ain a scandal, but
fok your product.
ned while in’ Ottlwg.
ling last years b

Pmith made not less
on of hay purchased
pontracts, during the’
d I not interfered he would
at léast $5.on each

ton duﬂn' thvg
Ty Chrlstmu, a

hing you a me;
New Year, and a
he clutches of such patriotic gen
as have, from the
been ha.ndhng yqur

pubilic &
lnmbmmt?_
g the past: four or five

Sincere]y yours,

LIGHTER VEIN,

bper—“It seems to ‘me theu

re, mum, a tnﬂe—owing

Painted Ovet,

I hear that Jack has a
No,-that’s just his old o
Penn State Froth.

By, old man, what was thi
n your house last

my wife merdy‘m e

ther odd when you think

¥, my nearest relatives lim

way, and my most dhtnt ﬂ.,. ;
! ab’out 80 feet.” : s

Quite the Reverse,
you in a position to let me hm
10 you owe me?”?

3 I've just lost my pesition. W
me have another ten?”

& poor rule that won’t work bo%h
. “Well, try telling a mother that
5 50 like her daughter that you

tell them apart And then hy “

. Not a Success.

you every try the plan of' tbink
before you speak?”?

d how did it work?” o
got what I was going to uy

ez my wife starts t

assing subject I always

Pve tried that with my wile, ﬁu!

b no go. She simply ‘exhausted

v subject and then took up tM
where she left off®

—Father doesnt’ want me to-
e says you are too thrifty, L
s th? case, he ought

80 spepd—thrlfty
-Philadelphia EVemng Ledger.

Composﬁon—-‘!hu
my men have- enlisted this

A wave bf pak-‘~0i-m.

?
pan Compositor—Welll. |
he way to put it; but )«
puld rather:be.shet. than
pf your copy !—Passing Sh

Expasion and G:ﬁtucﬂol

~—What are the properties |
ed—The chief property is

| bodies to expand, whne eold
them to contract.

Give an example
pd—In summer, when it is hot,
y is long;‘iw winter, when it is
he day is sho{rt.,,—Lehlgh Burr,

two-day-old Clanse was bejng
er noonday meal. - Through Some .
Yhe bottle had been filled with
g instead of milk.
il the bottle of its contents- and
ooking up into the face of her
with a grin, she said:
ink I am, a Ford?”—-Mmhigun

She Explainl. ;
—You and Harold seem insep~ :
de—We are together :
ou see, Mabel,‘l take a peculiar

de——Yes, I was . engaged to him
time and in love with him at

the Living From the Dead,

P. A. W, in the Spectator).
b were once such men as you are,

one last word for you ere we
through  the sﬂenh
?;u and shadowy places of thc

Pan the souls of mortal mien dlq-

h to disperse the veil ’twlxt_un i
by this desire that les within

a}{ that word have rent that

ght and fighting fell in France
; all we possessed to stem ﬂlo
od,
lsh flood of hell-lnspx‘d b&r—
Bought to win the world lthoukh
d.

-
¢

ned it in and checked it for a
through sweat as we lay down
’ dquad surges ebb,' but also hear~
r of greater surges down the iy
 that all we did was very m"°
d the sure safeguardime of ¥
:win;z that, we cry 1

jast appeal—Go you, and take our

Forgotten Something,

e me, sir, but I-think yon have
,” said. the waiter
st who was about
giving hlm the usual tip.
exclaimed the gentle— (
had almost forgotten that my
pressed upon me the necessity

economy in these war times,
jas about to give you &  tip.
reminding me.”—=

rommgummammemmt o8 i avioet dc«mw'»' :
the commissioner Ju{: with the cases
the Ruisseau Caribou bridge in Gloucester, the Edmd '

Chandfer. In this part of fhe

uu

Little Buctouche bridge, the MacLean Settiement bridge in Kent coun t!w A
Aubarre Ruisseas bridge, ‘the St. Simon and Maclntosh Cove b:idgu Gbu-

cester, the Gloucester county ‘roads, and with the tranuc&m wfth &c Farm |;

Settlement Boatd.. He says:
RUISSEAU CARIBOU BRIDGE.

Parish of Shippegan, Gloucester County |
. (N BY) 3 B

The. charge made in ‘connection with{ b
this matter is that 8,000 feet of bpruce

lumber for which one Pierre F. Boud

reas was paid $42 in January, 1914, was
never delivered by him to th,e Rui.ueau

Caribou bridge. = -
This mbmt\of $42 waa
No. 418185, d

according to the state
Chiasson, the foreman in ¢

used ‘in repairing 'the bridge.

