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REPORTS

OF THE

SELECT STANDING COMMITTEE

PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS.

FIRST REPORT.

House oF Comymons, 5th June, 1891,

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections, to which was refer-
red certain statements made in connection with the tenders and contracts respecting
the Quebec Harbour Works, &c., with instructions to enquire fully into the said
allegations, and especially, but without limiting the scope of such enquiry, to inves-
tigate all circumstances connected therewith and the payments and other matters
mentioned in the said statements, beg leave to present as their First Report, the
following Report of their Sub-Con.mittee to which they have unanimously agreed,
viz.

RerorT oF SuB-COMMITTEE,
Hovuse oF Commons, 5th June, 1891,

Tha Sub-Committee on Privileges and Elections have unanimously agreed to
the annexed Draft Report on the reference to them in the case of Michael Connolly,
a witness refusing to produce certain books required by the Committee ; and they
recommend it to the Committee for adoption as the Report to be submitted to the
House.

D. GIROUARD, Chairman.
JNO. 8. D. THOMPSON,

J. A. CHAPLEATU,

DAVID MILLS,

F. LANGELIER.

DrAFT REPORT SUBMITTED BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE.

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections, have the honour to
Report that in pursuance of the reference made to the Committee by the House on
the eleventh day of May last, several witnesses have been in part examined, and a
large number of documents have been produced.

One of the witnesses 8o examined in part was Michael Connolly, a member of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Company, mentioned in the reference. The said
Michael Connolly’s summons required him to produce a number of documents and
books of account,

The witness having attended with documents and books of account containing
entries relating to the matters under enquiry, and being under examination, was re-
quired to produce the books and place them under the control of the Committee.

1—a
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This demand he distinctly refused to comply with. He was likewise required
to hand certain of these books to a member of the Committee who expressed a desire
to look at them in order to put certain questions to the witness relating to certain
matters of account which were supposed to be entered therein. This was also re
fused by the witness,

The proceedings of the Committee, and the testimony of the witness will appear
more in detail by referring to the Minutes of the Proceedings of the Committee of
the 3rd and 4th days of June, 1891, and the Minutes of Evidence at pages 79 and 83.

Alexander Ferguson, Esquire, Q.C., referred to in the Exhibits, was Counsel for
the witness and for another member of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Company.

Your Committee, being of the opinion that the discharge of the duties of the
Committee,imposed on them by the House, requires that the books should be placed
under the control and in the possession of your Committee, and that the books be
placed in the hands of members of your Committee for the purpose of interrogating
the witnesses, report the refusal of Michael Connolly to obey the orders of your
Committee in these particulars, und request the action of the Touse thereon.

All which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

SECOND REPORT.

House or ComMons, 9th July, 1891,

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Klections, to which was re-
ferred certain statements made in connection with the tenders and contracts respect-
ing the Quebec Harbour Works, ete., with instructiciis to enquire fully into the said
allegations, and especially, but without limiting (he scope of such enquiry, to investi-
gate all circumstances connected therewith and the payments and other matters
mentioned in the said statements, beg leave to present as their Second Report the
tollowing Resolution, which was unanimously adopted at their meeting this day :

Resolved, That leave of the House be obtained for the Committee on Privileges

and Elections to sit during the time in which the House is in session.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

THIRD REPORT.

House or Comuoxs, 16th July, 1891,

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections, to which was re-
ferred certain statements made in connection with the tenders and contracts respect-
ing the Quebec Harbour Works, etc., with instruetions to enquire fully into the said
allegations, and especially, but without limiting the scope of such enquiry, to investi-
gate all circumstances connected therewith and the payments and other matters
mentioned in the said statements, beg leave to present the following as their Third
Report:

P Your Committee recommend that their quorum be reduced from twenty-two to
eleven members. ’

All of which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
3 Chairman.
11
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FOURTH REPORT.

House or Comyons, 12th August, 1891.

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections, to which was re-
ferred certain statements made in connection with the tenders and contracts respect-
ing the Quebec Harbour Works, etc., with instructions to enquire fully into the said
allegations, and especially, but without limiting the scope of such enquiry, to inves-
tigate all circumstances connected therewith and the payments and other matters
mentioned in the said statements, beg leave to present the following as their Fourth
Report:

P That in the course of the enquiry now pending before your Committee, the Hon-
ourable Thomas MecGreevy, member for the Electoral District of Quebec West,
named in the Order of Reference to your Committee of the 11th May last, offered to
be examined and in fact was examined under oath,

During his examination, the witness was repeatedly asked to whom he paid a
sum of $20,000, being a portion of a larger sum he had received from Robert Mec-
Greevy, out of the moneys paid by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., for political
purposes, which questions the witness declined to answer, and to give the names of
the persons to whom the money was paid, alleging as his reason that the said money
was given to him in contidence. Being also required to state whether any portion
of that money was paid to any person in the interest of Sir Hector L. Langevin,
this was also refused by the witness.

The testimony of the witness will appear more in detail by referring to the
Minutes of the Proceedings of the Committee of the 6th and 7th days of August and
the Minutes of Evidence at pages 966 and 984.

Your Committee being of opinion that the questions should be answered, report
the refusal of the said Honourable Thomas MecGreevy to comply with the order of
the Committee in these particulars, and request the action of the House thereon.

All whieh is respectfully submitted,
D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

FIFTH REPORT.
House or Commons, 19th August, 1891,

The Select Standing Committe on Privileges and Elections, to which was referred

ceriain statements made in connection with the tenders and contracts respecting the
Quebec Harbour Works, ete., with instructions to enquire fully into the said allega-
tions, and especially, but without limiting the scope of such enquiry, to investigate
all circumstances connected therewith and the payments and other matters men-
tioned in the said statements, beg leave to present the following as their Fifth Re-
port : . :
: That in accordance with the usual practice of the House in such cases, your
Committee, through their clerk, have made every effort to obtain the signatures of
the various witnesses appended to the evidence given by them; but owing to the
large number of witnesses examined during the enquiry now pending before your
Committee and the voluminous nature of the evidence taken, and the fact that the
evidence was taken by short-hand writers, your Committee have found it practically
impossible to get the evidnece signed without re-calling the various wituesses for
that express purpose, and as your Committee are of the opinion that the signing of
the evidence is not essential as it has been taken down by short-hand writers, they
respectfully request permission to be allowed to depart from the usual practice of
the House in this instance.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.
iii
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SIXTH REPORT.

House or Coxmons, 1st September, 1891.

The Seiect Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections, which was empow-
ered and directed, by Order of The House of the 19th August, to enquire and report
whether the election of the Honourable Thomas McGreevy was being lawfully con-
tested at the time he tendered to Mr. Speaker his resignation, and if such fact is
found in the affirmative, whether the Warrant of Mr. Speaker should have issued for
the issue of a new writ, and what practice should be adopted with reference to simi-
liar resignations tendered to Mr. Speaker in the future by Members of this House,
presented as their Sixth Report, the appended Report of their Sub-Committee, to

which they had unanimously agreed.

All which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

REePORT 0F THE SUB-COMMITTEE,
TuEsDAY, 1st September, 1891.

The Sub-Committee of the Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elee-
tions, to which was referred the matters contained in the Order of Reference from
the House of the 19th August, with instructions to search for precedents, and to
report the result of their deliberations, beg leave to report as follows:

That the election of the Hon, Thomas McGreevy was lawfully contested on the
15th day of April last past, and that the said contestation was pending at the time
that he tendered his resignation to Mr. Speaker.

That under the circumstances, your Sub-Committee recommends that the said
resignation be not acted upon by Mr. Speaker, and that his warrant for the issue of
a new writ be recalled.

Your Sub-Committee is also of the opinion that, under the present state of the
law, the Speaker, when not aware of the contestation of the election of a member,

.may properly act upon the resignation of such member, and issue his warrant ac-
cordingly; and, should Clause 7 of Chapter 13 of the Revised Statutes be continued,
they beg to recommend that this want in the Statute be remedied by providing that,
in the future, the Prothonotary or Clerk of the Court where an Election Petition is
filed and pending, shall forthwith notify the Speaker of such Election Petition.

Your Sub-Committee finally, without expressing any opinion thereon, recom-
mends the advisability of The House considering whether the said Clause seven (7)
of Chapter thirteen (13) of the Revised Statutes of Canada should not be repealed.

All which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.
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SEVENTH REPORT.

HousE or Coxmmons, 16th September, 1891.

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections to whieh was
referred certain statements made in connection with the tenders and contracts
respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, the Esquimalt Graving Dock, etc., with in-
structions to enquire fully into the said allegations, and especially, but without
limiting the scope of such enquiry, to investigate all circumstances connected there-
with and the payments and other matters mentioned in the said statements, beg
leave 1o present as their Seventh Report, the annexed draft Report (marked “ A ")
prepared by their Sub-Committee, and adopted by your Committee at a meeting
held this day.

All which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

.
NA”

DRAFT REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE

AS SUBMITTED BY SIR JOHN THOMPSON AND MESSRS. GIROUARD AND ADAMS,

The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections beg leave to report
that under the Order of Reference made on the 11th day of May last, they have in-
vestigated the charges contained in the said Order: That in o doing they have receiv-
cd and examined a large number of documents, have heard the testimony of seventy
one witnesses and have held for the purposcseventy-one sittings, extending over fifty-
five days, in addition to twenty-nine ittings of Sub-Committees. They submit
herewith the Minutes of their Proecedings and the Evidence taken in the course of
the enquiry, and at the same time beg to state the conclusions at which they have
arrived. .

iva
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The time referred to in the first charge was 1882. Before that year, by a series
of Statutes beginning in 1873, various sums of money had been authorized to be loaned
by the Government of Canada to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for the impro-
vements of the Harbour, including the construction of Harbour Works and the
Graving Dock at Lévis. In some of the Statutes the approval of the Governor in
Council is required for plans of the works to be performed, in others the eo-opera-
tion of the Department of Public Works is required. but in all cases the works were
to be under the jurisdiction and control of the Harbour Commissioners and the
moneys advanced by the Government were to be loans for the improvement of the
Harbour.

The statements referred to the Committee are contained in sixty-three para-
eraphs, which, analysed, resolve themselves into sixteen distinet charges, now re-cast
for convenience, as below.

Of these sixteen charges, the first ten are against the Honourable Thomas
McGreevy, the next two are against the Honourable Sir Hector Langevin, and the
last four are against the Department of Public Works.

In the paragraphs of the Order of Reference which set out the charces against
the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, there are statements involving the Honourable
Sir Hector Langevin and the Department of Public Works. The paragraphs con-
taining such statemonts are therefore printed in this analysis, not only under the
charges against the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, but alro under those against
Sir Hector Langevin, or those against the Department of Public Works, or ander
both, as the case may be.

CHARGES AGAINST THE HONOURABLE THOMAS McGREEVY.
CHARGE No. 1.

DrEpaing CoNTRACT, 25TH SEPTEMBER, 1882,

“a. That the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, being a member of the Parliament
of Canada and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission, entered into an agree-
ment with Larkin, Connolly & Co., atter they had tendered for the Dredging Con-
tract of 1882, by which, in consideration of their taking his brother, Robert H.
McGreevy, into partnership with them and giving bim an interest to the extent of
30 per cent. in the work tendered for, he agreed to give, and did give them in an
undue manner, his help and influence, in order to secure to them the said contract.

“p, That to this end he, the said Thomas McGreevy, undertook to secure the
dismissal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington from their positions ax engineers,
and that they were so dismissed and replaced by Henry F. Perleyand John E. Boyd.”

1. In 1882 the sum of $375,000 having been voted by the Parliament of Canada to carry
out the works of the Harbour of Quebec, the Quebec Harbour Commissioners called for
tenders in dredging in connection with the said works.

2. That Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered and were awarded the contract for

* the said dredging.

3. That in order to secure the influence of the Hon. Thomas MeGreevy, then and now
a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the Government of Canada, the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., with the
knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, took as a partner Robert H. McGreevy, his
brother, giving him an interest of 30 per cent. in the firm.

4. That the said Thomas McGreevy consented to his brother becoming a member of the
firm, and stated that he had first consulted the Hon. Minister of Public Works, Sir Hector
L. Langevin, and secured his consent.

5. That the said contract, signed on the 25th of September, 1882, stipulated that the
works thereunder were to be finished by the 1st of November, 1884, but thatthe said Larkin,
Connolly & Co. continued to perform the work of dredging under the scale of prices therein
mentioned, up to the close of the season of 1886.

-

Not1e.—Under each of the charges, as now re-cast, the original paragraphs of the Order of References,
from which the charge is drawn, are printed in small type.
ivb
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6. That in order to help Larkin, Connolly & Co. to secure the said dredging contract,
the snid Hon. Thomas MeGreevy agreed to give, and did give in an undue manner his help
as Harbour Commissioner to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

7. That the said contract was approved and ratified by an Order in Council based on a
report of the Hon. the Minister of Public Works.

8. 'I'hat up to the year 1883 aforesaid Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, of London, Eng-
land, had acted as Engineers to the Quebec Harbour Commission, and that their Resident
Engineer for carrying out of the works was Mr. Woodford Pilkington.

9. That in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co. the said Thomas McGreevy undertook
to secure the removal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington from their positions, and
that they were in fact so removed in 1883, and replaced by Mr. Henry F. Perley and John
Edward Boyd, with the consent of the Hon. Minister of Public Works.

It is asserted by O. E. Murphy and Robert H. McGreevy that Thomas McGreevy
iew that his brother Robert H. was to have an interest in this contract and to
become a partner in the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in the work if obtained.
This is denied by Thomus McGreevy, The Committee have come to the conclusion
that Thomas McGreevy knew of his brother’s interest at the time that interest was
acquired:

a Although the partnership agreement in terms provided that Robert McGreevy
should provide thirty (307) per cent. of the capital, it appears that no capital was
expected to be put in by him, and, as a matter of fact, none was ever contributed
by him, nor did he take any part in the work.

There is no evidence of any express agreementon the part of Thomas McGreevy
to give his help or influence to Larkin, Connolly & Co. in connection with these
tenders or their contract, but it seems to have been understool by the parties
interested that such help and influence would be given.

Below is a tabular statement of the tenders as prepared by Mr. Woodford
Pilkington the Resident Engineer of the Quebec Harbour Works :

ive
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The tender of Beaucage was, according to agreement between Larkin, Connolly
& Co. and Robert McGreevy, put in by the latter. He obtained and used the name
of Beaucage for that purpose.

The engineer of the Harbour Works having reported that the tender of Fradet
& Miller was apparently impracticable, the Board of Harbour Commissioners passed
a resolution awarding the contruct to the lowest tendererson condition that security
should at once be given by a cash deposit of $10,000, on or before a day named, and
the Secretary of the Beard, on the 10th of July, wrote Messrs. Fradet & Miller
accordingly.

Their reply was received by the Harbour Commissioners on the 12th, and in it
they state their inability to comply, within the time limited, with the condition as
to security; and it may be mentioned here that it appears that the tinancial standing
of the firm was poor,

The Beaucage tender, which was lower than that of Larkin, Connolly & Co., was
withdrawn by letter of the 12th July. On the same date, the Secretary of the Har-
bour Commissioners wrote to Askwith, informing him that the Commissioners were
prepared to give him the contract on security being given by a cash deposit of
$10,000, on or before the following Wednesday at 3 p.m., and provided the work be
commenced by the first of August and completed on or before the first of November.

On the 18th Askwith replied by letter, enclosing an accepted cheque for the
amount named as security, but wishing to have it understood that he was to be
given two weeks from the ratification of the contract by the Honourable Minister
of Public Works, in which to get his plant upon the ground. To this letter there
was a postscript, stating that since writing the letter he was informed that lake
dredges could not be changed s0 as to be available for use in tidal waters, and asking
a week in which to examine and satisfy himself, and to determine whether to bind
himself or not,

On the 20th the Secretary acknowledged the receipt of Askwith’s letter, and
informed him that the Commissioners could not allow him any further time to con-
:}s'ider the acceptance or refusal of the contract, and required an answer within 24
ours, .

On the 24th Askwith telegraphed to the Secretary withdrawing his tender.
The contract was, thereupon, awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., they complying
with the same provision as to security.

In contection with the action of the Board of Harbour Commissioners upon
these tenders there is no evidence of interference, or of the exerecise of influence, by
Thomas McGreevy in favour of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

As to Kinipple & Morris, it appears by the evidence of Owen E. Murphy, that
the contractors objected to them, partly because those engincers, as he said, kept them
strictly to their contract—the Graving Dock contract. He states also that, with a
view to their removal, he had conversations with Thomas McGreevy, both before
and after the time when Robert McGreevy became a member of the firm. It is
sufficient, so far as this branch of the case is concerned, to state that Messrs,
Kinipple & Morris were dismissed by the Harbour Commissioners in June, 1883.
One of the grounds for the dismissal was that the superintendence of the works was
unsatisfactorily performed by reasen of the absence trom this country of those engi-
heers. Further grounds were that alterations in the works were required, and that
their absence caused delays and extra churges by the contractors, which resulted in
leputed accounts : that there were defects in the plans and specifications of the
Graving Dock, which necessitated the abandonment of the plan as originally
designed, and the placing of the Dock gates a long distance back from the position
originally provided for ; and finally, the refusal of these engincers to comply with the
Tequest of the Commissioners to come to Quebec to settle disputed accounts with the
Contractors, such refusal causing great delay and expense.
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CHARGE No. 2.

Cross-wALL ConNTrRACT, 26TH May, 1883.

‘“a, That in the year 1883 Larkin, Connolly & Co., amongst others, tendered for
the Cross-wall in connection with the Quebec Harbour Works, and that before ten-
dering, and in order to secure the influence of the said Thomas McGreevy, they took
into partnership with them Robert H. McGreevy, a brother of the said Thomas
McGreevy, giving him a 30 per cent. interest in the work, and that this was done
with the knowledge and consent of the said Thomas McGreevy.

“b. That among the parties tendering were a contractor named George Beaucage
and one Johun Gallagher. That Beaucage’s tender was made at the instunce of the
said Thomas McGreevy, and that with the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy,
the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., of Beaucage and of Gallagher were prepared
by members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

“¢. That while the tenders were being examined and quantities applied in the
Department of Public Works the said Thomas MeGreevy obtained from the Depart-
ment and from officers thereof, information in relation to said tenders which he
offered to communicate, and did communicate, to Larkin, Connolly & Co. before the
result was officially known,

*“d. Thattothe knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy the tenders of Gallagher
and Beaucage were lower than that of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but in consideration
of the promise of $25,000 the said Thomas Me(ireevy agreed to secure the acceptance
of the tender of Larkin, Connolly & Co. That to this end he suggested to members
of that firm to so arrange and manipulate matters with Gallagher and Beaucage as
to render the tenders of these two parties higher than that of the said firm. That
certain arrangements and manipulations were carried out as so suggested, and were
participated in by the said Thomas McGreevy, and in consequence the said contract
was awarded to the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. That shortly thereafter $25,000
was paid to the said Thomas MecGreevy in fulfilment of the corrupt arrangement
above stated, and about the same time a sum of $1,000 was paid by Larkin, Connolly
& Co, towards “ The Langevin Testimonial Fund.”

‘“e. That inthe course of the carrying outof the works the said Thomas McGreevy
caused changes, against the public interest, to be made in the said contract.”

10. That in the same year 1883 tenders were called for a Cross-wall and lock in connec-
tion with the harbour works at Quebec, in accordance with ﬁ]ans and specifications prepared
in the Department of Public Works under the direction of Henry F. Perley, Ksq.

11. That several tenders were made, and amongst others who tendered were Messrs.
Larkin, Connolly & Co.

12. That before tendering, and in order to secure the influence of the Hon. Thomas
McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the
Quebec Harbour Board by appointment of the Government, Larkin, Connolly & Co. took
into partnership with themselves Robert H. McGreevy, a brother of the said Hon. Thomas
McGreevy, giving him a 30 per cent. interest in the firm, and this with the knowledge and
consent of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy.

13. That among the parties tendering were a contractor named George Beaucage, and
one John Gallagher.

14. That it was on the suggestion of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy that Beaucage
consented to make a tender.

15. That with the knowledge of the said Thomas McGaeevy, the three tenders of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., of Beaucage, and of Gallagher, were prepared by the members of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., Beaucage being throughout deceived by the said Hon.
Thomas McGreevy as to his position in the matter, ashe alleges in an action recently entered
by him against the said Thomas McGreevy in relation to the said contract, in the Superior
Court of Montreal.

16. That the said tenders were transmitted to the Department of Public Works of
Canada for examination and extension.

17. That while all the tenders were being examined and the quantities applied in the
Departnient of Public Works of Canada, the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy, then and now a
member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission by
appointment of the Government, promised to obtain and did obtain from the Department of
Public Works of Canada, and from officials of that Department, in relation to the said
tenders, to figures in connection therewith, and to the amounts thereof, information which
he offered to communicate before the result was officially known, and which he did @mmu-
nicate to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and to certain members of the said firm indivi-

dually. .
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18. That to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Messrs.
Gallagher and Beaucage were lower than those of Larkin, Connclly & Co., but that in con-
sideration of the promise of the sum of $25,000 to be to him paid, he, the said Thomas Mec-
Greevy agreed to secure the acceptance of the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that

e suggested to that firm and to certain members thereof individually, to make arcangements
n connection with the said Gallagher and Beaucage and to so manipulate matters as to
render the tenders of those two parties higher than those of the said firm, or at all events to
ecure the contract for Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that said arrangements and manipula-
ons were carried out as suggested by him.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations, wherein the said
Thomas MeGreevy directly participated, the contract for the Cross-wall and lock in connec-
tion with the Quebec Harbour Works, was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., on a Report
to Coouncil made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th May, 1883,

20. That a few days thereafter the sum of $25,000 was, in fulfilment of the corrupt
arrangement above stated, paid to the said Thomas McGreevy in promissory notes signed
by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which said notes were duly paid.

21. That about the same date, namely, the 4th June, 1883, a sum of $1,000 was paid by
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. towards “the Langevin Testimonial Fund "—a fund
destined to be given to Sir Hector Langevin.

22, That in the course of the carrying out of the works, the said Thomas McGreevy
caused changes, contrary to the public interest, to be made in the conditions of the said
contract.

In accordance with the provisions of 45th Victoria, Chapter 47, the plans and
specifications for the constiuction of the Cross-wall and entrance to the proposed
Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour Works were prepared under the direction of the
Chief Engineer of Public Works and were approved by the Governor in Council on
the 6th April, 1883. Thereupon tenders were called for by the Harbour Commis-
sioners and were received and opened by them in Quebec on the second day of May.

The tenders asked for in the notice to contractors were for an item contract for
labour, materials, tools, vessels, plant and machinery which might be required to
complete the projected works according to plans and specifications exhibited, but
no quantities were given.

The tenderers were John Gallagher, George Beaucage, Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
Perers & Moore and J. & A. Samson. Three of these tenders, namely, those
of Gall gher, Beaucage and Larkin, Counolly & Co., were prepared by members
of that firm. Before these three tenders were prepared it was agreed that Robert
MoGreevy (who had been a partner with them in the dredging contract of
1882), should be also associated with them in the Cross-wall contract if they should
obtain it. While there is some contradiction between Beancage and Robert McGreevy
as to the origin of Beaucage's tender, it seems to be clear that it was controlled by
Robert McGreevy for the benefit and advantage of himself and his partners in the
firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. John Gallagher was a foreman in the employ of
Larkin, Connolly & Co. The design, in putting in the three tenders, was explained
by Robert McGreevy, and he says that before they were sent in they were
carefully compared so that they should be consecutive, in order that « if one tender
did not suit, the other would.”

There was a so-called “error ” common to all of those three tenders. The
schedule attached to the blank form of tender called for prices of sheet-piling of
varying thickness per lineal foot in line of work. The blanks for these items were
filled up at prices which, it was clear, did not represent the value of the items as
provided for in the schedule, the prices being so low that it seems to have been
assumed by the Engineer that they were intended to have reference to lineal foot of
pile instead of lineal foot of completed work. The Beaucage tender had a further
peculiarity. In giving a price for the item “ pile-driving to any depth not exceeding
20 fect,” they added the words “ for labour only,” notwithstanding the fact that
clause 80 of the specification provided that the rates and prices named in the schedule
should be held to include the cost of all materials as well as laboor,

According to Murphy’s evidence all these so-called errors were purposely made.

Murphy and Robert McGreevy state that Thomas MecGreevy knew of his
brother’s interest in the Cross-wall work from the first, and that he was aware of the
fact that the tenders in the names of Gallagher, Beancage and Larkin, Connolly &
Co., were all in the interest of that firm and controlled by them. After being
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opened by the Harbour Commissioners at Quebec, as already mentioned, all the
tenders were transmitted to the Department of Public Works, at Ottawa, where, it
appears, they arrived on the 4th of May. Thomas McGreevy arrived in Ottawa
from Quebec on the same day. On the 5th he wrote to his brother as follows:—

* % 3k k% «“The tenders for Cross-wall only arrived here yesterday and are
locked up until Monday, when he will commence his calculation. I will write you
Tuesday and let you know the result. Larkin was here yesterday. I told him that
it would be useless to get Peters out of the way, as it would be tantamount to giving
the contract to the highest tender, that you would have to stick to Beaucage’s tender
as it was fair.”

The expression “he will commence his calculation” referred to Mr. Boyd, an
Engincer of the Department of Public Works, who, it appears, did, in fact, apply
the quantities to the tenders. On the Tth Thomas McGreevy wrote to Robert as
follows :

* * % % «T hope to let you know to-morrow about the result of the Cross-
wall tenders. Have your arrangements right with Beaucage before the result is
known ; I will give you timely notice.” * % *

On the 8th he wrote his brother : ‘

* % % «J geen Boyd this morning. He has not finished the Cross-wall yet.
I will meet him this afternoon about it and let you know the result.” * * 3 *

It would seem that Thomas McGreevy knew the relative value of the three
tenders as they were put in by Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that he and his brother,
and the other members of the firm, up to the time that they became aware of the
result of the applications of the quantities by Boyd, thought that the tender of
Peters and Moore was lower than that of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

He seems to have had the knowledge of the Gallagher, Beaucage, and Larkin,
Connolly & Co. tenders, and the idea above suggested, as to the position of the tender
of Peters & Moore, and while he must have known that the only remaining tender,
that of Samson & Samson, was so high as 1o be out of the reckoning, he could not
have known, without ascertaining the quantities applied, which tender would, in the
event, be found to be lowest. The further evidence on this branch of the case shows
that much was done by Thomas McGreevy 1n this conrection, and that he kept his
brother supplied with information from time to time as to what had been done, and
was being done, with reference to the tenders.

Between the 4th May, the date of the receipt of the tenders in Ottawa, and the
17th, the value of each tender was actually made out (that is, applying the prices
mentioned for sheet-piling strictly as given) and seems to have been arrived at by
Mr. Boyd, with the following result:

Gallagher ....ocoviiiiiiiiiii $552,255 00
Beaueage. ..ovveiun it rieees ceerees vernes T 593,463 50
Larkin, Connolly & Co ......coevvvenrennen e ~.. 634340 00
Peters & Moore....oovvvivenieniivniennnnn. e ereerreneenen . 643,071 16
Samson & Samson.....cececeveecvnennes ceenriiinn. ceeeenee. 864,181 00

On the 17th of May the Chief Engineer, having discovered the apparent ¢ errors
a8 to the prices of sheet-piling in all three tenders, wrote to Gallagher, Beaucage, and
Larkin, Connolly & Co., calling attention to the same, and enquiring whether or not
they had really made an error in this respect, and he also called the attention of
Lfl}tal?ucage to his tender in respect to pile-driving. The letter to Beaucage is as

ollows :

“ DEPARTMENT OF PusLic Works, CANADA
) ) ! .
“ Cuier ENGINEER's OFricE, Orrawa, 17th May, 1883,

“Quebec Harbour Works.

“ Sir,—In your tender for the construction of the Cross-wall, Harbour Works,
Quebec, there is an evident error in the prices. You have given for ‘sheet piling,’
8,767 and 4" thick white pine, and 6" thick any timber, as per clause 18, If
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you will examine the form of tender you will note the prices asked for are ‘per
lineal foot in line of work’, which means a measurement along the top of the work
after having been done, and not with any reference to the length of piles to be driven,
&c. From the prices you have given it is interred that you have named a price
per lineal foot of pile instead of per lineal foot of work. .

* T am directed to call your attention to this, and to request an immediate reply
whether an error has or has not been made by you, and if so, that you will name a
price per lineal foot in the line of work, to ¢nable me to compare your tender with
others, who have given prices as per the requirements of the tender.

“ I have to call your attention to the price you have placed in your tender, ¢ for
pile-driving to any depth not exeeeding twenty feet,” and the note that you have
placed that this price is for ¢ labour only’. It is clearly stated in clanse 80 of the
specification that all prices named in the schedule shall be held to cover not only the
cost of labour, but of all the machinery, plant, &e.

“ I am, Sir, your obedient servant,
“1ENRY F. PERLEY,
(Exhibit «T27) . “ Chief Engineer.”
On the same day Thomas McGreevy wrote his brother as follows:
“17th May.

“My Dear RoBErT,—I received your letter about Morris coming back here.
What can he do in the face of all the blunders he hasmade ? As I told you yester-
day to try aud get a good plan and as quick as possible in answer to the letter that
Gallagher and Beaucage will receive about their tenders to bring them over L. & C.
s0 as their tender will be the lowest. The contruct will be awarded from Ottawa
direct. I think I will go down Saturday to be in Quebec Sunday morning. * *

“T think you were wrong in tendering withont a cheque accepted by such u
pair of cut-throats.”

“Yours traly,
(Exhibit “D2."7) “THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Meanwhile, on the 16th, a letter was sent from Gallagher to the Secretary of
the Department of Public Works as follows:

“ MoNTREAL, 16th May, 1883.

“To the Secretary,

“ Department of Public Works, Ottawa.

“Sir,—Since my proposal for the ‘Cross-wall ' Quebec, which I learn from the
Secretary of the Harbour Works has been sent to your Department, I find, owing to
the length of time that has passed since my tender went in and the time it may take
to decide, and from the fact of fearing further delay, I have taken another contract
and wish to withdraw my tender for the said work, on condition of my deposit
cheque being returned to me.

“Yours, respectfuliy, &e.,
(Exhibit “V 3.”) “JOHN GALLAGHER.”

This letter, it appears, had not come to hand when the Chief Engineer’s letters
of the 17th were dispatched.
The reply of George Beaucage to the Chief Engineer was as follows:
“QUEBEC, 21st May, 1883.

“Henry F. PERLEY, Esq., .
“Chief Engincer, Department of Public Works, Ottawa.

“ 8ir,—I have received your letter of 17th instant, No, 6905, relative to items in
my tender for Cross-wall which demand an explanation. Having examined, on
Teceipt of your letter, my memorandum of details of calculations for this work in
Harbour of Quebee, I find that my rates or of prices, asis evident on the face ofit, are
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based on foot lineal of pile, and the width of these piles are assumed at 9” to 10"
wide cach, and I so read those items as meaning toot lineal of pile. This I must
say, i a serious error on my part. My rate for this work as now explained by you
would be $19 per foot for sheet-piling, 8” thick driven fiom 6 to 8 feet, white pine;
do 6 inches thick, $17; do 4 inches, $15 per foot; do 6 inches thick of any timber as
per claues 18 of bpeuﬁmtmns $15. 70 all per lineal foot in line of work, and I desire
my tender to be so amended. [ thmk under the circumstances, this addition should
be allowed to my tender, secing it is ev idently an error, caused by a misunderstand-
ing of the terms of the schedule. With regard to the second question in your letter
on the item ¢ pllg -driving to any depth not’ exceeding 20 feet,; where you say 1 have
put the word * labour only this has also been an error, but as clause 80 of the
specification you invoke is clear on the rubject, I would strike out the words
- labour only’” which I pat.

“ Hoping these explanations are clear and satisfactory,

“ 1 remain, your obedient servent,

(Exhibit ¢« W2.”) “GEORGE BEAUCAGE.”
Larkin, Connolly & Co. sent a veply as follows :

“ LARgIN, ConnorLrLy & Co.,
“ ConrtracTors, GraVING Dock, LEvis, P. Q., 19th May, 1883.

“Hexry I, PERLEY,

“ Chief’ Engincer, Public Works,

“ DEAR S1r,—Your favour ot 17th May is received, and in reply would say that
in tendering for the Harbour Works at Quebee, our interpretation of the speci-
fication wus as we tendered, per lineal foot for each pile driven. Notwithstanding
the error we have made, we hold ourselves ready to enter into contract at the
prices submitted in our tender, provided the work is awarded us.

“ We have the honour to be,
“Your obedient servants,
(Exhibit < U2.7) “ LARKIN, CONNOLLY & Co.”

John Gallagher replied as follows:
“ MoNnTREAL, 19th May, 1883.

“ HExry F. PErLEY, Exq., C. E.,

“Chief Enginecr, Public Works, Ottawa,

“Sir,—Since I wrote you my withdrawal of tender for Quay-wall, Quebec
Harbour Works, I received your letter of 17th instant, asking me certain questions
as to my intentions on the shest-piling, &e. I wish to suy in reply, that my prices
were 25c¢., 20¢., and 18ec. per toot B. M. respectively, for these four items.

“ I remain, Sir, very respectfully yours,
(Exhibit ~“Vv2.") “JOHN GALLAGHER.”

On the receipt of these replies the rates for sheet-piling were amended, in the
case of Beaucage, in compliance with his letter, and the position of the tenders was
accordingly (,h.mged as follows :

Gallagher... cooer voeeovennne. e e $552,255 00
Larkm Connolly & Co..cevvvins vivininiininn i iineeees . 634,340 00
Beaucage ettt emereneeeaeeeete s seenseneesnanene 040,808 BT
Poters & MOOT8.....r.omor. s e e 643,071 16
Samson & SAMSON ..vviiiets cerrenreieiierenerier s ceeaens 864,181 00

Gallagher having been alluwed to withdraw his tender, the contract was awarded
to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

As 10 the portion of the charge which sets out a corrupt bargain by, which
Thomas MeGreevy was to obtain $’5 000 from Larkin, Connolly & c 2., from Com-
mittee Report as follows :
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That such an agreement did exist is sworn to by Murphy, but his evidence on
on this point, in itself, and independently of the question of the valuc of his evidence
generally, is unsatisfactory.

This part of the charge depends, to a large extent, on his evidence alone, ex-
cept in so far as Robert McGreevy testifies to more or less bald or vague admissions
by Thos. McGreevy to himself of the existence of improper agreements. An addi-
tional difficulty of the acceptance of Murphy’s statements in this regard, is that,
having regard to Thomas McGreevy’s intimate and confidential relations with his
brother, it seems improbable that he would not have deult with him in these deli-
cate transactions, instead of doing so exclusively with Murphy.

There was ample object, without such an agreecment, in his brother’s partner-
ship in the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. (his bro:her being very largely his
debtor), to explain the interest which Thomas McGreevy took in these tenders, and
the part he played in aiding Larkin, Connolly & Co. as he did, and it clearly appears
that he had actively interfered in their interest for some time before the date of the
alleged agreement with Murphy.

Notes to the amount of $25,000 (.. the purpose, it is alleged, of carrying out
this agreement), were signed by the firm: payable to the order of its members and
these notes were paid by the firm. About $15,000 is all that ~eems to have reached
Thomas McGreevy.

If such an agreement existed, the fact that Thomas McGreevy received only
$15,000 from this source would call for expianation, and it has not been explained.

Another reason for doubting Murphy’s evidence on this point is that, while he
and Robert McGreevy acted as intermediaries between their firm as a whole and
Thomas McGreevy, in these transactions, and while they obtained large snms for
the irregular purposes under discussion, it also appears that part of these moneys
was uppropriated by Murphy and Robert McGreevy themselves, although charged
to the firm as having been paid to Thomas MeGreevy under the alleged agreements
with him.

There is no question as to the giving of three uotes of $5,000 each to R. H.
McGreevy, nor that they were applied towards the liquidation of a judgment against
Thomas McGreevy. As to the other two notes, for $5,000 cach, it is established by
the evidence that they were two demand notes which were paid on the 14th May,
1883, and 1st June, 1883, respectively. The Accountants” Report shows :

“The book record of the payment and subsequent treatment of the notes alleged
to have been given for these transactions is as follows:

M. Connolly, cheque 14th May, 1883, for note No. 1 (fo.

33, Exhibit “ E3") iiviiiiiiiiiiiii i e e $5,000
N. K, Connolly, cheque 1st June, for note No. 2 (fo. 34 of

Exhibit “E3")............. et et 5,000
P. Larkin, cheque 6th Nov., 1883, note No. 3 (fo. 147 of

Exhibit “E37).iciiiiniiiii, Ceneees o e 5,000
O. E. Murphy, cheque 4th Dec., 1883, note No, 4 (to. 164

of Exhibit “ K3 ™). oot 5,000
N. K. Connolly, cheque 4th Feb., 1884, note No. 5 (to. 181

of EXhibit “E3 7). coiet eieieeeeeeeeeteeeeesreeieae e 5,000

It will be seen that the cheque of 14th May, 1883, is signed by the firm of Larkin,
Connolly & Co. per O. E. Murphy, and endorsed by M. Connolly, and was drawn in
cash. The cheque of 1st June, 1883, is signed for the firm by O. E. Murphy and is
endorsed by N. K. Connolly, and was drawn in cash, fifty $100 bills. On the 16th
May, 1883, there was deposited to the credit of R. H. McGreevy $3,500, and on 1st
June, 18:3, $4,000, the latter deposit, as shown by deposit slip tiled, being made by
forty one hundred dollar bills. Robert MeGreevy was asked to explain the source
from which these moneys came, and did so by saying that he reccived at that time
some money on account of the Intercolonial Railway, St. Charles Branch, but A. P.
Bradley, Secretary of the Department of Railways and Canals, was called and proved
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that no money had been paid during May or June, 1883, on account of that work.
The Committee, therefore, consider it to be fairly proved that at least the $4,000
deposited on 1st June, 1883, came out of the amount paid on Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s
cheque of 1st June, 1883. It appears that, as regards this $10,000, it did not reach
the hands of Thomas MeGreevy, but in some way was appropriated by Murphy and
Robert McGreevy. Lt is proved that in April, 1885, when the auditors were auditing
the books of the firm, they declined to pass the charge for $25,000 unless vouchers
were produced. Muwrphy was the cashier at the time and he produced the three
notes admitted to have been appropriated to Thomas McGreevy and the two demand
notes. These two latter were made and endorsed “ Larkin, Connolly & Co., per O.
E. M.” and apparently were never in a bank or in the hands of any other
party than Murphy himself.

On the other hand it is admitted by Thomas McGreevy that about $15,000, paid
by the firm in connection with the Cross-wall contract, went towards payingthes
judgment against him, and the Committee cannot accept his statement that he was
ignorant of the source of these funds, nor can thev find that his alleged contribution
of a similar amourt towards the purchase of Le Monde newspaper, affects the
present question.

The conclusions of the Committec as to the charges against Thomas McGreevy,
in connection with this contract, are, therefore:

(1.) That in the year 1883, Larkin, Connolly & Co., amongst others, tendered
for the Cross-wall, and that before tendering, and in order to secure the influence of
Thomas McGreevy, they agreed to take into partnership with them Robert H.
MecGreevy, brother of Thomas, giving him thirty (30°,) per cent. interest in the
work and that this was done with the knowledge ot Thomas McGreevy.

(2.) That among the parties tendering were George Beaucage and Johun Gal-
lagher. That with the knowledge of Thomas McGreevy the tenders of Larkin,
Connolly & Co., of Beaucage, and (Gallagher were prepared by members of the firm of
Larkin, Connolly & Co.

(3.) That while the tenders were being examined and quantities applied in the
Department of Public Works, Thomas McGreevy obtained from the late John E.
Boyd, an Engineer in the Department of Public Works, information in relation to
said tenders which he communicated to Larkin, Counolly & Co., before the result of
the application of quantities to the tenders was officially known.

(4.) That to the knowledge of Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Gallagher and
Beaucage were lower than those of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but that Thomas McGreevy
co-operated with O, E. Murphy and Robert McGreevy to secure the acceptance of
the tender of Larkin, Connolly & Co,

(5.) That in July, 1883, Thomas McGreevy received from the proceeds of certain
notes for five thousand dollars each, made by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
and endorsed by Patrick Larkin and Owen K. Murphy and N. K. Connolly respec-
tively, the sum of $14,344.51.

CHARGE No. 3.
CoNTRACT FOR THE CoMPLEfION oF THE LEVIs GRAVING Dock, 23rRp JUNE, 1884,

“That in the year 1884 the said Thomas McGreevy agreed with members of the
firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., to secure for them a contract for the completion of
the Graving Dock at Lévis, on condition that he should receive from them any excess
over the sum of $50,000 of the contract price, and that, accordingly, the said Thomas
McGreevy afterwards received from the said firm the sum of $22,000.”

23. That in 1884, Thomas McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of
Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission by appointment of the Gov-
ernment, agreed with the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and certain members theregf
individually, to secure for them a contract for the completion of the Graving Dock of Lévis,
one of the conditions of the agreement being that he, Thomas McGreevy, should receive
any excess over the sum of $50,000 in _th; contract price.
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24. That to the detriment of public interest, a contract was signed in or about the
month of June, 1884. for the performance of the said works, and that subsequently the said
Thomas McGreevy received the price stipulated in the corrupt arrangement above men-
tioned, namely, $22,000.

As to this contract, Murphy testifies that an agreement was come to between
Thomas McGreevy and himself which provided that in the event of & “lump sum ”
contract for the completion of the dock being awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
they would give all over $50,000, of the amount of that contract, to Thomas McGreevy.

The amount of the contract was aflerwards settled at $74,000, and Murphy says
there was a dispute between himself and Thomas McGreevy as to $2,000, after the
contract was awarded, and that tinally the matter was settled by notes being given
for $22,000, instead of $24,000, the whole amount of the excess over $50,000.

Robert McGreevy's evidence does not agree with the above account. He says
he learned from his brother that the amount was $14,000. He says that notes for
822,000 were made, that he gave his brother notes to the amount of $14,000, and that
he paid him the balance in ones or twos (one thousand or two thousand dollars), as
occasion offered afterwards. :

Thomas McGreevy denies the agreement testified to by Murphy. He admits
receiving $10,000 from Robert MeGreevy in the fall of 1884, which, he says, he
applied towards the payment of the purchase money for Le Monde newspaper.

The evidence is, therefore, in the opinion of the Committee inconclusive as to
whether there wus an agreement made for a definite amount to be paid to Thomas
MeGreevy, although the notes for $22,000 were made after the contract was executed.
That this amount was agreed upon rests entirely on the statement of Murphy,inasmuch
as Robert McGreevy states that the amount admitted by his brother to have been
arranged for was $14,000.

As to how much was actually paid to Thomas McGreevy, the Committee can
only state that, in their opinion, there was an understanding between Thomas
McGreevy on the one hand,and Murphy on the other, that the former was to receive
a sum or sums of money from the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in connection with
this contract, and that accordingly he did receive from that firm a sum or sums of
money, the amount of which cannot satisfactorily be determined.

CHARGE No. 4.

ContrACT FOR THE CoMPLETION OF THE EsquiMALT Dock, 8tH NovEMBER, 1884,

“a. That before Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered for the completion of the
Graving Dock at Esquimalt, the said Thomas McGreevy agreed to help, and did help
them, in divers ways, amongst others, by obtuining from the Department of Public
Works information, figures and calculations in respect of the proposed work and
communicating the same to them.

“p, That with the knowledge and consent of the said Thomas McGreevy, Larkiu,
Connolly & Co. took into partnership with them his bro.her, Robert II. MeGreevy,
for the purpose of securing the influence of the said Thomas McGreevy, the suwid
Robert H. McGreevy taking a 20 per cent. interest in the work.

“¢. That during the execution of the contract the said Thomas McGreevy acted
as a paid agent of Liawkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with the Department of’ Public
Works and that he obtained for them at their request important alterations in the
works and more favourable conditions, which enabled them to realize very large
profits.
P d. That large sums were paid by Larkin, Connolly & Co. to the said Thomas
McGreevy tor his services in deuling with the Minister of Public Works, the officers
of the Department, and generally for his influence as a member of Parliament, and
that in consideration of these sums the said Thomas McGreevy furnished a great
deal of information, and procured to be made, by the Department and the Minister
of Public Works, alterations in the plans and in the works, which alterations have
coxt large sums of money to the public.
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¢ e. That in consideration of offers of large sums of money by members of the
firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., the said Thomas McGreevy took steps to induce
certain members of Parliament to assist him to obtain alterations and additional works,
and at his suggestion, members of Parliament were approached to this end by
members of the said firm.

. That the said Thomas McGreevy did, at the request of Larkin, Connolly &
Co., corruptly endeavonr to procure the dismissal from office of certain public officers
employed in connection with the works in order to have them replaced by others
who would suit Larkin, Connolly & Co., the former being objectionable to Larkin,
Connolly & Co., because they compelled them to carry out the works and accept
estimates therefor according to the terms of the contract.”

25, That in 1833 and 1884, tenders were asked for by the Government of Canada for the
completion of the Graving Dock of Esquimalt, B.C.

26. That the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. were among those who tendered and that
the contract was awarded to them in pursuance of a Report to Council, dated 24th October,
1384, and signed by the Hon. Minister of Public Works.

27. That before tendering, the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. had with Thomas Mec-
Greevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, communications and inter-
views wherein they secured his services to assist them in dealing with the Departient of
Public Works in order to secure the said contract.

28. That he agreed to help them, and that he did in fact help them in divers ways, and,
amongst others, by obtaining from the Deparoment of Public Works information, figures,
and calculations which he communicated to them.

29. That to the knowledge and with the consent of the said Thomas McGreevy, and for

* the purpose of securmg for themselves his influence, Larkin, Connolly & Co. took into
partnership with themselves his brother, Robert H. McGreevy, giving him a 20 per cent,
interest in their firm.

30. That during the execution of the said contract, the said Thomas McGreevy was the
agent or one of the agents in the pay of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with the Depart-
ment of Public Works ; that he endeavoured to obtain, and did obtain for them, at their
request, important alterations in the works and more favourable conditions.

31. That the said favourable conditions and the said alterations enabled them to realize,
to the detriment of the public interests, very large profits.

32. That during the execution of the works large sums were paid by Larkin, Connolly
& Co. to Thomas McGreevy for his services in dealing with the Minister of Public Works,
with the officers of the Department, and generally for his influence as a member of the Par-
liament of Canada.

33. That in consideration of the sums of money so received by him and of the promises
to him made, the said Thomas McGreevy furnished to Larkin, Connolly & Co. a great deal
of information ; strove to procure and did procure to be made by the Department and the
Hon. Minister of Public Works, in the plans of the Graving Dock and the execution of the
works, alterations which have cost large sums of money to the public treasury.

34. That he himself took steps to induce certain members of the Parliament of Canada
to assist him, the said Thomas Mc(reevy, in his efforts, in concert with Larkin, Connolly
& Co., to obtain alterations and additional works, for which large sums of money were
offered to him by the members of the firm.

35. That on his suggestion members of the Parliament of Canada were approached by
members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

36. That certain members of the said firm have declared that the said members of the
Canadian Parliament, on being so approached, had asked for a certain sum of money for
exerting their influence in favour of Larkin, Connolly & Co., with the Minister of Public
Works, and that Larkin, Connolly & Co. had agreed to give them money for that purpose.

37. That Thomas McGreevy, acting in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co., did, at
their request, corruptly endeavour to procure the dismissal from office of certain public
officers employed in connection with the works of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, in order
to have them replaced by others who would suit Larkin, Connolly & Co., the former having
for a time incurred the ill-will of Larkin, Counolly & Co., because they then compelled them
to carry out the works in conforinity with the specifications and contract and prepared their
estimates according to the terms of the said contract.

Before the contract was awarded, and also during the period covered by the
execution of the work, Thomas Mc¢Greevy manifested an activeinterestin the affaivs
of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in connection with this work.

The tenders were receivable on the 20th of September, 1884, and its appears
that the Chiet Engineer reccived a private note from Thomas McGreevy, dated the
9th of that month, asking for certain information’in respect of the proposed work,
to which he replied, giving some of the information asked for, and stating that he
could not give the rates as he had never determined them. This information was
communicated by Thomas McGreevy to his brother and was used, for what it was
worth, by Larkin, Connolly & Co. in determining on their tender.,
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Other letters of Thomas McGreevy. addressed to his brother, go to show that
he interested himself for Larkin, Connolly & Co. as to matters connected with this
contract and in relation to the Department of Public Works.

These letters contain references to interviews with the Chief Engineer, to the
estimates involving the measurement of stone, to delay in the forwarding of esti-
mates, to advance on drawback, the dismissal of Bennett, the Resident Rngineer, and
to the matter of the appointment of a successor to Mr. Bennett.

We find also that the letters support the statement of Robert McGreevy that
Thomas McGreevy was awure, from the tirst, of his interest in the work, as 2 member
of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

Considerations, corresponding to tho~e montioned in determining upon the
question of the object of the other members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in
associating Robert McGreevy with them in the previous contracts, thave here
induced a similar conclusion, namely, that Robert McGreevy was taken in as a
partner with the object of securing the influence of Thomas McGreevy.

The charge does not state any specific sums as having becu paid to Thomas
McGreevy.

The Committee do not consider the evidence on this branch of the charge, and
referred to as above, to be of the character or as coming from a source which would
justify a conclusion that any specific amount or amounts of money were paid to
Thomas McGreevy as and for remuneration to him for the services alleged in the
charge to have been performed by him for the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but
the Coramittee find it to be established that he did, in tact, receive moneys the
amounts ef which cannot definitely be determined, but which were chaiged to
expense account in connection with this work.

The Committee have had no evidence to support the charge that Thomas
McGreevy took steps to induce certain members of Parliament to assist him to
obtain- alterations and additional works, and that at his suggestion members of
Parliament were apnroached to this end by members of said tirm, or that ary mem-
ber of Parliament asked for money for exerting their influence in favour of the
firm; or that the firm had agreed to give them money for that purpose.

As to the concluding portion of this charge, wherein it is stated that at the
request of Larkin, Conrolly & Co., Thomas McGreevy corruptly endeavoured to
procure the dismissal of public officers employed in connection with the works, the
only evidence tending to establish it is to the etfect, as shown in part by his letters
to Robert McGreevy and by the admission of Thomas McGreevy, that he did
endeavour, in interviews with the Minister of Public Works arnd with the Chiet
Engineer. to bring about the dismissal of Bennett, the Resident Engineer at Isqui-
malt, This may have been induced by the fact alleged that Mr. Bennett unduly
kept back the estimates. Mr. Bennett was not dismissed, but was employed by the
Department until the completion of the work.

CHARGE No. 5.

CoNtracT FOR DREDGING OF WET BASIN AT THIRTY-FIVE CENTS PER YARD, 23rd
May, 1887.

“a. That in the winter of 1886-87, the caid Thomas MeGreevy proposed to, and
made with Larkin, Connolly & Co., arrangements whereby the firm undertook to
bay him $25.000, oun condition that he would obtain for them the sum of thirty-tive
tents per yard for the dredging of 800,000 cubic yards in the Wet Basin of the
Quebee Harbour Works, the said Thomas McGreevy knowing that dredging of the
sume kind and even more difficult dredging, had up to that time been executed
for twenty-seven cents per yard and for even less in the same works,

“4. That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence, as a member of Parlia-
“Jl@nt, with the Department of Public Works, and in particular with Henry F.

erley, to induce him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission in favour of the
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payment of the said sum of thirty-five cents per yard, and that before the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners were consulled a written correspondence on this subject
between Henry F. Perley and Larkin, Connolly & Co. took place at the suggestion
of the said Thomas McGreevy, and with his knowledge and participation, was con-
ducted in such a manner as to conceal from Parliament and the public the corrups
nature of the contract.

“c. That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid to the said Thomas McGreevy $20,000 on
account of this arrangement and at his request $5000 was left in the hands of one
of the firm to be used in the then approaching Dominion Election at which the said
Thomas McGreevy was a candidate,

“d. That in pursuance of the arrangement above set out, and through the inter-
vention, effort and influence of the said Thomas McGreevy, and without any publie
tender being called for, a contract was made between the Quebee Harboutr Commis-
sioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for all the necessary dredging and removal of
material in the Wet Basin at the rate of 35 cents per cubic yard.

38. That during the winter of 1886-87 the said Thomas McGreevy pm;ﬁosed to, and
made with the firmn of Larkin, Connolly & Co., through certain members of the said firm,
an arrangement whereby the said firru undertook to pay to him the sun of %25,000 on_con-
dition that he would obtain for the firm the sum of 85 cents per cubic yard for the dredging
of 800,000 cubic yards in area of the Wet Basin in the Harbour of Quebec.

39. That dredging of the same kind, and even more difficult, had previously and up to
that time, and to the knowledge of the sald Thomas MclGreevy, been executed for the sum
of 27 cents per cubic yard, and even less, in the same works.

40. That the sard Thomas MecGreevy used his influence, as a member of this House,
with the Department of Public Works, and, in particular, with Henry F. Perley, Esq., to
induce him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission in favour of the payment of the
said sumn of 35 cents per cubic yard. .

41. That the correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., before the Quebec Harbour Commissioners were consulted, took place at
the suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy, and was conducted with his knowledge and
participation in such a manner as to conceal from the eyes of Parliament and of the public
the corrupt character of the contract, in connection with which he had received the sum of
$27,000,

"42. That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid in money to the said Thomas McGreevy the sum
of 820,000 in fulfilment of the arrangement above mentioned, and that at his own request a
sum of $3,000 was left, to secure the election of the said Thomas McGreevy to the House of
Commons at the general election of 1887, in the hands of one of the members of the firm,
who finding that sum insufficient, had to add thereto the sum of $2,000. .

43. That on the 23rd of May, 1887, in fulfilinent of the arrangement above mentioned,
and through the effort, the influence and the intervention of the said Thomas McGreevy and
without any public tender having been called for, a contract was made Letween the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co, for all the necessary dredging and
removal of material in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour works,

The evidence is explicit in support of this charge.

Robert McGreevy states that he had very little to do with the obtaining of the
contract, that there was some talk letween individual members of the firm and
between Thomas McGreevy and himself, and that the substance of these conversa-
tions was that the remainder of the dredging of the Wet Dock should be paid for at
an increased price. He also states that the result was that it was understood that
the price of dredging would be increased over what it had been in previous years,
and that finally it was arranged that the price should be 35 cents per cubic yard.
He states that the matter was then discussed with all the members of the firm of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., excepting Patrick Larkin, and that they gave Thomas
McGreevy to understand that they would take 32 cents and allow 3 cents (out of the
35 cents per yard) on the quantity proposed to be dredged (800,000 yards), for poli-
tical purposes. The document (Exaibit*“ M5”) in the hundwriting of Michacl Connolly,
he says he thinks was written in the presence of Murphy and Nicholas K. Connolly
and that it was handed him to show to Thomas McGreevy. and that he did so.

Thomas McGreevy denies the existence of any agreement or understanding such
as ix sworn to by Murphy and Robert McGreevy, but admits that Larkin, Connolly
& Co. subscribed $25,000 for political purposes.

He admits receiving $20,000 in that way.
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Murphy testifies that he gave $10,000 to Robert McGreevy for Thomas; thathe
gave another sum of $10,000 to Thomas McGreevy himself, and that he expended,
in a manner directed by Thomas MeGreevy, not only this $5,000 but $2,000 addi
tional. This statement was accepted by the other members of the firm and, accord-
ingly, $27,000 was charged to “expense account” in the books of the firm. The
Committee do not consider it important to determine whether the evidence of
Murphy as to these details is true or not, but his statements as to the disposition of
part of the sums of $5,000 and $2,000 are positively contradicted by the evidence of
some of the persons to whom he claims he made payments,

The document marked Exhibit “M5,” written by Michael Connolly, shows that
as far baclk as January a rate of 35 cents per yard for the new dredging had been dis-
cussed and arrived atas the price which was 1o be obtained for that work if possible,
Your Committee are of opinion that this document was prepared for the purpose of
being shown to Thomas McGreevy.

On the 16th and 26th &prxl respectively, Thomas \IcGrewy wrote to his
brother Robert, letters of which the material parts are as follows:

(Exhibit “ E27.) “16th April.

“T have just seen Perley about dredging. 1 have arranged to meet him on
Monday to discuss hisdredging report before he sends it to Har ‘bour Commissioner 3,
also other matter about Graving Dock, &e. * % %

‘*“ As Curran’s motion is coming up on Monday, I thought better to remain here,
also to see Perley and arrange matters with him. W hen I am wanted below you
will let me know.”

(Exbibit “ F2".) “26th April.

“I have just seen Perley on dredging. I think he will report on 35 cents and
put some conditions which will amount to nothing. He will report when I will Le
there.” * ¢

The allegation that Thomas McGreevy knew that dredging of the same kind,
and even more difficult, had, before that time, been executed for 27 cents per yard
and even less, in the same work, involves the necessity of a reference to evidence
introduced for the purpose of showing the relation, in this respect, of the contract
under discustion to the dredging contract of 1882 and that matter will be dealt with
under the 4th charge against the Department of Public Works, but there is little, if
any, room for doubt as to Thomas McGreevy’s knowledge that the price arranged for
was excessive.

Your Committee therefore find that Thomas McGreevy, knowing that his brother
wus a partner in the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., made an arrangement with
them by which he was to receive from them $25,000 to be appropriated for political
purposes, out of the proceeds of a contract for 800,000 cubic yards of dredging in
the Wet Dock of the Quebec Harbour Works at the price of 35 cents per yard.which
it was understood he would endeavour to procure for the firm. There is no evidence
that Thomas McGreevy used his influence with the Department of Public Works in
connection with the making of this contract. The contract was not fet by the De-
partment of Public Works but by the Harbour Commissioners, and it appears that
the Department had nothing to do with the contract. Mr, Peﬂe) was connected
with it only as Engincer of the Harbour Commissioners.

Th¢ only evidence of the use of influence upon Mr. Perley, asthe Chief Engineer
of the Harbour Commissioners is that constituted by the inference arising - from
Thomas McGreevy's letters. On account of Mr. Perley’s state of health, it was
found impossible to obtain evidence upon this and many other matters.

It is stated in the charge that, before the Harbour Commissioners were con-
sulted, a written correspondence on this subject between Mr. Perley and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., took place at the suggestion of Thomas MeGreevy. This correspon-
dence is given here : )
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“ Orrawa, 27th April, 1887.

“ GENTLEMEN,—There remains a very large quantity of materials in the Wet
Basin, Quebec Harbour Works, a portion of which it is desirable should be removed
during the ensuing summer, and the propriety of proceeding therewith I desire to
bring to the notice of the Commissioners. Before I can do this I wish to obtain the
price per cubic yard, measured in the same manner as was the dredging previously
done by you, at which you will do what is required.

“ I want only one price, which must cover the dredging to any depths required
which may not exceed fitteen feet below low-water spring tides, and the conveyance
to a place of deposit, whether on the embankment orinthe river. Anearly answer
will oblige,

“Yours obediently,

(Exhibit ©Y1".) “ HENRY F. PERLEY,

“ Chief Engineer.”

“ Quesec, 28th April, 1887,

« Henry F. PERLEY, Esq,,
“ Chief Engineer, Ottawa, ,

 Sir,—Your favour of the 27th inst. is at hand. In reply we would beg to say
that we are prepared to do what dredging is required, as mentioned in your letter,
for the average price of our previous dredging, viz., thirty-tive (35) cents, although
the difficnlties ave greater than we have had to contend with during the progress of
our previous dredging, inasmuch as the passage is narrow, the currents stronger, and
the distance to the place of deposit further. We are, Sir,

“ Your obedient servants,
(Exhibit “Y1".) “ LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.”

It appears that this correspondence took place before the Harbour Commis-
sioners were consulted. The matter was brought to their notice by the following
letter :

“ HarBour WORKS,
“ ENGINEER'S OFFICE,
“ QUEBEC, 6th May, 1887,

“ 81r,—As a large quantity of dredging remains to be done to complete the area
of the Wet Basin to a depth of 15 feet at low spring tides, and as it is desirable that a
portion of the work should be proceeded with during the ensuing summer, I addres-
sed a letter—a copy of which is attached—to Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co., asking
for a price at which they would do the dredging required, the measurement to be
made in the same manner as previously done, and the material conveyed to a place
of deposit, whether in the embankment or in the river. To this request Messrs,
Larkin, Connolly & Co. have replied, and state their price to be 35 cents per yard.
(See copy of their letter also attached.) If this offer be accepted, I have to request
that the expenditure in dredging during the year be limited to $100,000.

“ T am, Sir, your obedient servant,
(Exhibit “Y1".) “ HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.”

“A. H. Verrer, Esq.,

 Secretary-Treasurer,

* Harbour Commissioners.”

————

CHARGE No. 6.

SUBSIDIES TO STEAMER “° ADMIRAL.”

“That on the 10th May, 1888, the Government of Canada decided to pay to Mr
Julien Chabot, as owner, a sum of $12,500 yearly for five years as a subsidy to the
ivr '
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steamer ‘“ Admiral ” for plying between Dalhousie and Gaspé, and that the said
subsidy has since been paid accordingly, but that the said Julien Chabot was merely
a screen for the benefit of the said Thomas McGreevy, who was then and continued
for a long time thereafter the real owner of the raid steamer, in whole or in great
part, and that previous to the said 10th May, 1888 to wit, since 1883 or 1884, the
said amount of subsidy was yearly paid for the said steamer, the title thereto being
held by persons for the benefit of the said Thomas MecGreevy, and that the said
Thomas McGreevy received ultogether from such subsidies about $120,000.

45. That by an Order in Council dated 10th May, 1888, the Government of Canada
decided to pay a sum of $12,500 yearly during five years to Mr. Julien Chabot, on the
condition of his causing the steamer ““ Adimnral” to ply between Dalhousie and Gaspe,
forming a connection with the Intercolonial Railway.

46. That the said sum of twelve thousand five hundred dollars (812,500} has since been
paid in the manner prescribed in the Order in Council and the contract made thereunder.

47. That the said Julien Chabot was merely a screen for the benefit of the said Thomas
MeGreevy, who then was, and continued to be, for a long time thereafter, the proprietor of
the ““ Admiral,” in whole, or at least in great part.

48 That previous to the 10th of May, 1888, to wit, since 1883 or 1884, the same subsidy
of 512,500 was paid for the said steamer ‘ Admiral,” then also owned by men representing
the said Thomas MceGreevy.

49. That the said Thomas McGreevy received in that connection a sum of about £120,-
000, while being a member of the Parliament of Canada.

Inthe year 1882 Thomas McGreevy was the President, and Julien Chabot the Ma-
nager, of the St, Lawrence Steam Navigation Company and it appears that a steamboat
was required for the Baie des Chaleurs route, to take the place of a steamer of the
Company called the “ Clyde,” which was found to be unsuitabie for the service. The
Company had no means to make the necessarv purchase,and it wasarranged between
Thomas McGreevy and Chabot that the latter should go to New York to select and
purchase a suitable one, if possible, and that Thomas McGreevy should advance the
necessary funds for that purpose. Mr. Chabot proceeded to New York, selected the
steamer “ Admiral ” and sent for Mr. McGreevy to meet him there, which he did,
and the steamer was afterwards purchased, Chabot becoming the registered owner,
und a cash payment of $2,000 on account being made by Thomas McGreevy. The
amount of the purchase money was $16,000. The balance was paid by Thomas
MeGreevy about three weeks afterwards.

The evidence of Thomas McGreevy is to the effect that, at this time, he intended
and expected that the Company would be able to pay for and acquire the boat and
that, accordingly, he regarded his payments as an advance to the Company, upon
the payment of which Mr. Chabot would hold the title to the vessel in trust for them.
This, bowever, never took place. Thomas MeGreevy continued to be the sole bene-
ficial owner of the “ Admiral,” from the time she was purchased in New York until
the 25th February last, when she was sold by him to Nicholas K. Connolly. The
evidence of Mr. Chabot is that the transfer then made was absolute and in good faith,
The history of his ownership of the “ Admiral ” shows that Thomas McGreevy was
careful not to have the title in his own name at any time, as the following trans-
action will show,

In 1888, at his request, Julien Chabot transferred the title to Robert McGreevy,
who held it in trust for his brother, and afterwards, on a similar request, Robert
McGreevy executed a mortgage to Nicholas K. Connolly for $25,000—$20,000 of
which went to pay off a previous mortgage from Chabot to James Ross, the balance
being paid to Thomas Mc¢Greevy himself.

Thomas McGreevy admitted that he was the sole owner of the “ Admiral” from
the time she was purchased until he sold her to Nicholas K. Connolly on the 25th of
February last, and that he received $12,500 a year from the Government for the
¢ight years beginning with the season of 1883, as a subsidy to the steamer for plying
between the ports of Dalhousie and Gaspé.
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CHARGE No. 7.

CoNTRACT FOR SOUTH-WALL, 16TH FEBRUARY, 1887.

“a. That in the year 1886 the said Thomas McGreevy procured from public
officers the tenders sent into the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for the construc-
tion of the work called the “ South-wall ” and showed them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy,
Connolly and Robert H. McGreevy, in order to give them an undue advantage over
their competitors, and the said Murphy, Connolly and Robert H., McGreevy had
said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which they were delivered
to Henry F. Perley, who was then in Quebec, and that the contract was awarded to
John Gallagher, a mere figure head for the said Murphy, Connolly and Robert H.
MeGreevy who did the work for their own profit and advantage.

“ 6. That through the intervention and influence of the said Thomas McGreevy,
changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great profits to
the contractors, were made in the plans and works and in the conditions and secu-
rities set out and provided for in the contract.”

50. That in 1886, tenders were asked for by the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for the
construction of a work called the ‘¢ South Wall ™ or ‘* Retaining Wall.”

51. That Mr. McGreevy procured from public officials the tenders received, and showed
them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly »nd R. H. McGreevy, for whom he was acting, in
order to give them an undue advantage over their competitors.

52, That they had the said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which

iey were returned to Hemy F. Perley, then in Quebec, by the said Thomas McGreevy,

53. That the contract was awarded to one John Gallagher, a mere figure head for the
said Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, who did the work for their own profit and
advantage. .

54. That changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great
profits to the contractors were made in the plans and the carrying out of the works and in
the conditions and securities set out in the contract, through the influence and intervention
of the said Thomas McGreevy.

Murphy’s evidence as to the first part of this charge, is to the effect that on the
evening of the day on which the tenders for this work were opened in Quebec, the
tenders were in the possession of Thomas McGreevy at his house, and that Murphy
and Robert McGreevy tnere had access to these documents for an hour and a-halfor
more, and examined them during that time, and that afterwards they were enclosed
in an envelope und carried by Charles McGreevy, a son of Robert, to Mr. Perley,
who was then in Quebec, at the St. Louis Hotel. Robert McGreevy's evidence as to
this is substantially to the same effect, as is also that of Charles McGreevy.

It appears by the letter, a copy of which is below, that Robert McGreevy left
Quebec for Ottawa that evening.

The statements as to the meeting and as to his seeing the tenders after they had
been received by Mr. Perley, are denied by Thomas McGreevy.

The Minutes of the Harbour Commissioners show that the tenders, after being
opened at a meeting of the Board on the day in question, were handed to Mr, Perley.

The letter from Robert McGreevy to Murphy, above referred to, is as follows :

(Exhibit “ D13”) “ RussenL Housg, OTrawa, 22nd December, 1886.

“ My DeAr Mr. MurpHY,—I had expected to have seen you last night at train,
to give you copy of the extension of the three tenders. It was 9.40 before we got
through with them or I would have left you a copy. I now enclose it. You will
see that Gallagher is lowest, no matter what interpretation is put on McCarron &
Cameron’s. Of course they should not he asked to explain at all, but if the parties
in power decide to do 80, 1 wovld say do it at once, before asking Gallagher, and
then we will see. Yours is a decent tender, and no doubt you would be prepared to
do something, while on Gallagher’s nothing can be done. 1 hope Perley won't do
anything towards writing them until he comes up here. 1 tell you we have had a
close shave on Gallagher, and if you are obliged to accept it, it will be hard work to
make ends meet. I will be home on Friday morning.”
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The contents of this letter are obviously inconsistent with the evidence of Mur-
phy, Robert MeGreevy and Charles MeGreevy in respect of the alleged meeting at
the house of Thomas McGreevy. If Murphy was present with Robert McGreevy
when these tenders were being examined and memoranda made from them, and the
tenders were then taken by Charles McGreevy and handed to M». Perley, it is diffi-
cult to uuderstand why Robert McGreevy should think it necessary to state the time
at which he and whoever was working with him * got through,” and why he should
have to send the result of the comparisons from Ottawa, and why he should express
regret at not having met him ““last night” to give him * the extension of the three
tenders.”

This is one of the subjects upon which Mr. Perley was not examined, and the
Committee, finding the difficulty above indicated in the way of accepting the evi-
dence of the meeting, feel bound to conclude that the charge is not satisfactorily
established in this particular.

As to the charge that, through the intervention and influence of Thomas Mec-
Geevy, changes were made in the plans of the works and in the conditions and
securities, detrimental to the public interest, the changes made in the plans and
works were two: the raising of the level of the sewer adjoining the wall on the
south side, and the substitution of stone for concrete and brick in the construction
of the sewer. The necessity for this sewer was incidental to the constiuction of the
South-wall, which cut off the drains leading from the city of Quebec to the part of
the Harbour along which this South-wall ran, consequently it was necessary for the
Harbour Commission to provide a sewer leading along the land side to a point out-
side.

The level of this sewer was a metter as to which the Harbour Commissioners
were not concerned and the level did not affect the works in any way, but was a
matter to be dealt with by the city engineer of Quebec. The city engineer approved of
the substituted level. This change was advantageous to the contractors, inasmuch as
their work was thereby less affected by the tide.

As to the other charge, namely, the subtitution of stone for conerete and brick,
in the construction of this sewer, the evidence shows that the contractors proposed
the change, showing a plan of the work proposed to be substituted, and stating that,
according to calculations made by them, the cost would be about the same as the
cost of executing the original design. Mr. Boswell, Assistant Engineer, thereupon
made an approximate estimate of the difference between the Lwo designs, with the
result that, according to the contract prices (the contract being an item contract),
the work proposed to be .substituted would involve an additional cost of $13,028,
and he reported to the Chief Engineer accordingly.

The Chief Engineer replied that he could not agree that the cost of the work
should be increased and he refused to consent to the change, except on condition
that no additional cost should be allowed for. The contractors then agreed to do the
work proposed by them without additional cost, and it was executed accordingly.
The superior quality of the work as executed, to the work as designed, is proved
and does not appear to have been questioned at any time.

As regards an alleged change in respect of security, the evidence shows a disa-
greement between A. H. Verret, Secretary of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners,
and Thomas McGreevy as to the wording of a letter written by the latter to the
former, and filed by Verret, as authority for giving up to Murphy a certificate of
deposit of the Union Bank for $25,000 (twenty-five thousand dollars), held as
security for the performance of the contract, and taking in place of it an unaccepted
cheque of Murphy endorsed by N. K. Connolly for ihe same amount, The letter
which was produced by James Woods, who succeeded Verret as Secretary to the
Board, reads as follows:
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« Private.”
“ Quessc, 27th October, 1887.
“ Dear MRr. VerreT,—1 see objection to your taking Mr. O. E. Murphy’s cheque
endorsed by Mr. Connolly, for the one you now hold on deposit.
“ Your truly,
(Exhibit “L.") “ THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Verret testified positively that the letter on which he acted read as follows :
“ Private.”
“ QUEBEC, 27th October, 1887.
“ Dear Mg, Verrer,—I see no objection to vour taking Mr. O. E. Murphy's
cheque endorsed by N. Connolly, for the one you now hold on deposit.”
“ Your truly,
“ THOMAS McGREEVY.”

The suggestion is, that the original letter was abstracted, and the one produced
before the Committee sabstituted. Such a conclusion would seem to restexclusively
on Verret's reading of the letter when handed to him. The Committee incline to
the opinion that the letter produced is the one handed to Verret, that in reading it
on that occasion he expected to find in it an authority for an exchange of the security
and did not observe that the word * no” not heing there, it was not such authority.
They are further of opinion that Thomas MeGreevy, in writing the letter intended
to state that he had no objection, but that he inadvertently left out the word ““ no.” It
may be mentioned here that in giving his evidence on this matter Thomas McGreevy
stated that there was no reason why the Board should not have authorized the change.

No injury resulted from the relinquishment of the security and none was very
likely to result.

CHARGE No. 8.

GENERAL; A8 TO AGENCY, AND MONEYS RECEIVED FROM LARKIN, CoNNoLLY & Co.
axp Ropert H. McGREEVY.

“That from the years 1883 to 1890, both inclusive, the said Thomas McGreevy
received from Larkin, Connolly & Co. and from his brother. Robert H. MeGreevy,
for the considerations above indicated, a sum of about $200,000, and that during the
period aforesaid he was the agent and paid representative of Larkin, Conunolly & Co.
on the Quebec Harbour Board of Commissioners, in Parliament, and in connection
with the Department of Public Works.”

55. That from the year 1883 to 1890, both inclusive, the said Thomas McGreevy received
from Larkin, Connolly & Co., and from his brother, R. H. McGreevy,for the considerations
above indicated, a sum of about $200,000.

56. That during the period aforesaid he was the agent and paid representative of Larkin,
Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour Board of Commissioners, in Parliament, and in con-
nection with the Department of Pnblic Works.

Of the total of $200,000 above mentioned, we have already dealt with the following
items, namely : \ :

Cross-wall contract.. cvoiiiiviii i e, .$ 25,000

Supplementary contract for completion of Lévis Graving
C DOCK. e cereaenias 22,000
Dredging contract, 1887.............ooee Lol eerecreneaaraionns 27,000
Esquimalt Dock.....oocoviiiiiiiniiiininn, eercaerae reaes 35,000
$109,000

As to the balance, it is not disputed that a sum of $57,545 was paid to Thomas
MecGreevy by Robert MceGreevy out of his share of the latter inthe profits arising
irom the contracts in question.
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On the 14th January, 1889, Robert McGreevy wrote to Thomas MeGreevy, en-
closing a statement of account and claiming credit for $57,545 (received by Thomas),
as having been paid by the former, and it appears by this letter that the source of
this amount was the share of profits received by Robert McGreevy from the firm of
Larkin, Connoily & Co. The letter does not however indicate that Robert McGreevy
treated these profits as a matter in which Thomas MeGrrevy was interested. On the
contrary, he charges them as accounts to be credited by Thomas McGreevy to him
and it appears by the letter of Thomas McGreevy to Robert, dated 24th January,
1889, that they were so credited.

It appears, however, by a statement produced by him, that Robert McGreevy
claims that, in all, he paid to Thomas McGreevy the sum of $76,800 as Thomas
McGreevy’s share of the profits drawn by Robert McGreevy from the various con-
tracts in question.

This your Committee cannot accept as true, so farasit sets up the allegation that
these sums were paid as a share of profits in which Thomas McGreevy had a direct
interest, because they find that, in part, in his letter above referred to, and in an
account filed by him in the case of McGreevy against McGreevy (Exhibits « P13 7
and “QI13 ") he claims these payments as credits to which he is entitled in his
accounting with his brother; a position obviously inconsistent with the contention
that they were paid as his brother’s share of the profits drawn by Robert McGreevy
from the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. -

The preceding portions of this report show that your Committee cannot deter-
mine with any accuracy what amounts have been received by Thomas McGreevy
from the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. As regards the balance of the two hundred
thousand dollars ($200,000), mentioned in the above charge, and not dealt with, the
Committee can only report that the evidence is contradictory and irreconciliable
and that they have not been able to arrive at any definite conclusion.

As to the charge that during the period mentioned, Thomas McGreevy was the
agent and paid representative of Larkin, Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour
Commission in Parliament and in conpection with the Department of Public
Works, your Committee find that he did, in fact, act in the interest of the firm
throughout.

D ——

CHARGE No. 9.
REecErpr oF MoNEY oUT oF BAIE DES CHALEURS RAILWAY SUBSIDIES.

‘“That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the subsidies voted
by Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Chaleurs Railway a sum of over
$40,000.”

57. That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the subsidies voted by
Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Chaleurs Railway a sum of over $40,000.

It appears that, in 1883, Thomas McGreevy became the holder of one thousand,
and Robert. McGreevy the holder of five hundred shares in the Baie des Chaleurs
Railway Company. Nothing was paid for the stock by Thomas McGreevy.

In the Spring of 1886, an agreement was made between C. N. Armstrong and
Robert and Thomas McGreevy, whereby the McGreevys agreed to transferto Arm-
strong their fifteen hundred shares, the nominal value of which was $75,000 for
$50,000 cash, and $25,000 in bonds of the company. This agreement was not pro-
duced ; it was said to have been lost and the witnesses do not agree as to what were its
terms. Robert McGreevy states that the terms as to payment of the 50,000 were
that $10,000 was to be paid in cash and the balance in five payments of $8,000 each
out of the Dominion subsidy as earned by the construction of the first 20 miles of the
railroad. L. J. Riopel, who was the Managing Director of the Company and a party
to the agreement by way of guarantee, states that there was nothing in the agree-
ment as 1o any part of the amount heing paid out of the subsidies. The evidence of
C. N. Armstrong is not clear upon the point. In answer to the question: ** How was
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the 830,000 to be paid ?”" hesaid : “$10,000 in cash and five payments of $8,000 each.”
Later in the examination he ix asked: ¢ These four payments of $8,000 each were
taken out of the Government subsidies as they became due on account of the progress
of the work ?—A. Indirectly they were. Q. But, as a matter of fact, they were all
taken out of Government subsidies; there was no other source for paying it except
Government subsidies ?—A. There was another source, but that was the agreement.”

In 1886 or 1887, Thomas McGreevy transferred his shares to Robert, but there
 wus no cousideration for the transfer, and it appearsthat he continued to be interested
in this stock until long after the alleged receipt by him of a portion of the subsidies
in question,

It has been proved. and is indeed admitted by Thomas McGreevy, that he
received in the year 1886, $8,000 of this subsidy, and he admits that his brother
accounted to him in 1889 for his interest, the balance of the forty-two thousand paid
in all,

The charge against Thomas McGreevy in respect of these subsidies is vague,
but, in the light of the evidence, it can only be supported by the evidence of Arm-
strong as to the contract above referred to. In order to justify the conclusion that
Thomas McGreevy improperly received a portion of the subsidies under that agree-
ment, it should be established that the agreement provided for the payment of the
consideration in whole or in part out of such subsidies, or, at least, that the payment
of the consideration, in whole or in part, depended on the payment of such subsidies
by the Government, and as to this we find that the evidence is not sufficient to
warrant the certain conclusion that such was the effect of the agreement, and your
Committee, therefore, conclude that although he, Thomas MecGreevy, did receive a
portion of the subsidy, his doing 5o has not been shosvn to have been improper,

CHARGE No. 10.

Use or NaME or tdE HoNouraBLE MINISTER oF PuBric WORKS.

“That the name of the Honourable Minister of Public Works was made use of by
the said Thomas McGreevy in his dealings with Larkin, Connolly & Co. 8o as to
give the impression that he had control over him ; the said Thomas McGreevy
undertaking to obtain his co-operation, or devlaring he had secured it, and that in
the name of the Minister of Public Works large sums of money were corruptly
demanded by the said Thomas MceGreevy from Larkin, Conuolly & Co. That he
used the Minister’s name before the Harbour Commissioners, and that from 1882 to
the present Session of Parliament he lived in the same house as the Minister, thereby
giving the impression to Larkin, Conuolly & Co. that he had absolute control over
him and that he was acting as the Minister’s representative in his corrupt transac-
tions with them.”

59. That the said Thomas MeGreevy on several occasions demanded in the name of the
Hon. Minister of Public Works and received from Larkin, Connolly & Co. sums of money.

60. That from 1882 to the present Session the said Thomas McGreevy has always lived
in the same house as the Hon. Minister of Public Works, and that he seems to have done
s0 in order to put in the mind of Larkin, Connolly & Co. the impresslon that he had over
said Hon. Minister an absolute control and that he was acting as his representative in his
cocrupt transactions with them.

61. That in fact on many occasions he used the name of the Hon. Minister of Public
Works in his dealings with them, undertaking to obtain his co-operation or declaring that
he had secured it. )

As {o this charge, your Committee find that the name of the Minister of Public
Works was made use of by Thomas McGreevy in his dealings with Larkin, Connolly
& Co., and that this was done in such a way as to give the impression that he had
influence with the Minister. They do not find that sums of money were corruptly
demanded by Thomas McGreevy from Larkin, Connolly & Co., nordo they find that
he used the Minister's name improperly before the Harbour Commissioners. It
appears that during the time that Thomas McGreevy attended the sessions of Par-
liament, since the year 1882 to the beginning of the present session, he lived in the
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same house with the Minister, but the Committee are unable to find any evidence
that he thereby gave the impression to Larkin, Connolly & Co. that he had control
over the Minister, or that he was the Minister’s representative in any of the trans-
actions referred to.

CHARGES AGAINST THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS.
CHARGE No. 1.

“ Cross-waLL "’ ConTRacT, 26TH MaY, 1883.

“That while the tenders for the Cross-wall were being examined and the quan-
tities applied in the Department of Public Works, the said Thomas McGreevy
obtained from the Department, and from officials of the Department, information as
to figures and amounts, and in other respects as to the said tenders, and in conse-
quence of such information, and by improper manipulations in conuection with the
said tenders, the contract was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co.”

17. That while all the tenders were being examined and the quantities applied in the
Department of Public Works of Canada, the said Hon. Thomas MctGreevy, then and now a
member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the GGovernment, promised to obtain, and did obtain, from the Depart-
ment of Public Works of Canada, and from officials of that Department, in relation to the
sald tenders, to figures in connection therewith, and to the amounts thereof, information
which he offered to communicate before the result was officially known, and which he did
communicate tothe firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and to certain members of the said firm
individually.

