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Further Evidence of Wrong Doing By Local Government Officials
Commissioner Chandler’s Finding With 

Respect to the Transaction With the 
Farm Settlement Board, the Glouces
ter County Roads and Bridges and 
Kent County Transactions—-Irregu
larity Deplored. vfll

er price, can receive the differ, 
pressing your claims- ~

sSÉSsS
tmed

1particular stringers were brought from can only result In the degradation of the 
the Chamberlain bridge, where-they had public service and of those who take 
been left when the work was finished, to I Par* such transactions.

MACLEAN SETTLEMENT BRIDGE 
Parish of St- Paul, Kent Cotifity (N. E)

Thé charge in this matter is .that a 
check was issued to a son of Edward 
Girouard, of MacLean Settlement, Kent 
county (N. B.), in 1911, for work on the 
bridge named above.. "

That the son who was only ten years 
old never worked on the bridge. The 
son’s name was endorsed 
and the father, Edward 
ceived the proceeds of the check.

The check in question was dated Nov. 
28, 1911, for $28.87, payable to Tilmon 
Girouard. The check was supposed to, 
be issued to pay Tilmon Girouard for 
work done on the MacLean Settlement 
bridge in the month-of August, 1911, ac
cording to the return sent in with re
spect to the work on the MacLean Set
tlement bridge in 1911.

Edward Girouard

dence given before me A delard Robi- ally used in construction has been paid 
chaud’s horse and cart were used on this for, and therefore no loss has been sus-
mank’ named’Stanislas S^HeherL^whn tained br the province by reason of this
™e ‘umetatnnoneMof the Umtr “ft oVthe"
SO faT 2 TZL see Ihe^û *r0Und aloD« the braquet railway will
™ in connection with this particular goVVto enaction ““the

bridges to be repaired." Mr. Stewart 
ST. SIMON AND MACINTOSH stated that all this timber was paid for 

COVE BRIDGES. except about sixty pieces, but so far as
o . , „ . _ , I can discover it was certainly not paid
Parish of Caraquet, County of Gfouces- for by the department of public works.

ter (N. B.) The procuring of this timber by Mr.
' Mr. Veniot asks for inquiries into, the MÆ
;XC“f'0haveqtenty Hmber' is in no^ay ^spo^ble /orChat
rirurtfnn O? • US!Î W thi ^ Mr- Stewart did. Only the timber actu-
Caraonet in the*îoiiîioTi>*ariSh pf aUy used *•> construction has been taken

1 n ,.1 OTer and P'dd for, and the province of he,llLbî T at, B.at£ NT Brunswick and the department of 
T H CW T a°f4?!P,Tb€r A’ PuWic works has nothing whatever to 

stew*rt made the following state- do apparently with the timber still re- 
mafi on oath as to this matter: maining at thé place where it was cut.

I pointed out to the chief commis- -v /xr,otvnmrw, „___
sioner the advisability of buying ma- GLOUCESTER COUNTY ROADS, 
terial in winter for the coming year. The The charge in this matter is that a 
chief commissioner gave me general au-1 considerable amount of money was ex- 
thority to get material. Valentine Robi-I pended on the Mameque road, Shippegan 
chaud and I made estimate of cedar re-|Island, Gloucester county, under Special 
-quired for bridges to be repaired. The Commissioners Docithee F. Chaisson and 
estimate was about 6,000 pieces. I dis- Jean J. Robichaud, without the author- 
tributed the getting of this cedar and ity of the minister of public works. This 
Robichaud named the prices to be paid, charge is admittedly correct.
He fixed the prices with me. I arranged In the fail of the year 1914 Martin F. 
to get out the stuff. I sent Robichaud Robichaud, representative of the county 
a list of persons supplying cedar. Robi- of Gloucester, appoihted Docithee F. 
chaud went up and counted tne pieces of Chaisson and Jean J. Robichaud to over
cedar and made a return to me. The Bee the work on the Lameque read and 
list made by Valentine Robichaud is cor- work to the amount of nearly $7,000 was 
refit. I had no written authority. This done on this road under the superintend- 
was in the winter of 1918-1914. The ence of these two men, according to the 
lumber has not been all used. Some of roturn made by them, 
it has not been taken away. Some of this Martin'F. Robichaud admits that he 
lumber was used this year in the Whitty ordered this work to be done without 
bridge, Brideau River bridge and St. anJ authority whatever. The bills for 
Simon bridge. This lumber would be th“ ™rk £reJJLu"Pald- 
available for any pufpose. Lordon did . Marti” / , Robichaud, in giving evi- 
not .use the lumber as it was too far dence» stated that he took upon himself 
away. This lumber is all paid for ex- 1° employ Docithee Chaisson and Jean J. 
cept possibly for sixty pieces. We esti- Robichaud to do this work on the 
mated that 8,400 pieces would be re- ,Teque ™ad’
quired in Robichaud’s district foi-bridges was,also «haiged in connection with
and ordered 8,488 pieces. Seven thous- thls w.ork on the Lameque^oad that m- 
and six hundred and twenty-mine were if^P?atSvand returns were sub
got out and taken ” 9dtted hy the foreman, Robichaud and

