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Fredericton and St. Mary's Bridge Inquiry.

REPORTS.

CoxyrrTEE Roow,
Fripay, 14th June, 1395.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts beg leave to present the fol-
lowing as their Second Report :—

Your Committee have had under consideration the items * Fredericton and St.
Mary’s Railway Bridge Company Loan Account, $300,000,” and “ Fredericton and St.
Mary’s Bridge Loan, $60,000,” set out on page xvi of the Public Accounts of Canada,
for the fiscal year ended 30th June, 1894, under the headings ‘“Sundry Investments”
and “Interest Special Accounts,” and in connection therewith, have examined wit-
nesses under oath, and for the information and convenience of the House of Commons,
have agreed to report at this stage of their proceedings the evidence so far given by
such witnesses.

All which is respectfully submitted.

GEO. B. BAKER,
Chatrman.

CouyiTTEE Rooy,
Fripay, 12th July, 1895,

The Select Standing Committe on Public Accounts bey leave to present the fol-
lowing as their Sixth Report :—

Your Committee have had under further consideration the items ‘ Fredericton
and St. Mary’s Railway Bridge Company Loan Account, $300,000,” and “ Fredericton
aud St. Mary’s Bridge Loan, $60,000,” set out on page xvi of the Public Accounts of
Canada, for the fiscal year ended 30th June, 1894, under the headings “Sundry In-
vestments ” and “ Interest Special Accounts,” respectively, and in connection therewith,
have taken further evidence under oath, and for the information of the House have
agreed to report such further evidence annexed hereto ; and the Committee recommend
that the said evidence and that contained in their Second Report, be printed.

All which is respectfully submitted.

GEO. B. BAKER,
Chatrman.
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Fredericton and St. Mary's Bridge Inquiry.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

CommiTTEE Rooym, No, 49,
House oF Comwoxs, 21st May, 1895,

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met,

Mr. J. M. CourtNEY, Deputy Minister of Finance, called, sworn and examined.,

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

1.3You are the Deputy Minister of the Department of Finance I—Yes,

2. And have been so for the last sixteen or seventeen years ?—Yes.

3. I find here, Mr. Courtney, handed in from your department, a number of commu-
nications with the secretary treasurer of the Fredericton and St. Mary’s Bridge Co., and
also with the Auditor General. Do these contain all the papers of every kind in refer-
-ence to the Fredericton Bridge in the department ?—In the department, yes.

4. You have no other information of any kind —No.

5. I observe that beginning in June, 1888, and going on to December, 18934, you
appear to have addressed, pretty regularly every half-year, a request for interest to this
company. I find also, if T understand these papers of yours, that no payment for interest
-ever appears to have been made except apparently what was stopped out of a $30,000
bonus granted to the company 1—1 think there were $3,000 paid.

6. That does not appear here %—And $12,000 stopped.

Mr. FosTer.—I think that $3,000 appears in the papers.

The Wirness.—The 3,000 is there,

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

7. As far as I can see it is not —At all events everything was paid up to the 30th
June, 1889.

8. The only $3,000 I can see is apparently $3,000 which was stopped out of the
230,000 %—Oh, that was the first stoppage.

9. It does not appear from these papers. Looking at them, Mr. Courtney, as far
as T can see, that anything at all was paid except what was stopped out of the $30,000
bonus ; that the company never paid a cent out of its own funds as far as these papers
show. I perceive the $3,000, but you will notice %—That seems to have heen
stopped there.

10. Then as far as you are aware nothing was ever paid by the company *—T believe

not.
11. Except what was stopped ?— Except what was stopped.
12. Out of the $30,000 bonus —Yes.

By Mr. Davies :
13. How much was that altogether 1—815,000.
14. How many years did that cover %—Up to the 30th June, 1889.
Sir RicEARD CARTWRIGHT.—That would be one year and a quarter.

3
1—1}



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1895

By Mr. Davies:
15. And since the 30th June, 1889, nothing has been paid —That is so.

By Sir Richard Cartieright :

16. The sum total of arrears, Mr. Courtney, on the 31st December, appears to

amount to $66,000 by your memorandum %—866,000 on the 31st December, and half
early.

Y {7 . Now this correspondence I see extends over some six or seven years. You
acquainted the minister of the department from time to time with the fact that these
sums ‘were not paid -—Well, with all due respect, is not a communication between the-
Minister and his deputy rather privileged ?

Sir RicHarp CarRTWRIGHT.—Does the Minister raise the point ?

Mr. Foster—I will raise no opposition.

‘Wirxess—The Minister of Finance, I believe, was fully aware of the thing.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

18. There were two or three Ministers of Finance apparently between 1888——?
Mr. Foster came in 1888,

19. In 1888, did he ¢—Yes.

20. I thought he was a year later. However it does not matter. At any rate I
suppose as a matter of course you would acquaint the Minister from time to time with
the state of affairs %—The Minister of Finance is very well aware of what is in the
public accounts.

21. Now, apparently no explanation whatever that I can find in these letters was
given by the company as to why they did not pay %—No, none whatever.

22, And apparently they did not always answer your communications —Sometimes
they did and sometimes they did not.

23. Well now, here is a period of six years or thereabouts during which each Lalf
year a further large sum of money is accumulating due. Was no action whatever of
any kind or sort taken by the department towards the collecting of these moneys that
you are aware of —Beyond the demand every year.

24. Beyond the demand? 'Well, is it not the practice of the department if these
demands are not responded to to communicate with some other departwent as to the
facts ; to set the law in motion and collect your just debts?—Well, I do not know of
any other thing that is in arrears.

25. Except the Fredericton Bridge —1I think that is all.

26. I think there are some harbour bonds of Quebec that Jook te me to be in
arrears ¢—That is the only thing besides that.

27. Those two !—Yes.

28. Then no communication at all was had with the Department of Justice? Was.
this matter ever reported to the Council —1I don’t report to Council ; that is for the
Minister to do.

29. Then no further authority other than the departmental was obtained for
abstaining from collecting or trying to collect what is due %—Nothing was done except
those two.

30. In the face of 20 or thirty communications made to the secretary-treasurer of
the Fredericton and St. Mary’s Bridge Co. *—That is all.

31. Did you obtain any information as to who composed the Fredericton and St.
Mary’s Bridge Co. —Nothing whatever.

32. You know nothing at all about them I know nothing whatever.

33. Of any kind —Nothing at all, though I may make a remark that the advance
is made under Act of Parliament. It shows how the advanee should be made and
under what conditions.

34. Yes, I am aware of that Do you know whether this is secured by any form
of mortgage ~—Yes.

4



Fredericton and St. Mary's Bridge Inquiry.

35. In what shape is it —I don't know who has the mortgage. I think in this
«case, if I may beallowed to refer to the Act, it is 50-51 Victoria, I am speaking from
memory, but it was under the conduct of the Department of Railways, and on the
estimate of their engineer that the work was done and on the deposit of the mortgage
the Auditor General was asked to issue a certificate that the money should be paid.

36. But are you aware that the mortgage is in existence I—I know there is such a
thing.
37. In what department 7—In the Department of Railways and Canals.

Nir Ricuarp CartwricET—Well, I suppose the Department of Railways and
Canals will produce it ?

Mr. HaccarT—1 think it has been produced in the House.

Mr. FosTeEr—It was asked for by the House, and it is in the returns to the House,

T think.
By Sir Richard Cartiwright :

38, Then, Mr. Courtney, in point of fact, you knew nothing about this?
those letters.

39. You have no information about the company ?—None whatever.

40. And you are not aware that any other steps whatever were taken to collect
any portion of this money ?—1I am not aware of any further steps being taken.

41. And the deed, you say, is in the hands of the Department of Railways and
Canals 1—1I believe so.

By Mr. McMullen :

42. Did the company make any return annually, showing the receipts and the ex-
penditures connected with the operation of the bridge ?-~I imagine they would do that
under the Railway Act and to the Railway Department.

43. You know of none ?—I know of none whatever.

44. Then with regard to this item on page XVT of the Public Accounts : How long
is it since an account of this kind has been opened ? Interest—special account—when
was that opened —1I don’t know how far the Albert Railway loan goes back, but it must
have been open for some years before the Fredericton and St. Mary bridge business
came up.

45%) Why was it left open until this time? Do you look upon these items that are
here as a kind of profit and loss account, or what?—No; they are an asset of the
Dominion.

46. Are they counted in as an asset in your balance sheet I—Yes, certainly.

47. And credit taken for them %—7Yes ; credit taken for them.

48. And the interest is taken also 7—The interest is credited to Consolidated Fund
-and debited to Special Interest account.

49. And the interest is here stated ? For instance, $£60,000 Fredericton Bridge
Co. is counted in as earning interest and an asset of the Dominion in balancing the
:accounts of the Dominion, and is deducted when yon make the per capita rate of interest
of this Dominion ?—Yes ; certainly.

50. Tt is deducted out of that?—Yes; certainly.

51. It is deducted out of that -—Yes.

52. How is it about the Quebec Harbour bonds, are they treated in the same
way !—1I believe so.

53. Well, now, here in these four items there are $805,0007—1 heg your pardon.

54. In these four items there are $805,000. Now, on balancing the account for
the year, is that sum taken as an asset %—I believe so. I could look it up in a few
minutes, but I believe it is reckoned off the net debt.

55, Well, we should like to know .—Well, I helieve it is so, but I could make sure
very soon.

56. This is taken out as an available asset and deducted from the gross debt of
;his country. Are there any other accounts that stand in the same shape 7—Only these

our.

Except

5
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By Mr. Mills (Bothwell):

57. Are there other accounts not so included here, interest accounts -—Oh, yes,
there are some that are not included in the estimation of the net debt.

58. Now, will you state to the committee the arrangement for including these
four items and not including others%—If you will look in the sundry investments
consolidated fund investment account, second item, you will find some things. Bank
of Upper Canada stock which is absolutely dead and worthless is not included. These
four were looked upon as available assets.

By Mr. Davies :

59. Which four?—Three Rivers Harbour Commission, Quebec Harbour Com-
mission, Fredericton and St. Mary’s Bridge Co. and Albert Railway Company.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell) :
60. They are taken at par and deducted from the gross debt?—VYes.

By Mr. McMullen :

61. Arve you prepared to say that we have no other assets or investments which
stand in the same shape as these. Are these the only items we have that are looked
upon as questionable whether the Dominion may realize on them ?—I do not express
any opinion as to whether they are questionable or not. They are the only four items
from which nothing has accrued in the way of interest.

62. Still vou look upon them as available assets to the extent of deducting them
from the gross debt 7—We have treated them in that way.

By Mr. Mills—(Bothwell).

63. When was interest paid on the Quebec Harbour Commission bonds —Well, I
could not tell you. I read up the Fredericton and St. Mary’s because I expected to be
examined on it, but I did not expect to be examined on the others, or I would have
looked them up.

By Mr. Davies ;

64. Is there anything in the accounts which you could look up now and find out
when interest was paid 7—I do not think so, I can tell you next day.

65. Do I understand you to say that at the next meeting you will have a state-
ment showing when each of these investments began to get into arrears and how much
each of them has got into arrears %—1I will get whatever the committee want.

By Mr. Haggart :

66. Have you any other balance sheet than that ?—No.
67. None whatever 7—That is the balance sheet of the Dominion.

By Mr. McMullen :

68. Bince this investment got into arrear has the Department of Finance ever
made a report to the Department of Justice with a view to pressing for payment ?—
Are we notat the Fredericton and St. Mary’s bridge business.

Mr. FosterR—We were on the Fredericton bridge, but we have wandered off on to
other things.

Sir RicHARD CARTWRIGHT—We had better confine ourselves to the Fredericton
bridge.

By Mr. McMullen -

69. You say in the case of the Fredericton Bridge Company there was no report
made to the Department of Justice ?—There was no communication with the Department.

of Justice.
6
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70. None whatever —None whatever.

By Mr. Foster :

71. You say that nothing was paid except what was stopped from their subsidy ?
—1 believe so.

72. That subsidy of course was payable on conditions. They had fulfilled the con-
ditions and at the time when the conditions were fulfilled this subsidy was their
money —Undoubtedly.

73. So that they paid it out of money they had earned. You stated in your reply
to Sir Richard Cartwright that the Minister was fully aware of what is in Public Ac-
counts. Will you exercise your memory and inform the committee whether or not you
ever made a special report to me upon this matter 7—1I do not know that I did.

74. Did you ever bring it to my attention at all 2—Well, going back six years I
would not like to say, but I think I have done so.

75. You have no recollection of having formally made a report or anything of that
sort =—1I have made no written report.

76. You have pursued the same course with reference to the Fredericton bridge
that you have with reference to certain other investments that we may call of a similar
nature -—7Yes.

77. Can you recall any other investment of a similar nature in which money under
an Act of Parliament has been granted for certain objects and money has been paid,
and they have fallen int arrear and they are still in arrear 7—These three.

78. Have you followed the same course in reference to the IFredericton bridge as
to these three 7—Yes.

79. You say this is a special account. Did you receive special orders from the
Minister to make it ?—No; it was just because it was in arrear and it was the only
way of dealing with it.

80. It was just done by the book-keeper —Just by my own volition.

81. Will you say when this Fredericton Bridge Company was put in that special
account ?—Ts there any reason why it was put in as a special interest account?—1I do
not know how we could otherwise describe it. It was interest due and it was a special
account and I do not know how else we could describe it.

82. What I wish to call your attention to is this, and I would like you to think so
as to see whether you are certain about that or not. The question was asked whether
this $60,000 of the amount of interest were taken into account when you made up the
net debt?—Yes.

83. That is whether or not they were looked as assets and subtracted from the total
of the gross debt in order to give the net debt. Are you certain that they were so sub-
tracted 2—1I would not like to say I amn quite certain. Ibelieveso. 1 said I could find
out in ten minutes.

84. T think you will find they are not. It is a very important point.—I believe
the £60,000 was.

85. I think we had better send for Mr. Dickieson so as to be sure. It would be
better to have a decided answer on that t—Yes.

By Mr. McMulien :

86. The Deputy Minister said they were —1I said I believed so.

87. If the deputy is right I have had a wrong impression, because my impression
is that they have been in that special account and were not looked upon by the Dominion
book-keeper as reliable assets and were not subtracted I think the $60,000 were.

88. With regard to this interest on the Fredericton bridge, Mr. Courtney, do you
think that it could remain in arrear for six years and the Minister of Finance not know
anything about it ?—I don’t see that I can give an opinion on a suppositious matter.

Mr. Foster—You need not follow that subject. The Minister of Finance did
know. There is no necessity for getting evidence upon that.
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Mr. Tromas TEMpPLE, M.P., called, sworn and examined.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

89. Mr. Temple, you are the member for the county of York, N.B., I think ?—1I
think so, sir.

89. You are also, I believe, a shareholder in the Fredericton and St. Mary’s Bridge
Co?1—Yes.

90. Can you inform the committee what is the total capital of that company !—
Well, I know the cost of it.

91. I mean the total, nominal capital of the Fredericton and St. Mary’s Bridge
Co. 1—1 think it is $400,000.

92. $400,000 -—With power to extend it to $500,000.

SeveEraL MEMBERsS— We cannot hear the questions or the replies.

93. Well, T will just repeat the question. Mr. Temple, what is the nominal
capital of the Fredericton and St. Mary’s Bridge Co., as far as you remember ?—1I think
it 1s 400,000 with power to extend to $500,000, I think it is.

94. Can you tell the committee how much of that capital has been paid up —I
think it is all paid up.

95. All paid up *—Yes.

96. $400,000 %—Yes. The cost of the bridge, which is all paid into the treasury,
and all paid out again.

97. The whole $400,000 has been paid %—1t is more than $400,000. Itis $418,000
or $419,000.

98. Do you refer now to the capital of the company ? —I refer to the cost of the bridge.

99. What we want to know, sir, is the amount of capital of the company which
you say is $400,000 —That is the capital. It is the amount paid under the contract
that we gave out.

100. That is not exactly the same thing~That is the amount, and I don’t think
there was more paid up than what has been paid out.

Mr. Giesox—Not very well.

‘WirnEss-—We borrowed the money, of course, and paid it up, I can tell you that.

By Str Richard Cartwright :

101. How was this capital paid up %—Paid up in money.

102. Did any of it come out of the pockets of the shareholders %—Some of it did.

103. Some from the pockets of the shareholders and the remainder from the Gov
ernment, a gift +—A gift!?

104. Or loan ?—1It was a loan ; borrowed money under a mortgage.

105, I see. That is the way the capital was paid %—How do you get money ?

106. Then, Mr. Temple, as I understand. you, when you state that this 400,000 of
capital is paid, you mean that it was paid in this way; a certain proportion was paid by
the shareholders, so to speak, out of their own pockets, and the remainder by a 300,000
loan from the Government ?—Yes.

107. 'Well, do you consider %—Not the remainder ; that’s not all of it.

108. At any rate in what you would call a payment this $300,000 is included, this
$300,000 of Government loan %—Yes ; that is included, certainly,

109. Then I understand you to say that you consider the entire amount of this
capital to be paid up *—1I do.

110. And no further liability to exist on the part of the shareholders ~—No, only
the Government. They are liable to the Government, that is what they are.

111. Theshareholdersin their corporate capacity may be, but not in their individual
capacity, if your contention is right -—Not at all, according to the law. The Govern-
ment has a mortgage on the undertaking, which they can take any time they like ; but
I think if you will allow me to speak one word—

112. Go on.—I think it is rather premature of the Opposition, on behalf of the
Opposition, I might say, to press this thing just at the present time, when there is
every prospect of something being made out of the undertaking.
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113. We shall be all delighted to hear it, Mr. Temple.—And I think it is, as I said
before, rather premature to undertake to press the Government to take from the company
the bridge in the present prospect. That is my idea about it.

114. How long do you consider a debt should hang before the Government shouid
press it -—Well, of course, under the law, the Government can step in at any time and
take the bridge any time they like, and what property we have got in it. The company
has 120,000 in the construction and they could take that, and pay their interest out of
it, and what little would be due us would be a small thing if they choose to do it, but I
think it would be not a wise undertaking to do it at the present time.

115. Of course your remarks are entitled to all consideration, Mr. Temple.—Yes,
well, so are yours.

116. I am not receiving as much consideration from the Government perhaps f—1T
don’t know about that. I think the Government has been pretty stringent with us. I
can tell you something more. They had got us pretty well cornered before the bridge
was completed at all, before it was almost starbed the little money we drew they chu.rrred
us with 83,000 interest. I thought they mwht have waited until the thing was
completed. 8o, I think they have “been tight enoutrh to us. That is what I think
about it.

117. T understand that came out of Government money ; that did not cost you
much —Did not cost us much, probably not.

118. This is a matter of some consequence and you want to be careful about it.—
There is no mistake about that. I feel it so.

119. Did you collect in the shape of calls %—In the shape of tolls.

120. In the shape of calls 7—In the shape of calls?

121. 20 per cent of this $400,000 %—Well, I don’t know whether it was in the way
of 20 per cent of the $400,000.

122. Well, in the shape of calls.—There was £20,000 in the first place paid in.

123. On $400,000, that would be 5 per cent. What other calls were made. Have
you told us %—On $200,000, I think. No, the first capital (after a pause) I am mistaken
about that. The first paid-up capital would be $200,000, what I mean by subscribed
stock.

124. Then the nominal capital was $400,000 and the subscribed capital $200,000 ?—
Yes.

125. Any other call ever made —There were moneys called to be paid after the
other money was all paid, out of which, as I told you before, I think there is a debt due
the company—at least they have in it something like $120,000, and I think there is some
other property that they bought last year. I have not been there for a year, and I
could not tell how to make that, and I think myself there is some other property.

126. Just let us adhere to the call. In the first place were there any other calls
to your knowledge except this first ten per cent I—Well there was money paid by the
company, but I could not tell you exactly how it was called in, because that was only
$20,000. Then there is $100,000 paid by the company besides that. There is $100,-
000 more than that paid by the company.

127. Paid in various ways. Do you remember, as a matter of fact, whether there
was not another call than the first call of ten per cent that was paid 1—I don’t know as
it was done in that way. I know they paid $100,000.

128. That we will attend to afterwards. But so far as you know there was just
this one call made?—Yes.

129. So far as you know ! Now, Mr. Temple, can you tell us who are the share-
holders of that company %—Well, there are some of the first names that are out. It has
got down now to Mr. Gibson.

130. Yes.—Mr. Temple.

131. Yes.—F. 8. Hilyard.

132, Who else ?— Alfred Rowley and Alexander Gibson, jr.

133. The Secretary-Treasurer, Mr. Vanwart, still continues T suppose }—Yes, I
think so, but I do not know ; I have not been there for a year.

Mr. Davies—What is Vanwart’s name.

9
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Sir Ricaarp CarTwriGHT— Vanwart, I think, is the name.

WirNess—Yes, Vanwart.

134. How much stock do you hold in this company ?—1I could not tell you just now.

135. Not even approximately %—Each one at the time twenty per cent, I think
it was.

136. It was divided into fifths, in fact %I think it was done that way.

137. I see. But you do not know how much you held yourself —1I could not tell
you just now, I could not be clear about it. I don’t hold the whole of it fortunately.

138. Of what you originally took or the whole stock *—1I don’t hold all I origin-
ally took. ~

d 139. Do you know how much the others held %—No, I do not know what they hold,

I know what I held myself.

Sir Ricaarp CarRTWrIGHT—Then I think we will have to send for the Secretary-
Treasurer and order him to appear with his books in that case.

140. Were these the original stockholders %—Yes, these were the first.

141. These five gentlemen, Mr. Hilyard, Mr. Rowley, yourself and the two Mr.
Gibsons %1 could tell you when I come back myself. I am going over to-morrow.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell) :

142, Is Mr. Vanwart a stockholder *—No.

Sir RicHaRD CarTWRIGHT—As I understand these five whose namss have been
given are the stockholders.

Wirness—No.

Sir RicHARD CARTWRIGHT—A® present Mr. Temple does not know whether any
other call was made excepting the first one of ten per cent. (To witness). Mr. Temple,
you stated just now that the company had put in £120,000 +—That is something near it.
I would not say exactly ; I think it 1s something near that.

143. Oh, by the way, with respect to this you wish to amend your first statement
that there was $400,000 subscribed capital. The nominal capital is 400,000, but the
subscribed stock is only $200,000 7—Only $200,000.

144. So that each of you would own $40,000 roughly %—Well, probably.

145. Now, with respect to this other $120,000, Mr. Temple. That $120,000 is
exclusive, I suppose, of the $330,000 you received from the Government *—$330,000 ?

146. Yes?—No, there is $15,000 paid or deducted from the moneys received from
the Government.

147. Which you include in the $120,000 paid +—Not the $15,000, but the $15,000
of that bonus goes into that account.

148. Into the $120,000%—Yes, that goes into the work.

149. Then as I understand you the company put $120,000 in. The government
put $330,000 in, less $15,000 for interest —That is it.

150. That is $315,000 +—Yes.

151. From what source was this £120,000 derived ¢—From what source ?

152. Yes.—Why from the pockets of the company, if that is a source. It might
be got by notes from a bank.

153. You told us that $20,000 of it was got by a call *—Pardon me, for one thing
there were $50,000 of bonds.

154, How much %—$50,000 are bonds and $20,000 call, you say. The other
$50,000, you do not know how this was advanced ?—It was advanced in money.

155. Yes, but it was not apparently advanced in money It is all in the report
of the Railway Department. The whole thing is there, stock and everything in that
report.

By Mr. Haggart :

156. The details of the expenditure and of the stock paid and everything +—All
the details and everything.

10
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By Sir Richard Cartiwright ;

157. It does not contain such details as the names of the stockholders for example ?
—What is the matter with that.

158. We want to know who they are -1 have told you who they are.

159. Nor I presume would it show in what manner this other $50,000 was obtained.
You had apparently about 240,000 originally of this stock I—I forget whether it was
£40,000 or 250,000,

160. But somewhere in that vicinity —7Yes.

161. Tt was divided into tifths or something of that kind. With respect to that
did you pay any cash on the call that was made —Yes, I did.

162-3. That would be £4,000 or 85,000 2—Paid out of the BritishBank.

164. You say that this road altogether cost vou about 418,000 !—Semething in
that neighbourhood I think, or it may be a little more now. That is to capital account.
T think there is some property we have been dickering about for the last two or three
years, about £4,000 or $5,000. 1T think they have closed last fall, but it is not in this
account you are speaking of now.

165. I am speaking of the original account. The cost you say was 418,000 —
About that. Between that and $420,000.

166. Even taking the amount of $15,000 from the Government grants or loans of
$330,000, that would show that the Government had advanced #315,000 of that and
that would leave only £103,000, you see. instead of $120,000 as you said put in by the
company —Certainly, you are right there. I think it is $105,000. Yes, $118,000. I
was reckoning it £120,000 when I said it was $105,000 with the $15,000 taken off.

167. You spoke of the company having put in £120,000?—$118,000 or 120,000,
but I was reckoning on $120,000. That would leave to the company $105,000.

168. Then the company could only putin $103,000 or $105,000 not $120,000. You
stated that the company had put in $120,000. You also stated that the cost of the
bridge was $418,000. And if you deduct %315,000 which was obtained from the
Government that would only leave %103,000 not $120,000 %—Y ou areright there. There
was £120,000 they had in originally. I am speaking of the cost of the bridge, including
that %30,000. That is what I am speaking of.

169. You are speaking of the cost of the bridge including the $30,000 7—That is
what I am speaking of. I told you before that %15,000 was in that to be deducted
from that $120,000.

170. Then the company would only put in, so to speak, $90,000, plus, if you choose,
the 815,000 which was afterwards deducted from the 230,000 grant —Well, do not
you think that would be quite enough to do for the interests of the people and for the
individuals to lose themselves ? T think it is quite enough.

171. Well T recollect what a splendid speculation you proved it to be on the floor
of Parliament 7—Oh, that is gone by. You have lots of money sunk in Ontario.

172, T am not so sure of that. I was pointing you out as being a remarkably
astute man of business %—Thank you.

173. T am glad to find we are getting on so well %—Now I will tell you about that.
If the C. P. R. had carried out their contract

174. You would have made a fine thing out of it?—I do not know whether we
should have made a fine thing out of it, but it would have been a good thing for the
country. If they had carried out their contract by building that third section across
there it would have paid the Governmont and the company.

By Mr. Gibson:

175. That is the missing link ?—That is so. They built into the St. John and
Main Line and then they abandoned the third section. It was laid out in three sec-
tions. They built two sections, but when they came to the Harvey section across from
there to Moncton they left the Government and the company with the bridge on our
hands.

11
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :

176. You were left in fact %—VYes.

177. And that handsome profit you were to have made did not materialize %—Did
not materialize.

178. Then the sum you put in was $103,000 —Yes, or $105,000.

179. Well, we will not split hairs over that 3 or 5. That would leave, apart from
the call of $20,000, and the bonds of 50,000, it would leave $30,000 to be accounted
for =—I do not know how you are going to account for it, other than that it was paid
out.

180. It might have been obtained on your original notes —That we had to do.

181. Who are these gentlemen, Mr. Hillyard and Mr. Rowley %—He is a clerk in
some establishment up there.

182, What is that %—He is a clerk, a very decent man and a man of some means.

By Mr. Davies :

183. Whose clerk *—He is a clerk I say, in some establishment there in Fred-
ericton. He has been in Fredericton and also Mr. Gibson’s clerk.

184. And Mr. Hillyard —Mr. Hillyard is my son-in-law. That is what you want
I suppose, and I am not ashamed of it.

By Sur Richard Cartwright :

185. Not in the least, we only want to know, having an interest in the solvency of
this company, who they are —Oh, well the bridge is worth the money. I thinkso. I
hope we will all get something out of it yet.

186. £360,0007—Oh, it is only a bagatelle. Look at the millions sunk in Ontario.
Millions sunk in Ontario only in water in canals. )

187. Millions have been sunk in canals, do you say #—It is a good thing for New
Brunswick to have something.

By Mr. McMullen :
188. Do you refer to the Tay Canal I—No, I do not refer to anything.
By Mr. Gibson :

189. You wanted your share ?—1I beg your pardon.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

190. It may be a question as to whether you have got your share in Fredericton
which might be a matter of calculation, but we will waive that question. Do you
remember yourself, Mr. Temple, what place these $50,000 bonds you spoke of as having
been issued occupied? Are they a second mortgage —1I do not think it. I wish they
were. I mean I wish they were a first mortgage.

191. You mean they are a second mortgage —TI think so. I know in the Act
the Government were to have a first mortgage.

1v2. T suppose the Government might make it a first mortgage —1I think they are
lying in the bank at the present time.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell ) :

193. But they must be owned by somebody ?—1I told you as far as the bonds were
concerned they were given for a certain time. That time expired and the bonds were
taken up by the company. They had to be. The bonds were guaranteed and the
money had to be found some other way. They say it is no debt against the company
at all. Tt is a debt against the company.

12
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By Mr. Gibson :

194. You say that these bonds were redeemed by the owners of the bridge and
that $50,000 was paid to redeem these bonds ?—Yes.

195. They were taken up by the company —Yes.

196. And they are only occupying the place of a second mortgage against the
bridge I—Well that was all it was, but they were guaranteed as I told you by the in-
dividuals of the company.

197. But seeing that they occupied a secondary position to the Government claim
how did you come to occupy the second position and not pay the Government !—Be-
cause we wanted to take up these bonds.

198. But you say they were a second mortgage !—Supposing they were.

199. What about the Government mortgage bonds?—They have their remedy.
They have their remedy to step in and take it any time there is default in the payment of
interest. The Government has their remedy under the law to step in and take all the
property connected with it.

200. But they have been six years in this position I—1I cannot help that, if it is ten
years, it is just so. There is a law that provides for it.

By Sir Richard Cartecright :

201. Mr. Temple, what roads use this bridge at the present moment 9—Well, at the
present moment prospects look a little better for the bridge. The C. P. R. has com-
menced to use one end on the other side of the river, on the east side. Fredericton
is on one side and St. Mary’s on the other.

202, The C. P. R. is commencing to use the bridge. What other roads use it f—
The Canada Eastern connecting with the Intercolonial.

203. The Canada Eastern? What length is that?—169 miles, I think, something
like that.

204. Where does it run from —Chatham.

205. Chatham to where %—Fredericton.

206. And crosses this bridge —And crosses this bridge.

207. Any other road !—Not at present. There are other roads now in contempla-
tion. The Central Road, 1 think, will be able to now.

208. But as a matter of fact--—— ¢—There seems to be a prospect of something being
done now.

209. As a matter of fact at this present moment the Canadian Pacific is beginning
to use it, do you say, and the Canada Eastern has used it all through %—What I think
makes me speak more confidently about the prospects, I know from the one road, the
Canada Eastern, last year, I think it is, I see by the account it is something like %1,500
more than it was before—the tolls.

210. On which, on the Canadian Pacific =—No, on the Canada Eastern.

211. What were the total tolls do you say I cannot exactly tell you; between
four and five thousand dollars last year.

212. And you don’t know what was received from the Canadian Pacific — Nothing
yet.

213. That is in prospective %—Yes.

214. I think T shall have to move that your secretary-treasurer be summoned and
bring his books with him?¢—I don’t know whether you can get him or not. I don’t
know about that.

215. We have the power. I want to know what the company’s position is I—1I
have told you all that anybody can tell you about the position.

Sir RicHarp CarrwricHT.—I think the secretary-treasurer and his books
would tell us a good deal more.

By Mr. McMullen :

216. Now, Mr. Temple, from the report you sent in the cost of the bridge was
$419,486? That is according to the report of the Minister of Railways %—Oh, you have
that. I thought you had not it at all.

13




58 Victoria Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1895

217. Well, it is according to your own report to the Minister of Railways I—Yes-

218. And the capital stock subscribed was $200,000 with 10 per cent to pay. That
is 20,000 %-—Yes.

219. Now, you borrowed $300,000 from the Government and you got $30,000.
Well, only $15,000, $15,000 you say, of that went to pay interest. That is $335,000.
Then there was $50,000 of bonds issued +—Yes.

220. That made $383,000 7—Yes.

221. Well, now have you not a floating debt —I think there is.

222. How much is that %—The company is liable for it.

223. We know all that, but we want to know what your floating debt is %—1I think
it is about $19,000.

224. That makes $404,000 counting all the items —Yes.

235. That only includes $20,000 of cash. You have altogether received $404,000
while your biidge cost $419,000. How did the $105,000 go into the bridge in the way
you say it has done !—How do you suppose it was built? Without money ?

226. T am now counting the money. I am pointing out where you got the funds ?
—You are a man of good judgment, I have no doubt at all. I suggest you go down
and look at that bridge and see what is in it. It could not be built without money or
built for the amount of money which I have stated.

227. T am only merely wanting to know where the money went to, Mr. Temple ¢
—TIt went into the bridge. If you want to know anything, that is where it is.

228. According to your own report the bridge cost $419,486. Well, you had
$20,000 of paid up stock, you have got $315,000 from the government, you issued
$50,000 of bonds, you have $19,000 of floating debt; that makes $404,000, including
the paid up stock. Where did the other go? Deducting $20,000 from the $105,000
would leave $85,000. Where did that go to?—Went into the bridge.

229. It could not %I can’t tell it went anywhere else, I am sure about that.

230. According to your report, your bridge cost $419,000. Where did the
$85,000 go to. You say this was paid and you ought to know what was done with it ¢
—(No answer.)

By Mr. Haggart :
231. Did you give the contractor for the bridge any bonds *—Gave him $50,000.

By Mr. McMullen :
232. The contractor holds $50,000 does he %—No, he does not hold it. We took

them up afterwards.

233. Including all these your sworn report to the Minister of Railways declares
your bridge cost $419,486. That is what it cost. You have got the items I have men-
tioned to you including your floating debt which makes $404,000 of actual money %—
Yes.

234. Now you say there was $105,000 paid into it. Wherc has the money gone,
that is what we want to know ?—1I cannot tell you where it has gone, only it has gone
into the bridge, nowhere else.

235. Gone into the bridge ™—1I do not know where it could go, but to the bridge.
Except that, I don’t know where it has gone; I have not got any of that money.

236. I am pointing out the items of the cost of the bridge %I cannot answer you
in any other way, but that I don’t know where it has gone, any other place ; I know T
have not it.

237. Are you prepared to say, Mr. Temple, what has been the annual receipts in
the way of tolls since the bridge was built —Just another moment.

The CuairMaNn—The returns will show that.

‘WirNeEss—The returns.

By Mr. McMullen .
238. T want to know if it is here. The return does not show last year. You say
you make a sworn return that the cost of the operation is $2,000%—That is some re-

pairs.
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239. You make a return that the cost of the operation of the bridge is %2,000, and
you make a return that the earnings by tolls are $2,000 %—Yes.

940 Not a dollar over, or a dollar under, or a dollar less? Now, how is it that
the earnings and the tolls just amount to the same thing I—1I cannot tell you just why
it is. The interest was paid on these bonds out of the earnings.

241. Oh, the interest was paid on the bonds out of the earnings?—Yes, for
£50,000.

242, Who held them at the time the interest was paid *—The bank.

243. They were deposited as collateral security !—VYes.

244, To what?—To what ?

245, What, were they collateral security to the notes that were in the bank ?—Oh,
yes, I did not understand you.

246. The notes that were in the bank —Yes.

247. And you paid interest on the bonds, on the $50,000 of bonds out of the earn-
ings 7—Out of the earnings.

248. They were a second mortgage on the undertaking ; the government held the
first, did they not =—Yes.

249. Well, now, you paid interest on the second incumbrance, but you paid none
on the first —You are right.

250. That's right. And at the time you paid the interest on the recond encum-
brance they were in the bank as collateral security—the notes of the company I—Yes,
that is the way we raise money sometimes you know, when we get stock.

251. Tt was the most urgent, I suppose. The interest on the $50,000 was more
pressing, you understood it to be so %—Certainly, there is no doubt about that. It was
an individual liability.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

252, You stated, Mr. Temple, that you paid the contractor partly in cash and
partly in bonds ?—Yes, sir.

253. Those bonds ran for what length of time, five years?—I think it was five
years.

Y 254. So that when you stated the total cost was $419,000, it was $419,000 not
paid in cash, but paid to the extent of $320,000 let us say, in cash, and $50,000 in
second mortgage bonds, having five years to run—Yes.

255. That is the contract made by you five years ago?—Yes, but that was still a
debt just the same as money, because they had to give a guarantee.

256, I am aware it was a debt —Not against the government.

257. But you, as a man of business, Mr. Temple, will understand this that when a
bridge is built and when the payment is made, not in cash, but partly in second mort-
gage bonds, that there is in most cases a pretty handsome discount also !—1 don’t say
whether they were second or first. They were given, I think, before the mortgage was
given to the government. They stand in that way just as I have told you; but, of
course, afterwards the mortgage was given to the government, and which I consider of
course they had the first lien on it under the law. That is the way the matter stands.
I don’t know whether it was a second mortgage or not, I cannot tell you that.

258. The Department of Justice can inform us. But the point I call your atten-
tion to is this—or rather the attention of the committee to is this—the payment made
was made no doubt largely in cash, that cash being the amount handed over by the gov-
ernment —$350,000 was the contract, that was just for the superstructure and the
piers.

259. Well, that will just equal the government loan and the government gift and
your $20,000 subscription to the first contract %—Yes, I suppose.

260. And the 850,000 was for extras, but that is not quite the same, you see I—
Extras? There are no extras. There are two miles of road to build and all the
approaches.

Mgz. HagGarT—Besides giving the bonds as personal guarantee to the parties you
have had to take them up and pay them !
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Sir RicEARD CARTWRIGHT—They had to take them and pay them five years after-
wards. (To witness.) The bonds running five years. What rate of interest did these
bear —6 per cent.

261. Still bonds running for five years, and second mortgage ones, as I presume
they would prove to be —But they were guaranteed, as I told you on the back of the
bonds by the individuals.

262. By the individuals 8o they had to take them.

263. They would be fair security, but they would not be absolutely the same as
cash in the contractor’s hand, although I suppose he could obtain advances on them *—
I guess he did that, anyway.

264. If he had good paper, Mr. Gibson’s and your own endorsation, I suppose he
would #—1I would like to have yours on it.

Sir Ricaarp CARTWRIGHT-—That is more than I would, under the circumstances.

Mr. Epwarp Jack called, sworn and examined.

By Mr, Foster :

265. Did you come here with the purpose of giving testimony with reference to this
matter, that is, I mean, when you left Fredericton ?—No, sir, I came here with regard
to the Grand Falls Water Power Company.

266. And since this matter came up, you recollect me asking you if you would be
willing to give testimony with reference to the bridge, and on your saying that you
would I intimated to you that you would be called before the committee %—1I told you I
would give such testimony as I could. )

267. What is your profession —I am a land surveyor, an explorer of timber lands.

268. You are well acquainted with the province of New Brunswick and the section
that lies contiguous with and what may be called in a business sense tributary to this
line of communication —I am well acquainted by personal travel with the whole district.

269. Instead of me asking you a lot of individual questions, would you give your
views as to what would be the probable trattic and of what kind, that would find its way
over this bridge naturally in the course of development, coming from the roads that
centre upon it, and business accruing therefrom ?—1I cannot give the probable traffic. I
cannot say that, but I can say this, that the best forests in New Brunswick, that is to
say, those on the Miramichi, are, or will be, wholly dependent upon this bridge. Not
only that, but one-third, I think nearly one-third, of the people of New Brunswick when
going to Boston or- New York will shorten their distance about seventy-six miles by
taking the Gibson Road and the Fredericton Bridge rather than by going by the Inter-
colonial.

270. Can you state your reasons for that ?—My reasons—a glance at the map will
show the reasons. I have a map here. The Gibson Road passes about through the cen-
tre, or nearly so, of New Brunswick ; beginning at Chatham, or below Chatham on the
Gulf of St. Lawrence, it connects with Fredericton and the connections with the United
States, thereby connecting the Gulf of St. Lawrence, or a large portion of the Gulf of
St. Lawrence, with the United States, in the readiest way. Now, the counties which
will be benefited by this road are Restigouche, Gloucester, Northumberland, part of
Kent, part of York, and part of Sunbury. There are fifteen counties, I think, in the
province. Quite a change has taken place in business in the maritime provinces and else-
where. Lumber that went wholly by boat, by schooner to the markets of the United
States, now wholly goes by rail, and I am informed by Mr. Wm. H. Gray, of 71 Kirby
Street, Boston, a large lumber dealer there, that lumber going by rail

Mr. Davies objected to evidence of this kind being given.

Mr. Fostrer thought it was relevant. The purpose of the inquiry-was to show
whether or not this bridge was an available asset to the Government.
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After considerable discussion the CHAIRMAN said :—The inquiry has already taken
the direction of asserting or endeavouring to assert the value of the bridge as an asset.
T think under these circumstances the production of the evidence of an expert is justifi
able, but I quite agree with Mr. Davies that the expert must be confined to his own
personal knowledge, to such information as he is personally able to give to the Commit-
tee, and that he is not justified in giving the evidence of third parties in support of his
own opinion. In this case it was mentioned incidentally and a great deal of the time
of the Committee has been taken up in hearing an objection that is in the main well
founded. I rule that under the circumstances the evidence of Mr. Jack is admissible,
but T decide that Mr. Jack in giving that testimony must contine himself to his own
knowledge and that it is not allowable for him to support his position by the épse dirit
of third parties.

By Mr. Foster .

271. Now, Mr. Jack, will you go on after this breezy introduction 7—One that tends
very greatly to the value of that bridge as an asset to the Dominion is the fact that the
duty is removed from American lumber.

By Mr. Davies :

272, You mean Canadian lumber going into the United States ?2——That lumber,
hemlock boards for example, can go by rail to Boston. Not only that but the cedar
and all the short lumber. I know one stream that empties into the Miramichi down
there where the cedar when sawn can go direct to Boston.  Probably there would be
a saving on that line of 225,000 by going on that bridge. I could not go into details,
of course, but I am satistied from what T know of New Brunswick that that bridge is
the most important bridge for the development of the country.

273. Has any development already taken place in view of the advantages of that
shorter cut 7—Yes, there are developments, mills are going up. Of course it takes some
time to start and develop a business and it is only a short time since the duty wag taken
off lumber.  You see the road from Chatham around Nova Scotia is long. This is a
short route, and lumber going into the United States as I was very properly corrected
when T called it American lumber, lumber going by rail will command a higher price
than it will by water, because if it is dry or seasoned lumber, when it is shipped by
water it is no longer dry when 1t reaches its destination.

274. You have regard to certain kinds of lumber of secondary value which would
become valuable on account of that !—Short lumber such as cedar and hemlock, of
which there are vast quantities in the forests of the Miramichi, which we have been
allowing to rot. 'We have cut the tree down, pulled the bark off and left the tree to
rot.

275. Formerly they were cut down simply for the value of the bark ?—7Yes, and
now it is being sawn up and taken over this bridge to the markets of the United States.

276. That is the testimony you would have to give with regard to the value and
the increasing value of that opening ?—Yes.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :
277. You spoke of this bridge being especially valuable to the (ribson Road 7—Yes,
278. Very well, which is the Gibson Road?—The Canada Eastern.
279. Why do you call it the Gibson Road %1t is owned by Mr. Gibson, he is the
owner.

By Mr. Hazen :

280. Mr. Jack, you have paid some attention to the mineral interests of New
Brunswick, I believe 7—Yes.

281. Do you know anything about the mineral resources of the counties of Queen’s
and Sunbury —There is a very large bed of coal there.

17
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282, There is a large coal area, is there not’—Yes, very large indeed and very

valuable.
283. What effect will this bridge have on the coal interest ?—It will bring this

coal to St. John for manufacturing purposes.
284. How would it be with regard to the western market %—It would be of advan-

tage and for the United States also.
285. When this bridge was not in existence it would be impossible to send that

coal to the west or to the United States ?—Only by boat. It would go by boat in

summer,
286. For how many months in the year would that be ?—During the winter months

you could do nothing.

By Mr. McMullen :

287. Who are the owners of the coal areas -—Some are owned by individuals, some
by companies, but I think chiefly by Mr. R. G. Leckie. He lives over at Londonderry.

By Mr. Davies :

288. You spoke of the Canada Central as Gibson’s road —(Canada Eastern.
289. The one you speak of runs from Chatham to Fredericton ?~Yes.

290. It is the same road that runs up the Nashwaak ?—Yes.

291. Who owns those timber limits %—Mr. Gibson owns those on the Nashwaak.

By Mr. Foster .

2. Mr. Gibson does not own those on the Miramichi —No.

LD
=l
Lo

By Mr. Hazen :

293. Who owns that on the South Miramichi !—They belong to the South Bruns-
wick Railway Co.

294. And how much belongs to the Crown I—Well, ves; there is a good deal that
belongs to the Crown. I cannot tell you exactly ; that is below Boiestown, 48 miles
from Fredericton, the road strikes the Miramichi.

By Mr. Taylor :

295. As I understand the situation, it is this : the company have a certain amount
of money invested in that bridge—%105,000 or £115,000. The government have a
mortgage of $300,000 !—1 know nothing about the financial matters,

296. I just wanted to ask you, do you consider it a good asset for the Dominion
having $300,000 invested in it %—Do I consider the Fredericton bridge a valuable asset ?

297. Is it a valuable or a safe asset %—1I most undoubtedly do consider it a valuable
asset.

By Mr. Davves :

298. Do you consider it a valuable asset to the shareholders of the company —I
am not inclined to think it is at present, but it might be in the future; I don’t know.

By Mr. McMullen :
299. Do you know the value of bridges? Did you ever build any bridge 7—No.

The witness was then discharged.
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Mr. J. M. CourTNEY recalled and further examined.

WirNess—I have seen the accountant of the department since I left. Those four
items were not taken into calculation at all,

By Mr. Foster -
300. You only expressed your opinion ; that is not correct —1 believed so at the
time.
By Mr. MeMullen :

301. Are you in the position to say whether they were not taken into account ?—
We had a discussion about it, and arrived at that rvesult: I foreet what the reasons

were.

30la. We would like to know what the reasons were. You will be required at the
next meeting to give the reasons why they were not taken into account?—I will con-
sult with the accountant.

The committee then adjourned.
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CoMMiTTEE Room No. 49,
House or Commons, 14th June, 1895.

The Committee met.
Mr. WESLEY VANWART called, sworn and examined.

By Str Richard Cartwright :

302. Mr. Wanwart, you are the Secretary-Treasurer of the Fredericton Bridge Co.,
I believe —I am.

303. You were, I understand, directed to bring with you certain transfer books of
the company and so forth %—I was directed to bring the stock and transfer books.

304. Have you got them there —But unfortunately the company never had any.

305. Ahem! The company never had any transfer books —None.

306. Well, if my recollection is right, it was the duty of the company to have a
transfer book and other matters of that kind 2—1I am speaking of the fact there was no
stock book ever made. ’

307. Then, ahem, Mr. Vanwart, can you tell from your own knowledge who were
the original shareholders of the company ! Did you say there was a stock book —No
stock book.

308. No stock book, nor transfer book —None.

309. Can you state then who were the original shareholders of this company '—
T can.

310. Who were they ?—Alexander Gibson.

311. Ahem.—Alexander Gibson, Thomas Temple,—

312. What amount did they receive individually, can you give them —The two
first named 985 shares each.

313. How much ?—I think 3100 a share.

314. Go on, Mr. Vanwart {—Alexander Gibson, jr., 10 shares.

315. Yes %-—Alfred Rowley 10 shares.

316. Yes: '—F. S. Hillyard 10 shares.

By Sir C. H. Tupper :

317. Alexander Gibson, jr., who next —Alfred Rowley, 10 shares, F. S. Hillyard,
10 shares. :

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

318. The total number of shares was 2,000 ?—Two thousand.

319. 985 to Mr. Temple, 985 to Mr. Gibson, and ten shares to each of the other
three gentlemen. Mr. Gibson, jr., Mr. What do you call his name—Mr. Rowley—and
who else i—F. 8. Hillyard.

320. Each of whom had ten shares. Well, you state there has been no stock book
nor traunsfer book I—XNone.

321. Then as a matter of course these shares, I presume, remain as they were 2—So
far as T know.

322. Now what is the business of Mr. Rowley and Mr. Hillyard ? Or whatever his
name is —At the present time I think Mr. Rowley is in the employ of Mr. Gibson.
Mr. Hillyard at the present time is Postmaster at Fredericton.

323. T see. What calls have been made upon this stock %—There have been no calls
made, regular calls.

324. No regular calls have been made. Has any money been paid in upon the stock
as far as you are aware {—There has been paid for the uses of the company somewheres
about ninety odd thousand dollars.
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325. You say “paid for the uses of the company.” 1 asked, have any calls been
paid or any amount been paid on this stock ?—I answer, there has been no regular calls
made.

326. No regular calls paid !—But there has been paid for the purposes of the
company about $90,000 in cash.

327. A curious way of doing business. However, this £90,000 in cash includes, I
presume, a certain amount advanced by some of these parties on $00,000 worth of
bonds #—None whatever.

328. Some bonds we were informed by Mr. Temple had been issued I—Indeed. If
you will permit me I would probably get on much better by stating the whole facts
that would be a quicker way to get at it.

329. Go on.—There was a contract entered into by the bridge company for the con
struction of the foundation piers and steel superstructure for #350,000. Of that $350,000,
R287,000 was a loan from the government. There was an issue of %50,000 of bouds
payable in six years with interest at six per cent bearing the personal guarantee of
Alexander Gibson and Thomas Temple. Those honds were paid in August, 1893, and
are now held by me as secretary-treasurer of the company:.

By Mr. Foster :
330. When paid !—In August, 1893.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

331. You say that $287,000 were received from the government?—Yes.

332. Now, the loan is 2300,000.—The government deducted 3,000 for interest
from the time the first payments were made until the last payment was made.

333. Ahem, vou say nothing at all in your statement of $30,000 which were re-
ceived from the government besides the $300,000—1I will come to that as 1 get along.

334. Go on.—That contract for £330,000 was simply for the foundation of the
steel superstructure. In addition to that there was to be constructed the approaches to
the bridge, about two miles of road. There was the land damages to be provided for,
the construction of the track, the furnishing of steel rails, the building of fences, the
doing of riprap work about the piers, the building of a jam pier in front of the pier sus-
taining the draw. These moneys amounted to $119,000 additional.

By Mr. Foster :

335. What you Lave just enumerated —What I have enumerated. The other de-
tails amounted to about $119,000 additional. Of this %119,000 there was a subsidy
granted by the government of 330,000 of which the company got $15,000, the rest
being retained by the government for arrears of interest. Those moneys with the
exception of $119,000—I am now speaking in round numbers—which is a floating
liability ; that money was provided by the company and went into the works.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

336. You say it was provided by the company —Yes.

337. And yet you say they made no calls *—None.

338. You have no stock hook nor transfer hook ?—None.

339. Pray in what proportion was it provided by the members of the company I—
‘When money was required I called the attention of either Mr. Temple or Mr. Gibson
to it and the money was forthcoming 1o pay the bills.

340. Without any tedious formalities in the way of making a call 7—None what-
ever.

341. Then in point of fact you say that no call has been made on this stock at all?
—No formal call.

By Mr. Mulock :

342. No kind of call, formal or informal ?—No, nothing further than the statement
when money was required I would advise the president.
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By Sir Richard Cartwright:

343. You are the treasurer, Mr. Vanwart =—7Yes.

344. You are the treasurer of the company —Yes.

345. What is the amount of your present receipts —I beg pardon. The returns
will show. I cannot speak from memory.

346. You know generally, I suppose, within a thousand or two, what your returns
are 9—Well, they are small. I would not venture to state.

347. And your expenses,are you quite ignorant of those -—Oh,I would not attempt—

348. You don’t know the expenses either —I would not venture to swear.

349. You would not venture to swear =—No, unless I had the book before me.

350. Could you not say within a hundred or two hundred dollars —The returns
will show. I wili not attempt to speak from memory.

351. Now what did you state was the total cost of the bridge ?-—Speaking in round
numbers $419,000.

By Sir C. H. Tupper :
352. How much —%#419,000 in round numbers.
By Sir Richard Cartwright :

353. Has interest been paid on these bonds 7—The bonds? Yes, sir. Not only the
bonds but interest as well has been paid.

354, Well, the bonds are not cancelled ?—The bonds are cancelled.

355. Are cancelled, are they 2—7Yes, sir, cancelled.

356. Then the present liabilities consist of this $300,000 loan by the government
and the amount of interest which has acerued 7—1I beg your pardon.

357. 1 say the present liabilities consist of 300,000 loan the government made and
the interest which is not paid %—Yes, sir.

358. Anything else —And about $19,000 of a floating debt.

359. That covers the road and a couple of miles of railway?—Yes, it covers the
bridge and the approaches.

360. The bridge and the approaches —The bridge and the approaches.

361. How much are they? Two miles—About two miles, I think, speaking
roughly.

362. You received from time to time, I observe, a number of communications from
the Finance Department calling your attention to the fact that from year to year large
amounts of interest were accumulating against the company. On receipt of these what
steps did you take, if any I—1I notified the management and acknowledged the receipt of
the letter, that is all.

363. You took no further steps —No.

364. And your company took no further steps ?—I do not know what the company
did, but personally I did nothing further.

365. You are the secretary 7T know.

366. Has the company appomted any directors —7Yes.

367. Who are the directors I—The returns will show, I cannot speak from memory.

368. You do not recollect —No.

369. You do not know how many directors you have ?—I am under the impression
there are five ; I would not say.

370. And I suppose all have to be shareholders %I beg pardon.

371. I say all the directors have to be shareholders, and you just told us there were
five shareholders, so I presume the five shareholders are the five directors %—If there are
five shareholders no doubt that would cover it.

372. You say there are five directors —The returns will show.

373. But you do not know. You, secretary and treasurer, do not know who your
directors are —I would not swear that, certainly not. I do not know whether there
are three or four. -

Sir RicEARD CARTWRIGHT—I do not think it is worth while examining you
further.
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By Mr. MceMullen :

374. How many meetings have the directors had 1— Very few.

375. Have they had a meeting at all as directors ?—Oh, yes, several.

376. Have they had meetings each year —They had last year.

377. Any this year at all —No.

378. T notice that in 1889 you made a return stating that the length of your line
is 133 miles and you made a return in 1890 to the same effect. You say you do not
know what your earnings were ?—I cannot speak from memory.

379. Were the earnings more than the expenses of operating the bridge ?—Npeak-
ing from memory, I think so.

380. Cannot you speak definitely? Was there any year in which the earnings were
less than the operating expenses?—I could not say.

381. You could not say, vou have no recollection ?--No.

381a. When did you lengthen your line from a mile and a third to two miles and
a tenth —As T understand it, the whole line when completed was about two miles.

382. Well, in your return that you make to the Government you say in several
years that you report the line as a mile and a third 7—Yes.

383. Recently vou have reported it as two miles and a tenth %—That would
include the whole thing. If you take the bridge and the approaches it is two miles and
a tenth.

334, When did you extend it ?—At the time the return was made.

385. When did you make that extension ! You know the company was in arvear.
Out of what money did you make the extension ?-Out of the aggregate amount of
$419,000.

386. What was done with the balance of the receipts of the bridge? The receipts
were considerably in excess of the expenditure. You report the expenditure to be
about 21,300 each year, one year $1,400, and the receipts run up over $3,000, one year
£4,000. What did vou do with the balance of the receipts %—1I cannot tell from memory
as to what the earnings were or the receipts.

387. But this money caire into your hands —That may be. I cannot speak from
memory.

388. But you surely have some idea of what hecame of the money —It might have
been, if there was any surplus during the currency of those $50,000 bonds, that it went
towards paying the interest on the debentures.

389. On the $50,000 bonds *-—TIt might have been.

390. Do you know whether it did or not /—1I cannot say.

391. And you have no knowledge now from recollection as to what you did with
the surplus ? Now, you collected something like $17,000, over that amount of earnings,
and you paid out not $12,000, but 311,000, for operating expenses, and you cannot tell
us what your did with the rest?—Not having the figures before me, I venture no
opinion.

392. What condition is the bridge in now? What are your relations with the
Government ! Is it just in the same state as it was %—As secretary I have no knowledge.

393. As an individual have you any knowledge ?—(No answer. )

By Mr. Davies :
394. I would insist upon an answer —Well, I know nothing at all.

By Mr. McMullen :

395. You do not know at the present time from your own personal knowledge or
in the capacity of secretary to the company in what relation the company stands to the
Government? Are they lessees at the present time —Not to my knowledge. I do not
know.

396. You do not know whether they are or not ’—1I cannot answer.

397. You do not know what are the arrangements at the present moment i—T have
no knowledge.

23



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) ‘A, 1895

398. Do you know has the company ever taken a lease from the government of the
bridge %—Not to my knowledge.

399. You are not aware of anything of the kind —Not to my knowledge.

400. Are you the general manager as well as the treasurer !—Simply secretary, I
told you, and treasurer.

401. Who is the manager %—Last year Mr, Temple, I think, was managing direc-
tor. If you will show me the returns, I can soon tell you.

402. Who is manager this year%—There has been no reappointment made this
year. There was no meeting.

403. There was no meeting 11T stated before there was no meeting.

404. Who was the manager before last year !—1I think Mr. Temple. I have stated
so already.

405. How long before last year —The previous year.

By Mr. Davies :

406. Has there ever been any other manager besides Mr. Temple, and if so, who?
—No, think nut.

By Mr. Mulock :

407. What railway company uses this bridge 7—The Canada Eastern.

408. Any other?—The C. P. R.

409. What is the bargain between Canada Eastern and the bridge company '—I
do not know. I may answer this that I think tolls have been established and the Can-
ada Eastern pay the tolls.

410. Is there any agreement in writing %—Not to my knowledge.

411. Who keeps the records of the company —Which company.

412. The bridge company *—1T do.

413. Have you any document in writing shewing the terms on which the Canada
Eastern uses the bridge %None. There would be none.

414. There is nothing in writing '—There would be none. The rates are fixed by
the government for the use of the bridge.

415. By an Order in Council %—1I think so.

416. And the Canada Eastern uses it on the terms of the Order in Council %—Yes,

417. When were those terms fixed —Some years ago, and they were amended two
years ago.

418. Was the bridge company represented before the government when these
rates were fixed —1I could not say.

419. Was the railway company —1I could not say.

420. Was neither company consulted as far as you know by the government be-
fore increasing the rates =—No, not to my knowledge.

421. Who is the president of the railway company —Which railway company !

422. The Canada Eastern %—Mr. Gibson, I think.

423. Who is the president of the bridge company 1—Mr. Gibson, I think.

424. Do you know any of the directors of the railway company —XNo.

425. You do not know any of them? You do not know anything about it %—
Well, from hearsay.

426. Well, I do not suppose you were present when they were elected. Who are,
as you understand, the directors of the railway company?—I only know as street
rumour, not of my own knowledge.

427. Well, as a matter of common repute, who are they —E. Brown Winslow, of
Fredericton and James 8. Neale is another. Mr. Winslow, of Chatham, is another. I
cannot name any more. I have heard of these.

428. Are any of those gentlemen directors of the bridge company except Mr.
Gibson —No. .

429. Has the bridge company ever made any representations as to the rate of tolls
being sufficient or insuflicient —1 do not know. '
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430. You are the secretary %—1I admit it.

431. Who sends communications 7—1I send communications at times.

432. Have you ever sent any communication to the government in respect to the
rates charged 7—No, I have not.

433. Have you been asked to do so %—No, T do not remember.

434. Have you heard the bridge company complaining with reference to the
rate —In what way ?

435, That they were too low I—No, I cannot say that I have.

436. The bridge company seems quite satisfied with the rates charged ?-—They
are fixed.

437. They are not unalterably fixed 7—That may be.

438. You are not aware of the bridge colupany ever making any representations
to the government in respect to the rates '—1I have answered that. No.

439. You say that the £50,000 of honds were guaranteed by Mr. Gibson, Mr.
Temple and others =—No, I did not say others. 1 said Mr. Gibson and Mr. Temple.

440. Mr. Gibson and Mr. Temple. Have they been repaid —Yes.

441. And the bonds are now awaiting cancellation 7—They are cancelled.

442, Out of what moneys were they paid *—The money was handed to me by Mr
Gibson and Mr. Temple, and I went and paid them. That is all 1 know about it.

443. Are you the treasurer 7—Yes.

444. You keep the accounts 7—Yes.

445. How did you enter that money »—Paid to debentures so much.

446. How did you credit the money’-——Marked it in the company’s account
“credit debentures.”

447. How did you credit the money 7—In the accounts.

448. TIs the accounts here ’—No.

449. Why not %I brought simply what the committee ordered.

450. T think you had better return and get these accounts 7—1 can get them.

451. To whom have you given credit for them?—TI have simply given credit to the
company and charged the company with having paid the debentures.

452. To no person —None whatever.

453. How did you enter it *—1In the company’s account received so much, paid de
bentures so much money,

454. From whom ?—Simply received, received so much money for a certain pur
pose, and on the other side charged it.

455. And you have not credited it to anybody —No.

456. Not to Mr. Gibson’s stock —XNo.

457. Nor to Mr. Temple's -—No.

458. To what extent is Mr. Gibson a sharehoider 7—1I told you. 985 shares.

459. Of how much each '—Of =100.

460. How much was paid on the subseription of that stock 7—There were no regu
lar calls, T told you, made at all. When any money was required I reported it and the
money was forthcoming.

461. But you have not credited anything on the stock —No.

462. So that as far as the books stand the stock remains unpaid +—Yes.

463. D es not that seem a remark :ble state of things I had no instructions to
that effect.

464. The stock remains still unpaid so far as the books are concerned —Yes.

465. Mr. McMullen was asking abont the state of repair of the bridge. Can you
say how much was spent on the bridge this vear —XNo.

466. Last year '—No.

467. Any year?—No.

468. Do the books show that —Partially.

469. Are they not accurate 7—They are accurate as far as they go.

470. If they did not contain proper entries they would be inaccurate ’—1 should
think so.

471. Have you entered up against the bridge all expenditure for maintenance —XNo.
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472. Then the accounts have not been accurately kept ¢-—They have not come in
this year, s me of them.

473. Prior to this year they ought to have been good %—I cannot say for that.

474. Can you tell me at any time what expenditure has been made for the
bridge —No.

475. Can you tell me, not as secretary only, or as a lawyer, but in any capacity, as
a witness can you tell me what labour or what repairs have been paid upon that bridge
at any time %—I would not venture.

476, You can tell me who is employed upon the bridge by the company ?—XNo.

477. You d» not know whether any ons is employed on it or not '—I take no in-
terest in it at all.

478. How far do you live from the bridge —My residence is a quarter of a mile
away. ‘

y479. Is there one man employed upon the bridge all the year round ?—I would not
answer that.

480. 'Will you swear there is ?—1I could not say .

481. Do you not know #—I do not know.

482. Do not you know that when navigation is closed there is no one employed on
the bridge at all 7—There is a caretaker, I know that.

483. All the year round %—I cannot swear that, but he is employed.

434. Who would pay him his wages "—The company.

485. And you are the treasurer —Yes.

486. Then you would pay him {—Not necessarily.

487. Who would pay him then ?—Somebody else.

488. Who else >—I cannot tell you.

4%9. Who employs the caretaker ?—The manager.

490. Who is manager 1 told you it was Mr. Temple.

491. Has he been dismissed -—Not to my knowledge.

492. Has he resigned —Not to my knowledge.

493. He is still manager —1I cannot answer. I presume he is, but don’t know.

494. Then it will be Mr. Temple who employed these men, would it not ~—1I cannot
say, sir.

d 495. Cannot say !—1I am here, I take it, simply to answer what I know.

496. You are here to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.—
T appreciate the truth, sir, just as well as any other man.

497. Now, can you tell me who was employed ! Can you give me the name of any
employee upon the maintenance of that bridge by the company —Well, when *

498. I will let you choose your own time.—Well, I have no choice, sir.

499, Give me the present time.—I think there is a gentleman by the name of—I
will give you his name in a moment—there is one by the name of Chappell, is on the
bridge, and another man by the name of Rogers, these two men are on.

500. Chappell and Rogers, what are their duties >-—To care for the bridge and at-
tend to the draw.

501. Caretakers on the bridge %—Yes.

502. What are they paid 7—I cannot say what they are being paid.

503. Who pays them —1I have not paid any money to them this year.

504. Who pays them %—Tast year I paid part, and the management of the bridge
paid part.

505. Whom did you pay *—1I paid part to the first and last named.

506. Rogers 2—I paid him a certain payment last year on the certificate of the
management, and I also paid the other man.

507. On whose certificate —On the certificate sometimes of Mr. Gibson, and some-
times of Mr. Temple.

508. Do you know how much vou paid them *—I cannot say.

509. No recollection !—No.

510. So much a month —By the month, T think.

511. About the wages of workingmen, would it not be —1I could not say.
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512. A dollar a day —1I cannot say.

513. Was it more ?—1I cannot say.

514. Less’—I cannot say.

515. No idea?~No. I did not tax my memory with it only as it was in my busi-
ness.

516. Were they engaged in the ordinary work? Attending to the bLusiness?—I
presume. I don’t know what their duties were.

517. Don’t know what their duties were ?—Don’t know anything about them.

518. What were they doing there '—Caretakers of the bridge.

519. They were being paid caretakers’ wages'—I don't know what ciretakers’
wages is. My duty was simply to pay what was presented when I had the funds.

520. How long were they emploved? All summer !—All last summer.

521. Were they in the employ of the government ?—Can't say.

522, Don't know —No.

523. Do you know whether they were in the pay of the company when navigation
closed 7——Could not answer.

524. Do you know if there is anybody in charge of the bridge after navigation
closes 7—Could not answer, don’t know.,

525. Can you say if there was any person in the employ of the bridge company
doing any service in the maintenance of the bridge or looking after the bridge during
last vear otherwise than during the period of navigation ?-—Can’t answer.

526. Can you say whether there were any repairs made on the bridge last year ?—
I know it was wholly repainted. I know that.

527. By whom ?—The bridge company, ] presume.

523, Will you swear it was by the bridge company ?—Wholly, I don’t say that.

529, How much was charged to that?—That is one of the hills that has not been
entered in the book.

530. These are very curious books 7—No, they are not.

531. Can you tell me in any form as witness, lawyer, sceretary-treasurer or in any
other capacity, how much money was spent in any year since you have been in a position
in the maintenance of that bridge ?-—1 have answered, I cannot.

532. You cannot? So that you don’t know what surplus earnings remain after
paying the true cost of maintaining the bridge —I cannot speak from nemory, sir.

533. You cannot? Will the books show it 2—The returns show it.

H34. Will the books show it 7—Which ?

535. Will the bridge company’s books show what profit and loss there was on the
earnings of that bridge —1I think it will show the first two or three years. It will not
show last year. The accounts are not all in.

536. Will they show every year succeeding to last year I-—1 think probably for the
first two or three years.

537. For the first two or three years commencing with what, 1887 or 1888 71887
T think the bridge was completed.

538. It is 8 years since 1887. Will they show the transactions for three years —
‘When you spoke in your question you asked me to show it accurately. I suppose they
will show accurately down to last year.

539. Tsee. Were your accouuts never audited 7—No.

540. Never audited ?—No, sir.

541. Where did you keep your cash 7—What little there was at

542. Did you have no bank account %—No.

543. Who was your cashier 7—Well, I was cashier as far as funds were given me.

944. Well, did you not receive all the earnings of the bridge "—Well, T can only
account for what I got. T presume I saw the greater portion of it ; I don’t know.

545. Tell me. Who kept the accounts showing what the bridge company ought to
have received from the Canada Eastern -—How is that ?

546. The rate of toll was so much a ear, was it not, or so much a ton —Yes.

547. Could you say from memory what the scheme of remuneration was —(To Mr.
Temple) What was it ?
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Mr. TENPLE—So much a cas. Some $1, some $2 and so on.

Examination resumed :

548. Well, who kept the accounts to show that the railway company accounted
for what it properly owed t—An account was rendered by the Canada Eastern.

549. Kept by the Canada Eastern?—Yes.

550. Did the bridge company keep no one to check the accounts -—As far as the
cars were concerned ; as I understood it the caretaker checked the cars.

551. The caretaker checked the cars —Yes.

552. Was the caretaker employed by the president of the Canada Eastern or the
president of the bridge company —By the bridge company.