It appears that in the year ma lee
F. Boudreau, under ome a.mmgement

spruce logs™ or timber.

bxlled Martin Robichaud.

ctober, 1918, one Theophile Robi-
cha.ud, who was foreman under Geoffrey |
Stead, district engineer at Chatham for| ‘
the Public Works Department of the Do-
uﬁng under’ instruc- 58
procured from | D.

minion of. Canada,
tions from Mr.
Pierre F, Boudreau about

as stated above, and this

connection with the bulldins of the ferry

landing at S‘Mp

long tlm-ber belg

taken by Mﬁhﬁ

the constrnqt{m Caribov

X thee "dhdnon, the superin
he was first exunlllﬂd,

work,: delivered at this bridge and was

ne of the mmm g{» ‘county |
gf Glouceot!:g shipped ', & fuantity of

ippegat, “in
the county of Gloneester, by rulwqr,

long timber and  eighty: ‘pieces of |
short timber, part :fis the ber f&m

necelnry but not, no

uuy fm:duzqqn

Gﬁasson was not ﬁ! fqr the pmition bf

done by Edward D. Chias

the foreman. -

eleven muld.

mmmg:;:lr in ebnnéeﬁo’n

—fnatwfwntkufilhelmdpn to
name of Cleophas Chlmonthemauyhowh

réally ‘did the work he would have' go

re| the, J:heque for the .work and might hsvc

; sed to be. due
bendant. to Edward D. Chiasson for work

lmp
'l‘he total amount

p)..hauon offered by Docithée Chiasson) P?
for including .n these ameunts in one/|

. The whole thin;‘ was stnpid a&r uni-

oreman. .
There is also a charge in connectio;z
| with this bridge that work apparently

ko have sworil Wtk & hotd Sk sttt

etmnectmn with this bridge for a num-|}°"
ber. of ' days ;gls ‘actually doene by an-|;7..

other person,”Cleophas Ghidm a. ser-{n

4n/| vant or hlreﬂ mar of Bodtbnc hiasson, W

Edward D, Chimon 8t the time when
this ‘work was done was ‘a boy about

Doc!ﬂlﬁemﬂu"‘

; ahnﬁpeﬁobi&aﬂdlqdunﬂtew

uld not explain the ite
it is small, but it omy
system

claredbyhimtoheeqrrect.
- This return  was

D€ Dosts made ‘out by M

timber belo!

ing of the bridge. He
terwards examined |

‘and- men- employed: by h
. different persons and I found it ex-

_ely “difficult to discover from the

 as to

bridge, and I am still in doubt on.this
question. - .

Unuhsﬁctdty Wltnul. %

Docithee C@son, the man in chu'ge
of the wi as a_most: unsatisfactory
witness, it was almost impossi ho
get any definite information out of I
as to the work ‘done on this bridge.

Docithee Chaisson does mot seem to
have kept any particular record in.con-
nection with his-work and is a man of
little or mo ediication, and he apparently|
relied altogether upon Martin F. Robi-
chaund to keep matters straight in conmc
tion with his work.

The ' timber -purchased by Mr, Stewd
for the Shippegan Ferry Landing from
_ Boudreau was paid for at the rate of
‘two dollars and twenty cents ‘a- stick,
hﬁ' and small, and at this rate Boud-

should have been paid  about
thirty dollars for the fourteen pieces
ge isbsald to Il;ve supplied for etléefCaﬂ
ou bridge. y received forty-
two dollars for this: timber Boudreau
himself could throw little or no l!gn:
upon' this mnlacﬂou as. he simply
ysome timber cut and shipped it in the

name of Martin F. Robichaud to Ship-

pegan, and he seems to have paid very
little attention to the matter after this.
He was paid for the timber procured
from him by Mr. Stead and he supposes
that fourteen pieces of the timber he
had Jeft at Shippegan were used for
the' Caribou bridge, but whether it was
or not so used he could not say of his'
own knowledge.  ‘

Entirely Imgular. ;

Everything in conneetion - with * the
work doné on this bridge is confused
and unsatisfactory.

I found Doczthec Chiasson unable ot
unwilling - to explain cléarly anything
in connection with his work and in my
judgment he is a man entirely unfit for
the position of foreman, as he does mot
seem able to keep his accounts or re-
fom straight or to give any definite in-

rmation as to what he did.

Mr. Martin' F. Robichand seems to
have virtually taken wupon himself 'the
supérintendence of, the work performed
at the Caribou bridge, and to have done
ini*¥onnection with this ‘work ' what
should have been done by the foreman
or by the structural superlntendent,
Valentine Robichaud.

Docithee Chiasson claimed when giv-
ing evidence that he ‘had lost the report’
which he kept as to the work done on
the ‘Caribou bridge. 'He seems to have
left everything to Mr. Martin F. Robi-
chaud even to the fixing of prices to jbe
paid for labor and material.