In his evidence given before me, Val- on’ ,and a “u[mb?r of withes

ETBEBBtSS
hat 7 MO at aU, hut cooked for a number of men* nofLn Z wh0 were working on the road and who

got out and that ten carloads of this hypri a sharitv whilp th*» wnrir wa« timber were taken away and that about done. ^ ^WOrk
îfw“ ïft °“ In the return made by Jean J. Robi-
briZ Watr>J.° chaud, Louis L’HuiUèr is stated to have
b . worked twenty-eight days on this road
tZ, J î n C at *150 per day, his wages amounting
trips to a place called Miller’s Brook to forty-two dollars. L’Huilier says that 
and Clifton on the Caraquet railway, he worked thirty-one days as cook and 
where this timber was cut, and that he djd n6 work on the road at all. He was 
took up a number-of men, some sixteen paid for his work by Jean J. Robichaud 
in all, who had been working on the St. by goods oift of Robichaud’s store. The 
Simon bridge, to load this timber; the same thing applies to a young man 
two trips costing about $64. According named Maillet who was assisting 
to Robichaud the timber so loaded on L’Huillier in his work. MaiUet did no 
cars was taken to the St. Simon bridge, work on the roads at all. Jean J. 
a distance of some thirty miles. Robi- Robichaud claimed that it was cheaper 
chaud received instructions from Mr. to employ a cook for these men and 
Stewart to go up and count the pieces charge his wages to the government as 
of cedar timber that had been cut and under this arrangement the men would 
lie did this, the total amounting to 7,629 be near the work and would not lose any 
pieces, a list of which was produced by time.
Robichaud at the .hearing. -V ,. I asked Jean J. Robichaud why he
Did Not Authorise It dld,no,t P,ut f-’H'iillier’s name in as cook

instead of as a laborer and he answered 
that they wanted to have him paid by 
the government and that . if he had 
thought of it he would have put in his 
name as cook.

There may be something in Robi- 
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 
and was paid with goods out of Robi
chaud’s store. Robichaud kept no ac
count of the supplies furnished by him 
for boarding the men, but he charged 
the men fifty cents a day and expected 
to get that amount due him out of their 
pay when they got it 

It is needless to say that this 
pectation on the part of Mr. Robichaud 
has not yet been realized. He says lie 
paid some oMhe men with money and 
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-

ggpiïàl
“? } not interfered he wouldhZe 
tV'ar* ^ °n each ton d«ring the 

Mng you a merry Christmas, . 
New Year, and a speedy delivery 
he clutches of such patriotic gent- 
as have, from the public stand, 
been handling yqur lumber, nota
lbeltevedming four °r five

Sincerely yours, y
F- B- ca|^ell.

enues of the province would hardly be 
sufficient to meet the expenditure that 
would bd incurred.the Dempsey bridge. They were, of 

course, not furnished hy Edward" Jen
nings, and had apparently been included 
in the work done on the Chamberlain 
bridge. i'-'kssfe]

In Valentine Robichaud’s returns as to 
the Chamberlain bridge this item of 
$22.80 appears in a voucher made out 
in the name of Edward Jennings for five 
pieces of timber, at $4.80.

According - to Valentine Robichaud,
Edward Jennings was paid for timber 
supplied to the Chamberlain bridge, and 
why Mr. Stewart should have included 
this item of $22.80 in the wholly imag
inary account Which he put in in the 
name of Edward Jennings in connection 
with the Dempsey bridge, is more than I 
can understand or explain. >
Fictitious Account.

If Mr. SteWart really supplied this 
lumber for the roads in 1909 I do not see 
why he should not have been paid for it, 

do I see-why^f the transaction were 
straight, Mr. Stewart did not send a bill 
in his own -name for this lumber and get 
paid for it. Instead of doing this, an en
tirely fictitious account in the name of 
Edward Jennings was made up by Mr.
Stewart, and was certified and declared 
Correct by Valentine Robichaud, the 
superintendent, and sent in as one oj the 
vouchers attached to his return in con
nection with the work done on thé 
Dempsey bridge. '

The manner ip which Mr,; Stewart , , ... .
bas acted in connection with depart- particular checks were enddVsed, Edwakd 
mental or government matters in Glou- Girouard endorsing the name of his son 
cester county, as detailed on the en- Alban- There was also at this time pro- 
quiry, before me, COMPELS ME TO duced by Mr. Michaud a check for $28.87 
BE SUSPICIOUS AS TO EVERY- !n favor of TUmon Girouard. According 
THING HE HAS DONE AND OF to Bdward Glrouard’s evidence, when

this checlrain favor of Tilmon Girouard 
was produced by Mr. Michaud, he, Gir
ouard, claimed that there must be a mis
take about the check as it did not belong 
to him.

