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PARTICIPATION 0F JUDGES IN BUSINES

Mr'. SPROULE-by Mr. Taylor-asked:
1. Has thse attention of the government, bec

directeýd to the statements in the publie pres
that thse statutýory provisions prohibiing judge
from acting as directors, or otberwise engagin
iii outside business, are being disregarded ?

2. lias the government taken any steps, t
ascertain whether sucis statements are correct

3. What opinion bas thse government on ths
subjecet ?

lon. CHARLES FITZI'ATRICK <Min
ister of Justice)

1. les.
2. No liarticular coniplaints have bcen ad

dressed to the departnient against any
judge. bnt the government bas under con
sideration the expediencv of introducin.,
further legisiation to provide a sanction for
section 7, 4 and 5 E. VIIL chapter 31.

3. The government is of the opinion that
the judges ought to obey the Act of parlia-
Ment. I have 110 authority under the ruies
of the House to bave an opinion, on a sub-
ject of that sort, but if I bad an opinion it
wvoultl be that tise jndges ouglit to conforin
f0 the law.

EMBARGO ON CANADIAN CATTLE.

Mr. SPROULE-by Mr. Taylor-asked
1. Have any representations been made since

January 1, 1906, to Iinperial governiment, ask-ing for the repeal of tise embargo on ZCanadian
cattie exported ito Great Britain ?

2. If so, what is tise nature of sucis represen-
tations ?

Rt. Hon. Sir WILFRID LAURIER (Prime
Minister). No representations have been
made.

THE SALE 0F PATENT MEDICINES.

Mr. SPROULE-by 'Mr. Taylor-asked:
1. Has tise govemnm.ent taken intýo cons1dera-

tion tise question of preventing orc controlllng
byf legisiatîive enactment, advertisement and
sale of patent medicines comtaining dangerous
or barmful drugs or ingredieuts ?

2. Do.es the governmen.t intend ýto deal with
tise question ?

Rt. Hon. Sir WVILF"RID LAURIER (Prime
Minister). It is untier consideration.

DISMISSAL 0F DETISCTIVE SKEFFINGTON.
Mr. DANIEL asked:
1. lias detective Skeffington been tlisinissed

from tise service of thse goveromenýt ?
2. W'iat was ýtie cause of bis dismissal
3. Was an inquiry iseld, and isad lie an op-

portýunaty of making bis defence ?
4. Shortly before bis dismissal did lie make

any report as to irregularities or ialfeasance
by any employee of -the government on tise
Intercolonial Railway ?

5. Wbat was thse nature Of sncb report
6. lias the government takien any, and if so,

what, action on bis report?
Hon. H. R. DMMERSON (Mînister of

Ilailways and Canais):
Mr. OLIVER.
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S. 1. Yes, bis services wvere dispensed witb.
2. Ilis dtxties were not perforîned in a

satisfactomy manner. and a change wvas con-
n sidered necessary for tise benefit of the set-
s vice.
S 3. An inquiry wvas not considered neces-
g sary.

4. Yes, be brouglbt some charges against0somne 0f tise officiais in connection w'itli? aproprit-ng goveruient postage stamps.ap . les, the governrnent took action by
sending down t0 Moncton the assistant law
clerk of tise departmnent to bold an investi.
gation into tbe charges. The information
disclosed by bis report sbowved that the,

- xistissg pmactice N-vas of sncb a nature as
to rentier it practically impossible to keep

*a proper checke on the use of stamnps, andi
the resuit w as that the system wvas entirelv
teorganized. There were no doubt irre-
gularities; but they coulti not be broughît
home f0 any of tise officiais.

THE DEFENCE 0F ESQUIMALT.
001. SAM. HUGHES-by Mr. Taylor-

asked:
1. Has thse government taken over thse de-

fencle of Esquimalt ?
2.* Wisat permanent force is in tise Canadian

service af t'bat place ?
3. How many officers, non-commissioneti omf-

cers and men compose tise force ?
4. 0f these, ho\, "îany hav"ý Ieen taken over

from thse Imperiai garrison, isow many from thse
Canadian permanent force, . nid how many me-
cruited ?

5. Wbaýt wîli be tbýe so-nnaI cost 0f mainýtain-
ing tisis garrison ?

6. la if proposed to inecrease or diminisis tise
force ?

7. W.iat sumi if any does tise governmenýt pro-
pose to spend 'in armament at Esquimaît ini
tise ýimmediate future ?

Hon. H. R. EMLlýiEISON (for Minister of
Milifia andi Defence):

1. Not yet, Canada is. however, payintt
the full cost of maintenance tiuring current
year.

2, 3, 4. None.
5. About $100,000 per annim.

6.Not af îpresent.
7. No expenditure xviii ho necessary.

THE DEFENCE 0F HALIFAX.

Mr. SAM. HUGHIES-by _Mr. Taylor-
asked :

1. lias the government taken over tise de-
fence of Halifax ?

2. M'bat permanent force is in thse Canadian
service at t'bat place ?

3. Row many officers, non-commissioned offi-
cers and men compose tise force ?

4. 0f tisesie, bow many bave been taken over
fromn tbe Imperial garTison, b.ow many from tbe
Canadian permanent force, and bow many re-
cruitýed ?

5. Wbaýt will bie tise annuai cost of maintain-
ing ths garnison ?

6. Is it proposed to increase or diminish tise
force?


