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tion-and you need flot read between the
lunes-to see that hie had struggled agalnst
this absurd and ridiculous system, and had
±lually givea way, because, lu the dylug
hours of the session, he placed the scheme
hefore the flouse and said practically :
There It ls; I have given way; and I think

you had better give way also in order that
we may be able to prorogue the House.'

1 do flot wish t0 unduly detain the House,
but this is a matter upon which I think the
resoîntion of my hou. friend from Hamilton
(Mr. Barker) la most tlmely. If we are not
careful, if we do flot take up seriously thils
question, we shahl see repeated our ex-
perience of 1903. At the very end of the
session, we shahl see the MInister of Fin-
ance (Mr., Fielding) coming down with bis
scheme and saying f0 us : Now, are you
going f0 refuse assistance f0 this under-
taking or are you ready to give it, and let
us prorogue the flouse ? I want to guard
against that. 1 have given a notice of mo-
tion which calis for information lu connec-
flou with this euterprise, and for my part
I shahl .fot give my consent to any con-
tinuance of this folly-because that is what
It really was-unless we undertake that
workz nnd prosecute It as business men who
have at heart the interests of the country
and not the advancement of the fortunes
of a few ladividuals.

WhaI:t characterlzed that schemie ? Tho'
company had no assets. We have had
no accountlng of how these vast sums
whicli wvere given the company 'were ex-
pended. There was ao accountability, no
responsibllity, and there is none to-day. We
stlpulated, it is true, that the plans shou]d
be subject f0 the approval of the govern-
ment. That Is whaf we do whenever we
grant a subsidy, but were those plans ever
subindtted for approval f0 men really com-
petent ? Ordinary engineers are flot com-
I)etent f0 examine the plans of such a vast
and unprecedented structure. What really
was done, I have no doubt, Is that the plans
were îîassed the departinent, as a matter of
course, without careful examiation, wifh-
ont any written report. Will the Mînister
of Finance (Mr. Fielding) say when the
engineers of the department found tlïem-selves confronted Nrîth the plans for the
execution of a work. of a kind the equal
f0 whlch ls not to be found In the past-
will the Minister of Finance (Mr. Fielding)
say tîlat the government engineers gave
the plans that careful examination which
such nu immense enterprîse exacted 9 WaR
there any written report to the goverument
lu detail ? Did this government, wheu It
was pledglng the credît of the country f0
the pnyment of these Immense sums for
tlie construction of thkl bridge work, take
the trouble f0 consuit an expert, a special-
lst? We pay $25.000 and $30,000 f0 law-
yers to attend commissions ;we give i-
mense sins f0 conijsoners who are
calletl upon f0 Investigate. Woiuld If have
been such au extrnordinary mensure of

precaution for the governmient to have
spent $2,000 or $3,000 or even *4,000 in
order to bave these plans passed upon by
really competeut men, mnen lu the old coun-
try who are skilled in sucli construction ?
Nothing of that kind was doue. We parted
also witbi the control and supervision ol the
work. It was surely most Important that
we sliould know, wheu we were paying
$8,000,000 or $10,000,000 for thîs structure,
that It was belng constructed accordlng to
the plans and specifications ? But there
was nothlng of thle sort. I can scarcely
credit the rumour f0 which my hon. friend
refers, namely, that an order in coulicil
wvas passed naming an engineer to super-
vise the work and that the order was sub-
sequently cancelled. But of one thing there
can be no doubt, and that 15 there was no
supervision.

Neither was there any examination of
the past accounts of the company. What
wvould have happened hiad this grêat dis.
aster flot occurred ? There is flot a busl.
ness man or any tuan of common seuse,
whvlo will 100k nt the charter of that com-
îîany, as It was adopted la July, 1903, -who
eau fail f0 arrive at the conclusion that if
the bridge had been safely bult, we would
have to pay, on taking possession of It,
millions of Indemuity over and above the
*amount subscrlbed by the goverament. Ail
these side undertakings were authorlzed by
parliament. The company would have to
be indemnlfied for the terminais it had.
bult and the arrangements It had made In
tliat connection. I know that there is a
stipulation lu the deed of agreement that
when the goverument took possession, It
should lndemnify the stockholders, by glv-
lng them ten per cent over and ahove the
amount of their stock plus five per cent
interest from the tirne the stockholders pald
for their stock. But there is nothlng in
that agreement, I say, wlîlch would pre-
vent that company from urging othercdaims,
Moreover. It iid the power la virtue of this
agreement, of contracting «gay new oh11-
gations it wislied to contrnct, with the con-
sent of the goverameut. But, outside that
restriction wvhieh wvas ia the deed, 1 say
it was a pit of dlaims. We should have had
to pay large indemnities even outslde the
amoants flxed la the deed of agreemeut as
to guarantees. And the ultimate effeet
wnas to have the work carried on by an
irresponsible company. My hon. frlend
froni Hamilton (Mr. Barker> was qulte right
la saying that, because there was uothing
to ensure the company's responsibllty. I
say we wo-uld have been ohliged to pay at
least twlce the arnount whîch the bridge
wonld have cost uormally If the work had
been supervlsed and carrled on by the gov-
erament itself.

Now, just f0 give nn Instance of the en-
ormous wa9ste lato wvlich this system had
led us, I do not thlnk I arn mIstaken wheu
I say that the contractors for the substruc-
ture were paid by stock, wlth a discount of
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