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licenses in these bll 
ment must have kj 
infinitely more vail 
tain tops along thj 

The .committee I 
journ until Saturdl

and Nicola, He had concluded by stating all should have taken their share in 1 that it could be attributed tb anything 
that it would be better to give the rail- that. It was absurd to say, as Mr. worse than weakness on the part of Mr. 
way company all the districts referred to , Eberts did, that he knew nothing about Wells. Different persons might have 
with the exception of the mountain tops, it that Mr. Wells brought down the re- acted differently, 
which might be reserved to the crown.

Mr. Martin sat beside witness, and

| mentioned, he thought, by himself. He ? fore passing the recission order, as to" 
I thought Mr. Brown asked if they sus- 
I peeted him at all. He was told they 
! did not. The report in general was true.

“Well,” asked Mr. Duff, “if you be- 
i lieved this, some member of the C. P.

R. Company must have been implicated* 
in misconduct?” The Premier replied:
“No, not necessarily.”

“Well, why punish them for it?” The 
Premier replied that he did not think 
that was done. They could not under
stand where the C. P. R. came in.

“Why did you consent to Mr. Wells 
taking the grants to Montreal for de
livery 7r was asked’.

“I knew that they would have to be 
handed over,” was the reply.

“You agreed to the condition Mr. Wells 
imposed as to the delivery of the 
grants?”

“Yes, but I thought that condition was 
not worth that*” snapping his fingers.

“Did you explain to Mr. Brown that 
those grants were cancelled because of 
political expediency?” asked Mr. Helmc- 
ken.

“Not at all,” was the reply. “I would 
hit whether1 the government

whether it would cancel the grants as 
well as the previous order-in-council.

The Premier couldn’t say as to this.
Witness thought that the cancellation 

decision was come to in executive dur
ing the presence of Mr, Eberts.

Ex-Premier Dun&muir was 
called. In reply to Mr. Duff he said that 
when on August 2nd, 1901, it was pro
posed to change from the B. C. Southern 
to the Columbia & Western, Mr. Eberts 
said that Mr. Brown wanted it, and that 
it made no difference, a-s both companies 
were part of the C. P. R. "W itness did 
not express an opinion one way or the 

Witness was never satisfied, and

It was hard to say
commendation.HE FOR OLIVER what should be done.

No. suspicion could attach to Mr. Too muc-li had been made of the al- 
must have heard these remarks. He had Wells which did not attach to any other leged promise by Mr. Wells to Mr 
been surprised! at the position taken by of the ministers. He thought, however, Brown that he would endeavor to "get 
Mr. Martin at that time, when he really that no great suspicion could be attached these two blocks for the company Mr 
delivered thogovernment speech in favor to any of them in this matter. Brown in his message said that he" re-
? .! ' , f sui prise was enhanced The crown grants were then prepared, garded the promise with uncertainty,
bv Mr ^t-min^'n0 I°<vr>«le and Mr. Wells seemed still to be dis- and Mr. Brown's statement was that he
dared that the ColumbiT’& Western had n‘“f Hh Tw! * j0“y'
forfeited its land grant. V'eIls shouM 8° down to Montreal with Mr. Wells stated that lie did say that

Quoting from the Times report of Mr. grants with a proposal attached, if the company gave up its claim to the
Martin's speech at that time, Mr Curtis ^ W“S ZZj ^re«d to by Mr. 4th section altogether that he would 
read the following- Dunsmuir, Mr. Prentice and Mr. Wells, endeavor to have a settlement arranged

“Mr. Martin opposed the bill The l'ailiDS, tbe agreement to build to by which the C. P. R. should get these 
company had forfeited their land grant. Spence s Bridge tie grants were to be blocks There was nothing wrong in 
Why restore it, especially as Mr. Shaugh- br01 b?C,k' Mr", blberts tbac î*at- 11 might be the best thing in the
nessy had succeeded in cutting out his !le d‘d ”ot kn0'T tb’a eemiition, yet interests of the province that a strong 
competitor aC Ottawa by stating that he ^e stated that the building to Spences ; corporation like the C. P. R. should get 
had this up his sleeve? rhe road had ®ri(^ge ba<1 1)6611 discussed, and Mr. , these lands and develop them under 

earned the subsidy. They had re- Dunsm.mr was Positive Mr. Eberts knew proper restrictions, 
ceiveti the subsidy under their incorpor- about Brown also denied his Mr. Wells’s letters showed that that
ation in British Columbia, while they knowledge of it. \et it was acknowl- was all lie intended to consent to. 
had afterwards secured incorporation in 6d£cd tkat it was an unusual thing to Bill 87 rested assuredly on the At- 
the Dominion, thus avoiding being sub- take crcm*n gnmts to Montreal in per- tomey-General. Mr. Wells could 
ject to the conditions of the Provincial son* Brown knew that Mr. Wells draw that bill. It was the Attorney-
Railroad Act. It was proposed to give was Nuking the grants, and knew of a General who should be responsible for 
away ten millions of acres to a company Proposition to build to Spence’s Bridge. | bill of that kind. He agreed that Mr. 
winch had no claim either equitable or was an ea®y matter to put the two Wells should have been on hie guard 
legal. The company would be non-suited thmgs together. ] with respect to a bill of that kind. That
ia such a claim.” What other reason could Mr. Wells was as a question of political criticism

Mr. Curtis said that the delivery of have for taking these grants to Mon- a fair one, but it did not affect Mr. 
these 900,000 acres t*o the company, as treal other than that a condition was/to Wells in a personal sense. He was not 
proposed by bill 87, would be equal to be asked? devoting his attention to the political
giving five times that amount of ordin- With Mr. Wells going to Montreal to side it- He was looking, after Mr.
ary lands. propose this condition, it was unreason- Wells’s honor.

it was decided that Mr. McGaul should able to believe that he should have an He would regard that bill as a back 
a retss the company first this afternoon, interview with Sir Thomas and not pro- door measure. If such a bill prepared 
a er which Mr. Duff should give his ad- pose that for which he went. Sir ky Mr. Brown passed the scrutiny of 

' • « Thomas admitted, however, in his cross- *be Attome3*-General and passed the-
9 on+, ?°mi?llt:t’e6 then adjourned until examination that there might have been watchful eye of such a parliamentarian 

is afternoon. a reference to this in his first interview as *^°s. Martin Mr. W ells could hardly
although .he was very positive of it not ^:blan>ed for not noticing its objection- 
taking'place previous examination;: :ab].6 features at first.