503. By the bridge company. Mr. Gibson as president of the bridge company !—
I don’t say that.

554. Were these caretakers in the employment of the railway a’so %—XNo.

555. They were not *—Well, have you got the check account as checked by the
caretaker !—No.

556. There is nothing on record then showing that anyone on behalf of the bridge
company kept a check on the traflic for the purpose of collecting duties from the rail-
way ?—The caretaker would send it in.

557. Answer my question. Have you such records —As what ¢

558. You say, you stated a moment ago, that the caretaker of the bridge would
keep a check on the freights passing over the bridge as against the railway company 7—
Yes, T said so.

559. You said that ?—7Yes.

560. Then I ask you have you a record of those checks 7—I would have the state-
ment they file.

561. The what *—I would have the statement that the cavetaker would file with
me—that is what I would have.

562. Have you kept these statements continuously during this arrangement ?—No.

563. For what period have you these statements —-I don’t think we have anything
for the last year or eighteen months.

564. How do you account for that?—I have no explanation.

565. No explanation I am not managing,

566. Well, should not those verifications be in your custody or in the custody of
your bridge company '—1I told you what has been filed. That is all I can say.

567. You can only tell us that and there is nothing, then, in the last year or
eighteen months on record showing that the bridge company exercised a supervision
over the earnings of the bridge %—What the company did, T don’t know.

568. You don’t know %—XNo.

569. Do you know, then, how much the railway company owes the bridge com-
pany —No.

570. You don’t know. Does it owe it anything — Can’t answer.

571. Can’t answer it at all? Is there any way except by reference to the rail-
way company to prove what it owes for tolls to the bridge company %—1 don’t know.

572, Who would know anything at all about these affairs —What?

573. On behalf of the bridge company I can’t say.

574. It looks very much as if the bridge company was absorbed by the railway
company, does it not %-—Not at all. It has got a separate existence.

575. Now, do you think, sir, that the bridge company’s affairs are being looked
after as independently as if they were wholly independent in management from the
railway company —Oh, I think so.

576. You don't think so %—I think so.

576a. You do think so. Do you think if the bridge company and railway com-
pany were total strangers in management that the bridge company’s account would be
kept as laxily as these are being kept #—1I would not venture an opinion on that.

577. You would not venture an opinion on that?—I would not say.

578. I need hardly have asked that %I should think not.
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :

579. What salary do you receive in your joint capacity as secretary-treasurer 7—I
could hardly say. It has been so long since I received any.

580. You are a lawyer, Mr. Vanwart 2—Yes, sir.

581. Are you solicitor for the company?—1I say they have no solicitor now. I
was, yes at the time of construction ; I am not now.

582. Well, T suppose, you have no action against the railway company. Did you
receive any salary at all %—XNo. T have not, as a matter of fact.

583. As a matter of fact you have received no salary 1 No.

By M. MeMullen :

21,500.

586. You received pay for legal services during the construction of the bridge 7—-
Yes, sir.

587. Now you made returns for the government, you say. They were made 1
suppose prior to the returns that were sent in?—1 cannot say.

588. You don't know —Which returns ; what are they?

589. The annual returns made to the Minister of Railways of the receipts and
expenditures and cost of operations of the bridge. Who made these returns !—Tell me
what are they ? I can hardly tell.

590. You, as a corporation, are bound to make returns annually to the government
of the receipts and expenditures in connection with your company.—with your organiza-
tion. Now who made the returns ’—1 would not say whether I made them or not. It
is probable T looked over them.

591. I hold in my hand a return of the receipts and expenditures of this bridge. T
see that you have received altogether $17,832.62. That is your sole return to the
government of your receipts —That is.

592, Then your return of expenditure in the operation of the bridge is 7,650,
which leaves a balance of £10,200 of receipts. Of course all the money for the earnings
of the bridge went into your hands, did they not?—I don't say it; that is what T
answered a moment ago, that is what T said.

593. You don’t know whether you made this return or not ?—1 did not say 1 did
not make those returns. T may have seen them.

594. From the returns made to the Minister of Railways as laid on the Table of
the House every year, I see you say the cost of operation was $1,300, the next year
31,300, the third year 21,300, the fourth year 1892, 31,750 and 1893-94, £2,000. Now
in 1893-94 the earnings were %4,544. You don’t know who made these annual returns
of the bridge at all 7—T don’t say that. I say I might have made them,

595. You don’t know whether they are correct or not %—1I presurme they are correct.

596. Well, is there any other offi ser in connection with the company that would be
possessed with the necessary information to enable him to make those returns unless
yourself "—Yes, because I wou'd get certain of that information from other persons.

597. That is a copy of the returns that have been made to Parliament "—Yes.

598. There are the receipts ?— Yes.

599. And there are the expenditures ~—That is so.

600. Now, what I want to know from you is this, is there any other person so in-
timately acquainted with the books of the company as to be able to make these returns
besides you, in place of you ?—1T think that probably T would have as full information
as any one in regard to them.

601. Then you wust have made the return 7—1I don't say T did. T at last seen the
returns before they were forwarded.
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By Mr. Mulock :

602. Mr. Secretary, would you tell me when this company was incorporaved —1I
think it was incorporated in 1886.

603. By what legislature By charter of this Parliament.

604. Was it a special Act 7—Yes, sir.

605. Do you remember whether it organized after the special Act was passed —

606. As required by the law —Yes, sir.

607. It did organize I—Yes.

608. Do you remember who were the first directors %—I cannot remember.

609. I want to get the name of the caretakers for the purpose of subpwnaing them.
‘What is the first name of Chapelle %I cannot tell you.

610. Well of Rogers —John.

Mr. Mvrock—Do you know, Mr. Temple ?

Mr. TespLe—No, I really do not.

By Mr. MeMullen :

611. You said that you kept no bank account ?—No.

612. When you receive money, for instance, from the parties that are supposed to
collect the tolls, what do you do with it —There are generally suflicient bills for me to
pay it out immediately.

613. And you just pay the accounts that are pressing upon you out of the fees 2—
Accounts that are presented and certified when I am in funds T pay them. If T am not
they lie over.

614. Who was present at the meeting when you were engaged as secretary, at the
meeting of the Board —I think I was appomred b\ the sharcholders.

Glo Well who was present —1I could not tell From memory. It is some years ago.

616. You do not remember 1t 7—1It is some years ago.

617. Were any of them present -—Probably not. T do not know.

618. You do not remember when the meeting was held or who was present I—I
would not like to say from memory. It took place six years ago.

619. What books or papers are there %—As a matter of fact the books will not
give you very much information.

By Mr. Davies :

620. Will you kindly state what books are in your custody or control —A record
book.

621. Is that a minute book -—Yes, you can call it a minute book if you like. We
call it a record book. That is the only book we have. On the back of that is a memo-
randum of the cash that I deal with.

622. That is the sum total of the company’s books ?—-That is the sum total of the
company’s books, if you want to know. There are a lov of vouchers.

623. Have you vouchers which would show the receipts and expenditure of the
company year by year, papers or vouchers of any kind that would show that I would
have the returns and the data on which the returns were made. T think I have those
and they are all I have.

624. That would be returns from the railway, or what ?—~The return would be
from the Canada Eastern. I think I have the return from the Canada Eastern.

625. The returns and the data on which they were made up?—I think I have
them.

626. Will Mr. Gibson be able to give us information other than what is here 7—
None whatever.

627. Could you forward the books to the Clerk of the Committee —I could con-
sider that, but unless I am here I do not think they could make much out of it. ~

623. We could examine them and see ?—I will look them over.
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629. If you are satisfied to do that you may be summoned at any time, if it is
necessary.—1 shall be glad to be summoned at any time, but I have pressing engage-
ments next week.

By Mr. Mulock :

630. Could you forward the books in the meantime, and perhaps we would be able
to dispense with your further examination —I would consider that, but 1 should like
it really understood whether T am to come or not, because I do not want to be in the
position that you would require me at a day’s notice. pgpriw’™

TuE CaairMaN—The order is that the witness is to send the books to the Clerk
of the Committee and to await a further summons froin the Committee.

The Conmumittee then adjourned.
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CoyuMrTTEE Roox,
House or Coxyoxs, 12th July, 1895.

The committee met.

Mr. Troxas TevpLg, M.P., recalled and further examined.

By the Chairman :

631. Mr. Temple, you have already been sworn ?—Yes.

632. Mr. Temple, what paper is that %—That is the stock-list.

Mr. Murock—1I will read it to you :

“We, the undersigned, under the provisions of the Act of the Dominion Parliament,
48th Victoria, chapter 26, intituled ¢ An Act to incorporate the Fredericton and Saint
Mary’s Railway Bridge Company,” do hereby subscribe for and take the number of
shares of stock in the capital stock of the ‘Fredericton and Saint Mary’s Railway
Bridge Company,’ set opposite our respective names.

!, Number
Name. Residence. , of
‘ | Shares.
; l'
ALEX. GHBSON .+ e et e DMarysville, N.B............ 1 uss
| !
Thos. Temple........ (.o 0 oo o iFredt-ricton, NB.......... . ! 985
ATred ROWIEY -+ oo oo oo Marysville, NB L 10
Alex.(}ilm’m,jl:.....,.A..,..‘.A,.u..4......4.......H..§ do Lo 10
Fred. S. Hilyard.............. e e e Fredericton, NJB.............. ‘ 10

633. Does this stock-list correctly show the state of the stock-list to-day *—1I think

80.
- 634. There have been no transfers then %~—No ; I thought there had been, but there

have not.

635. How much was paid on the stock when subseribed 7-—£20,000, T think.

(636. The face amount of these shares was =100 a share, I think —T forget. I
cannot say what 1t was.

637. There were 2,000 shares, this stock list shows a description of 2,000 shares !—
‘Whatever is there is true.

638. 985 to Mr. Gibson, and 985 to you, make 1,970, and three tens make up
2,000 7—2,000.

639. And those 2,000 shares represent all the shares of the company that were
ever issued —Yes.

640. And the face amount of these 2,000 shares is $200,000 %—$200,000.

641. And ten per cent was paid on this stock at the time of subscription —Yes.

642. Making the total cash collected on the stock at that time $20,000 —Yes.

643. How much has since been paid or what calls have been made on this stock !—
T don’t know that there were any calls made.

644. What was done with the earnings of the bridge +—Of course the expenses were
paid out of the earnings and any repairs or anything required in that way.

645. And the balance went to pay interest on some bonds, did it not %—Yes, that
is all there was.
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646. What amount of bonds had the company issued 7—250,000 of bonds.

647. How were they secured '—How do you mean? To the parties they were given
to?

648. Yes.—By a guarantee from Mr. Gibson and myself.

649. Mr. Gibson, senior 7—Yes. }

650. You and he personally guaranteed the principal and the interest of the bonds?
—Yes.

651. After payment for the maintenance of the bridge, the surplus earnings went to
pay interest on the bonds?—As far as it would go.

652. As far as it would go; it would not go very far 2—Tt did not.

653. One more question. I observe in the returns made by the bridge company
to the Government, which you have sworn to, that for the last two or three years you
were unable to swear from knowledge as to the earnings of the bridge, but swore as to
their correctness from returns made by the railway company, which was it %—The Canada
Eastern.

654. The Canada Eastern Railway Company ?—Yes.

655. Will you explain why you could not of your own knowledge swear as to the
correctness of those returns?—Because we did not keep the account. They kept the
accounts, and we had access to their books when we settled up with them every six
months. Therefore we had to take their accounts, the same as other railways do.
They have to take each other’s account for it and pay over whatever the difference is.

656. Did you at any time have any person on behalf of your bridge company to
check the earnings?—We had one year.

657. What year was that 7—Well, I could not tell exactly.

658. At the commencement was it?—No, it was about the middle of the time. T
think it was about 1892 and 1893.

639. 1892 and 1893 1—1 think so. I am not positive as to that, but it was one
year anyway.

660. I suppose it was when you had to qualify your return that you discontinued
having a person to check the earnings %—No, we only had one one year out of the five.

By Mr. McMullen :

661. Mr. Temple, has your company within the last year or two taken a lease
from the government of this bridge?—XNo, sir. That is a mistake. Tlat is a mistake
in our account somewhere. I don’t know how that came about. I don’t know any-
thing about it.

662. On page 240 of the Report of the Department of Railways and Canals, the
Minister of Railways reports under the date December 31st, 1892, we have the entry,
“Lease Fredericton and Saint Mary’s Railway and Bridge Company, twenty-one
vears ” 7—Yes.

663. Well, are you aware of the existence of any lease?—I told you I know
nothing about it.

664. Could it exist without your knowledge !—1I could not think it could very we!l.

665. Well, would it be possible for it to exist without your knowledge—Well,
many things may be possible. T could not tell you that. I tell you I know nothing of
it. That is all T can tell you.

666. Are you not head of the company ?—No, I am not.

667. Who is head of the company —Mr. Gibson, he is the president of the com-
pany, and I have been manager of the company, and therefore I don’t think it would
be possible unless I knew. It is a mistake somewhere or other. They have got it into
their accounts and their books from some other road. As far as I can trace the thing,
since you are speaking of that, I went to the department one day to find out what it
meant, what it was, and I found they knew nothing at all about it. It was a mistake
in the books. ‘

668. Was there no speaking about it? Was there no conversation in the House
about it -—No, T am speaking now of the department, or the gentleman who has charge
of those things.
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By Mr. Daly :
669. Your attention was called to it*—Yes, by seeing it here (<. e., in the report
of the Department of Railways and Canals).

By Mr. McMullen :

670. Was the bridge ever under lease to any person '—Not that I know of.

671. Was there ever any proposition for a lease on the part of the company —XNot
that T know of.

Mgz. Murock :—* Department of Railways and Canals, general statement showing
water power and other public property leased by the Department of Railways and Canals
during the fiscal year ended 30th June, 1894.” Then under date December 31st, 1892
—“Term of lease twenty-one years. Lessees Fredericton and St. Mary’s Railway
Bridge Company. Property leased, use of St. John River Bridge and connections with
Fredericton Railway westward, and Gibson Branch of Canadian Pacific Railway east-
ward.” It is evidently identical with this undertaking. This is from the Department
of Railways and Canals annual report.

672. You are still on the board —Yes.

673. Have you been at all the board meetings !—1I cannotsay I have. I have been:
away for a year. We have no board meetings this year.

Mr. MuLocK—This entry was dated in December, 1892

Mr. Davy—That is clearly a mistake.

Mr. McMuLLEN—Well, surely the Minister of Railways and Canals would not
make a mistake like that.

Tur CuarrMaN—DMr. Temple says most explicitly he knows nothing about it.

Mr. McMuLLEN—That may be true, but after all it may have existed without his
knowing anything about it. There are so many things that he knows nothing about.

Mr. TeMPLE—I think T know where the mistake has come in. I think probably
it was about this time we were talking of leasing the road to the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way Company, and this mmemorandum was drawn up at that time, but it fell through.
I think when we have heen here at the Railway Committee meeting, this document has
got astray in some way or other, and they have got hold of it in the department and
put itin. Some of the clerks have done it. They have had no authority to doit. I
think that is the way they have got it.

Mr. DaLy—The way it is put here would almost bear that out.

Mr. TempLE—TI think it is likely. This mernorandum was drawn up at that time,
but it was not carried out, and therefore fell through.

By Mr. Wood ( Westmoreland) :

674. Were these negotiations with the Canadian Pacific Railway %-—Yes, these
were with the Canadian Pacific Railway, not with the Government at all. The Gov-
ernment had nothing to do with it.

Mr. DaLy—7You see the heading of it is “ Water power and other public property
leased by the Department of Railways and Canals during the fiscal year ended 30th
June, 1894.” It says “leased by the department.” They would have no power to
lease this.

8ir RicHArRD CARTWRIGHT-—Unless as mortgagees, the company probably being in
default.

Mr. DaLy-—The mortgagees would not lease without the consent of the mortga-
gors, and Mr. Temple says they never made any such lease.

Mr. TEMPLE—The Government had nothing at all to do with it whatever.

Mr. McMvLLEN—Under the covenants of that mortgage the agreement sets out
that, whenever you are in arrear, without any action of foreclosure, or anything else,
the Government can of its own act, come into possession and become the owner. That
is virtually the contents of the mortgage you gave the Government. No action is
necessary on their part, simply to come into possession. Now they knew they were in
arrear for interest. It was open to them to take possession for interest at any moment.
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Mr. TenpLE—They neverdid. They never took possession.

Mr. McMULLEN—It remains for you and the Minister of Railways to settle it
between you.

Mr. TeEMPLE—Well, T tell you it is not so positively. The mistake is just what T
told you in this memorandum, that it was drawn up for the Canada Pacific Railway.
Tt has got into the railway department without any authority at all.

By Mr. Daly :

675. It is dated December 31st, 18927 _That was about the time of the
negotiations. That memorandum was drawn up at the time of the negotiations with
the Canadian Pacific Railway. The government knew nothing at all about it. When
it had come to a head, we should of course, have let the government know. We could
not have done it of our own accord under the circumstances. But it fell through.

By Mr. McMullen :

676. You say it was an attempt to lease the use of the bridge to the Canadian
Pacific Railway —Yes.

677. Well, now, who was to execute the lease !—Well that is another thing. I
tell you it went no further than that, and that is all I can tell you. It stopped there.
Of course we could not go any further without going to the government.

678. But if there were any negotiations for the lease, they must have taken place
between some party representing the bridge, and some party representing the Canadian
Pacific Railway. Who was the party that represented the bridge!—The bridge
company.

679 Well, then, if the bridge company represented the bridge in the negotiations
for the lease, how is it that it appears in the report of the Minister of Railways and
Canals that the lease was to be executed by the government?

Mr. DaLy—There is nothing to that effect here (7.c. in the report of the Depart-
ment of Railways and Canals).

By Mr. MeMullen :

679. It could not have got in there unless the (Government had something to do
with it 9—I told you they never had anything to do withit. They knew nothing about
it, unless the clerk put it there by mistake.

By Mr. Mulock :

680. Who is in possession of the bridge ?—The bridge company and always have

been.

681. From the beginning —Yes.

682. And you have simply collected toll for the use of the bridge —Yes.

683. The bridge company have been in uninterrupted possession of the bridge
from its construction to this moment ?—Until this moment.

By Mr. Ouwimet:

684. Under what kind of an agreement are these railways using your bridge '—
Under tvhe tolls.

685. But is that agreement made out for a term of years !—It was passed by the
Railway Committee here, so much per passenger, so much per hundred weight, and so
much per ton.

686. How long is that agreement to last %—That is subject to the will of the rail-
ways and the bridge company and the government. Whenever there is any dissatis-
faction on the part of either party they can appeal to the Committee on Railways and
have it settled.
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687. But that agreement between you and these railway companies has been made
without the government’s interference, but subject to their approval %—1It is subject to
their approval.

688. How long is that agreement to last?—It will last, as I tell you, until there
should be some disagreement probably ; if they wanted to raise the tolls or lower the
tolls, then you have got to come to the Railway Committee. They were changed once
since they were made.

By Mr. McMullen :

689. What change was made in the tolls ?—The change was made with reference
to engines and cars from the Canadian Pacific Railway.

690. You say, Mr. Temple, that there were changes made in the tolls from time to
time ?-—That is what I am speaking of.

691. Was there ever any other change made in the tolls —No.

692. Who regulated the tolls in the first place -—The tolls were regulated by the
bridge company, and then brought to the government at the committee, and sanctioned
by the government.

693. And the bridge company are the same men that own the lines approaching
the bridge on each side 7—Yes ; they own the road ; it is not the bridge. You speak
about the bridge ; why, there is nearly as much cost to the road as to the bridge.

694. You own the line approaching the bridge on one side, and Mr. Gibson the line
on the other —Yes.

695. And you and Mr. Gibson, with others, compose the bridge company ¢—Yes.

696. You say that the company arrange the tolls —7Yes.

697. And then got the government sanction to the tolls =—Yes.

698. Well, now, would it be in the interest of the company to make the tolls low ?
—1It would at that time. We would have got nothing to do if they had not been low.
‘We could not get any traffic unless they were low, because the roads were too poor, and
not able to pay high tolls. We were anxious to get something to help pay the
expenses. After the Canadian Pacific Railway abandoned their contract to build that
section of the road, the bridge was left there without angrthing.

699. When you commenced to regulate your tolls, what guide did you make use
of #—We had lots of guides from other roads and bridges, and other things.

700. Did you take the ordinary toll charged on other bridges %— Not altogether,
we may in some instances. If we had adopted the same tolls we adopted on the St.
John Bridge below we should have had nothing to do.

701. You had to adopt a lower rate %—Yes ; but if we had the same rate and the
same traffic, we could pay something, which we should have had if the Canadian
Pacific Railway had gone that way.

702. And in order to get work for the bridge to do, you had to fix a rate of tolls
away down ?—Oh, I don’t know that it was away down.

Mr. Murock—Here are the rates—“ Minutes of board meeting on the 10th
December.

“ A meeting of the shareholders of the Fredericton and Saint Mary’s Railway
Bridge Company was duly called and held this day at 3 o’clock, p.m., at the office of
Alexander Gibson, Esq.

¢ Present—All the stockholders.

“ President in the chair.”

703. That would be Mr. Gibson, was it *—Yes.

Mr. MuLock (continuing)—¢ Minutes of meeting held on June 4th, 1889, read
and confirmed.

“On motion the following by-law was made and passed by unanimous vote :

““That the tolls for the use of the bridge of the Fredericton and Saint Mary's Rail-
way Bridge Company for the time being be fixed at the following rates :—

“Passengers, each..................... ... ... L. %0 10
“ Merchandise, percar .......... ..., 200
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¢ Shingles and clapboards, per car......................
“ Other manufactured lumber, long and short, per car.. . ...
¢ Flour, meal, grain and grain products, per car ..........
“Live stock and fresh fish, percar ... ... ... . ... .. ...,
“Grindstones, Per Car............ ...t
¢ Sleepers, bark, wheels, ship timber, cordwood, stone, logs

and timber, percar ... ... .. . L L. 100
“Coal (car load), perton ............. ... .. .......... 010
¢ Merchandise, fresh fish, live stock and unenumerated

articles not provided for, per 100 1bs...... ... ... ... 002

704. Then there were some variations later on? There was a change in the
schedule %—1I think the lumber of all kinds was put at $1 in the next change.

Mr. Murock—On the 9th of March, 1894, it appears from the minute book there
was a meeting held, and the following minute is recorded :—

¢ On motion of Mr. Rowley, seconded by Alex. Gibson, jun., the following by-law
was enacted : ‘ Resolved, that the following additional tolls for the use of the hridge of
the Fredericton and Saint Mary’s Railway Bridge Company be fixed and charged :—

“ Passenger cars, each ............ e e 20 cents.
“Box and flatcars, each................ .. ... .. ... 30 o«

¢ Locomotives, when hauling trains. .................. Free

“ Locomotives, light, or when hauling conductors’ van.... 75 «

705. These are the existing rates now; I find no other minute %—No.

By Mr. McMullen :

706. There were no other reductions made —No.

By Mr. Daly :

707. These are the usual charges, I suppose?—Yes. Some charge nothing—we
did not for some time—for empties.

By Mr. Mulock :

708. There was a mortgage executed to the government for the government loan!?
—Yes.

709. And then the company issued a second mortgage to secure the $50,000
bonds %—1I don’t know. That is more than I can tell you. I think the honds were
issued before the other was given.

Mr. MurLock—TI will read you from the minute of July 30th, 1888 :—

‘“ A special meeting of the shareholders of the Fredericton and Saint Mary’s Rail-
way Bridge Company was duly held at the office of Alexander Gibson, Esq., Marysville,
on Monday, the 13th day of July, 1888, at 2.30 p. m., pursuant to notice.

¢ All the stockholders present.

¢ President in the chair.

¢ Minutes of meeting held on the 5th day of June last past, read and confirmed.

¢ The object of the meeting was to consider the issue of bonds on the bridge
and its approaches and railway connections.

¢ Ordered that the directors be authorized and empowered to issue bonds bearing
date August 1, 1888, in due form under the seal of the company, to the amount of two
hundred dollars on any part thereof with interest at six per cent per annum payable
half yearly on the first day of August and February in each year at the company’s
office, Fredericton, N.B. Fifty thousand dollars thereof payable in five years from
the date thereof, and the balance in twenty-five years from the date thereof, denomin-
ators of $1,000 each with interest coupons attached, and that the directors be fully
authorized to mortgage all the property of the company, it assets, rents and revenues
both present and future to trustees to be by them named to secure the

37



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1. A. 1895

payment of said bonds and interest, subject to the provisions of the Act of
Parliament relating thereto and the lien of the Dominion Government for loan, and
that such mortgage be duly executed by the presideat and signed by the secretary and
the corporate seal of the company be thereto affixed and when executed be duly regis-
tered.”

710. Weli, then, Mr. Temple, will you just please look at that minute and tell me
if that is the minute under which this $50,000 of bonds were issued —1I think it is
quite likely. I cannot recollect now.

711. There was no other issue of bonds than the $50,000 you referred to —No.

712. There are no bonds outstanding now —No.

713. The only debt due now is the debt due to the government !—Yes, those bonds
are due to the parties who took them up.

By Mr. Daly :

714. Subject to the provisions of the agreement with the government?—Yes, of
course. It could not be done in any other way. The Act provides for that.

By Mr. Mulock :

715. The minister, I think, produced the mortgage to the House ?—I suppose he
did so. I do not know. I think he produced the contract, too.

716. He produced the mortgage and the contract, I think.—The mortgage shows
how it was to be done and how it was to be arranged supposing they took the bridge
over.

717. Did the government ever press you to pay up the interest on the bonds?—
They wrote pretty sharp letters some times.

718. They never took any proceeding? They did nothing but write letters *—That
is all. There was a contract, they could take it over at any time they liked, paying us
a certain amount.

By Mr. McMullen :

719. Are the tolls that you collect increasing %I think last year, so far as I re-
collect, they were about $1,580 more than they were before, and I can only say this,
speaking of that, that I am quite satisfied it will increase a great deal more during the
next two or three years, more than three times that, I should judge from the appear-
ance of things, and from the traffic that will and must come over the road, because it is
130 miles nearer, now the bridge is built, to the Boston market, than it would be to go
round by Chatham Junction, Moncton, St. John, and back to Fredericton Junction
again. It is over 130 miles difference, so you can easily judge the difference there
would be in the expense of carrying the lumber, that is shingles, clapboards and hem-
lock boards. Now the duty is taken off it is going to make a vast trade. The district
of the Miramichi River is the best section of the country we have got for this kind of
lumber, and it may be there are now 400 carloads of bark lying there to be shipped. I
am quite satisfied that it will pay the government something yet, and in a short time,
but it will take some time to get saw-mills up and all those things along the road.
Some parties are building now.

By Mr. Mulock :

_ 720. Can you tell me from this document (produced) how much you spent on the
maintenance of the bridge —Yes, I think so.

721. Are you willing to swear that that is correct —I have no doubt it is. It is
taken from the book, I am satisfied about that. It must be so. They could not make
the figures.

722. Well, what are the gross earnings of this bridge in 1889 —§1,546.34.

723. And what were the gross earnings for the year ending 30th June, 1890 ?—
$1,546.34.
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Mr. DaLy—That is the same you said before.

Mr. TempLE—I know it is the same, that is what Mr. Mulock is asking.

Mr. MurLock—Just give it to us for each year, the gross receipts, the gross earn-
ings, and the operating expenses.

Mr. TEMPLE—$1,546.34.

By Mr. McMullen :

724. That is for 1889 I—That is for 1888 and 1889. That is just the commence-

ment. Then the expenses are $1,300.

. That is right —That is what you have there !

. Yes1—Well, it is a copy of this. Year ending June, 1890, the next is
. Receipts +—$2,461.02.

. That is right %—And expenses, $1,300.

. That is right —There are no other expenses than there were before.

. Now, 1891 1—1891 is $2,564.24.

731. There must be something wrong there, Mr. Temple —Oh, yes, I took the
wrong line. It is $2,908.69.

732. That is right. Operating expenses I—$1,300.

733. That is right. Now, 1892 1—$3,360.99.

734. That is right. Operating expenses —%1,750, this year.

735. That is right. 1893 —Receipts, $3,011.28, a little less than before.

736. That is right =—And expenses, $1,400, a little worse than before, both worse.

737. 1894 %—TIn 1894 the receipts were $4,544.30.

738. That is right %—And expenses, $2,000.

739. That is right ?—There were some repairs that caused that.

Mr. DaLy—Well, Mr. Temple, you had other expenses in 1893 than the operating
expenses, because I find in the minute book a minute dated January 21st, 1893, with
a detailed statement of the expenses incurred in effecting a junction with the Canadian
Pacific Railway on the eastern side of the St. John River. If you will look at that you
will see the total given is $5,766.59.
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :
740. That is on capital account ?—That is on capital account, it is not included in
this at all.

By Mr. McMullen :

741. You have not these figures added up there, the gross receipts and expendi-
ture—No, I have not. You take each year by itself. You want to know what was
done with the balance, I suppose.

By Mr. Mulock :

742. You have told us that. The only thing is the amount %—That is all. I have
told you the amount.

743. That is what you have not told us. We cannot get at the amount so !—
‘Why, you can see what the balance is.

744. I know from my memory that the figures given there include more disburse-
ments than would be properly termed operating expenses %—These things are paint, oil,
and all the expenses put into these operating expenses.

Mr. DaLy—These returns are sworn to.

Mr. MuLock—Here is the foundation for that mistake about that railway lease.
This a letter from Mr. Collingwood Schreiber to the Secretary of the Department of
Railways and Canals, Mr. Balderson: “I send you herewith for file a copy of an
agreement, dated the 31st day of December, 1892, between the Fredericton and St.
Mary’s Bridge and Railway Company and the Canadian Pacific Railway Company, with
reference to the railway bridge over the St. John River crossing from Fredericton to
St. Mary’s in the County of York.”
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Mr. DaLy—What is the date of that?

Mr. Murock—The date of the letter is the 18th of April, 1894.

Mr. TeMpLE—That is what 1 was referring to.

Mr. Dary—And more than that, T find by the report of the railway department
of 1894 that it is not shown in any returns at all, but it is shown in 1895,

By Mr. MeMullen :

745. I find on adding up the receipts and expenses for the years given, that the
receipts altogether for the six years come to $17,832.62 1—Yes.

746. And the expenses during the same time for operation come to 29,050, leav-
ing a net balance of earnings of £8,782.62 7—Yes.

747. That is the way they add up!—1I dare say.

748. Those are the figures you gave me %—1I dare say that is all right.

By Mr. Boyle :

749. Do you keep an interest account other than the interest due to the Dominion
government —Yes, The balance every year was paid on the 850,000 bond, and the
balance that was left was paid out of the company’s own fund.

By Mr. Daly :

750. As I understand it the surplus earnings went as far as they could towards
paying the interest on the bond ?—Yes.
751. And the difference was made up out of your private pocket >—Yes.

By Mr. Taylor :

752. I understand you to say that you expect that the income from the increased
traflic will be ample to pay the interest on the whole amount %—Xo, I do not say that.
I say in the next two or three years I am satisfied that it will be a great deal better.
You can see by the last returns there. I think thereis about 1,500 difference.

Mr. McMurrex—There was over 82,000 of gross earnings after paying the running
expenses, about 24,000 the last year.

Mr. BoyLe—That is after paying the interest on the bond.

By Ar. Wood ( Westmoreland) :

753. Were the bills for the cost of this bridge all paid in cash except 850,000,
which was paid in bonds 7—3300,000 that we got from the government was paid direct
to the contractors.

754, Well, T say the contractors received all cash for the work except 850,000
bonds 7—All cash.

755. They received this £50,000 bonds ?—Yes.

756. And they were guaranteed by Mr. Gibson and yourself and afterwards taken
up at par !-—They were afterwards taken up at par.

757. Do you consider it a cheap work %I do. All the engineers that have ever
looked at it say it is the cheapest job that was ever done in this Dominion, according to
the work, and I think it is myself.

758. At all events the bonds were taken up at par and all the rest were paid in
cash—that is what I want to get at *—It is all paid for.

759. Upon what do you found your expectations of increased traffic developing +—
As T said before, the Canadian Pacific Railway at the time the bridge was commenced
or just after it was commenced, had a contract to build a short line, and they built two
sections of the short line, but they failed to complete the other section. The bridge
was built in the meantime, and they left the thing on our hands. We expected large-
traffic.
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760. That explains the disappointment you underwent. Now, I ask you upon
what do you found your expectations of future increase !—Well, the reason is that
there are other roads being built there. There is a road that will be commenced this
year probably, going into the coal fields there. There are about 40 miles of coal fields,
and the commencement of it is about 25 miles from the bridge. It runs over a large area.

761. And it is inevitable that this new line must use your bridge }—Yes ; it could
not be otherwise.

By Mr. Daly :

762. I read to you a few minutes ago, out of your minute book, the record of anm
expenditure of $5,766, an expenditure incurred in making that connection in 1892 with
the Canadian Pacific Railway ; where did that come from !—Out of our own pockets.

763. Isthere a floating debt —Yes : of £19,000.

764. And that money came out of the pockets of Mr. Gibson and the shareholders
—7Yes. '

By Mr. Taylor :

765. And the government has security on the whole thing %—Yes; on the bridge
and on the road. There is a mile and a half, or a mile and a quarter, of an approach on
the western side that connects with the Canadian Pacific Railway. There are a great
many people who do not understand this matter. They speak about the bridge, and
think it éost a great amount of money. The bridge only cost about half the expense,
and we have had to pay the other ourselves.

By Mr. Daly :

766. The approaches ?—The approaches and the land damages, and the building of
this road to connect with other roads on the western side, with the United States road
and the Canadian Pacific Railway.

Mr. Temple was relieved from further attendance.

The Committee adjourned.

11



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1a.) A. 1895

REPORT

OF

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE

WITH REFERENCE TO THE

SAULT STHE. MARIE CANAL

TOGETHER WITH

EVIDENCE ADDUCED BEFORE SAID COMMITTEE AND EHXIBITS
IN CONNECTION THEREWITH

PRINTED BY ORDER OF PARLIAMENT

OTTAWA
PRINTED BY 8. E. DAWSON, PRINTER TO THE QUEEN’S MOST
EXCELLENT MAJESTY

1895



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

CONTENTS.

PAGE.

Fourth Report of Committee on Public Accounts................ . ... ... .. i
Evidence taken before Committee on Public Accounts :—

Crawford, William. ... . ... ... ... ... .. ... .. 121

do do recalled.. . .. .. . 144

Haney, Michael J.. ... .. .. .. e 156

Keefer, T. C. .. ... . ... . oo 166

Ryan, Hugh. ... 0. 104

do recalled. ... .. L 109

do do ............ B oo 131

Schreiber, Collingwood. ... ... ........... ... ... ... . 3

do do recalled. .. ... . .. L 15

do do do .. 33

do do do . e -

Scott, RObert. .. .. ... e 170

Thompson, W. G.................. N £

do recalled. ... ... ... L. 86

Exhibits .................... S U 173



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

REPORT.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts beg leave to present the fol-
lowing as their Fourth Report :—

Your Committee have had under consideration certain payments made to Hugh
Ryan & Co., for work done on the Sault Ste. Marie Canal, as set out on pages 2, 11, 12,
45, 44, 45 and 46 of the Auditor General’s Report on Appropriation Accounts for the
fiscal year ended 30th June, 1894, and in connection therewith have examined
witnesses under oath, and for the information of the House, report annexed hereto the
evidence given by such witnesses, and the exhibits filed during said examination ; and
the Committee recommend that the said evidence and exhibits, with the exception of
exhibits Nos. 5, 6, 7 and 8, be printed.

All which is respectfully submitted.
GEO. B. BAKER,

ComMiTTEE Roox, Chairman.
Thursday, 11th July, 1895.
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Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.,

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

Commirtee Roou No. 49,
House or Commons, 17th May, 1895.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts met at 10.30 a.m., Mr. Baker
in the chair. . .

Mr. CoLLINGWO0OD SCHREIBER called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Davies :

1. You are the Deputy Minister and Chief Engineer of Railways and Canals, Mr.
Schreiber —Yes.
2. You are summoned here to produce the tenders in the Sault Ste. Marie Canal
contract —They are all here.
3. Will you produce them, then ?—Here they are.
(Witness then produced two volumes of documents marked ¢ Sault Ste. Marie
Canal, volume 1,” and ¢ Sault Ste. Marie Canal, volume 2 ".)
4. You have returned the specifications, have you, Mr. Schreiber ?—Yes, the speci-
fications and the contract.
5. Have you the estimates with you *—No ; the Auditor General has them.
6. Have you a copy of the tenders yourself -—No, but there is a copy of all the
-estimates in our department in the Accountant’s office.
7. Will you look them up, Mr. Schreiber, please !-—The Auditor General will have
them.
(At this point the Auditor General put in a file of papers marked “ Sault Ste Marie
‘Canal, Hugh Ryan & Co. Estimates from Auditor General’s Office.”
8. Are these the papers ? T want to see that they are here %—I suppose they are
the estimates, the Auditor General undertook to send.
9. Will you open them and sec thatthey are there?—These are the last estimates, yes.
10. What other estimates were there than those!—The estimates from the com-
mencement of the work.
11. Thatis what I wanted. Have you those %I have not them here.
12. Are they in your department —They are with the accountant,
13. Will you have them produced and sent here %—Yes.

Mr. Haceart—Send for them now.
The Aubpitor GENERAL—These estimates include everything up to that time.

By Mr. Davies :
14. But there are other estimates ?—Part of those are monthly progress estimates,
but the whole of them are embodied in ﬁhat. Each month embodies all the work done

previous to that.
15. These will show all the estimates %—They will show what is covered by all the

-estimates.
16. The contract is there —The contract is there.
"17. Were there any changes madein that, contract %—There were changes made in

the plans. - ‘
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18. I want you t beaccurate, please, and tell me what the changes were that were
wade in the plans. I id they form part of the contract —They did.

19. Then if chang s were made in the plans changes were made in the contract —
Certainly.

20. Will you kini ly detail to the committee the changes madein the contract —
The original plans sho v a lock 600 teet long by 85 feet wide, and my recollection is 16
feet 3 inches of water on the mitre sill.

21. Yes '—These were changed subsequently to 650 feet long, 100 feet wide, and
again there was a further change.

22. Was there any change in the depth the first time %—1I do not think so.

23. Be sure, please, I want you to be accurate. I do not want any trouble about it
afterwards %—I do not think there was any change.

24. Can you inform yourself accurately by looking up the papers !~—Yes.

25. Do so, please, and the date of the changes !—They are all in the orders in
council. I do not think there was any change, so far as I remember. (After examin-
ing the papers.) Yes, I think it was 19 feet 1t was changed to at that time.

26. Are you sure —No, I am not.

27. But you say the orders in council will show that clearly %—The orders in
council show clearly what the changes were in each case.

28. We will keep to the first change, please. Can you give me the date of that first
change 9—1I think it was Octeber, 1891.  (Affer examining the papers.) It was the
23rd December, 1891.

29. That is the first change —Yes.

30. Now, was there any other change made afterwards +—Yes.

31. If so, what was it ?—The lock was changed from those dimensions I have given.

32. From 650 feet long?—To 900 feet in length by 60 feet in width by 20 feet 3
inches on the mitre sill.

33. Now, what date was that %—That was in 1892.

34. What time in 1892 ?%—The order in council shows the exact date.

35. Well, you need not wait to look that np. Now, did you make estimates of the
probable cost of this work for the Minister before the tenders were called for —No, but
I see by the correspondence that the then ehief engineer did make statements.

36. Estunates were made by the chief engineer for the time being +—Yes.

37. Have you got those ?—They are here.

38. Do they agree with the work done? Do you know —In what respect?

39. In any respect -——Do you mean as to prices ?

40. Yes.—The prices are different o those in the schedule.

41. Can you detail the differences #—1t is all shown there.

42. T know I could work it out for myself, but surely your skilled knowledge
should be a help to us. In a very few moments you should be able to tell me. (Witness
then proceeded to examine the papers).

43. If it is going to take any time I will not keep the committee waiting I—1I will
tell you in one moment.

44, T will get Mr. Gibson to work that out. He will understand the estimate I—
The masonry in the lock walls on the original estimates was $11 a yard. The ad-
ditional masonry, not the quauntity that would have been in the original masonry, but
the additional masonry.

45. Caused by what — Caused by the change—would be $16 a yard.

46. Yes.——Then again in the third change the additional masonry

47. Excuse me, there are only two changes given by you.—There was the 650 feet
estimate, $11, which I told you was the original. The $16 was the additional quantity
of masonry under the first change ; then under the second change of 900 feet, the ad-
ditional masonry was $12.60.

By Mr. Haggart :

48. Are those the estimates or the actual prices —Those are the actual pnces given
under the eagineer’s recommendation.
4
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- 49. You were asked for the estimate !—That is the same as the engineer’s estimate.
50. The prices are the same ?—Just the same in the report of the chief engineer.

By Mr. Davies :

51. The estimate made by the chief engineer agrees with the cost of the work
generally. Do I understand you to say that?—These are the terms, or rather the
estimate of the then chief engineer upon which an arrangement was made with the con-
tractor to make these changes.

52. At the time the changes were made ?—At the time the changes were made.

53. At the time the changes were made, was any arrangement reduced to writing ?
—Oh, yes.

54. And a new contract made each time !—An agreement made each time.

55. And that agreement is there and specifies the price to be paid !—It does.

56. So that anybody reading this agreement which was made at the time will see
exactly what the contractor was to get—Exactly.

57. Is the contract finally completed —TIt is not quite, almost.

58. I want you to give me an idea, as accurately as you can, in what respects that
contract is not completed -—Where the earth during the winter settled, to fill in all
those places, and levelling up.

59. It is only a mere matter of levelling up %—Small things to be done, very small.

60. About how much of it is practically completed —1t is practically completed.

61. How much would require to be done ?—That is the lock contract. Tuere are
two contracts we have. There is the lock contract and there is the lower entrance.
The lower entrance is dredging and crib-work.

62. We will keep to the lock contra:t, if you please, for a moment. Is the lock
contract finally completed %It is practically completed.

63-4. How much more will it take to complete it ?

Hon. Mr. HaceART—You made an estimate, Mr. Schreiber, and you have it in
the estimate.

Mr. Davies—Can you give an approximation within a few dollars ?

Wirness—Well, T don’t remember what I have given in the estimates to the House.
There are other things besides Ryan’s work, you know, and I cannot remember what
the details of it were, but I can get it for you.

65-6. Other things not in the contract ?—Other things not in the contract, not be-
longing to that contract.

67. Which will require to be done before the work is said to be completed ?—Be-
fore the whole work

68. Keep to the lock —Well, T say the lock is practically completed. There is
very little to be done.

69. If you say very little it may mean one dollar or ten thousand, I cannot tell’—
It may be ten thousand. I don’t remember. I don’t think it will be more than that.

70. You say it is a matter of ten thousand dollars before the lock is completed.
Ten thousand dollars will require to be expended, for what class of work —Levelling
the ground chiefly.

71. Levelling the ground chiefly ?—1I think so.

72. Now, then, there was another contract for deepening the entrance I—That was
excavating the lower entrance.

73. Deepening the entrance %—Deepening the entrance and building cribwork along
the side of the piers.

74. Now, is that contract completed ?—1It is completed with the exception of about
500 feet of cribbing, I think.

75. Howmuch? In the neighbourhood of what?—1I think about 500 feet.

76. In the neighbourhood of what cost %—1I really don’t remember what it was now,
but T can give you those particulars.

77. Now,about 500 feet of cribbing you estimate to cost, about what 1—I really for-
get what it was, but I can give you the figures.

5
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78. I don’t want the figures within a dollar or so; I want an approximation.—I
don’t remember just now.

79. Because I do not know what five hundred feet of cribbing would cost.—I
would rather give you the figures.

80. When will you give me the figures -—To-day.

81. This morning, so that it will go in as part of your evidence 7—Yes.

89. Then, with those two exceptions—500 feet of cribbing and possibly ten thous-
and dollars to level up around the lock—that contract is completed — Practically com-
pleted. There is a little rock to come out of the mouth, which is just about finished.

83. Have you got a statement of the amount paid and when paid —The account-
ant has.

84. Have you got it %—I have not it.

85. When you get the other estimate here of what it will cost to finish that crib-
bing, will you also bring a statement of the amount paid and when paid —Yes.

86. That is, this morning ; I mean so that we will get this thing over —Yes.

87. Was the contractor to receive any bonus +—He was.

88. What bonus was he to receive —$90,000.

89. Has he received it %—I think he has.

90. When %—As the work progressed, I think.

Hon. Mr. HacearT—It is provided in the order in council.

Wirness-- He has received it according to whatever the agreement is; he has re-
ceived it all now.

By Mr. Davies:

91. Then, I will ask you if you will kindly bring me that estimate of the cribbing
work and also a statement of the amount paid and when paid ? . I understand from the
Minister the orders in council are all brought down —They are.

By Mr. McMullen :

92. Did the original schedule of prices regulate the additional work done under the
new orders in council %—All the work done up to the quantities of the original plan,
they regulated it. But the new prices for extra work were not regulated by those.

93. Not regulated by the original contract ?—Not regulated by the original con-
tract.

By Mr. Davies :

94. Did the original contract contain a schedule regulating them %It did, yes.
95. At the time it was entered into —In each case, yes. It is given there (point-
ing to documents in front of him).

By Mr. Haggart :

96. The engineer’s reports by which these changes were made, have you brought
them all down ?—They are all there.

97. Who was engineer at the time, or who was Minister ¢—In 1891 Mr. Bowell
was acting, I think, when this was done.

By Mr. Davies:
98. When this was done —When the first change was made.

By Mr. Haggart :

99. Who was the engineer {-—1I think it was Mr. Trudeau.
100. Who was Minister at the last change %—The last change, Mr. Haggart.
101. Who was the engineer in chief —Mr. Trudeau.
102. Did you get his recommendation %—Yes.

6
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By Mr. McMullen :

103. With regard to the levelling you say has yet to be done, Mr. Schreiber, is
there any schedule of prices regulating the prices to be paid for that —Yes.

By Mr. Davies :

104. Has any claim been preferred for extras {—No, none yet.

105. Do you know of any claim? Have you been spoken to with respect to any
claim for extras?—They said they intend to put in a claim, but I don't know
what it is.

106. Have they told you what the extras were for —No, they have not.

107. Have they told you the amount?—No, they have not.

108, Have you any report from sub-engineers or anything %—No, I have not.

109. Calling your attention to any extra work +—No.

110. Did the department authorize any extra work ?—I think not.

111. Don’t think ; I want you to know. Did the department authorize any extra
work ?—1 don’t know of any.

112. So that if any extra work was done it was done without any authority of the
department !—Without any authority of the department.

113. As far as you know? Is there anybody else who could give authority with-
out your knowlege !—Yes.

114. Who is that —Mr. Trudeau and Mr. Page.

115. And neither of ther: is to the fore now —No.

116. Would they give authority without giving it in writing %—1 think I might
say yes.

By Mr. McMullen :
117. Without reporting immediately to the department *—I think so.

By Mr. Haggart :

118. You would know by estimates, Mr. Schreiber, whether they ever did it or not ?
—There is nothing in the estimates to show.

By Mr. Davies :

119. Do I understand you to say you gather that the practice of the department
has been for the chief engineer, or soand so, to authorize extra work to be done without
making any record ¢—Mr. Page used to.

By Mr. McMullen :

120. And not supposed to report ? Would he not be supposed to report when he
did so immediately to the departinent 2— Well, he did not, no.

Mr. Hacearr.—The reports of the engineer upon which these changes were made
are here and the dates as well. You can consider them just as put in.

By Mr. Davies :
121. Are they amongst the papers produced !—They are amongst these papers.

By Mr. McMullen :

122. What amount of work has been done to complete the canal that is not regu-
lated by the schedule of prices in the original contract —1 don’t understand you. What
amount of work has to be done !

123, What amount is to be done, or has been done that has not been so far as
prices are concerned regulated by the original schedule of prices?—I could not tell you.
The estimate will show you, that document there.

7
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124. Will you kindly turn up and see the amount of work that is not regulated by
the original schedule of prices in connection with the contract ?—There is one estimate,
$18,296. Anocther $228,953. Thien there is $90,000.

Bé/ Mr. Foster :

125. Is that the bonus?—Yes. °
126. What was the bonus for —It was for having the lock built by a certain date.

127. Before the contract time —Yes.

By Mr. McMullen :
128. Was it finished then ?—My recollection is that it was.

By Mr. Davies :

129. Was it finished before that time —About that time.

130. About what time ?—1st July, 1894.

131. When did the contract call for %—They extended the time under one of the
agreements from 3ist December, 1893, to 31st December, 1894, but these documents
will show exactly.

132. Then they did not finish it before the contract date %—They finished the lock
itself in July, 1894.

133. Was the bonus to be paid for the finishing of the lock %—1It was for the whole
of the work that is there described.

134. How long before the contract date were they to finish it in order to get that
bonus %—My recollection is that it was 31st December, 1894.

135. When what %—The lock was to be finished.

136. If the lock was to have been finished on the 31st December, 1894, they were
paid a bonus to finish it, how much sooner ?—31st July, 1894.

137. A bonus of $90,000 %—I am not sure.

By Mr. Haggart :

138. Now, be correct. Why do not you refer to the order in council —1I have it
here, and T have the date when the lock is to be built.

By Mr. Dovies :

139. Give us that to start with 2—$90,000 to build the lock by July 14th.

140. You have already stated that the original contract called for December, 1894,
Have you got that document —1I have the document before me, but I am not looking
at it now.

141. Well, let us get that to start with ; let us get one thing at a time.—I am
trying to get it. (Examining the papers.)

142. Do you know if the original eontract provided for the completion of the lock
by 1893 or 1894 %1893, I think it was.

143. The original contract was for 1893 *—T think so.

144. And the correction was for 1894 %—Yes.

145. And the bonus was given for 1894 7—Yes.

146. Are those the correct dates !—T think so.

147. And the bonus was paid at the time specified %I think so.

148. Where will I find the time when the bonus was paid ?—The estimates will
show it.

149. In the estimates %—Yes.

150. So that the order in council, extending the contract, extended it six months
beyond the time you gave a bonus to complete it +—Yes.

- 151. Is that a correct statement, Mr. Schreiber ~—Here it is, the 14th October,
1892. It states here that the construction of the lock walls is to be completed by 31st
December, 1893. That was under the original eontract.

8
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By Mr. Haggart :

152. That is the lock wall. He wants to know when the lock was completed—
wooden culverts and everything %—31st July, 1894, It is the lock wall.

Mr. HagearT—No; it is the whole lock. Loo« at the documents.

Mr. Davies—If Mr. Schreiber is to bring these two statements, I consider he
should take time to look for these things. We want three things : the date when that
original contract was to be completed, the date when the bonus was proposed to be paid
to them wpon its completion within a shorter time, the date of that shorter time, the date
to which the contract was extended, and the time when it was extended.

Mr. OurmeT—It might be well to add the date of the different changes, and the
extent of the changes made in the contract.

The Wirsxess—You will want the whole letters before you to do that.

By Mr. Davies :

153. Have you got the original contract —The original contract is here.

154. On what date did the original contract call for the completion of that lock—
On or before the 10th day of May, 1892.

155. That was the original contract for the construction of the lock —That was
the original contract for the construction of the lock.

By Mr. Ouimet :

156. Is that the date of the contract or the date when it was to be completed *—
This is the date of the contract, the 20th November, 1888.

By Mr. Davies :

157. Was that all 9—1It was.

158. Then the next?—On the 5th April.

159. That is the date of the document you have got, is it —Yes, 5th April, 1892
Yes, the lock wall was completed I see on the 1st December, 1893, that was it.

160. So you were right in your first statement T was right, yes.

161. Now, will you give us some data we can rely upon exactly —Well, by the
agreement of the 8th November, 1892, T see the contractors undertook to build the
lock masonry by the 1st December, 1893.

162. Well, now, by that particular agreement dated 8th November, 1892, the lock
was to be completed by the 1st December, 1893. Very well.

Hon. Mr. Hac¢earRT—That is the lock masonry.

By Mr. Davies :

163. TIs that the original contract —No.

164. Well, there was a contract previous to that by which the lock was to be com--
pleted at an earlier date. Is that correct—The whole thing was to be completed in
1892, that is 31st December, 1892.

18 165. Then the agreement of the 8th November, 1892, was for an extension +—To
93.

166. The agreement dated 8th November, 1892, for the work to be completed by
the 1st December, 1893, was an extension -—~That was an extension of time.

167. Was there any further extension &I don’t think so.

168. Now then, when was the lock completed I—The lock masonry, not the lock.

169. But by the agreement ti.e lock was to be completed. Will you read what the
agreement says— And whereas in reply the said Hugh Ryan & Co. stated on the
30th September, 1892 (file No. 141562) that if concrete were substituted for masonry
in the backing of the lock chamber walls, and the order to proceed given at once, they
would undertake to build the lock masonry by tiie 1st December, 1893, for the ad-
ditional sum of ninety thousand dollars ($90,000).

9
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170. The lock masonry was then to be completed by the 1st December, 1893 +—
Yes, the lock masonry.

171. When was it completed %It was completed by that time. The estimates
will show it, I think when you get them.

172. It was completed by that time?—Yes. Oh, the estimate was right.

173. Can you refer to the estimate to make your recollection sure *—Yes, the esti-
mate is before you.

174. Then there they are (handing documents to witness).—Those do not give it.

175. I thought you said all the estimates were there %—That covers all the work
done by all the estimates.

176. What is missing that you want to refer to?—Each month’s work ; the esti-
mates for each month., That embraces all the work.

177. When you come back you will bring that document with you 7—7Yes.

178. Was that the time the bonus was agreed to be given, 8th November, 1892?
Does that contract provide for the giving of the bonus It does.

By Mr. Haggart :

179. I will ask Mr. Schrieber when he comes back again to have just a memo. so
that he can state quickly why it was the contract was extended from 1892 to 1893;
if they had to finish the contract in 1892 ; why a bonus was given for its completion
in 1893 and what were the reasons {—These documents will show it. It was the
Americans who put a toll on all vessels passing through the American canal, and which
was affecting the trade ; and I think you will find it from correspondence here upon
that subject in which I think some boards of trade urged.

180. But this is the point Mr. Davies is at. Under the original contract the lock
walls were to be finished in 1892. Ninety thousand dollars were given for the com-
pletion and finishing of them in 1893. Why was it that this sum was given for the
performance of work that was to be done in 18927 Give us the reasons and the docu
ments and have them here at the next meeting. They are all in writing.

By Mr. Davies :

181. Can you do that before the committee adjourns this morning I will give
all I can before the committee adjourns, but if you require these here I cannot do it.

182. Then give me what I asked for before?! You have a memorandum —Yes.

183. You will bring them over in a short time to resume your examination —Yes.

The committee adjourned.
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CommiTree Room, No. 49,
House or Commons, 21st May, 1895.
Committee met.

Mg. ScrREIBER, Deputy Minister of Railways and Canals, recalled, produced two
of the statements asked for at the last meeting of the committee, which were marked
Exhibits Nos. 1 and 2.

By Mr, Davies :

184. Have you got the information I asked for? I gave you three items of in-
formation I wanted at the last meeting #—One was the value of cribbing to be done by
Ryan & Co., $27,000.

185. Was what —The value of crib-work yet to be done on section No. 1 at the
lower entrance.

186. The value of crib-work yet to be built at the deepening of the entrance, is how
much —$27,000.

187. This is the estimate made by whom ¢—The estimate made by myself as well
as by others.

188. I want to know did you make the estimate? Is it your estimate or some-
body else’s estimate ? Is it the residential engineer’s estimate or your own, or whose is
it 7—No, it is my officer’s, the chief draughtsman’s, Mr. Spence’s.

189. That is Mr. Spence’s estimate. He is the draughtsman in your office, is he {—
No, he is in charge of the draughting work.

190. Is he an engineer %—Yes.

191. Then Spence’s estimate is $27,000 7—$27,000.

192. That is for the crib-work at the entrance yet to be done *—Yes.

193. Did you test that estimate in detail so as to be able to endorse it or not —
I did not go into figuring on the contract prices.

194. You did not test it, you do not endorse it, you cannot endorse it; it is just
Mr. Spence’s estimate. I just want to see where it goes? Now, then, there was some-
thing else, you had the deepening of the entrance, had you not —The deepening of the
entrance is just about completed now.

195. Well, you were to give me some figures in reference to that. You said you
were unable to do it the other day %—I am unable to do it now. I cannot give it.

196. Do you know how much it will take to complete +—We will have to sweep
the whole channel to find out what rocks are remaining in the channel.

197. Had you any reports in your department which you might have examined, or
You ought to have examined, which will enable you to form an approximate estimate 7—
I think probably two or three thousand dollars.

198. Have you any reports in your department as to the condition of that entrance
which will enable you to form an approximate estimate 7—I have nothing further than
the report from my engineer up there saying that excepting these rocks that may be
scattered about, the channel will be completed about this time.

By Mr. Gibson :
199. Loose boulders —Yes.
By Mr. Davies :

200. It will cost you how much —Two or three thousand dollars.
201. So that the resident engineer reports to you that it will cost two or three
thousand dollars more —What he reported was with the exception of any loose bould-
11
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ers there might be through the channel—this channel is half a mile or three quarters
long—any loose boulders left in, it will be completed about now.

By Mr. Gibson :

202. It is done to grade, is it *—All done to grade.

203. Well, then, he estimates that the picking up of the lonse boulders will in all
likelihood cost between two and three thousand dollars.

Mr. HacearT—Mr. Schreiber does that.

The WirNess—It won't cost that.

By Mr. Davies :

204. Is there anything more, sir —I don’t think so.

205. Was there not another statement you were to give me to-day ?—I think the
payments you asked for (producing papers.) .

206. Yes. This is the lock, is it ?—Section 2 is on the lock.

207. These are the dates and the amounts and the payments made up to date ‘—
Up to 30th June.

208. We will put these in evidence then. Now give us the date when that original
contract was completed !-—There was two contracts. Contract No. 1, that was dated
30th January, 1889, and it was to be completed on 10th April, 1891.

208%. That is the first one —That was the first one. It was extended to the 10th
April, 1892, when a change was made abolishing the

209. When was it extended, what time ?— About November, 1891.

210. Extended November, 1891 7—About that time.

211. To the 10th April, 1892 —That was at the time the beacon was abolished,
and 390 feet of crib was extended 390 fcet in lieu thereof at the contract prices,

212. The beacon was abolished and the crib-work extended 390 feet -—Yes.

Mr. HAGGART, (to witness)—Are you sure about that I—(To Mr. Davies). He was
not in the department, you know, and is only reading from the documents.

Mr. Davies—1I know, that is why I want to oret possession of the facts.

WirNEss—Supposing I read that.

213. What are you reading ?—1I am reading a memorandum I have taken from the
papers.

£14. Prepared by yourself ?—Prepared by myself.

215. Read it please —Will I read it from the beginning.

Mr. Haccarr—Commence at the first, about the contract.

Mr. ScHREIBER then read the following statement :—

“ On the 30th March, 1889, a contract was entered into with Messrs. Hugh Ryan
& Co. for the forming of channel ways and constructing of beacons and piers at the
lower entrance of the canal, the work to be completed by the 20th of May, 1891,
excepting 60 lineal feet of the channel and pier works at the upper end of the section,
which was to be completed by the 10th of April, 1892.

“ On the 24th of November, 1891, the Chief Engineer recommended that the bea-
con which was to cost $13,000, should be done away with and that the north pier be
extended a further distance of 390 feet, the cost of which he estimated at the contract
price to be $20,000, and that the amount of the cost of the beacon be transferred to the
lengthening of the pier at the contract rates.

“ On the 2nd of May, 1892, an orderin council was passed approving of the change
and on the 18th of May, 1892, an agreement was entered into with the contractors for
the changed work, the time for completion being stipulated as the lst of December
1892. This change entailed an additional! expense of about $7,000.”

By Mr. Davies :

216. When was the bonus proposed to be paid #—That is on that section ?
217. That is No. 1 section —That is No. 1 section.
12
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218. You have a similar memorandum with reference to section No. 2 7— Yes.
Mr. Davies—Go on, then. .
Witness then continued reading as follows :—

“ Sectioh No. 2.

% On the 20th November, 1888, a contract was entered into with Messrs, Hugh
Ryan & Co., for the construction of a lift lock and prism, the lock to be 600 feet in
length, 85 feet in width, with 16 feet 3 inches of water on the mitre sill, the work was
to be completed by the 10th May, 1892.

“ In the latter part of 1890, and the early part of 1891, the Toronto Board of Trade,
and others engaged in the shipping interests urged the great importance of the size of
the lock being increased. Mr. Walter Shanly was called in to consult with the chief
engineer, and report on the subject, which he did and finally the chief engineer on the
14th May, 1891, reported favouring the enlarging of the lock to 650 feet in
length, 100 feet in width, with 19 feet of water on the mitre sill, and on the 21st
May, 1891, an order in council was passed adopting his report. Negotiations were
then opened with the contractors and an understanding was reached as to the condi-
tions on which the contractors would carry out the change.

¢ The chief engineer recommended the adoption of the conditions and on the 14th
June, 1891, an order in council was passed approving the arrangement and on the 13th
June, 1891, an agreement was entered into with the contractors for the execution of
the additional works caused by this (the first) change in the plan of the lock.

“The time for completion was extended to 10th May, 1893. The change involved
the execution of the following additional work which at the prices named in the agree-
ment, amounts up to the following figures taken from the progress estimate for the
month of August, 1894 :—

¢ ADDITIONAL WORK.

Rock from sides cf lock pit 9,187 c.ydsat $1.50......% 13,790.50
do - bottom of lock
pit and 50 feet above

and below lock pit....... 14,622  do 1795...... 25,588.50
Rock from filling and em-

ptying culverts.......... 13,343 do 1.75...... 23,350.25
Loose rock, boulders and

other material.......... 3,230 do 1.50...... 3,230.00
Lock masonry. ........... 5591 do 16.00...... 89,296.00
Puddle ................. nil.  do 1.25...... nil.
Unwatering. ..................... .. lump sum. .. ... 35,000.00

Total additional cost by reason of first change of plan.. 190,245.25

“Towards the close of 1991, several transit companies addressed the minister urging
the necessity for a further enlargement, or change in the dimensions, and the matter
was brought up in Parliament when a promise was made that the subject should receive
most careful and full consideration, which resulted in the chief engineer being called
upon to investigate the matter and report his views. Accordingly on the 17th Decem-
ber, 1891, he presented six ditferent plans, suggesting that he should be at an early
date instructed to obtain from the contractors a price at which they would be willing to
undertake the additional work involved by the change.

“On the 22nd December, 1891, the chief engineer asked the contractors upon what
terms they were prepared to undertake the execution of this additional work involved
in the increase of the lock to 900 feet in length, 60 feet in width, with 19 feet of water
on the mitre sill. On the 23rd December, 1891, an order in council was passed
appioving of the change, provided reasonable terms and conditions could be made with
the contractors. Negotiations were opened with the contractors, and Mr. Walter
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Shanly was asked to assist in arranging reasonable conditions. On the 1st of February,
1892, he submitted his views, and on the 29th March, 1892, the chief engineer, concur-
ring in Mr. Shanly’s views, reported the terms and conditions, and, on the 1st April,
1892, and order in council was passed adopting the terms and conditions and giving
authority for the issue of an order to the contractors to proceed with the work. On
the 5th April, 1892, the chief engineer issued the necessary authority to the contractors
to proceed with the work upon the terms and conditions agreed upon for the change of
the dimensions of the lock to 900 feet long, 60 feet wide, with 20 feet 3 inches of water
on the mitre sill. The time for completion was extended to 31st December, 1894,

“ The additional cost entailed by this change of the plan of the lock at the prices
established as taken from the progress estimate for the month of August, 1894, is:—

‘“ ADDITIONAL WORK.

1. Earth excavation in lock pit. 425 c. yds. at $0.60.... .8  255.00
2. Rock do do .24,270 do 1.40...... 33,978.00
3. Ditto in culvert trenches, ... &924 do 1.50...... 13,386.00
4. Concrete in foundations . ...17,808 do 830 ..... 147,806.40
5. Lock masonry............. 18,155 do 12.60...... 228,753.00
6. Timberin mitre sills and filling, 1,687 M.ft. B.M.,2.00...... 3,374.00
7. Plank in platforms........ 401,391 do 4500...... 18,062.59
8. Iron bolts in sills and plat-
forms................ 449,997 1lbs.at 0.08...... 35,999.76
9. Pressed spike ..... ..... 106,694 do 0.05...... 5,334.70
16. Unwatering and contingencies, lump sum............... 15,000.00
“ NEW WORKS.
11. Filling behind lock walls. ... 44,719 ¢c. yds. at $0.75...... $ 33,539.23
12. Timber in culverts and mitre
silis,o.oven o 125,033 c. feet at 0.50 ..... 62,516.50
13. Plank in culverts and mitre
sills (See No. 7).......... .M.ft.B.M. at 45.00. .. ... Nil.
14. Iron bolts in culverts and
mitre sills (See No.8).............. Ibs at 0.08...... Nil.
15. Pressed spike in culverts and
mitre sills (See No. 9.).............. do 0.05...... NilL

Total additional cost attributable to second
changeof plan.. .......... .. .. ... ... .. $498,004.80

By Mr. Haggart :

219. In the former works the culverts are not included at all%—The culverts were
not in the original contract with Ryan & Co. It was at first intended that the culverts
should be of iron. Then when the changes were made it was determined to make them
the same as on the American side in wood. When T say additional cost it is not
entirely additional cost because the wooden ones are substituted for iron.

The committee adjourned.
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CommrTrEE Room, No. 49,
House or Comyons, Tth June, 1895,

The Committee met.

Mr. CoLLINGW0OD SCHREIBER, Deputy Minister and Chief Engineer of the Depart-
ment of Railways and Canals, re-called and further examined.

By the Chairman :
220. You have been sworn already, Mr. Schreiber I—Yes.

By Mr. Lister ;

221. Mr. Schrieber, what was the contract let to Hugh Ryan & Co.? What was
the amount of it and what was the work done %—-The first contract ?

222. The first contract?—The first contract was the lower entrance to the canal
—deepening the channel at the lower entrance and the piers.

223. No, that was not the first, that was the subsequent contract. The lock was the
first, was it not %—No, it was not. (After examining the papers.) The first contract
was the lower entrance, let on the 30th January, 1889.

224. That was the lower entrance. How much was that contract? Have you
the contract here %—Yes, it is a schedule contract, it is in the room here somewhere.

225. You can get it, I suppose ?—Yes.

The CrAIRMAN—TIt is before the committee.

By Mr. Lister :

226. Very well, as a fact tell us how much the contract was let to Mr. Ryan for?
—1It is a schedule contract at schedule rates.

227. Well you figured them all out, I suppose?—It will amount to about
£421,000.

228. Turn up your figuring. I want to know just what it amounted to. How
many tenders were put in for the lower entrance ?—A. T really could not tell you. I
was not connected with thé canal at that time.

229. But you would know by looking +—1I would by looking, yes.

230. Then you do not know how many tenders were put in ?—1I do not know.

231. Have you taen the trouble to look —I have seen them a number of time.

232. Have you seen them lately —Yes, in that book. I think I handled them
the other dny. I did not look at them specially. I fancy they are there (pointing to
Exhibit 1).

233. Well you may as well look, you are familiar with the papers {— Here it is, but
it has not the names. It is moneyed out.

234. No, the names are not there. You can identify the tender with the column,
and there is a report to council and an order in council —Here are the tenders for the
lower entrance. '

235. Well now what are they-—(Reading from Exhibit 1) Ryan, Ryan &
Haney, $299,313 ; Murphy & McGrecvy, $322,027 ; Allan & Fleming, $329,542 ; Sutton
et al, $330,474; Fraser & Poupore, 8368,422; Peter Whalen, $373,560; Edward
Dawson, £375,496 ; John Nicholson, $377,200 ; Raynor, $390,438 ; George Goodwin,
$411,902 ; Macdonald & Aylmer, 461,867 ; Gilbert & Hutchinson, $500,291 ; Larkin &
Connolly, $523,509 ; McNamee, $705,295.

236. Those are the tenders for the lower entrance, Mr. Schreiber 7—They are, yes.

237. Now look at the tenders for the upper entrance as moneyed out’—This has
not the names added. There is one, 8348,821 ; $508,085; 8529,676; 2405,131; $529,904 ;
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$467,209 ; $325,926 ; $807,884 ; 3841,282; $231,049 ; $477,173 ; $1,150,842; $545,-
288 ; $529,534.

