. 15 TRUDEAV
_—

Contract No, 1—
243, Can Telegraph,
80 unde YOu nume any earlier date than that when the Department
< °r8t0od ?—T 4o nog think that before that the tenders 'had been
Bllﬁiclent]y

analyzed to enabled the Department to form an opinion.
244, Do

.~ you think they have been sufficiently analyzed now ?—They
g*’e‘:ﬁg“’?ﬂ to Mr. Fieming for the purpose of being analyzed, and Mr.

P8’ report was admitted as an analysis of them. .

On 16th Sept. 1874,

245. You told . 1
T us that on the 16th September, 1874, Mr. Fleming had 8. rleming re-
oPorted that Fuller wanted from s515,000 to0 $60,000 more than the Pored, Fuller

am : :

unt of hig tender for construction, did you not ?—Yes. 360000 more than
246 At th t dat (| L8 struction.
Ay at date (16th September, 1874) was there any document Up to thatdate
g#:gh assumed to be a tender for anyt’hing more than construction from ;3‘};?,:’.;‘&5{&?,‘ v
Btate?i’ t}(:;%%s & Co.?—The tender received from Sifton, Glass & Co. Glass & Co. stated

he price was $1,290,000; this includes maintenance. ﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘;ﬁ
247. But that was for the whole line ?—Yes.

whzi‘ig- At that date (16th September, 1874) was there any document
Si ﬂc a8sumed to be a tender for anything more than construction from
on, Glass & Co. as to section one alone ?—1I am not aware.

tof‘”- Then, at that timo the only matter upon which Fuller and Sif-
tion 7 a8 & Co. had both tendered as to section one, was for construc-
0 ‘—Fuller tendered by sections. '
ha(zf’:- I am speaking of section one; they, that is Sifton, Glass & Co.,
Ot then tendered for the maintenance, had they ?—Fuller tendered

inolos Dtenance, and Sifton, Glass & Co. had tendered for the whole
Including maintenanco. e . ,

251. I am s . . .
h peaking of numb by itself ?—Sifton, Glass & Co.
had Dothing for secbigon one.m orone oy ’

232, We . .
: Té you in a position to the tenders as to mainten- Atthat time the
an € position to compare § that time {1
Coce of Section one, at that time, made by Fullor and Sifton, Glass & Yoi Siton. Glass
* reSpectlve]y ?—No & Co. as to main-
: tenance of Sec. 1

alone could not

253. T be compared.

tive vg] hen, the only matter upon which you could compare their 1ela-
Yeos alue was the construction, as far as it relates to section one?—

254, As to that mat ‘ :

: S ter, which was the most favorable to the Govern- Faller's highest
?Sﬁz at that time? Give the figures. For instance, what was Mr. iow aod el
in tﬁ 8 highest offer at that time—the 16th September, 1874—includ- Up toléih Bept.,

i . ® Increase for clearing ?7—$98,750. » $98,2
. 455,

What was Sifton, G| ' ;
in ; lass & Co.’s offer for the same matier—that Sitton, Glass &
ta::: tﬁ“ﬂtmct.wn ?~Sheet number one, prepared by Mr. Flaming, C° soffor $147,880.
8t the gross construction is £107,850,

‘-2Yib; That is the same sheet which shows Mr, Faller’s to be $38,750 ?

287, Ang b . . .
y adding the $60 hat you a t the
$98,150 of which you have gpaken o "5 (0 T 70U BrTive 8

al«i?f y ;‘-l‘ hen, at that time (16th September, 1874) for constrnction

Ol section number one, whi h favorable offer to the
ernment 7M. Fuiler’s?’ which was the most favora



