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with this work on the Lem «me Rood 
that Incorrect report» and return» 
were submitted by the foremen, Robb 
chaud and Chtaaaoa, and a number d "SAIADA"in« of Olouceetartonoo. -W-

»on who■::.rs and that what was 
paid for by the De

tua 11 y used 
rtroent but that 
• cut at Miller’? 

Brook ha» been paid for by the De
partment, and he farther'stated thateo 
far ae the Government or the Depart
ment of Public Work» was concerned, 
that thl» cutting of cedar timber ta» 
entirely unauthorised and that there

the

rsnsKs toThe hoThat« (or Edward 
be approv

ed bet 1 think Ur. Michaud* conduct 
while regrettable was the result of 

and want of oonel*> ration 
and not of any dlehoneet intention on 
hit part.

I think step» should be taken to 
compel Edward Girouard to make res
titution of this sum of $18.87 to which 
he now aaye he la not entitled, It he 
has not already repaid the money.

I understood Edward Girouard to 
say at the time of his examination 
that he waa willing to repay <hls mon
ey and there should therefore be no 
difficulty in procuring repayment of 
this amount to the Province.

(Signed)
WILLIAM B. CHANDLER,

Commissioner.

payment at this 
the Girouard

old charge. The evidence show» thatMartin Robichaud wit 
owing whether It waa

tine Robichaud really knew ; 
at all about this transact 

ma to have relied entirely.upon 
rttn F. Robichaud and the fore- '
jclthee Chlasson, who waa left 
re of the work.
era land that the Structural Su- j 
ident’a estimate for repairs to 
articular bridge wqs $460.00, 
i-e actual amount expended In v
waa nearly $3,000. È
evidence given before me in ■ 
Ion with the enquiries held 1 
*at so far as Valentine Robl- 
Structural Superintendent, la '
ed, lie did not know very much 1
he work supposed to he car- 
under Ills superintendence, but 
mttrely upon either Mr. A. J. 
wart or Mr. MarUn F. Robl- 
to practically look after the 
>r him, and make up hie re-

he cases into which I have en- 
where Valentine Robichaud 

icerned, proved him to be tnef- 
and unaatlafaotory. and com- 
under the control of the Coun- 
iresentatives, Messrs. Stewart 
bkhaud.
itine Robichaud Is not to be al- 
r blamed for Uils state of af- 
»ut such a situation with re- 
the holding of the position of 

ral Superintendent is very ^n- 
tory and cannot possl&Afrro- 
od results, 
gned)
ILLIAM B. CHANDLER,

Commissioner.

re-
thTfather,eon’»

which the work done under Valentine 
Robichaud was conducted, and the un-

wae Louis L’Huilller, whose name appear» 
among the list of persons who worked 
on this road, did no work on the road 
at all, but cooked for a number of men 
who were working on the road and 
who lived in a shanty while the W6Vk 
was being done.

In the return made by Jean J. Ro
bichaud. Louis L’HuUlier Is stated to 
have worked twenty-eight days on this 
road at $1.60 per day, his wages 
amounting to forty-two dollars. L Hull- 
lier says that he worked thlrtyone 
days as cook and did no work on the 
road at all./ He was paid tor his work 
by Jean J. Robichaud by goods out of 
Roblchaud’s store. The same thing ap- 
lies to a young man named Maillet 
who was assisting L’Huilller In this 
work. Maillet did no work on the 
road at all. Jean J. Robichaud claim
ed 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 any 
time.

Edward Qlrou 
•td, received the proceeds of the 
cheque.

The cheque in 
November 28th, 1811. for 118.87 per 
able-to Tllmoe Girouard. The cheque 
wae euppoeed to he hraued to pep TU- 

Gi couard for work don» on the

toset.

Is Really, in Sober Truth, the 
Cleanest and Best Tea Soldhad been no bofcmunloatton with Val

entine Robichaud, the structural su
perintendent, hhhhhbhhi 
it was got out and that Valentine Ro
bichaud had no Instructions from the

should be left. In my judgment, to be 
dealt with by the Department of Pub
lic Works.

Edmund J. Ellis, the foreman at the

to this timber before

said he was satisfied.
Mr. Stewart admitted that he made 

$300.00 on the transaction, and claim
ed that he was perfectly justified la 
doing what he did in connection with 
this matter.

ty of Gloucester, known ae the 
Knowles Farm was. irregular.

