-Council 7~—The printed copy
of the Order-in-Council is at page 32 of the return to the Address re-
ferred to in one of my previous answers. There is a typographical
error in it; the $1,394,000 should be $1,594,000.

- 1113. Have you the contract >—Yes ; I now produce it. (Exhibit
0. 51.)

1114. Do you know whether the dealings between the Department order-in-counenn
and the persons who have done the work under this contract have been [g¢ gnlzing
with Sutton, Thompson & Whitehead, or with one or more of that firm ? sole contractor.
—They were at first with Sutton, Thompson & Whitehead, but since
then an Order-in-Council has been obtained recognizing Mr. Whitehead
as the sole contractor.

1115. Have you that Order ?—1I have not got it here, but I can procure
& copy of it.

1116. Was tho work on this contract within the estimated quantities work haslargely
Mentioned in the specifications or has it excecded the estimated quan- ¢xceeded thecorr

tities ?—It has exceeded the estimated quantities.
1117, Largely, or to a small extent?—Largely.

1118. Do you kuow whether the progress estimates that are furnished Progress estl-
to the Department gave any information when the estimated quantities ﬁ:'éefnrorm;gon
Were first excoeded, either in gross or in detail ?—The progress esti- that estinated

Mmates did not give that information. been exceeded.

.
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Not possible for
Dept., without
advice of engt-
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‘was going to be
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than was esti-
mated.

No record of esti-
mated quantities
kept.,

In the present
case, thinks the
Engineer in-
formed the De-
partment that
the executed
work exceeded
the estimates-
Whether it would
be proper to stop
contract when
quantities
reached, debated.
Also. whether it
would not be ex-
pedient to change

rades from 5226

8040 feet to the

rile.

Thatjthe cost and
quantities ex-
oeeded the esti-
mates, known to
Dept. shortly
after it occurred.

1119. Was it possible for the Department, then, during the progress
of the work as executed, to know whether the work was going to be more
expensive than the tenders intimated ?—It was not possible without
recourse to the engineers.

1120, Do you keep any book or record of the estimated quantities,
so that it can be ascertained, when progress estimates are put in,
whether these exceed the estimated quantities of the tenders ?—We do
not,

OrTtawa, Friday, 20th August, 1880.
ToussaINT TRUDEAU'S examination continued :
By the Chairman : —

1121. According to your system, may the executed quantities largely
exceed the estimated quantities without the Department being aware
of it ? Is it possible >—No, it is not; for the engineers are in constant
daily communication with the Department and keep it informed.

1122. Are you able to say now whether, in reference to section 15,
they did keep the Department informed of the fact, as soon a3 it occurred
that the executed works were costing more than the estimated
works ?—1I have no doubt that they did ; and what recalls it to my mind
is this fact: I know it was discussed in the Department whether it
would not be proper to stop contract 15 when the quantities in the
contract were reached. This thing was very seriously discussed.
Another proposition discussed wag, whether it would not be expedient
to change the grades. 1t wasthoughtthat the grades might be changed
from 52:26 to 80-10 feet to the mile. This was very seriously discussed
and very favourably entertained by Mr. Mackenzie at the time. Another
thing which brings it to my m'nd is this: that on one occasion, before
the Committee on Public Accounts, a question was raised as to the
increased cost of these works, and I recollect that I stated there, before
the Committee, that I advocated the change of grading, and that it had
been discussed in the Department and the Minister was favourably
disposed.

1123. Favourably disposed to what ?—To the change. That is what
brings it to my mind, that on both sides of the Committee there was a
strong oxpression that the grades of the road should not be disturbed.

1124. I do not understand how the strong expression on both sides of
the Committee would affect this particular question, but perhaps it does.
In the meantime, do I understand you to say that the knowledge that
the cost and quantities of the works executed exceeded the cost and

uantities estimated on section 15, was known to the Department, and
giscussed there soon after it occurred ?—Yes; I say that it was, and I
have quoted those things simply to show what brings it to my mind.

1125. You have no doubt now that vou are right, and that it was
about section 15?—These discussions apply to all tbe scctions, but
section 15 was very much the subject of debate.
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1126. Without reference to other sections for the present, are you
aware whether this excess on soctiou 15 was brought to the notice of
the Department and discussed very soon after it occurred ?—My
impression is that it was verbally.

1127. Have you ascertained whether any deposits were made with Deposlts were
the-tenders in the case of section 15 ?—I have ascertained that deposits ders for sec. 15.
have been made, and we are now preparing the list,

1128. Has it been the practice with the Department to forfeit deposits Practicess o
made with teuders when the parties who made the tenders Wwith- gjtgnot constant.

drew or omitted to fulfill the conditions ?—The practice is not constant.

: . . . Practice toretain.
1129. What is the usual practice, or is there any understanding about neques, but some
a usual practice ?—The practice is to retain the cheques, but some of have been re-
the cheques have been returned under special circumstances. special cireum-

. . stances.
1130. Not under ordinary circumstances ?—No.

1131. Are you aware whether any of the securities, in the shape of
cheques or money, on undertakings connected with any of the offers
about work on the Pacific Railway have been retained by the Govern-
ment in consequence of failure in the performance of the offer ?—I

cannot answer without referring to the Department. ~
Order-in-Council

1132. You spoke yesterday of the Order substituting Mr. Whitehead $yhjituting
for the firm of Sutton, Thompson & Whitehead for section 15 contract ; the firm of Sut~

have you got that Order ?—1 produce a copy of it. (Exhibit No.52.) ‘Whirenoaaro®*

1133. Have you the contract, or a copy of the contract No. 33 to
Produce ?—It is not ready yet.

1134. Have you contract 13, or a copy of it ?—It is not yet ready.

1135. You spoke of some correspondence concerning disputes on
Contract No. 33; have you that ready ?—We are not quite realy
Yet.

1136. Contract 15 covered the ballasting and track-laying over the
&rading work that had beeu done on section 14 ?—Yes.
Contract No. 28.

. ! . Grading, &c.,
1137. What is the number of the next contract, on account of con Do o 1ne

Struction, between Lake Superior and Red River ?—Contract No. 25. Ureek and Eng-

1138. What is the subject of that contract ?—Grading and bridging,
and other works, between Sunshine Creek and English River.

1139. About how many miles ?—About eighty miles. Extent, 80 miles,

1140. Did it not also cover some work over part of what is known Also covered
33 contract No. 13 ?—It also covered track-laying and ballasting from puyieeiiie oo
ort William to English River—that is 112 miles altogether. gmlml#;:rfo
1141, Was this work let by public competition ?—Yes.

1142, Have you the advertisement asking for tenders?—Yes; I
Produce it. (Exhibit No. 53.)

1143. Were specifications and bills of work furnished to persons Specifications
derin g ?—Yes. furnished to
- tenderers.

1144. Have you copies of these to produce now ?—No.
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Price based on
schedule of
prices.

Report of Engl-
neer.

Contractors, Pur-
cell & Ryan.

Letter of Braun
10 Purcell, ask-
in: for deposit.

Tenders opened
on 22nd May.

A1l who opened
tenders con-

nected with En-
gineering bept.

'The managing
heads of part-
ments could not
always spare the
time tobe present

Tenders opened
the day named in
the advertise-
ment,

Does not know
why departure
was made from
the practice of al-
lowing a few days
to elapse before
opening tenders.
The usual prac-

tice was not fol-
lowed.

1145, Was the price of this work based upon a schedule of prices
applied to the works mentioned in your bill of works ?-—Yes. '

1146. And the moneying out of these prices shows the relative
position of the persons who tendered ? —Yes.

1147. Have youn any report from the engineer upon this subject,
relating to this contract ?—Yes ; I produce it. (Exhibit No. 54)

1148. Was the contract given to the persons who made the lowest
tender 7—The lowest tender was made by Mr. Purcell, and the contract
was given to Purcell & Ryan.

1149. Have you the tender by Purcell?—Yos; I produce it.
(Exhibit No. 35.)

1150. Have you any letters, o:copies of letters, from the Department
to Mr. Purcell upon the subject of this tender ?—On the 30th of May,
Mr. Braun writes to Mr. Purcell :

“ With reference to your tender dated the 20th instant, for contract
« 25 of the Canadian Pacific Railway, I am now requested to state
“whether, and when, you are prepared to make the necessary 5 per
“ cent. deposit, namely $50,000.”

And I find, attached to the tender, letters which show that Mr.
Fleming had already written, on the 25th of May, to Mr. Parcell, very
much to the same effect,

1151. This report from Mr. Fleming upon the position of the persons
tendering, and the amounts named by each, appears to show that the
tenders were opened on the 22nd of May. Is that right?—Yes.

1152. The gentlemen who opened those tenders are all connected
with the Engineering Department ? —Yes,

1153. Was that usual in the opening of tenders ?—It was usaial to
have two or three persons, and those who could afford the time were
selected.

1154. It was not always the practice to have one of the managing
heads of the Department, either the Minister, Deputy Minister, or the
Secretary, for instance? —No ; because the time could not always be
spared.

1,53, This cortificate seems to show that the tenders were opened
the day named in the advertisement ?—Yes,

11566. I understood you to say upnn a previous occasion that the
practice was 1o allow a few days to elapse before opening them ; am I
right 7—Yes.

1157. Do you know why that practice was not followed on this
occasion ? —1 do not,.

1158. This was different, then, from the usual practice ?—Yes ; the
tenders were opened at four in the afternoon,

1159. T notice, by some correspondence between Mr. Fleming and
Mr. Purcell, that the terms of the tender were changed after the receipt
of it by the Department ; can you explain that ? The penalty or bonus
is raised from {10 a day to $500 a day?—I am not aware that the
tender was changed ; the contract is $10,
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. 1160. I notjce a letter attached to the tender which says that Purcell Comtract No.35.
18 willing to raise the bonus to $500. Does that affect the value of the
tender in any way ?—No.

1161. It did not alter the terms of the contract ?—It did not.
1162. Have you the contract No, 15 ?—~Yes.

1163. Can you produce it ?—This is ar original; I will produce a
copy of it.

. 1164. Have you the correspondence showing what led up to the Iﬂltlt»er ll;l;%m fﬂ’,{{

Introduction of another person into the contract besides Purcell ?—I % Ra;an hould
ave here a letter dated 30th of May from Mr. Purcell to the Minister beassoctated with

of Public Works, asking that Hugh Ryan be associated with him. I~

Bow produce it. (Exhibit No. 56.) A

1165. I notice in this tender of Ryan’s that many of the figures have
en altered, both schedule of rates and the amounts as moneyed out.
ave you any means of knowing that it was in that shape when it was

Opened beyond the certificate signed by Mr. Fleming ?— No ; I have no
neans,

1166. Has this contract been fulfilled by the contractors ?—The work Work  lias been
a8 been executed. exceu
Contractors not

1167. Are the contractors finally settled with ?—No. finally settled

with
1168. Is there a dispute existing betwen the contractors and the
epartment ?—There is a dispute.
Executed work

1169. Did the executed works exceed the estimated works on this exceeded entimat-
Contract ?—Yes. ed very consider-

ably.
1170. Largely, or only in a trifling degree ?—Very considerably.

i inci _ Excess principal-
R 1171, Do you remember upon what item the principal excess was? T onyation.
Xcavation,

1172. Of what material? —I do not wish to speak from memory.

di © Commission would obtain this information from the engineers more
1rect,

1173. And more correctly 2—Yes; more correctly thanI can give it,
Speaking from memory.
1174. Was there a re-measurement of the executed quantities upon Re-measurement
this contract—1I see that the Chief Engineer recommends it in the Uidagonted auao
Interests of the public ?—Yes.

1175. What was the general result of the re-moeasurement? Was it Re-measurement
verify the previous measurements, or to show that they were too low fous than the irst
Or too high ?—The re-measurement did not agree with the first measure. measurement.
Ment, and at this moment they have beon referred to the engineer who
Made the first measurement for report.

T 1176. Do you mean that they were less than his measurements ?—
hey were less than the first measurements.
1177, Who made the re-measurement ?—Mr. L. G. Bell, Engineer,
at 1178, Who made the former measurements ?—They were made by a
of engineers under Mr. McLennan.

1179, Who gave the certificates upon those previous measurements;
ere they by the staff or by a single engineer? I cannot remember.
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1180. You say that this measurement by Mr. Bell has been referred
back to the person who made the previous measurement ?—Yes.
Matter referred '

10 engineer who 1181. You do not mean Mr. Hazlewood?—No; it has been reforred
made first mea- to My, McLennan.

surement for ¢x-
1182. Is Mr. McLennan still in the employ of the Department ?—No

planations.
1183. But you expect him to make a report fur your information ?—
We expect he will defend his previous measurement.

1184. Then, is the matter referred to him with that view—that he
may defend it ?-—It is referred to him with the view of recciving any
explanations that he may offer.

1185. Can you remember in round numbers the difference in value
of the work as certified by him and by Mr. Bell ?—I would rather not
speak from memory. :

1186. Was Mr. McLennan dismissed, or did he resign, or how other-
wise did he leave the service ?—Mr. McLennan has only lately left_the
gervice.

e ol 1157, T was not asking about the time ; I was asking about the manner

services dispens- in which he left it ?—-During the last winter Mr. McLennan was out on
) the survey, and on the completion of the survey this spring or summer
his services were dispensed with.

1188. Then he had completed any work upon which he had been
engaged for the Government before he left the service?—Yes; ho had
completed his survey.

Some explana- 1189. Has he given any explanation of the difference in quantities
Yo .
iven by nim. " as ascertained by him, and by Mr. Beli?—He has not done so—not
completely.

1190. Has he not completely given you any explanation, and if 50 i3
it by correspondence which you can produce ?—Yes; he has, by corres-
pondence.

1191. Which you will produce, or & copy of it >—Yes.

1192. Can you give the certificates of engineers showing first when
the excess occurred on this cootract beyoud the amounts of work
estimated at the time of the tenders ?—Yes,

Not the practice 1193, Do you koow whether there is any recognized practice in the
e e tione Department that upon the opening of tenders, if any of them appeared
in tenders. to contain alterations these aiterations should be initialled, or noted in

some way, by the persons who opened the tenders, so as to prevent

subsequent alterations, or suspicion of them ?—It is not the practice.

1194. I notice in this tender of Purce'l's that alterations have been
made upon at least three items after it was first prepared : “ solid rock
excavation,” “ rock excavation ” and *‘ ballasting " ; do you remember
whether it happens that the final increase or decrease in quantities is
principally upon these items, or any of them ?—It is on these items.

1195. Have you the certificate of re-measurement of Mr. Bell, or 2
copy of it, that you can produce, showing the difference between that
and the previous measurement ?—I can produce a copy of it.

1196. And the final measurement by Mr. McLennan ?—Yes.



75 TRUDEAU

Railwa Con
struction—
Contract No.14.

1197. Can you produce the contract with Sifton & Ward, No. 14, S'v%)gs(’)}_‘mcontmt
Or a copy of it ?—I now produce a copy of it. (Exhibit No.57.) Ward & Co

1198. Can you produce the bond given by way of surety for this
®ontract, or “a copy of the bond 7—I mow produce a copy of it.
(Exhibit No. 58.)

1199, Have you a copy of the specifications for contract 15 to pro- comtract Xo.15.
duce ?—1 pow produce a copy. (Exhibit No. 59.)

1200. Have you a copy of the bill of works for contract 25 to

pro- ¢ No. 25.
Uce ?—J now produce it. (Exhibit No. 60.) Contrac

1201. Have you the Minute of Council authorizing the operating of Telegraph Con-
the telegruphyline by Oliver, Davidson & Co.?—[ now produce it. comcract Bo. 4.

(Exhibig No. 61.)

1202, Have you any notification, or copy of it, from the engineer, or

9 One in your Department, to Oliver, Davidson & Co. concerning

I © Operating of this line ?—Yes; and I now produce a copy of it dated
Une the 10th, 1876. (Exhibit No. 62.) Ratlway Con-

struction —
Contraet No. 33.

4 1203, Have you the advertisement for the tenders ugon which con- Advertisement
fact 33 was awarded ?—Yes ; I now produce it. (Exhibit No. 63.) )

1204. Have you copies of the correspondence between the Depart-
f,‘eﬂt and Mr. Robinson connected with his contract for_ties on “the
®mbina Branch ?—Yes ; I now produce them. (Exhibit No. 64.)

1205, What is the number of your next contract councerning the comtract Nos41.
%gszrnction of the road between Lake Superior and Red River ?—
1.

i 1206, What is the subject of that contract ?>—The construction of a Egggsa“}:‘;’“ to
106 from English River to Eagle River. ’

1207. Which is the eastern terminus ?—English River.
1208. Is that the terminus of the work under contract 25 >—Yes,
: m}g{g& About what length of line does this work cover?—About 118 18 g{{){es in

1210. Who were the cortractors >—Purcell & Co. furcell & Co., con-
12 i * 37 0 s

11. What is the date of the contract ?—March 4th, 1379. aMJI?é‘rZﬁi‘n&i’&
1212. Was this work let by public competition ?—Yes.

(E121.3. Have you the advertisement for tenders ?—Yes; I produce it.
Xhibit No, 65.)

