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cost of the material after the contract was
submitted. That, I presume, means the
time between the date when the tenders
were asked for and received, and the time
thge contract was signed. The effect was to
raise the amount of the tender by $200. It
seems a somewhat unique principle to act
upon. I wonder whether, if the material
had diminished in value in the meantime,
the contractor would have consented to
diminish his contract by that much.

Mr. OLIVER. I scarcely think the hon.
gentleman can consider the latter sugges-
tion seriously. If he wishes, I will have an
inquiry made, and bring the facts to the
House.

g Mr. ROCHE. And bring the cther tenders
00.

Mr. BRADBURY. I cannot find an item
in the Auditor General’s Report regarding a
boat used on Lake Winnipeg. I know the
Indian Department have a boat there, but I
do not find an account in this book. 23

Mr. OLIVER. When an agent is making
his annuity payments he must travel by
boat, and my information is that he hires a
boat when he requires to make payments.
We have not a boat of our own.

Mr. BRADBURY. That is not the boat I
refer to. There was a fisherman’s boat em-
ployed by the month. The boat was em-
ployed for three months, and after the time
expired it was encaged again for two months
until after the election was over. It was
used for election purposes. My opponent
usec}l\ that boat on Lake Winnipeg for two
weeks.

Mr. OLIVER. Of course the use of that
boat would not appear in the Auditor Gen-
ral’s Report for this year, it would appear in
the next one. The boat was emnloved in
connection with the surrender of the St.
Peter’s reserve. Part of the terms of the
surrender was that the Indians should be
aided in removing from the old reserve at
St. Peter’s to the new reserve at Iisher
river, and the boat was employed for some
months in that work going back and forward
between the two reserves.

Mr. BRADBURY. I desire to call the at-
tention of the minister to some facts regard-
ing the surrender of St. Peter’s reserve.
There is great dissatisfaction over the man-
ner in which that surrender was con-
ducted. There are men who take a great
deal of credit for having secured the sur-
render of the reserve. I am led to under-
stand that the manner in which the sur-
render was secured was very questionable.
I know the nature of the Indian and I
heard the hon. gentleman explain how hard
it is to deal with him. When they called
the chiefs and council together to secure
their consent they refuscd, and there is a re-
port current in Selkirk since the surrender

was made that the surrender of the chief and
council was purchased and that these men
were bought to sell the band. There is a
great deal of dissatisfaction existing to-day
amongst the band with the manner in which
the surrender was made. I might call to
the attention of the minister the manner
in which the land was handled. I heard
the minister say a few minutes ago that the
Indian had no right to sell land. I have
always understood that the Indian, being
a ward of the country had no power to
convey, but this surrender was unique in-
asmuch as it made the Indian a land own-
er. The department gave the Indian six-
teen acres of land to dispose of as he saw
fit. The consequence was that this land
immediately dropped into the hands of ‘a
few speculators and about 25,000 acres of
land which should have netted the depart-
ment or Indian from $10 to $15 per acre has
been purchased by a few friends of the gov-
ernment because none but a political friend
of the agent at Selkirk dare take the chance
of purchasing this land because there was
no guarantee, when he had negotiated with
the Indian for this 16 acres of land, that
he would be able to obtain a title. He was
at the merecy of the Indian agent. Conse-
quently, the land fell into the hands of
friends of the government. The Indians
have disposed of the land and have
received not more than $3.50 to $4
per acre. There is a great deal of dis-
content, not only among the Indians but
among the people of Selkirk who feel
that there was a deal in this transaction.
Of course I do not suppose that the minis-
ter will believe that possible. I am not
blaming the minister for it. I am trying to
draw his attention to it. But, a deal of
this kind did take place at Selkirk. I have
a petition from the Ojibways who occupied
part of the reserve asking that they be
granted another reserve. They are not sat-
isfied with the reserve which you have giv-
en them at Fisher river.

With regard to the boat that the minis-
ter spoke of, it was in commission for, I
think five or six months ot the year, and
in addition to that another steamer was en-
gaged for taking the Indians out. While
they had the ‘Fisherman,’ the ‘Mikado’ was
commissioned to take out Indians and sup-
plies. The ‘Fisherman’ was in active com-
mission by my opponent Mr. Jackson tra-
velling up and down the lake; he was using
it for canvassing purposes. I did not ob-
ject to it, but I do not think that a boat
paid for by the people should be used for
political purposes.

With regard to the officials of the depart-
ment, I understand that there was an order
issued by the government that no official
was supposed to take part in a political
campaign. There is not a government ap-
pointee in Selkirk that was not actively en-
gaged in the campaign from the Indian



