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man's purposes. I read a letter asking
if, when Mr. McFadden was appointed
as inspector, hie would go on and act the
saine as though a contract had been let,
or act as foreman. And, triough the îJraa.
tice is to appoint inspectors only where
contracts are let, they apnointed in thie,
case Mr. McFadden the inspector te inspect
the work which was goîng on by day's la-
bour, with -a foreman under him and a sub.
foreman under hlm. So, the whole matter
was worked through exactly as Mr. Osman,
the friend of the Minister of Public Works,
and of the hion. member for Westmorland,
desired. Mr. McFadden got his job as
inspecter and Mr. Downey hcld on to bis
as foreman, just as before. The hion. mem-
ber for Westmorland stated, and hon.
members generally must have observcd the
etatement that the company had built the
wharf in the first instance at their own
expense * to develo'p their own *property
as thcy should have donc. Why, theià.
should this House be called upon to fur.
-nish meana, te extend that property with-
out, at least-, the propcrty be-ing taken over
and conveyed to the Crown as in othei
cases? I say that the transaction is inde-
fensible, and notwithstanding the state-
mnent of the hion. iember for Westmorland,
is one which not only the mezubers of the
Gconservative party but many Liberals in
that district will disapprove. The hon.
member (Mr. Emmerson) said that 1 could
not find a man, Liberal or Conservative, in
Westmorland who would find f ault with.
this transaction. I have many communi-
cations on this matter, from responsible
people, calling my attention te the case
and urging it as a case that should be
brought to the 'attention of the House. It
is very easy for the hon. member to makc
such sweeping statements, but those state-
ments are not in accordance with the facts;
and I believe- hie knows it. In any case, the
statement of the hon. member does not af-
fect in the slightest degrce the proof ad-
duced fromn the official file that this work
was entered upon at the requeet of, Mr.
Osman or the nianufacturing company of
whicb hie is the managing directer, that it
was for their benefit, and that the work was
carried on practically by theni and under
their direction and control and yet paid
for out of the public treasury.

Mr. JOHN HAGGART. I have listened
carcfully to this debate. I know nothing
about wbcthcr this wharf was necessary.for
the locality or whcther it is only tt
private parties. What I was concerned in
was the statement made by somne hon. mem-
bers in reference to the payment of money
on the wharf. It sems that a certain sum
of money was voted to be expended on a
wharf in this locality. The gentleman who
owns the wharf employed a foreman, Mr.

Oscar Downey, to extend the wharf or make
repairs upon it.

Mr. PUGSLEY. Not to make repairs, but
to build an addition.

Mr. JOHN HAGGART. At any rate, hie
makes an expenditure of $2,100 upon the
wharf for labour and supplies on this work.
That expenditure was not under the control
of the departmcent. I would ask, is there
any -confirmation of the statement of -the
hon. member that Mr. Downey was ap-
pointed superintendent of this work by the
department?

Mr. PUGSLEY. Yes. I will explain, as
the hon. gentleman has asked the question.
When it was -proposed to undertake this
work by the day, Mr. Osman was requested
to take steps to get material and proceed
with the work, and Mr. Downey was sug-
gested by hiffi as foreman and approved by,
the department. What Mr. Osman did he
did for the department, and not upon his
own property or upon the property of the
Albert Manufacturing Company, but upon
the property of the Crown.

Mr. JOHN HAGGART. My information
is, as shown by the report, that $2,100 was
paid out by Mr. Osman, part of which was
in the payment of Mr. Oscar Downey, the
foreman, and other men, employed in the
'work, and part for supplies. Mr. Downey
was confirmed by the departmnent after the
expenditure of the $2,100.

Mr. PUGSLEY. 1 do not think that is
correct. I may say, it is extremcly incon-
venient to argue in this Oommittee of the
Whole niatters relating to accounts which
are now before the Committee on Publie
Accounts. It is contrary to the rules to
do it. My hion. friend (Mr. Croeket), I am
sure, has been speaking of matters which
do not appear even in the copy of the
papers 'which hie bas submitted to the hon.
member for Westmorland (Mr. Emmer-
son). I have looked them over carefully
and flnd no statements to corroborate what
he has said. The hon. member must have
got some information from the examination
of accounts which are now before the Pub-
lic Accounts Committee. In that commit-
tee, witnesses can be called and the facte
brought out. It is exceedingly inconveni-
ent to discuss the matter when we have not
the f acts before us. 1 am sure that my hon.
friend fromn South Lanark (Mr. John Hag-
gart) 'will sec that. It 18 exceedingly, incon-
venient te me, because my attentfion has
not been called to the matter. It sems to
me that the Committee on Public Accounts,
to which these accounts have been referred,
is the place where these matters should be
discussetl.

Mr. OIROCKET. As to the. statement of
the minister that these things do not ap-
pear in the papers, I have the letter of Mr.