. th K in-

in 1214, Isee by the advertisement that othor work than this was gudzi‘iv:radvgr*
Cluded in the advertisement for tenders >—Yes. Genanent for ten-
1215, w, : . i iv-

- Were all the tenders for this work received by the Govern- Time for recetv

:’il"“!? before the time named in this first advertisement?—No; the 1a8acq e™ °*

® Was extended.
be%()zl';- V7as the date for the extension inserted in any newspapers

Te the time had olapsed named in the first advertisement ?— Yes.
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Time extended 1217. Were all the tenders which wore considered by the Depa!ft’
afier second ad- ment in reference to this contract received before the time named i?
seme the second advertisement ?—No; the time was again extended.

1218. Was this extensiou advertised before the time named in th?
gecond advertisement had expired ?—Yes. ,

List of tenders. 1219. Have you any statement or report showing the relative pos"
tions of the different parties ‘who tendered, after the tenders wer®
opened ?—There is a printed copy of a report by Mr. Fleming, contait”
ing a list of the tenders received. (Exhibit No.66.) :

1220. This report which you have prodaced numbers seventeen ter
ders in this work. I notice in the Blue Book dated 1880, and pu™
porting to give information on the same subject, that twenty tender?
were received : can you explain this discrepancy 7—In the Blune Book,
there are two columns; n ithe first column there are seventeen tenders
These are the seventeen tenders given at page 4of the return.

1221, Then there is no discrepancy ?—There is no diserepancy.

1222. What does this column relate to in this Blue Book ?—Tender®.
for work to be comfleted by the Ist of July, 1882, and ready for throug®
trains by the 1st]ot July, 1881, .

1223. Then the seventeen tenders mentioned in Mr. Fleming's report
do not relate to this particular condition 7—No.

Contractors : 1224. Was the contract let to the persons who made the lowosh

Marks, Ginty, _n s : . : coll
Purcell & Ryam. f&?ri({i;;rf The contract was made with Messrs. Marks, Ginty, Purce™
o4 .

Lowest tenderers: 1225, Who made the lowest tender ?—Marks & Conmee. .

1226. Persons are named in the contract who are not named in th
tender ?—7Yes.

Letter from 1227. Do you know why that was done or what led to it ?—A lette’
Marks & Conmee dated February 13th, from Marks & Conmee to the Minister, says:

gosiing the asso-  * In the event of section A of the Canadian Pacific Railway bein§

datlon with * «awarded to our tender, we will associate with us in the contra®y

{;l{;C:ll, Ginty & ¢ Messrs, Purcell; Ginty & Ryan, the contractors for the section east of

yan. “the one in question, and all preliminary arrangements made by the®
“ with the Government respecting our tender will be satisfactory.”

1228. Was that what led to the introduction of the new parties *~.
Yes.

Tenders based on 09 : iti s
estimated quanti 1229. Were these tenders based upon estimated quantities and

ties and sshedule schedule of prices to apply to those quantities ?—Yes.

1230. The moneying out of these quantities and prices gave the i?"
formation which would show the relative position of the tenders ?— Yo%

Return of corres-  1231. Has the correspondence between the Department and porson?
Jiondence to Par- who have made tenders for this work been the subject of a return!

either House of Parliament ?—Yes.

1232. When was the order for the return made ?—16th Februars’
1880.

1233. Was the correspondence returned ?—Yes.
1234. Do you know when ?—March 31st, 1880.
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1235, Is there any correspondeuce on the subject that you are aware - &

sides this mentioned in this return, between the Department and
Q'ly Persons who made tenders for the work ?—No; there is no othor
Trespondence.
« 123@ I see that this return purports to contain among other things
« SOPies of all departmental reports respecting such tenders, Orders-in-
koollucil and correspondence not heretofore brought down.” Do you
39w whether there was any correspondence brought down before that
Port which would give us information upon the subject >—The cor-
th"POndence referred to as not having been hevetofore brought down is
® Correspondence which I have just produced.

1237, Attached to Mr. Fleming’s report ?—Yes.

[ 1238, Then these two retarns embrace everything relating to this,
Ar ag you know ?—Yes.

8 123{9- Have you the specifications and bill of works which were pecifications,
g.PPlied to persons tendering for this contract ?—I produce the speci- it of works.
“tions (Exhibit No. 67), and the bill of works (Exhibit No. 68).

0012{0. Separate tenders appear to have been asked for, one being upon Two-fold condi-: .

Of“dltion' that the road shall be ready for through trains by the lst ton as to me o
July, 1882, and the other upon condition that it shall be ready by the adopted as basts

Stof July 1881. Do you know which of those conditions was adopted °f “ontract.

18 ba-is for the contract ?—They were both adopted.

Eogtractﬁrs were
&01241- In what way were they both adopted ? Do you mean that the highef prics if
Sractors were to be paid a higher price if they did it at the earlier they com ??‘fly'
© 8ud a lower price if at the later time ? —Yes. 1881; lower if by
July, 1882
%1242- Has there been any other return to Parliament concerning this Return giving a
Utract, except the report which you have just put in and the Blue copy of contract.

of | Which has been mentioned ?—There was & return giving a copy
lhe contract entered into.
2

%43,- Can you produce oane?--Yes; but it is not a return made

(Ex“,""g to an order of the House, but is made under the Act.
ibit No. 69.)

“1244- Was the tender of Marks & Conmoe, as made by them, adopted

on ¢ ® basis of the contract, or was it altered in any way ?—The prices

X" the tender are not altered.

¥ 1245, You mean the prices on the tender which was accepted, or do
Biop 1980 that none of the prices have been altered ? Has the exten-
been altered ?—The extensions do not appear to have been altered.

th:z'm- To what does this remark refer in the report of Mr. Fleming,

%lr"ﬁPSt column, “as per tender,” naming one amount, and in another

Gngizm’ * a8 revised,” naming a different amount ?—I refer you to the
1

°ers for explanations.

Prog 1. Have you tho original contract in this case, or a copy of it, to
cop, @ °—I cannot leave the original with you, but I will furnish a
2Y of it to be filed.

12 . . -
48. s this work now in progress under this contract ?—Yes. Seon Stillin pro

1 "
]),::9- Has thero been any dispute between the contractors and the No dispute be-

it p—. tors and the De~
Ment about the work or the measarement of it ?—No. lors and t
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T 1250, Do you know whether the progress estimates, as they have

been made, show that any of the quantities originally estimated for the
purposes of tendering have been exceeded ?—I refer you to the engineers
on that. I cannot say from memory.

Centract No. 42.

1251. We Will leave this contract for the present. What is the next

contractrelating to construction between Lake Superior and Red River ?
—Contract 42.

E‘%:g;ic&?;zhing 1252. Who were the contractors ?—Fraser, Manniog & Co.

ilted’to :(‘)Jrll)\.pe- 1253. Was this work submitted at the same time that the last con-

tition at the same i , ice it —
time as contract tract was submitted for public competition ?—Yes.
41

Time for receiv- 1254, Were the times for recciving tenders extended in the same
ing tenders ex-
tended. way ?—Yes.

1255, And by the same advertisements ?—Yes.

1256. Have you any reports or correspondence referring to this con-
tract beyond those mentioned in the returns and reports which you
have put in already relating to contract 41?—No.

Morse, Nicholson 1257, Who made the lowest tender for section B. ?—Morse, Nicholson
& Marpoleg the . X
lowest tenderers, & Mar pole.
1258. Have you their tender 2—Yes; I produce it. (Exhibit No. 70.)
Contract No. 41.
1259. Can you produce the tender of Marks & Conmee as to section
A ?--Yes; I produce it. (Exhibit No. 71.) :

gsif,'ge;fe,}‘gfg',;gﬂ 1260. Were the tendersin thiscase based on estimated quantities, and

z.)lf; ?&g ss'chedules a schedule of prices to be applied to those quantities ?—Yes.
1261. And is it by moneying out those prices that the relative posi-
tions of the persons tendering is ascertained ?—Yes.
Contract X0.42.
1262. This tender of Morse, Nicholson & Marpole appears to be
made on the form of tender B. In the report of Mr. Fleming I
see a list of names under the form of tender C; have you that form
, of tender C to produce ?—I have not got it here.

Contractbasedon  1263. Can you say whether the contract was based on the form of

form of tender B. tonder C?—QOn the form B.

Morse, Nichol
&‘ifierpone“m?:i%’é 1264, Under form B you say that Morse, Nicholson & Marpole

B taneeamiract  were the lowest tenderers ; did they get the contract ?—No.
withdrew their .
tender. 1265. Why not ?—They withdrew their tender.

1266. Have you the correspondence which shows that withdrawal, or
which led to it ?—A copy of their letter to the Department is printed
on page 17 of the return called “tenders for works.”

Sldrews, Jones 1,67, Who made the next lowest tender ?—Andrews, Jones & Co.

tenderers.
1268. Have you that tender 7—Yes ; and I now produce it. (Exhibit
No. 72.)

1269. Did these parties get the contract ?—No.
L";ge‘?,ﬂggsﬁz 1270. Why not?—They failed to make the deposit required.
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1271. Have you any correspondence or documents showing thi8 Reasons and cor-
Withdrawal or failure on their part ?—The reasons and correspondence Tespondence re-
Which led to the rejection of this tender are given in two reports to jection of their
uncil, dated 3rd and 5th of March. These reports and Orders-in- lgndergtven in

Council will be found at pages 23 and 24 of the Blue Book. Blue Book.

1272, Are you personally aware of the circumstances connected
W“}L the rejection of this tender, beyond what appeuars in the Blue
?—No.

1273. From whom did you receive the next lowest tender ?—From Era or, Grant &
F rager, Grant & Pitblado. Towest tenderers.
1274, Have you their tender ?—Yes; I now produce it. (Exhibit
No. 73.)

1275. Was the contract awarded to these parties?—Yes. To them contract

1276. The tender of Andrews, Jones & Co. appears to have been to Their tender

finigh the road for through trains in July, 1881, while the tender of the named July, 1882,

Parties who got the contract is to finish it a year later; do you know finishing contract
Whether a%g difference in value was attached to the tenders on that fixed by tender of

ccount ? What I mean is this: was it not considered in the Depart. Ardrews 1ones &
Went that finishing the section at an earlier date was worth a higher A money value

Price than finishing it at a later date ?—Yes. 32&%?& the con-

ract earlier.
1277, 1t appears that the contract of the present contractors is over Failure to deposts
200,000 more than the next lowest tender, and requires the road to Sectriy.sole
finished a year later than the other offered to do it. Do you know tract not given to
any other reason for not giving it to the lowest tender eXcept that ‘oW tenderer:
they had failed to deposit the security ?—I know of no reason except
® one which is given in the report to Council.

of

Witness took no

. . . . art in the discus-
1278. Did you personally take any part in the discussion about this Sion respectivg
Matter ag to the propriety of refusing the extension of time which was Posing extension

3ked for by Andrews, Jones & Co 7—No. of time to An-

drews, Jones &
Co

1279. Wasthe contract awarded to Fraser, Grant & Pitblado ?—Yes;
and some additional names.

i 128). Have you any correspondence, or copies of it, relating to the Letter relative to
_ Otroduction of nmew names?—Yes; I now produce a letter. (Exbibit pew amea b
NO. 74) Fraser, Gran{&

Pitblado.
1281. Do you know the addresses of Andrews, Jones & Co., to whom

an extension of time was not given to make the deposit >—Mr. Andrews,

o Newhurg, N.Y., Mr. Jones, of Brooklyn, N.Y., and Mr. Drake, of
» Catharines.

N, tion re-
°f1282. Did you ever hear any question raised about the responsibility garding responsi-

8 bility of the -
these parties 2-—No. sonnel of  Ane
drews,Jones & Co

%1283. Do you know the names and addresses of the persons whose
N“der was accelgted ?7—On the tender Mr, Fraser gives his address as

Tew Glasgow, Nova Scotia ; Mr. Grant, Truro, N.S., and Mr. Pitblado,
furo, N.S.

w 1284, Have you the original contract for section B 2—1I have, but I
©uld rather produce a copy of it to be filed.

1285. Iy this work in progress ?—Yes. Work In progress.
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No disputes be- 1286. Have there been any disputes botween the contractors and
e Raruractor the Department on the subject of the work ?—No.
1287. Have any returns of executed works been made which show
an increase over the quantities estimated at the time of tendering ?—
1 cannot speak from recollection.

Both Morse’® Co. 1288, Did Morse and Co., or Andrews, Jones and Co. make any
and Andrews,

Jones & Co. made doposit with their tenders, as far a3 you know ?—Yes.
deposits. . .
® 1289. Are you aware whether those deposits were retained by the
Government, or returned in either case ? —I must refer to the office.

1290. Have you any certificate by the ¥ersons who opened those
tenders as to the contents of them ?—Yes ; I now produce it. (Exhibit
No. %5.)

30th Januarylast 1291, What was the last day for receiving tenders on this contract?
oy for recelving __The 30th of January.

Opened 2.30 p.m., 1292. When were the tenders actually opened ?7—At 2.30 p.m. on the
0th January.  30th of January.

‘Witness does not .

know why the 1293. Do you know why the time, that you have spoken of on a
time usual to ob- . . : .
serve between re- previous occasion, that was allowed between the date of receiving
$2lving and open- tenders and the date of opening them, was not allowed in this case ?—

not observed on ] know of no reason.
this occasion.

‘Witness prerent . 5
when lehders 1294. Were you present at the opening of those tenders ?—Yes,
‘were opened.

Irregular tenders.  1295. 1 see by this certificate signed by you as well as the engineer
that some of the tenders were considered irregular; can you name the
persons who made the irregular tenders ?—The first one was from
Macdonald & Falardeau—no cheque.

1296. The irregularity was the absence of the cheque ?—Yes.
1297. That means a cheque given by way of security ?—Yes.

1298. Was that tender afierwards allowed to compete with the
others?— No.

1299, Have you that tender here ?—I have not.

1300. What was the amount of the cheque required with each of
these tenders ?—Five thousand dollars.

1301. Do you know whether the amount of that tender was less than
the one which was adopted ?—No ; it was more.

1302. What is the name of the next irregular tender 7—A Labarge
& Co.

1303. What was the irregularity there ?—The cheque was not marked
“good” by the bank.

1304. The condition was a marked cheque to accompauny the tender ?
~Yes.

1305. Was that tender allowed to compete with the others ?—No,
1306. What was the amount of that tender ?—$2,398,215.

1307. Was that amount lower than the price of the tender which
received the contract 7—No; it was higher. :
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1308, What is -the next irregular tender ?—It was from Baird & )

McLean.
1309. What was the irregularity ?— No cheque.
1310. Whaat was the amount of the tender ? —$3,115,000.
1311. For section B ?2—No ; for sectlion A, too.

1312. Was that lower than the tender which was accepted ?—No; it
was higher.

1313. The next irregular tender ? —R. Nagle & Co.

1314. What was the irregularity ?—It was received after time.
1315, What was the amount of it 7—82,226,613.

1315. For which section ?—For section A.

1317. Was that lower than the tender accepted ?—No; it was higher.

: . . None of the irre-
1318. Then none of these tenders which you consider irregular was gular tenders

lower than the tenders accepted ? —No. Te tonder as ™

cepted.
1319. In your Department what do you call that document which
You have produced ?—Schedule of tenders.

. 1320. Would that be considered a departmental report ?—It is; it is
Signed by officers of the Department.

1321. You say that the Blue Book was a Return to an Address of the Schedule of ten-
House of Commons, dated the 16th of February, 1880, and that the ts;;‘;g‘;}‘;.,‘;:;,

order required also copies of ull departmental reports respecting such Commons be-
- P h -
lenders; was this report embodied in that return, do you know ?—It Carn was mads

the schedule was
was not. not stgned.

1322, Why not ?—When the return was prepared, the report had not
Yet been endorsed.

1323. Who had charge of the document at that time ?—This paper
Wwas kept in a safe with the cheques, and, therefore, it was not sent to
the record room in time to appear in the return of which the Blue Book
18 & printed copy.

1324. Do you mean that it was an oversight—that it was overlooked Moreover it was
—or do you mean that things in the safo ought mot to be embraced in Jysrooked, belng
the return ?—There is no reason why-it should not have been embraced the cheques.

In the return, but it was locked up in a safe with the cheques and was
Probably overlooked.

1325. Have you another return showing the result of all these
tenders compared with each other ?—Yes.

1326. Is this embraced in the printed returns?—Yes, substantially.

1327. Does the Department continue to deal with Fraser, Manning -
> L0, respecting this contract, or has there been any change since the

aking of the contract ?—I will answer that question later, after
Teference to the office.

Contract Ne. I3,

1328, Can you now produce a copy of the contract with Sifton & Sontract with

Wi, No. 13— Yos: | now produse it. (Exhibit No. 76.) oo, Ward &
6
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Contract No, 33

Kavanagh, . 1329. Can you produce a copy of the contract No. 33, with

Murphy & Upper. Kavanagh, Murphy & Upper?—Yes; I now produce it. (Exhibit
No. 717.)

Contract No.49.
1330. Can you produce a copy of the contract No. 49 —Yes; I

now produce it. (Exhibit No. 78.)