There can be little doubt this proposi- . Jj, that Mr. \\ ells s story
tion was made at the first interview * s, mam ea uJ*es was the only
with Sir Thomas. There was another ,1T ^.. ^as a^en;
corroboratibn of this from an .unexpect- £ .any. fair-minded members
ed source, namely Mr. Taylor. The lat- mefbers ? tb*
ter said that Mfr. Wells told him of this * m6mbers<)f the-
proposal, and Wak warned that it was a ,w, a fair-minded,
ridiculous one. J, vVp T substantially

correct, said Mr. McCauI.
The political features should not al

low the committee to bring in any find
ing which would destroy private char
acter unless the committee was abso
lutely sure of the grounds for it.

The committee then rose until 8.30 
in the evening.-

In the evening Mr. Duff opened the 
case for Mr. -Oliver, at whose instigation 
the inquiry was undertaken. He said he 
did not think it whs possible to deal 
separately with the transactions begin
ning 10th September, 1900, and closing 
with the rescinding order of 1902. They 
were all related.
that the scope of the inquiry was to find 
whether ministers of the crèwn had 
been personally guilty of misdemeanor'. 
They were ministers of the crown, and 
as such responsible to the people. He* 
therefore, did not propose to deal with 
what might be regarded as the ministers’" 
political conduct, but with their conduct 
as ministers of the crown.

Respecting the British Columbia 
Southern it was admitted that that 
pany being entitled to certain aid in land 
applied about September, 1,900, for the 
final settlement of its c lai tu .under the 
act. They were entitled under section 
5 to 20,000 acres a mile to be taken in 
alternate blocks. On 18th August, 1899* 
a crown grant was made to that com
pany, which fixed their initial block. In 
September, 1900, they wished blocks 
4,593 and 4,594 given to them. Mr. 
Brown’s telegram of the 7th September 
showed that plainly. On the same day 
a telegram showed that the executive re
fused to give these two blocks.

It was perfectly clear yia/j ,the grant 
given on 10th August fixuigy.’the initial 
block debarred the company from get
ting these two blocks.

On 18th December, 1900, that order- 
in-council was revoked, and instead of 
the northerly block given, in September* 
blocks 4,593 and 4,594 were given to 
the company. The effect of that change 
was—a gain of 167,000 acres to the pro
vince; on the other hand the company 
by virtue of the change was put in the 
position of having practically for a dis
tance of 40 or 60 miles a solid block of 
land on both sides of railway subject 
only to alienations and to lands trans
ferred to the Crow’s Nest Goal Com-

The committee ii^H 
.limbia & West. rn fl 
morning to listen 
the address of Mr. ■ 

Mr. McGaul on aH 
objected to the Col^B 
he was reported in 
said that it was ■ 
Eberts was not cor^H 
cific Coal Company* 
nected the Attorney* 
that

Mt Duff, continui* 
ferred to the opiiri^B 
Hunter. In- giving ■ 
Hunter lie believj^B 
judgment upon vhet^B 
been an accomplishe^H 
could pass to flie c^J 
cited in the judgmen* 
His judgment, tln re^B 
strued as an opinion^B 
ing been made in ke* 
sidy Act' that the (* 
the title to the land^H 

But there was grou* 
the grant had not h* 
provisions of the Su* 
Premier Prior had st* 
that lie thought that* 
far as to warrant al 
grants. H

Mr. Wells- eon Vend* 
^absence, from 27th J* 
that his colleagues hi* 
of transferring these* 
AVells had consulted J* 
still more strongly bo* 
grams which he said ]■ 
Taylor and Mr. Ebert* 
ous to this, in which'»!* 
the reply “Impossible* 

Mr. Prentice says * 
at the council mevtin* 
were passed tb the rail 
says that bad he beei* 
have voted against it, ■ 
to these blocks being ■ 
Mr. Dunsmuir was al 
-doubts about the Iran* 
^seemed to know nothin! 
was no record of wh* 
;took in it. Mr. Eberfl 
that it came in as a ■ 
Air. Wells,., and that ■ 
little personal attentio!

All the ministers se! 
responsibility for this! 
recommendation seem! 
Mr. Wells, yet as in tm 
in the year 1900, thifl 
come from the outside* 
ing little about it. MB 
ground that when he cl 
ter had been disposed I 
meeting while he was I 
signed a rc^Qmmendal 
really a mqfter aLreadjI 
the other ministers sal 
posed of. Tiiere was I 

^and Mr. Dunsmuir ha« 
Then the recom 

w,ent from Mr. Wells 1 
•action.

The ministers at the I 
-forth that the order-im 
to only an offer to the! 
however, was not a stal 
borne out. Mr. Wells J 
ted that the settlement! 

