
•till avalluble for settlement within
three miUa of railways In this prov-
ince, cannot be correct because 20
out of the 29 \s8«ssors In the prov-
ince did not report any land suitable
and available for aKrIculturnI pur-
poses within 20 miles of a railway or
waKKon road throughout the whole
province. Now, I want to fnnkly ad-
mit that the actual wording wt- have
used on page 4, has. quite uncon-
sciously on our part, been left open to
objection, and has provided Mr. Bow-
ser with a loop hole out of which he
squirms ad-oltly to cloud the actual
fact. Hut on page 26 we have stated
the fact clearly and correctly, and Mr.
Bowser himself confirms the state-
ment. It Is not verbally accurate to
say that 20 out of 29 actually report-
ed no such lands left In their districts,
but the actual fact Ir that 20 out of 29
<IW not report any land suitable and
available fc»- cultivation, within 20
miles of a raiJroid or waggon road In
their districts. The fact that certain
small acreages may have been pre-
empted since in three of those dis-
tricts does not refute our statement
or dlminLsh Its value aa proof of the
main charge. Kcro arp llio abstracts
majle <liroct from the orleinal returns
sent in to the commission, and they
prove absolutely what we state on
page 26 of "The Crisi.s"—that In the
jear 1913. only 9 ouc of 29 provincial
assessors reported any land avail.ible
for settlement within 20 miles of a
railroad or waggon road In the whole
of Rrltish Polumhia. a>oud applau.se.)
Also they give as their total estimate
of land suitable for agriculture with-
in that FMdius only 824.654 acres.
That i.s our reason for saying that
Mr. Koss" estimates of 4.500.000 with-
in three miles of railways Is entire-

VitU|>oratlon I.s not arj>;iiment,
and wo arc quite lont nt to deal
with the facts. Certaiiilv we arc
not golnsr to be dragj^ul into any
•de is.sucs; the main Issue Is too

va.st./ important and the people
have brains enough to sec on which
side the real argimicnt lies.

ly without foundation. (Applnu.se.

)

Here are the abstracts proving our
statement, and Mr. Bowser's speech,
while pretending to be a refutation is
really a confirmation of our argu-
ment. If we are wrong" then why did
the government refuse to print the
"returns" in full when the house or-
dered it to be done? ("Hear, hear!")
Here are the "Votes and Pro-
ceedings" of the la.st session of
the assembly and on 19th Feb-
ruary an order of the house was

granted on motion of Mr. Parker Wil-
liams that these "returns" be brought
down, but the order was dls -egarded.
Fifteen days later—when the house
was closing—l>reniler McBrlde stated
that there had not been time to get
them ready. Now. Mr. Chairman, be-
fore Mr. Bowser or anyone else scys
anything more upon this point I chal-
lenge him or the government to pub-
lish In full those returns made by the
assessors in answer to question 11 of
the Ko, •'I Commission. That will set-
tle the qucstlo' as to wiiether we are
right or • t-itiK- (Applause.)

Perhaps Memory Poor.
But Mr. Bowser produces an affida-

vit of the secretary of the commission
on agriculture In which he swears that
"no one but Mr. Cotsworth ever ex-
amined the returns sent in by provin-
cial assessors, and ne. her he, nor
anyone else, ever made a copy of those
returns." Now, I would not for a
moment accuse the secretary of mak-
ing a false affidavit. I mean that
But I am forced to say that in mak-
ing this affidavit the secretary must
certainly have overlooked or forgot-
ten Hume (if the fact.s. Here are the
abstracts made by Jlr. Cotsworth In
the office of the secretary which fully
cover the points in dispute. And we
are f-..lly prepared to prove that a
full copy of th.ae returns was made
by another gentleman before our pam-
phlet was printed, and Mr. Cotsworth
clie( kod off his own abstract with this
gentleman's copy, (.-^piilause.

)

Again, the secretary, according to
Mr. Bowser, swears that pages 352
and :153 of the Commission's Report
contains "a complete and correct trans-
mission of the provincial assessor's and
deputy assessor's" returns to the com-
mission. Now. I will not again take
up the points we have made regarding
Nelson and Lillooet districts which
have not been answered by Mr. Bow-
ser or anyone else, though desperate
attempts have been made. But I will
ask the secretary and Jlr. Bowser Just
one question that applies to both
pages. If this is "a complete and cor-
rect transmission" of the returns why
are the figures for New Westminster
district entirely left out on page 352;
and why are those for Slocan district
also entirely missing on page 353?
These figures are all here in the ab-
stracts, but they are not In the pub-
lished report. 'Applause.) When
tht-.se genlieiiien have an.sv.ered that
question I have just 25 other ques-
tions awaiting them regarding these
two pages, and Mr. Cotsworth did not
suggest one of them. (Laughter and
applause.)

v

Before I pass on, let me here point
out a peculiar touch which has cast
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