Girouard says that Mr. Michaud told 
him to keep it as it was for him, «nd

RE FARM SETTLEMENT BOARD.
This matter was brought up for inves

tigation by F. J. Veniot, he claiming that 
a sale to the Farm Settlement Board of 
certain lands in the parish of New Baa- 
don in the county of Gloucester, known 
as the Knowles Farm, was irregular.

Mr. Stewart admitted that he made
I examined in connection with this 

matter James Gilchrist, the Secretary of 
the Farm Settlement Board; W. R. 
Knowles and Fred H. Eaton; A. J. H. 
Stewart also gave some evidences as to 
Ibis matter. . ,

It seems, according to the evidence 
gifen 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 Cankda; 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 ques
tion. This property consisting of 200 
acres of land at Clifton, 
copnty, had been previously sold at-. 
sheriff’s sale and had been purchased 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 ashed him what the bank would 
take for this property. Mr. Eaton 
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 the Farm Settlement Board a 
cheque for $1,60(1 dated Oct. 28, 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. 18, 1912, 
the Royal Bank of Canada conveyed to 
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
ment 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 lots of 
land for the sum of $876 for each lot of 
fifty acres.

Mr. Eaton says that he did not know 
anything about the Farm Settlement 
Board in connection with this transac
tion, and he did not know tha^, the Farm 
Settlement Board had eç intended to 
have anything to do with the property, 
and that he simply acted for;,the bank 
in selling 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. Eaton also says that he had 
no previous communication with Mr. 
Knowles or gny of his family before sell
ing the land, but under some previous 
arrangement or understanding with the 
Knowles jpebple he credited 
of one of the sons of W.
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on the check 
Girouard, re-

'
-

LIGHTER VEIN. "'

>per—“It seem» to me these r 
ther small.” Merchant—“Perhans 
ire, mum, a trifle—owing to the

eggs Following is the second and last instalment of the report of Commissioner 
Chandler. In this part of the report the commissioner deals with the cases of 
the Ruisseau Caribou bridge in Gloucester, the Edward Dempsey bridge, the 
Little Buctouche bridge, the MacLean Settlement bridge in Kent county, the 
Aùbarre Ruisseau bridge, the St. Simon, and Macintosh Cove bridges in Glou
cester, the Gloucester county roads, and with the transaction with the Farm 
Settlement Board. He says:

and his son Alban 
worked on the MacLean Settlement 
bridge in the summer of 1911 and checks 
were issued from time to time in pay
ment for their work. According to the 
evidence of Edward Girouard this check 
in favor of Tilmon Girouard was pro
duced to him by Felix Michaud, of Buc
touche, about Dec. 6,1911, when Edward 
Girouard went to see Felix Michaud 
about bis own checks and checks for his 
son Alban for work done on thé Mac- 
Lean Settlement bridge; Mr. Michaud 
produced some cheeks, two 
favor of Edward Girouard 
two in favor of Alban Girouard. These

Painted Over.
-I hear that Jack has 
-No, that’s just his old 
■Penn State Froth.

Explained;
ly, old man, what was that awful 
n your house last night»”

, my wife merely asked me whert .

a new girl, 
one painted nor

planation offered by Docithee Chiasson 
for including all these amounts in one 
cheque was that Valentine Robichaud 
had told him, not to employ too many 
men and he therefore included the 
amouifts due to four persons in one item 
under the name of Antime Chiasson.
Stupid and Unnecessary.

The whole thing was stupid aifd un
necessary but not, so far as I can see, 
actually fraudulent; but it is one of the 
things going to show that Decithee 
Chiasson was not fit for the position of 
foreman. ,

There is also a charge in connection 
with this bridge that work apparently 
done by Edward D. Chiasson, supposed 
to have worked with a horse and cart in 
connection with this bridge for a num
ber of days was actually done by 
other person, Cledphas Chiasson, a ser
vant or hired mail of Docithee Chiasson, 
the forein an.

Edward D. Chiasson at the time when 
this work was done was a boy about 
eleven. years old, attending school and 
really did not work at all in connection 
with this bridge.

The work which is credited to Edward 
D. Chiasson- was all done by Cleophas 
Chiasson and the money received by 
Dorinthee Chiasson, his employer. Cleo
phas Chiasson was paid by the, month by 
Docithee Chiasson.

The only explanation Docithee Chias
son had to offer in connection with this 
matter was that if he had put in the 
name of Cleophas Chiasson the man who 
really did tfie work he would have' got 
the cheque for the work and might have 
kept it.

The total amount supposed to be due 
to Edward D. Chiasson for work Q.one 
In connection with this bridge was $170 
and all this work was done by Cleophas 
Chiasson using a horse and cart belong
ing to Docithee Chiasson. The work 

•was apparently done but the reason given 
by Dodthee Chiasson for using the name 
of his son in connection with this work 
was not a satisfactory .explanation of Ilk 
course.

cn7înncU?geRofiCttZorke IZfïnït Pari’h WeIUn^n’ *** N’B’
■Caribou bridge, said , that the foreman, The charge in this matter Is that eer- 
Declthee Chiasson, showed him tfie Bbu- fkiü acebtints appearing in thé return as 
dreau timber mentioned above in the 1° this bridge for the years 1910-1911 
truss of the bridge. He seems to have 1oT work supposed to have been done by 
known nothing about this matter him- John K. Sheridan and John Sheridan,. Jr, 
self, and simply signed à voucher for. are wrong. Also that work appearing ou 
this particular item made out by Mar- t*1® return as having been done by 
tin Robichaud without really knowing Fabien Savoy to the amount of fifteen 
whether itxwas or was not correct. dollars was never performed by him.