I examined In connection with this 
matter Mr. James Gilchrist, the secre
tary of the Farm Settlement Board ;
Mr. W. R. Knowles and Mr. Fred H.
Eaton; Mr. A J H Stewart also gave Mr. Stewart's Letter
some evidence as to this matter It Beemfl that Mr. Stewart did not

It eeeme, according to the evidence disclose to the Bank that he was act- 
given before me, that in the month of tng for Mr. Knowles or, his sons, or 
July in the year 1912, Mr. W. R. that the Farm Settlement Board wa* 
Knowles wrote to Mr. Stewart and concerned In the matter. In writing 
asked him to get the Farm Settlement to the Farm Settlement Board about 
Board to buy certain property former- this matter on the 19th day of <X-to- 
ly owned by the Knowles Company ber, 1912, Mr. Stewart says:—“I have 
and then owned by the Royal Bank of another proposition which interests 
Canada; and according to a letter four of our own yonng men and which 
written by Mr. Knowles to Mr. Stow- i want put through for them. There 
art Mr. Knowles was willing to pay la a lot of land of two hundred acres 
two thousand dollars tor the proper- which they want me to buy for them, 
ty in question. This property consist- fifty acres each ; the whole two hun- 
ing of two hundred acres of land at dred acres can be bought for $1,500.00. 
Clifton, Gloucester County, had been The whole -four belong to one family 
previously sold at Sheriff’s sale, and and I want to keep them home. They 
had been purchased by the Royal are prepared to pay the 25 per cent. 
Bank of Canada, a creditor of the I will get a description of the proper- 
Knowles Company and at this time ty and full particulars and send to 
was owned by the Bank. After getting you, and I would thank you to put it 
this proposition from Mr. Knowles, through for me."
Mr. Stewart saw Mr. Eaton, the Man- At this time Mr. Stewart knew that 
ager for the Royal Bank of Canada, the land could be procured from the 
at Bathurst, and asked him what the Bank for $1,200.00 and had practically 
Bank would take for this propérty. arranged wkh the Bank to buy the 
Mr. Eaton communicated with the property for $1,200.
Head Office of the Bank and after- Strictly speaking, I do not think 
wards told Mr. Stewart that the Bank that Mr. Stewart was acting in this 
would take Twelve Hundred dollars matter as agent for the Knowles peo- 
for the property which amount Mr. pie, and therefore cannot be accused 
Stewart agreed to pay. Mr. Stewart of making a secret profit out of this 
then obtained from the Farm Settle- business, but I do think that in Mr. 
ment Board a cheque for fifteen hnn- Stewart’s position as a representative 
dred dollars dated October 25th, 1912, of the County of Gloucester, he 
drawn upon the Bank of New Brans- should have acted somewhat differ- 
wlck and payable to the Royal Bank, ently both with the Farm Settlement 
Bathurst, or order. He took this Board and with the Knowles for 
cheque to Mr. Eaton and asked him whom he was acting in a way. I 
to place the proceeds of it to his think It was hie duty to have told the 
credit, that to, to the credit of A. J. Farm Settlement Board the exact 
H. Stewart; the cheque was later amount for which the property could 
cashed and the proceeds credited to be procured, namely, Twelve hundred 
Mr. Stewart at Bathurst by the Royal dollars, and that he should have giv- 
Bank of Canada. Later on by deed en the Knowles people, on whose be- 
dated November 13th, 1912, the Royal half he was acting, the whole benefit 
Bank of Canada conveyed to A. J. H. of the money paid by the Settlement 
Stewart the property in question atld Board, instead of retaining this sum 
A. J. H. Stewart conveyed the land of three hundred dollars for himself, 
by four separate deeds and in lots Mr. Stewart seemed to think, on ex- 
of fifty acres each to the Farm Set- amination before me, that he was 
tlement Board, these deeds being justified in retaining this amount of 
registered, together with the deed three hundred dollars as rémunéra- 
from the Bank to Stewart on the 27th tion for his services in connection 
day of December, A. D. 1912. Agree- with this transaction but as a rep- 
ments were then made by four of resentative of the County I do not 
the sons of W. R. Knowles with the think he had any right to act in this 
Farm Settlement Board for the pur- way nor to have taken advantage of 
chase of these four several lots of the situation to make a personal prof- 
land for the sum of three hundred it for himself. It would have been 
and seventy-five dollars for each lot very much better If Mr. Stewart had 
of fifty acres. dealt frankly and fairly with all par

ties concerned in this matter.

month of ‘August, 1911, according to 
the retorn sent In with respect to theDempsey Bridge, bed no knowledge Department in connection with this 

cedar. Also, that neither the Minister 
nor the Department knew anything at 
all as to the hauling out of this timber 
or part of It on the Garaquet Railway 
by Valentine Robichaud until some 
time after the transaction took place

of Frank Robinson’s supplying any ce- 
dar posts to that Bridge, but we find 
this Item In connection with this 
Bridge in Valentine Roblchaud’s re
turn And declared by him to be oor-

wom on the MacLean Settlement
Brides in 1911.

