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Clancy) and the hon. .
(Mr. Whitney), who had been pusiy
the front as a great statisticlan, it was

awkward that his statements should 50
mislead the Hofise and the country.

haps the hon. member had been himse

Aextent a teacher of youth. He had had
‘ ing to say about the acemnucy of -

repute. Perhaps the study of diseases oI

Haray then amid “the laughter ¢f the

House, suggesteg the n mes of a f
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TNeures from the re-
port he naa produced. in the House the
{ other day. He mentloned strabysmus,
concomitant, vnnvurgﬁr. ete., naming the
- particular symptoms M cach, artd finally
Jsuggﬂ:steu that Dwr. ltyemou was suffering
from a.complication of these eyve disorders
and that his inaccuracy was attributable
to this. The hon. gentleman, said Mr.
Hardy, should be more careful. He should
correct his observations in future before
he ventured on submitting them to the
House. (Applause.) Dr. Ryerson had alsv
brought into the FHouse on the same oc-
casion a Division Court bill of ensis which !
had been handed him Thg costs amcecunt- |
ed, he said, to $11 76. He had given the
jssue of the summons at 2 the execution
of judgment at 75 cents, judgment sum- |
mons $2 50, show-cause summons $2 ), and |
warrant of commitment 333, & total of
$11 75. Now, there was no charge for |
the warrant of commitment, nor any 32 50 |
for a show-cause summons. The itans in
the bill showed clearly that what Dr. Ry
erson had exhibited in the House was not
anv bill of costs in a Division Court suit,
Somebody had been trifling with him, per-
haps, or he had been otherwise misled.
At any rate, there were no such chuarges
as he had given. The full charzes In a
Division Court sult, including the cost of
the baillff, were only $1 75, not $1! 75, as
Dr. Rverson had alleged, Now, $7 75 was
high enough, higher, perhaps, than itJ
should be, and his hon. friend the Yro-
vincial Secretary had a bill in preparation
with a view to dealitar with cases of this
kind. He had drawn attention specially
to these mattey: to show the hon. member
for Toronto that it was unwise of him to
come into the House and make statements
into the accuracy of which he had not
made careful inquiry. (Ministerial up-
plause.) .

Turning again to Mr. Whitney, Mr. |
Hardy szid that con the quu:stiun of col- !
onization bridge overseers’
hon. gentleman had not stated the facis
cf the case. He had tried to make it ap-
pear that there were oversecrs who had

done little or nothing themselves and had
| received large sums of money for thelr
services, while very small sums were paid
the actual laborers on the works. The
hon. gentleman had been in the Public
Accounts Committee and Knew perfectly
well that it had been brought out time
after time that these overscers . were sc-
leeted for their mechanical skill In bridge-
building, and had in the cases he mention-
. done the larger part of the work with
thelr own hands, other laborers being em-
ployed only to do such work as filling m
gravel or stone,

CROWN LANDS CHARCLS.

The hon. member for West Kent had
made the observaticn that there had becn
expended as charges on Crown lands in
IN83 the sum of 367,131, and Iin 1% the enor-
muualy larger sum of $94,194, an increase ol
~!.:. per cent. The hon. gentleman was not

dealing falrly with the Mouse in select-
lng the year 1883 for purposes of compari-
son. He nad chosen the same year last
segsion, and it had then been pointed out
to him that there was §11,000 on account
0f surveys incurred in and chargeable to
that year which had been carried lurward
¢ 1884, making the actual and proper ex-
penditure in 1883 $78,230,

Mr. Clancy—The comparison was for the
ten years previous and the ten years fol-
lowing.