Contract No, 42.
1331. Ix paper No. 43 H a copy of the actual contract, No, 42 ?e-

It is.

1332. Does it contain the agreement about substituting other persons
for the original contractors ?—No.

Becurities and - 218
Paymonts oo Orrawa, Saturday, 21st August, 1880.
Account.

ToussAINT TRUDEAU’s examination continued :

By the Chairman :—

1333. Can you state now the particulars of the securities given with
the tenders or with the contracts, and which might have been forfeited
to the Government by reason of the default of the persons giving the
securities ?—I cannot at this moment, but I can get a statement pre-
pared.

1334. Can you furnish a statement in regard to each contract, show-
ing the sums paid each fiscal year to the 30th of June, 1880, under each
such contract ?—I shall prepare a statement of that also.

1335. And also for the month of July, 1880 ?—Yes.

1336. Has there been as yet any estimate of quantities based on the
several bills of works to be executed in the future, in order to complete
each contract as late as the 1st of August, 1880 7—We are getting that
estimate prepared. L

1337. Are you aware of any other matter relating to contracts 41
and 42, or either of them, which will assist us in our enquiry ?>—Nothing
occurs to me at this moment.

Comtract No. 48, .
1338. What is the number of the next contract for the construction

of any portion of the Pacific Railway ?—No. 48.

ggg';;m“““““ 1339. Who is the contractor ?—John Ryan.

Subject of con- 1340. What is the subject of the contract ?—It is the first 100 miles

tract: first hun- ) .
. dredmileswestot gection west of Red Rivor.

Red River.
1341. And for what work ?—For grading, bridging, track-laying,
half-ballasting, station building, &e.
Mook let by pub- 1342, Was this work let by public competition ?—Yes.

1343, Have you the advertisement asking for tenders >—I will pro-
duce a copy of it later.
lst Avgust, 187, 1344, Can you name the date mentioned as the last for receiving
colving tonders, tenders ?—The 1t of August, 1879,
1345. Have you the specificatiors or bills of works upon which these
tenders were to be based 7~—Yes; I will produce copies later,
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* 1346. Are the specifications and bills of works attached to the con-
tract?7—Yes.

1347. Have you the contract or & copy of it? —I have the original Will produce a

contract here but I will produce a copy to be filed. R Hlegntract

1348. Have you any report showing when the tenders for this work
were first opened ?—Yes ; but I cannot produce it at this moment.

1349. I notice that there are two sets of specifications attached t0 Generai and spe-
this contract: one called “goneral specification,” and the other ¢lal specifications

. . . ] . furnished to per-
‘“ special specification :” were they both furnished tv persons tender- sonstendering.

ing 7—VYes.
1350. Who made the lowest tender ?7—Mr. Hall. Hall lowest ten-

derer.
1351. Have you the original tender here ?—Yes ; and I now produce
it. (Exhivit No. 79.)

1352. In the Blue Book of 1880, I notice at page 34 two columns pistinction be-
relating to this and other tenders, one being headed *‘total as per ten- {¥oen tenders
der,” the other “ total as revised: "’ will you explain why any revision ders.
was necessary ?—The column headed ¢ total as per tender ” is a list of
the tenders as received ; the column headed  total as revised’’ con-

tains the same tenders, deducting the fencing and one-half of tho
ballasting.

1353. Is that deduction made to apply to all tenders ?—Yes.

1354. Is there any condition permitting the Government to make clause giving
Such deduction, either in the specifications or bills of works, or was it Goverament
the subject of a subsequent arrangement ?—In the fourth clause of the deductions.
8pecial specification called the Colonization line from Winnipeg, in
Manitoba, I find these words:

“ These quantities may, in actual execution, be diminished, and the

“ contractors will be paid accordingly, but on no account must the
‘“ assumed quantities be increased.”

1355. Is it under that clause in the specifications that the right to
make this deduction from the work is assumed —as far as you know ?—
Yes; and also under the fifth clause of the same contract attached to
the general specification.

1356. Did this deduction affect in any way the relative positions of Deduction did not
Persons tendering, as far as you know, so as to affect the awarding Sontract. ©
of this contract ?—It did not.

1357. Then I understand that the contract was awarded to the same
person who would have been entitled to get it if that revision or deduc-
tion had not been made ?—Yes,

1358. Do you know whether before the opening of the tenders it was arranged before
arranged by the engineer or in the Department that this deduction was gpening tenders
%o be made ?—Yes; for I find in a letter addressed to Mr. Pope by Mr. was to be made.
Smellie, in the absence of the Chief Engincer, the following
Paragraph :— “ :

“ The Engineer-in-Chief, before leaving for England at the end of Letter from Bmel-
“ June, wrote a memorandum instructing me to say that, on the recep- li§ to.Fope(acting
‘“tion of tenders and on making a statement of their amount, the - :

“ whole of the item for fencing and half of that for ballasting should
“ be deducted.” ‘

6}
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Hall thelowest 1359, Does Mr. Hall, the person who makes the lowest tender, get

tenderer, did not
.get the contract. the contract ?—-No.

Because he was 1360. Why not ?—Mr. Hall wrote a letter to the Department statin
oA er:gp‘;’slk that he was not prepared to make the deposit. g

1361, Isthat the letter referred to on page 44 of the Blue Book ?—Yes.

‘Hall sent for im- 1362, Can you say when he was informed that his was. the lowest

;’:ﬂ:ﬁgéﬁ?de“ tender, and that he was entitled to the contract?—I can state from
memory that Mr. Hall was sent for immediately after the tenders were
opened.

1363. Did you see him ?—Yes.

1364. What took place between you and him in reference to this
matter ?—It was a general conversation on his ability to execate tho
work.

1365. Did you inform bim that he would be entitled to the contract
if he was prepared to fulfill the conditions ?—Yes.

1366. What was the result of the conversation ?—Ie wished for time
to consider it, and finally sent in this letter dated 8th of August.
Hall from the 1367. Yes; but for the present, speaking of the conversation, did he
Amtdeshilicte inform you then that he would be ready if he had timo or any other
Al delay or favour granted, or was it an unequivocal statement that he would
not be able to fulfill the conditions ?—From the first he appeared to
think that he could not find the capital necessary.

1,68. Do you know the man yourself ?—1I never knew him before I
saw him that day, and I have not seen him since.

1369. Did you state to him that he would have to be ready with the
deposit at once, or did you name any time within which he must make
it ?—My recollection is that the conversation never reached the point
of when he would have to make the deposit. Mr. Hall appeared to
doubt whether he could make the deposit at all,

1370. Are you aware that he was informed that he would be obliged
to make the deposit at once ?—I am aware that he was informed that
he would have to make a deposit within a very fow days. The words
“at once” used in Mr. Hall's letter must not be understood to mean
that I asked him to make the deposit during his first interview.

.;X‘g’:ﬁ’m‘gfggm- . 1371, Did you inform him at what time, or about what time, he
must make depo- Would be required to make that deposit ?—I informed him that he must
Stwithinafew make the deposit within a few days.

Jdays.
1372. Then you think the couversation did reach a point at which
the time for making the deposit was mentioned ?—1t reached that
point on my side.

1373. Did you inform him that there was any alteration in the
sspéciﬁgatiOns ?—He was informed of that both by myself and by Mr.

mellie.
1374. By Mr. Smellie, in your presence ?—No; not in my presence.
Informed Haltof  1375. As to what you know of your own knowledge, you say that
thom petne &5.°f you informed him that there was an alteration in thegs;:wiﬁcatfon =1
ductions. informed him that there would probably be no fencing and only one-

half the ballasting.
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. 13%76. Do you remember whether you said * probably "’ or *posi-
tively "' ?2—1 do not. :

1377. Was any other person present at this conversation besides
Yourself and Mr. Hail ?7—1 do not recollect.

1378. Could you tell about the time of that conversation ?—I have
No note of it. It must have been before the date of Mr. Hall's letter to
the Department.

1379. Can you not tell more nearly than that ?—No.

1380. Do you remember whether at any time before this 8th of Had no conversa-
August you had a conversation with Mr. Ryan on the subject of this tlon With Byan.
tender ?— No; I had no conversation with Mr. Ryan.

1381. Do you xnow whether Mr. Hall was aware who had mdde the
next lowest tender ?—I do not.

1382. That was not alluded to in any way in your conversation ?—It
‘Was not. ,

1383. Did you see this letter from Mr. Hall, of the 8th of August, ok eaeer 1o o

about that time ?—Yes. 3(;::3& éot!:e Ké‘é’?

1384. Were you surprised to find that he made the reason for with- -
drawing the necessity for making the deposit at once, and the fact that
an alteration had been made in the specifications ?—I do not recollect
Whether 1 was surprised.

1385. Did you take any steps to let him know that some time would
given to make the deposit ?—Mr. Hall quite understood that a few
days would be given him.

1386. Then, did you understand from this letter that he was giving

his reasons for withdrawing in good faith ?—I thought so at the time
and I think so now.

_1387. 1 ask if you think that the reasons which he gave were really Thinks Hall had
s reasons—the necessity for making the deposit at once and the Josapitaland
alteration in the specification ?—1I think that his reason was that he tohave tendered.
had no capital.

1388, And that he ought not to have made the tender ?—Yes.

1383, Did he deposit any security ?—Yes.

1390, How much ?—$§3,000. gfog(fmslted
1391. In what shape ?—In the shape of a cheque on & bank.

. 1392, Do you know whether his deposit was returned to him ?—It Deposit returned.
Was returned to him. :
- 1393. How much more did the Government agree to pay the next $619 more than

lowest tenderer for the same work ?—$46,190. Dy tender

1394. And in the face of the fact that the Government were obliged
O pay that extra price and your impression that he ought not to have
Made the tender at all, was the deposit returned to him ?—Yes.

1395. Have you now before you the report of the opening of there
tenders 7—The report is mislaid, but I will search for it and endeavour
© procure it hereafter.

¢ 1396. On page 46 of this Blue Book it is mentioned in a report by
he acting Lﬁnister of Railways and Canals that Mr. Hall was notified
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on Monday the 4th, and came to Ottawa on the 7th of August, 1879;
do you know how this information was obtained by Mr. Pope ?—Mr.
Pope probably had before him a copy of the telegram sent to Mr. Hall,

1397. Then you think that a telegram was sent to him ?—Oh,
yos.

1398. Why do you think that?—Because it is my recollection of
the matter.

1399. Do you remember now whether at the time of the conversa-
tion between you and Mr. Hall, of which you bave spoken, you had
apy information that Mr. Ryan was in the city at that time?—I do not.

Order-in-Council 1400, Was any Order-in-Council passed concerning the return of the
O esost; to deposit to Hall, and, if so, when was it passed ?—An Order-in-Council,
Hall. dated August 12, 1879, was passed. A copy of this Order-in-Council is

given at page 46 of the Blue Book.
1401. Was the contract awarded to the next lowest tenderer ?—Yes.
1402. Did he enter into the contract ?—Yes.

gvork under pro-  1403. Is the work under contract now in progress ?—Yes.
No dispute be- 1404. Has there been any dispute between the Department and the
tween contractor

and department. contractor as to the quantities or quality of the work ?—No,

1405. Is there any other matter within your knowledge connected
with the letting of this contract which you think would help us in this
enquiry ?—Nothing occurs to me at this moment.

1406. Do you know whether any list of any of the tenders relating
to this contract was made public before the contract was awarded ?—
" Not aware whe-

No.
ey o 1407. Do you know whether any person outside of the Dopartment

{’i?c‘t'g’ before con- had any list of the tenders, about that time ?—No.

ed. . |
1408. Do you know whether any list was said to have been published
in any newspaper before the contract was awarded 7—I do not recollect.
I did not pay much attention. I did not enquire

Nor of the publi- 1409, You were not made aware that any list was said to have been
cation of any list. ,yplighed in a newspaper before the contract was awarded ?—I do not
recollect that I was.

1410. Did you ever afterwards see in any newspaper a list which
had been published before the contract was awarded 7—I have no recol-
lection of that.

1411. Have you any reason to think that information respecting the
persons who had tendered for this contract or their prices was given

by any person in the Department to any person outside of the Depart-
ment before the contract was awarded ?—No; I have no reason to think

80.

Work not com- 1412. By this contract the work was to be all finished by the 19th

pleted, of August, of this year; has the Department been informed, by tele-
graph or otherwise, that it is fully completed ?—The work is not com-
pleted.

Some fault found

with contractor 1413. Do you know if it has been considered in the Department that
respecting the

progress made. he has made proper progress, or is any fault found on the subject ?—
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Some fault has been found and he is being urged to go on with the RiractNo.4s
work.
1414. Is the work much in arrear or only slightly, do you know ?—
The Chief Engineer is now on the work investigating this question,
1415. And you have not sufficient knowledge of it to answer ?—XNot
1o answer definitely. Railway Tioe—
Contract No.59,

1416. What is the number of the next contract 2—No. 59.
1417, Is that in Manitoba?—It is for the supply of 100,000 ties in For supply of ties.

anitoba. Contractors :
1418. Who are the contractors ?—Whitehead, Ruttan & Ryan. Whitehead, Rut-

an & Ryan.
1419. Has the contract been fulfilled ?—Yes.
1420. And paid tor ?—Not wholly.

1421. Is there any dispute between the Department and the con-
tractors ?—You will obtain that information from the engineers.

1422, Mr. Ruttan, in giving evidence a few days ago, said that he
had received a final certificate of the ties being delivered and had
Settled with the sub-contractors upon that basis; that subsequently an
engineer required the ties to be re-inspected, and that some were then
culled : do you know why the new inspection was considered requisite ?
~—1I must refer you to the engineers for that information.

1423. You have no report here on the subject ?—No. Railway Come

struction—

. . ., Contract No.68
1424, Is there any other contract for construction in Manitoba ?-— ofrmet Nou88
es; contract 66,

1425. With whom ?—With Bowie & McNaughton. Bowie & Mo-
Naughton.

1426. Was this work let by public competition ?—Yes.

1427. Have l{xgu the advertisement asking for tenders ?—Yes; I now
Produce it. (Exhibit No. 80.)

1423, Can you now produce the advertisement No.48?—Yes; I
Dow produce it. (Exhibit No. 81.)

1429. Have you the s;wciﬁcations and bills of works upon which these R«;}ponie showing
tenders were based ?—Yes ; they are the same as those attached to the wers o
Contract.

a 1430. Can you produce the contract ?—Yes; but I would rather give

copy.

1431, Have you any report showing when the tenders for their con-

ct were opened and the result of them ?—Yes; I now produce it.

(Exhibit No. 82.)

de:‘;32.Y¥as this contract let to the persons who made the lowest ten- lq:)v::mgllx?etxgr.

1433, Is this contract, with the accompanying papers, correctly
teported in the paper marked 19 S, of 1880, as far as you know ?—Yes.

1434, Then no copy of it will be required. Can you produce this
tender >—Yes; I now produce it. (Exhibit No. 83.)
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%S and oo, 1435. Have you tho tender upon which the last contract was awarded
—Ryan’s ?—Yes; I now produce it. (Exhibit No. 84.)

Tender basedona 1436, Was this tender based upon a schedule of prices to apply to
schedule of prices. the ggtimated works ?—Yes.

1437. And the moneying out of these prices and works shows the
relative positions of the persons who tender ?—Yes.

No correspon- 1438. Has there been any correspondence between any of the other

ggg:e o‘iﬁzr (Dors persous, besides those who obtained the contract, as to the propriety of

Bowie & Mo- awarding the coptract to Bowie & McNauzhton—in other words, have

Naughton. there been any complaints from any of the persons who made the
rejected tenders ?—No.

1439. Is there any correspondence upon a similar subject in reference
1o tenders for contract 48, besides that which is reported in the Blue
Book ?—No; there is no correspondence. '
Contract No. 86.
No dispute, 1440. Has any dispute occurred, within your knowledge, between the
Government and the contractor as to the work on contract 66 ? —No.

8rd May, 1880, date 1441, What is the date of the contract ?—The 3rd of May, 1880.

of contract.
1442, Ie there any matter connected with the letting of this contract
which you think would enlighten us in our enquiry ?—No.

1443. Do you know if the progress is satisfactory up to this time, or
have you any information ou the subject ?7—The Chief Engineer is now
on the line, and there is no report from him yet.

1444. Have you contract No. 23 which you can produce—that of
Sifton & Ward for cross ties ?—No; we have not got it yet.

1445. Will you produce it as soon as possible and give it to the
Secretar;iy; we wish to take it with us to Manitoba ?7—A copy will be
prepared.

1446, Can you produce contract 32 A, or a copy of it; it is for
station houses at Sunshine Creek and English River ?—1I will produce a
copy of it later,

1447. And also contract No. 26, for the engine house at Fort
William ?—1I will produce a copy.

1448. Have you contract No. 40, for engine house at Selkirk ?—
I have the original here, but I would prefer to give you a copy.

1449. We have before asked for contract 48; have you that
ready now ?—It js not ready yet.

1450. Have you contract 59, for ties on section 14 ?—I have the
original, and will supply a copy.

1451. There was some correspondence in connection with the con-

tract No. 33 (Kavanagh and Upper), have you that ready now ?
—We are now preparing it.