Edward Girouard and. his eon, Al
ban, worked on the MacLean Settle
ment Bridge In the su 
and cheques were Issued from time to 
time In payment for their work. Ac
cording to the evidence of Edward Gi
rouard this cheque in favor of Til- 
mon Girouard was produced to him 
by Mr. Felix Michaud of Buctouche 
about the sixth day of December, 1911, 
when Edward Girouard went to 
Felix Michaud about his own cheques 
and cheques for his son Alban for 
work done on the MacLean Settlement 
Bridge. Mr. Michaud produced some 
cheques, two of them in favor of Ed
ward Girouard himself and two In fa
vor of Àlban Gtoouard. These partie- 
ular cheques were endorsed, Edward 
Girouard endorsing the name of his 
son Alban. There was also at this 
time produced by Mr. Michaud a 
cheque for $38.67 In favor of Tilmon 
Girouard. According to Edward Gl- 
rouard’s evidence, when this cheque 
in favor of Tilmon Girouard was pro
duced by Mr. Michaud, he, Girouard, 
claimed that there must be a mistake 
about the cheque as It did not belong 
to him.

Girouard says that Mr. Michaud told 
him to keep It as It was for him, and 
said, "Put the name of the boy on 
the back and I will cash you that 
cheque.” and finally Edward Girouard 
tried to write the name of his son 
Tilmon on the back of the cheque and

er of 1911
root.

This return wae declared to before 
Mr. Stewart, and the voucher for these 
goats made out by Mr. Stewart and 
signed by Robichaud; but neither of 
these persons can now give the slight
est Information with regard to this

It Is clear that the Item is wholly fic
titious, but why it was put In and who 
got the amount charged for the poets 
remains to be discovered.

(Signed)
WILLIAM B. CHANDLER,

Department Prebed Case
Mr. Harry Blair, Secretary of the 

Board of Works, stated on oath that 
an account for cedar procured had 
been sent In to the Department by 
Valentine Robichaud, the whole ac
count amounting to some $2,200.00.

That the Minister of Public Works 
refused to approve of this account and 
an Investigation waa held in the office 
of the Minister, at which were pres
ent Valentine Robichaud and Denis 
Lordon, Structural Superintendents, 
the Provincial Engineer and represen
tatives of the County of Gloucester.
Lordon had previously been sent to 
the St Simon Bridge, and he reported 
that he had been to the Bite of the St.
Simon Bridge and that there was no 
lumber there.

At this investigation Valentine Ro
bichaud and Mr. A. J. H. Stewart both 
claimed that the lumber had been got 
out and supplied to various smaller 
bridges and that the sending in of the 
aiccount for this lumber undqr the 
name of St, Simon Bridge was a con
fusion of names and an error. Robi
chaud produced an Itemized statement charged the men fifty cents a day and 
at this Investigation showing the vari- expected to get that amount due him 
oue smaller bridge# 
of pieces used in 
after the investigation the first ac
count was withdrawn and other ac
counts prepared and sent In to the De
partment showing the number of 
pieces of cedar that went Into the 
smaller bridges and the cedar which 
appeared to have actually been used 
In repairing bridges was paid for by 
the Department

Mr. Stewart’s explanation as to the 
purchase of cedar Is contradicted by 
the evidence of the Hon. Mr. Morrtssy 
and of Mr. Blahr and I have come to 
the conclusion that Mr. Stewart pro
cured the quantity of cedar timber 
mentioned by him without any author
ity whatever from the Minister of 
Public Works or of his Department.

Province Lost Nothing
So far as the Department Of Public 

Works Is concerned, only ttie cedar ac
tually used In construction has been 
paid for, and therefore no loss has 
been sustained by the Province by 
reason of this transaction of Mr. Stew
art’s, and I presume that none of the 
timber left on the ground along the 
Caraquet Railway will be paid for by 
the Departfent until It actually goes 
Into construction in the bridges to be 
repaired. Mr. Stewart stated that all 
this timber was paid for except about 
sixty pieces but bo far as I can dis
cover it certainly was not paid for by 
the Department of Public Works.

