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penditures is $332.962. Whcn 1 refer te the

estimtcs, 1 find at the bottom, of the column

thc words ' ap propriat ions flot requlircd,"' and

the arnoount is S539 40-. \Viii the minister

ltîndlv expiain the differencc in those fig-ures?

Mr. STEWART (Lccd'): These are cases

where votes arc madie for a certain amounit

and it is found that the feul amnount is not

required or is nlot e\xpended, and it lapses.

Mr. DO-NNELLY: Buit whv the djfferencC

in the figures? These two sets of fleures refer

to the saine thing. so wliv shoiild there be a

(ijiference of S200,0009

Mr. STEWART (Leeds) :That is a matter

covering a great manv details and a great

many cases.

Mr. DONNELLY: I cannot see the reason

for the difference. Here we have a list of the

appropriat ions and exponditures. the difference

heing thit part of the appropriations wvhich

was flot reqiuired, which is cliven as some

,'332.000. In the other case the arrmunt of

$539.009 is given for the samne thing. Why

should there be any difference?

'Mr. STEWART (Lrceds) :If mv hon. frjend

wouild ask for any partieular appropriation I

could give himi the dc tails anti the amounit.

Mr. DONNELLY: You give us the wbole

list liere, tier vote 186 covering Ontario.

and at the hottoro vou say, "appropriations

flot requircd, S539,450.' Now~ I take up this

statement wvhich was handed us and 1 find

that under vote 186, for the province of On-

tarie, $2,616,323.95 was appropriated. of whicb.

we are told 82,283,361.92 was e'ipended. leav-

meg a difference of il)proxim-itel.v M32,000. I

amn askingý only for the reason for the differ-

ence hetween the twe sets of figures.

Mr. STEWART (Lccds): The difference

arises from several causes. In seine cases the

work is startcd and not compieted, while in

others the amount, required is less than the

am1ount voted, and the difference lapses.

Mr. DONNELLX: I fuilly realize that, but

I am asking the reason for the difference be-

tween these twe sets of fi-ures. which arc for

the same year and are supposed to cever the

same thing.

Mr. STEWART (Leeds) :It is not the

same thing, the difference being that we have

an appropriation one yeac and we complete

the wvork the followving year.

Mr. RUTHERFORD: Looking over the

estimates for publie buildings in Ontario 1

see the town of Wallaceburg bas been over-

looked. Last session 520.000 wvas voted foc

a public building at this point and tenders
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were called for last September. There is no

deubt that Wallaceburg had its share of un-

employment, and I think it would have been

of great advantage to the town if wvock had

been proceeded with in connection with that

building. I should like te know why noth-

ing has been donc and wby there is nothing

in the estimates tbis year for this building.

Mr. STEWART (Leeds): The plans for

tbis building were prepared by an outside

architect.

Mr. RUTHERFORD: Pardon me, but the

plans were prepared by an architect in

Chatham, net an architeet outside the county

of Kent.

Mc. STEWART (Leeds): I meant an

architeet eutside the department; the plans

were prepared by a local architeet. There was

seme more or less serieus objection raised te

the plans after the matter wvas suibmited

for consideration, and furthec representatiens

were made te the effeet that the building was

net adequate, se other plans had te be pie-

pared.

Mc. RUTHERFORD: I understand that

the people of Waliaceburg were perfectly

satisfied with the plans, but that apparently

when the tenders were opened they wcre net

satisfied with the man who was supposed

te receive the contract. Then certain objec-

tions were raised te the plans; they wanted

two doors instcad of one, which was simply

an excuse te delay the construction of the

building. I sbould like te know why that

construction was net proceeded with.

Mr. STEWART (Leeds): The objections

te tbe plan were very mueh more extensive

than my hon. friend suggests. Witb reference

te the contracter I can only say that it is

the policy of the Department of Public

Works te accept the lowest tender, and that

policy is rigidly adhered te.

Mc. RUTHERFORD: Why was net the

lowest tender accepted?

Mr. STEWART (Leeds): 1 bave civen

my hon. friend the reasos; il was because

of certain objections te the plans. It wvas

suggested that there sheuld be radical changes

made in the construction of the building.

Mc. RUTHERFORD: Then af 1er those

radical changes were made why was net an

appropriation put in the estimates for ibis

year?

Mr. STEWART (Leeds): A great nuany

demands have been made for the inclusion

of ameunts in tbe estimates te previde for

public buildings. We bave net been able

te meet ail these demands this year.