1452. Have you the correspondence concerning Mr. McLennan’s
inaccuracies in measurements on section 25 ?—It is not ready yet.

1453. There was an additional agreement concerning contract 42, by
which other persons were substituted as contractors ; have you that 2—
It is being copied.
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1434. Then there is a report of the engineers, or other officers open-

ing the tenders for contract 48, which you say has been mislaid; have
you found it yet ?— No; we have not found it.

Pemb. Braneh.

1455. Is the Pembina Branch now worked under a lease with any- kaeat. by Gov-

one ; if not, how is it worked ?—It is worked by the Government. ernmen
1456. Is it by contract with any person ?—No.

1457. Has there been at any time an agreement by which it was Worked at one

time by contrac-
worked by contractors ?—Yes. tors.

1458. How was that contract ended ?—It was cancelled by Order-in- Contract  cancel-
Council dated 20th January, 1880, to take effect on the 10th of {,egun‘;{,,%"ﬁ;’}:::
February, 1830. uary, 180.

1459. Is there any dispute between the Government and these con-
tractors in respect to that contract >—The contract is not settled, but it
is in a fair way of being sottled amicably.

1460. Have you the original, or a copy of contract No. 43 to
produce ?—1I can give you a copy. .

Telegraph Ton=
struetion—

WinnieEG, Sth September, 1880, ~ComtractNo. Lo

JouN SiFToN, sworn and examined : SIFTON.
By the Chairman:— ‘
1461. Where do you live ?—In Winnipeg. Lives in Winni-

1462. Have you been interested in any contracts on account of the
Pacific Railway 7—I have,

1463. What was the first contract in which you were interested ?— First contract in
Contract No. 1, telegraph construction. terested, No. 1.
1464. In what way were you interested in that? -1 was contractor,
or one of the contractors,
Glase, Michael -
1465. Who were they ?—David Glass, Michael Fleming and myself. Fieming and wit-
ness.
1466. What was the name of the firm ?-—Sifton, Glass & Co. Egg‘g%f%':ﬁ&m-

11467. Were there only those three persons interested ?——Thosc are
all,

1468, Were there only those three interested all the way through Witness the ouly
the contract ?—That is all. In fact I was the only one interested in it S drinrond.
towards the end.

1469. You acquired the interests of the others aftorwards ?7—Yes.

1470, The contract was let after tenders were asked for by public
competition ?—Yes.

1471, Were you in Ottawa at the time the tender was put in?—I Was in Ottawa
was, :&aﬁx .oender was.
. 1472, Were you there for any length of time upon that occasion?—
I think about & week.
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1473. Were you there on the last day for receiving tenders ?—1I was,

Tender in Flem- P - .
i:;serhar;xd-vfm- 1474. Tn whose writing is this tender, Exhibit No. 5 ?—Mr. Fleming's.
ng.

Fleming's busi- 1475. What was Mr. Fleming’s occupation at that time ?—He was

nesspursults.  oxpress agent and manager of the telegraph in Sarnia for the Montreal
Telegraph Company, and he was carrying on a private bank at the same
time.

1476. At Sarnia ?—Yes, at Sarnia.
Fleming, Glass

and witness in 1477. Was he in Ottawa at that time ?—Yes.

Uttawa on the -

last, day for re- 1478. And Mr. Glass ?—Yes, and Mr. Glass; we were all there.

ceiving tenders.

1479. You were all there at the time the tenders were finally

received ?7—Yes, I think so. I was, and I think we were all there. 1
could not be very positive, but my impression is that we were, because
I think we were only in time to make out the tenders. I think they
were put in just the day before.

Tender made out  1480. Are we to understand your recollection to be that the tender
on last day orday

before. was made out upon the last day, or the day before 7—Yes.
artantomest P 1481, Had you arranged betwoen yourselves that you would unite

Inade Petorestart- your interests before you went down there ?—Yes.

1482, It was not an arrangement made on the spot ?—No.

Did not finally 1483. Had you considered the subject as to the amounts. or time of
ey nts  completion, or any of those details before you went down ?—We had
,i‘;“%’t‘,mf""ﬁf,%t had some consultation before we went there, but we bhad not finally
neer. """ completed it as we had to see the Chief Engineer, and get some explana-

tions, but we had made out a sort of rough estimate before we went

down.

Character of in- 1484, What kind of information did yon want from the Chief Engi-
o Trom Chiaratt- neer ?—There was no specification, and we wanted information as to the
gineer. probability of it being all let in one contract or insections, or what was
meant by “light poplars” such as were mentioned, or timber in use—.
such information as contractors always require from thoss who have

supervision of the work.

1485. Did you get then from Mr. Fleming any verbal explanations
which were not in the advertisement ?—I think not, only so far as letting
to one party was concerned. He could not give usinformation on that
subject, for that would be a matter for consideration after the tenders
were opened by the Government.

Understood that

the  advertise- 1486. Did you understand that the advertisement called for one tender
tional to tender” . for the whole line if a person wished 8o to tender ?—1I did.

for the whole line.
Tenderapplicable  1487. And did you understand that you made your tender on that
e e o l0le hagis ?—We understood that we made the tender on that basis or on the

tion. basis of any one section.

1488. Was Mr. Fleming in Ottawa upon the day the tenders were
finally received ?—1I think he was.
no "discusion 1489, D discuss the matter with him that day?—I d
no ussion 489, Did you discuss the matter with him that day?—I do not
The day’ the Sen: think that it was discussed. I do not think we discussed the question

esivaar® 1nally gt all on that day. I think the tenders were made out the day before
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I know we were not stopping together, and I do not think I saw him
that day until the afternoon. 1 dv not remember positively. There

was no discussion any way on that day.

¥ 1490. Do you mean the day on which they were finally received ?—
es.

1491. Did you consider that you would take any one of the sections
%t the mileage rate at which you offered to take another scction for ?—
o.

1492, What sections would you require different prices for ?-—~The Prices were stated

. . . for prairieand for

prices were stated. There was so much for prairie and so much for woodland, an%

> 1111 they were ready

woodland, and on the terms of our contract we had been willing to ffe¥, W& FoY

accept any section. tract to accept
any section.

1493. That was the only distinction you made—so much for wood-
land and so much for prairie ?—1I think it was. I have never seen the
tender since it was put in, and that is several years ago.

1494. You understood then, if they wished to give you the British Not positive ff
Columbia section, the Thunder Bay section, or any other, that the only {hi® k5,20 Wi
distinction you wished to make wasso much for woodland and so much umbia end.
for prairie ?—That is my recollection of it, but I cannot speak posi-
tively of it. The question with regard to the British Columbia end is
that there was some of it very heavily timbered, but I do not remember
whether there was anything specified in the tender about that or not.

I have never seen the tender from the time it was put in until to-day.
Our idea was to get the whole work, and in the event of not being able
to get that to get what we could. That is the way we felt about it.

1495. Look at the tender again and read it through, and then point Clause 13 constru-
out any portion of it which you think amounts to a tender for any able as ;;;cg“g;
particular section of it 7—I presume that clause thirteen would be a line awarded.
8pecial offer for that piece of the line for which we had the contract.

1496. With that exception there is no other offer for any particular
8ection ?—1I do not make out anything else. My remembrance of it
is that there was nothing else. The reason for that offer was, that that
soction was considered to be so very much easier built than other por-
tions of the line.

1497. Did any one of you three gentlemen take a more active part
than the others in negotiating this arrangement with Mr. Fleming or
anybody else ?—Not up to-that point.

1498, You mean up to the time of putting in the tender ?—Yes

1499, Were you present the day the tenders were opened in
Ottawa ?—I was.

1500. Were you at the opening of the tenders yourself ?—No.
1501. Were you informed that day of the result ?—No.

1502. How soon afler it were you informed of the result ?—We all Learned that
remained over, I think, for two days—the day that the tenders were Spme tme Fouid
opened and the following day. Then Mr. Fleming eaid it would be mation regarding
qQuite uncertain when, and might be some days, before he could give fraet could be
loformation about the matter, and my two partners went home and siven.
left me there. I remained for about two weeks but I got no further

information.
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Trudeau, eight 1503. You mean after the opening of the tenders ?—Yes, I got no
Qaye after con- further information on the subject, and either Mr. Fleming or Mr. Tru-
said he had veiter dean, I do not know which, in a conversation that we had, said that I
€0 home. had better go home, it was not very far off and they would let me

know; but there were other parties apparently lower than us on the

line and no decision had been arrived at.

1504. How long was that after the opening of the tenders ?—T think
it was eight or ten days. I think 1 said I was there about two weeks
altogether.

1505. Do you recollect how long it was after the final receipt of the
tenders before they were opened 7—I could not tell anything about
that; I do not know where they were opened. I snppose they were
opened the next day, but we could not get any information on the
subject.

Several daysafter
final recelpt of  1506. Was it about the next day after the final receipt of the tenders

tenders elapsed

ere he was told that you were informed that there were other persons lower thao
e there jever® you ?—No, I think it was several days.

lower.
1507. How long were you there altogether on that occasion ?—About
two weeks, or a little more. I was there about two days before the
tenders were put in and the balance of the two weeks after.

1508. You say that you think you stayed about ten days after the
tenders were opened ?—Yes.

1509. What time would that leave from the day they were received
to the day they wore opened 7—1I said I took it for granted that they
were opened the day after they were received. I really do not know
when they were opened,

1510. How long was it after the tenders were put in when you were
informed by Mr. %‘rudeau or Mr. Fleming that there were others lower
than you?—1I do not know. I think it was about the time I said I
went home—several days after. I cannot remember.

ggggrempgvrﬁggrie 1511, At the time that you asked for further information from Mr+

asked for infor- Fleming was any one of your partoers present?—Yes; I think that
Fioming. ™™ they were both present.

1512. Did you have more than one interview with Mr. Fleming ?—I
do not remember having more than one interview.

1513. Where was that interview 7—In Mr. Fleming’s office.

1514. What was the subject mentioned at that time ? —It was just to
gather what general information we could before putting in our tender,
of what the requirements would be.

Fleming gave no 1515. Do you remember what information he gave you?—No; I
Paation ar Infor- think he did mot give us any particular information on the subject at
all,

gé‘”a‘fb'i' of tim- 1516, Then what did you understand to be the character of the work
poles, - o1 28 gg specified ?—We understood that such timber as could be got along
the line, every place, was to be used for poles. That was understood

definitely, and was stated in the contract. \

Described in ad-  1517. What was stated in the contract would not be information to
vertisement. you at the time of tendering ?—No ; it was stated in the short adver-
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of it attached to your papers or not. I did have a copy of it at one
time, but I do not know whether [ have it now.

1518, Was the whole character of the work to be of a temporary Character of wire
kind ?—So far as the poles were concerned it was, but 8o far as the wire Sieanne. to° o
and instruments and clearing of the land were concerned, they were to such as to enable
be complete. The wire and instruments were to be of good material, gone on with.
and the clearing of the land was to be of such a character as to admit
of their going on with the building of the railway on it.

1519. What abovt the erection as well as the material of the poles? Nothlng stated
—There was nothing stated about the manner of ercction. We Con- aresting potes,
sidered that in that matter we were more interested ourselves than
anybody else, as we had to keep the line up. If we did not keep it up

we would not get paid tor it.

1520. Do you mean that the mode of securing them would only be The contractors
such as would answer your own interest ?—No ; but what would answer od as Government
our interest for five years would answer the interests of the Government I havivg poles
or anybody else, and we were supposed to deliver the line over to the
Gobernment in good working order. 1f we had not the poles well
secured we could not do that.  We understood that they were to be put
up as well as they could be under existing circumstances. The poles Poles would nos

would not stand very long. stand very long
1521. Why ?—Because they would rot.

-1522. What kind of timber were they ?—In nearly every instance Poplarin general
they were poplar. 1 have obtained a few miles of cedar and tamarac
poles at considerable extra expense to save the trouble of putting them

.in again.
: Poplar last th
1523. How long will poplar last before it rots ?—About three years. ;Egrii ; without
1524. Was that a material approved of by the engineer ?—The con- coutract stipulat-

tract approved of it; it said “the material on the line.” fgl et‘,,ma'ﬂl' al on

1525. Look at the original tender and say upon what day it was (’l)‘englex; completed
n st an

finally prepared ?—It must have been prepared on the 22ud of July, the pared'on2nd”
date it }l))ears. Yoy, "

1526. Do I understand you to say that that was the day upon which
this document was first completed ?—No; we had this document com-
pleted the day before we signed it.

1527. Then you think it was first completed on the 21st of J aly ?—
do.

1528. Why was the date of the 22nd put in ?7—Because that was the
day on which it was handed in.

1529. Was it handed in ?—I think it was.

1530. Why do you think that ?—I think it was handed in to Mr. Witness handed
raun, I am pot positive, but I think I handed it to Mr. Braun {fder to Mr.
myself.

;531 . Do you remember whether your partners were present ?—No,
10 qot.

1532. Where do you think you handed it to Mr. Braun ?—It would
be in his office if I handed it to him. In all cases when I put in tenders
n Ottaws, I have handed them to Mr. Braun.
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Alterationsin _ 1533. Then you think it was on the 21st of July this document was
?gtéresw n:iade be- first prepared; can you say when the alterations were made in it, in
handedin"  the figures— or rather the amounts for section 1?—They were made

before it was handed in.

1534. Can you say whether the alterations were made on the 21st or
22nd ?—1 cannot now, but I think I will be able to establish it.

1535. How do you think you can establish it ?—By looking over my
memoranda, I fancy I can find out what was done,

1536. You think you have a memorandum showing when the change
was arrived at in your minds 7—l'he change was made just when we
were finishing it.  When we were copying it I made the change on the
rough copy that was made up before Mr. Fleming copied it. He had
another copy of it in his possession. He had copied it before T saw him
in the morning.

iCng&: of change 1537. Can yov remember what it was that led to the change ?—Yes;
u fligures. the fact of this section having lighter timber than any other section
between here and Fort Pelly.

1538. As you had it originally, before the alteration was made, it
was lighter was it not? You say as to the whole line that the average
cost was to be $629 per mile for woodland ?—Yes.

1539. And you had this section for $529 originally ?—Yes; it was
already lighter by one-sixth.

15i0. Can you explain why you found it necessary to reduce it $20
still lower than it was ?—I think that it required to be reduced that
much lower to bring it equal with the other sections,

Change not made 1541, This last change appears to have been made between the 21st

Information re. and 22nd of July; did you get any information botween the 21st and

fgived by contrac- 22nd July as to the character of the work which induced you to take
r between 2lst Ly

and 22nd July.  Off that much from the price *—No.

How price was 1542. Then why, if you had no new information upon the subject,

arrived at. did you find it necessary down at Oitawa, the day before putting in
the tender, or the day of tendering to reduce it by $20 a mile or there-
abouts ?—It was just this way : where there are three men making a
contract together they generally differ in their opinions. I objected to
the price being put in there at first, but my partners would not congent
at the time. %hey gave way finally to me before we put in the tender,
and consented to make the change. We had a good deal of discussion
on that matter,

1543. Do I understand you to say that before this was finally altered
you had always wished to have it at the present price, $492 per mile
tor woodland ?—Yes.

1544. And for the prairie you wished to have it $189, and they
wished to have it $209 7—Yes.

1545. Do you remember where that discussion took place between
you and your partners at which the final change was made ?—Yes,

1546, Where was it 7—In Ottawa in a room of the Russell House
where we were making ont our tenders.
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1547. Was it upon the day of putting in the tender ?—I could pot
state whether it was on the day of putting in the tender or the day
before.

1548. Do you remember how you were first informed that your tender Informea of ac-
would be accepted or acted on ?—It was either by telegraph or letter, O DY toia
do not remember which, a considerable time after this; we had given up graph or letter.

all hopes of having anything to do with it when we got the notice.

1549. Before that time were you aware that Mr. Dwight was the
party named as likely io get the contract ?—No; but I did not expect
10 get the contract. I had disabused my mind of the whole thing; I
expected that it was given to somebody else.

1550. Mr, Farwell was not interested with you in this contract at Farwell not in-
terested In this

all 7—No. contract,

1\11551. Was he down there assisting you with this contract ?—
NO,

1552. Whose handwriting is that in the letter of the 14th of October, Getver of the 14th
Exhibit No, 2 7—It is Mr. Glass's. ’ Bandwiting -

1553. Were you in Ottawa at that time ?—No.
1654. Then at the time the contract was finally arranged for, you was fneiy e

were not in Ottawa ?—No ; I was not, Ued witness not
1555, Who was acting for the firm then ?—Mr. Glass. Glass acted for

1556, Mr. Glass alone ?-—Yes.

1557. Do you remember consulting among yourselves about the
price for maintenance for this particular section ?—No ; I do not
remember.

1558. Was there any consultation between the members of the firm
before the contract?—I do not remember anything aboutit. My
impression is that there was not any consultation, but I could not say
that positively.