I am not at all satisfied that this par-
ticular lot of fourteen pieces of timber
ever went into the construction of the
Caribou bridge owing to the impossi-
bility of getting any definite informa-
tion from Docithee Chiasson the fore-
man. There were some ‘othér charges
in connection with this bridge, one be-
ing the issuing of a check for $52.50 in
the name of Antime  Chiasson.

It appears that Antime Chiasson was
not really ‘entitled to all this amount
and aceerding o Docithee Chiasson this
emount of $52.50 was really due to four
individuals,. Antime  Ciasson being en-
titled to- $26, Joseph D. Chiasson, 4 son
of Docithee Chiasson, being entiled - to

$18, ‘and two other persons to $4 each.

It seems that.work to the amount of|
this cheque was actually done by the
four persons mentioned. The only ex-!

be sure t, s of long
ﬁ’g dréau had realllpny
been used in cannecﬁon ‘with the l'ebuﬂg- in

Gou bridge, and this lumber was

‘and all this work was done by Gleopbu
Chiasson. using a horse and earl:belo

known nothing about this matter him-
this particular item made out by Mar-

whether it. was or waa not correct,
Valentlnc

uematohaverd!cdenurdyupon Mar-
tin F. Robichaud and the foreman, Do-
t:i‘thee Chhuon, who wna left in charge
of the wor!

actual amount expended in repdrs was | 108
nearly $3,000. -

.The ev,idmce glven bef-re me in econ-
nection with the inquiries held /shows
that so far as . Valentine: Robichaud;|
structural qnperlnteadent, is ed, !
be did not know very much about the
work supposed to be ‘cafried om under
Dis. superintendence, but ' relied entirely
upon ‘either A. J. H. Stewart or Martin| "
F. Robichaud to practically look after|.
the work for him, and make up hbrc-
turns, -

Inefficient, '’

# All the cases into whﬁch 1 have in-
quired where Valentine Robichaud was
corcerned, proved him to be ineficlent
and  unsalisfactory, and completely. un-
der the control of the county representa-
ivee, Messrs, Stewart and Robichaud,
llentho ‘Robichaud is not to be alto-
ge for this state of affairs,
msnchudmumwithtegardtothe
holding of the position of structural su-
perintendent is very unsatisfactory and
capnot’ possibly produee good  results,

EDWARD DEMPSEY BRIDGE,

The charge in this matter 'is that' IX)SG
yards of stone at ten cents a i ard, and a
small quantity of lumber supplied by
Edward Jennings, to this bridge, accord-
mg tq the return of Valentine Robi-

 Structurdl superintendent, wasnot! w,
pfovided by Edward Jennings at all. The|tem
cheque for this tem, amounting to $131,
is dated Feb. 22, 1910, and is made pay-
able to Edward Jennings and apparently
endorsed by him.

The voucher for this amount was made
out by A, J, H, Stewart and Valentine
Robichaud’s return containing this item
was declared to by him before Mr. Stew-
art. The witnesses examined in con-
Fnection with this charge proved conclu-
sively that Edward Jennings had pever
delivered any stone at the _Dempsey
bridge and had not delivered any lum-
ber at this bridge. ‘,’

(A. J. H. Stewart, in statement
before me; said that he had used the
name of Edward Jennirnigs in making out
accounts for materials supplied with his
consent. According to Mr. Stewart’s
statement, the sum of $181 was due to
him for lumber which he had.supplied
in 1909. He says that at this time the
roads wgre bad and money was required
and he authorized the commissioners to
use the road money in digging ditches
and filling up ~He sent them lum-
‘ber, hemlock 1 als, amounting to 9,400
féet, from his mill, and this lumber was
used for making culverts between Jane-
ville and Grand Anne. He charged $14
a thousand for this lumber. .

When the Dempsey bridge was re-

in the name of Edward Jennings for!K
stone and lumber, in order to get his pay
for the lumber which he had previously
supplied.: The check was issued to Jen-
nings dnd he endorsed it and Mr. Stew-
art got the money-

The:second item in the voucher men-
tioned above is $22:50 for five strongers
‘twenty feet long 10x12 at $4.50. Thesc

to| in connection with this bridge was 10

. mation
l‘tisdeurthattheitexﬂu wholly

truss of the bﬂdge. He seems to ha.vc
self, and simply signed a voucher for
tin- Robichaud without  really hxowlng”

I nndernhnd thst the structural super-
™| intendent’s’ estimate for repairs to this

particular bridge was $450, while the ": vas foreman at this b

th?:, not done by Fabien &voy and that

he did not wish to put. Mr.
—fname down in the feturn he did put

paired in 1910 he.put in a bill for $181

tigned by Robichaud;

ﬁc&ﬂons, ‘but why it was put in and|

for ‘work aup?aued ta ha.n been done by
eridan and John Sheridan, jr.,{ he,

John K. Sh o i
are, wrong. Also work appearing on
the- retugn as. having  beén done by

,gabien Savoy to the amount of fifteen | being

ollars . was never performed: by

_| Also that an amount credited to John | was g

1t K. Sheridan as foreman on thh b
in the year 1914 is incorrect as ‘John
Sheridan really did not act as foreman,

In the return in conneétion wi;k thi&

‘got the ount ' charged - for thev
‘.“né.,h‘» dlisgotered. | .

