47 TRUDEAU

-

X Tel 3‘:2,“:‘.? o4
« olegraph. What time would be convenient to have the matter graph

« clzsed.wnh t_he Degartment'{ Could it stand over until after the
tario elections? Please advise and oblige yours,
“ (Signed)  OLIVER, Davipson & Co.,
“By A. OLIVER.”

756 H Dept. had no
Tho. ad you any other information than that letter that Sutton Otber Informa-

0 . . . .

You 'll“psou & Co. had parted with their interest in their tender, that letter that But:

now of ?—I do not know of any other. (o had pa'r)ted
with their inter-
est in tender.

re;f; Is it the habit of the Department to deal with a person who Not the praciice
£rofonts himself to be an assignee of one who has tendered %ruly).egt'ptgrscf:l

1t . A
hout any evidence from the party himself who has tendered ?—No. Who represents

assignee of a ten~
derer.

-
158, Can you explain why that was done in tl:is case 7—I cannot.  Witness cannot

‘ explain why that
59, Ig i was done In this
les, 8 it according to rule or contrary to rule ?—We have no written

case

760. Ig 3 .
¢ - 18 it according to the usual practice?—It is not according to 1t t
he usual Practice. g P g “s‘v;vat}splc_gguroaél:y

6 .
Thoz:f Hﬂvg you any evidence of any communication to Sutton & No correspond-
: Pson, informing them that their tender would be accepted—that Thompeon & Go .

18, aftep » !

k ou had decided to negotiate no further with Sutton & Thirt- informing them
*"7—We have not on record. T el e
762 Ca . . cepted.

Dayiq 0 you explain how either Sutton & Thompson or Oliver, Nomeansof ex-

woul dSOH & Co. would know on the 24th December that their tender 2l inghow

accepted ?-—No; there is no record. Davidson & Co.
ggulldtkngw that
elr tender was

763 . . accepted.
“nder't{,s it the practice of the Department to deal with persons jeaiing with

avideo xf ;lrcums_tances in which this proposition is made by Olivor, Qliver, Davidson
You weee Co. without any transfer and without any notification that prazil(ég.:)fr?)?pt.

u6s ready to deal with them ?—It is not the practice.
765. Tn this case you did deal with them ?—Yes.
No. Can you explain why you did not follow the usual practice ?—

166, '
tract ?_gﬁ:e you present when it was decided to give them the con-

76 ; . .

lely ;‘;XV(;" you give me the names of Oliver, Davidson & Co. separa-

the Qi i?l’lll‘ Oliver, of the Town of Ingersoll; Joseph Davidson, of
¥ of Toronto and Peter Johnson Brown, of Ingersoll.

768,
fro Have you ever before noticed the absence of any communication

m §
as &w:“r:l:,’f ii‘f’mPSOn & Co. on this subject with the Department ?—I
Witness did not

769, Did vor
The 1, d you enquire into it ?—1I did not enquire into it very deeply. Sranaaction very
TAbsaction was managed by the Minister. b deeply by
Mlnlgger.
This is the reason

0.
Was that the reason for your not enquiring into it 7—It was, 75, Witnesedid

ries