1559. What is the occupation of Mr. Glass ?—He is a lawyer. Glass's occupa-

1560. Do you remember when you made your tender Whether for
the maintenance of the line thero was any particular provision or
understanding among yourselves—among the firm?—We had so much
to talk about on that matter that it is impossible for me to remember,
but I think there was. We had discussed the matter very fully, but I
cannot remember it 8o distinctly as to say. We discussed very fully
the maintenance of the line on the different sections, and the cost of
%;tting material and supplies to the different houses on the sections.

e figured for a long time over that and discussed it very fully.

1561. Did you consider that any particular portion of the line would postige” ot fing

more expensive to maintain than another ?—Yes, m‘slldv Do a0re ex-
other tomaintain.
15662. Which portion did you think would be most eernsive ?—We To_wit :_between
thought that the portion between Lake Nipissing and Lake Nipigon ;o4 oD P'sinf
Would be most expensive, and the next would be between Thunder Bay gon.
and Red River.

1563. More expensive than in British Columbia ?—Yes,
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Next most expen- 1564, And which would be the next most expensive ?—The British
o mimbia. Columbia end would be the next.

Next to that the 1565. And which would be next?—The prairie region between
Preen Edmonton Edmonton and Pelly.

and Pelly.

Contract 1, the 1566, And the least exponsive of all would be your section ?—I
loattoxpensive  thought it would.

About 25 per 1567. What rate would the expense of maintaining it bear towards

cent.cheaper.  the HEdmonton and Pelly section? Would it be 50 per cent. less
expensive, or how much ?—I think it would not. The difference would
be between 15 and 25 per cent. It is a matter that a person would
require to think over some.

1568. At that time you did consider that some sections would be
more expensive than others ?—At that time we had considered the
matter very fully and figured out what we thought to be correct.

1569. Could you say now pretty nearly what would be the difference
tetween the cheapest section—the one you got—and the most expensive
section ?—What really would be the expense of doing that and what
we calculated on at the time would be two different things.

1570, T want to know what was operating on your minds at that time
of the transaction P—[ could pot tell you. We considered this the
cheapest section, but I could not come near the calculations we made
at that time. I do not know that we made any difference with regard
to the maintenance of the whole thing, but we thought that would be
the easiest section to maintain at that time.

1571, You say you do not remember that there was afterwards a
discussion between the Department and Mr, Glass, acting for the firm,
as to the amount that ought to be paid for maintenance ?—I do not
konow anything about that; I was not there, and I know nothing at all

At timeof tender- about the discussion.

i understood, . .

among _witness 1572, Do I understand you to say this: that at the time you made
and, bl partners: your tender it was understood among the partners that some sections
tions would be would be more expensive to maintain than others ?—Yes.

more expensive

to maintain than
others. . . . .
1573. And if you veceived only thosa sections you would require to

be paid more for maintaining them ?—1I do not kaow what conclusion
we came to with regard to that, for really our idea in the first place
was that we would get the whple line, e had no other idea. Then
when we were offered one }i)]ortlo_,n of it I objected to taking it at all,
because I was engaged at that time in other matters, Mr. Glass went
down to Ottawa and then wrote back to me, stating what arrangements
he had made, and we agreed to go in.
When making 1574. When you made your original tender had it been discussed
orstoasnqer v between you as to whether you should receive any of the profits of the
Were 1o have re- line, or work it at all besides maintaining it ?—We understood that we
cemplsotline.  ore to have the receipts of the line, I think.
1575. At the time you made your original tender ? —I think so, but
I am not sure now.

f,’:,’émﬁ";"’iﬁm‘:{’ 1576. If you did so underatand it, how was the idea communicated to

this, you ?—I could not tell you. Does the tender say anything about it ?
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1577. No; it does not?—I could not give you an answer on that

question. I do not remember what our ideas were at that particalar
time; I do not remember it distinctly.

1578. Do you keep your correspondence about business matters filed
away, or do you destroy them ?—Some of them I keep, and more of

them I destroy. If there is anything on this matter that I can refer
to I will do so.

156%79. For instance, there is the létter of Mr. Glass to you from
Ottawa ?—Yes ; he either telegraphed or wrote to me from Ottawa, and
my impression is that I have that.

1580. I understand that thisarrangement as to the taking of the con-
tract was made by Mr. Glass in your absence, and that yon and he did
not discuss the details of the final arrangements; that you left it tohim
to act ?—Yes.

1581. Then I suppose you had made no ostimate about what the hun iais as. %o

prefits would amount to if you operated the line as well as maintained What the profits
1t ?—No. %1]‘1 tll%ey operated
© line.
1582. You had never made any calculation of that kind ?—No.
1583. If you had never made any calculation about what the profits
would amount to, how could you consider that to be an element in the
transaction on which you would base your figures?—I do not know
that I can answor that question. So faras the first question you ask is
concerned, I think the probability is that after or before that we had
considerable talk about the profits of the line, but I really could not tell
which.

1584. There was nothing said about it in your original tender 7— Nothing said

No; I think there was nothing said about it before that. gﬁ'&%a Tonder.

1585. At the time you made the tender it was not an element in your They were not an
calculations for the contract?—No, it could not; because there was latjons

. . oy s lations for con-
nothing said about it in the advertisement. tract.

1586. While you were in Ottawa, about the time of receiving the Saw Fleming,
tenders, did you see any person in the Department besides Mr. Fleming ? Trudeau & Braun.
~—Yes; Isaw Mr. Trudegu and Mr. Braun.

1887. Any one else ?—No. Saw Buckingham

1588, Neither Mr. Mackenzie nor Mr. Buckingham ?—I1 saw Mr. in, the = stroet,
Buckingham frequently on the street. : {x;:’;::ugj%gt‘:};nc?::
nder.

1589. Had you any conversation with him on the subject >—No; I After tenders in,
had no conversation with anyone on this subject, except Mr. Fleming, jonvereed = with

. s . Trudeau only
until after the tenders were put in, and then the conversation I had was with the view of

. hen
with Mr. Trudeau and no one elsa. &%%f.’&f.f‘ééﬁu‘{a be
arrived at.

1590. Did you converse with him more than once ? =Yes, I went in
there every day half-a-dozen times to find out when they were going
to decide it, and whether he had any information about the contract or
not, but I did not go there for information of any other kind. That
was the place I expected to get the information from.

1591, Do you remember whether you were informed that a fortnight,
-or anything like that, would elapse from the receipt of the tenders before
ey were opened ?—I do not remember.
7
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1692, How long do you think you were in Ottawa at that time ?—I
think T was there about two weeks altogether.

1593. And upon being informed that there were other persons lower
than you, you went home and dismissed the matter from your mind
until you were informed later in the year that your tender would be
accepted for a portion of the line ?—Yes.

npouncement . . s . .
e they maontot 1694, Do you remember whether this communication from the

contract reached Department was to you individnally, or who it reached first ?---I think
witness hefore the . hed
other partners. 1t reached me.

1595. Where were you living ?—In London.

1596. Do you remember the time that was first named for the com-

pletion of this contract >—No.

Ao imar™™  1597. Do you remember that you asked for an extension of the time ?

;:lmcn was grant- —Yeg,

1598. Was it granted ?—Yes.
1599. Was it completed within the extended time ?—Yes.

Information tbat ~ 1600. Mr. Trudeau has given us a copy of a telegram of 6th Octo-
copted  contera. ber, 1874, to Sifton & @lass, London, signed * F. Braun, Sec.:” do you
porancous with  know whether that was about the time that you were informed that
raun’s tele-
gram to Sifton & your tender would be accepted ?—Yes.
ass, n . . . .
’ o 1601. Do you rememher any discussion upon receipt of that telegram,
between you and your partners, a8 to whether you had tendered for a
particular section or not ?—No.

Does not know 1602. Do you know who it was that answered the Department ?—I
who answered the
telegram. do not.

Consultation of  1603. Do you remember whether you and your partners consulted

B e ®  together before an answer was sent—at London ?—Yes.

Aware then how 1601, Were you aware at that time how much of the e wax

:;lgﬂlded in sec- included in section 1?—Yes, we were thoroughly aware of it.
. 1605. At that time ?—Yes.

1606. Do you mean when you answered toat telegram on the 7th?
—VYes.

1607. The Department has given us a copy of the telegram dated the
8th, signed Sifton, Glass & Co., which asks this question : “ Does section
one extend from Garry to Edmonton?” Now, as a matter of fact,
section 1 extends from Garry to Pelly—that is 250 instead of 800
miles ?—1I knew all the time that Pelly was the right terminus, but
one of the partners held that it was all the way to Edmonton. He had
forgotten the information he had, I suppose.

1008. Then this telegram was sent to satisfy your other partners ?—
Yes, while we were discussing the matter in London.

x;tv%%sz v fret 1609. When did you first move up to Manitoba to live ?—In April,
jtoba in April 1875 1876,

The other part-  1610. Did either of your partnors come up about the time of this
November. T '™ contract being entered into?—Yes, we came up in the November
before. The three of us came up together and built the line down from

here.to Selkirk in November and returned again.



99 SIFTON

. Felegraph Qon=
struction—
Contract No. 1,

1611. Which side of the river is it built on?—On the west side. ﬁ' eeg’rurill‘t’gg west

1612, Did you furnish the wire and other materials, as well as do the wire bougnt from
work ?—We bought the wire from the Government. the Government.

1613. Where was the wire when you bought it ?—At Winnipeg, and Charzed 3| cts.
we were charged 3% cts, above market price, and did not know it at the joe. o C
time.

1614. How long was it after you had entered into the contract before partofline mark-
the line was marked out for you by the engineers ?—Some time in 8400t either at
November part of it was marked out. The line from here to Selkirk or beginniug of
did not require to be laid out, as it ran along the great highway. It “ecemben
‘was not on the line of railway. Some time the last of November or the

1st of December, 1874, they gave us the line running west from here.

1615. O November 9th, 1874, you appear to have telegraphed to November 9tn,
Mr. Fleming in these words: ¢ Direct engineer to point out works; felegram toFiers
we wish to go over the whole line at once to know what is to bedone.” pointed out.
You think it was about a month after that when they marked out the
line ?—They were at work on it before that about a month. Before

that we were unable to go west from Red River on the located line

1616, You think an extension for the completion of the line was Ammiierin"1rae

granted ? —Yes, I know it was. I got a letter from Mr. Fleming. was granted.
1617. A letter of the 9th July, 1875, asks for an extension to the Lctier Sth July,

18t of October, 1876 ?—VYes. » ’ i%?f:;@igﬁhtgorogi,
1618. In your tender of July, 1874, you offer to finish this section in In tender of July,

November of 1874 ?—Yes. ' finish 1n Novem-

ber, 1874.
. 1619. Did you expect to be able to do it all in four months ?—Yes, Ifthcyhadgot the
if we had got it at that time of the year we could have done it. That they tendereq,
Wwas on the understanding that we should get the whole line, as we 2nd got 1t for

, whole workwould
would have put on a very much larger force. It is only & matter of have finished by

torce doing any of that work. the time given in

1620. Your offer to build it in 1874 was based on the understanding
that you would have the whole line ?—Decidedly that was the under-
standing on our part, but I may say here that at that time there was
supposed to be but very little timber on that line, and it turned out
that there was considerable.

. o . Contractor oper-
1621. Do you operate the line now ?—Yes. ates e °pe

1622, Is there any arrangement between you and the Government No arrangement
a8 to rates ?—No. as to rates.

1623. Do you charge what rates you think proper ?—We charge the The Government
8ame rates to the Government as to the public, rates as publio
1624. Is there any arrangement between you and the Government No arrangement

8 to what rate you charge the public 7—No. o5 b0 rate public

1625. And you charge the public whatever rate you think proper in Basis of charge.
your own interest 7—Yes; the plan that I adopted in that was: I con-
- Sulted with other telegraph men and got their ideas about what would
, under the circumstances, a fair rate for the public on 'this line.
he rate that would beneflt the public would benefit the owner, and T
Put it at that price.

L6 ]
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Aware there haa _ 1626. 1 suppose you ave aware that there have been complaints about

been complaints the way in which the line has been maintained ?—Yes, I am aware of

o s e ¥ that, and I am also aware that our line has been kept up more uniform-
ly and has been in operation more days in the year than the line right
alongside of the railway. Those complaints have generally come from

interested parties.

Willhavetheline  1627. Aro you still interested in the matter ?—I still have the line,
anotheryear.  gnd will have it another year.

1628. Do you keep books showing the receipts and expenditure
connected with it 7—Yes. '

1629. Would you tell, if we wish to know, about what is the expense
of maintaining it a year. from your books ?—1I think I could, though the
accounts generally run from one year into another. In fact it costs
nearly as much one year to maintain it as another, as I have to keep a
certain pumber of men, whether they are idle or not—repairers and
operators—and then the renewing of the line makes it cost more
occasionally. 1 have renewed half of it already by putting in new
poles, and the balance I must put in before my time expires.

Three years the 1630. What is the average life of the poplar pole ?—About thuee
Popiarpole, T "® years. There are places where we have put in dry poplar and they
last much longer. When the fire runs through tho bush the poplar is
killed, and though it remains standing it dries up and the bark falls off,
Kitled poplars  If you cut theth about two years after they have been killed they will
the grecn poles. 1ast & great deal longer than green poles.

Characterof land  1631. Is it generally dry land over which this line runs ?—It is
Tans, Fhict live generally dry.  There is more than half of it dry, but there is a great

deal of wot land.

1632. Do you mean ordinarily wet land, or bog ?—From the Nar-
rows of Lake Manitoba to Mossy River it runs through low land, and a
very large part of it swamp. Of the sixty miles there are, perhaps,
ten to twelve of swamp.

1633. Westward from Mossy River, what proportion of that is
swamp P—West of Mossy River in the first fifity miles there is, perhaps,
half of it swamp.

1634. And then westward from that ?—I[t is all dry land.

1635. 1s it wooded ?—It is very fine land ; most of it is timbered,
and the rest’ of it prairie and small poplar.

1636. Are there any settlers there ?—There are a few settlers.
Wherever you find water courses there are a few scattered settiers.
Between Selkirk and the Narrows, something over 100 miles, there are
only about five miles of muskeg, but there is a good deal of wet land.
For the last two years we have got, west of this town, a place that five
years ago was as dry as the street, now there are three feet of water on
it. That is at Baie St. Paul. If the line were deflected so as to go
around those swamps it would strike gullies that would be more imprac-
ticable for railway purposes.

Reflway Com= 1637. What was the next contract in which you were interested ?—

Contract No. 13. The next was contract 13, at the Thunder Bay end of the road.
1638. Was that let by public competition ?—Yes.



101 SIFTON

Railway Con=
struction—
Contract Ne. 13,

1639. What was the original extent of line covered by contract 13 ?—
I do not remember.
1640. Do you remember to what point the western terminus went 7— Western termin-

I think it was to Lake Shebandowan. Dandowae Bhe-

1641. Did you go there yourself and look after that work ?—No; I Did not go over
was on this end—on contract 14—and my brother and Mr. Ward were Whole section. -
at the other end. 1 was 1::1 over the whole of the other end myseif.

1642. What was the nanfe of the firm ?—Sifton & Ward. Name o

1643. Who were the persons interested ?—The contractors were my personnel of firm.
brother, Mr. Frank Ward, of Wyoming; Thomas Cochran and J. H. -
Fairbanks, of Petrolia, and myself. Mr. Farwell afterwards became
interested with us in the line. :

1644. Afterwards ?-—After the contracts were obtained—both of them.

1645. Was the work on both of those sections advertised for at the bDO“ not remem-
. er whether work
same time ?>—I do not remember whether they wore asked for at the oucontractliand

same time or not. }2? g{esaa%e{ltlinsgfi

1646. Was there any understasding between the persons who became How arm was
the nominal contractors and those other gentiemen who became inter- ™#de up.
ested afterwards, that if you got the contract they would become in-
terested ?—Between Thomas Cochran, Mr. Ward and myself there was,
Mr. Fairbanks came in after the contract was got, and Mr. Farwell
came in after that again.

1647. Do you know whother there was any understanding between
Farwell and Fairbanks, ans your firm, that they should become in-
terested afterwards ?—I do not know that there was any understanding.

1648. You were not a party to any understanding ?—No; I think I Witness the per-
was the person who tendered. son who tendered.

1649. Was Farwell down at Ottawa at the time of tendering ?—No; Farwell not

he was not at Ottawa, and did not know that I was tendering. e O his

1650. Was he down at the time you got the contract >—No; he When he saw

knew nothing about it until he saw that the contract was awarded to that witness had

. got coptract tele-

me, through the newspapers, and he telegraphed me (I had been graphed him to

acquainted with him for a number of years) to know whether he could 5% %hether he
not come in with me on the work I had got. Then we opened a cor- on the work.

respondence.

1651. Had you been over that part of the country to ascertain the Had been over a
robable expense of the work, so as to know how to tender ?—I had }25&¢ portion of
en over part of it. 1 had been over half of the work on the Fort
William end, and about twenty miles of this end.

1652. And was it from the knowledge you obtained in that way that And wasthusable
¥you were able to form some opinion of the prices which you mentioned 13'armanopinion
1n your tender ?—Yes.

1653. Was it acting upon the information you obtained in that way ?
- —~Yes; and my brother had been over all the section on the east end.

