
COMMONS DEBATESe Jim 1,
famous township of St. Louis de Langevin, and reflecting upon my con- St. Louis de Langevin, were persusded by one Peter Taylor to move to
duct in connection with the recent investigation made by me, nnder what lu now knowa as the Bresselar Settlement, above Battieford; but
Instructions from you, having for object the settlement of the land claims it will hardly be contended that their moving was in any way the resuit
of those settlers. of the Prince Albert Colonisation Company. h is not true, as etâted,

$ The statements of this correspondent are entirely untrue, and as the that Mr. Duck and 1 kept these affidavits secret from Charies KoU,
subject is one which affects my personal honor, I desire briefly to refer McLeod and a few others of the most intelligent settiers. There wasno
to them. It is stated : reaon why they should be showu to aither Nolin or McLeod. If the

"'1. That for four years William Bremner cotld not obtain entry.' Bettiers bad expressed a wish that theyshould have been ehown to them,
The best reply to this will be found in the third clause of Bremner's affi- they would have been sown-in fact, if Nolin or McLeod had asked te
davit, in which he states: see them, even without being requested to do so by the parties interested,

"'3. That at the time of survey we had not made up our minds how we1would gladly have ehown them. The correspondent then gives a lot
would take up the land. I came up here nu account of my family. They ef persona wbo, he says, were in the pariah of St. Louis de Langevin
desired the land to be taken up as river lots, and we decided to try aud wnen the bonds were sold to the Prince lbert Colonisation Society,
obtain it that way. M y son Alexander concluded he would be too much and uuggests that these persons were deprived of their lande by the Gov-
cramped, so gave his claim to William Bremner, and moved to section 5.erumeut in favor of the Prince Albert Colonisation Society. in replyI
We never applied for entry at Dominion Lande Office, Prince Albert, have to say that the firet five namel in this lut were net iu the Coloni.
waiting to see whether entry would be granted in other river frontages sation Conpany a tract at ail. They are sfollows: Widow Margaret
or Bt Onellette, C harles Wolin, Maxime Lepine, Norbert Fincheît and Michael

" I represented mvself to Mr. Bremner as having been sent to make Canny. The lat named, it may be stated, made entry and received bis
investigations into the claims of settlers, with a view to instructions patent long since. ks to the others, the following are the facto as to
being given to the agent to grant entries, which instructions were given their settiement: Alexander Bremner, commenced residence Âprii, 1884;
by me on leaving Prince Albert, 7th December, 1885. As to hi know- Alcide L-garé, not yet commeuced resideuce, no buildings, and four
ledge about the Prince Albert Colonisation Company and its alleged acres breaking; George Fiddler, commenced residence August, 1885;
infinence in depriving people of their lands, Mr. Bremner, in that para- Marguerite Boyer (wîdow), commeuced residence June, 1883; Baptiste
graph of his affidavit, states : Boyer, not yet commened resictence, 15 acre3 breaking. and bas improve.

" ' 4. That I never was told nor do I believe my son or son-in-law were, ments tevalue of $225; W. Bruce, commenced residence June, 1884;
or I should have heard of it, that we could not obtain entry for the land Fred. Fiddler, no resideuce or improvements; Antoine Richard, com-
as we desired it. Riel once told me possibly we would not obtain it. menced reidence Augnît, 1883; Bîzéar Swain, commenced resideuce
Had we believed, we would then have abandoned not continuing to make July, 1884; Jonas Laviolette, not yet commenced residence; Joseph
further improvements as we have done.' Bremner, commeuced residence September, 1885; Moïse Bremner, coin-

" The best comment on the story of their fear that their interest would menced resideuce September, 1884; Jean Baptiste Boucher, jun.,
tint be protected in consequence of the allotment to the company is this comnced residence-November, 1882; Jean Baptiste Boucher, sen.,
affidavit of Mr. Bremner, from which it will be seen that so far as bis comrenced reeldence Auguet, 1882 (the names Baptiste Boucher and
family were concerned they continued making improvements during the Baptiste Boucher, sen., represent ore and the arne party, the correctwhole period of the Riel agitation and subsequent to the outbreak. The naie being Jean Bapti8te Boucher, sen.); Marie Lavallée bas not yet
same observations apply equally to all the settlers in this townshin.commenceet residence (ber improvements are worth $80), bas been livin

" That either Mr. Bremner or his son Joseph en bscribed to an affidavit in Prince Alb rt for paît two yeare; Solomon Boucher, not commencei
through fear is untrue; ln no case were either threats or promises used residence, bas iwprivements wortb $70; Charles Eugène Boucher, not
That they were asked to sign what le not crrect is equally untrue. commenced residence, improvemente worth $50; Alexander McDougall,
Indeed, the care with which every statement was explaiued to them, commenced residence October, 1884- Norman McKeuzie only made his
and their carefulness in subscribing to notbingwhich they did notknow entry lu March, 1886. And noue o? thest people were in any way dis-
to be true, is shown by the closing part of Joseph Bremner's affidavit, as turbed in their seulement lu consequence of the grant te the colonisa-
follows :-tion Company.

