
[COMMONS]

The MINIS TER OF RAILWAYS AND
CANALS. No.

Mr. HAGGART. The hon. Minister can-
not tell.

The MINISTER OF RAILWAYS AND
CANALS. If the hon. gentleman (Mr. Hag-
gart) will tell me what he wants to know,
I shall be glad to get him the information.

Mr. HAGGART. There is an amount of
subsidies paid in the four months up to the
end of 1898, and the amount of subsidies
paid since then ; and we do not know
whether they were paid beside the bonus of
$123,000 and the $100,000 expended In build-
ing the road. These gentlemen have entered
into a contract for the extension of the
road from Forestdale to Chaudière Junction.
Though they had an agreement wlth the
Government they were by no means certain
that such an Infamous agreement wound pase
the Parliament of the country. They,wanted
to know that they would have some money
for the extension of the road. Under the
first agreement they entered into, in 1897,
they got. I suppose, the subsidies-for I have
heard no denial-they got $123,000 In bonuses
and th2 Minister comes to their relief with
the expenditure of $100,000. Thus they have
at least $223,000 at the hands of the Govern-
ment, because that is the advance to them
by the Government of the country for the
purpose of carrying out the Drummond Bal-
way arrangement. These are the principal
features of the transaction.

This 115 miles of road Is 'bulît over a com-
paratively level country from Ste. Rosalie
to the Chaudière Junction, passing, as the
Minister tells us, through a populous country
well settled the whale way. But one of the
witnesses before the emmIttee, when asked
wbat the character of the road was and
whether it was equal te the Intercolonial
Rail.way, sald the fencing was not as good.
When asked in what respect the feneing was
not up to the standard, he said there were
twenty :miles along the road where there
was no fencing at all. The Minister of Rail-
ways and Canals put it to the witness : Do
you know that that is a country ln whicî
there Is not a single settler, a wooded coun-
try ? And yet, l introducing his resolut-ion
be told us that there 'was a magnificent
country along the whole road.

The Minister makes a comparison between
the purchase of this road and the purcbase
made by my hon. friend the ex-Minister of
Railways and Canals, the preseut iqader of
the Opposition (Sir Charles Tupper), of the
road from Rivière du Loup to Point Lfv4s.
He states that the hon. gèntleman (Sir Char-
les Tupper) paid $14,000 a mile for that read,
,while he got thls road for less than that.
He says that the road purchased by the
.present .léader t the Opposition was lu a
.degraded state ; that the country had to
speud large sums to bring.it up to the stan-
dard of the I tercoloniaI Rallway. But he
forgot to méut!on-and lhe kiew t-4hat the

Mr. RAGGART.

object in taking over that road from the
Grand Trunk Rallway was not merely to
secure connection with Quebec, but that one
of the conditions was that the money obtain-
ed was to be used to build a connection for
the Grand Trunk from Detroit to Chicago,
and to double the track between Toronto
and Montreal. The hon. gentleman says
that that was not in the arrangement. If he
-will look to the Grand Trunk Act of 1884, one
of the conditions of the arrangement related
to the securities of the Grand Trunk Rail-
way. A certain set of the securities were
to bc applied towards doubling the track
between Montreal and Toronto. I heard
the debates ln the House. I heard my
hon. friend the leader of the Opposition
introducing the resolution into the House,
and stating that these two ecnditions were
the conditions of the purchase of that road,
and comparing the road. such as It is from
Rivière du Loup to Point Lévis, w4th the
portion of the road from Ste. Rosalie to
Forestdale, built under a subsidy contract,
but not finished up to the subsidy contract.
The only difference the hon. gentleman
made ln the contract was, that the two
grades were to be reduced to 52 feet, as
embodied in every subsidy contract, and the
part to be finlshed was to be fdnished under
a subsidy contract with the Government,
plus this arrangement that was afterwards
to be worked up to the standard of the In-
tercolonial. That is the contract that he
made in reference to this road.

Now, there are some very suspiclous cir-
cumstances about the sale of this road. The
negotiations for this road were made in
January, 1897 ; the contract was virtually
completed in February, 1897; the Order in
Couneil was passed by the Government In
March, 1897.' Let me draw your attention
to some peculiar occurrences that took place
in February, 1897. A debate took place in
the House on June 26th in reference to the
cheque whieh was recelved by the Minster
of Publie Works. The Minister of Publie
Works is not in the House, and I wIll -not
discuss the maitter, but only read his state-
ment before the committee. I will also read
the affidav%ît of Mr. Greenshields in refer-
ence to it, and let the House and the coun-
try draw their inference. This Is what the
Minister of Publie Works said, as reported
on page 5302 of the ,Debates, June 2Gth,
1897 :

I arragged that Mr. Greenshields, who was my
lawyer in many other cases, should act as tihe
purchaser of "La Patrie,'' as the lawyer of the
party. They speak of a cheque which Mr. Green-
shields gave. There ls no secret about it. Mr.
Greenabields had a cheque in his bands, not of
be own money, but of the mnoney. of the party,
and he paid that cheque. Let aiuqulry ta
place, and all this shall be proved. Every private
act of ours le scrutinlzed; our private affai-s are
no longer private. We are treated as If we were
thieves and kuives.

Mr. Greenshields gave evidence lu refer-
ence to that before the committee. He said:
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