"Md&ﬂMMdGlm

‘Bd vd_and hia son Alhan
worked on  the MacLean Settlement|’
bridge in :the summer of 1911 and checks |

. Michaud, he,
t‘thuemmbecw-
tol;.h!m;?out!thec:heckultdidxm»tl*ae.k)ng

Co o ter (NG B)

Ect out the stufl. I sent Robi
eeasn.

winter of ° 19;18-191 The
‘all used.

cept possibly for sixty pieces. We esti-
d):t'eces would be re-

and gix: h\mdred md twenty-,nuw w
got and taken.”

nd.
ichaud made,two
d Miller’s Brook
» Caraquet  railway,
‘where this timber was cut, and that he
-up 4 number:of men, some six:een

who

chaud received instructions  from Mr.

.| Stewart to go up and count the pieces

1€, Michaud, agd:d &
Girouard o the
thﬁ%‘hixﬂam

ura had. tnot \:grked on the Mae-
. Settlement b, \

bridge for October, loo,Fnbien‘ voy o :

is down for fourteen days’ wo
amolmﬂn;‘to $17.50. 'I‘lmoﬂ:iy
d&w

amount. was :lmpdliggt in the re-.
turn for the benefit
who.then a representative for the county

of Kent. The foréman says he
to help Mr. S
Mr. Sheridan
connectiou with the bridge and had de-

‘wanted
‘all he could: That
‘had done some work in

oted some time to the work and vhile

Fabien Savoy’s name for this amount
of $17.50 in order to remunerate Mr.
Sh for ‘what he had done; This

was,. I presume, eventually received by

Mr. Sheridan..
" There are also items in the return in

connection with this bridge in the name

of: John K. Sheridan, a son *f Mr
Sheridan, the representative;

Timothy Boudreau, the foreman, ul»
mitted that forty dollars out of the ac-
counts appearing to the credit of John
K. was not really earnéd by
him ‘and that he did not work for this

amdlmt. This amount of forty dollays

ut, m by the foremv.n for the bene-
o{ dan the representative.

Th& ‘explained that he had

himsdfdonessooddealofworkin

looking after this bridge af night and
keeping lanterns .lit ‘on d* temporary.|
bridge that was put. in. The foreman

claims that he practi .acted as night
“for nearly five months on this

g?:u-y bridge and charged:
for' #He says that if he h

employed a foreman he would have had
to pay him at least one dollar per night.
Being anxious to do something for Mr.
Sheridan, the representative, the fore-
man added ~arious amounts making up

forty dollars In all for the benefit-of Mr

Sheridan the representative and I pre-
sume he eventually got this money.

In the returns for May, 1914, in con-

nection ‘with this bridge, John K. Sheri-
dan’s name appears as foreman.

John K. Sheridan is a.»youngmnn who

was not then of age, and he really did
not act as foreman at all; the work did
‘not take long and only fom- or five men
were employed.

John K, Sheridan ‘worked about eleven

dsys on this bridge in May 1914 and
was paid two dollars a day, and I pre-
sume was put down as foréman for much
theumcreasonaswuglmbythe
foremen, Timothy Boudreau, in connec-
tion with the other matters mentioned
ahove; mamely, a desire to do something
to help ‘Mr. Sheridan, the representative,

and to remunerate him for the time he
had deyoted to looking after this bridge.

The amount coming to John K. Sheri-
dan for his work was eventually pdd to
his father.

It is tegrettablc that Mr Shéridan,

while a represenntive for the county of

Kent, lent himself to this sort of thing,

a.ndtookmoneywhxchh:dldnotreﬂly.
earn. If Mr. Sheridan wished to. get
| some money in'connection with the work
on this bridge it wonld have been much [appears
- { better-if his. name had appeared on the
pay rolls for whatever work it was that
he did. This whole matter was irregular
and improper. and conduct of this kind

‘be-
this work |

out ‘Edward Gig\,;:g and enubk him

to get the money w! Gironnd claim-
ed he was enﬂtledm

| made any such claim at‘all to  Mr.

Michaud, but I cannot see why Felix
Michaud should have made this entry

i B2 kot i
the ue in favor o mon
Girovard

to his father 'if Edward Gir
ouard: ‘had never- made any
time which had not boen allowed him.

It seems impossible that Felix Mich-

up by Edward Girousrd as there. was

no reason whatever why Felix Michaud
should take steps to procure payment of
87 to Ed-
ward Girouard if he @id not think that | ber

this particular amount o

Edward Girouard ‘was entitled to it.