18. That to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Messrs., Gal-
lagher and Beaucage were lower that those of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but that in consi-
deration of the promise of $25,000 to be to him paid, he, the said Thomas McGreevy, agreed
to secure the acceptance of the tenders of Larkin, Counolly & Co., and that he suggested to
that firm and to certain members thereof individually, to make arrangements in connection
with the said Gallagher and Beaucage, and to so manipulate matters as torender the tenders
of those two parties higher than those of the said firm, or, at all events, to secure the con-
tract for Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that said arrangements and manipulations were car-
ried out as suggested by him.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations, wherein the said
Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for the Cross-wall and lock in con-
nection with the Quebec Harbour Works was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co. on areport
t0 Council made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th May, 1833.

The material facts showing the sequence of events preceding the awarding of
the contract have been set out in the portions of this report which refer to the
charges against Thomas McGreevy.

As to the charge that while the tenders were being examined and the quantities
applied, in the Department of Public Works, Thomas McGreevy obtained from the
Department, and from officials of the Department information as to figures and
amounts, and in other respects, as to the said tenders, we find that the only
information which Thomas McGreevy obtained, and which he can be said to have
used improperly, was communicated to him in Ottawa by the late Mr. Boyd, an
engineer of the Department of Public Works, when Mr. Boyd was engaged in the
application of the quantities to these tenders.

This information may have been given by Mr. Boyd without any conscious im-
propriety on his part.

The position of Thomas McGreevy asa member of the Quebec Harbour Commis-
mission would naturally appear to Mr. Boyd to justify his enquiries and the answers,
in the mind of any person doing the work in which Mr. Boyd was engaged, and
ignorant as he may have been of the existence of any improper object.

As to the branch of this charge under which it has been contended that impro-
per quantities were wilfully applied to the tenders in the interest of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., we incorporate herein portions of the report of Messrs. Jennings and
Macdougall, the Engineers appointed by the Committee, which have reference to this
part of the inquiry. .
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In the instructions to these Engineers, one of the matters required of them was
to compare the quantities shown by the plans and profiles with -the quantities
applied to the several tenders for the works,

On this branch of their work they report as follows :

* The pluns laid before us, and said to be the originals examined by intending
contractors when preparing to tender (and from which we, with the aid of specific-
ations and the use of a scale, were enabled to obtain approximately the quantities of
crib-work, sheet-piling, concrete, stone filling and earth work, as originally intended),
are, we regret to say, not such a complete exhibit as one should expect to find in
connection with the letting of this important undertaking, and may now be enume-
rated and referred to as follows :

Sheet No. 1.— Is a block plan showing location and dimension of cribs forming
the foundations for the North and South Quay-walls, the entrance and caisson
chamber.”

Sheet No. 2.—*1s a plan, clevation and section, showing dimensions and manner
of construction of erib-work in Quay-walls, This plan has been changed in dimen-
sions and design, thus making it impossible to discern what was originally intended,
other than by reference to the specification and the use of a scale. The cribs are
shown as resting on piles, also with sheet-piled facing at base, neither of which are
referred to in the specification.”

Sheet No. 3.—* Is a plan of entrance cribs, and an elevation of caisson chamber
cribs; it also shows alterations in dimensions and design as instance in the first
clause of specifications, under heading of ‘ crib-work,” it is specified that the top of
the crib-work is to be placed 6 inches below low water or datum, whereas it is shown
on plan as being over one foot above that level, or subject to exposure during low
gpring tides.”

“The remaining plans (some of which were referred to by witnesses as originals)
laid before us, are evidently of a subsequent date, as they set forth the design finally
adopted for closing the entrance, also siuices, gates and ironwork.

“It seems incredible that the three plans above referred to compose the whole
of the original set, as one would naturally expect to find a general plan of the site
of the work and immediate surroundings, also one showing longitndinal and cross
sections through the Quay-wall to explain the mode of construction of the various
features ot masonry, concrete, crib and earthwork and it is to be regretted that the
plans referred to as having been approved by the Governor General in Council in
connection with this work are not torthcoming, as they would, in all probability
throw additional light on the subject, and we venture the opinion that had the late
engineer, Mr. Boyd, lived to see the completion of his work, matters not now clear,
and especially relating to the original schedule of quantities as applied by him to
the prices submitted by tenderers, would have been made plain. * * *

“ By a comparison based on quantities of crib-work, concrete, stone-ballast, sheet-

iling and eartb-filling, taken by us from the said original plans and specifications,
we find the following results in these items alone:

g

(See details on 3, Peters & Moore.......... ceer e eenie.., $281,009 00
Sheet “C.7) Larkin, Connolly & €0 cvvereeee wovvreeresees onene 369,971 70
G. Beaueage ....coo. v vevviiiitiiiiiit e 389,871 00

J. Gallagher........ Ceere e aneeteat e taararan. ren anneee 405,346 32

Samson & Sams0n.... co. veivivirirrirennieeenaanns 552,812 00

“And this comparison carried out by the addition thereto of the items in
schedule of quantities used in above comparisons and not obtainable from plans and
specifications, we find the position of the tenders to be:

(See Sheet “C” & Peters & M0OOTE .. .. cvvveierieieiienineinneeninens. $ 736,243 50
for detaile)  Tarkin, Connolly & Co..veeeenreenne. cereeeaaees 753,371 70
J.Gallagher...ccoovvvvriniiiiiiiiiiiiin i e, 762,378 32

G BeAUCALE. . ueo o ivveiriieiies cceeeies reeianaes 765.510 50

Samson & SamBON ...veeviiiiniriiiiirieiiereeieas 1,032,011 20
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As to the plans, the evidence of Mr. Coste, Assistant Engineer of the Depart-
ment of Public Works, who was called as a witness after the report, of which the
above is an extract, was put in, goes to justify the doubts of Messrs. Jennings and
Macdougall, as to whether they had the proper data upon which to determine
whether the quantities applied to the tenders before the tenders were awarded
were or were not justified by the material from which the quantities were taken out.,

It appears that the quantities ascertained from the Engineers’ report are the
result of measurements from the working plans, either prepared or altered at a date
subsequent to the letting of the contract, and, for the reasons which appear in that
report, your Committee are unable to conclude, with any degree of certainty, that
there was a wilful application of improper quantities,

CHARGE No. 2.

CoNTRACT FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE EsquiMart Dock, 8tE NoVEMBER, 1884,

“That after tenders were asked for by the Government for the completion of the
Esquimalt Dock and before Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered for that work, Thomas
Mectireevy obtained from the Department of Public Works, information, figures and
calculations which he communicated to Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that during the
execution of the contract, the said Thomas McGreevy, acting as agent of Larkin,
Connolly & Co., obtained from the Department important alterations in the plans and
works and more favourable conditions enabling the Contractors to realize, to the
detriment of the public interest, very large sums of money.”

27. That before tendering the said Larkin, Cennolly & Co. had with Thomas McGreevy,
then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, communications and interviews
wherein they secured his services to assist them in dealing with the Department of Public
Works in order to secure the said contract.

28. That he agreed to help them, and that he did in fact help them in divers ways, and,
amongst others, by obtaining from the Department of Public Works information, figures,
and calculations which he communicated to them.

30. That during the execution of the said contract, the said Thomas MeGreevy was the
agent or one of the agents in the pay of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in dealing with the Depart-
ment of Public Works ; that he endeavoured to obtain, and did obtain for them, at their
request, important alterations in the works and more favourable conditions.

33. That in consideration of the sums of money so received by him and of the promises
to him made, the said Thomas McGreevy furnished to Larkin, Connolly & Co., a great deal
of information ; strove to procure and did procure to be made by the Department and the
Hon. Minister of Public Works, in the plans of the Graving Dock and the execution of the
works, alterations which have cost large sums of money to the public treasury.

The notice for tenders for this contract called for prices for the various classes
of work, and the contract was based on a schedule of rates applied to estimated
quantities for the completion of the Dock. This Dock had been in part constructed
by the previous contractors and by days’ work under the authority of the Govern-
ment of British Columbia. The estimated quantities for the completion were
prepared by Mr. Bennett, who had been the Resident Engineer under Messrs.
Kinipple & Morris from the commencement, and these estimates were reported by
Mr. Truteh to the Department ot Public Works.

The final estimates were based on Bennett's measurenent of the quantities
actually executed, applied to the schedule of rates contained in the contract, and the
resul: was that the total cost amounted to $581,527, making a difference of $206,968
between the cost as estimated, at the time of the letting of the contract, and the
actual cost of the work as finished.

The amount of Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s tender, applying the schedule of rates
to Bennett’s estimate of gquantities, was $374,559.
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Of this difference we find, by the Engineers’ second report, that $53,897 is
referable to changes in the plans and in the execution of the work, the details of
which are given by them as follows:

“The alteration in the drip of the dock floor details

at mouth of culvert and outer invert amount t0.................% 601
“The cost of the circular head as measured from the
plans, amounts to. ..o $ 39,532

“ Deduct the value of the works included in the invert
and caisson berth, side walls, &c., as shown on
contract plans........oooiiiiei i e 22,507

17,025

$ 17,626
“The cost of altars, ashlar and dock walls, as con-

structed and taken from fi.al estimate ... ...... § 136,070
“ Deduct value of these items as measure’l on con-

tract plans and value of cement concrete dis-

placed by the increased size of stone............... 103,191

— " 32,879
“The difference in cost of the caisson chamber as
constructed in stone instead of brick:

Caisson chamber as built in stone................ $§ 33,149

do do do  brick.... 29,757
-—_ 3,392
I KOTE: I TiTC T 1 PSP 8 53,897

The total amount of extras according to Mr. Perley was $23,015.

Adding these two items of $53,897, and $23,015 and then deducting this $76,912
from the above $206,968, we have remaining $130,076, as a balance to be accounted
for. Asto Bennett'sfinal estimates no evidence was otfered as to their beingincorrect.
On the other hand it is to be remarked that his estimate of the work still remaining
to be done at the date of the assumption of the undertaking by the Government of
the Dominion appeuars to have been very inaccurate.

Sir Hector Langevin thus explains the difference :—

Therefore, I say this, that the estimated amount of the tender, as Mr. Tarte
said, is $374,559.33. The amount of the final estimate was $581527.80. The
difference between the final estimate and the amount of the tender is $206,968.47.
Now, to make this difference of $206,968.47 between the final estimate and the
amount tendered there are these figures :

Extra work not in tender...... ..... ..., . PN $47.584 95
Keel blocks, special agreement........... et eteriree raas 2,469 00
Then the allowance on plant.......cooveeeiiiniinnn i, 19,427 13

These three items form a sum of $69,981.08, reducing the difference to $136,987.39.
This extra amount is made up as follows:

Extra earth and rock excavation.......cooociviiianininn. $ 44,400 00
Recoursing of stone................. e vee eerirar e 41,200 00

Substitute of Stone for brick......coveeeiceenrienenen s o 5,800 00

That is the sum that was mentioned as being six thousand dollars.

Extra due to circular head. That was when the second entrance was removed
and we finished it in a circular head, as the other docks in the country are, $31,500.

Extra due to augmentation in other quantities, $14,087.39, making a totgl of
these five items of $136,987.39; so it covers the whole ground.

As to the charge that information was improperly communicated from the
Department to Thomas McGreevy, we find that the tenders were returnable at Ottawa
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on the 20th September, 1384, and that on the 9th of that month Thomas McGreevy
wrote a private note to Mr. Perley, Chief Engineer of the Department of Public
Works. This note was not produced. Mr. Perley replied as follows:

“ (Private.)
“ Carer ENGINEER'S OFFICE, DEPARTMENT oF PUBLIc WORKS,
“Orrawa, 11th September, 1884,

“My pEAR MR. McGREEVY.—Your private note of the 9th to hand, and in
reply send you® herewith a copy of the specification of the Graving Dock, British
Columbia, two copies of tender and sheets showing the quantities of work to be done
to complete the work, these quantities having been computed by the Resident
Engineer in British Columbia. I ecannot send the ratessupplied by myself, as I have
never determined them. My estimate of the probable cost to finish was arrived at
en bloc, and amounted to $390,000, or, deducting the $50,000 for plant and materials
(see specification) $340,000 net. Isenda photograph of the work asit stands, which
may be of assistance to you, but an examination of the plans on exhibition here is
desirable. I am told the best and most suitable quarry is 80 miles from Victoria at
or near Nanaimo, You will see by the list of plant, &c., that cement cost the Depart-
ment $25 per ton landed, but to this must be charged the expense of unloading, cart-
age lo works, storing, &c. I expect 1o be in Quebec on Monday, and could see you
between 2 and 4, as 1 want to leave at o and be back here on Tuesday at mid-day.

“Yours faithfully,
“HENRY F. PERLEY.
“ Hon. Taos. McGREEVY,
“ Quebec.”

(Exhibit “ R6.”)

This constitutes all the evidence under this branch of the charge.

Mr. Perley says in his evidence that he had been in the habit of giving such
information and uses this language: “I have always done so and will continue to
do so0.”

Although the tenders were not for a lump sum contract, yet, to some extent,
such information, in respect of an item contract, might give the persons receiving it
an advantage over other tenderers.

It is shown, and is indeed admitted by Thomas McGreevy, that he sought to
bring about the discharge of Bennett, the Resident Engineer, but this does not seem
to have been relied upon as a matter supporting the charge against the Department,
and it is sufficient to say, on this part of the charge, that that officer was retained
1n his position until the work was completed.

Evidence was given that steps were taken by the contractors to bring about the
substitution of granite at an additional rate of §1 per yard for sandstone in the
construction of the dock and that they afterwards changed their minds and took
steps to prevent this change taking place. It appears that the change was recom-
mended by the Chief Engineer and approved by the Minister, but the change was
not authorized by Council and was not made.

Ax to the changes which were made, we now quote from the Engineers’ second
report as follows : .

“The dock was designed and the contract provides for the construction of
inverts and a caissou berth at the head of the dock, in anticipation at some future
date of an extension of the dock. Representations having been made, that owing
to the increasing size of vessels trading on the adjacent waters, as well as the size
of the newer ships of war of Her Majesty’s Navy, the new dock would soon be
found inefficient—a Memorandum, dated the 21st January, 1885, was submitted to
the Honourable Minister of Public Works by the Chief Engineer relating to the
size of steamers plying on the Atlantic Ocean, and some of the ships of the Royal
Navy. In this Memorandum the Chief Engineer recommends the removal of the
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projected works for a second entrance and the extension of the dock, as follows:—
* As befoie stated, the works for a second entrance at the head of the dock are, and
will remain, useless, and if the dock bottom were carried out, and these works
abolished, a farther length of 50 feet, would be obtained within the limits of the
present contract at an additional expense of, say, $35,000, or a total of $410,000." "

“This recommendation was adopted by Order in Council dated 3rd February
1885. (Exhibit “ R4.”)

“The works at the head of the dock were thus altered by the substitution of u
cireular head (haviug a radius of 26 feet), in lieu of the inverts angd caisson berth
originally designed, thereby lengthening the side walls and increasing the length of
the dock 50 feet, and making the total length 430 feet. The plans for this alteration
were sent to the Dominion Government Agent, the Hon. J. W, Truteh, by the Chief
Engineer on the 4th May, 1885, letter No. 13538.

‘“ Shortly after the commencement of the work, the contractors submitted to
the Hon. J. W. Trutch a plan showing a proposed alteration at the head of the dock,
along with three other plans, showing: (1) Proposed change in drip of dock floor
from 1 in 370 to 1 in 400; (2) in masonry of outer invert; (3) in details of ashlar
in main culvert in dock floor; all of which were submitted to the Chief Engiueer.
The alterations proposed by the three last named plans were approved of and ordered
by the Chief Engineer, in his letter to Hon. J. W. Trutch dated 16th April, 1885,
No. 13416 (Exhibit “Q5 ™). The pians for the recoursing of the ashlar were approved
of and ordered on the 4th Muy, 1885, by letter No. 13537 (Exhibit < 25.”)”

The alteration in the drip of the dock floor, and the substitution of stone
for brick in the construction of the caisson chamber, may be passed by as unimpor-
tant, and your Committee have no ground for finding that they were not properly
permitted and approved of by the Engineer. The change involved in the adoption
of a circular head instead of a second entrance at the head of the dock, we find to
have been a desirable and proper departure from the original design, giving an
increase of fifty feet in the length of the dock, at a total increased cost of $17,025,
the work being paid for at the contract schedule rates. The substitution of larger
courses in the stone work was properly permitted, and resulted in the construetion
of a more valuable and permanent work than that originally designed, at a time
when it appears the plans were prepared under the belief that large stones were not
available.

It appears that this change was allowed by the Department on the 4th of May,
1885, when the following letter was written by Mr. Perley to Mr. Trutch :

{Exhibit “Z5".) “ DEPARTMENT OF PuBLic WORKS,
“ Orrawa, 4th May, 1885.

“ Srr,—I write in confirmation of the following message sent to you to-day:—
¢ Telegram received ; Minister authorizes you to permit contractors to build work
with stone of increased sizes as proposed by themselves, they to be made aware that
this permission is merely acceding to their request, and not ordering them to make
the change.’

“ Your long message of the 2nd I laid before Sir Hector, together with mv tele-
grams of the 16th and 20th April, and Jdetters in confirmation of same, and the above
telegram was sent to you at his request.

“ I am of the opinion that the contractors should have preferred their request
in writing before being-permitted to change the courses, but as they have not done
g0, but have informally applied here for permission to do so, it has been granted to
them, and I will inform them here of this decision of the Minister, and that no extra
payment will be made to them on account of this change.

I am, Sir, your obedient servant,
“ HENRY F. PERLEY,
’ “ Chief Engineer.
“ Hon., J. W. Trurch, C.M.G.,
“ Dominion Agent, Victoria, B.C.”
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The contractors were thereupon duly informed of the above authorization and
notified that no extra payment would be allowed for the increased size and quantity
of the stone.

The contracters, nevertheless, in September of that year, made a claim for pay-
ment for this item. Mr, Perley went to Esquimalt in the autumun of that year, and
after his return he made the following report (Exhibit “S6"):

“CHIEF ENGINEER'S OFFICE.
“Orrawa, 18th January, 1886.
“ No. 15636,
“Subj—Esq. Dock.
¢« Ref. No.

“ Sir,—In accordance with the orders of the Hon. the Minister, I have made an
examination of the works in progress for the construction of the Graving Dock at
Isquimalt, B.C., and bave to report that I found the work to be well advanced and
of most excellent quality, and, barring extraordinary accidents, I see no reason why
the contractors should not have completed the same at the date stipulated in the
contract.

“ There are, however, two or three matters connected with this dock which I
desire to bring forward for consideration by the Hon. the Minister.

“ According to the original plans and specifications for this dock and under
which it was commenced and carried on by the Provincial Government of British
Columbia up to 1883, when the work was assumed by the Dominion, and also in ac-
cordance with the plans and specifications prepared by myself for the completion of
the dock, it was shown that the masonry should be built in courses of a certain
thickness, such thickness having been determined by the prevailing idea that stone of a
greater thickness could not be obtained.

¢ After Messrs. Larkin and Connolly arrived at Victoria they made a dilligent
search for a quarry from which to obtain the quality of stone demanded by the spe-
cification and they obtained one on Salt Spring Island, from which stone of any
size and of excellent quality could be obtained. Such being the case, they submitted
4 proposal to re-course the work in the dock whereby one stone took the place of two
in depth. This proposal was assented to, and having seen the work done prior to
1883, and compared it with that done by the present contractors, I have no hesita-
tion in raying that the change made to the larger stone has increased the strength
and durability of the dock.

“ According to the specification, the stone work is backed by concrete, each
being paid for at a different price. By the substituzion of larger eourses of stone, the
quantity of'stone used has been increased beyond the quantity originally specified
and the quantity of concrete backing proportionately lessened, and the change thus
made will increase the cost on the dock about $35,000, ‘

“ T may here mention that originally the masonry in the Graving Dock at Lévis,
Quebec, was intended to be in comparatively shallow courses, but, it having been
found possible to obtain a very much heavier class of stone, the courses were doubled
in thickness, to the material advantage of that work,

“The stone used at Esquimalt is a sandstone, not differing much in hardness
and texture from sandstone generally and not so well adapted for wear and tear as
limestone, granite or hard stone of that class, and in view of the great amount of
wear and tear to which a dock of this nature is subjected, it is in my opinion a most
fortunate thing that the contractors were able to obtain so large a class of stone as
they have used, and, as a direct benefit has been conferred, I have to recommend
that they be paid full measurement for all the stone they have placed in the dock,
due care being taken to reduce the quantity of backing.

“T have the honour to be, Sir, your obedient servant,
“HENRY F. PERLEY,
y ‘ * Chief Engineer.
A. Gosikr, Esq..
“Secretary, Public Works Department.”
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The recommendation was approved by the Minister, the approval was commu-
nicated by an official letter of the 28th January and payments were made accord-
ingly.

g The contract for this work contained a provision by which the contractors
agreed to take over, at a valuation of $50,000, and as part of the consideration of the
contract, a certain guantity of' plant taken over by the Dominion Government from
the Government of British Columbia. A claim for a reduction on the value of this
plant was made by the contractors in the spring of 1885, when the matter was
referred to Mr. Bennett, who reported a shortage of $10.45, based on the inventory.
The claim then made by the contractors was for an allowance of' $12,500.

In a report of the 18th January, Mr. Perley makes the following statement:—

# % k¢ Whilst at Esquimalt 1 made a caretul examination of the plant, materials,
&e., mentioned in the schedule attached to the contract to be taken over by the
contractors, and with reference thereto I can only state that it is to be regretted that
a very large portion of it was accepted at any price from the Provinsial Government.
It is old, unserviceable, of no use, and of but very little value, and in my opinion the
prices which were affixed to many of the articles are very much in excess of their
value ; but could they have been made use of they might have proved of benefit,
instead ot being not of any service.

“ I presume the value of these articles will become a question at afuture date
between ¢he Department and the contractors. ”

No departmental action appears to have been taken upon this report; but it
appears that, when Mr, Perley was making up and deciding on the final estimate, he
allowed a deduction of $19,873 from the amount of $50,000 above mentioned. The
evidence of Sir Heclor Langevin and of Mr. Perley shows that the sole responsibility
of this transaction rests upon Mr. Perley and that it did not come to the knowledge
of the Minister.

In view of the evidence before them, and after full inquiry into the circum-
stances of the case, your Committee feel bound to express their disapproval of the ~
allowances made in respect of the plant and of the re-coursing of the stone.

CHARGE No. 3.
“ SoutH-wALL ” ContrAcr, 16TH FEBRUARY, 1887.

“ g, That in the year 1886, the said Thomas McGreevy procared from public
officials, the tenders sent in to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for the construc-
tion of the South-wall of the Quebec Harbour Works and showed them to Messrs,
0. E. Murphy, Connolly and Robert H. MeGreevy in order to give them an undue
advantage over their competitors, and the said Murphy, Connolly and Robert Mc-
Greevy had said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which they
were delivered to Henry F. Perley, who was then in Quebec; and that the contract
was awarded to John Gallagher, a mere figure head for the said Murphy, Connolly
and Robert H. McGreevy, who did the work tor their own profit and advantage.

“p. That through the intervention and influence of the said Thomas McGreevy,
changes, detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great profits to
the contractors, were made in the plans and the works, and in the conditions and
securities et ont and provided for in the contract.”

51, That Mr, Thomas McGreevy procured from public officials the tenders received, and
showed them to Messrs, O. E, Murphy, Connolly and R. H. Mctreevy, for whom he was
acting, in order to give them an undue advantage over their competitors. .

52. That they had the said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which
they were returned to Henry F. Perley, then in Quebec, by the said Thomas McGreevy.

53. That the contract was awarded to one John Gallagher, a mere figure-head for the
said Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, who did the work for their own profit and
advantage.

5% That changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great
profits to the c-mtractors, were made in the plans, and the carrying out of the works, and in
the conditions and securities set out in the contract, through the influence and intervention

of the said Thomas McGreevy. .
ivff



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

The branch of this report which deals with the charges against Thomas
McGreevy, in connection with this contract, expresses all that need be said as to
this charge, in so far as it relates to the Department.

The only changes made in the execution of the work were properly allowed and
they involved no additional cost above that provided for by the contract.

CHARGE No. 4.
ConTrACT FOR DREDGING WET BasIN AT 35 CEnTs PER YARD, 23rD May, 1887,

“ (a.) That the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, having made a corrupt arrange-
ment with Larkin, Connolly & Co., providing for a contract for the dredging ot
800,000 cubic yards in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour Works, used hisinfluence
as 2 Member of Parliament with the Department of Public Works. and in particular
with Henry F. Perley, and induced him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission
in favour of the payment of the said sum of thirty-five cents per yard; and that a
correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin, Connolly & Co.
took place at the suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy before the Quebec Har-
bour Commissioners were consulted, and was conducted in such a manner as to
conceal the corrupt character of the contract,

“(b.) That through the intervention, effort and influence of the said Thomas
McGreevy, and without any public tender having been called for, a contract was
made between the Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for
the above-mentioned work.

*“(¢.) That in the execution of the works of the above contract extensive frauds
were perpetrated to the detriment of the public treasury, and sums of money were
paid corruptly to officers under the control and direction of Henry F. Perley and
appointed by the Quebec Harbour Commission.”

40. That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence as a Member of this House with
th eDepartment of Public Works, and in particular with Henry F. Perley, Esq., to induce
him to report to the Quebee Harbour Commission in favour of the payment of the said sum
of 35 cents per cubic yard.

41. That the correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., before the Quebec Harbour Commissioners were consulted, took place at
the suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy, and was conducted with his knowledge and
participation in such a manner as to conceal from the eyes of Parliament and of the public
the corrupt character of the contract, in connection with which he had received $27,000.

43. That on the 23rd May, 1887, in fulfilment of the arrangement above mentioned, and
through the effort, the influence and the intervention of the said Thomas McGreevy and
without any public tender having been called for, a contract was made between the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co., for all the necessary dredging and
removal of material in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour works.

44. That in the execution of the works of this contract extensive frauds were perpetrated,
to the detriment of the public treasury, and sums of money were paid corruptly to officials
Ender the control and direction of Henry F. Perley and appointed by the (Quebec Harbour

ommission.

The principal facts relating to the making and carrying out of this contract are
set out and commented on in the part of this report which deals with the charges
affecting Thomas McGreevy.

It appears that the Department of Public Works had nothing to do with the
awarding of the contract or with the execution of the work under it. By the
authority of Statute the contract was awarded to carry out plans which had pre-
viously been approved by the Governor in Council, and under which the dredging was
done under the contract of 1882. Accordingly the matter did not come before the
Department and Mr. Perley’s connection with it was exclusively in his capacity as
engineer of the Harbour Commissioners,

The following considerations are material :

The contract was for dredging to a depth not exceeding 15 feet below low water.
The price for that kind of dredging in the contract of 1882, was 27 cents. Large
profits had been made by the contractors under that contract, but there is nothing
to show that Mr. Perley was aware of that fact.

ivgq
1—c*



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 189

No tenders were called for, As to this there was no statutory obligation upon
the Commissioners to call for tenders. The only Act relating to the Harbour Board
which required tenders was that of 1882, in reference to the Cross-wall. It is
questionable whether under the circumstances existing at the time, it would have
been advantageous to call for tenders. The cost of the work was limited to
$100,000, Larkin, Connolly & Co. owned the only plant in the country suitable for
the work, and it would seem improbable that any other contractor would build, or
bring to Quebec, the necessary plant to do a limited amount of dredging like this.
Larkin, Connolly & Co., having the plant on the ground, would apparently control
the situation in case of tenders being called for. While these considerations may
justify the course of Mr. Perley in not calling for tenders, the fact still remains that
the same kind of dredging had been done under the previous contract by the same
contractors at 27 cents, and that no effort was made to reduce the figure named in the
contractors’ offer at 35 cents; and Mr. Perley’s course in connection with the
recommendation of the offer of the contractors to the Harbour Commissioners,
caunot, in the opinion of the Committee, be justified.

As to the alleged frauds in the execution of the work and corrupt payments to
officers, the inspectors appointed by the Harbour Commissioners, namely, Messrs,
Branelle, Pelletier and Germain were paid by Larkin, Connolly & Co. nearly $6,000,
1o induce them to make false returns of the amounts of dredging done from time to
time, and this, in connection with evidence as to the capacity of the dredges
employed and the work done by the same dredges in previous years, leaves no room
for doubt as to the correctness of this part of the charge.

While the contract was limited to an expenditure of $100,000, which would pay
for about 286,000 yards, the dredging done was returned at 731,000 yards and this
quantity was paid for during the seasons of 1887, 1888 and 1889. A large portion
of this dredging appears to have been done to a depth exceeding that provided for
in the contract, which was all that was required for the Wet Basin. Nosatisfactory
explanation of this latter fuct has been given,

The profits of this dredging contract are greatly augmented by the fact that
Larkin, Connolly & Co. were allowed, under another contract, a liberal price per
yard for depositing the dredged material in the wall,

Before leaving this branch of the reference, your Committee feel themselves
obliged to mention two other matters which appeared in evidence, although they
perhaps do not come under any specific charge.

One of these was the fact, admitted by Mr. Perley, that he received a present,
in jewellery and silverware, to the value of about $1,885, from Owen E. Murphy, on
behalf of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., on or about the 26th day of January,
1887, Of this present Murphy took care to remind the Chief Engineera few months
after it had been made.

The other matter relates to the allowances which were made to the contractors
in respect of the Lévis Graving Dock, and the consequent large excess of the cost
of the work over the contract price. Most of the information on this subject was
put in at the latter part of the investigation—near its close, in fact, and it is apparent
that all the evidence regarding the matter was not furnished to your Committee,
probably because the allowances above referred to are not mentioned specifically in
the charges referred to the Committee. In the absence of further evidence your
Committee can only say that extra allowances werc made to the contractors on this
work which appears not to have been warranted by such facts as were presented
during the investigation. '
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CHARGES AGAINST THE HONOURABLE SIR HECTOR LANGEVIN
CHARGE No. 1.

Pavments of MoneEY BY LarxiN, Connorniy & Co.

“That members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid and caused to be paid
to the Honourable the Minister of Public Works, out of the proceeds of the various
contracts in question, large sums of money.”

63. That certain members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid and caused to be

paid large sums of money to the Hon. Minister of Public Works out of the proceeds of the
sald eontracts, and that entries of the said sums were made in the books of that firm.

CHARGE No. 2.

“ Cross-wALL ” ConTracT, 26TH MAY, 1883.

“That by improper manipulations and by information improperly obtained from
officers of the Department of Public Works, the contract for the Uross-wall was, on a
report to Council made by the Honourable the Minister of Public Works on the 26th
May, 1883, awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., who, about the same date, to wit,
4th June, 1883, paid the sum of $1,000 to the “ Langevin Testimonial Fund,” for the
use of Sir Hector Langevin, then Minister.” i

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations wherein the said
Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for the Cross-wall and lock in connee-
tion with the Quebec Harbour Works was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., on a Report
to Council made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th May, 1883.

21. That about the same date, namely, the 4th June, 1883, a sum of $1,000 was paid by
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. towards the ‘‘Langevin Testimonial Fund "—afund
destined to be given to Sir Hector Langevin.

As these charges form so direct an accusation against the lale Minister of
Public Works, of personal corruption, and of having participated, for his personal
benefit, in the improper proceedings of the other persons charged, your Committee
have deemed it necessary to deal with them as a district branch of the inquiry. The
transactions to which they relate have already been detailed in the portions of this
report which deal with the other charges. Itseems, therefore, unnecessary to repeat
the details here.

The only evidence in support of the charge “that members of the firm of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., paid and caused to be paid to Sir Hector Langevin, out
of the proceeds of the various contracts in question, large sums of money,” is that
of Owen K. Murphy, who swears that he paid Sir Iector $10,000. He identified the
payment as the one shown in Exhibit “T.5”; “November, 1887, $10,000.” He
says : “I went to give it to him in two $5,000,—8$5,000 on each occasion and it was
“to be kept sccret.” Afterwards he says he cannot tell the date, that it was dis-
cussed at the next audit, which he supposes would be in 1888, the year following
the payment. The money, he says, was paid “in Sir Hector’s house at different
dates.” “ Cannot tell whether summer or winter.” He did not remember the
year, but he says he got the money at the dates of the cheques and paid it immedia-
toly after he got it from the bank. It was paid in bills which, to the best of his
opinion, were of the Bank of British North America. He asked the bank for one
hundred dollar bills and got fifties and twenties.

Murphy’s cross-examination shows that while Murphy entered other irregular
payments in his diaries, this $10,000 does not appear therein. He could not even
select the diary in which he should look for it, but finally stated that it must have
been either in the year 1886 or 1887,

A portion of the cross-examination as to the non-appearance of any entry on
this subject in his diaries may here be cited :

“ Q. But consider the year. If you will take the year we will help you.—A,
The year would be 1886 or 1887. I cannot recollect.
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“ Q. One of those two years ?—A. T think so.

“Q. We get down so far I sce. Now, here is 1887 not very many pages you
know, and here is 1886. Now, you see it is simply a little job.—A. (After looking
through the books) I don't see anything in the books. * oK *

“Q. Do not get off the track. I want to know if there is any entry there for
the $10.000. Do you find any entry P—A. No.

“Q. Do you find in the book entries of donations which would be perhaps poli-
tical payments. You have already mentioned some as you went along ?—A. Yes.

“ Q. So while you find entries of $2,000, $100, $200 and $250, there is no entry
as to $10,000 ?—A. No.

“Q. Either in 1886 or 1887 ?>—A. No.

“Q. But you selected those two years ?—A. Yes.

“Q. Now you have entered in that diary from time to time your various
special transactions—your settlements with Robert McGreevy—and yon entered in
these diaries items down as low as $3 ?—A. Yes.

“Q. And I notice that here and there your games of draw poker are noticed ?—
A. Certainly,

“Q. Both your losings and your winnings are entered ?—A. Yes. ®OF X

“Q. We have the scope of these diaries, showing all your entries? We have
these diaries showing from time to time your settlements with Robert MeGreevy ?—
A. Yes.

“Q. We have these diaries from time to time showing your payments to Thomas
McGreevy, but we have no entry with reference to $10,000 you have sworn to.”

Sir Hector Langevin's statement is as follows :

“In answer to the charge made by Mr. O. E. Murphy, that he gave me in my
house in Quebec, on two different occasions, the sum of $5,000 making in all $10,000,
I have to say that O. E. Murphy was only once in my house, when he came to com-
plain that one of the Assistant Engineers of the Quebec Harbour Commission was
too hard with the contractors for the work. My answer was that those officers not
being Government officers, the complaint of the contractors should be made to the
Quebec Harbour Board and not to me. T add that Mr. O. E. Murphy did not speak
to me about money, gift or loan; that he did not offer, loan or pay me any sum of
money ; and I swear positively that he never paid me the above mentioned two sums
of five thousand dollars each, and I never asked him for moncy.”

. Another sum of $10,000 supposed to have been paid by N. K. Connolly, is thus
testified to. It is sworn by Murphy that Nicholas Connolly told him, first that he
paid Laforce Langevin $5,000 on a letter from Sir Hector and then that he paid
another $5,000 to Sir Hector Langevin himself,

Murphy’s evidence was as follows: » :

“T called at Mr. Thomas McGreevy's house and he asked for $5,000. His
brother was present, and there was quite a disagreementas to which works it should
be charged to. Robert objected to it being charged to the Cross-wall ov British
Columbia and said it ought to be charged to the Graving Doclk, Lévis. I stated that
my partners would not stand that, as I made a bargain that whatever came to the
Lévis Graving Dock nothing should be paid out of it, I wentround to Mr. Nicholas
Connoily and stated the case—that there was $5,000 asked for—and he refused, and
we both got a little excited over the matter, and he there admitted that he had
already paid $10,000. I then came around and reported the fact to Mr. Thomas
MecGreevy in the presence of his brother Robert, and he asked if Mr. Connolly had
stated to whom he paid it. I stated the case in the presence of his brother, and he
got in a great passion to think that anyone else was getting money but himself. We
then—Robert in company with myself—went down tothe books and examined them,
and found that therec was $10,000 charged to the Cross-wall, It was there we dis-
covered also where the inspectors were paid. Wethen came back to Mr. McGreevy's
house and reported, and he himself found a great deal of fault with the way things
were done—and that is how I came to discover this money, Mr. Coanolly made this
statement to me that he got a letter from Sir Hector ——
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“Mr. OsLER objected.

“ WirnNEss continued :~-“I ask him how he came to give this money and he
stated that a letter was brought to him by Laforce Langevin. He said he gave the
money the first time to Laforce. I asked him how he gave the second and he told
me he gave the second direct to himself.”

Robert MeGreevy's evidence substantially agrees with that of Murphy.

N. K. Connolly denies ever having made such a payment, or having told Murphy
or Robert McGreevy that he had done so.

Sir Hector Langevin’s statement is as follows :

2nd. “In answer to the statement made by the said O. . Murphy, that Nicholas
K. Connolly told him that he had given “» my son for me and also to me personally
each time $5,000, making in all $10,000, I swear positively that the said Nicholas K.
Connolly did not pay me, directly or indirectly, any sum of money, and especially
the said above-mentioned two sums of $5,000 and he did not pay to my son any sum
of money, as far as my knowledge goes.”

Laforce Langevin denies the receipt of the $5,000, and the carrying of any
letter from Sir Hector to Nicholas Connolly.,

Thomas McGreevy denies having ever asked or received the alleged payment.

In a declaration made by Owen E. Murphy in April, 1890, he says:

5. “On the 3rd of August, 1887, the Hon. Thomas McGreevy came to me and
stated that Sir Hector Langevin was going away that evening and wanted money—
($5,000), T gave him $1,000, and on the 8th of the same month he received $4,000
from N. K. Connolly, this sum was charged to the firm in the books, as appears by
the Accountant’s statement, suspense account.”

R. H. McGreevy at the same time made a declaration commencing as follows
(Exhibits “1,14” and “M147):

“I have read over the statement of O.E. Murphy, Esq., one of the firm o:
Larkin, Connolly & Co, for the various contracts of the Quebec Harbour Improve-
ments and the Graving Dock in British Columbia. I have a knowledge that all the
statements are correct.”

Sir Hector Langevin’s evidence is this:

“Q. Do you remember on the 21st July having met Mr. Thomas McGreevy,
and to have stated to him that you wanted $5,000 7—A, No. Not only I do not
remember, but I did not say so—at any period.

“Q. Did not Mr. McGreevy come back after a certain time, and in the evening
bring only $1,000 ?—A. No; not $1, $1,000, or any amount,

“Q. On the 8th of August following, did you not return to Quebec from
Rimouski, and did not Mr. Thomas McGreevy pay to you, or hand to you an addi-
tional amount of $4,000?%—A. No; it is not so. I stated so in my examination-in-_
chief, or my statement,

“Q. If Mr, Thomas McGreevy made such a request, either to Murphy or
Nicholas Connolly, was he authorized to do so ?—No.

“Q. Was Thomas McGreevy cver authorized at any time to ask money on your
behalf of Larkin, Connolly & Co., or any member of that firm >—A. No.”

Robert McGreevy, it has been observed, states that he met Thomas McGreevy
on Dalhousie street about 4 o’clock in the afternoon of the 21st of July, and that he
told him he had received $1,000 from Murphy. The published statement from
Murphy, corroborated by Robert McGreevy’s statement, published at the same
time, declares that this alleged payment was made on 3rd August.

. Therc was likewise an allegation that a payment of $5,000 was made to Thomas
McGreevy for the Minister. 0. E. Murphy’s evidence on that point is as follows :—

“Q. Refer again to ‘B5’ and say whether you find some of the items there that
were paid at the request of Thomas McGreevy ?—A. There is an item, August Tth,
1887, but that date is not right. Mr. McGreevy came to me and wanted $5,000.
These dates, I think, are all wrong; most of them. The book-keeper or the auditor
probably can account for that. None of my partners that I know were in Quebec,
and we were short of money. Mr. McGreevy stated that he wanted to try and get
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$1,000 before Sir Hector was to leave Quebee. T went to the bank, drew the cheque
myself, and drew the money and handed it myself to Thomas McGreevy in the
office, 124 Dalhousie street.

“Q. What explanation can you give to the Committee as to the item of $4,000
tollowing this ?— A, Mr. Connolly told me he paid the $4,000. I have not drawn
the cheque, and I only take his word for it that he has paid the money, and the
charge is made in the books.” '

In re-examination, being shown an entry in his diary of date 21st July, 1887, he
BUYE 1

it Q. Do these books contain any alleged payments to Thomas McGreevy by the
witness 7—A. Only one, and it came in this way: Mr. McGreevy appeared to come
in a hurry and I drew my cheque. He came for $5,000. T had not the money, and
1 do not know whether the company had it. T simply drew my cheque and went
to the bank and gave it to him, [ made that entry, so that there would be $4,000
more due.

“ By Mr. Geoffrion :

“Q. What is the entry 7—A. $1,000.

“Q. It was paid on a call for $5.000 ?7—A. That entry on that date would not
be made unless 1 wanted to get the cheque back from the company.”

R. H. McGreevy says :

“ Q. Did you explain the items of $1,000 and $4,000 on August the 3rd and 8th ?
—A. Yes. Members of the firm that I spoke to on that said they gave them to
Thomas McGreevy.

“ Q. Which members of the firm ?—A. Mr. Murphy and Mr. Connolly.

“ Q. Did they say what it was asked for or given for ?—A. Yes; they said—
Mr. Murphy told me—that Thomas McGreevy came to him and said Sir Hector Lan-
gevin was about leaving and this mouncy was necessary.

“ Q. And the $4,000 ?—A.. The same for the $4,000.

“ By Mr. Geoffrion : )

“ Q. You say that you are aware that the $4,000 were paid by Nicholas Con-
nolly ?2—A. Yes.

“ What information did you reccive from Nicholas Connolly as to the $4,000 ?
—A. The only further evidence I can offer on part of that $5,000 is that I met
Thomas McGreevy in Dalhousic street about four o’clock on that afternoon of 21st
July, and he told me he had received $1,000 from Mr. Murphy. About the $4,000,
I do not know any more than I have said.

“ Q. Do you remember whether Sir Hoctor Langevin was in Quebec at that
time ?—A. 1 do not.

“ By Mr. Osler :
“(ive the year P—A. 1887,

N. K. Connolly says :

“In Exhibit < B5,/to be found at page 105, being a statement of alleged pay-
ment in connection with Quebec Harbour Improvements, there is an item of $1,000
and another item of $4,000 in August. Mr. Murphy was asked what explanation he
could give to the Committee as to the item of $4,000; and at page 188 the answer is :
“Mr. Connolly told me he had paid the $4,000 " ?—A. Who is that ?

“ Q. To Sir Hector Langevin 2-—A, T never told him anything of the kind.

“Q. Did you ever tell Mr. Murphy you had paid $4,000 to Sir Heetor Lange-
vin ?~—A. No ; I never did.

“ Q. Did yon make such a payment ?2—A. Sir ITector never spoke to me about
money and I never spoke to him. -

“ Q. Did you ever state to him you had ever pail sach a sum to Mr. Thomas
McGreevey ?—A. No ; I never did.
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“ Q. Were you made aware of the fact, or tell the fact to Mr. Murphy, at that
time or afterwards, that these two payments of $1,000 and $4,000 were made as he
states they were made in his evidence to Thomas McGreevy ?—A. No.

“ Q. You never were made aware. 7—A. No ; I never was aware.”

As to the balance of $4,000, N. K. Connolly denies in his evidence (above)
that he ever paid it or said that he paid it to Thomas McGreevy.

Robert MeGreevy swears than on the 18th May, 1885, he gave $1,000 to Thomas
MeGreevy, that Thomas had asked him for this for Sir Hector, in Ottawa, but that
he had not the money at the time and that he gave it to Thomas McGreevy in Quebec
eight or ten days afterwards,

This is denied by Thomas McGreevy and by Sir Hector Langevin as already
observed.

In view of the explicit contradictions of the incriminating evidence against Sir
Hector Langevin, given by Owen E. Murphy and Robert McGreevy, it seems neces-
sary to notice briefly the facts which bear upon the credibility of these two witnesses.

Owen E. Murphy came to Quebec in June, 1880. He had lived 27 or 28 years
in the City of New York, and had become Treasurer of the Board of Jxcise Com-
missioners of that city. In that capacity he held from time to time large sums of
money and in December, 1877, he absconded from New York, taking with him
$30,000 of the money which he held as treasurer. This amount, 'with $20,000 which
he had previously embezzled, made up the sum of $50,000 for which he became a
defaulter. He never returned to New York and none of the money has been refunded.
Arriving at St. Catharines, Ont., he met his cousin, Nicholas K. Connelly, and en-
trusted him with the management of some business affairs in New York giving him
for collection a cheque on some funds still standing to his credit as Excise Com-
missioner for an additional sum of $10,000. This cheque, however, Nicholas K. Con-
nolly did not succeed in converting into cash. Until he arrived in Quebec Murphy
does not appear to have remained long in any one place, After a short stay at St.
Catharines he went to Ireland and England and thence to South America, where he
remained about a year, coming back to St. Catharines and, finally, to Quebec in
June, 1880, as above stated. IIe was, by his own admission,, an active participator
in every transaction by which the firm or any of its members attempted to defraud
the Government or to corrupt or over-reach the officials.

Robert MeGreevy had been for years in business connection with his brother
Thomas and likewise in his personal confidence. These relations were succeeded
within the last two years by terms of the greatest hostility and by a course of litiga-
tion, both eivil and criminal, in the Courts of Quebec. His credibility is likewise
affected by his admissions that he may have made, during his brother’s election con-
test in 1887, a solemn declaration or affidavit that his brother was not interested in a
railway contract with him, which was contrary to the fact.

Your Committee, for the reasons above given, report that the accusation of per-
sonal corruption which is made in charge No. 1, above sct forth, has not been
sustained, but has been disaproved.

As to the second of these charges, relating to the contract for the Cross-wall and
Lock, the Committee report that no evidence was submitted to show that Sir Hector
Langevin was connected with “improper manipulations,” or the giving of informa-
tion improperly. It is proved that the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co, contributed
$1,000 to the Langevin Testimonial Fund at the date mentioned in the charge, but it
15 likewise proved that Sir Hector was not aware of that fact until it was given in
eévidence before the Committee and that he could not therefore have been influenced
by that consideration in his dealings with the contractors.
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CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS.

Your Committee have the following general observations to make on the charges

generally :
° Hav)ing regard to various features which appear in the contracts which were
* the subject of this investigation, we feel bound to report that the members of the
firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. conspired to defraud the Government and the
Harbour Commissioners, and were materially aided in their designs by the inter-
ference of Thomus McGreevy, as has been shown in earlier parts of this report,
This conspiracy has been all the more powerful and effective by reason of the con-
fidence which the late Minister of' Public Works had in the integrity and efficiency
of his officers and by reason of the confidence which the late Minister entertained
with regard to Thomas McGreevy, and has accomplished results which are to be
greatly regretted as regards the administration of the Department, and greatly to
be condemned as regards those who lent themselves knowingly to the purposes ot
the conspirators.

The charges against Sir Hector Langevin, as already intimated, having been as
above set forth, the Committee would observe that in course of the investigation an
effort was made to counect him with the wrong-doing of others who have been
reported against as directly connected with frandulent conduct.

Your Committee, therefore, report that the evidence does not justify them in con-
cluding that the Minister knew of the conspiracy before mentioned, or that he
willingly lent himself to its objects.

The Committee recommend that, in addition to such action as may seem to be
called for under the findings hereinbefore expressed, such legal proceedings as may
be availuble be taken against those who are concerned in this conspiracy, and that
for that purpose the books and papers which were before your Committee be retained
(or so many of them as may be necessary) in order that they may be available for
such proceedings,

We recommend the adoption of the foregoing as the Report of the Committee.

D. Girouarp, Chairman,
Jonn S. D. THOMPSON,
M. Apawms,
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SELECT STANDING COMMITTEE

PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS.

ORDERS OF REFERENCE.

Moxpay, 11th May, 1891,
Ordered, That Messieurs—

Adams, Desaulniers, Macdonald (Sir John),
Amyot, Dickey, McCarthy,
Baker, Edgar, MecDonald ( Vietoria),
Barron, Flint, MeLeod,
Beausoleil, Fraser, Mills (Bothwell).
Burdett, German, Moncrieft,
Cameron (Huron), Girouard, Mulock,
Chaplean, Ives, Ouimet,
Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Pelletier,
Coatsworth, Langelier, Tarte,
Costigan, Langevin (Sir Hector), Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Laurier, Tupper,
Daly, Lavergne, Weldon, and
Darvies, Lister ‘Wood (Brockville)—42.
do compose the said Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Attest, J. G. BOURINOT,

Clerk of the House.

Monpay, 11th May, 1891.

Ordered, That the following statements be referred to the Select
Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections to enquire fully into
the said allegations, and specially, but without limiting the scope of
such enquiry, to investigate all circumstances connected with the seve-
ral tenders, contracts and changes therein, and the payments and other
matters mentioned in the statements hereinbefore made, with power to
send for persons, papers and records, and to examine witnesses upon
oath or affirmation, and that the Committee do report in full the evi-
dence taken before them, and all their proceedings on the reference and
the result of their enquiries:
J. Tsragl Tarte, Esq., the Member representing the Electoral Dis-
trict of Montmorency in this House, having declared from his seatin the
House that he is credibly informed, and that he believes, that he is able
to establish by satisfactory evidence that :
1. In 1882 the sum of $3'(5,000 having been voted by the Parliament (rgsec
of Canada to earry out the works of the Harbour of Quebec, the Quebec Harsorn
Harbour Commissioners called for tenders for dredging in connection DXEVGING.
with the said works.
2. That Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered and were awarded Larxrs, Cox-

the contract for the said dredging, vouiy & Co.
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R. H. Mc-
(REEVY, A
PARTNER.

WORK COXN-
TINUED} AFTER
EXPIRATION
OF TIME,

Messrs, Kix-
IPPLE AND
MoRRIS AND
W, PILKING-
TOX.

Cross-WaLL
axn Lock.

R. H. Mc-
(FREEVY, A
PARTNER.

(GEO. BEAav-
CAGE. JOHN
GALLAGHER.

TENDERS PRE-
PARED BY
Larkix & Co.

3. That in order to secure theinfluence of the Hon, Thowpas McGreevy,
then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of
the Quebec Harbour Commission by appointment of the Government of
Canada, the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., with the knowledge of the
said Thomas McGreevy, took as a pariner, Robert H. McGreevy, his
brother, giving him an interest of 30 per cent, in the firm,

4. That the said Thomas McGreevy consented to his brother becoming
a member of the firm, and stated that he had first consulted the Hon.
Minister of Public Works, Sir Hector L. Langevin, and secured his
congent. .

5. That the said contract,signed on the 25th of September, 1882, stipu-
lated that the works thereunder were to be finished by the 1st of Novem-
ber, 1884, but that the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. continued to perform
the work of dredging under the scale of prices therein mentioned up the
close of the season of 1886.

6. That in order to help Larkin, Connolly & Co., to secure the said
dredging contract, the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy agreed to give and
did give, in an undue manner, his help as Harbour Commissioner to
Larkin, Connolly & Co.

7. That the said contract was approved and ratified by an Order in
Council based on a report of the Houn. the Minister of Public Works.

8. That up to the year 1883 aforesaid Messrs. Kinipple and Morris,
of London, England, had acted as Engineers to the Quebec Harbour
Commisrion, and that their Resident Engineer for carrying out of the
works was Mr. Woodford Pilkington.

9. That in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co. the said Thomas Me-
Greevy undertook to secure the removal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris
and Pilkington from their positions, and that they were in fact so remo-
ved in 1883, and replaced by Mr. Henry F. Perley and John Edward
Boyd, with the consent of the Hon. Minis'er of Public Works.

10. That in the same year, 1883, tenders were called for a Cross-wall
and lock in connection with the harbour works at Quebec in accordance
with plans and specifications prepared in the Department of Public
Works under the direction of Henry F. Perley, Esq.

11. That several tenders were made, and amongst others who tendered
were Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co.

12. That before tendering, and in order to secure the influence of the
Hon. Thomas McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of
Canada and a member of the Quebec Harbour Board by appointment of
the Government, Lurkin, Connolly & Co. took into partnership with
themselves Robert H., McGreevy, a brother of the said Hon., Thomas
McGreevy, giving him a 30 per cent. interest in the firm, and this with
the knowledge and consent of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy.

13. That among the parties tendering were a contractor named George
Beaucage, and one John Gallagher,

14. That it was on the suggestion of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy
that Beaucage consented to make a tender.

15. That with the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the three
tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., of Beaucage, and of Gallagher, were
prepared by the members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., Beau-
cage being throughout deceived by the said Hon, Thomas McGreevy as
to his position in the matter, as he alleges in an action recently entered
Ly him against the said Thomas McGreevy in relation to the said contract
in the Superior Court of Montreal.

16. That the said tenders were transmitted to the Department of Public
Works of Canada for examination and extension,
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17. That while all the tenders were being examined and the quantities Ho~. T. Mc-
applied in the Department of Public Works of Canada, the said Hon. &“TEAEI‘;}'I?})‘OR
Thomas McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, yiriox srou
and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission by appointment of Derarryexs.
the Government, promised to obtain and did obtain from the Department
of Public Works of Canada, and from officials of that Department, in
relation to the said tenders, to figures in connection therewith, and to the
amounts thereof, information which he offered to communicate before
the result was officially known, and which he did communicate to the
firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and to certain members of the said firm
individually.

18. That to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders To osrars ac-
of Messrs, Gallagher and Beaucage were lower than those of Larkin, gEPTANCE O
Connolly & Co., but that in consideration of the promise of the sum of yoiiy & Cos
$25,000 to be to him paid, he, the said Thomas McGreevy, agreed to Texvsr.
secure the acceptance of the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and
that he suggested to that firm and to certain members thereof individually,
to make arrangements in connection with the said Gallagher and
Beauneage and to so manipulate matters as to render the tenders of those
two parties higher than those of the said firm, or at all events to secure

- the contract for Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that said arrangements and
manipulations were carried out as suggested by him.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations CoNrracr
wherein the said Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for  WADED 70
the Cross-wall and lock in connection with the Quebec Harbour Works yorry & ng-
was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., on a Report to Council made
by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th May, 1883,

20. That a few days thereafter the sum of $25,000 was, in fulfilment of
the corrupt arrangement above stated, paid to the said Thomas McGreevy
in promissory notessigned by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which
said notes were duly paid.

21. That about the same date, namely, the 4th June, 1883, a sum of Lavceviy
$1,000 was paid by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. towards “the ll‘:ffrl,”om“
Langevin Testimonial Fund "—a fund destined to be given to Sir Hector
Langevin, ’ CoNDITIONS

22. Thatin the course of the carrying out of the works, the said Thomas or coxrricr
McGreevy caused changes contrary to the public interest to be made in cHaNGED.
the conditions of the said contract. LEvIs (Rav

23. That in 1884, Thomas McGreevy, then and now a member of the e Doy
Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the Government, agreed with the firm of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., and certain members thereof individually, to secure for
them a contract for the completion of the Graving Dock of Lévis, one of
the conditions of the agreement being that he, Thomas McGreevy, should
receive any excess over the sum of $50,000 in the contract price.

24. That to the detriment of public interest, a contract was signed in or
about the month of June, 1884, for the performance of the said works,
and that subsequently the said Thomas McGreevy received the price
stipulated in the corrupt arrangement above mentioned, namely, $22,000. .

25. That in 1883 and 1884, tenders were asked for by the Government (ipavivg
of Canada for the completion of the Graving Dock of Esquimalt, B.C.  Dock.

26, That the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. were among those who
tendered and that the contract was awarded to them in pursuance of a CoxTracr.
Report to Council, dated 24th October, 1884, and signed by the Hon.

Minister of Public Works. '

27. That before tendering, the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. had with %0? Tos.

Thomas McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, ~ “*"**" ™
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GIVE ASSIST-
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R. H. Mc-
GREEVY A
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CERTAIN OFFI-
CERS SECURED.

WET BASIN.
-
DREDGING,

communications and interviews wherein they secured his services to
assist them in dealing with the Department of Public Works in order to
secure the said contract.

28. That he agreed to help them, and that he did in fact help them in
divers ways, and, amongs* others, by obtaining from the Department of
Public Works information, figures, and calculations which he communi-
cated to them.

29. That to the knowledge and with the consent of the said Thomas
McGreevy, and for the purpose of securing for themselves his influence,
Larkin, Connolly & Co. took into partnership with themselves his brother,
Robert H. McGreevy, giving him a 20 per cent. interest in their firm.

30. That during the execution of the said contract, the said Thomas Mec-
Greevy was the agent or one of the agents in the pay of Larkin, Connolly
& Co. in dealing with the Department of Public Works; that he endea-
voured to obtain, and did obtain for them, at their request, important
alterations in the works and more favourable conditions.

31. Tbat the said more favourable conditions and the said alterations
enabled them to realize, to the detriment of the public interests, very
large profits,

32. That during the execution of the works large sums were paid by
Larkin, Connolly & Co., to Thomas McGreevy for his services in dealing
with the Minister of Public Works, with the officers of the Department, and
generally for his influence as a member of the Parliament of Canada.

33. That in consideration of the sums of money so received by him and
of the promises to him made, the said Thomas McGreevy furnished to
Larkin, Connolly & Co., a great deal of information; strove to procure
and did procure to be made by the Department and the Hon. Minister
of Public Works, in the plans of the Graving Dock and the excution of
the works, alterations which have cost large sums of money to the public
treasury.

34. That be himself took steps to induce certain members of the Parlia-
ment of Canada to assist him, the said Thomas McGreevy, in his efforts,
in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co., to obtain alterations and addi-
tional works, for which large sums of money were offered to him by the
members of the firm.

35. That on hix suggestion members of the Parliament of Canada were
approached by members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

36. That certain members of the said firm have declared that the said
members of the Canadian Parliament on being so approached had asked
for a certain sum of money for exerting their influence in favour of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., with the Minister of Public Works, and that
Larkin, Connolly & Co., had agreed to give them money for that purpose.

37. That Thomas McGreevy, acting in concert with Larkin, Connolly &
Co., did at their request corruptly endeavour to procure the dismissal
from office, of certain public officers employed in connection with the
works of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt in order to have them replaced
by others who would suit Larkin, Connolly & Co., the former having for
a time incarred the ill-will of Larkin, Connolly & Co., because they then
compelled them to carry out the works in conformity with the specifica-
tions and contract and prepared their estimates according to the terms
of the said contract.

- 38, That during the winter of 188687 the said Thomas McGreevy pro-
posed to and made with the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., through
certain members of the said firm, an arrangement whereby the said firm
undertook to pay to him the sum of $25,000 on condition that he would
obtain for the firm the sum ot 35 cents per cubic yard for the dreiging

viii



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

of 800,000 cubic yards in area of the Wet Basin in the Harbour ot
Quebee.

39, That dredging of the same kind, and even more difficult, had pre- Price or
viously and up to that time, and to the knowledge of the said Thomas DrEDCING.
McGreevy, been executed for the sum of 27 cents per cubic yard, and
even less, in the same works.

40. That the said Thomas McGreevy used hisinfluence as a member of Mg, Mc-
this House with the Department of Public Works, and in particular with ;ﬁl"‘i""};l‘;\ﬁ“
Henry F. Perley, Exq., to induce him to report to the Quebec Harbour pyyrpy, )
Commission in favour of the payment of the said sum of 35 cents per cubic
rard.

) 41. That the correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley Corrrsrox-
and Larkin, Connolly & Co., before the Quebec Harbour Commissioners DENCE M
were consulted, took place at the suggestion of the said Thomas Pt
McGreevy, and was conducted with his knowledge and participation in L., C. & Co.
such a manner as to conceal from the eyes of Parliament and of the Public

the corrupt character of the contract, in connection with which he

had received $27,000.

42, That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid in money to the said Thomas ’"~20i\(}00 Lalp
MeGreevy the sum of $20,000 in fulfilment of the arrangement above {iyppe. sun
mentioned, and that at his own request a sum of $5,000 was left, to $5,000 ror s
sceure the election of the said Thomas McGreevy to the House of Com- FLECTION.
mons at the gencral election of 1887, in the hands of one of the members
of the firm, who finding that sum insufficient, had to add thereto the sum
of $2,000.

43. That on the 23rd May, 1887, intulfilment of the arrangement above CoxTracr op-
mentioned, and through the effort, the influence and the intervention of PANED ¥R,
the said Thomas MeGreevy and without any public tender having been ’
called for, a contract was made between the Quebec Harbour Commis-
sioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co., for all the necessary dredging and
removal of material in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour works,

44, Thatin the execution of the works of this contract extensive frauds MONEY patn
were perpetrated, to the detriment of the public treasury, and sums ¢ 7¢I
of money were paid corruptly to officials under the control and diree-
tion of Henry F. Perley and appointed by the Quebec Harbour Com-
mission.

45. That by an Order in Councildated 10th May, 1888, the Government §1XAA“ER .
of Canada decided to pay a sum of $12,500 yearly during five years to R
Mr. Julien Chabot, on the condition of his causing the Steamer « Ad-
miral” to ply between Dalhousie and Gaspé, forming a connection with
the Intercolonial Railway.

46. That the said sum of twelve thousand five hundred dollars ($12,500)
has since Leen paid in the manner prescribed in the Order in Council and
the contract made thereunder.

47. That the said Julien Chabot was merely a screen for the benefit of
the said Thomas McGreevy, who then was and continued to be for a long
time thereafter, the proprietor of the ¢ Admiral ” in whole, or at least in
great part,

48. That previous to the 10th of May, 1888, to wit, since 1883, or 1884,
the same subsidy of $12,500 was paid for the said steamer “ Admiral,”
then also owned by men representing the said Thomas McGreevy.

49. That the said Thomas McGreevy received in that connection a sum
of about $120,000, while being a member of the Parliament of Canada.

50. That in 1886, tenders were asked for by the Quebec Harbour Com- Sovts WaLt
missioners for the construction of a work called the “ South-wall 7 or
“Retaining-wall.”
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TENDERS.

SovTH WALL.

CONTRACT
AWARDED TO
J. GALLAGHER

CHANGES
MADE.

Hox. T. Mc-
GREEVY
RECEIVES
ABOUT
£200,000.

AGENT OF

L., C. & Co.

BATE DES
CHALEURS
RartLway,

Mzr. Mc-
(+REEVY USED
NAME OF MIN-
ISTER, &C.

Larkixy & Co.
PAID MONEY
TO MINISTER,

51. That Mr. Thomas McGreevy procured from public officials the ten-
ders received, and showed them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly and
R. H. McGreevy, for whom he was acting, in order to give them an undue
advantage over their competitors,

52. That they had the said tenders in their possession during several
hours, after which they were returned to Henry F. Perley, then in
Quebec, by the said Thomas McGreevy.

53. That the contract was awarded toone John Gallagher, amerefigure
head for the said Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, who did the
work for their own profit and advantage.

54. That changes detrimental te the public interest, but of a nature to
secure great profits to the contractors were made in the plans and the
carrying out of the works and in the conditions and securities set out in
the eontract, through the influence and intervention of the said Thomas
MeceGreevy,

55, That from the year 1883 to 1890 both inclusive, the said Thomas
MecGreevy received from Larkin, Connolly & Co. and from his brother,
R.H. McGreevy, for the considerations above indicated a sum of about
$200,000.

56. That during the period aforesaid he was the agent and paid repre-
sentative of Larkin, Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour Board of
Commissioners, in Parliament, and in connection with the Department
of Public Works.

57. That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the sub-
sidies voted by Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Chaleurs
Railway, a sum of over $40,000,

58. That the moneys expended in connection with the works mentioned
in the present motion are moneys voted by the Purliament of Canada, and
amount to about $5,000,000.

59. That the said Thomas MeGreevy on several occasions demanded in
the name of the Hon. Minister of Public Works and received from Larkin,
Connolly & Co. sums of money.

60. That from 1882 to the present Session the said Thomas McGreevy
has always lived in the same housc as the Hon. Minister of Public Works,
and that he seems to have done so in order to put in the mind of Larkin,
Connolly & Co. the impression that he had over said Hon. Minister an
absolute control and that he was acting as his representative in his
corrupt transactions with them,

61. That in fact on many occasions he used the name of the Hon. Min-
ister of Public Works in his dealings with them, undertaking to obtain his
co-operation or declaring that he had secured it.

62. That before the Board of Quebec Harbour Commissioners he often
also used the name of the said Minister.

63. That certain members of the firmof Liarkin, Connolly & Co. paid and
caused to be paid large sums of money to the Hon. Minister of Public
Works out of the proceeds of the said contracts, and that entries of the
said sums were made in the books of that firm.

Attest.

J. G, BOURINOT.
Clerk of the House.

Fripay, 15th May, #891.

Ordered, That the said Committee obtain leave to employ a short-hand writer, to
‘take down such evidence as the Committee may deem necessary.
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Ordered, That all the proceedings of, and the evidence taken before, the Select
Standing Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections be printed from day to
day for the use of the members of the Committee, and that Rule 94 be suspended in
relation thereto.

Attest.
J. G. BOURINOT,
Clerk of the House.

Mox~pay, 18th May, 1891,

Ordered, That Mr. Daly be substituted for Mr. Ross (Lisgar), and that Mr.
Choquette be substituted for Mr, Préfontaine on the said Committee.

Attest.
J. G. BOURINOT,
Clerk of the House.

Taurspay, 2nd July, 1891,

Ordered, That Messrs, Desjardins (L'Islet) and Masson be substituted for Sir
Hector Langevin and the late Sir John Macdonald on the said Committee.

Attest.
J. G. BOURINOT,
Clerk of the House.

Tuurspay, 9th July, 1891,

Ordered, That the said Committee have leave to sit during the time that the
House is in session.
Attest.
J. G. BOURINOT,
Clerk of the House.

THURSDPAY, 16th July, 1891,

Ordered, That the quorum of the said Committee be reduced from twenty-two to
eleven members,
Attest.
J. G. BOURINOT,
Clerk of the House.

WEDNEsDAY, 19th August, 1891.

Ordered, That whereas Mur. Speaker did this day inform the House that he had
received from the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, the member for Quebec West, a
tender of his resignation as a member of this House, and that on the receipt of such
resignation he, Mr. Speaker, had issued his Warrant to the Clerk of the Crown in
Chancery for the issue of a Writ for the election of a new Member in the place of
the said Honourable Thomas McGreevy ; and whereas, upon such information being
given to the House, the Honourable Member for Bellechasse did from his place in the
House state that the election of the said Honouranle Thomas MeGreevy is now being
lawfully contested, this House doth empower and direct the Committee on Privileges
and Elections to enquire and report to this House Whether the election the said
Honourable Thomas McGreevy Was being lawfully contested at the time he tendered
to Mr. Speaker his resignation as aforesaid, and if such fact is found in the affirma-
tive, whether the Warrant of Mr. Speaker should have issued for the issue of a new
Writ and what practice should be adopted with reference to similar resignations
tendered to Mr. Speaker in the future by Members of this House.

Attest.
J. G. BOURINOT,
' Clerk of the House.
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SELECT STANDING COMAITIEE ON PRIVILEGE AN ELECTIONS

ANALYSIS OF CHARGES

Against the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, the Honourable Sir
Hector Langevin and the Department of Public Works, as sub-
mitted to the Committee.

(By MEssgs. OsLER, Q.C. axp Hexry, Q.C.)

The Statements referred to the Committee are contained in sixty-three
paragraphs, which, analysed, resolve themselves into sixteen distinct charges,
now re-cast for convenience, as below.

Of these sixteen charges, the first ten are against the Honourable Thomas
McGreevy, the next two are against the Honourable Sir Hector Langevin, and
the last four are against the Department of Public Works.

Under each of the charges, as now re-cast, the original paragraphs of the
Order of Reference, from which the charge 1s drawn, are printed in small type.

In the paragraphs of the Order of Reference which set out the
charges against the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, there are statements
involving the Honourable Sir Hector Langevin and the Department of Public
Works. The paragraphs containing such statements are therefore printed in
this analysis, not only under the charges against the Honourable Thomas
McGreevy, but also under those against Sir Iector Langevin, or those against
the Department of Public Works, or under both, as the case may be.

CHARGES AGAINST
THE HONOURABLE THOMAS McGREEVY.

1.

Drepcine CoNTRACT, 25TH SEPTEMBER, 1882.

a. That the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, being a member of the Parlia-
ment of Canada and a member of the Quebec Harbour Cominission, entered
into an agreement with Larkin, Connolly & Co., after they had tendered for
the Dredging Contract of 1882, by which, in consideration of their taking his
brother, Robert H. McGreevy, into partnership with them and giving him an
interest to the extent of 30 per cent. in the work tendered for, he agreed to
give, and did give them in an undue manner, his help and influence, in order

to secure to them the said contract.
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b. That to this end he, the said Thomas McGreevy, undertook to secure
the dismissal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington from their positions,
and that they were so dismissed and replaced by Henry F. Perley and John
E. Boyd.

1. In 1882 the sum of $375,000 having been voted by the Parliament of Canada to carry
out the works of the Harbour of (Quebec, the Quebec Harbour Commissioners called for
tenders in dredging in connection with the said works.

2. That Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered and were awarded the contract for
the said dredging.

3. That in order to secure the influence of the Hon, Thomas McGreevy, then and now
a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a wember of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the Government of Canada, the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., with the
knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, took as a partner Robert H. McGreevy, his
brother, giving him an interest of 30 per cent. in the firm.

4. That the said Thomas McGreevy consented to his brother becoming a member of the
firm, and stated that he had first consulted the Hon. Minister of Public Works, Sir Hector
L. Langevin, and secured his consent.

J. That the said contract, signed on the 25th of September, 1882, stipulated that the
works thereunder were to be finished by the 1st of November, 1884, but that the said
Larkin, Connolly & Co. continued to perform the work of dredging under the scale of prices
therein mentioned up to the close of the season of 1886.

6, That in order to help Larkin, Connolly & Co. to secure the said dredging contract,
the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy agreed to give, and did give in an undue manner his help
as Harbour Commissioner to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

7. That the said contract was approved and ratified by an Order in Couneil based on a
report of the Hon. the Minister of Public Works.

8. That up to the year 1883 aforesaid Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, of London, Eng-
land, had acted as Engineers to the Quebec Harbour Commission, and that their Resident
Engineer for carrying out of the works was Mr. Woodford Pilkington.

9. That in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co. the said Thomas McGreevy undertook
to secure the removal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington from their positions, and
that they were in fact so removed in 1883, and replaced by Mr. Henry F. Perley and John
Edward Boyd, with the consent of the Hon. Minister of Public Works.

<

Cross-waLL CoNTRACT, 26TH MAY, 1883.

a. That in the year 1883 Larkin, Connolly & Co., amongst others, tend-
ered for the Cross-wall in connection with the Quebec Harbour Works, and
that before tendering, and in order to secure the influence of the said Thomas
MecGreevy, they took into partnership with them Robert H.McGreevy, a brother
of the said Thomas McGreevy, giving him a 30 per cent. interest in the work,
and that this was done with the knowledge and consent of the said Thomas
McGreevy. '

0. That among the parties tendering were a contractor named George
Beaucage and one John Gallagher. That Beaucage’s tender was made
at the instance of the said Thomas McGreevy, and that with the knowledge
of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., of
Beaucage and of Gallagher were prepared by members of the firm of Larkin,
Connolly & Co.
¢ That while the tenders were being examined and quantities applied
In the Department of Public Works the said Thomas McGreevy obtained
from the Department and from officers thereof, information in relation
to said tenders which he offered to communicate, and did communicate to
Larkin, Connolly & Co. before the result was officially known.

d. That to the knowledge ot the said Thomas McGreevy the tenders of
Gallagher and Beaucage were lower than that of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but
I consideration of the promise of $25,000 the said Thomas McGreevy agreed
to secure the acceptance of the tender of Larkin, Connolly & Co. That to this
end he suggested to members of that firm to so arrange and manipulate matters
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with Gallagher and Beaucage as to render the tenders of these two parties higher
than that of the said firm. That certain arrangements and manipulations
were carried out as so suggested, and were participated in by the said Thomas
McGreevy, and in consequence the said contract was awarded to the said
Larkin, Connolly & Co. That shortly thereafter $25,000 was paid to the said
Thomas McGreevy in fulfilment of the corrupt arrangement above stated, and
about the same time a sum of $1,000 was paid by Larkin, Connolly & Co.
towards “ The Langevin Testimonial Fund.”

(e.) That in the course of the carrying out of the works the said Thomas
MecGreevy caused changes, against the public interest, to be made in the
said contract.

10, That in the same year, 1883, tenders were called for a Cross-wall and lock in connec-
tion with the harbour works at Quebec, in accordance with plans and specifications prepared
in the Department of Public Works under the direction of Henry F. Perley, Esq.

11. That several tenders were made, and amongst others who tendered were Messrs.
Larkin, Connolly & Co.

12. That before tendering, and in order to secure the influence of the Hon. Thomas
McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the
(Quebec Harbour Board by appointment of the Government, Larkin, Connolly & Co. took
into partnership with themselves Robert H. McGreevy, a brother of the said Hon. Thomas
McGreevy, giving him a 30 per cent. interest in the firm, and this with the knowledge and
consent of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy.

13. That among the parties tendering were a contractor named George Beaucage, and
one John Gallagher.

14. That it was on the suggestion of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy that Beaucage
consented to make a tender.

15. That with the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the three tenders of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., of Beaucage, and of (Gallagher, were prepared by the members of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., Beaucage being throughout deceived by the said Hon.
Thomas McGreevy as to his position in the matter, as he alleges in an action recently
entered by him against the said Thonias McGreevy in relation to the said contract, in the
Superior Court of Montreal. .

16. That the said tenders were transmitted to the Department of Public Works of
Canada for examination and extension.

17. That while all the tenders were being examined and the quantities applied in the
Department of Public Works of Canada, the said Hon. Thomas McGieevy, then and now
a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the Government, promised to obtain and did obtain from the Depart-
ment of Public Works of Canada, and from officials of that Department, in relation to the
said tenders, to figures in conrection therewith, and to the amounts thereof, information
which he offered to communicate before the result was officially known, and which he did
communicate to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and to certain members of the said firm
individually.

18. That to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Messrs.
Gallagher and Beaucage were lower than those of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but that in con-
sideration of the promise of the sum of $25,000 to be to him paid, he, the said Thomas Mec-
Greevy agreed to secure the acceptance of the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that
he suggested to that firm and to certain members thereof individually, to make arrange-
nients in connection with the said Gallagher and Beaucage and to so manipulate matters as
to render the tenders of those two parties higher than those of the said firm. or at all events
to secure the contract for Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that said arrangements and manipu-
lations were carried out as suggested by him.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations, wherein the said
Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for the Cross-wall and lock in connec-
tion with the Quebec Harbour Works, was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., on a Report
to Council made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th May, 1883.

20, That a few days thereafter the sum of $25,000 was, in fulfilment of the corrupt
arrangement above stated, paid to the said Thomas McGreevy in promissory notes signed
by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which said notes were duly paid.

21. That about the same date, namely, the 4th June, 1883, a sum of $1,000 was paid by
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. towards *‘the Langevin Testimonial Fund "~ -a fund
destined to be given to Sir Hector Langevin.

22. That in the course of the carrying out of the works, the said Thomas MeGreevy
caused changes, contrary to the public interest, to be made in the conditions of the said
contract.
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3.

CoNTRACT FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE LEVIS GRAVING DoCEK.
23rd June, 1884.

That in the year 1884 the said Thomas McGreevy agreed with memberss
of the firm of lLarkin, Connolly & Co. to secure for them a contract
for the completion of the Graving Dock at Levis, on condition that
he should receive from them any excess over the sum of $50,000 of the con-
tract price, and that accordingly the said Thomas McGreevy afterwards re-
ceived from the said firm the sum of $22,000.

23. That in 1884, Thomas McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of
Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission by appointment of the Gov-
ernment, agreed with the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and certain members thereof
individually, to secure for them a contract for the completion of the Graving Dock of
Lévis, one of the conditions of the agreement being that he, Thomas MecGreevy, should
receive any excess over the sum of $30,000 in the contract price. ’

24. That to the detriment of public interest, a contract was signed in, or about the
month of June, 1884, for the performance of the said works, and that subsequently the
said Thomas MecGreevy received the price stipulated in the corrupt arrangement above
mentioned, namely, $22,000.

CoNTRACT FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE KsQUIMALT Dock, 8TH NoVEMBER, 1884.

a. That before Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered for the completion of the
Graving Dock at Esquimalt, the said Thomas MecGreevy agreed to help, and
did help them, in divers ways, amongst others, by obtaining from the Depart-
ment of Public Works information, figures and calculations in respect of the
proposed work and communicating the same to them.

b. That with the knowledge and consent of the said Thomas McGreevy,
Larkin, Connolly & Co., took into partnership with them his brother Robert
H. McGreevy for the purpose of securing the influence of the said Thomas
McGreevy, the said Robert H. McGreevy taking a 20 per cent. interest in the
work.

c. That during the execution of the contract the said Thomas McGreevy
acted as a paid agent of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with the Depart-
ment of Public Works and that he obtained for them at their request important
alterations in the works and more favourable conditions, which enabled them
to realize very large profits.

d. That large sums were paid by Larkin, Connolly & Co., to the said
Thomas MeGreevy for his services in dealing with the Minister of Public
Works, the officers of the Department, and generally for his influence as a
member of Parliament, and that in consideration of these sums the said Thomas
McGreevy furnished a great deal of information, and procured to be made,
by the Department and the Minister of Public Works, alterations in the plans
and in the works, which alterations have cost large sums of money to the public.

e. That in consideration of offers of large sums of money by members of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., the said Thomas McGreevy took steps to
Induce certain members of Parliament to assist him to obtain alterations and
additional works, and at his suggestion, members of Parliament were
approached to this end by members of the said firm.

J. That the said Thomas McGreevy, did, at the request of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., corruptly endeavour to procure the dismissal from office of certain
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public officers employed in connection with the works in order to have them
replaced by others who would suit Larkin, Connolly & Co., the former being
objectionable to Larkin, Connolly & Co., because they compelled them to carry
out the works and accept estimates therefor accordirg to the terms of the

contract.

25. That in 1883 and 1884, tenders were asked for by the Covernment of Canada for the
completion of the Graving Dock of Esquimalt, B.C.

26. That the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. were among those who tendered and that
the contract was awarded to them in pursuance of a Report to Council, dated 24th October,
1884, and signed by the Hon. Minister of Public Works.

27. That before tendering, the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. had with Thomas Mec-
Gireevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, communications and inter-
views whersin they secured his services to assist them in dealing with the Department of
Public Works in order to secure the said contract.

28. That he agreed to help them, and that he did in fact help them in divers ways,
and, amongst others, by obtaining from the Department of Public Works information,
figures, and caleulations which he communicated to them.

29. That to the knowledge and with the consent of the said Thomas McGreevy, and for
the purpose of securing for themselves his influence, Larkin, Connolly & Co. took into
partnership with thewselves his brother, Robert H. McGreevy, giving him a 20 per cent.
interest in their firm.

30. That during the execution of the said contract, the said Thomas McGreevy was the
agent or one of the agents in the pay of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with the De-
partment of Public Works ; that he endeavoured to obtain, and did obtamn for them, at
their request, important alterations in the works and more favourable conditions.

31. That the said favourable conditions and the said alterations enabled them to realize,
to the detriinent of the public interests, very large profits. :

32, That during the execution of the works large sums were paid by Larkin, Connolly
& Co. to Thowmas McGreevy for his services in dealing with the Minister of Public Works,
with the officers of the Department, and generally for his influence as a member of the Par-
liament of Canada.

33. That in consideration of the sums of money so re eived by him and of the promises
to him made, the said Thomas McGreevy furnished to Larkin, Connolly & Co. a great deal
of information ; strove to procure and did procure to be made by the Department and the
Hon. Minister of Public Works, in the plans of the Graving Dock and the execution of the
works, alterations which have cost large sums of money to the public treasury.

34. Tuat he himself took steps to induce certain members of the Parliament of Canada
to assist him, the said Thomas McGreevy, in his efforts, in concert with Larkin, Connolly
& Co., to obtain alterations and additional works, for which large sums of money were
offered to him by the members of the firm.

35. That on his suggestion members of the Parliament of Canada were approached by
members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

36. That certain members of the said firnn have declared that the said members of the
Canadian Parliament, on being so approached, had asked for a certain sum of money for
exerting their influence in favour of Larkin, Connolly & Co., with the Minister of Public
Works, and that Larkin, Connolly & Co. had agreed to give them money for that purpose.

37. That Thomas McGreevy, acting in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co., did, at
their request, corruptly endeavour to procure the dismissal from office of certain public
officers employed in connection with the works of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, in order
to have them replaced by others who would suit Larkin, Connolly & Co., the former having
for a time incurred the ill-will of Larkin, Connolly & Co., because they then compelled them
to carry out the works in conformity with the specifications and contract and prepared their
estimates according to the terms of the said contract.

5.

CoNTrACT FOR DREDGING OF WET BASIN AT THIRTY-FIVE CENTS PER YARD,
23rd May, 1887.

«. That in the winter of 1886-87, the said Thomas McGreevy proposed
to, and made with Larkin, Connolly & Co., arrangements whereby the firm
undertook to pay him $25,000, on condition that he would obtain for them
the sum of thirty-five cents per yard for the dredging of 800,000 cubic yards
in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour Works, the said Thomas McGreevy
knowing that dredging of the same kind and even more difficult dredging,
had up to that time been executed for twenty-seven cents per yard and for

even less in the same works.
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b. That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence, as a member of
Parliament, with the Department of Public Works, and in particular with
Henry F. Perley, to induce him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission
in favour of the payment of the said sum of thirty-five cents per yard, and
that before the Quebec Harbor Commissioners were consulted a written cor-
respondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin, Connolly
& Co. took place at the suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy, and with
his knowledge and participation, was conducted in such a manner as to conceal
from Parliament and the public the corrupt nature of the contract.

¢. That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid to the said Thomas McGreevy
£20,000 on account of this arrangement and at his request $5,000 was left in
the hands of one of the firm to be used in the then approaching Dominion
Election at which the said Thomas McGreevy was a candidate.

(d.) That in pursuance of the arrangement above set out, and through
the intervention, effort and influence of the said Thomas McGreevy, and with-
out any public tender being called for, a contract was made between the
Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for all the neces-
sary diedging and removal of material in the Wet Basin at the rate of 85
cents per cubic yard.