Valentine Robichaud really knew noth- Also that an amount credited to John 
ing at all about this transaction, and K- Sheridan as foreman on this bridge 
seems to have relied entirely upon Mar- ln the year 1914 is incorrect as John K. 
tin F. Robichaud and the foreman, Do- Sheridan really did not act as foreman, 
fiithee Chiasson, who was left in charge In the return in connefition with this 
of the" work bridge for October, 1910, Fabien Savoy

I understand that the structural super- b down for fourteen days’ work at $1.28 
intendehtis estimate for repairs to this amounting to $17.60. Timothy Boudreau, 
particular bridge was $480, while the who was foreman at this bridge, on be- 
actual amount expended in repairs was ln« examined admitted that this work 
nearly $3,000. was not done by Fabien Savoy and that

The evidence given before me in con- ?his- amou"t was simply pat 
nection with the inquiries held shows tu*n .*°r bencft^ V 
that so far as Valentine Robichaud; whoAhen a representative for the county 
structural superintendent, is concerned, ^ent- The foreman says he wanted 
he did not know very much about the!^ he*P “*"• Shfrida” all he could. That

Mr. Sheridan had done some work in 
connection with the bridge and had de
voted some time to the work and while 
he did not wish to put Mr. Sheridan’s

GloucesterRUISSEAU CARIBOU BRIDGE
Parish of Shippegan, Gloucester County 

(N. B.)
The charge made in connection with 

this matter is that 8,000 feet of Spruce 
lumber for which one Pierre F. Boud- 
reaa was paid $42 in January, 1914, was 
never delivered by him to the Ruisseau 
Caribou bridge.

This amount of $48 was paid by check 
No. 41818, dated Jan. 9, 1914: The work 
of repairing the bridge above mentioned 
was done in 1918 and this lumber was, 
according to the statement of Decithee 
Chiasson, the foreman in charge of the 
work,' delivered at this bridge and was 
used in repairing the bridge.

It appears that in the year 1918 Pierre 
F. Boudreauf under some arrangement 
made by him with Martin F. Robichaud, 
one of the representatives of fhe county 
of Gloucester, shipped a Quantity of 
spruce logs or timber to Shippegan, m 
the county of Gloucester, by railway, 
billed to Martin Robichaud.

In Octbber, 1918, one Théophile Robi
chaud, who was foreman under Geoffrey 
Stead, district engineer at Chatham for 
the Public Works Department of the Do
minion of Canada, acting under instruc
tions from Mr. Stead, procured from 
Pierre F. Boudreau about 120 pieces of 
long timber and eighty-two pieces of 
short timber, part of the timber shipped 
as stated above, and this was used in 
connection with the building of the ferry 
landing at Shippegan—

Boudreau had some timber left 
Shippegan and it is claimed that in the 
fall of the year 1918, fourteen pieces' of 
long timber belonging to Boudreau were 
taken by Docithee Chaisson and used in 
the construction of the Caribou bridge.
, Dodthee Chaisson, the superintendent, 
when he wgs first examined, seemed to 
be sure that tbqse .fourten pieces of long 
timber belonging to Boudreau had really 
been used in connection with the rebuild
ing of the bridge. He was, however, af
terwards examined again before me and 
on this occasion he was not at all sure 
that this particular timber really had 
•'-an used in the work on this bridge, 

ere was quite a lot of timber, spruce 
cedar, brought over from Shippegan 
hippegan Island by Dodthee Chais- 
and men. employed- by him for the. 
6ou bridge, and this lumber 
. different persons and I found it ex- 
tly difficult to discover from the 
vee of the witnesses examined as to 

. j articular matter, whether or not 
luuneen pieces of timber owned by 
Boudreau had really been used in this 
bridge; and I am still in doubt on - this 
question.
Unsatisfactory Witness,

Dodthee Chaisson, the man in charge 
of the woçkjwas a most unsatisfactory 
witness, arid it was almost impossible to 
get any definite information out of him 
as to the work done on this bridge.

Dodthee Chaisson does not seem to 
have kept any particular record in con
nection with his work and is a man of 
little or no education, and he apparently 
relied altogether upon Martin F. Robi
chaud to keep matters straight in connec
tion with his work.