238. Well now, if you look at the engineer’s report you will see a summary of the
tenders 7—Whose report is that?

239. T think it is Mr. Page’s report to the Minister —Oh, yes.

By Sir Charles Hibbert Tupper :

240. Were these tenders received in Mr. Page’s time ¢—Yes. Here it is signed
“John Page.”

By Mr. Lister :

241. Now, then, read from that, please I—Do you want the whole thing read or
just the figures

242. No, you need not read the whole report #—For the lower section, A, Hugh
Ryan, $299,313 ; B, $322,027.

243. What is that?—That is Murphy’s. G, $329,842. These appear to be the
lowest tenders.

244. Allan & Fleming, $329,842 9—$329,842, yes.

245. These are the lowest: tenders -—They are. Upper entrance, John Nicholson,
$231,049 ; William A. Allan and S. H. Fleming, $325,926 ; Hugh Ryan, John Ryan
and M. J. Haney, $348,821.

By Mr. Haggart :

246. What is Mr. Page’s recommendation ! Have you it there’—He says: “It
will be seen that the lowest tender for the lower section is that imnarked ‘A’ from
Hugh Ryan & Co., $299,000. It is desirable that that firm should under the circum-
stances have this part of the work, inasmuch as they could arrange their operations so as
not to interfere in any with the delivery of matorials for the lock, and other parts of
the works, all of which it is believed must be brought to the place by way of the
lower end of the lock sections. It inay at once be stated that I am fully of opinion
that tender ¢J ’ "——

247. Whose tender is ¢ J 7 %—John Nicholson’s, I think. I tmav at once be stated
that I am fully of opinion that tender “J,” which is the lowest for the upper section,
should not be entertained, as the rate stated for the excavation or removal of the
material to form channel-way is very little more, if any, than about one-half of what
will be the cost of the work, a matter which of itself alone is believed to be the
strongest possible reason for the course above recommended. The tender next on the
list is “@G,” which although low, cannot be classed as unreasonable.”

248. That is W. A, Allan & Co.7—Yes. ¢ Which although low, cannot be classed
as unreasonable. Still T fully believe that it would leave no margin for profit. The
lowest tender for the lower and upper sections combined is the objectionable one marked
¢J’, $608,249, above referred to, which cannot reasonably be considered. The next in
order is the tender marked ¢ A’, $648,134, from Hugh Ryan & Co. I have the honour
to be, &c.”

249. Well, now, Mr. Schreiber, who got the contract for the lower entrance —
Hugh Ryan & Co.

250. And who was awarded the contract for the upper entrance?—Allan &
Fleming, I think they are the contractors.

251. Allan & Fleming ?—7Yes.

253. Then the two entrances were awarded to different contractors —They were.

253. As a matter of fact Hugh Ryan & Co. were the lowest tenderers for the
lower section —According to this, yes.

254. Their tender being $299,313 *—Yes, that is it was a schedule contract moneyed
out at certain quantities, I suppose.

255. I suppose so. And Allan & Fleming were awarded the contract for the
upper section at $329,8427—$325,000.
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6. No, $329,000 —That is the lower section.
7. That is the lower section? What is the amount for the uppéer section }—

. $325,926 —Now they were higher than John Nicholson & Co. %— A pparently

(&)
ot
[9 2]

0, yes.
y259. The report which you have just read awards the contract to Allan & Co.,
because it was thought that the tender of John Nicholson was too low %—So it is stated
in this report.

260. Is that the habit of the department to be sure that the man who tenders tor
a work must make a profit out of it before they will award him a contract —The usual
practice has been to award it to the lowest.

261. So the practice of the department has been to award the contract to the
lowest tenderer, eh —Yes, I think so.

262. Why was that practice departed from in this case %—For the reasons stated
here, I suppose.

263. What are those reasons again, please ?—Because the Nicholson tender was
considered too low, apparently.

264. Then as a matter of fact the department considers whether the contractor is
to make any profit out of the contract or not ?—Idon’t know. It isa question of carry-
ing it through, whether he is able to carry it through, not as to what profit he will
make.
265. The question of carrying it through involves the question of whether he can
make a profit out of it or do it at the amount of tender %—Possibly so.

266. Well, would it not be so, Mr. Schreiber =—No, I do not know that.

267. Well, then, tell me what you do know? I am asking for an explanation of
the facts, why it is in some cases you award the contract to the lowest tenderer whilst
in other cases you pass over the lowest tenderer and award it to somebody who desires
the contract at a higher figure I—Well, there are various reasons. This one especially
appears to be because Mr. Page reported that he did not consider the work could be
done for the money, I think.

268, Well, then, so far as that instance was concerned, the tender was refused
because in his judgment, the work could not be done for the money !—No, that is what
he recommends, I don’t know why.

269. Was it your custom ?—Well, I don’t know that I have ever done that.

270. Have you always awarded to the lowest tenderer I—Not in all cases, I think.

271. Not in all cases ~—No.

272. Now, when you invited these tenders was it a condition of the advertisement
that the people offering should put up a certain amount of money as security for the
performance of the contract —1I think the practice—I know what it is now but I don’t
know what it was with these tenders particularly—the practice has been that the
deposits should be made with the tender, which if the party whose tender was accepted
refused to enter into the contract, he would forfeit it.

273. He forfeited the amount put up ¢—Yes.

274. What percentage of the contract would that be? Was the amount an abso-.
lute arbitrary amount —Sometimes it is a lump sum ; other times, I think, there is 5
per cent when the contract is entered into.

275. It would be an arbitrary sum when the tender was put in?—Itis in many
cases, yes.

276. Did the advertisement in this case require that persons tendering to put up
a fixed sum %—Well, that I really could not tell you.

277. Cannot you tell by the advertisement itself -—Well, it is here (pointing to
papers in front of him). Did you see the advertisement in here?

278. I did not notice it, Mr. Schreiber, but I have no doubt it is there —Well, 1
am not sure.

279. Well, is it not always the practice &—It is the usual practice to do so.

280. You can say, can you not, from your experience in the department that it is
always the practice to insist upon the deposit of a fixed sum as security that the eon-
tract would be performed if awarded to the tenderer +—Yes, I think so.
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281. So that so far as Nicholson is concerned, the rule that applied to all others
would be applicable to him %—I assume so, yes.

282. So as a matter of fact, I suppose Mr. Nicholson put up this money %I pre-
sume so.

283. At all events it was not rejected because the deposit was not put up?—I
don’'t know whether it was rejected, but I see the reason given by Mr. Page why he
recommends it should not be accepted—Dbecause he considers it too low.

284. The report says he considered the offer too low {—Yes.

285. Now, then, tell me, suppose the contract had been awarded to Mr. Nicholson,
what amount of money would he have been required to put up as security for the per-
formance of the tender that he sent in?—5 per cent.

286. That would be over $100,000? No, over $12,000?—7Yes, about $12,000.

287. Do you know John Nicholson —1I have seen him. I don’t know him.

Mgr. Hacearr—Surely the order in council returning the money speaks for itself ;
it must be there. That is all Mr. Schreiber knows about it.

MR. LisTer—It is there.

By Sir C. H. Tupper :

288. Read the order in council —This appears to be the order in council : “ On
a memorandum dated 13th December; 1888, from the Minister of Railways and Canals
representing that tenders have been sought for the work of deepening and forming the
lower and the upper entrances to thi Sault Ste. Marie canal, and 14 have been received
for it. :

“The minister further represents that under date 12th December inst. the chief
engineer of government canals reported showing the prices of the several tenders ex-
tended to their bulk value on the approximate estimates of the work to be done furnish-
ing a list of such values.

“ That the lowest tenders, according to this statement, are as follows : Lower section,
A, Ryan & Ryan & Haney, $299,313 ; upper section I, John Nicholson, $231,049.
That with regard to the lower section the chief engineer reports to the effect that
Messrs. Ryan & Co. who have the contract for the work should have this part of the
work, inasmuch as they could arrange their operations so as not to interfere with the
delivery of materials for the lock and other parts of the work, all of which must, it is
believed, be brought to the place by way of the lower end of the lock section.

“That with regard to the upper section, he states that he is of opinion that the
lowest tenderer, that of Mr. Nicholson, should not be entertained, as the rate given for
the excavation or removal of the material from the channel way is very little, if any,
more than about one-half of the cost of the work.

“ That he considers the tender next on the list, marked ‘ G,’ that, namely, of William
A. Allan and S. H. Fleming, $325,926, is one that cannot be classed as unreasonable.

¢ The Minister on the report of his chief engineer recommends that the contracts
for the work on the upper section be given to Messrs. Allan & Fleming in conformity
with their tender, that of Mr. Nicholson being passed over. The work for the lower
section being placed in the hands of Messrs. Ryan & Co., the lowest tenderers for the
same. The Committee submit the same for your Excellency’s approval.”

By Mr. Haggart :
289. Who is the minister #—Mr. Pope.
By Mr. Lister :

290. So that John Nicholson was passed over, for the reason given in that report
to the minister —Yes.

291. And the result of that, Mr. Schreiber, was that there was a difference in the
cost to the country, so far as that portion of the work was concerned, of ninety-four
thousand and some odd hundred dollars ; Nicholson’s tender being $231,049 and Allan’s
tender $325,926 ?*—That would be $68,000. ‘
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992, $68,000 the difference between $325,925 and $231,049 %—Yes.

Sir C. H. TuppeR.—That is hardly 2 fair question, and it comes from the mouth of
Mr. Lister.

Mr. LisTER.—] am simply asking.

Sir C. H. TuppER.—We have lots of opinions as to whether the difference in the

contract was anything whatever.

By Mr. Lister :

293. Well then, put it in this way, as the Minister of Justice objects. If John
Nicholson’s tender had been accepted at $231,049, and he had done his work, what
would have been the difference—the cost to the country—between his tender and that

of Allan & Co.?
The CrualrMAN.—It is simply a question of arithmetic.

By Mr. Lister -

294. $94,000 would be the difference, would it not %—That is the difference in the

two tenders.
295. Did you know John Nicholson as a contractor —I have heard of him and I

have seen him, but I don’t know him.
296. Had he ever contracts with the Government ?—1I think he had, but I am not

sure.

297. You are not sure about that -—I really do not know,

298. You have never taken the trouble to look it up I had nothing to do with
him.

299. Had he any contracts with the Government since you held the office of Deputy
Minister —No.

300. Did you know, or is there anything in the department to show that John
Nicholson withdrew his tender —If there is it will be here, but I am not aware of it.

301. Is every paper, every bit of correspondence relating to this Sault Canal to be
found here !I—Everything in connection with the letting of these contracts is here as

far as I know.
302. Is all the correspondence there ?—In connection with the letting of the con-

tract.

303. Between Nicholson and the department ?—Yes, I think so.

304. You will say that ?—As far as I know.

305. Did you go over these papers yourself 2—1I did.

306. Who selected them ¢—1I went over and ran through them to put them in order.

307. You went over them after they had been selected 7—Yes, after they had been
selected.

308. Who selected the papers and put them into the files —I put them into the
files chronologically as they are here.

309. You put them in the order th~y are now —Yes.

310. You undertake to say, Mr. Schreiber, all the papers in connection with the
Sault Canal are to be found there, in the other papers returned to this committee {—All
in connection with the letting as far as I know.

311. Did you find any letter or paper from John Nicholson withdrawing %—I am
not aware of ever having seen such a thing, but if there is it would be here.

312. Do you know whether John Nicholson became a partner with W. A. Allan
& Co. in the contract they had entered into with the government at $325,9261—1 do
not.

313. You do not know anything about that ?—Nothing whatever.

314. Do all of the members of the firm of W. A. Allan & Co., or any of them live
in Ottawa 7—Yes.

315. They are all here?—Yes.

316. Now you told me that the contract for the lower entrance was the first con-
tract entered into by the government ’l—-Yelsg,, I thought so.
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317. Are yca positive about that 2—No, Tam not positive ; I will see.

318. T am told not ?—Perhaps you are right. (After examining the papers). No,
section No. 2 was the first let; on the 20th of November, 1888,

319. What contract was that I—Tbat was the lock.

320. That is what I thought.—Yes.

321. Then the lock was the first contract entered into #—TI think so, yes.

322. The lower and the upper entrances were entered into subsequently %—Yes.

323. Were the contracts for the entrances entered into simultaneously %—No, they
are not the same date.

324. Is there any considerable difference in the dates?—No, there is no great
difference.

325. They are about the same time {-—Yes.

326. Who received the contract for the lock ?—The department. Oh, you mean
who was awarded the contract ?

327. Yes '—Hugh Ryan & Co.

328. Now, will you tell me how many tenders were received for the construction
of the lock %—14.

329. How do those tenders read ?—George Goodwin, $1,163,692 ; Conmee, Ray,
Dwyer & McTeigue, $1,225,990 ; Ryan, Ryan & Haney, $1,282,567 ; Neelon, Conmee &
Shields, $1,320,282.

330. Well, the contract was awarded to Ryan & Co. —7Yes.

331. What was the highest tender ?—Parry, McDonald, McCallum & Lattimore,
$1,990,144.

By Mr. Gibson :
332. What is that 1—§1,990,144.

By Mr. Montague :

333. Will you read all the tenders, Mr. Schreiber —I read down to Neelon, Con-
mee & Shields. The next is McArthur Bros., £1,385,650 ; Raynor & Belden, $1,450,-
806 ; Murphy & McGreevy, $1,525,155 ; Murray & Cleveland, $1,547,132 ; Macdonald
& Aylmer, $1,604,511; Ross, Holt & McKenzie, 1,656,524 ; R. G. Reid, $1,805,120 ;
Larkin & Connolly, $1,912,686; McLennan & McLennan, $1,954,165; Parry, Mec-
Donald, McCallum & Lattimore, $1,990.144.

By Mr. Lister :

334. Then what was Goodwin’s tender again —Goodwin’s tender was $1,663,992.
335. What was Conmee & Co.’s 1—81,225,990.

336. What was Ryan & Ryan’s —§1,282,567.

337. Yes; well now, the contract was awarded to Ryan & Haney 7—Yes.

338. At $1,282,567 !—Yes,

339. Why did you pass over Goodwin, $1,163,692 ?

By Mr. Haggart:

340. Read the engineer’s report and the memorandum to council.—The memoran-
dum to council ?

341. The engineer’s report to his minister —I will read the order in couneil first ;
I have it here.

342. Yes, that will do, it will contain the engineer’s report.—* On ajmemorandum
dated 10th November, 1888, from the Minister of Railways and Canals, representing
that under the authority of an order in council dated the 2nd of May, 1888, tenders
have been called for the works embraced in the construction of a canal and lock at
Sault Ste. Marie, and that a number of tenders, sixteen in all, have been received, of
which, bowever, two were informal and were not entertained, the deposit receipts re-
quired as evidence of good faith on the part of the contractors being in the one case un-
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endorsed, and in the other not marked * good ” except in respect to 5,000 out of the
£20,000 called for. The minister further represents that the several items of each ten-
der have been figured out to their money value on the approximate quantities of the
work, by the chief engineer of canals, who, under date the 9th of November, 1888, fur-
nishes a schedule of such tenders, showing the bulk value to be $1,990,144, and that the
the chief engineer reporting on the same states that the two lowest tenders, those,
namely, of George Goodwin, $1,163,692, and Messrs. Conmee, Ray, Dwyer & McTeigue,
£1,225,990, are in a number of items below the prices for which the material could be
purchased and delivered, and that in each case they were below what the work will
cost. He therefore considers that these two tenders should not be entertained. Pass-
ing on to the next or third lowest tender, that, namely, of Hugh Ryan John Ryan and
M. J. Haney, the figured out value of which is &1,282,667, the chief engineer states
that the rates are low, but that as a whole they are a small percentage over what is
likely to be the actual cost, and adds that as some members of the firm are known to be
skilled and energetic contractors he advises that their tenders be accepted. The Min-
ister, on the foregoing expression of opinion on the part of the chief engineer, recom-
mends that he be authorized to pass over the two lowest tenders above mentioned and
to accept that of Messrs. Ryan, Ryan & Haney.”

343. May I ask a question in regard to the first contract before we pass from that?
Did you notice any evidence in the department that the contract for the upper section
was offered to Mr. Nicholson%—No; I do not think so; but if there is it is here.
(After examining the papers) Oh, yes; there is a letter from Mr. Nicholson declining.

344. Because he was not given the two contracts ! Read the letter.—* If correct-
ly informed ——”

By Mr. Montague :

345. Whom is this letter from 7—>Mr. John Nicholson. ¢ Ottawa, 14th December,
1888.  Sir,—If correctly informed, your department intends to give the lower end of
the work advertised to be done at Sault Ste. Marie to Messrs. Ryan, Haney & Co.
The advertisement asking for tenders included all the work of the approaches at each
end ; and, as T understand I am the lowest on the whole, I will absolutely refu-e to
accept any portion of the work. I have the honour to be, sir, your obedient servant,
John Nicholson. To the Hon. the Minister of Railways and Canals.”

By Mr. Hughes :

346. Were the advertisements calling for these tenders the same advertisement or

were they separate —They were separate tenders apparently. .
347." Were there two tenders?—There were two tenders but also in one, if I

understand it rightly by this.

By Myr. Luster :

348. Then according to the records there is a letter from Mr. Nicholson refusing
to take the contract fer the upper entrance because he was the lowest on the upper and
lower —Apparently so.

349, Well, was that so -—According to the letter I read.

350. Nicholson on the lower entrance tendered at $377,000 and on the upper at
£231,049, making $608,249 on the upper and lower entrances —That is correct.

351. Mr. Ryan’s tender on the two would be $299,313 and $348,321, making
#648,134 on the two entrances, or a difference in favour of Nicholson of $40,000%
—Yes, apparently so, that is it.

By Mr. Haggart :

352, Would you read the advertisement for tenders so that we may understand it'
—It does not seem to be here. :
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By Mr. Hughes :

353. Were these tenders opened on the same day, Mr. Schreiber? Have you the
dates when they were opened’—7Yes, they appear to have been opened on the 8th
December, 1888, both of them.

By Mr. Luster:

354. Eh ?—They appear to have been both opened on the 8th December, 1888.
By Mr. Amyot :

355. You have not the advertisement with you %—It does not appear to be here.
By Mr. Lister :

356. Then how much did you say was the lock contract awarded to Hugh Ryan &
Co., one million —As figured out here, it was.

357. 81,282,567 2—Yes.

358. Then a contract was entered into for that work ¢—It was entered into at the
schedule prices.

359. At the schedule prices? Who made the prices "—The contractors, the tend-
erers made the prices.

By Mr. Gibson :
360. Who%—The tenderers made the prices.

By Mr. Lister :

361. But you had it figured out, had you not, the quantities and the prices —You
mean who made the quantities ?

362. Yes.—I suppose the chief engineer.

363. Now, was a contract entered into for the construction of the lock 7—Yes.

364. What date was that 2—20th November, 1888.

365. You say the contractor figured out the prices -—Well, his own prices, yes ;
the schedule prices.

366. But the department figured them out *—They extended upon quantities, they
moneyed them out.

367. Well, you see, Mr. Schreiber, that the Government under the department
were induced to reject certain tenders because in the opinion of the department the
prices were too low —Yes.

368. Well, now, do they figure out the prices themselves, do they estimate the
cost —Well, they did not in this case ; I could not tell you.

369. Well, how could they say the prices were too low %1 could not say how Mr.
Page arrived at that, I do not know.

370. How would you do it —1I should figure them out.

371. You would figure them out, eh %—Yes, and I suppose he may have done it,
I don’t know.

372. Is there anything in the department to show they were figured out %—
These? No, I don’t know. There is an estimate of the engineer, but the engineer had
all the tenders extended upon quantities, approximate quantities which he supplied.

373. Which the contractor supplied -—No, no, which the chief engineer supplied.

374. Which the chief engineer supplied, do you preserve those ?

By Mr. Hughes :

375, Pardon me for a moment, may I ask who the engineer was, Mr. Schreiber *—
Page.
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By Mr. Luster :

373. Are those papers kept at the department-——the papers showing what, in the
opinion of the department, are the proper prices 7—I don’t know. There is nothing
that I am aware of but the tenders extended upon quantities furnished by the engineer.

377. Theengineer gives the quantities —Yes.

378. The contractor says I will do that particular work for a certain figure !—No,
he says he will do the earth work in the basin, we will say, at so much a yard.

379. Yes.—We will do all the masonry in the lock at so much a yard, and so forth.
He has no quantities before him, that I am aware of.

380. No? Then he takes the kind of work he says he will do at so much —Yes.

381. Well, what I want to know is whether the department, before these tenders
come in at all, have come to any conclusion as to how much the work would cost %—1I
have seen no estimate of that kind.

382. You have seen no estimate of that kind 7—No.

383. If an estimate of that kind had been prepared by the department would it
not be amongst the paper !—1I think it would be ; it should be.

384. Then as a matter of fact you found no paper of that kind amongst the
papers ?—1I have found none.

385. You have found none, and you say this was the practice to estimate in that
way before letting the contract #—Not in all cases, but usually I have done that.

386. Usually you have done it? Have you done it in any contracts you have let
to Ryan & Co.?—Yes.

387. Subsequent contracts —Yes.

388. You have done it as regards those 7—Yes.

389. Then that would be the proper way to do in order that the department may
satisfy itself that what the contractor is offering, the amount the contractor is asking, is
a reasonable sum ?—1I did not understand that. ‘

390. It is necessary in order that the department might know that what the
contractor is offering to do the work for is a reasonable sum —Well, upon the report of
the chief engineer. The chief engineer reported here that he considered the lowest
tenderer was too low.

391. I know that —And upon that apparently they acted.

392, Then there ought to be something in the department supporting the views of
the chief engineer, showing that it had been figured out hy the engineer, ought there
not *—Well, I don’t think there is.

393. You don’t think there is? There ought to be 7—I am not sure. He may
have explained it all.

394. But you do it ?-—I have done it in inany cases.

395. Now, this contract was let, when {—20th November, 1888.

396. Goodwin withdrew, did he 7—1I have no idea.

397. No, he did not withdraw, his tender was rejected. Now, what was the infor-
wmality as to Goodwin’s tender and Conmee’s ?—1I don’t know.

398. Was there any ?

By Mr. Haggart :

398a. Would you look at the memorandum of Mr. Page! Does he give any
reason '—Here is the report, this is the report of the chief engineer, but I think 1 read
that, did I not? .

3985. You read the order in council —This is dated Ottawa, 9th November,
1888 and is addressed to the Secretary of Department of Railways and Canals.
It reads as follows :—

*¢ S1r,—The tenders received on 7th inst. for the formation of a canal and the con-
struction of a lift lock on the island situated on the north side of the Sault Ste. Marie
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have been applied to the respective approximate quantities of work to be done and the
four lowest tenders are as follows :(—

Tender “L”7—George Goodwin..... e $1,163,692

do “E”7—JamesConmee..................... ‘l
S.H.Ray ... o=
Michael Dwyer .................... l> #1,225,990
James McTeigue. ................ |

do “M7”—Hugh Ryan.. ....................
John Ryan....................... } $1,282,567
M. J Haney......................

do “B”—Sylvester Neelon...................
John Carroll.. ... ... ... ........... } £1,320,828
John Shields.......................

399. What is the reason of their rejection ?

Mr. Lister.—Of Goodwin and Conmee.—¢ It may here stated for the information
of the minister that tenders “L” and “E” are in a number of items below what the
material could be purchased and delivered for, and in the aggregate are in each case
below what the work will cost.”

By Mr. Haggart :

400. That is the only reason?—¢“I am of opinion that the marginal note on the
form of tender is fully applicable in both cases and therefore believe that these two
tenders should not be entertained.”

401. What is the marginal note?—*The rates in tender ‘M’ are low, but taken
as a whole they are a small percentage over what is likely to be the actual cost. Still
as some members of the firm are known to be skilled and energetic contractors I advise
that their offer be accepted.

<7 have the honour to be, your obedient servant,

“JOHN PAGE,
“ Chief Engineer of Canals.”

402. Then according to the report of the engineer Goodwin’s tender was rejected
as well as Conmee & Co’s., because they were too low in the opinion of the engineer?—
According to that report I should judge so.

403. Now I ask you again, Mr. Schreiber, if it is not necessary, not usual but
necessary, that the engineer should make a price for himself so as to make up the
total cost prior to asking for tenders I —Prior to recommending you mean ?

404. Yes, recommending—Well, of course it is desirable, no doubt.

405. Is it not necessary %—No, I do not think it is necessary. It is not neces-
sary in all cases.

406. You ask for tenders and your department take no consideration at all as to
what the proper price is?%—Oh, I do not say that. The chief engineer here states
that he considers these too low and he thinks the other, although low, is reasonable.

407. T know he states that, but I am asking you again if it is not necessary to
make up the total cost in the department before considering the tenders at all. You
make up your minds what it is going to cost.

Mr. HaccarT—The report of Mr. Page says so, that he has made an approximate
estimate of the cost and that these are too low according to it.

By Mr. Lister :

408. Now let ussee. It was awarded to Ryan & Co., whose tender was $1,282,562.
Conmee’s tender was $1,225,990, or a difference in favour of Conmee of 856,577 —Yes.
409. Is that much of a difference on a contract of that kind ?—The difference
is not large.
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410. In other words do you think that the difference would be suflicient to justify
the department in refusing the tender of Conmee & Co. #—Well, I am not in a
position now to say. Mr. Page was in a much better position to decide.

411. Had Conmee & Co. ever had any contract with the department? Have you
any record about them?!—That, I do not know. They have had none since I was
in the department.

412, Then Goodwin’s is $1,163,567 as against Ryan’s 1,282 567. That is, Good-
win's is $118,875 less than Ryan’s tender?—Yes.

By Mr. Amyot :
413. And Ryan’s tender is low, too %—DMr. Page says so.
By Mr. Laster :

414. Now you tell me, taking the upper excavation, that you passed over the
tender of Nicholson because the rate¥or excavation was too low?—That is what
Mr. Page says.

415. That is what Mr. Page says ©—1It is what the order in council says.

416. Now looking at the tenders put in by both contractors, is it not true that
while the rate for excavation in the case of Nicholson may be lower than that of Allan &
Co., the rate for much of the other work to be done is considerably higher ?

Mr. Mo~nTaGUE—I understood that Nicholson was offered the work and withdrew.

Mr. Lister—Well, the reason given in all these reports is that the rate is too low.
What I asked the engineer is whether if a particular portion of the work is lower in the
case of Nicholson than in that of another contractor, whether certain other portions of
the work are not much higher than the rates of the contractor who received the contract.

The WiTwess—It might be as you said that they might be very low on a class of
work that there was a great deal of, and on another item it might be high where there
was only a small quantity of work, and although the prices would appear to adjust the
thing it would not necessarily follow.

By Mr. Lister :

417. Unless there was figuring up and figuring down -—Quite so.
418. Now that contract was let to Ryan & Co. —Yes.

419. There was a movement, I believe, made for changes?—Yes.
Mr. Hucaes—Which contract ?

Mr. Lister—The lock.

By Mr. Haggart :

420. If you are going to another part of the business let me just ask a few ques-
tions. You have no information in the department of the reasons for Mr. Goodwin
withdrawing his tender. You do not know that Mr. Goodwin withdrew his tender on
the advice of Mr. Page because he was too low %I am not aware of it.

Mr. HacGarT—Those are the facts.

By Mr. Luster :

421. How long after the contract had been let was it that a movement was started
by some person for the deepening, widening and lengthening of the basin%—The con-
tract was let in November, 1888. In the latter part of 1890 and in the early part of
1891 the Toronto Board of Trade and those engaged in the shipping interest urged the
great importance of the change.

422, What did they urge "—The great importance of the size of the lock heing
increased.

423. To what size I—I cannot tell you that. Mr. Walter Shanly was called in to
consult with the chief engineer and report on the subject, which he did, and finally
the chief engineer, on the 14th May, 1891, reported favouring the enlarging of the
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lock to 650 feet in length, 100 feet in width, with 19 feet of water on the mitre sill,
leaving the gates 60 feet wide.
424. Were there letters from Sir Frank Smith %—1I think there was a letter from

him. Yes.
425. Will you turn up that letter %—Witness then read the following :—

¢ ToroNTO, June 29th.
“To the Right Hon. Sir John Macdonald.

“ MY pEAR S1k,—When I last saw you in this city I said that I would write you a
few lines with regard to the finishing of the lock you are building at the Sault Ste.
Marie. It is like this, the Americans are building a lock at the same place. They are
making the approach, or entrance to the lock straight, and the same width as the rest
of the lock. This will enable a vessel to goin and take all she may have with her
without delay or dropping off when taking vessels in tow, and will also pass in in one-
half of the time. You will understand what I mean. They are also making the lock 20
feet deep. Now if you could see that these irfprovements could be done without cost-
ing more than the estimate it might be a great benefit in the future, as this lock will
last for ages. Kindly give this matter your serious consideration and oblige.

T remain, dear Sir John, yours truly,

“« FRANK SMITH.”
By Mr. Lister :

426. There is also a letter from Mr. Van Horne, of April 3rd, 1891 7%—Yes, I
think so.

427. Advising the enlargement %—Yes, I think so.

MEk. Foster—Do you want the letter ?

Mgr. Lister—Oh, ne, I am not particular.

By Mr. Lister :

428. Now, who was the engineer in charge of the works at that time ?—TIn 1890

429. In 1890 and 1891 ?—I think Mr. Thompson.

430. I find a letter there from Mr. Thompson of March 30th, 1891, disapproving of
the scheme to enlarge the canal and giving the reasons —What is the date of that?

431. March 30th, 1891.—Are you sure it was March 30th ?

432. Yes, sir.—There is one of March 28th, 1891.

433. Perhaps that is it. Is it a letter from Mr. Thompson —Yes, from Mr.
Thompson.

434. Well, there is one of the 30th too, but read that one?—This is to Mr.
Bradley :

¢ Orrawa, March 28th, 1891.

“Sir,—1I beg to acknowledge the receipt of folio No. 133070 under cover of which
the Hon. Frank Smith suggests that the plan of the lock on Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Co’s.
contract for the Sault Ste. Marie Canal should be changed to the extent of making the
lock the same width throughout and deepening it to 20 feet. I cannot advise the ad-
option of the course suggested, for the reason that such a departure from the plan would
be breaking the contract, in view of which it would seem unprofitable to discuss the
matter at greater length.

“ T have the honour to be, Sir,
“ Your obedient servant,

“W. G. THOMPSON.”

435. Well, then, there is another letter ?—From whom ?

436. From Mr. Thompson.—Subsequent to that ?

437. What date is that, Mr. Schreiber 7—28th March.

438. Subsequent to that ?—No, it must be previous to that, surely.
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439. Well, never mind I won’t take up your time in asking you to find it —Here
is another dated 28th March, 1891, is that it ?
440. Read that one piease !

“Orrawa, March 28th, 1891.

“81r,—Referring to the resolution of the marine section of the Toronto Board of
Trade, under cover of No. 133682, in which approval is expressed of the width, 85
feet, designed for the Sault Ste. Marie Canal lock now under contract to Messrs. Hugh
Ryan & Co., but suggesting an increase of depth to correspond with that of the lock
now under contract in Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, I beg to say that to deepen the lock
only at the present time with a view to deepen throughout ultimately, would be a
serious mistake. To deepen the prism of the canal after the provision for securing a
water tight canal had been completed to the depth provided in the contract, would be
to make that water tight provision of no effect, An estimate of the cost of deepening
as above suggested must therefore embrace the full length of Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Co.’s
contract for the canal and lift lock and would be approximately $180,000, apart from
any claims for extras that might result from the contract now in force.”

441. Yes. Now, as a matter of fact the Government did enter into a contract for
the deepening and widening and lengthening of that lock —1 did not cateh that.

442. A contract was entered into for the deepening, widening and lengthening of
that lock —TIt was, sir.

443, Sothat there would be 19 feet of water on the mitre sill 7—7Yes.

444. At lowest water %—Yes.

445. And that it should be 100 feet wide and 650 long —Yes.

446. The recommendation of the Board of Trade was that it should be 85 feet
wide, as I understand it %—85 feet, ves.

447. How long 1Tt did not state the length, I think.

448. You adopted 16 feet odd, was it not ¢—1I think it was.

449. Sixteen feet and some inches in depth, 85 feet wide, and, I think, 600 feet
long +—That was the first contract.

450. No?—Yes; 600x85x16-3.

451. Then the contract was changed so as to make it 6350 feet 2—650x100x19.

452. 620x100x19 ?—That is right.

453. That was ultimately adopted by the Government and those changes were
made %—They were.

454. And the contract entered into *—7Yes.

455. How much did those changes—an additional charge upon the country——
involve —The first change in the lock entailed additional work.

456. What was that 7—To the value of $190,245.25.

457. What change was that, Mr. Schreiber ?—That was the change from 600x85
x16-3 to 650x100x19.

458. What was the total increase 7—That was the total increase on that occasion.

459. Well, then, what other changes?

By Mr. Haggart :

460. Was that on the lock alone, or on the upper and lower entrances ?—That is
on the lock alone. Then there were subsequent changes to that.

By Mr. Lister :

461. What were the subsequent changes!—There was a change from 650x100x19 to
900x60x20-3.

462. Then the lock was extended to 900 feet *—It was.

463. 900 feet *—Yes.

464. How wide —60 feet.

465. Added !—No ; 60 feet wide.

27



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 14.) A. 1895

By Mr. Foster :
466. Instead of 100 %—(No answer.)
By Mr. Lister :

467. It was underrated, then ?—It was underrated, yes ; and when it was 100, the
lock gates were only 60.

468. So it was reduced to 60 and lengthened 100. Anything added to the depth ?
—one foot three inches added to the depth ; 20-3 on the mitre sill.

469. So is would be 20-3 on the mitre sill? What was the additional cost there,
that was at what time ?——1892.

470. Fifth April, 1892 1—Yes.

471. Well, now, what does that involve ?—That involves an additional cost of

$498,000.
472. $498,0007 Did you make any change afterwards ?

By Mr. Foster .
473. Isthatan addition to the $190,245 —Yes. Then later on, in October, 1892
By Mr. Lister :

474. One moment. Now, up to that time, Mr. Schreiber, the additions involved
an expenditure of $688,249 —Yes. Then in October, 1892

By Mr. Haggart :

475. Be sure of your figures first, Mr. Schreiber —1I will give all the figures after-
wards.

476. The first contract contemplated iron I will give you that afterwards.

477. He says it was an increase —The first change to 650 feet involved an expendi-
ture of $190,245. The second change—the actual increase by the change—was $376,-
091.25, but in making that change, there was originally the culverts—the supply culverts
were not in the contract at all. They were to be of iron, and it was concluded to build
those of wood, the same as they are on the American side, and they were then placed in
this contract, and they cost 121,913, the two together. These two together made
£490,000.

By Mr. Lister:

478. What about those culverts again?—These culverts were originally to have
been in iron. They were not embraced in Ryan’s contract at all. They were not let at
the time this change was made, when it was determined to build these culverts of wood.

479. Then the culverts were not Ryan’s contract at all 2—They were not.

480. Then you made up your mind that Ryan should have the contract for the
culverts /—1I was not in the department at all. In this agreement the culverts were
embodied at certain prices.

481. When were the culverts introduced ! Do you mean the agreement of April,
1892 7—On the 5th of April, 1892.

482. So that the culverts were awarded to Ryan & Co. at $121,913 %—That is what
they came to, yes.

483. And the additional cost then outside of the culverts, was ?—8376,091.25, and
for the culvert, $121,913.

434. Making ?—Altogether 8498,000 in round numbers.

485. $498,000 odd. Then how much of that could be considered extra work %—
$376,091.

486. $376,091, in addition to the $190,245, was extra work —Yes.

487. $121,913 was for the culverts —Was new work for the cuiverts.

488. Well, how was it that these culverts were not estimated and provided for in
the contract ?—1I really could not tell you that. I do not know.

28

-



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

489. That would be a very important part of the work *—It is an important part
of the work.

490. Did the estimates provide at all for the culverts %—What estimates ?

491. In your office !—The $4,000,000 provided for the culverts.

492, The four million what *—The $4,000,000, the original estimate of the work,
embraced the culverts.

493. So that, as a matter of fact, the 2121,913 was a part of the work that would
have to be done %—Undoubtedly.

494. And a very important part of the work 7—A very important part of the work.

495. And that was let without any tender at all %—That was let in the way T told

you.
? 496. In what way ?—When this change was made to the 900 feet.
497. The excavation, I believe, was in the original contract for these culverts I— Yes.
498. The excavation was for the culverts and that formed part of the original con-
tract ?-—1I think so.
Mr. Davies.—There is no ¢ think ” about it. It is recited there in clause 7 ex-
pressly : “In addition to the excavation for the discharge and supply culverts which is
covered by the existing contract, ax’d certain works to be done in connection therewith.”

By Mr. Lister :

499. So that the excavation in connection with these culverts was included in the
contracts with Ryan & Co. I—Stop a moment, I am not able to say. Here is Ryan ex-
cavation, $24,970. Now, I have not included thatin these culverts, and I do not think

it was in these culverts.
500. Do you say, then, that the $121,000 includes making the excavation }—No, it

does not.
501. Then, making the excavation must have been included in sone other contract ?

—1I presume so.
By Mr. Haggart :

502. Be sure, Mr. Schreiber 7—Well, T cannot be sure.

503. Would it not strike you at once if the first lock was only 16 feet and the next
19 feet in depth that it could not possibly have been in it !—There is extra rock, $24,-
000. There is no doubt about that.

504. You can see at once it could not possibly have been in the first contract 1—
Yes. Then I have not included that $33,928 in the culverts.

505. You forgot that —Yes.

By Mr. Lister :

506. Now what was the next change —In October, 1892, there was a change made
in the depth of the prism of the canal to make it conform to the 20 feet 3 inches in the

lock on the sill. That increased the depth of the prism 4 feet.
507. Yes, how much was that 7—And also there was the masonry and piers of the

bridge. The two together made $107,842.
By Mr. Gibson :
508. What is that I—$107,842.

By Mr. Lister :

509. $107,842. Now any further changes?—No, those are the only changes.
510, Those are the only changes in the lock #—Yes.

By Mr. Davies :

511. No, no, that is not correct, because the great change was made in October,
18921—1T do not hear what you say.
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512. I see the greatest change of all, so far as I gather from reading the papers,
was made in October, 1892, and not in April —No, I am speaking of October, $107,842.
Mr. Davies—Then I misunderstood you.

By Mr. Lister :

513. That included the piers of the lock %—The piers and the abutments of the
bridge and the excavation for that as well as the deepening of the prism.

514. That is included in that $109,000 %—Yes, in the $107,000.

515. Who authorized the construction of a pier in that lock ?

Mr. Haceart—There is no pier in the lock.

Mr. GiBsoN—In the channel.

By Mr. Lister :

516. Does that include the pier in the channel %—Yes.
517. Who authorized that %I think that was authorized by order in council under

the recommendation of the chief engineer.

By Mr. Haggart :

518. Say who authorized it and when it was, and let us have the full particulars
with regard to this pier ~—1I have the order in council. It is attached to the tracing.
519. Upon the recommendation of Mr. Page 7—No, on the recommendation of Mr.

Trudeau.
520. Well, when was it? Give us the whole particulars and tell everything about

it 7—1It will be in October. T think I see the plan there. I can see the tracing.
521. How far is the pier above the lock —It will be 1,500 feet.

By Mr. Lister :
522. On which side of the lock %—On the upper side.

By Mr. Davies :

523. But you say in Mr. Trudeau’s report of that date he recommended that that
pier should be placed in the canal there !—I think so, yes, I think you will find it there.
524. I don’t wish you to say what you thought, but whether you know that to be
the case, I have it in my hands %I have seen the recommendation either of Mr. Thomp-

son or Mr. Trudeau, I don’t remember which.
525. It is not by Mr. Trudeau in the papers that are here !—Well, it is either Mr.

Trudeau or Mr. Thompson, I don’t know which ; I thought that plan was prepared by
Mr. Thompson,

By Mr. Lister :

526. I ask you what authority there was for the construction of the pier —It is

(the tracing) attached to an order in council.
527. That was before your day, Mr. Schreiber ?—Yes.
528. It was in Mr. Trudeau’s time ?—Yes, it was.
529. Now, how much has that work cost up to the present time {-—There are certi-

ficates issued to the amount of $3,171.584.
530. And how much is yet to be paid I think the whole cost will be $3,520,000,

that includes offices, residence for the superintendent, shops and so forth.
By Mr. Haggart :
531. What was the estimated cost ?—$4,000,000 is the original estimated cost.
By Mr. Lister :

532. The original estimate as stated by the minister was $750,000 7—$4,000,000 I

have always supposed.
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533. According to Hansard of 1888, page 1642, the estimated cost the first time
was 81,000,000, then it was in 1889 placed at $2,657,809, including everything, as Sir
Charles Tupper said '—1I am taking this from the records of the department.

534. What records %—From the reports of the engineers. In the canal reports you
will find it.

By Mr. Davies :

535. Before you pass from that order I want to try and understand these changes
that were made in this order of October, 1892 7—Yes.

536. Now, will you shortly state the main changes made—I don’t want you to go
too much into detail—by the order of 1892, in the work, in the pay for the work, and
in the time in which the work was to be completed ? Those are the three points !— As
I have stated in April, 1892, there were works to the extent of 376,091, The work
was then to be finished under contract in December, 1394.

537. Yes, the time was extended to December, 1894, by that agreement of April ?
—The agreement of April, yes.

538. Well, now I am bringing you to the agreement made in October following ?
Well, then, in the October following there was $107,000 of additional work authorized
by the change.

539. You say the additional work there was %107,000 %—Well, one hundred and
seven thousand eight hundred odd dollars.

540. Now, tell me the character of the work—the changes made in the character of
the work in October, 1892 —The lowering of the prism of the canal.

541. How much was the prism of the canal lowered ? —Four feet.

542. That is one item %—Yes. Then the underwatering there was $10,000 also.

543. That was not a change in the character of the work, the underwatering !—
That is in connection with it.

544. T am asking you to state to the committee the change in the character of the
work by the order of October, 1892. Keep to that for the moment. There was a
lowering of the prism four feet ?—Four feet, yes.

545. Very well, what else 7—Then the piers and the abutments for the bridge.

546. The substructure for the railway bridge, that is two things?—Yes.

547. Goon. What was the great pre-eminent change made over that of everything
else =—There was no change made in the contract excepting as to time.

548. Yes, there was a great change +—No, there was not.

549. Was there not a change from masonry to Portland cement concrete in the
agreement —1I don’t know when that was, I had nothing to do with it.

550. You had nothing to do with this; you had nothing personally to do with it?
—1I mean I don’t know when that was first done.

551. You ought to know. You know the other two things which were in the
agreement !-—Yes, but I don’t think that is in the agreement.

552, Yes, it is in the agreement, excuse me 1 don’t know that.

553. Is it a matter of fact that the backing, as stated here, in the south walls of
the lock chamber were ordered to be built of Portland cement concrete in place of
masonry, so that a completion could be effected at an earlier date —Yes.

554. Very well. Was that change effected by any agreement of October, 18921
—The agreement permitted them to build the work in that way, but they did not build
it in that way, they built it of masonry. It permitted them to do that to expedite
the work, if they found they could not do it in time the other way.

555. Well, as a matter of fact, that memorandum of 1892 was put in the form of
an agreement of the 8th November, 1892 1—Yes.

556. And did that not provide explicitly, sir, they were to substitute Portland
cement concrete for masonry in the backing of the lock chamber wall % They were
permitted to do that. ’

557. Was that not on condition they agreed to build the locks %—That was one of
the conditions. They found they could not complete in any other manner and they did so
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558. Very well. So that the reason which appears to be given here did not apply ?
—No, they did not carry that out. They continued to use masonry in the stone work
instead of the concrete.

559. Well, sir, I will just call your attention to this official document here to show
you the only reason they gave which would enable them to finish it was this change

that I referred to —I remember that.
560. ““ At the outset the contractors distinetly stated that it would not be possible

to complete the work contracted for by that date and the question was therefore by
your direction put to them, whether if the south walls of the lock chamber were per-
mitted to be built of Portland cement concrete in place of masonry such completion
could be effected. To this they replied in the affirmative ?””—That was all right.

561. And he proceeded to obtain the terms on which that work could be done —
That was right.

562. This is Mr. Trudeau’s report —That was right.

563. Then the agreement goes on to provide for this change being made. You say
it was not made %—It was not made. '

564. Then the two changes{of the contract made, although three were contemplated,
were the increase in the depth of four feet, and of the prism of the canal and some
other points, I forget which. There is one more question : For facilitating the time for
completion to the lst December, 1893, the additional sum of $90,000 was paid to
them It was.

565. As a bonus %— Yes.

By Mr. McMullen :
566. Will you present to the committee on your next examination the several items
connected with this work for which there was no schedule prices arranged +—Yes.
By Mr. Haggart :

567. There are none, are there —Yes, these schedule prices for these extra works
568. Are there any quantities at all that are not regulated on the schedule prices’
either the schedule prices in the contract or the schedule prices subsequently agreed to

—None that I know of.

The committee then adjourned.
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Comyitree Rooy, No. 49,
House or Coxnons, 11th June, 1895,

Committee met.

Mr. CoLLiNGWOOD ScHREIBER, Deputy Minister and Chief Engineer of Railways
and Canals, re-called and further examined.

By Mr. Davies :

569. Mr. Schreiber, on this Sault Ste. Marie Canal contract, I understood you to
say in your last examination that there were three different changes made, the first
one increasing the length from 600 to 650 feet and the breadth from 85 to 100 feet,
which cost $190,000. Will you please follow me and see that I state them correctly. The
second one changed the length from 650 to 900 feet and the breadth was reduced to 60
feet, which cost, including the culverts, $498,000, and the third one, increasing the depth
of the prism 4 feet and the masonry and the piers of the bridges which is to be built
over the canal cost $107,000. That I believe is correct, is it not #—Yes, in round figures.

570. I just want to get the general outline. Now, did I understand you to inti-
mate why the change was made in 1892, in October, 1892% Did I understand you to
intimate upon whose report that change was made?—Yes, I think upon the report of

the chief engineer.
571. You gave the committee to understand that it was upon the report of the

chief engineer %—Yes.

572. Do you wish us to understand that the chief engineer advised that change,
reported favourably to it, when you say it was made on his report? You mean that
he advised it, that it was on his recommendation —That is the deepening of the prism ?

573. That is the change which took place in October, 1892 —November, 1892.

574. It was carried out by an agreement dated the 8th substituting concrete for
masonry and undertaking to complete by December, 1893, instead of 1894, and $90,000
were to be paid for the reduction in time %—Yes.

575. Now I want you to keep to that one change for the present. Do I under-
stand you to intimate that that change was made on the recommendation of the chief
engineer %—1I could tell if I looked at his report.

576. Did you look at his report —Yes.

577. Well, was it on his recommendation ? I understood you tosay that it was %—
Yes, I think I said so.

578. Well, I think I must ask you to read that report and see whether your con-
clusion is correct. You will find that report under the date of the 14th October, 1892 1%
~—(After examining Exhibit 1) Have you it marked out here ?

579. 14th October, 1892, is the date. Have you got the right volume there ? What
volume have you got —I do not think so. These are the early ones. You must
have it there, I think.

580. Yes, it should be in volume 2. You have no index to this, Mr. Schreiber —No.

. 581. Are they chronologically arranged according to dates do you know —I
think so.

582, Well, we will soon find it if they are.

583. Now, sir, I think you will find that is the report. Will you please read it so
that it can be put in evidence I— Ottawa, 14th October, 1892. Hon. John Haggart,
Minister of Railways and Canals:

“ 81r,—In accordance with your instructions given in view of the desired construc-
tion of the Sault Ste. Marie Canal at a date earlier than that fixed by their contract.
I have the honour to report that I have had negotiations with the contractors, Messrs.
Hugh Ryan & Company, in order to ascertain the terms on which they would be pre-
Ppared to undertake the completion of the lock walls by the 1st December, 1893.
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“ At the outset they distinctly stated that it would not be possible to complete the
work as contracted for by that date, and the question was therefore, by your direction,
put to them, whether, if the said walls of the lock chamber were permitted to be built
of Portland cement concrete instead of masonry, such completion could be effected. To
this they have replied in the affirmative, and I have proceeded to obtain provisionally
the terms on which the work can be done by that date, together with certain other
works requisite for the completion of the whole canal by the lst July, 1894. The
features so dealt with are as follows :—

“ The construction of the lock walls by the first of December, 1893.

“The completion of the wooden culverts at the bottom of the lock chamber.

“ The deepening of the prism of the canal to the further depth of four feet required
on contract No. 9594.

“ The construction of the substructure for the railway bridge in time to admit of the
completion of the whole bridge by the 1st of July, 1894.

“These negotiations have resulted in the preparation of a draft of an agreement
embodying the several works mentioned. This draft I submit.

¢« Tt is but proper that while doing so I should observe that the date fixed by the
original contract and the class of work therein called for are, in my opinion, those
requisite to produce a result such as, from the engineering point of view, it would be
desirable to see attained.

“The exigencies of the situation, however, and the strong view taken by the Gov-
ernment with regard to the expediency of an early date for completion rendered it
essential, if such earlier completion is to be reached, that there should be a modification
of the work. Under these circumstances my duty is simply to ascertain how best the
wishes of the Government can be carried out with the minimum of depreciation in the
quality and character of the work.

¢ This, I have done, and now submit the whole matter for your consideration.”

584. Who was that by =—That is signed by Mr. Trudeau.

585. From an engineering standpoint, then, Mr. Trudeau reports it is desirable that
the original contract should be carried out as originally framed —He was in favour of
the lock walls being of masonry rather than of concrete.

586. And he observes that not only the date fixed for the contract, but the class
of work called for therein are, in his opinion, requisite to produce a result from an
engineering standpoint desirable to be attained 7—Abh, yes.

587. That is his report —Yes, quite so.

588. So, when Mr. Trudeau reports that although from an engineering standpoint
the original contract should be carried out that the exigency of the situation and the
strong view taken by the Government demanded some change, what did he mean? Do
you know ¥ Are you able to state what * the exigencies of the situation ” meant ?—I
think :
589. Do you know !—No. I don’t know other than what I heard.

590. I don’t ask you to state if you don’t know. Were you in Mr. Trudeau’s con-
fidence %—No, I was not—that is to say that I had nothing to do with this canal.

591. ¢ The exigencies of the situation and the strong view taken by the Govern-
ment.” Well, then, from this report, it appears that it was from the exigencies of the
situation in the Government view, and not Mr. Trudeau’s view, that these changes
should be made ¢—Well, he thought that they had better have the walls of masonry
rather than concrete.

By Mr. Haggart :

592. And they were made of masonry. What is the use of talking about it ?—
They were made of masonry.

Mg. Hacgart—There was no change made.

Mgz. Davies—The change was provided for against the engineer’s advice and to
carry out some  exigencies of the situation” whatever that may be. (To witness. )
Now, sir, that change involved the payment of $90,000 for the reduction of the time in
which the work was to be completed, did it not ?—Yes.
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593. What was the pressing necessity for anticipating by eleven months the time
when that lock was to be finished ?—I don’t know. I was not engaged with the canals
at that time, therefore I have to say, I don’t know. I have heard the reason.

594. If you don’t know you are perfectly right in answering my question and say-
ing you don’t know —Well, I say I have heard the reason.

595. Now by that report the engineer says that it was impossible for them to anti-
cipate the time for completing the canal unless they were allowed to substitute concrete
for stone -—That is what it said.

596. That is their reason %—That is their reason, yes.

597. And the change was conceded to them, the right to make that change?—ITt
‘was.,

598. And they said that was the only condition on which they could hope to anti-
cipate the time? Did they do that?—They did not do that. They completed it in the
time, but they did not use concrete.

599. They stated it was impossible unless they were allowed to use concrete to
finish the contract within a specified time, and after getting the necessary authority
they did not use concrete —They did not. .

600. Mr. Trudeau reports to the Minister that he has seen the contractors, and
that it was impossible for them to complete the work as contracted for by that date.
Just read that paragraph again to the Minister - —* At the outset they distinctly stated
that it would not be possible to complete the work as contracted for by that date, and
the question was, therefore, by your direction, put to them whether if the side walls of
the lock chamber were permitted to be built of Portland cement concrete in place of
masonry, such completion can be effected. To this they have replied in the affirmative.”

601, That is it. Tt was impossible to finish the work in the time asked for by the
Minister, but if a certain change was made from stone masonry to concrete they could
do it &-—That is the opinion expressed there.

602. After the change was made they got $90,000 for agreeing to shorten the
time. Now, I ask you did they, or did they not, use any portion of concrete —I think
they used-—where they first started on that—they used some three or four hundred
yards, no more, I think.

603. Three or four hundred yards?—Yes.

604. Did they use Portland cement ¢—They did.

605. All over, wherever the cement was required "I think not.

606. What did they use instead ?—There was natural cement used in the work.

607. What other cement?—Portland cement, and natural cement—Canadian
cement.

608. Canadian cement —1Is there any difference in the price of Canadian cement,
%s compared with Portland ? Did the contract permit them to use Canadian cement I—

t did, yes. '

60%7. Read me the paragraph, please. I have read it carefully myself and did not
see it. That contract provides for Portland cement, I think you will find. The agree-
ment is dated 8th November, 1892, following that Trudeau report ?—Ah, that is the
specification for that work to be done.

610. We are speaking about the change, sir, and nothing else. Don’t let us notice
anything else =—This change that was all lined, I think, with Portland cement.

611. What was lined —The work as changed.

612. T thought you told me it was not changed, although it was agreed to be
changed ; they had permission to change it, but they did not change it 7—I am speaking
now of the cement used. In the original contract they could use native cement.

613. Excuse me, perhaps I misunderstood you. Do I understand you to say they
did not take advantage of the permissible change to no extent?—To no extent? They
did T say to the extent of three or four hundred yards.

614. Then Iask you if taking advantage of it they used Portland cement or Can-
adian cement —Portland cement.

615. All 9—I think so, yes.
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616. And when you stated just now they used Canadian cement what did you
mean #—As 1 know they have used a quantity of Canadian cemeut in the work.

617. In the work? The general work —In the general work, yes.

618. The Minister wants to know if that was prior to that ?—Prior to that, I think.

619. They had used some Canadian cement —1I think so.

620. What proportion, do you know ? Will Mr. Thompson, the engineer, know %—
T had a statement of it. :

621. Where did you get your statement, from Mr. Thompson ?—The statement I
have came from Mr. Crawford, our engineer.

622. Mr. Thompson would be the gentleman who would know all about thatf—
Mr. Thompson would know.

623. Very well, I won’t waste time by asking you about that. Do you know
whether Mr. Thompson reported in favour of these successive changes or was he asked
to report —1I think he reported on some of them.

624. You think he reported on some of them *—Yes.

625. If he did are his reports amongst those papers —Ii he did they are amongst
the papers.

626. Will you give me that volume I had just now. I was going to ask you a
question on Mr. Trudeau’s report, and I find you have lost my place. Have you got the
other volume there? (After examining Exhibit 1 and handing it to the witness.)
T see there a report from Mr. Thompson on one of the changes. Will you please read
it 9—(Witness then read the following : )

“Sault Ste. Marie Canal,

“ Memorandum for the information of the Honourable the Minister of Railways and
Canals.

¢ Referring to Mr. W. C. VanHorne’s telegram from Montreal dated March 30th,
1891, in which the advisability is suggested of making the Canadian lock at Sault Ste.
Marie as deep as the American lock now being constructed at the same point, the utility
of such a course is not apparent unless the policy of deepening the channels between
Lakes Huron and Superior through Canadian waters exclusively, and providing a deep
water harbour on each lake, was determined upon. The estimated cost of such an im-
provement is $1,923,000. Respectfully submitted,

“ Orrawa, March 30th, 1891, “W.J. THOMPSON.”

627. That is the report %—Yes.

628, Well, that speaks for itself. Now, then, these are the changes and I think
you have given the amounts already. We can gather it afterwards from the report, the
cost of each change #—7Yes, I have given them all.

629. And you wound up by saying that the whole cost will be about three and a
half million dollars *—Three and a half millions, yes.

630. Do you mean that for the work that the Ryans have to do?—That all the
contractors have to do, and more than all the contractors have to do, for there is a
dwelling for the superintendent, the offices, the shops, and various other things.

631. I wanted to know particularly. When you gave your statement it was not.
clear whether it was the sum total of the Ryan contract, or the whole cost of the canal ?
—1It was the cost of the canal.

632. What will be the sum total of the Ryan contracts about —rhe lift lock, I
think, will be $2,176,000.

By Mr. Owimet :

633. $2,176,000 %—$2,176,000, and the second one $431,600 in round numbers.
634, That is all, isit? Did you give me the sum total of Mr. Ryan’s contract —
I did of the two contracts, yes.
635. With all the changes —That includes all the changes.
636. And what does the total amount to, do you say %—&2,176,000 and $431,000.
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637. That is about $2,500,000, then ?—Yes.

638. Will you turn to Mr. Thompson’s letter, I have it in my memorandum here
on page 53 or D4, was that the letter you read %—No, neither one nor the other. (After
looking at the papers.) It was page 100.

639. That is the one you read now. Will you turn to pages 53 or 54, see if there
is another report from Mr. Thompson there —XNo, it is not on 53. Neither on 53 nor
54.

640. Will you let me see it a moment. (Handing Mr, Davies Exhibit 1.) Per-
haps it is 33 and 34.

641. No, it is 53.—Perhaps it is the other volume.

642. It does not matter, I can look themn up before Mr. Thompson is examined. I
need not keep you upon it. I want to ask you some questions about two or three other
matters. There was a change made in the lock valves. T think you said the change
would cost about $20,000 ?—The change made in the lock valves? No, you mean the
culverts.

643. Not the culverts, the lock valves %—I did not say anything about lock valves.

644. Was there a contract given for lock valves —Yes.

645. Whom was the contract given to ?—To Hugh Ryan & Co.

646. For what amount?—%$29,000.

647. $29,000, are you sure ?—%29,037.

648. Read it again I—Tt is a schedule contract.

649. Yes, but moneyed out, what does iv amount to 1--$29,037.

650. Was that let by tender —1I do not think so.

651. You do not think so. In fact you know it was not I do not think it was

652. You are sure it was not ?—I do not think it was,

653. When was it let 1 think it was let in 1894,

654. In 1894 %I think so.

655. A contract for $29,000 not let by tender —1 think so.

656. Is that amount included in the amount you gave me just now as the total
amount of their contract —No.

657. Well, T asked you for the total amount, why did you not put it in ?—1I told
you there were two contracts.

658. T was misled, perhaps not wittingly by you. Then this has to be put in 7—Yes.

659. Was there a contract given for the lock gates—Yes, there was.

660. When ¢—1 think that would be in the end of 1893.

661. What time in 1893? Have you got the papers there -—The contracts !

662. What time in 1893 ? Are you able to state *—XNo, I cannot tell. Tt would be
the end of 1893 or the beginning of 1894.

663. What was the amount —8&67,500. ‘

664. To whom was it given %—To Hugh Ryan & Co.

665. Were tenders called for I~ Yes.

666. What length of time were the tenders for%—Well, T cannot say. The tenders
are there.

667. Have you got the papers here —The tenders are there.

668 Turn them up, please, and show me ’—(After examining Exhibits | and
2.) No, I do not think they are here.

669. Are you sure tenders were called for ?—-Yes, I am.

670. Advertised —Yes.

671. Can’t you say what time? Why are the tenders not put in there !-—Because
what was asked was the two contracts where the changes were made. Mr. Lister told
me 50 himself.

672. And the papers relating to the original contract and the three changes made
in it and those only %—And the changes connected therewith.

673. And any work given to Hugh Ryan otherwise is not here 7—XNo.

674. Well, will you make a memorandum on a piece of paper to produce the tenders
in connection with these lock gates %—Yes.

675. You will do that, please ?—Yes.
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676. The tenders and all the papers connected with the letting of this contract ¢—
Yes.
By Mr. Haggart :

677. The recommendations to the Minister and the contract and all the papers —
Yes.

678. In the third change made in the contract the provision is made for the con-
struction of a pier for the railway bridge —Yes.

679. Who ordered the construction of that pier #—By order in council.

680. Oh, the order did not emanate from the order in council, somebody must
have moved in the matter %~—What do you mean by *‘ordered the pier ”? Do you mean
this proposition 1

681. At whose suggestion was that contract entered into for the construction of
the pier? How was it brought about —1It was in the same agreement.

682. That was the third change?—That was the third change; it was in that.
Mr. Trudeau, I think, must have recommended it. He reported—he was the chief
engineer—hz reported on it, I think.

683. Are you sure?—No, I am not ; (after a pause) I am pretty well convinced ;

es, T am sure.

684. If you have got the papers you can easily ascertain !—I am sure.

685. Do you mean to say Mr. Trudeau recommended or suggested the construction
of the pier for the bridge -—No; but I say he recommended the price to be paid for it.

686. But I did not ask the price to be paid for it. I asked who first started the
suggestion of the building of a pier for that bridge in the canal !—1I think Mr. Page
must have done it.

687. Have you got any evidence to justify your thought? Is there anything there
to show that he did ~—No.

Mr. Davies—No, you have got nothing.

By Mr. Haggart :

688. Perhaps I will bring it to your recollection. You remember there was a letter
from Mr. Van Horne recommending a pier should be put in the canal, and the plans
were changed by Mr. Page or Mr. Trudeau to accommodate his suggestion !—Yes, I
remember now. Mr. Van Horne or some one recommended there should be a bridge to
span the whole canal.

689. Yes?—Then I think my recollection is that Mr. Van Horne thought it should
have a pier in the middle of the canal—a pivotal pier in the middle of the canal—to
swing so that the swing was in the centre, and swelling out the prism on each side of it.
I think that was it. )

690. Do you remember the order in council adopting the suggestion ; you have it
there, either Mr. Page or Mr. Trudeau’s suggestion %—There is an order in council in
one of these books with plan attached. There is a plan attached to the order in council
(handing it over.)

691. Excuse me, before you go. Is there any other work being done by Hugh
Ryan & Co. beyond what you have already spoken of, either by contract or otherwise +—
There has been, yes.

692. Please state what it was?!—There were pipes, motor houses, and the lock
valve.

693. How much was the work for all these I—The lock valve was $1,250, the motor
houses, $3,700, the power pipes, $60,500.

694. $60,500. These are all =—These are all.

695. Were they let by contract or tender +—I think not.

696. It was given privately —Given privately, I think, yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

697. At the close of the examination, at the last meeting of the committee, you
stated that there was no extra amount paid to Hugh Ryan & Co., for the work done
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upon their contract at the Sault Ste. Marie canal, that there were no extra prices paid
for anything beyond the schedule prices -—No ; I said there was nothing paid for any-
thing that was not—that an order in council had not been made for it.

698. Without an order in council having been made for it? Well, I notice here

hat in the progress estimates there are three classes of masonry 1—Yes.

699. Or rather three prices paid for the same class of masonry #—Yes.

700. Well, now, for the original lock as tendered for, the contract was §11 a yard ?
—It was ; yes.

701. Then, when it was decided by the government to make it 650 feet, the price
was raised to $16 a yard —It was not the price of the whole work on the canal ; only
that extra.

702. That extra 50 feet; exactly. Well, now, I would like you to explain to this
committee why this extra 50 feet of the lock chamber should be paid for at the rate of
$5 a yard extra over the other work —T think—well, I was not connected with the
canals at the time.

703. Well, you are an engineer, and you are familiar enough with masonry to
know that the longer the article is it is cheaper to build, because the whole of the ex-
tensive work of this canal is at the ends, and not in the middle 7—Yes.

704. And the extension was made out to the ends %—Yes.

705. The same provision was made for the masonry of the ends if the lock had
been 500 or 1,000 feet 2—Yes.

706. Now, you cannot give any reason why the government paid $5 extra for this
extra 50 feet %—1I don’t know what their reason was ; unless it was that the wages of
the masons had increased since the work was first commenced, which I know was the
case. But I am not in a position to say why the prices were made.

707. Who made these prices %I think the chief engineer.

708. Who was the chief engineer at that time —Mr. Trudeau.

By Mr. Haggart :

709. Who was the minister then ?—Sir John Macdonald, I think; yes, Sir John
Macdonald, I think it was.

By Mr. Gibson :

710. Now, Mr. Schreiber, following down the same item of masonry, I find that on
the 950 feet lock, Hugh Ryan & Co. were paid $12.60 a yard I—They were ; yes.

711. Now, have you any explanation to give why the reduction was made after
the length of the canal was extended ?—Well, I think the reason was that it was merely
a straight wall. In the other case, where they widened the canal to the 100 feet, the
gates were left at the 60 feet wide, and that it was ona curve, and I think that was the
reason.

712. Yes; that curve was in the original plans It was for 85 feet ; yes.

713. Now, I find that in the lock-pit excavation, where it is given here at 25 cents
a yard, the additional digging was paid for at the rate of 60 cents per yard —Yes.

713a. Can you give any reason to the committee why it is increased I—I presume

the reason was because the other prices—I am only supposing it—the other prices were
low ; the original tender and competition, probably, was cut very low. I know no other
reason. .
714. Well, do you not think that 60 cents a yard, after the contractors had agreed
to do the whole work as it was first originated —600 feet at 25 cents a cubic yard—
that they were getting a tremendously increased price at 60 cents a yard?—It is a
large increase, no doubt ; but at the same time the engineer must have considered it
worth that or he would not have recommended it.

715. Who recommended it —1I think Mr. Trudeau; I think whoever was chief
engineer. ,

716. That, inasmuch as the contractors were only getting 25 cents a yard, and that
would not pay them for the earth excavation, he recommended that the change should
be made 1 think you will find it in his report.
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By Mr. Haggart :

717. What year was that —That would be about 1892.

718. In 1892 who was the Minister ?—In 1891 it was Sir John Macdonald. I see
that the negotiations for the Sault Ste. Marie canal were commenced then, and that it
was arranged under order in council which was dated, the first one, the 23rd December,
1891.

By Mr. Gibson :

719. What does that order in council recommend ?-—That order in council was
passed approving of the change, providing reasonable terms and conditions could be
made with the contractors. Then negotiations were opened with the contractors and
the chief engineer in consultation with Mr. Walter Shanly. Mr. Walter Shanly was
called in and they came to an understanding that these were fair prices.

720. So the chief engineer, instead of recommending a favourable increased amount
to the contractors, took the contractors into his confidence, with Mr. Shanly, and upon
a basis 71 did not say that.

721. Was not Mr. Shanly brought in and the contractors brought before them %—

Yes.
722. And they were to receive fifty cents per cubic yard !—Yes.

By Mr. Ouimet :

723. Did it coincide with the other changes, the other changes in the work I—It
was not the date for the completion ; this was the second change.

By Mr. Gibson :

724, Now, then, I notice also that in the matter of rock excavations, the price paid
under the original contract with Hugh Ryan & Co. was ninety-five cents a cubic yard,
and the additional excavation is figured out at $1.40 a yard %—That was arranged in
the same way.

725. Well, now, can you tell me was there anything about the total amount of the
unwatering in the original contract ?—In the original contract ¢

726. Yes; how much was the original amount for unwatering the prism?—1I do not
remember just now, but it will appear there. You see, originally, in the original con-
tract, there were to have been puddle trenches sunk alonside each side of the canal into
the rock and filled with clay puddle. That they did not do. But they preferred any
little addition of pumping, so that they might do it by pumping rather than do this
work.

727. They preferred to spend the money in pumping rather than put a dam across
the mouth of the channel. T notice here unwatering for the prism of the canal $15,000,
and the unwatering and contingencies $10,000. Now the lock-pit; it says here, un-
watering lock-pit $20,000. Then additional $35,000, and then an extra additional
again of 815,000 ¢—That is under these two agreements.

728. So that they were paid in all, or will be if they are settled with, $70,000 for
unwatering %—Yes. ,

729. As against $25,000 for the first unwatering %:—Yes.

730. 20,000, as T understand, was the original amount charged by Ryan & Co. for
unwatering -—By the tender I could see. I really do not remember. I have no doubt
it is £20,000. That is the certificate, not the final certificate.