28. That during the winter of 1886-87 the said Thomas McGreevy proposed to, and
made with the firm of Larkin, Conunolly & Co., through certain members of the said firm,
an arrangement whereby the said firm undertook to pay to him the sum of $25,000 on con-
dition that he would obtain for the firm the sum of 35 cents per cubic yard for the dredging
of 800,000 cubic yards in area of the Wet Basin in the Harbour of Quebec.

39. That dredging of the same kind, and even more difficult, had previously and up to
+that time, and to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, been executed for the sumn
of 27 cents per cubic yard, and even less, in the saine works.

40. That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence, as a member of this House,
with the Department of Public Works, and, in particular, with Henry F, Perley, Esq., to
induce him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission in favour of the payment of the
said sum of 35 cents per cubic yard.

41. That the correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., before the Quebec Harbour Commissioners were consulted, took place at
the snggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy, and was conducted with his knowledge and
participation in such a manner as to conceal from the eyes of Parliament and of the Public
Ehe corrupt character of the contract, in connection with which he had received the sum of
$27,000.

42. That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid in money to the said Thomas McGreevy the sum
of $20,000 in fulfilment of the arrangement above mentioned, and that at his own request a
sumn of $5,000 was left, to secure the election of the said Thomas MecGreevy to the House of
Commons at the general election of 1887, in the hands of one of the members of the firm,
who, finding that sum insufficient, had to add thereto the sum of $2,000.

42. That on the 23rd of May, 1887, in fulfilment of the arrangement above mentioned,
and through the effort, tle influence and the intervention of the said Thomas McGreevy and
without any public tender having been called for, a contract was made between the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for all the necessary dredging and
removal of material in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour works.

6.
SUBSIDIES TO STEAMER ‘‘ ADMIRAL.”

That on the 10th May, 1888, the Government of Canada decided to pay
to Mr. Julien Chabot, as owner, a sum of $12,500 yearly for five years as a
subsidy to the steamer ¢ Admiral ” for plying between Dalhousie and Gaspé,
and that the said subsidy has since been paid accordingly ; but that the said
Julien Chabot was merely a screen for the benefit of the said Thomas
McGreevy, who was then and continued for a long time thereafter the real owner
of the said steamer, in whole or in great part, and that previous to the said 10th
Me}y, 1888, to wit, since 1883 or 1584, the said amount of subsidy was yearly
Paid for the said steamer, the title thereto being held by persons for the benefit
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5

of the said Thomas McGreevy, and that the said Thomas McGreevy received
altogether from such subsidies about $120,000.

45. That by an Order in Council dated 10th May, 1888, the Government of Canada
decided to pay a sum of $12,500 yearly during tive years to Mr. Julien Chabot, on the
condition of his causing the Steamer *‘ Admiral ” to ply between Dalhousie and Gaspé,
forming a connection with the Intercolonial Railway.

46. That the said sum of twelve thousand five hundred dollars ($12,500) has since
been paid in the manner prescribed in the Order in Council iand the contrace made
thereunder.

47. That the said Julien Chabot was merely a screen for the benefit of the said
Thomas McGreevy, who then was, and continued to be, for a long time thereafter, the
proprietor of the *“ Admiral ” in whole, or at least in great part.

. That previous to the 10th of May, 1888, to wit, since 1883 or 1884, the same
subsidy of 812,500 was paid for the said steamer ‘‘ Admiral,” then also owned by men
representing the said Thomas McGreevy.

4Y. That the said Thomas McGreevy received in that connection a sum of about
$120,000, while being a member of the Parliament of Canada.

7.

CoxTRACT FOR SOUTH-WALL, 16TH FEBRUARY, 1887.

a. That in the year 1886 the said Thomas McGreevy procured from
Public Officers the tenders sent in to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for
the construction of the work called the “South Wall” and showed them to
Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly and Robert H. McGreevy, in order to give
them an undue advantage over their competitors, and the said Murphy, Con-
nolly and Robert H. McGreevy had said tenders in their possession during
several hours, after which they were delivered to Henry F. Perley, who was
then in Quebec, and that the contract was awarded to John Gallagher, a mere
figure head for the said Murphy, Connolly and Robert H. McGreevy who did
the work for their own profit and advantage.

b. That through the intervention and influence of the said Thomas
McGreevy, changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to
secure great profits to the contractors, were made in the plans and works and
in the conditions and securities set out and provided for in the contract.

50. That in 1886, tenders were asked for by the Quebec Harbour Cominissioners for the
construction of a work called the ¢‘South Wall” or *‘ Retaining Wall.”

51. That Mr. McGreevy procured from public officials the tenders received, and showed
them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, for whom he was acting, in
order to give them an undue advantage over their competitors.

52. That they had the said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which
they were returned to Henry F. Perley, then in Quebec, by the said Thomas McGreevy.

53. That the contract was awarded to one John Gallagher, a mere figure head for the
said Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, who did the work for themr own profit and
advantage.

54, %‘hat changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great
profits to the contractors were made in the plans and the carrying out of the works and in
the conditions and securities set out in the contract, through the influence and intervention

of the said Thowas McGreevy.

8.

GENERAL; AS TO AGENCY, AND MONIES RECEIVED FROM LARKIN, ConnorLY & Co.
AND RoBErT H. McGREEVY.

That from the years 1883 to 1890, both inclusive, the said Thomasx
MecGreevy received from larkin, Connolly & Co. and from his brother, Robert
H. McGreevy, for the considerations above indicated, a sum of about $200,000,

and that during the period aforesaid he was the agent and paid representative
xviii
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of Larkin, Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour Board of Commissioners,
in Parliament, and in connection with the Department of Public Works.

55. That from the year 1883 to 1890 both inclusive, the said Thomas McGreevy received
from Larkin, Connolly & Co., and frem his brother, R. H. McGreevy, for the considerations
above indicated, a sum of about $200,000.

56. That during the period aforesaid he was the agent and paid representative of Larkin,
Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour Board of Commissioners, in Parliament, and in
connection with the Department of Public Works,

9.

REeceirr o MoNEY oUT OF BAIE DES CHALEURS RAILWAY SUBSIDIES.

That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the subsidies
voted by Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Chaleurs Railway a
sum of over $40,000.

57. That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the subsidies voted by
Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Chaleurs Railway, a sum of over $40,000.

10.

Use or NAME oF THE HoNoUrRaABLE MINISTER oF Pusnic WORKS.

That the name of the Honourable Minister of Public Works was made
use of by the said Thomas McGreevy in his dealings with Larkin, Connolly
& Co. s0 as to give the impression that he had control over him; the said
Thomas McGreevy undertaking to obtain his co-operation, or declaring he had
secured it, and that in the name of the Minister of Public Works, large sums of
money were corruptly demanded by the said Thomas McGreevy from Larkin,
Connolly & Co. That he used the Minister’s name before the Harbour Commis-
sioners, and that from 1882 to the present Session of Pariiament he lived in
the same house as the Minister, thereby giving the impression to Larkin,
Connolly & Co., that he had absolute control over him and that he was acting
as the Minister’s representative in his corrupt transactions with them.

59. That the said Thomas McGreevy on several occasions demanded in the name of the
Hon. Minister of Public Works and received from Larkin, Connolly & Co. sums of money.

60. That from 1882 to the present Session the said Thomas McGreevy has always lived
in the same house as the Hon. Minister of Public Works, and that he seems to have done
80 in order to put in the mind of Larkin, Connolly & Co. the impression that he had over
said Hon. Minister an absolute control and that he was acting as his representative in his
corrupt transactions with them.
w11, 61. That in fact on many occasions he used the name of the Hon. Minister of Public

‘Works in his dealings with them, undertaking to obtain his co-operation or declaring tha
he had secured it.
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CHARGES AGAINST
THE HONOURABLE THE MINISTER OF PUBLIC WORKS.

1

PAYMENTS OF MONEY BY LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.

That members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid and caused to
be paid to the Honourable the Minister of Public Works, out of the proceeds
of the various contracts in question, large sums of money.

63. That certain members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid and caused to be
paid large sams of money to the Hon. Minister of Public Works out of the proceeds of the
said contracts, and that entries of the said sums were made in the books of that firm.

2.
“ Cross-waLL ”’ CoNTRACT, 26TH May, 1883.

That by improper manipulations and by information improperly obtained
from officers of the Department of Public Works, the contract for the Cross-
wall was, on a report to Council made by the Honourable the Minister of Public
Works on 26th May, 1888, awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., who, about
the same date, to wit, 4th June, 1883, paid the sum of $1,000 to the “ Lange-
vin Testimonial Fund,” for the use of Sir Hector Langevin, then Minister.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations wherein the said
Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for the Cross-wall and lock in connec-
tion with the Quebec Harbour Works was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., on a Report
to Council made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th May, 1883.

21. That about the same date, namely, the 4th June, 1883, a sum of $1,000 was paid by

the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co, towards *‘ Langevin Testimonial Fund "—a fund destined
to be given to Sir Hector Langevin.
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CHARGES AGAINST
THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS.

L

“Cross-waLL” CoxTrACT, 26TH May, 1883.

That while the tenders for the Cross-wall were being examined and the
quantities applied in the Department of Public Works, the said Thomas
McGreevy obtained from the Department, and from officicials of the Depart-
ment, information as to figures and amounts and in other respects as to the
said tenders, and in consequence of such information, and by improper mani-
pulations in connection with the said tenders, the contract was awarded to
Larkin, Connolly & Co.

17. That while all the tenders were being examined and the quantities applied in the Depart-
ment of Public Works of Canada, the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy, then and now a
member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the Government, promised to obtain, and did obtain, from the
Department of Public Works of Canada, and from officials of that Department, in
relation to the said tenders, to figures in connection therewith, and to the amounts
thereof, information which he offered to communicate before the result was officially
known, and which he did communicate to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and to
certain members of the said firm individully.

18. That to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Messrs. Gallagher
and Beaucage were lower than those of Larkin, Connolly & Co., but that in considera-
tion of the promise of the sum of $25,000 to be to him paid, he, the said Thomas
McGreevy, agreed to secure the acceptance of the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
and that he suggested to that firm and to certain members thereof individually, to make
arrangements in connection with the said Gallagher and Beaucsge, and to so manipulate
matters as to render the tenders of those two parties higher than those of the said firm,
or, at all events, to secure the contract for Larkin, Conmnolly & Co., and that said
arrangements and manipulations were carried out as suggested by him.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations, wherein the said
Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for the Cross-wall and lock in
connection with the Quebec Harbour Works was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co.
on a report to Council made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date 26th
May, 1883.

2.

CONTRACT FOR TIE COMPLETION OF THE KEsQuiMALT Dock, 8t NovEMBER, 1884.

That after tenders were asked for by the Government for the completion
of the Esquimalt Dock and before Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered for that
work, Thomas McGreevy obtained from the Department of Public Works, in-
formation, figures and calculations which he communicated to Larkin,
Connolly & Co., and that during the execution of the contract, the said
Thomas McGreevy, acting as agent of Larkin, Connolly & Co., obtained from
the Department important alterations in the plans and works and more favour-
able conditions enabling the Contractors to realize to the detriment of the
bublic interest verly large sums of money.

27. That before tendering, the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. had with Thomos
McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, communications and
interviews wherein they secured his services to assist them in dealing with the Department

of Public Works in order to secure the ga,id contract.
XX1
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28. That he agreed to help them, and that he did in fact help them in divers ways, and,
amongst others, by obtaining from the Department of Public Works information, figures,
and calculations which he communicated to them.

30. That during the execution of the said contract, the said Thomas McGreevy was the
agent or one of the agents in the pay of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with the Depart-
ment of Public Works ; that he endeavoured to obtain, and did obtain for them, at their
request, important alterations in the works and more favourable conditions.

33. That in consideration of the sums of money so received by him and of the promises
to him made, the said Thomas McGreevy furnished to Larkin, Connolly & Co., a great deal
of information ; strove to procure and did procure to be made by the Department and the
Hon. Minister of Public Works, in the plans of the Graving Dock and the execution of the
works, alterations which have cost large sums of money to the public treasury.

3.

“ SourH-wALL ” ConTRACT, 167H FEBRUARY, 1887.

@, That in the year 1886, the said Thomas McGreevy procured from
public officials, the tenders sent in to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for
the construction of the South-wall of the Quebec Harbour Works and showed
them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly, and Robert H. McGreevy in order to
give them an undue advantage over their competitors, and the said Murphy,
Connolly and Robert McGreevy had said tenders in their possession during
several hours, after which they were delivered to Henry ¥. Perley, who was
thenin Quebec; and that the contract was awarded to John Gallagher, a mere
figure head for the said ..urphy, Connolly and Robert H. McGreevy, who
did the work for their own profit and advantage.

b. That through the intervention and influence of the said Thomas
McGreevy, changes, detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to
secure great profits to the contractors, were made in the plans and the works,
and in the conditions and securities set out and provided for in the contract.

51, That Mr. Thomas McGureevy procured from public officials the tenders received, and
showed them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, for whom he was
acting, in order to give thein an undue advantage over their competitors. .

52. That they %ad the said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which
they were returned to Henry ¥. Perley, then in Quebec, by the said Thomas McGreevy.

53. That the contract was awarded to one John Gallagher, a mere figure-head for the
sa(miid Murphy, Connolly and R. H. McGreevy, who did the work for their own profit and
advantage.

54. That changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great
profits to the contractors, were made in the plans, and the carrying out of the works, and in

the conditions and securities set out in the contract, through the influence and intervention
of the said Thomas McGreevy.

CoxtracT FOR DREDGING WET BagiN AT 35 CENTS PER Y ARD, 28rD May, 1&87.

(2.) That the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, having made a corrupt
arraugement with Larkin, Connolly & Co., providing for a contract for the
dredging of 800,000 cubic yards in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour
‘Works, used his influence as a Member of Parliament with the Department
of Public Works, and in particular with Henry F. Perley, and induced him
to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission in favour of the payment of the
said sum of thirty-five cents per yard ; and that a correspondence on this sub-
Jject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin, Connolly & Co. took place at the
suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy before the Quebec Harbouy Com-
missioners were consulted, and was conducted in such a manuer as to conceal
the corrupt character of the contract.
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(b.) Thatthrough the intervention, effort and influence of the said Thomas
McGreevy, and without any public tender having been called for, a contract
was made between the Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly
& Co. for the above-mentioned work.

{e.) That in the execution of the works of the above contract extensive
frauds were perpetrated, to the detriment of the public treasury, and sums of
money were paid corruptly to officers under the control and direction of
Henry F. Perley and appointed by the Quebec Harbour Commission.

40. That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence as a Member of this House with
the Department of Public Works, and in particular with Henry F. Perley, Esq., to induce
him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commission in favour of the payment of tlhe said sum
of 35 cents per cubic yard.

41. That the correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., before the Quebec Harbour Commissioners were consulted, took place at
the suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy, and was conducted with his knowledge and
participation in such a manner as to conceal from the eyes of Parliament and of the public
the corrupt character of the contract, in connection with which he had received $27,000.

43. That on the 23rd May, 1887, in fulfilment of the arrangement above mentioned, and
through the effort, the influence and the intervention of the said Thomas McGreevy and
without any public tender having been called for a contract was made between the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co., for all the necessary dredging and
removal of material in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harhour works.

44, That in the execution of the works of this contract extensive frauds were perpetrated,
to the detriment of the public treasury, and sums of money were paid corruptly to officials
under the control and direction of Henry F. Perley and appointecll by the Quebec Harbour
Commission.
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SELECT STANDING COMMITTEE

ON

PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS.

MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS.

Fripay, 156th May, 1891.
The Committee met.

PrESENT:

Messieurs
Adams, Edgar, Mills ( Bothwell),
Amyot, Flint, Moncrieff]
Baker, German, Mulock,
Beausoleil, Girouard, Ross (Lisgar),
Burdett, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,
Chapleau, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Coatsworth, Langevin (Sir Hector), Tupper,
Costigan, Lavergne, Weldon,
Curran, McDonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockville).—29.
Davies, MelLeod,

On motion of Sir John Thompson, Mr. Girouard was chosen Chairman of the
Committee for the present Session,

Mr. Girouard having taken the Chair, the Order of Reference was read by the
Clerk.
* Sir John Thompson moved, That leave of the House be asked to employ a
shorthand writer for the purpose of taking down such evidence as the Committee
may deem necessary.—Motion agreed to.

Sir John Thompson moved, That leave of the House be asked to have all
the proceedings of, and evidence taken before, the Committee printed from day to
day for the use of the members of the Committee.—Motion agreed to.

The Chairman having asked whether any of the parties affected were desirous
of being heard by Counsel, Mr. Tarte, M.P., handed in the name of Mr. C. A, Geoffrion.

Ordered, That Mr, Tarte be heard before the Committee by Mr. C. A. Geoffrion,
Q.C., his Counsel.

Mr. Tarte moved, That the following documents be produced by the proper officer
of the Department of Public Works, or of any other Department to which they may
belong :

“ All papers, tenders, plans, contracts, correspondence, telegrams, reports, Ovders-
in-Council and books which are in, or under the control of the Department, relating
in any way to the following contracts and matters, or any of them:

“1st. The tenderings and contracts for dredging in the Harbour of Quebec in
1882 and 1887,
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“2nd. The appointment and removal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington
from positions in conunection with the Quebec Harbour Works and the Lévis Graving
Dock, and any arrangement made with them.

“3rd. The appointment of Messrs. Henry F. Perley, John Edward Boyd and
Boswell, and the removal of Henry F. Perley, Esq.

‘4th, The calling for tenders and the awarding of the contract for a Cross-wall
and lock in connection with the Harbour Works, and for the ‘“South-wall”, or
“ Retaining-wall”’ in the same works.

“5th. The construction of the Graving Dock at Lévis, together with the plans
relating thereto, and all the papers in connection with the awarding of the contract
for the said work and the changes in the same, .

“6th, The tendcrs and countracts for the construction and completion of the
Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C., and with reference to all changes and alterations
in said works or the conditions thereof.

“7th. The dismissal of any officials employed by, or on behalf of the Department
of Public Works in connection with the said Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C.

“8th. All Orders in Counci! and all correspondeunce, letters and papers in
connection, with the employment of the steamer “ Admiral” in the public service.

“9th, All correspondence between the Imperial Government or any officers
thereof, and the Canadian Government or any officers thereof| in connection with the
construction, completion and alterations or proposed alterations in the Graving
Dock at Esquimalt.

“10th. All letters, correspondence, telegrams, reports or Orders-in-Council
relating to the execution of the various works above mentioned.”—Motion agreed to.

Ordered, That all papers mentioned in the foregoing motion be brought from
the Department and left in this Committee room, in charge of the proper officer, for
inspection by Mr, Tarte and his Counsel, or by any other member of the Committee.

Sir John Thompson suggested that as the enquiry would, in all probability,
cover a great deal of ground and extend over a long period of time, any witnesses
summoned to appear before the Committee do attend de die in diem.—Which was
agreed to. ‘

Mr. Kirkpatrick suggested that Mr. Tarte should, after examining the papers
moved for, give the Chairman the names of some of the witnesses he proposes to
call, and that the Committee should sit again as soon as the witnesses were present.
—Which was agreed to.

Mr. Langelier moved, That a summons be issued upon Edmond Giroux, Esquire,
Chairman, and James Woods, Esquire, Acting Secretary of the Quebec Harbour
Commissioners, to attend before this Commiltee, and produce all correspondence,
books of record and account, papers, tenders, contracts and plans, estimates and’
reports, in the possession, or under the control of the Quebec Harbour Commis-
stoners, relating directly or indirectly, to the letting of the contracts for, or the con-
struction of, the Quebec Dock or the Lévis Graving Dock, from 1878 to 1891.—
Motion agreed to.

The Committee then adjourned to the call of the Chair.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Tuespay, 26th May, 1891.

The Committee met at 10,30,

PrEsENT:

Messieurs
Adams, Edgar, MecLeod,
Barron, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Chapleau, German, Mulock,
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,
Davies, Langevin (Sir Hector), Thompson (Sir John)
Desaulniers, Laurier, Tupper.—20.
Dickey, McDonald ( Victoria),

At1lo’clock, a quorum not yet being present, Sir John Thompson suggested that
the examination of witnesses and production of papers might be proceeded with,
with consent.—Which was agreed to.

The Chairman not being present, Sir John Thompson moved that Mr. Kirkpat-
rick take the chair.—Motion agreed to.

Sir John Thompson moved that the following gentlemen be heard before the
Committee as Counsel: Mr. H. McD. Henry, Q.C,, for the Public Works Depart-
ment; Mr, G. G. Stuart, Q.C., and Mr, C. Fitzpatrick, for Hon. Thomas McGreevy ;
and Mr. Hector Cameron, Q.C. for Mr. Patrick Larkin.—~Motion agreed to.

The Chairman stated that in accordance with the understanding arrived at, at
the last meeting of the Committee, Mr. Tarte had handed in the following names of
persons whom he desired to have summoned to give evidence before the Committee,
and to whom summonses were issued accordingly, viz.: Messrs. Owen E. Murphy,
Quebec; Robert H, McGreevy, Quebec; Martin P. Connolly, Quebec; Nicolas K.
Connolly, Quebec; Michael Connolly, Kingston ; and Patrick Larkin, St. Catharines;
all of whom were required to bring with them all the books, contracts, vouchers,
letters, receipts and other documents in their possession, belonging to them or to the
firm ot Larkin, Connolly & Co., in connection with: st. The dredging of the Har-
bour of Quebec since 1882; 2nd. The Cross-wall and lock in connection with the
same harbour; 3rd. The dredging of the Wet-basin in the same harbour ; 4th, The
South-wall or Retaining-wall in same harbour; 5th. The Graving Dock at Lévis;
6th. The Graving Dock at Esquimalt; 7th, The Langevin Testimonial Fund. Also,
Mr. H. V. Noel, manager ot the Quebec Bank at Ottawa, who was required to
bring with him any receipts, letters, vouchers, contracts and any other documents
and books in his possession and having connection with: 1st. The Langevin Testi-
monial Fund; and 2nd. The construction of the Baie des Chaleurs Railway. And
also Messrs. A. Hector Verret, Quebec; and Richard Kimmitt, St. Catharines.

Of the witnesses summoned the following were reported as present :

Messrs. Owen E. Murphy, Robert H. McGreevy, A. Hector Verret and H. V.
Noel.

Mr. Hector Cameron, Q.C., stated that Mr. Patrick Larkin was unable, owing
to a pressing engagement, to be present this morning, but would come to Ottawa
when required by the Committee and produce all papers in his possession.

Messrs. Martin P. Connolly, Nicolas K. Connolly, Michael Connolly and Richard
Kimmitt not being present, it was

Ordered, That a second summons be issued for their attendance before the Com-
mittee at its next sitting. ‘
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Mr. James Woods, acting Secretary-Treasurer, Board of Harbour Commissioners,
Quebec, being sworn, was examined by Mr. Geoffrion. During his examination cer-
tain papers and letters were produced and filed, and marked as Exhibits “A” to “R”’
inclusive.

Ordered, That Mr. Woods do search for any papers, &c., required by Counsel,
amongst the documents belonging to the Board of Harbour Commissioners, and that
the same be scheduled and filed with the Clerk to be laid before the Committee at
its next sitting.

The Committee then adjourned until to-morrow at 10.30 A. M.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

WEeDNEsSDAY, 27th May, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m,
PRESENT :
Messieurs Girvouard, Chairman,

Amyot, Davies, McCarthy,

Barron, Edgar, MeLeod,

Beausoleil, Flint, Milis (Bothwell),
Burdett, German, Monecreift,

Cameron (Huron), Ives, Moulock,

Chapleau, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,

Costigan, Langevin (Sir Hector), Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Laurier, Tupper,

Daly, Lister, Wood (Brockville) —27.

The Chaivman laid on the Table a synopsis of the papers selected by Counsel
from amongst the papers.and records of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners and
filed with the Clerk of the Committee.

The said letters and papers (36 in number) were laid upon the Table by the
Clerk, and were marked as Exhibits “S” to “A 2" inclusive.

Mr. James Woods was recalled and further examined. He submitted a state-
ment of amount paid on account of Louise Docks and Graving Dock contracts to 1st
August, 1883, which was filed and marked Exhibit « A 23.”

. The question of printing such papers as were laid before the Committee having
arisen, it was
Resolved, That the selection of papers for printing be left in the hands of
Counsel on both sides, and that, in the event of any disagreement, the decision be
left to the Committee.

The Chairman read a telegram from Richard Kimmitt, St. Catharines, stating
that there was sickness in his family, but that he would attend as a witness, when
required, if the amount of his expenses was advanced to him.

Ordered, That the Clerk do write to Mr. Kimmitt and inform him, that it is
tontrary to practice to advance amount of expenses to witnesses, but that he would
be paid all expenses after giving his evidence, and that, as there was sickness in his
family, he would not be summoned to attend until actually required.

Mr. E. F. E. Roy, Secretary Public Works Department, was sworn and examined.

Mr. Robert H. McGreevy was sworn and examined. During his examination,
certain letters, written by Hon. Thomas McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, were read
and filed and marked as Exhibits “B2” to “0 2, inclusive.
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A letter of 13th May, 1886, having been produced, Counsel for Hon. Mr. McGreevy
objected to the letter being read, as irrelevant. After some discussion, it was

Resolved, That any letters, or parts of letters, to the relevancy of which objec-
tion is taken at the present sitting of the Committee, be left over for discussion until
1 o’clock, when the room can be cleared and the letters read and discussed with
closed doors.

A letter of 9th March, 1886, being produced, objection was taken by Hon. Mr.
MeGreevy’s Counsel to the reading of the postscript, as irrelevant

Ordered, That the letter be read, without the postscript, and that the relevancy
of the postscript be decided with closed doors.

Letter read, without the postscript, filed and marked Exhibit “ P 2.”

Letters of 18th June, 1885, and 19th March, 1886, were read, filed and marked
as Exhibits “Q2” and “R 2" respectively.

Mr. Geoffrion asked for permission to file, and prove by witness (R. H.
McGreevy), letters which passed between members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly
& Co., and especially one from Patrick Larkin to O. E. Murphy.

And objection being taken thereto, Mr. Geoffrion withdrew the letter, though
statiug that he did not abandon the principle.

The room having been cleared and the doors closed, the Committee considered
the relevancy of the letters reserved,

After some discussion, it was

Resolved unanimously, that the letter of 13th May, 1886, be filed as part of the
evidence, and that the postscript of the letter of the 9th March, 1886, being
irrelevant, be not so filed.

The letter of 13th March, 1886, was then filed and marked Exhibit “ O 24.”

The Committee then adjourned until Friday, the 29th instant, at 10.30 a.m.

Aftest.
WALTER TODD,
. Clerk of the Committee.

Fripay, 29th May, 1891
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PRrESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Curran, Lister,
Amyot, Davies, McDonald ( Victoria)
Buaker, Desaulniers, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Dickey, Monerieft,
Beausoleil, Edgar, Mulnek,
Burdett, Flint, Ouimet,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Tarte,
Chapleau, German, Thompson (Sir John),
Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Tupper,
Costigan, Langevin (Sir Hector), Weldon,
Choquette, Laurier, ‘Wood (Brockville).—33.

The Minutes of the last sitting were read, amended and confirmed as amended.

Mr, Tarte stated that Mr. Geoffrion, his Counsel, was unavoidably absent owing
to illness in his family.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
Ordered, That Pierre Vincent Valin, Esq., Quebec, be summoned to attend before
the Committee on Tuesday next, the 2nd June.
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Mr. Patrick Larkin, St. Catharines, being called, was sworn and examined
briefly by Mr. Tarte and Mr. Lister. (Further examination postponed.)

Mr. Michael Connolly being called was sworn and examined.

Mr. Connolly not having brought with him any of the books and papers ordered
by the Committee, it was

Ordered, That Mr. Michael Connolly produce before the Committee at its next
sitting on Tuesday morning, the 2nd day of June, all the books and papers specified
in the summons issued to him on the 20th May instant.

Mr. Nicholas Connolly being called did not respond.

The Chairman stated that Mr. Nicholas Connolly had been summoned by regis-
tered mail on 20th May, and by telegraph on the same day, the receipt of telegram
being signed by Martin P. Connolly. That on the 26th May a second summons was
sent to him by telegraph, the receipt for which was signed by P. Kelly at Mr.
Connolly’s office.

In reply to the Chairman Mr. Michael Connolly stated that he would undertake
to say that Mr. Nicholas Connolly would be present at the next meeting of the Com-
mittee, with such books as might be in his possession.

Mr. Martin P. Connolly being called, made default,

The Chairman stated that Mr. Martin P. Connolly had been subpcened by
registered mail on 20th May, also hy telegram the same day, the receipt for the
telegram being signed by himself at 3.30 p.m. the same day. That on the 26th May
a second summons was sent him by telegraph, which was delivered at his office at
4.15 p.m. of the same day and signed for by P. Kelly.

Ordered, That a new summons (in duplicate) in the terms of the one sent to hint
on the 20th May (adding the words “or under your control ” in the proper place) be
issued for the attendance of Martin P. Connolly before the Committee on Tuesday
next, the second day .of Juune, and that an officer of the House be sent to Quebec and
one to Kingston, Ontario, with instructions to serve the summons upon the said
Martin P. Connolly.personally wherever he may be found.

Ordered, That a new summons, in the terms of the one sent to him on the20th May
(adding the words “ or under your control ” in the proper place ) be issued for the
attendance of Nicholas K. Connolly, before the Committee on Tuesday next the 2nd
day of June, and that the same be served upon him personally, in the City ot Kingston,
by an officer of this House.

Ordered, That the clerk do communicate with the Postmaster at Quebec with
a view of procuring proof of delivery of the summons sent to Martin P, Connolly,
by registered mail on the 20th May.

Mr. O. E. Murphy, of Quebec, was sworn and examined. During his examination
a schedule and four letters weve read and filed as Exhibits “S82” to “W2” inclusive.

The Committee then adjourned until Tuesday next at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Tuespay, 2nd June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m,

PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.

Adams, Daly, MeDonald ( Victoria),
Amyot, Dickey, McLeod,

Baker, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Flint, Monerieff,

Beausoleil, Fraser, Mulock,

Burdett, German, Ouimet,

Cameron (Huron), Ives, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Costigan, Laurier, Tupper,

Curran, Lavergue, Weldon,

Choquette, Lister, Wood (Brockville).—35.
Davies,

The Minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed.

Mr. Daly moved that Mr. Alex. Ferguson, Q.C., have audience before the Com-
mittee as Counsel for Messrs. Michael Connolly and Nicholas K. Connolly.—Motion
agreed to.

Mr. Ferguson, Q.C., Counsel for Mr. Michael Connolly, stated thut the books and
papers which the Committe had, at its last sitting, ordered Mr. Connolly to produce,
would arrive in the city by express at 1 o’clock this day and be laid before the
Committee at its next session.

Myr. Martin P. Connolly being called, made default for the third time.

The clerk reported that.l. B. George Samson and Alexander Sharpe, the mes-
sengers sent to Quebec and Kingston, respectively, to serve a summons upon Mr.
Martin P. Connolly had both returned, and that neither of them had succeeded in
serving Mr. Connolly, or ascertaining anything as to his whereabouts,

The clerk reported that Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly had been personally served
with a summons in Kingston on Saturday, the 30th May, by the messenger, Alex-
ander Sharpe.

Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly being called, was present.

J. B. G. Samson and A. Sharpe were then both sworn and examined.
Mr. Michael Connolly was recalled and further examined.
Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly was sworn and examined.

Mr. Edgar moved that further steps be taken, either by telegram, letter or by
employment of a detective or detectives, to serve a summons upon Mr, Martin P.
Connolly.—Motion agreed to.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10,30 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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WEDNESDAY, 3rd June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PrESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Davies, Lister,
Amyot, Desaulniers, McDonald ( Victoria),
Baker, Dickey, McLeod,
Beausoleil, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Burdett, Flint, Moncreiff,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Mulock,
Chapleau, German, Ouimet,
Coatsworth, Ives, Tarte,
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Langelier, Tupper,
Choquette, Laurier, Weldon—36.
Daly, Lavergne,

The Minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed.

Mr. Michael Connolly was recalled, and in answer to the Chairman, stated that
the books and papers which he had been ordered to bring with him had arrived,
and he now produced them.

Mr. Ferguson, Q.C., stated, on behalf of the Messrs. Connolly, that they wished
it to be understood that these books and papers were not produced before the Com-
mitteein the ordinary sense of the term. There was a great deal in the books which
bad no relevancy whatever with the subject under investigation, and the Messrs.
Connolly did not think that their private books should be thrown open to the public,
as they would be more or less, were they produced in the ordinary way. They
were quite prepared to submit them to an expert accountant appointed by the Com-
mittee, or to search the books themselves and give any information required by the
Cominittee, but they could not give up possession of the books.

This not being considered satisfactory, it was moved by Mr, Edgar, that the
books of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., now produced by witness, Michael Con-
nolly, be kept under control of the Committee until further orders.—Motion agreed to.

M. Connolly submitted a list of the books and papers which he had with him ;
he ;}iell produced seven books and papers, which were filed and marked as Exhibits
as follows :

Exhibit “ X2.”—Specifications and Contract for Esquimalt Graving Dock.
do  “Y2.”—Contract for closing and opening of Princess Liouise Embankment.
do “Z2”—Contract for Dredging, Quebec Harbour Works.
do  “A3.-—Coatract for Quay-wall and entrance for Wet Dock.
do “B3.”—Contract for Dredging, Wet Basin, Quebec Harbour.
do “(C3.”—Contract for Lévis Graving Dock.
do D3, —Trial balance sheet, British Columbia Graving Dock.

. Witness being ordered to produce cash books in connection with the Lévis
Graving Dock, declined to do so; stating at the same {ime that he was willing to
do with them as he had already suggested.

The Clerk being ordered to lay the said cash books on the Table, the witness
declared that he would not allow any man to lay hands on the books, but he con-
sented to have them marked and identified. And after some discussion the books
Were accordingly identified and marked as Exhibits “ P3” to “U3.”

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, Thursday, at 10.30 a.m.
Attest.
WALTER TODD,

Cierk of the Committee.
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TrUursDAY, 4th June, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.

Adams, Daly, Laurier,

Amyot, Davies, Lavergne,

Baker, Desaulniers, MeDonald ( Victoria),
Barron, Dickey, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Edgar, Moncreiff,

Burdett, Flint, Mulock,

Cameoron (Huron), Fraser. Tarte,

Chapleau, German, Thompson (Sir John),
Coatsworth, 1ves, Tupper,

Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Weldon,

Choquette, Langelier, Wood (Brockville).—35.
Curran,

The Minutes of the last meeting were read, amended, and confirmed as amended.

Mr. Ferguson, Q.C., stated, in regard to the books belonging to the firm of Larkin,
Connolly & Co., that, atter the adjournment of yesterday’s sitting, they had been put
in a box in the next room (No.50) under lock and key, the key being in the
possession of Mr. Connolly, that they were still there, and that they were at the
disposal of the Committee in the same way that they were yesterday.

Mr. Michael Connolly, being re-called, was ordered to produce the cash books in
connection with the Lévis Graving Dock contract.

Having brought the books, and being requested by a member of the Committee
to hand them to him that he might have an opportunity of examining their conteuts,
Mr. Connolly refused to allow the books to pass out of his possession.

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was

Resolved, That a sub-committee be appointed to draft a Report to the House
setting forth the facts which have transpired in relation to the books of the firm of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., from the minutes and stenographer’s notes, and that such
sub-committee consist of the Chairman, Messrs. Mills (Bothwell), Langelier, Chap-
leau, and the mover.

Mr. A. Gobeil, Deputy Minister of Public Works, was sworn and examined.

During his examination certain letters and papers were read and filed, and
marked as Exhibits “B 3" to “Q 4,” both inclusive,

The Committee then adjourned until to-morrow at 10.30 a.m,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Fripay, 5th June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Daly, Lister,

Amyot, Desaulniers, , McDonald ( Victoria),
Buker, Dickey, MecLeod,

Beausoleil, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Burdett, Flint, Moncreiff,

Cameron ( Huron), Fraser, Pelletier,

Chapleau, Grerman, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Ives, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Tupper,

Choquette, Langelier, Weldon,

Curran, Laurier, Wood (Brockville).—36.
Davies, Lavergne,

The Minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed.

Ordered, That no person or persons, other than members of the Committee and
the Counsel authorized to be heard before the Committee, have access to any of the
books or papers in the custody of the Committee, unless authorized to do so by
resolution of the Committee.

Ordered, That Mr. John Hyde, accountant, have access to any of the books and
papers in the custody of the Committee, on behalf of the Counsel for Hon. Thomas
McGreevy.

At the request of Mr. Fitzpatrick, it was

Ordered, That Mr, Owen E. Murphy be required to bring with him and produce
at the next meeting of the Committee the following papers, viz.:

1. Original statement or declaration signed O. E. Murphy, as published in Le
Canadien, 30th April, 1890.

2. All bank books, cheque books, cheques, letter books, broker’s statements, and
all other books, papers or documents showing the financial transactions of said O. E.
Murphy from 1st May, 1883, up till 1st March, 1884, and from 1st June, 1884, till
1st February, 1885, and from ist July, 1885, till 1st April, 1888,

Mr. A. Gobeil, Deputy Minister of Public Works, was re-called and further
examined,

During his examination certain letters and papers were produced and filed, and
marked as Exhibits “R4” to “Z 4 inclusive.

Mr. Owen E. Murphy was re-called and further examined.
During his examination certain papers were filed, and marked as Exhibits
“AD5” to “D5” inclusive.

The room having been cleared and the doors closed, the Sub-committee appointed
! yesterday’s sitting to report to the House the facts which have transpired in rela-
161 to the books of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., from the minutes and steno-
grapher’s notes, presented their Report as follows:
xxxiil
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REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE.
House or Commons, Hth June, 1891,

The Sub-Committee on Privileges and Elections have unanimously agreed to the
annexed Draft Report on the reference to them in the case of Michael Connolly, a
witness refusing to produce certain books required by the Committee; and they
recommend it to the Committee for adoption as the Report to be submitted to the
House.

D. GIROUARD, Chairman.
JNO. 8. D. THOMPSON,
J. A. CHAPLEATU,
DAVID MILLS,

F. LANGELIER.

“ DrRAFT REPORT SUBMITTED BY THE SUuB-COMMITTEE.

“The Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections have the honour
to report that in pursuance of the reference made to the Committee by the House on
the eleventh day of May last, several witnesses have been in part examined, and a
large number of documents have been produced.

“ One of the witnesses so examined in part was Michael Connolly, a member of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., mentioned in the reference. The said
Michael Connolly’s summons required him to produce the books and place them
under the control of the Committee.

“This demand he distinctly refused to comply with. He was likewise required
to hand certain of these books to a member of the Committee, who expressed a desire
to look at them in order to put certain questions to the witness relating to certain
matters of account which were supposed to be entered therein. This was also
refused by the witness.

“The proceedings of the Committee and the testimony of the witness will
appear more in detail by the Exhibits hereto annexed, marked “ A” and “B,” being
the minutes of the proceedings of the Committee, and the shorthand writer’s notes
of the evidence.

* Alexander Ferguson, Esq., Q.C., referred to in the Exhibits, was Counsel for the
‘witness and for another member of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

“Your Committee, being of the opinion that the discharge of the duties of the
Committee, imposed on them by the House, requires that the books should be placed
under the control and in the possession of your Committee, and that the books be
placed in the hands of members of your Committee for the purpose of interrogating
the witnesses, report the refusal of Michael Connolly to obey the orders of your
Committee in these particulars, and request the action of the House thereon.”

Resolved, That the foregoing Draft Report be agreed to and adopted as the
Report of the Committee, and that the said Report be presented to the House this
day.

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next, the 9th instant, at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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TvespAY, 9th June, 1891,

10.30 a.m.
The following Members were convened, viz, :
Messieurs
Desaulniers, McCarthy, Tarte,
Dickey, McLeod, Thompsoun (Sir Jokn), and
Traser, Mulock, Wood (Brockville).—9.
A Quorum not being present no business was transacted.
Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
Fripay, 19th June, 1891,
The Committee met at 10,30 a.m.
PreseNT:
Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Daly, McDonald ( Vietoria),
Amyot, Davies, McLeod,
Baker, Desaulniers, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Dickey, Mulock,
Beausoleil, Edgar, Ouimet,
Burdett, Flint, Pelletier,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Tarte,
Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Coatsworth, Langelier, Weldon,
Costigan, Laurier, Wood (Brockville).—32.

Curran,
The Minutes of the 5th and 9th days of June instant were read and confirmed.
Mr, Martin P. Connolly being called, was present.

A letter from the Quebec Harbour Commissioners was read, enquiring if it were
possible for them to get back the books and documents belonging to them and now
in the possession of the Committee, as the want of them seriously interfered with
the business of the Commission.

. After some discussion the Clerk was ordered to inform the Commissioners that
U would not be possible to return the books and documents at present.

Mr. O. E. Murphy was recalled and further examined.
__ During his examination certain papers were produced and filed, and marked as
Exhibits B 5 to “M5,” both inclusive.

Ordered, That the statements and correspondence in reference to the Quebec
iiarbour Works, Esquimalt Graving Dock, &e., laid before Parliament on the 16th
Aay, 1890, as Sessional Papers, No. 59¢, do form part of the case.

]’Yhillghtl%;lv)\?og& containing foregoing statements and correspondence filed and marked
) OH1t A .!1

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was
ol I{esolved, “That the books of account, handed in by Mr. Michael Connolly in
;Jedlveﬂb_‘e to the Order of The House, be referred to a Sub-Committee consisting of

e (f11§11'ma11 and Messrs. Adams, Baker, Davies and Edgar.
h 3 'lha’p the examination of the said books shall, subject to the further order of
e Commlttee, be made in presence, or by order, of the Sub-Committee.
XXXV
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“That the Sub-Committee shall decide all questions of relevancy, &c., arising on
the examination of the books.

“That Mr, Tarte and his counsel, and the other counsel admitted to be heard
before the Committee, be heard before the Sub-Committee, and such other persons
as the Sub-Committee may decide to hear.

“That the Sub-Committee have authority to examine witnesses under oath, and
to employ accountants and short-hand writers, and to report to this Committee from
time to time.”

The Committee then adjourned till Monday next at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
’ WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

Monpay, 22nd June, 1891.

10.30 a.m,
The following members were convened, viz.:
Messieurs

Adams, Kirkpatrick, McLeod,
Choquette, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Dayvies, Lavergne, Tupper, and
Edgar, Lister, Weldon.—14.
German, Mc¢Donald ( Victoria),

A Quorum not being present, no business was transacted.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

Turspay, 23rd June, 1891.
. The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.

Adams, Daly, Laurier,

Amyot, Davies, Lavergne,

Barron, Desaulniers, MecDonald ( Victoria),
Beausoleil, Dickey, McLeod,

Burdett, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Cameron (Huron), Flint, Mulock,

Choquette, Fraser, Tarte,

Coatsworth, German, Thompson (Sir Jokin),
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Tupper,

Curran, Langelier, Wood (Brockville).—31.

The Minutes of Friday, 19th June, and Monday, 22nd June, were read and
confirmed.

Mr. A. Gobeil, Deputy Minister of Public Works, was recalled and furither
examined. ,
During bis examination certain letters and telegrams wore read andfiled, ans
marked as Exhibits “O5” to “N6,” both inclusive.
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Ordered, That all papers necessary to enable Mr. Gobeil to prepare a statement
respecting the $50,000 to be paid for plant by the contractors for the Esquimalt
Graving Dock be sent to the Secretary of the Public Works Department, the
said papers to be returned to the custody of the Clerk of this Committee as soon as
the said statement is compiled.

Mr. Henry F. Perley, Chief Engineer Public Works Department, was sworn and
examined.

During his examination two letters from Mr, Perley to Larkin, Connolly & Co.
were read and filed, and marked as “ Exhibits “O 6" and “ P 6,” respectively.

Ordered, That Mr. Perley produce before the Committee at its next sitting any
letters received and copies of any letters sent by him, respecting the Quebec Harbour
Improvements, Lévis Graving Dock and Esquimalt Graving Dock, and which have
not already been placed in the custody of the Committee.

Mr, Patrick Larkin was recalled and further examined.

A letter (without any signature) from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy was produced
and ideuntified by Mr, Larkin.

Witness being asked by Mr. Geoffrion to read the letter,

Mr. Henry objected, on the ground that the letter was notadmissable as evidence.

The Chairman declared the objection well taken.

Mr. Mills (Bothwell) appealed to the Committee from this ruling.

Ordered, That the room be cleared.

The room being cleared and the doors closed, the point raised was argued by
Counsel.

After some further discussion by members of the Committee, on motion of Sir
John Thompson, it was

Resolved, Thatthe said letter be marked and identified by the Clerk, and-left in
his hands, to be open to examination by members of the Committee only, to enable
them to judge as to the relevancy of the contents; its reception as evidence being
left for future decision.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
WEDNESDAY, 24th June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PrESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.

Adams, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),

Amyot, Flint, Mulock,

Balker, Fraser, Pelletier,

Beausoleil, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,

ameron (Huron), Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),

Curran, Lavergne, . Tupper,

Davies, Lister, Wood (Brockville).—26.
esaulniers, MecDonald ( Victoria),

Dl(‘key, McLeod,

Minutes of yesterday’s meeting were read and confirmed.
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Sir John Thompsop moved that Mr. B. B. Osler, Q.C., be heard before the Com-
mittee as Counsel with Mr, Henry, Q.C,, for the Public Works Department.—Motion

agreed to.

Mr. Perley, Chief Engineer, Public Works Department, was re-called and

further examined.
During his examination certain letters and telegrams were read and filed, and

marked as Exhibits “ Q6" to “Z6,” inclusive,

Ordered, That Mr. Richard Kimmitt, accountant, have access to any of the
books and papers in the custody of the Committee, on behalf of Mr. Tarte and his
Counsel.

The Commiftee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

THURSDAY, 25th June, 1891,

The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT :
Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, rdgar, MecDonald ( Victoria),
Amyot, Flint, MeLeod,

Baker, Fraser, Mills (Bothwell),
Cameron (Huron), German, Mulocls,

Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Pelletier,

Curran, Langelier, Tarte,

Davies, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir JoAn), and
Desaulniers, Lister, Tupper.—26.

Dickey,

The Minutes of the last meeting were read and amended, and confirmed as amended.

In reply to the Chairman, Mr. Michael Connolly stated that the keys of the tin
boxes containing vouchers, &c., had been telegraphed for, but had not yet been
received.

Ordered, That, to prevent unnecessary delay in the proceedings of the Com-
mittee, the locks of the said boxes be opened by a locksmith.

Mr. Henry F. Perley was recalled and further examined by Mr. Geoffrion; he
was also cross-examined by Mr. Osler and Mr. Stuart.

During his examination, certain letters and papers were read and filed, and
marked as Exhibits “ A 7” to ““ E 7" inclusive.

Mr. O. E. Murphy was recalled and further examined.

Mr. Murphy stated that he desired to make a correction to the angwer given to
the second question, on page 39, of the Evidence, by striking out the word“ yes,”
and ingerting “ I gave the notes to R. H. McGreevy.”

The Committee then.adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30.

Attest.

WALTER TODD;
Clerk of the Committee.
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Fripay, 26th June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m,

PrEseNT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Desaulniers, McLeod,
Amyot, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Flint, Mulocls,
Burdett, Fraser, Tarte,
Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Langelier, Tupper,
Davies, Listet, Weldon.—24.
Daly, McDonald ( Victoria),

The Minutes of last meeting were read and amended, and confirmed as amended.

Mr, O. E. Murphy was recalled and further examined.
During his examination certain letters were read and filed, and marked as
Exhibits ¢ F 77 to “ M 7" inclusive.

The Sub-Committee appointed to examine the books of account handed in by
Mr. M. Connolly in obedience to the Order of the House, presented their First
Report, reporting the desire of Mr. Tarte and his Counsel to have Mr. O. E. Murphy
present during the examination of the books of account, and the objection thereto
of the Counsel for Mr. McGreevy and the Messrs. Connolly; also submitting all
Minutes of Evidence taken by the Sub-Committee up to date. (For Report and
Iividence, See APPENDIX No. 1 to the Evidence).

Resolved, That the question of the propriety of Mr. Murphy being present
during the examination of the books of account be left to the decision of the Sub-
Committee. '

Ordered, That all Reports of, and Minutes of Evidence taken by, the Sub-Com-
mittee be printed as Appendix No. 1, to the Evidence of the Standing Committee.

Mr. Michael Connolly was recalled and examined as to certain vouchers, notes,
cheques and papers which had not yet been produced by him in accordance with
the order of the Committee,

Mr. Edgar moved : That Mr, Patrick Kelly, clerk in the Quebec office of the
Messrs, Connolly, be summoned to attend before the Committee at its next sitting,
and to bring with him and produce all cheques, notes, stubs, bills-payable books
and papers in his possession, or under his control, belonging to the firm of Larkin,
Connolly & Co.—Motion agreed to.

. Mr. Edgar moved: That Mr. Charles Fitzpatrick, M.P.P., Quebec, and Mr.
Nicholas K. Connolly, Kingston, be ordered to attend before the Committee at its
next sitting with all cheques, notes, cheque-stubs, bills-payable books, and papers in
their possession, or under their control, belonging to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.
—Motion agreed to.

] Ordered, That all papers, vouchers, &c., in the custody of the Committee, be-
iwnging to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. (excepting the books of account refer-
red to the Sub-Committee) be accessible to members of the Standing Committee.

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was

Resolved, That when the Committee adjourns this day, it do stand adjourned
until such day next week as the House may re-assemble, and thereafter to meet on
¢very day in which there is a sitting of the House.

The Committee then adjourned.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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TuEesDAY, 30th June, 1891.
The following members were convened, viz, :

Messieurs
Adams, Edgar, McLeod,
Cumeron (Huron), Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Curran, Fraser, Thompson (Sir John),
Davies, Lister, Weldon.—14.
Dickey, ~ MeDonald ( Victoria),

There being no Quorum present no business was transacted.
Attest. WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
WEDNESDAY, 1st July, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.

PrEsenT:

Messieurs
Adams, Fraser, Mills (Bothawell),
Amyot, German, Moncreift,
Baker, Kirkpatrick, Mulock,
Coatsworth, Langelier, Tarte,
Davies, Lister, Thompson (Sir John),
Dickey, McDonald ( Victoria), Tupper, and
Edgar, MecLeod, Weldon.—22.

Flint,
The Chairman being absent, Mr. Baker (on motion of Sir John Thompson), took
the Chair.

The Minutes of Friday, 26th instant, and of Tuesday, the 30th instant, were read
and confirmed.

The Clerk reported that, in obedience to the Order of the Committee of Friday
last, he had issued, by telegraph, a summons duces tecum to C. Fitzpatrick, M.P.P.;
N. K. Connolly and Patrick Kelly ; thatthe summons required their attendance for
Thursday next, the 2nd instant; that subsequently he had telegraphed to C. Fitz-
. patrick and N. K. Connolly, requiring their attendance on Tuesday, the 30th June,
instead of Thursday, 2nd July.

Mr. Osler, Q.C., stated that Mr. Fitzpatrick was unable to leave Quebec in time
to be here for to-day’s sitting, but that he would be here to-morrow with all papers
required.

Messrs. N. K. Connolly and P. Kelly not being present, it was moved by Mr.
Mulock, “ That a summons duces tecum be issued to the said N. K. Coanolly and P.
Kelly, requiring their attendence before the Committee on Friday next, and that the
said summons be sent to the Sheriff of Quebec, with instructions to serve the same.”
—Motion agreed to.

Mr. A. Gobeil was recalled and further examined.

During his examination, certain letters and papers were read and filed, and
marked as Exhibits “N 7" to “V 7" inclusive. x

At the suggestion of Mr. Geoffrion, it was »

Resolved, That papers relating to Progress Estimates for Esquimalt Graving
Dock, be put in en bloc, to be examined by Counsel and marked as Exhibits by the
Clerk, after the adjournment of the Committee.

The Committee then adjourned till 10 o’clock to morrow.

Attest. WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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TrursDAY, 2nd July, 1891.

The Committee met at 10 a,m,

PRESENT :
Messieurs
Adams, Desaulniers, Mills (Bothwell),
Amyot, Dickey, Monereift,
Baker, Edgar, Mulock,
Barron, Flint, Pelletier,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Tarte,
Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Coatsworth, Langelier, Tupper,
Curran, MecDonald ( Victoria), Weldon,
Daly, McLeod, Wood (Brockville).—28,

Davies,

The Chairman not being present, Mr. Baker moved that Mr. Kirkpatrick take
the Chair—Motion agreed to.

Mr. Kirkpatrick having taken the Chair, the Minutes of the last meeting were
read and confirmed.

Messrs. N. K. Connolly and P. Kelly being called, were present.

Mr. Kelly was sworn and examined as to the cheque-stubs, vouchers, &ec., which
he had been ordered to produce.

Mr. C. Fitzpatrick produced certain cheques, notes, vouchers, &c., belonging to
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which were in his possession as Counsel in the
conspiracy case against O. . Murphy and R. H. McGreevy. These papers were filed,
and marked as Exhibits “X 7 to “ D 8, inclusive.

_ Mr. Martin P, Connolly was recalled,and produced cheque books with stubs, and
/bl_ll book of firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which were filed, and marked as Exhibits
“E8"” and “F 8,” respectively.

Ordered, That all papers placed in the custody of the Committee by Mr. Kelly

be put in en bloc, to be examined subsequently by Counsel, and marked as Exhibits
by the Clerk (if deemed necessary) after the adjournment of the Committee.

Mr. O. E. Murphy was recalled and further examined.
__ During his examination 27 letters were read and filed, and marked as Exhibits
“G8” 10 °G9,” inclusive.

At the request of Mr, Stuart it was
Ordered, That a summons duces tecum be sent to Mr. James MacNider, Quebec, to
attend and give evidence before the Committee on Saturday next.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion it was
_ Ordered, That a summons duces tecum be issued to Mr. Edward Moore, Portland,
Maine, to attend and give evidence before the Committee. ‘

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, at 10 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Cowmittee.
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Fripay, 3rd July, 1891
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT :

Il{essz'eurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Amyot, Fraser, Moncrieff,

Baker, (Ferman, Mulock,

Choquette, Ives, Ouimet,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Pelletier,

Curran, Langelier, Tarte,

Daly, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Desaulniers, Masson, Tupper,

Desjardins (L’'Islet), McDonald ( Victoria) Weldon,

Dickey, McLeod, Wood (Brockuville).—32.
Edgar,

The Minutes of yesterday’s meeting were read and confirmed.
¥ y g

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That summonses be issued to Mr. Simon Peters, Quebec, and to Mr.
Charles McGreevy, Quebec, to attend and give evidence before the Committee, the
former to bring with him and produce all papers under his control having reference
to the Quebec Harbour Improvements since 1882,

Mr. Geoffrion stated that upon examining the papers and vouchers produced
yesterday, by the witness Kelly, he had been unable to find the bank pass-book,
stubs of cheques on Union Bank of Canada prior to 1887, cheques, &c., the pro-
duction of which he considered necessary to prove his case.

Messrs, John Hyde, Martin P. Connolly and N. K. Connolly were sworn and
examined as to the said pass-book and stubs, &c.

Ordered, That Mr, Martin P, Connolly be sent to Quebec to get the said bank
pass-book and all cheques, stubs of cheques, letter books and books of account of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., since its formation on 17th August, 1878, and
not yet produced ; also Mr. O. E. Murphy’s bank pass-book prior to 1886.

Mr. O. E. Murphy was recalled and further examined by Mr. Geoffrion.

During his examination two cheques dated 2nd November, 1887 and 21st
November 1887, were produced and marked as Exhibit “ H 9,” and another cheque
dated 20th March, 1886, marked Exhibit “I1 9.”

Mr, Murphy’s cross-examination was then begun by Mr. Osler, Q.C.

The Committee tben adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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. SATURDAY, 4th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m,
Present :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Edgar, MecLeod,

Amyot, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Baker, Fraser, Moncreift,

Choquette, German, Mulock,

Curran, Ives, Pelletier,

Daly, Kirkpatriek, Tarte,

Davies, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Desaulniers, Lavergne, Tupper,

Desjardins (L’ Islet), Masson, Weldon.—30.4
Dickey, McDonald ( Victoria),

The Minutes of last meeting were read and confirmed.

The cross-examination of Mr. O. E. Murphy by Mr. Osler, Q.C., was resumed.

During bis cross-examination he produced twelve diaries for the years 1880 to
1890, which were filed and marked as Exhibits “K9” to “V9”; alsv a cheque, a
bank pass-book and three notes, marked as Exhibits “W9,” «“X 9" and “Y9,”
respectively.

The Sub-Committee appointed to examine the books of account handed in by
Mr, Michael Connolly in obedience to the Order of the House, presented their Second
Report, submitting additional evidence, taken by them on the second and third days
of July. (For Report and Evidence, see AppEnDIX No, 1, to the Evidence.)

Mr. William Brown, chief accountant of the Quebec Bank, was sworn, and
produced a statement of R, H. McGreevy's account with the Quebec Bank from 2nd
January, 1883, to 14th December, 1887, which was filed and marked Exhibit ¢Z9.”
Statement of Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s account with the Quebec Bank from 23rd
January, 1884, to 20th June, 1885, marked Exhibit “A10.” Aund requisition for
adrafton New York for $1,000 in favour of Henry Clews & Co., signed O" E. Murphy,
marked Exhibit « B10.”

_Mr. James MacNider, broker, Quebec, was sworn, and produced a statement of
0_. E. Murphy’s account with James MacNider & Co., from 11th January, 1883, to
17th October, 1883, marked Exhibit « C10.”

Mr. Ludovich Brunet, Clerk of the Peace, Quebec, was sworn, and produced
Promissory note for $400,000 to the order of O. E. Murphy, and signed by Michael
Connolly, marked Exhibit ¢ D10.”

The Committee adjourned at 2 o’clock p.m. till Monday, at 10.30 a.m.

Attest,
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Monpay, 6th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PrESENT :
Messieurs
Adams, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Amyot, Flint, Monerieft,
Barron, Fraser, Muiock,
Cameron (Huron), German, Pelletier,
Choquette, Ives, Tarte,
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Daly, Laurier, Tupper,
Davies, Lavergue, Weldon.—26,

Desjardins (L'Islet), MecLeod,
The Chairman being absent, Mr, Kirkpatrick. was moved into the Chair,

The Minutes of Saturday’s meeting were read, amended, and confirmed as
amended.

Mr. Tarte moved that Mr. Bradley, Secretary of the Department of Railways and
Canals, be summoned to appear and produce all Orders in Council, correspondence
and papers in the Department relating to the steamer Admiral.—Motion agreed to.

A discussion having arisen as to who should, or should not, have right of access
to the books of account handed in by Mr, Michael Connolly in obedience to the Order
of the House, it was

Resolved, That the said question be referred for decision to the Sub-Commitfee
appointed to examine the said books.

Ordered, That the letters and papers contained in the bag belonging to Mr. O.
E. Murphy be examined by Counsel on both sides, in Mr. Murphy’s presence, for the
purpose of selecting such papers as are relevant to this inquiry, the papers so
selected to be laid before the Committee at is next meeting; in the event of any
difference of opinion arising as to the relevancy of any paper, the question of rele-
-vancy to be settled by the Sub-Committee appointed to examine the books of account.

Attention having been drawn to the irregular manner in which certain witnesses
had been summed (viz., by order of the Chairmain, at the request of Counsel), it

was
Resolved, That in future all summonses to witnesses shall issu€ upon the order

of the Committee only.

Ordered, That Exhibit “ 79" being a statement of the account of Mr, R. H.
MeGreevy with the Quebec Bank, &c., shall not be open to inspection by any person
until further orders.

The Clerk reported that the plans for the Cross-wall in the Harbour of Quebec,
were not in the Department of {;ublic Works, but were in the possession of the
Quebec Harbour Commission, and that he had telegraphed to the Secretary of the
Harbour Board to send them up by first express; he had also telegraphed for the
progress and final estimates for the same work.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, at 10 a.m.

Attest.
WAILTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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TuEsDAY, Tth July, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.

PrESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Amyot, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Flint, Mulock,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Ouimet,
Choquette, German, Pelletier,
Coatsworth, Ives, Tarte,
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John).
Curran, Langelier, Tupper,
Daly, Lavergne, Weldon, and
Davies, Lister, Wood (Brockville).—30.
Desjardins (L’'Islet), MecLeod,

The Minutes of yesterday’s meeting were read and confirmed.

The Clerk reported that he had received a letter from the Speaker stating that
he had issued an order for the use, by this Committee, of the Railway Committee
Room on such days as the Railway Committee is not sitting.

The Chairman laid upon the table the letters and papers selected by Counsel from
the papers contained in Mr. O. E. Murphy’s bag, in accordance with the resolution
adopted at yesterday’s sitting of the Committee.

The Chairman presented the Third Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to
examine the books of account, submitting a Resolution authorizing certain persons to
have access to the said books of aceount. (For Report, see AppENDIX No, 1 to the
Evidence.)

Mr, Martin P. Connolly was recalled, and placed in the custody of the Committee
certain books and papers which he had brought with him from Quebec in obedience
to the Order of the Committee of Friday last, the 3rd instant.

Ordered, That said books and papers be open to inspection in the same manner
as the other books and papers of the firm already in custody of the Committee.

Mr. A. P. Bradley, Secretary of the Department of Railways and Canals, wus
called and sworn, and produced an Order in Council and an agreement with Julien
Chabot respecting the Steamer * Admiral,” which were filed and marked as Exhibits
“E 10”7 and “F 10,” respectively.

The cross-examination of Mr. O. BE. Murphy was then resumed.

At the request of Mr. Stuart, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That Mr. R. H. McGreevy be required to produce before the Committee
the following papers, viz. :

1. Original statement or declaration signed R. H. McGreevy, as published in
Le Canadien, 30th April, 1890.

2. All bank books, cheque books, cheques, letter books, brokers, statements. and
all other books, papers or documents showing the financial transactions of the said
R H. McGreevy from 1st January, 1883, to 1st Junuary, 1888; also, statement of all
transactions between R. H. McGreevy and O. E. Murphy during the said period.

3. Original of transfer from George Beaucage to Larkin, Connolly & Co., or any
nembers of said firm,

At the request of Mr. Stuart, Q.C., it was.

Ordered, That an order do issue on the Prothouotary of the Superior Court for
the District of Quebec to produce the original record in r¢ Thomas McGreevy vs. R.
1. McGreevy, action of assumpsit.
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At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was
Ordered, That Mr. G. Sancer, Accountant, have access to any of the books and
papers in the custody of the Committee on behalf of Mr. Tarte and his Counsel.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
WxpNESDAY, 8th July 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT:
Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Dickey, McDonald ( Victoria),
Amyot, Kdgar, Mc¢Leod,
Baker, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Fraser, Ouimet,
Choquette, German, Pelletier,
Coatsworth, Ives, Tarte,
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (8ir Jokn),
Curran, Langelier, Tupper,
Daly, Lavergne, Weldon,
Davies, Lister, Wood (Brockville).—33.

Desaulniers, Masson,
The Minutes of yesterday’s meeting were read and confirmed.

The Chairman read a telegram signed by Hon. Charles Langelier and Mr. E.
Pacaud, Quebec, to the effect that certain newspapers had stated that proof had been
adduced before the Committee that the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. had paid a
note of $700 for them, and asking that they be heard before the Committee on oath
in refutation of the charge. Mr. Fitzpatrick, on behalf of the Messrs. Connolly,
stated that the mnote alluded to had come before the Committee by the merest acci-
dent, and further, that the note had never been paid by the firm of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., but by the maker and endorser, etc. (See page 306 of the Evidence.)

. Ordered, That the said statement be communicated to Messrs. Langelier and
Pacaud by the Clerk.

At the request of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was

Resolved, That Mr. Tarte, M.P., be requested to produce before the Committee
all original statements signed by O. E. Murphy and R. H. McGreevy, respectively,
and published in Le Canadien.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was

Resolved, That Hon. Thomas McGreevy, M.P., be requested to lay before the
Committee all his bank books, letters received by him from Robert H. McGreevy,
Larkin, Connolly & Co., or any members of said firm, and Henry F. Perley, between
1883 and 1890; also, the accounts, correspondence and vouchers between him and
Julien Chabot, of Lévis, in connection with the steamer “ Admiral.”

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q. C., it was

Ordered, That summonses be issued to Mr. Joseph Lessard and Mr. Fabien
Vanasse to attend before the Committee and bring with them a statement of all
moneys paid or advanced by Hon. Thos. McGreevy or Sir Hector Langevin to ¢ La
Compagnie d’'Imprimerie du Monde,” since 1883; also, a statement of the shares held
by the said Hon. Thos. McGreevy and Sir Hector Langevin in the capital gtock of
the said company.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly be required to produce before the Com-
mittee his private bank accounts between 1883 and 1890, inclusive
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Mr. Tarte produced statement (in typewriting) of Mr. O. E. Murphy, which
was filed and marked Exhibit « G10.”

Mr. O. E. Murphy was further cross-examined by Mr. Osler and Mr. Stuart.
This concluded Mr. Murphy’s cross-examination for the present,

During his cross-examination two letters and a cheque were produced, and
marked Exhibits ¢ H10,” “110” and “ §10.”

Mzr. Murphy was ordered to be in attendance on Tuesday next, the 14th instant.

Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly was recalled and examined by Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C.

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was

Ordered, That a summons duces tecum do issue to Henry Birks, jeweller, Montreal,
10 be in atendance before the Committee on Tuesday next, the 14th instant, and that
he be required to produce all bouks of account showing his sales during the month of
January, 1887; also, to the Ottawa agent of the Canadian Express Company,
requiring him to produce on the same date all receipts for goods received for, and
delivered to, Mr. or Mrs. Henry F. Perley in the month of January, 1887.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, at 10 a.m.

Attest,
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
THURSDAY, 9th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT ;

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Davies, MecDonald ( Victoria),
Amyot, Desaulniers, McLeod,

Baker, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Flint, Moncrieff,

Burdett, Fraser, Mulock,

Cameron (Huron), German, Ouimet,

Choquette, Ives, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Costigan, Langelier, Tupper,

Curran, Lister, ‘Weldon.—33.

Daly, Masson,

The Minutes of Wednesday’s meeting were read and confirmed.

Mr, Henry F. Perley was recalled and examined as to the statement made con-
terning him by Mr. O. E. Murphy at yesterday’s sitting. :
Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly’s examination was resumed by Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C.

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was
Resolved, That leave of the House be obtained for this Committee to sit during
the time in which the House is in session.
On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was
_ Resolved, That the order of yesterday requiring the attendance before the Com-
Mittee on Tuesday next, of Henry Birks, Montreal, and the Agent of the Canadian
Express Company, Ottawa, be rescinded.
At the request of Mr, Stuart, Q.C., it was
__ Ordered, That a summons be issued to Mr. L. C. Marcoux, Secretary-Treasurer
of in Caisse d'Economie de Notre-Dame de Québec, to attend and produce before
the Coramittee a statement of the account of Mr. R. H. McGreevy with that institu-
ton from 1st January, 1883, to 1st January, 1890. .
Un motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
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Ordered, That a summons duces tecum be issued to Mr. St. George Boswell,
Resident Engineer, Quebec Harbour, to attend before this Committee, and produce
all reports of inspectors of dredging from 1883 to 1889, progress estimates of dredg-
ing for same period, progress estimates in connection with the Cross-wall, and al
papers and correspondence in connection with the same works.

Ordered, That the Third Report of the Spb-Committee appointed to examine the
books of account be referred back for further consideration.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, at 10 a.m,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
Fripay, 10th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m,
PrESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Davies, MeDonald ( Vietoria),
Amyot, Dickey, MeLeod,

Baker, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Flint, Moncreiff,

Beausoleil, German, Ouimet,

Cameron (Huron), Ives, Pelletier,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,

Costigan, Langelier, Thompson (Sir Joln),
Curran, Lister, Tupper,

Daly, Masson, Weldon.—31.

The Minutes of Thursday’s sitting were read and confirmed.

The Chairman informed the Committee that leave of the House had been
obtained for the Committee to sit during the time that the House is in session.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion. Q.C., it was

Ordered, That a summons do issue to Mr. Julien Chabot, Levis, to attend before
the Committee and produce all accounts, letters and vouchers which passed between
him and ifon. Thomas MecGreevy from 1883 to date in connection with the
steamer “Admiral’” and also all bank accounts, pass books, &c., in which were
entered the monies belonging to the running of said steamer during the same period.

On motion of Mr. Amyot, it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued to John Hanlan, Quebec, to attend and give
evidence before the Committee on Tuesday next, the 14th instant.

At the suggestion of Mr, Osler, Q.C., it was

Resolved—1. That two Expert Accountants be appointed by the Committee,
whose duty shall be to examine, and report upon oath to the Committee, upon the
dealings of Liarkin, Connolly & Co., Owen E. Murphy the Hon. Thomas McGreevy
and Robert McGreevy as appearing in the books of account, vouchers and exhibits
produced and to be produced with reference to the charges and enquiries before the
Committee.

2. Thatfurther evidence with reference to the said books, accounts and vouchers
may from time to time be given, at the instance of any ot the parties or of any
member of the Committee or at the request of the Accountants, before the sul-

committee.
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3. That all the books of account, exhibits and vouchers now before the Com-
mittee shall be at the disposal of the said Accountants for the purposes aforesaid.

4. It is ordered that the Hon. Thomas McGreevy, Robert MeGreevy, Charles
MeGreevy, Nicholas K. Connolly, Michael Connolly and P. Larkin forthwith produce
on oath before the sub-committee all their books of accounts, bank books, cheque
stubs, notes, drafts and all other documents and papers bearing upon the question
under enquiry and that when so produced the same shall be placed at the disposal
of the said accountants for the purposes aforesaid,

5. That at their own motion or at the request of the Committee thesaid Account-
ants may from time to time make interim reports to the Committee.

Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly’s examination was continued by Mr, Geoffrion, Q.C.,
and several members of the Committee.

During bis examination a statement of British Columbia Graving Dock, Quebec
Harbour Improvements and profits of R. H, MceGreevy's accounts, was filed and
marked as Exhibit “1, 10,” also five letters written by N. K. Connolly to O, E,
Murphy, marked as Exhibits “M 10" to “Q 10" inclusive.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
Sarorpay, 11th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT:
Messieurs
Adams, Fraser, Moncreift,
Amyot, Lister, Tarte,
Cameron (Huron), Masson, Thompson (Sir John),
Costigan, McDonald ( Victoria), Tupper,
Desjardins (L' Islet), MecLeod, Weldon—17.
Flint, Mills (Bothwell),

The Chairman not being present, on motion of Sir John Thompson, Mr. Masson
ook the Chair.

The Minutes of Friday’s sitting were read and confirmed.

Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly’s examination was continued by Mr. Tarte and other
mimbers of the Committee; he was also cross-examined by Mr. Fitzpatrick and
others,

__ During his examination three letters were filed, one from N, K. Connolly to O.
E. Murphy, marked Exhibit ¢ R10,” one from M. Connolly to his brother, marked
Exhibit €S10,” and copy of letter from Larkin, Connolly & Co.to Mr. Trutch,
marked Exhibit « 110,” also Transfer O. E. Murphy to N. K. and M. Connolly, 11th
May, 18¢9, marked Exhibit “ U10.”

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday, the 14th instant, at 10 a.m,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
xlix
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TuespAY, 14th July 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.

PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.
Amyot, Dickey, McLeod,
Barron, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Flint, Mulock,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Ouimet,
Choquette, (German, Pelletier,
Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,
Costigan, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Lister, Tupper,
Dily, Masson, Weldon,
Davies, MecDonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockvilley.—32.

Desjardins (L'Isiet),
The Minutes of Saturday were read and confirmed.

At the snggestion of Mr, Osler, Q.C., it was .

Resolved, That two Engineers be appointed by the Committee, whose duties
shall be

1. To examine and report upon the tenders, contracts and final estimates for
the work known as the Cross-wall—the subject of the contract of 6th June, 1883,

2. Therein to compare the quantities shown by the plans and profiles with the
quantities applied to the several tenders for the works.

3. To show all changes made in the execution of the work and the reduction
or increase of quantities thereby oceasioned, :

4. To compare the quantities shown in the final estimate with the quantities
shown in the plans and profiles, with the result in mouey.

5. To examine and report on such further matters as may be referred to them
by the Committee from time to time.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued to Mr. Robert H. McGreevy, jun., Quebec,
to attend and give evidence before the Committee,

Engineer's final estimate on Cross-wall was filed and marked Exhibit “«V 10.”

Mr. H. V. Noel, Manager Quebec Bank, Ottawa, was sworn and examined as to
Baie des Chaleurs Rajlway and the Langevin Testimonial Fund. During his
examination Mr. Noel produced a statement of amounts paid into Quebee Bank on
account of Baie des Chuleurs Railway, marked Exhibit “ W 10;” also seven letters
marked as Exhibits “X 10” 1o “ D 11,” inclusive; also statement of payments
made by the Dominion Government to the Quebec Bank on power of Attorney
from Baie des Chaleurs Railway Company, marked Exhibit «“ E 11.”

Mr. Noel was ordered to produce at the next meeting of the Committee a copy
of the account of the Langevin Testimonial Fund as contained in the books of the
Quebec Bank,

Mr. Simon Peters, Quebec, was sworn examined, and cross-examined.

During his examination Mr. Peters produced a letter from himself to Deputy
Minister of Public Works, respecting his tender for the construction of the Cros-
wall and the reply of the Deputy Minister to the same, marked as Exhibits ¢ G 11’
and “ H 11,” respectively ; also original notes (in pencil) comparing his tender {01
the same work with that of Larkin, Connolly & Co., marked Exhibit «I 71, and
a summary statement (in ink) based upon the said notes marked Exhibit «J 11.”
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My, Peters was ordered to produce at the next meeting of the Committee a copy
of his contract for the construction of the Louise Embankment, Quebec Harbour.

Mr. O. E. Murphy was recalled and examined as to the name of the clerk to
whom he alleged he had given the sum of $100. :
Mr. Murphy was then discharged subject to recall at any time.

On motion of Sir Jobn Thompson, it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued, requiring Mr, F. C. Lightfoot, of the Public
Works Department, to attend before the Committee at to-morrow’s sitting.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
Wep~NespAY, 15th July, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.

Adams, Desjardins (L' Islet), McDonald ( Victoria),

Amyot, Dickey, McLeod,

Baker, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, “lint, Monecreitt,

Beausoleil, Fraser, Mulock,

Chaplean, German, Ouimet,

Choquette, Ives, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Costigan, Langelier, Tupper,

Curran, Lister, Weldon,

Davies, Masson, Wood (Brockrille).~—35.
Desaulniers,

The Minutes of Tuesday were read and confirmed.

Ordered, That the sub-committee appointed to examine the books of account, do
meet at 3 o’clock, p.m., this day, and that the Hon. Thomas McGreevy, Robert
McGreevy, Charles McGreevy, Nicholas K. Connolly, Michael Connolly and P. Larkin
forthwith produce on oath before the sub-committee all theirbooks of account, bank
books, cheque stubs, notes, drafts and all other documents and papers bearing upon
the question under enquiry. '

Mr, H. V. Noel was further examined as to Langevin Testimonial Fund Account
at the'Quebee Bank. He submitted a statement of account showing a partial list of
subscribers to the Fund, which was inclosed in a sealed envelope until further orders,

Mr. F. C. Lightfoot of the Public Works Department was sworn and examined
4 10 the sum of $100 given him by O. E: Murphy.

The Chairman stated that Mr. Jennings, C.E., of Toronto, was present and had
¢Onsented to act as one of the Engineers to be appointed under the resolution adopted
it vesterday’s meeting, but that Mr. Walter Shanly, C.E., who had been asked to
4t with Mr. Jennings had expressed his inability to undertake the work, owing to
[)l‘e.ssmg engagements,

Ordered, That Mr. Jennings be directed to begin forthwith the work required
Under the yesolation, and that another Engineer be selected later.

1
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The cross-examination of Mr. Simon Peters was then resumed and concluded for
the present; Mr. Peters was then discharged subject to recall.

Ordered, That Exhibit “U,” Tabular Statement of Tenders received by the
Quebec Harbour Commissioners for certain dredging and timber work, be printed.

At the suggestion of Mr. Osler, Q.C,, it was

Ordered, That the clerk communicate with Mrs. Boyd, widow of the late Mr. J.
E. Boyd, with a view of obtaining from her any copies of papers, notes or plans
belonging to her late husband, and referring to the Quebec Harbour Works, which
may be in her possession at the present time.

Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly was recalled and further examined.

At the suggestion of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was

Resolved, That Exhibit “Z 9 statement of account of R. H. McGreevy with
the Quebec Bank (which was enclosed in a sealed envelope by order of the Com-
mittee) be reterred to the sub-committee with instructions to report upon what
action should be talken thereon.

On motion of Mr. Edgar, it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued to Mr. E. B. Webb, Cashier of the Union
Bank of Canada, Quebec, requiring him to attend before the Committee on Friday
next, and to produce the private bank accounts of Messrs. Thomas McGreevy,
N. K. Connolly, Michael Connolly and O. E. Murphy from 1st January, 1882, to 1st
January, 1889; and the bank account of Larkin, Connolly & Co. from 1st January
to 3rd June, 1889, '

On motion of Mr. German it was
Resolved, That the House be asked to reduce the quorum of the Committee
from 22 to 11 members.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

THURSDAY, 16th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a,m.

PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Amyot, Flint, Moncreiff,

Baker, Fraser, Mulock,

Beausoleil, German, QOuimet,

Chapleau, Kirpatrick, Pelletier,

Choquette, Langelier, Tarte,

Costigan, Lavergne, ~ Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Lister, Tupper,

Davies, Masson, ~ Weldon,

Desjardins (L’ Islet), Macdonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockville).—32.
Dickey, MecLeod,

Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),

The Minutes of Wednesday were read and confirmed.

The Clerk reported that he had communicated with a brother of Mrs. Boyd with
u view of ascertaining her present address, and had been informed that Mrs. Boyd
lit
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was at present in England, and that he believed that any private notes orv papers
which Mr. Boyd might have had in connection with the Quebec Harbour Works
were destroyed after his death.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That summonses be issued for the attendance before this Committee of
J. Benson Williams, of Quebec; G. B. Burland, of Ottawa; Charles N. Arm-
strong, of Montreal, and Honourable T. Robitaille, Senator, :

Resolved, That the Chairman do move in the House that a wmessage be sent to
the Senate, requesting that their Honours will be pleased to grant leave to the
Honourable Theodore Robitaille, one of their members, to appear before this Com-
mittee and give evidence.

Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly was recalled and his examination before the Standing
Committee concluded,

Mr. A. Hector Verret, late Secretary Treasurer of the Quebec Harbour Com-
missioners, was sworn, examined and cross-examined. Mr. Verret was discharged
from further attendance before the Standing Committee, but ordered to be in attend-
ance before the Sub-Committee this afternoon.

The Chairman presented the Fourth Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to
examine the books of account, which was read. (For Report and Evidence referred
to therein See AppENDIX No. 1 to the Evidence.)

Mr. Robert H. McGreevy, sen., was called and examined re production of books
and papers mentioned in the order of the Committee of Tuesday, the Tth instant,

After some discussion, it was decided that Mr. R. . McGreevy's books be open
to the inspection of Mr. Osler, Q.C., Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C.,, and the Accountants, Messrs.
Cross and Laing, in the presence of Mr. R. H. McGreevy.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee,
Fripay, 17th July, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PresENT:
Messieurs Gironard, Chairman.
Adams, Dickey, Masson,
Amyot, Edgar, McLeod,
Baker, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Fraser, Mulock,
I?eausoleil, German, Tarte,
Qhoquette, Kirkpatriek, Thompson (Sir John),
(:osngan, Langelier, Tupper,
urran, Lavergne, Weldon,
Davies, Listor, Wood (Brockville).—29.

Desjardins (I’ Islet), ‘
The Minutes of Thursday’s meeting were read and confirmed.

Re§olved, That the Chairman do move in ‘the House for a rhes:zage to the Senate,
Tequesting that one of their Committee rooms may be placed at the disj osal of the
Ouse, for the use of the Engineers and Accountants employed by this Committee.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
p Ordered, That the Clerk do obtain from the Secretary of the Department of
“ublic Works, all Annual Reports tothe Department, of the Quebec Harbour Commis-
Sioners from the year 1877, inclusive.
liii



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

Mr. St. George Boswell, Resident Engineer, Quebec Harbour Works, was sworn.

Mr. P. V. Valin, ex-Chairman of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, was sworn,
examined and cross-examined. Mr. Valin was then discharged from further atten-
dance, subject to recall.

Mr. Archibald Campbell, Quebec, was reported as present for Mr. Malouin,
summoned to produce original record in re Thomas McGreevy wversus R. H.
McGreevy.

The Committee took recess at 1 o’clock p.m.

3 o’clock P. M.

The Chairman mentioned that the House had reduced the quorum of the Com-
mittee to eleven members, in accordance with the recommendation contained in their
Third Report,

Mr. Julien Chabot, Manager of the Richelieu and Ontario Navigation Company,
was sworn and examined as to the steamer “ Admiral.” During his examination cer-
tainletters and papers were filed and marked as Exhibits “L11” to “Q11” inclusive.

Mur. Chabot was directed to produce at the next meeting of the Committee cer-
tain contra letters from N. K. Connolly in connection with the mortgage on the
steamer “Admiral.”

Mr. G. B. Burland, Ottawa, was sworn and examined on Baie des Chaleurs Rail-
way charges. He was then discharged from further attendance.

Mr. John G. Billett, local Manager of the Union Bank of Canada, Quebec, was
sworn, and produced statements of accounts with that Bank, of Hon. Thomas Mc-
Greevy, O. E. Murphy, N. K. Connolly, and Larkin, Connolly & Co., marked as Ex-
hibits “ R117 “S11,” © T11" and “ U11,” respectively.

Ordered, That the statements now produced by Mr. Billett be subject to the
order applied to Exhibit “Z9” (statement of account of R. H. McGreevy with the
Quebec Bank) by the Sub-Committee, as contained in their Fourth Report. (Se¢
ArpENDIX No. 1 to the Evidence.)

At the request of Mr, Stuart, Q.C., it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued to Peter Hume, Engineer, Kingston, to be
in attendance before this Committee on Tuesday next the 21st instant.

