
The KXih abjeetion is :—

"'Sth. Btfcause the right of way for XIO.OOO has

b^jNi sold at an unreasonably low price."

With reference to the right of way we Bhall at

tliis ti9ie only state> that so far as our line is con*

eemed, it is a matter cf perfect indifference to us

what the price of the right of way may be. We
acted, in obtaining it, as agents of the railway

company ; we made for them what we thought

aa equitable bargain. Tho railwav company

would have had to pay us the £10,000 when we

delivered the line to them, and neither more nor

less. We have no personal interest in this ques-

tien, and never expected or desired to make one

shilling profit npon it. The whole allegations

and insinaatioos of the committee and its mem>
on this matter are therefore perfectly baseless and

unfounded.

The seventh objection is—
" 7th. Because the sum to be paid of £160,000

{ox the entire work is an exorbitant and unwar-

rafated sum, as it can be made manifestly to ap-

pear, by reference to the following statement."

This objection will be found fully answered in

a futare part of this statement.

The eighth objection is

—

<* Because three years and a half have been giv-

en fur the prformanca of the work, while Mr.

Thomas allowed the others who tendered, the

period of only two years."

As the Committee do not lay any stress on this

point—we presume ther are aware it is unimpor-

uut and certainly aaording no ground for a
breach of contract.

The ninth and last objection is—
• Because there are 166 feet appropristcd

for.public purposes and the Aailway track, while

the city is oniy entitled to 100 feet, and the price

of the other 66 feet has not yet been ascertained,

even if it sbr. did be a necessity to take that 66

feet at all, which your Committee believes there

it not'»

To this we need ofler no reply, it may be a
chirge against the former cit^ Council, but it is

certainly none against us, as itia certainly a mat-

ter entirely irrelevant from the contract, the dia-

poeition tbe city choose to make of the Esplan-

ade, when finished.

Besides the foregoing nine objections to our
contract, we fiad in a subsequent part of the Re-
port , seven distinct allegations against us, which
we shall here dispose of—

"Ist. From the time nf (Jzowski & Co.'8 tender

on the 7th of October,1853, they have had their

toalh-filli3^ as before adverted to, curtailed in

the deepest part for several thousand feet in ex-

rent"

This statement is not true. The line of Espla-

nade, as laid out in the bay, is precisely that de-

BTgnated on the plan, and therefore we have not

had " our earth-filling curtailed in the deepest
part for several thousand feet in extent." The
difference in distance remarked on by the com-
mittee as existing in the several plana in no re-

peel a£Rect the enter water line ot the Esplanade,

whidk WM the wm« on them all ; and the at-

tempt to make it appear that we were benefitted

by this change is most unjust, as a eimple inspce-

tion of the plans will prove. Our tender wm to

fill out to a certain lino for a certain price, ak all

rieks as to distacco or depth ; that line was de>
signated on the plan, and wo have never made
the slighteet attempt to change it.

«2ii. They havn had their earth filling fixed

upon an eslirrsto of 1,0UU,0()0 of yards,—while ifc

di)e8 net ncariy amount to that quantity."

This is untrue in two respects. First, our eon«
tract beini; for a gross sam, it is quite immaterial

in the end what ettimoU is made ; sad secondly*

the quantity of earth work does amount to l,00Or
000 yards, as we shall presently prove.

The third oljection is—
" They have had their price for it assumed at

much more than the Is. 3d. per yard they had
offered to do it for."

To this we reply as before, that we never of«

fered to do the earth filling or any other portiot.

of this work at detailed prices ; and that neither

the estimate of price nor quantity were or could
be material portions of the contract.

The fourth objection is

—

" They have had a large discount granted to
them when they agreed to take dcMntures iX
par."

This is simply un'.rue. The Act required the
city to issue its debentures at par. We made our
own estimate of their real value, and thus anived
at the sura which we considered it prudent to

offer to construct the esplanade for, receiving such
description of payment. For the committee to
'assume that the city debentures were, in Octebert

I8I>3, worth par, is ridiculous, and it ii equally
absurd to suppose we did not make such allow
ance in our price as would in our judgment cover
such discount. The committee, however, have
displayed singular ingenuity in warping eveiy
circumstance conufcted with the contract; fair-

nes'* might have dictated a reference by them to

the caih valiu of the pay mcnt to be made to us in

debentures ; but the reader will look for this in

vain in their Report. The committee apparently

have thought that it was our business lo get par
for their debentures, and that all must be profit

between the canh cost of the work and £150,000,
Hereafter the rate-payers of the city may find to

their cost that the Esplanade when paid for in

caih, will require some sacrifice on their deben»
tures.

«5. They have been allowed for engineering

four times aa much as the engineering is worth ;

—for what engineering is there left to be per-
formed, when they have had plans, estimates,

specifications, and soundings, performed at the
expense of the city and delivered to them with>
out charge ?"

This is a distinct mis-statement, one of which
tho committee must have been deliberately guil-

ty. We rre allowed nothing fur engineering—it

is all included in the gross sum, and in the progress

estimate on which we were to have been paid

;

the amount is only placed at £1,800 per annum,
which we know it will cost tw not the eity. Will
the citizens of Toronto believe that in their de-
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