1654. The line was changed after some of the work had been done, Line changed;

Wag it not ?—Yes; at Sunshine River it was directed towards the north, 2, Tness Con

‘but I could not give you any of the particulars of it. lars.
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1655. You did not take any active part in the management of that
portion of the eontract ?—No; nothing further than going down occa-
sionally and having a look at the books. It was entirely in the hands
of my brother and Mr. Ward. Mr. Fairbanks was there part of the
time, and so was Mr. Cochran.

1656. Mr. Cochran was mentioned as one of your sureties at the time
you tendered ?—Yes.

Heard tnere was  1657. Do you know whether any other person tendered at a lower

alower tenderer. pato than you did for this work ?—Yes; 1 heard that there was some
person from Nova Scotia, or somewhere down the country. I do not
know anything positively about it only from the fact that there was a
delay in deciding the matter on account of there being a lower tender.
If the party would accept we would not get it.

1658. Do you know if any parties named T. A. Charters & Co. were
connected with it 2—No.

1659. Or G. W. Taylor ?—No.

1660, Are you aware of any communications between any one on
behalf of your firm with either of those parties?—I am certain there
were no negotiations with any person belonging to our firm. I was

the person who did all the business for them.
Remembers belne 1661 Do you remember being informed that there was a change in

cbange of line at the direction ot the line at Sunshine Creek ? —Yes.
Sunshine Creek.

Negotiationstook  1662. Were there any unegotialions between any one on behalf of
place as 1o the vour firm and the Government, as to the terms upon which that

. 9__ o
that change ;%ﬁﬂ%ﬁtifhom be made ?—There was, but I could not say anything

" 1663. Who were the parties who negotiated those terms ?—They
Wwere my partners.

1664. You would not be able to say anything about the change of
the line which made a difference in the rock cuttings ?—No.

1665. Had you an engineer of your own on that end of the line?—
We had a part of the time. i
Taylor engineer 1666. Who was it ?—One Taylor, I think, an engineer who had been
et tmelr T in the employ of the Government. I think there were two engineers
. there. [ do not remember their names, and I cannot give you any-
thing particular on that subject.

Matter settled. 1667. Are you aware whether the matter is settled between the
contractors and the Government about section 13 ? —I understood it was.

1668. You believe there is no dispute now between you and the
Government ?—I believe there is no dispute,

In consequence of 1664, There was a charge made for the delay in locating this end of
oo on pocating the line on contract 13 ; some of the men got there before the line had
é«g& yggfi work  been laid out, and there was a claim for compensation; do you know

, the particulars of it ?—I do not know the particulars, I know of the

men having been idle and the work detained.
Marcus Smith

employed to set- N .

tle consequent 1870. Mr. Marcus Smith was employed to settle that claim, and
clailm ; some ’
allowance made. there was some allowance made ?2—Yes,
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1671. Did your partners discuss the bearing of the quantities given g .;41vesmatter

at the time df tendering as to whether they would affect the galn on of consideration
the transaction or notg?—Yes; the quant{ties were a matter of very “ren tendering.
grave discussion in tendering. '

1672. How was it understood by the contractors ? - Wore the Quantities sup.
quantities supposed to be nearly correct, or given for the purpose only Sorrect. v
of adding up to ascertain the amount of a tender ?—We supposed that
they were nearly correct.

1673. What led you to suppose so?—From the fact that any con- Reasony for sup-
tracting we had over done before on the Grand Trunk, the Great PEiDe that «Of-
Western and the Canada Southern, the quantities were very nearly
right. Almost in every case they are bebind, but not enough to make
4 very great difference ; but in this country where there was so very
much rock they might make a very grave difference. A person might
caleulate on having only a very small quantity of rock where there
would be a large quantity, and they might be deceived and have a poor
<contract.

1674. What effect has that upon the tendering ?—In our case our
experience in the past had been that the quantities were so nearly
correct that it did not have any effect. We assumed that it was very
nearly correct and would not make any great difference.

1676. Did this estimate turn out to be as nearly correct as the
estimates on those other rosds?—I could not tell you about 13 as I
am not sufficiently posted to give you any definiteinformation. On
14 I know what it was, as I managed my own work.

1676. What is the next transaction in which you were interested ?— contract No. 14
Contract 14.

1677. Was that submitted to public competition ?—Yes.

1678. Do you know who made the Jowest tender ?—I do not. Doos Dot know

tender.
1679. Do you know any of them who were lower than you?—No; encer

but I have heard that some person up north, near Collingwood, was
lower. It appears to me that the name was Robinson.

1680. No; they were J. Wallace & Co., of Dunbar. Did you know
them ?—No.

1681. And you had no negotiations with them ?—No.
Management of

1682. Was the management of this contract left principally with this eontract

e principall in
You ?—Yes. witnesg's I'Ya.nds.

1683. Who were the parties interested in this contract ?—The same Personnel of come

Parties who were interested in the other. oy 23:3‘;“1«&1.3"

1684, In the same proportion 2—No ; I think there was a difference
With Fairbanks. I think he had onefifth in the contract at Thunder
Y, and one-sixth in this. I do not remember exactly how it was.

1685, Wallace & Co. appear, by a return made by Mr. Fleming, to
ave put in the lowest tender; do you know anything about those
Parties 2—No.
1686. Had you any negotiation with those parties >—No.

. 1687, Do you know of any between your partners and them in rela-
tion to this contract ?—No; I do not.
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Cousidered quan-  1688. Do you know whether you and your partners, in making this
tities glven in bill tender, considered the quantities given in the bill of works to be nearly
o mworks o b o orrect, or otherwise ?—We did certainly think so.

Grounds for sup- 1689, Why did you think so ?—We thought so from the fact of our
posing quantities oeporience in the past and the fact that they had surveyed this line.
1690. What experience had you ?—We had had contracts, as I said,

on the Grand Trunk and some on the Great Western and Canada

Southern. I, myself, have been engaged in the excavation and work

of that kind for twenty years, in county works and all kinds of works.

1691. Was there anything in the advertisement for tenders to lead
you to understand that this was based upon a different system from
the others 7—1 do not remember anything.

Quantities to be

Quantities to be  1692. How did it turn out? Did the quantities which were required

o excess of esti. to be executed exceed the bill of works, or were they lower than the

mate. estimate ?—They turned out to be about 60 per cent. in excess of the
estimate. In some instances they were 300 per cent. and
more. For instance, in solid rock the estimated quantity was
10,000 yards, if I remember rightly, and the actual quantity was
from 30,000 to 35,000 yards. In loose rock the estimate
wag about 3,000 yards, and there were over 30,000 yards executed.
Then the earth work went 50 per cent. over what was estimated.

Excess arogs from 1693. Did all that excess in the rock work arise from the deviations
deviations in line. of the line ?7—Yes.

1694. Was it not partly from the alteration of the grade ?—I could
hardly say whether the grade was changed or not. I could find out by
referring to the profiles.

Contractors had

an_englncer em- 1695. Had you an engincer employed on your own behalf >—Yes.
ployed.

Whogot soples ol 1696. Did he make plans and profiles of his own, or did he get copies

m Govern- from the Government engineers ?—He got copies from the Government
ment engineer. engineers.

1697. Who was the enginecr you had employed ?7—We had three: the
first year we had a young man named Henry Hollingshead, from St. Paul,
who had had considerable experience on the St. Paul and Pacific. Then
we had Mr. Molloy, who had been for a time engaged with the Govern-
ment here. He came here in the employ of the Government, but was
dismissed. After him we bad Mr. Lynch who is now in charge of part
of section B for the Government.

1698. Where are the plans and profiles that you had at that time ?—
I do not know where they all are; I have got some of them.

, 8::3‘:&03‘133‘:: 1699. I understand that you are making a claim against the Govern-

ernment. ment for something in connection with this particular contract ?—Yes.

Natureofclaim.  1700. What is the nature of the claim, generally, without going into
articulars at prosent ?—The nature of the claim is, in the first place,

?or delays; and in the next place we claim that on account of the gelay,

and our men having to go away, that wages were raised and we were

entitled to a charge for the excess in wages that we had to pay. In the

next place we have a claim for an extra ditch, an immense canal, that

was dug some four or five miles along the road, and the engineers made

us wheel the material from that into the centre of the road, some
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eighty-five feet, and only allowed us the price of off-take drains for it. o

The engineers here have recommended that we be paid the price of
side ditches for it. We claim that we should have not only the price Nature of claim.
of side ditches but a charge for bringing it the extra distance.
Instead of having to bring it only ten feet, which the ordinary berm of
the road calls for, we had to bring it eighty-five feet. It was not such
earth as could be moved with teams. If it was we would not bave
asked anything extra for it, because we were obliged to removo earth
from borrow-pits any reasonable distance to the middle of the road-bed,
but this had to be wheeled over bogs and muskegs eighty-five feet from
the berm of the road out of the ditch. Then we were stopped working at
one time in the fall when we were getting ready and had transported
some of our supplies on the line; and there were fresh surveys made
north and south to see if it would not be better to change the road.
‘We were obliged, in consequence, to move back our supplies.

1701. Where was this ?—It was thirty miles east of the Julius Mus- Julius Muskes.
keg. It was thought to be a great barrier at that time, and they
wanted 0 move the line, and we were put to the expense of removing
our supplies and a small building that we had putup. Then we had the
road changed very much, and very much to our disadvantage, which I

think can be shown by competent men who have examined and seen it.
. Telegraph Con=
struction—
Contract No 1.

1702. Going back to the telegraph contract, one of your partners Glassone of part-

was Mr. Glass 2—Yes. ners.
1703. Did he propose to you to enter into the partnership, or did Not aware whe-
you make the first overtures to him ?—I really am not positive. ther he made first

g . i Glass had never
1704. Are you aware whether he had ever been engaged in any such Jiass hec BevEr
work ?7—No ; he never was. : any such work.

1705. Remembering that now, does it lead you to any impression Witness's m pres-
about the first offer >—My impression is that he made the proposition made first offer.
to me. I think I could answer that question more fully to-morrow or

some other day.

1706. Do you know now the price that you ask for telegraph mes Tariff over sce-
sages over section 1?—Yes ; it is one dollar for a message of ten “°21
words from here to Pelly, and extra, I think it is 7 cts.

1707. I think you said you had a statement by which you could give
some idea of the receipts and expenditure ?-—Yes, I will prepare any
information of that kind that I can give you.

Railway Con=
Contract No. 14
1708. About this contract 14, do you remember if you were at w.i 1y ottawa

Ottawa about the time the contract was awarded ?—I was there at the when contract
time the contract was awarded. was awarded.

1709. Do you remember that there was one tender ahead of you,
that of Wallace & Co. ?—I think I was there in connection with con-

tract 13, getting that fixed up, when we were notified that 14
was open for us. .

1710. To that dollar that is charged for a message over your part of Telegraph Con=
the line, you must of course add something for the part over to Edmon- centract No. 1.
ton; how much is that addition ?—I do not know how much that is.

It was up to five dollars at one time.
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""" 1711. You do not control the sections west of Pelly?—No; I think

it is a dollar from Pelly to Battleford. In other words, it would be
doubloe as much from here to Battleford as from here to Pelly. [ think
that is the present rate. I have nothing to do with the other line
except settling up with them and receiving their messages,

Railway Con. 1712. You say you think you were at Ottawa regarding section

o ONo. 14, 13, and at that time you also negotiated the closing of the contract for
section 14 ?—Yes; I think so.

Ward with wit- 1713. Was there any other partner there with you?—Yes; I think

pess mpen | con- Mr. Ward was there with me.

1714. Why do you think Mr. Ward was with you ?—He was there
to sign tbe contract, [ think. I think my brother and he were there,

Date of contract.  1715. The contract for section 14 is dated the 3rd of April?—They
were both there at that time.

Contracts Nos.
13 and 14,

How information 1716, Do you remember how you were informed that your tenders
e g‘ﬁ)';gg"ﬂ on those two sections would be accepted ?—I do not remember how we
awarded reached were informed of 13, but I remember how we were informed of
witness, 14. Mr. Trudeau informed me when we were settling about
the securities and finishing up about the other contract, or getting it
ready. He said that the House was about being dissolved, and the
time that hai been given to somebody else for putting up securities
had elapsed, and they wanted the contract closed before the House
prorogued. He said: “ If the contract is awarded to you, can you put
up the security at once ?” I said “ Yes, immediately—before night if
necessary.” He said: © Well, I will see you again.” I called in again.

Contract No, 14, _ 1717. The same day ? —[ think it was the same day,—it was either
the same day or the next morning, and he said the contract had been
awarded to us.

1718. That was in 1875 ?—Yes.

1719. Did you furnish the security then immediately >—Yes ; I think
it was done within the next day or two before the House rose. 1 left
to come to this country on the 7th of April. '

Trudeauinformed 1720. Mr. Trudeac thinks that w{s a contract awarded by Mr,

him. Mackenzie, and he says that he has no way of knowing how you were
informed of it. That is my recollection of his evidence. Your
recollection is that it was Mr. Trudeau who informed you?—Yes ; that
is my recollection of it. I am pretty clear about that. It isfive years
ago and I might be mistaken, but I am pretty sure about it, as I
recollect the conversation that took place about putting up the security,
and that is what brings it to my mind.,

1%21. He told you that the persons who had made a lower tender had
not put up the security ?—He either told me, or it was understood, I
cannot exactly say which. :

17122. Understood by you ?—Yes.
Understood from

Trudean that the  1723. Can you say how you came to that understanding ?—It must
1t ot “pasor have been from conversation with Mr. Trudeau, as I had no conversation
securlty. with any person else on the subject.
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1724. You say that Ward was the only partner of yours that Was gy occp otyor

down there at that time ?7—No; my brother was there. also In Ottawa at
1725. Do you know R. J. Campbell, of St. Catharines ?—No.
1726. Or Wallace & Co ?—1I do not know any of them.

1727. Do you know anything about the change of grade at the east
end of section 14 7—Yes,

1728. Was there a change of grade which increased the quantities Effect in quunti-
considerably there ?—Some places, I think, the quantities’ were in- Hes of chabge of
creased, and in other placesI tgink they were decreased. Ithink we had of section 14.
better decide that by looking at the profiles. I will get whatever in-

formation I can on the subject.

1729. You said you had been over the line of country generally before
the contract was awarded on 14 ?—The first twenty miles.

1730. Had you been over the country south of that at all?—Not much; Character of =
just a little east of here. contract 14,

1731. How far south 2—About fifteen miles,

1732. That would be just starting from Winnipeg then, and not with
a view to railway construction ?7—No.

1733. You do not know how that country would compare with the
located line for railway construction ?—There is not much difference,
only one has timber on it and the other has not, but thcy are both level.

1734. Do you remember what was the time for the completion of
contract 14 7—In 1876, I think.

1735. It was not nearly completed then the 1st of August, 1876 ?— o retod 1n

Noj it-was no. Hesiny tommiih
in August, 1876.

1736. Do you remember when the letting of the next section east of
that, namely section 15, was made ?—I do not remember, but I think it
was in 1877.

1737. Was there much of section 14 unfinished in January, 1877 ?7—
Yes ; considerable of it.

1738. That was six months after the time for its completion ?—Yes.

1739. What was the cause of the delay ?—The first occasion was
-delay in not having laid out the work in the first place, and when we
-came on here the work was not ready.

1740. How much of it had been done? Was the line located on the Line located but
ground at all ?7—Yes, but there was no work laid out. no work lald out.

. . No _cross sections

1741. Do you mean that they had not cross-sectioned it ?—There and no engineers

were no cross-sections done, and no engineers here to lay out the Work \henthevonirac:

when we came. tors v‘viem. on the
ground.

1742. How long was it after you came before the work was laid out. witness prepared
80 that you could proceed ?—I came here prepared to go on with the o 80 o, With
Wwork in the latter part of April or the st May. Ihad a large number May.
of men and horses coming into the country. We b.ought our own
teams; and I advertised for men in St. Paul aswe came through, and em-

Ployed an agentto hire men and send them on to me,expecting thut every-
thing was ready. We had about sixty teams and 1,200 men, and we keps
hem some time. We could not pay them, but we boarded them, and we
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Men left hecause had 10 pay some of our foremen’s expenses. After a while the men went
no work ready.  away and reported that there was no wprk going on, and no work
ready. The consequonce wasit was impossible to get men inagain that
summer. Wo could have employed any number of men at $1.75 per
day then if the work had been ready; but they all went out of the
Raising rate of country again. We had to raise the wages to $2 per day to try and
T e i bring them back, but even that did not bring them, for ‘wherever the
back. men went back to the United States, all the way to Chicago, it was
reported that there was no work going on so that laborors were afraid
to come. After that we had to pay very high wages to induce them to
Contractors in & come in, and could not get over half the number we wanted. We were
o O e iu & position to have done all the work that summer had it been laid
that summor had out for us; and it was the best season we have bad since for work.
for them. We made uvery effort on our part, but the engineers only came on to
lay out the worl in June.