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next, the 21st instant, at 10 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD.
Clerk of the Committee.

liv
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Tuespay, 21st July, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m,

PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Desjurdins (L' Islet), Milis (Bothwell),
Amyot, Flint, Moncrieft,
Baker, Fraser, Mulock,
Barron, German, Quimet,
Beausoleil, Kirkpatrick, Pelletier,
Chapleau, Langelier, Tarte,
Choquette, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John),
Coatsworth, Lister, Tupper,
Curran, Masson, Weldon,
Davies, MecDonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockville).~33.

Desaulniers, MecLeod,

On motion of Mr, Tarte, it was
Ordered, That summonses be issued requiring the attendance before this Com-
mittee of Onézime Thibault, Quebec, and L. J. Riopel, Quebec.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was

Resolved, That J. Benson Williams and Onézime Thibault, being unable to
advance the amount necessary to pay their expenses to Ottawa, a cheque sufficient
to cover their expenses be sent to each of them.

Mr. C. N. Armstrong, Montreal, was sworn and examined on the charges
respecting Baie des Chaleurs Railway. Mr. Armstrong was then discharged from
further attendance.

Mr. Martin P. Conunolly was sworn and examined. During his examination two
telegrams were produced and marked Exhibits “V11” and “W11,” He was also
ordered to compile astatement of al) irregular payments and items marked in cypher,
or otherwise, appearing in the books of the firm, and to hand the same to the
Accountants, Messrs. Cross and Laing.

At the suggestion of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued for the attendance to-morrow of Mr, W. F.
Cloney, St. Catharines.

At 1 o’clock p.m. the Committee took recess.

3.30 o’clock, P.M.

~ Mr. L. C. Marcoux, Secretary-Treasurer of La Caisse d’Economie de Notre-
Dame de Quebec, was sworn, and produced a statement of the account of Robert
McGreevy, in trust, from 1885, marked Exhibit “X11,” and a statement of the
account of Robert H. McGreevy from 1882, marked Exhibit ¢ Y11.”

Ordered, That the statements now produced by Mr. Marcoux be subject to the
order applied to Exhibit «Z9 " by the Sub-Committee, as contained in their Fourth
¢port.  (See AppENDIX No. 1 to the Evidence.)
Iv
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Mr. Jennings, C.E., was called and explained his mode of procedure in carrying
out the work referred to him by the Committee.

Resolved, That Sir John Thompson and Mr. Langelier be authorized to confer
with Counsel as to the appointment of a second Engineer to be associated with Mr,
Jennings, in accordance with the terms of the Resolution adopted by the Committee
on the 14th instant.

Mr. Tarte laid on the Table a comparative statement of Larkin, Connolly &
Co.’s tender with that of Peters, Wright & Moore in connection with the Cross-Wall
which was marked Exhibit “Z11.”

Ordered, That the said Exhibit “Z11" be referred to the Engineers employed by
the Committee,

The examination of Martin P. Connolly was then resumed. During his exam-
ination a statement of cheques paid to O. E. Murphy, to the amount of $6,750, from
17th February to 21st February, 1887, was produced and marked Exhibit “A12”;
also, a receipt from K. J. Milne for the sum of $1600, marked Exhibit “ B12,”
and a receipt from Jos. Richard for $740, marked Exhibit ¢ C12.”

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
Ordered, That summonses be 1ssued for the attendance on Thursday next of Mr.
F. X Berlinguet, C.E., and Mr. C. Vincelette, both of Quebec.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
WebpNESDAY, 22nd July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Amyot, Desjardins (1. Islet), McDonald ( Victoria),
Baker, Edgar, McLeod,

Barron, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Fraser, Mulock,

Cameron (Huron), German, Ouimet,

Chapleau, Ives, Pelletier,

Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Lavergne, Tupper,

Davies, Lister, Weldon,

Desaulniers, Masson, Wood (Brockville).—34.

The Minutes of Tuesday’s meeting were read and confirmed.

The Clerk read a letter from Edward Muoore, of Portland, Me., stating that he
would endeavour to come to Ottawa in obedience to the summons sent him, but
stating that he would greatly prefer to be examined by a Commission at Portland,
as he could not leave at present without great inconvenience.

The letters and papers which Mr. Chabot was ordered, on 17th instant, t0
produce, were read by Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., and marked as Exhibity «D12” to “«HI12"
inclusive,

Ivi”
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Mr. Martin P. Connolly was recalled and his examination resumed. A pencil
memorandum of final division in connection with the Esquimalt Graving Dock was
filed. and marked Exhibit «112.”

Mr. L. J. Riopel was sworn and examined as to Baie des Chaleurs Railway
charges. Notarial copy of protest, Hon. T. MeGreevy, to Hon. T. Robitaille was
filed, and marked Exhibit « J12.”

At the request of Mr. Stuart, Q.C, it was

Ordered, That Counsel for Hon. Thomas MeGreevy have access to the books and
papers produced by Mr. R. H. McGreevy, sen,, on the 16th instant, and that Mr.
Geoffrion, Q.C., have access to books and papers produced by Hon. Thomas
McGreevy.

At 1 o’clock p.m, the Committee took recess.

3.30 o'clock P.M.

On motion of Mr, Tarte, it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued to A. A. Taillon, of Sorel, to appear before
the Committee and give evidence to-morrow (Thursday), and to bring with him all
papers, notes, cheques, vouchers, bank books, ete., in connection with the Baie des’
Chaleurs Railway.

Mr. Riopel's examination was resumed; he was also cross-examined by Mr.
Stuart, Q.C., and others, Mr. Riopel was then discharged from further attendance.

Mr. Robert H. McGreevy, sen., was recalled and examined by Mr. Geoffrion,
Q.C. During his examination certain letters and papers were filed, and marked as
Exhibits “ L12” to “ 812”7 inclusive.

The Committee adjourned till to-morrow at 10 o’clock a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD.
Clerk of the Commuttee.
THURSDAY, 23rd July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT:
Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Anyot, - Desjardins (L'Islet), McLeod,
Baker, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Fraser, Moncrieft,
Cameron (Huron), German, Mulock,
Chapleaa, Kirkpatrick, Quimet,
Choquette, TLangelier, Tarte,
Qoatsworth, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Lister, Tupper,
Duvies, Masson, Weldon,
Desuulniers, MecDonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockville).—31.

The Minutes of Wednesday were read and confirmed.

The following witnesses were reported as present, viz., R. H. McGreevy, jun.,
J.B. Williams, W, F. Cloney and F. X. Berlinguet.
Ivii
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Mr. Archibald Campbell, Assistant Prothonotary, Superior Court, Quebec, was
sworn, and produced copies of original record in re Thomas Mcheevy vs. R. H.
McGreevy, which were deposited with the Clerk.

On motion of Mr. Davies, it was

Ordered, That the evidence given before this Committee by Mr. P. V. Valin, on
Friday the 17th instant, be translated into English and printed as part of the record
in this case.

Mr. Robert H. McGreevy, sen., was recalled and his examination continued.
During his examination certain letters and papers were filed and marked as Exhibits
“T12” to “ Y12,” inclusive.

At 1 o'clock the Committee took recess.

4 o’clock P.M.
The following witnesses were reported present: O. Thibault and C. Vincelette.

The Sub-committee appointed to examine the books of account handed in by
Mr. Michael Connolly, in obedience to the order of the House, presented their
Fifth Report, reccommending that the books be not open to the inspection of mem-
bers untjl the Accountants have finished their work, &c. (For Report and Evidence
attached, see APPENDIX No. 1 to the Evidence.)

At the suggestion of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was

Lesolved, That it be referred to the Engineers to ascertain and report on the
Esquimalt Graving Dock as follows:

1. As to the changes made in the plans foi the said works.

2. As to the changes made in the execution of the works, and

3. As to the cost of the several changes made.

On motion of Mr. Edgar, it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued requiring the attendance before this Com-
mittee of H. Laforce Langevin, Quebec.

At the suggestion of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued requiring the attendance before this Com-
mittee of E. J. Milne, St. Joseph, Lévis.

Mr. Clement Vincelette was sworn and examined, and subsequently discharged
from further attendance.

The examination of Mr. Robert H. McGreevy, sen., was then resumed, during
which four letters were filed, and marked as Exhibits “ A13 "to “ D13,” inclusive.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Fripay, 24th July, 1891,

The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs Gironard, Chairman,

Amyot, Fraser, Moncreiff,

Beausoleil, German, Mulock,

Cameron (Huron), Kirkpatrick, Ouimet,

Choquette, Langelier, Pelletier,

Coatsworth, Lavergne, Tarte,

Davies, Masson, Thompson (Sir John),
Desaunlniers, McDonald ( Victoria), Tupper,

Desjardins (L'Islet), McLeod, Weldon,

Edgar, Mills (Bothwell), Wood (Brockville).—29.
Flint,

The Minutes of yesterday were reed and confirme:l.

At the request of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued for the attendance of George E. Perley,
Kingston, on Wednesday next.

The examination in chief of Mr. R. H. McGreevy, sen., was resumed and conelud-
ed. During his examination three letters were filed and marked as Exhibits “ E13,”
“F137 and “ G13,” and also copies (10) of records from Superior Court, Quebec, in
Thomas McGreevy vs. Robert Henry McGreevy, marked as Exhibits ¢ HI3” to
“Q13,” inclusive. The cross examination of Mr. McGreevy was then begun by Mr.
Stuart, Q.C., during which the following Exhibits were filed: ¢“R13,” Blotter from
1st September, 1889; *813,” Loose sheet of blotter from 10th June to 23rd July,
1887; “T13,” Loose sheet of blotter from 7th January, 1887, to 2nd May, 1889,
“U13, Journal; “V13,” Ledger.

Ordered, That Mr. McGreevy make further search for the blotters from 1883
to 1887,

Mr. McGreevy being asked why he had not complied with the order of the
Committee of the Tth instant, requiring the production of all his books and papers,
read a statement giving reasons why the said books and papers should not be open
to the inspection of the whole Committee. (For statement See page 655 of the
Evidence.)

Resolved, That Mr. R. H. McGreevy produce all diaries and papers in his pos-
session before the Sub-Committee for their inspection. )

At 1 o’clock the Committee took recess.

3.30 o'clock P.M.
~_The cross-examination of Mr. McGreevy was resumed. A copy of the judgment
ot the Superior Cou:t in the case of Thomas MeGreevy vs. Robert H. MeGreevy was
filed and marked Exhibit ¢ W13.”

Mr. J, B. Williams, C.E., Quebec, was sworn and examined as to the alleged pro-
bosition, made in 1885, to appoint him Resident Engineer at Esquimalt. Mr.
Williams was then discharged from further attendance.

. Resolved, That Mr. Alan MacDougall, C.E., of Toronto, be appointed as asso-
Gate Engineer with Mr. Jennings, C.E., in the work referred tc him by this Committee.
Ordered, That the Clerk do telegraph to the General Managers of the Quebec
ank, and of La Banque Nationale, requiring them to prepare for the use of the
OMmittee a statement of the account of Hon. Thomas McGreevy at their respective
anks from 1882 to date.
The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next at 10 a.m.
Attest. ‘
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee,
lix
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TuEspay, 28th July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10 a.m,
PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Amyot, FEdgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Flint, Moncreitt,

Chapleau, Fraser, Ouimet,

Choquette, German, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Curran, Langelier, Tupper,

Davies, Lister, Weldon,

Desuulniers, Masson, Wood (Brockville) —27.
Desjardins (L' Islet), MecDonald ( Victoria),

The Minutes of Friday last were read and confirmed.

Mr. Edgar moved that Sir Hector Langevin be requested to produce before the
Committee the letter signed and given to bim by P. V. Valin at the last general
elections, as stated by Mr. Valin in bis evidence, given on the 17th instant.—Motion
agreed to.

At the request of Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., it was

Resolved, That Sir Hector Langevin be requested to produce before this Com-
mittee copies of telegrams sent by him to the representatives of Victoria, B.C., in the
House of Commons, as mentioned in Exhibit “ D7,” page 172 of the Evidence ; also
copy of telegram sent by him to Hon. Thomas McGreevy, about January, 1885 ; also
telegram received by him from Hon. Thomas McGreevy about the same date.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was

Ordered, That Mr. Simon Peters be recalled and required to bring with him and
produce before the Committee all letters received by him from, and copies of all
letters sent by him to, Ministers of the Crown.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued to L. A. Robitaille to attend before this
Committee, and to bring with him the agreement between R. H. McGreevy and C.
N. Armstrong, respecting the Baie des Chaleurs Railway.

Mr. R. H. McGreevy was further examined as to books of account not yet pro-
duced; the sontinuation of his cross-examination was further postponed to give
Counsel for Hon. Thomas McGreevy an opportunity to examine his diaries.

Mr. H. Laforce Langevin was sworn, examined and cross-examined. Mr.
Langevin was then discharged from further attendance.

Mr, Onezime Thibault was sworn, examined and cross-examined and discharged
from further attendance.

At 12.30 o’clock the Committee took recess.
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3 o'clock P.M.

The Accountants appointed by the Committee to examine and report upon the
books of account, &c., presented their First Report which was read and ordered to
be printed as Appendix No. 2, to the Evidence.

The Sub-Committee appointed to examine the books of account, &c., presented
their Sixth Report, indicating what portions of R. H. McGreevey's papers and
diaries should be open to inspection. (For Report see APPENDIX No. 1, to the
Evidence.) »

Mr. W. F. Cloney was sworn, examined and cross-examined and discharged
from further attendance.

Mr. A. Gobeil, Deputy Minister of Public Works, was recalled and produced
certain letters and papers which were filed and marked as Exhibits “X 13" to
“F 147 inclusive.

Mr. St. George Boswell was recalled and further examined ; during his examina-
tion two papers were produced and marked as Exhibits “G 14” and “H 147
respectively.

On motion of Sir John Thompson it was

Ordered, That E. J. Milne, Quebec, having written to the etfect that he was
unable 1o advance the money to pay his expenses to Ottawa, a cheque tor an amount
sufficient for the purpose be sent him.

At the request of Mr. Osler, Q. C., it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued requiring the attendance of Joseph Lachance,
Quebee, before this Committee on Thursday next.

The Clerk reported that he had, in obedience to the Order of the Committee of
Friday last, telegraphed to the Quebec Bank and La Banque Nationale, for a certi-
fied statement of the account of Hon. Thomas McGreevy from 1882 to date; and
that in reply thereto he had received the required statement from La Banque
Nationale, but that the Inspector of the Quebec Bank had sent a certificate to the
effect that Mr. MeGreevy had no account with that Bank. Statement was filed as
Exhibit I 14,” and certificate as Exhibit “J 14.”

Ordered that Exhibit *“T 14" be subject to the order applied to Exhibit “Z 9”7
by the Sub-Committee as contained in their Fourth Report.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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WebpNESDAY, 29th July, 1891.
The Committee met 10.30 a,m.

PrEsENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.
Adams, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Amyot, Flint, Moncreiff,
Baker, Fraser, Mulock,
Beausoleil, German, Quimet,
Cameron (Huron), Kirkpatrick, Pelletier,
Choquette, Langelier, Tarte,
Coatsworth, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John).
Curran, Masson, Tupper,
Desaulniers, McDonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockville).—30.
Desjardins (L’ Islet), MeclLsod,

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued requiring the attendance of Messrs. Casgrain,
Angers and Lavery, of Quebec, or their book-keeper, with all books necessary to
show that the sum of $17,000 was paid on the 3rd of August, 1883, in accordance
with the judgment of the Superior Court in the case of McCarron vs. The Queen,

At the request of Mr. Osler, Q.C.) it was

Ordered, That summonses be issued for the attendance before the Committee,
of the following persons, viz. : Herbert J. Carbray, Martin Foley, Jun., Morrice
Flynn, Thomas Chapais, H. J. Chaloner and Hon. John Hearn, the first three to be
summoned for Friday next, and Martin Foley to produce his bank books and cheques
for the year 1887.

Mr. St. George Boswell was re-called and further examined.

Mr. George E. Perley, Kingston, was sworn, examined and cross-examined as
to an alleged payment to him of $2,000 by M. Connolly. Mr. Perley was then dix-
charged from further attendance.

Mr. A. A. Taillon, Sorel, was examined as to deposit of funds of Baie des
Chaleurs Railway, in the Richelieu District Savings Bank, he was then discharged
from further attendance.

The cross-examination of Mr. R. H. McGreevy, Sen., was resumed, three letters
were read and filed as Exhibits ¢ K14 ¢ 1114 ” and “ M14.”

At 1 o’clock the Committee took recess.

3 o’clock, P.M.

At the request of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That summonses be 1s:~ued for the attendance before the Committee
of the followmg persons, viz.: J. B. Forsyth, R. R. Dobell, William Rae, R. I
Smith and Edmond Giroux.

The cross-examination of Mr. R. H. McGreevy, was then resumed, during which
two letters were filed and marked Exhibits “ N14 ” and « 014.”

Ordered, That Mr. Archibald Campbell be discharged from further attendance.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest. ,
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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THURSDAY, 30th July, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Desaulniers, Masson,
Amyot, Desjardins (L' Islet), McLeod,
Baker, Dickey, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Edgar, Moncrieff,
Cameron (Huron), Flint, Mulock,
Choquette, Fraser, Ouimet,
Coatsworth, German, Pelletier,
Costigan, Ives, Tarte,
Curran, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Daly, Langelier, Weldon,
Davies, Lavergne, Wood (Brockville).—34.

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.

Replying to a question, the Clerk stated that he had written a letter to Sir
Hector Langevin on Tuesday evening last, informing him of the resolution adopted
by the Committee that morning, requesting him to produce certain papers and
telegrams ; and that he had not yet received any reply.

Ordered, That the Clerk do write again to Sir Hector, requesting him to send
the papers and telegrams in ‘time for the next meeting of the Committee this day, if
possible,

The eross-examination of Mr. R. H., McGreevy, sen., was then resumed and
conclnded. He was also re-examined by Mr. Geotfrion. Three letters and papers
were filed and marked Exhibits “P14” “Q14” and “ R14.”

At 1 o’clock p.m. the Committee took recess,
. 3.30 o’clock, P.M.
The re-examination of Mr, R. H. McGreevy was resumed, and subsequently
postponed until Tuesday next, to enable Mr. McGreevy to procure certain books and
papers required by the Committee.

At the request of Mr. Fitzpatrick, it was

Ordered, That a summons, duces tecum, beissued to Mr. R. H. McGreevy, sen., to
‘itﬁtexld before the Committee on Tuesday next, the 4th August, and to bring with
1im

1. Note of $7,500 referred to at page 609 of Evidence.

2. Note for $3,000, referred to in bill of particulars produced by defendant in
tase of McGreevy vs. MeGreevy, being item of 26th April, 1887.

3. Allletters which he may at any time have received from Hon, Thos. MeGreevy,
and which were in his possession or under his control on the 1stday of January, 1890,
amd not already produced, during the period from 1st January, 1882, ill said 1st
January, 1890,

4. All letters which he may now have in his possession which were written
by said R. H. McGreevy to said Hon. Thomas McGreevy, oretter-press copies if
originals have been destroyed during last-mentioned period.

. 9. Detailed statement of the account referred to in the letter of 14th January,
1889, written by said R. H. McGreevy to Hon. Thomas McGreevy. :

6. Statement of account showing in detail the date and amount of each pay-
ent which goes to make up the sum of $70,000, or thereabouts, which R. H.
AeGreevy alleges he paid Hon. Thomas McGreevy as his share of the profits made
it of the contracts referred to in this enquiry.
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7. Memorandum of quantities alleged to have been furnished to said R. H.
MecGreevy by Hon. Thomas MceGreevy, and referred to at page 601 of Evidence.

8. All books of account and bank books and other memoranda containing entries
of the different amounts received by said R. H. McGreevy as his share of profits on
the different contracts referred to in this enquiry. (See page 11 of AppENDIX No, 2,
to the Evidence.)

Ordered, That the Cierk do write to Mr. H. F. Perley requiring him to produce
the letter-book containing all letters sent by him during the month of December,
1886, and all his diaries and private letter-books, for inspection by the Sub-Com-
mittee.

Ordered, That the Clerk do also write to the Department of Public Works,
requiring the production of the letter-book covering all letters sent by Mr. Perley
during the month of December, 1886.

Mr. R. R. Dobell, Quebec, was sworn, examined, cross-examined and discharged
from further attendance.

Mr. Joseph Lachance, Quebec, was sworn, examined and cross-examined, as to
the sum of $5,000 alleged to have been given him by Mr. Laforce Langevin for the
election at Three Rivers in 1887. He was then discharged from further attendance.

The Clerk reported that he had written again tp Sir Hector Langevin, as
directed at this morning’s sitting, and that he had received from him a reply to the
effect that Sir John Thompson had promised to make a statement to the Committee
regarding the paper signed by Mr. Valin; that the telegrams required could not be
found in the Department, and must, ther ofor e, have been private, and that he never
kept copies of private telegrams.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
Fripay, 31st July, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m,
PRrESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Amyot, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Baker, Flint, Mulock,

Beausoleil, Fraser, Ouimet,

Coatsworth, German, Pelletier,

Curran, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,

Daly, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Davies, Lavergne, Tupper,

Desaulniers, Masson, Weldon,

Desjardins (L'Islet), McDonald ( Victoria), Wood (Brockville).—30.
Dickey, MecLeod,

On motion of Mr, Tarte, it was

Ordered, That J. A, Char lebois, notary, Quebec. be required to send a certified
copy of the contract between the Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Peters, Moore:
& Wright, in 1877, for dredgiug in the Harbour of Quebec.

Mr. Henry F. Perley was recalled and examined; he produced two letter-
books which were marked as Exhibits “ $14” and “T14 " respectively.
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Ordered, That the letter-book marked “T14” be referred to the Sub-Committee
for inspection.

Mr. Simon Peters was recalled and examined by Mr. Geoffrion as to the Lan-
gevin Testimonial Fund; he produced two letters from Sir Hector Langevin to him-
self and copy of a letter from himself to Sir Hector, which were filed and marked as
Exhibits “ Ul4” and “ W14 ” respectively.

Mr. Peters was then discharged trom further attendance.

On motion of Mr. Davies, it was

Ordered, That the statement of the Langevin Memorial Fund produced by Mr,
Noel on the 15th instant be read and filed as an Exhibit.

The said statement was then filed as Exhibit “Y14.”

Mr. Charles McGreevy was sworn, examined and cross-examined; during his
examination he produced statement showing schedule of rates and quantities,
synopsis of three tenders for construction of Cross-wall, and a plan of Quebec Har-
bour works, marked as Exhibits 714 " and “ A15 ” respectively.

Mr. F. C. Lightfoot was recalled and examined ; he was ordered to produced at
the next sitting of the Committee all letter-books in the Chief Engineer’s office res-
pecting the Esquimalt Graving Dock.

Mr, Charles MeGreevy was recalled and examined by Mr. Amyot as to the note
of M, Connolly to E, Murphy for $400,000. Mr. McGreevy was then discharged
from further attendance.

Mr. R. H. McGreevy, jun., was discharged from further attendance.

At 1 o'clock the Committee took recess.
3:30 o’clock, P. M,

The following witnesses were reported present, viz.: Herbert J. Carbray and
Martin Foley, jun., both of Quebee.

Mr. Patrick Larkin was sworn and examined by Mr. Hector Cameron. Two
" letters from O. E. Murphy to P. Larkin and one from P. Larkin to O. E Murphy
were read and filed as Exhibits ¢ B15,” “ C15” and “D15” respectively.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.

Attest,
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
SaTorDAY, 1st August, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PrESENT :
Messieurs
Amyot, Dickey, Mills (Bothwell),
Buker, Edgar, Mulock,
Barron, Flint, Tarte,
C:h()(lueﬁ}e, Laurier, Thompson (Sir John),
Ostigan, Lister, Tupper,
{Ja])f, McDonald ( Victoria) Weldon,
Davies, MeLeod, Wood (Brockvilie)—22,

ejarding (L Islet),
N On motion of Mr. Custigan, Mr. Baker took the Chair, the Chairman being
sent,
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The Minutes of Friday were read and confirmed.

The cross-examination of Mr. Patrick Larkin was resumed ; nine letters from
Patrick Larkin to O. E. Murphy were produced and filed, and marked as Exhibits
“E15" to “M15,” inclusive.

Mr. Larkin also produced original assignment to N. K. Connolly of his right,
title and interest in the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. as regards the Cross-wall and
dredging contracts, as entered into with the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, dated
5th April, 1888. At the request of Counsel for witness, and in the presence of witness
and with the consent of the Committee, a copy of the said assignment was filed,
instead of the original, and marked as Exhibit ¢ N15.”

2,

Resolved, That Mr. Michael Connolly have Jeave to absent himself from attend-
ance until re-called by telegram.

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next, 4th August, at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

Tuespay, 4th August, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Amyot, Desaulniers, McLeod,

Baker, Desjardins (L'Islet), Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Dickey, Moulock,

Cameron (Huron), Flint, Ouimet,

Chaplean, Fraser, Pelletier,

Choquette, German, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Costigan, Langelier, Tupper,

Curran, Lavergne, Weldon,

Daly, Masson, Wood (Brockville).—33.
Davies, MecDonald ( Victoria),

The Minutes of Saturday last were read and confirmed.

The Engineers appointed by the Committee to examine and report upon the
tenders, &c., for the Cross-wall in the Quebec Harbour Works, presented their First
Report.

Ordered, That the First Report of the Engineers be printed as Anpendix No.3
to the Evidence.

Mr. F. C. Lightfoot was recalled, and stated that he had deposited with the
Clerk 38 letter books of the Chief Engineer of the Public Works Department.

Mr. E. J. Milne was sworn and examined as to payment to him of the sum of
$1,600 by O. E. Murphy. He was also cross-examined, and then discharged from
further attendance.

Mr. Martin Foley, jun., was sworn and examined as to alleged payment of
money to him by O. E. Murphy for election purposes; he was also cross-examin®
and discharged from further attendance,
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Mr. Herbert J. Carbray was sworn and examined as to alleged payment of
money to him by O. E. Murphy for election purposes; he was also cross-examined
and discharged from further attendance.

Messrs. W. H. Cross and Robert Laing, the Accountants employed by the Com-
mittee, were severally called and sworn, and testitied to the correctness of their First
Report.

At the request of Mr, Stuart, Q. C,, it was

Ordered, That summonses be issued for the attendance of the following persons,
viz. .—Xreorge Beaucage, St. Alban, P.Q. ; Télesphore Normand, Three Rivers; Dr. A.
Prieur, Three Rivers, and C. Baillairgé, Quebec; also for the following members of
the Board of Harbour Commissioners, Quebec, viz. :—William Rae, R. H. Smith, J, B.
Forsyth and Edmond Giroux.

The Committee took recess at one o’clock.
4 o’clock P.M.

Mr. James Woods was re-called and produced certain papers which were left in
the custody of the Clerk, .

Mzr. St. George Boswell was re-called and further examined ; he produced state-
ment showing quantities dredged in Quebec Harbour in 1887, and working time of
dredges during July and August, 1886, which was filed and marked Exhibit “015.”

Mr. Henry, Q.C,, filed four letters from A. H. Verret to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
which were marked as Exhibits “P15” to “ 815,” inclusive,

On motion of Mr. Mulock, it was
Ordered, That a summons do issue for the attendance before the Committee of
William Baskerville, Ottawa, at the next meeting of the Committee,

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m.,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee,
WEDNESDAY, 5th August, 1891.
The Committee met ut 10 a.m.
’ PrEsENT:
Messieurs Girouard, Chairman

Amyot, Davies, MeLeod,
Baker, Desaulniers, Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, Desjardins (L' Islet), Mulock,
Beausoleil, Dickey, Ouimet,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Tarte,
Chaplean, (zerman, Thompson (Sir John),
Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Tupper,
Costigan, Langelier, Weldon,
Curran, Lister, Wood (Brockville).—30.
Daly, MeDonald ( Victoria),

The Minutes of Tuesday were read and confirmed.

At the request of Mr, Stuart, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued for the attendance of Augustin Gaboury,
Quebec, and that he be required to bring with him the Minute books of the St. Law-
Teuce Steam Navigation Company.

1—g}
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Hon. Thomas McGreevy was sworn and examined by Mr. Fitzpatrick. During
his examination four letters were read and filed and marked as Exhibits ¢ T15 " to
“W15” inclusive.

Mr. James Woods was re-called and produced Report of Mr.J. Tomlinson, on the
Lévis Graving Dock, which was filed and marked Exhibit “X15.”

At 1 o’clock the Committee took recess.

3.30 o’clock P.M.

Mr. R. H. McGreevy was recalled and produced diary for 1889 and a bundle of
letters and papers, which were all placed in the custody of the clerk.

The examination of Hon. Thomas McGreevy was then resumed and concluded.
His cross-examination was also begun by Mr.-Geoffrion, Q.C., and adjourned till to-
morrow,

On motion of Mr. Mulock, it was

Ordered, That a summons be issued for the attendance of Hugh Stewart, Tweed,
Ont., for Friday next.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10 a.m,

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
. Clerk of the Committee.
THURsSDAY, 6th Avgust, 1891,
The Committee met at 10 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chatrman,

Amyot, Desaulniers, McDonald ( Victorie ),
Baker, Desjardins (L'Islet), McLeod,

Beausoleil, Dickey, Mills (Bothwell ),
Cameron ( Huron ), Flint, Mulock,

Chapleau, Fraser, Ouimet,

Choquette, German, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Langelier, Thompson (Sir Jokn ),
Costigan, Lavergne, Tupper,

Curran, Lister, Weldon, .

Daly, Masson, Wood (Brockville ).—32.
Davies,

The Minutes of _‘yeqtelday were read and confirmed.

The cross-examination of Hon. Thomas McGreevy was resumed. Two letters and
a cheque were filed, and marked as Exhibits “Y15,” “Z15” and “ A16 ” respectively.
At 1 o'clock the Committee took recess.
3.30 o’clock P.M.
The cross-examination of Hon. Thomas McGreevy was resumed. Six letters were
read and filed, and marked as Exhibits “B16” to “C16 ” inclusive.
At 6 o’clock the Committee again took recess.

8.30 o’clock P.M.
The Accountants appointed by the Committee presented their Second Report,
respecting the accounts of Thomas and Robert H. McGreevy.

Ordered, That the Second Report of the Accountants be printed in Appendix No. 2
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Ordered, That Exhibit ¢ A15,” plan of the Quebec Harbour Works, and also a plan
of the Esquimalt Graving Dock, be printed as part of Appendix No. 3 to the Evidence.

Mr. Edmond Giroux, Chairman of the Board of Quebec Harbour Commissioners,
was sworn, examined and cross-examined, and discharged from further attendance.
During his examination three letters and a notarial copy of dredging contract betwee:.
Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co., 1885, were filed
and marked as Exhibits “H16” to *“ K16 ” inclusive.

Mr. William Rae, member of the Board of Harbour Commissioners, Quebec, was
sworn, examined and discharged from further attendance.

Mcr. J. Bell Forsyth, member of the Board of Harbour Commissioners, Quebec, was
sworn, examined and discharged from further attendance.

Mr. R. H. Smith, member of the Board of Harbour Commissioners, Quebec, was
discharged without being examined.

Mr. Michael Flynn, Quebec, was sworn and examined by Mr. Stuart, Q.C. The
further examination of this witness was postponed till to-morrow.

Ordered, That Mr. Augustin Gaboury, Quebec, deposit with the Clerk copies of
Minutes of the St. Lawrence Steam Navigation Company of 5th March and 9th April,
1883, and that he be discharged from further attendance.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

Fripay, Tth August, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRrESENT :

Messienrs Gironard, Chairman,

Amyot, Dickey, MeDonald (Victorin)
Beausoleil, - Flint, MecLeod,

Chapleau, Fraser, Mills (Bothawvell),
Choquette, German, Mulock,

Constigan, Girouard, Ouimet,

Carran, Langelier, Tarte,

Daly, Lavergne, Tupper,

Davies, Lister, Weldon,

Desjardins (L Islet), Masson, Wood (Brockville).—28.

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.
Ordered, That Mr. Telesphore Normand be discharged from further attendance.

Hon. John Hearn, Quebec, was sworn and examined and discharged from further
attendance

The cross-examination of Hon. Thomas McGreevy was resumed.

At 1 o’clock the Committee took recess.
3.30 oclock P.M.

The cross-examination of Hon. Thomas McGreevy was resumed.
Mo Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., filed special answer of plaintiff to first plea in case of Thomas
Me(s

reevy persus R. H. McGreevy, which was marked as Exhibit “ L16.”
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Mr. McGreevy having refused to answer several questions put to him by members
of the Committee in the course of his cross-examination and being ordered by the Chair-
man to answer, and still refusing to do so for the reasons set forth in the printed Evi-
dence (page 1017.)

Mr. Davies moved, that the fact of Mr. McGreevy’s refusal to reply to the several
questions put to him be reported to the House ; and the question being put it was agreed
to on the following division : Yeas, 12; Nays, 6.

Mr. Hugh Stewart, Tweed, Ont., was sworn, examined and discharged from further
attendance.

Mr. William Baskerville, Ottawa, was sworn, examined and cross-examined ; he was
also ordered to be in attendance at to-morrow’s sitting.

At the request of Mr. Osler, Q.C., it was
Ordered, That summons do issue for the attendance of John Heney, Ottawa, to-
morrow morning.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
Ordered, That summonses do issue for the attendance of R. H. McGreevy, jun.,
Frank McGreevy and Thomas Lemoine, all of Quebec, on Tuesday next, 11th instant.

Messrs. W. H. Cross and J. B. Laing, the Accountants employed by the Committee,
presented their Third and Final Report, and testified to its correctness and also to the
correctness of their Second Report (for 3rd Report See AppENDIX No. 2 to the Evidence.)

Ordered, That the said Accountants, Messrs. Cross and Laing, be discharged frow
further attendance, subject to recall whenever required.

The Chairman then read the account of the Accountants for services rendered since
11th July to date, which was approved.

At the suggestion of Counsel, it was
Resolved, That the Committee do sit to-morrow (Saturday) until 1 p.m. and then
adjourn till the following Tuesday morning.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Commaittee.
SATURDAY, 8th August, 1891
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT :
Messteurs
Amyot, Dickey, McDonald (Victoria),
Beausoleil, Flint, McLeod,
Chapleau, Fraser, Mills (Bothwell),
Choquette, German, Tarte,
Costigan, Langelier, Thompson (Sir John),
Daly, Lavergne, Tupper,
Desjardins (L' Islet), Masson, Weldon.—21.

The Chairman being absent, Mr. McLeod (on motion of Sir John Thompson), took
the Chair.

The Engineers employed by the Committee presented their Second and Final Report
reporting on the reference to them respecting the Esquimalt Graving Dock. )
Ordered, That the Second Report of the Engineers be printed as part of Appendi*
No. 3 to the Evidence.
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Mr. W. T. Jennings, C.E., and Mr. Alan. Macdougall, C.E., were sworn, and testified
to the correctness of their First and Second Reports.

Resolved, That the said Engineers, Messrs. Jennings and Macdougall, be discharged
from further attendance, subject to recall at any time by telegram.

The accounts of the Engineers were then read and approved.

An application being made by Mr. N. K. Connolly, for the return to him of certain
private books and papers deposited with the Clerk of the Committee, and having no
relevancy to the Enquiry before the Committee, and a letter from the Accountants in
reference thereto being read, it was

Ordered, That the said application and letter be referred to the Sub-Committee
appointed to examine the books of account.

Mr. John Heney, Ottawa, was sworn, examined and discharged from further
attendance. .

Mr. H. J. Chaloner, Quebec, was sworn and examined ; he was requested to prepare
a certain statement from the books produced by Hon. Thomas McGreevy, and to produce
the same at the next meeting of the Committee ; during his examination 2 memoranda
were filed and marked as Exhibits ¢“ M16 ” and “ N16.”

Mr. A. P. Bradley, Secretary, Department of Railways and Canals, was re-called and
examined as to crib-work on the St. Charles Branch of the Intercolonial Railway. He
was then discharged.

Mr. C. Baillairge, Quebec, was sworn, examined and discharged from further
attendance,

Mr. Geoffrion, Q.C., filed original writ in case of George Beaucage versus Hon.
Thomas McGreevy, which was marked Exhibit “P16.” By permission of the Com-
mittee a certified copy was substituted for the original, and the latter returned to Mr.
Geoffrion.

Mr. George Beaucage, St. Alban, P.Q., was sworn and examined, and ordered to be

in attendance on Tuesday next; during his examination two letters from J. L. Archam-
bault, Q.C., to witness, were read and filed as Exhibits “Q16” and “R16.”

~ Mr. Charles McGreevy was re-called and examined. Three papers showing quanti-
ties and items of Cross-wall work were filed and marked as Exhibits «816,” “T16 ” and
“U16.”

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
~ Ordered, That a summons be issued for the attendance of Mr. J. L. Archambault,
Q.C,, of Montreal, on Tuesday next.

At the request of Mr. Stuart, Q.C., it was

Ordered, That a summons do issue for the attendance of Dr.'J. A. Rodier, Mon-
treal, for Tuesday next.

Ordered, That Mr. Martin P. Connolly be discharged from further attendance.

Mr. Martin P. Connolly having submitted a claim for remuneration for work per-
formed for the Committee, it was

Ordered, That the said application be referred to the Sub- Commlttee appointed to
examine the books of account.

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next, at 10.30 a.m

Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Commuttee
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Tuespay, 11th August, 1891.

The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Desjardins (L’ Islet), Mills (Bothwell),
Amyot, Dickey, Moncrieff,

Beausoleil, Flint, Mulock,

Chapleau, German, Ouimet,

Choquette, Ives, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson (Sir John),
Costigan, Lavergne, Weldon,

Curran, Masson, Wood (Brockville).—29.
Davies, McDonald ( Victoria),

Desaulniers, MecLeod,

The Minutes of Suturday were read and confirmed.

Sir Hector I.. Liangevin was sworn and read a statement to the Committee.
His cross-examination was postponed till to-morrow. Extract from Le Canadien of
16th February ,1891, entitled ¢“ Warning to Sir Hector,” was filed and marked Exhibit
“V 167 ; also letter signed by P. V. Valin, in reply thereto, marked Exhibit ¢ W16.”

On motion of Mr, Mulock, it was
Ordered, That a summons be issued for the attendance to-morrow of Mr, Michael
Starrs, Ottawa.

Mr. St, George Boswell was re-called and examined as to South-wall contract;
one letter was filed and marked Exhibit “ X 16.”

The Chairman read a draft Report to the House in the matter of the refusal of
Hon. Thomas MecGreevy to answer certain questions put to him during his cross-
" examination, which was adopted.

At 1 o'clock the Committee took recess,

4 o’clock, P. M.

Mr. H. J. Chaloner was re-called and submitted statement shewing how sum of
884,000 was expended by Hon. Thomas McGreevy, from 8th May to 30  June, 1884,
which was filed and marked Exhibit “Y 16.”

Mr. Louis Coste, acting Chicf Engineer Public Works Department, was sworn
and examined; a letter from F. H. Ennis to A. H. Verret was filed and marked as
Exhibit “Z 16.”

Ordered, That Dr. A. Prieur be discharged from further attendance,

On motion of Mr. Tarte, it was
Ordered, That all the Minute books of the Harbour Commissioners of Quebec
now in the custody of the Committee, form part of the record in this case.

Resolved, That the Honourable Theodore Robitaille being unable through illness
to attend before the Committee and having expressed his willingness to be examin
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in his room, Sir John Thompson and Messieurs Girouard, Tarte, Geoffrion, Stuart and
Henry, with the Clerk and a Stenugrapher, do proceed to the rooms of Mr. Robitaille
and take his evidence under oath.

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
‘WEDNESDAY, 12th August, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messienwrs Girovard, Chairman,

Adams, Desaulniers, MeLeod,

Amyot, Desjardins (L' Islet), Mills (Bothawell),
Baker, Dickey, Moncreiff,

Beausoleil, Flint, Mulock,

Cameron (Huron), German, Ouimet,

Choquette, Tves, Pelletier,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,

Costigan, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir Jokn),
Curran, Lister, Tupper,

Daly, Masson, Weldon,

Davies, McDonald (Fictoria), Wood (Brockville).—33,

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.

The chairman informed the Committee that in accordance with the Resolution
adopted at yesterday’s sitting he had, in company with Messrs. Tarte, Geoffrion and
Stuart, gone to the Hon. Mr. Robitaille’s room in the Senate and taken his evidence
under oath.

Mr. Robitaille’s evidence having been read, it was
Ordered, That the said evidence do form part of the record in this case.

~_ Mr. Stuart, Q.C., filed six letters, which were marked as Exhibits “ A177 to
“F17,” inclusive, and ordered to be printed with the evidence.

Sir Hector Langevin asked permission to amend the statement read by him at
vesterday’s sitting, which was agreed to. (For amendment, see page 1100 of the Evidence).

The cross-examination of Sir Hector Langevin was then begun by Mr. Geoffrion,
‘ v oy . - ~
QL Two letters were read and filed, and marked Exhibits “ G177 and “ H17.”

At 1 o’clock the Committee took recess.
3.30 o’clock P.M.

The cross-examination of Sir Hector Langevin was resumed. Statement prepared

"‘Ii\!l’ L. Coste 7¢ Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C. was filed, and marked as Exhibit
[

The Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.n.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of Committer.
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TrURrsDAY, 13th August, 1891.

The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.
PRESENT :

Messienrs Gironard, Chairman.

Adams, Desaulniers, McLeod,
Amyot, Desjardins (L'Islet), Mills (Bothawell),
Baker, Dickey, Moncrieff,
Beausoleil, Flint, Mulock,
Chapleau Fraser, Ouimet,
Choquette, German, Tarte,
Coatsworth, Tves, Thompson (Sir John),
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Tupper,

Curran, Lavergne, Weldon.—32
Daly, Masson,

Davies, McDonald ( Victoria),

The Minutes of Wednesday were read and confirmed.

The Chairman presented the Eighth Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to
examine the books of account, &ec., recommending that the sum of $100 be given to Martin
P. Connolly, and $10 to H. J. Chaloner for services rendered to the Committee, which
was read.

Mr. Tarte made a statement respecting the charge against the Minister of Public
Works as contained in paragraph 63 of the Order of Reference. (For statement, see page
1134 of the Evidence).

The cross-examination of Sir Hector Langevin was resumed and concluded, he was
then discharged from further attendance, subject to recall if required.

Mr. Chaloner having objected to the sum recommended by the Sub-Committee to
be paid him for his services, as being insufficient, it was

Moved by Mr. Amyot, That the Report of the Sub-Committee be amended by in-
creasing the amount to be paid to Mr. Chaloner to $25, and that the Report, as amended,
be adopted. Motion agreed to.

Ordered, That Mr. Chaloner and Mr. St. George Boswell be discharged from further
attendance.

Mr. Boswell having made a claim for remuneration for services rendered, it was

Ordered, That the claim of Mr. Boswell for remuneration be referred to the Sub-
Committee.

Mr. L. J. Archambault, Q.C., Montreal, was sworn and examined, and discharged
from further attendance.

Dr. J. A. Rodier, Montreal, was sworn and examined, and discharged from further
attendance.

Committee then adjourned till to-morrow at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of Committes
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Fripay, 14th August, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PRESENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman.
Amyot, Desjardins (L’ Islet), McLeod,
Baker, Dickey, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Flint, Mulock,
Coatsworth, Fraser, Ouimet,
Costigan, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,
Curran, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John),
Davies, Masson, Tupper.—22.

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.

Mr. A. Gobeil wus recalled, and produced a number of papers respecting the
Cross-wall in the Harbour of Quebec.

Mr. James Woods was recalled, and produced a number of statements and letters
respecting the Quebec Harbour Improvements, which were filed, and marked as
Exhibits “ K17” to “ V18,” inclusive,

Ordered, That Mr. Woods be now discharged from further attendance, and that
he be allowed to take with him the Ledger, Journal and Cash-book of the Quebec
Harbour Commissioners for the present year.

On motion of Mr. Tarte, the propriety of granting remuneration to Mr. Woods
for services rendered to the Committee was made a reference to the Sub-Committee,

Mr. Michael Starrs, Ottawa, was sworn, examined, and discharged from further
atlendance.

Mr. Fitzpatrick, Counsel for the Hon. Thomas McGreevy, stated that the cascfor
the defence was closed,

Mr. R. H. McGreevy, senior, was recalled, and produced a ~tatement showing
expenditure of the sum of $6050, which was filed, and marked Exhibit < J17"; also
4 Blotter from 23rd Aungust, 1882, to Tth October, 1885. He was then discharged from
further attendance,

Mr. R. H. McGreevy, junior, was sworn and examined, and discharged frum
further attendance.

_ Messrs. Charles and Frank McGreevy and George Beaucage were severally
discharged from further attendance.

Mr. R. H. McGreevy, senior, requested that his son Frank might be sworn and
éxamined as to the books of account handed in by himself, As this was not deemed
lecessary, the request was not aceeded to.

_Onmotion of Mr, Davies, the Resolution of yesterday amending the Eighth Report
ofthe Sub-Committee, by granting the sum of $25 to H.J. Chaloner, instead of $10,
Was rescinded, and the Report of the Sub-Committee adopted as presented.

Resolved, That when the Committee adjourns this day it do stand adjourned till

ednesday next, when opportunity will be afforded to Counsel to address the
Committee if they so desire.

The Committee then adjourned till Wednesday next, at 10.30 a.m,
Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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WEDNESDAY, 18th August, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.

PRrESENT :
Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Amyot, Desjardins (I’ Islet), MeDonald ( Victoria),
Barron, Dickey, Mills (Bothwell),
Beausoleil, Edgar, Mulock,

Choquette, Flint, Ouimet,

Coatsworth, Fraser, Tarte,

Costigan, German, Thompson (Sir John),
Curran, Kirkpatrick, Tupper,

Daly, Lavergne, Weldon,

Darvies, Masson, Wood (Brockville).—29.

Desaulniers,
The Minutes of Friday last were read, amended, and confirmed as amended.

On motion of Mr. Edgar, it was

Resolved, That the letter-books of the Chief Engineer of the Public Worls
Department, deposited with the Clerk on the 4th instant, be searched, and any letters
found therein having a special bearing npon the subject of enquiry be marked as
Exhibits and printed in the Evidence, being first submitted to the Counsel for their

inspection.

Sir Hectur Langevin, by permission, read a statement, under oath, regarding
certain allegations contained in the evidence given by Mr. Michael Starrs on Friday
last, the 14th instant.

Mr. Stuart, Q.C,, filed a copy of the Annual Report of the Montreal Harbour
Commissioners for 1887, which was marked as Exhibit “ W18.” At his request,
certain extracts were ordered to be printed in the Evidence.

Mr. R. H. McGreevy, by permission, made a number of corrections in the
evidence given by him before the Committee.

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was

Resolved, That the Committee do report to the House the difficulty experienced
in getting the evidence signed by witnesses, and requesting leave to depart from the
uswval practice in this instance.

On motion of Mr. Mulock, it was

Ordered, That summonses be issued to Michael Starrs and J. L. P. O'Hanly,
contractors, Ottawa, to appear and give evidence to-morrow, and to bring with them
all books, papers, books of account, letters, memoranda, diaries, cheques and docu-
ments in their possession or vnder their control, relating to their tender or tenders
for the construction of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C. Also, that a summons
be issued to the Manager of the Bank on which the cheque for $9,000, referred to
by Mr. Starrs in his evidence, was drawn, requiring him to attend and pro-nce the
said cheque.

The question of giving Counsel opportunity to address the Committee having
arisen, Mr. Stuart, Q.C., stated that it was not his intention to make an address.

T'he Committee then adjourned till to-morrow, at 11 o’clock a.m.

Attest,
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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Trurspay, 20th August, 1891,
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m.
PRESENT:

Messieurs Girounard, Chairman,

Adams, Desaulniers, Lavergne,

Amyot, Desjardins (L’ Islet), McDonald ( Victoria),
Beausoleil, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Choguette, Flint, Malock,

Coatsworth, Fraser, Pelletier,

Costigan, German, Tarte,

Curran, ’ Ives, Thompson (Sir John),
Davies, Kirkpatrick, Tupper.—25.

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.

Mr, Edgar stated that he had gone through the letter-books of the Chief Engineer
of the Public Works Department, in accordance with the Resolution adopted
vesterday, and had selected eight letters which had also been inspected by Mr.
Henry. The letters were then filed, and marked as Exhibits “X18" to “ E19.”

Mr. Montague Anderson, Manager of the Ottawa Branch of the Union Bauk of
Canada, was sworn and examined as to date of the accepted cheque for $9,000 referred
to in the evidence of Mr. Michael Starrs.

Mr. J. L. P. O'Hanly ,was sworn, examined and discharged from further
attendance.

Mr. Michael Starrs was recalled and re-examined; during his examination four
letters were read and filed, and marked as Exhibits ¢ F19,” « G19,” “ H19” and “119
respectively., Mr. Starrs was then discharged from further attendance.

The Chairman then declared the case closed as regards the taking of evidence.

In regard to address of Counsel, Mr. Fitzpatrick stated that he desired to address
the Committee on two points only and would be ready to do so any day next week.
Mr. Henry stated that he proposed to put in a factum and would have it ready for
next week, Mr. Tarte, on behalf of Mr. Geoffrion, sa:d that he was not prepared to
sy to-day when he would put in a factum.

Resolved, That the Committee do sit on Tuesday next to hear address of Counsel
“d to receive any factums that may be put in.

. The Clerk then read the Order of the House of the 1Yth instant, referring to
this Committee the question whether the election of the Honourable Thomas
MG_GX'eevy was being lawfully contested at the time he tendered to Mr. Speaker his
’ﬁglﬁllgnation as Member of the House, &c., &c., which order of reference reads as

ows :

“ WEDNESDAY, 120h August, 1891,

“ Resolved, That whereas Mr. Speaker did this day inform the House that he had
teceived from the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, the Member for Quebec West, a
tellger of his resignation as a Member of this House, and that on the receipt of such
r?Sl‘b’”nation, he, Mr. Speaker. bad issued his Warrant to the Clerk of the Crown in

ancery for the issue of u Writ for the election of & new Member in the place of the
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said Honourable Thomas McGreevy ; and whereas, upon such information being given
to the House, the Honourable Member for Bellechasse did from his place in the House
state that the eleciion of the said Honourable Thomas McGreevy is now being law-
fully contested, this House doth empower and direct the Committee on Privileges
and Elections to enquire and report to this House whether the election of the said
Honourable Thomas McGreevy was being lawfully contested at the time he tendered
to Mr. Speaker his resignation as aforesaid, and if such fact is found in the affirma-
tive, whether the Warrant of Mr, Speaker should have issued for the issue of a new
Writ and what practice should be adopted with reference to similar resignations
tendered to Mr. Speaker in the future by Members of this House.”

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was

Ordered, That the Clerk do telegraph to the Prothounotary of the Superior Court,
Quebec, and order him to seud by first mail certified copies of Petition (if any)
filed against the return of the Honourable Thomas McGreevy as Member for Quebec
West, and also of any proceedings that may be filed of record in the case, including
copy of judgment fixing the day for the hearing of the case.

On motion of Sir John Thompson, it was

Resolved, That a Sub-Committee composed of Messrs. Girouard, Adams, Mills
(Bothwell), Davies and the mover be appointed to consider the matters contained in
the Order of Reference, of the 19th instant, to search for precedents and to report the
result of their deliberations to the Standing Committee.

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next, at 11 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

TuEspAy, 25th August, 1891.
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m.

PrEsENT :

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Flint, Mills (Bothwell),
Amyot, Fraser, Moncrieff,
Baker, German, Mulock,
Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,
Curran, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John),
Daly, Masson, Tupper,
Desaulniers, McDonald ( Victoria), Weldon,
Desjardins (L' Islet), Mecleod, Wood (Brockville).—26.

Dickey,

The Minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed,

The Chairman stated that in pursuance of the Order of the Committee of the
20th instant the Clerk had telegraphed to Messrs. Fiset, Borroughs & Campbell,
Prothonotaries of the Superior Court, Quebec, and had received in veply, by
registered mail, the following documents, viz:—Certified copies of: 1. Election
Petition, Pennée et al vs. McGreevy, Quebec West Election; 2. Notice of Petition
and Receipt for Security; 3. Preliminary objections by Defendant; 4. Motion of
Petitioner to fix the day for hearing; and 5. Transcript of Proceedings, &c.

Mr. Henry, Q.C., Counsel for the Public Works Department, filed a printed
factum.

Mr. Fitzpatrick, Counsel for Hon, Thomas McGreevy, then addressed the
Committee.

At 1 o’clock the Committee adjourned till to-morrow at 10:30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of Committee.
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WEDNESDAY, 26th August, 1891,

The Committee met at 11 o’clock, a.m.

PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,
Adams, Davies, Masson,
Amyot, Desanlniers, MecCarthy,
Balker, Flint, McLeod,
Beausoleil, Fraser, ‘ Mills (Bothwell),
Choquette, German, Ounimet,
Coatsworth, Langeclier, Tarte.—21.
Curran, Lavergne,

The Minutes of yesterday were read and confirmed.
Mzr. Fitzpatrick concluded his address.

Mr. Stuart, Q.C., having stated that he did not intend to address the Committee,
and Mr. Tarte having said that he would not put in a factum, it was

Resolved, That the Committee meet on Friday next for the purpose of deliberat-
ing on the Report,

The Committee then adjourned till Friday at 1 o’clock.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of Committee.

Fripay, 28th August, 1891,
The Committee met at 11 o’clock a.m.
PRESENT:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adamg, Davies, MecCarthy,
Amyot, Desaulniers, McLeod,

Baker, Desjardins (L'Islet), Mills (Bothwell),
Barron, - Dickey, Monereiff,
Beausoleil. Flint, Mulock,
Cameron (Huron), Fraser, Ouimet,
Chapleau, German, Pelletier,
Choquette, Kirkpatrick, Tarte,
Coatsworth, Lavergne, Thompson (Sir John),
Costigan, Lister, Tupper,

Curran, Masson, Weldon.—34.

The Minutes of Wednesday last were read and confirmed.

The Chairman stated that, as the Committee had met to deliberate, he must
request all strangers to withdraw,

Strangers having withdrawn and the doors being closed, the Committee pro-
ceeded to deliberate on the Report.

Sir John Thompson moved that a Sub-Committee be appointed to draft a Report
to the House. Debate thereon adjourned.

The Committee then adjourned till Tuesday next at 10.30 a.m.

Attest.
WALTER TODD,
Clerk of Committee.
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TurspAy, 1st September, 1891.
The Committee met at 10:30 a.m., with closed doors.
PrEseND:

Messieurs Girouard, Chairman,

Adams, Flint, McDonald ( Victoria),
Amyot, Fraser, McLeod,

Coatsworth, GGerman, Mills (Bothwell),
Curran, Kirkpatrick, Moncreiff,

Daly, Lavergne, Thomp~on (Sir Jokn),
Davies, Masson, Tupper,

Dickey, McCarthy, Wood (Brockville).—23.
Edgar,

The Minutes of Friday last were read and confirmed.

The Chairman presented the Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to consider
the matters contained in the Order of Reference of the 19th August, &c., which was
read as follows:

Housk or Commons, Turspay, 1st September, 1891,

The Sub-Committee of the Select Standing Committee on Privileges and Elections
to which was referred the matters contained in the Order of Reference from the
House of the 19th August, with instructions to search for precedents and to report
the result of their deliberations, beg leave to Report as follows:

That the election of the Hon. Thomas McGreevy was lawfully contested on the
15th day of April last past, and that the said contestation was pending at the time
that he tendered his resignation to Mr. Speaker.

That under the circumstances your Sub-Committee recommends that the said
resignation be not acted upon by Mr. Speaker, and that his warrant for the issue of
a new writ be re-called.

Your Sub-Committee is also of the opinion that under the present state of the
law, the Speaker, when not aware of the contestation of the election of a member,
may properly act upon the resignation of such member and issue his warrant
accordingly, and should clause seven of chapter thirteen of the Revised Statutes be
continued, they beg to recommend that thiy want in the Statute be remedied by
providing that in the future the Prothonotary or Clerk of the Court where an election
petition is filed aund pending, shall forthwith notify the Speaker of such election

etition.
P Your Sub-Committee finally, without expressing any opinion thereon, recommend
the advisability of the House considering whether clause seven of chapter thirteen
of the Revised Statutes of Canada should not be repealed.

All which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

On motion of Mr. Mills (Bothwell) it was
Resolved, That the said Report be adopted and presented to the House forthwith
as the Report of the Jommittee.

The Chairman presented the Ninth Report of the Sub-Committee appointed
examine the books of account belonging to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co..
(respecting the claims of St. G. Boswell and Jumes Woods for remuneratjon for el
vices rendered; payment of the account of F. C. Marceau; return of private pupe!
to N. K. Counolly ; and refand of cheque returned by H. J. Chaloner) which was yead
and adopted.  (For Ninth Report See AppENDIX No, 1 to the Evidence.)
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The debate on the motion of Sir John Thompson that a Sub-Committee be ap-
pointed to draft a Report was then resumed, and the question being put the motion
was agreed to.

Resolved, That the said Sub-Committee be composed of the following members,
viz.: Sir Jobhn Thompson, and Messieurs Adams, Davies, Girouard and Mills

(Bothwell.)
The Committee then adjourned to the call of the Chair,
Attest.

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.

WepNEsDAY, 16th September, 1891.
- The Committee met at 11 o'clock, a.m.
PRESENT :

Messieurs GIROUARD, Chairman,

Adams, Davies, Masson,

Amyot, Desjardins (L’ Islet), McDonald ( Victoria),
Baker, Dickey, McLeod,

Beausoleil, Edgar, Mills (Bothwell),
Chapleau, German, Monerieff,

Choquette, Ives, Tarte,

Coatsworth, Kirkpatrick, Thompson, (Sir John),
Costigan, Langelier, Tupper,

Curran, Lister, Wood (Brockville)—28.

The Minutes of Tuesday, September 1st, were read and confirmed,

The Chairman submitted the Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to draft a
Report to the House on the matters contained in the Order of Reference of the 11th
May, which is as follows :

WepNEsDAY, 16th September, 1891,

The Sub-Committee appointed to draft a Report to the House on the matters
tontained in the Order of Reference of the 11th May last, beg leave to report that
they have held several sittings but have been unable to come Lo an unanimous conclu-
sion; they therefore submit herewith two draft Reports, marked “ A ™ and * B" res-
pectively, the former prepared by Sir John Thompson and Messieurs Girouard and
Adams, and the latter by Hon. Mr. Millsand Mr. Davies, leaving it to the Committee
0 decide which, if either, of the said draft Reports they will adopt as their Report
1o the House.

All which is respectfully submitted.

D. GIROUARD,
Chairman.

e
o p

DRAFT REPORT PREPARED BY SIR JOHN THOMPSON AND MESSIEURS
GIROUARD AND ADAMS.

(For this Draft Report see Seventh Report of the Committee, page iva.)
1 Ixxxi
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“«B”
DRAFT REPORT OF SUB-COMMITTEE.

AS SUBMITTED BY HON. MR. MILLS AND MR. DAVIES.

Your Committee, to whom were referred certain charges made in his place in
the House of Commouns by Joseph Israél Tarte, the Member for Montmorency, in the
month of May, 1891, beg to submit the following as their Report :

By an Order, made by the House on the 11th day of May, 1891, and which con-
stituted the authority of your Committee, your Committee was directed to enquire
fully into the allegations made by the said Joseph Israél Tarte, and specially, but
without limiting thescope of such enquiry, to investigate all circumstances connected
with the several tenders, contracts, and changes therein, and the payments and other
matters mentioned in the statements of Mr. Tarte, and to report the evidence taken
before us, and all our proceedings in the reference, and the result of our enquiries.

The allegations made by Mr. Tarte, practically charged a conspiracy to have
existed to defraud the Grovernment of Canada of large sums of public moneys, in the
letting and execution of the contracts for the construction of the Graving Dock and
Harbonrimprovements at Quebec, and the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, British Column-
bia, and that the Honourable Thomas MeGreevy, a member of this House, and other
officials of the Government, and Larkin, Connolly Company, coutractors, were
parties to that conspiracy.

These allegations further charged the said Honourable Thomas McGreevy with
illegally and improperly receiving for a series of years, beginning in 1883, from
the Government of Canada, a yearly subsidy of $12,500, for the services of the
steamer ‘ Admiral,” for plying between Dalhousie and Gaspé, the said steamer being
actually owned by the said McGreevy, but being registered by him in the name of
one Julien Chabot, in whose name the contract was made, as a screen for the benefit
of said McGreevy, to avoid the consequences of a breach of the Independence of
Parliament Act.

The allegations also charged the said Honourable Thomas MecGreevy with im-
properly exacting and receiving out of the subsidies voted for the construction of
the Baie des Chaleurs Railway Company, the sum of $40,000.

Your Committee began their labours on the fifteenth day of May last. They have
held one hundred sittings,including twenty-nine sittings of their Sub-Committees and
have examined reventy-one witnesses and a large number of official documents bearing
upon the enquiry. The matter involving questions of a professional and technical
character, your Committee found it necessary to engage the services of two Civil
Engineers, Messrs. Jennings and Macdougall, and two Accountants, Messrs. Cross and
Laing, whose reports upon the matters referred to them your Committee anne¥
with the evidence taken. In order that the findings of your Committee may be
clearly understood, it is necessary, first of all, to state the powers conferred and the
duties and responsibilities imposed by Parliament upon the Ministers of the Crowi
and other public officials, or bodies, under whom the public works referred to 1
Mr. Tarte's charges, were let and constructed. -

These public works and undertakings embrace the construction of a Graving
Dock at Lévis, a Tidal and Wet Basin or Dock, and other Harbour Improvements &
Quebve, anw a Graving Dock at Esfuimalt, British Columbia.
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The Docks and Harbour Improvements at Quebec and Lévis were carried out
under the authority of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners and the Minister of Public
Works.

By the statutes of 1873, the Quebec Harbour Commissioners were given control
of Quebec Harbour, and charged with the duty of making all necessary improvements
therein. The Governor in Council was authorized by that statute to raise $1,200,000
to be used partly in redeeming old debentures and partly in defraying the cost of
the improvements undertaken, such improvements being first sanctioned by the
Governor in Council, on the joint report of the Minister of Marine and Fisheries and
the Minister of Public Works. For the purpose, apparently, of giving the Govern-
ment a controlling influence in the Board of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, the
Act of 1875 reconstitued the same and vested the power of appointing five of its
members in the Governor in Council.

In the same year, 1875, the Governor in Council was authorized to raise $500,-
000 for the completion of the Graving Dock at Lévis. The location of the proposed
contract and the dimensions, plans and specifications were to be approved by the
Governor in Council, on the joint recommendation of the Ministers of Marine and
Fisheries and Public Works, but the expenditure of the moneys was to be under the
control and upon the responsibility of the Minister of Public Works alone. The
words of the Act in this particular are very clear, and are as follows :—

And any moneys to be hereunder paid to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners,
shall be s0 paid from time to time as the work procceds, upon the report of the
Minister of Public Works that such progress is satisfactory.

We are particular in calling special attention to this important safeguard in-
serted by Parliament in the Act, because the Brief of Counsel for the Department
of Public Works submitted to your Committee is silent respecting it.

In 1880 apother Act was passed authorizing the Governor in Council to raise
§250.000, to be advanced to the Harbour Commissioners to enable them to complete
the Tidal Dock at Quebec, begun under authority of the Act of 1873.

In 1882 an Act was passed authorizing the Governor in Couneil to raise a further
sum of $375,000, to be advanced to the Harbour Commissioners, to enable them to
construct the important work known as the Cross-wall and Lock of the Quebec
Harbour improvements.

This Act provided that the plans of the proposed work should be prepared by
the cngineers of the Department of Public Works, and that they should be subject
10 the approval of the Governor in Council, and that public tenders should be
culled for, and the contract awarded by the Governor in Council.

 The Quebec Harbour Commissioners, therefore, had no power or responsibility
Wwith regard either to the plans or the letting of the contract, these being entively
vested in the Minister of Public Works and the Governor in Council.

In 1883-84 and 1886 Acts were passed authorizing the Governor in Council to
alvance further sums of money to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners to enable
them to complete the Graving Dock at Lévis, and the Wet and Tidal Docks at
Quebec, amounting in all to $1,350,000. And in 1887 the Governor in Council
Was further authorized to raise $160,000 to be advanced to the Harbour Com-
Tlissioners to enable them to complete the Graving Dock at Lévis, and $1,100,000 to
euble them to complete the other works, but i1t was specially provided in this
*ltite that these large sums of money were to be advancedin the same way and on
e same terms and conditions as were enacted by the Act of 1875 with respect to
?;‘”}0}'5 thereby authorized to be advanced. It would, therefore, seem beyond con-
cl?\ ersy that the responsibility for the expenditure of these moneys was specially

larged by Parliament®upon the Minister of Public Works.
Bt he Gx-avipg Dock at Esquimalt was originally begun by the Government of
vin .lsh Columbia. In 1884, as part of an argreement then made between the Pro-
paii lMld Canada, this Dock was taken over by the latter, and an Act of Parliament
W()}?ﬁ} that year authorized the Dominion Government to purchase and complete that
Ixxxiia
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The Department of Public Works necessarily assumed the responsibility of
completing the construction of the work, and tenders were let by it, and the work
carried to completion under the immediate supervision of the Minister and his engi.
neer and other officials.

The relations which the several parties imphicated in the charges referred tc
us stood to each other and to the Government of Canada and to the Quebec Harborz
Commissioners, are important to an intelligent understanding of the evidence
submitted. .

The members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Company, during the time thst
our investigation covered, consisted of Patrick Larkin, Nicholas Connolly, Michaei
Connolly and Owen E. Murphy. Robert H. MeGreevy had an interest givea
him in the profits of the firm in all the contracts taken by them at Quebec ani
British Columbia, excepting that relating to the Graving Dock at Lévis.

Mr. Robert H. McGreevy was a brother of the Hon. Thomas MeGreevy, und
for very many years had been his trusted and confidential agent, and the manager
of his private affaizs. The intercourse between the two brothers appears to have
been harmonious and unbroken until the beginning of the year 1889. A large part
of the correspondence which passed between them during this period, and which
appears to have been very voluminous, could not be obtained by your Committee, as
it was alleged to have been lost or stolen, but a number of letters written from
Thomas MceGreevy to his brother were produced and put in evidence, and as they
contained statements made contemporaneously with the facts to which they relate,
and on which the charges bore, they were of great assistance to your Committee in
arriving at conclusions upon poiuts with respect to which the memories of the wit
nesses were at fault or varied from each other. .

The relations existing between the Hon. Thomas McGreevy and Sir Hector
Langevin have for the past twenty years, and more, been of the closest and most
intimate kind. As far back as 1876 Mr. McGreevy appears to have advanced for
Sir Heector a large sum of money ($10,000) to pay his election expenses, and have
taken his notes of hand therefor. These notes have been renewed every three or
four months since then, and are still outstanding.

The interest appears to have been paid by Mr, McGreevy, and Sir Hector says
that he understood Mr. MeGreevy was to look after and protect the principal sum also.
When Sir Hector became Minister,in 1878, he invited Mr. McGreevy to make his
nouse in Ottawa his home. Mr. MeGreevy did so, and ever since then had his own
room in Sir Hector’s house, and resided there during the Sessions of Parliament.
He also had access to and a seat in Sir Hector’s private room in the Parliament
Buildings and kept there all his papers. Each of them had contributed Iargely
towards the support of Le Monde newspaper, Mr. MeGreevy’'s contribution at one
time amounting to $25,000. The amounts paid by Sir Hector he (Sir Hector) could
not recollect, but it was of such amount, and given, ag he himself said, in such way.
as to enable him to control the paper if and when necessary.

The Hon. Thomas McGreevy further appears to have been, during the whole
period under investigation, the treasurer of the political funds of the Conservative
party in the District of Quebee, and during the same period Sir Hector Langevin
was the recognized political head or chief of the party in that district, and in many
instances personally directed the application, for party purposes, of the moneys in
Thoras McGreevy’s hands.

The large sums which were received by Thomas McGreevy from these com
tractors went to form a part of this political fund, and his refusal to give inform-
ation to the Committee as to his disposition of these sums leaves it impossible t0
state definitely to what extent Sir Hector Langevin received the benefit of thew
politically or otherwise.

The relations between Sir Hector Langevin, in his official capacity as Minister
of Public Works, and Mr. Thomas McGreevy as agent of Larkin, Connolly &
Company, will fully appear hereinafter, when in this report we consider the effect
of the evidence as it bears upon the different charges under invastigation, and the
circumstances connected with those charges.
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Both Sir Hector and Mr. McGreevy appear to have known personally the
diferent members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Company.

As between themselves the partners appear to have had every confidence in
cach other during the years they carried on operations together, and, although it is
now denied by some members of the firm, the letters put in evidence disclose that
Murphy was a trusted confidant of the other members of the firm, and selected by
them to carry out with Robert McGreevy many questionable and improper negotiations
with the Honourable Thomas McGreevy, and through him with the Department of
Public Works.

The operations of this firm of Larkin, Connolly & Company appear by the
report of the skilled Accountants, to whom we referred their books, to have been on
a scale truly colossal.

Between the years 1878, and 1891, inclusive, they received from the Harbour
Commissioners at Quebec and the Department of Public Works at Oltawa $3,138-
234.58; of this only $83,796.36 have been paid during the past two years, viz:—
£73,602.77 in 1890 and $10,183.59 in 1891,

Out of this $3,138,234.58 there was paid for—
The Graving Dock and supplementary work at

Lévis.iviiiiiiiiiiiiic e e § 718,372 94
Wet and Tidal Docks and improvements Quebec...... 1,833 415 94
Esquimalt Dock, British Columbia, including $4.-

354.%3 for a dredge and $249.54 for rails....... 586,445 70

83,138,284 58

Out of this sum these contractors made as trading profits nearly one million
dollars, the exact figures being $953,975.53, showing that the cost of the works they
constructed to them was $2,184,259. Out of this $953,975.53 they divided as profits
amongst themselves $735,061.72, paid to themselves. as salaries, $48,466.67, and
expended in bribery and ‘“donations,” $170,447.14. The particulars respecting the
disbursment of this $170,447.14 we will refer to more particularly hereafter.

Of the $735,061.72 divided among themselves as profits—

P. Larkin received...ooeveiiiiniiiiniiiiie e $106,661 13
N. K. Connolly received......... et veaeeas 148,172 69
M. Connolly 16 o T P 125,422 69
O. E. Murphy do .. e re e eteeietere s eeanaas 167,004 79
R. H. McGreevy do  oiieiiiiiiiieiie e 187,800 42

§735.061 72

Robert H. McGreevy. who received as profits the above sums of $187,800.42,
<ontributed no capital to the firm, and so far from giving any portion of his time or
lalents in legitmately assisting the firm to carry out its undertakings, frankly
dmitted that he rarely if ever appeared near the works, but that or the comn-
trary he and his partners did all they could to conceal from the public the fact
o his being interested, and that the sole consideration for the profits he received
Was the influence he used with his brother to obtain contracts in the first instance
for the firm from the Department of Public Works and the Harbour Commissioners,
:Ixnlnd secondly modificaticns and alterations of these contracts in the interest of the

rIn, :
~ The books of the firm appear by the Accountant’s report to have been carefully
idjusted on the 31st of May, 1889, and the profits struck and divided amongst th
four remaining partners. Larkin having retired on the 31st March, 1888. On th
former date, 31st May, 1889, Murphy and McGreevy sold out their interest to th
two Connolly brothers, receiving $70,000 therefor.
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The book-keeper of the firm, M. P. Connolly, when under examination admitted
that he had, since the charges were first made publie, erased some of the entries
showing amounts which were paid illegitimately in bribery and otherwise, and also
the names of the parties who received the moneys. His memory was at fanlt with
respect to many of the erasures, and he could not tell what he had crased. The
efforts of your Committee, therefore, to trace the destination of these payments, have
been to that extent frustrated.

The Honourable Thomas McGreevy having, whilst under examination, refused
to disclose the names of the parties to whom he had paid the moneys he admittedly
had received from Larkin, Connolly & Company, and disbursed for eleetion purposes,
we reported his conduct to the House, but as the step taken by your honourable
body to enfore his attendance at your Bar to answer for his contempt have hitherto
been unsuccessful, we are unable to report the disposition made of these moneys.

In order that the House may clearly understand our findings on the several
matters referred to us, we propose to give a short statement of the facts as they
appear to us to have been proved, in so far as they relate tothe constraction of each
of the great public works with respect to which Mr. 'T'arte’s charges apply.

No. 1.

DREDGING CONTRACT OF 1882, IN THE WET AND TIDAL DOCKS AT QUEBEC.

Mr. Tarte’s allegations respecting the contract are contained in paragraphs one
to nine, inclusive, of the statement made by him in the House and referred to us.
They substantially charge, as stated by Counsel for the Department :

(a.) “ That the Honorable Thomas McGreevy, being a member of
the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commis-
sion, entered into an agreement with Larkin, Connolly & Co., after they
had tendered for the dredging contract of 1882, by which, m consideration
of their taking his brother, Robert H. McGreevy, into partnership with
them, and giving him an interest to the extent of 30 per cent. inthe work
tendered for, he agreed to give and did give them in an undue manner
his help and influence in order to secure to them the said contraet.

(b.) “That to this end he, the said Thomas McGreevy, undertook to
secure the dismissal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington from
their positions, and that they were so dismissed and replaced by Henry
F. Perley and John E. Boyd.”

The charges of Mr, Tarte are:

1. In 1882 the sum of $375,000 havingbeen voted by the Parliament of Canada to carry
out the works of the Harbour of Quebec, the Quebee Harbour Commissioners called for
tenders in dredging in connection with the said works,

2. That Messrs, Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered and were awarded the contract for
the said dredging.

3. That 1n order to secure the influence of the Hon. Thomas McGreevy then and now
a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Comnussion
by appointment of the Government of Canada, the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., with
the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, took as a partner Robert H. McGreevy, hix
brother, giving him an interest of 30 per cent. in the firm.

4. That the said Thomas McGreevy consented to his brother beconiing a member of the
firm, and stated that he had first consulted the Hon., Minister of Public Works, Sir Hector
L. Langevin, and secured his consent.

‘5. That the said contract signed on the 25th of September, 1882, stipulated that the
works thereunder were to be finished by the lst of November, 1884, but that the said
Larkin, Connolly & Co. continued to perform the work of dredging under the scale of
prices therein mentioned up to the close of the season of 1886.

‘“ 6. That in order to help Larkin, Counolly & Co. to secure the said dredging contract.
the Honourable Thomas McGreevy agreed to give, and did give in an undue manner, his help
as Harbour Commissioner to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

¢ 7. That the said contract was approved and ratified by an Order in Council hased ona
report of the Honourable Minister of Public Works.

‘8. That up to the year 1883 aforesaid, Kinipple and Morris, of London, England, had
acted as engineers to the Quebec Harbour Commission, and that their resident engineer for
carrying out the works was Mr. Woodford Pilkington.

““9.” That in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co. the said Thomas McGreevy undertook
to secure the removal of Messrs. Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington from their positions, an
that they were in fact so removed in 1883, and replaced by Henry F. Perley and Joln
Edward Boyd, with the consent o{ the Honourable Minister of Public Works.’
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The first tenders for this work were invited by the Harbour Commissioners in
May, 1882. Larkin, Connolly & Co. did not tender, because, as Murphy alleges,
Thomas MeGreevy advised him not to show their hands, and that the first tenders
would not be opencd. As a matter of fact, these first tenders were not opened; and
on a motion made by Thomas McGreevy, it was decided to invile new tenders, to be
received until 4th July, The pretense was that it was desirable that the depth of
the Dock should be increased to 26 feet. This depth never has been reached. Six
tenders were offered. The lowest was that of Fradet & Miller, which figured out a
total of $98,450; then came that of Askwith, figuring out $128,860; the third one in
order was that of Beaucage, which was really a tender of Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
prepared by Mr. Robert McGreevy, and figured out $131,267; Larkin, Connolly &
Lo.’s tender under their own name figured out $138,845, being ten thousand dollars
higher than that of Askwith.

On the 10th of July the Harbour Commissioners required of Fradet & Miller
a deposit of $10,000, to be made before three o’clock on the 12th of the same month.
These contractors were also notitied that they would have to begin the work on the
1st of August then next, and finish it by the 1st of November, 1883. Iradet &
Miller protested against this new condition and the short time given them—about
24 hours—and had to give up the undertaking.

The Resident Engineer, Pilkington, reported to the Harbour Commissionersthat
their tender was too low, and that as a matter of prudence and expediency it should
be rejected.

On the 12th of July Beaucage withdrew his tender. On the 18th of July
Askwith made his deposit of $10,000, and asked to be given two weeks after ratifi-
cation of the contract to get the necessary plant on ground. In a postscript to this
letter he also asked for a delay of a week before binding himself, that is, before sign-
ing the contract, as he had just been informed that the lake dredges could not be
adjusted for the tidal work. On 20th July the Commissioners answered that they
gave him 24 hours to decide, and that if they received no answer within that time
they would return his cheque.

Being unable to get all his plant for the first of the month Askwith withdrew
his tender on the 24th of July. ~All lower tenders thus being disposed of, that of
Larkin, Connlly & Co. was accepted, and the contract for this work was entered into
with them on 25th September, 1882, As a matter of fact, they had no dredges or
plant with which to begin work, nor were they required to begin until the spring of
the following year. The conditions as to time which were exacted from Askwith
were relaxed as to them. On 27th July the Harbour Commissioners transmitted
the tenders and their acceptance of that of Larkin, Connolly & Co. to the Minister of
Puablic Works for approval of the Governor in Council, and on the 31st of that month
the Minister personally wrote the Secretary of the Commissioners, desiring to know
whether they “had reason to believe that the tenders received, which were lower
than the one they preferred, had been made in good faith, and that there had not
heen any collusion with respect to their withdrawal,” to which the Commissioners
replied “that they did not consider it necessary to defend themselves against a sus-
Dicion of a knowledge on their part of collusion between the tenderers.” Finally, on
the 21st of August the contract was ratified by the Governor in Council on the advice
of the Minister. This contract, which was to terminate on the 1st day of November,
1884, was novertheless continued until the end of the season of 1886. The quantities
mentioned in the contract to be excavated amounted to 423500 yards; the coun-
tractors have been paid for 1,877,859 yards.

In the summer of 1885 the money voted by Parliament being exhausted the
Harbour Coramissioners notified the contractors and the Minister of Public Works
of that faet, and on the 21st of August (page 974) the Minister of Public Works
Wwrote to the Commissioners that an understanding had been arrived a‘ between Mr.
Thomasy McGreevy and himself, and that he consented to the expenditure of $50,000
on condition that the contractors did not call for payment until Parliament voted
the money. The work was, after this letter, continued at the rates and on the condi-
Uons of the contract of 1882,
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The work done during these years under the contract appears to have been
remunerative, ;

The trial balance (Exbibit “D5”) signed by the Auditors and approved by the
partners, shows that up to the end of the season of 1884 the receipts amounted to
$115,193.60, while the expenditure reached $77,000, leaving a balance of profits of
$38,193.60.

The profits for the year 1885 do not appear, but in 1886 it was proved that the
receipts for that year were $87,293 and the expenses $38.544, leaving a balance of
profits of $48737.

In addition to these profits there must be added a further sum of about $16,107,
which, on the 14th of March, 1887, Perley reported to the Harbour Commissioners,
should be paid to Larkin, Connolly & Co., being for 322,140 cubic yards deposited by
them in the river, instead of being put on the embankment, and for which Boyd re-
tained 5 cents per cubic yard, as in his opinion afair deduction for the same having
been dumped in the river. No evidence was offered to show that the 5 cents deduc-
tion was not a reasonable one, or why the $16,107 should have been paid to Larkin,
Connolly & Co., beyond the mere opinion of Perley.

The evidence conclusively shows that Larkin, Connolly & Co. gave Robert Mec-
Greevy a 30 per cent. interest in the contract, solely to obtain his influence with
his brother, Thomas MeGreevy, to procure them the contract in the first instance,
and his influence afterwards on the Harbour Commissioners’ Board, while the con-
tract was being carried out. It appears to us that Thomas McGreevy knew all
about the arrangement made between his brother Robert und Larkin, Connolly &
Co., and that he used all his influence accordingly in favour of this firm, The ad-
vantages conceded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., which were denied to Askwith, a lower
tenderer, the permission given to Beaucage to withdraw his tender, and the favours
subsequently shown to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in the matter of payment,
can only be explained on the ground that some powerful if not undue influence was
exerted in their behalf. Askwith was peremptorily informedthut he must undertake
to begin the work by the Ist of August, 1882, Being without dredges at the moment,
he had to withdraw, as the fulfilment of the condition was impossible; but the
favoured contractors were allowed till the following year to begin operations, while
the enormous profits realized show that the work could have been successfully and
profitably carried out at the lower prices tendered for by Askwith.

Finpinas.

Looking at all the evidence and comparing the correspondence, written at the
time, we find : That Thomas McGreevy did corruptly leund his influence as a member
of Parliament and as a member of the Board of Harbour Commissioners, in order to
secure the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. the contract, and to procure for them undue
and improper concessions afterwards, and that he did this in consideration of the said
firm having taken his brother Robert into partnership with them, and giving him an
interest to the extent of 30 per cent.

KinippLe & Morris' DisMissar.

The works of the Lévis Graving Dock, and those of the Quebec Harbour, were
under the direction of a firm of London engineers, Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, whose
ﬁans had been adjudged the best after public competition. Messrs. Kinipple &

orris’ resident engineer was Mr, Woodford Pilkington.

The contractors had frequent differences with Pilkington, and complained of
his severity in causing them to keep to the specifications and contracts. In facl
Murphy swears that the ongineers were severe on them in keeping them to the
letter of the contract, and that it was a question whether they would have to give
up the contract or the engineers be dismissed. An organized system of denunciatio?
was carried on against the resident engincer in the papers lhe contractors could
control—some of the articles being writlen by the contractors themselver, TheY
resolved to get rid of him. The good will of Mr. Thomas McGreevy was secured.
and Messrs. Kinipple and Morris were replaced by engineers chosen by Mr. McGreevy
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himself and who were under the control of the Department of Public Works. The
contractors wanted changes in the contracts, and unfortunately they appear to have
been able after the change of the engincers, to obtain anything they desired. It would
scem that their principal object was to have these enginecrs out of the way in works
tocome. The Cross-wall was shortly to be competed for.