731. Where is the tender ?—That is not the one; it is the entrance, that is the
lift-lock.

By Mr. Davies :

732. Which section are you looking for %—No. 2, the lock.
Mr. Davigs.—Here it is, the contract itself. There you are.
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By Mr. Gibson :

733. Here you see in the contract itself : “ Construction of dams, providing and
working pumps, and doing everything that is required for the unwatering of the lock
pit.”  Now be kind enough to read that clause, please ?—The 19th item of the tender is
¢ Construction of dam, providing and working pumps, and doing everything that is
required for the unwateriug of the lock pit, cuts for filling and emptving culverts and
other works in the bottom of the pit and doing whatever is necessary to keep the pits
fully unwatered as specified—$20,000.”

734. Now for unwatering the lock pit, or rather the prism, in order to complete a
lock 600 feet long, the contractors were willing to keep that place dry during the com-
pletion of the work for 520,000 !—Yes.

735. When the Government recommended that the lock should be increased 50
feet, another arrangement was entered into by which the Government were willing to
allow the contractors for this additional unwatering of 50 feet, £35,000?—Tt was not
only the lengthening but the deepening. They deepened it from 16 feet 3 inches to 19
feet, and the deeper it is the greater the risk, as you know of the water flowing in. If
vyou will look at this tender you will see that there were two trenches to be dug along
the side of the canal to prevent the leakage of the water through the fissures of the lock.

736. How much deeper was it 7—From 16 feet 3 inches to 19 feet,

737. And then ?—From 19 feet to 20 feet 3 inches.

738. What is it now %—20 feet 3 inches.

739. In the third change, when the lock was lengthened by 250 feet, from 650 feet
to 900 feet, you allowed £15,000 extra for unwatering %—Yes.

740. Under the new condition of things you are aware that the lock pit was made
some 40 feet narrower than it was before I—It was. Yes.

741. Well, would this not be balanced by the fact of a narrower prism, 40 feet wide
and 650 feet long %1 think you will admit the deeper you go down the greater the
danger is.

742. Tt is not for me to answer the question ?—It is not ; I am answering it.

743. TIs it not a fact there is a less area in a prism 900 feet long and 60 feet wide
as against one 650 feet long and 100 feet wide %—That is right.

7T44. The area is 54 to 657—Yes.

745 Now you said before that this extra depth of digging required greater care.
Where was the greater care required !—1I say it was a greater risk.

746. I ask why %—The pressure is much greater ; the deeper you get down the
pressure is greater.

747. Still the same area was required to be unwatered, in fact a less area, although
deeper, had to be unwatered. Do you not think, Mr. Schreiber, that $15,000 well spent
upon the dam would have been sufficient to protect this extra pressure you s peak about ?
—The dam ? No, this is not the dam. These that were proposed alongside of the canal
—not at the end of the canal. We had the dams at the ends, but this was alongside the
canal to prevent water seeking its wav in from other channels. The puddle trenches
were for—

748. At all events you claim then that on account of this extra work notwith-
standing that the area was not increased—that according to this arrangement with
the contractors, the Government gave them 215,000 extra for unwatering?—Yes, that

is what they gave them.

By Mr. Haggart :

749. What would be the difference in the coatract price now under the tender—
what would bz the difference between that and if they performed the work as originally
tendered for, the puddle trenches and all —1 hud not the carrying out of the tender.
My impression is the trenches were a very large item, I think a very large item.

750. What is your impression—that the last tender was cheaper than the others,

was it not 7—The last would be much cheaper, that is, making the trenches. There is
no doubt about that.
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By Mr. Gibson :

751. Now you spoke in reply to Mr. Davies about Portland cement being used in
the bottom of the lock. What was the contract price paid to Ryan & Co. for Portland
cement !—No price made for Portland cement. They got a dollar extra for the use of
Portland cement in place of the native.

752. Portland cement is marked at $7 a yard for the bottom of the lock. Accord-
ing to this schedule here, Portland cement concrete was paid at $7 a yard %—Oh, yes,
$8.30 I think they got, did they not?

753. Oh, no, I want to point out that fact to you, that they were willing to under-
take to build Portland cement in the bottom of the lock for $7 a yard, according to the
original tender.—Yes.

754. Then the amount was changed to $8.30 a yard —$8.30 was it !

755. Yes. Now you gave the reason why they should be paid a larger sum for the
unwatering. I would like to ask you to give a reason to the committee why they
should get $1.30 a yard for concrete—for the extra concrete required in the work over
and above the price arranged for under the terms of the original concrete ?—Because
after the chief engineer and Mr. Shanly and looking into the matter and learning of the
circumstances they considered it a fair price and that is the reason why it was done.

756. Then it is just the same story: the engineer and Mr. Shanly agreed to raise
the price of this concrete as they had raised everything else %—They agreed they thought
it was a fair price.

757. 1 notice, Mr. Schreiber, that there is a revetment wall here that is moneyed
out at the rate of $7 a yard, and then I notice that that is changed to $4.50. What
class of work was this that was changed %—T1t was moneyed out at $7.50, was it not?

758. Yes. And there is a foot note signed by yourself which says that “ the price
for the masonry for the revetment walls and cement I have placed at $4.50 per cubic
yard, pending turther examination into the question, and before issuing a final estimate ¥’
—It was $7.50 a yard in Portland cement from stone from a distance, from stone from
foreign quarries. The reason it was made $4.50 was because the sandstone out of the
canal was used.

759. Well, would you c-nsider that of sufficient hardness, the stone we have of that
kind *—1I think so, yes.

760. Would it cover it ¢—1I think so, yes.

761. Is it your intention to leave that revetment wall at the present price you have
given—$4.50 as against $7.50 %—That is my intention.

762. So you don’t intend to give them more than $4.50 a yard for that revetment
wall —Only for that portion of it which is limestone, a small portion of it, which is
limestone.

763. How much did you use of that limestone %I could not tell you without
making up the figures now.

764. There are 6,030 yards at $4.50 a yard, $27,170 %—1I think so, yes.

765 I notice also, Mr. Schreiber, in the matter of wrought iron under the original
contract they were paid 6 cents a pound for it —6 cents a pound ?

766. 6 cents a pound *—Yes.

767. What induced the government to give them 8 cents a pound %—For the same
reason I have stated for those other increases.

768. The government were generous enough to give them $40 a ton 7—No,
they acted on the advice of Mr. Shanly and the chief engineer.

769. Exactly. Under the advice of Mr. Shanly and Mr. Trudean, for fear these con-
tractors would not get enough money out of them they raised the price to $40 a ton.
Now, Mr. Schreiber, I notice that the extra plank in the culverts and mitre sills is $45
a thousand feet board measure paid for it +—Yes.

770. Well, now, of course, the plank required in culverts would not be of as good a
quality as that required for the flooring of a lock, Mr. Schreiber —Oh, it must be of the
very best. R

771. For the floor of an ordinary culvert =—Oh, no. Not for the ordinary culvert,
but for the discharge and feed culverts.
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772. And was it dressed —Was it what ?

773. Was it dressed? Was the plank dressed %—I really don't remember now.

774. You don’t remember, of course not. You don't know. Well, now, it was
simply bearing plank, was it not ¢ It was simply bearing plank, for building the pipe
of the culvert upon —Oh, no.

775. What was the plank used for 7—The plank is for the lining of the floor of the
culvert.

776. It was the lining of the culvert. Well, now, how did it come about that you
allowed the contractors $45 a thousand feet for the culvert as against $25 a thousand
in the lock proper ?—The only reason I can give is those two gentlemen recommended
it after looking into the matter.

777. The same generosity %—Yes.

By Mr. Davies :

778. Do you state Mr. Shanly in his report advises the increase in the price —I
think you will find it there.

By the Chairman :

779. Is the report in writing %—1It is in writing there, I think.

By Mr. Gibson :

780. Perhaps you will be able to tell us the reason why some of the cribs require
to be taken down ?—Yes, because they move forward.

781. Yes, that is a very good reason. Now tell us how they move forward ?—From
the pressure of the earth behind. The earth was put in during the winter season, the
filling behind, and in the summer season when it thawed and became like pudding it
pushed forward.

782. Who is looking after the filling of these eribs #—A man named Scott.

783. Well, he could not certainly have discharged his duties very faithfully to the
government —What is said with regard to that by the engineer in charge there, Mr.
Crawford, is that the stone was taken out of the excavation in the winter season and in
filling the cribs there was frozen earth on the stones and that when these thawed
off that this stone settled in.

784. You were not consulted about the filling of those cribs 7—In what way ?

785. About them being filled in in the winter I—We were forcing the work in the
winter. -

786. At the same time if you were aware that there was frozen material that was
likely to thaw being dumped in you would have objected i—I would not have liked it
being done, no doubt.

787. And so on account of the loose manner in which this work was done, and the
loose ice being thrown in with the pressure from behind, they thawed out #—What I
understood is that owing to the earth being frozen on the stone, and probably some ice
also, that in the spring this stone did settle no doubt, and also with regard to the filling
of the earth behind the cribs when that thawed out, the pressure became tremendous and
it forced out.

788. Were the plans of these cribs submitted to you %—They were made in the
office here.

789. Were they submitted to you #—Yes.

790. And you approved of them ¢—Yes.

791. And you thought they were strong enough *—I did.

792. What reason had you for taking them down and putting them in 10 feet
wider —1 was not aware till recently that it was so.

793. Well, as a matter of fact those cribs required to be taken down from top to
bottom and built 10 feet wider, and you knew nothing of it till now %—TI do not think
those taken down were built ten feet wider.

794. Excuse me, Mr. Schreiber, I saw them.—I saw some wider.

43



58 Viectoria. Appendix (No. 1A.) A. 1895

795. The cribs did not move out bodily #—The bottom did not move.

796. And the top did not move —No.

797. The centre moved —The centre moved.

798. Like a bow string %—Yes.

799. And you braced them up ¢—Yes.

800. With what %—With concrete and timber stays.

801. How much did that cost -—Well, I cannot tell you just now what it did cost.

802. Tt cost a large sum of money ?—No.

803. Would the cost of that bracing and the cost of the crib work have been suffi-
cient to have built the whole of that pit w1th masonry from top to bottom ?-—No.

804. Can you give us a memorandum of the cost of that cribbing at another sitting ?
—1T cannot get it at the present time, but I can get it from Sault Ste. Marie from our
engineer there.

805. Well now, then, about this pier in the channel, how much did it cost? How
much did the substructure cost %-—I cannot tell.

806. How many yards of masonry were there?—I forget how many yards of
masonry there are in it. (After examining the papers.) 2,483

807. 2,483 cubic yards of masonry in that pier %—No, in the substructure. Notin
that one pier.

808. Give us the quantity of masonry in the pier #—I cannot do that because it is
given here the land pier, the pivot pier and this, 2,483 in them all.

809. So that in the abutments and in that pier in the centre, or rather towards
midway in the channel, there are 2,400 cubic yards ¢—2,483 cubic yards.

810. Do you know the size of that pierin the centre of the channel ?—1I think it is
about 14 feet at the bottom by 30 feet long.

811. 30 feet long. About how much would that pier and the cribbing around it
cost &— I do not know. I could not undertake to say. If I am not correct I am told
that it is not right.

812. I am leading up to something I want to ask you and I want ycu to give the
committee some information.—I could figure it out in the office. I could not tell you now.

813. Was it not possible, in the construction of that C.P.R. bridge, to putina
couple of panels on each side of the centre and to have extended the bridge so as to
cover the whole area of the channel?—You mean when the bridge was completed to
have extended it.

814. Yes.—I submitted that to the Dominion Bridge Company to see what could
be done. I thought it could be done at no heavy expense, and they told me it would
cost pretty near as much as a new span.

815. Well, Mr. Schreiber, did you believe them when they told you that?—Well,
it would not cost as much, but it would cost very much more than I expected it would.

816. Well, four or five panels on each side of the centre would have spanned the
whole of that channel complete ?—Yes, but you would have to reinforce other parts of
the bridge.

817. But, Mr. Schreiber, that bridge was swung from the centre !—1It is.

818. And the lightest press was at the extreme ends *—They are.

819. And to have increased the carrying capacity of that bridge was only adding
to the centre and putting the ends out, you did not weaken the bridge in any way ?—Oh,
no, but when you increase the span you have to increase the strength of your bridge.

820. Quite so, and of course the upper chords radiating upwards, there was no difficulty
in increasing them ?—1I submitted that and to see what we could do about it.

821. Could it not have been done %—Yes.

822. And should it not have been done?—That is a matter of opinion. It might
have been to span the whole canal.

823. Is it not an eye sore to a beautiful piece of work —1I think it is.

824. Is it not a dangerous eye sore *—Well, those who planned it think not. They
think it is much safer. .

825. Is there not a likelihood of a vessel missing her way some day, perhaps through
a storm or otherwise, coming through that channel, going wrong in her steerage gear
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running into that pier, or into a girder and carrying away that span?—There is a
possibility of one running in yet.

826. There is a possibility of one running into that. Now, Mr. Schreiber, you said
that on account of a message from Sir William Van Horne that rest pier was put in
this locality +—No, I did not say.

827. What did you say —What I said was this : Mr. Van Horne wanted a pivot
pier.

828. In the middle of the canal —1In the middle of the canal and that the prism
should be swelled out on each side, widened on each side.

Mr. GiBsoN.—That would have been worse than the present rest pier.

By Mr. Haggart :
829. The present rest pier -—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

830. Is it not a fact the Government had this canal in contemplation before Mr.
Van Horne built that bridge %—Oh, yes, I think so.

831. The Canadian Pacific Railway built that bridge, did they not —Yes. Built
that fixed bridge.

832. Is it not a fact’' the Government had that waterway laid out before the
Canadian Pacific Railway built that portion of the line —1I don’t know. They had it
laid out. They certainly had it in contemplation.

833. And is it not a fact Mr. Page notified them as soon as the canal was com-
pleted they would have to make provision for building a bridge of sufficient length to
span the channel %—1I don’t know that.

834. You never heard that before ?—1I never saw the report.

835. You never saw anything in your department relating to that ’—1I have seen a
plan spanning the whole channel.

836. And because Mr. Van Horne—the Canadian Pacific Railway Company-—
would have been put to the additional expense of increasing the length of their bridge
the Government thought it incumbent upon them to put up a rest pier in that spot =—1I
could not tell you.

837. You could not tell us. Well, I wonder if there is anybody that can tell us?

Mr. Oummer.—You have told us.

By Mr. Macdonell :

838. One moment before you go on. I just want to ask you a question that will
elucidate a matter that arose out of a question by Mr. Davies. If you recollect he
asked you about those power pipes, the contract for the power pipes %—Yes.

839. Now, will you refresh your memory and say whether that was let by contract
or by private tender as Mr. Davies spoke of %—Well, I could only refresh my memory
by looking it up. I don’t remember.

840. Do, if you please, because as a matter of fact it was let by contract. Tenders
were asked for —I don’t remember.

By Mr. Haggart :
841. You were mistaken, it was let by tender !—1I will look it up.

By Mr. Macdonell :

842, There is another matter I would like to ask you about. Mr. Gibson asked
you about the difference in the price of earth excavation between 25 cents and 60 cents.
Do you, of your own knowledge, know how much of that earth excavation there was to
be done when that change was made, or do you know the position of the earth to be
moved when the change was to be made or when the change was made in the contract?
—1I think I know the amount of it. There was 425 yards of it.
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843. 425 yards. Well now, Mr. Schreiber, can you say where the 425 yards were
situated —No, I don’t know.

844. Do you know whether it was along the bank of the lock? As aamatter of fact
it was a very small quantity +—A very small quantity.

Mr. Davies.—He says he does not know.

By Mr. Macdonell (Algoma) :

845, It was a very small quantity %—It was 425 cubic yards.
846. 425 cubic yards at 60 cents. Well it is of no consequence It is only $255.

The committee then adjourned.
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CommiTTEE Room, No. 49,
House or Commons, 14th June, 1895,

Committee met.

Mr. CoLLiNGwooD ScHREIBER, Deputy Minister and Chief Engineer of Railways
and Canals, recalled and further examined.

By Mr. Haggart:

847. When were you appointed deputy minister and chief engineer of Railways and
Canals 2—On the 30th of November, 1892. On the 5th December, 1892, I entered on
my duties.

848. Have you any personal knowledge either by correspondence or conversation
with the deputy minister of canals, or the minister in charge of the department in refer-
ence to the Sault Ste. Marie Canal prior to that date 7—No, none whatever.

849. Then all your knowledge about *he Sault Ste. Marie Canal consists of and is
obtained from documents in your possession or that you find in the department %—Yes.

850. Up to that date’—Yes.

851. Will you look at this, Mr. Schreiber, and read it. Tt is a leiter to the Hon.
Mackenzie Bowell, dated December 17th, 1891. Do you find that in the department?
—Yes.

852. That is a recital of all the transactions, all the changes of contract and the
reasons for the changes up to that date in the department ?—Yes, that recites them all
I think. It is contained in volume 1 of the exhibits.

853. I would like that memorandum and the report of the engineer to Mr. Mac-
kenzie Bowell, the memorandum to Council and the order in council read. Read them
in order, please.

Witness then read the following :

“ Orrawa, December 17th, 1891.

‘ Honourable MACKENZIE BOWELL,
“ Acting Minister of Railways and Canals.

¢ 81r,—In accordance with your request, I have the honour to submit further infor-
mation respecting the Sault Ste. Marie Canal.

“ This request is made in view of observations in parliament by Mr. Gibson, M. P,
and Sir Richard Cartwright, upon the expediency of increasing the width of the gate
openings to the full width of the proposed lock, namely, 100 feet, and of your promise
to the House that the point should receive consideration.

“ Under the original scheme for the construction of this work, as covered by the con
tract made with Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Co., on the 20th of November, 1888, the princi-
pal features were as follows :

“ ORIGINAL SCHEME.

(1) Length of chamber (between lock gates)................ 600 feet
Breadth of chamber....... ... ... .. ... .l 85 «
Breadth of gate openings. ... ... ... ... 0ieiiiiia, 60 «
Depth of water onmitresills.................. ... ..., 16 «
Number of vessels of largest Welland Canal type (255 feet

long) to be passed at one lockage..................... 2
Estimated cost..........ociuniit i i, $985,000
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“ This first scheme was subsequently modified to increase the accommodation at one
lockage from two to four vessels, and it at present stands as follows ;

(2) Length of chamber (between lock-gates)............... €50 feet.
Breadth of chamber.. ..., ... .. ... oo o i, 100«
Breadth of gate openings........................... 60 «
Depth of water on mitresills. . ...................... 19«
Number of vessels, 255 feet long (largest Welland canal

type), to be passed at onelockage................. 4
Estimated cost. .. ... it i i i e $1,205,000

“Under this scheme the extra accommodation was to be obtained by increasing the
width of the lock chamber, thus allowing four vessels to lie together in pairs; an ar-
rangement which, while meeting the requirements of additional accommodation at
probably the minimum of cost, is open, undoubtedly, to the difficulties that attach to
the close proximity of several vessels in a narrow space, and the placing them in the
requisite positions,—difficuities that can only be met by extreme care on the part of
those in charge of both vessels and works.

“In order to secure this accommodation with gate openings of the size, 60 feet, con-
sidered desirable, it was necessary to narrow the lock at both entrances to that widsth,
leaving a chamber in which two out of four of the vessels it might contain would have
to lie out of the straight channel.

“ To avoid this difficulty, and yet accommodate four vessels, two coursesare open :
either to increase the width of the gate openings to the full width of the chamber (100
feet), or to lengthen the chamber.

¢ The following scheme, No. 3, shows the leading features of a lock with the wide

gates :

(3) Length of chamber (between lock-gates)............... 600 feet.
Breadth of chamber............_............ e 100 «
Breadth of gate openings. . .. ....................... 100 «
Depth of water onmitre sills. ........................ 19 «

Number of vessels of largest Welland canal type (255 feet

long) to be passed at one lockage, (two vessels side

byside). ... 4
Estimated cost......... ... ... i £1,711,000

“T do not advise the adoption of lock-gate openings 100 feet wide.

“ Gates of the dimensions requisite to cover an opening of this width would, of ne-
cessity, be large, each gate being 56 feet wide and 44 feet in height ; and though, per-
haps, (being moved by hydraulic power,) the difficulty of operation would not be greatly
increased by reason of their size, yet, in the event of accident, it would be a jserious
matter, involving considerable delay, to replace them. Further, the cost of five_sets]of
gates of such dimensions would be an item to be taken into account.

“T fully recognize the advantages of a straight entrance and exit into and out of the
chamber, but consider that these advantages would be better attained by increasing the
length of the lock and reducing the breadth. In the event of future extension of lock
accommodation, two narrow locks, built side py side, would, no doubt, be found to be a

convenient arrangement.
‘ The question becomes mainly one of cost.
“ To lengthen the lock chamber to such extent as to accommodate four vessels end

on end, the scheme would be as follows :—

(4) Length of chamber (between lock gates)........... «o» 1,100 feet.
Breadth of chamber.. ... e e et 60 «
Breadth of gate openings. ........... .. .. .. ... 60 «
Depth of water over mitresills......_ ................ 19 «
Number of vesséls of largest Welland Canal type (255

feet long) to be passed at one lockage....... VOO 4
Estimated cost.. . ... ..o i e $1,770,000
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“ If, however, the Government should decide, after due consideration of the questions
involved, to adopt a lock accommodating three vessels, only, in place of four, the desired
provision of straight entrances could be made without the incurrence of so heavy an
expenditure. The following scheme would meet the:e requirements :—

(5) Length of chamber (between lock gates).............. 830 feet.
Breadth of chamber... ... ... .. .. ... . . 60 «
Breadth of gate openings. ........... . ... ... ..., 60 «
Depth of water over mitre sills. . ... ...... ... ... ... 1«
Number of vessels of largest Welland Canal type (255

feet long) to be passed at one lockage............. 3
Estimated cost.. ...... ... .. %1,521,000

“ Comparing the cost of these several schemes, the results are as follows :—

(1) Original scheme, depth 16 feet, accommodating 2 vessels.. § 985,180
(2) Present or modified scheme, depth 19 feet (accommodating

4 vesselsside by side) . ........... ... ... ... ... 1,205,000
(3) 600 feet x 100 feet, with gates 100 feet wide, depth 19

feet (accommodating 4 vessels side by side). ... .. .. 1,711,000
(4) 1,100 feet x 60 feet, with gates 60 feet wide, depth 19

feet (accommodating 4 vessels, end on end).. .. ... 1,770,000
(5) 830 feet x 60 feet, with gates 60 feet wide, depth 19 feet

(accommodating 3 vessels, end onend)...... ... .. 1,521,000

*T would recommend the adoption of scheme No. 5, contemplating a lock 830 feet
long, 60 feet wide, with gate openings 60 feet wide, and with 19 feet of water over the
sills at extreme low stages of lake level, which is equivalent to 20 feet at average level,
the limit of the American canal.

“ T may, however, observe that a still further scheme has been suggested by which
provision would be made for one lake vessel 320 feet long and two Welland Canal type
vessels 255 feet long. There are no engineering objections to such a scheme, which may
be indicated as follows :— V

(6) Length of chamber (between lock gates)............... 900 feet.
Breadth ....... ... ... ... .. ... . o R 60 «
Breadth of gate openings................ e 60 «
Depth of water over mitre sills. ........... ... ...... 19 «
Number of vessels to be passed at one lockage.......... 3
Estimated cost. ... ... . ... . . %1,600,000

(The increase in cost over the scheme No. 5 would be %79,000.)

“In the event of any change being now mad= in the direction indicated during the
discussion in Parliament upon this question, I should be instructed at an early date to
obtain from the contractors a price for which they would agree to perform the requisite
additional work involved, in ord.r to the submission of the whole matter for further
consideration.

« T have the honour to be, Sir,
“ Your obedient servant,

(Signed) «T. TRUDEAU,
“ Chief Engineer of Canals.”

“December 23rd, 1891.
* (Memorandum.)

“ The undersigned has the honour to represent that in pursuance of a promise made
to Parliament last session, he has caused further consideration to be given to the question
of constructing the entrance and exit to the Sault Ste. Marie canal, no w under contract,
in a straight line with the walls of the lock chamber, and has obtained from the chief
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engineer of canals a report dated the 17th inst., accompanied by an explanatory diagram,
indicating the modes by which the desired end can be reached, giving at the same time
the main features of several practicable schemes, and their individual and imperative cost.

“The undersigned would observe that two of the schemes so submitted by the chief
engineer offered the desired advantages. Omne (No. 5) contemplating a chamber 830
feet long and 60 feet wide, with gate openings 60 feet wide, and a depth of 19 feet of
water over the sills, such chamber to accommodate three vessels of the largest Welland
Canal type (255 feet long).

“The estimated cost of such a lock he sets down at $1,521,000, as against the
estimated cosi of the work as as present under contract of $1,205,000.

« This scheme the chief engineer recommends. At the same time, however, he sub-
mits a further scheme (No. 6) which, in place of three vessels, each 255 feet in length,
there would be accommodated at one lockage one lake vessel 320 feet long and two 255
feet long, the length of the lock chamber being increased to 900 feet, and the cost of
the work to $1,600,000, an increase of $79,000; the other features of the scheme being
the same as those of No. 5. To this scheme the chief engineer states that no engineer-
ing objections exist.

“The undersigned submits as part of his present memorandum a copy of the report
of the chief engineer, and considering that the additional accommodation to be afforded
by scheme No. 6, may be regarded as fully equivalent to the increase in cost, further
having in view the possible development of traffic at this point, recommends that the
scheme No. 6 above mentioned be adopted, provided that reasonable terms and con-
ditions can be made with the contractor, covering the necessary amendments and alter-
ations to the work as at present being carried out. Such terms, conditions, amendments
and alterations to be subject to the approval of the Governer in Council.

¢ Respectfully submitted,

(Signed) « M. BOWELL.
“ Acting Minaster of Railways and Canals.”

“ Orrawa, 24th December, 1891.

“On a memorandum dated 23rd December, 1891, from the acting Minister of Rail-
ways and Canals, representing that in pursuance of a promise made to Parliament last
session, he has caused further consideration to be given to the question of constructing
the entrance and exit of the Sault Ste. Marie canal, now under contract, in a straight
line with the walls of the lock chamber, and has obtained from the chief engineer of
canals a report, dated the 17th December, instant, accompanied by an explanatory
diagram indicating the modes by which the desired end can be reached, giving at the
same time the main features of several practical schemes and their individual and im-
perative cost.

“The minister observes that two of the schemes so submitted by the chief engineer
offer the desired advantages, one, No. 5, contemplating a chamber 830 feet long and 60
feet wide, with gate openings 60 feet wide, and a depth of 19 feet of water over the
sills, such chamber to accommodate three vessels of the largest Welland Canal type
(255 feet long).

“The estimated cost of such a lock he sets down at $1,521,000, as against the esti-
mated cost of the work as at present under contract of $1,205,000. This scheme the
chief engineer recommends. At the same time, however, he submits a further scheme,
No. 6, by which in place of three vessels, each 255 feet in length, there would be accom-
modated at one lockage one lake vessel 320 feet long, and two 255 feet long, the length
of the lock chamber being increased to 900 feet, and the cost of the work to 1,600,000,
an increase of $79,000, the other features of the scheme being the same as those of No.
5. To this scheme the chief engineer states that no engineering objections exist.

“ The minister submits herewith a copy of a report of the chief engineer, and con-
sidering that the additional accommodation to be afforded by scheme No. 6 may be
regarded as fully equivalent to the increase in cost, further having in view the possible
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development of traffic at this point, recommends that the scheme No. 6 above mentioned
be adopted, provided that reasonable terms and couditions can be made with the con-
tractor, covering the necessary amendments and alterations to the work as at present
being carried out ; such terms, conditions, amendments and alterations to be subject to
the approval of the Governor in Council.

“ The committee recomnend the adoption of the above report of the Minister of
Railways and Canzls.

(5d.) “JOHN J. McGEE,
“ Clerk, Privy Council.”
By Mr. Haggart :

853a. Then after that report to council, what was the next change &—The report to
council deuls chiefly with the change to 900 feet in length, 60 feet in width and 20 feet
3 inches on the mitre sill.

By Mr. Davies :

854. On the mitre sill 2—20 feet 3 inches.

855. I don’t think you are right in that —Yes.

856. I don’t think so —19 feet.

857. I have the document in my hand %—Well, one moment ; 19 feet probably in
that, but when that change was made it was made for 20 feet 3 inches.

858. But the document from which you were reading expressed it “length, 900
feet, breadth, 60 feet, breadth of gate opening, 60 feet, depth of water on the mitre sill,
19 feet.”—TFollowing that you will find another orderin council making it 20 feet 3
inches.

By Mr. Haggart :

859. Which was the depth on the American locks =—Yes, T understand that,

860. Did that entail any additional cost, the change from 19 fees to 20 feet 3 inches?
—Oh, yes, necessarily so.

861. Eh ?—Necessarily so.

862. You do not know the amount?—1I could not tell you the difference between
the two.

863. Mr. Thompson the engineer in charge of the work would be more likely to
speak accurately as to the effect of the change '—1I think so too, decidedly.

864. You would be surprised to learn that the change would cost hardly anything,
the dropping down of the mitre sill 7—Yes, I would.

865. Very little ; it would not cost anything ?—He would know,

866. However, we will be able to get that information from the officer in charge.
Then that is the only change from this Order in Council as the lock is constituted at
present, the change of the depth on the mitre sill from 19 feet to 20 feet 3 inches 7—
That is what I learned from the document.

867. Mr. Gibson was asking you the other day, and mentioning a change in the
schedule price of earth from 25 cents to 60 cents. You don’t know the amount of
material that was affected by that change —That was 415 yards. I think I stated
the other day, 400 and some odd yards.
~ 868. Do you know any particulars in reference to that material, do you know what
it was that was excavated —No, I don’t remember.

869. Mr. Thompson would know it. Mr. Gibson was asking you too about the
change in price on rock material from 95 cents to $1.407—Yes.

870. You don’t know anything about that ?—No, I could not tell.

871. He was asking you about the increased price allowed to the contractor for the
unwatering of the canal. You remember that —Yes.

872. Will you look at the original contract and see what it would have cost to have
unwatered that and carried it out, and what is the difference between it and the last
change that was made —From the moneying out of the tenders
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873. First of all give it to me for 16 feet of navigation, what it would cost for the
unwatering and the puddled trenches? Give me first the puddled trenches!—The
puddled trenches were first : “ Earth excavation inside and end trenches, $4,500.”

874. Yes?—* Rock excavation (the same) $25,500. Unwatering trenches on sides
and ends of canal durisg the work, $12,500.”

875. Yes!'—*Puddled clay inside and end trenches furnished, delivered, &e.,
$29,700. Earth excavation in trenches on all four sides of lock at $1,800. Rock, ditto,
$35,000. Unwatering trenches on all four sides of lock-pit, $12,500.”

By Mr. Davies :

875a. That is in twice, you have read that before ?—No.

Mr. Haceanr—The end trenches. These are the other trenches.

(Witness resuming) “Puddled clay in trenches furnished and delivered, $23,400.”
That mukes $144,900 in connection with the puddled trenches. Then “forming dam
at upper end of section and drainage outlet above lock and unwatering prism of canal
daring progress of work, &c., 815,000. Construction of dams, providing and working
pumps and doing everything for the unwatering of the lock pit, cuts for filling and other
works in the bottom of the pit, &e., $20,000.

By Mr. Gibson :

876. Would you allow me for a moment. Is this extra amount you are now giving
the result of the change from 19 feet #—No, no; this is for 16 feet.
877. This is only an estimate though ?—This is the moneying out of the tenders.

By Mr. Haggart .

878. Then for the lock at 16 feet navigation the unwatering and the puddled
trenches would have cost $179,900 %—That is according to the moneying out of the
tenders.

79. How much of that work was done and what was expended on it, and in what
form. Take the first item ?—Item 2, $750.10, that is the earth excavation.

$80. Item 3 7—%1,110.

881. Item 4 ?—$500.

882, Item 5 ?%—Nothing.

883. Item 6 !——Nothing.

884. Item 7 ?%—Nothing.

885. Item 8 7—Nothing.

886. Item 9 %—Nothing

887. Item 12 ?—$14,250.

888. Item 19 —%20,000.

889, What is the total .—Making a total of $35,611.

890. Leaving a balance of —8144,289.

891, Add to that the puddle trenches extended to the length of the lock of 20 ft.
3 in. on the mitre sill. 'What would be the additional cost as compared with the old
lock of #179,900, if we apply these figures to a depth of 20 ft. 3 in. on the mitre sill
with the increased length. I want to know what would be the probable extra cost of
carrying out the original plan under the new conditions -—Well, that is very difficult to
arrive at. These trenches would have to be increased in depth 4 feet, and of course
the deeper you go the more expensive it would be.

892. Well, give it to me approximately —Well, Mr. Thompson could give you that
bet er, but it would be very much more in proportion for the work done.

893. It would be more than a quarter extra price, anyway —7Yes.

894. Then the cost of doing that work according to the original plan and this par-
tiewar kind of work that Mr. Ryan had to do would cost in the neighbourhood, any-
way, of $215,000?%—1I should think it would. .

Mr. Davies objected to this line of examination.
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By Mr. Hoggart :

895. Add 25 per cent to £179,000 %—In round numbers, £45,000.

896. Add 215,000 to 179,000 2—Call it £180,000, that is %225,000.

897. What did you get all this work done for under the contract as last let to Mr.
Ryan 1—895,611.

898. Yes. What was the saving under the new arrangement 7-— Well, call it 03,000
and 2225,000. T said before T think, that would be %130,000.

By Mr. Davies :
899. What would be %130,000 2—The difference between what it cost and what it
would have cost under the original contract with the puddle trenches and that 25 per
cent added to it. :

By Mr. Mulock :
900. But you left out some of the work ?-—Yes.
By Mr. Davies ;

901. The cost of the worlk originally you put at £179,000 7--$180,000 in round
numbers.

By Mr. Haggart :

902, The saving upon the plan latterly adopted as compared with the cost if the
original plan had been followed would be a differ nce of how much ?--A difference of
=130,000, on the basis T have stated.

By Mr. Davies :
903. What did you say Ryan did it for 2-—$60,000 and 35,611, That is $95,611.
By Mr. Haggart :

904 T see u statemenc here in the Globe 7 « Tt appeared from Mr. Gibson's eross
examination that the contractors received $5 per cubic vard under the original contract
for masonry in the lock and $12.60 per cubic yard under the new arrangement.” What
were the a :tual changes ?—The actual changes were from 511, T shall have to luok
first. It was $11, something to #12.60. In one case it would be from S11 to $16, in the
other from 811 to 812.60.

905. What was the reason assigned for the increased price allowed them ? Do you
know %—1I do not know.

906. You do not know anything about the increased price given them for the
bolts 2—No.

907. You do not know anything about the increased price alleged to have been
given them for the timber %—No.

908. You do not know anything about that ?—No.

909. Now we can come down to the two points for which you are responsible. The
suggestion of the Government for the completion of the work a year sooner than con-
tracted for, for which there is £90,000. Do you know whether that was sufficient
remuneration for the contractor to do it within « year or not 7 T really do not know.
That was before I had anything to do with it.

910. You made a reference to me in respect to the C.P.R. bridge across the canal.
Can you tell me the number of yards in that pier 2--550.

911. What was the contract price for building the bridge —%19,400 for the
superstructure.

912. What would be the cost of the superstructure without the pier there ?-—
According to the bridge engineer for the department, %45,000.

913. You had some correspondence with parties, and you got the engineer of the
department to make an estimate, what it would cost to strengthen the present bridge
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that had been contracted for, for a span that would reach across. Have you got the
correspondence ! Have you got the officer’s report upon the subject %I think it is
among the papers filed.

914. I do not know whether it is here or not {—Yes, I think it is there.

915. Read the whole of it, but first of all do you know anything of the reasons
why the bridge was built with a pier 7—No, I do not.

Witness then read the following :—

“ Memo. 7+ extension of arm of the Sault Ste. Marie swing bridge to shore abutment
removal of present plate girder span :

“To effect the object desired would require either a new superstructure, or an addi-
tion of about 75 feet in length to the canal span, and counter-weighting the short span
or short arm.

“ The increased length of canal span with augmented dead and live loading, the
counter-weighting of short arm would produce stresses in the truss members, turntable,
&e., of more than double those upon which various members of the truss were propor-
tioned, and cause a lower factor of safety than is permitted in bridge designing, also
more than doubling the permissible stresses of the Government spccification.

«To reinforce the various members effected so that the stresses would not exceed the
conditions of specification would not be economical, and I may say impractically the
superstructure would require to be removed and entirely rebuilt, the cost of which would
be greater than the construction of a new superstructure and the result not co satis-
factory a piece of work.

““ A new bridge could be constructed with a long and short arm, but it would be
preferable, if not too expensive, to make hoth arms of the same length by moving back
the abutment.

“The cost of a new superstructure, including machinery required to operate it by
electric power, would be about $45,000. It would require to be erected in winter, either
using the present bridge or diverting the track which ever would be considered most
economical by the contractors.

“ ROBERT C. DOUGLAS.
« Orrawa, 31st October, 1894,

# P, 8.—Since writing the above I have had, as directed, an interview with Mr.
Johnson, the result of which will be found in appended letter.

«“ 5th November, 1894, R. C. D.”

The Wirsess—Do you wish me to read the letter appended? It is from Mr.
Johnson, the engineer of the Dominion Bridge Co.

Mr. Hacearr—It is a letter agreeing with it and giving his reasons. Perhaps
Mr. Gibson would like to hear it.

Mr. GissoN— Yes, I would like to hear it.

Witness then read the following :—

“ Doxiniox Bripge Compaxy (Limited),
“ Works aT Lacuine Locks, P.Q.,
“ MOXTREAL, 1st November, 1894.
“ R. C. Dovcras, Esq., C.E,,
“ Department of Railways and Canals,
“ Ottawa, Ont.

“ Re the Sault Ste. Marie Canal swing.

“ DEAR SIR,—As stated to you verbally, I consider it wholly impracticable to
lengthen the bridge as suggested, the proposed addition of 75 feet to one end and
counterweighting the other, increasing the strains in most of the members two to three-
fold, and it is simply impossible to reinforce the different members to make them safe
under the changed conditions. I am well satisfied that the ec>nomical thing to do is
to replace the present structure by an entirely new one. It is possible that the present
floor system and a few of the truss members might be worked into a new swing to fair

54



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

advantage, but the remaining portion of the old bridge would be of little value. The
metal could not even be sold for scrap, except after cutting up, and this with the cost
of transportation to any rolling mill would use up nearly its whole scrap value If the
whole bridge is kept on hand it can be worked in somewhere else, but perhaps not
speedily.

¢« I should presume that the new structure 400 feet or so over all or with one 200
foot arm and the other counterweighted to suit present masonry would cost somewhere
in the neighbourhood of $45,000 or $48,000, including electric motors for turning, but
not including electric generator. The present structure could {only be replaced during
the winter months when there is no navigation.

*“ Yours very truly,

« DOMINION BRIDGE COMPANY (Limited),
by Phelps Johnson, Manager.”

By Mr. Gibson :

915¢. What is the date of that, Mr. Schreiber ?—That i1s November lst, 1894.

916. Yes. I notice in this report, Mr. Schreiber, that the Dominion Bridge Com-
pany’s engineer states that the old material of the bridge would only be good for scrap?
—7Yes.

917. What opinion have you got to give on that 2—Well, the bridge could be taken
to pieces and rebuilt somewhere else. There is no doubt about that. It would all be
available for a bridge of that span anywhere.

918. Now, Mr. Schreiber, you have had a good deal of experience as a railway en-
gineer in bridge building. Is it possible, as Istated the other day, to have put in about
70 feet into the centre of that bridge and still carry the bridge !—That is the idea I had
and Mr. Haggart had. We both held that view, and did not think it would cost
anything like $45,000.

919. Do you think an addition of 70 feet would cost $45,000 !—We did not think
50.

920. Do you see any necessity of adopting the plan followed by Mr. Douglas of
extending the bridge only at one end and bringing unfair strains at the other end }—
Taking away the pier in the canal, you would have to counterbalance the short limb.
That could be done.

921. But what T want to get at is what is your opinion in regard to a short limb
Is there any necessity for a short limb !—No. You could remove the abutments fur-
ther back.

922, Remove the abutments of the bridge and extend the bridge from the centre }
— Quite so.

923. In doing that you say 70 feet would be required !—At each end.

924. That is 140 feet %—Yes.

925. Would that cost $45,000 .—Well, T don’t think so.

By Mr. Haggart .

926. You know nothing of the reasons for the building of the bridge in the form
in which it was ?—No, T don’t know.

927. The engineer in charge of the works would know that —Mr. Thompson will
know that, he knows all about it.

By Mr. Davies :

928. Perhaps I may have misunderstood you, but did you say that it would have
cost the difference between $19,000 and $45,000 to have a bridge covering the whole
width of the canal instead of a bridge resting on the pier?—I did not say that. Let
me understand ; would it originally have cost $45,005 to have built the big span !

929. Yes.—I think it would.
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930. And the cost of the span as built, the bridge as built was $19,000 7—819,400.

931. And the change to a bridge across would have been the difference between the
$19,000 and the $45,000 7—I don't say that. There would be the cost of the pier in the
canal would come out of that, the 550 yards measurement would come out of that. That
would be &6,600,

932. Then no matter who had to pay the cost—deducting the cost of the pier from
the cost of a complete bridge from side to side of the canal what would be the difference
between the work as constructed and a bridge extending from side to side *—About
$19,000. .

933. And that is deducting the $26,000 is it —The $26,000, it should be.

934. Is that also deducting the cost of the fixed bridge from the span—there is a
fixed bridge I—Oh, you would have the value of the fixed bridge, you would have that.
I have not deducted that, the value of that would be deducted also.

935. What would that be? Would you not have to take that into consideration !
—Oh, yes. That would have to be taken into consideration, that would be an addition.

By Mr. Gibson :

936. In the price you gave of $19,400 for spanning the bridge pier in the centre of
the canal, does that include crib-work ?—No, it does not.

937. That would go to the credit of the new bridge % Yes. 1 think that is some
$7,000 or $8,000; yes, it would.

938. The crib-work would go to the credit by $7,000 or $8,0007—Yes.

939. And how many yards of masonry were there +—There is $6,600 of masonry—
55J at %12 would be $6,600. That is 75 feet span.

940. Then there was that greater span at the end of the centre, Mr. Schreiber, how
much would that cost —I don’t remember what that would cost. I think probably
there would be about $37,000 from $45,000.

941. $37,000 from $£45,000 %—Yes.

942. So that if you had really built a new bridge there would only have been a
difference of $8,000 altogether, and removing all that unsightly thing from the centre
of the canal %~—Yes, that is if it had been originally done so.

By Mr. Haggart ;

943. I was asking you about the lock ?—Yes.

944. What is the character of the work there %—In what way ?

945. As a workmanlike piece of work %—I believe it to be first-class in every
respect.

946. Did you ever see on the continent of America or anywhere else work of any
kind equal to it in character ?—No, I have never seen finer masonry built anywhere,
and the timber work in the culverts, I believe that to be thoroughly good.

947. Thoroughly good —Yes.

948. Do you know anything of the prices that were paid for a similar lock in the
neighbourhood there, within half a mile of it, by the United States Government —1
think the engineer there told me it was going to cost £4,000,000.

949. Oh, T mean as to the schedule price a yard %—No ; weil, I don’t know.

950. 1 will be able to show it to you afterwards. The material in our lock I think
is better -—The backing is very far superior to the backing in the lock of the American
canal.

951. What kind of cement was used in the construction of our lock and what kind
was used in the American lock %—The cement used in our lock is Portland cement ; that
used on the American lock, in the backing, is native cement.

952. You have been over the two locks -—The American?

953. Yes, both 2—Oh, yes.

954. T will not ask you for a comparison because it may be invidious —Oh, well,
the lock over there is a very fine lock also, there is no doubt about it. I say the'lock
over there is a fine lock, a fine piece of work.
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955. Fine work %—Ob, yes.

956. Unfortunately in their lock for some reason or other the native cement ex-
panded and cracked and our lock as constructed is perfect in every respect’—Perfect
in every respect.

957. And it is the best piece of masonry and the best piece of work you ever saw
in your life %—1I never saw a better piece of work.

By Mr. Gibson :

958. You saw the result of that crack in the American lock %—Well, T don't like
talking about their locks ; it is a capital piece of work.

By Mr. Mulock :

959. What are the dimensions of the American canal —Eight hundred feet, the
new one I think—800 feet by 100 feet wide. .

Mr. MuLock—You were commencing to give a comparison of the cost of the whole
work, were you !

Mr. HacGarr—No, no.  The schedule price per cubic yard. He did not know ?

Wirxess—No.

By Mr. Macdonell .

960. Mr. Schreiber, if you recollect the other day when you were giving evidence,
Mr. Davies asked you a question about the contract for the power pipes. You answered
Mr. Davies that no tenders had been asked for—that the contract was not advertised.
Have you looked that up since 7—Yes. I was under that impression for the moment,
but I was wrong.

961. Will you exnlain to the committee what the facts ave in connection with that ?
—Tenders were invited which tenders are upon the table here now.

962. So that that $67,000 or 869,000 worth of work was let to Hugh Ryan & Co.
by tender ?—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson:

963. I notice that in the two tenders mentioned by Mr. Macdonell—that is the
Central Bridge Co. and Mr. Waddell—that they retired from the contract 7-- Yes.

964. On what ground, do you know I-—Yes. They wanted the Government to
guarantee the puinping out—guarantee them free from any cost of pumping. They
wanted to have it laid dry for them.

965. Well, what then —Well, I did not mention—I thought it wuas understood
in the specification. I mentioned nothing about it and when—

By Mr. Davies :

966. Which are you speaking of now —That applies to both pariies tendering.

967. That is the unwatering, is it —Yes.

963. The unwatering was not mentioned in the specification #—I did not mention
it in the specification, I thought it would be well understood.

By r. Gibson :

969. So that when this was mentioned to these contractors they took alarin and
withdrew from the contract?—Yes. They would not undertake to arrange for the un-
watering.

970. Now, in th» case of the Central Bridge, they say they find “that other work
now under contract is to be executed concurrently with the work that we have tendered
for. Therefore, we find that it would be impossihble to have such possession of the site
that would enable us to carry on our work without interfering with the work now in
progress, and at the same time incurring a greater cost on work, and a greatly increased
cost on our plant.” Do you know the reason why they could not get possession of the
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ground to do this work?—No, I don’t know the reason why they should not have
possession of it, if they did not interfere with the other contractors, but the other con-
tractors had under their contract the use of all that iron.

971. Yes. So that the other contractors were really handicapped, because, notwith-
standing they were the lowest tenderers, the other tenderers could object to their going
on and interfering with their work ?—1I think they could.

972. But could not the government have insisted in the specifications that those
tendering for this work should have free access to the works ¢—1I don’t think they could,
when inviting these tenders.

973. Well, then, that practically meant, in other words, that nobody else could do
this work except Ryan & Co.?—Unless they arranged with them, I think.

974. Yes. That was not mentioned in your specification at all?—No ; it was not.

975. Don’t you think it should have been —Well, it would have been better, no
doubt.

976. It would have been better if it had been mentioned in the specification !—
Yes ; I think it would.

977. It would also have been better if the attention of the parties tendering for
this work had been called to the fact that they were responsible for any leakage that
took place during the work, and so made an arrangement with the other contractors —
T think so ; yes.

973, That was altogether forgotten in the specification ?—It was not done. You
are not speaking of the original !

979. I am speaking of this specification now. That is the original specification %—
Yes.

980. T am not speaking about the general work. So that in this specification no
notice was given, or rather, no objectionable features were pointed out that had to be
overcome by the other contractors ?—No ; they were supposed to go and look for them-
selves.

981. Quite so; but is that the usual practice —Well, T don’t know, T am sure.
It is the usual practice people should go and look for themselves.

982. That is not what I am asking here. Is it not the usual practice for an en-
gineer to point out difficulties of this character to parties intending to tender ?—Well,
I think it would have been better if I had drawn their attention to it.

983. Why, of course ; and the result is, these men were scared of the work, and it
was left to Ryan & Co. to do the contract %—Well, I don’t know.

984. Well, you can see the purport of these letters, that, not being able to get
possession of the work, they were obliged to withdraw their tender?—(No answer.)

By Mr. Macdonell :

985. The original specification for this work provides that the contractors thould
have the ground in the vicinity of where their work was %—That is the 1888 contractors ;
es.
986. Well, now, what T want to make plain is this, that had you put a clause in the
specification providing for these tenders you would be taking away from the contractors
under the 1888 specification something that you would have no right to take from them.
In other words you could not by your specification for this contract that we are speak-
ing of now, give the contractors that would come under those tenders any right to the
ground upon which the other contractors were working ¢—No.

987. So that if you had put that clause in the specification it would really be
inoperative, or if you attempted to enforce it you would incur a claim for damages from
the contractors —Unless they had arranged with the contractors.

988. It is merely to make the thing plain, that if in drawing that specification you
had put such a clause in as suggested by Mr. Gibson you would certainly be running a
risk of having a very large claim for damages from either one contractor or the other—

Mr. Davigs objected to Mr. Macdonell asking leading questions.
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By Mr. Haggart :

989. Let me ask a few questions to elucidate this. It would be impossible for two
contractors to occupy the same ground in building the works which would be near one
another, and very correctly the man who drew up the original plan laid it out only for
one '—You could not have a contractor comning in where another had commenced.

990. Was it not contemplated anyway that there would be none of this work for
the purpose of building the gates and the water power until after this contract was com-
pleted and through ?%—Until certain parts of it were completed.

991. Until certain parts of it were completed ?—Yes.

992. So that certain parties who came afterwards to build the water power would
not interfere at all with the original contractor 7—Quite so.

993. That was contemplated in the original specification in the first instance !—
Yes.

994. What was the reason that it was changed? Was it on account of the neces-
sity of having the work done in a hurry, in a year before the time contemplated —1I do
not think there were any conditions made in connection with the last change.

995. But the pipes had to be put in in a hurry 7—Yes.

996. And the original intention was to wait until the contractor had finished his
work ?—Yes.

997. And then the subsequent works were to be put in ?—Yes.

By Mr, Davies :

998. So that as a matter of fact I understand from you that when the changes
were made in this work as to which Mr. Gibson has examined you, the original contract
was 50 drawn as to preclude any other man from tendering !—1I do not say that.

999. From carrying out the work —No, I do not think that the contractor could
carry out the work of putting in those pipes while these other contractors were ut work,
without they were completed.

1000. And therefore no other contractor than Messrs. Ryan could tender and carry
the work out -1t would be very difficult to do.

1001-02. Have you not told Mr. Macdonell it would be impossible. 7—Yes, it would.

Mr. Davies.—Then it was a farce to call for tenders !

Mr. MacpoNeLL—I do not think Mr. Schreiber said it was impossible.

By Mr. Cochrane :

1003-04. Did you say it was a farce calling for tenders —1T did not say it was a
farce asking for tenders.

By Mr. Davies :

1005, Mr. Schreiber, T want to ask you one or two questions about the tenders for
the lock gates 7—Yes.

1006. Which you mentioned in connection with the steel pipes —Yes.

1007. There were tenders called for for the lock gates of the Sault Ste. Marie Canal ?
—Yes.

1008. There were three tenders put in ?—Three, I think, yes.

N 1009. Hugh Ryan’s, Frederick Toms's and the Hamilton Bridge Co.?—Yes, I

think so.

1010. Hugh Ryan’s 867,000, Frederick Toms’s %73,000 and the Hamilton Bridge Co.
354,000 :-—Yes, I think so.

1011. The specifications on which these tenders were called for did not provide for
the unwatering of the canal !-—No.

1012. But after the Hamilton Bridge Co. got the tender then you inserted a clause
requiring the canal to be unwatered —The reason

1013. I do not want the reason but the fact ?—No, that is not it. If there was no
water to take out of the canal it would have been all right.
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1014. T will read the words you inserted %—I remember inserting them perfectly.

1015. The words you added were: “48th section. The lump sum in the tender must
embrace the cost of any unwatering of the canal that may be found necessary ”?—Yes.

1016. Tunat was not in the specification for the tenders? It was added after the
Hamilton Bridge Co.s tender was accepted —Oh, yes; it was added on the second
tendering, I think.

1017. And as a consequence of your adding on that, the Hamilton Bridge Co. said
they would not abide by the tender 7—No, not at all.

1018. Well, will you take that letter of theirs and read it and see whether I am
right or not *—1 will mrke an explanation after.

1019. Read the letter, you can make the explanation after.

Witness then read the following letter :—

“Tue HamivroNn Bripce CompaNy, LiMITED,
“ Hamrurow, Caxapa, September 8th, 1893.
“ The Hon. Joux Haccart,
¢ Minister of Railways and Canals,
“ Ottawa.

“ Diar Sir,-—As the contract for the construction and erection of the lock gate for
the Sault Ste. Marie Canal, for which we tendered some time ago, has a clause in it re-
garding the unwatering of the canal, which was not mentioned in the specifications, and
which we did not contemplate in our tender, and that if any unwatering had to be done,
it would be at a large expense not provided for in our tender, we would therefore beg
leave to withdraw our tender for this work upon the understandirg that our security
cheque of 1,500 will be returned unless the government will protect us against the
additional expense of unwatering, if flooding should occur

“Yours truly,
“ HAMILTON BRIDGE COMPANY (Limited),

“ Per J. A. McNiesl, Manager.”
By Mr. Davies :

1020. Was T not right that they withdrew their tender because of the insertion of
this clause in the contract which was not in the specification of the tender?—In the
contract. I thought you said in the second specification.

1021. T said you inserted or propused to insert a clause in the contract which was
not in the specitication for their tender, and in consequence of that they withdrew their
tender. Is that true ?—I had that inserted to make sure, because it was mentioned
about the unwatering previous to that.

1022, Tt is a fact that they withdrew their tender because that clause was inserted,
and that the letter says so 7—They withdrew their tender because I said the govern-
ment would not guarantee the lock being laid dry.

1023. What does their letter say they withdrew their tender for ? What does the
letter say ?

The CHAIRMAN (to Mr. Davies)-—Does not the letter speak for itself ?

By Mr. Davies :

1024. I want to ask that you read again to the committee what their reason is as
given in that letter - As the contract for the construction and erection of the lock
gate for the Sault Ste. Marie Canal for which we tendered some time ago has a clause
in it for the unwatering of the canal, which was not mentioned in the specifications, and
which we did n t contemplate in our tender, and that if any unwatering had to be done,
it would be at a large expense not provided for in our tender, we would therefore beg
leave to withdraw our tender for this work, unless the government will protect us
against the additional expense of unwatering if flooding should occur.”

1025. So that when they withdrew their tender the contract went to Hugh
Ryan
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By My. Haggart :

1026. I beg your pardon, was any contract let on those tenders —Not on those first
tenders. You would not let it.

By Myr. Davies :

1027. New tenders were called for %—They were.

1028. Ryan stuck to his tender. It was the same as before I—Yes.

1029. And Toms, too, and Ryan being lower got it %-——Yes.

1030. How much higher was Ryan than the Hamilton Bridge Company —%13,500.

By Mr. Mulock :

1031. Was the deposit returned to the Hamilton Bridge Company — Yes, h_;r order
in council.

By Mr. Davies :

1032. As a matter of fact nobody else could do the work with Ryan in possession t—
Not without making an arrangement with Ryan.

By Mr. Macdonell :

1033. Was the answer to Mr. Davies that no one else could do that work but Ryan
& Co —No. T said they could not do it without making an arrangement with Ryan or
doing the unwatering themselves.

By Mr. laggart :

1034. If you will look at the original specification you will find it requires that the
contractor had to keep that pit dry for the purpose of doing this particulur work #—
No, he has not.

1035. Has he not —No, he has not.

1036. Are you sure he has not %—No, he has not.

1037. Have you got the original specification ?—Yes. It is so with respect to some
other work in connection with the gates, but not with respect to the gates.

By Mr. Macdonell :

1038. The original specification provided that the contractors were to enjoy the
benefit of the land in the vicinity of the canal, all that island, as it were "—They were,
under the contract they were allowed the use of the island for the carrying on of the
contract.

1039. Now who drew that specification, do you know —1I think it is signed by Mr.
Page. I am not sure. It must have been in 18388.

1040. So any benefit they get under that specification they got from Mr. Page 1—
They got it under their contract.

1041. Exactly, they got it by contract. Did you, Mr. Schreiber, put any clause in
the specification with regard to the power pipe, or even with regard vo the lock gate
which Mr. Davies has just been talking about? If you had put any clause in the speci-
fication for that, giving contending contractors the right to interfere with the original
contractors whereby

By Mr. Haggart :
1042 Let us get the original specification. I want to be certain on that point.
Show me the original specification on contract No. 2. You will find it is in there

(pointing to Exhibits 1 and 2)?—No.
Mr. HacGarr—I know it 1s.

The committee adjourned.
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Commitree Room No. 49,
House or Comyoxs, 19th June, 1895.

The Select Starding Committee on Public Accounts met.

Mr. W. G. Tuompsox called, sworn and examined.
By Mr. Lister :

1043. Mr. Thompson, were you at any time resident engineer on the Sault Ste. Marie
Canal 1 was.

1044. Between what periods, that is to say, what was the time of your appointment,
and when did you cease to be engineer?—I went up there as resident engineer in the
spring of 1889, and I remained in that capacity until October, I think it was, 1891.

1045. You went up in what year ¢—In 1889,

1046. In the spring of 1889, and you remained there until October, 1891 —Yes;
October, 1891.

1047. Were you the first resident engineer on the canal, that is to say, were you
there from the commencement of the actual work ?—No ; there was another engineer
there before me, Mr. William Crawford.

1048. Where is he now 1—He is up there, I believe.

1049. Still on the works !—1I believe so.

1050. Still in the employ of the government %—S8o I understand.

1051. Was he there during the time that you were on the work —He was.

1052. All the time '—Yes.

1053. What is his name again ?—William Crawford.

1054. What position did he occupy ?—When I was there as resident, he was there
as assistant engineer.

1055. He was there as assistant, and when you left as resident engineer, he took
your position —As resident engineer, yes.

1056. What was the cause of your leaving?—I had charge, as superintendent
engineer, of the Welland Canal also.

1057. During all this time —During that time. I changed iny headquarters from
Sault Ste. Marie to St. Catharines, and continued to have supervision of matters on the
Sault Ste. Marie Canal and on the Welland also.

1058. When did you become superintendent engineer %—Shortly before I left Sault
Ste. Marie to go to St. Catharines. I think it would be about the middle of 1891.

1059. And you ceased, you say, to be resident engineer in October, 1891 —Well,
I ceased t» reside there. My headquarters had been at Sault Ste. Marie. I had been
living there, and in October I moved from there to St. Catharines.

1060. And you then held the position of superintendent engineer ?— Yes, on both
the Sault Ste. Marie and Welland Canals.

1061. Of course the contract had been let to Ryan and Company at the time you
were appointed resident engineer?—Yes, when I went upon the ground the con-
tract had been let.

1062. You were residzntengineer or superintendent engineer at the time the proposed
changes in the canal were contemplated Which office did you hold #—TI think I was
bupermtandent engineer.

1063. Was your advice asked by the department as to the contemplated changes?
—1 was asked to report upon ¢ rtain of those changes.

1064, And did you report —I did.

1065. And your reports are to be found, I believe, in this book of papers (Exhxblt
1 was here handed to the witness) ’?—Yes, I see one here, one of my reports dated
September 19th.
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By Mr. Davies :

1065. What date is that 2—September 19th, 1890.

1066. What page is that on?—It is on page 81. It is rather a long-winded affair,
Shall T read it ?

1067. Yes, it is a reply to Sir William VanHorne's letter. You will have to read
that first.— Well, T will read this report and it will speak for itself,

Witness then read the following :

“ OrTAWA, September 19th, 1890.

“ S1r,—1 beg to acknowledge the receipt of No. 130419, being a suggestion from
Mr. W. C. VanHorne to the effect that the lock now under construction at Sault Ste.
Marie should have the same depth of water over the mitre sills as the lock at present
being built by the United States Government am their side of the river, and calling at-
tention to the ‘vital importance it might at some time in the future to have every inch
as much water as in the American canal.’

It will be necessary before coming to a conclusion to examine the condition of the
navigable channel of the St. Mary’s River between Lokes Superior and Huron, as well
as the condition of the harbours of Port Arthur or Fort William on Lake Superior, and
Owen Sound or Collingwood on the lower lake. From Lake Superior to Sault Ste.
Marie, the navigable channel is so clearly defined by nature that no question can arise
as to its location.

“1t furnishes a fine channel with a depth of water beyond all present or prospective
requirements, and being the international boundary is free to all vessels alike,

“ At Sault Ste Marie a lock constructed by the United States on American terri-
tory, and opened for traflic in 1881, provides a channel past the Falls of St. Mary by a
descent of 18 feet.

“This lock, 515 feet long, 80 feet wide, and with 14 feet 11 inches of water upon
the mitre sills, at the lowest recorded stages of river, is used by American and Canadian
merchant vessels alike, free of toll, subject to the will of the United States Government
as exemplified in the year 1870.

“ From Sault Ste. Marie to Lime Island (which is near the lower end of St. Joseph’s
Island) the international boundary, which is also the navigable channel, except through
the shallows of Lake George, where the channel is on the American side of the line, is
again used by all vessels onthe mainline of traffic, but at Lime Island the international
boundary passes between that island and the Island of St. Joseph, over shoal rocky
ground, and sweeping to the south of St. Joseph Island, in an easterly direction, through
intricate and unfrequented channels, enters Lake Huron between Drummond Island
(American) and Cockburn Island (Canadian), leaving the deep water, direct, and desir-
able channel from Lime Island to Lake Huron entirely in American water.

“To provide a channel, therefore, accessible to Canadian vessels under suggested
contingencies would necessitate improving the line of navigation to the north of St.
Joseph Island, and so out to Lake Huron by either side of Cockburn Island, preferably
to the east of it.

“But the necessary river improvements would not end there.

‘“ At present and for some time past the United States Government has been deepen-
ing the Hay Lake Channel to a depth corresponding with that of the new lock now
under construction by them at Sault Ste. Marie.

“This channel is entirely in American water, and will make the distance from the
head of Hay Lake to where it again joins the common channel at the head of St.
Joseph Island eight miles less than by the common channel or boundary line, so that to
ensure a similar depth of water for Canadian vessels between the same points would
necessitate the improvement of the long and common channel by the Canadian Govern-
ment at its sole expense.

“The same reasoning that suggests an independent channel would make Port
Arthur the Lake Superior harbour for deep draught vessels, necessitating a large outlay
for dredging and breakwater construction, the present depth of water being 15 feet.

v



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 14.) A. 1895

“Tt would also necessitate a heavy expenditure for dredging and pier work at Owen
Sound, where the available depth of water at present is about 15 feet.

“ Before undertaking to deepen the Sault Ste. Marie canal, therefore, it would be
necessary that the Government should determine whether the policy of a 16 feet scale
of navigation now being worked to from Port Colborne upwards should he changed or
not, for if not, the suggested change at Sault Ste. Marie would be unprofitable.

“With friendly relations between Canadaand our neighbours, the 19 feet draught lock
on the American side of the river would be available for Canadian vessels of that draught,
the other locks accommodating the lighter draught vessels, and by the time a second lock
becomes necessary on the Canadian side, the question now under consideration by the
most intelligent vessel men, as to whether the limit for size and draught of vessels upon
the lakes has not been reached, will have been solved, and a second lock will, no doubt,
be built accordingly. Should less happy relations exist, circumstances would probably
transfer the trade of the Sault Ste. Mdrie canal to the railways, the draught of water be-
coming, for the time, a secondary consideration.

“To return to the suggestion of lowering the lock now under contract to Messrs.
Hugh Ryan & Co. Were the lock to be lowered now, it would also be necessary to
lower the prism of the canal at the same time, as the side walls would be destroyed by
blasting, if done after they were built.

“Such alterations would mean the breaking of Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Co.’s contract,
so that the cost of making such alterations can hardly be arrived at in the usual way,
the door being open for damages.

“In estimating the probable cost, I have therefore made no allowance for damages,
but the item must not be overlooked.

“Tf asked to express an opinion in the matter, I would say that the circumstances
do not warrant the adoption of a course that would establish such a dangerous precedent
as the breaking of an important Government contract.

“I have the honour to be, sir, your obedient servant,

“W. . THOMPSON.

“ A. P. BrabLEY, Esq., Secretary,
“ Department of Railways and Canals,
“ Ottawa.”
Mr. Davies—Atiached to that report is a statement. You had better read that,

too.
Witness then read the following :—

‘“ Addenda to report upon lowering the Sault Ste. Marie Canal, dated September
19th, 1890.

“ Dimensions of Canadian Locks.

Length of chamber.. ... ... ... . ... o 00 ool 600 ft
Width of entrance. ... ... ... ... ... 60 ft.
Width of chamber....... ... ... . ... . L i 85 ft.
Depth on sill at lowest known water. . ... .. ... ... ... .. ... ... 16 ft. 3in.
Increased cost to be added to Hugh Ryan & Co.’s contract

for canal and lock if deepened to 19 feet ... .. ........  $18,000
Amount of original contract. ... ... ... ... ... 00 oo L 81,282 567
Increased cost to be added to Hugh Ryan & Co.’s contract for

lower entrance if deepened to 19 feet. . ... ... ... ..... £192,000
Amount of original contract. .. ... ... ... ... ... ... oo 2299313
Increased cost to be added to Allan & Fleming’s contract if

deepened to 19 feet. .. ... ... ... .. .. ... .l $ 276,000
Amount of original contract. ........... .. oo 8325,926

Estimated cost of river improvements not under contract, from
SaultSte. Marieto Lake Huronfor 19 feet draught of water $ 775,000
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Estimated cost of improving Port Arthur Harbour to 19 feet
draught, not under contract ........... ... . ... . ..., % 300,000
Estimated cost of improving Owen Sound Harbour to 19 feet .
draught (at present under contract to Reed & Pater from
Public Works Department for deepening to 15 feet or more  $ 200,000

“W. G. THOMPSON.
¢ Orrawa, September 22nd, 1890.”

By Mr. Haggart :

1068. Just one moment. You say thereis a letter from Mr. Van Horne ?—A. Yes,
sir.

Mr. Hac6arT.—You had better put it in.

Mr. Davies.—It is in already.

Mr. HaceaRT.—Tt has not been read.

Mr. Davies.—A letter from Mr. Van Horne appears in the evidence given the
other day and you can refer to it again. Mr. Van Horne’s letter was read by Mr.
Schreiber.

‘WirNEss.—The letter is here if you wish it to be read.

Mr. Davies.—Tt is in evidence already.

Mr. Hacearr.—Then let it be considered as put in.

WirNess.—It is at page 79.

Mr. BovyLE.—In order to make the evidence complete I suggest that the letter be
read again.

The CralRMaN.—Read Mr. Van Horne’s letter, Mr. Thompson.

Wirxess.—It is dated Aug. 17th, 1890, from the Canadian Pacific Ry. office,
Montreal, and reads as follows :—

“ DEar Sir Jonn,—TI asked Mr. Drinkwater to get the relative depth of the Cana-
dian and American canals at the “Soo” and I inclose the result. You will see that
the new American lock will have 2 feet 8 inches more water on the mitre sill than the
Canadian lock, as it is now being built. In my opinion 16 feet 3 inches will be inade-
quate very soon, and it seems to me that’it would be a great mistake from a commercial
standpoint, not to provide for at least as great a draught as in the new American lock.

“T do not know much about naval warfare, but unless the little information I have
on that subject is all wrong it might be of vital importance in the near future to have
every inch as much water as in the American canal. It might be a matter of a great
deal of consequence if the Americans could get iron-clads through their lock and canal
drawing 18 feet or more of water while we could only send up boats drawing 2 or 2}
feet less, )

“The difterence in cost ought not to be very great if the additional depth is provid-
ed for now, but to correct it after the locks and canal were once completed would be
enormously expensive if not impracticable.

“ Faithfully yours,

“W. C. VAN HORNE.

“ Right Hon. Sir Joun A. Macpoxarp, G.C.B,,
“QOttawa.”

By Mr. Lister :

1069. Is there any other letter, Mr, Thompson? I think there is one from Sir
Frank Smith ? —There is a letter following this from Mr. Drinkwater, secretary of the
UP.R. to Mr. VanHorne. It is merely giving him information upon which Mr.
Van Horne’s letter that I have just read, is based.