“Unwise and Incond&u&" 3
Ther® is no pretenee thnt Felix Mich-
aud thed or could ‘profit in any way
this - transac-

personally in

tion. He cashed the
Edward Gironard simply to obilge him
end because there was no bank in Buc-

touche. - Mr. Michaud’s: conduct in this

‘transaction was, I think, unwise. and. in-

considerate, but it was not’in my judg-

ment in any way corrupt. If there real-

ly “were anything due to Edward Gir |-

+ouard for work not previously -allowed
bim it would have been a very easy mat-
téer to have netered this time on the
payroll in Edward Girouard’s name with
an- explanation that it had been omit-

‘ed in some previous pay Toll.

- 1 think that when Felix Michaud
made this entry in the name of Tilmon
Girouard on the pay roll he believed
tha Edward Girouard was honestly en-

titled to this sum of twenty-eight dol-

lars and eighty-seven ‘cents for ~work

done‘on the MacLean Settlement bridge. .

. The means he adopted to procure pay-
men; of this amotnt for Edward Gir-
cuard cannot of course be approved,

but I'think Mr, Michaud’s .conduct while

regrettable, was the result: of careless-
ness nnd want of consideration and not
of any dishonest intention on his" part.

I think steps should be taken to com-
pel Edward Girouard to make restitu-
tion- of this sum of $28:87 to which he
now says he is not entitled to, if he
has not already repaid the money,

I understood . Edward Girouard to say
at' the time of his examination that he
was willing to repay this ‘mbney and
there -shiould ‘be no difficulty in procur-
ing repayment of this amount to the
provinee. /

AUBARRE RUISSEAU BRIDGE,
Parish of Shippegan, Gloucester Co,N.B,.

In ‘the return for the year 1918 sent
in connection with this bridge, the
name af Adelard Robichaud. foreman,
as working on this bridge in

?ctober qnd Novembcr, A.D., 1913, as
'oréman, and he is also credited in the
same months for the work of himself,
horse and cart,.

¥

and was not en-
tme& to anything, but he stated that in |

claims for

audshouldhavencteduhedidlnthia
transaction if this claim were never set

-lof cedar timber that had been’ cut and|
] he did this, the total amounting to 7,629

fum , a list of which was pmduced by
3 ¢l

haud at the hearing.

i rize A, Stewart to

get out eedar as stated by Mr. Stewart,
and gavé him no authority either werit-
ten or verbal in connection with this

matter.

on an inquiry held into certain bnd

accounts: submitted by Valentine Robi-
chaud it appeared that certain bridges
| were built up with cedar procured by
Valentine Robichaud, Mr. Morrissy al-
so ‘stated that he received bills from the

¢ | Caraquet ‘Railway for hauling - certain

3 carlduk of cedar which he did: not un-
'l:hts

¢ uy “stated that to the best
othia beusthmmnocedurnaegin
the St. Simon bridge as he sent a man)’
up to look. into the matter. Aecording
to the information furnished to the min-~
ister by ‘Valentine Robichaud and a man

jeque road. Robichaud admits that
pamed Lorden, it appeared that' cedar Lantaigne did not work on the Lameque | ™2

road in the fall of 1914 but he says that
he did work the year before with Joln
Alphonse Dugunay and his time had been |
forgotten and that when he, Robichaud,
made his returns, Duguay .got him
enter Lantaigne’s time in higs returns.
Thia ma.nx’ time was ten and a hall

brought from ‘Mill's Brook had' been used

in gome bridges in the county of Glou-

ol oo i
wvas paid for the ent, but tha
‘no cg’gln _timber cut at MillePs Brook
lLias béen “paid for by the department,
and he‘further stated that so-far as the
.government or the department of public) 5
works was conéerned that this cutting of | @
rely “unauthorized
and that thére had been no éommunica-
tion with ~Valentine Robichaud, the

cedar timber was enti

structural superintendent, as-to this tim-
entine Robichaud had no instructions

from the department in connection with:
this cetar, Adso, that neither the min-

ister nor the department knew' an:

ything
at all as to the hauling out of this tim-

‘ber or part of it.on the Caraquet Rail-

way by Valentine Robichaud untll some

time after the tranmsaction took

place.
Harryg Blair, secretary of the hoard of
works, stated on oath that an account for

cedar procured had been sent in to the
d?lrtment by Valentine Robichaud, the
ole accounit amounting to some $2,200.
‘ That the minister of public works re-
fused to approve of this account and an
investigation was held in the office of the
minister, at whieh were present Valen-
tine Robichaud and Denis Lordon, struc-
tural superintendents, the provincial en-
gineer and representatives of the county
of Gloucester. Lordon had previously
been sent t0 the St. Simon bridge, and
he reported that he had been to the site
of the St. Simon bridge and that there
was no lumber there.
At this investigation Valentiné Robi-