Mr. Valin swears in the clearest terms that Mr. McGreevy told him that it was
necessary that Kiunipple and Morris be removed ; that the Minister of Public Works
would give to the Harbour Commissioners the services of Mr. Perley ; that it would
cost Jess, &c.

Messrs, Perley and Boyd, both engineers in the Public Works Department,
replaced Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington, whom the Commissioners paid in settle-
ment of aceounts a sum of $15,000 while retaining their services as consulting engi-
neers for three years at a salary of $1,000 per year. Messre. Kinipple and Morris
received the full payment for their plans for the Cross-wall, although the work had
not even been commenced, namely, $5195.83 (page 1171).

Since the removal of Kinipple, Morris and Pilkington the following sums were
paid:

To H. F. Perley .ccocooov viiviiiiiiiiiniineenns oo $ 7,250 00
John E. Boyd...ooeviriviiiiiiiiiiiiinnnai eererereneiaas 6,125 00
St. George Boswell. oo oiiiiii e, 18,374 90

These sums do not cover the salaries of Charles McGreevy and Laforce Langevin,
appointed assistant engineers, the former for the Cross-wall and the latter for the
South-wall.

However, the guestion of salaries is of a minor importance. For the true reason
of the removal of Kinniple, Morris and Pilkington one must look at its resaris m
the contracts for the Cross-wall in 1883, for the Graving Dock at Lévis in 1884, for
the dredging in 1887, and for the Graving Dock at Esquimalt,

~ Boyd, a former employé of Mr. McGreevy, was recommended for the position
of engineer to the Harbour*Commissioners by Perley on the 28th of June, 1883, a
few weeks after the passing of the Cross-wall contract and the fraudulent manceuvres
which preceded it.

Before forming any judgment on the removal of Kinipple and Morris, it is
Necessary to read the explanations of the Harbour Commissioners with respect to
their action, together with the reply of Kioniple and Morris to the notification of
dismissal from the Commissioners in 1883, The Commissioners dispensed with their
services without asking them for any explanation or giving them an opportunity to
answer the charges made against them, one of the principal ones being that they
Were unacquainted with the climatic conditions of the country. They had been for
len vears the engineers of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners. (See Exhibit «T1.”)
If it be true that they had made some mistakes, at least no charge of fraud had been

rought against them. '

. Looking at the statements on both sides, it might he hard to condemn the action
oF'the Commissioners were it not for the {rauds perpetrated on the public subsequent
© their dismissal.

No. 2.
Coxtracr ror DrEpGING 0F WET Basiy AT 35 CENTS PER Yarp, 23rd May, 1887,

_ The charges made by Mr. Tarte relating to the letting and carrying out of this
f‘*ﬂ}mft»have been analyzed by the counsel for the Department of Public Works in
E(“—]'“' Brief submitted to us, and as this analysis appears fair, we adopt it. It is as
DLWy 1
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(a.) “That in the winter of 1886-87 the said Thomas McGreevy pro-
posed to, and made with Larkin, Connolly & Co., arrangement whereby
the firm undertook to pay him $25,000, on condition that he would obtain
for them the sum of thirty five cents per yard for the dredging of 800,000
cubic yards in the Wet Basin of the Quebec Harbour works, the said
Thomas McGreevy knowing that dredging of the same kind and even
more difficultdredging had, up to that time, been executed for twenty-seven
cents per yard, and for even less, in thesame works.

(b.) “That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence, as a mem-
ber of Parliament, with the Department of Public Works, and in parti-
cujar with Henry F. Perley, to induce him to report to the Quebec Har-
bour Commission in favour of the payment of the said sum of thirty-five
cents per yard, and that before the Quebeec Harbour Commissioners were
consulted a written correspondence on this subject between Henry F,
Perley and Larkin, Connolly & Co. took place, at the suggestion of the
said Thomas McGreevy, with his knowledge and participation, was con-
ducted in such a manner as to conceal from Parliament and the public the
corrupt nature of the contract.

(¢.) *“That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid to the said Thomas McGreevy
$20,000 on account of this arrangement, and at his request $5,000 was lett
in the hunds of one of the firm, fo be used in the then approaching Domin-
ion elections, at which the said Thomas McGreevy was a candidate.

(d.) “That in pursuance of the arrangement above set out, and
through the intervention, effort and influence of the said Thomas Mec-
Greevy, and without any public tender being called for, a contract was
made between the Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly
& Co. for all the necessary dredging and removal of material in the Wet
Basin at the rate of thirty-five cents per cubic yard.”

38. That during the winter of 1886-87 the said Thomas McGreevy proposed to, and
made with the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., through certain members of the said firm, an
arrangement whereby the said firm undertook to pay to him the sum of $25,000, on condition
that he would obtain for the firm the sum of 85 cents per eubic yard for the dredging of
800,000 cubic yards in the area of the Wet Basin in the Harbour of Quebec.

39. That dredgini of the same kind, and even more difficult, had previously, and up to
that time, and to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, been executed for the smm
of 27 cents per cubic yard, and even less in the same works. )

40. That the said Thomas McGreevy used his influence as a member of this House with
the Department of Public Works, and in particular with Henry F. Perley, Esq., to induct
him to report to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners in favour of the payment of the said
sum of 35 cents per cubic yard. )

41. That the correspondence on this subject between Henry F. Perley and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., before the Quebec Harbour Commissioners were consulted, took place at the
suggestion of the said Thomas McGreevy, and was conducted with his knowledge and parti-
cipation, in such a manner as to conceal from the eyes of Parliament and of the public the
corrupt character of the contract, in connection with which he received the sum of §27,000.

42. That Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid in money to the said Thomas McGreevy the suw
of $20,000 in fulfilment of the arrangement above mentioned, and that at his own request &
sum of $5,000 was left, to secure the election of the said Thomas McGreevy to the House of

Commons at the general election of 1887, in the hands of one of the members of the firm, who,
finding that sum insufficient, had to add thereto the sum of $2,000.

43. That on the 23vd of May, 1887, in fultilment of the arrangement above mentioned,
and through the effort, the influence and the intervention of the said Thomas McGreevy, an
without any public tender having been called for, a contract was made between the QQuehec
Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co., for all the necessary dredging and
removal of material in the Wet- Basin of the Quebec Harbour works.

Your Committee have had no difficulty in reaching the conclusion that these
charges have all been substantially proved. From the evidence it is established that
in December, 1886, or January, 1887, Thomas McGreevy, wanting money for the
Dominion elections, then about to take place, agreed with Murphy, representing
Larkin, Connolly & Co., th at if the firm would pay him $25,000 for the elections he
would procure then a new dredging contiact of 800,000 yards in the Wef Basin of
Quebec Harbour works, at a price of 35 cents a yard, This agreement was after
wards communicated to the firm, and at Robert McGreevy’s request Michael Cor
nolly, one of the firm, in the presence and with the consent of Nicholas K. Connolly
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and Owen E. Murphy, who were present, drew up and signed a memo. embodying
the agreement, and also other agreements of a kindred nature relating to the works
being carried on at Lévis and ksquimault. The memo. is as follows:

(Exhibit “M5.”)

“If contract is entered into with Harbour Commissioners, and approved of by
the Minister of Public Works, for eight hundred thousand yards of dredging at
thirty five cents, to be dumped in river, or if in more difficult place to be paid extra,
we give 25,000,  All over 200,000 at Levis Dock., Extras British Columbia about

73,000, of which we give, 23,000,
: “LARKIN, CONNOLLY & €O

This memo. was handed to Robert MeGreevy, or O. E. Murphy, and they both
swore that it was taken by them and submitted to Thomas McGreevy, who said it
was all right.

The figures 25,000 in the memo. were proved to mean $25,000.

Subsequently Larkin was requested to go to Quebec to see his partners on im-
portant business. He reached there on the 1st of February.” The agreement was
communicated to him and consented to by him at a meeting of all the partners ex-
ce%t Michael Connolly, who had then left for British Columbia, and was consented
to by him.

}Mr. Larkin at the time made a memorandum of the transaction, which in his
evidence he read and explained as follows :

(Exhibit “B15.”")

‘“ Quebec, February 1st, 1887.—Memo. of meeting this afternoon at the residence
of N. K. Connolly, between N, K. C,, O. E. Murphy, R. H. McGreevy and P. Larkin,
and agreed that “ twenty-five,” it does not go any further, but I know that that
“twenty-five ” means $25,000. The memo. goes on, “and agreed that ‘ twenty five
should be given and charged to dredging contract if obtained. 1f not obtained, to be
charged to B. C. and Q. H. 1., and that a former proposal, a memo. of which was
taken by M. Connolly, should be cancelled.”

Mr. Larkin swore that the words “ twenty-five,” meant twenty-five thousand
dollars, and of that there could be no doubt.

The evidence showed conclusively that while contemplating the possibility of
their not getting the contract the firm was quite willing to take the risk, deeming it,
as one of the witnesses expressed it, that they had good security for it in the fact
“ that they had given Robert an interest in the work.”

$20,000 of the $25,000 were almost immediately paid to Thomas McGreevy.
The money was drawn by means of four cheques made by Larkin, Connolly & Co.
to the order of Nicholas K. Connolly and endorsed by him. As to the payment of
the $20,000 there is no substantial dispute. The remaining $5,000 were, according
to Murphy's statement, to be retained in his hands, and paid out to promote Thomas
McGreevy’s election. He swears to the disbursement of the 85,000 for this purpose
and of $2 000 additional. This $2,000 was, after a good deal of disputing, allowed to
Marphy by the firm of Larkin, Connolly .& Co. and charged to expense account, in
the same ‘manner as the $25,000. As to whether the whole of this $7,000 was
dishursed by Murphy for Thomas McGreevy's election a good deal of evidence was
diven, but the matter is quite unimportant, so far as the public is concerned, and we
give no finding upon it.

In April following, and after the elections were over, Thomas McGreevy having
heen again returned as a member for Quebec West, was in Ottawa attending Parlia-
ment.  He then and there appears to have carried out his part of the compact and
ecured for the firm the dredging contract. The history of his dealings may be
¢athered from his letters to his brother, written at this time. On the 16th April,
1387, he writes, (Exhibit “ E2 7).

“ My Dear RoBerT,—I have just seen Perley about dredging. Thavearranged
t“rmeet him on Monday to discuss his dredging report before he sends it to the

arbour Commissioners, also other matters about Graving Dock, &e.”
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On the 26th of April, 1887, he writes :—

“ My DeAr RoBERT,—I have just seen Perley on dredging. I think he will
report on 35 cents and put in sowe conditions which will amount to nothing. He
will report when I will be there.”

On the 27th April, Mr. Perley wrote to Larkin, Connolly & Co. as follows :

“Orrawa, 27th April, 1887,

“ GENTLEMEN,—There remains a large quantity of materials in the Wet Basin,
Quebec Harbour works, a portion of which it is desirable should be removed during
the ensuing summer, and the propriety of proceeding therewith 1 desire to bring to
the notice of the Commissioners. Before I can do this I wish to obtain the price per
cubic yard, measured in the same manner as was the dredging previously done by
you, at which you will do what is required. -

“ T want only one price, which must cover the dredging to any depths required,
which may not exceed fifteen fect below low water spring tides, and the conveyance
to a place of deposit, whether in the embankment or in the river. An early answer
will oblige.

“ Yours obediently,
“ HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.”

On the 28th of April Larkin, Connolly & Co. replied as follows:
“ QUEBEC, 28th April, 1887,

Sir,—Your favour of the 27th inst. is at hand. In reply, we would beg to say
that we are prepared to do what dredging is required, as mentioned in your letter,
for the average price of our previous dredging, viz., thirty-five (85) cents, although
the difficulties are greater than we have had to contend with during the progress of
our previous dredging, inasmuch as the passage is narrow, the currents stronger,
and the distance to the place of deposit further.

“We are, Sir, your obedient servants,
“ LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.”

Oun the 6th May following Perley communicates these letters to the Harbour
Commissioners and recommends “the offer of Larkin, Connolly & Co. for considera-
tion,” stating “ he considered the price fair and reasonable,” and suggesting ‘ that
the expenditure be limited to $100,000 during the year.”

On the 10th May the Harbour Commissioners meet and agree to give Larkin.
Connolly & Co. a contract agreeably with their tender, on the condition that the
dredge material should be placed and levelled on the Louise Embankment, or in such
locality as might belong to the Harbour Commissioners, and that the actual contract
should be confined to work done during the summer of 1887, and limited to
$100,000.

The eontract was entered into on the 23rd of May, 1887,

It provided (1) That contractors should place and level the dredge materialson
the Lounise Embankment, or on such other locality belonging to the Quebec Harbour
Commissioners, or that may be hereatter acquired, the balance to be dumped into
the river; (2) That the dredging should be to any depth which shall not exceed 15
feet below low water spring tides, and was to be paid for at the rate of 35 cents per
cubic yard; and (3) That the expenditure during the summer of 1887 was not t0
exceed $100,000.—8See contract, p. 14 of the Blue Book (Exhibit “N5.”")

It will be observed that by the contraet of 1882 Larkin, Connolly & Co. were
to receive for dredging to a depth of 15 feet below low water 27 cents per cubic yard.
and that they had continued dredging at that fate during the subsequent years,
1883-4-5-6, making handsome profits each year. No pretense of calling for tenders
appears to have been resorted to, but this contract of 1887 increased their price
8 ‘cents a yard, which, on the quantity proposed to be excavated of 800,000
yards, would give an extra profit over and above that made on their contract of 1852
of $64,000.

Ixxxiij



54 Victoiia. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

The contract provided that the materials dredged should be placed on the
Louise Embankment, or such other locality as should belong to the Quebee Harbour
Commissioners, and that the balance should be dumped into the river.

As a matter of fact, a large portion, proved by the witnesses to be 50,000 yavds,
was in 1887, 1888 and 1889, dumped into the Cross-wall which the same contractors
were building for the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, and notwithstanding the
express words of their dredging contract they were paid 45 cents extra for every
cubic yard so dumped, or a clear gain of $22,500.

The difficulties suggested in the letter of Larkin, Conuolly & Co. of the 28th of
April, when offering to do the work, were purely imaginary, and must have been
known to be so by the Minister, the Chief Engineer, Thomas McGreevy, and all
parties interested in the letting of the woik. The profits made by the contractors
on this contract in the year 1887 alone appear from the trial balance, Exhibit * G5,”
put in evidence, to have reached the enormous sam of $147,767.03, and the report
of the Accountants shows that during the year 1887 and 1888 nearly $7,000 were
paid by the eontractors to the Dredging Inspectors as bribes to induce them to make
false returns of the quantities excavated.

No doubt can exist that a gross fraud was committed in the letting and carrying
out of this contract. The question arises, betwoen what parties the blame is to be
distributed, and how farSir Hector Langevin was, or should have been, cognizant of
the facts,

Mr. Dobell, one of the Harbour Commissioners, was examined, and when ques-
tioned respecting this contract, said :

“Q. Then, during your wmembership, which has lasted from the first to the
present time, you were nol aware of any impropriety in the relationship between
Mr. MeGreevy and any person whatever, either contractor or persons in authority,
in connection‘with the work ?—A. No; I may state that I had no suspicion of any-
thing wrong, except when the dredging contract was given, and then 1 protested. I
?11? not like that dredging contract. It was forced upon us, and in a way I did not
ike.

“Q. You thought there was too much work being done ?—A. I had a suspicion
that the work was not being properly done.

“ By the Chairman :

“Q. What was your protest ?—A. That they should not be allowed to thiow
any more of the dredging material into the river, and I thought the price was far
too much for the work performed. Large portions of the work were forced upon us
time after time.

“ By Mr. Edgar :

“Q. What dredging are youspeaking of ?-—A. The 35 cent contract. My suspicion
was that this work was being forced upon us and that it was not done as we wanted it,

“Q. Then you did not consider the way it was being done was in the interest of'
the trade of the place 2~—A. Of the public ; and I believed the dredging could have
been done at far lower cost,

“Q. State your reasons ?-—A. We decided that we would have no more dredging
done atter the $100,000 contract was completed; still we found them going on with
it. After the Commission, as a body, decided that no more material should be
durped into the river, and instructed the engineer to that effect, the engineer
having told the contractors that no more dredging would take place, we still found
the dredging continued, and we then claimed that they should not be paid for that
‘edging, but thoy were paid,

“ By Mr. Milis { Bothwell) :

“ Q. I understood you to say you yourselves were of opinion that 35 cents was
altogether too high ?—A. For dumping it into the river. they placed it on the
émbankment and levelled it I don’t know that it would be too high~~I would not
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have raised a difficulty about it; but it was taking it out of the bank and throwing
it into the river—taking what we had been protesting aguinst for years, and allow-
ing it to be thrown into the river.

“ By Mr. Edgar:

“Q. If you had been aware they were going to be paid 45 cents a yard for the
portion of this excavation which they put into the Cross-wall would you not have
thought that 45 cents in place of 35 cents was somewhat of a high figure 7—A. I
should not have approved of it.

“Q. If you had known—as a matter of fact, I think I can tell; I have been
informed it will be proved here that out of the dredging under that contract, which
was paid for at the rate of 35 cents a yard, these contractors filled in all the Cross-
wall, and were paid over $79,620 for it—how would you have characterized such a
thing ?—A. I leave it to every gentleman present to know.

“Q. But you were a party to giving the 35-centgontract, and you were unaware
that they were going to be paid during that contract 45 cents a yard for part of this
stutf they were taking out at the rate of 35 cents ?—A. I stated distinctly the Cross-
wall section we had nothing to do with, but I should say, with everyone here, if we
were paying 70 or 80 cents for what ought to be done at 35 vents we were paying
too much.

“Q. They only got 27 cents, before that, for the 15 feetdredging ?—A. Yes; but
the deeper you go the more expensive it would be.

“Q. But, do you not remember this 35-cent contract was not to exceed a depth
of 15 feet below the low water line 2—A. Yes.”

And with respect to Sir Hector Langevin’s knowledge and acquaintance with
the details of this and other contracts of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, Mr.
Dobell also testified as follows (p. T71):

“Q. From your acquaintance with Sir Hector during all this time you have been
on the Harbour Commission, you consider that he was very careful about details,
and looking after all the matters himself, giving personal attention to them ?—A.
I never knew a man that seemed to be able to take in every detail as completely as
Sir Hector has been in these works, and he did not seem to neglect it. He seemed
to be familiar with them all,

“Q. He was perfectly au fait with all the details of the contract ?--With every-
thing.

“ By Mr., Amyot :

“ Q. So he must have known the dredging was paid at the rate of thirty-five

cents and then forty-five cents ?7—A. I should say he must have known.”

Mr. Valin, who for the last 12 years, and up to the Dominion election in March
last was Chairman of the Harbour Commission, was also examined with respect to
Sir Hector’s relations with Mr. Thomas McGreevy, and this 35 cents dredging con-
tract. His evidence, p. 492 is as follows:

“ Q. Well, Mr. Valin, did Mr. McGreevy take a prominent position in the Har-
bour Commission ? Did he uppear to lead it?—A. Yes, sir; he appeared to have an
idea of doing everything, for when I was first Chairman of the Commission I saw
that Mr. McGreevy took the lead in a great many things. I remarked this to him,
and he said : I must tell you that T am Mr. Langevin's confidential man ; he requires
a confidential man, and it may as well be me as another.

Q. Did you have any conversations with Sir Hector Langevin upon this subject
—on the subject of the position taken by Mr. McGreevy in the Commission ?—A
Yes, sir; I had several interviews with Sir Hector on this subject.

“Q. Will you relate or explain to the Committee what the nature of those inter-
views was ?—A. I told Sir Hector that Mr. McGreevy took this attitude in every:
thing, and that he had told me he was in communication with the Minister, I asked
him what his views were regarding that question, upon certain votes we had to give
in the Commission—for instance, with reference to the South-wall. I told the
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Minister that the names of Gallagher and Murpby might cause trouble with the firm
of Larkin, Connolly & Co., because he was one of its members, and that he did not,
from that. seem to me to be a different firm, and that it might cause trouble, He
said : ‘1 have spoken to Mr. McGreevy about that; vote for that, and follow Mr.
MecGreevy, and I tell you everything will be all right” He said to me finally:
* Whenever you come across anything like that, just follow Mr. McGreevy. You.
know that we meet frequently and that we consult together.” Therefore, I have al-
ways considered that I had the opinion of Mr. Langevin in the chair occupied by
Mr. McGreevy beside me, and whenever an important vote was to be given I have
always consulted Mr. McGreevy, because I believed such were the views of Mr. Lan-
revin,

B Q. This was after all the conversations that you held ?—A. It was very nearly
always the same thing repeated. I had several conversations with the Minister.
Every time anything important came np I consulted him, and always had very
nearly the same answer.

“Q. Well, you say you consulted him., Did you consult him specially about the
South Wall contract ?—A. Yes, sir; becanse I believed that that would entail difficul-
ties such as I have just now told you of; because I saw that one of the firm had
separated himself from the others, and then he told me not to be troubled about the
matter for everything wus all right.

“Q. Did you consult him on other matters besides that of the South-wall ?7—A..
Yes, sir; I consulted him on other matters very often.

“ Q. Had you an oceasion to consult him, to confer with the Minister with refer-
ence to the contract for dredging in 1887 ?—A. Yes, sir; I spoke to him about that.
He told me that from information he had received he believed the change was desir-
able, and that he had spoken of it, he said, to Mr. McGreevy, and that he believed it
was the best thing to do. :

“ By the Chairman :

“Q. You said that you consulted the Minister about the dredging ?—A. Yes;
explained the matter of the dredging to him.

“ Q. Did you give him your advice ?—A, Yes; I gave him my opinion.

“(. But there was a difference of opinion between you and Mr. McGreevy ?—A.
Well, it was merely with reference to the right of giving information. I wanted to
speak to the Minister to know whether he dpproved of the matter.

“Q. Did you give any information contrary to Mr. McGreevy's?—A. No; 1
wanted to know whether it was his advice, because I would not do anything until
the Commission were informed, because it was money voted by Parliament.”

Again, on cross-examination, page 498:

“Q. You were appointed Chairman of the Harbour Commission by the Govern-
meut yourself 7—A. Yes; thatis tosay, I was elected by the votes of the Commission.
N Y“ Q. But it was understood that it was the Government that appointed you ?—

. Yes.

Q. Now, when you were appointed chairman of the Harbour Commission, were
You put there as a safeguard to the interests of the Commission, or to do as Mr.
NeGreevy would tell you to do ?—A. That is what I told at my examination-in-chief.
W.hen Isaw that Mr. McGreevy wanted to take the control, then I asked the
Vinister whether I did well in following his advice or not.

“Q. Then, when Mr. McGreevy proposed anything before the Commission you
tonsidered you had nothing to do except accepting his propositions 7—A. Not
dlways, since on various occasions I consulted the Minister of Public Works. If you
Want to know a little more, Mr. Fitzpatrick, T will tell you. On one occasion Mr.

angevin said to me: If the Commission does not act properly I shall dissolve it.

. Q. Will you tell us what the different points were upon which you consulted
With Sir Hector, and with respect to which you considered that the Committee was
1ot doing its duty—in other words, did you ever complain to Sir Hector Langevin
that Mr, McGreevy was doing something in the Harbour Commission that he ought
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not to have done ?—A. I never complained particularly by saying that some one
was doing wrong in the Commission ; I simply said what I have told inmy examina-
tion-in-chief, namely, that Mr. MeGreevy bad the air of taking the control of matters,
and always made use of Sir Hector’s name, and I wanted to assure myself, by private
conversation with Sir Hector as well as by private conversation with Mr, McGreevy,
whether such was really the case. Then, I said certain things to Sir Hector, which
were afterwards repeated to me, particularly the last words that I have just told:
‘that if the Commission did not do well he would dissolve the Commission.” These
words were repeated and veported to me by Mr. McGreevy, and that proved that
communications were made between Mr, MeGreevy and Sir Hector.”

Again, at page 499 :

“ By Mr. Amyot :

“Q. If it was not according to what you considered right to be done atthe time,
why did you not speak of it before the Harbour Commission, and why did you not
speak about it to Sir Hector Langevin 7—A. I did not speak to Sir Hector Langevin
about it because I had his words I have told you, namely : that I shonld act and not
make any mistake; to follow Mr. MceGreevy and I could not make a mistake, for
that he was our mutual friend, a trusty man— and then I followed him. 1 did not
speak about it to the Harbour Commission, because it was Mr. McGreevy's wish
that it would not be spoken about.

“ By Mr, Curran :
“Q. So that it is with regard to his position as Minister of Public Works that
you had relation with Sir Hector ?—A. Always with Sir Hector.

“ By Mr. Amyot : ;

“Q. Of how many members was the Harbour Commission composed ?—A. We
were nine,

“Q. Five were appointed by the Government ?—A. Yes; five by the Government.

“Q. And it was the majority of the nine who appointed the chairman ?—A.
Yes, sir.

“ Q. Had you cognizance whether a contract was made for 35 cents a yard for
the deepening of the Basin ?—~A. There*were two contracts.

“ Q. The second contract 7—A. Yes, sir.

“Q. You only ratified the instructions that came from Ottawa ?—A. Yes through
the medium of Mr. McGreevy, who spoke in the name of Mr. Langevin, and [
believe I spoke abont this to the Minister, as I said when I was examined before.

“@Q. You said that the contract for dredging at 35 cents was given by the orders
and directions given by Mr. McGreevy, as representing Sir Hector Luangevin at the
Harbour Commission ?—A. [ said that I saw by that, after having been informed
by Mr. McGreevy that it was all correct, that the matter had been decided by ali
the Commission as it is entered in the minutes,

“Q. Is it not true that this contract for 35 cents, of which you have just spoken
as having been given because Mr. McGreevy had requested that it should be so
done in the name of the Department, was given at a meeting of the Commission
held on the 10th of May, 1887, and that this was on the authority of a letter written
by Mr. Perley ?2—A. I do not tell you that a letter did not come from Mr. Perley;
I am not speaking to you about that at all; but I tell you that I had the idea from
Mr. McGreevy telling me that it must be done, that it was the best thing to do and
that we must do it.”

In the evidence of Sir Hector Langevin, and which was presented in the foril
of a carefully-prepared written statement, Sir Hector makes no allusion to Mz
Dobell's statement above given nor does he question the accuracy of Mr. Valins
statements with respect (o this and other contracts of the Quebec Harbour Comini>
sion, excepting one. Sir Hector says:
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“Mr. Valin states in his evidence that I told him to follow always Mr. Thomas
McGreevy at the Queboc Harbour Board, and that he always did so, convinced as he
was that it was my wish and desire. This I must positively deny. Mr. Valin
evidently is quite mistaken.” -

The entire statement made by Sir Hector on this contract is as follows:

“CoNTRACT 5—1886-87.

“ Dredging of the Wet Dock.

¢ Mr. Tarte contends that by the influence which Mr. Thomas McGreevy had in
the Department of Public Works the Chief Engineer made a report for the purpose
of obtaining for Messrs. Larlkin, Connolly & Co. the dredging at exorbitant prices.
1 had nothing to do with the contract of this work, The Commissioners have them-
selves given the contract, as the Statute authorized to do, without being bound to
obtain the approval of the Government to their draft contract or the dredging work.
I had no other duty but to recommend the payments at the request of the Commis-
sioners, backed by the advice of the Chief Engineer of my Department.

“I have never attempted to influence the Harbour Commissioners, and I have not
been subjected 1o any undue influence in connection with the payments which I have
recommended in their favour.”

As the evidence of Mr. Valin and Mr. Dobell had been, for a long time, in Sir
Hector's hands before he made his statement, and as he has neithker denied nor
explained them except as above, we feel bound to accept them as true.

Finpings.

We find that Mr. Tarte’s charges with vespect to this contract are proven.

That the letting of the contract was the result of a corrupt bargain made
between McGreevy and members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., by virtue of
which $25,000 were paid to and for MeGreevy for his influence.

That McGreevy successfully used his influence to procure the contract fur them
without calling for any tenders.

That under the contract enormous sums of public moneys were paid to Larkin,
Connolly & Co., beyond what the work was worth, and beyond the actual quantities
dredged by them.
~ That contrary to the terms of the contract, they were paid $22,500 and upwards
tor the portion of the material dumped in the Cross-wall, =2

That Mr, Perley had received from the contractors jewellry and diamonds on the

9th of January, 1887, to the value of $1,885, which were intended as a bribe to
improperly influence his conduct as Chief Engineer of the Department of Publie
Vorks, and as Engineer of the Quebec Harbour Commission, and that the facts con-
lected with the letting of the contract and its subsequent execution were known to
Sir Hector Langevin, the Minister of Public Works, and that the frauds were perpe-
trated at least with his passive connivance.

) No. 3
CoxtrRACT FOR THE COMPLETION OF THE LEVIs GRAVING DocCK, 238D JUNE, 1884,

“ That in the year 1884 the said Thomas McGreevy agreed with
members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. to secure for them a con-
tract for the completion of the Graving Dock at Lévis, on condition that
he should receive from them any excess over the sum of $50,000 of the
contract price, and that accordingly the said Thomas McGreevy after-
wards received from the said firm the sum of $22,000.”

23. That in 1884 Thomas MeGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of
Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commmission, by appointment of the (Govern-
ment, agreed with the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and ecertain members thereof indivi-
dually, to secure for them a contract for the completion of the Graving Dock of Lévis, one

of the conditions of the agreement being that he, Thomas McGreevy, should receive any
excess over the sum of $50,000 in the contract price. :

Ixxxiio



54 Victoria. - Appendix (No. 1.) A, 1891

24. That to the detriment of the public interest, a contract was signed in or about the
wmonth of June, 1884, for the performance of the said works, and that subseguently the said
Thomas McGreevy received the price stipulated in the corrupt arrangement above men-
tioned, namely, $22,000. )

In order to arrive at an intelligent judgment on this charge, it is necessary to
review the facts connected with the letting of the original eontract, the mau-
ner in which that contract had been carried out up to the time when the supple-
mental contract was entered into, the entering into that sapplemental contraet, and
the payments which have been made to the contractors from time to time.

The original contract was entered into the 17th of Aungust, 1878, between the
Harbour Commissioners of Quebec and Larkin, Connolly & Co.

It provided that for the consideration of $330,953.89 the contractors should
build and finish a Graving Dock at Lévis 500 feet long and 100 feet wide, and hand
the same over to the Commissioners completed in aecordance with drawings and
specifications on or before the 1st of June, 1882.

Most effective provisions were inserted securing the Harbour Commissioners from
any claims for extras or damages, and holding the contractors responsible not only
for failures and delays in the execution of the contract, but also for the stability of
the work itself, and all its plant when built,

Special clauses were inserted throwing the risks and responsibilities upon the
contractors with respect to the foundations on which any of the works were to be
erected, or with regard to the materials to be excavated.

We mention these clauses in passing, becanse they seem aftorwards to have been
ignored, when entering into the supplemental contract with the contractors, and in
the settlement of their claims.

Difficulties arose with regard to the foundations of the outer walls of the Dock
shortly after the contract was entered into, but little evidence was given to us
respecting the nature or cause of these difficulties.

In June, 1884, the contract was still far from completion, and up to that time it
was shown that the contractors had presented a bill for extras of $40,659.74, and
had been paid an additional sum of $141,326.80 for alleged expenditure on an
auxiliary dam constructed by them in an effort to obtain a foundation for the walls
of the Dock at the outer end.

This work had been done by day’s work, and the Government charged with the
material used, but the profits, it is alleged, were not large.

In the spring of 1284 a corrupt agreement was entered into between Thomas
McGreevy and Murphy, whereby Meclireevy undertook to get the Dock shortened
some 55 feet, and to pay the contractors a large sum of money, and Murphy under-
took, on the part of Larkin, Connolly & Co., that if the Dock sas so shortened and a
lamp sum of money paid to them to complete it by the end of the season of 1884
the tirm would pay to McGreevy all they received over $50,000, At the same time
Murphy submitted to MeGreevy un estimate in pencii made by the engineer of the
firm, one Hume, showing that it would cost 843,980 to complete the Dock. This
estimate was produced before us, and put in evidence. In addition to this $43,930
there was a caisson to cost $10,000, making in all $53,980, or $564,000in round figures.

Some little discrepancy existed in the evidence as to whether the sum agreed to
be paid to Mr. McGreevy amounted to $14,000 or $22,000. but there secemed to be little
doubt that he was to get all that the contractors received over $50,000.

Shortly afterwards Robert McGreevy, who was not interested personally in the
contract, was in Ottawa, and on the 13th March, 1884, wrote to Murphy.
(Exhibit“ U12”) : “ I will get my brother to interview Perley with Valin, before 1
leave, on Graving Dock.”

On the 17th either of April or May, he again writes Murphy :

(Exhibit « V12.”) “ Orrawa, 17th 1884
“ My DEar Sir,—The result of the interview between Mr. Perley and my brother
was that be, Perley, will write you to uscertain the rate at which you will complet¢
.the Dock, giving a guarantee of completion within this year or the season of navig#®
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tion. 1 will be down in a few days to see you. In the meantime, do not reply until -
you see me. The question of some diminution in the value of the Dock being shorter
than contract came up. Perley says it is thirty-one feet shorter. I think that they
can be convinced that only bulk some contract will ensure completion this coming
season,
“Yours,
“R. H. McGREEVY.”

On the 16th May, as promised in Robert McGreevy’s letter, Perley writes to
Larkin, Connolly & Co., asking them *for an offer for which they will complete the
Dock during 1884 for a bulk sum,” also a sum for the erection of a caisson. It would
appear from this letter that the question of paying the contractors a lump sum to
induce them to finish the Dock had been discussed between Perley and the contrac-
tors some months previously. On the 19th May Larkin, Connolly & Co. reply, offer-
ing to do the work for $6.4,080 and $10,000 for the erection of caisson chamber.

The original draft of the reply, in the handwriting of Robert McGreevy, was
produced and put in evidence. It was sworn by Robert McGreevy and O. E, Murphy
to have been submitted to and revised by Thomas McGreevy. '

On the 24th May Perley writes two lengthy letters to the Harbour Commis-
sioners, one stating that he had determined to shorten the Dock 55 feet and the other
that he had received an offer from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to complete the shortened
Dock for the bulk sum of $64,080 and $10,000 for a caisson, and recommending that
the offer be accepted.

On the 29th May the Harbour Commissioners met and accepted these recom-
mendations, subject to the approval of the Minister of Public Works, and on the 5th
June Sir Hector Langevin reports to Council recommending that the action of the
Harbour Commissioners be approved, “on condition that the caisson be completed
by the 1st of November then next, that all risks and responsibilities be assumed by
the contractors, and that they, the contractors, should make no claim for extras for
the future.”

The conditions attached to this recommendation of the Minister shows he must
have carefully considered the subject, but in our opinion he must have known that
in agreeing to pay $74,000 to Larkin, Connolly & Co. for work they were already
bound, by their previous contract, to do, he was acting in a totally unjustifiable
manner.

After the Governor in Council had approved of the Minister’s report, the con-
tract was, on the 25th day of June, 1884, duly entcred into.

On the 2nd June, immediately after the Harbour Commissioners had accepted
Perley’s recommendations, notes were drawn up by Larkin, Connolly & Co. for the
amount of $22,000 to be paid Thomas McGreevy.

Murphy says (p. 112): © There was one of $2,000 made to the order of Michael
Counolly for two months. There was one of $5,000 made to my own order for three
months, There was one made to Nicholas Connolly of $5,000 for four months.
There was one made to Michael Connolly of 84,000 for five months, ‘I'here was one
made to Patrick Larkin for $6,000 for six months. The $6,000 note Mr. Robert
McGreevy afterwards gave to me, and told me, his brother wanted smaller notes. I
paid him $2,000 in cash and gave him two notes to the order of Michael Connolly for
$2,000 each.”

These notes were handed by Murphy to Robert McGreevy, who swears that he
handed three of them direct to his brother the day he received them, and paid him
the $8,000, being the proceeds of the other notes, later on. Thomas McGreevy says
he does not recollect receiving the notes from his brother. The amount of $22,600
paid in retiring these notes appears, by the report of our Accountants, to have been
charged in the books of Larkin, Connolly & Co., 30th April, 1885, under the head of
“incidental expenses,”’ and we have no hesitation in finding that it was so paid by
Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that the whole or greater part of it was received by
Thomas McGreevy.

1—a%
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The avowed inducement for entering into the new or supplemental contract was
to have the Dock completed in 1884. As a matter of fact, it was not completed till
1886,

Sir Hector Langevin appears to have kept a.close watch over, and had an inti-
mate knowledge of, the affairs of Larkin, Connolly & Co., because in the month of
September, 1886, he writes to his friend McGreevy the following letter:

(Exhibit “C16.”) ¢ OrricE oF THE MINISTER OF PuBLic WORKS, CANADA,
“Orrawa, 20th September, 188€,

“My Dear MRr. McGrEEVY,—The contractors for the Lévis Graving Dock
should ask a settlement of their account from the Harbour Commissioners, who will
then most likely consult with their engineers. For the Esquimalt Dock it is differ-
ent, because the work there is altogether under my control.

“Yours very truly,
“ HECTOR L. LANGEVIN.

“Hon. THoMAs McGREEVY, M.P., Quebec.”

This letter must have been written in answerto an application, written or verbal,
made by Thomas McGreevy on behalf of Larkin, Connolly & Co. The words “ their
engineer ' areunderscored in the original letter produced, though Sir Hector denies
doing it. Why the Minister of Public Works of Canada should write a letter suggest-
ing that a firm of contractors should ask for a settlement of an account which does
not appear at that time to have existed seems very strange. 1t is the more strange
in view of the condition he had attached to his recommendation of their tender to
the Governor in Council ““ that they should make no claim for extras for the future.”

On the 23rd of Dececember, after Boyd’s death, Perley recommends and the
Harbour Commissioners appoint St. George Boswell as Resident Engineer, at a salary
of $2,500, and Charles McGreevy and Laforce Langevin, deputy engineers, at a
salary of $1,800 each.

In the light of the fact, Charles McGreevy being Robert’s son and Laforce
Langevin the son of the Minister, and not an engineer at all, these appointments
and salaries were utterly indefensible and scandalous. Charles McGreevy has since
been dismisszed, but Latorce Langevin is still retained.

The Minister’s letter to Thomas McGrecvy, of date 20th September, appears to
have had the desired effect. His advice is followed by the contractors, and on the 24th
January, 1887, we find Perley enclosing to the Harbour Commissioners an account
presented by Larkin, Connolly & Co. in connection with the Graving Dock at Lévis
tor the sum of $814,241.98. Of this amount Perley reports in favour of paying
$640,403, reserving one item of $110,000 for alleged ““damages sustained for deduc-
tion of salaries, maintenance of organization at Lévis and the quarries.”

The details of this claim of $110,000 are to be found on page 1166 of the evidence,
and consist of * the salaries of the several members of the firm, their engineers and
other employés, together with interest on $90,000 at 7 per cent. and the cost
of maintaincnce of organization at Lévis” during four years that they were
engaged upon the work contracted for.

In view of the language of the contract under which they bound themselves to
build the Graving Dock, and assume the risk of the foundation, &ec., and became
liable to heavy penalties for delays, this claim of Larkin, Connolly & Co. for $110,000
damages was certainly baseless, and in our opinion should have been instantly
repudiated. ‘

In 1883, when Perley first took charge of the works, he wrote to the contractors
asking them “to submit every claim that they might have.” No such claim was
presented till 1887, four years afterwards, a time when they were in default for
nearly two years in carrying out their supplemental contract.

Perley, however, so far from repudiating their claim, in his letter of 14th Sep-
tember, 1887, to the Harbour Commissioners, actually recommended that they be
paid $30,900 of the amount.
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The contractors seeing their right to claim damages admitted, and only the
amount questioned, refused to accept the $30,900, and suggested an arbitration. The
suggestion was adopted, and arbitrators named.

On the 8th of March, 1888, Thomas McGreevy writes to his brother :

(Exhibit * B13.”) (“Second letter to-day.”)
“House or Comyons, CANADA,
¢ 8th March, 1888,

“ My Dear RoBeErt,—Tell Murphy 1 have seen Perley, and he will report to
arbitrators or Commission of the amount to be submitted to them, which will be on
their total claim of $814,000. At the last meeting they wanted to make it ont that
the amount to be submitted was the balance of $110,000 for damages ; that would be
about $80,000, instead of $274,000, so that matter 1s settled. I seen Lavelle this moru-
ing; he has gone off satistied. Foley and Leonard are here on business; I have seen
and trying to do what I can for them, and wil! get all the information on the Sault
Canal before long. The Connollys have not come yet.

“Your truly,
; “ THOMAS.”

On the 19th March, 1888, Perley writes that the contractors should furnish the
claim they intend making before arbitration. A few days afterwards they answer
that their account will be the statement presented previously to the estimate of
24th Janunary, 1887, amounting to $814,000.

On 26th March they ask to change their arbitrator, which Perley, agreeing as
he says, with Sir Hector, declines to recommend, and on the 1st of May Perley again
writes, agreeing, without any arbitration;, to pay them $35,000 in addition to the
§30,900, or in all $65,900 on their claim of $110,000, an offer which the contractors
at once aceepted.

The entire cost of the Dock appears in the statement Exhibit “ W17,” produced
by the Harbour Commissioners, and which we here reproduce, to have been
$726,901.65.

(Exhibit “« W17.”)
SETTLEMENT OF 13re OCTOBER, 1888.
Graving Dock, LEvis, 1N Accovnt witH LargiN, ConyoLLy & Co.

Dr. $ cts.
To amount paid per Engineer’s certificates 1 to 38, inclusive.. 521,539 26

1883.
Oct 31.—To paid them acct. vote, 24 for work done. ......... $ 2,900 00
Nov. 5.—T0 balance of NOLE ....eveeereeeeerr coreeresrereseserrereres 13,976 96
— 15,976 96
1885.

Ff'bé 17—To paid Union Bank on aeet. 10 per cent. drawback ........... . 23,000 00

887

Sept. 16.—To Bank of B. N, America part of final certificate ............. - 77,887 18
Paid accounts as follows :-—

1837,
()lcstgsl.—Additions to engine-house....uiue: cvverinieiiininnien, $ 4,285 76
April 17.—Dredging during Sept., 1887...ccve.vverreiuenverienne 7,167 70
APrl 7~ TAbOUT fOI DOOTNS +everervrrerreeesereessveeessescaseennens 799 20
April 7.—Electric light apparatus.......coeeveieeeiiniees veee 2,500 00
TUDE B0.—PONEOON 1vvvvovererereseerierens sesesencn serreesernrsons . 2,750 00
¥ . 17,502 66
T 45 29—T0 paid acet. SEtEN .uee covvvrreririeriieereeenrenreene $ 12,000 00 ,
Jue 27— B0 eeeeereeeeeee e 35,000 00
"lue 30— do e e 10,000 00
— 57,000 00
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1889,
Sept. 25.—Paid balance of Graving Dock funds in the hands of Com-
MISSIONETS tuivvrein vevtvaeeirininir it arrreeiaiireeesoarncsen 3,466 88
July, 1.—To balance due L. C. & Co. this date, and for which a letter of
recognizance has been given, bearing interest at 6 per
cent. per AnDUML.....coeeeueereeenrinenraeenes eveerieeneeaa 8,528 71

$726,901 65
(Pencil figures in margin.)

$57,000 00
3,466 88
8,528 71
868,995 59
3,095 59 (less interest).
$65,900 00
Cr.
By total amount of main and supplementary contracts
claimed at $841,241.98 and settled at............... $706,303 40
By accounts not included in this settlement........ 17,502 66
Interest on final certificate of $30,900 from 24th
Jan,, 1887 ccvvriiiiiiiiiiiicviniies e 2,579 03
By 9 months’ interest on $11,479.03, balance due,
Oct., 1888, to July, 1889, at 6 per cent. ........... 516 56

$726,901 65

(Signed) “J. A 8. WOODS,
“ Acting Sec.-Treas.”

When it is considered that the original contract was $330,000, and that the
Dock as then contracted for was 55 fcet longer than the one actually built, some
idea can be formed of the amounts improperly paid these contractors.

Before January, 1887, Larkin, Connolly & Co. had rendered their account of
- $814,241.98, to be found at page 1171 ofthe Evidence. On this they had been paid, as
appears by Perley’s estimate, $562,516.22, leaving a sum of $251,726 claimed by
them as due. This account and the balance claimed by them serves 1o explain the
meaning of the memo. drawn up by Micheal Connolly, and to be found at page 114,
in which the firm agreed to give all over $200,000 due on Lévis Dock to their friends
by way of donation. '

. Finpinas.

We find that Mr. Tarte’s charges with respect to this work were true, and that
Thomas McGreevy did agree with the members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.
to secure for them a contract for the completion of the Graving Dock at Lévis on
condition that he should receive from them any excess over the sum of $50,000 of
the contract price, and that he was successful in procuring such contract for thew,
and did receive from them, in pursuance of the corrupt agreement, the sum of
$22,000.

The Accountants’ report to us, zxnd we find accordingly that the firm of Larkin,
Connolly & Co. realized as profits out of this contract the sum of $80,895.96. We
also find that, in addition to these profits, there was corruptly paid by Larkin, Connolly
& Co., out of the receipts from this contract, the sum of $45,035.28 of which Thomas
MeGreevy received $22,000.

We find that the supplementary contract for $74,000, except that part which
related to the building of the caisson for $10,000, was entered into without any
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justification, and that the contractors received this money without giving any
consideration therefor, being bound by their original contract to do the work. And
we find that all the facts were known to Sir Hector Langevin and his engineer,
Perley, and that their conduct in assenting to the giving of this contract was highly
censurable and a violation of public trust.

We further find that the payment of $65900 to these contractors as alleged
damages was illegal and unjustifiable. That the conduct of Perley in recommending
it, and of the Minister in sanctioning it, was a violation of public trust,

That the express condition on which Sir Hector recommended the Governor
in Council to agree to the supplementary contract, viz., “that the contractors
should make no claim for extras for the future,” was deliberately violated, and
claims for extras to the amount of $50,241.02 were made and allowed, and that in
permitting and sanctioning these payments botb Sir Hector and Perley, his engineer,
were guilty of violations of public trust,

No. 4
Cross-warLL CoNTRACT, 26TH May, 1883.

“(a.) That in the year 1883 Larkin, Connolly & Co., amongst others,
tendered for the Cross-wall in connection with the Quebee Harbour
Works, and that before tendering, and in order to secure the influence
of the said Thomas McGreevy, they took into partnership with them
Robert H. McGreevy, a brother of the said Thomus MeGreevy, giving
him a 30 per cent. interest in the work, and that this was done with the -
knowledge and consent of the said Thomas McGreevy.

‘“(b.) That among the parties tendering were a contractor named
(George Beaucage and one John Gallagher, That Beaucage’s tender was
made at the instance of the said Thomas McGreevy, and that with the
knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the tenders of Larkin, Connolly
& Co., of Beaucage and ot Gallagher were prepared by members of the
tirm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

‘“(c.) That while the tenders were being examined and quantities
applied in the Department of Public Works the said Thomas McGreevy
obtained from the Department and from officers thereof, intormation in
relation to said tenders which he offered to communicate, and did com-
municate, to Larkin, Connolly & Co. before the result was officially
known.

“(d.) That tothe knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy the tenders
of Gallagher and Beaucage were lower than that of Lavkin, Connolly &
Co., but in consideration of the promise of $25,000 the said Thomas Mec-
Greevy agreed tosecure the acceptance of the tender of Larkin, Connolly
& Co. That to this end he suggested to members of that firm to so
arrange and manipulate matters with Gallagher and Beaucage as to
render the tenders of these two parties higher than that of the said firm,
That certain arrangements and manipulations were carried out as so sug-
gested, and were participated in by the said Thomas McGreevy, and in
consequence the said contract was awarded to the said Larkin, Connolly
& Co. That shortly thereafter $25,000 was paid to the said Thomas
McGreevy in fulfilment of the corrupt arrangement above stated, and
about the same time a sum of' $1,000 was paid by Larkin, Connolly &
Co. towards “ The Langevin Testimonial Fund.

“(e.) That in the course of the carrying out of the works the said
Thomas McGreevy caused changes, against the public interest, to be
made in the said contract.”

10. That in the same year, 1883, tenders were called for a Cross-wall and lock in connec-
tion with the harbour works at Quebec, in accordance with plans and specifications prepared
in the Department of Public Workls under the direction of Henry F. Perley, Esq.
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11. That several tenders were made, and amongst others who tendered were Messrs.
Larkin, Connolly & Co.

12. That betore tendering, and in order to secure the influence of the Hon. Thomas
McGreevy, then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the
Quebec Harbour Board by appointment of the Government, Larkin, Connolly & Co. took
into partnership with theinselves, Robert H. McGreevy, a brother of the said Hon. Thomas
McGreevy, giving him a 30 per cent. interest in the firm, and this with the knowledge and
consent of the saxd Hon. Thomas McGreevy.

13. That among the parties tendering were a contractor named George Beaucage, and
one John Gallagher.

14. That it was on the suggestion of the said Hon. Thomas McGreevy that Beaucage
consented to make a tender. )

15. That with the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevy, the three tenders of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., of Beaucage, and of Gallagher, were prepared by the members of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., Beaucage being thronghout deceived by the said Hon.
Thomas McGreevy as to his position in the matter, as he alleges in an action recently
entered by him against the said Thomas McGreevy in relation to the said contract, in the
Superior Court of Montreal.

16. That the said tenders were transmitted to the Department of Public Works of
Canada for examination and extension.

17. That while all the tenders were being examined and the quantities applied in the
Department of Public Works of Canada, the said Hon. Thomas MecGreevy, then and now
a member of the Parliament of Canada, and a member of the Quebec Harbour Commission
by appointment of the Government, promised to obtain and did obtain from the Depart-
ment, of Public Works of Canada, and from officials of that Department, in relation to the
said tenders, to figures in connection therewith, and to the amounts thereof, information
which he offered to communicate before the result was officially known, and which he did
go(lixgnr.\gnicl?te to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and to certain members of the said firm
individually.

18. That to the knowledge of the said Thomas McGreevey, the tenders of Messrs. Gral-
lagher and Beaucage were lower than those of Larkin, Connoﬁy & Co., but that in consider-
ation of the promise of the sum of $25,000 to beto him paid, he, the said Thomas McGreevy
agreed to secure the acceptance of the tenders of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that he sug-
gested to that firm and to certain members thereof individually, to make arrangements in
connection with the said Gallagher and Beaucage and to so manipulate matters as to render
the tenders of those two parties higher than those of the said firm, or at all events to secure
the contract for Larkin, Connolly & Co., and that said arrangements and manipulations
were carried out as suggested by him.

19. That in consequence of the said arrangement and manipulations, wherein the said
Thomas McGreevy directly participated, the contract for the 8ross-wall and lock in con-
nection with the Quebec Harbour Works, was awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co., on a
Report to Council made by the Hon. Minister of Public Works, under date of 26th May,
1883.

20. That a few days thereafter the sum of $25,000 was, in fulfilment of the corrupt
arrangement above stated, paid to the said Thomas McGreevy in prowmissory notes signed
by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which said notes were duly paid.

21. That about the same date, namely, the 4th June, 1883, a sum of $1,000 was paid by -
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. towards ‘‘the Langevin Testimonial Fund "—a fund
destined to be given to Sir Hector Langevin.

22. That in the course of the carrying out of the works, the said Thomas MecGreevy
caused changes, contrary to the public interest, to be made in the conditions of the said
contract.

The work done under the contract of 26th May, 1883, for the construction of the
Cross-wall in the Quebec Harbour cost the country $832,448.44. It was thus, by far,
tbe largest work done under any of the contracts included in this investigation.

Robert H. McGreevy had already, in September, 1882, been taken into partner-
ship with Larkin, Connolly & Co., in a dredging contract at Quebec, and he was also
admitted to a 30 per cent. share in the profits of the Cross-wall contract. His urother,
Thomas McGreevy, was, at the time, fully aware of these interests, and subsequently
received large sums out of Robert’s share in the profits of that firm.

Elsewhere the dismissal of Messrs. Kinipple & Morris, the original engineers of
the Harbour Works, is referred to at length, but its significance is increased when it
is found to have been almost contemporaneous with the letting of the Cross-wall con-
tract, and when their position was filled by Messrs. Perley and Boyd, whose connec-
tion with that contract will be pointed out herein, Perley was recommended to his
position by the Minister of Public Works, and Boyd was recommended as assistant
engineer by Perley.

The statute of 1882.(43 Vie., ¢. 17) provides for the construction of the Crosx-
wall, and, by its enactments, places this work under the special control of the Dom-
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inion Government. The plans are to be prepared by the Department, tenders are to
be called for by the Department. and the contract is to be awarded by the Depart-
ment.

CROSS—WALLL.

The plans for the Cross-wall were duly prepared by the Engineer of the Public
Works Department, and, on the report of the Minister of Public Works, were ap-
proved by the Governor in Couneil.

For some unexplained reason, the Minister of Public Works ignored the Statute
of 1882, and did not call for tenders through his Department, but arranged for this
important step to be tuken by the Harbour Commissioners.

The advertisement calling for tenders for the Cross-wall was dated the 16th of
April, and requires the tenders to be in by the 2nd of May, or in a period of two
weeks.

It was not inserted in any newspaper outside of the cities of Quebec and Mon-
treal.

On the 2nd of May five tenders were received and opened by the Harbour Com-
missioners, and forwarded by them, the same day, to the Public Works Department,
at Ottawa, where they were received on the 3rd or 4th of May.

The tenderers were :

John Gallagher,
Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
Greorge Beaucage,
Peters & Moore,

J. & A. Samson,

In the advertised notice to contractors, it is particularly stated that the *‘ signa-
tures of persons tendering must be in their respective handswriting.” This was not
complied with by Larkin, Connolly & Co., whose only signature was “ Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., per O.E.M.” No objection seems to huve been made on this point by
the Department.

Of the=e five tenders it is proved that three were put in by, or in the interest of,
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in order that they might so manipulate them as
to make sure of the contrdact. The order as to prices of these three tenders was,
when first sent in, as follows:

Gallagher,—lowest,
Beaucage,—next,
Larkin, Connolly & Co.,—highest,

The contractors were prepared to have done the work at the Jowest tender if
lecessary, and by reference to the schedule H to the Engincer’s report, it will appear
that Gallagher’s original prices would have brought the work, as completed, $133,673
below the prices paid to Larkin, Connolly & Co,

Mr. Thomas McGreevy, as a member of the Harbour Commission, had oppor-
tnity to ascertain the prices of the different tenderers on the 2nd of May, and that
Peters & Moore’s prices would bring them below Larkin, Connolly & Co's.

The importance of getting a formal assignment fiom Beaucage, whose tender
wis lower than Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s, at once occurred to them. This they
obtained on the 4th of May for a proposed consideration of $5,000, to be paid if the
“ontract was awarded him.

. Mr. Thomas McGreevy reached Ottawa about the same time as the tenders. He
Placed himself promptly in communication with the officials of the Public Works
1Vep:_xrtment, and forwarded, from day to day, all the information he thus received
0 his brother for the benefit of the firm.
e He admits that he had received figures from Boyd in the Public Works Depart-
lent, but claimed that Boyd was under his control, as being an officer of the Harbour
iqmmlsS}On. Whether that would have been a sufficient plea or not is needless to
“]:C}llss, for Boyd was not appointed to any position under the Harbour Commission

Ul some time afterwards.
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Up to the 13th of May, it was known by Thomas McGreevy that Peters &
Moore were below Larkin. Connolly & Co., and he advised that the firm should stick
to Beaucage's tender. On the 13th, Thomas McGreevy gave his brother, in Montreal,
Boyd's figures, which seem to have confirmed their previous information—that Peters
& Moore were lower than Larkin, Connolly & Co.  Shortly afterwards, Thomas
McGreevy met Murphy,in Quebec, and again being showed Boyd’s figures,and being
asked to provide the $5,000 to secure Beaucage, Murphy then proposed to pay
Thomas McGreevy $25,000 to secure the contract for the firm at their own figures,
which were the fourth lowest.

This offer was accepted by Thomas McGreevy, and this sum was afterwards
paid to Thomas McGreevy by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

Murphy says he had plenty of margin out of which to make this offer, and that
he is correct is shown by reference to Schedule H, Engineers’ report,

To carry out this corrupt agreement it wus necessary to figure the tenders of
Beauncage and Peters & Moore above that of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

On the 16th of May a letter was written to the Minister of Public Works by one
of the firm in the name of Gallagher (who was one of their foremen, und whose deposit
was supplied by the firm), asking leave to withdraw his tender on a false excuse.
This was acceded to by the Minister on Ferley's recommendation,

An intentional and uniform error in the three tenders of the firm had been
made in the item of sheet-piling, whereby if they were allowed to correct their
figures they could shift any of them up very largely.

An opportunity was created for this shifting by Perley sending a letter to the
three tenderers on the 17th of May, inviting them, if' they choose, to correct the
irregularities.

On the 16th the schedule of tenders had been handed to the Minister. Perley
also says that he discussed these errors with the Minister, and, if not by his direc-
tion, at least with his knowledge, wrote the letters of the 17th to the contractors.

Mr.T. McGreevy was still in Ottawa, and was also in the fullest confidence of the
Public Works Department; for he on the same date writes his brother as follows :

(Exhibit “Dz2.") “House oF Commons, (C'aANapA, 17th May.

“My DeEarR RoBERT,—  * * * As I'told you yesterday
to try and get a good plan, and as quick as possible, in answer to the letter that
Gallagher and Beaucage will receive about their tender to bring them over L. & C,,

80 as their tender will then be the lowest, The contract will be awarded from
Ottawa direct. [ think I will go down on Saturday to be in Quebec Sunday
morning.”

On 19th May Gallagher answers, by a member of the firm, that he had asked
to withdraw his tender on the 16th inst. and that his prices were per foot, board
meuasure, which, when extended, would bring his tender above that of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co.

On the same day, 19th May, the latter firm wrote the Department that they
were willing to perform the work at the prices mentioned in their tender,

On the 20th the firm caused Beaucage’s tender to be amended s0 as to substitate
in the piling:

$19 for 19 cents.

817 for 17 cents,

$15 for 15 cents, &ec.
By which his total figures were increased some $47,000, and his tender was brought
over Larkin, Connolly & Co.

The original schedule of quantities prepared by Boyd was laid before the Minis-
ter, The letters of the 17th of May to the contractors were authorized by him, and
the rasults of the changes which were written upon the schedule in red ink in
Perley's handwriting were submitted to him .

The Engineers reported to us that by a comparison, based on quantities taken

rom the plans, specifications, and other sources, the tender of Peters & Moore wus
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much the lowest. They also reported that they had examined Boyd’s estimate
book, made up in the gpring of 1884, and that the same result was shown therein.
False quantities, however, were put in the schedule, by means of which the tender of
Larkin, Connolly & Co. was made to appear lower than that of Peters £ Moore,

The following table shows the fizures finally adopted by the Minister and Chief

Engineer:
John Gallagher......c...ooiiviiiiii it i s o 8552,255 00
Larkin, Connolly & Co.cvevvvinininiiiiiiiiiiniiiinn 634,340 00
G. Beaucage...... e rerees tereeeeenenianeeaas et esreranaen 640,808 50
Peters & Moore......oeeveviniiniiiiniinins civiniiiiinannn. 643,071 16
J. & A, SamBON ...t iriieiiiie e i e e eeas 864,181 00

Severul tests were made by the Engineers in order to arrive at a true estimate,
as of May, 1883, of the quantities whichshould have beenapplied to the tenders. They
had the specifications upon which the tenders were made, and also a fairly complete
set of plans of the Cross-wall, which consist of a series of numbered plans produced
by Harbour Commissioners, They were prepared in the Public Works Department,
and were proved, beyond doubt, to have been the only and original plans,

The tests which the Engineers were directed to apply to the case showed that,
even giving Boyd the benefit of a very doubtful point, he must have found, on apply-
ing the proper quantities, that Peters & Moore’s tender was lower than Larkin,
Connolly & Co.'s, and that it could only be made higher by falsifying the quantities.

Briefly, these results are reached :

The Public Works Engineers finally =cheduled the tenders in Exhibit “X3,”
making :

Poters & Moore......ooveeeiivernannes ere reenreseaeaaa $643,071 16
Larkin, Connolly & Co... cocooviiiiiiiii i 634,340 00
Leaving Larkin, Connolly & Co. lowest by...... $ 8731 16

The Committee’s Engineers, at the foot of page 1303 give a statement based upon
quantities taken from original plans and specifications, so far as they can be used,
and supplement them by quantities in Exhibit “ X3 making:

Larkin, Connolly & Co...ocvvvnvininniniiinis e $753,371 70
Peters & Moore......oovvvvivvunniiiiiiiiiciceninl e 736,243 50
Leaving Peters & Moore lowest by...........o.oe0s . 8 17,123 20

To this add difference above .....c.c.coiiiiiiiiiiiiariaininins 8,731 16

Leaving amount of figuring up of Peters & Moore $ 25,859 36

A more conclusive testis to apply the prices of the two tenders to the quantities
of the completed work as shown in the final estimates. This has been done, and
appears atl page 1305, Engineers’ First Report.

The work done and paid for to Larkin, Connolly &

Co. for Cross-wall Was...... .. ve.v voveerieanaes veeenn $822 448 44
The same work at Peters & Moore’s tender prices
WOULd b vintiirniiii i v e e avaes 762,687 48

Showing a clear loss to the country of.... ...... $ 69.860 96

. The report of Perley, of the 23rd of May, advised the allowanee of Gallagher’s
withdrawal, and the acceptance of Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s as the lowest remaining
tender.

Finpinags.
We find that the charges made by Mr. Tarte, and contained in paragraph 10 to
22, inclusive, have been substantially proved. That the said Thomas McGreevy did
make, while he was a member of Parliament and & Harbour Commissioner, a corrupt
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agreement with the said Larkin, Conuolly & Co., whereby, for the consideration of
$25,000 to be paid to him, he agreed to secure the eontraet for the Cross-wall for the
gaid tirm. notwithstanding they were not the lowest tenderers.

We find also that the fact of Peters & Moore's tender being lower than that of
Larkin, Connolly & Co. was well known to said Thomas McGreevy, and was com-
municated by him to the members of the firm of Larkin, Counolly & Co. before their
tender was accepted, and thatin pursuance of the corruptarrangement made between
said McGreevy and the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., he, McGreevy, so manipu-
lated and arranged matters in the Department of Public Works that the tender of
Larkin, Connolly & Co. was falsely made to appear lower than any of Peters &
Moore, and was accepted.

We find also that the said McGreevy was paid by Larkin, Connolly & Co. the
sum of $25,000.

We find that the loss to the public treasury arising from the acceptance of
Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s tender; instead of that of Peters & Moore, amounted to, at
least, the sumn of $69,860.96, and that, in addition to this loss, there was improvi-
dently paid to Larkin, Connolly & Co. a sum of §22,412 for placing certain material
they dredged from the Wet Basin in the Cross-wall,

We find there must have been a conspiracy between McGreevy and some one,
or more, of the engineers of the Department of Public Works to procure the con-
tract for Larkin, Connolly & Co., and we find it difficult to absoive the Minister
from a knowledge of the existence of that conspiracy.

We find the Minister to have been guilty of a breach of public trust in permitting
thel double payment to be made for the dredging material used in filling the Cross-
wall.

No. 5.

CoNTRACT FOR THE CoMPLETION OF THE EsqQuiMALT Dock, 8t NOVEMBER, 1884.

“ (a.) That before Larkin, Connolly & Co. tendered for the comple-
tion of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt the said Thomas McGreevy
agreed to belp, and did help them, in divers ways, amongst others, by
obtaining from the Department of Public Works information, figures and
calculations in respeet of the proposed work and communicating the same
to them.

“(b.) That with the knowledge and consent of the said Thomas Mec-
Greevy Larkin, Connolly & Co. took into partnership with them bhis
brother, Robert H. MeGreevy, for the purpose of securing the influence
of the said Thomas McGreevy, the said Robert H. McGreevy taking a 20
per cent, interest in the work.

“ (¢.) That during the execution of the contract the said Thomas Me-
Greevy acted as a paid agent of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with
the Departraent of Pablic Works, and that he obtained for them at their
request important alterations in the works and more favourable condi-
tions, which enabled them to realize very large profits.

“(d.) That large sums were paid by Larkin, Connolly & Co. to the
said Thomas McGreevy, for his services in dealing with the Minister of
Public Works, the officers of the Department, and generally for his
influence as a member of Parliament, and that in consideration of these
sums the said Thomas McGreevy furnished a great deal of information,
and procured to be made, by the Department and the Minister of Public
Works, alterations in the plans and in the works, which alterations have
cost large sums of money to the public. -

“ (e.) That in consideration of offers of large sums of money by
members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. the said Thomas McGreevy
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took steps to induce certain members of Parliament to assist him to obtain
alterations and additional works, and at his suggestion members of Par-
liament, were approached to this end by members of the said firm.

“(f.) That thesaid Thomas McGreevy did, at the request of Larkin,
Connolly & Co., corruptly endeavour to procure the dismissal from office
of certain public officers employed in connection with the works in
order to have them replaced by others who would suit Larkin, Connolly
& Co., the former being objectionable to Larkin, Connolly & Co., because
they compelled them to earry out the works and accept estimates there-
for according to the terms of the contract.”

25. That in 1883 and 1884, tenders were asked for by the Government of Canada for the
cowpletion of the Graving Dock of Esquimalt, B.C.

26. That the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. were among those who tendered, and that
the contract was awarded to them in pursuance of a report to Council, dated 24th October,
1884, and signed by the Honourable Minister of Public Works.

27. That before tendering, the said Larkin, Connolly & Co. had with Thomas McGreevy,
then and now a member of the Parliament of Canada, communieations and interviews,
wherein they secured his services to assist them in dealing with the Department of Public
Works, in order to secure the said contract.

28. That he agreed to help them, and that he did in fact help them in divers ways, and
amongst other, by obtaining from the Department of Public Works information, figures, and
calculations which he communicated to them.

29. That to the knowledge and with the consent of the said Thomas Me(ireevy, and for
the purpose of securing for themselves his influence, Larkin, Connolly & Co. took into
partnership with themselves his brother, Robert H. McGreevy, giving him a 20 per cent.
mterest in their firm.

30. That during the execution of the said contract the said Thomas McGreevy was the
agent, or one of the agents in the pay of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in dealing with the Depart-
ment of Public Works ; that he endeavoured to obtain, and did obtain for them, at their
request, important alterations in the works, and more favourable conditions.

31. That the said favourable conditions and the said alterations enabled them to realize,
to the detriment of the public interests, very large profits.

32. That during the execution of the works large sunis were paid by Larkin, Connolly
& Co. to Thomas McGreevy for his services in dealing with the Minister of Public Works,
with the officers of the Department, and generally for his influence as a mewmber of the
Parliament of Canada.

33. That in consideration of the sums of money so received by him and of the promises
to himi made, the said Thomas McGreevy furnished to Larkin, Connolly & Co. a great deal
of information ; strove to procure and did procure to be made by the Department and the
Honourable Minister of Public Works in the plans of the Graving Dockand the execution of
the works alterations which have cost large sums of money to the public treasury.

34, That he himself took steps to induce certain members of the Parliament of Canada
to assist him, the said Thomas McGreevy, in his efforts, in concert with Larkin, Connolly
& Co., to obtain alterations and additional works, for which large sums of money were offered
to him by the members of the firm.

35. That on his suggestion mewmbers of the Parliament of Canada were approached by
members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

36. That certain members of the said firm have declared that the said members of the
Canadian Parliament, on being so approached, had asked for a certain sum of money for
exercising their influence in favour of Larkin, Connolly & Co. with the Minister of Public
Works, and that Larkin, Connolly & Co. had agreed to give them money for that purpose.

37. That Thomas McGreevy, acting in concert with Larkin, Connolly & Co., did, at
their request, corruptly endeavour to procure the dismissal from office of certain public
officers employed in connection with the works of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, in order
to have them replaced by others who would suit Larkin, Connolly & Co., the former having
for a time incurred the ill-will of Larkin, Connolly & Co., because they then compelled them
to carry out the works in conformity with the specifications and contract, and prepared their
estimates according to the terms of the said contract.

As to the foregoing charges upon the subject of the Esquimalt Graving Dock
your Committee Repo:t as follows: Tenders were invited for the completion of the
Dock which had been commenced by the Government of British Columbia and which
they subsequently transferred to the Government of Canada.

. The first tenders were called for by the Department of Public Works on 12th
November, 1883. Two tenders were received and opened on 5th March, 1884. One
was from Baskerville & Co., for $465,309.54; the other from Starrs & O’Hanly, for
$315,240.58.
~ In this call, as well as in that which was subsequently made, it was expressly
stipulated that the tenderers should take over certain plant, tools and materials, &e.
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at the sum of $50,288.69, which plant, &c., had been purchased from the Government
of British Columbia. The contract subsequently entered into with Larkin, Connolly
& Co. also had this provision inserted in it.

Starrs & O'Hanly wrote shortly afterwards to the Department, stating they had
made certain mistakes in their tender (which Perley estimated at $25,000), and
requested permission to amend, or, in case this was refused, to withdraw their tender.

On 17th April Perley reported to the Minister that Baskerville & Co.’s tender
“was greatly in excess of the actual value of the work to be done,” whilst “ that of
Starrs & O’'Hanly was as much too low, and that they could not possibly execute
the work for the prices named ; that they had asked to amend their tender, a course
not usually pursued, and that he recommended that neither tender be accepted and
that the cheques of the tenderers be returned.”

The following day Starrs & O’Hanly applied for their cheque, and rveceived it
back.

On the 17th of April the Minister reported to Council Perley’s recommenda-
tion, and his report was approved on the 19th.

From the evidence snbmitted to us, it appears that Baskerville & Co. continued
negotiations with the Department.

Stewart, of the tirm of Baskerville& Co., swears that Perley sent for them to see
if their tender could not be reduced below the appropriation given for the Dock and
made some suggestions about changes. :

Baskerville swears that Perley claimed that they were too high in their tender ;
and that if it should be brought down, some changes being made to justify the
reduction, they could get the contract.

Perley thereupon told Baskerville & Stewart that Sir Hector had come to the
conclusion that if they would puat the required changes in writing they could get
the contract, and then dictated to Baskerville a letter which he (Baskerville) then
wrote and signed, and which is as follows :

(Exhibit “ H4.”)
“Orrawa, 8th May, 1884,
“The Honourable Sir HECTOR LANGEVIN,

Mi),]ister of Public Works, Ottawa.

“ DEAr Sir,—We have some time since submitted a tender for the completion
of a Graving Dock at Esquimault, B.C.

“If you will agree to the substitution of solid masonry and dispense with the
use of concrete and brick backing we will consent to build the same for $16 per
square yard, which will reduce the bulk sum about fifty-three thousand dollars
($53,000). Hoping this will meet with your approval.

“ We remain, your obedient servants,

“BASKERVILLE & CO.”

After writing this letter Baskerville says that Perley told them “ to hold them-
selves in readiness to take the contract—that they would get it.”

On the following day, 9th May. Perley reported in favour of the acceptance of
Baskerville's amended tender, which amounted to $362,000, “as a fair value of the
work to be done to complete the Dock.”

The next morning Sir Hector appears to have gone to Quebec, and did not return
to Ottawa for some weeks,

While in Quebec Murphy swears he called to see Sir Hector Langevin and had
a talk with him about the work. Hestated thathe had heard there were two tenders
in, one very high and one very low, and he thought it probably possible to get the
contract between the two tenders. e states that he then made a proposition to S
Hector Langevin *“to give 25 per cent. interest or a certain amount of money to get
it Jower thun the highest tender,” but that Sir Hector said he did not sce how he
could do it. Murphy further says that he and Sir Hector talked the matter over, and
Sir Hector thought it better that he should re-advertise, and directed him to call
on Thomas McGreevy. (P.171).
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On or about the 8th August, 1884, new tenders were called for, and eight were
received. The lowest was Starrs & O’Hanly, $338,945.19, the next, Larkin, Connolly
& Co., $374,559.53.

On the 13th October the Minister reported these tenders to Council, representing
hat the lowest tenderers, Starrs& O’Hanly, ($338,944.19)) had deposited an accepted
security cheque for $7,500, and that his Chief Engineer, Perley, had reported that, after
deducting $50,288.69 to be paid for plant, ax per specification, the balance which
would remain, $288,656.40, was too small for the completion of the work in a satisfac-
tory manner. The Minister recommended that in view of the large amount, $17,000,
which the Government would hold as security for the performance of the contract,
that Starrs & O'Hanly’s tender should be accepted.

On the 21st October Starrs received the following letter from the Department:

(Exhibit “M4.™)
Copy of letter sent, No. 28376.

“ DEPARTMENT oF PuBLIC WORKS,
“Orrawa, 21st October, 1884.

“ MicHAEL StaRgs, E=q.,
‘“ Clarence Street, Ottawa.

“Will you be good enough to call at this Department at once re Esquimalt
Graving Dock.
“F. H. ENNIS,
“ Secretary.”

Starrs went to the Department, as requested, and there met Sir Hector. He
says that Sir Hector told him that his tender was too low, and he called in Perley
and the matter was talked over, He further said that Sir Hector told him that he
(Starrs) knew himself that there was $50,000 to pay for plant, that he could expect
no extras, that it was straight sailing, and that there would not be enough left to
complete the work ; to which Starrs says he replied : “ Sir Hector, I believe our figures
are enough to do the work, but I see that you do not feel inclined to give me the
‘work, and, consequently, I will withdraw.” (P. 1160.)

Mr. Starrs was subsequently recalled and questioned more fully as to this con-
versation. He repeated the substance of his testimony already given, stated that he
handed Sir Hector a cheque for $9,450, and added, as his reason for withdrawing from
the tender, that Sir Hector threw so many obstacles in his way, showing him the
lowness of his tender and the difficulties that his firm bad to contend with, no extras,
and $50,000 to be paid for plant, that he asked Sir Hector what he was to do to get
his deposit cheque back. The Minister replied : “ Write a letter to the Department,
officially to me, and I will get your cheque returned.” He said that Sir Hector told
him he could write a letter stating that he had made a mistake in his tender, and
that it was too low ; and he further said that it was the hostility of the Minister that
induced him to withdraw,

After he had agreed to withdraw Starrs swears that the Minister handed him
back the cheque for $9,450 and said: “ Thank God; you have relieved yourself of a
great burden,” (P. 1191.)

Immediately after this conversation Starrs & O’Hanley wrote their letter of
withdrawal of 24th October and received back their deposit cheque of' $7,500. ,

On the same day, 24th October, the Minister reported to Council this letter of
Starrs & O'Hanly, and recommended that they be permitted to withdraw, and that
the contract be awarded the next lowest tenderers, Larkin, Connolly & Co., whose
offer was $374,5659.53.

After the call for tenders bad been issued Mr. Thomas McGreevy wrote a
private note to Perley with respect to the estimates, rates and quantities of the
British Columbia Dock. This letter is not forthcoming, but ou the 11th September
Perley replied as follows :
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“ CHIEF ENGINEER'S OFFICE
(Exhibit “ R6.”) “ DEpaRTMENT OF PuBLIC WoORKS
“Otrawa, 11th September, 1884.

“ (Private.)

“ My Dear Mr. McGREEVY,—Your private note of the 9th to hand, ard in reply
I send you herewith a copy of the specification of the Graving Dock, British Colum-
bia, two copies of tender, and sheets showing the quantities of work to be done to
complete the work these quantities having been computed by the Resident Engineer
in British Columbia. I cannot send the rates supplied by myself, as I have never
determined them. My estimate of the probable cost to finish was arrived at en bloc,
and amounted to $390,000, or, deducting the $50,000 for plant and materials (see
specification), $340,000 net, Isend a photograph of the work as it stands, which
may be of assistance to you, but an examination of the plans on exhibition here is
desirable. I am told the best and most suitable quarry is 80 miles from Victoria, at
or near-Nanaimo. You will see by the lists of plant, &c., that cement cost the
Department $25 per ton landed, but to this must be charged the expense of unload-
ing, cartage to works, storing, &c. I expect to be in Quebec on Monday, and could
see you between two and four, as I want to leave at five and be back here on Tues-
day at mid-day.

“Yours faithfully,
“HENRY F. PERLEY.

“ Hon. Tuomas MoGREEVY
b
“ Quebec.”

This letter and the enclosures showing the quantities of work to be done and
Perley’s estimate of probable cost of the work was passed on by McGreevy to Mar-
phy, who swears that he had that letter and the enclosures in his possession several
days and used the information contained in them in preparing his tender. (P. 171.)

Before Larkin, Connolly & Co. eigned the contract it was clear that they made
efforts to get a clause introduced into it relieving them from the condition on which
their tender was accepted, requiring them to take over the Government plant,
materials, &c., at the price of $50,000.

Patrick Larkin, in his evidence, at page 798, says that he went to Sir Hector
Langevin's office, and drew his attention to the amount of materials that they were
called on 0 take over and pay $50,000 for, and told him that one half of the stuff
was of no use to them; that in reading it over any man accustomed to contracts
could see at a glunce that the stuff represented there was good for nothing at all.
That Sir Hector sent for Perley, who came in, and had some sharp words with the
witness, That he, witness, wanted a clause added to the contract, that the contractors
should only pay for what material they should use, but that Perley would not
consent to any such clause, and that Sir Hector said he would look into the matter.
He further stated that the reason he signed the contract was that he relied on Sir
Hector's assurance that he would bhave the matter looked into, and that he took it
for granted a reduction would be made, though Sir Hector did not say so.

The following letter, written by Robert H. McGreevy just betore the contrac
was rigned, was also put in evidence (p. 211.):

(Exhibit ¢ V8.") “ QUEBEC, SUNDAY, 2 p.m.

“ (Private.)

“ My DEAR Sir,—The memo. of yesterday re British Columbia Dock is with the
Minister. He says that those conditions cannot be embodied in the contract, as it
will be the same one as submitted to O'Hanley & Starrs, aud it would not do to make
it different ; but he says that all what's asked is so fair that there will be no trouble
in obtaining them, especially the $50,000 material one—however, you are to urge
them just as if nothing had transpired ; of course, it's for you and pariners to say if
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vou will sign without them being embodied. Politics changes ; so does Ministers.
I will be back Tuesday. My address will be St. Luwrence Hall, Montreal. '
# 1 remain yours,
“R. H. McGREEVY.
“ Q. E. Murery, Esq.”

From this letter it appears there had been a memo. made out respecting certain
conditions the contractors desired in the contract, and that this memo. had been
handed to the Minister. It is clear from this letter that one of the conditions relates
to a rebate of part of the $50,000 to be paid for plant materials, &c., and that the
writer, at least, had been informed there would be no trouble, especially in obtaining
that condition.

Subsequent events showed clearly how accurate Robert McGreevy’s information
was. The memo. in question was not produced, and we have no further evidence of
its contents than the above letter, written at the time, and the following extract
from a letter written by N. K. Connolly to Patrick Larkin :

(Exhibit “316.”)
“ Point LEvis, 29th October, 1884.
“ (Private and confidential.)

“ DeEAR Sir,—You will see by the enclosed message that we are offered the
Esquimalt Graving Dock, I cared nothing about tendering for the Dock and scarcely
expected to get it, but now we are offered it, and under the circumstances, I think it
would be best to accept it, with the proviso that the changes we suggest arc made
aud have been partially agreed between parties. They say there will be no security
(cash) required by us. Our friends propose to arrange this ; moreover, there is no
money paid for securing contract.” (P. 1105.)

The amounts improperly paid by way of donations and otherwise out of the
“Esquimault Graving Dock” outside of the $48,000 paid to R. H. MeGreevy
amounted to about $35,000. A statement was produced (Exhibit ¢ E7"”) showing the
ttems, which had been made up and signed by M. P. Connolly, the book-keeper of
Larkin Connolly & Co. It is as follows:

(Exhibit “ E7.7) “ Esquinarnt Dock.

August, 1883, ..oiiiiiiiiiiis i e $ 4,000
February, 1886.....cc ciiiveriiiiiirint viviviiiiien v 3,000
Aprily 1886 .cviniiiiiiiniiiiiniiirriiene e e 1,000
June, 1886 ..cnoieiiietiiires et 3,000
B FTC) T B N 17,000

do Three RIvers.. coceevecivieiiviniiriniiiiniinieninesans 5,000
March, 1888, ..vriiririiiiniiiit e 2,000

$35,000

“ Certified correct,
“M. P. CONNOLLY,
“26th April, 1889.” “Clerk.

The Accountants’ report on this subject is as follows (P. 1380) :
“ BAQUIMALT BooKs,

“ Espense Account.

“This account amounts to $89,946.29, divisible into three parts, viz. :—
Business eXpenses. . vuuueeiereiiiiieiiniiiieiniiiieneienae e $ 6,665 48
Payments 1o R. H. McGreevy of a one-fifth interest in

the profits treated in the balance sheet as ............ 48,195 81
Donations and extraordinary payments.......eecuieveanses 35,085 00
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The Accountants further report respecting these donations as follows (p. 1282):
The donations and other extraordinary payments appearing in the Esquimault
expense account are as follows:

Year. _ Amount.
1885. S cts.
August ........ Three drafts of N.K.C., 81,000, $1,000 and $2,000. ... . .......... ... .. 4,000 00
1886.
Feb .. .. ..... M. Connolly from Q.H.T ...... ... . ... o i i e 3,000 00
March1........ Gratuity to D. Higgins.......0 . .. i i i 500 00
do ........ do JW. e e e e 50 00
April ... do O T 50 00
(Recurring items in following months, each 850,are entered as *‘ petty cash )
June.,.......... From QH.I..... .. e e e e e 3,000 00
1887. ?
April 30........ Donation to Colonist. .. .. ... ceiiree s viie i e e e 150 06
do TUMES . o e e e e e e | 150 00
do 18........1 Gratulby. ... e N , 55 00
do 30........ | o L T e \, 50 00
1Subscription to suffers by coliery explosion at Nanaimo mine............. A 100 00
1887. ;
January 24 ..... Cheque to order of O, E.M., $3,000 one-third to be charged to himself . .. .. I 2,000 00
Cheque on U.B., 20th Mar., 1886, charged to Q. H.L., expense now charged|
to Esquimalt Dock. .. ... ... o0 o0 Lo e I 5,000 00
March 28 ...... Allowed to N K.C., for a sum disbursed from private funds......... ...... \ 5,000 00
U.B. cheque No. 148, dated 3rd Jan., charged Leévis Graving Dock, now|
transferred as agreed .... .. ... o iiiioean e e 5,000 00
1888. |
March 8........ For amount agreed to be expended by firm paid by N.K.C. from privatez
funds..... .... e e e e e e 2,000 00
30,085 00
Deduct double charge... .......... .. ciieiioii 3,000 00
[ 27,085 00

The apparent discrepancy between this $30,085.00 and the $35,085.00 shown
under the memo. expense account above may be accounted for in the fact that the
payments to R, H. McGreevy amount to just $5,000 more than his fifth share of the
profits divided.