1070. Now, Mr.Thompson, were these changes make !—Yes, the changes were made.

~1071. The changes were made. To 19 feet or greater %—A contract was entered into
with Messrs. Hugh Ryan and C -, to deepen to 19 feet and before that was altogether
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completed it appeared that the American engineers had, by a very slight modification
in the bottom of their lock, got 20 feet of water, and I called the attention of Mr. Tru-
deau, the then chief engineer, to the fact, and that change was also made to 20 feet by
ourselves, but the change was a very insignificant matter as regards cost ; it was simply
the result of lowering the excavation at the end for a short distance, where the nature
of the rock had required an excavation to be taken out nearly to the required depth
which had to be taken for this 20 feet.

1072. Then the contracts were changed whereby the enlargement suggested by Mr.
Van Horne was carried out {—Largely so.

1073. And afterwards changed again so as to make the canal equalin depth to the
canal on the American side It was.

1074. Can you tell me what the cost of the last changes was?—1I cannot, speaking
from memory, but it is all in those papers there.

By Mr. Haggart :

1075. Let us understand what the last change was, from 19 to 20 feet ?—The last
change was from 19 to 20 feet 3 inches.

1076. What was the cost —Well, I am inclined to say the cost may really be put
down as nil.

Mr. HacearT.—Nothing, it comes to nothing.

By Mr. Lister :

1077. You say that, do you %1 do. It is very easily explained how it comes to
be so.

1078. It is a matter of very little consequence, none at all. Then you have stated
that the changes suggested by Sir William Van Horne were made ?—Yes.

1079. And the canal was deepened to a depth equal to the “800” canal on the
American shore I—It was.

By Mr. Davies :

1080. Before quitting that point I have a question to ask you. Will you state to
the committee what the actual sum paid to Ryan & Company was fixed at for the
change to the 19 feet in the first place %—It was a schedule contract.

1081. Amounting to—Well, T think the figures are here also.

1082. Read them, please—-the sum totals. I don’t want the mode by which they

-are arrived at I am not quite sure that they are here, but I fancy they are. I think
I have got a private memorandum in my pocket that perhaps I can speak from (after
consulting memorandum).  The second change, if I am right in these figures, amounted
to 8376,000.

1083. That is what you specify as practically nil %—Oh no, not so by any means.

Mr. Haggart objected to the question on the ground that it was putting state-
ments into the witness’s mouth.

By Mr. Davies :

1084. When you made use of the phrase “second change,” what did you mean just
now ?—1I referred to the change by which the length of the lock was extended from
650 feet to 950 feet in the chamber, and the depth was increased from 16} feet to 19
feet on the sill.

1085. Exactly, that is Mr. Van Horne’s suggested change =—Yes.

1086. That is the first change “—That is the second change.

1087. Well, then you spoke just now of the second change as increasing it from 19
to 20 feet #—No, that was what might be called a small supplementary matter. That
came in with the second change. It was part and parcel of the second change..

1088. So that we need not dispute about it. The change Mr. Van Horne suggested
practically amounted to what 2—$376,000. ‘
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1089. $376,000! Now, one more question on that point and I will leave you in
Mr. Lister’s hands. You spoke in your report of certain other improvements which
were essential to make this other improvement of any advantage. I want the sum total
of your estimate of the cost of those improvements >—Those items that I read over in
the addenda to that report which I read a few moments ago?

1090. Totted up, what do you make it —$1,923,000.

By Mr. Haggart :

1091. If you are passing from this subject I want to ask a few questions in refer-
ence to it. Who was the minister at the time the change was made ?—Nir Mackenzie
Bowell was acting minister.

1092, Were you in Ottawa at the time he was acting minister, when the House was
in session —1 was.

1093. Did you hear him explain all these changes to the House before the vote was
made !—T did.

1094. And he made a statement of the changes proposed to be carried out before
the vote was taken {—When the estimates were before the House Sir Mackenzie Bowell
had the papers referring to these matters in his hand. T know what those papers con-
tained because I had been a party to collating them, and, to the best of my recollection,
different questions were asked, and these questions were answered by Sir Mackenzie
Bowell. He said at the time that he had the whole information there, and was willing
to give any information that was required aboutv it. His words were that he took the
House into his confidence. If I am wrong Hansard will put e right.

1095. Now, in reference to the Hay Channel : Tf that channel can be utilized by
Canadian vessels, and if our lock is constructed down to Like Huron, we have over 20
feet of navigation from the Sault Ste. Marie Canal %—Wel), not the whole way. At the
present time the United States Government are improving the channel at a place called
Mud Lake.

1096. When that is completed !—When that is completed there will be what is
called 20 feet of navigation from the *“Soo” Canal to Lake Huron.

1097. In your letter you state part of that channel is in American territory. That
is the diversion from the river through Hay Lake?—Yes, it is.

1098. You cannot speak, I suppose, as to whether we are entitled to use that by
treaty or not !—I cannot speak of my own knowledge, but I can say what I heard the
late Sir John A. Maedonald say in the matter.

Mr. Hacearr.—Never mind. That is all on that point.

By Mr. Luster :

1099. Of course, Mr. Thompson, you know that the object of this canal was to have
a waterway upon our own side that could be used in case of difficulties with the United
States —7Yes.

1100. That was the avowed object of building this canal I—Yes.

1101. And you know also that if we have to trust to the Hay Lake Channel and
the Mud Lake Channel now being constructed by the United States Government—
that if we had to trust to these channels, our canal would he of very little use in case
of the dithculties which were anticipated when this was constructed or contemplated #—
If we are shut out from the Hay Lake Channel.

1102. And the Mud Lake ?—Well, the Mud Lake, I am not quite sure about the
location of that channel, I think it is partly on our territory and partly

1103. Which ? Mud Lake ?-—1I think it is partly on our side and partly on American
territory.

1104. I think you are mistaken. However, that is your opinion —I am speaking
from memory in this matter.

1105. However, all of the Hay Lake Channel is in American water {~—Clearly.

1106. And unless we make a channel through the “Soo” River of a depth and
equal to the Hay Lake Channel we would be obliged to use the Hay Lake Channel for
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the larger class of vessels—for vessels that can use our canal —Yes. We could not get
down through our own waters from Lake George. We have not got that depth.

1107. Without deepening —Without deepening. But is it proper for me to say a
word ¢

1108. Certainly, Sir.—When this matter was being taken up I remember being
present in the present Minister’s room when Sir John M-cdonald was Minister of Rail-
ways and Canals, and he said that this enlargement at Lake George through what is
known as the shoals—that is partly on Canadian territory and partly on American
territory—that that was a work that was taken up by the Governments co-jointly, and
that we had the right of navigating that channel.

1109. TIs that so’—1I don’t know, T am sure.

1110. You don’t know anything about that. That is not the Hay Lake Channel ?—
It is not the Hay Lake Channel.

1111. But the Hay Lake Channel would be necessary to take vessels down drawing
19 feet of water —At the present time, certainly.

1112. Now, then, you have told us you reported to the Government that it would
be necessary !—To the chief engineer, let me correct you ; to the chief engineer.

1113. To the chief engineer, that it would be necessary to deepen Port Arthur
Harbour, it would be necessary to deepen the harbour at Owen Sound, and would it
not be necessary to deepen all the harbours along the Lake Huron shore!—Well,
when I was called upon to report upon this matter it appeared to me that it was the
proper thing to point out to my superior officer, the chief engineer, what the possi-
bilities might be, and it occurred to me at once that to have a deep channel and no place
of refuge in case of difficulty with our neighbours for vessels to go to—it would be an
absurdity altogether, so I called attention to these two points. Perhaps I was—what
shall T say—anxious or nervous in the matter, but that was mv motive.

1114. That was your motive *—Yes.

1115. That was your object 7—Yes.

1116. That unless the waterway was deepened throughout that the construction of
the canal, with the increased depth recommended by Sir William VanHorne, would be
of very little utility I—That was my idea.

1117. Now then, Mr. Thompson, I asked you a moment ago, whether it would not
be necessary to deepen all the harbours along the shores of Lake Huron, between the
River St. Clair and Georgian Bay ?-—No, I should say not by any means.

1118. Do you know the depth of Kincardine, Goderich, and Southampton —I
think I remember them.

11:9. It would be necessary to deepen those 7—1I was thinking it was necessary to
provide a thorough line of trathc.

1120. You did not think it would be necessary, that vessels would think it worth
while to call at ports along Lake Huron —I do not think the department would under-
take to deepen those harbours, because it would fall rather to the local corporation.

1121. But the department has been doing it 1 think the department has been
doing it for the lccal traffic, but not for through traffic.

1122. But so far as the harbours along Lake Huron are concerned, they would
derive no advantage at all from the increased depth, inasmuch as the largest classes of
vessels would not be able to get into those harbours %—They would not and they do not.
at the present vime,

1123. Do they not #—No.

1124. Do not the Beatty Line "—The Beatty Line get into Sarnia.

1125. That is on Lake St. Clair - Yes.

1126. They go into Goderich and Southampton !—But the Beatty Line are compar-
atively light draught boats. They are capable of loading down, but they only go into
those harbours drawing 13 feet.

1127. At all events, no matter what they draw, it would not, in your opinion, be
necessary to deepeun the harbours along Lake Huron 7—No, it would not.

1128. It was only to have a waterway for through traffic %—It was to have a means
of communication from the Atlantic coast right through to the Pacific by rail and by

our own line of boats.
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1129. You also indicate there, in that report, that if there were difficulties between
the United States and Canada, that freight would possibly find its way by rail .—Yes.

1130. It would have to ?—Yes, we would destroy their lock and they would destroy
ours.

1131. So that in case of difficulties, in case of hostilities between the United Ntates
and Canada or Great Britain, these locks would be of no value at all ?

Mr. HaGceART objected to Mr. Lister discussing the policy of the Government.

Mr. ListEr—I want to get at the reasons which animated the engineer in making
this report, and T have a right to do so.

TreE CHaiRMAN—The object of this inquiry is to elicit the facts, and I should be
very much disinclined to limit the inquiry in regard to anything connected with the
contracts or the prosecution of the works, but it occurred to me before the guestion was
raised, that Mr. Lister was going very far afield, and I was on the point of calling his
attention to the fact that he was digressing, but I hesitated because [ thought it would
be limited to one or two questions, and for that reason I did not interfere. But I thiak
that Mr. Lister will see it is important we would confine ourselves to the matter under
investigation.

Mr. Lister—Undoubtedly, I concur with you on that, Mr. Chairman, and at the
same time I claim that I am entirely within my rights, because the engineer has read a
report here to his chief, reporting against the enlargement of this canal and giving cer-
tain reasons. That is a part of the evidence and I have a right to probe those reasons
to a certain extent, and that is all T am doing.

Tue CusairMaN—To a certain reasonable extent.

By Mr. Lister :

1132. Then T ask you again, if the Chairman permits me to ask the question,
whether this canal would be of any henefit to the shipping of Canada in case of dith-
culties between the United States and Canada !

Tue Cuatrman—That is a question of opinion rather than a question of fact.

By Mr. Lister :

1133. In case of difficulty between the United States and Canady would the canal
at Sault Ste. Marie be of any advantage to us 7—It would simply b2 a question of the
strongest. If we are able to take care of our canal we would do so.

1134. You told usa few moments ago that the Americans would blow ours up and
we would blow up theirs %—1I think that would likely be the result.

1135. Now, what do you estimate the cost would be of deepening the waterway
from Sault Ste. Marie to Lake Huron ?——From Sault Ste. Marie to Lake Huron T esti-
mated it at $775,000.

1136. That, of course, would be a mere approximation ¢—Merely approximate.

1137. A mere guess —Not a mere guess. These figures were.arrived at by taking
the soundings on Bayfield’s charts and taking the quantities from this.

1138. Then it was not altogether a guess 2—No, it was an approximated estimate.

1139. As you said a moment ago, this was merely contemplated for through traflic?
—Yes.

1140. You did not take into consideration at all the local trade —No, T did not.

1141. Do you know whether it would be necessary to deepen the Lime Kiln cross-
ing ?—T believe it would.

1142. Well, you have not estimated that ?—No, because I did not propose to go that
way. I proposed to run to the Georgian Bay and then take the train from there.

1143. O, then, your calculation was that all the traffic—your calculation was based
upon the assumption that all the traffic would go by way of Collingwood to Port Arthur
—all the heavy traffic, all the vessels drawing a great depth of water?—Well, let me
explain, please, for one instant.

1144. Yes, certainly !—Mr. Van Horne in his letter refers to the question of gun-

boats
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1145. Gun-boats I—And he brings in the military aspzct, as it were, of that ques-
tion—the difficulty between the two countries.

1146. Oh, yes?—And my report follows in that line.

1147. Just so ?—My idea was what we would want to do would be to have commu-
nication by our own territory, and as a matter of course that would be by rail to the
Georgian Bay, then by water to Port Arthur, and then by the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way crossing the country. '

1148. It was to go through Owen Sound —To Owen Sound or Collingwood.

1149. And from there to Sault Ste. Marie —Yes.

1150. From there to Port Arthur?—Port Arthur.

1151. No other ports were considered ?—1I did not consider it was necessary to take
any more. Of course the idea was to arrive at that desirable state of affairs with as
small a sum as possible.

1152. Of course. You were looking at it with an economical eye in the interests of
the Government ?—Yes.

1153. So that the effect of it would have been—If these necessary adjuncts to the
canal were carried out—the effect will be that large vessels must ply between Port
Arthur and Owen Sound or Collingwood, is that it %—Not necessarily.

1154. Will you tell us why !—Because, as I said a moment ago, it was with refer-
ence to through trade, and to take the shortest route for that through trade, or the
most convenient trip, as the case might be. For those who wanted to go to other
ports, it would be merely for them to take light draught vessels, and they could get in
there as they are doing at the present moment.

1155. Just exactly ; how many feet ; 15 1—15 feet is too much. I think it will be
nearer 12 feet for the general run of ports.

1156. So that all the vessels drawing more than 12 feet of water would, of necessity,
ply between Owen Sound and Port Arthur %—Well, not so, Mr. Lister, exactly. I did
not mean to convey that idea. There are some of the harbours-—for instance, we have
vessels at the present time going through the Welland Canal and drawing 14 feet, and
there are certain harbours on Lake Erie they are built to go into, but there are others
they are not ; so that if you ask me to say vessels that were drawing more than 12 feet,
would have to go this way I would be saying what would not be the case.

1157. Some might get through 7—Yes.

1158. Have you had anything to do with the St. Clair Flats Canal? Did you
estimate that %-—No ; I did not. I was taking the most direct route.

1159. What is the depth of water in the St. Clair Flats Canal —1I think at the
present time, speaking from general information, they are short by 16 feet.

1160. They are short by 16 feet %I think so.

1161. Do you know what depth of water leading to the St. Clair Flats Canal, atits
upper entrance and lower entrance I think they are pinched for 16 feet.

1162. They are pinched for 16 feet 7—The American Government are improving, at
the present time, those two places.

1163. And that canal belongs to the Americans?—That canal is on the boundary
line, and we have as much right to it as they have.

1164. Have you ?—1I think so.

1165. They built it with their own money%—On Canadian territory; on the
boundary line. I think the documents show it.

1166. Can you tell me what is the depth of water at the Lime Kiln Crossing 7—
They claim to have 20 feet, but vessels drawing 16 feet often get aground.

1167. So thatin order to make this lock a benefit to all the shipping between Port
Arthur and below Lake Huron, the River St. Clair and Lake Erie, it would be
necessary to expend an enormous sum of money, would it not —To make it available
for all interests it would.

1168. It would. And to deepen the waterway between Port Arthur and-Owen
Sound would mean that all vessels drawing over 16 feet of water or perhaps 13 feet of
water would necessarily have to ply between those two points -—They could not go
where there was not water enough for them.
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1169. To be sure, that follows. Do you know, Mr. Thompson, what the Canadian
tonnage on the Upper Lakes is ~—The Canadian tonnage ?

1170. Yes.—I read in the paper the day before yesterday that during the month of
May, the Canadian tonnage passing through the “ Soo” canal was 3} per cent, as you
said a few moments ago, and the gross total was close upon 12,000,000 tons.

1171. 3% per cent of the gross tonnage is Canadian and the balance American ?—I
read that in a newspaper.

1172. That was the report %—1I don’t know whether it was a report or not.

1173. Of the canal office at the Sault Ste. Marie Canal 7—1I think it is quite likely
it originated there.

1174. So that for 3% per cent of the tonnage we built this canal 7—And for peace
and quietness.

1175. And for peace and quietness, which that canal won’t give us. Now, do the
Canadian Pacific boats coal on our side of the river #—No, they do not.

1176. Where do they coal #—They coal on the American side, because that is their
route. It would be a loss of time and money to come to our side.

1177. It would be a loss of time and money. It would be a loss of money, by having
to pay duty on their coal %—Yes, there is a duty on the coal.

1178.  So that the Canadian Pacific Railway boats coal on the other side and do
you know whether they pass through the locks on the other side =—Oh, yes.

1179. What about the Beatty line, the North-west Transportation Company %—They
are doing the same at present.

1180. They are doing the same ?—At present.

1181. Now, you told me a few moments ago that you were the resident engineer on
that canal for a certain time -—Yes,

1182. T have forgotten the date.—From the spring of 1889 until the fall of 1891,

By Mr. Haggart :

1183. If you are passing from that particular branch I would like to ask a few gues-
tions in reference to it. 'What is the depth of water on the American lock, the same as
in ours is it not —20 feet 3 inches !—That is the contemplated new lock.

1184. Yes. Any American vessels using their lock and going down to Buffalo have
to pass the Lime Kiln 7—They have.

1185. So the same reasoning as to the depth of the American lock would apply as
to ours !—Precisely.

1186. Do you know of any place where they have to utilize Canadian territory in
passing down from Lake Huron into Lake Erie ?—Yes. At Bois Blanc. The channel
used by all these boats is entirely in Canadian territory.

1187. So the same principle would apply to American hoats passing through and
utilizing those waters, as would apply o ours at Hay Lake ?—Exactly.

By Mr. Lister :

1188. You told me that you were the resident engineer from 1889 to October, 1891 ?
—Yes.

1189. October, 1891 7—Yes.

1190. Then you were made the superintending engineer ?-—Yes, I had been doing
the duties of superintending engineer for some time prior to that.

1191. You are a resident now of the “Soo?”—1I was a resident at the “ Soo,” resi-
dent there at the time.

1192. And you told me moreover who was your assistant.—Mr, William Crawford.

1193. Crawford was your assistant at the “ Soo?”’—Yes.

1194. Then you were made the superintending engineer, still remaining at the
“So0?”—Yes.

1195. And Crawford was made resident engineer still remaining at the ¢ Soo?"—
Well, I think if you will refer to what I said a few moments ago you will see that I
stated somewhere about the middle of 1891, T think it was, that my duties were those
of the vuperintending engineer, though still residing at Sault Ste. Marie.
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1196. Was that a new office created 7—No, it came about in consequence of Mr.
Page’s death. I was called upon to perform certain duties on the Welland Canal that
Mr. Page had performed, and while I was resident engineer, living at Sault Ste. Marie,
I was also frequently taken frcm there to the Welland Canal, and it was about the
middle of 1891, speaking from recollection, that I was superintendent engineer of those
two canals, but up to then I still resided at Sault Ste. Marie.

1197. And when did you remove from Sault Ste. Marie %—In October I removed
from Sault Ste. Marie to St. Catharines, where my headquarters have been ever since.

1198. From that time on you were superintendent engineer —Yes.

1199. And you had been for a few months before ?—Yes.

1200. Did you visit the canal works frequently ?—1I used to visit them as often as

I could.
1201. Up to what time?—Up to last summer when the work was practically

completed.

1202. As often as you could. Will you tell me what that means’—I used to en-
deavour to be there about once a month, if not oftener, but there were longer intervals
than that.

1203. Well now, Mr. Thompson, was there any friction between you and the con-
tractors ?—Oh, I do not think there was any more than the usual amount of friction be-
tween engineers and contractors. I do not think there was any more than the usual
amount of friction.

1204. Were there any complaints that you were not treating them properly %—Oh,
I dare say there were lots of them. It isa very commor thing, especially about esti-
mate time. I think it was likely, though I did not hear of them.

1205. To whom were the complaints made ?--To the chief engineer.

1206. Who was that '—Mr. Trudeau. .

1207. Do you or do you not know that complaints were made to Mr. Trudeau
about you by the contractors Ryan & Co. %—Yes, I think there were.

1208. These complaints would be made to Mr. Trudeau, and did M. Trudeau com-
municate them to you #—That would be the usual form.

1209. Is that what was done %—1 think so.

1210. When were the first of those complaints communicated to you %—Well, the
first that I remember was before Mr. Trudeau’s time. It was during the late Mr. Page’s
time.

1211. That would be when —In 1890.

1212, 18907—1889 or 1890, I am not sure which,

1213. And what were those complaints ? Do you remember —1I do distinctly.

1214. What were they ?*—The first one was abou% them not being sufficiently
measured in the matter of boulders and loose stone, which covered the surface of the
island.

1215. That was the difficulty —Yes.

1216. The only difficulty %—The only one that I am aware of. That I remember.
I remember that. quite distinctly.

1217. But you told me that during Mr. Trudeaw’s time complaints were made ?—
Well, T am not so clear about that, but I think I am pretty sure they were.

1218. You are pretty sure they were —1I think there were some complaints made
and that Mr. Trudeau spoke to me about them, that I had not estimated sufficiently
for some work the contractors had been doing.

1219. What time would that be %I really could not say. I am speaking from
recollection. I have nothing to fix it in my mind.

1220. You went on in 1889 %—Yes

1221. You left in 1891 7—Yes.

1222, Now would it be in 1891 ?—It might have been in 1891.

1223. But the culmination of the whole thing was that you were made superin
tendent engineer with your residence at St. Catharines, and Mr. Crawford was made
resident engineer at Sault Ste. Marie %—I am not aware of there being any connegction
whatever between the friction we have just been speaking about and my being made
superintendent engineer.
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1224. 1t is not likely you would be informed of it, Mr. Thompson. These things
are not told to the engineers ?—If you will allow me, I will tell you something there. It
is only fair for me to say this. I think that my charge from the Sault Ste. Marie to
St. Catharines was made clearly and distinctly at my request to Mr. Trudeau that it
should be so. I remewmber now that it was, and I will tell you the reasons. T had to
be in Ottawa a good deal, and when I lived at Sault Ste. Marie it made it particularly
inconvenient and caused a deal of lost time for me to go from Sault Ste. Marie to Ottawa
and then possibly have to get round o the Welland canal, whereas if 1 was living at
St. Catharines and I was required in Ottawa I could leave there at 5.30 in the evening
and be in Ottawa next morning, and it saved me a good deal of time and gave me more
time to devote to the work. T have no hesitation in saying it was at my own request
the change was made.

1225. Things were not very comfortable for you at Sault Ste. Marie —They were
as comfortable as I expect ever to have them on public works.

1226. That is not saying very much ?—There is always a lot of friction. Of course,
we have to take these things as they come. We have to take the bitter with the sweet.

1227. But the fact is, whatever the reasons might have been, you were made
superintendent engineer and your headquarters were removed to St. Catharines and Mr.
Crawford was made the engineer in charge, the resident engineer ’—Yes. T had a good
deal more work to do at the same pay.

1228, Well, that was not fair. Who made the progress estimates after you be-
came superintendent engineer »—They were made by Mr. Crawford and his assistants,
and passed through my hands.

1229. So far as the actual work was concerned, the estimates were made by Mr.
Crawford ?—Yes, naturally, and his officers.

1230. And his officers —Yes.

1231. And passed through your hands ?—Yes.

1232. There was no more trouble, I suppose, no more complaints from the con-
tractors after Mr. Crawford took charge %—Well, that T do not know.

1233. You never heard of any trouble between the contractors and Mr. Crawford?
His estimates were satisfactory so far as you know 7—Well, I do not know about that.
I could not say about that.

1234. You know nothing to the contrary —1I do not.

1235. Now, Mr. Thompson, will you look at a report of yours on page 96 of that
volume (handing witness Exhibit 1) %—1 have it.

1236. Read it, please.

Witness then read the following :

“Savrr STE. MaRIE CANAL
“ Orrawa, March 28th, 1891.

¢ 8ir,—Referring to the resolution of the marine section of the Toronto Board of
Trade, under cover of No. 133692, in which approval is expressed of the width (85
feet), designed for the Sault Ste. Marie canal lock now under contract to Messrs. Hugh
Ryan & Co., but suggesting an increase of depth to correspond to that of the lock now
under contract at Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan, I beg to say that to deepen the lock
only at the present time with a view to deepening throughout ultimately would be a
serious mistake.

“ To deepen the prism of the canal, after the provision for securing a water tight
canal had been completed to the depth provided in the contract, would be to make that
water tight provision of no effect.

“ An estimate of the cost of deepening as above suggested must, therefore, embrace
the full length of Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Co.’s contract for the canal and lift lock, and
would be approximately $180,000, apart from any claims for extras that might result
from a departure from the contract now in force.

“T have the honour to be, sir,
“ Your obedient servant,

“A. P. Brabrey, Esq., “W. G. THOMPSON.

“Secretary Dept. of Railways and Canals, Ottawa.”
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1237. Page 79. Who was the chief inthe office, Bradley? What position did he
hold —Mr. Bradley was the secretary of the department and the letters went to him in
the ordinary course of business.

By Mr. Davies.
1238. Did that letter go into page 96 or did it run over %—It concluded on page
96. The letter page 97 is as follows : —

“,SAULT STE. MARIE CANAL.
“Orrawa, March 28th, 1891.

“Sir,—I beg to acknowledge the receipt of file No. 133070, under cover of which
the Hon. Frank Smith suggests that the plan of the lock on Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Co.’s
contract for the Sault Ste. Marie Canal should be changed to the extent of making the
lock the same widsh throughout and deepening it to 20 feet.

“T cannot advise the adoption of the course suggested, for the reason that such de-
parture fiom the plan would be breaking the contract, in view of which it would seem
unprofitable to discuss the matter at greater length.

“T have the honour to be, sir,
“Your obedient servant,
: “W. G. THOMPSON.
«A. P. BrabLry, Esq,,
“Secretary Department Railways and Canals.”

By Mr. Lister :

1239. That is page 97, is it not *—Page 97.
1240. Now take page 99 !—At page 99 is a telegram, signed by Mr. Van Horne :

“ MoxTrEAL, March 30th, 1891.
“To Right Hon. Sir Jory A. MAcpoNALD,
“ OTTAWA.

Tt is rumoured here that Government is being urged to reduce depth of ** 800 ” lock
to 18 feet. Think would be very grave mistake to make it one inch less than American
lock, which is 18 feet 11 inches on mitre still. Think would be wise to go a few inches
more rather than one inch less.

(Signed) “W.C. VAN HORNE.”

1241. Did you read page 79 %—At page 79 is a letter which I read here. It is that
letter from Mr. Van Horne to Sir John A. Macdonald.

1242. Look at page 100, Mr. Thompson ?—7Yes.

1243. Read that, please.—‘ Sault Ste. Marie Canal, Memorandum for the informa-
tion of the Hon. the Minister of Railways and Canals.

“ Referring to Mr. W. C. Van Horne’s telegram from Montreal, dated March 30th,
1891, in which the advisability is suggested of making the Canadian lock at Sault Ste.
Marie as deep as the American lock now being constructed at the same point, the utility
of such a course is not apparent unless the policy of deepening the channels between
Lakes Huron and Superior, through Canadian waters exclusively, and providing a deep
water harbour on each lake, was determined upon.

“ The estimated cost of such an improvement is 1,923,000, respectfully submitted.

“W. G. THOMPSON.

“Orrawa, March 30th, 1891.”

1244, You read that before, Mr. Thompson, did you not %—XNo. Mr. Schreiber read it.

1245. Well you had better have it in your evidence, please read it?—I have just
read it.

By Mr. Davies :

1246. I understood you to say, Mr. Thompson, that the cost of that change, increasing

the depth to 19 feet, was about $376,000 2—Yes.

T4



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

1247. But there was also in connection with that the increased cost of the culverts,
was there not ¢ They are not included in that $376,0007%—No, I think not. That was
another.

1248. T just wanted to put it straight so there would be no clashing between your
evidence and the other statement. The cost of these culverts was $121,913 7—Yes.

1249. So that the actual cost of maing that change was within a trifle of $500,000 7
—The addition of those sums.

1250. Would make $498,000 1 Yes.

1251. Now, I just want to ask you: Mr. Schreiber spoke of the third change that
was made increasing the depth of the prism and masonry and piers of the bridge 4 feet !
—Yes.

1252. Will you kindly explain to the committee—shortly, I don’t want any length
about it—what the nature of that change was, and why it was made *—1It was made to
make the depth of 20 feet 3 inches available through the portion of the canal that had
to be done under water.

1253. Exactly so. This was a necessary consequence of what we call the second
change—the main change to 20 feet —1It followed on that, But it was not a necessary
consequence, but a wise provision.

1254. A wise provision, almost a necessary consequence ! The other would not
have been so beneficial without it? And that was the cost of that ? Was that done on
your recommendation ¢—T1 don’t remember about that exactly. There was correspond-
ence about it, I think, but I don’t remember what it was. The cost of that was estimated
at 2107,842.

1255. Yes. So added to the $498,000 the actual cost of this change amounted to
a trifle over $600,000 ?—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

1256. Mr. Thompson, what was your estimate of the original lock at 600 feet ?—
T don’t know if T have that here. Do you mean just the lock alone?

1257. When T refer to the lock, I refer to the whole work, at 600 feet %—1I don’t
remember what it was. It was only part of the estimate of what was calculated.

1258. When the lock was changed to 650 feet long did you make an estimate of the
additional cost for that 50 feet —Yes.

1259. What was your estimate of that extra 50 feet I—The first change was to
make the lock 650 feet long and 100 feet wide in the chamber with the openings and—
let me see,—I think that was what was estimated, $190,000.

1260. $190,000. And then after it was changed from 650 feet to 900 feet long I—
That was the $376,000.

1261. What did you say regarding the additional length?-— 650 feet I have estimated
the cost of that was $190,000.

1262. And then when it was increased from 650 to 900 feet —<376,000.

1263. In addition to the $190,000 %—Yes. That was another change that came on
afterwards.

1264, Now, did this $376,000 include the deepening of the upper entrance !—No,
it did not.

1265. It did not include it. How much did you include in the deepening of the
upper entrance —The deepening through the canal, including the prism of the canal
under Messrs. Hugh Ryan & Company’s contract was 3121,000.

1266. That is the lower end, is it not %—That is the whole length of section No. 2,
3,500 feet.

1267. How much was it 2—$£121,000.

1268. $121,000. So that is the whole of Ryan's contract on the channel 7—They
had several other contracts, but that is what we called section No. 2.

1269. This £121,000 of increase for deepening the entrance was confined entirely
to that section which embraced the lock *—1It did.

1270. Now then for the other section, how much would you allow for that?—
There was no extra. There was no change there.
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1271. No change there ?—No.

1272. So that it was contemplated from the first that these locks should be 19 feet ?
—From the first. (After a pause.) Oh, no, our first scheme was for 15 feet 3 inches.

1273. What is that %—Our first scheme was for 16 feet 3 inches depth of water
upon the sill.

1274. And the second {—For 19 feet, but by a change without affecting prices or
quantities we got 20 feet 3 inches.

1275. In the 900 feet lock I—Yes.

1276. When you made the estimates for 20 feet 3 inches on the 900 feet lock, you
said that your estimate was $376,000?—Yes.

1277. What Jifference did you allow in the price of masonry from the original
contract 2—1 did not put the prices upon those. The price that was allowed for the
additional masonry on the change you refer to was $12.60 a yard.

1278. Did you see any reason why this $12.60 a yard should be allowed, or rather
why $1.60 should be added to the original price for the masonry 2—Well, that matter
was brought about by Mr. Walter Shanly.

1279. Yes, T know %—The prices were submitted to Mr. Walter Shanly and
amongst these papers you 'will fird a report from him in which he gives his reasons for
believing that $12.60 was not an unfair price for the work the contractors were asked
to do.

1280. Well, now, if $11 a yard previously, in the original contract, was enough,
do you, of your own knowledge, tell the committee that there was any gond reason
why that price should be increased $1.60 a yard ?-—%11 in the first instance was not
enough.

1281. So that 812.60 a yard was plenty !—Well, you had better ask the contractor
about that. He can tell you better than I can.

1282. You say §11 was not enough in the first place —No, I do not think it was.

1283. Well, when the lock was changed to 650 feet, surely $16 was enough?—
‘Well, there is a good reason for that which you, Mr. Gibson, as a contractor, will readily
understand. The original design was that the openings were to be 60 feet wide at each
end, and the lock then swelled out by a reverse curve until we got 85 feet width of
chamber. The first change that was called for made the width of the lock 100 feet, and
widened the width of 60 feet at the entrance, and the consequence was that we get back
100 feet instead of 83, which changed these curves, and a good deal of the new work
that had to be done was work that was cut with a circular face, and that was the reason
for asking for the increased price.

1284, If this 25 a yard had been applied to the gate and made the entrance of the
lock the whole 100 feet wide, would it not have gone a long way towards paying for
that —You mean by making 1t 100 feet wide?

1285. Yes.—I think it would have been a very bad lock with 100 feet width.

1286. What is the size of the American lock %100 feet.

1287. What is the size of their gates %100 feet.

1288. What objection is there about their lock %—The objection is this: that with
100 feet gates, especially when they are made of iron, that the first vessel to strike
them—and this can only be a question of time—then they simply collapse and are
knocked out of shape, and it takes a1 indefinite time to get them made right again.

1289. How often does that occur Tt occurs too often.

1290. How often has the American canal at Sault Ste. Marie been stopped during
the time that you resided up there from the cause you gave ?—You mean from a gate
being knocked out? They have had one or two stoppages of a few hours, and they
have been singularly fortunate. I do not know whether they have had stoppages owing
to the gates being knocked out, but they have had a stoppage of a few hours owing to
the machinery for opening the gates going wrong.

1291. Is it not rather a matter of the speed of the vessel than of the size of the
gate —You cannot make a vessel go always where you want her to go. She may take a
sheer, or if a gale of wind springs up a high cabin will act like a sail and spring her
round in spite of fate.
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1292. That is a question of navigation, not of engineering —We are supposed to
make locks that vessels can go through.

1293. Surely a vessel can get through a gate of 100 feet easier than one of 65 '—
she would if she went all right.

1294. Can the same care be exercised on the new lock at Sault Ste. Marie on our
own lock, or on the American lock that is now in operation as on the old American
lock —Well, I say these accidents will occur in spite of fate.

1295. You simply objected to the 100 feet gate because it was dangerous in case of
accidents. Could not the ssme provision be made with 100 feet gates? After all, there
i3 20 feet on each wing of the gates to be added to it, a little more, perhaps ; call it 30.
How much greater trouble would it be to ship iron gates than wooden one %—The difhi-
culty is this, that the stoppage of a trade of 12,000,000 tons a year would be serious,
and in case of emergency you could make shift with timber, whereas with iron it is a
difficult matter. You can patch up a wooden gate, but an iron gate is another matter,
If a ship strikes it it is like knocking up a tin pan.

1296. Could they not be sheathed with wood like an iron vessel 7—They could, but
I do not think it would have that effect. If a vessel of 200,000 tons, moving at the
rate of four or five miles an hour, gets beyond control you caunot stop her.

1297. What more probability is there of a vessel running into an iron gate and
destroying it than with a wooden one?—I do not know that there is any greater liability
as to it happening. It is a question of making the repairs afterwards,

1298. Iron gates are a new feature —Not altogether. They have heen using them
in the old country and on the continent for many years.

1299. How many years have they been in use!—I do not know exactly. For
several years.

1300. How many have been destroyed to your knowledge 1 cannot tell you that,
but I will tell you this, that the Canada dock at Liverpool has 100 feet width and iron
gates and they find it a nuisance, and a dock gate is not used anything like as frequently
as a lock gate.

1301. Do you not think if these lock gates were so ineflicient in their working and
of such a dangerous character in their operation that the Ameri ans would remove them
at Sault Ste. Marie and put wooden ones in their place —There are questions of cost
which come in there.

1302. Getting away from the iron lock gate altogether, could not a wooden lock
gate have been built for 100 feet opening %—Assuredly it could.

1303. Would not that have got over the difficulty of damages I-—I do not think so.
There would be the same difficulty there, when you get a large gate, and there does not
appear to be any necessity for it moreover. I think if you were to ask the American
engineers they would tell you that they regret exceedingly that they have 100 feet gates
in their lock.

1304. Is there any report from them to that effect 7—1I do not think so, but I have
gathered it in conversation.

1305. Is not this the third lock that has been built by the American government ?
—Yes.

1306. And it is a larger lock than the old one %—-It is.

1307. What is the length of it?—The length of it is 800 feet.

1308. And the width of it?—100 feet.

1309. Well, do you think that with the experience they have had with two locks
during the last 30 years, that the American engineers would not have stuck to the old
plan if it was the best —Well, there are two or three words of explanation about that.
The lock that the Americans are now building—800 feet long and 100 feet wide—was
built on the supposition that the trade of the lakes was going to be carried in a very
different way from that into which it is drifting at the present time. The idea was
there would be a propeller and that she would have three vessels in tow, tht would be
ahout her own carrying capacity, and that these 4 vessels, with the three towing behind,
would go along, and outside the lock, would be formed into a sort of rigid figure—a phalanx
s it were, fastened together—and move into the lock in a solid mass, that would fill
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the lock and would be locked through and pass out through the other side. When the
question of our enlargement came up, for my own personal information, I wrote to the
owners and the presidents of many of the forwarding companies in the States and I
asked them what their ideas were as regards the most desirable means and the cheapest
way of carrying freight. And they said that this question of having tows was a thing
that was passing out and they gave me the reason. They said: *You have a vessel
that costs perhaps somewhere from a quarter to half a million dollars and. three vessels
behind her that might cost a quarter of a million dollars each, and they get along very
nicely in the open lake, but when they get out to the end, where they are to di-charge,
the whole flotilla has got to wait until they are all discharged, and the consequence is
that a large capital of a million dollars perhaps, or very near it, is standing idle. Their
opinion is, and you will see it if you watch the vessels building to-day, that each vessel
ought to be an independent one, to have her own engine, take her own load, be dis-
charged, and get back again. The idea on which the American lock is built is exploded,
and their lock is a back number.

1310. Well now, Mr. Thompson, you apptove, of course, you say, of the $12.60 a
yard for the 900 feet Jock. Now, was it not a fact that according to the original con-
tract, according to the original specifications—the (Government reserves a right to itself
to make any changes in the specifications '—There is a limit, there is a clause to that
effect, I think, in all contracts.

1311. There is a clause to that effect in all contracts +—Within certain limits.

1312. Within certain limits. And in this case, Mr. Shanly, Mr. Trudeau and the
contractors consulted together, and they arrived at this conclusion, of allowing $11 a
yard for the old lock ?—That was the original contract price.

1313. Was %11 a yard paid for any portion of the present lock %—1I think so.

1314. You think so. Have you no knowledge of how many yards I cannot tell
you from memory, but I saw the estimate here the other day. That gives all the infor-
mation.

Mr. GiBsoN.— Where is that estimate ?

DLy Mr. Haggart :

1315. We want that very particularly answered, Mr, Thompson? With respect
to the original quantities in the lock that Mr. Ryan contracted for, has he been receiv-
ing any extra pay other than the amount he contracted to furnish it for %—1 think not.

Mr. GiBsoN.—Wait until he gets the answer.

WirnEess (after consulting documents).—There is 44,107 yards at $11.

1316. Yes %—That is the original contract price.

1317. Yes; and how many yards at $16 ?—There is 5,581 at $16.

1318. And how many yards at $12.60 %—18,155 at $12.60.

1319. Now, the lock was not built at 650 feet. What reason was there to pay
%16 a yard for thatv portion of the lock that was not built 7—Because, as I said a
moment ago, if you will remember, when the change was made of the width of the lock
from 85 to 100 feet, carrying out this curve to get back 100 feet, the additional work-—
the greater part of it—was in curved face work, and there is where the extra cost comes in.

1320. Well, that was not built? The lock is built at 60 feet wide —That is
merely the entrance.

1321. Yes, and how wide is the present lock within the chamber —The present
lock is 60 feet wide. '

1322. The other lock was 85 feet wide %—A commencement was made on that to
carry it out. Each one of these changes was partly in progress before the subsequent
change followed.

1323. This stone was destroyed ; it was of no use whatever 7—Not destroyed, but
cut over again.

1324. So you paid how many thousand dollars —The quantity that is returned at
816 is 5,581 yards.

1325. And what use was made of that stone !—Well, that stone would go into the
work.
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1326. And be paid for over again ?—Not paid for over again, but it would be cut
over again.

1327, Do you mean to say there was 8,000 yards of stone re-cut or 5,000 yards %—
No; I won’t say the whole of that amount was re-cut. There would be value in the
best part of it.

1328. These estimates show it ?—It shows it was paid for, but it does not say any-
thing about re-cutting. i

1329. But if it was not required to be all re-cut ; why should it be paid for 1—1
don't know exactly how that is.

By Mr. Lister :

1330. Was that paid for a second time ?—Oh, no ; there was nothing paid for a
second time.

1331. Or any part of it?—No; I am quite sure there was nothing paid for a
second time. :

By Mr. Gibson :

1332, What was done with the stone —The stone went into the work.

1333. And how was it paid for after it went into the work 2—It was paid for at
£12.60.

1334. It was paid for at 312.60, and what was paid for it before %—It was not
paid for before at all.

1335. But you show it there %—Oh, no; that was other yards.

By Mr. Haggart :

1336. These are the actual cubic yards of masonry built %—These are th'e actual
cubic yards of masonry built.

By Mr. Gibson :

1337. Excuse me, I want to follow up this question. You say there are 5,000
yards of stone paid for at $16 a yard %—VYes.

1338. And then you say that stone was out in consequence of a contemplated
change to a 650 feet lock ?—Not exactly. What I said was this: That the reason that
was given for increasing the price was because the work that would have to be done
under that change necessitated curved work being done.

1339. Well, now, Mr. Thompson, it was only the reverse curve that was changed.
The original curve was the same in the original lock, when it was first contemplated
650 feet wide —No. To get back one hundred where the amount had been 85 before,

1340. Yes?—TIt would have affected that curve. I remember that distinctly.

1341. 7 feet and a half %——I don’t remember what the quantities are, but I remem-
ber distinctly at the time looking it up.

1342. But you say that was not carried out %I think some of it was.

1343. But you say 5,000 yards of it were paid for —That was when the whole of
the quantities were reached.

1344. And what means of reaching the whole quantities had you, seeing they were
not built =—They were taken, I presume, from the approximate quantities that were
given to the contractors upon which to make their bids, when these changes were made.

1345. Who would give them those quantities —They were given to the contrac-
tors by the department, to enable them to make a bid.

1346. You wou'd be able to bring that down, would you not ?—I think you have
it amongst these papers.

1347. Well, can you find it %I will look for it. (After an examination of Exhibit
1) I think it is in the other book—Here they are. On page 57 it is here. It says;
« Additional lock masonry, 7,000 yards at $16.” These quantities were given the con-
tractors to enable them to make a bid, because of course the price would vary with the
quantity.
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1348. So this masonry was paid for at $16 a yard ¢—Yes.

1349. And there were how many yards of it %—5,581 at %16,

1350. 5,581 at 16 7—Yes.

1351. And that moneyed out ?—$89,296.

1352. $89,0001—$89,296.

1353. $89,296. Now, Mr. Thompson this 5581 yards was paid for at the rate of
#$16 a yard 1—TIt was. .

1354. And it was not required afterwards for that particular part of the work %—
That is not exactly the way to get at it Mr. Gibson.

1355. Very well, let us have your own explanations —The way of it was this. An
arrangement was made with the contractors to pay that price for a certain quantity of
masonry in a certain part of the lock, and these payments were made from time to time,
and what we have here, the quantities that are here, and the gross sums opposite to
them are moneyed out according to those agreements, at those rates. There is no
masonry I am sure that has been paid for twice. There has been no cut stone paid for
twice I am quite sure.

1356. Let us be clear about that. You say that these stones were re-cut? T feel
quite sure some of them were re-cut, but I will not say how many, for the reason that
the third change followed pretty closely upon the second.

1357. Tt was on the second change that the $16,000 was paid 7—Well, I should say
that the second change followed very closely on the first.

1358. There were not many yards cut, then, that required recutting#—They had
got along well with their cutting in the first instance according to their original design.

1359. So that there were not many stones cut for that curved work !—I cannot
speak positively as 1o what the quantities are.

1360. Could you give us any idev #—No.

1361. Perhaps a couple of hundred yards ’—I would not like to mention quantities
at all.

1362. 1,000 yards?—I would not like to say. I know at the time this matter was
gone into very carefully to see that the thing was done in a proper way.

1363. But still you state to the committee you do not think there were very many
stones cut on account of the second change closely following the first one I—Well, I am
speaking altogether from recollection. I do not remember exactly how that was.

1364. So that you do not think there were very many. Of course there could not
be very many changes made to the stone?! I could not speak positively about that. It
is a matter of recollection, and my recollection is not clear.

1365. Still the engineers allowed the contractor 85 extra on 5,581 yards —That
was according to the agreement.

1366. Was it not a very liberal agreement —Well T am not prepared to say that.
I think if you take the average rate of this masonry all through you will find that it is
not a high figure. The average cost of that masonry all through in the Sault Ste.
Marie lock is under $12. I remember calculating it some years ago.

1367. I beg your pardon?—I say the average price of the masonry in the Sault
Ste. Marie lock on our side is, if my memory serves me right, $11.92, I remember very
clearly, because I went into that closely to compare it with the cost of the American
lock, and the average of our masonry is $11.92, if my memory is correct, and I think
it is.

1368. Well it is very easy to arrive at. Take the money and divide it by the total
number of yards —The object of getting that out was to compare it with the cost of the
American lock. Their price is $14 and upwards.

By Mr. Haggart :
1369. Our lock masonry averages $11.92 and the American $14 *—Something over

$14, I think.
1370. Over$14 1—1It is some years ago that I got out these matters with the object

of obtaining information for myself.
1371. What was the original estimate %—The original estimate was $44,000.
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Ly Mr. Gibson:

1372. 'When Mr. Schreiber was under examination I asked him if e could give
any good reason to the committee why the wrought iron was changed from 6 cents to
81-—Well there was a very good reason for the increased price. The reason of it was
this. The iron as contracted for, under the original contract, at 6 cents a pound, was
very simple iron work. There was nothing difficult about it. But the iron work that
came in afterwards for these culverts—they were large heavy rods to begin with. They
were screwed on both ends for a good length. There were heavy nuts and washers,
hexagonal nuts to begin with. The manner of placing them in the bottom absorbed a
good deal of the price. They had to be put along in the first instance, and then a sill
was placed, and holes were bored through this =ill at intervals of about 18 or 20 inches
apart, 'and these rods were put down through these and the culvert and hexagonal nuts
on the bottom, and they were retained in that position for the whole length of the bot-
tom of the lock. They were held in this vertical position by props to keep them there
until the timbers forming the side of the culvert werelet down on the top of those again.
Then there was a strap that went over the top of the covers after they were put on, and
washers were necessary and these hexagonal nuts on the top, so that it was quite an
intricate bit of work getting them in position while this work was going on.  They were
liable to be knocked over, bent and damaged. There was a good bit of extra work and
I do not think the price was excessive.

1373. Were the ends or the threads upset ?—Yes, they were.

1374. Well, what length were they, did you say’—The culvert is 8 feet high ;
they are somewhere about 12 feet in length.

1375. An ordinary rod about 12 feet in lenght and upset nuts worth K conts
a pound #—You should take into consideration the work that has been done in connec-
tion with it.

1376. They supply bridges at 4 cents a pound %—To-day, but the iron market, as
vou know, is fluctuating and in those days the iron market was higher than it is now.
There is another thing that it is fair to mention. The work was done under i great deal
of difficulty. It is just on the frontier. I donot want to offend the Sault Ste. Marie
people, but still it is a long way from the base. Everything has to be brought up from
500 miles off. The men did not want to work there. They were troublesome to handle
and the cost of doing the work up there was far in excess of doing work in the central
part of Ontario. There is no quesion about that at all.

By Mr. Haggart :

1377. On that particular point I want an answer from you. The contractor
received 6 cents per pound for the holts that were in before —The original contractor ?
1378. The original contractor. For the bolts that he was required to furnish under
the altered specification, do you think that 2 cents which was allowed him was too much ?

—1 do not.
By Mr. Gibson :

1379. Wes it only for this class of work he was allowed 2 cents I—Yes.

1380. How wany pounds was he paid for #—448,659.

1381. And how many of the other at 6 cents was he paid for *—There are 10,634
in one place and 2,981 in another.

1382. Well, was there no other iron used in the job except that?—Yes, there was
pressed spike in the culverts, but that was at another figure. A

1383. That is not bolts. So evidently there were more bolts paid for at 8 cents a
pound than 6 cents ?—Yes, largely because in the original contract the culverts were
not included. These culverts were an additional matter.

1384. Can you explain to the committee why the planking was raised from 325 a
thousand to 545 ©—1t was on account, I presume, of this being more costly work.
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1385. Was the planking for the culverts more costly than the planking in the lock ?
—Ahout the same. The specification for the culverts-—for the timber that was required
for sheathing these culverts—provided that they were to be of twoand three inch plank
and that they were to be joined perfectly true at their respective sides, so that there
might be a perfectly water tight bottom when they were jointed.

1386. Were they tongued and grooved I—Not tongued and grooved, but cross jointed.

1387. How would you explain the reason why the $20 a thousand more was allowed
Yor this than for the same class of work that was allowed in the lock pit —Well, I can
tell you one reason for it. And that is, that about the time that contract was made the
timber market had stiffened very materially, and shortly before that time I remember
hearing it said that the price of timber had gone up $2 a thousand. Well then, another
reason for it was that these lengths were longer than the ordinary stock lengths.

1388. What length were they '—1I don’t remember what the lengths were. The
plans would show.

1389. You remember they were longer, but you don’t remember the lengths ¢—
I remember they were longer, but not the lengths.

1390. 'What did the bracing up the cribs cost, Mr. Thompson —1 cannot tell you
anything about that.

1391, You had nothing to do with that %—That is about the lock, T don’t know.

1392. You were away from the work then ?—-I was.

1393. And you were in the habit of going up once a month —Sometimes not as
often as that.

1394. Sometimes not as often as that ?—What was the reason the bracing was put
in 7—Well) the difliculty was this: The contractors had a crib to build from the upper
end of the lock to the upper end of the secti n, above the surface of the lock, and accord-
ing to the plans and specifications that crib was to be carefully filled with stone so as to
make it a good, solid crib, to give it weight and stability, to take care of the bank be-
hind it, and support a wall upon the top of it. This crib, there is no use attempting to
disguise the matter, was not filled as it should have been.

1395. Tt was not properly filled %—And the result was it showed signs of failure,
and this support in front was put there in the hope of keeping it in its place.

1396. Whose fault was it that the cribs were not properly filled 7—Tt was the
fault of the contractors, and the men on the government side, who were there to see
that they did what was right.

1397. It was the fault of the contractors and the men whom the government em-
ployed, who did not look after the work properly ?—That is it.

1398. That is it. _So that, in consequence of that, the pressure from behind shoved
the cribs out of place '—1It did..

1399. And some of them had to be taken down - Yes.

1400. And those that were taken down had to be made wider %—XNot that I know of.

1401. T happened to be there, Mr. Thompson, the day that they were rebuilding
one of the cribs, and it was about ten feet wider than the other ?—Whereabouts was
that, Mr. Gibson ?

1402. On the left-hand side of the lock looking towards Lake Superior %—And about
how far up!

1403. Well, perhaps a quarter of the way up ?— Well, I will tell you what I know
about it. There was a piece of the crib—discussion had arisen about this matter, and
how the filling had been done in the cribs—taken down to ascertain what the style of
filling was, and it was found to be imperfect.

1404. This piece was taken down to show the class of filling? It was determined
to take down a piece from station 73 for 120 feet to see what the result was.

1405. Station 73 would be how many feet up 1,000 feet.

1406. Well I was not far wrong %—No, you were not. That was taken down and
T remained there and saw it taken down, with a view of seeing beyond the possibility
of doubt just what the filling was.

By Mr. Lister:

1407. What was it —The filling was as it should not have been.
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1408. What was it "—There was some stone, there was a good deal of clay, and
the stone was not packed in between the ties as it should have been, and the conse-
quence was that the weight above bent the ties down and demoralized the crib work.

1409. What was the weight above I—The weight above was stone filling that had
been put in, and a dry wall that had been built by the contractors to hold up the
material on the back of it for their derricks to travel upon, when they were doing
other parts of the work, a space being reserved in front of this temporary dry wall to
bLuild a permanent wall that was to go on the erily and face up from the top of the crib
to the top of the tow path.

1410. How should the work have been done Tt should have been done in this
way: As the courses of timber were laid the stone should have been filled in between
them, course by course, as they went on.

By Mr. Haggart :

1411. Hand filled ?—Hand filled. There was n» doubt in my mind of their being
required to do it, and it was the neglect to do it that caused the trouble.

By Mr. Lister :

1412. Whose neglect 7—Neglect on the part of the contractor, and on the part of
our people to see that the work was done.
1413. The contractors and the engineers !—Yes, they were all to blame.

By Mr. Gibson :

1414. Through the neglect of the contractor and the Government engineers who
were there, the inspectors, the Government was put to an unnecessary expense in bracing
up these cribs and filfing them with concrete %—In filling between the braces with
concrete, that was what was done.

1415. And if the cribs had been properly filled this would not have required to
have been done -—No.

1416. So that in consequence of the inferior manner in which the work was
conducted, this extra expense was put upon the country %—An extra expense was
incurred, but who has got to foot the bill, I don’t know.

By Mr. Lister:

1417. You know what was done to rectify this 7—Yes, T do.

1418. What was done —Braces were put in—stout struts were put in—from the
bottom of the canal up the side of the crib-work. Then there was planking secured
behind these braces and the space between that and the crib-work was filled in with
concrete made in Portland coment.

1419. Then that was filled up with concrete —That was filled up with concrete.
The timbers were put out so as to give them support—take the place of a strut, as it
were—and the concrete was filled in between, so as to make solid concrete.

By Mr. Gibson :

1420. Some of them were out 6 feet from the tow path?—Some were out as far as 7 feet.

1421. Well, judged from my eye, I should say there were several feet. In con-
sequence of this a large amount of timber had to be bought and a large quantity of con-
crete had to be put in to get this work in its proper place —VYes.

1422, You say that it was built with Portland cement. Was there any other kind
of cement used =—Oh, yes, there was a good deal of native cement used.

1423. From where {—From Thorold.

1424. Why was it used, Mr. Thompson ?—Native cement was used in the first
instance in some of the backing of the lock.

1425. So they really put in native cement in the backing of the lock —In some
cases at the commencement. That was according to the terms of the contract.

: 83

la—63



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1A.)

1426. But it was atterwards changed to Portland cement 7—7Yes.
1427. And after that change no more native cement was used I imagine not.
1428. You do not know —1I cannot say what occurred during my absence.

By Mr. Lister :

1429. Whose duty was it to have looked after that work that you found improperly
done ! The resident engineer —The resident engineer and his inspectors.

1430. Was it his duty to visit the works daily —Yes.

1431. And his inspectors were there all the time ?—They are supposed to be there
all the time that the contractors men are there.

1432, So that if the contractors were permitted to do the work in the way you
have described it must have been done with the knowledge of the inspectors ?—It could
not fail to be so.

1433. Who are these inspectors?—One of their names was McAuley, another
man's name was Scott, another man’s name was Couvrette.

1434. This was done under the resident engineer Mr. Crawford ¢—Mr. Crawford.

1435. Was any investigation held into the conduct of these men in allowing the
work to be done in this way —Well, yes, I think so.

1436. Who held that investigation —The chief engineer.

1437. Mr. Schreiber 7—Mr. Schreiber.

1438, Mr. Schreiber #—Yes.

1439. Now, Mr. Thompson, how much of the work was done in this way did you
say ?—T did not say how much.

1440. Well, T ask you then how much %—TI must just wait for an instant to con-
sider.  On the left hand side of the canal as you went up there was a distance there of,
I should think, speaking altogether from memory, 500, 600 or perhaps 700 feet where
the work appeared to have been properly done, and there it stood without any trouble.

1441. Did you test that ?—It was there to be seen. It speaks for itself. If the
water was out you would see it there to-day. When that point was passed the faulty
work appears to have commenced on that side, and from that the greater part of the
way on that section.

1442. How many feet —About 1,500 feet.

1443. About 1,500 feet was done in this faulty way, as you call it 7—Yes.

1444, Perfectly useless way, I should call it %—1I would not say perfectly useless.
It was decidedly faulty. Then on the other side of the canal the difficulty of that sort
wag more or less the whole way along.

1445. On the'other side it was the whole way along more or less?—Yes.

1446. How many feet ?—I am just trying to remember the stations (after a pause)
about 2,300 feet.

1447. It appeared all around the canal except one piece of 700 feet !—Somewhere
about that, generally speaking. The conditions were different here and there and else-
where.

1448, Some was a little worse than the other ¢ —Exactly.

1449. Now, Mr. Thompson, have you—I suppose it was you who discovered it #—
No, the intimation I got was a letter from Mr. Crawford.

1450. A letter from Mr. Crawford. Have you got that letter I—No, I have not.

1451, You destroyed it %—No, I did not destroy it. It isin the department. The
chief engineer will have it.

1452. Mr. Schreiber will have it #—Yes.

1453. Will you tell me about what time that letter was received I think that
letter—

1454. Oh, somewhere near the time %—Possibly somewhere in May, T think.

1455. In May last —Perhaps about that time.

1456. In \Iay last that letter was received and that letter is in the hands of the
department here —I think so.

1457. Was it forwarded by you to the department >—Yes, it was.

1458. To Mr. Schreiber —Yes.
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1459. And that letter intimated that this work had not been properly done!—1t
intimated that the crib-work was not standing in good shape.

1460. Did it surprise you that it did not stand !—Well, T was rather surprised to
Liear of things being in such a state as that, and T went up immediately to learn the
state of affairs.

1461. You were surprised to learn the crib work was not standing and you went
up there immediately —Yes.

1462. And what did you do I found it about in the state I have described.

1463. Now that state was a very bad state 7—Yes.

1464. A disgraceful state 71 think so.

The committee then adjourned.
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Coaxvirtee Rooyn No. 49,
House orF Coyaoxs, 25th June, 1895,

The committee met.,

W. G. Tnowpsox re-called and further examined.
Ly Mr. Lister :

1465. When you were last here, Mr. Thompson, we were talking about the crib-
work —Yes.

1466. T want to know detinitely the total number of feet of crib-work at the north
side of the lock #—About 2,600 feet.

1467. About 2,600 feet ?—That is speaking from recollection.

1468. When you were last here you informed us that about 700 feet were properly
done %—That was on the south side.

1469. That would be the south entrance -—That was on the south side that the
portion was in good shape.

1470. On the south side the portion was in good shape. All of it?%—XNo, the 700
feet you refer to.

1471. Then there was 2,700 feet on the north side 2—2,600.

1472. How many feet on the other side ?—The same length.

1473. 2,600 feet. Was the construction of the crib-work on the north side all
fanlty ~—There were some spots, T think, where it was not faulty.

1474. Well, T understood you to say that with the exception of about 700 feet it
was all faulty 7—There may have been some small isolated spots here and there, but
generally speaking it was faulty on the north side.

1475, Then on the north side generally speaking it was faulty —Yes.

1476. How about the south side %—On the south side about six or seven hundred
feet, to the best of iy recollection, was in good shape, and the greater part of the
remaining distance was more or less faulty.

1477. Six or seven hundred feet on the south side were properly built =—Yes.

1478, And the remainder was more or less faulty %—What I said was, that it stood
all right.

i 1479. Eh?—What T said w as, it stood all right, that it gave evidence of doing what
it was required to do for six or seven hundred feet.

1480. T am asking you about its construction, whether it was properly done or not ?
—Well, it would appear from the result of its standing, that it was properly done.

1481. Asan engineer, do you say the work was properlv done ?—Well, the six or
seven hundred feet that 1 spoke of. T did not see that built, but the result speaks for
itself, and as it did what it was required to do I am of the opinion that it was properly
bu1lt

1432, Then all on the south side was properly done —No, six or seven hundred
feet.

1483. Oh yes, six or seven hundred feet. But there were 2,600 feet were there
not —Yes,

1424, How about the 2,000 feet %—That, I say, was more or less faulty.

1485. Under whose supervision was the six or seven hundred feet built —1It was
all constructed under the same supervision, so far as I am aware.

1486. Crawford —7Yes.

1487, When did you examine the work ?—I saw the work in progress in January
of 1893.

1488. Did you make any complaint at all as to the manner in which it was being
done ?—Yes, I remember speaking about it.
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1489, Who to?—I called Mr. Crawford's attention to the fact that there was a good
deal of snow in the crib. At the time that I refer to there was, I should think, about
3 feet of snow upon the ground. They were not, the day that I was there, putting any-
thing into the crib, but I saw that there was a lot of snow in the crib—that there was
on the surrounding ground—and I told him it would be proper to take that snow out
otherwise it would make difficulty.

1490. Otherwise it would create difficulty ?—Yes.

1491. Was that the last time you saw them until they were tinished ? ~That was
the last time I saw it until the time that I refer to, when I went up there having heard
it was not standing as it should stand.

1492, Now, how much had been constructed at that time -1t was pretty much all
done at that time,

1493. Pretty much all done at that time. So that the whole of the crib-work had
been done under the inspection or superintendence of Mr. Crawford %——7Yes, and his
inspectors.

1494. Did you make any such examination as satistied you that the work—as regards
the crib-work—was not being done properly ?—Well, as far as I could tell, from the snow
that was on the ground it appeared to be pretty well done, hut as 1 say, there was a
covering of snow over the whole affuir, and 1 could not see into the details of the work.

1495, Did you take any trouble to examine the details of the work '—1I looked about
as well as T could under the existing conditions.

1496. If there were three feet of snow, Mr. Thompson, it would be somewhat ditlicult
to tell what was underneath ?—To be sure it would. T stated I looked about as well as
T could do, under the existing conditions.

1497. And what does that mean ——Why, there were parts of the crib that stood up
above the snow, where the face of the cribwork could be seen, and where the ties could
be seen and where no stone had been putin. The eribwork had been carried far in
advance of the stone filling and that portion of it was to be seen as well as any other
portion.

1498. There was no stone in that portion of the crib-work ! There was svone in the
bottom, there was filling in the bottom, but up to a certain height the snow covered it,
and from that up to the timber work was to Le seen.

1499. Did you take the trouble to find out whether it was filled with frozen clay ?
That would have necessitated removing all the snow, and digging down into this affair,
and would not have been a satisfactory mode of examining.

1500. Now, as an engineer, taking the results, can you give us an opinion at all as to
whether the probabilities are that a good deal of the crib-work was tilled in with frozen
clay %—Judging from the results T think it is quite likely there was a good deal of frozen
clay in it.

1501. There should have been no frozen clay *~—Certainly not.

1502. It should have been stone work and wood work —It should.

1503. How deepwas the crib-work '—It varied in depth according to the undulations
of the rock surface. In some places it was only three or four feet in depth.

1504. Yes, and in other places '—In other places it was 10 or 12 feet in depth.

1505. And on top of that crib-work the stone superstructure was built I—Yes.

1506. How deep would that be ! What would be the height of that%—Ten feet.

1507. And how wide '—Two and ahalf feet wide at the top,and a hatter of two and
a half inches to the foot, I think it was, on the face. There was a corresponding batter
about five feet down in the rear, and from that down, the back of the wall was plumb.

1508. And the crib-work, of course, was intended to support the stone work *—To
carry the wall.

1509. You must have had some idea, Mr. Thomp~on, at that time that the work
was not being properly doned '—The crib-work ?

1510. Yes —No; I cannot say that T had any grave misgivings on that point.

1511. You spoke to Crawford —Yes ; I told him when there was snow there that
that snow must assuredly come out.

1512. Did you ask him whether he was putting in clay i1 did not.
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1513. Or allowing it to be put in %—1I don’t think so.

1514. Did you ask him anything about clay I don’t know that T made use of the
word “clay.” T remember

1515. Earth %—1I will tell you something that I remember. They were excavating at
that time in the neighbourhood of the railway swing bridge, and I saw where the
material was coming out and it was a mixture of stone and frozen clay.

1516. Yes'—And I said, “Surely that is not going into the crib 7 He said, “ Noj
that certainly is not ; that is being taken to spoil—being waste.”

1517. Do you know whether any of that went in or not —Not while T was there.

1518. Have you any information at all that would lead you to believe that that
material went into the crib instead of to spoil +—I know some of it went in, because I
saw it there at a later stage of the work.

1519. That should not have gone in %It should not.

1520. What did you say when you saw it at a later stage of the work —1 said
that accounted, in a large degree, for the failure of the work.

1521. That accounted, in a large degree, for the failure of the work —Yes.

1522. And that is your opinion as an engineer !—1It is.

1523. Then, what you say to the committee is this : That the assistant engineer, in
defiance of your orders, put that in—allowed it to be put in?—Well, that would be
making a direct charge of something very wrong.

1594, Well, it was very wrong?—1 w ould not like to make that charge that that
material was put in. T would be more inclined to say, it was a matter of neglect,
rather than a matter of wilful misdoing.

1525, Neglect on whose part —Neglect on the part of the resident engineer and
his assistants, and on the part of the contractor also. They knew what they had to do
as well as he did.

1526. So it would be neglect all around ¢ The contractors, the engineer and his

1527. And your opinion is, that the putting in of that stone and earth largely con-
tributed to the faulty construction of the crib-work I feel quite sure of it.

1528. You feel quite sure of it. Did you tell the Minister anything about it —The
Minister was upon the work and I mentioned these matters. This was after the fact,
as 1t were,

1529. Yes?—The crib-work was done and was to be seen by everybody.

1530. You were there with the Minister on the works after the crib-work had been
completed and you mentioned the fact? What fact did you mention ?—The Minister,
the chief engineer, and some others were there, and I called attention to the fact that
the filling was not properly done. The spaces between the timbers should have been
thmouomy pa.clxei in with stone. Instead of that it was to be seen that large stones
had been thrown in which had fallen in all sorts of shapes, and there were large inter-
stices ; that there was a good deal of clay that had been adhering to the stone when it
was frozen that had melted and left large voids, and in making the excavation to ascer-
tain how it was filled in we came upon ice in several places.

1531. You came upon ice 2—7Yes.

1532, Thrown in ¢—Some of it appeared to have been ice that was thrown in and
some of it might have been ice that was formed on it, that had made its way under the
crib and formed there.

1533. You pointed all this out to the Minister, you say, when you were there -—Not
all of it. The party were moving about generally and this thing was being loocked at.

1534. Yes. Were there any other difficulties that you pointed out to him ?—T
don’t recollect at this particular moment. There may have been but they do not strike
me at this moment.

1535. You don't remember ordering any of the men to take up some boards or
plank ?—TIn connection with the crib-work ¢

1536. No, no, but with any other portion of the work %—Yes, I do.

1537. What was that ?—1I remember in the lock bottom I noticed that some straps
that went over the covers of the culverts had not been as truly drilled to receive the
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bolts as they should have been, and I saw—I had some planking taken up to see
whether this was just an isolated case or whether there was some more of that sort of
work.

1538. What did you discover %—1I discovered that there were some otherstraps that
that had not been as truly drilled as they might have heen.

1539. And was there anything else, Mr. Thompson 7—In connection with the lock ?

1540. Yes !—Well yes, there was another matter.

1541. What was that %1 remember at the upper end of the culverts 1 discovered
that where there was a space between the two walls which should have been filled in
with concrete and for a short distance at the extreme upper end near the breast wall it
had not been filled in with concrete.

1542. Was it only for a short distance -—Yes, it was only for a short distance.

1543. Did you follow it up to see how long?—1 did. I stood there beside a man who
had an augur, and he hored holes through the timber where I asked him to do it and T
then probed with a bar, and ascertained with my own hands.

1544. How many feet would that be in length ?— About seven, or eight, or nine feet.

1545. What position ?—Immediately adjoining the breast wall,

1546. What was the width ? How much should have been filled 7—The width was
about 18 inches or two feet at the widest part, and then narrowed down to nothing.