The procuring df this timber by Mr.
Stewart was unauthorized and wholly 
Irregular, but the Department of Pub
lic Works Is in no way responsible for 
what Mr. Stewart did. Only the tim
ber actually used in construction lias 
been taken over and paid for, and the 
Province of New Brunswick and the 
Department of Public Works has noth 
ing whatever to do apparently with 
the timber still remaining at the place 
where it was cut.

(Signed)
WILLIAM B. CHANDLER,

Commissioner.

AUBARflE RUISSEAU BRIDGE
Parish of Shlppegan, Gloucester Coun
ty, N. B.

In the return for the year 1911 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 him
self, horse and cart. According to the 
evidence given before me, Adelard 
Roblchaud’s horse and cart were used 
on this work the horse belag driven by 
a young man named Stanislas P. He
bert, who was employed by Adelard 
Robichaud. The work seems to have 
been done, and eo far as I can see, 
there to nothing wrong In connection 
with this particular Item.

(Signed)
WILLIAM B. CHANDLER,

Commissioner.

An Irregularity
I asked Jean J. Robichaud why he 

did not put L’Huilliers name in as 
cook Instead of as a laborer «and be 
answered that they wanted to have 
him paid by the Government and that 
If he had thought of it he would have 
put In hte name as cook.

There may be something In Robi- 
chaud’s claim that money wae saved 
by this arrangement, but the whole 
transaction was of course grossly ir
regular and altogether unwarranted.

Maillet got the same pay as L’Huil
ller and was paid with goods out of 
Roblchaud’s store. Robichaud kept no 
account of the supplies furnished by 
him for boarding the men, but he

LITTLE BUCTOUCHE BRIDGE,

Part* of Wellington, Kent County,
N. B.

The charge in thin mutter. la that 
o«rt»in account» appearing In the re- 

***• Bridge for the years 
ISloTFfor work supposed to have 
been done by John K. Sheridan and 
John Sheridan, Jr., are wrong. Also,

. that work appearing on the return aa 
having been done by Fabien Savoy to 
the amount of fifteen dollars waa nev
er performed by him. Also that an 
amount credited to John K. Sheridan 
as foreman on thin Bridge In the year 

John K Sheridan 
really did not net ns foreman.

In the return In connection with thia 
bridge for October, 1810, Fabien Savoy 
la down for fourteen day*' work at 

->■ - gi.28, amounting to $17.60. Timothy 
Boudreau, who wee foremen at this 
bridge, on being examined admitted 
that thin wort wae not done by Fa
bien Savoy and that thia amount waa 

' Simply put In the return for the benefit 
of Mr. John Sheridan, who waa then 
a representative for «he County of 
Kent. The foreman aaya he wanted 
to help Mr. Sheridan all he could. That 
Mr. Sheridan had done some work In 
connection with the bridge and had 
devoted eqme time to the work and 
While ha did not wish to put Mr. Shop 
idaa'a name down In the retain he did 
put tn Fabien Savoy* name for this 
amount of $17.80 In order to remuas- 

W rate Mr. Sheridan for what he had 
F done. This amount wae, I presume,
'( eventually received by Mr. Sheridan.
) There ere alto items In the return 

in connection with this bridge In the 
■Agonie of John K. Sheridan, a son of 
^Kr. 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 earn
ed by him and that he did no work (or 
thin amount. This amount of forty 
dollars wae put In by the foreman for 
the benefit of Mr. Sheridan, the rente- 
seetatlve.

Had Done Much Work For Nothing 
The foremen explained that he had 

himself done a good deal of wbrk In 
looking after this bridge at night and 
keeping lanterne lit on a temporary 
bridge that waa put In. The foreman 
claim» that he practically noted aa 
night watchman tor nearly fiVe months 
on thia temporary bridge and charged 
nothing for his services. He aaya that 
If he had employed » foreman he 
would have had to pay him at least 
one dollar per night. Being anxious 
to do something for Mr. Sheridan, the 
repreaentoive, the foreman added var
ious amount» making up forty dollar» 
In nil for the benefit of l(r. Sheridan, 
the representative, and I presume he 
evwtually got this money.

L Æ the returns for May, 1814. In con-
I Sploa with thle bridge, John K. Sheri
V idea's name-appears a» foreman.
I John K. Sheridan 1» a young

who was not then of age, and he rehlly 
did not act aa foreman at all; the 
work did not take long and only four 
or five men were employed.