-ed by Mr. "Brown.
The correspondence bl 

and the government agJ 
was to the effect that tl 
given over to the railrd 
was unreasonable to 1 
order-in-council, which J 
posai to the company, à 
followed by a préparai» 
grants and a notice tol 
agent that the lauds hal 
the railroad comp my. 1

On the 10th Septembe 
«rnment fixed1 a i>oiicy 
not grant these lands 
<ompany, that was when 
pressing for it at the i| 
principals at Montreal. ! 

.ground that these lands 
be of exceptional value 
•dieted.

then re-

HE OUTLINES HISTORY
OF THE FAMOUS DEAL

Mr. Duff asked if it was through Mr. 
Taylor’s connection with the Attorney- 
General that the government thought the 
company had gained this advantage.

The. right tb ask this question was 
then discussed. The Premier, however, 
said he did not wish to keep anything 
back. After some little discussion he 
said he thought it was the reason why 
the government acted.

Mr. Duff asked, if there were any 
reasons for certain letters produced be
tween Messrs. Brown and Wells not 
having been inserted in the return 
brought down to the House on March- 
3rd, 1902.

The Premier said he did not see the 
return. If the letters were in the de
partment they should have been pro
duced. All letters not marked private 
or confidential should have been in the

not care a 
were defeated or not. That cut no figure 
with me.” *

This remarkable statement completed 
thb x evidence, and at 6.15 the com
mittee rose. The committee decided be
fore rising that counsel will be heard to
day.

His Summing Up of Evidence Against 
the C, P. R. and Offending 

Ministers.

other.
could not see why it should take place. 
He had a conversation with Messrs. 
Prentice and Wells in the latter’s room. 
Mr. Prentice was not altogether satisfied 
either. They said there would be a sav- 

Even this did not 
but he said let it go.

ing of 300,000 
satisfy witness,
They met again, when "witness thought 
Ebert’s came in. Wells said he would 
take the grant to Montreal and try and 
get better terms. He spoke of getting a 
line to Spence's Bridge.

acres.
neverThe committee inquiring into the Co

lumbia & Western subsidy matter met 
Friday. It had been the intention 

fo have had counsel proceed with their 
address. Hon. Mr. Wells wished to make 
some explanations in/ connection with the 
evidence giving during the past few days. 
Smith Curtis also made a statement be
fore the committee.

Mr. Wells» in reply to Mr. McCauI, 
said that just before1 he1' left Montreal in 
bidding good-bye to Mr. Creelman, the 
latter said that he was, sorry he did not’ 
get the two crown graits.

Witness went down ito the C. P. R. 
office on the morning of 21st. He took 
gi ants down to the offite. He then gave 
the grants over. Witness separated 
these two grants in question and put 
them in an envelope. Tn the evening he 
went back for receipts.

The first, interview took place with Sir 
i Thomas Shaughnes&y on the afternoon 
of the 20th. Witness prepared the 
memorandum that evening or-next morn
ing. and delivered it the next day. He 
lunched with Sir Thomas, when it ivas 
a g reed, tty meet at 4 o’qlpck and;,discuss 
memorandum; • . ... i..

He coudl not recall to his mind any
thing which -would- lead to Sir Thomas 
thinking that the .grants should; be re
turned within 30 days. He might have 
said ho would heas from him in a few 
weeks.

Sir Thomas, when'foe saw him in the 
fall, spoke of thèse tiot being delivered. 
Sir Thomas said he did not blame him, he 
blamed tho government.

Respecting Premier Prior’s asking him 
about bill 87 conforming to the Subsidy 
Act, witness said he had no doubt lie 
said it “should” conform fo the Subsidy 
Act. That was probably the occasion of 
his first having this feature called to his 
mind. Witness expected he must have 
gone to Mr. Eberts about if. 1

“I treated that; bill as practically the 
Attorney-General’s bill,” said1 Mr. Wells.

Respecting the answers given ih. the 
House, wifness had no doubt they were 
submitted to the executive before being 
given.

Referring to the conversation with Mr. 
Brown in the Dfriard hotel, Mr. Wells 
said he had a conversation.

Wifh respect to witness’s coming from 
the direction of the bar, lie had no doubt 
It wais true, as ha,wa,s looking for Brown, 
and knowing bis.(social proclivities he 
would look th

In so far as

Thursday afternoon the last of the 
evidence in the Columbia & Western 
railway subsidy inquiry was taken be
fore the select committee of the legis
lature appointed for the purpose.

Premier Prior and ex-Premier Duns- 
inuir were the final witnesses called.

In reply to Mr. Duff, Col. Prior said 
lie entered the government on the 11th

on i\
Jnot

“Did Mr. Eberts know you were recon
sidering the order-in-council of the 10th 
of August, and know that Mr. Wells was 
to make a proposal in Montreal respecting 
the line to Spence’s Bridge?” asked Mr. 
Duff.

Mr. Dunsmuir replied that he fbought 
so. Mr. Eberts knew -witness was not 
satisfied. He also knew Wells intended 
to take the grants to Montreal and seek 
better terms, and if necessary bring them 
■back.

“But Mr. Eberts says he did not 
know,” said Mr. Duff.

“But Eberts is wrong,” returned Mr.
“He was in the room when

of March, 1902. He had nothing to do j return.
with the orders-in-council granting these j Shown one from Mr. Brown as execu- 
lands to the railway company. The j five agent to Mr. W ells as Chief Com

missioner and marked personal, he was 
asked if it should not have appeared.

The Premier said he had his own 
opinion about these kind of letters. They 
should never be written. The letter re
ferred to should not have been marked 
personal. It should have been put on the 
ordinary file.