1547. That should have been filled in with 2—That should have been tilled in with
concrete.

1548. Anything else?—VYes, there was another matter that came to my notice at
that time, and that was the manner in which the trames for the discharge valves were
placed against the upright walls of the culverts.

1549. Explain —They did not appear to have Leen as well bedded as T thought they
should have been.

1550. Yes I—Those were some of the things that I noticed at that time.

1551. Those were some of the things you noticed »—Yes. I think those were the
leading things.

1552. Now the engineer was there, I suppose, the assistant engineer, at this time’—
At that particular moment ?

1553. Mr. Crawford ?—He might have been. I don’t know. He was beside me as
1t were. :

1554. Was he on the works?—Oh yes, he was on the works.

1555. What explanation did he give of the crib-work and the other matters you have
spoken of %-—As regards the crib-work, everyone—when I say everyone, the contractors
and Mr. Crawford—found fault with the design. They said that they thought that the
difficulty arose in a great measure from not having longitudinal ties in this crib-work.

1556. Yes %—As regards the space that was vacant where there should have been
concrete in the bottom, in the side walls of the culvert, the contractor explained that that
was a matter of oversight ; that when they were using concrete there a staging had heen
put across the walls at this particular point, and that prevented the men putting in the
concrete at the time when they were working, The intention was to go back and do it
afterwards, and as is often the case in these matters it was overlooked.

1557. Yes. Well now, going back, for a moment, to the crib-work, the effect of the
faulty construction was what %—The effect of the faulty execution of the work, as 1 have
stated, was that the crib became largely a failure.

1558. Became largely a failure in what respect 7—In not holding its shape.

1559. It bulged out *—1It did.

1560. What had to be done then?—As T stated at the last meeting of the Committee,
shores were put in front of it to support it.

1561. Yes, and what was done at the back of it "-——At the back of the crib-work ?

1562, Yes.—Nothing that T am aware of.

1563. Nothing was done there %-—Not at the back of the crib-work.

1564. The bulging out of the crib-work meant the displacement to some extent of
the stone work —Yes, it did.

1565. And it meant the weakening of the whole structure —VYes, it did.
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1566. So that the faulty execution of the work means a permanent injury to the
work %—TI am not quite prepared to say that, for this reason: The shores that were put
in in front of the crib-work were boarded over and the space between them and the
crib-work was filled in with concrete, made of Portland cement, and it may be that that
has had the effect of giving it the stability that it should have had, had it been prompt-
ly executed. That is what time will tell.

1567. Time alone can tell that, but if this crib-work is not properly filled with stone,
in other words, if a portion of it is empty with a great weight on top of it, will the tend-
ency not be constantly for the weight to bear upon the shoring of the concrete? Will
there not always be pressure against the concrete I—1If there were large cavities in the
crib-work of course there would be that tendency.

1568, Have you any reason to know that there are not large cavities in the crib-
work ¢—I am not inclined to think so because of the rain that has been there since then
and the gravelly nature of the material on top—1I am inclined to think that that has silted
down between the stone, and I fancy by this tine the space is pretty well filled up.

1569. Have you any reason to know that?--1 have no-reason to know, but I am
inclined to think that has taken place.

1570. That is an opinion =—Yes.

1571. Suppose a portion of that erib-work had been filled with ice and frozen earth
and large stones such as you speak of, not properly filled up, would not the effect of the
warm weather in the spring and summer be to melt the snow and ice and melt the clay
and leave a vacancy in the upper part, while it would fill the lower portion of the crib’
—That is exactly what did occur last year.

1572. And your judgment is that there may be an end to that now %It is possible.

1573. But you are not able to speak with positiveness upon that ?—Certainly not,
The only means to find that out would be to open up the whole affair, every part of it.

1574. Tell me what the cost of the crib-work was on the upper entrance and the
lower 7—The crib-work that we Lave just been speaking of was paid by the cubic yard,
and the price was, I think, 24.50 per cubic yard.

1575. It was paid for by the yard —Yes, at either $4.00 or %4.50 a yard, I do not
remember which.

1576. Now can you tell me how many cubic vards there are in the upper entrance
and the Jower?—There was none of this style of crib-work that you spoke of in the
lower entrance at all. That was of a diflerent nature altogether.

1577. That was defective too?—On the lower entrance there was no fault to be found.

1578. No fault *—No.

1574, Then the crib-work that fault was to be found with covered how many feet’—
It was the distance from the upper end of the lock to the upper end of section number
two, about 2,600 feet.

1580. Altogether —On each side.

1581. 2,600 feet —Double that distance.

1532, Tell me how many cubic yards there are on both sides of the upper entrance
where this work was done 7—1 cannot tell you.

1583, Approximately —1I cannot tell you approximately. I donot remember what
the quantities were at all.

1584, Is there any way of ascertaining it at all %—Yes, I think they are likely to be
in some of those papers there you have on the table, (pointing to volumes “1” and <27
of letters filed.)

1585, You are not familiar with those papers %—I am familiar with them, but I am
not sufliciently familiar with them to say what is there. If I saw the papers I could
tell you in a moment whether they are there or not.

1586, T was asking you a moment ago about the crib-work. You told us when you
were under examination before that your duty was to visit the works occasionally —Yes.

1587. Was the work progressing to your satisfaction? Was it being done in a
manner satisfactory to you ?—Sometimes there were little matters that had to be
corrected : sometimes matters appeared to be going in gooa shape. I did not see much
to find fauls with.
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1588. How long did it take to construct this crib-work #—The ¢ri was commenced
in the fall of 1893.

1589. And when was it completed !—It was completed in the early summer of 1394,

1590. Well, during that time had vou occasion to go up there 7—No, T had not
been upon the work from January, 1894, until July, 1 think.

1591, So that, as a matter of fact, you did not see any portion, or very little of this
crib-work while it was being done ?—1I did not see much of it.

1592, Not until it was finished ?—Exactly.

1593. And until the stone work was built on it 7—Nowme of the stone work had been
built on it, and some of it was in progress, and some of it was built after I went up theve.

1594. Who did the measuring of the work —It was done by the resident engineer
and his assistants.

1595. Do you know who his assistants were —7Yes.

1596. Who %—Mr. Curran was one, Mr. Spence was another, Mr. Morrow was
another.

1597. Spence, Curran and Morrow were his assistants 7—Yes,

1598. And among them the work would be measured —Yes.

1599. Who was likely to do it, the engineer or his assistants ?——The measarements
out in the field were generally taken by Spence and Morrow and partly by Crawford.
The quantities would be worked out and extended by Spence and Morrow and would
be examined by Crawford and checked by him.

1600. Now, when vou found the erib-work in this condition did you speak to” Mor-
row on the occasion when you and the Minister were there —No.

1601. Not to Morrow, but to Crawford —Yes, there was a good deal said about it.

1602, There was a good deal said about it —Yes.

1603. Did Crawford attempt to explain —Yes, as I said a moment ago, he’found
fault with the design. He said there should have been longtitudinal timbers in the
crib.

1604. He was charged with not having had these cribs properly filled, was he not?
—Yes.

1605. Did you tell him that he had taken the excavation from the pier and put it
in there instead of taking it to the spuil 7—XNo.

1606. Did you say that to him *—No.

1607. Nothing of that kind at all 7—XNo.

1608. What was done ! Was any action taken by the Minister ©-—1 cannot say.

1609. Was Crawford dismissed there and then ?—No.

1610. Crawford was not dismissed —XNo.

1611. He was kept on the work 7—7Yes.

1612. He is there still %—1I believe so.

1613. You know, Mr. Thompson, something, I suppose, about a bonus heing given
to the eontractors as an inducement to them to have the work completed in 1894 %—
Yes.

1614. What time in 1894 was the canal to be opened or completed -—The objoct
that was being worked for was to have the entire canal completed on the Ist of July.

1615. How much was the bonus 7-—The bonus was $90,000 vo be paid in proportion,
pro rata, as the masonry of the lock was completed.

1616. And it was to be finished completely on the st of July 1894 '—The masonry
was to be completed at the end of 1893 and other works that had to be done were to be
completed in time to admit of the opening of the canal on the Ist of July 1894,

1617. The canal was not opened, as a matter of fact, on the Ist of July %—XNo, it
was not.

1618. And it is not open yet *—1I do not know.

1619. Do you know anything about the condition of the approaches to the canal,
that is whether vessels of any draft can go in there now or not, drawing, say, over 9 feet
of water ~—1I read in a Sault Ste. Marie newspaper that they were engaged at the pre-
sent time in taking out boulders which were in the channels, but T am aware of my
own knowledge that the required depth has been reached.
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1620. What is that ?—1I am aware of my own knowledge that the required depth
generally has been reached, and that the obstructions which are there are boulders and
pieces of rock on the bottom.

1621. Do you know whether it has ever been swept out '—They were sweeping it
last fall and they are sweeping it at the present time.

1622. Do you know of your own knowledge, or do you not that the tug « Jessie ”
drawing 8 feet of water grounded there within the last few days?—No T do not.

1623. You do not know of your own knowledge that the canal has been opened?
—No I do not.

1624. In the construction or preparation for the construction were plans and speci-
fications prepared for each stone that went into it —That is for the lock?

1625. Yes.—There were certain dimension stones the sizes of which were specified.

1626. Yes.—But not generally for the whole work.

1627. Is the stone in the lock of uniform size —No.

1628. Why ?—Because it makes a better job to be otherwise.

1629. Eh %It makes a better job to be otherwise.

1630. In your opinion it make a better job to be otherwise ¢—I am certain of it.

1631. Youare certain of it %—Yes.

1632. You and other engineers disagree as to that?—Yes, I dare say there are
differences of opinion on that point.

1633. There are differences of opinion. Now, taking the approaches to the lock,
are the stones laid evenly ? Ts the stone work even, or doss it protude! When we
speak of the approaches to the locks we refer to contracts No. 1 and No. 3. T fancy
that is not what you refer to.

1634, T don’t know-—No, I fancy not. I don’t know exactly what you do refer to.

1635. Well, there is stone work, is there not, in the approaches to the lock ?—In
the wall.

Toe CrairMaN —He says you misunderstand each other as to what the approaches
consist of.

By Mpr. Lister:

1636. How do you understand it, Mr. Thompson —For instance, the lock proper
has a Loucharded face. At the lower end there is a short piece of masonry outside this
boucharded face work.

1637. At the entrance to the lock %-—At the lower entrance, quite a short piece,
which is a different class of masonry—which is not boucharded, and then the eribwork
which is in the approaches proper in another contract comes up to that point. At the
upper end of the lock there is the crib-work that we have been speaking about a few
minutes ago, and then upon the surface of that-—upon the top of that rather—there is
this stone wall, which was to be random-coursed masonry wall.

1638 What do you call it ?—Random-coursed.

1639. Are there projecting rocks, projecting stones -—The faces are not dressed
smooth, but there is not supposed to be any projection there that would injure a vessel.

1640. Can a vessel use her tenders going through there, so as to protect herself ?
Would the tenders of a vessel be a protection to her from injury by this stone work #—
The fenders.

1641. T mean the fenders, yes.—I presume there is a boom that way and the
fenders would glance along this boom.

1642, There is a boom there ?—I think there is a boom.

1643. You think there is a boom, and the fenders would.glance along on the
boom I—Yes.

1644. Of course you know very little about the actual construction—you left there
two or three years ago—except what you have seen, as other people have seen —T am
not prepared to say that. To say that I know very little about it would hardly be
the case.

1645. You only visited the works occasionally —My visits were occasional visits
TUp to the end of 1893 I endeavored to be there once a month; sometimes my visits

92



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

were a little longer. After 1893, as I stated a few moments ago, I was there from the
first of January until sometime in July.

1646. Were you consulted about the pier 7—The railway bridge pier?

1647. Yes.—I think I had largely to say as to the position of that pier.

1648. Did you advise the putting in of that pier —1I did.

1649. You advised the pier to be put in 2—1 did.

1650. Does not that interfere with the safety of navigation ?—1T do not think so,

1651. That is your opinion ?—Yes.

1652. Now, is not the pier there looked upon by engineers as an engineering
atrocity -1 do not think so. ) ’

1653. You do not think so?—XNo.

1654. What is the length of the draw there 7—The length of the draw from end to
end is 225 feet.

1655. Clear draw 7—The swing portion of the bridge.

1656. What is the distance hetween the pier and the side of the canal %—On the
channel side it is 90 feet.

1657. And on the other side %—1t is less than 70.

1658, How is it on the American canal—the new canal =—On the American canal
the bridge spans 108 feet.

1659. Clear acrcss —1It does.

1660. Theve is no pier there ?—No. There is a reason for having that pier wheve
it is and a good one.

1661. What is the reason ?—It is this: When Mr. Page conceived the idea what
shou'd be there, he proposed to have the pivot on one side of the canal, and for a bridge
to swing over the whole opening. 'When the time approached for putting this work
into execution, that is as regards the bridge, Mr. Van Horne rcpresented that a
community travelling by rail had interests as well as the marine interest, and that a
bridge of the length to span across there—it would be 420 feet to swing right across
from side to side—would be very difficult to operate and maintain ; that in case of high
wind it would be very difficult to open, and there might be times when it would be imn-
possible to open ; that trains might be delayed, and that the same diflicuity, the suine
high wind that would prevent the bridge from being swung might drive vessels down
upon it and carry the bridge away, and that a very serious state of affairs might be
brought about.

1662. Will not all those reasons hold good as regards the canal on the other side %—
Not to the same extent, because on our canal the width across there is about 147—
about 150 feet—whereas their span, as I said a moment ago, is 108, and the difhi-
culty that I have spoken about as regards the swinging of the bridge in windy weather
does not exist there.

1663. So it was on your advice that the pier was placed there '—Well, the matter
was brought up and gradually reached the stage where it has.  As T stated, the originas
proposal, and as I understood it, was to have a bridge that would span from side to
side. Well, these reasons of Mr. Van Horne were brought forward and they were
considered, and they were believed to have a good deal of weight, and instead of liaving
the bridge at one side it was determined to have a pivot pier in the centre, and a chan-
nel on each side, which channel would be 72 feet 6 inches in” width.

1664. That was at the request of Mr. Van Horne’—It was. He pointed out—I
won't say requested, but he called attention to this matter and the reasons he gave
were supposed to have sutficient weight to be acted upon. It was determined to put it
in that shape, and the span of the bridge was to be 225 feet with a channel on either side.

1665. Well, you have a channel on ore side of the pier -—Well yes, what I was
going to say was this. It occurred to me that to have a bridge in the centre it would
be very liable to be struck by vessels passing. It would be exceedingly difficult to
prevent it being struck in the narrow channel by vessels passing through these two
narrow channels—and I suggested to Mr. Trudeau we should take the same length of
bridge and put it on one side, and that would give us one channel of 9C feet, and that
is what was carried out.
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1666. That gives a channel of 90 feet -—90. feet.

1667. On one side —On one side.

1668. How many feet on the other side !~-The channel on the other side is some-
thing less than 70 but is not open. There is a fixed span upon it.

1669. Tt is not intended to use it at all %—Merely for tugs and small boats.

1670. Who did you say were the assistant engineers whose duty it was to inspect
the canal ? What names did you give -—Spence and Morrow and Curran.

1671. Spence, Morrow and Curran %—Yes.

1672. Ts thers a man named Couverette on the work —Yes. He was an inspector.

1673. He was an inspector —Yes.

1674. Did you ever take any trouble to verify the measurements returned ?—Yes.

1675. When?—That was my object in endeavouring to be there every month
about estimate time. I used to see the quantities, and I would go upon the work and
used to take measurements myself.

1676. 1 think you told me you were not there between January and July ?—No.

1677. During the time the crib-work was going on #—No.

1678 Well, of course, there would be estimates for all the work each month 7—
‘What T have said did not refer to that crib-work.

1679. Does not refer to that crib-work at all? Did you take any trouble to verify
the measurements in the crib-work 2—Well, in a general sort of way, but I had not
the means of ascertaining that as closely as I had other parts of the work.

1680. Iwantyoutosay what sort of stone the crib-work should be filled with 7—The
intention was that the crib-work should be filled with the stone from the excavation,
packed in dexterously so as to make a solid mass.

1681. Not round stone, field stone ?—I would not have objected to round stone,
field stone. They would have made very good filling.

By Mr. Gibson :

1632, Mr. Thompson, I notice in the progress estimates an amount of 2,831 yards
masonry paid for at the rate of 311 a yard for a removable dam. Will you explain to
the committee where that dam was placed ?—That was placed about 1,500 feet above
the lock.

1683. 1,500 feet above the lock —Yes.

1684. How long was it kept there ?—1It is there as a permanency.

1685. It is there as a permanent structure —Yes.

1686. Was this work contracted for in the original estimate !—It was.

1687. And that was the price that it was estimated for, $11%—7Yes.

1688. There was no increase upon that %—Not that I am aware of. I do not think
there was.

"~ 168Y9. Are you aware whether £2,750 for placing anchors was included in the original
tender of Ryan & Co. It was not included in the original tender.

1690. It was included in the original tender —No.

1691. Well, who awa,rded thiscontract to Hugh Ryan & Co. *—The original contract?

1692, No. this 52,750 —T cannot tell you.

1693. You do not know. Well, do you know the cost of the girder span, Mr.
Thompson, that was put upon this 65 foot span from the centre span to the other side?
—Yes, the whole superstructure is included in the sum of $19,420.

1694. The superstructure cost $19,000?—Yes, that is the swing bridge, the whole
superstructure, the swing and the fixed portion.

1695. You had nothing to do with the swing bridge —The supersbructure was built
by the Hamilton Bridge Compa,ny

1696. I think the Canadiah Pacific Railway Company bullt that at their own
expense —No.

1697. Did not the Pacific Railway Company build that at their own expense —No,
the Hamilton Bridge Company built it.

1698. And the Government paid for it —1I presume so.

1699. Mr. Schreiber, in his examination, stated that on account of that swing bridge
not being sufficiently large, and in order to make it of sufficient length to cover the
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whole channel, that it would cost about 348,000 7—-I think there is something a little
astray there. )

1700. There is something astray —I think there is a little misunderstanding in the
matter. The Hamilton Bridge Company had a contract.  Tenders were asked for. It
was awarded to the Hamilton Bridge Company for the sum of 219,420,

1701, $19,420. What reason was it that the Government had to build this bridee
for the Canadian Pacific Railway Company 1 cannot tell you. N

1702, Was not the canal projected and some work done before the SaultSte. Marie
line was built %—No, there was a trestle across there, built by the Sault Ste. Marie
Bridge Company as far back as 1884, 1885 or 1836.

1703. 1884, 1885 or 1886 %—T think so.

1704. So that the Canadian Pacific Railway bridge was built in consequence of a
trestle bridge being built there—the Government were obliged to provide a superstrue-
ture for the opening of the canal %—I cannot tell yvou about that part of it.

1705. Well, what was the reason of the bridge —The Sault Ste. Marie Bridge Com-
pany, as it is termed, constructed an international bridge across the river and a trestle
across the Island of St. Mary and two fixed spans across two small channels of the St.
Mary, and their trains were running when the contract was let for the canal.

1706. Was that railway charter granted before the canal was contemplated 7—1 do
not know about that.

1707. Are you aware that Mr. Page notified the company that they would have to
provide a span sufliciently long to span the whole opening of the canal —1I have some
recollection of something of that sort, but I do not know the details of it.

1708. Still you are aware that Mr. Page had that matter in view %~-Yes, T know
that Mr. Page designed a bridge and proposed that the canal should be spanned by a
clear opener, but as regards the payment I am not acquainted with the details.

1709. So that we find now from you that instead of the Canadian Pacitic Railway
Company building their own bridge, the Dominion Government built it for them? - As
a matter of fact the bridge was built by the Hamilton Bridge Company.

1710. Who paid for it %—1It was paid for by the Department of Railways and Canals
for all that I know to the contrary.

1711. In addition to that, Mr. Thompson, there was a girder span 65 feet in length
from the central pier that you spoke about #—That is included in the same sum.

1712. So that in the cost of excavation for the swing bridge you had $570.60, and
for the masonry of the abutments, the pivot pier, and the central pier 529,796 !'—I do
not follow the figures, they are in the estimates there.

1713. In addition to that there was a large sum of money paid for crib work t—
Yes, that was done by Hugh Ryan & Co.

1714. Do you remember how much the crib-work came to *—1I think it was $6,000
or 87,000.

1715. £6,000 or 87,000 7—1T am speaking altogether from memory and may be quite
astray there.

1716. So that, altogether, the Dominion Government spent £56,000 on this piece of
work ; that is, on the superstructure, the girder span, the substructure and the crib
work 7—1I do not know the amount, but those items, whatever they were, were paid for
by the Department of Railways and Canals, as T understand.

1717. They were paid for by the department —There might be a contra account
for all T know.

1718. Do not you think that a span covering the whole opening might have heen
built for 850,000 or $60,000 —That would include the masoury and the rest piers and
the superstructure ?

1719. You would not require rest piers for a swing covering the whole opening —
You would require rest piers at the ends.

1720. At the ends %—Yes.

1721. You would require a rest pier and ballast walls '—Two abutments, a pivot
pier and two rest piers.

1722. They are required in the present pier —Yes.
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1723. And there would be no more masonry required than now —XNo.

1724. You said to Mr. Lister just now that it would be very difficult to operate on
account of its great length I stated that that was the argument advanced and I
think a very sound one.

1725, Are you aware that there are larger bridges than 150 feet opening %—There
is one at Rariton.

1726. What is the length down at the Burlington piers &I do not remember.

1727. They have no difticulty there and the channel is wider than at the Soo '—1I
expect there are times when they have difficulty.

1728. Do not you think that that pier and girder span is more dangerous than the
opening of the large swing bridge would be —No, not by any means. With a 90 feet
channel for vessels to go through they are no more likely to strike that pier than the
entrance pier.

1729. But that pier stands out 65 feet from its centre to the channel *—But there
is a channel of 90 feet.

1730. There is a channel of 90 feet !—1I consider one channel of 90 feet infinitely
preferable to two channels of 72 feet, to enter which a vessel would have to change her
course,

1731. That is a swing from the centre, but there is no necessity for that. It could
be swung from the side +—They might swing from the side, but there is a difficulty Mr.
YVan Horne objected to.

1732. Mr. Van Horne’s opinion was taken and the Government made the rest pier
in the centre of the channel to suit Mr. Van Horne’s idea —I do not know that. He
wrote about it, and possibly others may have done so, and supported Mr. Van Horne,
and the Government came to this conclusion.

1733. You said the community had some interest as well as the Government !—The
railway community have an interest there.

1734. That is not a community —I think so, a railway community. TIts success
depends upon catering well for the public at large.

1735. I understand a community is the people residing in the neighbourhood. The
bridge is not a foot bridge?—1I take the whole travelling public from one end of the
country to the other '

1736. Yes. The general public does not travel over the bridge except by rail —
That is just it, and if a train is stopped, there is a great outery, and if the bridge could
not he swung properly and if a vessel came down and carried it away, and a train with
a number of passengers went in, there would be a very serious state of affairs.

1737. But there are signals to prevent that —True, but they do not always work
and it was to guard against that.

1733. Has the canal the right of way over the railway people *—1I presume it has.
I don’t know how that is.

1739. Supposing the canal had the right of way, would not trains approaching the
bridge from another direction approach under a reduced rate of speed —Yes, the law
provides they shall come to a stand.

1740. There would be very little danger of running under these circumstances.—If
all went well.

1741. Now, Mr Thompson, you spoke at the last meeting of the committee about
there being in the neighbourhood of 1,500 feet on one side of the channel that the crib-
work was bad and upon the other about 2,300 feet =—Yes, I forgot the distances. I
think those are the same distances that I gave a few minutes ago, but it was from the
upper end of the section.

1742. I understood you to say the other day that these struts in some instances
stood out about seven feet from the base of the crib-work ?—1I should say so.

1743. Now, they were filled with what, between —They were boarded over so as to
make strong boarding, and the space between that boarding and the crib-work was filled
with concrete.

1744. Now, taking the struts av sixteen feet long for 3,800 feet, you would find

7,000 cubic yards of concrete *—Yes.
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1745. Who paid for that ?—I do not know that it is paid for up to this moment.
1746. Do you think the Government is entitled to pay for that work (—Well, is it
for me to express an opinion about these matters, because it is only an opiniou !

By Mr. Gibson :
1747. It is an opinion I am asking you for.

The CrAIRMAN—Is it the opinion of an expert ?
‘WirNeEss—My opinion is they should not pay for it.

By Mr. Gibson :

1748. Your opinion is they should not pay for it? How much is that class of work
worth a yard =—1I should have to make some figures about that before 1 could say what
it would be worth.

1749. Well, is it worth the ordinary price of concrete I—The conerete would be
worth more than the ordinary price of concrete on account of the ditticulties of putting
1t 1n.
1750. On account of the ditliculties of putting it in. T suppose it would require to
be rammed together —It would require to be rammed together. )

1751. And it would be worth more than the ordinary price paid for the ordinary
concrete —I would think so.

1752. What is the price of other concrete ? $8,50, is it not #—The countract shows
it.

The CuairnmaN—The contract shows.

Mr. GiBson—The contract was altered this time.

Wirness—It is there.

By Mr. Gibson :

1752a. Tt is $8.30. So you believe this materialto be worth more than $8.30 4 yard ?
Now, according to your own figures Mr. Thompson the struts were 16 feet long, and
stood out 7 feet. According to this measurement there were 7,881 cubic yards of con-
crete —Yes.

1753. So Mr. Thompson, according to the prices paid at the rate of $8.30 a yard for
this concrete which you believe is worth more money on account of the ditliculty of do-
ing the work and having it rammed in between the struts, there were some 66,000
spent in order to prevent this cribbing from bulging —I do not know that has been
spent. A lot of that protection has been done along there, and what the actual amount
is T am not prepared to say.

1754. Well you gave us to understand the other day that there were 1,500 fect on
one side and 2300 feet on the other %—Yes, somewhere about that.

1755. The figures worked out will give, you will find, 7,881 cubic yards at $8.30.
How much more than $8.30 is it worth ¢—1I dare say it would be worth a quarter of a
dollar more perhaps.

1756. Say $8.50 —Assuming $8.30 was the legitimate price, I think it would be
that increased value.

1757. Well, in addition to these sixty-six thousand odd dollars there was a great

deal of timber used %—There was.
1758. How mucl: timber would there be 2—1I cannot tell you. The struts were about

4 or5 feet apart.

1759. Four or five feet apart ? Dividing 3,800 feet by 4 you would have about 900
pieces or a thousand struts of 16 feet long. What size were they —Round timbers,
chiefly. 1 dare say they would average 12 or 15 inches through.

1760. Would they square about 12 inches —No.

1761. Square ten !—Perhaps they might square about 10 inches.

1762. So that in addition to these 7,881 yards of concrete there would be about
1,000 pieces of timber 16 feet, and how many would square 10 by 10 %—1I would not say.
I do not like to give certain figures and dimensions in an off-hand way. Assuming your
figures there are correct, that is about what they would be,

"M
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1763. T am taking your own statement, and dividing it. You say there were about
3,800 lineal feet of cribbing that were improperly done and required a strut about every
4 feet.—1I think so. I am speaking in this way ;I just imagine I see the whole thing
before my mind’s eye, more or less.

1764. 900 pieces of timber 16 feet long and squared ten by ten inches. Who paid
for this?—1I don’t know that it is paid for yet.

1765. You don’'t 1 —What would that timber be worth a thousand %—TI don’t know
what the contractor would pay for that. I think a good deal of it was got in the
neighbourhood there. Some of it was timber that had been used for other purposes.
There was a good deal of timber required for their surface works, and T think a good
deal of it was available.

1766. You would not allow inferior timber to be used for straining the braces,
would you ?—It might not necessarily be new timber or first class timber, but quite good
enough for that purpose. As long as it was a good thrifty stick it would be strong
enough.

1767. Worth $25 a thousand —1 should think so.

1768. Is there no way of finding out whether this material has been paid for by the
Government or not *—1I dare say those papers will tell you that.

1769. I cannot find it in any of these papers—Well, I would be inclined to sup-
pose, then, that it had not been paid for.

1770. There is no estimate for section 1 here ! What section was this —That was
on section 2.

1771, On section 2 ?—Yes.

1772. There is nothing in section 2. Well, you say if the cribs had been properly
filled this strut work would not have required to be done %—1I do.

1773. You do say that. What alteration was required on the random coursed
masonry above the crib-work -1t was understood that the wall above the crib-work
was to be random coursed masonry.

1774. Yes?—And as I saw that wall in July, 1894, it was not random coursed
masonry.

1775. What was it —Tt was rubble. .

1776. So that it was an inferior class of work than that called for by the specifica-
tion —It was.

1777. Did you object to this %1 did.

1778. To whom, Mr. Thompson #—1I remember calling the contractor’s attention to
it and the Resident Engineer’s and the Inspector’s attention to it.

1779. What had they to say for themselves ?—They said they thought it was what
was called for.

. 1780. Did they not know the difference between random coursed masonry and
rubble —1I did not say so.

1781. Do you think a man in charge of a public work should know the difference ?
—He should.

1782, And he did know ?—There is another little point to think about there. There
has been a good deal of discussion as to what the term * random coursed ” conveyed.
I have no doubt in my mind as to what it is. But the people up there claimed that
under a certain reading they had filled the bill. The inspector was of that opinion.

1783. Who was the inspector who thought that rubble filled the bill of random
coursed masonry +—Scott.

1784. Where did he come from ?—1I do not know—Robert Scott was his name.

1785. Was he a practical mason ?—T think so.

1786. What is your understanding of random-coursed masonry —My understand-
ing is that the vertical joints should be plumb, that the horizontal joints should be level
and parallel but not necessarily continuous.

1787. Quite so, so that instead of that being built of rubble it should have been
made with joints runniug vertically and beds running horizontally ?— Yes.

1788. Then it was an inferior class of work. There were no tools required-for the
class of work as now built 71T think in places that where the stones were preity rough
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they pointed off the beds, and in some places where large stones came close together they
cut checks to get them together.

1789. That was only in the case of large stones. Most of them were small, were
they not %—It was not what I call random coursed masonry.

1790. Was the coping work lifted —Some of it was.

1791. Did it require any building to bring it up to the level %—Yes, in places.

1792. How much ?—1It varied.

1793. Give us the greatest depression !—I cannot tell you what the greatest depres-
sion was. I daresay the greatest depression might have amounted to three or four
inches.

1794. Three or four inches %—There was more difference in the alignment than in
the depression. '

1795. It was more out and in than up and down T think so.

1796. You stated the other day that if the crib had been properly filled there
would have been no need for anything of this kind of work being constructed or sup-
ported in the way in which it has been done I did.

1797. And you consider, as an engineer, if your plans had been closely followed and
the specifications observed and adhered to, and the cribs properly filled, that the crib
according to your plans and specification would have been sufficient to carry that stone
wall on the top ?—It was not my plan.

1798. Did you approve of it ?—I thought it would do what was required of it. 1
am quite sure it would, if it was properly carried out.

By Mr. Haggart : ‘
1799. Whose plans were they —The plans came from the oftice of the Department,

By Mr. Gibson :

1800. Were they by Mr. Spence —1I think Mr. Spence’s, most likely.
1801. In any case if the plans had been properly carried out it would have done
the work &I am sure of it.

By Mr. Haggart :

1802. Is the plan for the crib-work the same on the American side ?—No it is not.

1803. What is the difference ?—In the American crib-work their ties are put one
above the other so as to make a succession of pockets that extend from the top to the
bottom of the crib. In the crib-work on our side of the river the ties were ten feet
apart alternately one above the other.

1804. In the American crib-work how far were they apart?—I think they were not
very far from the same distance, but it made a succession of pockets from top to bottom.
In our case the size of the pockets was reduced in consequence of the ties being put
alternately in the different courses.

1805. Otherwise the plans were the same%-—They were.

1806. Except that the struts or ties were perpendicular on the American side from
top to bottom, and they were not in our own *—They were alternate in our own.

1807. Do you remember how the American cribs were filled "—The American cribs
were filled by putting in the earth that came from the excavation.

1808. What was it 7—I think it was earth and stone just as they found it.

1809. Was it not all earth %—Chiefly. I should say, it was earth.

By Mr. Gibson :

1810. When were these American cribs filled, in the summer or in the winter 1—1I
cannot tell you. On the original canal I do not know when it was filled.
1811. In the summer time with the material from the excavation—loose material ¢
—Yes.
1812. Did their cribs bulge out %—I have not been there since.
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la—73%



58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 14.) A. 1895

By Mr. Haggart :

1813. Do you know the height of their cribs %—I should think the height of their
cribs would be 24, 25 or 26 feet.

1814. About double the height of curs 9—Yes.

1815. Can you tell me the quantities of stone work—masonry work, that wasin the
original contract, as let to Mr. Ryan?—I think the approximate quantity in the
original lock was about 45,000 yards.

1816. About 45,000 yards 7—1I think so.

1817. What was the price paid for that =—$11 per cubic yard.

1818, That price has not been changed in all the changes made subsequently on the
lock 7—No ; not for the original quantities.

1819. Not for the original quantities —No.

1820. The first change added how much to it %—The first change added £5 per yard.

1821. How much was the quantity increased by the change —Speaking from recol-
lection T think it was 5,500 odd yards.

1822. That is right. The second change added how much —The second change
added $1.60.

1823. That made it $12.60. How many yards I think it was in the neighbour-
hood of 17,000 yards.

1824. 17,000 yards at $12.60 2—7Yes.

1825. I think you gave the average price for the lock when it was built %—The
average price for the lock, as I remember, speaking from recollection, taking the quan-
tities out some time before the lock was completed, amounted to $11.92.

1826. We made it $11.84. It is very near it—$11.92. Will you tell me what the
cost was on the American side %—Upwards of $14.

Mr. HaccarT—$14.50.

By Mr Lister:

1827. You say on the Canadian lock it was $11.92 ¢—That is merely approximately.
1828. And on the United States —8&14.50.

By Mr. Haggart :

1829. There is $90,000 allowed to Messrs. Ryan for the purpose of finishing the
masonry work on the lock a year before their contract required them to do it 2—There
was.

1830. Was that too much ?—I do not think it was.

1831. Have you any idea what it cost them extra$—No, I have not. I know there
was a very large outlay for plant to begin with. I know that the news had got abroad
among the men that there was a desire to expedite the work, and they looked for diffi-
culties with the men, the cost of which it would be difficult for anybody except the
contractors to figure out.

1832. Were you consulted as to fixing the prices for this extra masonry at all —I
was spoken to about it.

1833. Who was it fixed the prices %I think they were determined by Mr. Walter
Shanly.

1834. Mr. Walter Shanly and any one else —~Mr. Trudeau.

1835. Who was the minister at the time —Sir Mackenzie Bowell.

1836. Some questions were asked you the other day. Mr. Gibson asked you about
a quantity of earch, I think it was 450 or 600 feet, where the price was increased from
25 to 60 cents. Can you explain the reason for the increase —That was in connection
with the first change.

1837. The first change, yes.—The lock pit éxcavating was very nearly completed,
and when it was proposed to extend the width of the lock from 85 to 100 feet there was
some earth to be taken off in detached places here and there, where it was difficult to
get at, and where the derricks and appliances for removing it had to be brought back, and
the increased cost was in view of the increased difficulty of removing this small quantity.
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1838. Do you think the increased price compensated the contractor for the labour he
bestowed upon it —1I do not think it would more than do so.

1839. It would not more than do so. There was an increased price given for some
rock work. I forget the quantity, but Mr. Gibson asked you about it the other day.——
The conditions were about the same.

1840. The price given to the contractor for doing that work was not more than the
actual expenditure he incurred in carrying it out.—I do not think it was.

1841. There were some questions asked you the other day in reference to power pipes
and the contracts made for supplying them ?—Yes.

1842. Do you know anything about the reasons assigned—I suppose they are in
writing—for the purpose of not going on with the contract’—I remember hearing it
stated in the examination of the chief engineer that the parties objected to it because
they believed they would not have the right to enter upon the ground.

1843 Have you got the specifications !—They are on the table.

1844. Whatis your interpretation of them !—That the original specifications and
that the clauses in the subsequent agreement clearly and distinetly provide that parties
tendering for that work had the right to do so.

1845. Had the right to do so —There are clauses in the supplementary—

1846. Did the contractor ever refuse to allow parties to go on and do the work —T
am not aware of anything of that sort.

1847. You are not aware of anything of that kind ? What would be the total value
of the changes you have spoken about in reply to two or three questions asked by Mr.
Lister ? There was something about a few bolts astray and some concrete left out f—
That would not be a matter of more than a few hundred dollars at the outside.

1848. A few hundred dollars altogether. Two hundred dollars would cover the
whole of it I should think two or three hundred dollars would cover the whole of it.

1849. You have seen a good deal of masonry and a good deal of lock work in your
life time, and you have inspected the whole of the work on the American side, which, I
suppose, is the finest of the kind in the United States. What is your opinion, compar-
ing our work with their’s %—1I think our work is quite as good as their’s,

1850. Quite as good I do. There is one very strong point in connection with our
work and it is this ; that we have the very best of sand. We have excellent cement, we
had perfectly clean water which gave the very best of mortar, and the mortar was not
stinted, and that is the life and soul of any piece of work.

1851. On the whole what do you think of the work on the lock !—T think it will do
what it is required to do beyond a doubt.

1852. First class work !

Mr. Davies objected to the form of question.

By Mr. Haggart :

1853. What class of work is it? The work there speaks for itself 7—Well, there are
certain terms that are sometimes used in masonry and they are very misleading. You
will see in the sp-cifications of railway engineers they speak about bridge masonry a,x.ld
culvert masonry, and first class work and second class work, and these terms are mis-
leading. My idea is to put the thing beyond a doubt ; that exactly what is required
should be indicated in terms and then thereis no mistake as to whether it fills the bill
or not. In answer to this question, whether that is first class work or not, I do not say
it was first class work, because when this evidence goes abroad, as it probably will, some
railway engineers will take that up and compare the work done there with certain work
they might do, and it would not agree with their specifications, and they would say, I
had stated what was not the case. But I guard myself by saying, I have no hesitation
in saying from what I have seen of the work, and at the present time I have not seen
it for 7 or 8 months, I believe that that work is perfectly equal to do everything that is
required of it, that that work will give no difficulty in the future—that wasonry.

By Mr. Gibson :

1854. You refer more particularly to the lock %—1I am speaking of the lock exclusively.
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By Mr. Haggart :

1855. Now in regard to the bridge we have heard so much about. When was that
bridge decided upon —1I think it was in 1893.

1856. In 1893. Tt was upon your plan and report it was adopted, I suppose. In
reference to the building of the bridge. By whom was the plan prepared ’—A plan
showing the pier in the centre and channel on each side I remember seeing it—I don’t
know where it was got up, I presume in the departmental office—and when it came to
making the change there was a sketch attached to the order in council showing the pier,
the pivot pier, on one side atd the swing to a rest pier 90 feet from the north side, and
that plan I suggested to Mr. Trudeau, and it no doubt was approved or it would not
have been so built.

1857. There is one reason you forgot, perhaps that will be a right question. Was
not the principal reason for adopting that at the time that the bridge required to swing
from the centre of the pier *—Yes, that was one of the reasons.

1858. One of the principal reasons. And the other reason was the force of the wind
against the long bridge on the other side ?—Yes that was stated.

1859. However, it does not amount to much. You can take out the pier any time
you want to and increase the beauty of the canal. How does this bridge compare with
the American bridge? You say it is 90 feet between the pier and the shore?—Yes.

1860. What is the breadth of our locks ?—The breadth of our lock is 60 feet.

1861. What is the breadth of the American bridge, over there —108 feet.

1862. What is the breadth of their lock 7—100 feet.

1863. Then comparing our lock with their’s there is comparatively more room on
our side than there is on their’s %—There is.

1864. Even with that pier %—There is.

1865. Even with that pier &—There is moreover an economy to the extent of several
thousand dollars.

1866. Now there is one question Mr. Schreiber was not able to answer, perhaps
you will be able to answer it. If you built the puddle trenches for a lock 20 feet 3
inches deep on the mitre sill and did unwatering, what would be the increased amount
that the contractor would be entitled to at the price that he received for the 16 foot
lock ? What would be the proportionate increase taking the 16 foot lock as a basis, for
the increased depth of 4 feet with the puddle trenches and the unwatering ?—1I do not
think it would be fair to take it as a matter of proportion, but I think it fair to say
that the amount asked for unwatering was not accepted, for the reason that we were
working on an island in the Potsdam sand stone which was full of crevices and fissures
and an inflow of water might be looked for at any time.

1867. Then the contractor took that responsibility —Yes.

1868. I would like the exact amount moneyed out {—I have not the data, but I
could arrive at it.

1869. The deeper down you go I suppose the increased cost would be proportionately
larger I—Yes, owing to the greater liability to damage by water.

1870. Owing to the greater liability of water pressure. Mr. Schreiber estimated
that it would increase the price one-third. Was he well within the mark ?—1I think so.

Mr. HagearT—TI would like to put in the report of the engineer. There was a
complaint made to the department as to the work and T sent up three engineers for the
purpose of examining and making enquiry. I would like to put in the report of those
parties who made the examination.

(Reports put in and marked exhibits 3 and 4.)

The CrairMax—You wish these to be printed with the evidence ?

Mr. HageART—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

1871. Mr. Thompson, what did you say was the cost of the American stone work 2—
The masonry, I have understood, cost upwards of $14 per cubic yard, nearly $14.50.

1872. How did you get this information It was taken from the press. I think I

got that from the Engineering News.
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1873. Did this include cement +—Yes, it would include the whole cost of the work
as I understood it.

1874. Did the contractor supply the cement ?—No ; the government.

1875 Did the government supply the cement and pay $14.50 for the masonry t—
No, I did not say that. I said that, as I understood it, the cost of the work, all charges
against it, would be $14.50.

1876. But you are not quite sure. It is only a report from the engineer —1I read it
in the Engineering News and it purported to be a report from the engineer of the Sault
Ste. Marie Canal.

1877. Are you aware that the cement on the American lock was tried every day %—
They had a large force on there and were testing it.

1878. They tested the cement every day before it was used —They tested it in
advance.

1879. The government tested the cement in advance and supplied the contractors
with it -—Yes, and charged them for it.

1880. Was the cement upon the Canadian lock tried every day ©—No, it was not.

1881. Was it ever tried %—Yes.

1882. How often ?—I have often made tests of it myself at different times, and I
have wauched it in the work. The time was so short for building that we were not in a
position to do as the Americans did. We did not start out on the principle of testing
the cement as the Americans were doing.

1883. You had not the same privileges because you had not the power to handle the
cement the same as the American engineers %—We got the best brands of cement. I
never had any fault to find with it.

1884. How much of our lock was built with native cement ?—1I could not tell you
how much. The original intention was that the face stone should be laid in Portland
cement and the backing in native cement.

1885. That was the original intention ?—Yes.

1886. How much of that was carried out !—1I cannot tell.

1887. Can you give us any idea —No ; it would only be a guess.

1888. Would not that reduce the price of the work on our side because of the use
of Canadian cement ?—That was the contract.

1889. Quite so, but you say that you averaged up the whole of the Canadian lock
at 811.95 %—Yes, according to the price paid for certain quantities.

1890. But there was a portion of the work paid for of which you cannot give the
price 7—The quantities, you mean.

1891. Yes.—No.

By Mr. Haggart :

1892. Would not the fact be the very opposite of what Mr. Gibson said, that if we
used native cement the price would be less than what we paid for Portland cement +—
If native cement had been used the price assuredly would have been less.

1893. I.ess than $11.847%—Yes. .

1894. And the price of the American lock would have remained the same, $14.50 7—

Yes. -
1895. Then we had a better cement for the masonry that co<t 511.84 than they had
for masonry using native cement which cost them $14.50. In that estimate of our
prices, $11.92, what did you reckon on using %—The specification provided that the face
stone should be laid in Portland and the backing in native cement.

1896. But what does it amount to, what was the actual cost —The actual cost as T
said before, is $11.92 for the entire masonry in the lock, some of which was at 11, some
at $16, and some at $12.60.

1897. Does that include English cement —1It includes all the expenses in connection
with the masonry.

1898. And the other, $14.50, that the Americans paid for theirs is a price including
native cement —They used native cement in the whole of their backing and Portland

in the face.
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By Mr. Gibson :

1899. What I wanted to get at was this, that if the whole of the work on the Can
adian lock had been done with Portlaud cement the price would have been more than
$11.92 a yard —If the contractors had known that they would be called on to put in
Portland cement, as a matter of course they would have asked a higher figure.

By Mr. Lister :

1900. You said that the work on the canal would answer the purpose for which it
was constructed, you thought that there would be no difficulty about the lock ¢—The
lock was what we were speaking about.

1901. You want the committee to understand that the class of work, so far as
workmanship is concerned, is equal to that on the American lock —I think it is.

1902. Do not you know that on the American lock there is a plan and specification
for every stone ?—As I said before, T think it is putting unnecessary work in and making
it no better, and not as good.

1903. Do not you know that on the American lock if it is one-twelfth of an inch
out it is rejected ¢—1I think that is an absurdity.

1904. If the stone is at all out it is rejected %—1I have heard it said so.

1905. Did you observe the same strictness on the Canadian side ¢—No, it is not at
all necessary.

By Mr. Hughes :

1906. Why, Mr. Thompson ?—For this reason. If you go into a quarry the common
sense thing to do is to utilize the stone according to how the bed of the quarry turns
out. On the American lock they had certain fixed dimensions, and the consequence
was they had to throw away a lot of gcod stone in order to bring all the stones to that
standard size. T think it was a great waste of money and matevial.

1907. Does it accomplish any g:od, Mr. Thompson ?—I don’t think it does. I don’t
think the bond is as good.

By Mr. Laster :

1908. Was Crawford suspended when you were up there —Not that T am aware of
By Mr. Davies :

1909. At any time —Not that I am aware of.

Mr. Hvea Ryax called, sworn, examirfed.

By the Chairman :

1910. Your name is%—Hugh Ryan.
1911. Your residence, the city of Toronto, and your occupation *—Contractor.

By Mr. Haggart ;
1912, 'Who built the Sault Ste. Marie lock *—The firm of Hugh Ryan and Company.
1913. Hugh Ryan and Company. Yes. And the approaches below —One of them,
the lower end.
1914. The crib-work above —The crib-work through the prism of the canal.

1915. When was the first contract entered into by you in building this work +—
November, 1888, ‘ )
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1916. What did that contemplate the original scheme >—The original contract con-
templated the building of the lock as originally designed and the construction of the
canal above.

Mr. Davies—Does not the contract speak for itself.

Mr. HacearT—I want to show the change from the first to the second and I want
then to get the quantities. 1 want to lead up to the changes on the lock, in order to
learn the change in prices and the reasons for it.

1917. What was the quantity of musonry work in your first contract for building
that lock %—About 45,000 yards.

1918. What was the price you got for it %—=11 per vard.

1919. What was the first change that was made ?—The first change ?

1920. How did it increase the price ?—1In the increas d quantity.

1921. In the increased quantity and the increased price I—Well the increased quan-
tity as I heard it stated, had been paid for 5,500 yards.

1922. 5,500 yards? And what was the price you got 2—$16 a yard for it, for that
quantily.

1923. 'What was the reason assigned for the difference hetween $11 and £16 for the
5,500 yards ?—Well at the time that change was made the prices for labour and especi-
ally for mechanics had gone up—between the time we took the contract and then—for
mechanics to between 40, 50 and 60 per cent, and the labourers fiom 25 to 40 per cent.
That was one of the reasons.

1924. Yes.—And another reason was, that increasing the width of that lock from
85 feet to 100 it increased that radius round there, which was under that plan and
would increase the cost of the cutting of the stone very materially.  Another reason
still was,—-

By Mr. Lister:

1925. Radius of what ?—The approach to the gates and we had a great deal of
trouble and doubt about where we were going to find the backing stone up to that
time. These were the principal reasons for that first increase.

By Mr. Haggart :

1926. Yes, with whom did you make the arrangements for that increase 7—1 sent
a tender to the department which was handed to Mr, Trudeau.

1927. Who was the minister —Mr. Bowell, I think was the minister then, the
acting minister.

1928. How was the price arranged 7—Well we were asked for prices for the work
necessitated by the change.

1929, Yes?—We made out our figures and handed them, as I have said, to the
chief engineer. Then the chief engineer, and I am not certain whether Mr. Shanly was
consulted at that first meeting or not, but our arrangements were all with Mr. Trudeau,
and the prices, as finally settled on, fixed with him.

1930. Those were the reasons, I suppose, that result in your getting the increased
price, and I suppose influenced the department in granting the increased price on that
5,500 yards!—7Yes. I think Mr. Trudeau and the others connected thought the prices
were only reasonable and fair,

1931. And were they reasonable and fair I—They were.

1932. The next increase was how much ?—The next increase increased the lock
The first increase included 50 feet extra of length as well ; increased the quantity.

1933. Increased the quantity —Sixteen or seventeen thousand yards

1934. 16,000 yards? Give the price you got in full, for thuse 16,000 yards?!—We
got $12.60 a yard for that quantity.

1935. What was the reason of your getting $1.60 more than was provided for in
Yyour original contract where the figure was $11? How did you arrive at that?—We
arrived at 1t in this way. When we took the original contract, as I have stated before,
the prices for labourers and mechanics were what I then stated.
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1935. Yes !—1I will give you the figures.

1937. I would like the figures.—Common labour down here then at the outside
was $1.25 a day.

1938. Yes !—We were paying from $1.50 to $1.75 for common labour.

1939. Yes?—Quarrymen, skilled labour, down here would be from $1.40 to $1.50 at
the outside. We were paying them $1.75 and in some cases $2.00.

1940. Yes —Masons were paid down here $2.50 a day to perhaps $2.75 for extra
men. We paid them $4.00.

1941. $4.00?-——Stonecutters would be at the same rates.

1942. Yes!—Carpenters were paid here, say for good men, $1.50. We paid them
from $2.50 to $2.75 and $3.00. Blacksmiths in the same proportion and everybody
else that we had to employ about the place.

1943. Yes —Here you can hire teamsters for 318 a month and board. There we
paid them #30 and everything else was in the same proportion or thereabouts.

1944. Well, that would hardly justify the increase up there. What were the
increased prices you had to pay up there from what you had to when you were paid $11
a yard—that is the comparison between the price here and there? Did the prices up
there increase I—Well, those were the prices. The prices up there increased as I have
told you.

{945. You said down here. You made the comparison between here and there.
These are the rates of increase on the work itself 7—These are the rates of increase
on the work itself.

Mr. HaccarRT—Now I understand you.

By My. Hughes :

1946. The prices increased up there from the time the work commenced —There
were no prices paid there at the time wetook that first contract; there was nobody
working there then. Our first contract was based upon such prices as I have stated.

By Mr. Sproule :

1947. Upon the prices of labour here &—Upon the prices of labour here, mechanics
and all that. When we got up there we had to pay more, probably on account of the
work on the other side of the river.

By Mr. Haggart :

1948. Now, Mr. Ryan, I want to make this clear. Was the price of your original
contract, that is the quantities in your original contract, in any of these changes
increased at all -—Not one cent.

1949. Then the prices allowed, the increased prices, were only allowed for the extra
work you were required to do I—Only for that.

1950. Now, Mr. Ryan, there was a change in your work by which you were obliged
to build it one year earlier than you were obliged to do under contract, for which you
received $90,000 ¢—Yes.

1951. Can you tell me what it cost you to do that work one year earlier than you
had contracted for —Well, I cannot give you the exact figures, but I can give you the
exact figures of what the extra plant cost us in order to get the work done in that time.

1952. Well, give us that, and give us the estimate of the other as near as you can?
—That arrangement was entered into in the autumn, the late summer of 1892, and
between October, 1892, and the close of the wall work in 1893 we had paid out for
plant $64,643.45.

1953. That is extra plant%—Yes. At that time we had the plant for the work to
be done in the original time all provided and on the ground.

By Mr. Bergeron :

1954. When was this work to be finished ¢-—In 1894, and we had expended in
addition to that $64,000 odd on the plant on the ground during the winter of 1892-93
$21,173.97.

106



Sault Ste. Marie Canal Inquiry.

By Mr. Haggart :

1955. Is there anything else 7—No.

1956. Then for plant alone the increased expenditure you were put to was how
much —$85,000 or $86,000.

1957. Did $90,000 at all compensate you for doing the work a year earlier '—We
could not keep any correct account on the day work which had to be done. When you
take into account the extra day work we had to pay for in addition to that plant—I
have a memorandum here.

1958. Let us see the memorandum ’—At the time I made the arrangement with you
T made a memorandum, an estimate of what the increased cost would be, and for that
I put down the extra cost of doing the extra work by night instead of by day as
816,000, which was a very moderate estimate. We had then the increased cost of our
labour. The wages of our masons and stonccutters went from $4 to $4.30 a day, and
there was a grod deal less work done per day than when we were paying the lower rate
of wages.

By Mr. Bergeron :

1959. The days were shorter 7—No, the men were more saucy and independent-
They knew we had to get that work done. We had several strikes during the summer.
We put $16,000 down for that. When I agreed to take the work at $90,000 I made
at that time an estimate that it would cost every dollar of that sum.

By Mr. Gibson:

1960. Read the different items that you estimated 2—Well, we changed some of them
as marked. For stone crushers for concrete work we put down £10,000. We did not
spend quite that for stone crushers. We only got one which delivered there cost us
less than $5,000. For steam power and engines I put down $4,500. That should be
at least nearer £20,000.

1961. What was that I—For steam power hoisters and everything of that description.

1962. Extra hoisters %—Yes.

By Mr. Hughes :

1963. $20,0007—Yes, at least $20,000. Now for additional derricks for building
in the stone yard we put down $8,000, and these items turned out to be too small. For
other plant such as rails, cars and other things only $6,000. Extra coal $4,500. Now
here is an item that we did not need to get, but I put down a small sum for it, and that
was for electric plant. I thought we would have to get that, but we did not have to.
We got along without it, and made light in other ways.

By Mr. Davies :

1964. How much was that?—%4,000. For the cost of operating it during construc-
tion $2,000.

By Mr. Bergeron :

1965. As a matter of fact how much did your lighting amount to ?—We used other

means.
1966. Was there a great deal of difference in the cost —There was some difference.

By Mr. Gibson :

1967. They used the moon a good deal =—No, we did not use the moon, we got good
light. Extra storage buildings for cement are down at only $1,000. Extra cost of
doing work by night instead of by day $16,000. Additional cost of work increased
wages, $16,000. For steam shovels for excavating $8,000. We used other means
than that steam shovel. Then we added for contingencies $10,000. Now you have
the whole sum of $90,000.
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1968. That was your estimate ?—That was a very rough estimate made within one
hour’s time.

By Mr. Hughes :
1969. Before the tender —Before the tender was put in.
By Mr. Haggart :

1970. But the actual amount that it cost you was in excess of that —Yes, there is
no doubt of it whatsoever.

By Mr. Gibson :
1971. Could you give us the excess !—I will give you the extra cost.
By Mr. Luster :

1971. You must have lost a lot of money on that job !—I think we did lose some on
that particular job.
1972. I niean on the whole job %—Well, I do not know about that.

The committee then adjourned.
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Coxyitree Room, No. 49,
House or Commons, 27th June, 1895,

The Committee met.
Mr. Huca RyAN recalled and further examined.

By Mr. Haggart :

1973. You were there, Mr. Ryan, when that fault in the concrete that Mr. Thomp-
son spoke about was discovered—where it was left out?  Will you please explain that ?
—There was a little piece of concrete left out at the end of the partition wall where it
went up against the breast wall, and that piece of concrete, I suppose, would measure
the whole of it, about eight yards. Imay say I measured it in every way with a rod,
lengthwise, crosswise and the depth of it.

1974. Then there is another little matter. What was the reason of the increased
price of the iron?—It was a very different class of iron work.

1975. You mean in the change from the old contract prices to the new ¢—The iron
in the old contract was simply drift bolts, that was in the first contract. For the new
work 1t was all double work, and it had a nut of a thread cut on both ends and had to
be put in in a very difficult position and place.

1976. What is the difference in price between native cement and the cement that
you used, that is Portland —They are not sold in the same weight of barrel, but if you
would ask by the hundred pounds.

1977. Yes, by the hundred pounds *—1I suppose the difference is over 50 per cent.

1978. Over 50 per cent—Yes, I should think it would be 80 per cent.

By Mr. McMullen -

1979. The Portland cement cost over 50 per cent more than the native —More
than that. They vary somewhat in price. I should think 80 per cent would be nearer

than fifty.
By Mr. Haggart :

1980. Were you ever asked for permission to put in the gates by any of the con-
tractors or tenderers for the gates on the lock —No.

1981. So there was no interference on your part with any one, nor any conversa-
tion —None whatever.

1982. Now in regard to the lock, Mr. Ryan, what was the character of the work,
and what were your instructions to the men on the work, and how was it carried out?
Just give a little statement’—We got the best material we could buy for money of
every kind. We got the best stone, and we hired the best mechanics we could get, and
paid them the highest wages. I believe it is as good as could be buailt.

1983. Both in timber, stone-work, and every other respect I—We hought the best
timber also.

1984. What were your instructions to your men{—Our instructions were to make
as good a piece of work of it as could possibly be made.

1985. Do you not think it is as fine a piece of work as there is of the class *—1It is
as fine as I have ever seen. I do not think we could make it better.

1986. Then as to the crib-work that bulged out, what explanation do you give of
the bulging out of the crib-work %—1I have not the least doubt but that the bulging out
was caused by the pressure behind in the spring when the frost was going out of the
material with which it was packed in the winter. The shape of the back of the crik
was a half V, that is the material had to be excavated above the rock and taken out
with a very slight slope on the back side. Of course the other side would be straight
up and down so that it made the shape of a half V, the slope on one side and straight
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up on the other. Then as the material was taken out of the cutting in the winter, it
was dumped into that place. Of course it would naturally be frozen, a great deal of it,
and in the spring, when the frost began to come out of that, a great deal of it was of
a quick-sandy nature and it ran down in that place and that forced that crib-work
forward.

1987. Now, Mr. Ryan, in reference to the wall that is on top of the crib-work,
you heard the description of the character of the work last day. I furnished you with
a couple of photographs of the work this morning. Would you please show the photo-
graphs to the committee and put them in as evidence as to the character of the work
that is described as rubble work ? (Witness put in the photographs, which were marked
Exhibits 5 and 6.)

Mr. Gissox—Is that what Mr. Thompson called rubble work ?

Mr. Haceart—It is Scotch random coursed work.

By Mr. Haggart :

1988. What was your payment per yard for this work ?—The agreement was $7.50.
1989. What did the department pay you for it —The department in the early
part paid us $7.50. Latterly they paid $4.50 and we would not take it.

By Mr. Davies :

1990. That was for the random coursed masonry —That is what is called random
coursed masonry.

By Mr. Haggart :

1991. Have you done a lot of that masonry work —In other places !

1992. In other places *—1I have built a good deal of masonry ; yes.

1993. Do you know whether that comes within the designation of the work that
you were to do under your contract ¢—Well, we considered it so.

Mr. HaceArT—There was some reference by Mr. Lister as to the depth of water
on the approaches. I want to put in the engineer’s report and the soundings of the
approaches to the entrance and exit of the canal as evidence.

(Engineer’s report and soundings put in and marked Exhibits 7, 8 and 9.)

Examination of witness continued.
By Mr. Gibson :

1994, When you were building this random-coursed masonry, did you expect to be
paid $4.50 for it —1I did not.

1995. What did you expect to be paid —8&7.50.

1996. And did you build it with a view of being paid $7.50 for it —We did.

1997. Did you cut the stones for the work —Well, we did not cut them as we cut
the stones for the lock or anything of that kind ; we dressed them to suit the class of
work they were intended for.

1998. There is no dressing on that?—I beg your pardon.

1999. There is no dressing on that ?—Well, there is the dressing that would be put
on coarse stones to make them lie well on their beds, and give them fairly good joints.

2000. That is known as random-coursed masonry —Well, Mr. Gibson, that is a
matter of opinion. There are some men call one work rubble, and another man would
call it perhaps by a different name.

2001. What do you call it?—1I call it—it was called there—what is known in
Bcotland as Scotch random-coursed work ; not as rubble, certainly not.

2002. It is not random-coursed masonry as known in this country, is it ¢—Well, T
don’t know. I don’t know that I have read the specification of random-coursed
masonry.

2003. How did you come to build it in that way? What do you call it 7—Wrell, I
would call it just what I have stated to you.
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2004. What is that 1—1T have stated that it is good work for the purpose for which
it is intended.

2005. That is not an answer. I don't think there is any clause, Mr. Gibson, in our
specification for random-coursed masonry at all.

2006. Have you got the specification dealing with that with you —No, I have not.

Mr. Hageart—It is here.

By Mr. Gibson :

2007. Tt was not built according to the specification I—Well, if there is a specifica-
tion we will see.
Mr. Hageart—If it is not it won’t be paid for, that is all.

By Mr. Gibson :

2008. At page 30, vol. 2, of the file of papers produced by Mr. Schreiber you will
find the clause in the specification governing this matter. Perhaps you will be kind
enough to read it to this Committee.—This specification was for the old contract.

2009. Read that specification if you please to the Committee, it ?— ¢ Side Walls.—
In case the rock through which the canal is formed proves to be of a sound and
durable nature, walls are to be built to raise theside to the required height, 3 feet
over highest known water line, proper seats for which must be prepared by the
removal from the space to be occupied by them, of all earth, muck, clay, sand, gravel,
and loose stone down to the solid rock and placing them in spoil banks.  For this work
the contract rate for excavation on the section, corresponding to the position of the
work done, will be allowed.

“ The walls must be built of large sized, flat-bedded, well-shaped stones, not less than
9 inches thick, laid on their natural beds, of approved gray limestone, or an accepted
quality of sound, close-grained, durable sandstone. They are to be of random-coursed
work 21 feet wide on top increasing downwards on the face side at the rate of 24 inches
to the foot, and on the rear side increase at the rate of 3 inches to the foot for the first
five feet from the top, thence downward the back is to be plumb,

“The front stones are to be laid at right angles to the face, which must be hammered,
scabbled, picked or pointed off before being brought on to the walls, so that, when laid,
no projection shall exceed two inches beyond the pitched lines at the joints. All the stones
must be properly bended over with each other in the heart of the wall, as well as in the
front and rear side ; and in every course there must be headers of at least three feet
depth of bed not more than seven feet apart.

“If the stones used for the walls are of a class that cannot be readily hammered or
dressed into shape, an oblique timber may be bolted on to the rock of such a height on
the front side and properly filled in the rear as will give the top of the first course of
stone the required inclination and the face the proposed batter. The coping stones
must be of the full width of the top of the wall (two and a half feet) increasing in
width downwards to the batter on both sides in pieces of at least nine inches thick on
the face side and sufficiently thick on the rear, that with ordinary joints, without spalls,
the top will be level.”

2009a. So you did not follow the specification then in cutting the stone %—That
specification does not refer to that wall at all.

2010. Does not refer to that wall at all —No, sir.

2011. They made a specification to suit this work %—They did not.

2012. Did they alter the work %—That is for a dry wall.

2013. For any kind of a wall %—No sir, it is for a dry wall.

2014. It is, eh %—That is the case.

2015. Does it mention there “dry ” %—1It does not mention “dry,” nor does it men-
tion “wet.” There is no mortar intended to be put in that wall, as is evident. You
can see from the last part of it where it is stated ““ no spalls to be allowed.”

2016. Exactly, Mr. Ryan, because you could not use spalls in random-coursed
work —Cn the back portion.
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2017. You could not use spalls —1I could use spalls in the back.

2018. Where !—In the back.

2019. Not in the face of it %—Not in the face of it.

2020. Exactly, but there are spalls in here —1I do not think there are many.

2021. There should not be any "—I do not know that there are any.

2022. It is rubble work ?—1I do not know.

Mr. GipsoN— But you do know ?

The CuHalRMAN—You are not entitled to contradict the witness. He has
stated on oath that he does not know. I am sure Mr. Gibson did not wish to be
offensive.

Mr. Gipson—No, I do not think Mr. Ryan will take it in that way. I only wished
to point out to him that this is not random-coursed masonry as mentioned in the speci-
fication.

The WirNess—May I be allowed to make a remark. I am quite sure that that
specification referred to a dry wall that was provided for in the original contract, not
to the wall we built.

2023. Well, that specification covers, does it not, the random-coursed masonry
without regard to where it is built —That is the original contract, but that is not the
wall that was built. It is not the same wall that was built at all.

2024. Are there any other specifications in connection with this work dealing with
random-coursed masonry other than that you have read *—None that I know of.

2025. Then how can you say that that specification does not apply to this work as
well as to the dry wall —Because the word mortar is not used, nor the word lime, nor
anything else that appertains to it.

2026. Is the word “dry ” used there *—I do not see it here.

2027. No, it is not there.—No contractor would build a mortar wall under that
specification for the price that he would have stated for the work under that specifica-
tion.
2028. Was that retaining wall in the original contract #—A dry wall was provided
for in the original contract ; that is the wall we tendered for under that specification ;
it was to be a dry wall.

2029. If it was to be a dry wall you would have been required to cut the stone
properly so as to alight on the top of one another !—In a dry wall it is more necessary
that they should be nicely dressed so as to alight well on the top of one another.

2030. So instead of random-coursed masonry you built a rubble wall -—We built
a wall as directed and the engineers were satisfied.

2031. They were satisfied with the change you made from random-coursed to
rubble -—We did not change the work. The whole thing was changed. This was in-
tended to be a dry revetment wall on top of rock. The other thing was a mortar wall
on top of crib-work, not on top of the rock at all.

2032. Well, now, the wall on top of this crib-work, what class was it to be —There
is no specification for it that I know of. This specification did not provide for that wall.
It provides for a wall on top of the rock.

2033. So that the Government not specifying the class of work the contractor was
able to do the work just as it suited him ?—No.

2034. Well, let us hear what you say *-—1I say we built it to suit the engineers and
their instructions and not to suit ourselves.

2035. Verbal or written instruction !—I think verbal.

2036. And not according to specification ?—The specification did not apply to it.

2037. What does the specification apply to —It applies to a dry wall upon that
rock when the earth was taken from it under the contract.

2038. Give me your reason for saying a dry wall?—I am satisfied, if I might be
permitted to put it in this way, that you would not build a mortar wall under that
specitication, Mr. Gibson,

2039. That is not my answer. Give us the reason why that applies to a dry wall?
—Because it does not say anything to the contrary. It merely mentions stome, not
mortar.
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2040. You did not cut the stones under that specification —We were not building
under that specification.

2041. What specification were you building under %—Under the direction of the
engineers. I do not think we had any specification when the wall was built at all.

2042. Now then, Mr. Ryan, you heard Mr. Thompson saying the other day that
the cribs were improperly filled 1 did.

2043. What have you to say about that %—1I have simply to say this, that T saw
the cribs being filled in the early part of the winter of 1894. T saw them again very
frequently in the early part of the spring. T have been down into the cribs where
some of the material was taken out to examine, and the crib was filled with material
taken from the cutting in the prisin of the canal. That is what I say.

2044. The material that the cribs were filled with was the material excavated
from the prism of the canal %—From the rock. .

2045. Was that according to specification ?—1I do not think there is any specifica-
tion for that particular work.

2046. Well, what about this I am going to read you:—¢ The crib-work was of
such a design that its stability and efliciency as a retaining wall were dependent largely
upon the manner in which the stone filling was done. The specifications for this work
contained a clause in the words following : ¢ The crib-work shall be well and solidly
filled with stone from bottom to top, which shall be carefully packed around and bLe-
tween the ties and properly levelled off at the top?’”—What specification is that?

2047. Thisis from the engineers’ report, Messrs. Hobson and Gregory. Now,
there was a specification, according to this -1 have not seen it.

2048. But we have seen it. The Government did not provide you with specifica-
tions.—1I was not on the work all the time.

2049. That is not the question ¢—1I did not see it.

2050. You never saw it —1T did not.

2051. How was it you thought you were allowed to fill the crib-work with the
material from the excavation —My partner told me it was done every day under the
supervision of the inspector.

2052, So, that instead of following the specification and filling the crib well and
solidly with stone from bottom to top, you filled it with the material from the excava-
tion of the prism of the canal 7—I think the specification was for the old contract, not
for the new. I do not know that we have a specification. I have not seen it.

