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but I would ask whether he is as capable
of forming a fair conclusion as was the in-
dependent officer who was sent to investi-
gate the facts ? The chief inspector, Mr.
McMichael, 2 man of great experience and
high character, who, for many years, has
been engaged in investigations of this kind,
was much better qualified to form an im-
partial judgment than the hon. gentleman,
who, from a hasty examination of the
papers, draws his conclusion. I hold in my
hand Mr. McMichael's report. He does not
insinuate that there was fraud. Oun the
contrary he reports to the collector:

It appearin" 1o me, in conacction with this
eniry. that tiae steamer had been erroneously
"appraised and allowed entry at an errona2aus
. valuation by the collector of customs at Daw-
son, I examined the said steamer and made care-
ful inaguiry and investization.

Ladid
So far as his report goes. he reportwthat
there was undermluatlon only.

Mr. MONTAGUE. The ®hon. minister
~does not think there was any frauds.
© The MINISTER OF MARINE AND
- FISHERIES. . I do not think it follows
cat all. I am not able to judge. 1 have

~not the facts to enable me to judge. The
~ hon. gentleman draws a very hasty con-

- clusion. and all I have to say is that the
otficer who went there to investigate con-
cluded there wasx an erroneous valuation.
and a double duty was charged ‘md “paid

'Winto the treasury.

" Mr. WALLACE.
double duty ?

The MINISTER OF
FISHERIES. On the additional valuation
~under section 8 of the Cusroms Aet. 81,8,
and the penalty on undervaiuation $1.800.
" so that the total they paid, over and above
what they have previously p‘ud amounted

to $3,600. The chief commissioner Me-

“’here did 'rhgy pay the

MALRINE AND

‘.\-Iichael made a proper recommendation or;:

he did not. Takingz into account his experi-
ence and the fact that he went on the spot
and examined the vessel. I would prefer to
take the conclusion of Mr. MceMichael rather
than the hasty judgment formed by the
hon. gemtleman from a hasty perusal of the
.papers and from his imagining that some
party, whom he hates. was there, who was
not.

Mr. MONTAGTUE In the case ot‘ the
Yuloner, the chfu'"e W:l:: more than imagin-
ary.

The MINISTER OF ‘MARINE AND
FISHERIES. We are not discussing the
Yukoner case. . The hon. gentleman is not
able to form an opinion on this case from
the papers and facts, and so rushes off into
another case. Because this man Wade ap-
peared in the Ywukoner case, therefore, the
hon. gentleman argues he must have ap-
peared in this case. He does appear. but
not until the followmv August, after the

chief commissioner McMichael had been
sent to the Yukon and re-valued the vessel
and enforced the double liability.

Mr, MONTAGUE. He is the only solicitor
that appears for these people.

The MINISTER OF MARINE AND
FISHERIES. There was no solicitor ap-
pearing at all at the transfer of the vessel
and its valuation. The hon. gentleman
will find out that in ninety-nine cases out of
a hundred, a solicitor never appears at the
transfer of the vessel. There is only one
other point. The hon. member for Pictou
charges some fault in my department.
What has my departinent to do with it ?
This vessel was transferred in the name of
a British subject. Mr. Davis reported to
the department that he was personally
aware that the applicant was a British sub-
ject. The applicant made an atlidavit that
he was a British subject. Nobody suggested
to us that he had made a false affidavit. All
we had was the report of Mr. Davis that
this man was personally known to him as
a British subject. What evidence have the
department beyond that? 'The only
dence was a letter written on behalf of the
Canadian Development Company by Bel-
court amnd MceDougal, also of Dawson City.
That letter was sent to the secretary of the
Marine Department of the board of trade,
London, and forwarded by him to the Secre-
tary of State who forwarded a copy to my
department.  The only statemment in that
document, whichh was before the (J‘h(‘“l"~ of
my department. is this:

With regard to the third boat, the ‘John C
Barr.,” the regisrer reveals the fact that this -
vessel, which is also foreign built, was eantered
ai Dawson in the name of one John Steinhoff,
A% Dawson, miner, rn June 3, 1899, The boat
formerly belonged to the North American Trans-
portaticu Coaipany, and by bill of sale. bearing
date Junoe 0 1808, one Ely Weare, a director of
Lhat co.apany, rassierred ty Steinhoff, ‘qua’
‘!:re"tm'

The appraised value of the steamboat is $10,-
900, aithough from: its size and general appear-
auace, it must have cost for construction alone
at least $49,000. Our clients believe that the
iransfer in this case is also a colourable one,
and that the benzfcinl ownership of the boat is
s:ill in the North American Company, or in -
1Weare. ‘

Nor a scintilla of evidence to show on what
they founded their belief. If it was a
colourable transaction. as their clients be-
lieved. and if the affidavit made by Stein-
heff that he was a British subject and en-
titled to receive transfer. was not in sub-
stanee true. the -law provides that Stein-
hoff might be proceeded against for per-
jury. Is the Department of Marine and
Fisheries to do that ? It is' news to me that
that is our duty. And there iz nothing else
ig it. Mark you. in reply to that st1tement
the Deputy Minister of Marine and Fish-
eries wrote to Messrs. Belcourt and Me-
Dougal : ‘ :

.
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