The $17,000 charged in March, 1887, in the book-keepers statement, were ex-
plained by R. H. McGreevy in his evidence (page 626) to comprise $5,000 paid by him
to Thomas McGreevy in the previous January, $10,000 which witness and Murphy
both swore Nicholas Connolly told them he had paid towards Sir Hector Langevin's
election at Three Rivers, and $2,000 disbursed by Murphy for Perley’s jewellery.

The $10,000 were originally paid out by Nicholas K. Connolly by cheque and
charged to Q.H.I., but on Robert MeGreevy, who had a 30 per cent. interest in these
contracts, objecting, it was transferred to the Esquimalt Graving Dock, in which he
had only a 20 per cent. interest. .

In this connection we may say that Sir Hector Langevin denied having any
knowledge of this $10,000 expenditure, and Laforce Langevin, through whose hands
a part of it was alleged to have passed, also denied having handled any of it.

This donation account also included three drafts of Nicholas X. Connolly in Au-
gust, 1885, for $1,000, $1,000 and $2,000 respectively, a sum of $5,000 allowed Nicholas
K, Connolly on 28th March, 1887, for a sum disbursed from his private funds, &
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further sum of $2.000,on 8th March, 1888, for amount agreed to be expended by the
firm and paid by Nicholas XK. Connollly from private funds, and a sum of $3,000,
alleged to be paid by M. Connolly in February, 1886.

Nicholas K. Connotly, when examined, was found to have a mind quite blank
on these, as on all other questionable payments. He could give no information
respecting any of them, and when pressed, declared on oath he did not remember.
With regard to this witness we may here record our conviction that he had resolved
to disclose nothing that would reflect injuriously npon himself or those whose secrets
he believed it to be his interests to conceal. The same remarks may fairly apply to
Michael Connolly. As a consequence, no sure information could be obtained as to
the destination of these special amounts paid by them, but Robert McGreevy swore

p. 632) that the item of $4,000 charged in August, 1885, was represented by
Nicholas K. Connolly as having been paid by him to Thomas McGreevy.

CHANGES IN THE CONTRACT.

In May, 1885, the contractors desired to have certain changes made in their
contract, and amongst them, to get the entrance at the head of the Dock changed to
a circular head. They continued to urge this change even after Perley and the
Minister had recommended it, and on the 18th May, 1885, Michael Connolly writes
from British Columbia to Murphy :

“ As soon as this reaches you make no delay in seeing the proper parties and
get the double entrance at the head of the Dock changed to a circular head, the same
as the dock at Levis.”

On the 21st January Perley reported in favour of this change, stating the addi-
tional expense would amount to $35,000. The Minister reported to Council, adopting
Perley’s report 26th January, and the change was carried out.

On the 18th January, 1885, Perley reported that the caisson chamber had been
built of stone instead of brick, at a difference of cost of $6,000, which he recom-
mended should be paid, and of this the Minister approved.

Shortly after the contract was entered into the contractors desired to have a
change made from sandstone to granite in the stone lining of the Dock.

On the 12th of December, 1884, Nicholas K. Connolly writes from British
Columbia to Murphy. (P. 369):

*“DEAr Friznp Mureay,—I think Mr. T. would like to have the Dock builte of
grannet and hee said that it would not cost much over sixty thousand in adishin to
our prise for sandstone and I also think that the folkes heer would lik to mak it a
hundred feet longer. If corse thoes thinges are for our frend two work on But for
the substutin of grannet would bee worth one hundred thousand moeur and the
lengthing preporson if course Mr. T. would have two bee seen in the avent of aney
thaing as hee is the Dominion agent heer and all pourfull as well as our folkes there.
We will want changes mad iu the sise of the stone and paid for all the stone we put
n that is we want to incrase the thickens and the weth of bed and bee alouded for
1t at our prise and in that way we will make a good thing. The best way would bee
to have them order hever corses as by that it would give us a chance of an extra as
well as giving us our prise. You can tell our friend But I will write you more fully
I a day or two.”

On 19th December he again writes Murphy.—* There is a very strong feeling
heer that the dock must be built of grannet and a hundred feet longer or a hundred
and fifty which you to advocat for you now that when the Canadian Pacific Railway
tompleted and they get the line to China and Japan you now it would be a very
unfortunate thing two have the dock too short or built of perishable material like
sandstone when good granet can be had at very little more expence, of course we
9o0't want anything more than the additional expence of cutting and other
(t}mgs_ Mr. Trutch sent for me to-day and asked me in a very frendley manner
about the stuf that I was objecting too and after a long conversation and at which I
Made some good pointes hee Mr, Trutch said hee would bee glad if the Dominion

Uvernment would take my vew of it and he said that hee would lay the case befour
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Sir Hector and that hee would not inger us on the contrary would help us all he
could I told him if that was the case ther would bee now truble. But wee would
sucseed. Sow you want two prepair the folkes ther for thees thknges wee want
them all we want the corses of stone incrased in sise & alowed for sade incrase, If
now more at last the scedule of rait, if corse wee can get a long with the sandstone
and build verey well with it but there is maney cole vainis in it and hard laired of
iron that is verey bad and it scales off with the wether and the other kind that is
heer is hard and full of iron and discolors verey much this is the kind the mintt is
built of in Sanfrancisco But if wee have to use sandstone wee will get it about 40
miles from heer and softer than what the used for the mint the quarry that the got
the stone for the mint out.”

On 12th of January, 1885, Michael Connolly writes Murphy. (P. 189.):

“If you have a chance, see Mr, McGreevy and have him arrange to have the
second entrance at head done away with, and a circular head, same as at Point Lévix,
substituted.”

On the 16th of January, 1885, Michael Connolly again writes. (¥. 205):

“The people here are also very anxious to have granite substituted for sand-
stone in the lock, and I think Mr, Trutch will also bring this matter to the attention
of the Hon, Minister of Public Works. 1If there is a change made we cannot afford
to make the substitution for less than $75,000, in addition to the present sum, and
if it was a hundred thousand it would be all the better, and we can then afford to
devote more to charitable purposes.”

Shortly afterwards they changed their mind, and on the 8th of February we
find Michael Connolly writing Murphy as follows. (P. 191):

* Nick at first was very anxious to have the stone changed to granite, but 1
hope no such change shall be made, for the granite here is terribly hard and the
quarry about 180 miles distant. If possible get them to extend the Dock 150 feet
and do away with the double entrance, but put in a circular head, the same as at
Lévis, and let sandstone go in as it is, Be sure and do what you can in this matter.
Dispensing with the double entrance head is very important, as it is very difficult
work.”

On the 21st of February, 1885, Perley reported to the Minister strongly sup-
porting this proposed change from sandstone to granite, and stating that the extra
cost would be about $45,000.

Murphy eays (page 176) he got letters from his partners urging to bave the
sandstone retained, and if they got the larger courses of stone and beds they would

- make up the loss, and that Robert McGreevy started immediately for Ottawa, and
had the granite cancelled.

Larkin says (page 812) that Nicholas Connolly wired him from British Columbia
to see that the changes to granite were not made, and he took some part in the
negotiations.

Before Perley’s recommendation was acted upon the news that the contractors
had changed their minds reached their partners in Quebec.

Robert and Thomas McGreevy came to Ottawa and were successful in stopping
the change.

How this came about is shown by the following letter, which was put in evidence
(P. 190) as (Exhibit “ L7 "):

“ (Private.)
“Orrawa, 24th February.

“ DEAR MurrHY,—The 2nd entrance has been done away with, and circular
head substituted at an increase of $35,000. The granit substitution was just about
being sent to Council, but happily my letter camein time to put it back to sandstone,
where it is now; high courses and beds will be put—the additional length will he
hereafter settled. I think this is what you want, but it was a close shave. The 5!
foot was to be given.

“T remain, yours, &c.,
“ ROBERT H. McGREEVY.”
Ixxxiihh ‘
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On the 26th February, on receipt of R. H. McGreevy’s letter, Owen E. Murphy
writes Larkin as follows. (P, 816) :

(Exhibit “015.”7)
“QuEBEC HARBOUR IMPROVEMENTS,
“ 124 Daveousie St., 26th February, 1883,
“ P, LARKIN, Isq.

“ DEAR Sir,—Your letter just arrived, and in reply would say that our friends
here arve greatly disappointed in the way we have treated them both here and at
QOttawa; after everything was done to suit us, then it has to be undone again. I
cannot understand Nicholas ; as you know, Mr. Trutch stated there would be a letterin
Quebec giving a detailed statement of what we wanted in the way of changes and
proposed costs of the same. However, there came none. Of course, w hen Michael’s
letter came to me I had our friend send despatch to Ottawa stopping the substitu-
tion of granite. You see the position this places our friends in there before the
Council,”

On the 23rd of March, after having heard from Murphy, Michael again writes
from British Columbia, as follows, (P. 208):

(Exhibit ¢ 08,”
“ Esqumvavrr, B.C., 23rd March, 1885.

“ Frienp Owgn,—Yours of the 10th just received to-day * * * % =
I agree with you; things were badly mixed up and too much confused in reference
to the granite. This was owing to not getting proper data on which to base figures
when writing or tendering to the Department of Public Works. Nick at first
thought, and indeed so did I, that we could substitute granite for sandstone at a very
moderate advance on the price of sandstone. I should be very sorry to have our
friends think that the matter was done intentionally or with any view to placing
* them in a false position. The first letters were written without giving the matter
due consideration, which, I am ready to admit, was our fault, but after due exami-
nation we came to the conclusion that it couid not be done for the price; therefore,
we are grateful to our friends for having our proposition rejected. I am sorry to
hear our friends are annoyed ” * * * ook Ok

In view of the facts contained in these letters, Sir Heotor, in his sworn state-
ment, says:

“Thave only to say a word on the projected substitution of granite for sand-
stone. When Mr. Perley, who was favourable to that change, consulted me, I was
inclined to assent to it. For prudence sake I spoke of it to Council. Council was
of opinion not to accept the change, and I informed Mr. Periey accordingly.”

In our opinion,this explanation is quite irreconcilable with the conclusion which
must be drawn from the above extracts from the letters of Nicholas K, Connolly,
Michael Connolly, Owen E. Murphy and Robert McGreevy.

RE-COURSING.

With respect to the change made inthe re-coursing of the Dock walls, we find
that the contractors in December, 1884, wrote from British Columbia to their part-
liers, urging that they be allowed to substitute larger stone than those provided by
the contract, and that they should be paid for them.

_ On the 24th of February, 1885, Perley wrote to Trutch, Dominion Agent in
B:'msh Columbia, that he approved of the suggestion that the masonry in the Dock
be built in heavier courses than called for by specification, provided it would not
eutail any extra expense on the Crown.

In April, 1885, Trutch telegraphed Perley that these alterations would increase
€ost of work by additional price of dressing stone,vesulting from necessarily increased
Width of bed proportionate to increased depth of courses, to which Perley replied on
the 20th April as follows :
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(Exhibit “T5.”)
Copy—No. 13428, Esquimalt Graving Dock,
. “20th April, 1885,

“8ir,—I write in confirmation of the following telegram sent you to-day :

‘¢ As the alterations in depth of courses was requested by the contractors for
their own convenience, and not ordered by the Department, there will not be any
extra amount of dressed stone allowed beyond the scheduled quantities, which will
be adhered to in making estimates.’

““ What I wish to convey in the above is that as the contractors suggested the
change in the dimensions of the stone, and were not ordered by the Department to
make the change, they (the contractors) have no right to be paid for any extra
stone supplied.

“ If they are permitted to place two courses of stone instead of three, it follows
that they save the dressing of the beds, the setting of one course and the saving of
cement, besides the saving in handling a fewer number of stones.

“ Again, the use of the thicker stones does not increase the thickness of the
walls; therefore, there must a saving in backing, and if an allowance for a greater
quantity of face stone were made a reduction in the quantity of backing would

follow.
“ Your obedient servant,

“ HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.

“ Hon. J. W, TrorcH, C.M.G.,
“ Dominion Agent, Vietoria, B.C.”

On the 4th of May, in reply to a telegram of the 2nd from Mr. Trutch, Perley
writes that the contractors had informally applied in Ottawa for permission to
change the courses of stone and that it had been granted them, and that no extra
payment would be made to them on account of the change.

In his evidence (page 145) Perley explained that this application was made to
the Minister personally and not to him. On the 18th of May Mr. Trutch informed
contractors that the Minister had decided to permit them to use stone of increased
size, on the express condition that no extra payment should be made therefor.

Notwithstanding these reiterated statements that no extra payment was to be
made, and in contradiction of his reasons for not allowing anything extra contained
in his letter of the 20th of April, Perley on his return from a visit to British Columbia
recommends that they be paid extra, and the Minister adopts his recommendation,
and on the 28th of May, 1886, ordered that the contractors should be paid full mea-
surement for all the stone the have placed in the Dock and that this order should
specially apply to the increase in the size of the stones rendered necessary by the
change made in recoursing the work, and that all special stones should be measured
fairly and liberally, and their sizes were not to be affected by any nosing check or
groove. :

REBATE ON THE $50,000 PAYMENT FOR PLANT.

It will be remembered, with reference to this $50,000, that the specification on
which the tenders were made expressly provided that the contractor should pay the
Government $50,000 for the plant and materials at the Dock. The contract when
executed contained a similar provision. .

¢ Mr. Starrs swears that when Sir Hector was pressing him to abandon the
contract, which had been awarded him by Council, Sir Hector urged that the $50,000
had to be paid in any event. ,

Mr. Larkin swears that when the contract was offered to Larkin, Connolly & Co-
he refused for a time to sign it, unless he had assurances that a rebate would l¢
made on the $50,000, and that he eventually signed on the statement of Sir Hecto?
that he would look into it.
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Robert McGreevy's letter, on page 211, seems to show clearly that the contrac-
tors had secret assurances from the Minister before signing the contract that a
rebate would be made on the $50,000, though no such provision was to be embodied
in the contract,

On the 16th of April, 1885, Bennett reported that the contractors took over, with-
out demur, the plant and material to the value of $38,038.28, but expressed themselves
reluctant to receive the balance. On the same day Trutch writes to Sir Heetor
Langevin that the contractors, Larkin, Connolly & Co., were unwilling to take over
the articles of plant to the aggregate value of $12,403.09, as per schedule, as they did
not find them suitable for their purposes.

On the 12th of May, 1885, Perley writes to Trutch: “T am directed by the
Honourable the Minister of Public Works to state that the specification is very clear,
and that there is no option on the part of the contractors to take what plant, &ec.
they please, and to refuse what they do not want, and that they will have to take
over all that is named in schedule.”

In January, 1886, after paying a visit to British Columbia, Perley reported to
the Department that he presumed the value of the plant, materials, &c., would become
a question at a future date between the Department and the contractors.

No further evidence appears on the question of this rebate until 1887, when, in
January of that year, Perley submitted his final estimates, and allowed the contractors
a rebate of $19,873 on the plant, being about §6,U00 more than they had asked to be
allowed in April, 1885, when they accepted the plant,

Mr. Perley stated in his evidence that he took the responsibility for this de-
duction, without reference to the Minister, although this statement he subsequently
modified by saying that it was probable his report on the subject was discussed with
the Minister,

Sir Hector Langevin, in his evidence, denied that he had been consulted by
Perley before he made this reduction.

PROPOSED CHANGE TO LENGTHEN DOCK 100 FEET.

At page 177 of the Evidence Murphy states that he was instructed by his
partners to try and get the Dock lengthened 100 feet, and that he offered Thomas
McGreevy $50,000 to have it done, and that Robert McGreevy was made aware of
their desire to obtain that change.

The letters written to Murphy from the partners in British Columbia fully cor-
roborate his statement of their strong desire {o lengthen the Dock and their willing-
ness to pay bribery money to obtain the change.

Michael Connolly writes under date of 15th of February, 1885, to Murphy: “If
the two hundred and fifty thousand pass in the Budget we of course will have some
work to tear down, &c., but if you can get a contract for extending at $250,000, we
can give $50,000.” And again on the 25th February : “ I told you in a letter, lately,
that if $250,000 were granted for extending the Dock we would give fifty of it for
Some charitable purpose.”

. Thomas McGreevy appears to have used his influence to effect this change, and
10 aletter to his brother of 1st of March, 1886, says that he thought it would be
done, a'nd that Sir Hector was going to put an $150,000 in the Estimates for it.

.. . His belief was well founded, because we find that on the 18th November, 1889,
~ir Hector reported to Council, advising that the Dock should be lengthened 100
feet, at a cost of, at least $100,000, and that an Imperial contribution should be
applied for.

_This recommendation was concurred in by Council on 21st November, and an
"lpl)l}catxc’m was made accordingly to the Imperial Government, who, however,
ie?h.ﬂed incurring further expense in the matter, as the existing Dock was, in their
“Pinion, large enough for all naval requirements.

- No Imperial aid being therefore forthcoming, the extension was not carried
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BENNETT'S DISMISSAL.

We find abundant evidence of the truth of the charge with reference to the
corrupt endeavours made by Thomas McGreevy, at the request of Larkin, Connolly
& Co., to procure the dismissal of Bennett, the engineer.

The contractors complained of his action towards them, and desired his removal,
and Thomas McGreevy was requested to have that done. As one result of his in-
fluence, we find Perley, in his letter of 10th of April, 1885, complaining of Mr.
Benntt’s “too literal adherence to the plans, even where the contractors show him
that the changes are for the benefit of the Dock.”

This accusation Truteh resented, and in his reply to Perley’s letter said he had
not observed any indication of such a spirit on Bennett’s part.

On the 2nd of May, 1885, Thomas McGreevy writes to his brother Robert :

“ It is now understood that Bennett, the engineer at British Columbia, will not
suit ; so the Minister and Perley are prepared to change him., He asked if I could
recommend one. Could you think of one that would suit, and I would have the
Minister appoint him.” And again in May :

“ Perley went to sce Page this morning to try and get an engineer tosend out at
once and dismiss Bennett. He thatgoes out will get hisinstructions before going out.”

An engineer named Williams was offered the appointment by Perley, but in his
examination he stated that after considering the matter he decided to decline, and
that he both wrote to Sir Hector and saw him on the subject, and that Sir Hector
approved of his reasons for refusing the appointment.

No other engineer was obtainasd, and Bennett remained until the work was com-
pleted.

The Dock appears to have been finished somewhere about the end of the year
1887, and the Accountants’ report shows the cost to have been $581,841.43, being
$20%7,168.27 more than the amount of their tender.

Our Aecountants in their report state that the profits realized by the contractors
out of this contract amounted to the sum of $240,979.05, in addition” to $27,085
paid in ““donations,” &e,

This would leave *he actual cost of the works at $313,%777.38.

If from this is deducted the $53,897 reported by the Accountants’ as paid to the
contractors for extras, we find the actual cost of the works as originally contracted
for to have been $259,880.38, or in round figures $50,000 more than the amount at
which Starrs & O'Hanly tendered for the contract, and which the Chief Engineer
reported was ‘ too small for the completion of the work in a satisfactory manner.”

Finxpinas.

In concluding this branch of the inquiry, we find that all of Mr. Tarte’s charges
respecting the letting and construction of the Esquimalt Dock have been proved,
excepting the one charging that Thomas McGreevy took steps to induce certain
members of Parliament toassist him in obtaining alterations and additional works, and
that members of Parliament were approached to this end by members of the firm.

That Thomas McGreevy corruptly agreed with Larkin, Connolly & Co., in consi-
deration of large sums of money to be paid him by them, to use his influence with
the Minister of Public Works, and the Department in the first instance, to obtain for
them the costract for this Dock, and afterwards to procure changes and altera-
tions in the contract for the interest of the contractors. That said Thomas McGreevy
successfully used his influence for these purposes, and received large sums of money
from the contractors, pursuant to this corrupt agreement.

That other large sums of money were paid out of the moneys received by the
contractors for the construction of this Dock for corrupt purposes, but your
Committee are unable, owing to the conflicting and uncertain evidence, to~arrive at
any definite conclusion as to the destination of these moneys.

That before the contract was entered into Sir Hector Langevin had secretly
agsented to changes and modifications of the contract which were to be afterwards
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made in the interests of the contractors, amongst which was a rebuate of part of the
$50,000 to be paid for plant.

That the change made in the re-coursing of the Dock was applied for by the
contractors in their own interest, they having discovered a quarry within accessible
distance, which furnished suitable stone for the proposed change, and was assented
to by the Minister on the distinct understanding that it should not increase the cost
of the work to the Crown; nor does it appear why it should have done so, inasmuch
as Engineer Perley pointed out at the time the cost of the work to the contractors,
in the use of the larger stone, would be lessened.

That notwithstanding these facts, the Minister subsequently improperly paid
to the contractors for this'change the rum of at least $32,839.

That the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., and Thomas McGreevy, also attempted
corruptly to procure a change in the character of the stone from sandstone to gra-
nite, at an enormously increased cost, and that both Perley and the Minister were
induced to assent and recommend this change to the Governor in Council.

That at or about the time this change was being submitted to the Governor in
Council, the contractors again changed their minds, and desired to retain the sand-
stone, and were able, through the improper influence of Thomas MecGreevy, used
with the Minister, to induce him to have the change which the Minister and his
engineer had strongly reported in favour of, abandoned.

That the contractors being desirous of increasing the length of the Dock 100
feet, corruptly proposed to pay a large sum of money, if the change could be secured.

That the Minister consented to the proposed extension, and both he and his
engineer officially reported in its favour., In recommending this exteunsion to
Council, the Minister reported that the Imperial Government should be asked to
share in the additional cost involved. His report was adopted by Council, but on
the matter being submitted to the Imperial Government they declined assuming any
part of the expense, and the proposed change was abandoned.

No. 6.
USE OF NAME OF THE HONOURABLE MINISTER OF PUBLIC WORKS.

“ That the name of the Honourable Minister of Public Works was
made use of by the said Thomas MeGreevy in his dealings with Larkin,
Connolly & Co., 50 as to give the impression that he had control over him;
the said Thomas MeGreevy undertaking to obtain his co-operation, or de-
claring he had secured it, and that in the name of the Minister of Public
Works large sums of money were corruptly demanded by the said
Thomas McGreevy from Larkin, Connolly & Co, That he used the
Minister’s name before the Harbour Commissioners, and that from 1882
to the prosent Session of Parliament he lived in the same house as the
Minister, thereby giving the impression to Larkin, Connolly & Co. that
he had absolute control over him and that he was acting as the Minister’s
representative in his corrupt transactions with them.

59. That the said Thomas McGreevy on several occasions demanded in the name of the
Hon. Minister of Public Works and received from Larkin, Connolly & Co. sums of money.
. 60. That from 1882 to the present Session the said Thomas McGreevy has always
lived in the same house as the Hon. Minister of Public Works, and he seems to have done
50 in order to put in the mind of Larkin, Connolly & Co. the 1mpression that he had over
said Hon. Minister an_ahbsolute control, and that he was acting as his representative in his
corrupt transactions with them.
61. That in fact on many occasions he used the name of the Hon. Minister of Public
Works in his dealings with them, undertaking to obtain his co-operation or declaring that
he had secured it.

We find this charge substantially proved.

Ixxxiimm



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1831

No. 7.

GENERAL : AS TO AGENCY, AND MONEYS RECEIVED FROM LARKIN,
CONNOLLY & Co., AND ROBERT H. McGREEVY.

“That from the years 1883 to 1890, both inclusive, the said Thomas
McGreevy received from DLarkin, Connolly & Co., and from his brother,
Robert H. McGreevy, for the considerations above indicated, a sum of
about $200,000, and that during the period aforesaid he was the agent and
paid representative of Larkin, Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour
Board of Commissioners, in Parliament, and in connection with the
Department of Public Works.”

55. That from the year 1883 to 1890, both inclusive, the said Thomas McGreevy received
from Larkin, Connolly & Co., and from his brother, R. H. M¢Greevy, for the considerations
above indicated, a sum of about $200,000.

56. That during the period aforesaid he was the agent and paid representative of Larkin,
Connolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour Board of Commissioners, in Parliament, and in
connection with the Department of Public Works.

We find with respect to these charges that Thomas McGreevy, from the yeurs
1883 to 1889, inclusive, corruptly received from Larkin, Connolly & Co., and from his
brother, Robert H. McGreevy, out of his share of the profits of those contracts of
Larkin, Connolly & Co., in which he had interest, very large sums of money, and
that during this period he was the paid agent and representative of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co. on the Quebec Harbour improvement, in Parliament, and in his dealings
with the Department of Public Works.

As to the actual amount received by him, the evidence is conflicting. Robert
MeGreevy, in a letter sent to Thomas McGreevy in January, 1889, says that he paid
Thomas out of the profits received by him $58,000, besides $117,000 paid directly to
him from Larkin, Connolly & Co. When on oath Robert repeated this statement,
which would show a total receipt of $175,000 by Thomas. When Thomas was ex-
amined, however, he refused to admit having received more than $55,000,

As for obvious reasons entries were not made in his books by Thomas McGreevy
of the receipt of these moneys,and as the memories of the witnesses differed so widely
it is impossible for us to find with certainty the exact amount he did receive. It
certainly must, in our opinion, have exceeded $130,000, but with greater certainty
we cannot speak.

No. 8.

RECEIPT OF MONEY OUT OF BAIE DES CHALEURS RAILWAY
SUBSIDIES.

“ That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the
subsidies voted by Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Cha-
leurs Railway a sum of over $40,000.”

57. That the said Thomas McGreevy exacted and received out of the subsidies voted by
Parliament for the construction of the Baie des Chaleurs Railway a sum of over $40,000.

The facts eonnected with this railway and the payment of the Government sub-
sidies voted towards its construction appear to be that on or about the year 1832
Thomas McGreevy, Théodore Robitaille, and others, became incorporated under the
name of The Baie des Chaleurs Company, with a capital of $3,000,000, divided into
60,000 shares of $50 each, whereof 6,000 shares were subseribed for, amounting
$300,000, and were held by the following parties: Thomas McGreevy, 1,000 shares:
Louis Robitaille, 1,500 shares ; Robert H. McGreevy, 500 shares ; 1."J. Riopel, 1,500
shares ; Joseph Giroux, 10 shares ; Louis Robitaille, 1,490 shares.

That each of these shareholders gave their notes for 10 per cent. ofthe amount
of their shares, and that these notes were subsequently paid out of the subsidies 1¢
ceived from the Government, and thatno one of the shareholders ever paid any
money on his shares or towards the payment of the notes so given.
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That in 1882, when said Robitaille was president of the company and Thomas
McGreevy and L. J. Riopel were members ot the House of Commons, a subsidy was
voted by Parliament to the railway of $3,200 for 100 miles; and again, in 1884,
McGreevy and Riopel still being members of the Commons, another subsidy was
voted of $3,200 per mile for the first 100 miles, making in all $640,000 of Dominion
subsidies,

The exact amount of these subsidies paid was not sworn to, but it was sworn
to be over $500,000. In addition to the Dominion subsidies,the company had secured
subsidies from the Local Government of Quebec, and bonuses securing a free right
of way from the municipalities through which the road ran.

These, with the right to bond the road and so raise money, constituted the only
financial basis the company had for carrying on the work.

In the year 1886 Thomas and Robert McGreevy agreed with one C. N. Arm-
strong, who represented a syndicate, which had bought out the charter of the com-
pany, to transfer to him their stock and all their interest in the company for $75,000,
850,000 to be paid in cash and $25,000 in bonds, Robitaille and Riopel becoming
parties to the agreement to guarantee its being carried out,

$10,000 was paid in cash and the balance, $40,000, was agreed to be paid in five
payments of $8,000 each out of the Dominion subsidies as they were received.

Four of the instalments of $8,000 were subsequently paid out of this subsidy,
making, with the original cash payment, $42,000, and all of it Robert McGreevy
swears was paid to or for Thomas McGreevy.

Finvings.

We find therefore that Mr. Tarte’s charge in this respect has been proved, and
that the said Thomas MecGreevy, while a member of Parliament did exact, and
receive out the subsidies voted by Parliament for the construction of this railway,
the sum of $42,000, and that he never paid any moneys whatever tor bis stock or
other interest in such road.

No. 9.
CONTRACT FOR SOUTH-WALL, 16TH FEBRUARY, 1887.

“(a.) That in the year 1886 the said Thomas McGreevy procured from
public officers the tenders sentin to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for
the construction of the work called the ‘South-Wall,” and showed them to
Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly, and Robert H. McGreevy, in order to
give them an undue advantage over their competitors, and the said
Murphy, Connolly, and Robert H. McGreevy had said tenders in their
possession during several hours, after which they were delivered to
Henry F. Perley, who was then in Quebec, and that the contract was
awarded to John Gallagher, a mere figurehead for the said Murphy,
Connolly, and Robert H. McGreevy, who did the work for their own
profit and advantage.

“(b.) That through the intervention and influence of the said Thomas
McGreevy changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to
secure great profits io contractors, were made in the plans and works
and in the conditions and securities set out and provided for in the
contract,”

50. That in 1886 tenders were asked for by the Quebec Harbour Commissioners for the
construction of a work called the ¢ South Wall” or ““ Retaining Wall.”

51. That Mr. McGreevy procured, from public officials, the tenders received and showed
them to Messrs. O. E. Murphy, Connolly,and R. H. McGreevy, for whom he was acting, in
order to give them an undue advantage over their competitors. .

52. That they had the said tenders in their possession during several hours, after which
they were returned to Henry F. Perley, then in Quebec, by the said Thomas McGreevy.

__53. That the contract was awarded to one John Gallagher, a mere tigurehead for the
Saald Murphy, Connolly, and R. H. McGreevy, who did the work for their own profit and
advantage.

54. That changes detrimental to the public interest, but of a nature to secure great.
profits to the contractors, were made in the plans and the carrying out of the works and in
the conditions and securities set out in the contract, through the influence and intervention
of the said Thomas McGreevy.
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Finpinas.

We find, with respect to this contract, that Thomas MeGreevy did procure from
Perley the tenders for the South-wall contract and did show them to O. E. Murphy
and R. H. McGreevy, in order to give Larkin, Connolly & Co. an undue advantage
over their competitors, and that these parties had these tenders in their possession
(Thomas McGreevy being present) for several hours, after which they were handed
back to Perley, and that the contract was awarded to Gallagher, a mere figurehead
for Larkin, Connolly & Co., who did the work for their own profit,

We do not find that the changes made in the plans and works of this contract
were detrimental to the public interest, though they doubtless added to the profits of
the contractors.

No. 10.
SUBSIDIES TO STEAMER “ ADMIRAL.”

“ That on the 10th of May, 1888, the Government of Canada decided
to pay to Mr. Julien Chabot, as owner, a sum of $12,500 yearly for five
years as a subsidy to the steamer ¢ Admiral ” for plying between
Dalhousie and Gaspé, and that the said subsidy has since been paid
accordingly ; but that the said Julien Chabot was merely a screen for the
benefit of the said Thomas McGreevy, who was then and continued for
a long time thereafter the real owner of the said steamer, in whole or
in great part, and that previous to the said 10th May, 1888, to wit,
since 1883 or 1884, the said amount of subsidy was yearly paid for the
said steamer, the title thereto being held by persons for the benefit of
the said Thomas McGreevy, and that the said Thomas McGreevy
received altogether from such subsidies about $120,000.”

45. That by an Order in Council, dated 10th May, 1888, the Government of Canada
decided to pay a sum of $12,500 yearly during five years to Mr. Julien Chabot, on the con-
dition of hs causing the steamer “* Admiral ” to ply between Dalhousie and Gaspé, forming

connection with the Intercolonial Railway.

46. That the said sum of twelve thousand five hundred dollars ($12,500) has since been
paid in the manner prescribed in the Order in Council and the contract made thereunder.

47. That the said Julien Chabot was merely a screen for the benefit of the said Thomas
MeGreevy, who then was, and continued to be, for a long time thereafter, the propnetor of
the ““ Admiral ” in whole, or at least in great part.

48. That previous to the 10th of May, 1888, to wit, since 1883 or 1884, the same subsidy
of 812,500 was paid for the said steamer ‘‘ Admiral,” then also owned by men representing
the said Thomas Mc(sreevy.

49. That the said Thomas McGreevy received in that connection a sum of about
$120,000 while being a member of the Parhament of Canada.

The principal witness in reference to the charges made in respect to the subsi-
dies for the services of the steamer ‘“ Admiral ” was Julien Chabot.  The facts estab-
lished by his evidence are that in the year 1883, when the steamer “Admiral’
was purchased, hc and Thomas McGreevy were members of the St. Lawrence Steam
Navigation Company. 7

That McGreevy asked him to look out a steamer for the company. suitable for
the Baie des Chaleurs route. He said the company had at the time no money, and
he objected on this ground to make the purchase; but Thomas McGreevy told him
to do so, and he would advance the money. He went to New York and found the
steamer “ Admiral ” could be obtained, and McGreevy said she would be a suitable
boat to acquire for their service. She was accordingly purchased for the sum o
$20,000. Thomas McGreevy advanced $2,000 at the time the boat was bought, nné
he agreed to pay the remaining $18,000 within thirty days. When the “ Admiral’
was brought to Quebec she was registered as the property of Chabot, but Chabot
swears that he had paid nothing, _

That Thomas McGreevy asked that she might be registered in his Y{Chabot's)
name, and she so continued until she became the property of Nicholas K. Connolly
in February last. The steamer “ Admiral” Thomas McGreevy says was pnrchaﬁed
bona fide for the St. Lawrence Steam Navigation Company, but as the company wel®
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unable to reimburse him, and he found it impossibie to find a purchaser, he was
obliged to retain her. In the year 1883 a contract was made by the Minister of
Railways with the registered owner of the *“ Admiral” to run her in the Baie des
Chaleurs and Gaspé ports in connection with the Intercolonial Railway for a period
of five years, for which the Minister agreed to pay a yearly subsidy of $12,500.

This contract was again renewed in May, 1888 for a second period of five years,
for the same service, and for which the same amount of subsidy is annualiy paid.
Chabot swears that for the whole period of time, prior to the sale to Nicholas K.
Connolly, he accounted to Thomas McGreevy for all subsidies reccived and moneys
earned by the steamer ¢ Admiral.”

FiNDINGs.

Your Committee tind the charges upon this subject clearly proven, and that Thomas
McGreevy did, while a member of the House of Commons, receive from the Govern-
ment of Canada, from some time in the year 1883 until the 24th of February, 1891,
the annual sum of $12,500 for the services of the steamer ‘ Admiral,” contrary to
the statute for securing the Independence of Parliament.

No. 11.
PAYMENT OF MONEY BY LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.

“That members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid and
caused to be paid to the Honourable the Minister of Public Works, out
of the proceeds of the various contracts in question, large sums of money.”

“63. That certain members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. paid and caused to be
paid large sums of money to the Hon. Minister of Public Works, out of the proceeds of the
said contracts, and that entries of the said sums were made in the books of the firm.”

The evidence on this charge consists of the sworn statement of O. E. Murphy,
in his main examination, to be found at pages 180 to 183, inclusive, and his state-
_ments on cross-examination on pages 302-303, coupled with the entries in the books
of Larkin, Connolly & Co., on the dates of November 2nd and November 21st, 1887,
and the cheques corresponding with those entries, endorsed by N. K. Connoliy him-
self, and charged to the Lévis Graving Dock expense account.

Murphy swears that he gave the sum of $10,000 to Sir Hector Langevin, in Sir
Heetor’s house in Quebec, in two sums of $5,000 each. That he got the money in
two cheques signed by Larkin, Connolly & Co., payable to the order of Nicholas
Connolly, and endorsed by him. That he drew the money on the cheques the same
days they were signed; that they were made at different dates, and that he paid the
money to Sir Hector on cach occasion, immediately after he got it from the banks;
that the money was in bills or bank notes; that he asked for $100 bills, but thinks
he ot $50 bills and $20 bills: and that the dates of the cheques would be exactly
the dates of the payments.

That it was agreed between him, Murphy, and Nicholas Counolly, and either
Larkin, or his agent Kimmitt, that the money should be charged to Lévis Graving
Dock, and that it was to be kept secret from Robert and Thomas McGreevy, Robert
Lot having any interest in that work. That he did not remember the year or the
season of the year when be paid the money, but that the cheques would show. -

In his cross-examination (p. 302) he repeated that he could not remember the
tear, but that the cheques would show ; that the auditors went through the whole
thing and made an examination and stated where and how they would place it ; and
tbat 1t was a matter throughly talked about, and an explanation given, and in reply
 a suggestion of counsel that no one could find such an item in the firm’s accounts,
"epeated that there must be an account of it in the books.

o Our Accountants report (p. 1276) that the donations charged to Lévis Graving

ock include two cheques of $5000 each, one dated 2nd November, 1887, and the

vther of the 21st of the same month, each drawn in favour of N. K. Connolly,

ad endorsed in his own handwriting. Both these payments were charged

“ad allowed in the audit made by the auditors of the firm, and approved by the
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several partners. The bank books also showed that these two sums of money were
drawn on the days the cheques were respectively dated, but the figures of the Teller
of the Bank of British North America on the back of the cheque dated 21st Novem-
ber showed that the $5,000 was drawn out of that bunk on the cheque in notes of
the following denominations :

10 x $100..veees ... e e e e e ens $1,000
6 X $500...00eruerrennns fe e et et en e e eaes 3,000
1X 81,000 covenrennn.ne.. e et e eve e SRR, 1,000

$5,000

Sir Hector Langevin in his sworn statement refers to this charge as follows :—

¢ 1st. In answer to the charge made by Mr. O. E. Murphy that he gave me, in
my house in Quebec, on two different occasions, the sum of $5,000, making in all
$10,000, I have to say that O. E. Murphy was only once in my house, when he came
to complain that one of the assistant engineers of the Quebec Harbour Commission
was too hard with the contractors for the works., My answer was, that those officers
not being Government officers, the complaint of the contractors should be made to
the Quebec Harbour Board and not to me. I add that Mr. O. E. Murphy did not
speak to me about money, gift, or loan; that he did not offer, loan or pay me any
sum of money ; and I swear positively that he never paid me the above-mentioned
two sums of five thousund dollars each, and I never asked him for money.”

After the charges bad been preferred in the House by Mr. Tarte, Siv Hector
read a reply, in which, referring to this particular charge, he said * direetly or
indirectly I never asked the contractors, named in the motion, for money, cheques, or
notes, nor did I receive any such money, cheques or notes from them for my use,
profit or advantage.”

Both Nicholas K. Connolly and Patrick Larkin when examined denied any
knowledge of these payments having been made to Sir Hector, and further denied
that Murphy had ever told them he had made the payments, but as regards Nicholas
XK. Connolly’s denial his evidence was of such a character that no reliance can be
placed on his statements respecting any of the improper payments made by the
firm.

We cannot pass from this subject without calling attention tothe fact that while
each of these payments of $5,000 on November 2nd dnd November 21st, 1887, were
entered in the books of' Larkin, Connolly & Co. on these respective dates as *dona-
tions” chargeable to Lévis Graving Dock, and while each of the cheques was endorsed
by Nicholas K. Connolly personally, both he and Larkin professed themselves unable
to give any information as to the person to whom or object for which these large
sums of money were paid or intended to be paid.

Finpinas.

We find that the $10,000 was drawn by Murphy from the bank on the respective
dates of the cheques, November 2nd and November 21st, 1887, and that each of the
cheques was endorsed in the handwriting of Nicholas K. Connolly, but in view of
the statement on oath made by Sir Hector that Murphy “did not offer, loan, or pay
him any sum of money,” which we assume he intended as a denial of his having
received any moneys whether as gift, loan or payment, we are unable after much
doubt to come to the conclusion that we would be justified in finding this charge
proved.

CONCLUSION.

In concluding their report yaur Committee would observe that the manner i
which the several contracts were obtained by Larkin, Connolly & Co. from the
Public Works Department and the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, the modifica-
tions subsequently made in these contracts in the interests of the firm, the enormous
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sums of money paid and allowed to them out of the public funds for extras and for
damages, indicate without any reasonable doubt that this firm had gained a control-
ling influence over the Minister and Department of Public Works.

That influence we believe to have been largely exercised through Mr. Thomas
McGreevy.

It was suggested that the frauds might have been perpetrated upon the Depart-
ment through improper influences used upon Perley and Boyd, the engineers, but
the closest examination of the books and the witnesses failed to disclose evidence of
any improper payments having been made to Boyd, while the only one made to
Perley was that in 1887 of the jewelry and diamonds—a time long after many of
the contracts had been improperly awarded and moneys improperly paid.

Except the desire to please and obey the Minister at the head of the Depart-
ment, we cannot discover any motives which would induce these engineers to assist
in defrauding the public in order to put money in the pockets of Larkin, Connolly
& Co.

It is true we find that Boyd is a party to the fraud connected with the awarding
of the Cross-wall contract, and that Perley was a party to this and other frauds in
the letting of the contracts and the payment of the moneys to Larkin, Connolly &
Co., but the fruits of these frauds did not go into their pockets, but into the pockets
of Thomas McGreevy, towards the support of the newspaper Le Monde, to which Sir
Hector swore he himself financially contributed, so that he might have a controlling
influence over it ifand when required, and to the fund managed by Thomas McGreevy
on behalf of the party in the District of Quebec in the political interest of Sir Hector
Langevin,

All which is respectfully submitted.

We recommend the foregoing as the Report of the Committee.

D, MILIS,
L. H. DAVIES.

Sir John Thompson moved that the Draft Report submitted by the Sub-Com-

mittee and marked ‘“ A ” be adopted as the Report of the Committee.
~ Mr. Mills (Bothwell) moved inamendment, that the said motion be not concurred
in, but that the Draft Report marked “B” be reported to the House as the Report of
the Committee.

~And the question being put on the amendment, it was negatived on the following
division, viz. :

. Ymas: Messieurs Amyot, Beausoleil, Choquette, Davies, Edgar, German, Lange-
lier, Lister and Mills (Bothwell).—9.

Navys: Messieurs Adams, Baker, Chapleau, Coatsworth, Costigan, Curran,
Desjardins (Z’Islet), Ives, Kirkpatrick, Masson, McDonald (Victoria), McLeod,
Monerieff, Thompson (Sir Jokn), Tupper and Wood (Brockville).—17.

.. And the question being put on the main motion, it was agreed to on the same
division repersed,

. Besolved, That the said Draft Report marked “A ™ be the Report of the Com-
Mittee, and that the same be presented to the House with the minutes of proceedings
4nd evidence attached thereto.

Attest,

WALTER TODD,
Clerk of the Committee.
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1891.

SELECT STANDING COMMITTEE

ON

PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS.

SYNOPSIS OF EXHIBITS.

£
= } Date. Subject.
7z
= -
|
A Aug. 17, 78..|ConTrACT, &c., between Quebec Harbeur Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly &
Co., for the building of the Graving Dock at Lévis ; also Supplemental Contract
i for the completion of the Graving Dock at Lévis, dated 23rd June, 1884.
i (See Page 3 of the Evidence.)
B Dec. 21, 86.. TexDER of McCarron & Cameron for the construction of works on the southern side
| of the Louise Basin in the Harbour of Quebec
3 (See Page 5 of the Evidence.)
C ol ENVELOPE containing foregoing Exhibit ““B.”
| (See Page 5 of the Evidence.)
D ‘Dec 21, ’86. .|TENDER of Michael Connolly for the same work.
; {See Page d of the Evidence.)
E ENVELOPE containing foregoing Exhibit *“D.”
(See Page 5 of the Evidence.)
I Dec. 21,°86..|TexnER of O. E. Murphy for the same work.
; (See Page 5 of the Evidence.)
O ENVELOPE containing foregoing Exhibit “ F.”
’ (See Page 5 of the Evidence.)
H EFeb. 16, ’87. .iCoxTRrACT of Gallagher & Murphy for the building of the South-wall, Quebec Harbour.
: {See Page 5 of the Evidence.)
oo ENVELOPE containing accepted tender for South-wall.
| (See Page 6 of the Evidence.)
J Oct. 29, °87..|CHEQUE of O. E. Mm‘lg_'hy to order of N. K. Connolly for $25,000.
! {See Page 6 of the Evidence.)
K Oct. 31, '87. . RecEret from O. E. Murphy to Sec’y of Har. Com. for certificate of deposit No.
0481, amounting to $25.627.17.
! (Printed on Page 6 of the Evidence.)
L Oct. 27,°87..|Lerrer from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to Secretary Harbour Commission, respecting
! Mr. Murphy’s cheque.
(Printed on Page 7 of the Evidence.)
Mo EXVELOPE containing foregoing Exhibit “ L.”
(See Page 7 of the Evidence.)
N Mar 13, 91..|LerrER from O. BE. Murphy to Acting Secretary Harbour Commission, re return of

cheque for $25,000.

(Printed on Page 7 of the Evidence.)
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SYNOPSIS OF EXHIBITS.

xhibits.

N
)

E

Subject.

C

Q

"7

w

Al

Bl

C1

D1

E1

Mar.

Feb.

July

July
July

;July

July

31,

23,

31,

10, ’8

11,

12,

12,

14,

14,

-
[§}

17,

a1,

90..

91.

83..

82..

82..

82..

82..

82..

82..

82..

'82..

Lerter from Larkin, Connolly & Co., r¢ return of security cheques for different con-
tracts—(figures in margin).
(Printed on Page 8 of the Evidence.)

. LETTER from Acting Secretary Harbour Commission to O. K. Murphy, »¢ return of

| security cheque for South-wall.
i (Printed on Page 8 of the Evidence.)

ReporT of Special Committee of Harbour Board, re settlement of accounts with
Messrs. Kinipple & Morris.
(See Page 11 of the Evidence.)

.LETTER from Messrs. Kinipple & Morris, ¢ services for Harbour Improvements.

(See Page 11 of the Evidence.)

2. . F.NVELOPE containing Exhibit “T.”

.|TENDERS received by Har. Com. for Dredging in connection with the Harbour Works

in the River St. Charles ; and for closing the opening on the inside end of the
Princess Louise Embankment, and for completing a junction with the gas-
house wharf.

.'ScHEDULE of tenders received by Har. Com. to do certain dredging and timber work.

! (Printed on Page 429 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from Sec’y Har. Comn. to Fradet & Miller, informing them that their tender

will be accepted, provided they make cash deposit of $10,000, &ec.

Lerrer from Sec’y Har., Com. to Poupore & Charlton, informing them that their
tender for closing the opening on the inside end of the Princess Lowse
Embankment will be accepted,provided a cash deposit of $3,000 is made, &c.

LETTER from Geo. Beaucage to Sec’y Har. Com., requesting to be allowed to with-
i draw his tender for Dredging in connection with Harbour Works and for clos-
ing opening on the inside end of the Princess Louise Embankment.

LETTER from Poupore & Charlton to Sec’y Har. Com., acknowledging receipt of lester
of 11th inst., and stating that they are prepared to comply with the condition
imposed of a cash deposit of $3,000, provided they be allowed to amend
their tender.

ALETTER from Sec’y Har. Com. to J. E. Askwith, informing him that Commis-

sioners are prepared to accept his tender, provided he makes a cash deposit
of $10,000, &c.

LerTER from: Sec’y Har. Com. to Larkin, Connolly & Co., informing them that
Harbour Commissioners are prepared to accept their tender for closing the
opening of the Princess Loulse Embankment, provided they make a cash
deposit of $2,000, &c.

LETTER from Sec’y Har. Com. to Geo. Beaucage, acknowledging receipt of letter of
12th inst., and informing him that request made by hin for withdrawal ol
his tender has been granted.

Lerter from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Sec’y Har. Com., transmitting cheque for
$2,000 deposit for the due performance of their contract.

LeTTER from Sec’y Har. Com. to Poupore & Charlton, acknowledging letter of 12th
inst. 7¢ deposit of $3,000, and informing them that their request cannot be
complied with.

TELEGRAM from Sec’y Har. Com. to Larkin, Connolly & Co., requgsting to be
informed whether they are prepared to make cash deposit of $10,000 in the
event of contract for dredging being awarded them.
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SYNOPSIS OF EXHIBITS.

Iixhibits,

=
[

G1

11

R1

T1

11

V1
W1

Date. Subject.

July 22,°82..|LeTTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Sec’y Har. Com., transmitting certified
bank cheque for $10,000 as security for the dredging work they have ten-
dered for.

July 18, ’82..|LETTER from J. E. Askwith to Sec’y Har. Com., transmitting cheque for 11,000 as
security for the dredging work tendered for.

July 20, ’82..|LETTER from Sec’y Har. Com. to J. E. Askwith, acknowledging receipt of his letter
of the 18th inst., and informing him that Commissioners cannot allow him
any further time to consider acceptance or refusal of contract, and requesting
an answer within 24 hours.

July 24, '82..|TeLEGRAM from J. E. Askwith to Sec’y Har. Com., withdrawing his tender.

July — ’82..|LETrER from Fradet & Miller to Sec’y Har. Com., ¢ 810,000 cash deposit.

ISept. 25, 82..|CoxTRACT, &c., between Quebec Har. Com. and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for Dredg-
ing required in connection with Harbour Works in course of construction m
the River St. Charles, &c.

i 1883 TexDER of John Gallagher for the construction of a Quay-wall and entrance to the

| Wet-dock, and other works in connection therewith.

May 2, ’83..|TeExvER of Geo. Beaucage for work above described.

‘ do 2, ’83..|TENDER of Peters & Moore for work above described.

! 1883 .ITENDER of Samson & Samson for work above described.

May 28, '83../0rDER 15 Counciy (Certified Copy of) awarding contract to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

for the construction of the proposed Cross-wall.

i

‘May 30, '83.. LETTER from Secretary Public Works Dept. to Sec’y Har. Conu., transmitting

; foregoing copy of Order in Council (Exhibit ¢ 01”).

June 6, ’83..1CoNTRACT, &c., between Que. Har. Com. and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for the construc-
tion of a Quay-walland entrancefor the Wet-dock in the Harbour of Quebec.

LTune 6, ’83..|NOTARIAL notification from Que. Har. Com. to Messrs. Kinipple & Morris, dispens-

i | ing with their services.

June 9, °83.. Lkrrer from Sec’y Public Works Dept. to Sec’y Har. Com. returning John

! | Gallagher’s cheque for $7,500 which accompanied his tender for Cross-
wall.

‘ !

June 13, ’83.. LeTteER from Wm. Morris (Kinipple & Morris) to Sec'y Har. Com. acknowledging
receipt of notarial notification informing him that Commissioners have

: dispensed with the services of his firm.

WJune 19, 83, . (NotrricaTioN and Protest—Wm. Rae vs. Que. Har, Com., 7¢ dismissal of Kinipple &

; Morris, Engineers of the Quebec Harbour Works.

‘Aug. 15, '81..|AcreEMENT and Discharge, Quebec Harbouar Commissioners and Kinipple & Morris.

May 24, ’84. . |LETTER from Chief Engineer, Quebec Harbour Commission, to Sec’y Har. Couu.
transmitting copy of correspondence exchanged between himself and con-
tractors of the Graving Dock ¢ offer for completion of Dock this year,
and recommends acceptance of their offer.

“May 24, ’84.‘. LETTER from Chief Engineer of Quebec Harbour Commission to Sec’y Har. Com.,
recommending that in order to ensure efficiency and future usefulness of
Graving Dock the entrance works be shifted a further distance of 25 feet.

May 6, °87.. LeTTER from Chief Engineer Quebec Harbour Commiission to Sec’y Har. Com.

transmitting copy of correspondence exchanged between himself and con-
tractors ¢ Larkin, Connolly & Co.,” in relation to the dredging to be donein
the Wet dock, a portion of which it is desirable should be done during the
ensuing summer,
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Exhibits.

Date.

Subject.

N
—

A2

A2L

B2

C2

D2

F2

G2

H2

12

K2

May 23, '87..
Teb, 23, 791..

May 26, 91..

May 5, 83..

May 7, 83..

May 17, '86 (%)

April 16, 87..

April 26, —

May 2,785..

May 4, 85..

Mar, 17, '86..

Mar. 1,°86..

Mar. 11, '86..

May 13, S5..

Coxtracrt, &e., between Que. Har. Com. and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for Dredging
and removing materials from Wet-basin.

LeTTER from Acting Sec’y Har. Com. to O. E. Murphy, r¢ return of security cheque
deposited by him in connection with his tender for South-wall.

STATEMENT of amounts paid on account of Louise Docksand Lévis Graving Dock con-
tracts to 1st ‘August, 1883,
(Printed on Page 13 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, respecting sitting of Inter-
colonial Commissioners and tenders for Cross-wall. TLarkin informed that
Beaucage’s tender must be adhered to.

(Printed on Page 16 of the Evidence.)

Lerter from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, respecting Intercolonial
matters ; result of Cross-wall tenders ; O'Brien’s work on Examining Ware-
house ; waterpipes to Lorette.

(Printed on Page 17 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, as to Morris, coming back ;
plan to bring tenders of Gallagher & Beaucage over that of L., C. & Co.
Sir C. Tupper agreed to fix a day for considering R. H. McGreevy’s claim.
(Printed on Page 17 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : To discuss report on dredging
with Perley, before sent to Har. Com. Public Works office to be opened in
Quebec. O’Donnell to write to Fuller, &ec.

(Printed on Page 18 of the Evidence.)

.\LETTER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Perley to report on 35 cents

for dredging. Conversation with Mr. Shakespeare about lengthening of B.

C. Dock.
(Printed on Page 18 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. MeGreevy : Perley telegraphs Trutch r¢
estimates of B.C. Graving Dock. Engineer Bennett does not suit; asked
to recommend someone else. North Shore question settled.

(Printed on Page 18 of the Evidence.)

LeETTER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : No estimate received for
B. C. Graving Dock. Perley tries to get another engineer sent out at once,
and dismiss Bennett. :

(Printed on Page 19 of the Evidence.)

Lerter from Hon. T. MecGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Estimate for February
passed ; $75,000 gone out within a month. Edgar asks about Baie des
Chaleurs Railway ; other questions to follow. .

(Printed on Page 20 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Refers to Lortie’s contract
for levelling and grading around the Hall. I}—,Ia.s along interview with Perlev
on Harbour Works and GGraving Dock, British Columbia. Will be shown
Fleming’s report as soon as signed. Will have interview with Minister as
to future. Graving Dock at British Columbia to be lengthened—$150,000 n
Estimates.

(Printed on Page 20 of the Evidence.)

LerTER from Hon., T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Estimates for December an
January enclosed. Advance on drawback to be sent to B.C. Estimate for
February not telegraphed yet. ¢

(Printed on Page 20 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, re sale of stone to Rousseal.
Kerrigan & Co. receive plumbing contract for Marine Hospital. Stanley,
Smith & Lindsay to be paid $300. Bradley says he sent to L., C. & Co-
what they asked for. Riopel to make beginning on Baie des Chaleurs Ry

(Printed on Page 21 of the Evidence.)
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xhibits,

Y

iy

9]
=
)

P
v

02

P2

Date.

Subject.

Feb. 26, 86. .

Mar. 3, 86..

Mar. 8, °86..
May 13, 86..
Mar. 9, 786..

June 18, '85..

Mar. 19, 86..

May 19, '3..

2 May 21, '83..

Nov, 8, ’84. .

LeTtER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Kent House to be given to
Mrs. Poumier. Minister would be glad to recommend Murphy for Halifax
Graving Dock. Shearer to put matters right. Capt. Bowie says Robitaille
has contracted for Baie des Chaleurs Railway with partner of lsbester.
Armstrongs unable to put up the money they promised.

(Printed on Page 21 of the Kvidence.)

LE1TER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Minister of Justice almost
decided to grant fiat ; to meet Chabot and Senecal in Montreal. Sir Hector
wanted him to come to terms on Baie des Chaleurs Railway. Hears of
Refel & Armstrong working on line.

(Printed on Page 22 of the Evidence.)

Lerter from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Robitaille to be in Quebec.
Isbester will have nothing to do with B. des C. Railway contract. Sir
Hector wants him to make some proposition in the matter. Irvine arrives.
Judgment given in Berlinguet case.
(Printed on Page 22 of the Evidence.)

Lerter from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Tenders for Cape Tormentine
work opened. The lowest is Perkins, $134,000. Perley says estimate of
work 1s $170,000.  April estimate for B.C. passed, $36,000 net.

(Printed on Page 23 of the Evidence.)

LerreR from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Letter from Marine Department
to be read to Fradet. Meeting with Ministers 7¢ B. des C. Railway. Sir
Hector insisted on an understanding. MecGreevy refuses and says Robitaille
niast make a proposition himself. Control of road to St. Ann’s, with sub-
sidy, is offered, if opposition to B. des C. Railway is withdrawr.. Armstrongs
cannot get anyone to touch them.
(Printed on Page 23 of kvidence.)

LETTER from Hon. T. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy: Valin telegraphs to give
Beaucage the jacks. Amount to credit of Com. on 15th June, $220,000.
Estimate for $28,000 comes out, leaving about $200,000 for harbour works
alone, and about $100,000 for Dock for the season.

(Printed on Page 23 of the Evidence.)

LerTer from Hon T. MeGreevy to R. H. McGreevy : Encloses letter from Stephen
Ryan. Larkin & Murphy have been in Ottawa. Pope answered Edgar’s
enquiry as to B. des C. Railway contract. No answer received yet about
balance of work on Citadel. Lease of Kent House to be signed.

(Printed on Page 24 of the Evidence.)

ScHEDULE of rates, Cross-wall tenders Nos. 1, 2 and 3.
(See Page 35 of the Evidence.)

| LerTER from Chief Engineer Public Works Dept. to tenderers for construction of

Cross-wall, drawing attention to error in price for ‘“ sheet-piling ” and for
pile-driving in the tenders.
(Printed on Page 29 of the Evidence.)

LerTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Chief Engineer Public Works Dept. acknow-
ledging receipt of foregoing (Exhibit *“T27), and stating that they will
accept contract, if awarded them, at the figures mentioned m their tender.

(Printed on Page 44 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from John Gallagher to Chief Engineer Public Works Dept., stating prices

for ‘“sheet-piling, &e.”
(Printed on Page 44 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from George Beaucage to Chief Engineer Public Works Dept., correcting
errors for sheet-piling and pile-driving in his tender for Cross-wall.
(Printed on Page 44 of the Evidence.)

Conrract between Larkin, Connolly & Co. and Dept. of Public Works for the com-
pletion of GGraving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C.

(See Page 80 of the Evidence.)
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opening of Princess Louise Embankment.
(See Page 80 of the Evidence.)

i
. |

£ 3

2 Date. i Subject.

= |

= ; .

Y2 [Sept. 25, °82../CoxTracT between Harbour Commniissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for closing
|
i
|

Z2 |Sept. 25, ’82..:ConTRACT between Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for dredging
in connection with the Quebec Harbour Works,

(See Page 80 of the Evidence.)
A3 \June 6, 83.. 1CO‘\TR ACT between Harbour Comumissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for the
construction of a (Juay-wall and entrance for the Wet-dock in the Harbour
of Quebec.

(See Page 80 of the Kvidence.)

B3 [May 23,°87.. ConTrACT between Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for dredging
and removing material from Wet-basin.
(See Page 80 of the Evidence.)

C3 |Aug. 7, 78../ConTRACT between Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co. for the
construction of a Graving Dock at Point Lévis.
(See Page 80 of the Evidence.)

D3 {...oooon.. . .|TriaL Balance and Statement of the Esquimalt Graving Dock contract up to date.
(See Page 80 of the Evidence.)

E3 |.... ... ‘CASH-BDL)k (No. 1) in 7¢ Lévis Graving Dock.

S| ... |JovrNAL (No. 2) in r¢ Lévis Graving Dock,

G3 |.. . ... ,ELEDGER (No. 1) do do

H3 | .. .......... ’ do (No.2) do ’ do (Private Journal of N. K. C.)

j & 7 ?J'OURNAL (No. 2) do do

I3l ‘ do (No. 3) do do

K3 |l .fOASH-BOOk (No. 1) in 7¢ Quebee Harbour Improvements

L3 | 1 do (No. 2) do do

M3 . ’thl)GER do do

N3 (... ... ;JOL RNAL do do

(62 20 LM)GER in re South wall,

P3 .. JOLRI\AL do

Q3 . ...l TLEDGER (No. 1) in r¢ Esquimalt Graving Dock.

R3 {...... e EJOURNAL (No. 1) do do

S3 . e !‘ do (No.2) do do

TS | 1 de (No.3)  do do

U3 |. ... ... ..‘.:LI-.])GER (No. 2)

do
‘, (For Exhibits,*“ E3” to “ U * see Page 81 of the Evidence.)
V3 |May 16, °83.. ‘LETTER from John Gallagher to Sec’y. Dept. Public Works withdrawing bi*
tender for Cross-wall, Quebec Harbour, on condition that his deposit security
be returned.
(Printed on Page 84 of the Evidence.)

I
i

W3 |[June 9, ’83.. LETTER from Sec'y. Dept. Public Works to Sec’y. Harbour Commission, returning
cheque for 87,500 deposited as security by John Gallagher.
(Prmted on Page 85 of the Evidence.)

Ixxxviii

J
B
|
J




54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891
SYNOPSIS OF EXHIBITS.

2 Date. Subject.

?:'.

X3 oo ScHEDULE of tenders for Harbour Works at Quebec (showing quantities applied by
J. E. Boyd).

! (See Pages 83 and 1318 of the Evidence.)

Y3 g.\[ay 23, °83. . ReporT of Chief Engineer, Dept. Public Works, on tenders for Cross-wall for-
| warded to the Department by Harbour Commlsswners in their letter
! of 2nd instant ; also encloses foregonw Exhibit ¢ X3.”
! (See Page 85 of the KEvidence.)

73 ‘May 17.°83..|Lerrer from Chief Engineer, Dept. Public Works, to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
requesting to be informed as to whether an error has been made in their
tender for the Cross-wall,

| (See Page 85 of the Evidence.)
i
A4 [May 17, ’83.. Lerrer from Chief Engineer, Public Works Dept., to John Gallagher, similar to fore-
| going (Exhibit ¢ Z3.7) )
i } (See Page 85 of the Evidence.)
B4 E.\Iay 17, °83. . LerTER from Chief Engineer Public Works Dept., to Geo. Beaucage, similar to fore-
: going (Exhibit “Z3.”)
i (See Page 85 of the Evidence.)
C4 May 30, ’83.. OrbpER Ix CorxeiL (Certified Copy of) granting authority to allow John Gallagher to
withdraw his tender for Cross-wall and to return to him cheque enclosed
| therewith,
: (Printed on Page 86 of the Evidence.)
1
D4 May 380, ’83.. LETER from Sec’y. Public W orks Dept. 10 Sec’y. Harbour Cowmission, trans-
‘.‘ mitting copy of Order in Council, awarding contract for Cross-wall to
i Larkin, Connolly & Co.
j (Printed on Page 86 of the Evidence. )

E4 Mar. 23, °83..ITrLrcraM from Minister Public Works to Deputy Minister, directing that plans and

specifications of Cross-wall be sent to Quebec Harbour Commissioners and
{ that they be requested to express their opinion thereon.
! (Printed on Page 87 of the Evidence.)
. - |
F4 Nov. 8, ’84.. ContrACT between Larkin, Connolly & Co. and Dept. Public Works for completion of
i Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C.
i (See Page 87 of the Evidence.)

G4 Nov. 5, ’84../TELEGRAM from Sec’y. Public Works Department to Larkin, Connolly & Co. #c¢
: Esquimalt Graving Dock contract.
.‘ (Printed on Page 88 of the Evidence.)

H4 DMay 8, ’84..LETTER from Baskerville & Co. to Minister Public Works, in reference to their tender
; re completion of Esquimalt Graving Dock.
| (Printed on Page 88 of the Evidence.)

14 '\Iay 9, ’84..)REPORT of Chief Engineer Public Works r¢ proposal of Baskerville & Co. to complete
{ Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C., for $16 per yard.

i (Prizited on Page 89 of the Evidence.)

J4 ‘,. fay 26, 4. .|LETTER from P. Baskerville, M.P.P., to Minister Public Works, x‘ecpmmending
| acceptance of Baskerville & Co.’s tender for completion of Esquimalt Grav-
| ing Dock.

! (Printed on Page 90 of Evidence.)

K4 fOet. 7, ’84. |LETTER from Sec’y. Public Works Dept. to Starrs & O'Hanly in reference to their

| tender for completion of Graving Dock at Esquimalt.
i (Printed on Page 91 of the Evidence. )
L4 }UCt- 10, '84..|LerrEr from Starrs & O’Hanly to Sec’y. Public Works Dept., declining to

J

i

obtain the assistance of another contractor for comstruction of qummalt
Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 91 of the Evidence.)
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|

= | Date. Subject.

Z |

M4 IVOet. 21, ’84.. LETTER from Secy. Public Works Dept. to Michael Starrs, asking him to call at

Department respecting Esquimalt Graving Dock.
i (Printed on Page 91 of the Evidence.)

N4 %Sept. 29, ’84..|MEMO. of Chief Engmeer Public Works Dept., on tenders received for the com-
I pletion of Esquimalt Graving Dock.

I (Printed on Page 92 of the Evidence.)

04 ‘jOct, 16, ’84...OrDER 1IN CorxciL {Certified Copy of) awarding contract for Esquimalt Graving
i Dock to Starrs & O’Hanly.

! (Printed on Page 92 of the Evidence.)

P4 ?Oct. 25, ‘84.. iORDER 1~ Covnorl (Certified Copy of) allowing withdrawal of tender of Starrs &
| ! O’Hanly for completion of Esquimalt (xrm ing Dock, and awarding contract
| ‘ to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

‘ J (Printed on Page 93 of the Evidence.)
Q4 Sept. 22, ‘84, S('HED( LE of tenders received for completion of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt.
i (Printed on Page 94 of the Evidence.)
|
Rt Feb. 3, '85..10mDER 1x Couxciw (Certified Copy of) authorizing that the invertsand caisson recess,
: Esquimalt Graving Dock, be not constructed and that the Dock bottom be
| carried out.
I (Printed on page 95 of the Evidence.)
S4 TFeb. 16,°85. Lerrer from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Minister Public Works, respecting changex
| authorized in the Graving Dock at Hsquimalt, and recommendnw use of
l granite instead of sandstone in certain portions of the work.
“ ) (Printed on Page 96 of the Evidence. )
T4 Feb. 21, '85.. ReprorT of Chief Engineer Public Works Dept. on substitution of granite for sand-
| stone, Esquimalt Graving Dock.
! (Printed on Page 97 of the Evidence.)

U4 ?Jan. 21, ’85.. MEMORANDUM of Chief Engineer Dept. Public Works for the Minister »¢ proposed
| additional length Esquimalt Graving Dock.

! (Printed on Page 97 of the Evidence.)

V4 ‘Apml 16, ’85. . LeTTER from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Sir Hector Langevin r¢ transfer of material and
| plant, Esquimalt Graving Dock, to Larkin, Connolly & Co.
} (Printed on Page 98 of the Evidence.)

W4 | April 16, °85.. LETTER from W. Bennett, Resident Engineer, Esquimalt, to Hon. J. W, Trutcl,
| respecting transfer of material and plant, Esquimalt Graving Dock, to
| Larkin, Connolly & Co.

! (Printed on Page 99 of the Evidence.)

X4 May 12, '85.. LuErrEr from Sec'y. Dept. Public Works to Hon. J. W. Trutch, stating that
] contractors for Esquimalt Graving Dock must take over all plant ; also, that
I deduction is not to be made from first progress estimate.

] (Printed on Page 100 of the Evidence.)

Y4 ‘\Iay 10,°90. . 'BackING of letter from Secy. of State for Colonies, respecting Imperial contri-

i ! bution towards enlargement of Esquimalt Graving Dock (letter not being
i enclosed),
f i (See Page 100 of the Evidence.)

Z4 Nov. 21,789.. ORDER 1x Covxow (Certitied Copy of) authorizing application to Imperial Govern-
1 ' ment for a further contribution towards increasing length of Esquimalt
| ] Graving Dock b, (i, 100 feet.

5 | (Printed on Page 101 of the Evidence.)
|
| i
A5 June 6, ’83. .’A}{T]CI Es oF Co-PARTNERsHIP between P. Larkin, N, K. Connolly, Q. B. Murphy

l

| and R. H. McGreevy, for construction of Cross-wall, Quebec Harbour.
| (Printed on Pa.ge 103 of the Evidence.)

Xe



54 Victoria.

Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

SYNOPSIS OF EXHIBITS.

H>

April 25, 789,

June 2, '85..

i

May 4, '86.

April 25, °89..

!

April 16, ’85. .

Date.

Subject.

June 2,°85..

Mar. 29, '87..
Feb. 27, °88..
Feb. 27, ’88..
Mar. 2, 7'88..]

5 May 19,’84..

1890

April 16, 90. .

5 April 16, 85

. STATE‘HE\T from books of Larkin, Connolly & Co., prepared by book-keeper,

(Printed on Pa.ge 105 of the Evidence. }

CER’IH ICATE, &c., of Auditors’ Trial Balance Sheet, Larkin, Connolly & Co., for Lévis
Gravi ing Dock.
5 (Prmted on page 106 of the Evidence.)

CFRTIHLATF of Auditors’ Cash Trial Balance, Larkin, Connolly & Co.,-for Quebec
‘ Harbour Improvements.
; (Printed on Page 106 of the Evidence.)

. TRML BALA\(‘F Quebee Harbour Improvements, from 1st May, 1885, to Ist Ajpril,

1886
: {See Page 107 of the Evidence.)

TrIAL BALANCE AND STATEMENT, Quebec Harbour Improvements, from 1st April,
5 1886, to 1st April, 1887,
z (See Page 107 of the Evidence.)

Tm AL BALANCE AND STATEMENT of Quebec Harbour Improvements, from st April,
! 1887, to February, 1888.

| (See Page 107 of the Evidence.)

TRIAL BALANCE AND STATEMENT of Graving Dock, Lévis, from 1st April, 1887, to Ist
| February, 1888,

g (See Pa,ge 107 of the Evidence.)

TRIAL BALANCE AND STATEMENT of Fsquimalt Graving Dock contract, from com-
i mencement up to 1st March, 1888.
} (See Page 107 of the Evidence. )

ST ATEMENT prepared by Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s Engineer of estimated cost for the
completion of Lévis Graving Dock.
] (See Page 111 of the Ev idence.)

Copres oF LETTER (2) from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Chief Engineer Department
Public Works re completlon of Graving Dock, Lévis ; also statement showing
cash on account contract work and extras to date; and statement of cash
required by Larkin, Connolly & Co. to fully complete Dock

{See Page 111 of the Evidence.)

|
i
1

Copy or TTeMS taken from books of Larkin, Connolly & Co. r¢ notes paid by them in
connection with Lévis Dock. .
(Printed on Page 112 of the Evidence.)

V
f
|
|

.. 1M]s.Mo ., signed *‘Larkin, Connolly & Co.,” agreeing to pay certain sums of money,
i provided contracts for Dredging Quebec Harbour Works, are awarded
i

them.
(Printed on Page 114 of the Evidence.)

. BLLF Boox {Sessional Papers 59¢ of 1890) contammg statements and correspondence

in re Quebec Harbour Works, Esquimalt Graving Dock, &c.
(See Page 115 of the Fividence. )

LET’I‘ER from Lord Knutsford to Lord Stanley respecting extension of the Graving
Dock, Esquimalt.
(Printed on Page 122 of the Evidence.)

ITELEGRAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W.
Truteh, respecting the recoursing, &ec., of Graving Dock, Esqmmalt
(Printed on Page 122 of the Fvidence. )

.{LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,

in confirmation of foregoing telegram (Exhibit ¢ P5.”)
(Printed on Page 122 of the Evidence.)
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R5 |April 18, '85. . 'TeLEerAM from Homn. .J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works
stating that ‘ design furnished Bennett by contractors for recoursing will he
; carried out, and alterations will increase cost of work.”
; (Printed on Page 123 of the Evidence.)
i
{April 20, °85.,|TELEGRAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W.
Trutch, stating that there will not be any extra amount of dressed stone
allowed beyond schedule quantities, which will be adhered to in making
estimates.

(Printed on Page 123 of the Evidence.)
T5 |April 20, °85.. LerTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
! confirming foregoing telegram (Exhibit S5).
(IQ“'rinted on Page 124 of the Evidence.)

U5 April 29, °85. ./ TeLEGrAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W,
! Trutch, requesting to be informed whether telegram and letter of 17th, in
which allowance to contractors is referred to has been received by him.
(Printed on Page 124 of the Evidence.)

May 1, °85..TELEGRAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W.
Trutch, stating that contractors for Graving Dock are pressing for money,
i and requesting that amount be telegraphed.
; (Printed on Page 124 of the Evidence.)
i !
1 |
W5 |[May 1, '85. |TerEcraM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch.
requesting to be informed whether permission has been given to contractors
with respect to using larger courses.
‘ (Printed on Page 124 of the Evidence.)
|
X5 May 2, ’85..!TeELEcrAM from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,
: i re¢ substitution of larger courses, &e.
| (Printed on Page 125 of the Evidence.)

5 May 4, ’85../TeLEGRAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch.
! stating that Minister authorizes him to permit contractors to build work
with stone of increased sizes.
(Printed on Page 125 of the Evidence.)

z5 %I\Iay 4, '85. . LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch.
i conﬁrminﬁ foregoing telegram (Exhibit ¢ Y5.7)

! (Printed on Page 125 of the Evidence.

A6 May 11, 85.. Lrrrer from Hon. JJ. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works.

referring to alterations of details in construction of Ksquimalt Graving Dock.

I (Printed on Page 126 of the Evidence.)

|
B6 May 18, ’85.. Lerrer from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Larkin, Connolly & Co., instructing them i1 7t
| alterations of details, &c.

(Printed on Page 126 of the Evidence.)

C6 Jan. 25,°86.. TELEGRAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W.Trutch,
| stating that Minister directs that contractors be paid for full quantity of
stone in Dock, &e.
(Printed on Page 127 of the Evidence.)

i

D6 Jan. 28, ’86..Lerrer from Chief Engincer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W, Trutch.
| confirming foregoing telegram (Exhibit ““ 06.”)
(Printed on Page 128 of the Evidence.)

D6} Feb. 15, 86.. TELEGRAM from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon, J. W. Trutch.
: requesting to be informed whether payment for increased sizes of stone 13
included 1n January estimate,
(Printed on Page 128 of the Evidence.)
Xcll
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7
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E6 Feb. 13, '86.. Lerrex from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,
stating that January estimate was made out in accordance with instructions
for measurement of masonry. .

(Printed on Page 128 of the Evidence.)

F6 May 2, '85. .|LETTER from Chief Engipeer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
contirming telegram dated 2nd May, 1885, r¢ deduction for plant from first
progress estimate.

(Printed on Page 120 of the Evidence.)

G6  May 4, ’85.. LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,

giving additional explanation relative to advances on materials deliv ercd.
(Printed on Page 129 of the Evidence.)
HG May 19, ’85../Lerrer from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,
referring to deductions to be made from amount of progress estimate.
(Printed on Page 130 of the Evidence.)
16 May 1, ’85.. Tereckam from Hon. J. W. Truteh to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Worke,
| stating that Bennett is measuring for estimates.
(Printed on Page 130 of the Evidence.)

J6 |May 4,85, TeLEcraM from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,

stating that Bennett has not completed estimates.
(Printed on Page 131 of the Evidence.)
K6 |April 16, ('85).|TELEGRAM from Hon. .J. W, Trutch to Chief Engineer, Departiment of Public Works,
stating that he proposes giving progress estimate on 1st proximo.
(Printed on Page 131 of the Evidence.)
L6 ‘Aprﬂ 15, °85. .| TeLecRaM from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,
| requesting to be informed when plan of circular head for Dock will be se ut,
}\ (Printed on Page 131 of the Evidence.)
i
Mo [\I ay 14, '85..|LeETTER from Hon. J. W, Trutch to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,
i acknowledging receipt of letter and plans showing alterations to be made
at head of Dock.
(Printed on Page 131 of the Evidence.)

N6 [May 22, 85..Lerrer from Hon. J. W. Trutch to Chief Engineer, Departmeut of Public Works,
stating that drawings showing alterations, &c., have been signed by him, and
copy of them handed to contractors.

(Printed on Page 132 of the Evidence.)

U6 Dec. 29, °86. . LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Larkin, Connolly &
Co., requesting to be furnished with copy of explanations 7¢ items in dispute
in final measurement, Esquimalt Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 134 of the Evidence.)
b5 April 7, ’84. . |LerreR from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Larkin, Connolly &
| Co., re their offer to complete Lévis Graving Dock.
! (Printed on Page 134 of the Evidence. )
6 ‘:\ug. 8,84 .|TELEGRAM from Secretary, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch, r¢
i notice extending time for receiving tenders for Graving Dock, Esquimalt.
i (Printed on Page 136 of the Evidence.)
6
Ro ‘Sept, 11, °84. . |LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. Thos. McGreevy,
M.P., enclosing copy of specification, &c., of Esquimalt Graving Dock.
i (Printed on Page 137 of the Evidenee. )
i
qp |
56 Jan, 18, 86,

.|REPORT Io)f ?{hief Engineer, Department of Public Works, on Esquimalt Graving
ock,

(Printed on Page 139 of the Evidence.)
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i
T6 |April 29, ’85. . Rerorr of Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, on Hon. Mr. Trutch’s letter
respecting plant and materials to be taken over by contractors for completion
of Graving Dock, Esquimalt.
; {Printed on Page 141 of the Evidence.)
U6 |[Feb. 21, ’88.. LeETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Secretary, Depart-
ment of Public Works, enclosing amended final estimate for work done at
Esquimalt Graving Dock.
; (Printed on Page 142 of the Fvidence.)
V6 J uly 22, '84. . |LETTER from Hon. J. W. Trutch, to Minister of Public Works, enclosing amended
| specification, form of tender and plans showing modifications in the construc-
tion of Esquimalt Graving Dock. .
: (Printed on Page 147 of the Evidence.)
w6 %July 27, ’84. . |LETTER from W. Bennett, Resident Engineer, Esquimalt, to Hon. J. W, Trutch,
| transmitting specification and three tracings, &c., shewing proposed altera-
! tions in the construction of Caisson recess.
i (Printed on Page 148 of the Evidence.)
|
X6 July 4, °84.. TeLEGraM from Hon. J. W, Trutch, to Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works,
! re Caisson chamber wall recesses. :
! (Printed on Page 148 of the Evidence.)
i
Y6 fAug. 25, '84 . LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
i transmitting 10 copies of specification, &c., for construction of Esquimalt
| Graving Dock.
i (Printed on Page 149 of the Evidence.)
Z6 LJuly 28, 85. . |LETTER from Hon. J. W, Trutch, to Minister of Public Works, transmitting copy of
i Progress Report of work done on Esquimalt Graving Dock, up to 30th
June last.
; (Printed on Page 149 of the Evidence.)
|
AT May 26, ?4..|LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
informin%him that two tenders, which were received for the completion of
Graving Dock at Esquimalt, were not entertained by the Minister.
(Printed on Page 153 of the Evidence.)
B7 May 29, ’84..[LeTTER from Chief Engineer, Departnient of Public Works, to Hon. J. W, Trutch.
| requesting that copies of plans, &c., for the Graving Dock at Esquimalt be
prepared and forwarded, after revision of same has been made, so that adver-
tisements, &c., may be 1ssued.
(Printed on Page 154 of the Evidence.)
L0 7 PO PHoTOGRAPE of Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(See Page 159 of the Evidence.)
D7 July 4, ’84..|LETTER from President of the Privy Council transferring copy of a despatch from the
i Lieutenant-Governor of British Columbia and of a Minute of the Executivt
! Council of that Province, protesting against any change in the plans, &c., of
! Graving Dock at Esquimalt.
! (Printed on Page 172 of the Evidence.)
E7 April 26, ’89..|STATEMENT of expenditure in connection with Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 174 of the Evidence.)
F7 iFeb. 19,°86.. LerTER from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy, respecting request made by friends for an
additional amount of $5,000, &c.
(Printed on Page 184 of the Evidence.)
G7 LerTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, informing him of advances it

Feb, 25, °86..

labourers wages ;, also refers to a previous letter of his, in which it is state¢
that, provided the sum of $250,000 is granted for extension of Dock at E=qul”
malt, $50,000 would be given for charitable purposes.

(Printed on Page 186 of the Evidence.)
XCiv
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N
Y

K

Subject.

=
=3

I7

o7

Py

o7

)~
v

Jan.

Jan.

Feb.

Feb,

Dec.

June

18,

12,

24,

. 21,

. 26,

. 26,

11,

3)

85. .

85..

1.

87 ..

87..

87..

86. .

84. .

.JLETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, requesting him to endeavour

to secure by private tender contract for work to be done in connection with
the erection of forts in British Columbia ; also refers to extension of Dock.
(Printed on Page 187 of the Evidence.)

. LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, requesting him_to see authorities

with a view of having the double entrance at the head of Esquimalt Gravi ing
Dock changed to circular head ; also encloses a clipping from the Victoria
Times, respecting the enlargennent of Dock.

(Printed on Page 187 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Michael Connolly to 0. E. Murphy, stating that no steps have been
taken to locate quarries, as certain parties are desirous of having stone
specified changed to granite ; also requesting that a couple thousand feet of
steel wire be sent him.

(Printed on Page 189 of the Evidence.)

.ILETTER from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy, respecting the substitution of granite for

sand stone.
(Printed on Page 190 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from R. H. McGreevy to Q. E. Murphy, informing him that second entrance

of Ksquimalt Dock has been done away with, and circular head substituted
in lieu thereof, and that the granite substitution was just about being sent to
Council, but that his letter was received in time to put it back to sandstone
where it is now high courses.

(Printed on Page 190 of the Evidence.)

LetTer from Michaef- Connolly to O. E. Murphy, informing him of purchase of a
tug and (2) scows to carry sand and gravel to Dock ; also requesting him to
endeavour to have the Dock lengthened, and have circular head put in leu
of double entrance.