2053. Is that specification correct or not?—It may be correct, I will not say
it is not.

2054. Do you say it is not correct —I have just said what I say now, that I
do not know.

2055. How were you allowed to depart from it %—1I cannot tell. If we did depart
from it I do not know.

By Mr. Sproule :
2056. Was the stuff taken out from the bottom of the canal stone 7—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson .

2057. You say it was stone ?—Yes ; there is no doubt about it.

2058. No doubt of what ?—That it was stone.

2059. That is not what you said a while ago I did not say anything else.

2060. You said it was material taken out of the prism of the canal %1 said it was
stone taken out of the bottom.

2061. Was it all stone %—What was put into the crib was all stone. In the rock
cutting, there are seams between the layers of rock where there is decomposed or disin-
tegrated rock, between the strata of rock. In the spring, when the frost came out, that
became loose material, but it was lying among the solid stone, and the spaces that I saw
there were not large. The crib was well filled with this material. Not hand packed.
I would not say that, but it was well filled with the material taken from the rock cutting.
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2062, Was it solidly packed =—Well, I do not think it was hamd packed ; no.

4063. You do not think it was hand packed +—No.

2064. So that there were spaces enough in the crib-work to allow a settlement in
the retaining wall on top 7—Well, there was not many spaces. Thisloose material filled
up those spaces.

2065. Well, then, what caused the erib to bulge ?—The criby, undoubtedly, was
caused to bulge from the pressure from behind. I have seen plenty of that kind of work,
and I have no doubt in my mind at all.

2066. You heard what Mr. Thompson said the other day that there were lumps of
frozen clay adhering to the rock, and that when it thawed, it left spaces in the crib —
I have only to say that I think Mr. Thompson was mistaken, for this reason, that the
clay overlaid the rock, and had all been removed before the winter set in at all.

2067. Were you present when that piece of crib-work was taken down to find out
what it was filled with —1 was

2068. What did you find —Just as I have described.

2069. And what did Mr. Thompson say ¢—1I don’t remember what he said then. I
had no conversation with him about it.

2070. How much larger was the new crib put in than the old one !—1I could not
tell you.

2071. It was larger %—1It was larger a portion of the way ; yes.

2072. For what reason, Mr. Ryan?—1I think where the depth of the crib was
greater, to make it stronger, and to give it greater strength to resist the pressure.

2073. So they built the new crib much larger than the old one!—I think it was
built deeper, thicker.

2074. In consequence, I suppose, of the engineer’s thinking that the old crib was
not strong enough %—T suppose that was the view they took of it.

2075. Is not that your own opinion !~—Well, perhaps it would be better if it was
somewhat thicker.

2076. You think probably if the cribs had been larger they would not have been
so liable to bulge as they were 7—I had to make them large enough to resist any pres-
sure. I thought at the time they were put there, there was an idea they were strong
enough.

2077. You do not think it was bad filling had to do with the bulging %—Tt was
fairly well done as it was done. It was not hand packed ; otherwise it was filled with
the rock taken fron the cutting.

By Mr. Haggart :

2078. Did you ever hear of hand-filling cribs yourself %—I never did in my
life. The stone generally is taken to the crib and filled into it. You cannot band-pack
when the cribs are filled under water.

By Mr. Gibson :

2079. Now, Mr. Ryan, were those cribs under water *—They were not.

2080. Don’t mislead the committee, please. There was no water in the canal at
the time these cribs were filled —Not any.

2081. So there was no trouble to hand pack. Come, be fair. Well, now, do you
believe that stone that was filled in the crib was the proper material to be put into it ?
—1I do think it was good sound stone.

2082. Now It was really.

2083. Was it proper material to be put into the crib?—Yes. It was good material
for filling cribs with, ‘

2084. Will it last !—1I think it will last,

2085. You think it will %—T think the great bulk of that sandstone will lagt. It
is first class durable sandstone, the great portion of it.

2086. I thought it was liable to disintegrate %1 told you the seams between the
beds was filled with this disintegrated matter. There will be a thin seam not over an
inch thick and some four inches.
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2087. I suppose you did not put any of that material into the crib at all 7—We did
put that material. It was frozen to the beds of rock and was put in just asit came
out of the rock cutting.

2088. You made nodistinction ! You put it in helter skelter I suppose ?—1t was
put into the crib as T have put stone into cribs very often before.

2089. Now, Mr. Ryan, you gave us a reason the other day why the Minister or
the Government increased your price £90,000. When under examination the last day
you named the amount extra of plant that you bought in consequence of this rush on'the
work. You made an estimate of the amount for the Minister at the time you were mak-
ing a claim fcr the £90,000. Now that was only an estimate. WIill you kindly give us
the exact amount of the different plant you bought and paid for '— With regard
to that first estimate, Mr. Gibson, it was like this ; that was an idea I had formed
very hurriedly and a very crude one. When I went back on the work to meet my
partners there, we went over that very carefully and we changed that plant a great deal,
and instead of getting all these articles mentioned we got others of a different kind.

2090. What others did you get?—We got a very great deal of hoisting power,
great big steam derricks and cars and rails, I could not enumerate them.

2091. How many big derricks had you on the work %—We had on the work at one
time 14 derricks.

2092. All steam hoisters 1—All steam hoisters.

2093. Fourteen ?—On the walls alone.

2094. On the walls alone, 14 steam hoisters %—Yes, sir.

2095. That was in consequence of the lock being 900 feet was it I—And having to
do it in much quicker time we had to use double the plant.

2096. Mr. Ryan, did you require any more plant on account of having to hurry
the work or did you have plant sufficient to cover the work #—We had plant sufficient
as we calculated to cover the work, had we another season to build the walls
in. When we built them in half the time we had to about double the plant, and I
might say here the season there is little better than five months.

2097. Yes?—And I might say when you have to build some 65,000 yards of
masonry in that length of time you know, and nobody knows better, how wuch plant
is required to do it with.

2098. How much extra plant did you buy ?—I had the book-keeper check them
from the books, the money we paid out on account of plant, from the fall of 1892 to
the end of 1893, that is when we finished with the work.

2099. Give us that please —Until we had the walls built he reports to me that we
paid for plant outside, $64,643.45. He also says that we paid for putting this plant
together, building those derricks through the winter, preparing for the spring work and
everything else that was done on the ground, $21,173.97.

2100. Extra money ?—1 won’t say it was all.

2101. How much of that was for the extra plant %—There would be 70 per cent
of it.

2102. Seventy per cent of that $60,000 was for extra plant —There is more than
$60,000. There is $64,643.45 and $21,173.97.

2103. So that in reality after all, Mr. Ryan, you spent $63,000 for extra plant —
Well, T could not tell to the dollar what it was now.

'2104. Have you any donbt you did not spend that money *—Have I any doubt I
did not spend that much?

2105. Have you any doubt you did not spend $63,000?—I have not the slighest
doubt as to the correctness of those figures.

2106. You have not the details 2—I have not, but they can he given.

2107. You mentioned the other day, you estimated a stone crusher at $5,000 I—
Yes, and its engine, and it cost more than that.

2108. How much did it cost =—The cost? I think the thing cost, this bare crusher
alone, somewhere about $35,000.

2109. You mean $3,500 %—Yes, $3,500, and in addition to that we got a large
boiler, and it was built up and set into masonry, and I am satisfied when set in its place
(and we never turned a wheel on it) it cost us $5,000 or over.
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2109a. You have never used it %—We never used it.

2110. How did you break your stone before you had the crusher -—We had another
crusher before that. This part of the plant we doubled in case of emergency.

2111. So that after all you did not require it #—Not that particular article. We
required all the extra derricks. We kept a lot of plant duplicated in case of emergency,
otherwise we could not have done the work.

2112. So that this $90,000, allowed by the Government enabled you to double your
plant ?—That and for other reasons.

* 2113. What other reasons —We were paying very high wages before this arrange-
ment was entered into. The next spring our stone cutters struck for higher wages. We
had to pay them $4.83 a day and they did not increase the quantity of work that was
done. On the contrary it was very much decreased. The stonecutting in 1893 cost us
fully 25 per cent more than the season before and the season before that again.

2114. What did your Portland cement cost you —I do not know.

2115. You do not know ?—I do not say I donot know, but I do not think I will
tell you.

Tue CrairMan—Give us the market value, If Mr. Ryan has exceptional oppor-
tunities of buying cement, that is his affair.

By Mr. Gibson :

2116. I'do not ask you what you paid for it, but the market value. You said to
Mr. Haggart that you paid about 80 per cent more for Portland cement than for native !
—I have no objection to tell you. We bought it at $1.25 per barrel of 240 pounds—
that was the size of their barrel at Welland.

2117. At Thorold —No, it was delivered at the Sault.

2118. But you bought the Thorold cement delivered at the Sault for $1.25 % That
was the first contract we made.

2119. Did you continue paying that all through %—The second year we did not pay
quite so much, and the third year we paid more, because the two makers there, Usher
and Battle got together and made us pay more the third year than the fourth. They
got up a combine.

2120. T though there was no Thorold cement used in the third year’s operations &
Oh yes, there was.

2121. Where !—There was Thorold cement used in what you call the rubble wall
and what I call random-coursed. That was Thorold cement. There was some used in
the back wall.

2122. That was not according to the new arrangement !—Yes, it was.

2123. 1 thought they gave you $12.60, so that you would not require to use native
cement —No, they did not.

2124. Well, according to Mr. Thompson’s statement the other day, there was no
Thorold cement used on the lock at all%—I do not think he stated that, and if he did
he would be mistaken.

2125. He admitted that in the early part of the work, when it was first commenced,
that it was all Thorold cement —1I did not hear hith. The whole of the lock walls?

2126. The first part of the work, he said, as originally intended, was built of Thorold
cement %—The first contract called for masonry, for the face work to be built with Port-
land cement and the backing with native cement.

2127. Was the concrete when the work was first started built of Thorold cement or
Portland cement ¢—You mean the concrete ¢

2128. Yes?—There was no concrete built of native cement at all.

2129. None at all ~—None whatever.

2130. All through the work, the whole of the face work of the lock was built of
Portland cement and backed up with native cement —XNot; the whole of it. -

2131. How much of it %—I could not tell you.

2132. But you used it every year —What?

2133. Native cement %—Yes, we did.

2134. Right along —Yes.
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2135. What proportion of native cement to Portland cement did you use in the
backing of the wall 7—Perhaps I had better tell you how much was used altogether and
take the yards of masonry and concrete.

2136. How many barrels of cement were used in the lock %—1I could not tell you.

2137. Then give us the whole 52,063 barrels of Portland cement were used.

2138. Yes?—And there were 37,686 barrels of native cement used.

2149a. Yes —About 90,000 barrels in all.

By Mr Haggart :
2140. 37,686 barrels of native cement ?—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

2141. And 52,063 barrels of Portland cement —>52,063 of Portland.

2142. 89,749 barrels altogether %—7Yes.

2143. Now, Mr. Ryan, what other work outside of the lock and the revetment wall
that has been under discussion this morning did you use native cement upon !—Not
any.

2144. How many yards were there in that revetment wall :—I really cannot say.
2145. Would it average a yard to the running foot all through on the top of that
crib-work ?—1I should think it would.

2146. So that in that work for about how may yards of masonry would a barrel of
cement be required —Well according to the number of yards that we had and the
amount of cement that we used in that masonry, I think fully a barrel of cement to a
yard and a half of masonry.

2147. It would require to be, the way it is, for it would require to be all cement
almost +—What is it you have reference to !

2148. This beautiful piece of work. You would use 3,000 barrels of cement to 3,-
000 yards of that masonry %—There was some Portland cement used for that wall. The
backing was done and the coping was all laid on with Portland cement.

2149. How much would that require *—1I do not know.

2150. Half a dozen barrels would point the whole thing. Allowing that you used
3,000 barrels of cement in that retaining wall—I am giving you a liberal allowance I
think ?—7Yes.

2151. That would still leave you about 34,000 barrels of native cement that you
used in the lock -—That is according to those figures.

2152. According to your figures %—Yes, sir. .

2153. So that you used about 60 per cent of native cement ?—No.

2154. Not 60 but 40. You used about 40 per cent of native cement in complet-
ing that work %—Which work !

2155. The lock work 7—Oh, no, we did not, because that 37,000 barrels of native
cement had only 240 pounds to the barrel. The other cement had 350 pounds to the
barrel.

2156. Yes. What proportion would that be, then?—Well, I may tell you this.
This is the nearest thing I can come to it. We built so many yards of concrete. We
made good concrete, and the balance of the Portland cement went into the lock walls.

2157. Is it not a fact that you used as much Thorold cement at the back of the
wall as you did of the Portland ?—In the walls of the lock ?

2158. In the masonry of the lock did you not use as much Thorold cement as
Portland ?—T do not think so, but in the masonry of the backing we used as much, not
including the whole work. .

2159. Did you use Portland in the backing—We did, a great deal. We did it
under positive orders from the Chief Engineer.

2160. Why —Because he considered it a great deal better than the other.

2161. Why did he allow you to use any Thorold at all if he thought the other was
batter =—I cannot tell you that.
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2162. But you were willing to take his orders and use Portland cement, although
it cost you twice as much money, or eighty per cent —We were told we would be paid
for it.

2163. You were told you would be paid for it —Yes, sir.

2164. You expected to be paid extra for that %—I did not know it would be extra.
T expected to be paid for that cement

2165. It is a wonder to me you did not use it altogether ?—I would have if in-
structed to do so.

2166. Of course, always keeping in view you expected to be paid forit? Of
course you still expect to be paid for it —1T still expect to be paid for it; I was in_
structed to put it there.

2167. You would have used it altogether if you had been instructed ?—Certainly.

2168. I suppose the engineer when he ordered you to use Portland cement gave
you to understand as it was outside the specification you would be paid for it I—He
gave me to understand 1 would be paid the difference in the cost between the cement
called for by the contract price and the specification—that cement.

2169. I suppose the engineer then kept a correct account of the number of barrels
of Portland cement used —1I don’t know that.

By Mr. Davies :

2170. Have you your account charging that !—We have not.
2171. You have not put in your bill yet %—We have not put in our bill. We asked
payment for it, but did not get it.

By Mr. Gibson :

2172, Did you apply in writing —No.

2173. Now, Mr. Ryan, how many yards of concrete did you build in that work 7—
I really could not tell you, but the estimate would show it. I think it is somewhere
about—excuse me I don’t know whether I have it.

2174. You think you have got it here 1 think I have got it, Mr. Gibson. Yes,
we have built about 24,000 yards.

2175. About 24,000 yards of concrete 1—Yes.

2176. How many barrels to the yard 7—Oh, a barrel to the yard would make
good concrete.

2177. So that would really after all leave 28,000 barrels of cement to the lock
work !—That is what it would be.

2178. Not 52,000 barrels -—No. Not 52,000 barrels. You could not put 52,000
barreis in that lock.

2179, Certainly not. You used 28,000 barrels of cement on the lock against
34,000 of native cement 7—No, because the native cement, a good deal of it, went into
that retaining wall.

2180. But we took off 3,000 barrels for that ?—Perhaps you might take off more.

2181. Mr. Ryan, tell the committee now (you are an experienced contractor) if
a barrel of cement won’t build three yards of that work —Three yards ?

2182. Yes.—Mr. Gibson, it did not.

2183. How many, then 7—-Well, T don’t believe it built a yard and a half of that.

2184, Well, then, I have allowed you a barrel for every yard and you say it built a
yard and a half. Now, I have taken off 3,000 barrels and there still remain 34,000
barrels of native cement against 28,000 %—I think you must take off more than 3,000
barrels.

2185. Take off another 3,000 %—Yes, take off another 3,000.

2186. Now, that brings us back to the same question I asked you before : Did you
not use more native cement in the lock work than Portland %—1I don’t mean in barrels,
I mean in pounds. You must make a distinction between those barrels.

2187. I understand that distinctly. Portland cement weighs 350 lbs. to the barrel
gross weight, does it not I—No, 375 gross weight.
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2188. What does the other weigh gross *—The other weighs gross 260.

‘i 189. 260. The other nets 240 lbs, to the barrel. 60 Ibs. to the bushel —That
is right.

2190. What is Portland cement %350 1bs.

2191. How many bushels to the barrel 2-—The barrels are larger. There is about
3 feet and one-third to a barrel.

2192. T do not want to lessen your chances of getting paid for the Portland cement
if you have a claim against the Government for it, by any means. They say a fellow
feeling make us wondrous kind. But I want to get at the facts, I understand from
Mr. Thompson that no native cement was used in the lock after the work was begun !
—1I did not understand it that way. )

2193. And he gave a reason. He gave it as a reason that they were justitied in
increasing your prices in consequence —Who ?

2194. Mr. Thompson.—They did not increase our prices in consequence of any
such thing.

2195. Well, you expect your prices to be increased 7—I expect to be paid for that
cement, because I was instructed by the Chief Engineer and the Minister to use it. We
bought it and paid for it under their directions, and put it in the work.

2196. Now, Mr. Ryan, you heard Mr. Thompson say that he considered that that
random-coursed work was well paid at the price that Mr. Schreiber had given for it,
$4.50 a yard.—Well, I don’t think Mr. Thompson would be a good judge of what that
work cost.

2197. Who would be a good judge —We would be good judges, because we know
what it costs. Remember the men that did that work were getting %4.30 a day wages.
Labourers were being paid in proportion, and every other man employed about the work
paid in proportion.

2198. It will Iook well when it is under water, Mr. Ryan?—It looks well now
when it is above water—that is what is above the water, a portion of it.

2199. This is the whole lock =—Oh, yes, but there is a portion of that above the
water.

2200. Well, what do you think it is worth —%7.50 a yard.

2201. You are very modest, Mr. Ryan.—Very modest. Contractors are always
that.

2202. Why, of course. Now, you told us the other day that you hought a steam
shovel, but you did not use it #—1I did not tell you I bought it. I told you it formed
part of the plant that I thought about getting. No, I did not tell you that, Mr. Gib-
son ; we did not buy it.

2203. Ypu did not buy it -1 told you we did not buy it.

2204. S0 there was an amount of $8,000 that could have been deducted from that
£90,000 %—No ; because we substituted other plant for it, which made up the figures
which T gave you here before.

2205. What could you substitute for a steam shovel 7—We increased the —that was
for the purpose of prism work ; that had nothing to do with the lock walls, the building
of it. We were obliged to have that work done in shorter time than I thought to
have—for the prism, not for the lock walls. )

2206. Did this tend to expedite the work outside the lock walls I—Certainly.

2207. And instead of that you used labour, did you ?—Used labour.

2908. Was that more economical —Well, T don’t know that it would be.

2209. Had you not rails and cars before the Government decided to shorten the
time for finishing the work +—We had. )

2210. And how many more did you buy —Well, T cannot tell you just now, but I
know we bought enough to enable us to do the work in the time. We went over 1t
carefully and we ordered plant of every kind to enable us to get that work done by the
time we had agreed to do it. .

2211, You heard Mr. Thompson state the intention was to build it of Portland
cement and back it up with native cement %—That was the original contract.
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2212. You said that you bought a large number of extra rails and cars in cunse-
quence of having to expedite the work —Yes. That would be a part of what makes
up those figures. :

2213. How much did you pay?—I could not answer that here, but we bought
fully as many cars as we had before.

2214. You could tell the Minister before making the bargain that it would require
$6,000 to buy extra rails and cars but now that the rails and cars are bcught you can-
not tell how much you did pay —Well, I have not got all these befcre me.

2215. Did it cost you $6,000 %—1I would not say, Mr. Gibson.

2216. But it cost you $3,000 —Oh it cost more than that.

2217. How much %—Well, now, I cannot tell you. We got several hundred tons
of rails besides the cars and other plant connected wit it.

2218: Well, you said that you estimated %4,000 for electric plant —Yes.

2219. How much electric plant did you buy %—We did not buy any. I told you
so before.

2220. You told Mr. Lister, and that you estimated $2,000 for operating ¢—Yes.

2221. That was $6,000. 'What did you substitute for that —For that light ?

222, Yes.—We substituted wood barrels.
223. You burnt up your old cement barrels ?—Everything we could find to get

224. Was that as satisfactory as electric light It answered the purpose very well.
225. Bo that by a little thrift you saved $6,000 —Not so much, the other cost us
something.

2226. How much would you have got for the old barrels?—Not much. But it
cost us something to get them together.

2227. How much did you get for your cement barrels —Not a cent, nor for much
better plant either.

2228. So you burnt them #—Yes.

2229. And it gave you sufficient light %—And other kinds of wood as well.

2230. There would be cuttings from the ends of your crib-work and so on %—Yes.

2231. So that with your empty barrels and any refuse timber, you were able to
light up your works by night ?—I may say that that estimate I gave to Mr. Haggart
was entirely changed—not entirely, but to a great extent, with regard to the plant we
bought.

By Mr. Haggart :

2232. In other words your $90,000 is not an estimate you formed at all4—Not at all.
The estimate I gave you was not as much as $90,000.

By Mr. Gibson :

2233a. I understood in your evidence at the last sitting that you gave a complete
account making up the $90,000.

Mr. HaGGART—That is different from the original. There were two estimates.
There was an original which he estimated before he entered into the work as to what it
would cost. Then there was the actual figures, what it did cost.

The WirNEss—The first one was merely guesswork made in half an hour’s time.

By Mr. Gibson :

2234. You say, Mr. Ryan, that you simply made an estimate that it would cost
you about $90,000 to buy extra plant *—Not all for plant. I estimated the cost of the
change would be $90,000, extra wages and so on.

2235. Plant and extra wages %—Extra cost of every kind.

2236. Now will you be kind enough to tell the committee how much night work
you did #—I think, Mr. Gibson, we worked more or less every night. I may say I was
not there all the time, but when I was there there were men working every night, some
nights more, some nights less.
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2237. Well, were you not made aware that the work was being prosecuted at night
when you were not there %—1I am aware from the time books. My partner was there
all the time, day and night.

2238. In consequence of night work you estimated that it would cost you about
$16,000 ?—That was a guess, you know.

2239. Well did it cost you $16,000 '—1I cannot say. We kept no account of that
extra cost.

2240. But if the work had not been rushed, or rather required in a
shorter time, you would not have done any night work at all —We would not have
been obliged to. I do not say we would not.

2241. Would you have worked or not —Unless it was for the benefit of the work
we would not, of course not.

2242. Now, Mr. Ryan, you estimated that it would cost you $1,000 for extra
cement houses —1I think it did.

2243. More than the one you had before 7—Well, we had two altogether, or rather
we had three altogether. We got a good deal of cement in the summer of 1893, I think
over 40,000 barrels of that cement in that summer, and we had to have houses to take
care of it. 'We had one very large one, one smaller, and a third smaller still.

2244. So that you were compelled, in consequence of rushing the work, to provide
for a greater quantity of cement?--Than we otherwise would have stored. Well, I
think so ?

2245. Did that cost you $1,000 %—Well, T cannot speak exactly. That is what I
put in the estimate.

2246. Of course it did not cost you $1,000?—I do not know what itcost. It may
have cost more.

2247. What did you make of it after you were through with it, a ball-room?
It is standing there yet, and we would be glad to sell it for very little.

Mg. WiLLiaMm CRAWFORD called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Gibson :

2248. What position did you occupy at the Sault canal '—Assistant engineer.
2249. How long were you in that position #—1I was in that position ——

By Mr. Davies :

2050. From that date, that is the point /—From July, 1883, to October, 1894.
2051. Did you succeed Mr. Thompson, or were you under Mr. Thompson —I was
under Mr. Thompson.

By Mr. Gibson :

2252. You were under Mr. Thompson from the dates you have given ?—No, I was
not. In the early part I was in charge of the surveys. Did I'say 18887 I am wrong.
I went in July, 1887, and I was up to the end of 1888 making the surveys.

2253. So then from 1888, when did you go back again to the Sault 7—I was there
all the time.

2254. Why do you say 1888 ?—I was wrong in giving that date ; it was when the
contract was let.

2255. In other words you have been continuously there since 1887 %—I have been
continuously there since 1887.

2256. Since the first survey was made ?—Yes.

2257. You went right up there when the survey was made and have been there
ever since %—Ever since.
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2258. What position did you occupy there?—As I said, for the first year I was in
charge of the survey. After that I was assistant engineer until 1894,

2259. From the commencement of the practical part of the work you were assistant
to Mr. Thompson %—Yes, from the building.

2260. Until when!—Until 1894.

2261. Until last year ?—Last year.

2262. And then what position did you occupy ¢—Engineer in charge.

2263. You were made engineer in charge in 18947  So you have been practically
on the work since its inception till the present moment ¢—Yes.

2264. Are you aware, Mr. Crawford, that complaints were made about the cribs
along that revetment wall 7—Yes.

2265. Did you see Mr. Thompson’s evidence in regard to that %—No, I did not see it.

2266 You are not aware of what he said —No.

2267. The complaint Mr. Thompson made was that they were improperly filled,
and that you, your assistants and the contractors were to blame for the cribs bulging
out in the way they did %-—Well, T differ from Mr. Thompson. They were properly
filled. They were well filled.

2268. You differ with Mr. Thompson and you say they were properly filled 7—Yes.

2269. Well, can you give any reason, Mr. Crawford, why they bulged out %—From
the wet material behind them.

2270. From the wet material behind them %It was soft, spongy stuff behind them.

2271. Should there have been soft, spongy stuff behind them ¢—Being built in the
winter you could not help it being spongy.

2272. What kind of material was put behind 7—It was with material—it is a sort
of sandy clay that covers the island.

2273. A sort of red sandy clay ?—No, not a red.

2274. Yellow !—It is a mixture of sand and of clay.

2275, A mixture of sand and clay ? So that the effect of the winter upon it was
it was all frozen up %It was frozen up, yes.

2276. And then when the frost came out of the ground, the cribs were bulged out?
—Bulged the cribs out.

2277. Were you present when the cribs were taken down ?—7Yes.

2278. How did you find them filled —They were well filled.

2279. Did Mr. Thompson call your attention to the manner in which they were
filled —He complained at the end they were not well filled.

2280. He complained they were not well filled 7—Yes.

2281. And what ground did you take '—Well, I said T differed with him.—I said
they were well fillled ; that he was mistaken.

2282. Did he point out the vacant spaces in the crib that was taken down %—Xo.
He might have pointed out one or two, perhaps.

2283. There were no large holes in the crib %—No, there was no large hole there,
that you would not expect from broken stone. Of course there were some holes.

2284. Mr. Thompson said that when he found fault with the filling of the cribs,
you found fault with the design -—Oh, no ; he is mistaken there. I might have said
that—

2285. The question was put in this way: ¢ Now the engineer was there, I suppose,
the assistant engineer, at this time »—A. At that particular moment? Q. Mr. Craw
ford %—A. He might have been. T don’t know. He was beside me as it were. Q.
‘Was he on the works?—A. Oh, yes, he was on the works. Q. What explanation did
he give of the crib-work and the other matters you have spoken of 2—A. As regards the
crib-work, everyone—when Isay everyone, the contractors and Mr. Crawford—found fault
with the design. They said that they thought that the difficulty arose in a great
measure from not having longitudinal ties in this crib-work.” Did you say that ?—
‘Well, T dare say I thought it would be better ; I will admit that.

2286. So that when Mr. Thompson complained to you that the cribs were improperly
filled you denied that assertion and said the crib-work was faulty in designs.—1I said it
might have been improved by that.
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2287, In what position were the ties placed in the crib? Were they on the top
of one another I—Yes.

2288. In pockets —In pockets.

2289. They were not irregular 7—They were not irregular.

2290. They were running up and down %—Running up and down.

2291. Don’t you think that is the most improved way of having cribs properly
filled #—Yes, it is a very good way to fill cribs.

2292. Is not a crib of that design more easily more easily than one where the
ties are placed promiscuously ?—7Yes, of course.

2293. So that there are really pockets in the crib-work ?—Yes.

2294. Was there any difficulty in filling the pockets —No.

2295. Were there complaints about them being improperly filled 7—TI don’t know.

2296a. Do you think that the material was frozen when they were filled -—There
was some little, there was some.

2296. There was some frozen material. Much %-No, not very much.

2297. Was there enough of it frozen to leave a space when the frost left the cribs?
—No, I do not think so. I think there was only the seamns between the—

2298. At page 5 of the evidence taken at the last meeting of the committee, Mr,
Thompson was asked, * Then what you say to the committee is this: That the assist-
ant engineer in defiance of your orders, put that in—allowed it to be put in #—Well,
that would be making a direct charge of something very wrong.

2299. Well, it was very wrong !-—1I would not like to make that charge, that that
material was put in. I would be more inclined to say it was a matter of neglect rather
than a matter of wilful misdoing.”—But he did not give any orders about it. It was
all done,

2300. 'Well, he says he was present with the minister and with you when this crib-
work was taken down and he complained to you —There was one piece taken down
when he was there.

By Mr. Davies :

2301. He says he called attention to the fact ¢ That the filling was not properly
done. The spaces between the timbers should have been thoroughly packed in with
stone. Instead of that it was to be seen that larger stones had been thrown in which had
fallen in all sorts of shapes, and there were large interstices ; that there was a good deal
of clay that had been adhering to the stone when it was frozen that had melted and left
large voids, and in making the excavation to ascertain how it was filled in we came upon
ice in several places. Q. You came upon ice %—A. Yes. Q. Thrown inf—A. Some of
it appeared to have ice that was thrown in and some of it might have been ice that was
formed on it, that had made its way under the crib and formed there.” 9—A. That was
the only ice that I saw there. Water underneath the crib had frozen up, and there was
ice there, a little, we saw.

By Mr. Gibson :

2302, Well, Mr. Crawford, was the nature of the material such that in the winter
time you could not discern whether it was solid ice or rock —Well, it was hard to
separate those seams from the rock.

2303. It was hard to separate them ! If you bad any doubt, why allow it to be
put in 71T don’t know. I did not consider it at all harmful.

2304. You did not consider it at all harmful, and yet when the crib-work was taken
down you had pointed out to you large voids in the crib, by Mr. Thompson {—Pardon
me. I differ with him there. There were not large voids.

. 2305. Were there any voids I—There were voids that you will get in any crib that
13 filled with stone. Unless you hand pack your stone, vou will get voids.
2306. Should not that crib have been hand-packed !—XNo ; I don’t think so.
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By Mr, Haggart :

2307. Did you ever know in your life a crib on any other work hand packed ?—No ;
I never did.

By Mr. Gibson :

2308. Were the cribs sufficiently strong —Yes ; I think I thought they were, but
I think they would have been improved. Afterwards we found out more than we did
at first. I did not think they were too light at first, but that weight of material was
too much for them.

2309. Experience showed you, Mr. Crawford, when the cribs were built, and they
were bulged out that they were not sufficiently strong %—Well, yes, experience showed
that they were not sufficiently strong in some places.

2310. Do you think it was the improper filling that caused the bulging ?—No.

2311. Do you mean to say to the Committee, Mr. Crawford, that if that had been
properly filled, it would still have been bulged —1I say they were properly filled.

2312. Then what reason have you to give for them bulging *—Wet material behind.

2313. Then, in other words, they were not strong enough ?—Well, with that wet
material, I think they were not strong enough. We did not know that that would turn
out that way.

2314. When the piece was taken down and rebuilt again, how much larger was the
piece you put back again?—It was not any larger. We took down only 205 lineal feet.

2315. 205 lineal feet you took down ?—Yes.

2316. And did you build it up the same size again%—TI do not think it was much
increased.

2317. Now, Mr. Crawford, did you build it the same size as it was before, yes or no?
—1I do not remember. I think it was built the same size.

2318. You think it was the same size, are you sure of that?—TI am not. .

2319. Would it be a surprise to you if I were to tell you that you made it larger!
—1I have heard you say so, but I do not agree. I would have to look it up and see. I
could easily find it out.

2320, Mr. Thompson said it was built larger %—I think not. I do not think it
was built larger.

2321. You then say most positively that the crib was not built larger %—No ; I say
T do not think it was.

2322, Well, if it was not built larger, why did you expect it to stand any better
than the other %—Well, you see, the material behind was dryer then than when we put
it in ; it had drained off.

2323. The material was dryer ?—It was not put in in the winter, it was done
after.

2324. It was not put in in the winter, but it was the same material put back
in again %—Yes.

2325. Well do you expect it will stand -—Oh yes.

2326. So you took no precautions to make the cribs any larger than they were
before 1-—They were built in instead of with steps. They were built up higher. The
back was built up higher and that gave greater weight to the crib.

2327. So you put in a heavier crib —Yes, it was heavier.

2328. 1 thought you told me you did not make them any larger I~—No deeper. I
thought you said we added depth to them.

2329. You did strengthen your crib 7—We added weight to the crib.

2330. Why did you add weight to it #-—So as to keep it from bulging out again.

2331. Did that strengthen the crib?—Yes.

2332. It strengthened the crib of course. Why did you do that ?—To strengthen it.

2333. That was the reason. Then you thought that the other cribs were too light,
or you would not have added to these?—At that place it required a stronger crib.

2334. How far up from the end of the lock was this placed %—They varied. There
were three or four places. If you will allow me I will read a report that T made.
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By Mr. Davies :
2335. Excuse me, is that a report made after the crib had bulged and you had
fixed it 2—Yes, that is a report to Mr. Keefer who was up there.
The CnairMaNn—Is it before the Committee !
Mr. Davies—Mr. Keefer’s report is, but Mr. Crawford’s report to him is not.
Witness then read the following :—

“Saurt Sre. Marie CavaL.
“Savrr STE. Marik, 19th September, 1894.
“T. C. KEEFER, Esq.,
“ Ottawa,

“ DEAR S1r,—In reply to your questions regarding the movement in the Timber
Revetment Walls of this Canal, T send you the following information :—

“1st. The percentage of length of crib-work on each side which showed no movement
at all —On the north side 30 per cent moved and 70 did not, and on the south side 16
per cent moved and &4 per cent showed no motion.

“2nd. The length taken down and rebuilt as crib-work 2-—Two hundred and tive
lineal feet or 4% per cent was taken down and rebuilt as crib-work.

¢ 3rd. The length taken down and rebuilt as wall 7—Two hundred and eighty-two
lineal feet or 6 per cent of crib-work.

“In addition to these 570 feet or 12} per cent of the crib-work showed motion and
was propped up with shores, and the space between them filled in with concrete.

“4th. The date when crib-work above lock was begun?—31st October, 1893.

¢ 5th. The date when crib-work above lock was completed /—2nd June, 1894,

“ 6th. The date when first failure showed itself 7—DMay 1894,

“7th. Extent of greatest movement of crib on rock ¢—None.

«“8th. Extent of greatest movement of crib in centre, that is the bulge !—As nearly
as can be ascertained this was about 24 to 3 feet, and, in nearly all cases, before the
wall was built on the crib, but it was impossible to keep such a record as seems desir-
able, after the event. No movement was anticipated and therefore the necessary pre-
liminary arrangements were not made in time. The staff was exceedingly small and a
great deal of other work in many places required immediate and constant attention to
keep up with the rapid progress of the works. The banks were new and settling,
therefore fixed points could not easily be formed at suitable places, and the distances were
great, and it was difficult to get accurate measurements, besides which there were
innumerable obstacles, such as derricks, &e., in the way.

“ The main point was to stop the movement and be sure it had ceased ;and to do this
work took all the available force.

“9th. The extent in length of crib-work put in place before prism in front was exca-
vated ¢

¢ The excavation for the prism was taken out to full width (including crib-work
foundations, and depth required for deepening canal from upper end of lock (Sta. 65) to
about Sta. 70, as this was the prism originally and excavated wider than required when
lock was lengthened. From this point to the swing bridge (Sta. 80) the material over-
laying the rock was stripped off the whole width including crib foundations and a gullet
some 30 or 40 feet from the face of the south side was driven through the rock to the
full depth of the canal to get a face to take out the rest of the excavation to advantage.
Above the bridge wide gullets were taken out to the surface of sound rock on either side,
except for a couple of hundred feet, partly with carts and partly with derricks, to allow
the erib-work to be built and filled from the excavation and the centre was left in partly
because there was some delay in getting through the swing bridge trestle, but principally
because the rock was exceptionally good and reserved for building the wall. This ques-
tion should therefore be answered Sta. 70 to 88 or 1,800 ft. on each side.

«10th. To what extent did erib-work move before it was raised to full height and
filled ¢

«115 feet of crib west of the bridge and on the north side of canal was built] but
could not be filled for some little time, as there was no derrick handy, and was moved
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out by the wet quicksand behind it. It was then taken down, rebuilt and filled and
there has been no further movement.

« And did any begin to move when first filled in behind 7—There was no noticeable
movement from filling in behind the crib at any place.

«11th. What space was left between crib-work and bank generally for filling ?

« No more than suflicient to put the crib in place with as steep a slope behind it as
possible to avoid unnecessary excavation.

¢ 12th. What proportion gave way when there was no spoil bank behind ?

“74 per cent of the erib-work which moved had no spoil bank behind, and 26 per-
cent had a spoil bank from 25 to 30 feet from the face of crib.

“I am strongly of opinion that the cause of the bulging of the cribs was the wet
spongy quicksand which was formed in places behind, and at the time of construction
was more or less frozen and therefore caused comparatively little apprehension, but when
it thawed out there was not sufficient weight to resist the strain; that the spoil banks
being placed on good solid ground and sufficiently far back had no injurious eftect on the
crib ; that the crib was well and solidly filled, and the little snow and frozen material
which necessarily got in did no harm whatever, and the few large stones putin gave
greater weight and therefore were rather a benefit than otherwise.

“Yours truly,

(8d.) “WILLIAM CRAWFORD,

“ Resident Engineer.”
There is another one to Mr. Schreiber.

By Mr. Davies :

2336. Was that when Mr. Keefer was up making his examination %—That was be-
fore, when I was instructed to look into tome complaints.

2337. Was it after Mr. Keefer went up, or before —It was before, 27th August.

Mr. Davies.—That isin already. It is addressed by the witness to Mr. Schreiber
on the 27th August. Itis put in already. That is before Mr. Keefer and the other
men went down. !

By Mr. Gibson :

. 2338. You state in this report of yours, Mr. Crawford, that on the north side there
was 30 per cent that moved and 70 per cent that did not, and on the south side 16
per cent moved and 80 per cent showed no motion. Did you build no more bracing
than 30 per cent on the north side #—Yes. On the north side we built more than that.
It was not bracing, it was more, we put concrete in front of the rock to face the rock
and to keep it from being washed out, but of bracing we did not put any more than 30

er cent.
P 2339. And what kept the concrete up where you did not brace it #—We put little
sticks—they were not regular braces—they were put up against it and filled in between
Tt faced the rock and kept the rock from being washed out.

2340. So you did not brace any more than 30 per cent on the north side 2—No.

2341. Are you sure of that?—I am sure of that.

2342, And how many feet did you do on the south side? Any more than 16 per
cen. =—7Yes, I am sure we did not brace. Well perhaps—I could not tell that, I could
not answer that question at present. I would have to look that up.

2343. Have you not got the measurements —I have,

2344. Have you got them here —I have not.

2345. Did you not bring some of the measurements here —I have some at the
hotel, I can get them.

2346. You had better get them for the next meeting. You had better get some
of the exact measurements, because you say you only did a small percentage of shoring
on the north side, not more than 30 per cent.
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By Mr. Haggart -

2347. Have you not crose sections of the whole of the cribbing from one end to the
other %—Yes. (Witness produces cross sections of canal as finished).

By Mr Gibson :

2348. Is that showing the bracing’—It shows the cross section. Here is the
whole thing.

2349. Well, that gives me measurements?—Yes, these are the measurements.
These are the regular stations, every 25 feet between them.

2350. Give the stations that are there, that are braced.—That are braced ?

2351. Yes.—I have those stations down—1I would prefer if you would let me wait
until after I can give the stations.

2352. You will give us a statement by the next sitting of the committee? Have
it made up. You will be able to give us the cost, will you!—The cost of this ?

2353. The cost of the shoring, of the filling ?—An approximate, yes.

2354. T would like to get the number of yards of concrete and the number of pieces
of timber approximately, that were used. You heard Mr. Ryan’s explanation about
the random-coursed mansonry at the entrance to the lock 1—Yes.

2355. You heard him state that that specification did not apply —Please say to
the committee whether that specification applies to this class of work or not ?—There
is an agreement—another agreement that that wall was built from. A letter.

2356. Where is it ?

‘Witness institutes a search amongst the files of papers before the committee.

2357. Have you found the agreement !—No, I have not. There is no agreement,
Mr. Schreiber says.

2358. You did not find the agreement —No, I did not.

2359. There is no agreement, then ! Do you know if there is one %—No, T do not.

2360. Was there an agreement %—I was under the impression that there was a
letter.

2361. You were under the impression that there was an agreement —I am wrong.
It was not an agreement ; it was a letter.

2362. From whom ?—Mr Schreiber to Mr. Haggart.

2363. A letter from Mr. Schreiber to Mr. Haggart —Yes.

2364. What did that letter state —It stated—

By Mr. Davies :

2365. Where is the letter or the agreement ?—It is not an agreement; I was
wrong. There was a letter, of which I have a copy.
2366. You have a copy of the letter, you say ?

By Mr. Gibson :

2367. Was the letter sent to you officially from Mr. Schreiber for your guidance ?
I suppose so. I don’t know how I got it now.
2368. Was it a letter from Mr. Schreiber to yourself 7—I had rather produce the

paper and then I could tell.

I have a copy of the letter.

2369. Have you got it with you ?*—I have it down at the hotel.

By Mr. Davies :
2370. Did you act on that letter I—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson:

2371. From your impression that letter gave you the power to build this class of
work instead of random-coursed work -—It was called random-coursed masonry just the
same, and I thought that was random-coursed masonry.
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2372. What directions did it give you about changing the class of work %—T don’t
consider it a change at all.

2373. You don’t consider it a change at all %I thought it was random-coursed
masonry—that was the wall being put up. I think so still.

2374. So you returned the quantities every month at contract prices ?—At contract

r1ces.
P 2375. You were not aware perhaps that change was made in the price —Oh, yes,
that was at the price mentioned in this letter.

2376. Who made that change #—Well, T must have the letter.

2377. You must have the letter. Well, there must have been some misunder-
standing about the class of work or there would not have been a reduction made in the
price !—1I cannot answer without seeing the letter.

Mr. Hacearr—If I remember the matter, it is simply this: The contractor was
claiming $7.50 and I objected to the price on the ground that he was not entitled to it,
and he was instructed to classify it under another classification.

By Mr. Gibson :

2378. I suppose, Mr. Crawford, as resident engineer *—I am wrong in calling that
an agreement.

By Mr. Davies :

2379. You now call it a letter of instructions from Mr. Schreiber —Yes.

2380. It was under that letter of instructions this wall was built —No, I can show
you the letter.

2381. You say the wall was not built under the agreement as it appears in the
specification ?—XNo ; it was built according to that specification.

2382. Well, you stated a moment ago it was not ; then it was an error —I was in
error. :

2383. You were in error in stating that the wall was not built under this agreement
and specification %—Certainly.

2384. Then the wall was built under this agreement and specification 2—Yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

2385. You were furnished with a copy, a detailed'copy of the original contract’—Yes.

2386. Setting forth the various prices, to which you were to attach the quantities,
and money out the amount due to the contractors every month —Yes.

2387. Under No. 13 “ Revetment wall along the sides of the canal, if formed of
stone from the excavation,” the contractor was to be paid $3 a yard ~—Yes.

2388. “ Revetment walls alongside of the canal, if formed from stone procured
from a distance ” I—§0.

2389. These were to be dry walls 7—These were to be dry walls I understood.

2390. Now, then, item 55 on the schedule, *random-coursed masonry of gray
limestone laid in cement mortar where directed, $7.50 " 7—7Yes.

2391. Now Mr. Crawford, you say that this random-coursed masonry was built
according to a letter received by you from Mr. Schreiber #—It was built according to
the specification.

2392. According to the specification —The price was changed in that letter.

2393. Can you give us the changed specification !—It is not a changed specification.
There is no change in the specification. The price was changed.

2394. Do you mean to say that this work was built according to that specification ?
—7Yes.

2395. You do +—Yes.

2396. Read that specification, please.—Witness then read the following :—

“ Side Walls.—In case the rock through which the canal is formed proves.to be of
a sound and durable nature, walls are to be built to raise the side to the required height.
3 feet over highest known water line, proper seats for which must be prepared by the
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removal from the space to be occupied by thew, of all earth, muck, clay, sand, gravel,
and loose stone down to the solid rock and placing them in spoil banks. For this work
the contract rate for excavation on the section, corresponding to the position of the
work done, will be allowed.

“ The walls must be built of large sized, flat-bedded well-shaped stones, not less
than 9 inches thick, laid en their natural beds, of approved gray limestone, or an ac-
cepted quality of sound, close grained, durable sandstone. They are to be of random-
coursed work 2} feet wide on top increasing downwards on the face side at the rate of
2} inches to the foot and on the rear side increase at the rate of 3 inches to the foot for
the first five feet from the top, thence downward, the back is to be plumb.

 The front stones are to be laid at right angles to the face, which must be ham-
mered, scabbled, picked or pointed off before being brought on to the walls, so that,
when laid, no projection shall exceed 2 inches beyond the pitched lines at the joints.
All the stones must be properly bonded over and with each other in the heart of the
wall, as well as in the front and rear side ; and in every course there must be headers
of at least 3 feet depth of bed not more than 7 feet apart.

¢ If the stones used for the walls are of a class that cannot be readily hammered
or dressed into shape, an oblique timber may be bolted on to the rock of such a heigh
on the front side and properly filled in the rear as will give the top of the first course of
stone the required inclination and the face the proposed batter. The coping stones must
be of the full width of the top of the wall (2} feet) increasing in width downwards to the
batter on both xides in pieces of at least 9 inches thick on the face side and sufficiently
thick on the rear that, with ordinary joints without spalls, the top will be level.”

2397. Was that specification carried out *—1 think so.

2398. Will you look on that photograph an:il tell the committee if that stone is
properly bonded according to random-coursed masonry ?—1 think it is properly bonded.
(After examining Exhibit ¢ 5 ” at a point on the photograph indicated by Mr. Gibson.)

2399. According to the specification ?—1I think so.

2400. Are you sure, Mr. Crawford ¢—TI am sure, I think so.

2401. Do vou notice there are some two or three feet without a bond in it at all,
right there (again indicating the spot on the photograph). Is that properly bonded
according to the specification —I think that is well bonded.

2402. Is that properly bonded according to the specification. Look at the specifi-
cation 7—(After examining specification). I think so. I think that wall was built
according to the specification.

2403. Were the stones haminer dressed —No.

2404. They were not hammer dressed. Did not the specification call for hammer
dressed ?—No.

2405. Read that and see if you find it there (handing witness the specification),
Does not the specification, which you read, distinctly state that the stone shall be laid
at right angles to the face, which must be hammered, scabbled, picked or peinted off
before being brought on to the walls? Does it or does it not #—Yes, it does call for it.

2406. But the work was not done that way %—It was not exactly carried out that
way, according to the letter of the law.

2407. Now, Mr. Crawford, would not you call that good rubble work *—No; 1
would not.

2408. Would you call it bad random-coursed work ?—It is a good wall.

2409. That is not the quesiion. Is it good random-coursed work %—1I think itis a
gond random-coursed wall.

2410. Did you ever see anything worse done in the shape of random-coursed
work ?—1 do not want to see much better.

2411. Did you ever see any better —Yes; perhaps in the buildings here. You
might call that random-coursed work.

2412. Is it as well done as that revetment wall in front of the Parliument
buildings steps !—That is random-coursed work too, but it is fancy work. Random-
coursed is an indefinite term that applies to many kinds of masonry.
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2413. Then as it was an indefinite term you let the contractors off as easily as you
could ?—1T had the wall built according to the requirements.

2414. You had no quarrel with the contractors %—No.

2415. You were well satisfied —I was satisfied with the wall.

2416. And that it was good enough according to the specification —Yes.

2417. Did you read the specification to the contractor and point out that though
that wall was not according to the specification it was good enough for you '—No ; I
thought it was a good substantial wall.

2418. Did your inspector call your attention to this class of work that was being
done —He showed me the work, yes. 1 went over it.

2419. Did he find any fault with it =—No.

2420. Did he say it was according to she specification 7—No ; I don’t remember.

2421. You don’t think he did ? Who was your inspector, Mr. Crawford ?—Robert
Scott.

2423. Was he a man of experience %—Yes, a man of experience.

By Mr. Davies :
2423. Is he here —No.
By Mr. Gibson :

2424, Where is he now %—In Perth,
Mr. HacGarT.—We had better have him at the next meeting.

By Mr. Gibson :

2425. So Mr. Scott made no complaint to you about this work —No.

2426. Mr. Thompson found no fault with this work when he came up. (No answer).

2427. Did Mr. Thompson find any fault when he came up?—Yes, he found fault
with it, but in a general sort of way.

2428. Why, in a general sort of way?—Well, he was finding fault with many
things, and he found fault with it. He said it was bad ; it was not random-coursed
masonry.

2429. What did you say to Mr. Thompson when he found fault? Did you tell him
that it was good enough ?—1 said if he thought it was not good enough that he ought
to have it stopped—stop the work.

2430. This was during the progress of the work —During the progress of the work.

2431. He did not offer to stop it #—No, he did not offer to stop it.

2432. Did you tell him you had special instructions from Mr. Schreiber? Did you

- produce this letter from Mr. Schreiber %—No. Oh, yes, there was a letter. It was not
in the nature of no special instructions, they only changed the prices.

2433. What was the change made in the price %—That putting it into item 55a.

2434. You were to class it under item 55a, that is random-coursed masonry !
Well what class had you it in before It had not been in any class.

2435. It was in no class at all? Well, why did you require to get instructions, Mr.
Crawford, to put it under item 55a ?—It was not injany class. It was put in 55a $7.50.
That changed the item because it was built with mortar.

2436. Because it was built with mortar it was changed from 147—Tt was not
changed from any because it was not in any item before.

The Committee then adjourned.
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Commirtee Rocy, No. 49,
House or Conyoxss, 2nd July, 1895,
The committee met.

Mr. Hven Ryax recalled and further examined.

By Myr. Laster :

2437. Mr. Ryan, you are the contractor for the lower entrance to the lock at Sault
Ste. Marie 7—1I was one of the firm, yes.

2438. You were one of the firm /—Yes, the firm of Hugh Ryun & Company.

2439. Allan & Fleming were the contractors for the north entrance —They were.

2440. Did you become interested in the Allan & Fleming contract in any way —
No.

2441. Did your firm *—Not as a firm.

2442, Did any member of your firm —Not that T am aware of. In fact, I am
sure of it.

2443. Did any member of your firm give you to understand that they had 7-—
Never.

2444. And you had no interest in it either as a firm or as an individual /—None
whatever.

2445. Do you claim against the government for the work of putting in the concrete
to support the crib-work 7 Is that a part of your claim against the government 7—Well,
we have not any claim yet. We have not put any claim before the government or made
any yet.

2446. Well, do not fence, please 7—I am not fencing at all. It is not settled.

2447. Of course not, but you know perfectly well what your intended claim is
against the government ?—We shall expect that portion of the work to be returned in
the estimates the same as any other work we did.

2448. Exactly. Then the work that was done for the purpose of supporting the
crib-work will be put against the government just the same as any other work 1-—We
expect the government to return it in the estimates and pay us for it just the same as
any other work we did.

2149. Exactly, and you also expect to be paid the same way as you were paid for
any other work for the so-called randomn-coursed masonry "—Certainly.

2450. At the price mentioned in the contract ?—At the price mentioned in the
contract.

2451. $7.50 a yard?—That wall is not in the original contract. Tt was a wall
that was built afterwards by instructions from the chief engineer.

2452. Is that to be the price that you put in?—That is to be the price, $7.50 a
ard.
’ 2453. $7.50 a yard. You have already told us who the members of this partner-
ship are, Hugh Ryan, and who else —Hugh Ryan, John Ryan, aud Michael J. Haney,
2454. They were partuers and contractors from the first to the last I—Quite ~o.

2455. Now as to the changes that were made in thelock. Were any changes made
in the approach? In other words have you any claim against the government over and
above the contract price, the $299,313 %—That sum was only an assumed sam. It was
only an estimated sum. We are paid on schedule prices.

2456. I know that very well, but that was an estimated sum, estimated by the en-
gineer %—Yes, before the work was begun at all.

2457. Before the work was begun at all —Yes.

2458. And the contract was let to yoa upon that basis '—It was let to us on a

schedule of prices.
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2459. Totalling ?—Presumed to total that amount.

2460. $299,313 ?-—Well, somewhere about that.

2461. How much is the actual charge for the work 7—Up to now ?

2462, Yes, for that work I—1I have not got the figures, Mr. Lister.

2463. T suppose you have not the exact figures, but you can tell us pretty near.—
The estimates here will show that.

2464. You and the estimates differ ?—1I do not think so. Wehave never been paid
except on the estimates furnished by the engineers.

2465. T know you have not been paid, but these estimates have not been always
satisfactory to you %—1I do not think there has been much difference, taking a work of
that kind.

2466. But they have not been always satisfactory to you’--They were never con-
sidered as final estimates, but simply as progress estimates and approximate.

2467. 1f they were considered as tinal estimates they Would not be satisfactory to
you {~Perhaps not quite.

2468. Now, then, I ask you, for the work that you undertook with the government
to do, for $299,000, how much is your charge against the government for that work 1-—
Up to now!?

2469. Up to its cumpletion {—Well, it is not cowpleted yet.

2470. Tt is not completed yet ?—No.

2471. What has to be done?—There were 500 feet or thereabouts of additional
cribbing ordered to be put in last fall oh the south side of the entrance, and it is not
done yet.

2472, Is it all finished with the exception of that cribbing ?—1I think so.

2473. You have attained the proper depth !—That is what we are told.

2474. Eh 1T think so.

2475, You are satisfied as to that 7—Well, the enginters have decided that part of it.

By Mr. Haggart :

2476. The soundings are here !—They have gone over it several times to my
knowledge.

By My, Lister :

2477. 1 am told, and T have read also, that the tug “Jessie” drawing 10 feet of
water went aground there !.—Well, I heard that.

2478, You heard that?—Yes.

2479. Well, if that is so, then the work is not finished —Yes, that is so, if that
accouat of it is correct, but I am told that thetug ‘ Jessie” was nearly 100 feet out of
the channel when she struck on the ground.

2480. Report says she was in the channel %It is said she was in, but I am told
by people who were there that the Luoy was placed 200 feet nearer the shoal than it
ought to have been, and if she went near the buoy of course she was out of the channel.

2481. Then the buoy did not indicate where the channel was?—Not at that partic-
ular point.

2482. Then, what you say as one of the contractors, is that the deepening of the
approach has been finished ¢—We think so, yes.

2483. You think so?—Yes.

2484. Now, then, coming back to the $299,000. I ask you again whether the
amount of $299,000 covers fully the claim against the government for that portion of
Section 1 %—Well, it is like this. For Section 1 our contract price is so much per cubic
yard, and the work will be returned as so many cubic yards of excavation done and such
an amount of cribbing done, and it will be all paid for by the schedule of prices.

2485. I know that?—And I do not think it will amount to much more than the
original schedule of prices. It will not amount to much more than it was estimated,
and it is a better job.
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2486. I know that it is according to a schedule of prices that it is to he paid. I
know that perfectly well, but T know also that the contract was awarded to you after
being worked out by the department to ascertain the figures of all the tenders. Yours
being %299,000, the contract was awarded to you on that basits. Now T want to know
if the price to be paid by the government is to exceed the £299,000 %-—Provided that
there are not a greater number of yards than the calculation upon which they base the
estimate.  Of course if there are more it will amount to more.  If the number of yards
in the quantities is greater than the quantities we calculated on, of course it will amount
to move. If the quantities were less it will amount to less,

2487. But it will not amount to less —1It will not amount to less,

2488. Ob, come now, Mr. Ryan ?—We are not paid in that way, we are paid on u
schedule of prices.

2489. You know what your progress estimates are, what you have received, and
you expect to receive. Now, I ask you, speaking approximately, whether the £299,000
will cover the cost —1f T had the estimates here T could tell you.

2490. Cannot you give us some idea I-—I think it will come very near.

2491, Will it come within $50,000 7—Oh, less than that.

2492. Forty ?—Perhaps less than that.

2493. Thirty 2-—Well, I won’t say.

2494, You won’t say it will come to less than $30,000 —You must remember that
this additional 500 feet of crib-work and the dredging connected with it has been added
to it since the orizinal estimate was made.

2495. We will get at that in a moment. Does your %30,000 include the 500 feet
of crib-work 7—No, I am not to be fixed at $30,000 at all, because [ have not got the
quantities, but I fancy %30,000 would cover it.

2496. Cover the additional crib-work and the whole cost %-—There will be no further
cost than our prices per yard applied to the quantity of material we have moved.

2497. But I want to get you down to the $30.000 7—Well, T have not seen the
figures since last year.

2498, Well, you told me a few moments ago that $30,000 would cover the whole
additional cost *—1I think so now.

2499. That will cover the crib-work too 2—And the crib-work too.

2500. It will cover everything 7—That is my opinion. It was according to the last
figures or estimates we got. Let me tell you that they have not, as far as I can tell
you, made the final estimate of this work, cousequently we cannot tell, until we get that
final estimate, what the quantities really will be.

2501. They have been working at it since last winter I—T1 think they have been
working on the quantities on the other section—section 2.

2502. And section 1 was yours, too!—Yes. )

2503. Were they not working on both sections 7—1 do not think they were working
on the lower section.

2504. Have you any accountants working with the government accountants e
None. We have engineers working for ourselves, not with the governmment engineers.

2505. Making up your own estimates?—Certainly.

2506. And the government have their engineers 7-—1 suppose so.

2507. They have been at work since last winter —Whom? ) )

2508. The government engineers —1I don’t know. I havenot heen in the office of
the government engineers since last winter. )

2509. Have yours been working ?—Ours have been working, yes.

2510. Since when %—Last December.

2511. And they are not through yet %—Ours are about through.

2512. You have no idea what the result is —No. _

2513. None, whatever. I want to understand what the cost to the country is. Is
this not going to cost $30,000 over and above the $299,000 —1 am not to bf’ fastened
5o any such thing, because I have nothing to do with it, I am only to be paid so much
a yard for the material we move. .
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2514. How much would the crib-work be worth 7—Perhaps 514,000 or $15,000.
This is merely a guess. I cannot tell you those things right off.

2515. You have been thinking over it for weeks?—No, my dear sir, I have not.
T have not thought of it since we got the instructions to have it put in.

2516. Your tender was the lowest on No. 1 1—Quite so.

2517. And the next tender was $322,000 7—Yes.

2518, So, as a matter of fact, your contract will exceed the amount of his, if you
get the $30,000 7 —No, because his would have exceeded his original estimate in propor-
tion as ours do. It would not have made any difference. If he had done more work he
would have been paid for it.

2519. As a v atter of fact the estiu.ate made by the department, when they said
$299,000, was not a very accurate estimate 7— I think they were very accurate under the
circumstances.

2520. Very accurate under the circumstances ?—I do.

2521, Of course, Mr. Ryan, you would think so. Now, tell me who was your book-
keeper from the time you commenced this work? In 1889, was it not, you commenced ?
—Yes, In 1889,

2522, Who was your book-keeper during those years?—Mr. Healy.

23. Where is Mr. Healy “—2Mr. Healy is in Toronto.

. In your employ still?—Yes.

5. And the firm kept regular books, of course --T think so.

. And he duringall the time was the book-keeper —During the whole time,

2527. T suppose the firm kept a bank account also?—They also kept a bank

2528. They also kept & bank account, of course with proper bank books?! And the
books of the concern, where are they !—They are in Toronto.
2529. At your oftice -—Yes.

2530. The office of the firm in Toronto !—Yes.
2551, And can be produced if necessary !—1T suppose so.

2532, Were you much on the work yourself 7—Well, the work—the organization
was like this: T did the whole of the out~ide work, practically, that is the purchasing
of supplies and everything connected with the getting of supplies, material, and all
that. My brother attended to getting the face stone principally. Mr. Haney took
more particular charge of the work, but T was there off and on for two or three weeks
at a time, and sometimes I was no: there for more than three or four days.

2533. How long were you working on the job before it hecame necessary to have
a.departure from the original plan, before that scheme began to be worked up!—We
commenced you know in the spring of 1829,

2534. And I think it was in 1890 that the first change was suggested.

2535. In 1890 the first change was suggested %—1I think so.

2536. T observe from the papers that Sir Frank Smith and Sir William Van Horne
and the Toronto Board of Trade urged upon the Government the propriety of changing
the lock from the size provided for in the contract to a greater size —I think they did,
but the first suggestion that was made in connection with it that I have any recollec-
tion or knowledge of, was made in the Toronto Globe,

2537. Yes ?— And then afterwards an article appeared in the Montreal Gazefte.
Then T think the Board of Trade at Toronto took it up to some extent and the Board
of Trade in Montreal, I understand.

2538. Of course you had nothing to do with any of these things or you did not
suggest it yourself to anybody %—1I did not suggest nor write an article nor anything else.

2539. But did you not talk with people about having it done?—If I did talk with
anybody about having it done I said it was the proper thing to do.

2540. That is all T want to know. I do not want to know anything else. I sim
ply want to get at the fact if the contractor did not speak to people about having these
changes made %—Yes, T did.

2541. Who did you talk to?—1I talked to Sir Frank Smith.
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2542. Yes, I thought so %—And to Mr., now Sir, Mackeunzie Bowell, but not about
any change we were interested in.

2543. Of course you were not interested, but you know changes are the contractors,
opportunities —It did not make a bit of diflerence. The change T suggested—the one
that I suggested to them, was to change the shape of the lock from the width of 85 to
100 feet and 65 feet wide gates to make the gates the same width as the prism, and 1
had very good reasons for making the suggestions.

2544. No doubt {—Not of the nature you insinuate, because it did not make a bit
of difference to me.

2545. You know the breaking of a contract makes a great deal of difference to a
contractor I—It did not in that case, and, I tell you further: Those suguestions were
made during the conversations I had with the American engineers on the other side of
the river, and with Mr. Wheeler especially, who had been on the construction of the
American lock, and who had been the superintending engincer from the time it was
opened until then.

2546. Then it was the American engineers who suggested the changes to you ?

Mr. HaccarT—Let him finish.

Wirrness-—Mr. Wheeler said to me, it was a great pity for our people to go on and
construct their lock on the same plan and design as the American lock was constructed ;
that the design of their lock was a mistake and the only one of the kind he knew of or
heard of anywhere. 1 watched the working of their vessels through their lock and 1
saw what Mr. Wheeler had said was, to my mind, quite correct, and consequently I felt
it was well to let our people know it.

2547. So, then, you let your people know that a change was desirable 7--Yes.

2548. They would be building more canals than the Americans had in the last
forty years, but you thought the American suggestions were the better ones '-—We had
no lock built in the last forty years or any other number of years ; there was no design
like it in the world.

2549, That it not of much consequence. At all events, what the engineer told
you, Mr. Ryan, caused you to talk to somebody else —That is right, sir.

2550. And that somebody else was Sir Frank Smith *—Sir Frank Smith, who was
then, I think, Acting Minister of Public Works.

By iMr. Haggart :

2551. Minister of Railways and Canals 7—No; of Public Works. And T happen-
ed to come down here, and saw him at the hotel on the evening of my arrival, and
talked the matter over with him ; and then he talked it over with Mr. Bowell ; and
they came to the conclusion they would go up and see the work for themselves, and they
did so.

2552. Then Sir Frank wrote a letter '—Perhaps he may have.

2553. Did you not know that ! —I did not know it.

2554. He never told you 7—No.

2555. And you never knew it %—Not till T heard it spoken of the other da,).'.

9556. Did you talk with Mr. Van Horne%—Very little. I had a talk with Mr.
Van Horne about the deepening, not the widening.

2556a. About what — About making the lock the same depth as the American Jock.

2557. Exactly ; and Mr. Van Horne wrote a letter —I did not know that.

2558. He never told you that —No. .

2559. Did you talk (0o any members of the Toronto Board of Trade t—I may have ; yes.

2560. Did you ?—1I think so. )

2561. Who t—Really, I cannot recollect. T think Mr. A M. Sm1th~the late Mr.
A. M. Smith—was one. He was then president of th= marine section of the Board of
Trade ; and I may tell you that whoever I spoke to or heard speak about it, they all
agreed that the canal should be deepened.

2562. Was that the first change %—That was the first change.

2563. Then about the second change —The second change to the 900 feet lock
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9564. Yes.—I think that change was made principally by Mr. Trudeau, the chief
engineer at the time.

2565. Now, Mr, Ryan, do you tell the committee that you never talked with Sir
Frank Smith about that change —I never said a word to any one about that change till
I saw the plan in Mr. Trudeau’s office.

2566. You never had any conversation with any one about that change !—Not
until it was decided.

2567. These letters from Sir William Van Horne and Sir Frank Smith happen to
be about that change?—1I do not know anything about that. I said nothing more to
ministers than what I said at the time I told you of.

2568. The letter of Sir Frank Smith is about the change to 900 feet, and that of
Sir William Van Horne is also about the change to 900 feet, with a depth of 20 feet 2
on the mitre sill -—Not at My suggestion.

2569. Then your suggestion was as regards the smaller change?—My suggestion
was as regards making the lock chambers the same width as the gate, or the gates the
same width as the chambers.

2570. Was that adopted ?—Yes, it was adopted and it is a much better lock than
it would have been otherwise.

2571. Certainly it is, and the second change was not suggested at all by you *—No.

2572. So Sir Frank Smith’s letter does not refer to the first charge, and you say
that Sir William Van Horne's letter does not refer to the first change? Both letters
refer to the second change 7—1I do not think there was any necessity for them writing
letters as to the first change. They went over the ground and saw for themselves, and
went over on the American side and had a conversation with the Mr. Wheeler I told
you about, and he advised them to have the change made at whatever cost.

2573. That was the first change 7—That was the first change.

2574. So that when one change was made, it made little difference ! The contract
was broken !—It was like this: Senator Ferguson, who knows about locks, and Mr.
Trudeau were with them ; when they were there they decided to make our lock 650
feet long and 100 feet wide, the same as the American. After they got back home Mr.
Trudeau had doubts about the advisability of making the lock 100 feet wide and gates
100 feet wide, so he changed the design, and instead of making the lock 100 feet wide
and 650 feet long he made it 900 feet long and 60 feet wide.

2575. Now, was Mr, Perley in the department at the time you made this contract ?
—ZPerhaps he was.

2576. At the time the estimates were made 7-—Well, it may be.

By Mr. Haggart :

2577. Mr. Perley was not in the Department of Railways and Canals at all %—No,
no, he was in the Public Works Department.

By Mr. Lister :

2578. He was not in the Railways and Canals ?—He was never there that I know
of. I may be permitted perhaps to say that Mr. Wheeler said to me on more than one
occasion that the present design of the Sault Ste. Marie lock is by far the best design of
any that was got out, and a better design than the one they had adopted for their own.
He was quite open about it.

2579. Mr. Crawford, I believe, was the Assistant Engineer at the commencement
of the work ?—Mr. Crawford was there before we went there.

2580. And he has been there ever since —Yes.

2581. Part of the time as assistant and part of the time as engineer in charge !—I
suppose that would be the way.

2582. Mr. Thompson was there for about a year or more 7—1 think he was there
more than a year. He came there in the spring of 1889 and I think he left in the early
part of 1891. He had moved his family away, but he was back and forth all the time.

2583. Yes, occasionally. Did you and he have any trouble *—Nothing special.
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2584. You made no complaint —About these estimates ?

2585. Made them where i—Here.

2586. To the chief engineer —Yes.

2587. Were these complaints in writing —No.

2588. How were they made, verbally --They were made in this way: 1 would
walk into the engineer's office and I would tell him I thought the estimates were not
what they ought to be. He would ask me in what particular, and T would tell him.
In one or two instances we got relief.

2589. That is to say, Mr. Thompson did not estimate you as you thought you ought
to be estimated %—XNot on all the works. It was particularly on the quantity of stone
delivered.

2590. How often did you make these complaints —Perhaps two or three different
times.

2591. Two or three different times. That would be within a year 7 — From now ¢

2592, No, from the time you commenced the work --More than a year had elapsed
before we had any occasion to make complaints, lut all the complaints we made were
made within one year.

2593. All the complaints you made were made within one year I think so, but
I do not carry all these dates in my head. I am pretty well satisfied that is the case.