chand and A. J. H. Stewart both claim-
ed that the lumber had been got out and
supplied to various smaller bridges and

that the sending in -of the account fo?
this Iumber under the name of St. Si-

mond bridge, was a donfusion of names
land an error. Robichaud produced an
ftemized statement at this investigation
showing the various smaller. bridges and{
the number of pieces used in each bridge
and after the investigation the first ac-
count was withdrawn and other accounts
prepared and sent in te the:department
showing the number of pieces 6f cedar

that went into the smaller bridges and
the cedar which appeared to have actu-

ally been used in repairing bridges was
paid for by the department.

Explanation Contradicfed.

Mr, Stewart’s explantion as to the pur-

chase of cedar is contradicted by the evi-
dence of the Hon. Mr. Morrissy and of [
Mr, Bla.lr, and I have come to the couclu.
sion "that Mr. = Stewart = procured- the

gh:ntity of cedar timber-mentioned by |’

without any . authority whatever

from the minister or public works or of |
his. é@pmment-

So ‘far as the department of public

‘ r, Stewart’s, and I :
L sume “Hmt ﬁone ul the tlmber left on th-
2 mund ﬂonrthe Cutqnet nﬂway will}

; T A
except about sixty pieces, bnt Bo far as

I can discover it was certainly not paid

for by the depart{nnl- of public works.

" Mr. Ventot asks for lhqu!rld into, the|

Mﬂa{ainqwty cedar timber |y,
: year

; o&mb
state-{do apparently with the timber still re-
|maining at the place where it was ecut,

GLOUCESTER COUNTY ROADS,

The charge in this matter is that a
lconsiderable amount ‘of money was ex-
ded on the Mameque road, Shi

Commissioners Doci
Jean J. Robichaud, withont the nuthor—
ity of the minister of public Works. This/
charge is admittedly correct.

In the fall of the
Robichaud, represen
si-| of * Gloucester,  appoinited
" Chaisson and Jean J.: Robia!mud to ovom
see the: work on the .
r=| work to the amount of pea
done on this road under the aupeﬁntend
ence of these two men, u:enrding to the
return made by them.

Martin“F.  Robichaud admits that he
‘hitty ordered this work to be done without

any- authority whatever. The bills for
{this work are all unpaid.
al Martin F, Robichdud, in giving evi-
5 dence, stated that he took upon himself

to employ Docithee Chzusson and Jean J.
‘Robichand to do
Lameque road.

It was also charged in connection with
this work on the Lameque road that in-
«correct. yeports and returns were sub-
mitted by the foreman, Robichaud and|
Chaisson, and a number of witfiesses
were examined on this charge.
dence shows that Louis L’Huilier whose
name appears among the list of persons
€074 who worked on this road did no work

“lat all; but cooked for a number of men
who were working on the road ‘and who
lived in a shanty while the work was

. In the return made by Jean 1. Robi-
chaud, Louis I’Huiller is stated to have
worked twenty—eight days on this road
at $1.50 per dmy, his
to forty-two dollars.

buﬁng

ﬂie eoming year:. The
ave me general au-
mter’al. Valentine. Robi-;
7 chnd agd ‘I) r;:;nie ;ﬁ'l;nte of cedarTre-
|-quired for ges repaired. . The
ro-| estimate was about 6,000 pieces. T dis-
tributed - the getting of this cedar and
&:bldnud named the prices to be paid.
He fixed the prices with me. I atranged

ear 1914 Mnrtin ¢

awny. Thiu lamber is all paid for ex-~

distriot fof bridges|
M ‘ordered 5,425 pieces. Seven tho::z

el In" h!s ‘evidence given before me, Vd,
; entme Robiehaud, the superintendent
above, gave some information

‘wages amounting
LHuilier says that
he worked thirty-one days as cook and|
 did n6 work on the road at all. - He was
aid for his work by Jean J. Robichaud
bichaud’s store, The
same thing applies to a young man
named Maillet
E’Huillier in his work. ' Maillet did no
work -on the roads at all. Jean J.
Robichaud claimed that it was cheaper
to .employ a cook for' these men and
charge his wages to the government as
under this arrangement the men would
be near the work and would not lose tny

gk asxed Jean J. Robichaud why he

did not put {’Huillier's name in as cook
instead of as a laborer and he answered|:
ﬂmttheywantedtolnvehimpddby

eriment - had |
did f«houglxt of it he ::oula lmve put. iﬂ his
name as cook. -

There may be somethmg in Robl-
chaud’s claim that money was saved by
this arrangement, but the whole ‘trans-
action was of course - grossly irregular
and altogether unwarranted,

Maillet got the same pay as L’'Huillier
‘paid with goods out of Robi~
chaud’s store, “ Robichaud kept no ac-
count of the supplies furnish
for boarding the men, but
the men fifty cents a day and expected
to get that amount due him out of their
pay when they got it.

t is needless to say that this ex-
pectation on the part of Mr Robichaud
has not ‘yet been realized.’
paid some of the men with
others with stuff from his store.