Mr. Hardy—Not on this point. As a mat-
er of fact, the hon. member had chosen
the smallest year he could upon which to
found his comparisons. He (Mr. Hardy)
had prepared a statement showing the
Uue figures as between 1883 and 1805,
Which he would give the House, but ?/

Was afraid the ingenuity of the hon. me
ber for West Kent was such that
Yould be unable to find it T™he curr(.
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for new skrvices in 1882 in all 527,
left t{lﬁ expenditure in 1883 for
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teaid of, as the hon. member for West
“ﬂi put it, $30,062 more—11 per ‘cent. __lm

tions as regards charges on Crown
(Cheers.) The expenses
of the Crown Lands Department in 1353
were $19,237 ; in 1893, exclusive of lureaw
of Mines, which did not exist in 1853, they

were $19.665, an increase of %417 only, or,
including tht Rureau. of, Mines, the in-
crénge “was $7,3¢2.  The revenue collected
in 188 was $4?G 4% whilu'in 1883 it was
§1,858, %06, \ oy

Mr. (Mlanc --‘Whut has that to do
the cost ? "<& &

-

Mr. Harﬂy-—-—The hon. wentleman I8 2
banker, did he eyer handle anv person’'s |
money without a “rake-off”"? (Laughter,)
I jt possibla for anv man, any commor-
cinl Institution, any Government, to handle
476,00 for the same cost as $1.8554,200 7 |
(Applause,) That they could not was ap-
parent to everybody, but the blind m.l.nF
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will not see,
There has been attack made upon the

, _,Lﬁi}'ﬂtﬂm of denling w~ith the timber of the |

rovince, upon the quantity scld, thﬂt
quantity cut, and the annual revenue ro--
ceived from this source. Strong lansunage
had been used; the Government weru “*de-
pleting their assets,” they were “‘wasting
their capital,” they were “making inroads
upon the resources hlr-h uwrht to.
preserved for the futture Is this
sense true? It is true timber -
«old and cut, and that the Provinens i'! de-
riving a revenue from it. The hon. mem-
ber for West Kent savs that from 1878 to
182 the revenue from Crown lands and
timber was $6.868.353, and from 1883 to 188
$12.€02.285, an increase during the latter ten
vears of ‘t. 122,632, cr 33 per cent. He drew
the attention of the House to the faet
that ths hon. gentleman included revenue
derived from Crown lands.

But what is the use of throwing QCross
the tloor of the House the revenue of 20
vears in block lots 7 There 15 not implled
in the accusation of the hon, member one
single charge against the poliecy or the in-
cgrity of the Government when ne says the
Government has collected 319,470,635 Irom
lands and timber during twenty years., He
states that we have collected this enor-
mous sum out of the capital of the coun-
try, as though wea stcod alone 1n taking
as revenue proceeds derived from timber
dues, bonus @and the sale of lands. Arve
we to stop selling land, or are we to stop
considering it as revenue 72 What does the
hon. member mean and intend the llouse
to understand ? llas any Government
ever ceased to sell lands to those desiring
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refuse to sell land to the settler
| wishes to make a home for himself,
the miner for mining purposes 7
scttler to be met with a shotgun
he wants to buy land which is the pro-
perty of the Province ? 1s the country
to be left a wilderness, or should the Gov-
ernment promote settlement ? et the
hon, member say something more or some-
thing less, It is unfair to lump together
with timber revenue the proceeds derived
| from land sold to promote the opening up
of the country ahd to treat this sum (&3,-
401,657) as being taken out of the capital
of the Province. The taxes levied by the
Dominion for twenty years might just as
well be used as argument. The Dominion
during that time wrung from the peopie
by taxation not less than 590 millions,
which was taken direct from the pockets
of the people, and in addition they baor-
rowed 172 millions, all ¢f which they have

cxpended. The hon. member would scarce- }
{1y look upon these tigures as argument,
{ and yet they are more potent than those

he had used. It is not argument, per-
haps, exccept to show that taxation has
becn toe high, and that more taxes have
been ccllected by the Dominion Govern-
ment than circumstances called for or the
people were willing to pay. From the fig-
ures of the hen, member there should bhe
deducted the revenue from lands, 33.401,-
i57. and $1.838.921 (an error in ca.lnu