The timber purchased by Mr. Stead 
for the Shippegan Ferry Landing from 
Boudreau was paid for at the rate of 
two dollars and twenty cents a stick, 
lange and small, and at this rate Boud
reau should have been paid about 
thirty dollars for thjs fourteen pieces 
he is said to have supplied for the Cari
bou bridge. He actually received forty- 
two dollars for this timber. Boudreau 
himself could throw jittle or no light 
upon this -transaction as he simply had 
some timber cut and shipped it in the 
name of Màrtin T. Robichaud to Shtp- 
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 left at Shippegan were used for 
the Caribou bridge, but whether it was 
or not so used he could not say of his 
own knowledge.

■r

rather odd when you thinV 0f it »
at is?”
y, my nearest relatives lives 80 
away, and my most distant rela- 
ly about 80 feet.”

Quite the Reverse,
: you in a position to let me have 
10 you owe me?” 
i I’ve just lost my position. Can 
t me have another ten?"

a poor rule that won’t work both 
“Well, try telling a mother that 

>ks so like her daughter that you 
tell them apart. And then try it 
i daughter.”

Not a Success.
you every try the plan of think- 

ice before you speak?”
. yes.”
d how did it work?”
«•got what I was going to say."

en my wife starts talking on an 
■assing subject I always change 
I’ve tried that with my wife, but 
i no go. She simply exhausted 

subject and then took up the 
e where she left off."

Qualification.
-Father doesnt’ want me to marry 
He says you are too thrifty.
-Why, if that’s the case, he ought 
me, eh ? ’ ’

-But you are , 4b spend-thrifty, 
Philadelphia Bftening Ledger.

Motives.B ■•■':" •
sh Foreman Compositor—Three 
of my men have enlisted this

3r—-Ah ! A wave of pat-*-'♦lam. 
bse?
lan Compositor—Well ! 
he way to put it, but tl 
luld rather -be. shot then 

if your copy!—Passing Sh

Expasion and Cofitractioi
—What are the properties 
ed—The chief property is 

bodies to expand, while cold 
them to contract. y-

'<—Excellent. Give an example, 
ed—In summer, when it is hot, 
y is long; in winter, when it is 
Ije day is short.—Lehigh Burr.

Smart Child.
B two-day-old Clarise was bejng 
1er noonday meal. Through Some 
e the bottle had been filled with 
e instead of milk. The child 
1 the bottle of its contents- and 
ooking up into the face of her 
with a grin, she said: “What’d 
ink I am, a Ford?”—Michigan
le‘ • _____

She Explains,
il—You and Harold seem insep-

rude—We are together a good 
Fou see, Mabel,. I take a peculiar 
: in him.
1—Oh, do you?
ude—Yes, I was engaged to him 
time and in love with him at 

;—Judge.

of them in 
himself and

com-

EVERY TRANSACTION WITH 
WHICH HI IS IN ANY WAY CON
NECTED.

There was -also an item of $3.00 for 
posts supposed to’ have been supplied 
by Frank Robinson to the Dempsey 
bridge. Nobody could say that Frank ...
Robinson had supplied any posts to the **»• P“‘ the name of tbe^boy on the 
Dempsey'bridgé; Frank Robtoson knew !b^k 1 1thalj:1he*
nothing about the matter himself nor !and EdwÎTd tried 40, w^tettb?
did Valentine Robichaud and Mr. Stew- %™e,<rf,his Tilmon, on the back of 
art himself could not explain the item. b “a

Thé amount is small, but It only goes “‘chaud th“ tbe 5beck a?d wr°1te 
to show the wretched system under u m m j n »°n ^5'
.h»v*«.

that of his son. Edward Girouard did 
this and the check was then cashed by 
Mr. Michaud and the money given to 
Edward Girouard and at the time pf the 
examination the money was still in the 
possession of Edward Girouard. ■ 

Edward Girouard claims that 
the check payable to Tilmon was offered 
to him by Mr. Michaud he said that the 
check did not belong to him and that 
there must be some mistake about it as 
his son TUmon had not" worked 
MacKean Settlement bridge and • 
entitled to anything in connection with 
the work on this bridge.
Mr. Michaud’s Explanation.

Mr. Michaud’s explanation of the mat
ter is that in September 1911. Edward 
Girouard told him that some time which 
Be had put in on the MacLean Settle
ment . bridge had not been allowed him 
and he says tbit Eov.iiG uard gave 
him a memp cf'thisAimé v: h had not 
been aUowed- litm Jjfkdfi! v/o,;td amount 
to $28.87. ,,Laty «ÿ whir, the return of 
the work dope ui. ticlacl.càri Settle
ment bridge ih ; 911"vis being made up 
by Mr. Michau i -fee the imp. rintendent, 
he, Michaud, add:1 at TUmon
Girouard to the lit! of p«s$sa<n; who had 
worked ori the hi Riga, t hit. sum *f $28.87 
being entered a& dut Tilm ii -.ilrouard 

his work. Mr. Michaud at V.iis time 
was quite weU aware that TUmon 
Girouard had not worked on the Mac- 
Lean Settlement bridge and was not en
titled to anything, but he stated that in 
consequence of the statement made to 
him by Edward Girouard he had made 
this addition to the return so that Ed
ward Girouard would be paid for the 
time which had not previously been al
lowed him. He clainàs that he made this 
addition to the payroU in order to help 
out Edward Girouard and enable him 
to get the money which Girouard claim
ed he was entitled to.