The Premier was then asked his oblft- 
îofv bf i Mr. Wblls’s'reply to questÜÜs^n 
the House that no crown grants had 
been prepared and not issued. The wit- 

... ness said lie thought it was not mislead-
«umber of shares were to go ,fco mem- ; as tb ts had beeh cancelled. He 
bere of the House, and that he also of- ^ haA a , deal of experience in tiris 
toed lam a share Premier Prior at , That answer trom one party to
ÎÎSrÆLÏ? n0t k;nOW anfrthlng ab,OUt another in the House was perfectly eor- 
the Subsidies whatever. Mr Pre«ice j rect He Ul0ught it was a fair answer, 
explained it and lie understood that they , „Was it an answer you would give?" 
were lands given the C. P. R. m connec- t<T t,.nt »,
lion with some subsidy. Mr. Prentice „You would ha;e acguiesccd in it?” 
told him he had told Mr. Dunsmuir, and thnt ”
he thought something should be done alwag ho-Id;.. continued the Pro

•ft.toess madethe suggestion that they mj .-that it is best to tell everything 
go to Mr. Dunsmuir They drove out to- the firet- Sometimes they complain 
gether on Sunday. They saw Mr. Duns- lhat Y teI1 to0 much." 
m.mr apd Mr. Prentice told him what he Mr Eberts, he said, told the caucus 
iad told witness They talked the mat- what he to!d the House regarding the 
ter over Mr Dunsmuir agred with agreement between the government and 
them that a stop should be put to it at Mackenzie & Mann and the C. P. R. He 
^ee. U was decided then and there dM nQt taink that under bill 87 the gov- 
fiiat the grants should be cancelled. Mr emment would be entitled to give lands 
Prentice said if they were not he would anywhere in Ya!e or Kootenay.

TüeyuaÙ asreed to Jt’. “Had the bill passed," asked Mr.
iWitaesa-said he knew something about Duff „and the railway company had

^,^V? T^n0'VmS srrimg come and asked for the two blocks,
coal told Mr Dunsmuir that these lands WOQld as a member 0f the govern-
were extremely valuable. Witness said ment baTe refused the mandate of the 
toe government had no right to grant | le islature, as expressed in that bill?"
J^C^ |a^^'Han^,ellsahad^suggtestedlthat I “Well, according to the provisions, as 
like "hat Mr. wells had suggested tnat th are in the bill - was the response,
was another reason why the grants n 'would hardl believe it should be re
should be cancelled. fused. It was

44.1s course was not so much dictated 
by what took place in Montreal as what 
^iiWPSiitold about the matter in the

question came to his attention on the 
14th or 15th of March. Mr. Prentice 
was walking over to lunch with him, 
and brought it to his notice. The Fin
ance Minister told him lie had heard 
something from Mr. Wells of what took 
place at Montreal. Mr. Wells, he said, 
had told him that when in Montreal he 
had bçeRr; approached by Jack Ta y lop, of 
Eberts & Taylor, who told hiip. a com
pany was being formed to take over 
these lands. He said that a .certain

Dunsmuir.
Wells said so.”

“Mi4. Elberts says h^’dtd nôtf knd^V pf 
ntiy condition's with réspeét to delivering 
fhe crown grants,” said Mr. Duff.

“But I know he did,” said Mr. Duns
muir, emphatically. “He was present 
when Wells said! so in Prentice’s room.”

Referring to the proposal for the trans
fer of the grants, witness said1 that if 
was Mr. Brown’s proposal, whoever he 
acted for. When Wells went to Mon
treal that was a proposal of his own.

how they could' 
go beyond the scope of the Subsidy Act. 
Mr. Eberts claimed they could. Wells got 
Hunter’9 opinion’ who «aid they cojild.

When witness/came over to the House 
shortly after Mr. Wells had told him of 
what occurred in Montreal, Mr. Brown 
was there. “I told him to come into Mr. 
Eberts’s room. I said: ‘See here, Mr. 
Wells tells me that he was approached 
by Mr.. Taylor in Montreal,’ and I told 
him. the rest? of the story. I said: *1 un
derstand Mr. Eberts and you are in it.’
I said: ‘See here, I won’t allow it to go 
any further. I will cancel the grants.’ ” 

“When did you Hear that Mr. Eberts 
and Mr. Brown were in it??”

“FYom what Mr. Wells said I inferred 
they Were in it. It was said that two 
members of the government were in it. 
Both said they would not be implicated 
in any such thing, and were not in it. I 
told Mr. Eberts previously, right after 
hearing of it from Mr. Wells, 
saw Taylor about it. Mr. Ebert’s said 
he hàd told Taylor, who said that if he 
got Wells to say that outside he would 
do something to him. I made up my 
mind something was wrong. Wifh the 
turning over of the grants from the B. 
C. Sontheïn to the Columbia & Western, 
and with what Mr. IVells told me, I de
cided that the best thing to do was to 
cancel them and tfut it back to its 
original place.”

Witness remembered Mr. Brown meet
ing the executive. 1 

“Have you read Mr. Brown’s report 
over?” asked Mr. Huff.

“A lot of rot,” was fhe quick reply. 
“He could not remember that. He went 
to the hotel and wrote that. He had 
hard time remembering this here. He 
could not remember ail that.”

It was not suggested, witness 
tinned, that the non-building of the line 
fo Spence’s Bridge was the reason for 
cancellation. “Mr. Eberts said) I could 
not cancel it. I said I can, and I shall, 
and I did cancel if.”

Mr. McCauI at this juncture interject
ed that he didn’t think the Premier’s lot 
in this province a happy one.