John K. Sheridan worked about 
eleven day» on this bridge In May, 
1814, and wee paid two dollars a day, 
and I presume he waa put down aa 
foreman for ipuch the same 
was given by the foreman, Timothy 
Boudreau, In connection with the otta- 

Ir. Stewart really supplied this er matters mentioned above; namely,
r for the roads In 1869 I do not a desire to do something to help Mr.
ly he should not have been paid Sheridan, the representative, and to
nor do I nee why, if the trane- ■ remunerate him for the time h* had
were etrelgbt Mr. Stewart did W devoted to looking aftr this bridge,

nd In n bill In hie own name for ■ The amount coming to John K. Sheri-
umber and get paid for it In- ■ dan for ht» work w»» eventually paid
of doing this, an entirely fletl- ■ to his father.
account In the name of Edward ft 1» regrettable that Mr. Sheridan,
igs waa made up by Mr. Stewart, " while a representative for the County
«■ certified and declared, to be „f Kent lent himself to this sort of
it by Valentine Robichaud, the thing, end took money which he did
lutendent, and cent In ne one of not really earn. It Mr. Sheridan wish-
luebera attached to hie return in ea tit gel; some money In connection
ectton with the work doru- on with the work on thia bridge It .would
empeey Bridge. 1 have been very much better If his |

manner in which Mr. akfl^art naÉAkhad appeared on the pay-rolls (Or
cted In connection with tpepaH- a njgrer work It waa that he did do.
1 or Goverment matter» in filou- Thia whole matter waa irregular and

County, as detailed on the en- Æ Imprimer and conduct of thia kind can
before me, compel» me lobe sua* H wralr result in the degradation of the
is aa to eyerythlug he has done lhibllc service and of those who take
if every transaction with which Hit In such transaction».
In any way connected. (Signed)

$3X0 Involved Here ! WILLIAM B. CHANDLER,
ire wae also an Item of $3.00 for commissioner,
supposed to have been supplied 

rank Robinson to tie Dempsey

IRD.DEMPSEY BRIDGE.

ST. SIMON AND MaoINTOSH 
COVE BRIDGES,

charge In this matter to that 
into of atone at ten cento & 
ad a email quantity of lumber 
1 by Edward Jennings to this i 
according to the return of Val- 
Robichaud, Structural Superin- 

not provided by Edward 
all. The cheque for this * x; 

mounting to $131.00 is dated 
ry 22nd, 1910, and to made pay- i 
Edward Jennings and apparent- 
rsed by him.
voucher for this amount was , 
ut by Mr. A. J. H. Stewart and 
ne Roblchaud’s return contain- 
i item was declared to by him 
Mr. Stewart. The witnesses ex
in connection with this charge 

conclusively that Edward Jen* 
lever had delivered any stone 
Dempsey Bridge and had not 

ad any lumber at this Bridge.
J. H. Stewart in his state- 

efore ine said that he had used V j 
ne of Edward Jennings in mak-. ' J 
t accounts tor materials sup- V 
rith his consent. According to f 
pwart's statement, the sum of I Â 

was due to him for lumber ^ ) M 
he had supplied in 1909. H 
at at this time the roads wicr4l«|H 
d money was required and 
zed the Commissioners to use 
d money in digging ditches and 
tp holes. He sent them lumber, • 
k deals, amounting to 9.400 feet, 
ils mill, and this lumber was 
or making culverts between 
le and Grand Anse. He charg- 
00 a thousand for this lumber.
Fo Pay Another Account 
a the Dempsey Bridge was re
in 1910, he put in a bill for 
in the^ name of Edward Jen- 

tor stone and lumber, in order 
tils pay for the lumber which he 
eviouely supplied. The cheque 
lued to Jennings and he endors
ed Mr. Stewart got the money, 
second Item In the voucher 
ned above Is $22.50 for five 1 
rs twenty feet long 10 x 12 at 
rheee particular stringers were 
* from the Chamberlain Bridge 
they had been left when the 

was finished to the Dempsey 
. They were of course not fur* 
by Edward Jennings and had 

ntly been included in the worl* 
in the Chamberlain Bridge, jv A
alentine Roblchaud’s retuvnsjt jfl
Chamberlain Bridge this stole e

>t $22.50 appears In a voucher 1
out In the name of Edward Jen-' ) 
for five pieces of timber, at

out of their pay when they got it.
It Is needless to say that this ex

pectation on the part of Mr. Robi
chaud has not yet been realized. He 
says he paid some of the men with 
money and others with stuff from the 
store.