{Printed on Page 191 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT showing amount deducted from estimates for value of plant, in re Larkin,
Connolly & Co.’s contract for completion of Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 193 of the Evidence.)

ReporT of Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Minister of Public
Works, recommending that W. Bennett, Resident hngmeer at Esquimalt,
be notified that his services will not be required on and after 31st December,

1887.
(Printed on Page 194 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from the Secretary, Department of Public Works, to W. Bennett, notifving
him that his services as Resident Engineer will not be required on and after
31st December, 1887,
(Printed on Page 195 of the Evidence,)

LerrER from Secretary, Department of Public Works, to Chief Engineer, Depart-
ment of Public Works, informing him that the services of W. Bennett, Resi-
dent Engineer at Eiqulmalt have been dispensed with, and enclosing a letter

to Mr, Bennett, notifying him of the fact, and requesting that same be trans-
nntted to him.

LerTeER from Secretary, Department of Public Works, to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
acknowledging receipt of their letter, dated Tth December 1886, re statement
of claims on account for contract for completion of (rmvmg Dock at Esqui-
malt, and informing them that matter has been referred to Chief Engineer for
report.

(Printed on Page 196 of the Kvidence.)

LEeTTER from Secretary, Department of Public Works, to J. S. Noad, informing him
that no information can be given as to the quantity of cement which wid
be required for the Esquimalt Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 196 of the Evidence.)
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T7 June 2,°82..|LETTEkS (copies of) from the contractors ““ McNamee & Co.,” re construction of
Graving Dock at Esquimalt, and of Engineer’s reply, together with copy of
report from the Engineers Kinipple & Morris on the above Dock.

(See Page 197 of the Evidence.)

U7 Mar. 24, °84..|Lerrer from Secretary, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
respecting claim of McNamee & Co., to be paid for plant furnished by them
in connection with the works of Esquimalt Graving Dock, and requesting to
be supplied with a detailed statement of such plant.

i (Printed on Page 197 of the Evidence.)

V7 iMar. 15, ’84. . . REPORT of Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, 7¢ MeNamee & Co.’s claim

for allowance on plant taken from them by Government, &c.
(Printed on Page 197 of the Evidence.)
W7 o ProMissory NotEs (5), dated Quebec, 1st May, 1883, for 35,000 each, all signed
Larkin, Connolly & Co., per O. E. M.
(See Page 200 of the Evidence.)
X7 o Prosyissory NoTes (3), dated Quebec, 2nd June, 1884, all signed Larkin, Connolly
Co., per O. E. M., and made payable to members of the firm.
(See Page 200 of the Evidence.)

Yr© o ProMissory Notg, dated (Quebec, 28th November, 1884, signed Larkin, Connolly
& Co., per O. E. M., to order of Michael Connolly ; also Youcher for 33,000,
re Quebee Harbour Improvements.

(See Page 200 of the Evidence.)

ZT e ProMissory NOTEs (3), dated Quebec, 3rd June, 1883, signed Larkin, Connolly &

Co., and made payable to order of N. K. Connolly.
{See Page 200 of the Evidence.)

A8 L oL, Prouissory Notes (3) and (3) cheques, which were given in consideration of advances

made by Michael Connolly to the firm.
(See Page 201 of the Evidence.)

BS ..o CHEQUE (1), dated 27th June, 1887, on British North America Bank, to order of O. L.
‘ Murphy, for $52,500, signed Larkin, Connolly & Co., together with two (2)
| Promissory Notes, anmexed, for $52,500 each, to order of ““ourselves,” being

loans made to the firm by O. E. Murphy.
{See Page 201 of the Fvidence.)

C8 CHEQUEs on Bank of British North Americain British Columbia, dated Victoria, 1855.
i {See Page 200 of the Evidence.)

D8 CHEQUES (23), together with a receipt from R. H. McGreevy, dated 25th January,
i 1887, for 813,000.
| (See Page 200 of the Evidence. )

ES ... .- [BILL-BOOK of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

f J; (See Page 202 of the Evidence.)

F§ J veveeoeve .. [CHEQUE AND STUB-BOOK of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in connection with Esquimalt
i | Graving Dock contract.

! (See Page 202 of the Evidence.)

GS8 [April 25, °89. . SrarEMENT of R. H. Mctireevy’s account, prepared by book-keeper from books of
| Larkin, Connolly & Co.
| (Printed on Page 203 of the Evidence.)

H8 June 5, ’85.. STATEMENT of indebtedness of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in connectioil
! with Quebec Harbour Improvement contract.

; (Printed on Page 203 of the Evidence,)
Is Lerter from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, acknowledging receipt of letters

Jan. 16, ’85..
|
J

dated 2nd and 6th January, and informing him that quarries have been
located, and that men are to start working same at once.
(Printed on Page 204 of the Evidence.)
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J8 Mar. 28, '85..|LeETTER from Michael Conuolly to O. E. Murphy, acknowledging letter of 18th March,
transmitting cheque for 5,000
s (Printed on Page 205 of the Evidence.)
|
K8 {Dec. 17, '85.. LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, informing him of interview had
| with Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, after the latter’s return
| from British Columbia.
i (Printed on Page 206 of the Evidence.)
L8 |Jan. 2,785, LI"’I}R from P. Larkin to . E. Murphy, stating that he hopes getting Bank of
: © Toronto to put up security deposit.
| ] (Printed on Page 206 of the Evidence.)
1

M8 Jan. 17, 85.. Lm TER frow P. Larkin to 0. i Murphy, respecting substitution of security deposited
: ! i connection with Esquimalt Graving Dock contract.

! \ (Printed on Page 207 of the Kvidence.)

B \F eb. 12, °85. . LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. K. Murphy, acknowledging receipt of letter,
i dated 2nd February, 7e¢ extension of Graving Dock, and urging that steps
| ; be taken to have the pump machinery and its management turned over to
. the firm.

]‘ (Printed on Page 207 of the Evidence.)

0% Mar. 23, 85../LErTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, respecting the substitution of
| ! granite for sandstone.

3 ‘ (Printed on Page 208 of the Evidence.)

P8 j)la‘y 28, "85.. LETTFR from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphv informing him that he has written
‘ i to Mr, Mctsreevy about the Hon. Mr. Trutch.
| E (Printed on Page 209 of the Evidence.)

Q8 . LLTThk from Michael, Connolly & Co. to O. E. Murphy, explaining how Mr. Larkin
: came to give bhe price for granite to Chief Engineer, Departmment of Publie
| | Works.

i : (Printed on Page 209 of the Evidence.)

RS Feb. 1, 83..:LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, informing him that Gallagher has
i ! a force of men working at the quarry.

! | (Printed on Page 210 of the Evidence.)
2 : " Y 1

S8 Feb, 2, '86.. ‘Lh'l'TFR from M. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, stating that Sir Hector wired instruc-
| ’ tions to Trutch to measure all stone in the Dock full as built.
1 (Printed on Page 210 of the Evidence.)

TS Jan 21, '86. .‘LETTEK from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, informing him of interview had
: with British Columbia M. P’s., respecting extension of Graving Dock at
; | Esquimalt.

; 1 (Printed on Page 210 of the Evidence.)

U8 iMar, 186, '86. . LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, respecting deductions made by W.
I i Bennett, Resident Engineer, Esquimalt, on monthly estimates for plant.

i 1 (Prmted on Page 211 of the Evidence.)

Vs \ ............. LETTER from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, informing him that the memoran-
i dum re British Columbia Dock is with the Minister, who stated that the
: conditions contained therein could not be embodied in the contract.
| (Printed on Page 211 of the Evidence.)
|

Wa ;Dec. 31, '82.. LErTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. ] \Iurph) re¢ Cross-wall Contract.

! (Printed on Page 212 of the Evidence. )
X% Feb. 27, '83.. Lerter from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, acknowledging receipt of letter

l—a

dated 15th and 18th February, re securing Cross-wall Contract.
(Printed on Page 212 of the Evidence.)
Xcevii
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Z8

A9

B9

Cc9

D9

E9

F9

G9

H9

I9

J9

K9
L9
M9
N9
09
P9
Q9

Oct. 12, '82..

Aug. 25, '82..

Oct. 82. .

July 23,

Dec. 82..

Jan. 82..

Nov. 16, ’82..

May 4,°87..

Mar. 21, '86..

.|D1ary of O.

LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, respecting interest given to R. H.
Mc(}reevi') in Cross-wall Contract.
(Printed on Page 212 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, advising him to remain friendly
with ““ Thomas.”
(Printed on Page 213 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER fron: Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, requesting to be informed whether
the contract for dredging harbur has been signed and whether an interest
in same has been reserved for him,

(Printed on Page 213 of the Evidence.)

.\ LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, respecting purchase of a dredge,

and also enquires about Hon. Thos. McGreevy.
(Printed on Page 214 of the Kvidence.)

LETTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, stating that provided everything
is handled carefully there is no doubt but that he will secure contract for
Cross-wall, Quebec Harbour Improvements.

(Printed on Page 215 of the Evidence.)

LetTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, re Cross-wall Contract.
(Printed on Page 215 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Michael Connolly to O. E. Murphy, referring to dredge being built,
and making certain suggestions in reference thereto ; also refers to changes

in design for Cross-wall.
(Printed on Page 216 of the Evidence.)

LerTER from M. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, respecting extension of Graving Dock
at Esquimalt.
(Printed on Page 217 of the Evidence.)

Lrrrer from M. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, r¢ extension of Graving Dock at
Esquimalt.
(Printed on Page 218 of the Evidence.)

CHEQUES (2) one for $5,000, dated Quebec, 2nd November, 1887, on Union Bank,
payable to order of M. K. Connolly ; the other for $5,000, dated, Quebec,
20th March, 1886, on Union Bank, payable to order of ¢ Ourselves.”

(See Page 230 of the Evidence.)

CHEQUE for $5,000, dated Quebec, 21st November, 1887, on Bank of British North

America, and made payable to the order of N. K. Connolly.
(See Page 231 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Hon, J. W. Trutch’s Secretary to Secretary, Department of Public
Works, enclosing copy of advertisement re Esquimalt Graving Dock,
amended i;e;' telegram of 8th August inst.

(Printed on Page 242 of the Evidence.)
D1arY of O.
Diary of O.

Diary of O.

. Murphy for year 1880,
. Murphy for year 1880.
. Murphy for year 1881,
DiarY of O. E. Murphy for year 1882.
DrARY of O. E. Murphy for year 1883.

. Murphy for year 1884,

E
E
E
E.
E
E
E

. Murphy for year 1885.
Xcviil

DIARY of O.



54 Vietoria.

Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

SYNOPSIS OF EXHIBITS.

xhibits.

)
L

Y9

Al0

B0

C10

D10

F10

Subject.

May 28, '83..

Nov. T,’83..

.iD1aryY of O. E.

. [ProMIssorRY NoTEs (3) for $4,000,

Diary of O. E.
Diary of O. E.
Diary of O. E.

Murphy for year 1886.
Murphy for year 1887.
Murphy for year 1888.
Murphy for year 1889.
Diagy of O. E.

Murphy for year 1890.
(For Exhibits ¢ K9 ” to ““ V9,” see Page 251 of the Evidence.)

CHEQUE on Union Bank of Lower Canada, dated 21st July, 1887, for $1,000, to order
of “myself,” signed and endorsed by O. E. Murphy
(See Page 253 of the Evidence.)

BANK Pass-Book of O. E. Murphy, in account with Union Bank of Lower Canada,
from 1st June, 1886, to 30th May, 188!
(See Page 254 of the Evidence.)

$3,000 and $750, dated, respectively, Quebec,
1st March, 1889, 18th December, 1889, and 19th February, 1891, all signed
0. E. Murphy, and made p. Layable to the order of R. H. McGreevy.

(See Page 254 of the Evidence.)

StaTEMENT of R. H. McGreevy’s account with Quebec Bank, from 2nd January, 1883,
to 14th December, 1887.
(See Page 271 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s account with Quebec Bank, from 23rd
January, 1884, to 20th June, 1885.
(See Page 271 of the Evidence.)

REequistTiox, dated 9th February, 1884, to Quebec Bank, for draft on New York, for
,000, favour Henry Clews & Co., signed O. E. Murphy.
(See Page 271 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of O. E. Murphy’s account with Jas. MacNider & Co., from 11th January,
1883, to 17th October of the same year.
(See Page 271 of the Evidence.)

Prouissory NoTe for $400,000, signed Michael Connolly, and made payable to order
of E. Murphy, and endorsed on ha.ck~“ Pay to the order of R. H. McGreevy;
E. Murphy ; w1th0ut recourse,’
(See Page 272 of the Evidence.)

OrDER I¥ CounciL (Certified Copy of) authorizing Department of Railways and
Canals to enter into contract with Mr. Julien Chabot, for a term of five
years, for the services of the vessel *‘ Admiral.”

(Printed on Page 287 of the Evidence.)

CONTRACT between Julien Chabot and Minister of Railways and Canals to run his
steamer ‘‘ Admiral ” on Baie des Chaleurs, between Campbellton and Gaspé,
in connection with the Intercolonial Railway, for five years.

(Printed on Page 288 of the Evidence.)
StaTEMENT of O. E. Murphy, as published in the newspaper * Le Canadien.”
(Prmted on Page 306 of the Lv1dencc~?

.LETTER from P. MacEwan to Larkin, Connolly & Co., stating that all cheques drawn

upon Union Bank of Lower Canada will reqmre to be signed by one member
of the firm, and countersigned by another.
(Printed on Page 309 of the Evidence. )

CHEQUE, dated Quebee, 15th ¢
50, to order of E,

Murphy
(Printed on Page 310 of the Evidence.)

L})tember, 1881, on Exchange Bank, Olean, N.Y., for
urphy, mgned N. K. & M. Connolly, endorsed E.
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J10

K10

L10

M10

N10

010

P10

Q10

R10

SlO

T10

U10

Vio

Wwio

June

26, °

19,

16,

12,

25,

.11,

9’

1,

24,

'82.

I

84..

84,

84,

85..

89. .

|
'
|
!
i

..‘LElTER from Secretary, Department of Railways and Canals, to O. E. Murphy &

R. H. McGreevy, returning deposit receipt for 87, JOO which accompanied
i their tender, for work in connection with the upper ‘and lower entrance of the
i .Sault Ste. \Im‘le Canal.
| (Printed on Page 311 of the Evidence.)

../ AccovxT of Henry Birks & Co., amounting to $1,885, for jewellery purclased by
} 0. E. Murphy for Chief Kngineer, Department of Public Works.

J (See Page 331 of the Ividence.)

QI&TEMF\T in connection with British Columbia Dock, Quebec Harbour Tmprove-
; ments, and Protits of R. H. McGreevy’s account.
: (Printed on Page 365 of the Evidence.)

. LFM‘FR from N. K. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, requesting him to see ““T " with

view of having him recommend the release of certificate of deposit.
1 (Printed ou Page 365 of the Evidence.)

. LE‘TTER from N. K. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, requesting the return of the certifi-

: cate of deposit which the Minister of Public Works ordered to be released.
‘] Also to see about tendering in connection with the Graving Dock, British
Columbia.
(Printed on Page 3606 of the Evidence.)

LFTT}‘R from N. K. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, stating that a great deal of the plant
at qummalt which is to be taken over, will be of very little use, &c.
(Printed on Page 867 of the Evidence.)

(

1

Lerrter from N. K. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, stating that Mr. Perley and Nr.
5 Boyd would, with very little persuasion, recommend throwing the matevial
' back and lev elling the same.

! (See Page 368 of the Evidence.)

|

LerTer from N. K. Connolly to O. E. Murphy, referring to the lengthening of the
! British Columbia Graving Dock, &c.
E (Printed on Page 369 of the Evidence.)
Lerrer from N. K. Connolly to O. K. Murphy, protesting against having to
pay vxages of certain men which are not under their control.
(Printed on Page 379 of the Evidence.)

,.T’LETTER from Michael .Connolly to N. K. Connolly, acknowledging his letter

! of the 31st nlto., and requesting him to send Hume to British Columbiz,
i also refers to amounts allowed on Progress Estimates of work done and
which are inadequate to meet current expenses.

(Printed on Page 380 of the Evidence.)

LETTER (copy of) from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Honourable J. W. Trutch ¢
i ﬁque&t made by thew to re-course masonry of the Esquimalt Graving
ock

(Printed on Page 381 of the Evidence.)

‘Traxsrer, O. E. Murphy to N. K. Connolly and Michael Connolly of his
; rlght title and interest in the contracts for building the Cross-wall, Dredging
South Wall, Lévis Graving Dock, &c.

(Seg Page 398 of the EVldence )

Fixar Estimane (No. 37) of value of work done and materials delivered by Lnl\m)
Connolly & Co. up to 30th December, 1889, under contract for constructiol
of Cross-walls.

.|LETTER from M. G. Dickieson to H. V. Noel, giving amounts paid to Quebec Bask

| on account of Baie des Chaleurs leway Company.
' (Printed on Page 405 of the Evidence.)
¢
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X10 (Oct. 1, °86.. LETTER from G. B. Burland to H. V. Noel, enclosing cheque for 88,000, and request-
ang him to pay over the same to any person whom Hon. T T. Robitaille nay
| irect.

J (Printed on Page 406 of the Evidence.)

Y10 {Oct. 4, 786.. LEl‘TER from Hon. T. Robitaille to H. V. Noel, requesting him to pay to R. H. Mc-
Greevy the cheque sent him by G. B. Burland.
(Printed on Page 406 of the Evidence.)

Z10 [Nov. 12, —../LiTTER from R. H. Mc(Greevy to H. V. Noel, stating that he has an order on himn

for $8,000, and requesting to be informed whether he is to send the same to

him or wherher he will have to go to Ottawa to draw the amount.
(Printed on Page 406 of the Kvidence.)

All |Nov. 12,786..|LETTER from Hon. T. Robitaille to H. V. Noel, requestmg that cheque sent him by
G. B. Burland for 88,000 be paid over to R. H. McGreevy.
(Printed on Page 407 of the Evidence. )

BI11 {Nov. 13, ’86..|LerTER from G. B. Burland to H. V. Noel, enclosing cheque for $8,000, which sum
is to bc paid over to any person whom Hon. T. Robitaille may dlreot
(Printed on Page 407 of the Evidence.)

CI1 \Dec. 9, ’86..|LETTER from Hon. T. Robitaille to H. V. Noel requesting him to pay over to R. H.
MecGreevy the cheque sent him by G. B. Burland.
(Printed on Page 407 of the Evidence.)

D11 {Dec. 17, ’86..|LETTER from G. B. Burland to H. V. Noel enclosing cheque for $8,000, which sum
is to be paid over to any person whom Hon. T. Robitaille may direct.
(Printed on Page 407 of the Evidence.)

............. STATEMENT of payments made by the Dominion Government to Quebec Bank on
power of attorney from the Baie des Chaleurs Railway Co.
(Printed on Page 408 of the Evidence.)

11 {June 4, ’83..{REcEIPT for $1,000, being amount contributed by Larkin, Connolly & Co., towards
Langevin Testimonial Fund.
(Printed on Page 409 of the Evidence.)

G11 [ May 5, 83..|LETTER from Simon Peters to Deputy Minister Public Works, calling attention to
his tender for the construction of Cross-wall, and stating that same will,
upon examination, be found to be the lowest.

(Printed on Page 416 of the Evidence.)

Hu ‘May 16, 83..|LETTER from Deputy Minister Public Works to Simon Peters, informing him that
: his letter of the dth May r¢ his tender for construction of Cross-wall has
been communicated to the Chief Engineer, and that schedule of tenders has
been handed to the Minister.
(Printed on Page 417 of the Evidence.)

1
38 [P ORIGINAL notes of Simon Peters in comparing his tender with that of Larkin,
| Conuolly & Co. for construction of Cross-wall.

(See Page 423 of the Evidence.)

e CoMPARATIVE statement of Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s tender with that of Peters cf «!
in connection with the construction of Cross-wall.
(See Page 423 of the Evidence.)

Kn April 3, °90. . [STATEMENT of amounts paid to Contractors, Harbour Improvements, from 1st March,
1889, to bth April, 1890.
(Printed on Page 482 of the Evidence.)

L May 25, °88..|LETTER from Secretary Department of Railways anl Canals to Julien Chabot
enclosing for execution draft contract in duplicate r¢ steamer ‘‘ Admiral.”
(Printed on Page 506 of the Evidence.)
C1
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M1l |May 17, °90.. LETTER from Secretary Department Railways and Canals to Julien Chabot calling

: his attention to the fact that the agreement r¢ steamer ‘“ Admiral ” sent to
i him for execution has not been returned.
| (Printed on Page 506 of the Evidence.)
Nil |Feb. 2, ’88..]BILL oF SALE of steamer ‘‘ Admiral ” by Julien Chabot to R. H. McGreevy.
(See Page 507 of the Evidence.)

O11 (Nov. 28, '84../'MORTGAGE taken by J. G. Ross on steamer ‘° Admiral ” as security on money loaned
by him to Julien Chabot. .

(See Page 508 of the Evidence.)

P11 |Feb. 25, ’84..|AssicNMENT by Hon. Thomas McGreevy to Nicholas K. Connolly of steamer
““ Admiral.”

(See Page 509 of the Evidence.)

QL1 \May 10, ’88../OrDER IN CovnNcIL (Certified Copy of) authorizing Department Railways and Canals
to enter into contract with Julien Chabot for a term of five years for the
services of the ‘“ Admiral.” Draft contract annexed.

(Printed on Page 513 of the Evidence.)

29 5 R StazEMENT of Hon. Thos. McGreevy’s account with Union Bank of Canada, from

1st January, 1882, to 1st January, 1889, inclusive.
(See Page 516 of the Evidence.)

SI11|..... ... ... STATEMENT of O. E. Murphy’s account with Union Bank of Canada, from 1883 to Ist
January, 1889, inclusive ; also, Statement of his saccount with the said Bank
from 4th June, 1886, to 6th September, 1888, inclusive.

(See Page 516 of the Evidence.)

Ti1 | ... ..l StaTEMENT of N. K. Connolly’s account with, Union Bank of Canada, from 23rd

January, 1889, to 9th June, 1889, inclusive.
(See Page 516 of the Evidence.)

Til|..... .... ... STATEMENT of Larkin, Counolly & Co.’s account with Union Bank of Canada, from

30th December, 1888, to 30th June, 1889, inclusive.
(See Page 516 of the Evidence.)

V11 |May 20, ’91.. TELEGRAM from N. K. Connolly to Martin P. Connolly requesting him to come to
Ottawa to give evidence.

(Printed on Page 523 of the Evidence.)

W11 |June 3, ’91..)TELEGRAM from N, K. Connolly to Martin P. Connolly requesting him to return to
Kingston without delay.

(Printed on Page 523 of the Evidence.)

X11 [July 18, ’91. |STATEMENT of account of Robert McGreevy (in trust) with La Caisse d’Economie de
Notre-Dame de Québec, from 17th November, 1885, to 19th January, 1891

(See Page 544 of the Evidence.)

Y11 |July 20, 91..;STATEMENT of R. H. McGreevy’s account with La Caisse d’Economie de Notre Dame

de Québec, from December, 1882, to 24th September, 1890,
(See Page 544 of the Evidence.)

Z11 |July 20, '91..|CoMPARATIVE STATEMENT prepared by Simon Peters shewing the difference between
his tender and that of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

Al2 ool STATEMENT showing cheques amounting to %6,750 paid to O. E. Murphy.

(See Page 548 of the Evidence.)

B12 |Nov. 22, ’83.. RecEerpt from E. J. Milne for $1,600.

' (Printed on Page 550 of the Evidence. )

C12 |May 1, '83..|RECEIPT from Joseph Richard for $740.

(See Page 550 of the Evidence.)
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Date.

Subject.

D12

k12

F12

G12

H12

112

J12

K12

L12

012

Nov. 28, ’84..

Nov. 28, '84..
88..

Feb. 2,

July 8, 789..

Mar. 16, '91..

Sept. 26, ’82..

17, ’83..

Lerrer from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to Julien Chabot acknowledging mortgage
given to J. G. Ross on steamer ‘“ Admiral.”
(Printed on Page 563 of the Evidence.)

'LeTTER from Jas. . Ross to Julien Chabot acknowledging mortgage given to him
l on steamer * Admiral.”
] (Printed on Page 564 of the Evidence.)
ILETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to Julien Chabot authorizing him to sell steamer
“ Admiral ” to R. H. McGreevy.
(Printed on Page 564 of the Evidence.)

;,LE'I'I'ER from N. K. Connolly to Julien Chabot acknowledging mortgage given
| to him on steamer ‘‘ Admiral.”
(Printed on Page 564 of the Evidence.)

..|Transrer by R. H. McGreevy to Hon. Thos. McGreevy of steamer “‘ Admiral.”

(Printed on Page 564 of the Evidence.)

MzMo. shewing final division of profits in Esquimalt Graving Dock contract.
(Printed on Page 569 of the Evidence.)

. NoTARIAL Protest by Hon. Thos. McGreevy to Hon. Theo. Robitaille in re Baie des

Chaleurs Railway Co.
(Printed on Page 579 of the Evidence.)

Procks-VERBAL of signification by N. K. Connolly to Julien Chabot in ¢ Deed
of Sale of steamer ** Admiral.”
(Printed on Page 587 of the Evidence.)

ARTICLES of Co-partnership signed by the members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly
& Co. for the purpose of carrying on the contracts for the Dredging of the
Harbour of Quebec and Extension of Princess Louise Embankment.

(See Page 594 of the Evidence.)

MEeMo. prepared by R. H. McGreevy shewing the difference in prices asked by the
several tenderers to do the dredging required in the Harbour of Quebec.
(Printed on Page 595 of the Evidence.)

{MEMO. shewing cost of dredging during season of 1886.
(Printed on Page 597 of the Evidence.)

MEeno. prepared by R. H. McGreevy in re¢ dredging Harbour of Quebec.
{Printed on Page 598 of the Evidence.)

.|AGREEMENT entered into by Geo. Beaucage with Larkin, Connolly & Co., surrender-

ing his rights in tender sent by him to Harbour Commissioners for construe-

tion of Cross-wall,
(Printed on Page 601 of the Evidence.)

. LETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy stating that Mr. Boyd has

not completed the plans for Cross-wall.
(Printed on Page 602 of the Evidence.)

PrortocrarH Copy of Memo. shewing difference of tenders for sheet-piling.
(See Page 602 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from R. H. McGreevy to O. E Murphy, re&}uesting him to have Mr. Con-
nolly write Mr. Perley in reply to the latter’s letter to Beaucage, informing
him of error in prices in his tender for sheet-piling and pile driving.

{Printed on Page 604 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, stating that he has been informed
by Hon. Thos. McGreevy that tenders for Quebec Harbour Works will be
called for immediately.

(Printed on Page 607 of the Evidence. )
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U12 Mar. 13, '84.. LETTF‘R from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, stating that he will get his brother
! to interview the Chief Engineer, Department Public Works, and Mr. Valin,
\ in reference to the Graving Dock at Quebce.
(See Page 610 of the Evidence.)

vie ! 1884 CLEerter from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, communicating result of interview
i had between his brother, Hon. Thos. McGreey: v, and the Chief Engineer,
: Department Public Works, respecting completion of Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 610 of the Evidence. )

w1z 1887 .. PrOGRESS ESTIMATEs of value of work done by Larkin, Connolly & Co., in con-
1 nection with the second contract for dredging Quebec Harbour.
| (See Page 612 of the Evidence.)
: |
X12 April 23, '89.. ‘Lerter from R. H. McGreevy, addressed to the members of the firm of Larkin,
! | Connolly & Co., protesting against the payment of his share of $25,000 ex-
i pended by them without his knowledge for contracts, &c.
| (Printed on Page 618 of the Evidence.)

Y12 Dec. —, 84.. ART]CLFS of co-partnership signed by the members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly
| ¢ Co. for the purpose of carrying on the contract for the construction of
ﬂ Graving Dock at Esquimalt.

i _ (Printed on Page 619 of the Evidence.)

\

Z12 Sept. 22, °83.. REcErpr from C. Vincelette for $500, being amount contributed by O. E. Murphy
{ towards a Catholic enterprise,
J (Printed on Page 622 of the Evidence.)

Al13 Mar. 1, 788.. | AGREEMENT signed by members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. 7e sale to R.
; } H. McGreevy of Stone, Bmldmgs and Plant on Works at Esquimalt, B.C.
' (See Page 629 of the Evidence.)

B13 ‘Mar. 8, 88.. LETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, requesting him to_inform
| | 0. E. Murphy that he has seen Chief Engineer, Department Public Works,
! i who will report to the Arbitrators on the amount of claim to be submitted to

' them.

| (Printed on Page 634 of the Evidence.)

C13 Jan. 22,°85..|Lerter from R. H. MeGreevy to O. B. Murphy, stating that his brother wired to-
{ day requesting Chief Engineer, Department Public Works, to send at once

report r¢ drawback.

i (Printed on Page 635 of the Evidence.)

D18 Dec. 22, °86.. Lerter from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, enclosing copy of the extension of
i three tenders for South Wall.
. (Printed on Page 637 of the Evidence.)

F13 Jan. 27, —.. Lerrer from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy informing him that the Chief
i Engineer of the Department of Public Works was seen in reference o hix

report on claim in connection with the St. Joseph Dock.

i (Printed on Page 639 of the Evidence.)

¥13 |May 4, ’87..|Lerrer from Hon Thos. McGreevy stating that the Chief Engineer, Department
| Public Works, is delaying sending in his report in re draw-back until
! Harbour affairs before the T—Iouae have been settled.

(See Page 639 of the Evidence.)

G13 ‘J an, 14, '89.. LerTEr (Copy) from R. H. McGreevy to Hon. Thos. McGreevy enclosing account
! amounting to $57.545.
| rinted on Page 644 of the Evidence.) )
| , ’89. .|DECLARATION, being copy of original exhibit from the records of the Superior Cowrt,
Quebec in the case of Hon. Thos. McGreevy vs. R. H. McGreevy.

H13 ]June 27
113 J an. 11, °90. . [DEFENDANT’S PLEA in the same case as foregoing (Exhibit ““H13.7)
C1v
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1
J138 (Dec. 12, 89 .|INciDENTAL Supplementary Demand in the same case as foregoing (Exhibit ¢ H13.”)
K13 (Nov. 3, ’90.. INTERROGATIONS of the parties to the Plaintiff in the same case as foregoing
(Exhibit ¢ H13.™)
113 [Nov. 12, ’90. . {PLAINTIFF's answers in the same case as foregoing (Exhibit ¢ H13.”)
MI3 Nov. 12, '90. . PraiNTire’s depositions in the same case as foregoing (Hxhinit © H13.")

N13 Jan. 21, °90.. PLAINTIFFs special answer to the incidental proceeding in the same case as fore-
going (¥xhibit ¢ H13.”)

013 Dec. 17,89 .|DErFENDANT's amended plea in the same case as foregoing (Exhibit ¢ H13.”)

P13, ..l Cory of Defendant’s Bill of Particulars filed with his Plea in the same case as
foregoing (Exhibit “H13.”)

QI3 . .. PraiNtree’s EXHIBIT at trial, being copy of account referred to in the same case as
foregoing (Exhibit ** H13.”)

(For Exhibits “ H13” to *“ Q13,” see Page 645 of the Evidence.)

RIB [.............. Brorrer of R. H. McGreevy.

I

S LoosE SHEET Or BLOTTER, from 10th June to 28rd July, 1887.

T8 ... ... ... LoosE SHEET or BLOTTER, from 7th January, 1887, to 2nd May, 1889.

13 } ........ JoUrNAL of R. H. McGreevy.

VIs . LEDGER of R. H. McGreevy.

! | (For Exhibits “R13 " to *“ V18,7 see Page 652 of the Evidence.)

o i

W13 [Feb, 20, ’91..|CopY oF JUDGMENT rendered by the Superior Court, Quebec, in r¢ Hon. Thomas
] MecGreevy vs. R. H. McGreevy.
X138 iDec. 14, 82..[OrDER in Council (Certified Copy of) authorizing the Harbour Commissioners of
1 Quebec to refund to the contractors for the Graving Dock at Lévis, the sumn
; of 850,000 deposited by them as security.
| (Printed on Page 694 of the Evidence.)
|
Y13 ;Ft:b. 24, ’85. . LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
| respecting the substitution of granite for sandstone in portions of Esquimalt
| Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 694 of the Evidence.)
Z13 Feh. 15,°86.. /LErTER from W. Bennett, Resident Engineer at Esquimalt, to Hon. J. W, Tratch,
, enclosing Progress Estimate No. 10 of work executed by Larkin, Connoll
& Co. in connection with the Eequimalt Graving Dock. .
(Printed on Page 694 of the Kvidence.)
Al4 Nov. 24, °84../LETTER from Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
enclosing copy of the contract entered into between the Department and
) Larkin, Connolly & Co., for the completion of Esquimalt Graving Dock.
: (Printed on Page 695 of the Evidence.)
Bl4 Nov. 8,84, . FivaL Estimate of work done and materials delivered up to the 81st July, 1887, at
. Esquimalt Graving Dock by Larkin, Connolly & Co.

CH Mar, 8, '86../REPORT of the Chief Engineer, Department of Public Works, in 7¢ application of
Larkin, Connolly & Co. to be paid drawback in connection with their
contract for the completion of Esquimalt Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 696 of the Evidence.)
by Lerrer from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary, Department of Public Works,

Yt 30, °86. .

requesting the return of the cheque deposited by them as security in connec-

tion with their contract for Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 697 of the Evidence.)
cy
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El4 [Jan. 8, 85..

Fua . ...l

Gl4 ... ...... ..

Hid ...

4| . .ol
.|LETTER from the Inspector of the Quebec Bank to the Clerk of the Committee on

J14 |July 27,

K14 \June 24, °

L14 Feb., —

Mi14 |April 15,
N14 [Feb. 26,

014 Mar. 9,
P14 June 1,
Q14 |July 9,
R4 ...
S ...l
T4 ... ...

U4 {June 17, '82..

LerTER from W. Bennett, Resident Engineer at Esquimalt, to Hon. J. W. Trutch,
submitting a comparative statement shewing the difference between his
estimate of the cost of completing Esquimalt Graving Dock, and Larkin,
Connolly & Co.’s tender for the same.

(Printed on Page 698 of the Evidence.)

EsTIMATE of the cost of completing Esquimalt Graving Dock, prepared by Kinipple

& Morris.
(See Page 699 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT shewing actual time during which the dredges ‘ Sir Hector ¥ and
‘“St. Joseph” were working; also the quantity of material dredged in
Quebec Harbour, during the month of July, 1887.

(See Page 700 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT shewing actual time during which the dredges *‘Sir Hector” and *‘St.
Joseph ” were working ; also the quantity of material dredged in Quebec
Harbour, during the month of August, 1857.

‘(.See Page 700 of the Evidence.)

StATEMENTOf Hon. Thos. McGreevy’saccount with ¢ La Banque Nationale” from1882.

Privileges and Elections stating that Hon. Thos. McGreevy has had no
regular or deposit account with that Bank prior to or since the year 1882.

-|LerTER from J. E. Boyd to Larkin, Connolly & Co., informing them of the amount

of work remaining to be done in connection with the Quebec Harbour Im-

provements.
(Printed on Page 709 of the Evidence.)

.|STATEMENT of R. H. McGreevy, confirming that of O. E. Murphy’s, which was pub-

lished in Le Canadien.

.STATEMENT of R. H. McGreevy, similar to foregoing (Exhibit L14.)
.\LETTER from R. H. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, in reference to the statement pub-

lished in Le Canadien.
(Printed on Page 725 of the Evidence. )

LerTer from R. H, McGreevy to Hon. Thos. McGreevy, r¢ settlement of his claim
in connection with Baie des Chaleurs Railway Co.
(See Page 726 of the Evidence.)

.{DEPosIT SLIP showing amount deposited by Chas. McGreevy with the Quebec Bank.

(See Page 742 of the Evidence.)

.\LETTER from J. K. Boyd to Secretary Harbour Commission, stating that the

dredging of the Tidal basin to a depth of 25 feet at low water, over an area
sufficient to admit of the entrance of a large ocean steamer, will require the
removal of about 100,000 cubic yards more at a cost of $35,000.

(See Page 751 of the Evidence.) U

STATEMENT prepared by Martin P. Connolly showing R. H. McGreevy’s share of the
profits received from contracts.
(See Page 753 of the Evidence.)

LETTER-BoOK of Henry F. Perley, containing correspondence, reports, &c., in con-
nection with Quebec Harbour Improvements,
(See Page 776 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER-BOOK of Henry F. Perley, containing private correspondence.
(See Page 777 of the Evidence.)

LerTER from Sir Hector Langevin to Simon Peters, requesting him to send, 85
promised, something for elections.

(Printed on Page 782 of the Evidence.)

evi
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N
]

E

V14 May 7, ’83../LETTER from Sir Hector Langevin to Simon Peters, stating, in reply to his letter of
the 26th inst., that it will be impossible for him to fix a day for the desired
interview.

(Printed on Page 782 of the Evidence.)

W14 May 9, '83..|LETTER from Simon Peters to Sir Hector Langevin, requesting that his tender for
Cross-wall will receive his consideration.
(Printed on Page 782 of the Evidence.)

X4 o e e e e e e
Y14 {1880-1883..... STATEMENT of account with Quebec Bank in ¢ Langevin Testimonial Fund.
{See Page 783 of the Evidence.)
714 foreree . ISYNOPSIS of the three tenders put in for the construction of the Cross-wall,
! (See Page 784 of the Evidence.)
[
Al Lo [PLaN taken from the Quebec Harbour Commissioners’ Report for 1890, showing

| Princess Louise Embankment and Docks.
| (See Page 785 of the Evidence.)

B1S 'Feb. 1, ’87.. MEeM0. of meeting of the members of the.firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., at which
i they agreed to pay $25,000, provided contract for dredging Quebec Harbour

i was awarded to them.

| (Printed on Page 804 of the Evidence.)

C15 ‘Feb. 26, '85.. Lerrer from O. E. Murphy to P, Larkin, stating, in reply to his letter, that “our
i friends ” are disappointed at the way they are being treated in respect to
! the substitution of granite for sandstone for the Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 816 of the FEvidence.)

D15 Jan. 14, °85..|LETTER from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy, requesting him, in the event of having an
. interview with the Minister of Public Works, not to make any definite
| - arrangements until after Nicholas Connolly’s return.

; {Printed on Page 817 of the Evidence.)

E15 Dec. 18, ’80..|LETTER from P. Larkin to Michael Connolly, communicating conversation had with
‘ Myr. Tomlinson in re Graving Dock, and enquiring whether Mr. Shanly has
been appointed ; also requesting him to urge *“ your friends” to take imme-
diate action.

(Printed on Page 821 of the Evidence.)

F15 Feb. 24, 85..|LETTER from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy, stating that if, after consideration, it is
found that as much can be made by using either sandstone or granite, it
would be as well to adhere to the use of the former.

(See Page 825 of the Evidence.)

G15 Feb. 18,’85.. LerrER from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy, communicating contents of letter received
by him from Michael Connolly 1n reference to the substitution of granite for
sandstone, and to the lengthening of the Esquimalt Graving Dock, and re-
questing him to see ‘‘ our friends” in this matter.

(Printed on Page 825 of the Evidence.)

H15 Feb. 17, 85..|LerTER from P. Larkin to O. E. Murphy, stating that he has not heard of what is
being done at Ottawa in 7¢ Esquimalt Graving Dock matter.
(See Page 826 of the Evidence.)

115 June 16, ’81. . {LETTER from P. Larkin to Michael Connolly, stating he hopes that Sir Hector will not
recede from what he said about furnishing the funds for work controlled by
Kinipple & Morris.

(Printed on Page 828 of the Evidence.)

J15 Jan. 27,85, .|LETTER from O. E. Murphy to P. Larkin, informing him of the receipt from Ottawa

. of certificate of deposit, and stating that he has not heard anything from the
Chief Engineer, Department Public Works, in reference tothe Esquimalt
Graving Dock,*about which Hon. 'Thos. McGreevy will enquire when in

Ottawa.
(Printed on Page 841 of the Evidence.)
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=
-
o

Li15

Mi15

N15

P15

Q15

R15

U15

!

Jan. 19,

Feb. 1,

Apr. 28

Apr. 5,

May 23,°

Oct. 14,

May 9,

{Mar. 8,

July 81, 8

Aug. 8,

85..

88..

&

88..

'82.

A LeTTER from O. E. Murphy to P. Larkin, informing him that upon intimation

received from the Harbour Commissioners as well as the assurance given him

by “ Friend Thomas ” that they would see that they were paid for levelling

balance of sand, he had in view of the above started the men at that work.
(See Paﬁe 842 of the Evidence.)

LEeTTER from O. E. Murphy to P. Larkin, stating that he was leaving for Montreal
to see Hon. Thos. McGreevy relative to the proposed changes in the Esqui-
malt Graving Dock.

(See Page 842 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from P. Larkin to Michael Connolly, stating that he saw Mr. Page, and

asked him whether he would consent to inspect the works at Quebec in the
event of his being called upon to do so by the Government ; also refers to Mr.
Simard, one of the Dominion Official Arbitrators, who promised him his
good offices with Sir Hector.

(Printed on Page 842 of the Evidence.)

AssIGNMENT by P. Larkin to Nicholas K. Connolly of all his right, title and inter-
est in the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in the contracts for the con-
struction of Cross-wall and dredging required in the Harbour of (Quebec.

(See Page 845 of the Evidence.)

MEeno. of quantity of materials dredged by Larkin, Connolly & Co., under their
contract with the Quebec Harbour Commissioners, dated 23rd May, 1887,
and subsequently placed by them in the Cross-wall for filling.

(Printed on Page 871 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Secretary, Harbour Commission, to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
stating that the Engineer in Charge of Harbour works recommended the
retention of the (2) Inspectors, Labbé and Lachance, at the Louise Basin,
during the winter, and requesting to be informed whether they would assume
the payment of expenses it would be necessary to incur in case the recom-
mendation was complied with.

(Printed on Page 879 of the Evidence.)

. LETTER from @ecretary Harbour Commission to Larkin, Connolly & Co., acknow-

ledging the receipt of their letter of the 11 Instant re settlement of their

contract for Graving Dock, and informing them that Commissioners are

prepared to pay them the sum of 330,900 in settlement of their claim.
(Printed on Page 879 of the Fndence )

JLETTER from Secretary Harbour Commission to Larkin, Connolly & Co., stating

H that Commissioners are prepared to pay them the sum of 835,000, w 1thout

! interest, in addition to the $30,900in full settlement of their claim in connec-

tion with their contract and supplementary contract for Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 879 of the Evidence.)

LerteRr from Secretary Harbour Commission to Larkin, Connolly & Co., stating
| that as they have requested a settlement of their claim against the O()llunb
sioners should be made by arbitration, and as the amount asked for ix
involved in such claim, the payment cannot be made, unless they agree to
accept the sum of 830,900 in full settlement of the amount claimed.

(Printed on Page 830 of the Evidence.})

JLETTER from the Minister of Public Works to Secretary Harbour Commissiot,

acknowledging receipt of letter of 29 ult., with statement enclosed, am/
requesting to be furnished with certain information in reference to tenders
received by Harbour Commissioners.

(Printed on Page 887 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Secretary Harbour Commission to Minister of Public W, orks
informing him that contract for timber work required in connection with
the Harbour works in course of constraction has been awarded to Larkin:
Connolly & Co.

(Printed on Page 888 of the Evidence.)
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Exhibits.

Subject.

<
!
<

W15

715

Al6

B16

C16

D16

E16

Fi6

Hie

fJuly

May

Feb.

July

Aug.

Mar.

o
[X]

. 20,

. 20,

10,

16,

29,

31,

'82. .

'80. .

8T

89..

86. .

'88. .

'88..

LETTER from Secretary Harbour Commission to Minister of Public Works, enclosing
: copy of the Engineer’s report on tenders received for dredging and timber
work.

(Printed on Page 888 of the Evidence.)

.\LErTER from Secretary Harhour Commission to Minister Public Works, enclosing

tabular statement, showing various tenders received for dredging and timber
work required in connection with Harbour Works ; also informing him that
contracts for the same were awarded to Larkin, Connolly & Co.

(Printed on Paze 889 of the Evidence.)

REeport of T. Tomlinson on his examination of the Graving Dock, Lévis.
(See Page 900 of the Evidence.)

LerTer from C. N. Armstrong to Hon. Thos. MeGreevy, offering him his note at
3 months in payment of 38,000,
(Printed on Page 924 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, acknowledging receipt of

his letter of 14th January, enclosing statement of payments of charges against

him from 20th February, 1883, to date, and informing him that he is not in

future to make any further transaction in his name or on his account.
(Printed on Page 930 of the Evidence.)

CHEQUE on Union Bank of Canada, dated 13th May, 1889, for £5,540, to order of
Hon. Thos. McGreevy, signed by O. K. Murphy.
(See Page 940 of the Evidence.)

LerTER from Hon., Thos. McGreevy to O. E. Murphy, requesting him to meet him
in Montreal for the purpose of arranging matters before the meeting of
Directors of the Richelien and Ontario Navigation Company takes place.

(Printed on Page 940 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from the Minister Public Works to Hon. Thos. McGreevy, stating that the
contractors for the Lévis Graving Dock should apply to the Harbour Com-
mission for a settlement of their account.

(Printed on Page 947 of the Evidence.)

|LETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to R. H. Mc¢Greevy, informing him that he has

received the papers put in by the Baie des Chaleurs Railway Co., copies of
which he will send him.
(Printed on Page 952 of the Evidence,)

LETTER from Hon. Thos. MeGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, requesting him to send
money to pay the Hudson Bay Company.
«(Printed on Page 959 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, acknowledging receipt of

his letter r¢ Fly Bank, and informing him that it is a matter to be dealt
with by the Harbour Commission. X
(Printed on Page 959 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from Hon. Thos. McGreevy to R. H. McGreevy, informing him that he will
be in Quebec on Sunday morning and remain over till Tuesday, and request-
ing him to advise *‘ our friends 7 in case the{ should have anything to bring
before Harbour Commission, to have everything ready.

(See Page 465 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from Secretary Department Public Works to Secretary Harbour Connission,

informing him that the Minister Public Works consents to the resump-
tion of the dredging of the Tidal basin, provided the sum to be expended
does not exceed $50,000, and that Commissioners so arrange with contractors
that they will not call for payment until Parliament has authorized the
Government to advance that sum to Quebec Harbour Commissioners.
{Printed on Page 974 of the Kvidence.)
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116 {Aug. 12, °85..|LeTrTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Commission, inform-
ing him they accept conditions imposed by Minister Public Works in refer-
ence to the resumption of the dredging required in Tidal basin, provided
Engineer’s certificate of amount due them is issued every month.

(Printed on Page 974 of the Evidence.)
J16 |Sept. 3, '85..CONTRACT between Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
for the continuation of the dredging of the Tidal basin.
(See Page 974 of the Evidence.)
|
K16 Aug. 21,°85.. LeTTER from Secretary Public Works Department to Secretary Quebec Harbour
{ Commission, inforwing him that declaration made by Hon. Thos. Mec-
Greevy in re dredging of Tidal basin, is correct.
(Printed on Page 974 of the Evidence.)

L16 |Dec. 23, ’89.. DEFENDANT’S special answer to plaintiff’s articulation of facts in re McGreevy ws.
McGreevy.

M16 1884 . |STATEMENT of the amounts to be paid out of the sum of $84,000 received by Hon.
Thos. McGreevy in 1884,

(See Page 1030 of the Evidence.)

N16 1884 . ISTATEMENT showing how the sum of $18,462.55 was arrived to meet judgment of
McCarron & Cameron in 1884.

(See Page 1030 of the Evidence.)

016 |July 6, '88..|LETTER from Chas. Baillairgé to Larkin, Connolly & Co., stating in reply to their
letter of the 5 inst. that the depth required at Ramsay street level, from
surface level to crown of invert of sewer should be at least 15 feet.

(Printed on Page 1037 of the Fvidence.)
P16 {Feb. 2,°91.. BrierF aND DEcLARATION (Copy of) re George Beaucage vs. Hon. Thos. McGreevy.
(See Page 1040 of the Evidence.)

Q16 |Jan. 7,°91.. Lerrer from J. L. Archambault to George Beaucage, informing him he has received

i_letter from Mr. McGreevy’s lawyer which he desires to communicate to
im.
(Printed on Page 1042 of the Evidence.)

R16 {Feb. 3,°91..LETTER from J. L. Archambault to George Beaucage, stating he has obtained all
information necessary in reference to his claim against Hon. Thos. Mc-
Greevy, and has instituted proceedings against him.

(Printed on Page 1042 of the Evidence.)
S16 .|STATEMENT showing quantities and items of the Cross-wall work.
(See Page 1047 of the Evidence. )
Ti6 |..... .. . (STATEMENT similar to foregoing, Exhibit S16.
(See Page 1047 of the Evidence.)
Ul |.ooveiinn e {STATEMENT similar to foregoing, Exhibit S16.
(See Page 1047 of the Evidence.)
V16 |Feb. 16,°91. (OpeN LETTER from J. Israel Tarte to Sir Hector Langevin, headed “ Warning to Sir
| Hector Langevin,” published in Ze Canadien.
| (Printed on Page 1071 of the Evidence.)
{
W16 |Feb. 17, ’91.. LerTER f‘r‘(%’nl(];;’v' Valin to Sir Hector Langevin in reply to the foregoing Exhibit
i X
[| | (Printed on Page 1072 of the Evidence.)
|
X16 |June 13,°87../LerTeR from Chief Engineer, Harbour Commission, to St. George Boswell
| re proposal by contractors for South-wall to substitute cut stone in lieu o
! brick and concrete in the sewer, and stating that he will recommend the
| acceptance of their offer provided no additional expense is incurrad.
| {Printed on Page 1074 of the Evidence.)
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Y16 Aug 11, ’91..|STATEMEXT prepared by H. J. Chaloner showing how sum of $84,000 was expended

i by Hon. Thos. McGreevy from 8th May to 30th June, 1884
: (Printed on Page 1083 of the Evidence.)
716 ‘Mar. 23, ’83../LETTER from Secretary Department of Public Works to Secretary Harbour Cominis-
i sion, transmitting plans and specifications of the proposed Cross-wall and
stating that he is directed by the Minister to ask the expression of the
; opinion of the Harbour Commuission in the matter.
| (Printed on Page 1086 of the Evidence.)
A17 June 29, ’86.. LErrer from J. E. Boyd to Secretary Harbour Commission, submitting suggestions
! for the consideration of the Commissioners with reference to the completion
of the Harbour Works.
(Printed on Page 1097 of the Evidence.)

B17 [July 8, ’86..|LErTER from J. E. Boyd to Secretary Harbour Commission, transmitting a plan
showing the exact condition of the bottom of Tidal basin.
(Printed on Page 1098 of the Evidence.)

C17 [July 5, '86..|ExTRACT from the Minutes of the Harbour Commissioners respecting suggestions
contained in the foregoing Exhibits ¢ A17” and “ B17.”
(Printed on Page 1098 of the Evidence.)

D17 [July 8, ’86..|LETTER from Secretary Harbour Commission to J. E. Boyd, acknowledging receipt
of his letter of the 3rd July, enclosing a plan showing the exact condition of
the bottom of the Tidal basin and informing him that Commissioners have
concluded an agreement with the contractors, who have undertaken to
dredge to a uniform-depth of at least 25 feet, etc.

(Printed on Page 1098 of the Evidence.)

EI7 |Tuly 13, ’86../LETTER from Secretary Harbour Commission to J. E. Boyd instructing him to order

the contractors to proceed with the dredging, provided they consent to do

the work at the prices n-entioned in their contract dated 25th Sept., 1882,
(Printed on Page 1099 of the Evidence.)

F17 |Oct. 5, ’86..|ExTRACT from the Minutes of the Harbour Commission respecting the handling and
levelling of the dredged material.
(Printed on Page 1099 of the Evidence.)

G17 {Oct. 29, ’84..|LeTTER trom Nicholas K. Connolly to P. Larkin, respecting award to them of con-
tract for the completion of Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 1105 of the Evidence.)

H17 |Oct. 1, ’87..{LETTER from Sir Hector Langevin to R, H, McGreevy, requesting to be informed of
what is intended to be done with papers deposited with him by himself and
C. N. Armstrong.

(Printed on Page 1114 of the Evidence.)

iy . ISTATEMENT prepared by the Acting Chief Engineer of the Department of Public
Works, showing difference between the estimated cost and the amount of
the final estimate in the construction of Esquimalt Graving Dock.

(See Page 1126 of the Evidence.)

J17 [May 18, ’89../STATEMENT respecting the payment by R. H. McGreevy of $6,050 for lands purchased
by him from Hon. Thos. McGreevy.
(See Page 1162 of the Evidence.)

Lol Dec. 23, ’86. .|LerTER from Chief Engineer Harbour Commission to Secretary Harbour Commission,
| stating that owing to the death of J. E. Boyd, it has become necessary to
effect changes in the engineering staff, and recommends that Mr, St. George
Boswell be appointed Resident Engineer, and C. McGreevy and Laforce
Langevin, Assistant Engineers.
(Printed on Page 1163 of the Evidence.)
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1

Subject.

=
a

MI17

N7

o7

P17

Q17

R17

U17

V17

Feb., 8§,

Feb. 22,

Mar. 14,

Sept. 14,

‘Nov. 5,

‘Feb. 11,

¥eb. 13,

Feb. 17,

Mar. 1,

May 1,

May 11,

Oct, 13,

87,

87 ..

87

87 ..

7.

88..

88..

88. .

88..

’88. .

LET'IER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to the Harbour Commissioners, informing
them that they cannot accept the final certificate for dredging granted them
by the Engineer

(Printed on Page 1164 of the Evidence.)

‘Lrrrer from Chief Engineer Harhour Commission to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
stating that he has requested Mr. Boswell to go over the quantity of dredg"uw
done by them, and if any error be found he will be ready to correct it.

(Prmted on Page 1164 of the Evidence.)

‘LerTER from Chief Engineer Harbour Comrission to Secretary Harbour Commission,
transmitting, with reasons in support of his action, an amended final certifi-
cate in favour of Larkin, Connolly & Co., for dredging done under their
contract, dated 25th §ept 1882,

(Printed on Page 1164 of the Evidence.)

REPORT of Chief Engineer Harbour Commission on the $110,000 claimed by Larkin,

Connolly & Co., for damages sustained for dﬁtentlon, salaries, &ec., which

said claim was not included in his final certificate for Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 1165 of the Evidence.)

LET’I‘ER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Commission, intorming
bim that the) have taken communication of the Chief Engineer’s Report in
connection with their contract for the Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 1167 of the Evidence.)

[LETTER from Secretary Harhour Commission to Larkin, Connolly & Co., informing
them that Commissioners have agreed to refer to arbitration their claim in
settlement of their main and supplementary contracts for the construction
of the Lévis Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 1168 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Commission, informing
him that they have named Mr. John J. Macdonald as their arbitrator i re
settlement of their claim in re Graving Dock at Lévis.

(Printed on Page 1168 of the Evidence.)

LerrER from Secretary Harbour Commission to_Larkin, Connolly & Co., informing
them, in reply to foregoing Exhibit “R17,” that the Commissioners have
accepted the appointment they have made.

(Printed on Page 1168 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from Chief Engineer Harbour Comumission to Secretary Harbour Commission,

stating that Larkin, Connolly & Co. having requested that a settlement of
their claim shall be made by arbitration, and as the amount asked for 13
involved in such claim, he advises that pavment be not made unless Contrac
tors a,gree to accept the sum of $30,900 in full settlement of their claim,
viz. : $110,000.

(Prmted on Page 1169 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from Chief Engineer Harbour Commission to Secretary Harbour Commission,

conveying his opinion on the subject of the offer by Larkin, Connolly & Ca. w0
accept sum of $35,000 with interest, in addition to the sum of 30, 900 offered
by the Commls‘uoners in full settlement of their claim in connection with
the Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 1169 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Commission, stating
that they will accept the proposition contained in his letter of the ath inst.
for the final settlement of their claim in connection with their contract fof
Graving Dock.

(Printed on Page 1169 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of account of Larkin, Connolly & Co., in connection with Lévis Gravitg

Dock.
(Printed on Page 1170 of the Evidence.)
exil
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Exhibits.

Date.

Subject.

E:‘

7

Y17

Al8

B18

C18

D18

E18

F18

G18

His

118

J18

K18 :fAug‘ 18, ’86.

|
L18 "Aug. 25, '86.

July 1,°89..

1880

1883-86... ...

Jan. 24, ’87..

1884-89.. ...

Aug. 4,91..

Aug. 5, 91..

1883-1891.. ...

Jan., 24, '87..

Sept. 26, '83..

Dec. 6, '84.

Dec. 9, '84..

‘Feb. 27, '86. .

|

i
!

l—n

LETTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Comrnission, requesting
the payment of balance due them on their contract for the Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 1170 of the Evidence.)

.|STATEMENT of payments made to Kinipple & Morris in connection with the prepara-

tion of drawings, &ec.
(Printed on Page 1171 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of payments made to J. E. Boyd from 1883 to 1886.
(Printed on Page 1171 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of account presented by Larkin, Connolly & Co. in connection with the
construction, &c., of the Graving Dock at Lévis, enclosed in Chief
¥Engineer’s report.

(Printed on Page 1171 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of payments made to Henry F. Perley, Chief Engineer Harbour Com-
mission, from 15th January, 1884, to 8th January, 188Y.
(Printed-on Page 1172 of the Evidence.)

STaTEMENT of Revenue and Expenditure of the Quebec Harbour Commission from
1876 to 1890.
(Printed on Page 1172 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT showing interest paid and due by Quebec Harbour Commission on De-
bentures, up to the 5th August, 1891.
(Printed on Page 1172 of the Evidence.)

STATEMENT of payments made to St. George Boswell, Resident Engineer, from 1883
to 1891.
(Printed on Page 1172 of the Evidence.)

FixaL EsTiMATE of work done and materials supplied, &c., by Larkin, Connolly & Co.
in connection with the construction and completion of the Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 1173 of the Evidence.)

LertEr from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Quebec Harbour Commissioners, requesting
to be allowed to construct storehouse on tlie Louise Embankment under
certain conditions mentioned therein.

(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

.[NoTARIAL protest Quebec Harbour Commissioners v3. Larkin, Connolly & Co., for

non comnpletion of Dock.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Quebec Harbour Commissicners, in reply to
foregoing Exhibit *“ H18.”
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

JoINT REPORT (Copy of), Messrs. H. F. Perley and Sandford Fleming on their
examination of the Harbour Works at Quebec.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

.|REPORT (Copy) of Chief Kngineer Harbour Commission, in reference to the works

proposed for the completion of the Quebec Harbour Works.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

.|LETTER from Sectretary Department of Public Works to Secretary Harbour Commis-

sion, transmitting copy of a report and plan made by the Chief Engineer of
the Department with reference to the various proposals made for the com-
pletion of the Quebec Harbour Works. )

{See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)
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S

M18 iSept. 24, '86..

N18 1878-1886.. ..

018 Feb. 8, 87..

P18 jAug. 18, 87..

Q18 Sept. 10, ’87..

R18 |Aug. 27, 88

S18 |Aug. 27, 88..

T18 foct. 14, ’89. .

U1 ............

V18 [July 19, 90..

W18 1887

X18 |Mar. 15, 83

Y18 Junc 28, '83

Z18 ‘Mar. 19, 84

LerTer from Chief Engineer Harbour Commission to Quebec Harbour Commis-
sioners, stating that the Graving Dock being practically finished, the neces-
sity for maintaining an engineering staff in connection therewith has ceased,
and requests, therefore, that L. Langevin be transferred to the Harbour
Works, and that the services of Inspectors be dispensed with.

(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATES, from No. 1 to 89 inclusive, in connection with Lévis

Graving Dock.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

Lerrer from Laforce Langevin to Secretary Harbour Commission, calling his atten-
tion to the way the Canadian Pacific Railway authorities act towards the
Commissioners regarding the Louise Embankment during the present winter.

(See Page 1174 of the Jividence.)

Rerort of Chief Engineer Harbour Commission on what is required to make the
Graving Dock a complete docking establishment.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from St. George Boswell to Larkin, Connolly & Co., calling their attention
; to his letter of the 81st August last, in reference to the dumping of dredged
| material in the River.

| (See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

... LerTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Commission in reply to

i foregoing (Exhibit ¢Q18.7)

| (See Page 1174 of the Kvidence.)
'
|LETTER from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Secretary Harbour Commission, stating that
the contract for dredging has been violated by Commissioners when they pre-
vent them from dumping in the River.

(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

LerTeR from Laforce Langevin to Secretary Harbour Commission, calling attention
to the want of protection against fire on the Louise Embankment.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

SUNDRY AccounTs of Larkin, Connolly & Co. for work performed by them in con-
nection with the Harbour Improvements.
(See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from U. Binet to Secretary Harbour Commission, explaining loss of $25

| stolen from his desk. .
| . (See Page 1174 of the Evidence.)

..:ExTrACT taken from the Annual Reports of the Harbour Commissioners of Mon-

i treal for the year 1887, showing prices paid for dredging.

| (Printed on Page 1184 of the Evidence.)

..'LETTER from Chief Engineer Department Public Works to Secretary Department

Public Works, submitting for approval of the Governor in Council the

plans, specifications, &c., for the construction of a Cross-wall and Dock.
(Printed on Page 1187 of the KEvidence.)

LeTTER from Chief Engineer Department Public Works to Secretary Department
Public Works, recommending the appointment of J. E. Boyd as Engineer
in Charge of the Quebec Harbour Improvements.

(Printed on Page 1187 of the Evidence.)

SOV AU, S

..|EXTRACT taken from Chief Engineer’s Report, dated 19th March, 1884, and addressed
to Secretary Department Public Works, stating that the plans of the Cross-
wall were prepared under his direction.

{Printed on Page 1188 of the Evidence.)
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A19 Dec. 22, °85..|LErTer from Chief Engineer Department Public Works to Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
requesting them to note, on one of the copies therein enclosed, the articles
they state they ought not to take over, also giving reasons therefor.

(Princed on Page 1188 of the Hvidence. )
B19 |Jan. 11, ’86../TELEGRAM from Chief Engineer Department Public Works to Larkin, Connolly &
| Co., requesting them to wire amount which they consider will cover the
change in ashlar due to recoursing work in Esquimalt Graving Dock.
(Printed on Page 1188 of the Evidence.)

C19 Jan. 28, 86../TELEGRAM from Chief Engineer Department Public Works to Larkin, Connolly &
Co., stating that fdr, Trutch has been directed to give full measurement on
all stone in Dock.

(Printed on Page 1188 of the Evidence.)
Lerrer from Chief Engineer Department Public Works to Hon. J. 'W. Trutch,

D19 Sept. 13,

E19 ‘May 13,
J

F19 Mar. 19,

G19 April 14,

H19 (Oct.

119 ,Oct.

24,

24,

86. .

87..

B4, .

84..

84 ..

|

i

stating that the Minister desires to be furnished with a final estimate of the
work done by Larkin, Connolly & Co. on the Graving Dock at Esquimalt.
(Printed on Page 1188 of the Evidence.)

LerTER from Chief Engineer Harbour Commission to St. Geo. Boswell, requesting
him to.prepare and give to Secretary Harbour Commission me showing
position of sewer between the east end of Leadenhall Street and its outfall.

(Printed on Page 1189 of the Evidence.)

LeTTER from Starrs & O’Hanly to Secretary Department Public Works, stating that
they have discovered errors in their tender for the completion of the Graving
Dock at Esquimalt, and ask to be allowed to amend their tender or with-
draw the same.
(Printed on Page 1193 of the Evidence.)

.ILETTER from Starrs & O’Hanly to Minister Public Works, requesting to be allowed

to correct an error made in their tender for completion of Esquimalt Graving
Dock or to withdraw the same.
(Printed on Page 1193 of the Evidence.)

LETTER from Starrs & O’Hanly to Minister Public Works, requesting to be allowed
to withdraw their tender for the completion of the KEsquimalt Graving Dock
on account of error in prices given, and that their security deposit be
returned.

(Printed on Page 1193 of the Evidence.)

‘REPORT of Chief Engineer Department of Public Works re request of Starrs &
"Hanly, to be allowed to withdraw their tender for completion of Esqui-
malt Graving Dock and stating that the firm has made a serious mistake in
the prices given by them. -
(Printed on Page 1195 of the Evidence.)
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FEFRRATA.

Page 134.—Exhibit “P6,” instead of “ April, 1886,” read, “ April, 1884.”

Page 140.—Seventh line from the bottom, instead of “ Page 104,” read, “ Page 100.”
Page 172.—Exhibit “ D7,” instead of “ June, 1889, read, “June, 1884.”

Page 210.—Fxhibit “ 88 instead of “ February, 1885,” read, ¢ February, 1886.”
Page 577.—Fifth line from top, instead of “service,” read, “surveys.”

Page 580.—Second question from bottom should read as part of the previous answer.

Page 582.—Fifth question from top, instead of “asked if you had claims,” read,
‘“asked if he had claims.”

Page 583.—Seventh question from top, instead of “with at their request,” read,
“ without their request.”

Page 584.—Ninth question from bottom, instead of “$300,000,” read, * $30,000.”

Page 593.—Fourth line from top, instead of “or take,” read, “to mcet.”

Page 1055.—Third line from bottom, instead of “cap. 67,” read, *cap. 56.”

Page 1105.—Instead of Exhibit “G16,” read, Exhibit «G17.”

Puage 1188 —Exhibit “ D19,” instead of “13th September,” read, “15th September.”

Page 1329.—Foot of Column for Larkin & Connolly, instead of  743,371.70,” read
#1753,371.70.” )
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WITNESSES.

Evidence on

Pages
Brown, WILLIAM - . - - - : - - - - 275 to
Brunet, Liupovic - - - . - - - - - - 276
BrapLEY, A. P. - - - - - . - - - - 291 - 293
CosxNoLLY, MICHAEL - - - - - - . - - - 31 - 34
do (re-called) - - - - - - - - 51 - 71
do do - - . - - . - - 83 - 88
do do - - - - - - - - 195
ConNoLLy, NIcHOLAS K, - - - . - - - - - 71 - 82
do (re-culled) - - - - - - - 206
do do - - - - - - - 230
do do - - - - - - - 328 - 331
do do - - - - - - - 338 - 419
do do - - . - - - - 455 - 464
ConnoLLy, MARTIN P. - - - - - - - - - 206
do (recalled)y - - - - - . . 228 _ 230
do do - - - - - - 289 - 291
do do - - - - - - - 327 - 328
do do - - . : - - - 331 - 335
FrrzpaTtriok, CHARLES - - - - - - - - - 204 - 206
GoBEIL, A, - - - - - - : - - - - 88 - 107
do (re-called) - - - - - - - - - 126 - 136
do do - - - - . - - - - 197 - 201
HypE, Joun - - - - - - - - - - 225 - 228
KeLrLy, PaTeick - - . - . - - - : - 202 - 204
LarkiN, PATRICK - - - - - - - - - - 29 - 31
do (re-called) - - - - - - - - 138 - 139
Ligrrroor, F. C. - - - - - - - - - - 442 - 443
Murpny, Oweny B, - - - - - - - - - - 35 - 50
do (re-called) - - - - - - - - 107 - 124
do do . - - - - - - - 193 - 19
do do - . - - . - - - 207 - 224
do do - - - - - - - - 231 - 275
do do - - . . - - - - 277 - 288
do do - - - - - - - - 293 - 309
do do - - - - - - - - 312 - 328
do do - - - - - - - - 440
MCGREEVY, R. H. - - - . - - - - - - 20 - 28
McNIDER, Jaes - . - . - - - 25
Nomr, H. V., - . . . . .. ... . 431 - 428
do (re-called) - - - - - - . . - 440 - 442
PerLey HeweyF. - - - - . - . - . . 136 -173
do (re-called) - - - 335 - 338
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WITNESSES—Concluded.

Evidence on

Pages

PETERS, SiMON - - - - - - - - - - . 428 - 440

do (re-called) - - - - - - - - 443 - 455

Roy, EF.E. - - - - - - - - - - - 19 - 20
Samson, J. B. GEORGE - - - - - - - - - 51
do (re-called) - - - - - - - 81
SHARPE, ALEX - - - - - - - - . - 51

Woods, JAMES - - - - - - - - - 5 — 19

v
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McGreEVY, CHAS.

do (re-called)

do do
McGreevy, R. H., Sen. -

do (re-called)

do do

do do

do do

do do

do do

do do

do do

do do

do do

McGreevy, R, H. Jr. -

McGreEVY, THOS

do (re-called)
do do
Norn, 1. V. - - -
do (re-called) -
O'llaxuy, J. L. P. - -
do (re-called)
PerLEy, HEnrY F, - -
do (re-called)
do do -
PerLeY, GRO. E. - -
Perers, Simon - -
do (re-called) -
do do -
Rag, Wy, - - -
Riorer, L. J. - - -

do (re-called)
Romrraiere, Hon. T. -

Rovrex, J. A,
Ry, E.F. B

I
DaMsoN, J, B. GEORGE

) do
SHARPE, ALEX
OTARRS, MIcHAEL

do (re-called

Sraw.mr, Huer
Taninox, A A
Tarre .1,
HiBsvLy, O,
Vaus, py,

(re-called)

WITNESSES—Continued.

Evidence on

Pages.

783 to 789
790
1047

16 - 24
475

676 — 586
894 - 605
606 — 621
623 - 663
667 — 669
716 — 758
900 — 902
1161 - 1163
1185
1163

880 - 899
902 ~ 965
986 - 1020
405 — 412
424 — 426
1189
1194

132 - 168
330 -~ 333
776 - 781
714

412 — 424
427 - 439
781 — %83
o7 - 981
575

587 — 594
1091 - 1097
1157

15 - 16

47

™

47
1158 - 1161
1190 - 1194
1020

715
1163

685 — 687

477 -

505
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WITNESSES—Concluded.

Evidence on

. Pages,

VerreT, A. H. - - - - - - - - - - - 464 to 473
VINCELETTE, C. - - ! - - - - - - - - 621 - 623
WiLriams, J. B. - - - - - - - - - - - 663 - 666
Woons, JaMzs - - - - - - - - - - - 1~ 15
do (re-called) - - - - - - - - - B6T - 871

do do - - - ’ - - - - - 899

- - 1158

do do - ~ - - - - -
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

House or Coxmons, Tuespay, 26th May, 1891,

The Committee met, Mr. KirkpaTRICK in the Chair.
Mr. JaMes Woobps sworn:

By the Chairman:

Q. What is your name?—A. James Woods, Acting Secretary-Treasurer of the
Quebec Harbour Commissioners.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Since how long are you in the employ of the Quebec Harbour Commissioners?
—A. Since 1876.

Q. You are now the Acting Secretary ?—A. Yes; Acting Secretary-Treasurer,

Q. There is no Secretary-Treasurer 7—A. No; there is no Secretary-Treasurer.

Q. Who was Secretary-Treasurer before the vacancy ?—A. A, H. Verret,

Q. When did he cease to be Secretary-Treasurer ?—A. In February, 1890,

Q. Since then you have been in that office and you are the custodian of the
papers of the Commission ?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. In compliance with the subpcena that was served upon you, did you bring
all the papers that you found in the Harbour Commissioners’ office in connection
with the contracts mentioned in the order ?—A. All that I could see.

Q. Can you tell whether amongst those papers there are the tenders which
erl’lfi called for the Graving Dock at Lévis some time in 1878 ?—A. Only a portion
of them,

Q. Plans and specifications would also be there ?—A. The plans of the Graving
Dock, I believe the Public Works Department has them. 1 arranged with the
Engineer to forward all plans of the Louise Docks and Graving Dock, but I believe
the Graving Dock plans have already been sent to the Department of Public Works.

Q. Have you also in connection with those papers the notices calling for
tenders ?—A. No, Sir; they are in a scrap-book in the office. I could send for them.

Q. No doubt they would be annexed to the contracts ?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you remember also whether there was a supplementary contract in con-
nection with those works—the Lévis Dock ?—A. Yes.

. Q. Have you brought with you the correspondence and other papers in connee-
tion with that supplementary contract >—A. I think so.

i Q. Can you now file them ?—A. It would take me a little while to go through
iem,

Q. They are not classified >—A. No. They are placed iu bundles yearly. The
Work had to be done in a very great hurry in obedience to the order of the Commit-
tee, and there was no time to make a synopsis. If the time is given to me I can
deposit them,

Q. You could at least put your hand at once upon the supplementary contract
“t was passed in 1884, if I am not mistaken ?2—A. Yes, Sir; I think so.
Q. Where are those papers—in the other room?—A. In the other room ; yes.
0. You had better go and get them ?—A. This is the original contract for 1878,
the supplementary coutract bound in one volume.

he correspondence is not in that volume ?—A. No, Sir.

Y Q 1t would require a different search for you to tind ihe correspondence ?—A.
. Sir, 1I may say it would take some time to collect that correspondence

th

and
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Q. Are-you in possession, also, of the tenders which were asked for in 1882 for
dredging the harbour at Quebec ?—A. Yes,

Q. Was there only one set of tenders ?—A. I cannot remember exactly.

Q. I mean was there not only one set, but were there two tenders called for in
1882 ? Get your minute book for 1882,

Q. Tt was some time in May, 1882 7—A. There was only a set of tenders to the
best of my knowledge.

Mr. TaArTE—You are mistaken. On the 31st of May I think you will find it ?—
A. There are two sets of tenders, one is for dredging, and the other is for closing
the opening at the gas wharf,

By Mr. Geoffrion:

Q. What date were those tenders ?—A. 5th July, 1882, That is the date the
tenders were opened.

Q. What is the date the tenders were called for?

Mr. TarTE—I think it is some time in the month of May.

A. This is the date—31st May. Tenders to be called for the dredging of the
dock basin.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Do you find in a minute book a resolution ordering the calling of tenders for
the dredging of the dock basin ?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you read the resolution ?—A. ‘ Resolved, That tenders be called for the
dredging of our dock busin according to a schedule to be prepared by Mr. Pilking-
ton, the Resident Engineer to this Commission,”

Q. Have you thesc schedules in your papers ?—A. T am not sure, Sir.

Q. Well take in all schedules.—A. On the 7th June, 1882, tenders were invited
for the work of enclosing the Princess Louise Embankment.

Q. Will you read that resolution ?—A. ¢ Resolved, That tenders be invited for
the work of enclosing the end of the Princess Liouise Embankment at the head ot the
wet dock, by close-piling, in accordance with the plan, specification and biil of quan-
tities prepared by the Resident Engineer to this Commission and approved of at this
meeting.”

Q. Do you find any resolation in the minutes, showing that the first tenders
were accepted or acted upon in any way >—A. On page 357 of the minutes of
10th July. 1882, I find ¢ Resolved, That—-—."

Mr. TaArTE—I think you are mistaken, I think that was on the 21st of June.

Q. I think you will find a motion made by Mr. McGreevy to the effect that
these tenders should not be opened—the first set of tenders.

Mr. StvarT—So0 far we have only got one set.

Mr. GeorFrioON—If we prove that, you will find that there is a second set.

Wrrness—I find the resolution here at page 350 of minute book No, 4:—
“ Moved by Hon. Mr. McGreevy, seconded by William Rae, Esq., and Resolved,
That inasmuch as it appears on the recommendation of the Harbour Master to be
advisable that a depth of water in basin and docks, new harbour works, be increased
from 24 feet at low water to 26 feet, it be decided upon not to open the tenders for
excavation, &e., on the 24-foot basis, but to advertize for tenders on the 26 feet
line, and they be required to be sent in by noon on Tuesday, 4th July prox.”

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Have you got the recommendation from the Harbour Master —A. There is
here a letter, No. 365. On the 21st June, 1882, page 349 of minute book No. 4, this
appears: “ Read a letter from Mr. F. Gourdeau, Harbour Master, recommending that
the Commissioners take the opportunity of the new contract they are giving to ad
two feet to the depth of both tidal and wet docks.”

Q. Have you the letter itself ?—A. I do not know until I look. .

Q. Please look for it later 7—A. Will you take a note of the number ; it is N0
365 of the year 1882,

2
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By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Are you able to explain now to the Committee whether these first tenders
were opened or not?—A. I cannot tell you, Sir, I was not Secretary at the time and
I do not know anything about it.

Q. Have you ascertained whether you have these tenders which were then
before the Board of Harbour Commissioners among the papers which you have
brought up?—A. The only tenders I have seen are those which 1 have brought with
me. I have not been able to examine them closely. They are there, so fur as I can
identify them.

Q. You say you have not seen the other set of tenders ?—A. I have seen only
one set of tenders.

Q. Which you have brought here >—A. Yes; but I do not know whether they
are the first or the second set.

Q. Have you any entries in your minutes, or in any papers in your possession
that wonld show where those tenders would be now ?—A. Not that [ have seen.

Q. You have not seen any ?—A. There is nothing in the minutes, or anything
on record that I have gone through.

Q. You were not acting Secretary-Treasurer then 7—A, No Sir.

Q. You have not seen any record or entry in the minutes to explain where they
are ?—A. No. It might be possible for it to be there and I might not know it. The
exumination which I made was pretty quick.

Q. Do you know, or can you ascertain by the recordsin your possession, whether
anew contract was entered into by the Quebec Harbour Commissioners in connection
with the dredging of the harbour some time in 1887 ?—A. Yex, Sir, there was.

Sir Jon~n TroMPsON—1Is the contract put in as an exhibit ?

~ (Contract with Larkin Connolly & Co. for the building of the Lévis Graving
Dock and supplemental contract for completion of the Graving Dock filed as
Exhibit A.)

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will you ascertain whether any tenders were called for that contract in
7?—A. There were no tenders called. I would prefer to get the minute book
and then I could read the entry.

Q. What entry do you find in connection with that contract in the minutes ?—

4. T find the following in the minute of 10th May, 1887:

. “Read a letter from Mr. Henry F. Perley, Chief Engineer of the Quebec Harhour
Works, transmitting a copy of a correspondence exchanged between himself and the
¢ontractors, Larkin, Connolly & Co., in relation to the dredging to be done in the wet
docl;. harbour works, a portion of which he states it is desirable should be done
during the ensuing summer, and recommending that the offer of Messrs. Larkin,
¢ vimolly & Co. to do the work at thirty-five ceuts per yard be accepted. as he cousiders
their price to be fair and reasonable, and suggesting that the expenditurein dredging
“uring the year be limited to $100,000.”

At the same meeting the following minute was made:

. “Resolved, That a contract be signed with Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
adteeably with their tender, for dredging the basin of the new harbour works;
}’i;}’;ldeﬁl, first, that the dredged material be placed and levelled on the Louise
timh;ln‘ Iynent or on such other locality belonging to the Harbour Commissioners or
]w‘(_ol:é') l;ereafter be acquired by the Commissioners ; second, that the actual contract
s thnec to work this summer limited to an expenditure of $100,000; third, that
to ("mce lco?lglusmn of this season the Harbour Commissivnersare to have the power
“'hi\;ev :- Ih 1s contract without claim for damages of any kind or compensation
Q I‘,t € price in tender for dredging being thirty-five cents per cabic yard.”
contisna el the resolution of the bourd was thatthis work at 35 cents was to be
ihued that summer ?—A. Yes.

1~1%

I8N

3
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Q. Do you know whether the work was continued during the following year ?—
A. 1 believe it was, at the same rate and conditions.

Q. Do you know if there are any minutes ordering the continuation of these
works ?—There are references to it through the minutes.

Q. It would require a long search ?—A. Yes.

Q. Then take a note of it, Will you make a search to see if any such entries
are made 7—A. T will.

Q. My question would apply also to 1889. Do you know whether the same
work was continued in 1889 ?—A. I cannot answer for that.

, Could you ascertain by your books whether the work wus continued in
1889 ?—A. Possibly I could.

Q. It you could not from the books you have brought with you, are you in a
position to ascertain it at your office in Quebec ?—A. I have all the Engineer’s cer-
tificates here, they will show it.

Q. Do you know whether any tenders were asked for and received in connec-
tion with the cross wall contract in 1883 ?—A. A minute of the 2nd May, 1883, reads
as follows :

“The tenders received for the construction of a cross wall in connection with
the harbour improvements are then placed on the table and opened, the said tenders
being signed by the following named parties respectively :

1st. Larkin, Connolly & Murphy, Lévis.

2nd, J. Samson & A. Samson, Quebec.

3rd. John Gallagher, Montreal.

4th. George Beaucage, Quebec.

5th. Simon Peters and Edward Moore, Quebec,

“Each of the said tenders enclosing an accepted bank cheque for the sum of
$7,500 made to the order of the Honourable the Minister of Public Works, is then
examined separately, and the whole having been found prepared in conformity with
the stipulation of the advertisement published, the Secretary is thereupon directed
to forward by mail the said tenders, with their cheques, to the Hon. the Minister of
Public Works at Ottawa.

Q. So that tenders were opened in Quebec 7—A. Yes.

Q. So from this the tenders would be in the Public Works Department here ?—
A. They were in the Department.

Q. You do not find any record that they wcre returned ?—A. They were
returned; yes, Sir.

Q. Are they among the papers you brought here ?—A. They are, Sir.

Q. All these tenders mentioned >—A. All theoriginal tenders except the tender
of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which was in the possession of the notary.

Q. Which was annexed to the contract >—A. Yes. All the other original ten-
ders are here.

Q. Will you be kind enough to say whether the whole board was present when
the tenders were opened, and give the names of the persons present ?—A. There
was one absent. Those present were: P. V. Valin, Chairman, Hon. Thomas McGreevy,
Ferdinand Hamel, William Rae, Julien Chabot, John Sharples, L. Bell Forsythe and
R. R. Dobell.

