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"l“ o:ntract.llﬂo. 1—

1 elegraph,

a(l)t Included in either case. The work awardel to Messrs. Sifton, rep

Oralgzn 80 embraced the construction of the telegraph from Winnipeg
A a

rry to Selkirk and Livingaton, near Fort Pelly.
Pol'?st’ 8492 per mile. Sgﬁt&ds prices
Mra.‘”e, $189 per mile. Glass&Co
Ainten

ance, $16 per mile per annum.

u say, then, that the contract as awarded followed the proper
at th on of the original tender, in your opinion?—What I say is
® prices of $492 and $189 per miledid not inclado maintenance.

thit: OZ; Is that all you mean by the explanation that you have just read Explains how

3 N . . i con-
fro orning ?—I ‘mean to show that this conclusion could bearrived at fended for could

Glasst&ectsnder‘ 1t is independent of any explanation given by Sifton, be gathered from
65

th 8. V_Vhich conclusion ?—That maintenance was not included in
%e prices,
659,

to th Then do you consider that the contract was awarded according
hay eetgﬁotfr interpretation of his first tender ?7—The only objection 1
i

is Eﬁgt Have you any objection to it ?7—The only objection I have to it wisness finas
816 the exact figure for maintenance wxs $15.83 per mile instead of only objection to

i : . . be $16 instead of
ten:u?:,: ing a difference of 17 cents per mile por annum for the main- $15.83 per mile,

tmﬁl' With that exception, do you say that your opinion is that con- Contractor ’
- ::las awarded according to the prorer interpretation of his tender ? 18 obliged to
bli

. . perate the line
&Mﬁ‘& © Contract Sifton & Glass are obliged to operate the line for the for the profita.

Ption
te'l!der.s’ I

656, Yo

%nstructi

th

here is nothing said of that in the tender ; but with those ox-
think that the contract was & proper interpretation of the

662 Th - . ‘
1 - Lhen the feature of profits was one which did not appear in This feature not
l“;;;nder ?—It did not aPPeifr in the tender. PP in the tender.

Govey How were the particnlars of that feature arrived at betwcen the First mention of
o r"mONt.and Sifton, Glass & Co. ?—1In a letter dated October 14th 5fBifton, Glass
of the'lin:mmg’ Sifton, Giass & Co. offer to work and receive the profits & Co . Uet. 15.

66 in hi

66;. Do you say that they offered to work ?—He says go in his letter.
“ roce} Road the context 7—¢ Contractors are to maintain, work and

p Ve the profits of the lino.”

66. D
firgt o) O Mean that this letter of the 14th of October was the This letter the
that 'Ilegotlatlon on the subject of operating the iine ?—It is the first gfastth%esggtt)}:éf:r

know of. ;)‘peerntlng the
66 : .. ne.
fo T. At different times in giving evidence you have named the date 22nd July the

r .
whgﬁ?f?;"t‘ﬁg tonders as the 22nd of July, and also the 26th of July ; aiqacs reoeI¥InE

tenders.

ich I b © correct date ?—In a printed copy of the advertisement
668 1. o " ™Y band the 22ud of July is given.
63, Do you believe that to be the correct date ?—I do.
With t:h??sc:iny return of the correspondence and documents connected
of Parlia,: ng of these two contracts been asked for by either House
o ent—either by themselves or with any other contract?—Yes.

0. By which House ?—Tho House of Commons.