and the number 
each bridge, andParish of Caraquet, County of Glou

cester, N. B.
Mr. Venlot asks for enquiries Into 

was unable to do eo. PleHx Michaud I the procUring of a quantity of cedar 
then took the cheque and wrote the j tlmber alleged to have been used In 
name of Tilmon Girouard on the back the construction of bridges In the Par- 
end told Edward Glrquard to write 
his name on the back of the cheque 
below that of his son. Edward Girou
ard did this and the cheque was then 
cashed by MV. Michaud and the mon
ey given to Edward Girouard and at 
the time of the examination the mon
ey was still in the possession of Ed
ward Girouard.

ish of Caraquet In th year 1913-14.
At the enquiry held by me at Bath

urst In the month of September last, 
Mr. A. J. H. Stewart made the fol
lowing statement on oath ae to this 
matter:—

“I pointed out to the Chief Com
missioner the advisability of buying 
material in winter for the coming 

The Chief Commissioner gave

It appears that in the returns made 
by Jean J. Robichaud, he included the 
name of a man named Clement L&n- 
taigne as having worked on the La
in eque Road. Robichaud admits that 
Lantaigne did not work on the La- 
meque Road In the Fall of 1914 but he 
says that he did work the year before 
with John Alphonse Duguay and his 
time had been forgotten and that when 
he, Robichaud, made his returns, Du
guay got him to enter Lantaigne’s 
time in his returns. This man’s time 
was ten and a half days.

Jean J. Robichaud charged 10 per 
cent, of the cost of the work as his 
commission or remuneration for look
ing after the work. The work done 
under Roblchaud’s superintendences 
cost about $2,200.00

Followed Grits Example
1 asked Robichaud wihy he charg

ed 10 per cent, and he said because it 
used to be the old custom. That he 
told Mr. Martin F. Robichaud when he 
was making up his returns that he 
wanted 10 per cent and Mr. Robi
chaud then said to him, ‘If you ask 
for it I will have to give it to you,” 
and this is all there was said about It. 
Jean J. Robichaud admits that he nev
er got any instructions or communica
tions from the Department about this 
work and that the only person who ap
pointed him was Mr. Robichaud.

Docithee Ch lasso n In his returns 
charges $2.50 per day for his services, 
his charge being $172.50 and the work 
done under Chlasson amounted to very 
much more than the work done under 
Robichaud.

The Girouard Case year.
me general authority to get material. 
Valentine Robichaud and I made esti
mate of cedar required for bridges to 
be repaired. The estimate was about 
six thousand pieces. 1 distributed the 
getting of this cedar and Robichaud 
named the prices to be paid. He fixed 
the prices with me. I arranged to get 
out the stuff. I sent Robichaud a list 
of persons supplying cedar. Robichaud 
went up and counted the pieces of ce
dar and made a return to me. The 
list made by Valentine Robichaud to 
correct. I had no written authority. 
This was in the winter of 1913-1914. 
The lumber has not been all used. 
Some of it ha# not been taken away. 
Some of this lumber waa used this 
year In the Whitty Bridge, Brldeau 
River Bridge and S< Simon Bridge. 
This lumber would be available for

Edward Girouard claims that when 
the cheque payable to Tilmon was of
fered to him by Mr. Michaud he said 
that the cheque did not belong to him 
and that there must be some mistake 
about it as hie son Tilmon had not 
worked on the MacLean Settlement 
Bridge. It eeeme to be admitted by all 
concerned that Tilmon Girouard nev
er did work on the MacLean Settle
ment Bridge and wae not entitled to 
anything In connection with the work 
on this bridge.

Mr. Michaud’s explanation of the 
matter is that in September, 1911, Edr 
ward Girouard told him that some 
time which he had put In on the Mac- 
Lean Settlement Bridge had not been 
allowed him which would amount to 
$28.87. Later on when the return of 
work done on the MacLean Settle
ment Bridge In 1911 was being any purpose. Lordon did not use the 

Michaud for lumber as It was too far away. This 
he, Michaud, lumber to all paid for except possibly 

sixty pieces. We estimated that 
6,409 pieces would be required In Ro
blchaud’s district for bridges and or
dered 5,426 pieces. 7,829 pieces were 

Mr. Michaud got out and taken.”
In his «videmoe given before me Val

entine Robichaud, the Superintendent 
mentioned above, gave some informa
tion with regard to this cutting of ce
dar mentioned by Mr. Stewart Ro
bichaud aaya that 7,629 pieces of ,ce- 
dar timber were got out and that ten 
carloads of this timber were taken 
away and that about half the timber 
cut was left on the ground where it 
was cut, to be used for bridge-work 
when required.