“I wouldn’t be Premier again for
year,” was fhe way 

witness summed up his experiences.
'Bill 87 was never seen by him. It 

introduced upon representations made by 
Mr. Eberts before a caucus. He did not 
expect a bill which enlarged the scope 
of the act as it did. Thé company would 
not have gof these blocks, however, under 
it if he were in the government. “I 
would have cancelled them,” He would 
not have consented to bill 87 going into 
the House if he had know of these fea
tures of it.

“How was if that when Brown 
pressing for delivery you did not mention 
this failure to comply with the proposal 
to build to Spence’s Bridge?” asked Mr. 
McCauI.

“Because I did not consider that it 
of any great imporfance.”

Witness said Eberts did not dissent 
from the proposal made by Wells, 
added: “I thought there was something 

I wanted my .hands clear. I 
felt as Premier I had a right fo protect 
the province. The railway company 
could take care of itself. I could see—” 
and here the ex-Premier formed gyrations 
with his hands expressive of pyrotech
nics.

In reply to Mr. Helmeken witness said 
he understood it was t’wo menbers of the 
government, hot of the House, who 
implicated.

Mr. Helmeken then went into the let
ter of May 15th,. 1901, from witness to 
Mr. Brown, in which it was promised 
that legislation should he introduced1 giv
ing the company subsidy for section 4. 
The letter was written on fhe Attorney- 
General’s letter paper.

‘Did you dictate that letter” asked Mr. 
Helmeken.

“No I did not?” was the replv. “The 
Attorney-General dictated it and I sign- 
ed, I knew what I was signing. I 
said to Mr. Eberts: ‘Write out a tetter 
aud I will sign it.' The matter had been 
talked over, and I agreed to give Brown 
a promise that next session a bill would 
bo introduced. Mr. Brown asked for a 
letter promising a bill. I spoke to Eb
erts, and he drafted the bill."

“How is it that these grants for these 
two blocks came fo be made out to the 
Columbia & -Western?”
Helmeken.

Before counsefjbegan their address 
Friday afternoon in the Columbia &
Western inquiry, Premier Prior made a 
statement at his own request. He stiid 
that during Mr. Eberts’s evidence a few 
days ago he understood the Attorney- 
General to say that when he got a letter 
from Rogers, in which the intervention 
of the government was asked, that he 
(Eberts) had shown it to the Premier.

Witness was then Premier, and he had 
not seen it.

His first attention to leases being 
made in connection with the block 
when Mr. Mclnnes brought him a’ letter 
from Davis, Marshall & McNeill saying 
that açtion was to be taken.

Mr. McCauI in beginning his address 
called attention to the fact that the in
quiry had been ably carried on by Mr.
Oliver and his counsel Mr. Duff.

He thought that there was a good deal 
in Sir Thomas Shoughnessy’s remarks 
that this was an investigation after the 
fact, and that legislative action should 
have followed rather then preceded this 
investigation. Political feeling to a very 
great extent 'had been fomented in the 
matter.

The lands having been set aside in 
May, 1891, for the British Columbia 
Southern, was a sufficient reason for 
these lands being claimed by the C. P.
R. and to his client consenting to these 
being delivered. If, therefore, there was 
no sinister motive in connection with the 
granting of this land there could be 
nothing wrong with its being handed 
over.

The C. P. R. in British Columbia 
never seemed to have been very lax in 
claiming their title to any land's granted 
them, except in this one case of the 
grant of 19th December, 1900. There 
was apparently a reason for this.

There was a strange hiatus in the 
messages between September, 1900, and 
18th December, 1900, between Mr.
Brown and Sir Thomas. In the latter 
message the words were contained :
“Modified British Columbia Southern 
settlement passed.” That contained a 
statement which was meaningless unless 
Sir Thomas understood what Mr. Brown 
was doing. Sir Thomas says that he 

. never knew that the lands had been 
granted to the British Columbia South
ern. Mr. Brown made the statement 
that he had forgotten about the granting 
of these lands to the British Columbia 
Southern. In spite of all the negotiations 
necessary to getting these grants Mr.
Brown had the assurance to say that he 
had forgotten it. These statements 
could scarcely be. credited. He thought 
that usual business acumen would allow 
the Inference that the relation between 
the Crow’s Nest Coal Company and the 
British Columbia Southern Company 
was at the base of this change taking 
place.

The government apparently saw that 
it made no difference to the country. A 
saving of acreage was to be affected, 
and it made no difference to them.

The proposition in the order-in-council 
of 10th August, 1901, Mr. Brown said 
came from the government. Sir Thomas 
suggested that the government might 
have made a proposition. Mr. Eberts 
said that the order-in-council itself was 
the chief source of his information. He 
did not think that any of these state
ments could be regarded as anything like 
correct.

It was perfectly logical to believe that 
the negotiations were carried on person
ally by G. McL. Brown for the purpose 
of getting this transfer made.

Looking to the question of motive 
there was no reason in it, but the pass
ing of the matter from a legal obliga
tion such as was that between the 
Crow’s Nest Coal Co. and the British 
Columbia Southern to that of merely a 
moral obligation as it was between the 
Crow’s Nest Coal Co. and the Columbia 
& Western. The negotiations were car
ried on by Mr. Brown. How far Mr.
Taylor was assisting him was not 
known. But while Sir Thomas has 
denied that he was personally interested 
in any way in carrying this out, yet 
they had not the slightest denial from 
those whose names were connected with 
the Pacific Coal Company.

He was not there to justify the gov
ernment. He represented Mr. Wells. It 
was invrçortant to find who told the 
tnith. Was it Mr. Wells or Mr. Brown? r.

Mr. Wells was corroborated by all the "Mr. Wells was shown to have been 
facts. He was borne out by reluctant friendly to the C. P R. He had no 
witnesses. His client took his full share object in doing injury to that company, 
for the responsibility for the order-in- Yet he was the one who 
council of lQtli August, 1901. situation.