Edward Girouard now denies having 
made any such claim at all to Mr. 
Michaud, but I cannot see why FeUx 
Michaud should have made this entry 
on the payroU and afterwards have 
banded the cheque in favor of TUmon 
Girouard to his father *if Bdward Gir-' 
ouard had never made any daims for 
time which had not been allowed him.

It seems impossible that Fetix Mich
aud should have acted as he did in this 
transaction if this daim were never, set 
up by Edward Girouard as there was 
no reason whatever why FeUx Michaud 
should take steps to procure payment of 
this particular amount of $28.87 to Ed
ward Girouard if he Hid-not think that 
Edward Girouard was entitled to it.
“Unwise and Inconsiderate."

an-
1

I
«

Robichaud was conducted, and the un
fortunate result of interference by a rep
resentative with matters that should be 
left, In my judgment, to be dealt with 
by the department of public works.

Edmund J. Ellis the foreman at the 
Dempsey bridge, had no knowledge of 
Frank Robinson’s supplying any cedar 
posts to that bridge, but we find this 
item in connection with this bridge in 
Valentine Robichaud’s return and de
clared by him to be correct.-

This return was declared to before 
Mr. Stewart and the vouchers for these 
posts made out by Mr. Stewart and 
signed by Robichaud; but neither of 
these persons can now give the slightest 
information with regard to this item.

It is clear that the item is wholly 
fictitious, but why it was put in and 
who got the amount charged for the 
posts remains to be discovered.

I
I
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LITTLE BUCTOUCHE BRIDGE

On the examination before me of the 
Hon. John Morrissy, minister of public 
works, he stated upon oath that he did 
not ever authorize A. J. H. Stewart to 
get out cedar as stated by Mr. Stewart, 
and gave him no authority either writ
ten or verbal in connection with this 
matter.

Mr. Morrissy stated that the first he 
knew of this transaction was at the ses
sion of the house for the year 1918, and 
on aq inquiry held into certain bridge 
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 
carloads of cedar which he did not un
derstand.

Mr. Morrissy stated that to the best 
of his belief there was no cedar used in 
the St. Simon bridge as he sent a man 
up to look into the matter. According
to the ihformation furnished to the min-... .. ... , .
ister by Valèntine Robichaud and a man tai8ne as having worked on the Lam- 
named Lorden, it appeared that cedar road. Robichaud admits that
brought from Mill’s Brook had been used Lantaigne did not work on the Lameque
in some bridges in the county of Glou- [oad*n the,™ of 1$W but he says that
cester that that what was actually used be d*d work the year before with John 9*ose J.0 , DanK r., ne was .V, :?Tcester tnat tnat wnat was actuary usea ... Dumav and his time had been Mr- Knowles or his sons, or that the
was paid for by the department, but that rP"°"ne mZh-â ill h i Farm Settlement Board was concerned
no cédax timber cut at Milletis Brook and tbat when he, Robichaud, . atter jn wr;tSng to the Farm
lias been "paid for by the department, made ble feturPs. Duguay got him v> t Board about this matter onand he further stated that soTar as the «** ^antaigne’s time in hi, return. Stowart says7 “ï ha“.

•government or the department ef public “f™ time was teB and a halt another proposition which interests four
works was concerned that this cutting of T _ , . . , . of bur youttg men and which I want put
cedar timber was entirely unauthorized . . “• through for them. There is a lot of landZl “l^ale^.n'TVobicrud""^ In^^rZVuLratirtriooki^raftt ? acres which they want me to buy
tion with Valentine Robichaud, the .. for them, fifty acres each; the whole 200structural superintendent, as to this tim- ^'Xtendlce Ztabouf te acres can be bought for $1,500. The
her before it was got out and that Val- Ufe„ked Robichaud whv in whole four belong to one family, and I
entine Robichaud had no instructions V j,» «aid « want to keep them home. They are
from the department in connection with P. ™ tbf prepared to pay the 28 per cent. I will
this cedar. Also, that neither the min- p .... ' , . ,?Jar*in get a description of the property and full
Ister nor the department knew anything B?Zha^h^dJd in a Particulars and send to youfand I would
at all as to the hauling out of this tim- ^XwchanS T^lld ra Mm" “tr thank you to put it through for me.”
her or part of it on the Caraquet Rail- “r> kZ to At tbj? time Mr. Stewart knew that
way by Valentine Robichaud until some y „ d thh . ,, th ^ * ,9 the land could be/ procured from ’the
time after the transaction took place. ^ “d ̂ ‘LMchaud td^ ^«d^M iTSflT

Harry Bbdr, secretaiy of the board of that he neTCT got. any Instructions or b k to buy the prop"
works, stated on oath that an açcount for communications from the department for *1’200" 
cedar procured had been sent in to the about thjfl work and that thc £nl 
department by Valentine Robichaud, the son who appofnted him was Mr. Robl- 
whole account amounting to some $2^00. cj,aud