It appears that Robichaud made two 
trips to a place called Miller’s Brook 
and Clifton on the Caraquet Railway 

Edward Girouard now denies hav- where this timber was cut, and that
he took up a number of men some six
teen In all, who had been working on 
the St. Simon bridge, to load this tim
ber; bhe two trips costing 'about 
$64.00. According to Robichaud the 
timber so loaded on oars was taken 
to the 8t. Simon Bridge, a distance of 

Robichaud recelv-

Mr. Eaton’s Statement
Mr. Eaton says that he did not 

know anything about the Farm Set
tlement Board in connection with this 
transaction, and die did not know that 
the Farm Settlement Board had or in
tended to have anything to do with 
the property, and that he simply act
ed for the Bank in selling the prop
erty to Mr. Stewart for the sum of 
twelve hundred dollars which was 
paid by Mr. Stewart to the Bank by 
his own cheque. Mr. Eaton also says 
that he had no previous communica
tion with Mr. Knowles or any of his 
family before selling this land, but 
under some previous arrangement or 
understanding with the Knowles peo
ple he credited the account of one of 
the sons of W. R. Knowles with the 
sum of twelve hundred dollars, betns 
the proceeds of the sale of the land 
in question to Mr. Stewart.

This came to the attention of XV.
R. Knowles some two or three months 
after the sale had been completed.
Mr. W. R. Knowles ascertained that 
the Farm Settlement Board had paid 
$1,500.00 for the land, and he claimed 
that his sons account should have 
been credited with this sum of $1,500 
and that the sum of $300 had been im
properly retained by someone.

Mr. Stewart In bis evidence stated 
that after agreeing to give the Bank 
$1,200 for the land in question he 
called up Mr. W. R. Knowles on the of a public representative 
telephone and told him that he, Stew
art, would give Mr. Knowles the prop
erty for $1,500.00 and Mr. Knowles

Farm Board Acted Fairly
The officials of the Farm Settle

ment Board seem to have acted fair
ly in the matter, but perhaps relied 
too implicitly upon Mr. Stewart in
stead of finding out for themselves 
the amount for which the property 
could really be purchased.

They did, however, rely upon Mr. 
Stewart and Mr. Stewart took advan
tage of the confidence reposed in him 
by the Board and deliberately de
ceived the Board as to the price for 
which the property could be obtained 
and misrepresented the facts in or
der to make this Take-off’’ as it ir 
called, for himself.

Mr. Gilchrist, the Secretary of thf 
Board, in his evidence, stated that he 
thought the Royal Bank owned the 
property in question and that he ex
pected that the Bank would convey 
the property of the Board; instead of 
this being done, Mr. Stewart arranged 
with the Bank to convey the land to 
him so as to put him in a position to 
obtain for himself personally the dif
ference between what the Board

made up by Mr. 
the Superintendent, 
added the name of Tilmon Gi
rouard to the list of persons who had 
worked on the Bridge, the sum of 
$28.87 being entered as due Tilmon Gi
rouard for hto work, 
at this time was quite well aware that 
Tilmon ■ Girouard had not worked on 
the MacLean Settlement Bridge and 
was not entitled to anything, but he 
stated that In consequence of the state
ment made tq.jhlm by Edward Glirou- 
ard he had made this addition to the 
return eo that Edward Girouard would 
be paid for the time which had not pre
viously been allowed him. He claims 
that he made this addition to the par 
roll In order to help out* Edward Gi
rouard and enable him to get the mon
ey which Girouard claimed he wae en
titled to.

No great 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 promtoed 
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 cou
ple of days.

GLOUCESTER COUNTY 
ROADS.

The charge In this matter to that a 
considerable amount of money was 
expended on the Lam eque Road, Bhip- 
pegan Island, Gloucester County, under 

Docithee F. thought was the actual price of the 
property and the amount which the 
Bank was willing to take for it.

In my judgment, Mr. Stewart s con
duct throughout this transaction was 
reprehensible and altogether unwor
thy of a man occupying the position

Special Commissioners 
Chlasson and Jean J. Robichaud with
out the authority of the Minister of 
Public Works. This charge to admit
tedly correct.

In the Fall of the year 1914 Mr. Mar
tin J. Robichaud, representative for 
the County of Gloucester, appointed 
Docithee F. Chlasson and Jean J. Ro
bichaud to oversee the work on the 
Lameque Road and work to the 
amount of nearly $7,000 was done on 
this road under the superintendence 
of these two men, according to the re
turn made by them.

Mr. Martin F. Robichaud admits that 
he ordered this work to be done with
out any authority whatever. The bills 
for this work are all unpaid.