Bnt in spite of this concurrence Mr. Wells saw what they were against, and 
• Wells has an uùdercnrrent of dissatis- that he decided that lie would do his 
faction with the transaction. He called duty and prevent the delivery of the 
Mr Dunsmuir and explained the whole grants even if it wrecked the govern- 
matter. There has been a disposition ment?
on the part of some of Mr. Wells's col- He" thought that the question of mak- 
ieagues of that time to unload all the re- ing this matter known to his Premier 
sponsibility upon Mr. Wells. He thought was a delicate one. He did not think

He thought that it was reasonable to 
suppose that the Crow’s Nest Coal 
agreement was shown to Mr. Wells. It 
was not flatly contradicted by other wit
nesses. What reason could Mr. Wells 
have for inventing it.

If Sir Thomas took the ground that 
the Crow’s-Nest Company was not to be 
debarred from any rights on account of 
his honor, why should Sir Thomas seek 
the legal advice of Mr. Creelman.

It was utterly idiotic to think, of Mr. 
Wells taking the grants down to ask for 
a condition and then get down on his 
knees and ask permission to retain them 
for, a few days. The only object which 
Mr. Wells might have for these grants, 
according to Sir Thomas’s story would 
be to work a fraud upon the people of 
British Columbia.

He admitted that political expediency 
might to some extent enter into these 
things. He was not concerned in ex
plaining these, but he was concerned in 
guarding the personal honor of his client.

On the 20th Mr. Wells made known 
that the grants were to be made upon 
the condition that the company should 
build to Spence’s Bridge. Sir Thomas 
then asked for the terms upon which. 
the government would arrange for the 
building of this line. That was the reason 
of the memoranda being prepared as it 
was.

Witness could not see

was

He did not suppose

it.rc

I nevernot the intention, 
ever, to bring in such a bill.”
Ellison was whip at the time, but he did 

r .. - , tt i j - foot know that he was acting. He didpanting of the laud. Ha learnad af bm till two or three days
Mtodg-.ibe act that these lands ShoulC^ftèr ^ broughtin. Mr. Oliver came 
iave been taken contiguous to the hue Mm an»d showed him this feature of 
of_rnUway and out of blocks reserved measure. He seemed angry. Wit- 
for that purpose. He expressed himself negs ^ to Oliver that he did not no- 
jery strongly to his colleagues against said it was not the inten-
the grant. This would have influenced ’
him apart from the story of Mr. Wells.
He thought then that according to the 
.act these lands should not have been 
given, and he thought so still more 
strimèlÿ to-day.

asked if the opinion of Mr.
Eberts was taken on or before March 
18th. Witness replied that he did not 
know that his opinion was sought, but 
Mr. Eberts expressed the opinion that 
Jie thought the government had the 
power tb grant these. The action of 
the government in rescinding, was there- 
forè iiï opposition to Mr. Eberts. Mr.
Hunsmuir was emphatic that he would 
have nothing to do with Jgèff pionkey 
business. Mr. Prentice th**B>ed to re- 
sAgn. if this was not dorre**: -Wells 
fell In "with the others. Toe Attorney- 
Général'had always opposed it.

Witness never spoke to Mr. Brown 
about it before or after the 24th of 
March. He spoke to Shaughnessy in 
Montréal in January, 1903, about this.
He called on Sir Thomas while in Mon
treal, and talked over several matters.
He asked Sir Thomas if there was any 
chance of getting the Spence’s Bridge 
line builtt He urged its importance, hav
ing been through the country, and. he 
knew there were coal measures there, 
and he* thought it would be to the advan
tage of! the company to build this line.
Sir Thomas, on a map, showed him lines 
they Wefe building in Manitoba end the 
Northwest Territories, and said that in 
the meantime he could not think of 
spending any more on the British Colum
bia lines. He said they intended to 
build to Spence’s Bridge some time. In 
a chaffing way he referred to the crown 
granits for section 4. Witness told him 
that tile government, he considered1, had 
done its duty in the course it had taken.
Sir Thomas replied: “Well, we’re going 
to get them ahyway.” Witness said:
“Well, you’ll have to fight the govern
ment for ail your worth.” Witness also 
asked'hfou if he had ever had possession 
of thé cri#wn grants. Sir Thomas re
plied in the negative. If foe recollected 
correctly he thought Sir Thomas said:
4Tm given to understand we had pos
session of tnem.” Sir Thomas also told 
2him that Mr. Wells had asked to be al
lowed t€»: fréta in them for 30 days. He 
had' done so expecting them returned in 
that time.

Mr. Duff asked witness if he told Sir

foow-
Price com-

Crp,.fbr. him.
> there was 

in the conversation that? he would get 
these lands under cover of bill 87, the 
report was entirely incorrect. He had 
no doubt he told l^Ir. Brown he was sat
isfied to bring about a settlement.

“That is open new negotiations?” ask
ed Mr. McCauI.

Mr. Welle said yes. He proposed tc 
Mr. Brown to consent to the withdrawal 
of a subsidy for thfe 4th section. To this 
Mr. Brown would, toot consent.

In reply to Mr. Duff, witness said that 
he never said that if Che company gave 
up its subsidy to section 4 that it would 
get these twe blocks.

A good deal of the conversation given 
by Mir. Brown as 1 taking place in Che 
Driard was incorrect. The substance of 
the conversation was that a withdrawal 
of the letter should! be made.

