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Hunter to the Duke of Portland, 16th of October, 1799, is
another reference to Niagara. “The Count de Puisaye does
not remain with the emigrants, but has purchased a farm near
Niagara, where he, his housekeeper, the Count de Chalus,
John Thompson and Marchand, their servant, reside. The
Marquis de Beaupoil, having some misunderstanding with
the Count de Puisaye, or not finding the enterprise suitable
to his expectations, has decided to return to’ England with M.
St. Victor, I enclose a statement from Mr. Angus McDonell,
their friend and agent at York, from this it may be seen that
only twenty-five men remain in Upper Canada, viz., five at
Niagara and twenty at Windham. The latter have cleared
forty or fifty acres, but are totally destitute of funds, and have
asked wheat and barley to sow the land, which I have given.
There are also twenty-one Canadian artificers, laborers, etc.,
employed by them, to whom rations are given.”

A statement of the actual situation of the French
emigres :—Residing at Niagara, 5, to wit, Count de Puisaye,
Lt.-General ; Count de Chalus, Major General; Marchand, a
private; Mrs. Smithers, housekeeper to Count de Puisaye;
John Thompson, servant to Count de Puisaye.

Settled at Markham, M. d’Allegre, and Nos. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10 and 13 of first list and Madame Viscount de Chalus.
Abandoned the enterprise, 16, among whom are Marquis de
Beaupoil, Betsy, the servant girl, and William Smithers, it is
said, also returned, but we find their names again as still in
Canada.

Nothwithstanding the cheerful prospects in the letter of
De Chalus, we see all were not satisfied, as a letter from the
Marquis de Beaupoil asks permission ‘to leave and come to
Lower Canada, asking leave to go to Riviere du Loup, till he
would exchange his wild land for a small piece of cleared land,
or obtain money to take him to Europe. A letter from Coster
St. Viator, 12th May, 1799, contained sintilar statements,
which explain the reference by Gen. Hunter to a misunder-
standing, but it appears from the plan laid down in the set-
tlement, that de Puisaye was not to blame. The letter is
robustly frank in tone: “You are fully aware, General, that in
this country the man brought up and inured to the labors of
the field is assured of obtaining his subsistence by his labors;
that the rich man who brings capital may even, by paid labor,
find means of support in agriculture; but he who has neither




