
[MAr -21, 1874.]

bowever, thé impor;tance of some central
authbrity or judge, before whon appeals
fromi the décisions of 1o<al analysis might
be brought. He also suggested a labora-
tory in some sutible place, and urged the
bill would be inperfect without provision
for the employment of high skill in the
carrying out of its aime.

on. Mr. SCOTT said the procedure in
this would be much the same as in other
cases. There would þe appeals from
dôdbtful decisions. If the necessity
arose, lie thought the Inland Revenue
Department would manage to find capa.
ble officers for pronouncmng upon such
appeals. The present was the English
Act adapted to Canada.

In reply to Hon. Mr. FERRIER,
Hon. Mr. LETELLIER said the govern-

ment were taking action as to the inspec-
tion of gas. The bill was read a second
time and discussed in comniittee, particu-
larly the clause respecting the fine for
adulteration of food and drink. The
committee rose and reported progress,
Mr. LETELLIER promising to look care-
fully into the bill in the consideration of
amendments proposed, and serions defects
pointed out by Mr. DEVER.

lon. Mr. CAMPBELL moved the
second reading of the bill from the Con-
mons, respecting promissory notes, which
he briefly explained.-Carried.

The Canada Pacific Railway fitl, fron
the Coinmons, *as introduced by Mr.
LETELLIER and read a first time.

The House rose at six o'olock.

AFTER RECESS.
Hon. Mr. VIDAL read the report of the

Senate Committee appointed to consider
the nutnerous petitions for a Prohibitory
Liquor Law, which referred to the evils of
th. liquor traffic, and among other things,
recommended a commission to enquire
into the legislation and means adopted
by other countries for the suppression or
darn'ution of iftemperance, with the re.
sdt produecd, and so-forth. He movéd
the coisideration of the report on Sattr.
day.--Carried.

Hoa. Mr LETEL=R nmoved the third
reading of the Controverted-ZIeotionsBill,
as amanded by Mr. Campbell's clause,
makingthe Act <pplicable to al proceed.
ings .upon election petitigrAs pending
under the Controverted Elections Act of
1873.-Carr'ied'

Hon. Mr. LETELLIER moved the third
reddihg of the Insurance Companies
Xmendment Bill.--Carried.
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Hoix. Mr. SIMPSON submitted the sixth
report of thé Joitit Committee on Print-
ing. ie.said lie did not intend to move
the adoption of the repoit, because it
recommended the acceptande of a tender
for the printing which hé did not approve
of. True, Mr. Taylor, the present printer,
had been blameworthy at times, but the
firm had had great difBeulties to oontnd
with, having had to build.up anei estab-
lishment, -and bring materialamd mon
froni a great distance. Their men hid
not been here long till they woere tamper-
ed with and induoed to strikeý and he
believed that iia ihêshort time Mr. Tay-
lor had the contract he had to pay!agreat
deal more te those hands than underordi-
nary circunstances., The hon.-gentlemn
reviewed the different tenders, declaring
several times it was a mist ake to take the
contract fromi Hunter, Rose & Co.,- -and
give it to Taylor for the mere saving of
$700 a year. (ilear hear.) It was penny
wise and pound foolih undoubtedly. lie
said Taylor had quit all connection with
newspapers, and was enabled.to thg:w .,ll
his energies into the printin, fir which
he had ,suffient plant. 4enged..it
would be repeating the original mustake
te withdraw the printing froma Taylor,and
give it te the firm of MacLean, Roger
Co., for a saving of $900 a year,

flon. Mr. WARD contended il wa the
correct principle to accep$ ihe .lowpest
tender, provided the proper security
could be furnished. fie wotul4 iove le
adoption of the report. (ektr, e&r.

Hon. Mr. LETELLIER.incerelyregret-
ted the hon. gentlemnh -,ho- subWtted
4he report could not agrée with thexm-
jority of his colleagues of the Committee
in this matter. He argued it would,net
be fair to refuge to acccept the l.west
tender after bringing the work te public
competition.- It -wu nocessary -aot. in
good faith in thismatter, and p&diç;laly
if the lowest tender. offered adequa$e se-
eurity. Othierwibe why al for tenders ?
Why not have saved time and troublo-y
aimply renewing thé eontrack with Ahe
present oontractor True the difereuee
betirén the acceptd and- rejectoSfsps
was not muaa, but the moment-be
House, by ther representative, « nt-
ted themselveà te the cours of Solimi&isg
tenders, we must either abide by the Åe-
cision of the majority, or declare the ten-
ders were not called for ln good faitl.
(Hear, hear.) There was w one safguard in
this mattier, in thé shape of a clause inîhe
contract providing that in case it was not
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