It appears that in the returns made
by Jean J. Robichaud he ‘included the
name of a man named Clement Lan-
taigne as. haying worked on the Lam-

: ods. out

; bridus, to losd! thls T oo fha{ oy & i
| two trips costing ‘about $64. Acwrdins

| to Robichaud the timber so loaded on

cars was taken to the St. Simon bridge,

a distance of some thirty miles.. Robi-

was assisting

On the exemlnatiou before me of tlge
Morrissy, min

~Mr. Morrissy shﬁeﬂ tﬁat the first he
knew of this transaction was at the ses-
sion’ of the house for the year 1915, and

Jean J. Robichaud charged 10 per cent
of the cost of the work as his commis-
sion or remuneration for looking after
the work. The work under Robichaud's
superintendance cost about $2,200.

I asked Robichaud why he charged 10
per cent, and he said because it was the
‘That he told Martin F.
Robichaud “when he was making up his
returns that he wanted 10 per cent. and
| Mr; Robichaud then said to him:
you ask for it T will have to give it to
you,” ‘and this is all there was said
about it. “Jean J. Robichand admits
that he never! gotvany instructions or
communications from the department
about. this work ‘and that the only per-
son who appointed him was Mr. Robi-

d,
Docithee ' Chaisson
charges $2.50 per day for his services,
his charge being $172.50 and the work
done under Chaisson amounted to very
much more than the ‘work done under

before it wis got out and that Val-

Promised What He Asked For It

No grater effort séems to have been
made to get materials for this work as
cheaply as possible; and anybody who
supplied materials for the work done
gséems to have been promised just what
hé asked for it though, as a matter of
fact, no one has been paid for anything.

There ‘was some question raiged about
a man named 'Joseph Guignard, being
allowed his time while he was hauling
provisions for the men, but the time so|
allowed was only a couple of days.

The work done on the Lameque road
fonly ‘extended over about a mile and a
fifth, and while the work seems to have
been well done and was necessary, the
old road being too low and liable to be
flooded-—the work seems to me to have
been extravagantly done with very litile
effort by those looking after the work
to keep down the cost.

So far as Docithee Chiasson is con-
cerned, the men under him  boarded
I understa.nd that this work was start-
ed by Martin F. Robichaud "after the
road money allowed by the provincial
government to Gloucester
1914 had ali been expended.

Martin F, Robichaud offered no ex-
planation whatever Jor his course in con-
nection with this matter, but it is of
course obvious that if many of the pro-
vincial representatives acted in the same
to the- evi- works is concerned, dnl,y the cedar actu- way as Mr. Robichaud the whole rev-

T his matter was brought up for inves-
tigation by ¥. J. Veniot, he claiming that
a sale to the Farm Settlement Board of
certain lands in the parish of New Ban-
don in the county of Gloucester, known
a5 the Knowles Farm, was irregular.
Mr Stewart admitted that he made
I examined in connection with this

.| matter James Gilchrist, the decretary of

the Farm  Settlement Board; W. R.
‘Knowles and Fred H. Eaton; A. J. H.
Stewart also gave some cvidenegss to
this matter,

Tt seems, according to the evidence
given before me, that in the month of
July, in the year 1912, W. R. Knowles
wrote to Mr. Stewart and asked him to
get the Farm Settlement Board ‘to buy
certain property formerly owned by the
Knowles Company and then owned by
the Royal Bank of Candda; and accord-
ing to a letter written by Mr. Knowles
to Mr, Stewart, Mr, Knowles was willing
to pay $2,000 for the property in qucs-
hon This™ property . consisting. of 200
acres: of land at Clifton, ' Gloucester
copnty, had been previously = sold at.
sheriff's sale and had been purchused by
the Royal Bank of Canada, a creditor of
the Knowles Company, and at this time
was owned by the bank. After getting
| this proposition from Mr. Knowles, Mr,
‘Stewart Saw: Mr: Eaton, the manager for
the Royal Bank of Canada, at Bathurst,
and asked him what the bank would
take for this property. Mr. Eaton com-
municated with .the head office of the
bank and afterwards told Mr." Stewart
that the bank would take $1,200 for the
property, which amount Mr, Stewart
agreed to pay. Mr. Stewart then obtain-
ed from thc Farm Settlement Board a
cheque for $1,500, dated Oct. 25, 1912,
drawn upon the Bank of New Bruns-
wick and payable to the Royal Bank,
Bathurst, or order. He took the cheque
to Mr, Eaton and asked him to place the
proceeds of it to his credit, that is, to
‘the credit of A. J. H. Stewart; the
‘cheque was later cashed and the pro-
ceeds credited to Mr. Stewart at Bath-
urst by the Royal Bank of Canada.
Later on by deed dated Nov. 183, 1912,
the Royal Bank of Canada conveyed io
A. J. H. Stewart the property in ques-
tion and A. J. H. Stewart conveyed the
land by four separate deeds and in lots
of fifty acres each ‘to the Farm Settle-
went Board, these deeds being registered,
together with the deed from the bank to
Stewart on the 27th day of December, A.
D, 1912, Agreements were then made
by four of the sons:.of W. R. Knowles
‘with the Farm Settlement Board for the

