
[COMNIONS]

ward Island? What was the nature of the char- S. By whor were the sworn triade at
ges preferred against him, if any? Has he beén Port Arthur or Michipicoten (or wherever the
furnished with a copy of those charges ? Has saine werc made) of the cargoes of sald Vessels ?
he been given an opportunity to defend himself 19. Were the original entries and the involces
against those charges? Has his case been ex- accompanying saine returned to the Department
amined by Mr. Palmner, the investigating com- of Customs, and are the same now on file In said
niissioner? If not, why not? department?

The POSTMASTER GENERAL (Mr. Mu- The CONTROLLER OF CUSTOMS (Mr.
lock). At the request of a number of the Paterson). The department have been mak-
residents, the post ottice which had former- ing all diligence to secure the information
ly been conducted in Mr. Martin's bouse. for the lion. gentleman, but he will under-
was removed to what was indicated to be stand that it is an old matter, and requires
a more convenient site, which occasioned a good deal of search. If he will be kind
a change of postmasters. enough to let it stand until the next occa-

sion for putting the question, I will be ready
ISMISSAL OF DR. GEO. AITCIIELL. to answer him.

Mr. CLANCY a.sked : 'AST A N TIC STEAMSHIlP SERV[CE.
1. Was Dr. George Mitchell disnissed froni the

position of physician to the Indians of Walpole Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Reforo inking
Island. on charges of political partisanship? up tle lotices of ilotic in, I slould like to

2. If so, by whom were such charges made? draw the atteniion of the louse to a very3. Was the said Dr. George Mitchell given an impotat mtte. and in order to put my-
opportunity to answer such charges? . . .

4. If not, why not? -1tUright. I will nwith a motion.
5. Have the Government any rule to guide theim 'rj mlenittilttor to whiclh I wish to lraw atten-

in dismissing officials on charges of political par- tion is 1he condition of the proposed f:tst
tisanship with and without investigation into Atlantie service. The Minister of Triade and
such charges? Commerce stated Io this House a. day or

The MINISTER OF THE INTERIOR (Mr. two ago that a eontract had been male, I
Sifton). 1. He was dismissed for political par- Ihink ilie lion. gen4 e man said, with Messrs.
tisanship. 2. No formal charges of political Peter-sonçf, Tate & Company for the perform-
partisanship were made against Dr. George anrce of that service. I think, Mr. Speaker,
Mitchell, but evidence was afforded the de- we have again reason to coiplain that this
partment that Dr. Mitchell was vice-presi- House an: the people of this country slhould
dent of the Liberal-Conservative Associa- he obligeKI to obtain information with re-
tion, and as such took an active part in poli- Speet to niatters of grent and pressing iini-
tical affairs. 3 and 4. The facts were so pirtacîce froni parties outside of this bouse.
notorlous that it was not considered neces- Aas te
sary to eall upon Dr. Mitchell for a de- the otlior eof the Atiantie. The Parlia-
fence. 5. Where the partisanship is noto- nent o? the United Kr.gîloin It appears is
rious and undeniable it is not deemed ne- Ifirst ta ho informed o? contracts made by
cessary to waste time and publie money in tlii Government in relation to inatters
holding investigations. affecting this country. I do not mise this

quosti )n at ail ini any, factlous spirit or wvith
TUG "SILVER SPRAY" AND SCHOONER '0view of calllng the attention specially of

Ythe Ilouse to te discourtesy I iay al ost
"MARYGROVIR.cail it, with which the Governuient treats

Mr. WOOD (Brockvile) asked the flouse as egards these questions. The
lite Minoster of Agriculture asked the lion.

1. Were the tug "Silver Spray" and the Finastte Minister the other day if an Oi'der
schooner "Mary Grover," or either of them in Council ad been passed granting a large
sezed for infraction of the revenue laws of the su f hpublic money to the Grand Trunk
Dominiondurung the year 1883 or 1884, or elther Railay Company n connection with ser-
of sald years,?

2. If sald vessels or eitherof them were s vices to be rendered atMontreal. Tle
seized, what was the nature ot the offence for Finance Minister promptly info lmedoty
whfch they, or either of them was so seized? 1on. fiend that hie ould not tel hlmn whe-

3. What was the naie o" the officer who seized ther that was the case or not. But I End
said "vessels or elther of them? on looking at the London Times" of April

4. Were said vessels or ether of them re- lst a communication from the correspon-
leased? If se, upon what termofnthem wereso

5. Was an Investigation subsequently held? IfCode f tat ad epsatngrtatin an relse, what was the na ue of the offcer n fo
ducted sald Investgatioi? Where was t heM? sum of public money to that company. 
What was the nanmes of the witnesse examined think is of very great Importance
at sad Investigation? Wa their evidence re- that the Government should take the
duced to writlng and returned to the department, House Into their confidence ln relation to
and W the same now eon the files of the depart- matters that are of great public interest,
ment? and the people owntae country siould

.W hat was the name of the winer or nedrsbee olelatotirtat pubs
ot said ivestiaioWalherevdnce

duce toÂrtin.n eundt h eatet
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