That the minister- of public works re- Dodt(,ee Chaisson in hi, returns 
fused to approve of thls account and an charges mo ^ d for hig scrvicKj
m,Tn7^ atn Xh were posent'vLZ hls churgebeing $172.60 and the work 
minister, at which were present Valen- done under chaisson amounted to very
tine Robichaud and Denis Lordon, struc- much more than the work done under 
tural superintendents, the provincial en- n„i,leh*nd 
gineer and representatives of the county ’
of Gloucester. Lordon had previously 
been sent to 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 Valentine Robi
chaud 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 fot 
this lumber under the name of St. Si- 
mond bridge, was a Confusion of names 

.and an error. Robichaud produced an 
Itemized 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 to the department 
showing the number of pieces of cedar 
that Went into thé smaller bridges and 
the cedar which appeared to have actu
ally been used in repairing fridges was 
paid for by the department*.
Explanation Contradicted.

the account 
R. Knowles 

with the sum ofg$l,200, being the pro
ceeds of the sale-of the land in question 
to Mr. Stewart.

This came to the attention of W. R. 
Knowles some two or three months after 
the sale of the land had been completed. 
W. R. Knowles ascertained tha* the Farm 

paid SOOQ , fo 
that hls son’s

Iwas 53
I

for
Settlement Board had 
land, and he clsdmed 
count should have been >-credited with 
this sum of $L500 and thiatittie sum of 
$800 had been improperly retained by 

■someone.
Mr. 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 perfèctly justified in doing 
what he did in connection with this 
matter.

It seems that Mr. Stewart did not dis-

rthe
s ac-

ex-

in the re- 
Sheridan '

work supposed to be carried on under 
bis 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 hi» re- Ba”e doJrn ln, the h* fd Put ^

’ y Fabien Savoy’s name for this amount
of $17.60 in order to remunerate Mr. 
Sheridan 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. naine 
of John K. Sheridan, a son *of Mr. 
Sheridan, the representative.

Timothy Boudreau, the foreman, ad
mitted that forty dollars out of the ac
counts appearing to the credit of John 
K. Sheridan was not really eaméd by 
him and that he did not work for this 
amount. This amount of forty dollars 
was put in by the foreman for the bene
fit of Mr. Sheridan the representative.

The foreman explained that be had 
himself done a good deal of work in 
looking after this bridge 
keeping lanterns lit on ir 
bridge that was put- in. The foreman 
claims that he practically acted as night 
watch/nan for nearly five months bn this 
temporary bridge and charged nothing 
for his services. He says that if he had 
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 various 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-young man who 
was not then of age, and he really did 
not act as foreman at all; the work did 
not take long and only four or* five men 
were employed.

John K. Sheridan worked about eleven 
days on this bridge in May 1914, and 
was paid two dollars a day, and I pre
sume was put down as foreman for much 
the same reason as was given by the 
foremen, Timothy Boudreau, In connec
tion with the other matters mentioned 
above; namely, a desire to do something 
to help Mr. Sheridan, the representative, 
and to remunerate him for the time he 
had devoted to looking after this bridge. 
Thç amount coming to John K. Sheri
dan for his work was eventually paid to 
his father.

It is regrettable that Mr. Sheridan, 
while a representative for the county of 
Kent, lent himself to this sort qf thing, 
and took money which he did not really 
earn. If Mr. Sheridan wished to get 
some money in ‘connection with the work 
on this bridge it would have been much 
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

turns.
Inefficient

'

:All the cases Into which I have In
quired where Valentine Robichaud was 
concerned, proved him to be inefficient 
and unsatisfactory, and completely un
der the control of the county representa
tives, Messrs. Stewart and Robichaud.

Valentine Robichaud is not to be alto
gether blamed for this state of affairs, 
but such a situation with regard to the 
holding ef the position of structural su
perintendent is very unsatisfactory and 
cannot possibly produce good results.

EDWARD DEMPSEY BRIDGE

7

y.\the Living From the Dead, 4P. A. W., in the Spectator).
3 were once such men as you are, 
rothers,
one last word for you ere we 

re sped
ur journey through the silent 
faces,
Jim and shadowy places of the
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Theifc is no pretence that Felix Mich
aud profited or could profit in any way 
personally in this particular transac
tion. He cashed the cheques given to 
Edward Girouard simply to oblige 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 
him it would have been a very easy mat
ter to have netered this time on the 
payroll in Edward Glrouard’s name with 
an explanation that it had been omit- 
ed in some previous pay roll.

I think that when Felix Michaud 
made this entry in the name of Tilmon 
Girouard on the pay roll hé believed 
tha) Edward Girouard was honestly 
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
ment of this amount for Edward Gir
ouard cannot of course be- approved, 
but I think Mr. Michaud’s conduct while 
regrettable, was the result of careless
ness and want of consideration and not 
of any" dishonest intention on his part.