Mr. Martin F. Robichaud in giving 
evidence stated that he took upon him
self to employ Docithee Chlasson and 
Jean J. Robichaud to do this work 
on the Lameque Road.

Work Well Done
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 neces
sary, the old road being too low and 
liable to be flooded—the work seems 
to me to have been extravagantly done 
and with very little effort by those 
looking after the work to keep down 
the cost

So far as Docithee Chlasson Is con
cerned, the men under him boarded 
themselves.

I understand that this work was 
started by Mr. Martin F. Robichaud 
after the road money allowed by the 
Provincial Government to Gloucester 
County for 1914 had all been expend

ing made any such claim at all to 
Mr. Mtebtud, but 1 can*ot see why 
Ftelix Michaud should have made this 
entry on the payroll and afterwards 
have handed the cheque In favor of 
Tilmon Girouard to hto father if Ed
ward Girouard had never made any 
claim for time which had not been al
lowed him.

Np Pretence Alleged 
It eeeme Impossible that Felix Mi

chaud should have acted as he did in

>rdlng to Valentine Robichaud, 
d Jennings was paid for the tim- 
upplied to the Chamberlain 
, and why Mr. Stewart should, 
scluded this item of $22.50 in the 

imaginary account which he 
i In the qame of Edward Jen
in connection with the Dempsey 
i is more than I can understand 
tain.

(Signed)
WILLIAM B. CHANDLER.

some thirty miles, 
ed instructions from Mr. Stewart to 
go up and count the pieces of cedar 
timber that had been cut and he did 
thle, the total amounting to 7,629 
pieces, a list of whidh was produced by 
Robichaud at the hearing.

Commissioner.
reason as

this transaction If thia claim warp
never sat up by EM ward Girouard ae 
there waa no reason whatever why Fe
lix Michaud should take steps to pre

payment of this particular

Incorrect Accounts Not Paid
On the examination before me of 

the Hon. John Morrlsey, Minister of 
Public Works, he stated upon oath 
that he did not ever authorize Mr. A. 
J. H. Stewart to set out cedar as stat
ed by Mr. Stewart, and gave him no 
authority either written or verbal In 
connection with this matter.

Mr. Morrlsssy stated that the first 
he knew of this transaction was at the 
Session of the House for the year 1915, 
and on an enquiry held into certain 
bridge accounts submitted by Valen
tine Robichaud It appeared that cer
tain bridges were built up with cedar 
procured by Valentine Robichaud. Mr. 
Morrissy also stated that he received 
bills from the Caraquet Railway for 
hauling certain carloads of cedar 
which he did not understand.

Mr. Morrlsey stated that to the best 
of hie belief there was no cedar need 
in the St. Simon Bridge as he sent a 
man up to look Into the matter. Ac
cording to the Information furnished 
to the Minister by Valentine Robl 
chaud and a man named London, It bp

amount of $28.87 to Edward Girouard 
if he did not think that Edward Gi
rouard waa entitled to it.

There Is no pretence that Felix 
Michaud profited or could profit in any 
way personally In this particular 
transaction. He cashed the cheques 
given to Edward GtrouaM simply to 
oblige, him and because there waa no 
bank In Buctouche. Mr; Michaud’s 
conduct in this transaction was, 1 
think, unwise and Inconsiderate, but it 
was not in my Judgment in any way 
corrupt. If there really were anything 
due to Edward Girouard for work not 
previously allowed him it would have 
been a very easy matter to have en 
tered thle time on the payroll in Ed
ward Girouard’e name with an explan 
ation that It had been omitted In 
some previous payroll.

I think that when Ftelix Michaud 
made this entry In the namebf Tilmon 
Girouard on the payroll he believed 
that Edward Girouard was honestly

ed.
Mr. Martin F. Robichaud offered no 

explanation whatever for hto course 
In connection with this matter, but It 
is of course obvious that if many of 
the Provincial representatives had 
acted In the same way as Mr. Robi
chaud the whole revenons of the 
Province would hardly be sufficient to 
meet the expenditure that would be In
curred.

(Signed)
WILLIAM B. CHANDLER,

Commissioner.

RE FARM SETTLEMENT 
BOARD.

This matter was brought up for In
vestigation by Mr. P. J. Venlot, he 
claiming that a sale to the Farm Set
tlement Board of certain lands in the 
Parish of New Brandon in the Ooun-

MacLean SETTLEMENT 
BRIDGE, THE”*"«. Nobody could any that Frank I’arlah of St. Paul. Kent County, N. B. 

The chante In this matter I* that »
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