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argued it had no powers beyond those
of the Committee in the matter, and
eould not, therefore, claim more. The
muotion before the House ought not to
be pushed further. It was contrary to
the constitution to act in the way pro-
poscd. In the second place, the matter
did not deserve all the attention given
it. The Com:,mittee's mode of taking
the evidence, if not illegal, was not far
froni it. Te affidavits used to influ-
ence the judgment of the Committee
wcre, to its knowledge, of a kind to
subject the makers to proceedings for
a misdemeanor by the Act of last
session. The Committee ought to have
rejected sucli evidence. This fact alone
was sufficieunt to justify the House in
refusing to entertain the present
motion.

loN. MR. BOTSFORD, in reply to
the remark as to the illegality of the
Committee's acceptance or use of the
affidavits, sa d they were presented to
the Ilouse jy the Secretary of State,
in answer o an address, and were
connected with this investigation. lie
had never r ad them, as he prefeired
examining iheir authors when betore
the Committee.

lION. MR. L ETELLIER-Tihen vhy
bring those affidavits to bear on a
judgment to bc rendered by the H1ouse ?

I lON. i\IR. BOTSFORD-Those docu-
monts were already before the House.

HtoN. Ma. PENNY said he had
looked into the report and the evidence
upon which it vas based, and must
say that the accusation of the Govern-
mient's haviing changed the contiract
for political purposes, was plainly
negatived by all the circumstances
shown by the evideciîe. Tho more
fact of Palca's tender being received
aler the hour for posting-the other
tenders being in before this one-was
coniclusive proof of the absence of any
intention to do him wrong. On the
other hand, the circumstance of Palen's
tender being $686 below the others,
was some indication that ho was acting
in good ltith, too. He (Mr. Penny)
wished to make no charge against any
one in this, connection. The report
stated that the evidence elearly estab-
lished that Palen's letter, inclosing his
tender, was posted before nioon on
Saturday, the 7th. Now, the only
ovidence of thaut fact that le could find,

was Palen's own statement on two
occasions; and all knew the rule of
law as to the inadmissibilityof a man's
evidence in his own case. Neither
person to whom ho made the state-
ment saw him post the letter, nor hlad
any personal knowledge of such act.
Mr. Penny analyzed the evidence, re-
ealling that of Mr. Griffin, as to Palen'ýj
letter being marked in the post office
" P.M.," meaning half-past twelve p.m.
that day. So, if the mark was put on
regularly, it was quite impossible the
letter could have been posted at the
time pretended. H1e contended the
fact assumed by the report was not
clearly established, but that the pro-
sumption was the other way. Merrill
received the letters about one o'clock
p.m., it being three when ho reached
the Chaudiere. It was most natural to
suppose ho would have asked for any
others ; at any rate ho got none. As
to the opening of the tenders, this was
done by the officers of the department,
and not by Mr. Mackenzie, and Merrill
acknowledged ho had done wrong-
that after he had extended the tenders
he tQid Palen ho had got the contract.
Palen thon entered upon and proceeded
with the work; he had nothing in
writing, having onily got the word of
an official he knew to be a subordinate.
Palen, instead of not knowing this till
the 16th, began the work on Tuesday,
and knew ail about the matter on
Thursday following. Merrill having
told Palen ho could not have the work,
ho promised to give it up and take
his mon away on Thursday, but in
place of doing so, on Monday following
le put on fifty or sixty more mon.
Now, where vas the evidence of the
work performod being worth 81,000.
lie (Mr. Penny) had looked in vain fbr
any. Before reporting as to what had
been spent, the Committee ought to
have enquired into matters a littie
particularly, i nstead of accepting the
mare ipse dixit of the interested party.
The persons who might have knuown
something about it wore never ques-
tioned. lie believed that the
whole circumstances of this case
were exeeedingly simple, and that
Mr. Mackenzie's first connection with
this work was not to direct that Laleii
should be eut out, but rather in favour
of his admission. Ho denied any proof
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