1743. When they come on to lay out the work were you able to-
rocced then, or did they require to lay it all out before you began ?—
%o ; they allowed us to commence five miles back from the river. The
line was located that five miles but they thought of changing it, con-
sequently we had to commence five miles out from the base of our
supplies. We had to build a roud to get out our supplies which, after
the real location was made, was of no use to us at all, for we could
have commenced at the river.

Tavi - .
Tnonced tolay out 1744. After they commenced to lay out the work at that five mile
T e hoats  point they went eastward and located in an easterly direction ?—Yes.
ward.

Engineers kept  1745. Did they keep ahead of your work then, or did they impede

tors until Decem- you in any way ?—They kept ahead of us until the following Decem-
bt “"‘ﬁ’,‘?lfo 4M- hor when that difficulty arose about the Julins Muskeg.

garding uiius
Muskeg. 1746. Ts that where they laid the ditch eighty-five feet from the:
roadway ?—Yes; they gave us notice not to proceed further east than
the Julius Muskeg, and that stopped our work all winter.

e e 1747. How fur wss it between the five mile point from which you

tarted to th - : ? & .
B ade started and the Julius Muskeg ? —About twenty-tive miles.

UntillineatWin- 1748, So that this was the only length upon which you were per-

o natare ““ied mitted to work until about a year after you got the contract ?—Yes ;
permitted towork until the time that they located this end. They located the five miles
Tonsth ‘}Jﬁ“‘,{;,ﬁ,l‘; at this end some time during the latter part of the summer.

a whole year. .

About  August 1749. Then they did not permit you to work westerly towards the-
permittedtowork river ?—Yes, they did in the latter part of the year—porhaps in August
the river. or somewhere about then.

The part of line  1750. Then the portion of tho line that they would not permit you
Dot permitted the to work on was east of the Julius Muskeg —was it 2—Yes.

Julius Muskeg.

Advantages 1751. Would it have been any object to you to have been allowed to-

Which would . work east of the Julius Muskeg ?—Yos, for the reason that we could

permission 1o have got our supplies over ; and we intended and had made arrangements

Julius Muskeg. 10 have our supplies taken across the muskeg in the winter, as we
could not get them through in the summer. It consequently delayed
us a whole year.
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1752. Why did you wish to get your supplies over the Julius Muskeg
in the winter ?—Because we had plenty of work there that could be doue.

1753. What was the object of your getting the supplies over at that Jullus  Muskeg
time ?—The Julius Muskeg wos frozen in the winter, and we could get hﬁ’:g?nazg‘;‘gm
our supplies over without any difficulty. We were obliged, the next pridge in winter
summer, to build a corduroy road eight miles long before we could get supplies. Had to
in our supplies, for we could not commence until the spring because we bulid a corduroy
had no notice where the line was to be.

1854. Could you not have got your supplies over the Julius Muskeg Why under cir-
on the ice at all events ?—We did not know where to put them. They peiase on Jaitus
were running one line to the north and one to the south —trial lines, Muskeg not used.

and we did not know which one would be adopted.

1%755. How wide is this Julius Muskeg ?—Four miles across, and then Width of Julius
there is a small piece of dry ground, and then another piece of muskeg Muskes:
about a mile and 8-half wide.

1756. When you speak of supplies what do you mean?—We mean What ismeant by
provisions for the men and teams principally, as well as preparing **FP °*
shanties to live and work in. We build them in the winter and get
them ready along the line every two miles or ro. Then our timber
making which we had to get out in the winter was stopped.

1757. What was the timber for ?—Bridges.

1758. And for trestle work ?—Yes ; thero was a great deal of trestle A great deal of
work. The principal part of our timber was east of the Julius Muskeg, !¢ ¥ork:
and we had men on that work at that time,

1759. In getting out timber for your work how far north or south of Timber  Lprogurs
the line would you have to go for it as a rule—to get all that you milesof iine.

wanted ?—Two miles, perhaps. Not more than that.
1760. Could you not tell within two or three miles where the line
was to be located east of the muskeg ?—No.

1761. Do you mean that you were not able to get out any timber at Jacertainty as to

all that winter 7—No ; we stopped operations at once. stopped ~opers-
8.
1762. If you could have told within two or three miles where the

line was to be located, could yon have gone on with the timber opera-
tions ?—Yes; but the drawing of timber out ot the way in a wet country
like that is a pretty serious matter. They went off two or three miles
on one side, and then they abandoned it and struck the other side.

1763. Do you say that the location was o uncertain that you could
not tell within two miles where the line was to be finally built?—
Yes; and the very fact of the notice that they gave us would show that
they were uncertain as to the point.

1764. Is your evidence that they did not facilitate the getting in of
supplies by any qualification of that notice, but that you were just told
to stop ?—Exactly.

1765. 1 believe there was a condition in your contract that if they Special condition
were to stop your work at any time you were to have an additional Mg iontract WO
period, equivalent to the delay, in which to complete the contract, if it ping work.
was delayed by the stoppage 7—Yes.

1766. Did you get that additional time ?—I presume we did, but not Gotadditional
any more. time.
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Nature of ar- 1767. What was the nature of the final arrangement, by which yow
rangement by ceased work on the line ?—We completed the line to the last two miles
hicheontractors or mile and a-half. That end of the road was re-located ; the line was

changed ; and that i the point that increased the rock cutting so mach.

1768. Did it curve to the north or to the south ?—It curved to the
gouth.

1769. And that increased the rock cutting ?—Yes; that increased the
solid rock cutting.

1770. What was the nature of the arrangement by which you ceased
to work ?—I may say that they never located this piece of line until very
lately. It was not completed.

1771. You mean the altered location ?—Yes; so far as that is con-
cerned it was the only location for us, because they would not lay out
the work until it was re-located and this point was decided.

Correspondence 1'772. Then this curve to the south was really the first location on

respecting wwork which you were permitted to do any work in that locality ?—Yes. In
September, 1877, we were anxious to get ready to do that work, for
there appeared to be some idea that there was rock on it, although we
could not tell where the location was to be; but if there was rock cut-
ting to be done we were anxious to have some approximate estimate of
i, so that we could prepare ourselves for that class of work. The
material for drills, steel, powder and everything that was nccessary for
that kind of work had to bo brought into the country. I wrote to the
district engineer on the 15th of September, 1877, asking him for an
approximaté estimate of the quantities of rock at the east end, and
gave him our ideas what we wanted, &c.,—that we wanted to get in
supplies. On the 25th of September he regretted that he was unable to
give me any information on the matter at all as it was still not located.
On the 17th of October he notified us that the work on that part of the
section would be set out for us at once—that it was re-located. We
then had to get our stuff in by teaming it from Fisher's Landing.

1773. Where is Fisher's Landing *-—This side of Crookstown, on the
Red River, about 150 miles from here.

1774. Did you bring it to Winnipeg?—We brought it to Winnipeg
and then teamed it out on the road.

1775. Why did you not bring it to Winnipeg a good deal earlier than
that ?—Because we did not know whether we would want it or not
until we received that letter in October. It was then impossible to get
the stuff in by water, and there was no railway. It cost us some five
bundred dollars more to get it in there by teams than it would have
cost to get it down by boats.

4t ond s 1776. That is down to chober,' 1877 ?—Yes. We went on to work
came onworkand then as fast as posssible, and carried it on until the end of 1878, when
sald | they #ould 31 Marcus Smith, the acting Chief Engineer, came over the line and
in time. said that we were not likely to get it done within the time that they

were going to allow us to do it in.

Marcus Smith 1777, Did he say this to you ?—Yes he said this to me. All of it, he
#aid they had not g4i4 would be done except the last two or three fills at the end. He
said that there would be no difficulty in doing it, but we had not the

force. We told him we would do it as fast as it could be done; and
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would get the force that was neceasary. He evidently felt inclined that ., . Sm;th,;

Whitehead should have the filling of these voids, and he suggested that suggestions as to
we should make arrangements with Whitehead to do the balance of the Palanceof fills.
fills,

1778. Who else was present at the time he said this ?>—Mr. Farwell
was present at the time; and my brother was present at part of the
conversations, We finally consented to try and make an arrangement
with Mr. Whitehead.

17%9. You consented to Mr. Smith ; Mr. Whitehead was\not present Reasons operat-
then ?—No; Mr, Whitehead was not present then; but we consented Hg, on Marcus
to Mr, Smith. I think part of his concern to get it into Whitehead’s i
hands was that if Whitehead was delayed with his contract he would
have a claim against the Government with respect to getting in his
supplies.

1780. Had you any other reason beside that as a probable reason why
Mr. Smith desired Mr. Whitehead to get the contract?~I had other
reasons. Mr. Whitehead had complained of that work not having been
done.

1781. Complained to you ?—Yes; complained to me.

1782, Was that all ? Did he just make the complaint to you ?—That
was all unless what was generally talked about, that that work was in
the way of his contract.

1783. Talked about between you and Whitehead ?7—No; it Was mMade Whiteheaa
encrally talked about between outsiders. We had an interview with 80 offer for the
bitehead and we made him an offer for the work.

1'784. Did you go to him, or did he come to you ?—I think that the s7¢ts. a yara.
meeting between us was arranged by Mr. Marcus Smith, or Mr. Rowan, whitenead ofer-
or some of the Government officials. I think it was a kind of 2 mutual ¢ to do it for 40
understanding that we should meet and talk it over, and we made an g '\ ..
offer of 37 cts. a yard to Whitehead. He did not seem inclined to arrangement was
take it for that, but offered to do it for 40 cts. It was delayed some [&dewithWhite-
time and Mr. Smith said positively that if we did not make arrange- ment would have
ments with Mr. Whitehead and have this matter settled, that the foiake,coatract
Government would have to take the contract out of our hands.

1785. Who was present when he said that ?—Mr. Farwell was present.
1786. And who else ?—I do not know who else was present.

1787, Marcus Smith and you and Farwell were present ?—I do not
know whether we were both together at the time, but I know that he
made the same statement to the two of us.

1788. Did he make the same statement when Farwell and you were
present ?—No ; Mr, Farwell was not present when he told me. He told
us that unless we made an arrangement with Whitehead the Govern-
ment would have to make some arrangement themselves and cancel
our contract. :
This was in Sep-
1789. About what time was that?>—That was in September, 1878, fgmber, 188
We made arrangements, subject to*the approval of the Government, malowith White-
with Mr. Whitehead at his price—40 cts. approval of Govs
ernment at 40 ots.
1790. Was there anything else beside the earth price mentioned ?— Whitehead also
Yes; he was.to do the balance of the rock. There was 1,000 (00 balance of
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yards or so to be finished in the cuts, that were required to be put into
the fills, and he took that at our price.
‘Contractors lost

by giving this  1791. Was there any loss or gain to you by his taking it from you?
York to White —Yes; there was a loss to us. :

The earth filling 1792, What did you lose in that particular arrangement with Mr.
the Dest DavIné Whitehead ?—We lost on his getting the work. That was the best

paying work we had, the filling of the earth work.

1793. He got 40 cts.; what was your price?—Our price was ar-
ranged by the schedule of %-ices, according to the distance which the
earth had to be drawn. We had 26 cts. a yard for all earth up to
1,200 feet, and extra haul after that. /

1794. At what rate ?—I do not remember without looking at the
specification. I see by the specification that it was one cent per cubic
yard for every 100 feet over the 1,200.

1795. Who paid this extra price between 26 cts. and 40 cts. to Mr.
Whitehead ? —The Government. We gave him an order to have the
Government pay him for the work as it was estimated.

1796. As between you and the Government was the difference between

the 26 cts. and 40 cts. charged to you?—No; they do not estimate
that work to us at all.

1797. I understand that if you did the work you were to got at least
26 cts. 7—Yes; apd an additional cent per yard for haul, and he was
to do it for us at 40 cts. without any extra haul.

Contractor’sprice 1798, Do you know which amounted to the larger sum, 40 cts.
higher than

‘Whitehead's. per yard without extra bhaul, or the 26 cts. per yard with extra huul ?
—Our price was the larger at 26 cts. per yard and the extra haul.

The Government

therefore get the

Swork oheaper,and 1799, So that the Government got this work done, as a whole, at a
this 18 the ground lower price by Whitehead than they would have got it done by you 72—
of one of the Y

claims of con- 1©8.

ractors.

‘The Government
paid Whitehead.

1800. Is that difference one of the items of your claim against the
Government ?—Yes.

1801. You say you can furnish the particulars of this claim ?—Yes,

Nootherclaimon 1802, Is there any other claim that you bave against the Government
Ao e eheny. on account of that change of the contract from you to Mr. Whitehead,
besides this earth work ?—No.

1803. The rock work does not come into the question ?—No.
When change 1804. Wher you made this change at the suggestion of Mr. Smith

made 10 under- wag there any understanding as to whether or not the Government

standing respect- y . g

ing reggtiogo of should end the matter with you, or whether it should still be considered

tontractors work. afterwards between you and the Governmeat?—There was no under-
standing of the kind.

N derstand- . .

ing botween con- 1805, ‘Was there any understanding between you and Mr. White-

aoraad™®  head ?—No understanding whatever.

18(6. There was a document drawn up between you and Mr, White-
head ?—Yes.

1807. Have you a copy of it?—I do not think I have. There is a
copy of it with the Government.
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1808. Is this a correct copy of that document now handed to you ?—

I think it is right, but I cannot say without comparing it with the
original. ,

1809. Will you produce this as a true copy, subject to correction, if Copy L of agree-
it is not & correct one ?—Yes. (Exhibit No. 85.) )

contractors and
Whitehead.
1810. Do you know anything of the grade of the formation level at
the east eng’ of the line, whether it was higher or lower after section
15 ‘was let than it was intended to be when you first took it ?—I do
not know from recollection, but I can tell by the profiles. I have the
two profiles, the first and the last.

1811. Did the Department al any time before this conversation with
. Mr. Smith complain that you were not finishing the work as fast as
you ought to have dome ?—Yes.

1812. When was that ?—I do not remember now, but I have the date Firstnotified that

of it work was not
¢ being done by
1813. Was it by letter >—Yes; it was by letter. lotter.

1814. Can you ‘i)roduce it ?—I am not sure that I can produce the
letter, as I think Mr. Farwell has it with the other documents, below.
I can produce the answer we sent to the Government.

1815. In your answer did you call attention to the delays that In answer men-

caused you to be behind ?—Yes; and I think that they communicated jjor 7ae made of
those facts to the District Engineer, and asked for his explanations, threw the work

and his explanations corroborated what I stated in my communication
1816. What I mean is this: were you led to understand by the Ied to believe

. . . that Government
silence or action of the Government, after your explanation, that your thought their

conduct was satisfactory ?—Yes; I certainly was, fomuct satisfac-

1817. Then you did not understand that after the explanation they
were still complaining that you were not getting on fast enough ?—No.

1818, Was the time that Mr. Smith came up and threatened to take joq JextDotitiea-

the contract ot of your hands the first occasion after your previous ment did not "
explanation that you were informed that the Government were not v made

thooaon “Mare
-, . roug: ug
satisfied ?—Yes. Smith.

1819, Were you surprised at the position taken by the Government gurprised at
at that time ?—Yes; very much surprised, because on account of that g’;‘;":ﬁn&’g’t{l by
piece not being located we could not get the plans ready to work on.

1820. Did you say so to Mr. Smith: that you thought it was un- Told Smith that
reasonable that he should insist on taking it out of your hands ?—We 'ﬂ,’:r’;wa‘,}“m‘;{“:';
told him that we could finish it as fast as any person elsé could do it, any onecould do
and that we were anxious to do it. My brother felt it was a great
object to keep it as he considered it was the means of making some

profit out of the contract, which we had not made before.

1821. Did you explain to Mr, Smith that the delays were not your Explained to
fault, and that it was unreasonable to take the work out of your hands ? that the delays

~Yes, decidedly, we took that position. Fore mot thelr

1822. You said that you were not to blame for the delay ?— Contractors took
Certainly, we took that position—that we were not to blame for the were no me

.

re not to blame

delay—that the Government had delayed us. :;;lt;w. L
1823. What was his reply to that?—That he was acting under that he “was act-
instructions. ing under instruc~

tlons
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Had contractors
got as much time
a8 Whitehead
they would have
made 150,000
thereby.

Explanations as
to delays,

Marcus Smith’s
threat made in
September, 1878.

Smith remained
until arrange-
ment with White-
head was con-
summated.

No understand-
ing with Mr.
Smithastoclaim.

‘Wording of agree-
ment.

1824. Did he say that he was acting under instructions 7—He is a
peculiar man. Sometimes ho will talk a good deal on some subjects,
and sometimes he will not say much. He said: “The last extension
that you have got from the Government is run out now and [ must have
this thing done.” He was anxious while he was there that some
arrangement should be made that would be final about that end ot the
work, and, as I said before, I think the reason of that was to get out
of trouble with Whitehead more than anything else. Had we got
half the time that Mr. Whitehead got to do the work it would have
been $150,000 in our pockets.

1825. Do you mean that if your time had been extended as a favour
as long as his time was extended as a favour you would have reaped a
much larger profit?—Yes; we did not ask for time, because we felt,
whatever the opinions of the engineers on the subject were, that our
delays, cansed by the Government, were equal to the time that we took
over the contract. The first year of the time we considered as lost to
us by the work not being ready for ug, and when we were stopped at
the Julius Muskeg, that delayed us another year. Being stopped
during the winter it prevented us from working the following summer,
and we were also stopped on the east end.