I ' And declare that the statements contained in the declaration of "Respectfully submitted.
William Bremner, corroborated by the said Moïse and Alexander Bremner,
are true and correct in every particular, except regarding the statement That le the statement of Mr. Pearce as to the condition in
of William Bremner as to the date Alexander commenced residence on
his claim, it being etated by Alexander, in April, 1884, not autumn, 1884, which ho found these people when ho mado this examina-
as stated by William Bremner.' tion, and in answer to the charge made against him in the" It ie said that Moïse Bremner, who witnessed the signature to Pearce's Globe; but of those affidavits, many, as you will renember,
affidavits, declared that Pearce caused only a part of the document to be
read. In reply to this, I have tg say that Moïse Bremner witnessed no were teetified to by Mr. George Duck who is agent for
signatures to affidavits, nor was he even present when affidavits were many years in Pi ince Albert-a gentleman who, I believe,
taken from parties other than himself, exceét possibly that of his father was appointed by hon, gentlemen opposite, who ie an
The practice I have always adopted in taking affidavits which, in the
performance of my duties for many years, I have been constantly called
on to do, Is, when parties cannot read, after the affidavit bas been Cree languages, and who bas therefore had a good deal of
prepared on their statement, to read it over carefully to them, and to intercourse with the people of that district. And Mr. Duck
certi the same lu th jurat. Whe the party did flot understand Eng- makes the following deciarationlish,I had it translated, and explained te thein uFrench or Indian, as
the case might be. The name of the person so translating it and the ",Jsp uk omrylclaeto oiinlnefrPic
fact ef snch translation being certified to. This, as you will see by rof.Abetdsrcndowmpyd iteofeofhoomisoeroerence te the affdsvita, was doue in the cases in qlestion. The corres-
pondent of the ilobe states that Norman McKenzie, Jean BaptisteBoucher, Moïse Bremner, George A. McLeod, Peter (arson, Charles
Nolin and Thomas Siater, were net askedi to sign affidavite, as th~yey mnbo etme fia erutlJnay 85 htIbveould read English. The best answer te this is that Norman McKenzie,Jean Baptiste Boucher and Moïse Bremner, did make afdavits, and these
affidavits appear l the report of your speech as printedin the Hansard. , Dc mer a geto il s rinc

" The affildavit t of Messrs. McLeod andi Carson. it ls true, were not ob-co aieir.Preonh.vstetbsttr aedltelstu -taiued for the suffirien t reason that McLeod had made his entry on 28thAberditrctndo d in tht ie pereolspre e tt
Novomber, 1883, and Carson on the 12th August, 1885. I had only teonevesbl yM.Pac ih h oin ae ntosi itinvestigate the case of those who had net obtained entry.

" As te Obarles Nolin, hie claim was lu a townsbip which had noverluecanevrcaeu hcteprositroged ernefa-formed a portion of any colonisation company's tracts, and as I wasenquiring into the position of those on the land allotted te the Prince and the sadsorin n dodo ugb he as oAlbert Colonisation Company, there was ne occasion te obtain an affi- oisaruwbotedlas etrfDo inoand s atedavit frem him. Thos. Latter i net in the Prince Albert District, his aref1878, noaerenconianteqetioneAtbr Perc, dasclaim hein the oee now held by Norman McKenzie, who purchased itaiîtfelly tr of nto Englof theauswers m 1de 5.ythe ter-from hlm in the autumn of 1883.Nroad.Th atpthefsar. uis Marlntis arencthasabrewargl"If John Toogood was the only party who obtained entry in October, famlier witb the nsh an ofthelnge, andit e Aevert,
1883, it was because he was the only one who applied. Alothers who IndaN, laTguagea poen l8.th atchew.Thatoisaon swa'e thlere at that date, or who desired entry, couid have obtained the mady r. Pearceatehe rouit ofhe inestiatin bhrainude

saine. o h ufretrao htMLo a aebsetyo 2 t ere, udcuaiuedilu the report.refrredte, rs erson th eat atfthe

" As t the statement that entries were refused in November, 1883, as theint ere eld byM and trutheully audfn i nthe uh-because the lands had passed into the hande of the Prince Albert Coloni- stno teron btaepby fhipersaboaet fort,sation Company, it is sufficient te say that McLeod obtained enitryiho ad teersosu ami ni the lu tN.3 whicb o tfwithîm the tract as late as 28th November, 1883. the appit e the said report. Tat th ershiobeteen vir. et" The statement that a largo number of settlers left the tract because 1fr.dPear was te coo tei tigtionacommence ofyteeitothtbey could net obt'in entries is net borne out by the facts that some who daisofrions res nterpaîia d tLois de I. aniwcinspected the land with a view te settling, afterwards settled elsewhere,i could necpo en the absnst th trne of suy oqis no doubt true, but that occure al l over the North-West. fanyo tters bavicgla tea d n thedparsb.ira"It is true that as far back as 1882, some settlers who had apparenty luyeach caeand oe poin errgat hea ked thestin
inteudedi to settle on the South Saskatchewan, or what ls now knewn as dehorho rc arion ter retiie tiaordacet

mw.hTand(rtdinlkn atheeB rssearletleentaoe).Batfd;b

Il A totheataemet tht etris wre efued i Noembr 883 ait wil hrd l ecntedd handt tirmovnga n lyapny aythe reult
because th lande badPassed int the bandeof the Prince Albert Coln-sac f h nimtonisbainComay I t wi s no re, staote,
withn te trct s lae a 28t Noembe, 183.thea Mr.Duck te and r eptrt. hese afedavitssecet f hre stNofin
theycoud nt ot-i enrie isnotborn on bythefaco tat omeh cLae odaaf e o thersil ofnti he mot inho t lient eles.T hwan
insectd te lnd itha vew o etting aferwrdssetledelowh reaso wyIhe sould b e e shg owtoheisne the oi o M eoIth
le n dout tre, bt tat ocure&H oer te Krthýestsettlersyof hadexperesda wishthat tysolds n haeben i s h the,
"'I istru tht s fa bak a 182, omesetler wh ha apare th ney would hando veen soninat, if Nodlioe oha asked teto

intnde tosetle n he out Sakathewnor hatis ow nowi see ethem, evh ern hwithout being reused odoo y the arieitstd
IMoud.lalyhae hon he. h crrspndntthn ivs ls