2594. You complained two or three times #—We got the estimates changed twice.

By Mr. Haggart .

2595. What were the complaints made about I—The quantities of stone, and the

price allowed for this stone.
2596. That is your progress estimates ?—Quite so.

By Mr. Lister :

2597. The complaints were about the quantities and prices for stone. Is that the
only matter you had complaints about ?—That is the only matter I remember having
complaints about.

2598, Did you complain to the chief engineer or to the minister -—We complained
once to Mr. Trudeau, and he changed the figures about the time that he was leaving.
We had been making some complaints against the advances, which were not what they
ought to have been. These were merely advances on account of material delivered.
Mr. Schreiber came upon the ground where Mr. Thompson was. He saw the material
delivered, the quantity and condition it was in, and he made a further advance.

2599, Well, then, there were only two complaints made ? —Practically there were
only those two complaints made.

2600. At all events the result of two complaints was that you got your estimates
increased -—Excuse me, that is not a fair way of putting it.

2601. You got the price increased, the total amount increased, and the total
quantity was increased —No.

2602. Well, let us hear what you have gotto say about it 7—We claimed we had
20,000 yards of stone for that work. Mr. Thompson wou!d call it 10,000 or 12,000.
Mr. Thompson would say we were entitled to $1 a yard. We claimed 38 for the stone
delivered on the ground. 4

2603. Was the stone cut or uncut %-—Oh, uncut. These were faced stone. For
the cut stone we claimed more.

2604. You claimed more than Mr. Thompson would allow %—Mr. Thompson would
not allow it to us. Then it was we appealed to Mr. Trudeau. Mr. Trudeau advanced
it to very nearly what we claimed.

2605. Is not that what I said 7—No.

2606. Did I not say the quantity of stone was not sufficient according to your view
of it and you got it increased !—Those are not the words, but it has the same meaning,

I suppose.
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2607. You wanted an estimate for so much stone and Mr. Thompson would only
give you a smaller quantity ?— Precisely.

2608. It was the same with the prices. You wanted a higher price than Mr.
Thompson would allow, and you got it —That would be an advance.

By Mr. Haggart :

2609. Did it make a cent’s difference in the final prices or in the amount you
received whether you got twice the value in the way of an advance ?—Not at all.

By Mr. Lister :

2610. What T say is that the difference between you and the engineer was that he
had not estimated you for the quantity you claimed you ought to have been estimated
for and the price you claimed you ought to have been estimated for —That is right.

2611. It mmkes no dlﬂ'erulce what the ultimate result and the consequence of all
this was. That is so.

2612, And the result of these complaints was that Mr. Thompson went to St.
Catharines !—1I do not know anything about that. I cannot tell at all.

2613. Bat you know the fact that he did go to St. Catharines #—I know the fact
that Mr. Thompson was going to St. Catharines, especially after Mr. Page’s death, that
he was going to St. Catharines all the time more or less.

2614. All I want to know is the fact that Thompson did go to St. Catharines *—
That is correct.

2615. And Crawford was left in charge of the work %I suppose so.

2616. You know that 2—We took instructions from him.

2617. Did you make any complaints about him —About his estimates ?

2618, Yes?—No, the matter was all settled then. The stone was all used and put
in the wall.

2619. There were other matters involving estimates %—Only the quantities.

2620. You had no complaints about quantities after Crawford assumed charge —
We had never any complaint about quantities excepting this material delivered. That
question did not arise after Mr. Thompson left. Besides, the previous settlement had
fixed it.

2621. T say no complaints were made, no matter whether they were justified or not?
No complaints were made after Thompson left —We made 1.0 complaints against Mr.
Crawford.

2622. You made no complaints 7—No.

2623. And so far as the suggestion of changes is concerned, you say you never
made any suggestion except on the first charge ?"_The first cha.rfre embodied all the
suggestions that I made.

2624. Of course, Mr. Ryan, you know that when the contract was once departed
from there was virtually no contract %—Is that so, I am glad to hear it.

2625. Did you know that %—T did not.

2626. You do not know anything about extras?—We have no claim. I do not
. know what you call extras.

2627. You have no extras in this at all ?—1I do not know what you call extras.

2628. Do you not —No.

2629. Now, Mr. Ryan, as a contractor for many years, do you mean to tell me
you do not know what extras are I—There is that 500 feet additional. Do you call
that an extra ?

2630. Yes %—Well, then, I claim to be paid for it.

2631. Then the concrete was an extra, putting it to support the crib—Well it
was ordered to be put in and we put it in as part of the work.

2632. And you are going to collect pay for it *—We are going to be paid for ic.
‘We were instructed to put it there and we did it, so we expect to be paid for it.

2633. Although you did not build the crib-work according to contract ?—Yes, we
did build the crib-work according to contract.
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2634. You put it in by hand —We had no contract to put it in by hand.

2635. You just dumped it in ?-—Our contract was to fill them with stone and we
did so.

2636. Not hand packed at all %—No.

2637. Was it not to be hand packed %—We did it by instructions and under the
superintendence of the engineers and inspectors. )

2633. You say your contract-does not provide for hand nacking %—No, that is what
T claim.

2639. The crib-work on the prism —On the prism, ves.

2640. Does it provide for it on the approaches !-—I think it does.

2641. Was that hand packed —You could not hand pack it all because  great deal
of it was put in in 18 or 20 feet of water.

2642. In fully 18 or 20 feet of water 7—Yes,

2643. Then as a matter of fact none of it was hand packed &—The top of the crib
was hand packed, but where there was no water

2644. What do you mean by “where there was no water™? The prism of the
canal ¢TIt was filled with stone as we had agreed to do.

2645. Dumped in —Dumped in, brought there in hoxes and filled ir.

2646, Was there any water when the cribs were being filled I~ Oh, yes, the crib
was built and stone putin to sink it to the bottom, and then it was put in on the top.

2647. Where?—At the entrance on section 1.

2648. How much have you received on this work altogether 1T really could not
say just now.

2649. Can you tell us?—You mean on the two sections ?

2630. On your total contract #—1T think it is something over $2,000,000.

2651. £2,000,000 ?—It is above that.

2652. %2500,000 2—Not quite so much as that, T think. However, the estimates
will show.

2653. How much do you claim against the Government now ?—We have no claim
against the Government now.

2654. Why ?—Because our quantities are not all quite done and we cannot tell
anything about it till we get the final estimate.

2655. But you have made your final estimate 7—We have not quite finished it.

2656. Not quite but pretty near -—We do not know until we get their final estimates.

2657. You cannot tell absolutely until you get their estimates —We do not know
until we get their final estimates whether we will claim one dollar beyond their esti-
mates. 1f their estimate will give us what we are entitled to we shall not claim one cent.

2658. What does your estimate show 7—We have not added it up yet. We have
not put it together.

2659. Who is making out your estimates ’— Our engineer, Mr. Birmingham.

2660. What is your engineer’s name !—Mr. Birmingham.

2661. Is he here ¥—No, he is at the Sault.

2662. Birmingham ?—Yes.

2663. He is your engineer %—Yes.

2664. Anybody helping him ?—Oh, yes. ) ]

2665. Who !-—We had Mr. Brophy here with him a good deal of the time during
the winter.

2666. Who is Brophy ! Ts he of Ottawa !—He is Mr. John Brophy. Yes, I
think he lives here now.

2667. Yes 7—We had another man working at the figures. They were simply
working at the figures, carrying out the calculations.

2668. Anybody else %—Yes, there was a young man we had therc on the work all
the time.

2669. What is his name !—Crawford.

2670. Any relation to the engineer —Well, T cannot tell you. _

2671. You had him on the work all the time ? Do you know what is his christian
name ?—T cannot tell you, I forget for the moment.

139




58 Victoria. Appendix (No. 14.) A. 1895

2672. When did he go on the work ¢—He has been on the work for about three
ears.
Y 2673. He has been on it for three years I—T may tell you he is a son of an en-
gineer under whom I worked 25 years ago.

2674. No doubt, a very deserving man.—And I was very glad to give employment
to his son.

2675. Then he has been on the work for 3 years ?—Mr. Crawford? Well, I don’t
think it is so long as that. He was a young man merely in the office, not on the work
at all, but in the office helping our book-keeper. We were overcrowded with work.

2676. The amount you have received thus far is $2,391,352.54 7—Well, I suppose
that is correct.

2677. That is the amount you have received up to this time. Now, speaking ap-
proximately, will the balance due to you amount to a million dollars 7—1I am afraid
not. In fact T will take half a million for it.

2678. You will take half a million %—Yes, bulk it right now and take my chances.

2679. You will have made how much out of the Government %—Four millions, T
suppose. It did not take anything at all.

2680. You are on oath ?—1 beg your pardon, do not take it down.

2681. Take it down just as he says it.—Then I withdraw the statement. TIf you
are going to put that statement down, I withdraw it.

By the Chatrman :

2682. It will be well for you to remember your answers are to be taken down.—
Yes, sir, if you please I will withdraw that statement. Put that question again and I
will answer it.

By Mr. Lister :

2683. T asked you a few moments ago if the amount still due to you by the govern-
ment would approximate a million dollars according to your calculation ?—No.

2684. You told me you were willing to take half a million dollars to settle the
work now ?—I will stick to that.

2685, You make that offer now !-—Yes.

2686. Would you be willing to take less %—Perhaps a little less, yes.

2687. A few dollars %—May be more than a few dollars.

2688. Four hundred 7—T cannot tell you until I get our estimate made out, and
their estimate.

2689. You would take half a million —We would take just what is owing to us.

2690. You would take half a million % -1 would take half a million.

2691. But not four hundred thousand =—Yes.

2692. You would take that much ?-—A. Yes.

2693. You would take three hundred thousand %—Oh, I cannot say.

2694. You do not want to say the amount?—I cannot say what I would take
until we get our estimates completed.

2695. When do you expect to get your estimates ?

Mr. Hacearr—Those are not fair questions to ask a contractor who has a claim
against the Government.

By Mr. Lister :

2696. Did Crawford call your attention in May Jast to the bulging out of the erib-
work —In May last ; my partner was on the ground at the time—saw it with Mr.
Crawford—and there was no necessity of calling my attention toit. We both saw it at
the same time.

2697. Do you know Shelletto at the American ¢“Soo”%—I don’t know..

2698. You don’t know him at all %—Don’t know him at all.
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2699. Well, now, Mr. Ryan, during the time that this work has been going on
from the commencement up to the present, have you, individually, or has your firm or
any member of your firin, to your knowledge, lent or given any money toany of the
officials on the canal or anything else, or made any present to any official on the canal?
—On our canal ! :

2700. On the Sault Canal %-—Not a cent.

2701. Not a cent %—Not that I know of.

2702. Not that yvou know of %—No.

2703. Nothing 7—1I want to tell you when our inspector was appointed and 1 was
notified—that when we were notified that he was appointed—I asked him to go down
and examine the work that was then being done on the St. Lawrence Canal. As 1
said, “We want to make a better job, if it is possible to do it, than they are making.
We have good material, the very best we can get, and we want to make it, if possible,
a better job than they are making, and I wish you would see that work.” T paid bis
expenses going up and down, and that very much against his inclination. 1 had to
press him to take it, although he went there at my instance and it only amounted 1o
810. 1 said, ““You must have this, because you went there at my expense and for my
benetit.”

2704. What is his name —Mzr. Scott.

2705. Then, so far as you are concerned, no present was ever made by ycu to any
official of the Government on the canal or off it %—Not one dollar.

2706. Not one dollar —And I want to say further than that, 1 never gave one
doljar to an engineer for any such purpose, nor to an inspector, nor to any one eise.

2707 Do you know Couvrette -—1 know him as a foreman.

2708. He was one of the inspectors %—He was inspector for awhile, and he would
be in our employ as foreman for awhile.

2709. He would be in your employ *-—Yes.

2710 Was he an inspector for the government —He was.

2711. For how long %—Oh, 1 could not exactly say.

2712. And was he dismissed by the government ?—Well, T really don't know. 1
think his services were not required as the work was drawing to a close.

2713. Well, when did he cease to be empioyed by the government?—Perhaps in
the fall of 1893.

2714. In the fall of 1893 %—And how long had he been working for the govern
ment —Well, he was there from the time the masonry was begun or perhaps before
that.

2715. As inspector for the government I--As inspector ; yes.

2716. One of the inspectors?! Was it part of his duty to measure the work #—
Not that I know of.

2717. You don’t know anything about that I—I don’t think it was.

2718. Whose duty was it to measure the work! —The engineer’s.

2719. Did the inspectors assist him —Not that I know of, in fact I know nothing
about their measurements, we never interfered with them.

2720. Then he ceased to be an emplovee of the government in 1893 ¢—That is my
recollection.

2721. And he was hired by yoa ?—He was put on as foreman, yes. As lock fore-
man.

2722. Do you know where he is now ?—No ; T do not.

2723. Were charges made by him that there Lad been overmeasurements?--1
know nothing about it.

2724. Had you heard of them !—1I had not.

27925. Never heard of them +—Never heard he made any charges of overmeasure-

ment,

2796. Never heard he said there had been overmeasurements{—Not that 1 heard
at all.
2727. You never heard that at all?%—Never heard he made any such charges.
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2728. Did you hear he made charges about the inferiority of the work —I heard
something about it ; not from himn.

2729. Was that while he was working for you or for the government !—That he
made those charges !

9730. Yes.—I think it was after he left the work altogether.

2731. Never made them before &—No ; not that I heard of.

2732. Not that you heard of. You don’t know where he is working now +—No;
I do not.

9733. You have had that work in charge since 1889 —Yes ; the contract was
signed in 1888, in November.

2734. From that time forward, Mr. Ryan, up to the present time have you con-
tributed to the election funds of the Dominion Government directly or indirectly in
anyway —(Noanswer).

Mr. Foster— You have no right to answer that question.

By Mr. Lister :

2735. You refuse to answer, Mr. Ryan %—1I must decline to answer now, yes.
Mr. Lister.— Very well, that will do.

By Mr. Haggart :

2736. I want to bring out more clearly about the advances that were made during
the progress of the work. Did the amount that you receive on your progress estimates
affect the amount of your contract to the extent of one cent I—Not one cent.

2737. The price, then, was only increased for the purpose of assisting you in carry-
ing on the work to the extent that is done with all contractors under their contracts ?—-
You mean the additional allowance we got on those stones !

2738. The allowance that you have got on those stones.—That is it.

2739. And it did not affect the prices that you received under the contract one
bit +—Not one dollar.

2740, Not one dollar. Mr. Lister talks about the contract being broken. Was
your original contract at any time changed at all by these works, by any subsequent
contract 2—We did not so understand it. When the changes were made, the plans for
those changes were submitted to us. We submitted prices for them, and contracts were
made for the work that was necessitated by that work.

2741. Your original contract, your original prices and quantities never were af-
fected =—XNot at all.

By Mr. Gibson .

2742, T want to say, Mr. Ryan, just one word about that. In reply to the minis-
ter just now you said there was no increase in the price. In the earlier part of your
examination did you not admit that you got $16 a yard for masonry ¢—That was work
necessitated by one of the changes, not by the original contract.

2743. You say now that there was no excess paid at all %—1I say the original con-
tract prices were not affected 1.y any of the subsequent changes.

2744, They were altered for the additional work in the subsequent changes *—Yes.

2745. Everything was increased subsequently —Some things were not.

2746. What things were not increased 7—Well, really, I have not the schedule be-
fore wme.

2747. Well, I have your evidence here and the schedules. Was not the price of
the unwatering increased I—Yes.

2748. And of the earth excavation '—For the increased quantity, yes.

2749. And the rock excavation —Yes.

2750. And the timber?—Yes. We had no contract price under the original con-
tract for timber other than for the mitre sill platform. We had no contract prices for
those big culverts and everything of that sort under the original contract.
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2751. Was not the price of the timber increased from $25 a thousand to £45 a
thousand on the culverts -—XNot for the same work, nor under the same contract.

2752. You had $25 a thousand for your mitre sills and the bottom of the lock 7—
I really do not remember.

2753. And then when the culverts were decided upon and the deepening of the
lock you were paid §45 a thousand %—Tt was not by the thousand but by the cubic foot
except for the planking.

2754. At any rate ther~ was au incrense for the increased work in the things I
have mentioned —1It was a new contract and we fixed prices for theuw.

2755. Did you not receive $1.30 additional on concrete 7—Yes.

2756. And did you not receive £1.60 additional on your rock masonry when the
length of the lock was increased to 900 feet —We got bigger prices for the work under
the later contract than under the first.

2757. On the 900 foot lock the price of your masonry was increased by $1.60 a
yard —We got a higher price for the last work than for the first.

2758. On the subsequent masonry, when the lock was increased from 600 to 650
feet, were you not paid #1.60 additional for this increased work ?—That is right.

2759. When the lock was increased from 650 feet to 900 feet, was there not %5 a
yard added for the price of the additional work %—For that portion.

By Mr. Haggart -

2760. It is hardly worth while asking this once more because you have explained
it again and again, but I wish to make it clear that the original quantities and the
prices under the original contract were not increased one cent f—Not a dollar.

2761. The timber that you used for the purpose of the culverts in the lock was not
provided for at all in the original contract —No.

2762. It was intended to be iron —That was what the specification said.

2763. It was completely changed ?—Yes.

2764. Then the extra prices were for the increased work over and above your
additional contract %—That is right, and I want to give the reasons for that.

2765. Yes, go over it again, you have given them before !—We increased the depth
of the lock after the lock was excavated; our derricks had heen removed and our
plant was on other portions of the work. We had to bring all of them back again and
put them in the same place for that very small quantity which had to come out.

By Mr. Lister :

2766. Small quantity —Yes, a small quantity in the bottom. Taking two or
three feet off the lock would be a small quantity and the same way in the prism. We
had to take it from a deeper place and boist it to a higher point and we got nothing
more than was fair and reasonable.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell) :

9767. Then the increased work done over and above what was originally contem-
plated was not paid for at the prices in the original contract *—That is right.

By Mr. Taylor :

9768, The contract for this work was let in 1888, as I understood you!—Yes,

2769. Mr. Lister asked you whether since that time you had contributed anything
to election funds ?—He asked me that question.

2770. And defined it to mean the Dowminion elections —That is what I understood.

2771. And you refused to answer that. I ask you, since that time have you
contributed anything to election funds in the Province of Ontario 1 must decline to
answer anything of that sort at all.

2772. Did you contribute anything to assist Mr. Greenway in his election }—1I
must decline that also.
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By Mr. Gibson :

2773. I will not touch on election funds, but I want to ask you one thing. When
the lock was increased to 900 feet in length, how much thicker were the walls made
than before 7—So much thicker in proportion to the height. They carried a certain
percentage of thickness all the way through.

2774. Then you had a larger thickness in the 900 feet than in the 60J feet 2—A
shade.

2775. How much of a shade 7—From 37 to 39 per cent of thickness. The thick-
ness of the walls was, if I remember right, about 37 and perhaps they were changed to 39.

2776. Are you sure they are not 40 %—1I think not. I would not be positive, but
1 think not.

2777. Would not 2 psr cent upon a work of that kind add very largely to the
profits of the contractor without an extra price #—Not very largely. It would not add
largely to the quantity even.

2778. Not on the 900 feet lock ?—You know, Mr. Gibson-———

2779. Well, at any rate, in spite of the increased size of the lock the (Government
was kind enough not only to give you that, but to give you an increased price ?—They
gave me the increased price on account of the wall being made higher, and consequently
they had to increase the thickness. They did not do it for me, but for the stability of
the work.

By Mr. Lister:

2780. One question b2fore you go. You have not been a contractor for the local
Government ?—1 don’t think so ; no.

2781. No, you go for bigger game *—Yes.

2782, Now the canal is not open yet, is it ?—I really don’v know T have not been
up there this spring.

2783. 1t was to have been opened on the 1st July, 1894.—T don’t think so.

2784. Was it not 7—Not that T know of.

2785. Or the first of August?—Not the first of August; I don’t know when it
was to be opened.

2786. You don’ know anything about that ?—I don’ think it was to be opened
then.

2787. Eh !—Not under our contract.

2788. Was not the arrangement to shorten the tims for completing the lock to get
it open a year earlier —Yes.

2789. It is not open yet ¢ —It will be opened a year earlier.

2790. You would have been a year later %-—No.

2791. Is it open yet —Well, I am nosaware. 1 don't know, but I think it is
ready to be opened.

2792. Do you think it is —Yes, I saw vessels going through it last fall.

2793. You think it is ready to bz opened. Do you know anything about a leak ?
—No.

2794. Do you know whether it is po sible to open it at all or not I—Well, it was
opened last fall and closed again. We went through on the boat that went through it.

The witness was th-n discharged from further attendance.

Mr. WiLLiam CraAwWFORD was recalled and further examined.

By Mr. Gibson :
2795. Mr. Crawford, at the last meeting of the cominittee the question was

asked you whether you could give the exact length of the walls that required to be
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braced on account of the bulging of the cribs, and you said you could not until you had
brought some papers. Have you got those papers?—1I did not understand you to say
the exact length of the walls. I thought you said the amount of concrete.

2796. I asked you at the last meeting whether you braced any more than 30 per
cent on the north side, and you said no. You were then asked, “ Are vou sure of
that ?” and the answer returned was, “ T am sure of that.” These questions were also
asked, “ And how many feet did you do on the south side,” any more than 16 per cent?
~—Yes, I am sure we did not brace. Well, perhaps I could not tell that, T would not
answer that question at present. I would have to look the matter up.

2797. Those were your answers as taken down. Now, have you looked the matter
up !—1I did not have a copy of that, as I thought what you asked for was the amount
of the concrete put in.

2798. Can you give us the length on the north side of the canal that was braced
in order to keep up, to save the cribs from crowding on to the work !—Give me that
question again !

2799. Will you kindly state to the committee the length of wall that was required
to be braced to prevent the cribs from bulging into the canal —(Witness after consult-
ing memoranda) The length of crib-work that required to be braced wus 570 feet.

2800. On what side of the canal was that %—That was on both sides.

2801. Only 570 feet required bracing *—Required bracing 400 feet on the north
side and 170 on the south.

2802. Did you do any more shoring than that —Yes, we did some more on each
side of a bulge ; it was continued on each side.

2803. How much further than 400 feet would there be on the north side ?-—About
230 feet more than that.

2804. About 230 feet that was braced in addition to the 570 !—Yes.

2805. Was this 230 feet done after you wrote this letter to Mr. Keefer 7—Oh, no,
it was not.

2806. Well, then in the letter that you wrote Mr. Keefer dated 19th September,
1894, you mentioned this 570 feet 7—That required to be braced ?

2807. Yes?—Yes.

2808. And you say in addition to the 570 fect you had 230 feet more I-—Yes, they
were extended at the bulges on either side. The bracing was carried on in case of the
bulge extending.

2809. What was the greatest bulge that you had upon your cribs, Mr. Crawford !
—About 3 or 4 feet.

2810. Three or four feet %—1I think that was it.

2811. T notice in your report to Mr. Keefer that it was only 21 to 3 feet I—Well, T
am wrong. I am speaking from memory. I thought I had said to him 3 or 4 feet.

By Mr. Haggart :

2812. What you stated to Mr, Keefer was correct %—7Yes, that was correct as far
as I could get at it.

By Mr. Gibson :

2813. Was your first report to Mr. Keefer so far as bulging was concerned 2} to
3 feet in the centre of the cribs —Yes.

2814. The other day you stated you would look up your papers and see exactly
how much stronger you rebuilt the 205 feet of crib-work and whether you made it
wider or not —1I thought I told you I raised up the back of the crib-work higher and
thus gave greater weight to the crib.

2815. You built the crib higher up?%—Yes,

2816. But you were to tell us whether you made it any extra width or not *—I did
not make it any wider.

2817. You said you stepped it —It was stepped originally, but instead of that at
these wet places where they bulged the back 5wa,s carried up.

14
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2818, Oh, the back was carried up plumb instead of being stepped *—Yes.

2819. Was not that making it wider -—Well, I do not know.

2820. In scctions it was—Yes.

2821, In sections you were making it wider?—Yes.

2822. Have you got that letter you promised to bring with you at this meeting, giving
you instructions about that random-coursed masonry !—1I was wrong in saying it gave
me instructions. It was a letter from Mr. Schreiber to the minister about the matter.
There was no instructions about it. It merely gives an opinion about this business.

By Mr. Lister :

2823. Whose opinion %—Mr. Schreiber’s. It gives his opinion to the Minister
about the cribs.

2824. Where is the letter ¢ Is that it *—This is a copy of it.

2825. You had better read it }—Witness then read the following :—

“ DEPARTMENT OF RAILWAYS AND CaNaLs,
“ Orrawa, February 10, 1893.

“ DeEarR MR. HaceaRT,—As you are aware, a question has arisen with the contrac-
tors with regard to the building of a revetment wall along each side of the prism of the
Sault Ste. Marie Canal.

« If the rock proved to be of a sound and durable nature, the revetment wall was to
be of masonry built from the rock surface up to the top of the tow path, if on the other
hand the rock proved to be unsound and unsuitable to rest a revetment wall of masonry
upon, the revetment wall was to be of wood.

«“ Upon my recent visit to these works I observed that the superintending engineer,
having found the rock of too shaky a character upon which to rest a masonry wall, was
having it cut down to the level of the bottom of the prism of the canalfor a wall 11 feet
6 inches in width at the bottom, and that a length of about 500 feet on each side of the
canal had been so prepared, in fact as far as the excavation of the rock in the prism of
the canal had advanced at that date.

«T was informed by the engineer in charge that a test pit had been sunk towards
the westrrn end of the prism, which showed no indication of a more solid class of rock
being met with. To carry out the plan of building a masonry wall from the bottom of
the canal to the top of tow path would no doubt make a neat and substantial piece of
work, but it would add considerably to the cost of the canal and would not be in accord-
ance with the specification.

« I propose that the specification shall be conformed to, by building a revetment of
wood from the surface of the rock upwards to within six inches of the lowest water,
" topping it up with a revetment of masonry, but the contractors while admitting that
the building of a revetment of wood would be according to contract, they contended
there was no price in the contract for the construction of such a revetment, and that
the contract and specification gave no indication of how the revetment of wood was to
be built, nor was there any plan, general or special, of its construction.

“ The matter was submitted to the Justice Department, who advise that there is no
provision made in the schedule of prices attached to the contract for the building of a
revetment of wood, and that it will be necessary to agree upon a price with the con-
tractors.

“T have since gone into this matter with the contractors and the superintending
engineer, which has resulted in the contractors making an offer of $3.50 a cubic yard
for a revetment of timber with an open back, or $4 a cubic yard with a close back.

“ The superintending engineer reports that if it is decided to build this revetment
of timber, he considers the price of $4 for the revetment with a close faced back reason-
able and might be accepted. I concur in this view, and recommend its acceptance,
upon the understanding that the revetment of wood will extend from the surface of the
rock to within six inches of lowest water level, and from the lowest water level to the
top of the tow path, a random-coursed masonry wall of gray limestone laid im cement
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mortar is to be built, which masonry under the contract is to be paid for at 8$7.50 per
cubic yard.

The estimated cost of the work as it was being done

with masonry from the bottom of the prism of

canal to the top of the tow path at %7.50 per

cubicyard. ... ... .. oL $320,000 0C
The estimated cost of the work with a revetment of

timber from surface of rock to within six inches of

lowest water level at $4 per cubic yard, and thence

masonry to top of tow path at $7.50 per cubic
yard 1. . ... £160,000 00

“ This latter plan, which is the one I recommend, will make a lasting, satisfactory
piece of work, and such as I think you will approve.

“ Faithfully yours,

(Sgd.) “ COLLINGWOOD SCHRE[BER,
“ Chief Enginvcer of Cunals.”

By Mr. Gibson :

2826. So, Mr. Crawford, in consequence of the character of the stone work you were
obliged to build cribs right along the face of this wall?—To build eribs?

2827. In consequence of the shaky nature of the rock you were obliged to build a
wooden revetment wall up to and for the purpose of carrying on the stone revetment

wall =—Yes.

By Mr. Haggart :

L d
2828. Was not the real reason to save the price %—There were other reasons.

Ry Mr. Gibson:

2829. Well, we will get at that by and by. Your chief engineer considered it was
on account of the nature of the rock that it required a wooden revetinent wall and you
agreed with him %—T was not consulted.

2830. However you carried out his instructions +—Yes.

2831. And in his report or letter to the Minister he said that $4 per cubic yard for
the timber work was a fair price —Yes.

2832. Did that include the filling Tt included the filling.

2833. And was this shaky rock put into the crib filling %—Yes.

2834. So that while it was not good enough to build upon it was good enough to
put in 2—It was good enough, but in this position it was not good enough for a found-
ation.

2835. Was it not far enough out in the channel ?—It did not make a good founda-
tion, but it was a good solid rock.

2836. Did you say this $4 per yard included the filling 7—Yes.

2837. And you filled it with the shaky rock?—We did not fill it with shaky rock,
we filled it with good rock.

2838. Where did you get the good rock %—Good rock from the canal.

2839. From this very place that the chief engineer objected to build the wall upon?
—He objected to it, I understood, as a foundation. The rock was good enough to fill
but not to build on as it stood.

9840. Now, Mr. Crawford, in other words that rock was not compact enough to
build a retaining wall on the top of it %—No, I do not think so.

2841. And in consequence the chief engineer reported to the Minister that the rock
would require to be removed and the wooden revetment wall put in its place '—That is

a fact.
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2842. Is it not a fact?—Yes.

2843. And they built the retaining wall on the top of that!—They put the crib-
work on the top of that.

2844. They built the crib-work on the top of that wall %—Yes.

2845. And it was improperly built and it bulged —No, it did not.

9846. You stated the other day that you were present when Mr. Thompscn pointed
out to you the large spaces that were in the crib-work 7—No, he did not point out to
me large spaces in the crib-work.

2847. He said in his evidence that there were and you disputed that —7Yes.

2848. Did you take issue with him at the time %—Yes.

2849. And did he admit that you were right and say that he was wrong I—No, T
said that there was nothing wrong with the large stones that went in. I had not seen
anything loose in filling that crib. That is what Isaid.

2850. Would you read to the committee the specifications about the crib filling *
Have you got them ?—No.

By Mr. Haggart :

2851, Is there any specification for the filling of the upper cribs %—TI think not.
Mr. HaceaRT—You think not. Then what is the use of hunting for one ?
Mg. ScureiBER—There is.

By Mr. Gibson :

2852. You heard that the Minister says, Mr. Crawford, that there was no specifica-
tion ¢ Should there have been ?

Mr. HacGarT—I did not say there was no specification. T asked you to ask him
if there was a specification in the first instance.

Mr. GissoN—1I will ask him that.

2853. Was there a specification —1I don’t think so.

2854. Do you think there ought to have been one %—1I don’t know.

2855. Now, Mr. Crawford, I ask you not to play with the committee. Firstof
all you got instructions from the chief engineer.

Mgr. BErciN—That is not a fair statement to make.

THE CHAIRMAN—There is an objection to your lecturing the witness or suggesting
that he is not acting fairly.

By Mr. Gibson :

. 2856. You received instructions that this work is to be paid for at so much a
yard —Yes.

2857. You got no instructions as to how the work was to be carried out +—Yes, a
plan was given.

2858. A plan was given ! Is that plan here ! There is vol. 1 of the papers pro-
duced before the committee, perhaps you will find the plan there. Mr. Schreiber has
gone over to see if there is a specification. At all events you never saw it did
you ?—1I don’t think so.

2859. You don’t think so ? Do you think as an engineer it was proper to carry
on the work without some instructions from the department %—Well, I think I had
plenty of instructions.

2860. Well, where are they ? Can you produce them here to the committee !—The
plan will give all the instructions that were necessary.

2861. Oh, no, the plan only gives the shape, does it not %—The shape, but it shows
that it has to be filled.

2862. The sizes —And the sizes.

2863. Dimensions —Yes.

2864. The size of the timber, but the plan does not say what]the quality of the
timber is to be, does it +—No. Well, I am not sure. I think it does. !Well, no.
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2865. Did you ever make a plan and write specifications upou it ?—XNo ; but T have
made many a plan and put on it what the timber is to be and what work has to be done.

2866. The size of it —The sizes and the kinds of material and all the information
wanted.

2867. On the plan —Yes.

2868. Talking about the wane edges ; would you describe whether the timber was
to be sound or not sound %—As a matter of course.

2869. Would you describe it on the plan whether it was to be full of knots or any-
thing of that kind *—No, not necessarily. But why is it neces<ary to say that ¢

2870. Because the contractor would say, « there is your plan.” You asked me a
question and I will answer you. The contractor would say, “I carried out the plan. 1
carried it out with inferior material.” The specification, as I understand, it gives the
specification of the work. The plan simply directs the contractor as to the style in
which the work is to be carried on. Is that not your impression as an engineer —1I
think the engineer sees that the work is carried out properly.

2871. But you have no instructions in regard to carrying this crib-work out ?—
Nothing more than that, I think.

2872. Nothing of a definite character I—I don't think so,

2873. So you allowed the crib-work to be built in this manner and it bulged %—Yes.

2874. You thought they were big enough —Yes.

2875. And still you say that the wet material bulged them out !— At wet places, yes.

2876. At wet places. Why was the material put in wet %It was not put in wet.
Behind, it was filled with the material that was about there, and it was wet material—
wet places.

2877. You stated the material was not wet and you afterwards say it was wet +—
I do not say it was not wet. There were wet places along that canal and that material
was frozen when it was put in and the frost came out and it became soft, spongy stuff.

2878. When the frost came out it bulged the cribs I—Yes.

2879. And should not greater care have been taken with the filling behind those
cribs 7—It was not expected it would turn out as bad stuff—no indications.

2880. There were no indications, so you allowed the stuff to be put in the cribs
promiscuously ! But you knew when the thaw took place that you had allowed the
work to be carried on without proper supervision %—No, T found that there was bad
material there that bulged the cribs. T did not think that it was bad supervision.

2881. Bad material bulged the crib? Well, why did you allow bad material to be
used in the crib ?—1It turned out bad, but it looked good.

2882. Did you see it %—T saw it.

2883. And you could not tell whether it was frozen ice or frozen clay #—TIt was
like ordinary clay.

2884. Ordinary clay pretty well frozen —It did not appear very badly frozen.

2885, Had it been long excavated 2—No, it was excavated during the winter.

2886. Excavated during the winter. Well, how did you know it was wet !—Well,
it did not show wet at first. It showed wet afterwards.

2887. Now, Mr. Crawford, what class of work did you have the backing of the
lock prepared of —Of masonry. .

2888. Of course, they were not built of concrete %—XNo, they were built of masonry.

2889. Of what size were they built %—They were large. Well, they varied a great
part of them, the size where they were built of mortar. Then there were some of it
built with very large stones, built in concrete.

2890. Large pieces built in concrete 7—Yes. .

2891. Where was the concrete used —They were built intc this concrete.

2892. Built into the centre of the wall %—No, into the backing of the wall.

2893. Did the specification allow that %—Yes. ]

2894. Does not the specification call for the stones to be scabbled —That is a sup-
plementary.

2895. Picked or pointed into good blocks. But this was not done !—Yes, that
was done in great part.
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2896. Where did you put the concrete in, if it was built of blocks I—In other parts.
2897. What other parts?—Other parts of the backing. There was a part of it
built by that specification and part by a supplementary.

By Mr. Haggart :

2898. Isit concrete? Do you mean concrete or cement !—Yes, concrete. Large
stones were built in with concrete.
9899. That is broken stone and cement —Broken stone and cement and sand.

By Mr. Gibson :

2900. You say this was allowed, Mr. Crawford %—There was a specification allow-
ing, an agreement allowing, the contractors to use concrete in the backing.

2901. So that the backing of the lock was not done with solid stone work %—Solid
stone work ? Yes. It was good masonry, built as I told you of stones on concrete.

2902. Was it built of solid concrete —Yes, it was built of solid concrete.

2903. But not according to the original contract %—Not according to the original
contract.

2904, According to a supplementary contract %—7Yes, part of it was.

2905. How much of the work was done in this way '—1I could not tell you now.
Mr. Schreiber, T think, says in his evidence three or four hundred yards. I could not say.

2906. Was this abandoned altogether %—It went on to the end.

2907. So that instead of carrying on the work as it was originally intended you car-
ried it on in two ways %—Yes.

2908. You carried it on by placing a piece of backing where it suited you on the
wall, did you not *—Yes.

2909. If there were a space between the backing and the faced stone, what did you
put in there —Some times it was mortar and some times it was concrete.

2910. But does the specification call for that *—No.

2911. Did you ever see masonry built in that way before with a mixture of backing
and concrete -—No, I cannot say that I have, but I think it is a most excellent piece of
work.

2912. Oh, of course, this was an excellent piece of work, I have no doubt about that.
But would it not be a more excellent piece of work if a stone had been cut to fill that
space =—No, certainly not, for lock backing you could not have anything better.

2913. Solid stone is not as good as concrete, in your opinion ?—For lock backing ?

2914. For any kind of backing !—1 think that concrete is better.

2915. Better than solid stone ¢—It was mixed with solid stone.

2916. I know it was mixed. It was mixed in a very improper manner was it not?
—Very improper !

2917. Yes.—Certainly not.

2918. You never saw any backing done better you say ? Did you ever see any on
the Welland Canal done in that way —No.

2919. Did you ever see it done anywhere else +—No.

By Mr. Haggart:

2920, Did you ever see work done on the Welland Canal as well as this 7—No.
2921. Or anywhere else —Certainly no better than this anywhere else.

By Mr. Gibson :

2922. Seeing that the Minister has departed from the Sault Ste. Marie Canal to
call your attention to the Welland Canal, I will ask you what was the comparison
between the prices paid on the Welland Canal and on the Sault Ste. Marie Canal for
this class of work —1T could not tell you.
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v 2923. Mr. Crawford, did you not make out some of the estimates on the Welland ?
—Yes.

2924. But you do not remember the prices of any of the locks?—It was a very
hard thing, as you remember, to get hold of the prices, because there were so many
prices.

2925. Did you ever hear of it being done for $8.50 a yard %—It is many years since
I looked at the prices on the Welland and I do not remember.

2926. Have you known it to be done for less than 810 a yard —I do not remem-
ber.

2927. It is so long ago.  Still you remember that the work on the Sault is better
than on the Welland 7—Yes, T think it was.

2928. Is it better in comparison to the prices paid 2—1I do not remember the prices.

2929. What better was it than the Welland Canal work —I think that very
thing, using concrete in the backing, was an improvement. It made it water tight.

2930. Then this is a patent you have got out in building stone work 2—No, it is
not a patent I have got out.

2931. Who is the originator —The contractors, T suppose.

2932. The contractors, of course. They were doing all this for the benefit of the
country, Mr. Crawford ?—(No answer).

By Mr. Taylor :

2933. Who was the contractor on the Welland Canal 7—Well, there were many
contractors.

Mr. TayLor—1I thought, perhaps, Mr. Gibson was one, because he knew the prices.

Mr. GissoN—Mr. Crawford was on my work on the Welland Canal.

By Mr. Lister :

2934. Isittrue, or is it not true that the spoil from the pier was put into the
crib-work—The spoil ?

2935. The excavation from the pier 7—From what pier ?

2936. The pier put in for the support of the bridge ?—The excavation ? There
is no excavation.

2937. Mr. Thompson told us the other day that the excavation instead of heing
taken to the spoil was put into the erib-work. Is that so /—The excavation was taken
to the spoil and excavation was also put into the crib-work from the canal.

2938. From the canal =—From the prism of the canal.

2939. Well now, Mr. Thompson says that was not proper —Well

2940. Do you say it was +—1I say it was, certainly.

2941. In the face of the specification I—The specification says nothing against that,

By Mr. Haggart :

2941a. It was the excavation from the rock prism of the canal’—From the rock
prism of the canal.

By Mr. Lister :
2942. Now, you say there was an agreement allowing you to use concrete instead
of stone I~—VYes.
2943. Was it a form of contract drawn up and signed by the department, or was it
merely a letter —A specification made out by Mr. Thompson, I believe.
Mr. Haceart—It is among the papers.
Mr. Lister—T do not see it here.

By Mr. Lister :
2944. How did the prices range? Was the price allowed to the contractors the
same as if they had done their work with stone 7—I do not understand that there was
any change in price.
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2945. No change in price? So that they were to get the same figures as if they
had done it according to the specification ~—According to the original specification, yes.

2946. Was the work worth as much —Yes ; I thought so.

2947. You think it was worth as much —Yes.

Ly Mr. Haggart :

2948. Would it not cost more to build it of concrete than of stone —Yes.

Dy Mr. Luster ;

2949. That would be concrete paid on lock prices ?—Yes.

2950. How much a yard %It varied. It was &11 and $12.60.

2951. And $16 -—And 816.

2952. So that you allowed the concrete at $11, $12.60 and $16 %—Yes.

By Mr. Haggert :

2953. Did you allow any more for concrete than you would allow for backing —No.
2954, Would not the concrete cost more than backing cut in the ordinary manner?
—>So0 I understand from all.

Ly Mr. Lister :

2955. You estimated for the random-coursed masonry, allowing them $7.50 a
yard —Yes.

2956, That was paid to the contractors for some time %—I do not know about pay-
ments. I sent it in in that way.

2957. You sent it in in that way. When will that canal be ready to open for
public traffic -—1 expect very soon.

2958. How soon *—1I cannot tell exactly, because I am waiting to find out and to
get a few boulders taken out of the channels.

2959. The only obstacle or difficulty in the way is the removal of a few boulders
from the channels %—That is all.

2960. When do you expect to get those out '—It is very hard to tell. I was just
sweeping to find out how many there were when you called me down here, and as soon
as I get back I hope it will be done in a very short time.

2961. Then your opinion is that the canal will be open by the 1st of August?—1
should think so. 1 do not know of any serious difficulties. Though I cannot tell till
I go there with the sweep and find out.

2962. Well, are there any difficulties other than the entrance %—No.

2963. Sure of that 2~ Yes, there were no difficulties.

2964. Eh ?—No difliculties.

2965. No difficulties at at ¢ Is the lock chamber perfectly tight I—Perfectly tight.

2966. When did you try it *—It has been empty for some time and there was no
water in it for any leaks.

2967. There is no difficulty there —No difficulty there at all.

2968. And all that remains to be done is the sweeping out of the channel ¢— That
is all.

2969. Whose duty is that 7—Well, that is my duty to see that it is done.

2970. To see it is done ? But first whose duty is it to do it —1I go and see it done
as much as I can.

2971. Who has to do it #—Oh, the assistants, my assistants.

By Mr. Haggart :

2972. But who has to do the actual work —Oh, the actual work, that is being done
by Hugh Ryan and Company.
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By Mr. Lister :

2973. Is that part of their contract *—It is a subsidiary contract, a little contract
made for that.

2974. Oh, that is a subsidiary contract. Is the steel pipe leaking ?—No.

2975. TIs it all right ¢TIt is all right.

Mr, HacearTr—Here is a specification for the crib-work which Mr. Schreiber has
found.

By Mr. Gibson :

2976. You never saw that before, Mr. Crawford *—1I don’'t think so.
2977. Read it please?

“ DEPARTMENT OF Ra1Lways axD CaxaLs, CANADA.

“ Specifications for work to be done in the construction of timber revetment on each
side of the prism of the Sault Ste. Marie Canal.

“The contractor must prepare the foundations as near level as practicable, any such
levelling as may require to be done shall be covered by the price of the crib-work.

“Crib-work.

“The erib-work is to be of the width shown on the plan, and of such varying height
as the surface of the rock on which it is to be founded, may necessitate to bring it up
to the uniform level on top as shown on plan, the sides to be of timbers not less than 11
inches square, straight, sound and free from wane and shakes.

“ Iranding.

“The timbers of the walls of the crib-work to be framed for close joints, the front
wall to have a batter of 21 inches to the foot and the rear wall to be pluw).

<« Cross Ties.

“The cross ties shall be at least 10 inches thick of sufficient size to square 10" x 10”
at both ends, and of the full length of the outsid: width of the cribbing. They are to
be placed not more than 10 feet apart centres, and so arranged that the ties resting on
the different rounds of timber, shall be midway between those of the courses imme-
diately above and below. These ends are to be dovetailed 3} inches into the timbers
under and over them, the dovetail to splay 14 inches on both sides so as to stand 8
inches at the neck and 11 inches at the outer end. The crib-work from bottom to finish
shall be formed of white pine, hemlock, tamarack or spruce, straight, of good quality,
free from unsound knots, shakes, sapwood or other defects.

“ The crib-work shall be well and solidly built with stone from bottom to top, which
shall he carefully packed, well rounded and between the ties and properly levelled off at
the top.

“pThe sides of the crib-work shall be built as shown on the plan and everything done
that is necessary (although not herein particularly mentioned) to place the whole in a
finished and satisfactory condition.

(Sgd.) « COLLINGWOOD SCHREIBER.
“0Orrawa, 10th February, 1893.”
By Mr. Taylor :

2978-9. Mr. Crawford, you are a practical engineer of considerable experience, are
you not —Yes.

2980. Did you act in the capacity of engineer on the Welland Canal i—Yes, assist-
ant eng neer.
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2981. When was that —That was about 1886, I think it was.

2982. In whose employ were you, then ?—The Government employ.

2983. The Government employ ?— Assistant to Mr. Munro.

2984. You were assistant engineer when the Welland Canal was building %—Yes.

2985. And you were employed on that work 7—Yes, that is the last enlargement,

2986. The last enlargement of which Mr. Gibson was contractor —7Yes.

2987. One of the contractors? You were engineer, you made the estimates for the
work that he did, and supervised the work that he performed ?—7Yes.

2988. Did Mr. Gibson make you any present while you were on that work %—No.

2989. Did he offer you any —No. '

By Mr. Gibson :

2990. Did you ever hear it reported that he ever made an offer to anybody *—No-
2991. Do you believe he would do such a thing %—I never heard any one do that.

By Mr. Taylor :

2992. Then when Mr. Gibson was contractor you were doing the same work in
your capacity as engineer as you were at the time of Mr. Ryan’s contract '—Yes.

2993. And you say the contract on the Welland Canal is not as good a class of
work as that performed on the Sault?—It was a very good work on the Welland
Canal, but I prefer this kind of work for lock wall backing.

By Mr. Mulock :

2994. Did you pass the Welland Canal work !—VYes.
2995. It was up to the contract ?—It was up to the contract. Very good work.

By Mr. Taylor :

2996. And you passed this work —Yes.

2997. And it was up to the contract %—7Yes. .

20998. And the timber put in the revetment on each side of the prism was of first
class quality —Yes.

2999. And the work was performed in a good workmanlike manner ¢—Yes.

3000. How long have you been down here in connection with this investigation ?
—Since last Thursday.

3001. You have been retained here for this investigation. Is that causing delay
in getting the canal opened ~—Yes.

3002. Your being kept here is causing a delay in getting the canal opened —Yes.

By Mr. Gibson :

3003. You stated to Mr. Licter that the concrete that was used in the lock
masonry was paid for at the same prices as that paid for lock masonry %—Yes.

3004. And you gave as a reason for that that it was more expensive to make I—
I did not give any reason for it.

3005. To the minister when he asked you a question %—I said it was—I stated
that as a fact, but that was not the reason.

3006. How far was the stone for the backing of the lock work brought %—For the
backing ?

3007. Yes.—Tt was brought from Manitoulin.

3008. It was brought from Manitoulin ¢ Yes.

3009. Was it all brought from the Manitoulin Islands -—Yes.

3010. The whole of the backing *—No, there was some sandstone mixed up with
it. Some sandstone out of the excavation.

3011. The stone for the conerete did not require to be brought from the Manitoulin
Tslands ?—No.
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3012. Any kind of small stones that could be found around there, at the quarry
and where they were cutting stone could be used for concrete I—Yes.

3013. So it could not be as valuable for the backing #—Oh, the contractors have
told me that it was more expensive.

3014. More expensive to scabble a piece of ordinary backing, we will suy a yard
in size, no matter what its dimensions a yard in quantity, 3 feet by 3 feet by 3 feet—
more expensive to scabble that and to lay it than to make a yard of concrete? Is it or
is it not %—1I don’t know.

3015. As an engineer have you not seen a good deal of stone cutting done —Yes,
I have seen some.

3016. You have seen some —A good deal.

3017. And you think it is more expensive to make a yard of backing of concrete
than to cut a yard of stone %—You mean to cut a cubic yard ?

3018. To scabble a yard of backing and to lay it %—That is not ordinary work.

3019. Ah, but this specification calls for extraordinary work, Mr. Crawford. Of
course you did not see the specification, although it is dated 10th February, 1893 —No,
I did not.

3020. And you never asked for any instructions about the filling of those cribs?
—No, T did not think it was necessary.

By Mr. Mulock :
3021. You did not know about it %—No, I did not know about it.

By Mr. Gibson:

3022. It says, they were to be carefully packed well around and between the ties
and properly levelled off at the top. And you were not aware this had to be done 1—
I think it was done. It was carefully packed and levelled off at the top. T did not
see that, T think.

3023. You think you did not see it %—Still in your examination the other day you
said that the cribs were fairly well filled, but they were not hand-packed —They were
not hand-packed, no.

3024. And you never saw any cribs hand packed 7—No. I never did.

3025. But what did these specifications call for ¢ Did they not call for that—No ;
T don’t think so. Well packed, but not hand packed.

By Mr. Lister :

3026. When was this crib-work filled in, in winter or summer ?—1It was filled in
winter and some of it in summer.

3027. What proportion of it would be filled in in winter ?—The greater proportion.

3028. Three-quarters of it 7—1I dare say.

3029. Do you know where Couvrette is working —No. I do not know.

The witness was then discharged from further attendance.

The committee then adjourned.
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CommiTTeER Room 49,
Housk or Comyoxs, 11th July, 1895.

The Committee met.

Mr. MicuaiL J. HANEY called, sworn and examined.

By Mr. Haggart :

3030. Mr. Haney, you are one of the firm of Ryan & Co., contractors for the Sault
Ste. Marie Canal T am.

3031. You have been on the work of that contract from the beginning, I suppose,
to the finish %—From the beginning to the finish.

3032. Do you know anything of the changes of contract from the time you com-
menced the work —1I know that there were changes from the original plan.

3033. I suppose you know nothing of the reasons which induced the department to
make the changes, except by hearsay %—No, sir, I had no communication whatever
with reference to that.

3034. However, there were several changes made in the plan of the lock from the
time you had the contract until the final plan —Yes, there were two principal changes.

3035. What is the final plan as completed %It was a lock 900 feet between the
quoins and 60 feet wide, with a depth of 20 feet 3 inches of water on the mitre sill.

3036. There was a small change I think, from 19 feet to 20 feet 3 inches on the
mitre sill %—There was.

3037. Did you hear the evidence of Mr. Thompson in reference to what the cost
of that change would amount to %—1I did. I think he said it was practically nil.

3038. Practically nil. So that the change from 19 feet to 20 feet 3 inches was
practically nil It was a very small matter.

3039. I suppose you do not know the reason of the change, but the fact is the
depth of water on the mitre sill is the same on that lock as on the lock at Sault Ste.
Marie —On the American side, yes, sir.

3040. On the American side, the same depth of water —The same depth of water.

3041. What is the character of the work in the lock ?—First-class., You are speak-
ing of the Canadian lock ?

3042. Of the Canadian lock —First-class throughout.

3043. First class masonry % Yes, sir. Of course, in speaking of classes of masonry
I am speaking of the general character of the whole work.

3044. Yes?—There is first class masonry and there is backing, but in speaking of
the work as a work I say it is first-class throughout, being built of first-class materials
and by the best workmen that we could procure in the country.

3045. You have been on public works, I suppose, most of your life %—Since I was
18 years old.

3046. Since you were 18 years old. Did you ever see, taking the same character
of work, a better job —1I did not.

3047. What were the instructions that you were to give to your men in reference
as to how they were to do the work —Waell, my instructions were to do the work in a
first-class manner throughout.

3048. Yes, and in every respect it is done in a first-class manner ?—That is my
opinion.

3049. The material used in it is first-class ?—First-class.

3050. Ia every respect —In every respect, yes.

3051. You have been listening to the evidence here for some days and you have
heard the account given of the increased prices that were paid to the contractors over
and abote the original contract price for doing the extra work required ~—I have.
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3052. Why was it you asked for and received higher prices ?-—The cost of the work
we considered was increased to us. The wages which we found had to be paid were
greater than were contemplated when the original contract was made. The work had
to be pushed which necessitated working nights as well as day. Al those things add to
the increased cost of work. Those were the principal reasons why we asked an increased
price for the work.

3053. You got $90,000 for finishing the work a year sooner than you were required
under the contract +—We did.

3054. What did that work cost you to finish over and above the prices that you
should have execut d it for under the contract?—Well, T am not prepared to make a
statement with reference to that.

3055. Well, do it as near as possible —1I think—my impression is it would have
cost fully the amount of $90,000.

3056. $90,000?—1I don’t think there was much money in that job.

3057. You had a contract also for dredging at the lock 1—At the east approaches.

3058. Yes. What was the price moneyed out, taking the estimated quantities of
the engineer of the department? What was the amount moneyed out that the contract
would come to —Well, to the best of my recollection, it was nearly $300,000.

3059. Two hundred and ninecy and some odd thousands, T think %—About $300,000.

3060. You were required to do some extra work besides that work #—Some ad-
ditional work.

3061. What would that additional work come to -—Well, that is a matter 1 have
not gone into, but I should say thirty to forty thousand dollars.

3062. Thirty to forty thousand dollars?—Have you made up the quantities of the
whole work completed under that section ?—Under section 1, the lower end?

3063. Yes, that is the approach, I forgot the number —We have not made it up.

3064. Do you know whether the department has made it up %1 do not.

3065, Do you know what would be the total amount included in that extra work
you were required to do—what the total amount would motey out in section 19—
I know about the amount we have received. It is, as near as I can recollect, about
$305,000 or $306,000.

3066. $306,000?7%—And the amount of the work remaining to be done would
be in the vicinity of thirty-tive thousand dollars. It is theadditional pier, the additional
crib-work, you might put it. I assume the work has been measured up pretty close.

3067. That is your estimate ?—Yes.

3068. Then, if those figures are correct, adding the extra work—that is the extra
pier work—the work will be done for very near the figures of the original contract ?—
I should say it would be done very close to it. I may say it was a schedule contract.

3069. Yes, I know %—The opportunities for taking the soundings and measurements
were good and the work naturally would be measured very close originally.

3070. Or in other words, that the original estimate of quantities has turned out
very nearly exactly what it was estimated {—That is the answer, yes.

3071. Now we come to that portion of the contract dealing with the crib-work
above the lock. Were you away from the commencement of it until the finish 4—With
the exception of a couple of weeks.

3072. With the exception of a couple of weeks?—With the exception of a
couple of weeks during January I was on the work all the time.

3073. When did you commence that work %—We commenced it in the latter
part of October or November, 1893.

3074. When did you finish it —We finished it in the early spring—the spring of
1894.

3075. Who was the superintending engineer of that work I—Mr. W. G. Thompson.

3076. Was he there at any time during the period that the work was progressing !
—T saw him in Sault Ste. Marie in January.

3077. When was he there next?—It must have been the latter part of June or
the first of July.

3078. The work was finished then?—Practically.

157




58 Victoria, Appendix (No. 1a) A. 1895

3079. Mr. Thompson was not on the work then from the beginning of January
until June —No, sir, I did not see him on the work.

3080. He was not there on the work? Give us a description briefly, of that work
and the reason of the bulging out of the the timbers on it +—The preparation was made
for the construction of the crib-work during the summer of 1893.  Also for the taking
out of the rock excavation during the fall of 1893 and the winter of 1894, these pre-
parations consisted of stripping the rock, so that we would have but very little frost to
contend with in the excavation, or in other words that we would not have any
earth excavation in which there would be frost during the winter months.
We also provided a large portion of the timber during the latter part of the winter and
the summer of 1893, and also made arrangements to provide the balance of the timber
during the winter of 1894. The construction of the crib-work was commenced as I said
in October or November, 1893. In that work as in all other work we endeavoured to
employ the best men that were available, and we have good men in the construction of
the timber work. When the timber work was being constructed we also carried on
three classes of work from the excavation. The work was being forced through to com-
pletion early in 1894, and in order to do that it was necessary for us to build the cribs,
fill the cribs, make the embankment behind the cribs, and also at our own expense build
a retaining wall immediately or in the rear of the masonry wall, so that the whole of
the material that was required for the backing up of the cribs would be in place when
the masonry was built. When this work was done which I have been speaking of, it
would be completed when the masonry wall was finished. Now I have heard in the
evidence that there was very little complaint about the framing of the cribs, or the
timber that was used. The objections seemed to be in the filling, and T desire to say that
there should always be a motive in doing bad work, and we had no motive whatever for
putting anything but the very best rock in the filling of these cribs. There certainly
could be no advantage or gain to us in doing otherwise, and we did that. The instruc-
tions were to sort the material carefully, and I was there continually to see that those
instructions were carried out. The inspecting engineer was on the work and the
inspector was there, and the material was sorted, so that the most suitable rock for
crib-filling was put in the cribs; the quarry waste would be placed behind the crib and
in the embankment above the crib, and the larger stones were saved for the purpose of
building this retaining wall that I have spoken of. That is the manner in which the
work was done. There was perhaps some little frost on the rock as it was being put
into the different kinds of work, but as the rock was broken up from day to day with
powder, there could be but very little frost which would have adhered o the rock and
which would be put in the crib-work, so that was specially sorted for that particular
part of the work. If any material that ought not to have gone into the crib was put in,
" it was owing to the carelessness of some of our men when they were not specially looked
after by our foreman, That is liable to occur upon any work, and while we gave to
the work the most careful supervision, I would not say that from time to time a man in a
careless way-- we have some men who did not speak English—would not dump a box
of material there, which, had I been there, or the inspector, or the enginecr or the fore-
man, he would not have been allowed to put into the crib. We also kept men on the
crib to see that the material was distributed about in the crib so that it would be as
solidly filled as is usually the case in a work of that kind.

By Mr. Haggart :

3081. You saw some of them opened afterwards !—We excavated test holes in the
cribs, and we found they were well and solidly filled. We also found that the cribs
which wer- not bulged were filled in the same manner as the cribs that were. With
reference to the bulging T might say that there was no bulging after the cribs were filled
above the mevable dam about station 75. The bulging was below that, and only a part
of that bulged ; the greatest movement in the crib-work was at a point where an old tree
had crossed the line of the canal, and the material in the original formation at that point
was of a quicksandy, silty nature.
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3082. You have not given the reason, Mr. Haney, in your opinion of the bulging
out of the cribs I think it was due to the fact that the work was done in the winter
time, and owing to the pressure from the material behind caused by settling of the
material that was put behind the ciib. There was very little sediment in the erib.

3083. You saw the crib-work on the American side ¢—Yes.

3084. What is the difference between the mode of construction on this side and the
mode there ?—In the crib-work on this side the ties extended from front to rear wall
without longitudinals. As the crib was brought out, offsets were made in the back of
the crib. The face of the crib was battered, and the crib was filled with stone.

3085. On the other side %—On the other side there was no offset in the bank. The
crib was built plumb in back and rear. The ties extended from front the back.

3086. Perpendicularly %—Horizontally, and longitudinals were placed parallel with
the face and back of the crib, so that square pockets were formed instead of long pockets.

3087. The object of that was to fill it with clay —TIt was filled with clay.

3088. To keep it from leaking !—T suppose to use it for coffer dam purposes

By Mr. Glibson .
3089. Where was this =—On the American side.

By Mr. Haggart ;

3090. Do you know the masonry that was on the wall 7—1I do.

3091. Just give us a description of it and what you think of it I—The masonry was
built under an agreement which was made at the time the crib-work was decided upon,
and I have no special instructions that the specifications for the masonry were changed,
but I would say that the masonry was built, or that the specifications which were in
the original contract for randon-coursed masonry can be applied to this class of work
with one exception, ~nd that is that randon-coursed masonry called for in the specifica-
tion was to be laid dry, and this was laid in mortar.

By Mr. Gibson :

3092. The specifications called for that being hammer-dressed 7—1t was hammer-
dressed.

3093. I suppose you call it good random-coursed masonry ?—Yes, sir; 1 call it
good random-coursed masonry, good work. In speaking of the specifications 4 might
say that there is no other point which enters into the details of all specifications and in
this as we!l, and that is that the engineer decides how the work shall be done, and the
work has been done in this case under the directions in accordance with the specifica-

tions.
Mr. Hagearr—That is all T have to ask Mr. Haney.

By Mr. Lister :

3094. The number | section was contracted for by Ryan and Haney 1—It was, yes
sir. Hugh Ryan & Company, that is the firm. There are two Ryans.

3095. The firm consists of John and Hugh Ryan and yourself, Mr. Haney ! At
the time that contract was made had it been determined to deepen the lock to 20 feet 3
inches %—No, sir.

3096, Then what was the depth that the approach was to be 7—My recollection is
18% feet.

3097. 184 feet I—Yes, sir.

3098. That would be for a depth in the lock of 16 feet —16 feet 3 inches, yes.

3099. 16 feet 3 inches ! When it was determined to deepen the lock to 20 feet 3
inches was any arrangement wade for deepening the approach, making it a greater depth
than your contract in the first place required I—It was not deepened.

3100. No. Then, as a matter of fact, it was determined to deepen the lock to 20
feet 3 inches and the approach to the lock was to remain at 19 feet or 18 feet 6 inches,
was it 118 feet 6.
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3100a. 18 feet 67 But the approaches at the south end, at all events, were to
remain at 18 feet 6 inches, while the lock itself was to be 20 feet 3 inches!—The
approaches at the east end. That is the way we designated the approaches east and
west. You said the south.

3101. Well, I call it the south. It is from the “ Soo” River and the other is from
Lake Superior down. Well, now, Mr. Haney, as a practical man, I ask you the question,
whether the canal or the chamber or lock could have taken a vessel in, drawing more
than say, 17 feet, in view of the depth of the approaches —About 18, I should think.

3102. About 18 feet? Well, then, what was the object of making the lock 20 feet
3 inches with an approach of 18 feet %—-I don’t know.

3103. Eh ?—I could not say. I was not consulted.

3104. You were not consulted, T know, but I want to find out if you know any
reason, with an approach of 18 feet 6 inches, why the lock should have 20 feet 3 inches
depth of water 7—1I could give a reason.

3105. Give us your reason !—The lock on the American side was 20 feet 3 inches.

3106. Yes ?—The traffic going through both of those canals would be the same.

3107. Yes %—With the lock deepened at a very slight expense—a very small
expense, comparatively speaking—during the construction of the lock, the approach
could be deepened later on without interfering with traffic or injuring the character of
the work, at a very small expense.

3108. Yes!—That is the reason I would assign, and I might further state I think
it would be better if all the locks on the various canals were to be deepened to a
greater depth in the prisms, and the prisms, as necessity would require, could be
deepened without interfering with the operation of the principal part of those works.

3109. Is the approach of rock %—A portion of the approach is rock.

3110. The upper portion of section No. 1 or the lower %—The upper part and a part
of the lower.

3111. Part of the lower ?—Yes; there are pockets in between where no rock
appears, I understand.

3112. In case of deepening, it would be very necessary to either apply powder, or
whatever you use, for blasting %It would ; yes.

3113. Would the walls be at all interfered with %—1I think not. They are doing it
on the American side-—deepening.

3114. You think the blasting of the approaches with powder would not interfere
with the walls -—With care, it ought not to.

By Mr. Haggart :
3115. What walls would it interfere it %—The cribwalls, I presume.

By Mr. Gibson :

3116. The lock walls, the retaining walls?—The crib-walls. You are misleading-

3117. T am not misleading you, because you ought to know ~—You are branching
off. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman, but I desire to place myself right in this matter. We
were speaking of the approach.

3118. Yes?—And your question related to the walls and I assume it was the walls
or crib-work of the approach.

3119. Yes ?—Now is that what you mean !

3120. Yes, I mean that {—1I don’t think it would seriously injure them with care.

3121. You don’t think it would seriously injure them with care *—Injure the crib-
work.

3122. Injure the crib-work. Would it at all injure the lock itself %—It would not.
The deepening of the approach would not injure the lock. Care was taken in that par-
ticular to provide against coming in contact with the lock by the excavation to the full
depth of the Jock of 50 feet outside of the lock walls.

3123. Then the reason for the government allowing you higher prices when they
decided upon change is that the labour was higher than you anticipated —Well, all
those matters were gone into carefully at the time.
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3124. Those matters were gone into?—And our reasons were set forth. The
government reasons I don’t know.

3125. Those were your reasons —Yes, sir.

3126. And you got the job?-—What’s that !

3127. You got the contract?—We had the original contract.

3128. You had the original contract and you received the subsequent contract ?—
We did the work, finished it.

3129. Under contract %—Under contract.

3130. Original %—1I think most of the contracts were original.

3131. Will you undertake to say Mr. Haney, that the subsequent contracts were
original contracts 7—Which one do you speak of ?

3132. For the extension of 50 feet and the extension from 650 to 900?—They
were.

3133. When these changes were determined upon nobody else but Hugh Ryan &
Company could get the contracts, I suppose, unless you threw up your original contract ?
—Well, I don’t know what could have been done.

3134. Well, you had the contract for the lock at 600 feet —Yes.

3135. That was your contract !—It was.

3136. And unless you liked to throw up that contract or get a new one for the
additional work it was your right either to throw up the contract or to say to the gov-
ernment, “ We must have the additional work.” %—I might say we would not be a con-
senting party. ;

3137. So that the additional work, of course of necessity, was given without
tender. It was a matter of negotiation *—It was a matter of negotiation.

Mr. Hagcart : I did not hear the question.

By Mvr. Luster :

3138. The question I asked him was, that the sub-.equent contracts were contracts
made by negotiation *—You were speaking of the lock.

3139. Of the lock ?—Yes.

3140. From 600 to 650 and from 650 to 900 *—Yes.

3141. How long after the contract had been awarded to you for the lock was it
that you received the contract for the approach —Well, tenders were called for in
November, 1888, for the lock and prism, and I think in January, or it may be February,
1894, for the lower entrance.

3142. Do you think that it was wise and prudent to do the work that you have
spoken of in the winter—the crib-work *—Well it depends altozether on the object to be
attained. Under the circumstances I think it was. The object was to complete the
work within a certain time.

3143. The object was to complete the work and in view of the great necessity for
the completion of the work you think it was wisdom to carry on this portion of the
work in winter !—1I think so.

3144. You were to have completed the prism and the lock up to what time ?—The
lock by 1893. '

3145. What time in 1893 %—The 1st of December, 1893, or perhaps it was the
season of 1893.

3146. And you got $90,000 to complete it at what time ?—1893.

3147. That could not be so —That is a fact.

3148. You got $90,000 as a bonus to complete the lock a year ahead of time ?—
We got it to complete it in 1893.

3149. When were you bound to complete it by your contract —In 1894.

3150. You were bound to complete it in 1894, and $90,000 was given to you as a
bonus to have it completed in 1893 ¢—That is the way I understood it.

3151. By what time in 1893 %—On the 16th November the last stone was 1aid.

5152. What time was it to be completed by your contract ?—The end of 1894.

3153. And $90,000 was to have it completed in 1893, and you say it was completed
at what time in 1893?2—On the 16th of November, 1893, the last stone was laid.
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By Mr. Haggart :

3154. How much quicker was that than your contract —Something over a year.

3155. How many weeks over %—You were to complete it by the Ist of January,
1893, if I remember rightly or the latter end of 1894 %—The latter end of 1894.

3156. You had it completed about six or seven weeks before your contract >—1I do
not remember the exact date. I know the object was to complete the masonry in 1893
under the last arrangement, and naturally on account of cold weather we made arrange-
ments to have it completed before the 1st of December. Whether that is our contract
or whether it is the 1st of January I do not know.

By Mr Luster :

3157. Your original contract was to have it completed in 1892 —That was the 600
foot lock.

3158. 600 feet ?—VYes.

3159. Then the enlargement took place and after the contract for the enlargement
took place, there was a contract made between you by which you were to receive $90,000
to have it done a year ahead %—1I think there were two agreements.

3160. One for 650 feet and the other for 900 feet, and then there was a contract
for a bonus of $90,000 %—Yes.

3161. Is the canal open yet for traflic %—1I have not heard of it being opened.

3162. Do vou know any reason why it should not be opened —No, sir.

3163. Have you completed all t