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Contract No. 1—

277. Do you me

Tel .
218. D an understood by the Department ?—Yes. clograih
action‘?:ﬁsd?;tng?‘mrt or letter of Mr. Fleming’s recommend any

2
Siftzg‘, g&::gy Cthf"t Mr. Fleming speaks only of the explanation of Siften, Glus &
to be addeq o 0.8 tender, by which sixteen dollars.per mx!e was NOW made the terms
0t first gagh maintenance ; was that an explanation which he had different from
"xplanat'g ered or understood from their tender? Was it a new schegule extracte
schedy] 1010 of its terms, that is to say, was it different from this ¢3 9% Jhe 7th

280 ; Which you extracted on the 7th of August 7—Yes. N

.Ins

peaking of the $900 of profi differ b
two “1ng of profits as the difference between the
offers, or rather to meet.the differenco between the o offers, did

he ot
ta{) t?‘;:lénl({}’lzde the profits for five years ? In other words, if the pro-

for five years should amount to more than $900, Fuller’s
Offer would be still the lowest ?-— Yes, #00

261, postsncs S
tender aq ‘m(}gw{; ou sa}’,t"?&t, in order to treat Sifton, Glass & Co.’s should be held
. r One, it 18 necessary 1o assume that the five yeary’ thelower neces-
Profits will not be over $900 7—Yes. | TEATE pary to sasume

years' profits
g;;gld not be over
282 . - . .
upoi ;V}I:!age you any original papers from Sifton & Co. as to the terms Letter from 8ir-
<opy of lcl the would maintain the line ?—I have not, but I have a ton; Glass & Co.
1 87% A a letter fropl Sifton & Glass to Mr. Fleming, dated 30th October, they had tendered
) 10 the following effect : for the sopeirue;
“In rep] . . a whole or for
. y to your lette - .
“ing to our ’(eny r of this morning we beg to say that accord- any section

“ Canadia b .der of the 22ad of J aly last for the coustruction of the
por mi nf t}cxﬁc Telegraph, or any section thereof, the average price
Por m'lle o1 woodlgnd was to be $629 per mile, and for prairie $259

« Whichl e.t Vge estimate that there would be 1,485 miles of woodland,

“ would’ l‘: 8629 per mile, would come to $934,065, and that there

“« g189 59; 705 miles of prairie, which, at $259 per mile, would be

“ W ,81 2,91:1 all 81,116,6:60. Our whole tender for the whole work

“ §173 343 &.000, the difference between the two sums, namely,

“ for ﬁ; , being our tender for maintaining the working of the line

“ basod © years. Any portion of the work now awarded to usshould be

« upon this calculation which we estimate at, say sixteen dollars

fer Inile per annum. Contractors are to maintain the work and
eceive the profits of the line.

“ (Signed) SiFToN, GLass & Co.”
283. Please look at the ori ’

A 0 inal tender, and say whether this letter is The original ten-
tg:r:x'o{:lizt:tll’ngtthat theigr offer por mile ipplied not only to Jerdid not apply
. ut 1o secti it P i it line.
applies to the seotion, ions of it ?—I do not find in the tender that it line.

284
Yes

.

- Then in that respect it appears to be incorrect, does it not ?—

285. At the time of i
the rec
accees to the original tender ?e,l

2 i ‘
corrs 8. And it could have been ascertained whether this letter was
oct or incorrect ?—It could.

287. Since we :
that Parted this morning, have you thought of anything
‘_No).'ou would like to add, by way.of explanation, to your evidence ?

2

t of that letter by Mr. Fleming he had
—Yes.