I think steps should be taken to 
pel Jïdward 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 money and 
there should be no difficulty in procur
ing repayment of this amount to the 
province.

AUBARRE RUISSEAU BRIDGE 
Parish of Shippegan, Gloucester Co^NE.

. In the return for the year 1918 sent 
in in connection with this bridge, the 
name of Adelard Robichaud, foreman, 
appears as working on this bridge in 
October and November, A.D., 1913, as 
foreman, and he is also credited in the 
same months for the work of himself, 
horse and cart. According to the evi-

I? -

r The charge in this matter is that 1,066 
yards of stone at ten cents a yard, and a 
small quantity of lumber supplied by 
Edward Jennings, to this bridge, accord
ing tq the return of Valentine Robi
chaud, structural superintenden t, was not 
provided by Edward Jennings at all. The 
cheque for this tern, amounting to $181, 
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
nection with this charge proved conclu
sively that Bdward Jennings had pever 
delivered any stone at the Dempsey 
bridge and had not delivered any lum
ber at this bridge. JK

.A. J. H. Stewart, inWis statement 
before me, said that he had used the 
name of Edward Jennings 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 wfre bad and money was required 
and he authorized the commissioners to 
use the road money in digging ditches 
and filling up hélés. -He sent them lum
ber, hemlock deals, amounting to 9,400 
feet, 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
paired in 1910 he put in a bill for $181- 
in the name of Edward Jennings tor 
stone and lumber, in order to get his pay 
for the lumber which he hpd previously 
supplied. The check was issued to Jen
nings and he endorsed it and Mr. Stew
art got the money-

The second item in the voucher men
tioned above is $22-80 for five strongers 
twenty feet long 10x12 at $4.60. These

Entirely Irregular.
Everything in connection with the 

work done on this bridge is confused 
and unsatisfactory.

I found Dodthee Chiasson unable or 
unwilling to explain clearly anything 
in connection with hls work and in my 
Judgment he is a man entirely unfit for 
the position of foreman, as he does not 
seem able to keep his accounts or re
ports straight or to give 
formation as to what 1

Mr. Martin F. Robichaud seems to 
have virtually taken upon himself the 
supA'intendence of. the work performed 

i, at tee Caribou bridge, and to have done 
v in -connection with this work what 

should have been done by the foreman 
or by the structural superintendent, 
Valentine Robichaud.

Dodthee 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 |be 
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 Dodthee Chiasson the fore- 

■■■ There were some other charges 
in connection with this bridge, 'one be
ing the issuing of a check for $62.60 in 
the name of Antime Chiasson.

It appears that Antime Chiasson was 
not really entitled to all this amount 
and according to Dodthee Chiasson this 
amount of $52.60 was really due to four 
individuals, Antime Ciasson being en
titled to- $26, Joseph D. Chiasson, a son 
of Dodthee 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 Dcrsons mentioned. The only ex-

"M night and 
temporary 9the souls of mortal men dl^-

(th to disperse the veil ’twixt us 
Id you. . . 1

by this desire that lie# within'

leak that word have rent that 
il in two.

« - -•i.n'SlE
ght and fighting fell In France 
id Flanders ;
! all we possessed to stem the 

of hell-inspi^Ad bar» 
the worldWrouèh

Further Criticism. aiver
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 
procured, namely, $1,200, and that he 
should have given the Knowles people, 
on whose behalf he was acting, the whole 
benefit of the money paid by the settle
ment board, instead of retaining this su* 
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 
remuneration for his services in connec
tion with this ttansaction, but as a re
presentative of thé 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 
•his matter.

The officials of the Farm Settlement 
Board seemed to have acted fairly in the 
matter, but perhaps relied too Implicitly 
■upon Mr. Stewart Instead of finding out 
for,themselves the amount for which the 
property could be purchased.

They did, however, rely upon Mr. 
Stewart -•old Mr. Stewart took advant
age of thc confidence repohed ln him 
by the board and deliberately deceived 
the board as to the price for which the

(Continued on page 7, fourth column.)
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any definite in- 
he did. Promised What He Asked For It.

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

There was some question raised 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 
only 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 little 
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 
themselves.

I understand that this work was start
ed by Martin F. Robichaud after thc 
road money allowed by the provincial 
government to Gloucester county for 
1914 had all been expended.

Martin F. Robichaud offered no ex
planation whatever .for 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 

works is concerned, only the cedar actu- way as Mr. Robichaud the whole rev-
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ce,

man.

Forgotten Something,
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. Blair, and 1 have come to the conclu
sion 'that Mr. Stewart procured the 
quantity of cedar timber mentioned by 
him without any authority whatever 
from the minister or public works or Of 
hls department.

So far as the department of public

se me, sir, but I-think you have 
i something,” said the waiter 
est who was about to leave 
giving him the usual tip. “Of - 

have,” exclaimed the gentie- 
’ had almost forgotten that my 
pressed upon me the necessity ■*v-"S 
t economy in these war times 
•as about to give you h tip. 
you for reminding me."—• ’ »
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