1826, When do you say that that threat of Mr. Smith’s was made to
you?—It was made in September, 1878,

182%. Did he remain up there until you and Mr. Whitehead finally
consummated the arrangement ?—He did.

1828, Was it done shortly after this conversation ?—Yes; I think,
perhaps, a couple of weeks elapsed, it could not have been more. It
was early in September.

1829, In round numbers, can you say about the amount of your claim
for this filling done by Mr. Whitehead ?—I have not figured it out. I
have got the amounts and the distances. Perhaps it would be better to
leave it until to-morrow as I could not go within a good many thousand
dollars one way or the other.

1830. Was there any understanding between you and Mr. Smith, as
to whether, if this arrangement was made, you should have any claim
against the Government, or whether your claim should be ended ?—
1 never had any understanding at the time.

1831. You were not asked in any way to end your rights >— No; not
by any means. Mr. Farwell got up the agreement after the matter
had been talked over. I was out on the line principally ; but after the
arrangement was made he got up the agreement and Mr. Rowan
and Mr. Smith, I think, had consultations over it.,

1832, This agreement between you and Mr. Whitehead contains these
words: “ Upon the completion of all the other works on contract 14,
“ and final settlement made out between the Government and Sifton,
“ Ward & Co., irrespective of the work to be done by the said Joseph
“ Whitehead, as aforesaid.” Now that might bear the construction that
the Government might settle with you for all the rest of the contract,
and that thy might assume the responsibility of this work being done
by Mr. Whitehead without increasing or reducing your work at all ?—
I never had any such understanding as that. We had a large amount of
security in the hands of the Government at that time, and some per-
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centage ; and we got the final estimate without waiting until that work

could be done.

1833. Was it your intention that whatever claim you had should be Witness undor-
kept alive, and “that this agreement between you and Mr. Whitehead {0 gl i
Was not to end your claim for the eastern portion of the line ?—That should  remain
Wwas my understanding of the whole thing.

1834. This agreement you say was prepared by Mr. Farwell ?—By Agreement pre.
Mr. Farwell and Mr. Whitehead, and submitted to Mr. Rowan or Mr. o w%ngﬁ::d,

. . ted to
Smith, I cannot say which. Howab of Smith.

1835, It was pree?red without any lawyer ?—There was no lawyer Agrcement pre-
connected with 1t. We never had a lawyer employed on our work, it we fared without &
had it might have been better for us.

1836. At the time that Mr. Smith made this threat and induced you
to agree with Mr. Whitehead, what amount of force had you on hand
Wwhich you could have applied to this particular work at the end of the
section 7—We could have put all our force on to that.

1837. But you had unfinished work at the time ?—Yes; but it was a
8mall amount.

?outract(;rs hada

1838, What force had you at that time ?—We had about 500 men at T ber sufetont
that timo in  witness's

. opinion to finish

the work.

1839. Did you consider you had force enough then to finish this work Had not train of
that Mr. Whitehead afterwards had ?—Yes ; it would have taken a very §arsbis coud
8mall force to have done that work ; it would have been done altogether

Yy cars. All we had to do was to get in the machinery, a train of cars
and steam shovel.

1840. Had you the train of cars ?—No ; but we would have got themn.
1841, Mr. Whitehead had them on the other contract ?—Yes.

1842. Would you explain your contention about item No. 1, against Explanation re-
the Government ?—Item No. 1 is in reference to the first part of that fhecung Withess's
Ite: $1,291.50, expenses of boarding men while they were wailing for Government.
work to be laid out when they first came on the contract in May and

une, The next item in that claiin is for wages to the engineer and
foreman who were hired by the month, $380. The next item was a road
We had to make that became useless after the !ine was located, for the
fil‘Bt five miles east from the viver, $584.62. The next item was the
Increase of wages to the men we had during the four months following.

© had all the men we could give work to in the spring at $1.75 per

Y, but when these men left the country we were obliged to rise wages

induce men to come back.

Y 1843. That was owing to the delay caused by the Government ?—

.

1844, Your contract contains a clause that if you were delayed by
the . iod - Under ordinary
vernment you should get an extension of the same period; was circumstances

]1:°t that intended to be a full compensation for the delay ?—It might be Slause in contract

nd. . N respcecting exten-
er ordmary circumstances. ;i::)r; %ghggxggllg
1845,

But was it not intended as full compensation at the time that ***'*" for defay:
i:‘l entered into the contract; did you understand thatthe delay would
coIllp;nsmted. by a similar extension ?—Yes; but we did not want
8
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for delays after the work commenced.

But the work was 1540 Then why do you ask 25 cts. a day for the work of the first

not ready in the year ?—Because when we came on here the work was not ready for us.

first place. e were not delayed, that is they did not stop us; but they never had
work ready for us.

Wages rose in 1847. Why should you charge 25 cts. a day increase for the work
consequence of  Of the first year ?—In consequence of the action of the Government the
follon of Govern- wages went up.

1848. What was the action of the Government which caused tho
wages to go up ?—As I said the work was not laid out when we
brought in the men, and they went back to the United States and re-
ported that there was no work, and we could not get men back again
without raising the price of wages that much higher.

1849. Now if in the following year the country had been full of
laborers, and wages had gone down 25 cts. you would not expect to
have to take off 25 cts. or to give the Government credit for it ?—No.

1650. And why would you not expect it ?—If through the action of
the Government the wages were reduced we would be very happy to
give them credit for it, but under ordinary circumstances we take our
own chances.

1851. You think then that the price of wages was raised in conse-

- quence of the action, or the inaction of the Government?—Yes; and I

think Mr. Rowan will bear meout in it. I felt very sore on the matter

at the time, as we knew how it would pinch. I made representations to
the Government at the time on the subject.

-{.‘;‘,‘,‘:’Ng“;",‘,‘;g' 1852. Then item No. 2 concerns the Julius Muskeg aloue ?—Yes,
claim. 1853. And that is for making a ditch outside of the railway line ?—

Making a ditch outside of the railway line, and bringing the earth in to
make the road-bed with.

1854. Does your contract require you to bring in any earth from the
outside of the line 7—A general clause of our contract is that for hauls
of 1,200 feet we shall get nothing extra.

18535. Does that include borrow-pits 2—Yes; but this is not a borrow-
pit.

1856. Why was not this & borrow-pit ?—Because it was a ditch, and
borrow pits are made in places where we can haul the earth with teams.
We would not make a borrow-pit where we could not draw with teams
for the Government or anybody else. If they got the stuff alongside
of the road they sometimes increase the ditch, but they do not increase
the berm, and we get it wherever we can wheel it; but this ditch was
put there for another purpose.

Point involved in 1857, If this ditch at the distance of eighty-five feet could be treated
this partof claim. g0y borrow-pit along your contract, then you would have noclaim ?—
No.

1858. Then the question is whether it is properly a borrow-pit or a
piece of extra work ?—Yes; you are aware that the contract specification
says that the berm, when we get the clay out of the ditch, is to be ten
teet. Now when you come to make it eighty-five feet and have to wheel
that into the roadbed with barrows all the way for five miles along the
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line, you can see that the difference would be very great. In the first
place a berm of ten feet is a very large amount, and you have got to
base your calculations in making up the contract on the width of the
berm. -

1859. You had agreed for ten feet ?—Yes.

18€60. What is the width of the ditch ?—The average width would be
four or five feet.

1861. So that taking the average from the bottom of the slope to the

grentre of the ditch under your contract it would be about 1welve feet ?—
es.

1862. And bad you todraw it eighty-five feet ? —About seventy-three Earth had to be
feet average, and the worst of all, this 1an through swamp—part of Fixeraseaniy.
the Julius muskeg and over a mile of it in another muskeg, which three feet.
made it impossible to use teams in any of it. We had to make gang-

ways &cross the road and wheel the stuff by hand.

1863. What kind of gangways ?—Plank on trestles. We ask in addi-
‘tiion to the regular price 9 cts. extra per yard for handling that

irt.

1864. What would have been your regular price ?—Our regular price
would have been, if it was constituted a side ditch, 26 cts., and we ask
9cts, extrn. But the fact is the engineers have called it an off-take
ditch and have estimated it to us at 23 cts.

1865. Is that the price of your off-takes ?—Yes. The speciﬁéation
says that the off-take ditches shall be dug right and left of the road to
drain the country. ’

1866. In your contract are yon obliged to haul the material of the
off-ditches at all ?—No.

1867. Are you %gliged to put the material into the road ?—No ; only
8ix feet from the &lge of the berm.

1868. Butin this case the engineers required you to move it from the Required to move
ditch and put it into the liner—They required us to move nearly 19,000 vards from
100,000 yards of it. Their engineer makes it something less than that.

1869. What in your opinion would it be worth just to move that
material irrespective of the excavation ?—I think that the actual cost
of moving that would be from 12 cts. to 15 ets. a yard.

1870. So that in your claim you are not getting as much as if it
Were an entire extra?—No; if we put the stuff out on the edge of the
ditch, and the Government asked us to move it into the road-bed after
1t was put there, they would have to pay us 26 cts. per yard for it.

1871. Supposing it was an extra item altogether outside of the con-
Aract, what would be a fair price for it?—I think it could be moved
Into the bank for 15 cts. per yard.

1872. And this was moved and put into the lino ?—Yes.

1873. What sort of foundation was there for the plank that you say Had to maxe
that you had to wheel it over ?—We had to make trestles for them— trostles for the
ten or twelve for each runway. arTows.

1874. Then was the track on which you wheeled your barrow an
artificial support altogether ?— Yes. ;
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Work stopped 1875. In January, 1875, you say the work was stopped east of the

oot ot Julius Muskeg to the 22nd of April following ?—Yes.

Apriier to 1876. Was that the time in which you would have moved your
supplies but for the stoppage >—We had moved some then that we had
to move back sgain. All this item is for work that had to be undone.

Particulars of 1871. Have you given the particulars of all this claim to the Govern~
claim in hands of ment ?—Yes.

Government. . . .
1878. Just as you have described it now ?—Yes ; they have the parti-
culars of every item of the claim.

1879. Is not that such a delay as was contemplated by your agree-
ment ?—Yes.

Part of clatm for  1880. Then why. should you ask for anything more than an extension
Tork which had of time ? —We ask for work that we had to undo. We had supplies
there and we had to bring them back.

1881. That was not work on the line ?7—It was work for the line.

1882. Your contract you say has a clause to this effect: that if you
are delayed at all after the work has once commenced it shall be duly
compensated by giving you a corresponding time in the shape of an
extension. Do you understand that to be a condition of your contract ?
—7Yes.

Reasons why wit- 1883. When the Government stopped you in January, 1876, for a

noes ithinks clause particular period, is it not within your contract, according to your

time doesnot Opinion, it you get an extension for a similar period afterwards ?—No.

cover hiscase.  For instance, we were only stopped there for four or five months,or some-
thing of that kind; but it prevented us from getting material across
there, and so stopped us from working the whole of the following year.
We had commenced operations, and had our supplies there, and had to
move them back again, and 1 never understood any guch thing as that
as coming within that clause.

1884. You mean to say this: that a stoppage at some period of the
year would be more damaging to the contractor than at other periods in
delaying the work ?—I think that if by their action they have caused
work to be done that is of no advantage to the contractor in carrying
on the contract, the mere fact of getting an extension of time does not
repay him, as he only gets the extension of time to enable him to com-
glete his contract. I do not see that that is compensation for anything

Delavs durt y which they have caused an extra expense.

ays uring .

gertaln perfodsof 1885, Are there some periods of the year when the delay would be
more damaging . More damsging to the contractor than others ?—Yes.

than at other
periods.

1886. Which are the most damaging periods of the year for delay to
Sumork stopped  occur in ?—The fall would be the most damaging period with us, because
Sehbiies cannot  if we are stopped during the winter it prevents us from getting in
‘ supplies. As soon as sleighing comes we get over this wet country

easier than any other way.

1887. If in some periods of the year delay is more damaging to the
contractor than others, it must follow that there are some periods in
, which delay is less damaging to the contractor than others ? —Yes.
Gnring whith & 1888. What period would be the least dumaging?—The first three

B ousimar™ months in the spring would be the least damaging to the contractor,
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because he could not do much of anything at that time. The next item wexy jemor |

is for a change of the line from station 1010 to station 1700, after we clalm: change of
took the contract. It was moved from a dry ridge, workable at all ™™
times with ploughs and scrapers, into a leveller part of the country and
altogether through swamp, where no team work could be done except
for a mile of it. gn the first located line on which we took the contraect
there was a large portion of it dry, in fact I had let a sub-contract to
a St. Paul firm at a very reasonable rate between those stations. He
and his partner were here making arrangements for men when the
change took place and they threw up the contract. It cost us considera-
bly more to (fo that work through t%ere than we received for it—when
we could have got it done for less than our price had the change not
been made, I think I can establish before you, on the evidence of
practical men and engineers, that the price we asked—5 cts, per yard of
an advance—is reasonable on that change,

1889. Under which clause of your contract do you claim an increase
of price, when a chango is made from one location to another ?—
Clause 17.

1890. At the time this work was given over to Mr. Whitehead, under Did not have the
your arrangement, had you the plant necessary to do it >=No; not on when work waa

the ground. given over to

1891. What sort of plant did you require ?~—An engine and train of
cars and a steam-shovel.

1892. What would be the first expense of those items on the ground ?
—From $20,000 to $25,000.

1893. What would have been their value after doing the work ?—
They would have been worth what they cost, with the usual wear and
tear taken off—say 20 to 25 per cent.

1894, So that you would have lost 6,250 on the value of the plant ? Valueof wearand
—Yes. tgz)go. of plant,

1895. What do you lose, supposing you have to bear the loss of the Estimated value
work altogether ?—$150,000 in round numbers. Ssoges, of works

1896. That is upon one item of earth ?—Yes.

1897. Upon what length of the line was that ?—A very short length
of line—only a mile and s-quarter.

1898. You say that you lost $150,000 upon the earth item alone;
between the price of 26 cts. with haulage and 40 cts. without haulage ?—
es.

1899. Was this at Cross Lake ?—Yes; three fills; this side of Cros3 siteof work, neap
Lake, Cross Lake.

1900. At that portion of the line was the earth hauled from borrow-
pits ?—Yes.

1901. A long distance ?—Yes.
1902. By your contract was the earth to be hauled or could the voids According to con- -,

have beon filled with trestle work ?—They could have been filled with nﬁ?ﬁxﬁ'hggédﬁeen
trestle work. 5171;?% with trestle

1903. Was it decided before you arranged with Mr. Whitehead Before arrange-
Whether they should be filled with trestle work or with earth ?—~Yes ; Whitehead it was
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decided that the it was decided they were to be filled with earth, and we had done part

voids should
filled with earth.

Earth drawn
from distant
borrow-pits.;

Nature of claim,

Ye of all the fills.

1904. On this mile and a quarter ?—Yes.

1905. Was this only raising the embankments?—No; it was the
completion of them. There were gaps that were not filled out—one
almost entirely filled and the other two were gaps.

1906. When you speak of a mile and a quarter, do you mean the
gaps ?—No ; I mean the full extent.

1907. So that the actual work would really be upon 8 much shorter
length than a mile and a quarter ?—Yes ; about 1,500 feet.

1908. As I understand you, the earth to fill these gaps was drawn
from borrow-pits ?—Yes.

1909. But it was at such a distance that the extra haulage made it
;r)zry high-priced ?—Yes; this was thenearest place that the earth could
got.

1910. And it was settled that it was to be filled by earth instead of
trestle work before you made the change to Whitehead ?—Yes.

1911. Did you make any estimate of the proBable value of this work
before you consented to change to Whitehead ?—We did.

1912, Did you tell Mr. Smith about the difference in the cost of it
under the new arrangement as compared with the previous arrangemeuts
with you ?—1I do not know that there was anything said about it.

1913. Did you call his attention to the fact that you would lose money
by it ?—I do not know whether there was anything said about losing
money by it, as I understood we were to get our prices.

1914, Ts your claim the difference in the cost between his contract
price under the new arran%ement and the price you were to be paid
under the old contract ?—That is all,

1915. You do not claim for less of profit at all?—No; we claim that
Mr. Whitehead is our sub-contractor with the permission of the
Government.

1916. And you onl%vask the Government to pay you what they have
saved by letting Mr. Whitehead do the work ?—That is all. .

1917. Could you have procured the plant that was necessary to do
the work, and finished it as soon as Mr. Whitehead ?—We could have
done it much sooner. We had the means to procure the plant immediately
and could have done it much quicker, because we had nothing else to
attend to, and he had other works.

1918. As a matter of fact, when did he finish that portion of the line ?
It was on the 13th or 14th of September that you agreed with him ?—It
was done this last year—1879.

1919. More than a year afterwards ?—Yes.
1920. So that he could not work over that piece to help him on

~ section 15 until last winter ?—No.

1921. And you could have finished it sooner if you had been allowed
to do so ?—Yes ; we clearly understood that we would not be allowed
to finish it in the time it was necessary.