Mr. McPhilfips, showing the receipts, 
asked witness wliei. Che receipts were 
handed into the department. Mr. Wells 
thought that the dates marked on them 
were the correct one», namelv, 30Ch Janu
ary. He held them in his possession 
some little time, e

Upon the question of the returns asked 
for in 1902, calling for all correspondence 
and copies of grants issued, Mr. McPhil- 
lips wanted fo know why the letter to 
tho government agent at .Fort Steele, 
stating that these blocks had been set 
aside, had not been:brought down.

Mr. Wells said iC< should have been 
brought down.

Witness defended_hia answefr to the 
questions asked in thp House that “There 
were no crown grants now issued, but 
not delivered.” TheT grants were really 
destroyed. They were cancelled.

Mr. JMcPhillips a steed if these crown 
grants had really passed out’ of existence 
why did it require an act" of the legisla
ture to give effect’ to it?

Mr. Wells said thât this was made 
necessary by the course of the railroad 
company in taking action against certain 
parties.

Witness never heard Mr. Eberts say 
that order-in-council Was ineffective.

Mr. Eberts was strongly against bill

any assurance

tiôn of the government. Witness said 
they had cancelled the grants and had 
not intended to give these lands to the 

Witness turned to Mr. Wells

If Sir Thomas’s story was a correct 
one that Mr: Wells should come back 
after the grants had been practically de
livered and should be allowed to make 
use of that for the purpose of deceiving 
the people of this province, it placed Sir 
Thomas in a very peculiar position, and 
removed him from the high pedestal of 
honor which he pretended to occupy. 
Surely Sir Thomas should have made a 
note of these grants being given back or 
Mr. Oswald should have taken note of 
their delivery if such took place.

Coming to Mr. Taylor, he said that 
this was one of the most objectionable 
features in connection with it, as Mr. 
Taylor was his friend. He called atten
tion to the diffident way in which he gave, 
his evidence. He showed the most pro
nounced animosity to Mr. Wells. Mr. 
Wells could not possibly have made up 
that story out of full cloth. Mr. Eberts, 
if he believed that that story was a 
fabrication, must have bdieved Mr. 
Wells was a blackguard, and could not 
possibly have consented to sit with hlni 
in the cabinet. It all pointed to Mr. 
Eberts believing that there was some
thing in the story.

It looked reasonable that the Pacific 
Coal Company had a great deal to do 
with this. On the 10th September, 1900, 
the British Columbia Southern got a 
subsidy; on 13th November, 1900, the ap
plication for incorporation for the Pacific 
Coal Company was made; on 10th 
August, 1901, the transfer to the Colum
bia & Western was made, while on 31st 
August, 1901, letters patent were taken 
out by the Pacific Goal Company.

He referred to the telegrams alluded 
to by Mr. Wells as having passed be
tween Mr. Taylor and Mr. Eberts with 
respect to whether the transfer could 
take place from the British Columbia 
Southern to the Columbia & Western. 
What reason could Mr. Wells have for 
making such a statement if it were not 
true?

With Mr. Oswald the demeanor of the 
witness was to be taken into account. 
An analysis of his statements could only 
lead to the supposition that were his 
story in any way true these patents 
were only left there for safe keeping, 
and that no delivery took place. Mr. 
Wells returned and asked two of them 
back within two hours, showing that 
even if Mr. Oswald’s story were true 
that Mr. Wells did not consider that de
livery took place. It was unreasonable 
to think that a matter of such vital im
portance should be made known to.no 
one but Oswald up to within a few days 
ago. Sir Thomas and Mr. Creelman bore 
out Mr. Wells’s contention that the 
crown grants never passed to the C. P.

company.
and spoke to him about it. Mr. Wells 
said it was the language of the Subsidy 
Act.

The witness knew that the Subsidy 
Act mentioned lands contiguous to the 
Line.

a

He did not take Wells’s explanation 
as satisfactory, and spoke to several 
others about it. Mr. Eberts said it was 
a question of policy, and that the gov
ernment had the power to refuse them 
these lands. In speaking of subsidies 
generally Eberts said the government 
was not obliged to give any land. Bill 
87; witness added, was never in execu
tive when he was present. The Deputy 
Attorney-General generally put these 
billg in shape. He found the feeling of 
the House against the bill. He found 
that members on both sides favored it, 
and some on both sides opposed it.

“Were you not acting as government 
whip?”

“No, sir, I never knew of a minister 
acting as a whip. I never asked a mem
ber to vote for this bill. I spoke to two 
or three members. I thought it a very 
curious bill. When we had talked the 
matter over and thought these lands can
celled, and it was then shown that these 
same lands could be got under this bill, 
I said to Mr. Oliver: T don’t believe a 
word of it.* The bill was finally with
drawn I don’t know by whom.”

Mr. McCauI then cross-examined the 
Premier. He asked if when Mr. Wells 
said that bill 87 was in accordance with 
the Subsidy Act he did not turn it up.

The Premier replied that if ministers 
had to look up acts and bill relating to 
other ministers’ departments, business 
could never be carried on. They had to 
trust Vo their colleagues. He was asked 
if the withdrawal of bill 87 was not ow
ing to the anxiety of many of the mem
bers to get home. “I would not say 
that,” was the reply.

Mr. Helmeken asiked with respect to 
said withdrawal for witness to look to 
the questioner’s side of the table aud say 
whether lie saw t’.wo gentlemen who had 
a good deal to do with that, the reference 
being to Messrs. Smith and Helmeken.

“I don’t, knoyv which, two,” said the 
Premier. ^

Mr. Helmeken brought to his attention 
that the mover and seconder of the mo
tion to discharge the bill were present.

Witness said he had been connected 
with t’he Crow’s Nest Coal Company for 
a number of yeans. He had not been 
actuated in this matter by that connec
tion—no. member of the company having 
spoken to him about if.