purchase of these four several Iots of
lana for the sum of $875 for each lot of
fifty acres.

Mr. Eaton says that he did m
.anything about, the Farm t
Board-in connection with this -transac-

and he did not know that, the Farm
S:'Riement ‘Board had :ier intended to
have anything to do with “the property,
and that he simply ac "for;the bank
in gelling the property to Mr. Stewart
for the sum of $1,200 which was paid
by Mr. Stewart to the bank by his own
cheque. Mr. Baton also says that he had
no previous, qmmﬁpnicahon with Mr. ¢
Knowles or his family before sell-
ing the h.ng but under some previous
mmi or unde::;iandmd g‘e with th:
ple~he ‘eredite accoun
o!mn};?;;emmofw R-Kﬁ?‘dﬂ
with the sum- of§$1,200; being the pro-
ceeds of the salevof the land in question '
to Mr. Stewart,

This came to t}le ‘attention of W. R.
Knowles some two or three months after -
ihe sale of the land had been completed.
W. R. Knowles ascertained that:the Farm
Settlement Board had paid § . for the
land, and he claimed that “son’s ac-
count should have been 3'credited with
this sum of 81,500 and thatithe sum of
8800 had been improperly rétained by
\someone. -

My, Stewart in his evidence stated that
after agreeing to give the bank $1,200
for the land in question he called up W.
R. Knowles on the telephone and told
him that he, Stewart, would give Mr.
Knowles the property for $1,500, and Mr.
Knowles said that he was satisfied.
$800 on the transaction; and claimed
that he was perfectly justified in doing
what he did in comnection with this

matter.

It seems' that Mr. Stewart did not dis-
close to the bank that he was acting for

Mr. Knowles or his sons, or that the
‘Farm Settlement Board was concerned
.in the matter. In writing to the Farm
‘Settlement Board about this matter, on
Oct- 19, 1012, Mr. Stewart says: “I have.
another proposition which interésts four
of our yourig men and which I want put
through for ‘hem. * There is a lot of land
of 200 acres which they want me to buy
for them, fifty acres each; the whole 200
acres. can be bought for $1,600. The
whole four belong to one family, and I
want to keep them home. They are
prepared to pay the 25 per cent. I will
get a description of the property and full
particulars and send to you, and I would

s thank you to put it through for me.”

At this time Stewart knew that
the land could be/ procured from °the
bank for $1,200, and had practically ar-
ranged with the bank to buy the prop-
erty for $1,200. .

Further Criticism.

Strictly speaking, I do not think that
(| Mr. Stewart was. acting in this matter
as agent for the Knowles people, and
therefore cannot be accused of making a
secret profit out of this business, but I
do think that in Mr. Stewart’s position
as a representative of the county of
Gloucester, he should have acted some-
what differently both with the Farm
Settlement Board and with the Knowles
people for whom he was acting in a way.
I think it was his duty to have told the

Farm - Settlement Board the exact

amount for which the property could be

procuzed, namely, $1,200,  and that he
rhould have given the Knowles people,
on whose behalf he was acting, the whole

benefit of the money paid by the settles
ment board, instead of retaining this sum

of $800 for himself.

Mr. Stewart seemed to think, on ex-
{amination before us, that he was justi-
fied in retaining the amount of $800 as

rémuneration for his services in connec-
tion with this ¥ransaction, but as a re-
presentative of the county I do not think
that he had any right to act in this way
nor to have taken advantage of the situ-

ation to make a personal profit for him-

self. It would have been very much

better if Mr. Stewart had dealt frankly
and fairly with- all parties concerned in
this matter.

The  officials of the Farm Settlement
Bosrd seemed to have acted fairly in the
matier, but perhaps relied too implicitly

upon Mr:. Stewart instead of finding out

for thomselves the amount for which the

pm riy could be purchased.
&y “di

d, however, rely upon Mr.
Stewart \wad Mr. Stewart took advant-
age of the confidence ed in him
by the board and deliberately  deceived
the board as to the price for which the

(Continued on page 7, fourth colums.)
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