In reply to Mr. McPhillips the Premier 
arid he knew the legislature l ad not 
been advised of these crown grants being 
prepared, signed and later cancelled, un
til after it was consummafed.

Mr. McPhillips said that as a matter 
of fact lie did not know of the crown

con-

On 19th December till 
and the land given to thl 
•change was made witl 
reason. 2. No minister I 
any explanation of that J 
the change was made not! 
policy with respect’ to tl 
ter, but was carried out | 
^railroad company’s intene 
benefit of the C.‘ P. R. j 
to say that the ministers"! 
tc serve the railroad cl 
was a fact that they bed 
ments in carrying out th! 
"G. P. R. All the niinistj 
sponsibility. It was» hoi 
pertaining to Mr. Wells’s] 
signed a recommendation! 
without even informing | 
force of it. Mr Wells- ini 
tent to take a draft orden 
pared by the solicitor of J 
<>f a railroad company, wj 
ing whether it was for till 
fhe province.

The same might be said 
10th August. 3901.

Chairman Clifford called 
of Mr. Duff to the fact! 
there was a saving of ac

Mr. Duff pointed out th 
and Sir Thomas 
change because it 
the company, 
advantage of the compai 
the public.

Each minister showed

a
million dollars a

was
pany.

That grant placed this land all under 
the terms of the agreement with the 
Crow’s Nost Coal Company and alien
ated it from all others for coal mining, 
that company alone being opeti. to mine 
coal on it.

That change was brought about at the 
solicitation of the company at the hands 
of Mr. Brown.

The ministers who have given evi
dence were unable to give any agree
ment which Mr. Brown adduced except 
the one suggestion that there was a 
gain in acreage to the province.

No steps w*ere taken in any systematic 
way to ascertain the values of the lands 
with which they were dealing. One of 
the blocks had a ^frontage on the rail
way of forty miles, so that that alone 
made it very valuable. The railroad 
company desiring the change was doing 
something which was enormously to i?s 
advantage.

The only record of any discussion 01» 
this subject was that given by Mr. 
Wells in which it was said that Mr, 
Brown made the statement that there 
was a considerable saving of acreage.

The alteration was made without any 
explanation of any just reason. The re
commendations for which both orders-in- 
council were made were signed by the 
Chief Commissioner of Lands and 
"Works.

Coming to the summer of 1901, the 
facts were that these lands which had 
become the property of She British Col
umbia Southern were by order-in-council 
of 10th August, 1901, transferred to the 
Columbia «Sr Western, and the northern!y 
block was again vested in the British- 
Columbia Southern. The Columbia &r 
Western was also given alternate blocks 
for its line throughout the length of it.

The result was that the C. P. R. re
mained in possession of the solid block 
and got the alternate blocks throughout 
the whole length of the line.

The explanations of how this 
complished was somewhat unsatisfac
tory. Some ministers said they consent
ed to it because the land really went to 
the same company. Others held that 
there was a saving in acreage. But no 
investigations had been made as to the- 
saving, and it had been known that for 
years applications had been- made for-

!
was

was

He
wrong.

were p 
was ac 

It was dii
16.

“Was not it an alomalous position that 
fhe legal adviser of the government 
should, be opposed to the action of the 
government?” asked Mr. McPhillips.

“Individual members of the govern
ment are entitled to individual opinions,” 
replied Mr. Wells.

In reply to Mr. Helmeken as to the 
reason for keeping the crown grants in 
his possession so long affer his return, 
witness said that he had some hopes of 
an early settlement taking place when 
he left Montreal. That was not his rea
son for retaining the grants, however.

Col. Wolfendcn, recalled, explained tliaf 
the entry made in the book of the King’s 
printer as May 22nd was, he found, the 
date upon which bill 87 was delivered. 
It was received apparently on the 15th.

Smith Curtis, being sworn, explained 
that’ in reference to bill 87 of last session 
that he had taken part in the debate. It 
had been said before committee under 
oath by Jos. Martin that the scope of t’he 
bill to take the lands anywhere in Yale 
or Kootenay had not been brought to his 
attention.

Witness said that h%*had specifically 
pointed out in his speech in the House 
that it would be possible to take 
the coal and oil lands contained in these 
two blocks known as 4,598 and 4,594, 
and also tho coal lands of Similkameen

a:were "Want to shed the responsiq 
others. These settlements] 
l>y the railroad company,I 
marily in the public interq 
a peculiar absence of otlicij 
•enee

l
V

preceding these settle 
Chairman Clifford thou 

railroad company havingThomas of the Taylor-Wells conversa
tion . in,, Montreal.

Premier Prior replied : “I just men
tioned it to him. I said rumors were 
going around that Taylor had made pro
posals to Wells. He said he did not 
know of any company being formed, and 
pronounced it all nonsense.”

Referring to Brown’s report of the 
executive meeting, witness was asked if 
he would impugn its accuracy. He re
plied that Mr. Brown was very excited,
»nd did not behave as he should have 
•done. Some of the ministers told him 
vo. “I never remember him mentioning 
expediency of the thing at all.” The 
actioAs.of the government in cancelling 
the grab ts, lie thought, was not fully ex- disclosed. When Mr. Oliver brought the 
plafmed. It was hinted Mr. Dunsmuir character of bill 16 to his attention he 
told Mi. Brown he knew very well the was surprised, 
government exceeding its power was

saved the 
Was it not clear that Mr. was ac-

grants having been prepared and cancel
led until in connection wifh bill 16 it was

asked Mr.

2d: “That’s what I would like to know," 
replied the witness.

Dunsmuir’«xplained that in 
seating he fell in with the executive act.

Mr. con-
He asked if advice had been taken be-
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