Q. The Mr. McGreevy you mention is Thomas McGreevy, is it not 2—A. Yes,
Sir.
Q. Have you any letter from Mr, Perley calling the attention of the Commi-
sioners to errors or informalities in the tenders in question—in the cross wall
tenders 7—A, Yes. 1 do not recollect any authorized report. The only thing
recollect is a minute of the 4th June, 1883, on page 508 of minute book No.+
Letter numbered 156 from F. H. Ennis, Secretary of the Public Works Department.
Ottawa, transmitting a copy of the Order in Council, dated 28th May last, accepting
the tender of Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co., for the construction of a proposed
cross wall, in connection with the harbour improvements at the mouth of the River

4
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St. Charles, also enclosing a form of contract and of security of agreemeunt used by
his Department for works of about the same nature, which forms the Honourable
Minister suggests may be used in the present instance by the Commissioners and
stating that if used it will not be necessary to submit the draft contract to his
Department, but that should any change be made from the conditions of the said
forms then the draft of the proposed contract will require to be sent to his Department
for the approval of the Honourable the Minister,” Then there is a resolution
accepting it: ¢ Moved by Julien Chabot, seconded by Ferdinand Hamel, that this meet-
ing authorize the Chairman and Sccretary to sign the contract with Messrs. Liarkin,
Connolly & Co., for the building of the cross wall in accordance with Order in
Council just read at the meeting by the Chairman, and that Messrs. McGreevy,
Forsythe and Dobell be appointed to assist in considering the various itemsin con-
nection with said contract.”

Q. The cheques accompanying these tenders were kept in Quebec, were they
not 7—A. I could not say.

Q. The minutes would show ?—A. I do not think they show, Sir.

Q. Never mind, I withdraw the question. Whut you find by the minutes is that
the tenders were opened in Quebec and immediately sent on to Ottawa, without taking
any action on them, and then the Order in Council and the resolution you refer to,
to sign the contract, followed ?—A. Yes,

Q. Do you find in your papers any return or letter from Mr. Perley allowing
Mr. Gallagher to withdraw, and relurn him his cheque through the Quebec Harbour
Commissioners ?—A. There is something in the minutes about it,Sir; but I do not
know how he got it, There is something in the minutes, I think, allowing his
cheque to be returned.

Q. Would it take much time to find that out—have you the other volume?
Alout the 26th of May would be the date of the letter.—A. I do not find anything.
I'will make further search for the letter.

Q. You can make further search later. Have you with you the tenders that
were asked for in connection with the contract for the sonth wall?>— A, Yes, Sir.

} Q. How many are there?—A. I have three tenders, butthere are four envelopes

here,

0 Q. Who were the tenderers ?~—A. I will hava to turn to the minutes to ascertain
at,

Q. Well, we can ascertain that from the tenders themselves.

The CrarrmMan—Do you put these tenders in ?

Mr. GEorrriON—Yes. They are as follows:

(Exhibit “B.”) Tender of Charles McCarron and John D, Cameron.
(Exhibit “C.") Envelope cenclosing the foregoing tender.

(Exhibit “D.”) Tender of Michael Connolly.

(E‘Xhibit “E.") Envelope enclosing Connolly’s tender.

(Exhibit “F.”) Tender of O. E. Murphy.

(Exhibit «G.”) Envelope enclosing Murphy’s tender.

By Mr. Geoffrion :
. Q. Task you to file the contract itself. That contract was awarded to Gallagher
and )lurphy ?—A. Yes, Sir. (Contractfiled and marked Exhibit « H.”)
‘Q. This contract isin notarial form >—A. Yes, Sir.
1l ‘2- And you cannot file Gallagher's tender because it was annexed to the Minutes
that notarial deed ?—A. So I understand it.
Q. You cannot file the original ?—A. No, Sir.
(\Q. What we file here is a copy ?—A.. Yes, Sir.
tl'flCtliItP. IGEOFFBION—I. may state that in Quebec, it is a practice to attach the con-
'iallqohse f to the notarial form. Now here we have the envelope which contained
‘\srerss tender, the qr'lgm&l of Whi.(:h is at the office of Mr. Charleboig, the notary.
there fo TCART—That is the way it is marked, but as a matter of fact I think
2 mistake there.
5
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Mr. Caatrman—This, then, is the envelope which is marked as having contained
the tender which was accepted. (Envelope filed, and marked Exhibit ¢ 1.")

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. According to your conditions published in the mnotices calling for tenders,
what was the amount of security that was required to be deposited ?—A. T do not
recollect, Sir. It is not mentioned in the minutes, and I do not remember seeing it
anywhere else,

Q. Could you ascertain also whether there was any security to be deposited in
the cross wall contract ?7—A. The last part of the minute reads: “ Each of the said
tenders enclosing an accepted bank cheque for $7,500, according to the order of the
Honourable the Minister of' Public Works.” That is at page 493 of minute book
No. 4.

By Mr. Stuart :
Q. Is that for the south wall contract ?—A, No, the cross wall.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. You =ay $7,500 according to the resolution of the board ?—A. This was when
the tenders were received.

Q. Is there anything to show what became of the deposit when the contract
was awarded —A. Not that I am aware of.

Q. The minutes do not show ?—A. The minutes will show, but I have not seen
anything to that effect.

Q. By referring to Exhibit “ H ” filed by you, I see that the amount deposited
by the contractor for the south wall was $25.000. Do you know how that deposit
was made ?—A. 1 do not, Sir.

Q. Have you any money or cheque amongst the papers of the Commission repre-
senting that deposit 7—A. I have,

Q. Will you file it, if it is not money. Is this the cheque?—A. That is the
cheque. It is dated 29th October, 1887. (Cheque filed and riarked Exhibit “J.”)

Q. T asked you whether it was money or a cheque. Itis only a cheque ?—A. Yes.

Q. An accepted cheque >—A. An unaccepted cheque.

Q. Signed by ?—A. By O.E. Murphy, and payable to the order of N. K. Connolly.

Q. It is not certified ?~—A. No.

Q. 1 sce this cheque bears date 29th October, 1887, and the contract filed by
you as Exhibit “ H” was passed before Charlebois, Notary, on the 16th Febroary,
1887. Will you see whether you had another guarantee before that cheque. I mean
not you but the Commission 7—A. There was another gnarantee.

Q. Have you any papers to show it ?—A. I have. 'Lhis is a receipt :

(Exhibit “K.”) “ HarBoUR CoMMISSIONERS OFFICE,
“ QUEBEC, 31st October, 1887.

“ Received from the Secretary-Treasurer of the Quebec Harbour Commission
certificate of deposit No. 0481, amounting to $25,627.17, delivered by the Union
Bank of Canada on the 30th August, 1886, to Mr. N. K. Connolly, said certificate
having been survendered against 4 cheque for $25,000, signed by me to the order of
the said N, K. Connolly and endorsed by him, which said cheque is substituted for
said certificate of deposit which had been given as security in connection with the
contract for the south wall harbour works.

“Q, E. MURPHY.”

Q. Is there any minute relating to this ?—A. No; there is none.

Q. No mention of it, or entries of that substitution in any of the books of the
Commission ?—A. None. o

Q. So the only official trace of that substitution is this cheque and the receipt
you have just filed ?—A. That is all.
: 6
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Q. Where did you find that cheque 7—A. It was in my cash-box. I keep all
the cheques.

Q. Did you find amongst the papers any order—written orders—authorizing
that substitution 2—A. The only thing accompanying the cheque, and with the
cheque in the envelope, is this letter; they ave in charge of the Secretary, but they
are kept in my cash-box.

Q. Read it.—A. The letter reads as follows:

(Exhibit “1.”) “Private, QuEsEc, 27th October, 1887.
“ DEAR Mr. VERRET,—I see objection to your taking Mr. O. E. Murphy’s cheque,
endorsed by N. Connolly, for the one you now hold on deposit.
“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Q. Can you swear to the handwriting ? Do you know the handwriting and the
signature ?—A. It is like Mr. McGreevy's.

Q. Have you any moral doubt that it is Mr. McGreevy’'s >—A. No moral doubt.

would not like to swear positively.

Q. You take it as Mr. McGreevy’s handwriting >—A. Yes, Sir,

Q. This letter was found in the same cash box with the receipt and the cheque ?
—A. Exactly.

Q. This cash box was in charge of Mr. Verret until yvou replaced him as acting
Secretary of the Board?— A. No, Sir; it was always in my charge.

Q. You were auditor ?—A. I am cashier, or was cashier,

Q. Were you under Mr, Verret's orders ?—A. Yes,

Q. You mentioned a few minutes ago the name of Mr. Gourdeau, Harbour Mas-
ter. He is dead now ?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman :

Q. Do you know how this came in the cash box?—A. Yes Sir. I had the
cheques previous to that and the letter and cheque were given to me by Mr. Verret
and I returned the one I previously had.

Q. You returned the deposit receipt ?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. You are personally aware that this letter refers to the deposit receipt men-
tioned in the receipt of 31st October, 1887 ?—A. Yes,

Q. You are the man who had the document and received in exchange this
cheque 2—A. Yes,

By Mr. Stuart :

Q. Did you return it to Mr. Murphy or to Mr. Verret ?—A. To Mr. Verret. I
Was under Mr, Verret's orders. I merely meant that I held the different documents,
(Envelope containing last Exhibit filed and marked Exhibit ¢ M.”)

(. Did you have any correspondence in your official capacity subsequent to that
substitution ‘with Mr. O. E. Murphy in connection with that $25,000 cheque?—A.
Lately, ves Sir.

. Q. You have received letters from Mr, Muarphy and Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly
I regard to that cheque? You have brought with you those letters >—A. Yes, Sir.
Q. Can you put your hands upon them immediately ? It is just as well to have

Ehﬁm here now 2——A. [ only find two just now—one is from Mr. O. E. Marphy, as
ollows

(Exhibit « N m “ QuesEc, 13th March, 1891.
“To Jawes Woobs, Esq.,
“Acting Secretary to the Quebec Harbour Commissioners,

“In reply to yours of the 23rd ultimo, I cannot accept anything but the return
7



b4 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

of my cheque of $25,000, Mr. Connolly may erase his name from the back of the

cheque.
“ Respectfully yours,

“0. E. MURPHY.”

There is a letter here from Messrs. Connolly asking for the return of their
cheque, and I think there may be another letter or two about the matter. The
cheques were ordered to be returned by the board, but we retained this particular
$25,000 cheque on account of a dispute between the parties as to ownership, by order
of our lawyer,

The letter is as follows :

(Exhibit “0.”) “ QUEBEC, 31st March, 1890,

“Janes Woobs, Esq., Acting Secretary-Treasurer,
“ Harbour Commission, City.

“ DEAR S1R,—Would you kindly inform the Board of Commissioners that inasmuch
as the different contracts we have had under construction are nominally completed,
we would wish to have the cheques you hold as security returned as soon as possible.

“Yery truly yours,
“ LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.,
“per M. P, CoNNoLLY.

“(L. C. & Co., $35,500. O. E. M., $25,000.—Total, $60,500.)"

On page 621 of letter book of 1891, was entered the following reply :
(Exhibit “P.") “ QUEBEC, 23rd February, 1891,

0. E. MvrerY, Esq.

“Sir,—In reply to yours re return of security cheque for south wall, I am
directed to inform you that if you sign enclosed letter, the cheque in question will
be destroyed by the Commissioners, both parties interested being allowed to be pre-
sent if they so desire. I may further say that Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co. agree
to this and the Commissioners think it would obviate all the difficulty.

I remain, yours respectfully,
“JAMES WOODS,
“Acting Sec.-Treasurer.”
By Mr. Dickey :
Q. Does that refer to the enclosure ?

The CHarrMAN—TIt does.

Wirness—The enclosure simply authorizes the Commissioners to destroy the
cheque.
© Sir Jou~ TrompsoN—It was to be signed, I suppose ?

Tre CrAlrMaN—TYes; it says if you sign the enclosed letter, the cheque will be

destroyed.

By Mr. Geoffrion :
Q. In the letter of 1890 filed, as Exhibit “O,” there are figures ir the corner in
pencil. Can you explain these to the Committee >—A, I do not recollect what they
refer to now.

By Mr. Henry :
Q. They are in your handwriting >—A. Yes, Sir.
By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Would they refer to two different cheques >—A. Possibly they may, bzt |
could not say positively.
8
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Q. Had you still then in your possession the cross wall cheques?—A. Yes. I
had cheques, but I cannot say to what coutract they applied. Perhaps by referring
to them I could get out what the figures on the letter mean. I observe thatthey are
in my handwriting,

Q. Will you make that investigation at your leisure ?—A. T will,

Q. Some time after the signing of the contract for the south wall in 1887, can
you find out from the Minutes whethera party by the name of H. Lia Force Langevin
was appointed in any capacity whatever to work on that contract on behalf of the
Commissioners 2—A. Mr, Langevin must have been in our employ long before 1887.

Q. Was there any resolution transferring him from one work to another ?—A.
Not that I have seen.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Will you see if he was appointed to the south wall works in 1887 7—A.
Would it be subsequent to February ?

Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. That is according to my information >—A. T do not want to be positive, but
I am pretty sure there was no special order.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Look at the minutes of 1887; you wiil find it somewhere?—A. Here it is.
Minute book No, 6, page 97; Monday, 29th March, 1887. The resolution is as follows:—
Moved by Mr. J. Bell IForsythe, scconded by Mr. Ferdinand Hamel, and Resolved,
That in compliance with the Chief Engineer's recommendation conveyed in one of
hix letters read at the meceting held 28th December last, the following be his staff
for the future, and until a necessity arises for increasing or reducing their number
or of dispensing with their services entirely :—Mr. St. Greorge Boswell, Resident
Engineer, at a salary ot $2,500 per annum; Mr. Charles Meureevy to be assistant
Engineer of the cross-wall contract and works in connection therewith, at a sulary
of $1,800 per annum; Mr. H, LaForce Langevin to be assistant Engincer of the
south wall contract, at a salary of $1,800 per annum. All said appointments and
salaries to date from the 1st of May prosx.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. The Chief Engineer was H. F. Perley ?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. As a matter of fact, Mr. Langevin acted as assistant engineer 2—A. Yes,

. Q. Could you find Mr. Perley’s suggestion or recommendation referred to in
this resolution ?—A. I think it is likely I have the lettor.

Q. If such papers were at Quebec, you brought them here ?——A. I brought all
the papers bearing on the south wall contract, as far as possible.

Q. Who were the Commissioners present at that meeting on the 9th March ?—
A Mr. P. V. Valin, Hon. Thomas McGreevy, Mr. Ferdinand Hamel, Mr. Edmond
tiroux, Mr, Julien Chabot, Mr. William Rae, Mr. R. H. Smith, Mr. R. R. Dobell, and
Ar. J. Bell Forsythe—the full Board.

Q. You are aware that until 1883, the chief engineers of the Board were Messrs.
pple and Morris 2—A. To about that time; I am not exactly sure.

Have you with you their engagement as such; it goes back as far as 1875 ?
‘;’h The papers I brought do not go back to that year, but T bave brought up the

;_1“." thing' I"could find; the letter referring to their discharge—I have that with
1€ 0w,

Kinj

Il\er Will you refer to the minutes and see when it was resolved to discharge
\[Jq.fflri It was sometime in June, 1883—either the first days of June or the end of
A \FAJ Page 15 of minute book, No. 5, has the following resolution :—“ Moved by
that ‘t t;?(xreev 7, seconded by Mr. E'dmond GI?OIIX, Mr. Rae dissenting, and 'szsolved,
Pulrs e Secretary-’l’reasurer be directed to inform the Honourable the Minister of

¢ Works that this Commission have dispensed with the services of thoir
9
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Engineers in chief, Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, and to respectfully request the
Honourable Minister of Public Works to recommend an engineer to take charge of
the works now under contract with this Commission, in connection with the harbour
improvement at the mouth of the River St. Charles.”

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. What is the date of that 2—A. 18th June, 1883.

Mr. GeorrrioN—There must be something before that ?

Mr. TaArRTE—Yes; there is a protest from Messrs. Dobell and Rae against the
dismissal of Messrs. Kinipple and Morrix.

Wirnvess—This is the resolution dismissing them, 4th June, 1883; Minute book,
No. 4, page 507: “Resolved,—That the further services of Messrs. Kinipple and
Morris be dispensed with, and that the legal advisers of this board be instructed so
to inform them, and that the further works now to be beguxn and the completion of
those commenced, will from this date not be considered as under their charge or
supervision, nor as entitling them to any salary, remuneration or commission. The
following protest is then lodged by Messrs. Dobell and Rae: ¢ Messrs. Dobell and
Rae, desire to record their protest against the authority of this meeting to deal with
the above question as notice of motion was not given at the last meeting of the
board ; nor did the notice of the secretary calling the meeting give such intima-
tion.””

Q. Was the motion carried ?—A. Yes. It does not say that they insisted.

By Mr. Fitzpatrick:

Q. Do the minutes show that they did insist on their objection ?7—A. They do
not. .

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will you look at the 16th June?—A., At the 16th June, 1883, page 13 of
the minute book No, 5, I find:

“Read a letter from William Morris, of the firm of Kinipple & Morris, engineers,
conveying his reply to the notarial notification served on him informing him that
the Commissioners have dispensed with the services of his firm.”

“The said letter after being considered is referred to the legal advisers of the
Commission, Messrs. Andrews & Alleyn for their opinion, with instructions to
afford them access to all letters, documents, &c., they may require.”

 Messrs, Dobell and Sharples then left the hall.”

I also find this:

“The Hon. Mr. McGreevy gives notice that at the next meeting he will move
the adoption of the following resolution :-— That the Secretary-Treasurer be directed
to inform the Hon. the Minister of Public Works that this Commission had dis-
pensed with the services of their Engineers-in-chief, Messrs., Kinipple and Morris, and
to respectfully request the Hon. the Minister to recommend an engineer to take
charge of the whole works now under contract with this Commission, both in con-
nection with the Harbour improvements at the mouth of the River St. Charles and
the Graving Dock at Lévis. ”

The CratrMaAN—You might alsoread this resolution on page 13,

Witness reads as follows :

“ Mr. Giroux gives notive that at the next meeting he will move the adoption
of the following resolution:—* That the Secretary-Treasurer be authorized: to inform
the Resident Engineer, Mr. W. Pilkington, that inasmuch as Messrs, Kinippleﬁml
Morris have been notified by this Commission that they are not the engineers of the
Harbour improvements and the Graving Dock, he be notified that in the future ©
report directly to this Commission until further orders.””

10
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Then in the minutes of the 18th June, 1883, at page 16:

« Resolved, That the Secretary-Treasurer be authorized to inform the Resident
Engineer, Mr. W, Pilkington, that inasmuch as Messrs. Kinipple and Morris have been
notified by this Commission that they are notthe engineers of the Harbour improve-
ments and the Graving Dock, he be notified that in future to report directly to this
Commission until further orders.’”

Q. How long did Mr. Pilkington remain in the employ of the Harbour Com-
missioners afterwards ?—A. I cannot say exactly.

Q. Could you find out? Why did he go will be a question we will ask later on.
—A. It was some months afterwards, :

Q. You have brought with you I suppose the protest that was served in notarial
form on Messrs, Kinipple and Morris?—A. I think so. I brought all the notarial
documents I had.

Q. Have you also brought the letter which as stated in the minutes wasreceived
by the Commission in answer to the protest ?—A. T think so.

Q. You have brought all the notarial documents in connection with that ?—A.
All that were in my possession.

Q. Will you state whether among those notarial documents, there is a notarial
settlement between the Commission and Messrs. Kinipple and Morris ?—A. Yes.

Q. By the minutes, what would be the date of that settlement ?—A. Here is
the resolution of the 2nd August, 1883, page 43, of minute book No. 5:

“ Resolved, That the Notary to this Commission be directed to prepare a dis-
charge, based on the report from the special committee adopted at this meeting, and
that when the same will be approved by the legal advisers to the Commission,
the chairman and the secretary-treasurer be, and are hereby anthorized to sign such
discharge, and pay the sum of $15,046.34 to Messrs. Kinipple and Movris in full settle-
ment of their claim against the Commission for the time they have been their
engineers.”

I should have read the following as the real settlement:

“ Resolved, That the sum of $15,046.34 be paid to Messrs. Kinipple and Morris in
full settlement of their claim as engineers to the Commissioners, under the terms
of their agreement, specified in their letter, of the 23rd August, in the year 1875,
and azcepted by the Commissioners at their meeting, held the 24th day of said month
of August, it being understood that Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, through Mr.Morris,
duly authorized to that effect, will give to the Commissioners a notarial discharge of
all responsibilities, &c., connected with said terms of agreement, the Commissioners
on their part giving a similar discharge, and that Messrs. Kinipple and Morris be re-
tained as consulting engineers to the Gommission, at a salary of $1,000 per annum
for three years,”

Q. Who were present at that meeting ?—A. P. V. Valin, Thomas McGreevy,
i‘uhentghabot, Ferdinand Hamel, R. R. Dobell, Edmond Giroux, W, Rae and J. Bell
orsythe,
.. Q You have referred to a special committee to attend to this settlement with
Kinipple and Morris ?  Will you give us the names of that committee appointed on
the part of the Commissioners >—A. I have the report. That would, perhaps, be
the best to give in answer to that question.
\ Q What are the names ?—A. The report is signed by P. V. Valin, Thomas
A (‘Greevy, Julien Chabot and R. R. Dobell. (Report of Special Committee tiled and
marked « Exhibit Q.” Letter from Messrs. Kinipple and Morrisre terms, dated 24th
August, 1875, filed and marked * Exhibit R.")

By Mr. Geoffrion :
FimQ: Was vot Mr. Thomas McGreevy also president of what is known as the
mit‘t“"e QOmmgttee of the Harbour Commission ?—A. I could not spealk of this Com-
titiee, Sir.  Not being secretary, T could not tell.
i1
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Q. Are you secretary, now ?-—A. I am acting secretary now.

Q. Who is President of the Finance Committee now ?—A. Well, our sub-com-
mittees have never been reorganized since Mr. Verret left, and any three commis-
sioners can sign an account. They constitute themselves a sub-committee, and our
law is that each account must be approved of by any three commissioners. I have
never, since I have taken charge, looked the matter up, to see how the committees
were divided.

Q. Did you bring with you a statement of what was really due at the time of
the notarial settlement with Kinipple and Morris ?—A. I have brought the books,
and the books will show.

Q. Did you examine them and can you make now a statement to that effect ?—
A. 1 did not examine them closely, bat, speaking from memory, I think that Kinipple
and Morris were simply paid what they earned. The report specified they were to
be paid on two contracts and their plans of cross wall.

Me. Davies—That is what they had earned up to the time of their dismissal ?—
A. Yes, up to the time of their dismissal.

The Caarrman—The facts to substantiate that are here up to date.

Hon. Mr. Lavrier—The statement had better be made of what they received.

The Cuairman—It is in the report. It showsthe firm’s total to be $64,211.45,
less paid $49,165.11, leaving a balance due them of $15,046.34.

Mr. GeorrrioN—That may be the total of their claim and the receipts—that is
why I want the facts,

The CratryMan—They received 5 per cent. commission on $500,000 to cover the
total claim and charges on the Graving Dock. They are also to be paid 5 per cent.
commission on $679.596, amount awarded by Messrs. Kinipple and Morris for harbour
improvements, on Messrs. Peters, Moore and Wright's contract.

Mr. STuaRT—As a matter of fuct, they claimed a subsequent amount on the
ground that there was an error. That was paid.

Mr. GEoFFRION—It seems to me the Committee ought to know upon what basis
this money was paid.

The Cuairyan—Here are the whole of the figures from the report: First, to
pay b per cent. commission on $500,000, to cover the total claim and charges on the
Graving Dock ; second, to pay 5 per cent. commission on $679,596, amount awarded by
Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, for harbour improvements, on Messrs. Peters, Moore
and Wright's contract; third, paid 2% per cent. on plans for the cross wall, estimated
by Messrs. Kinipple and Morris at £43,000 sterling—say, $209,266 ; fourth, Messrs.
Kiripple and Morris to be retained as consulting engineers at a salary of $1,000 per
annum for three years. They had received a total of $49,165.11, leaving a balance.

WirnEss.—What has been paid to Peters, Moore and Wright would establish
one part of it, and there is still an acknowledgment of about $50,000 due to them.
We have paid the contractors $675,799.15. Nobody had anything to do with the
Peters, Moore & Wright contract except Kinippleand Morris. This would establish
what their percentage was for the Louise Docks.

Mr. GeorrrioN.—1 would just ask you this question :—Whether you could
prepare a statement according to the book of what was paid up to the date of their
dismissal ?~—A, 1 will make it, Sir.

Hon. Mr. LAURIER—A statement of the claim that Kinipple and Morris have
made out, and the statement of the payments made to them up to date?—A. I can-
not make a statement of their claim, but I can make a statement from my books of
the amount paid to the different contractors on account of harbour improvements.
and show what they ought to have got 5 per cent. on. )

Mr. StuarT.—They were paid according to agreement, 5 per cent. commis
wion on the value of the work.

The Committee then adjourned.
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Hovuse or Comyoxns, Wednesday, 27th May, 1891.

The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., Mr, Girouard in the Cbhair.

Investigation into certain circumstances and statements made in counnection
with the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, &e., resumed,

Mr. Woobs recalled and his examination continued :

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Did you prepare the statement that was asked for yesterday, in connection
with the account of Kinipple and Morris when they were dismissed ?—A. Yes, Sir;
here it is:

(Exhibit *“ A 28.7) Orrawa, 26th May, 1891.

Statement of amounts paid on account of Louise Docks and Graving Dock
contracts, to the 1st of August, 1383: Louise Docks: Peters, Moore & Wright,
8618,000.96; Graving Dock: Larkin, Connolly & Co., $345,562.35; Wingham,
Richardson & Co., $29,331.45; Carrier, Laine & Co., $19,076; Total, Graving Dock,
8393,969.80; Grand Total, $1,011,970.76.

Q. This statement does not show whether Messrs. Kinipple and Morris were
paid anything for the cross wall contract >—A. No, sir. That statement only shows
the actual amount paid to the contractors. There was no work done on the cross
wall. They were paid for the cross-wall plans at the rate of 2% per cent.

Q. Upon an estimate of how much.?—A. It is in the report. I forget the
exact figures.

Q. Will you state when it appears by the books that Larkin, Connolly & Co.
received their last payment for dredging on the basis of their contract of 18827?
A. On 4th April, 1887,

Q. How much ?7—A. $17.056.27.

. Q. This entry does not show when the work was done ?—A. No, Sir, It is
simply an entry of the amount paid to them of that date,

- Q. Are you aware of yourown personal knowledge when the last work was done
for which settlement was made by this payment.—A. T am not, Sir. It must have
been done in the previous season.

...Q- But was it, from your own personal knowledge, done in the summer season of
1836 7—A. Not to my own personal knowledge, but it must have been done then, be-
“iuse you cannot do dredging in April.

Q. I would like you to answer more precisely, did the firm work in 1886 at
dredging 2—A. Oh yes, Sir.

. Q Do you know whether there was any dredging done by Larkin, Connolly &
Co, in 1888 and 1889 ?—A. The contract for what we call the new dredging work
Was signed in 1887,

W. And when was the first payment made?—A. The first payment under the
W contract for dredging was made on the 25th June, 1887.

. Q. And when was the last payment made ?—A. The last payment was made on

the Tth July, 1890,
of 1 . But that was a payment for work done in 1889. What wouid be the amount
Fihe last payment for work done in 1887 7—A. $27,250.58.

A g re you aware that Mr, Perley was replaced 1 the course of 1890_?~——A. I
the ‘E"al'e that he was replaced. [ am not aware that Mr. Bosweil was appointed by
¢ board as Chief Engineer in 1890,
13
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Q. Get your minute book for 1890 and give me the date, please ?—A. T have it
here in minute book No. 7, page 232. It was on the 8th September, 1890. “ Resolved,
unanimously, that Mr. St. (]}eorge Boswell, the present resident Engineer is hereby
named and appointed Engineer in chiefof the Harbour Commission at a salary of 83,000
per annum.”

Q. Is there anything in the minutes to show why and how Mr. Boswell was
appointed Chief Engineer when Mr. Perley does not appear to have been dismissed ?
—A. Nothing further than I have read to you now.

Q. Do you know whether any written notice had been given to Mr. Perley that
the Commission intended to dispense with his services ?~-A. None was given to him.

Q. Is there anything in the minute book showing when Mr. Perley ceased to be
Chief Enginecr of the Commission ?~—A. Yes, Sir. In 1891 his resignation was
received and accepted. I read it yesterday.

Q. I know—read it again?—A. The date is 9th February, 1891, The minute
reads—* The order of the day having been called, the letter of Mr. Henry F. Perley,
dated the 13th ult., tendering his resignation as Chief Engineer to this Commission
was taken into consideration, and said resignation accepted, when it was unanimously
resolved,” then follows resolution of thanks to Mr. Perley. * That in accepting the
resignation of the Chiet Engineer, Mr. Henry I. Perley, this Board desires to place
on record their sense of the valuable services which he has rendered this commission,
and the skill and ability displayed in his superintendence of the harbour improve-
ments, which has greatly assisted the Commissioners in bringing those works to a
successful termination.”

Q. Do you know whether at the same sitting the Board appointed an assistant
Chief Engineer?—A. At the same sitting that Mr. Boswell was appointed the Board
also appointed an assistant engineer.

Q. Will youa read the minute ?—A. ““ Resolved unanimously that Mr. H. LaForce
Langevin is hereby named and appointed assistant Engineer of the Harbour Com-
mission at a yearly salary of $1,800.

Q. Do you know whether this Mr. Langevin is related to the Minister of
Public Works ?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. What is his relation to the Minister 7—A. He is his son.

By Mr. Lister.

Q. Is the Mr. Langevin who was appuinted assistant Engineer, an engineer by
profession 7—A. I could not answer that; 1 do not know.

By Mr. Geoffrion.

Q. Are there any outstanding certificates or claims against the Harbour Com-
missioners in favour of the contractors 7—A. At present ? :

Q. Yes ?—A. Yes; there is u shop account for, I suppose, about $2,000; an
account for levelling sand, about $5,000, not quite as much as that, $4,695, if my
memory serves me. There is also an amount due to them on account of the Graving
Dock of $8,000. with considerable interest by this time. It was $8,000, at the time
the accounts were settled up. 1 should estimate that there is about $9,000 due on
account of Graving Dock now. Those are all the accounts before the Commission.

Q. Can you, without taking up much time, say when the last payment was
made to the contractors >—A. There are quite a number of contracts; I could not
do it readily.

Q. I will waive that question for the moment then. Did you find out anything
to explain those pencil figures that were found yesterday in the corner of the letter
asking for the cheque?—A. Yes, Sir. I examined the minutes last night. 1 find
thut we returned to Larkin, Connnslly, & Company the cheque for dredging and the
cheque for the cross-wall. The amounts of the cheques are uot in the books, but I
have telegraphed to get the receipt which I took when I surrendered the chegues
Speaking from recollection, 1 think one was for $12,500, and I think the other was for
$23,500. I would not be positive, however, as 1o the amount ; but as I said I have

: 14
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telegraphed to Quebec to get the receipts, and that will give the precise amounts,
1 could not connect the matter yesterday when the question was asled of me.

Q. Were they certified 7—A. No, Sir.

Q. They were uncertified ?—A. Uncertified.

Q. The same as the one you filed yesterday ?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. Had those cheques been originally deposited with contracts orsubsequently ?—
A. I really could not remember. I am simply the custodian of the cheques. It was
all before my time. I would simply get them from Mr., Verret; I could not
remember what they replaced or did not replace.

Q. Will you be kind enough to look at the Quebec Chronicle of 17th June, 1882
at the foot of the 6th column of the 3rd page, and say whether the notice for tenders
therein published on behalf of the Harbour Commissioners of’ Quebec relates to the
tenders which it was decided not to open on the 21st of Jure, 1882 ? If such a notice
refers to the said tenders, will you be kind enough to produce a copy of it ?—A., 1
am very sure that I will not be able to tell. T am almost positive, for I really know
nothing about those contracts, except what [ have learned from the records before me.

Q. You must be able to find that there were not two tenders calling for dredging
for the same place, and if the number of feet, quantities, &e., is there?—A. By com-
paring the minutes, perhaps, I might get at it,

Mr. GeorrrioN.—I1 have finished with Mr. Woods for the present.

Mr, E. F. E. Rovy, Secretary, Public Works Department, sworn:
By Mr. Geoffrion.

v (% You are at preseunt the Secretary of the Department of Public Works ?—A.
es, Sir,

Q. And custodian of the papers connected with that Department ?—A., Yes, Sir.

Q. Will you be kind enough to file before this Committee the Reports signed by
Mr. Truch and Mr. Perley, dated respectively 16th and 21st of February, 1883, con-
nected with the Esquimalt Graving Dock ?—A. T know nothing about them.

Q. You are in a position to know ?—A. I have only been Secretary of the Depart-
ment since the beginning of January. All those papers were filed long before 1 got
there, and I know nothing of them.

By Mr. Edgar.

Q. Who is the custodian of them ?—A. 1 am supposed to have charge of them,
hut T have had nothing to do with any papers of the Department for ten years, The
ventleman who knows all about them is the Deputy Minister.

By Mr. Davies.
Q. Have you not been asked to look for the papers since this investigation
began, two weeks ago ?—A. No, Sir.
. Q. Have you not been engaged in collating the papers required by the Com-
mittee >—No, Sir.
Q. What officers were engaged in that work ?—A. There were about six or
“even under the supervision ot Mr. Gobeil.
By Mr. Edgar.
Q. He is the Deputy Minister ?—A. Yes, Sir.
By Mr. Davies.

offic Q. Although. the papers were supposed to be in your care, you were not the .
h‘eir cmployed in collating them ?—A. They are supposed to be in my charge, but
& nothing to do with them.
15
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Q. If you had not the custody of them and were not engaged in collating them,
will you say who had ?—A. I had the custody of them, but the work of preparing
them was done under Mr. Gobeil’s directions. He knew all about them. If I had
done it, it would have taken me a year or two to get them ready.

Q. Were you present during the preparation of the papers 7—A. No, Sir.

By Mr, Edgar.

Q. Was Mr. Gobeil secretary before you ?—A. Yes, Sir.
Tre CHAIRMAN:—We had better send for Mr. Gobeil to come over.

—

Mr. RoserT H. McGREEVY sworn:

By Mr. Geaffrion:

Q. You are the brother of Thomas McGreevy, member of Parliament 2—A, Yes.

Q. Were you connected with the Graving Dock works at Esquimalt. Had you
an interest in it?—A, Yes; I had an interest to the extent of one-fifth,

Q. Had you also an interest in the different works or improvements in the
Quebec Harbour during the last seven or eight years?—A. Yes; all except the
Graving Dock at Lévis,

Q. During the course of these works had you correspondence with, not only
your partners, but Mr. Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you take cognizance of this letter and say whether you saw that docu-
ment before ?~—A. Yes.

Q. Do you know by whom this letter was written,and by whom it was signed ?—
A. It was written at Ottawa on the 5th of May, and is signed by Thomas McGreevy.

Q. What year 7—A. No year.

Q. What year would it be from the contents of the letter ?

Mr. HENRY objects.

Q. Whose writing is it in?—A., Thomas McGreevy’s.

Q. The whole of the document ?~—A. Yes.

Q. To whom is it addressed >—A. To me.

N Q. And sent when ?—A. There is no daje on it. There is only the month of
ay.

? Q. Read the letter ?

(Exhibit «“ B 2.") “Orrawa, 5th May.

“My pEAR RoBERT,—I arrived here yesterday all right at 12 p.m. with all the
big bugs of the Pacitic Railway, VanHorne and others. The Commission on Inter-
colonial Railway is sitting to-day hearing Duncan Macdonlad’s case, so Bell told me.
He says nothing was done in the others since you left. I believe no report will be
made on any of them for this session or for the estimates only after the close. The
tenders for cross-wall only arrived here yesterday and are locked up until Monday,
when he will commence his caleulations. [ will write you Tuesday and let you know
the Result. Larkin was here yesterday. I told him that it would be useless to get
Peters out of the way as it would be tantamount to giving the contract to the highest
tender, that you would have to stick to Beaucage’s tender as it was fair.

“ Yours truly

«THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Q. Are you able to give the year when such letter was received by you —
A. It would be 1883 by the subject that is in it. Befure you put that in, I want to
ask permission to make a statement. Before I put in these ietters I would like 1©
have some understanding as to getting them out again, asTam now before the Queen s
Bench on an indictment for libel and I might require these documents for my casé
and would not like to bedeprived of them when the times comes.
16
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Q. Are you willing to part with them now providing that when you need them
you can get possession of them ?7—A., Yes.

Q. Will you prove this letter —A. It is a letter dated the Tth May.

Q. What year ?—A. There is no year to it. It is signed by Thomas McGreevy,

Q. In whose handwriting ?—A. The body of the letier and the signature are in
the handwriting of Thomas McGreevy.

Q. And addressed to whom ?—A. To me.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Upon what paper is it written ?—A. It is addressed from the House of Com-

mons, Canada.
“ House oF Commons, CANADA.

(Exhibit “ C2.7) Tth May.

. “My pear Roserrt,—Thare is nothing new in the intercolonial matter since I
wrote you Saturday. I am quite sure now that there will be nothing done for
estimates for any of the claims this session, that nothing will be put in untill all
are finished. Of course, this will meet the requirement for the moment. All
the Supplementary Estimates will be finished in Council to-day, and laid before the
House to-morrow. That is the iast of them. I hope to let you know to-morrow
about the result of cross-wall tenders. have your arrangements right with Beau-
cage before result is known. I will give you timely notice. I think the House will
close about the 15th. - Inquire how O’Brien is doing, or what is his intentions about
work on examining wharehouse. I think if he was promised to be re-imbursed he
might give it up, and if Charlebois got out of the way, it might reach Beaucage’s
tender, but you must not do it. It must be done by some one else. Murphy might
approach O'Brien about the matter, but he would have to promise to get Charlebois
away. All the others might be passed over. I am told that he has done nothing
yet. What are you doing about water pipes to Lorette. I wish you would send me
the conditions that the work is to be done on. I do not think it will be necessary
for you to come here this week. I think I will go to Quebec by the end of this
week, and betore going fix a day to come back and meet the old fellow on your inter-
volonial matter and have it settled. He has promised to sit down with Clark and
settle the matter after the session. I will ask him before leaving to fix a day and
him to have Clark here to finish report. I will have his answer before I leave.

“Yours truly,
“ THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Q. What would be the year ?—A. That would be 1883.
. Q. Here is another letter.—A. This letter is dated 17th May, from the House of
Uommons, The body of the letter is in my brother’s handwriting as also the signa-

ture. Do you wish me to read it ?
Q. Yes?

(Exhibit « D 2.m) “ House oF Commons, CANADA, 17th May.

., “My Dear Romert,—I received your letter about Morris coming back here.
What can he do in the face of all the blunders he has made? As I told you yester-
day to try and get a good plan and as quick as possible in answer to letters that
Gullaghe}- and Beaucage will receive about their tenders to bring them over L. & C.
‘l" as their tender will be the lowest. The contract will be awarded from Ottawa
'L‘r"“» I think I will go down Saturday to be in Quebec Sunday morning. The
(f}“‘he, L think will prorogue about the 23rd or 25th. I had a conversation with Sir
;{I{‘frles Tapper about the Intercol to-day and he agreed to fix a day immediately
cl‘;r the session, to have a conference with Sir John and agree on a_basg fo_r your
Qa ! O equity and have it done at once, 50 as they might dispose of it within a few
(¥ afterwards, I think you were wrong in tendering without a cheque accepted

¥ such a pair of cut-throats.

“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”
17
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“T have received your second about water works. I am sure that the Langelier
ring will carry it for themselves. T. M.”

Q. What is the date of that letter >—A. It is the same year 1886.

Q. And this letter is also written and signed by your brother, Thomas McGreevy ?
—A. Yes, Sir,

Q. And was received by you?—A. Yes.

Q. Here is another document? A. This is a letter of the 16th April, written and
signed by my brother.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. From where? A. Tt does not say.
Q. What is the heading? A. House of Commons, Canada.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Please read it?

(Exhibit “E 2.7) “ Housk or Commons, CANADA, 16th April,

“ My Drar RoBERT,—I have just seen Perley about dredging. I have arranged
to meet him on Menday to discuss his dredging report before he sends it to Harbour
Commissioners, also other matters about Graving Dock, &ec.

I have arranged with Fuller to have office in Quebec opened as Public Works
office and put Lepine in charge and let Pechey be archetect. I want you to get
O’Donnell to write a letter to Fuller us inclosed, so as they may get another month’s
pay. They may not get the balance of their pay until the money is voted. As
Curran’s motion is coming up on Monday, 1 thought better to remain here, also to
see Perley and arrange matters with him. When I am wanted below you will let
me know.

“Yours,
“THOMAS.”
“P.S.—I have seen Ferguson and he tells me he is waiting for the proper judge,
as each judge only takes one case at a time. M

Q. In what year was this letter received by you?—A. From the subject it
would be in 1887,

Q. Here is another letter?—A. This is written and signed by Thomas
-McGreevy.,

Q. And addressed to you?—A. Addressed to me.

Q. What is the date ?—A. 26th April.

Q. Read it?

(Exhibit “F 2.) “ HouseE oF Commons, CaNapa, 26th April.

“My pEAR RoBERT,—I have just seen Perley on dredging. I think he will
report on 35 cents, and put some conditions which will amount to nothing. He will
report when I will be there.

I have had a conversation with Shakespeare on the lengthening of the B.C.
Dock. I told him to unite with the others and push it. He is prepared 1
do so. I told him to write and get the length of steamers chartered by the Canadian
Pacific Raiiway from Cunard Company. He has promised to do so. Connolly
had better wait until next week to come up. When I come down we will talk the
matter over. I intend leaving here on Thursday evening, if you don’t telegraph
not to come. Vote will be taken on Home Rule to-night.

“Yours,
“THOMAS MoGREEVY.”

Q. Please identify also this letter ?—A. This is a private letter.
Q. They are all private letters, you are bound to answer.
(Exhihit “ G 2.") (Private.) “Orrawa, 2nd May, 1885.

“My Dear RoBErT,—As I telegraphed you this morping about estimate for
Graving Dock at B.C., Perley has telegraphed Trutch to send amount of
18
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estimate to-day without fail and to make no deduction on account of meterial this
month, so the whole will be allowed in the estimate this time and only 12} on future
estimates and all new meterial the value to be allowed less 10 per cent., so the
malter is now settled.

On Monday morning T will have the Department of Public Works notify the
Bank of British North America here the amount of estimate which will be paid
them, and get them to telegraph amount to their bank at Quebec. If this arrange-
ment does not suit Mr. Murphy, telegraph me what he wants done and I will have
it done for him. It is now understood that Bennett, the Engineer at B. C.
will not suit, so the Minister and Perley are prepared to change him. He
asked if I could recommend one. Could you think of one that would suit, and I
would have the Minister appoint him. Try and get the $72 for Chaloner for Mon-
day for interest, Quebec Bank note. I will send the money next week. We have
been sitting since Thursday at 3 p.m., and will not adjourn until midnight to-night.
It is terrible to stand it. We can get mnothing done by Ministers. Everything is
upset. The North Shore question is settled. The Pacific is to have it to them-
selves absolutely for $1,500,000 in cash to build another within 30 days after the
session, The Pacific is to build the new line themselves, failing to obtain the North
Shore within that time.

“Yours,
“THOMAS.”
By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Is that in your brother’s handwriting ?—A. Yes.
Q. And signed by him ?—A. It is signed “Thomas.”

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. T understand this letter also is written by him to you?—A. It is written to
me,
Q. Please read it?

(Exhibit « H 2.) “ OrTAWA, 4th May.,
“Drar RoBErT,—As I telegraphed you this morning, no estimate has been tele-
graphed. Everything and every order has been sent to them that was possible to
make them understand. - But still thare was a dispatch from them to-day which cost
é)la, which they had in writing for over a month out there. Perley went to see
Puge this morning to try and get another enginer to send out at once and dismiss
Bennett,  He that goes out will get his instructions before going ont.
“Yours truly,

“THOMAS.”

Q. What year is that ?—A. It does not say.
Q. What year would it be?—A. I have endorsed upon it 4th May, 1885.

By the Chairman :

Q. When did you make that endorsation—at the time ?7—A. No.

Q. When did you make it>—A. When [ was filing the letters away.
o Q. How long after was that ?—A. Here is another endorsation upon it; that
Vould be within a few days after I received them.

Q. What is the year mentioned in the second endorsation ?—A. 1885.

Q. You have no doubt it was 1885? A. No doubt.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

lﬁzirQ' Do you identify this letter >—A. This letter is dated Ottawa, 17th March,
0, Wiitten by Thomas McGreevy in his handwriting and signed by him.
Q. Addressed to you 7—A. Yes,

CahﬁaWhat is the heading on the paper? A. It is Department of Public Works,

- 19
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Q. Was it received by you ?—A. Yes.
Q. Read it?

(Exhibit “I 2.7) “ DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIc WORKS, CANADA,
OTrawa, 17th March, 1886,

“My Dear RuBerr,—Larkin and Murphy are here. Larkin has learned a good
deal of what has been done. The estimate for February is through and amounts to
over twenty-five thousand dollars, ($25,000), that makes near!y seventy-five thousand
dollars gone out within a month. They ought to be flush out there now. I sentyou
to-day the Votes and Proceedings about what Edgar asks about Baie des Chaleurs
R. W. Pope sent for me to ask what answer he would give. I agreed that he
should give the required information, but will state that I have notified him of my
withdrawal from the direction and severed my connection with the Company,
Other questions will follow. Pope told me that they have put in some answer which
he has sent to the Minister of Justice., 1 will go and examine them to see what they
have put in. Your letter received ; L will attend to what you ask.

“Yours traly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

“ Murphy will not leave before to-morrow evening.—T. M.”

Q. Please identify this letter also ?—A. It is in the handwriting of Thomas
McGreevy and signed by him.

Q. And addressed to you?—A. Yes,

Q. What is the heading ?—A. “Ottawa, 1st March, 1886, Department Public
Works, Canada.”

Q. Read ?

(Exhibit “J 2.7) “ DEPARTMENT PuBLIc WORKS, CANADA,
“QOrTaWwa, 1st March, 1886,

“ DEaR RoBERT,—Nothing new since I wrote you last. I hope Lortie will
receive his letter authorizing him to go on with his grading around the Hall. The
total amount is $7,800, levelling and grading. The matter is all settled, but he will
have to wait until the money is voted for payment, I have had a long interview
with Perley on Harbour Works and Graving Dock at B.C. Fleming was to have
signed his report to-day on Harbour works. It will be shown to me as soon a3
signed. 1 will see it to-morrow and Sir Hector and myself will decide what is to be
done for future. He will adopt my views. I will see you and Murphy about it
befire doing anything. It is a big thing for the future. Ithink the fight will com-
mence on Riel question on Wednesday next. Blake and the Grits will vote straight
against the Government with the French for hanging of Riel. If that isthe case,
the Government majority will be about thirty-five in place of seventy-four, a more
healthy state of affairs. I cannot tell yet whether I will be able to go down this
week or not, because { think the debate on the Riel question will last for a week.

I think the Graving Dock at B.C. will be lengthened, they are now making
estimates of. I think he is going to put another $150,000 in estimates for it.

Weather very cold.

“Yours truly,

“THOMAS McGREEVY.”
Q. Do you identify this ?—A. This is a letter in the handwriting of Thomas
McGreevy and is signed by him,
Q. What is the date 7—A. 11th March, 1886.
Q. Read ?

(Exhibit “ K 2.”) “ DepARTMENT PuBLic WoRKs, CANADA.
OTrawa, 11th March, 1886.
“ My pEAR RoBERT,—I enclose you the amount of estimates for December and
January. The January one includes the new system of measurement. The advance
20
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§20,000 on drawback has been passed and will be sent at once to B.C, The
amount of estimate for February has not been telegraphed yet. I will let you
know when it comes.
“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Q. Please identify this letter ?—A. This is a letter dated Ottawa, 13th May.
No year. Itis in the handwriting of Thomas MecGreevy, and is signed by him.

Q. And addressed to whom ?—A., Me.

Q. And received by you?—A. Yes.

Q. Read ?

(Exhibit “ L 2.) “Orrawa, 13th May.

“ My pEAR RoBERT,—I enclose you letter from Rousseau. You ought to sell him
the stone cheap—we don’t want it. Telegraph him to Montreal on receipt of my
letter price. Tell Kerrigan & Co., plumbers, that they have contract for Marine
Hospital, They were not the lowest; Vandery was. I got the Minister to give to
them. Your expense account has not reached Railway Department yet. Will look
after it to-day.

I wish you could get $480 for a week, by cheque or otherwise, to pay $300 to
Stanley Smith and Lindsey at once. They have both written for it. I am afraid
they will insist on the capital. Tel me to-morrow if you can do it at once, if not
T will have to go down and look to it.

Bradley told me he has sent to Larkin, Connolly & Co. what they asked for
by my telegraph.

Riopel will be in Quebec Friday morning, and will give the necessary authority
J'iquired to make a beginning on the Baie des Chaleurs Railway,in order to save the
charter.

“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Wirness.—This is endorsed as having been received in 1885 by me.

Q. And it was so received in 1885 ?2—A. Yes,
Q. Identify this letter.—A. This is a letter written by Thomas McGreevy and
signed by him. Addressed to me.

Q. And received by you 7—A. Yes.

(3. Read.

(Exhibit « M 2.7
“ House or Comyoxns, Canapa, 26th February, 1886,

“ My DEar RoBERT,—Your letter received. 1 will give the Kent House to Mrs,
Poumier at the $300, rather than let it be idle, and do the papering. Get
Leunurd to go and examine it at once, and he will tell you what it will cost, and get
It done as soon as he can do it. I wrote you yesterday about Halifax Graving Dock.
‘Slr Hector would be glad to recommend Murphy. The way for them to do would
be to apply to the Co. in England, offering to build the dock for them, stating
lhf}t they built the one in Quebec and were finishing the one in B.C. and
reicrring to the Minister of Public Works of Canada as to their ability to do the
work. I hope you will get Shearer to put matters all right before he leaves. I will
EIQM all matters you refer to in your letter; you will see some of them ave already
C'}’“'f‘-* L have learned here that Robitaille has entered mto a contract for Baie des
1i;l$§m _leway with the partner of Isbester. Captain Bowie told me so. I told
ol at 1t was Armstrongs, but he told me that the Armstrongs were unable to put
d\}m tlekmoney they had promised. The consequence is that the Armstrongs are out. I
i dHO}V whether it is a scheme or not, but he, Bowie, assures me the contract
“ehed with these people. Will let you know more to-morrow,

“Yours truly,
“ THOMAS.”
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The CzArRMAN—What bearing has this letter upon the investigation ?
Mr. TartE—If you will allow me, I will tell you. There is a charge in refer-
ence to the Baie des Chaleurs Railway.

By Myr. Geoffrion :

Q. Can you identify this letter 7—A. This is dated 3rd March, 1886, from the
House of Commons. It is written by Thomas MeGreevy, and sent by him to me.

Q. And was received by you ?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you read it, please ?

(Exhibit “N 2.”7) “House oF Commons, CAnaDA, 3rd March, 1886,

“My Dear RoBerrT,—I had an interview to-day with the Minister of Justice.
He told me that he had almost decided to grant you the fiat, without any reserve or
restriction on merits, but he told me to meet him to-morrow at 11 a.m.. and he
would put it in writing for me. So I hope nothing will change his mind between
now and then. I intend going to Montreal on Friday or Saturday to meet Chabot
and one of the directors of the co., to meet Senecal on steamboat business, but cannot
g0 to Quebec before the end of next week. Nothing new in Baie des Chaleurs
matter, except that Sir Hector wanted 1ne to come to terms, and asked me to state
the terms. 1 bave not done so yet, but I am told that they have entered into a con-
tract with one Refel, who is a partner of Isbesters 1 have put Mitchell on the
scent. Others told me that Armstrong is working on the line, [ will know more
before evening. The Riel business will come up next week.
“Yours truly,

“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

‘I sent Foote a list of those indebted to the Supervisor’s office. He wrote forit.”

Q. Here is another letter ?

The CuarMaN—FExcuse me, who is this man Mitchell mentioned in the last
letter ? It says, *“I put Mitchell on the scent.”—A, He is known as the Hon.
Peter Mitchell. This letter is dated 8th March, 1886. It is in the handwriting of
Thomas McGreevy, and bears his signature.

Mr. TarTE—Read the heading, please ?—A. “Cabinet du Ministre des Travaux
Publics du Canada.”

(Exhibit “ O 2.7)
““ CABINET DU MiINIsTRE DES TRAVAUX PuBLics DU CANADA,
“Orrawa, 8th March, 1886.

“My Drar RoBerT,—The Senate will adjourn from to-morrow until the 16th, =0
you will have Robitaille in Quebec, as his pay will be going on. I am told that
Isbester will not have anything to do with Baie des Chaleurs contract until they are
in a legal position. I have received no proposition from them yet. Sir Hecior
wants me 10 make one, or state what I want them to do. I was at Montreal from
a.m on Saturday until last night, when T returned here. Irvine arrived here at
noon to-day, I did not see him.” There will be judgment in Berlinguet case to-day
I do not think the Riel discussion will come up this, in that case I will go to Quebec
before the end of the week. The Government will lose 22 of their supporters on the
Riel hanging on Landry’s motion. They won’t have more than twenty-five majority
on that vote. Weather very mild here.

“Yours truly,
“«THOMAS.”

Q. Will you state to the Committec whose letter this is?—A. It is dated 13th
May from the House of Commons. It is writter in the handwriting of Thomas
MecGreevy and is signed by him, is addressed to me and I received it.

(Objection taken by Mr. McGreevy’s Counsel to the reading of this letter. 3
irrelevant. Decision reserved. Committee subsequently decided that letter be red

and filed.)
22
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The letter is as follows :

(Exhibit “0O 23.”)  “HousE or Commons, CANADA, OTTAWA, 13th May, 1886.
“My DEAR RoBERT.—Your letter received. Will be home on Saturday morning.
The tenders for Cape Tormentine work were opened to-day by Sir Hector. The
lowestis an Ottawa man. He is $134,000. His name is Perkins. The next after
him is another Ottawa man. Perley says the estimate of the workis $170,000. You
know what the tenders were that you were interested in. It is a great pity that
fine job like that should go so low. Give enclosed to Mr. Chaloner.
“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

“] have seen Ferguson. He is going to push on the suit. Government won't
ask any delay.
“Yours,
“T. M.”

“The estimate for April for B.C. was passed on Monday last. The amount was
$36,000 net.
“T, M.”

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will you please examine the letter now put in your possession and see if you
can identify the document? '

Mr. Stoart.—This is a letter marked private and the postseript hasno relevancy
to the subject-matter of the investigation.

(Question of relevancy of postscript reserved. Committee subsequently decided
that postseript was irrelevant and should not be put in as evidence).

Tue CrairMAN ordered thatthe letter be read with the exception of the postseript.

Wirness.—The letter is written on House of Commons note paper by Thomas
McGreevy and signed by him. It is addressed to, and was received by me, and reads
as follows :

(Exhibit « P 2.7)
House or Commons, CANADA,9th March, 1886.

“My pEAR RomERT,—I send you a letter from Marine Department, You will
read it to Fradet and tell him that contract will be sent in a few days. If he wants
to copy letter let him do so. Will write you again this afternoon. I had a meeting
this afternoon with Sir Hector ar.d Sir Adolphe on Baie des Chaleurs. Siv Hector
lnsisted on an understanding being come to. 1 refused to do so0, and told him at
last to let Robitaille make a proposition himself; that I was not going to make
brains for him forever and let him take advantage of it. They proposed (not Caron,
Sir Hector) to give me control of road to St. Ann’s with subsidy of $6,000 per mile,
if I would withdraw my opposition to B. de C. Railway and relieve you and me of
our stock. They are in a complete fix. The Armstrongs cant get anybody to
touch them. Isbester sent word by Mitchell that as long as the Armstrongs had
anything to do with it, they would not.

“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”
By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Identify this letter 2—A.. This is a letter of the 18th June, 1885, It is in the

hand{:}"riﬁing of Thomas McGreevy and signed by him. It is addressed to me.
- Read it.

(Exhibit « Q 2,7
“ Houst oF Commons, Canapa, 18th June, 1885,
© V“ My DEAR RoBERT,—Your letter and telegraph received. Valin has telegraphed
erret to give Beaucage the jacks. Télg amount on hand in the books here to
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credit of Commission on 15th June that includes $50,000 asked for and has been sent
from here on 16th inst., in all $220,000. It now remains at $170,000, after paying
the $50,000, the estimate for $23,000 comes out of the fifty sent down, so after
that estimate paid there remains about $200,000 for the season for Harbour
works alone. There is about $100,000 for Dock yet, so according to your estimate
and mine made here the other day only $190,000 would be required for the summer
and the $23,000 included in that.
“Yours truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

Wirness.—This is a memorandum in my handwriting on the fly sheet.

Q. It is not part of the letter ?—A. No; except that he refers to it. It isin my
handwriting.

Q. Identify this letter.—A. This is a letter dated 19th March, 1886, House of
Commons. Itisin the handwriting of somebody else—his clerk or somebody else.
It is signed by Thomas McGreevy. The body of the letter is not in his handwriting.

Q. Read it?

(Exhibit “ R 2.”)
“ Houst or ComumoNs, CaNaDpA, 19th March, 1886.

“My Dear RoBerT,—I enclose you a letter from Stephen Ryan in Champlain
Street. I hope you can do something for him as I believe he is in want., Larkin
and Murphy have been here. Larkin left yesterday at noon. I have not seen Mur-
phy and do not know whether he has left or not. I havenotseen him since yexterday
afternoon. Both seem pleased with their visit here. As you will see by the Hansard
Pope answered Hdgar's enquiry as respects the Baie des Chaleurs Railway and
agreement and contract. He asked me not to have him to state that he had received a
letter from me withdrawing from the Company. Ie asked me to let that remain
ill later on. I have no answer from Caron yet about balance of works in the
Jitadel. T expect to to-morrow as he has his speech through. He made a good
speech and floored Amyot completely, as you will see by Hansard. AsTtelegraphed
you this morning the following * Sign lease Kent house on conditions mentioned in
your letter.” I don’t wish to break up the arrangement as the house has been
s0 long idle and if she does give it up in a year or to it will not much matter as the
Court House is there and it would not be fair to Poumier to have a restaurant next
to her. We must try and make it into offices. I don’t think this debate will close
at the earliest until next Tuesday perhaps not until the end of the week. I think
the Government will have a majority of fifty or over. I will not be able to go down
this week, not until the end of next week.

“I remain, yours very truly,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.

“ Do you expect to come up soon? Let me know.
“«T. M.
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House or Coumons, Fripay, 29th May, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 am. ; Mr. Girouard in the chair.

Tnvestigation into certain circumstances and statements made in connection with
the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works &ec., resumed.

Mr. PATRICK LARKIN sworn :

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. You have been, I think, a member of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.?—
A.T have.

Q. Since how long ?—A. Since its formation in 1878; but I am not now a mem-
ber nor have I been for the last three years and over three years,

Q. Have you with you or elsewhere the books of the firm?—A. I have not, nor
never had them. I have not seen them for years.

Q. Have you any other papers in connection with the business of the firm P—A.
Nothing except a few letters from the firm.

Q. You have not the books of the firm >—A. No, I have not.

Q. Do you know where those books are 7—A. Well, the last I saw of them they
were in the office at Quebec. That is over three years ago.

Q. That is the last time you saw them ?>—A. Yes; 1 did not look at them then.
I saw the outside of them,

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Who had the books when you last saw them ?—A. They were in the charge
of the firm there. The bookkeeper had them. They were in the office.

Q. Did the firm continue after you left it 2—A. Yes.

Q. Under the same name ?—A. Yes; and they continued until very recently.

Q. Under the name of Larkin, Connolly & Co.?—A. Yes.

Q. You as a partner went out and the books all remained in the custody of the
continuing members of the partnership ?—A. Yes.

Q. Who were they ?—A. The members of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.
gere Nicholas Connolly, O. E. Murphy and myself. That was all the members of the
rm,

Q. After you lefs ?—A, At any time.
. Q. Ave those all who were interested >—A. No; there were two others, but
they were not members of the firm. They had an interest in the profits of the works.

Q. Who were they ?—A. Michael Connolly and Robert McGreevy.

W. Where there any arrangements when you left as to which of these other
iril(emgers of the firm should keep control of the books ?—A. No; it was never men-

med,

Q. They were left in the office 7—A. I sold out to Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly, I
tve the terms of sale with me.

Q. He took your place ?—A. Yes.
. Q. Who was the bookkoeper of the firm ?—A. Martin P. Connolly. He is no
relation to the members of the firm.
Q. Had he been there long ?—A. Yes; he was there I think since the latter
part of 1884,

Q. Do you know whether he was there continuously ?—A. Yes; 1 think so,

By Mr. Tarte :

Q'. Were there not articles of partnership between yourselves 7—A. Yes; I think
Were registered on the Point Lévis side, because we commenced work there,
25
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Q. Is it a fact that Michael Connolly and Robert McGreevy signed these articles
of partnership? - A, I do not know. There was an agreement as to interest.

Q. Have you those articles of partnership ?—A. I have not

Q. I have them, and they have signed them as a matter of fact ?—A. T have not

seen them lately.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. When was this partnership formed ?—A. In 1878.

Q. What time in 1878 ?—A. September or October, I do not know which.

Q. Were the articles in writing ?—A. Yes; they were drawn up by a notary of
Quebec,

Q. Who was the notary ?—A., I do not know. It is a long time ago.

Q. Were they drawn up or prepared before or subsequent to the co-partnership
being formed ?—A. After, of course,

Q. And these articles were between you three?—A. No; not between us three.
There was a man named Nihan and Nicholas Connolly and myself.

Q. Was it a general partnership or related to a single piece of work ?—A. Only
to the graving dock, Quebec.

Q. How long was that partnership to continue ?—A. I forget. I suppose until
the work was completed,

Q. Then there were four partners?—A. No; only three, Nihan myself and Ni-
cholas Connolly.,

Q. Then you say two others became interested ?7—A. A good while after.

Q. How long after>—A. Nihan sold out to Nicholas Connolly in 1880.

Q. Who were the partmers then?—A. Nicholas Connolly sold an interest to
Murphy.

Q. When ?—A. In 1880.

Q. When did Robert McGreevy become interested 7—A, In 1882 or the begin-
ning of 1883, I think it was 1883. There were no articles signed until 1883,

Q. Who else beside McGreevy was interested ?—A. No one else, except Michael
Counnolly.

Q. He too was taken in, in 1882 or 1883 ?—A, Yes.

Q. Not as a member of the partnership ?—A. No; but having an interest in the
work.

Q. You are positive he was not taken in as a partner?—A. 1 never considered
it as such.

Q. He was to be puid how much ?—A. Thirty per cent. of the profits of the work.

Q. Was he to contribute towards the losses 7—A. Yes,

Q. Then he was a partner 7—A. He was to contribute to the losses and also an
amount of money to furnish plant.

Q. Was that in writing ?7—A. Yes.

Q. Where was it drawn ?—A. In Quebec,

Q. Where is it now ?—A, I suppose it is there. I had a copy of it some time
ago and I looked in my safe before I came away and I could not find it.

Q. How long ago is it since you saw your copy >—A. In January last.

Q. What did you do with it then 2—A. T put it in the safe I presume, but I had
to gather my papers up in such a hurry that I could not find it. I believe I might
find it if I had time.

Q. Robert McGreevy continued how long ?—A. He was there when I left.

Q. Did Robert McGreevy take an interest in the other contracts ?2—A. Yes, 10
the British Columbia contract.

Q. Any other ?—A. There was no other that T was interested in. .

Q. The only two contracts you were interested in he had an interestin ?—A. Yes.

Q. What was his interest in the British Columbia contract ?—A. One-fifth.

Q. Did you know Robert McGreevy before you entered into that agreement with
him ?—A. Very little.

Q. Where did your partners come from ?—A. From the west.
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Q. You were strangers in the city of Quebec 7—A. Yes.

Q. Why did you take Robert McGreevy in?—A. We commenced work in 1878
and worked according to the plans and specifications given by Kinipple and Morris
under the supervision of Mr. Pilkington. These plans

Mr. Cameron objected to the further examination of witness at present time as
extending beyond the limits suggested by Mr, Tarte.

Objection sustained.

Mr. MicaAEL CONNOLLY sworn;

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. You have been a member of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.?—A., I have
an interest in some of the works, as Captain Larkin has told you.

Q. What works ?7—A. The Graving Dock at Point Lévis ; the Cross-Wall and the
Dredging contracts.

Q. At Quebec,you mean ?~—A, Yes Sir,and the Graving Dock in British Columbia.

Q. In all, four or five 2—A. In five or six; I was interested in everything they
had in hand.

Q. Have you got with you, or if not with you here, have you in your possession
the books and papers in connection with the works and transactions of your firm ?—
A. No; I have not.

Q. Can you tell us where they are ?—A. No; I cannot from where I stand.,

Q. Do you not know ?~—A. Possibly they may be in Quebec. They were in
Quebec the last I saw of them.

Q. When did you see them the last time?—A. I do not recollect having seen
them for two or three years.

Q. You have not seen any of the books of the firm since that time ?—A. I may
bave seen the books that Larkin, Connolly & Co. keptin connection with the Graving
Docls at Point Lévis, I do not think I have seen them since.

Q. The Graving Dock has been finished a long time ?—A. Yes; several years,

Q. You have just stated that you have an interest in several contractsof the firm
since that time ?—A. Yes.

Q. The last one was the dredging in Quebec Harbour and the Dock in British
Columbia ? They were in progress at the same time ?—A. No; one was finished be-
fore the other.

Q. You kept books at the time these works were in progress?—A. Our firm
kept books, but T never paid any attention to them.

. IQ. You have seen them ?—A. I have seen them, but I never bothered with the
ook,

Q. What was the last time you saw the books ?—A. I cannot say what was the
last time that I saw the Graving Dock books,

Q. T am not speaking of the Graving Dock books; I am referring to all the
books of the firm ?—A. I have seen the books of the firm during the progress of the
‘;@ﬁlﬁl‘gc works, Tbe last time I was in Quebec, I saw them lying on the desk in
e oifice,

Q. When were you in Quebec last ?—A. Five or six weeks ago.

. Q. You saw the books of the firm then?—A. I saw some lying on the desk; I
did not examine them.

Q. Did you receive a subpeena to bring all the books of the firm here?—A. I
received a notice at Kingston. I brought everything I had there,

Q. But you have not brought the books of the firm with you?—A. No; because
I had not them there.

. Q. In whose custody are they ?—A. I cannot answer that. They are probably
in the office at Quebec.

Q. In whose custody ?—A. I suppose they are in the custody of the firm.

: You are a member of the firm and still you say you have not got them. In
Whose special custody will they be ?—A. Martin P. Connolly’s.
27
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Q. Do I understand you then, that the books are in the custody of Martin P,
Connolly ?—A. They were the last time I saw them.

Q. You are a member of the firm ?—A. Yes.

Q. Can you tell us whether, as a member of the firm, we can get the books by
summoning Martin P. Connolly here ?—A. The books are in his possession. I pre-
sume if he comes here he wiil bring them.

By Mr. Lister:

Q. How long has Martin Connolly been your bookkeeper?—A. For several
years.

Q. For how many years ?-——A. Seven or eight.

Q. When was he first engaged by you ?—A. I think in 1884.

Q. He has then been bookkeeper from 1884 to the present time ?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. During all the time these works were in progress ?7—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. And the firm consisted of whom during that period ? Since 1884, I mean ?
—A, Patrick Larkin, Nicholas Connolly and O. E, Murphy.

Q. This Martin Connolly has been your bookkeeper ever since?—A. Yes, I think
he has.

Q. You have an office in Quebec ?—A. We have.

Q. And the books are there ?—A. I do not know whether they are there now ;
they were there when 1 saw them.

Q. Is Connolly still your book-keeper ?—A. He was.

Q. I ask you 1s he still your bookxeeper 7—A. I cannot answer that; he may,
or may not be.

By Mr. Laurier :

Q. Who would have the discharging of him ?—A. My brother or myself.

Q. Have you discharged him ?—A, No.

Q. Have you any reason to believe that he is not your bookkeeper at present ?
—A. He may or may not be ; I cannot swear that he is our book-keeper now.

By Mr. Lister :

Where is your brother 2—A. He was in Kingston when last I saw him.
Did he intend remaining in Kingston ?—A. He did not tell me.

Did he tell you where he was going ?—A. No.

Have you any reason to believe that he is leaving Canada ?-—A. I have not.
. Do you know if he received a subpcena to attend here ?—A. I cannot say.
Did he tell you anything about a subpeena ?—A. He did not.

. Had he any conversation with you on this matter 2—A. No.

. But you have spoken to him about it >~—A. We may have talked about it
from time to time,

. Did you tell him you were subpcenaed 7—A. I did.

. Did he say anything to you about his having been subpeenaed ?—A. He did

LLOOLOOL

DL

not,

Q. Did you say anything to him about his getting out of the way ?—A. No.

Q. And no conversation took place between you and your brother respecting
this investigation >—A. I could not say that, except he will come here whenever he
is wanted.

Q. You do not know whether the bookkeeper is there or not ?—A. I do not.

Q. Nor where he has the books 7-——A. I do not.

Q. You do not know where they are ?—A. I do not,

Q. Is Martin Connolly at Quebec still ?—He was in Kingston a few days ago.

By Mr. German :

Q. You have no objection to produce the books here?—A. I cannot say tbﬂt
without consulting counsel. 1 want to have some legal advice before producing
them here.
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Q. Have you got counsei 7—Not yet.

Mr. MuLock.—I think the witness should be ordered to produce these books.
He is a member of the firm and cannot escape responsibility.

Wirness.—We are willing to submit the books to any accredited auditor, which
this Committee may name.

By the Chairman :

Q. Do you keep a separate set of books for each contract 2—A. We do.
Q. Aud the books in Quebec relate to the Quebec contract ?—A. They do.

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. And Esquimalt also P—A. Yes.
By Mr. Burdett :

Q. You say you are willing to submit the books to an auditor. Then you have
coutrol of them ?—A. So far as I am aware, we have control of them.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. Who is your book-keeper ?—A. Martin P. Connolly.

Q. Is he a connection of any of the counsel engaged in the case ?—A. I do not
know I am sure.

Mgr. Frrzpatrick—If the honourable gentleman is anxious to know anything
about it—I am not ashamed to say—Mr, M. P. Connolly is my cousin.

By Mr. Davies .

Q. Will you produce your subpena and let us hear it read ?—A. I have not
got the subpeena here. It must be in my other coat pocket.

By the Chairman :

Q. I think I must say to Mr. Connolly that he must bring the books here unless
they are here now. What about the books in relation to the British Columbia con-
tract 7—A. The last I saw of them they were in Quebec.

Q. Will you produce the books on Tuesday next?—A. I will not promise the
Committee to do that until T have the advice of counsel.

Trr CasirmaN—The witness is ordered to produce the books at the next meeting
of this Committee.

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. You received a copy of that subpena (the subpeena being read) 7—A. I did.
I received it at Kingston by registered letter,
THE CualRMAN.—The examination of this witness stands adjourned uantil
Tuesday next. ,

Mr. Nicroras K. CoNnNoLLY being called did not answer,
. Mr. Sruarr.—Mr. Michael Connolly tells me that Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly is
n Kingston and will come.

Mr. M. CoxnoLLYy.—Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly informed me that he would he
here at any time he is notified to be here.

Tue Cratrman.—Do you undertake that Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly will be here
4t the next meeting ?

Mr. M. ConnorLy.—I do, Sir.

. Alr. Marmin P, ConnoLry, Bookkeeper of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
talled, and makes default. :
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Mr. MicaAEL CONNOLLY (re-called.)

By the Chairman :

Q. Do you know anything about Martin P. Connolly?—A. I do not know
anything about him. Isaw him in Kingston last Monday or Tuesday.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Do you know whether he was served ?—A. He told me that he had not
been.

By Mr. Mulock :

Q. I would like to ask Mr. Connolly when he saw Mr. Martin. P. Connolly
in Kingston ?—A. Last Sunday.

Q. That was after he received this telegram? (Telegram having been read by
the clerk).—A. I do not know.

Q. He received it on the 20th May and you saw him in Kingston on the 24th
of May. Do you know when he left Quebec ?—A. I do not know. It was some
days before.

Q. What did he come to Kingston for ?—A. He came there because he had no
further work to do in Quebec.

Q. Did he go there to see you ?—A. He came there to attend to our business.

Q. Did he receive any orders to go there ?—A. 1 didn’t ask him anything
about it.

Q. Did he tell you he had received a telegram?—A. I wouldn’t swear one
way or the other.

Q. Did he mention having received a subpeena ?—A. He did not.

Q. Did he mention that he was called upon to appear before this Committee ?—
A. T do not remember that he did.

Q. Did he not mention to you that he had been notified to appear before this
Committee ?—A. I do not remember that he told me anything of the kind. I had
very little conversation with him.

Q. Where did you meet ?—A. In our office.

Q. On Sunday ?—A. I saw him on Sunday.

Q. Where ?—A. Somewhere about Kingston.

Q. Where about?—A. It might have been on the site of the graving dock we
are building there.

Q. Was that before Sunday ?—A. Icannotsay whether itwas Saturday or Friday.

Q. How many times did you see him when he was in Kingston ?—A. Every
day he was there,

Q. What was the next day that you saw him ?—A. The last day I saw him was
the day I left.

Q. What day was that 7—A. Monday.

Q. Did you know what his movements were to be ? Did hesay ?—A. No. I gave
him instruction to look after our account and see that the men were paid.

Q. What is pay day ?—A. The 15th of the month.

Q. So under your instructions he is to remain in Kingston until the 15th of the
month? The 15th of June?—A. Unless my instructions are changed or counter-
manded by my brother.

Q. So far as your instructions were concerned he would remain there until the
15th of June?—A. He would remain there as long as we wanted him:

Q. You say that for all the time that you saw him in Kingston he never mel-
tioned about receiving a subpoena to attend before this Committee ?—A, T would
not swear,
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By Mr. Amyot :

Q. In the absence of Mr. Martin P. Connolly, who is in charge of the Quebec
ofice ?—A. I cannot answer that question. There are two or three watchmen
there.

Q. Name one of them ?7—A. There are one or two there whose names I do not
know.

By Mr. Lister.
Q. What had they to watch ?—A. They have a good many things to watch.

Mz. Owen E. MurrHY sworn:
By Mr. Tarte:

Q. You have been, I think, a member of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. ?—
A. Yes, Sir.

Q. When did you become a member of that firm ?—A. In 1880.

Q. In connection with what work did you become a member of that firm ?—A.
In connection with the Graving Dock at Lévis.

Q. Who were the members of the firm at that time ?—A. Patrick Larkin,
Nicholas K. Connolly and myself.

Q. How long have you been a member of the firm since 1880 2—A. Until T sold
out in 1889 or 1890. I do not recollect the date.

Q. At any rate until you sold out 2—A. Yes. I think it was in 1889

Q. What was the first work for which your firm made a tender after the Graving
Dock work ?—A. Dredging in Quebec Harbour.

Q. Do you remember what year that was?—A. In 1882, I believe. I am not
positive, but I think that was the year.

; hQ.ﬁWho were the members of the firm then ?—A. They were the same members
or the firm,

Q. Did the members of the firm make up their minds to take with them some
one clse at that time ?—A. Yes,

Q. Whom ?—A. Robert H. McGreevy.
~ Mgr. Stuarr-—I would submit, Mr. Chairman, that what the members of the
firm made up their minds to do is hardly relevant to the inquiry.

Mr. TarTeE.~Well, I want to be fair with my questions. (To witness). You
have stated that Mr. Robert McGreevy was admitted with you as a member of the
firm at that time ?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you tell us, if he was taken into the firm with the consent and know-
ledge of the Hon. Thomas McGreevy 7—A. Yes.

Q. Did you discuss the matter yourself with the Hon. Thomas McGreevy ?

Mr. FirzraTrIcK objected to the question,

. Q. Did you discuss the position that Mr. Robert McGreevy was going to have
I your firm, with anybody ?—A. 1 discussed it with members of the firm—DMr.
Larkin and with Mr. Thomas McGreevy.

Q. Then Mr. Thomas McGreevy knew full well that you were to take with you

Alr. Robert McGreevy ?—A. Yes. '
_Have you any recollection that tenders were asked twice ?—A. Yes; this
(referring to a paper in his hand) is the first dredging contract.

Q. Did you put in a tender the first time ?—A. No.

« Q. Why ?—A, T had it made out and was going to the Harbour Commissioners
) put it in when T met Mr. Thomas MecGreevy who told me not to-put it in; that

they would not be opened ; that the Commissioners intended that the contract would
'¢ te-advertised, The consequence was I did not put it in,

. Q. Did he give you any reason why you should not put in a tender >—A. There

¢re considerable reasons, but T have no remembrance of any other one than that
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he said they would re-advertise to show Moore & Wright that we were not going to
tender and that we would have an advantage in the next tender put in.

Q. Who were Moore & Wright 2—A. The former contractors in the Quebec
Harbour. They wanted Moore & Wright to believe that we were not going to
tender and that would give us an advantage for the next tender put in.

Q. Then you did not put in a tender ?—A. No.

Q. Then the tenders were prepared by you and you were just going to put in
your tender 7—A. Yes.

Q. Then I understand that there were second tenders called for 2—A. The con-
tract was re-advertised and new tenders asked for.

Q. Do you remember if you were the only party to putin a tender, or if there
were some other parties who tendered as you did 2—A.. There were several tenders.
I cannot name them all at present. This was the second time.

Q. Have you got any recollection of the respective positions of the parties
tendering at the time 2—A. No.

Q. Were you informed at the time that your tender was not the lowest?—
A —Yes.

Q. By whom were you informed ?—A. It was a publicmatter; everybody knew
it. The minute the tenders were opened everybody knew it.

Q. 1 do not mean that. At any rate, let us take your answer as*it is now.
Then you were not the lowest as you say ?—A. No.

Q. Have you any recollection of what took place after that? Do you remember
if there was a man Askwith, in Ottawa, who tendered at the time ?—A. Yes,

Q. Do you remember Fradet & Miller, from Quebec, putting a tender in?—A. T
remember they did tender.

Q. When the tenders were opened did you receive some letters from the Harbour
Commissioners asking for new conditions for a deposit of money.—A. I believe we
did.

Q. Were you assured then, though you were not the lowest, that you would get
the contract ?

Mr. HEnrY—I object to that.,

Q. What assurance had you at the time ?—A. We had pretty strong assurances
that the other tenders were low and irregular, and unable to put up the proper
security and the contract would come to us.

Q. Do you know whether they had the proper securities or not? As a matter
of fuct yours was not the lowest tender 7—A. No,

Q. And you got the contract ?—A. Yes. °*

Q. How did you get it then ?—A. We got it, that is all I know. As the con-
tract was awarded us, we put the security at the proper time under the
conditions asked for.
s+ Q. Have you any recollection that you put up additional security and that the
same additional security had been asked from other parties >—A. I believe we were
called upon to put up $10,000 in 24 hours, additional, in the certified cheque, and
we put up the required securities,

Q. You have suggested that you were informed that other parties would not be
able to put up proper security. As a matter of fact, did you know that they had
not put up proper security ?—A. I was toid that they had not.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. Who by ?--A, Several parties.
By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Can you name me a party >—A. I would rather not answer that question
now.

By Mr. Lister:
Q. By any official ?
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Tae CEAIRMAN—Y ou will have to answer that question.

Wirness.—I believe it was Mr. McGreevy himself.

Q. Which one?—A, Thomas. I am not positive, but to the best of my recollec-
tion it was him,

Q. Anybody else ?—A. Unless his brother. No other public official.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. You have said Mr. Robert McGreevy became interested with you in this
contract 7—A. Yes,

Q. Why did you take Mr. Robert McGreevy with you at the time ?—A. To get
the influence of his brother and help us along as best he could to make money, and—

Q. Did you not want to secure any other influence but that of Mr. Thomas
McGreevy.

Mr. STUART objected to the question as irrelevant,

Mr., TARTE—I want to know what the witness was going to say after the word

and”. He has just stated that they took Mr. Robert MeGreevy into the firm to

secure Mr. Thomas McGreevy’s inflnence and another influence. What is that other
influence you were going to speak of ?

(A discussion took place as to the manner in which the question should be put
to the witness and eventually the examination was proceeded with.)

By Mr. Amyot :
Q. You stated that you wanted to secure Mr. McGreevy's influence. I asked
yvou with whom ?—A. With the Minister of Public Works.
(Mr. Henry pressed the objection that the motives of these men were immaterial
and was not evidence on the subject-matter of the investigation.)

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. At the same time that you arranged to have Mr. Robert McGreevy with you
in connection with the dredging contract in 1882, did you make some other arrange-
ment for future work ?—A. Robert McGreevy was to have the same interest in all
contracts in the harbour of Quebec. He had the same in the Cross-wall. After the
south wall contract, I impressed upon him 1o provide that Michael Connolly should
get an equal quarter. It was agreed among ourselves that Mr. Larkin should be
left out. " Then we each had a quarter. The agreement that was originally entered
Into for the dredging was to carry also the same percentage in the Cross-wall,

By Mr. Edgar : »
Q. What was the percentage ?—A. Thirty per cent.

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Did the Hon. Thomas McGreevy at that time know, or rather did you discuss
with him, the position that his brother Robert was going to have in the Cross-wall
comract ?—A. Yes, He knew all about it.

Q. All about the two contracts >—A. Yes.
Q. Did you discuss the question with him?—A. Yes; on several occasions.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell) :
Q. 'What was the discussion >—A. About the percentage that his brother had
d‘Dd the interest. I wanted originally to get out of the firm and let Robert McGreevy
Eiﬁie my one-third interest. That they would not listen to, and finally it was agreed
tht Mr, Larkin was to have 20 per cent., Robert McGreevy 30 per cent., and
5 icholas K. Connolly and myself 50 per cent. Afterwards K. Nicholas Connolly
“nd myself divided that 50 per cent. with Michael Connolly into thirds.

By Mr. Edgar :

Aft Q In which contract was that ?—A. In the dredging, and the Cross-wall also.
o wards with Mr, Larkin, instead of his having 20 per cent. we divided into
o equal parts.
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By Mr. Davies :

Q. Was Mr. Thomas McGreevy aware of the respective interests you had in
these contracts ?—A. Yes.

Q. From conversations you had with him ?—A. Yes,

Q. Did you have conversations directly with him as to the interest his brother
was to have?—A. Yes; directly with Thomas McGreevy himself.

Q. Before his brother was taken in he knew directly what interest Robert
McGreevy was to have ?—A. Yes, :

Q. From conversations with you ?—A, Yes.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell) :
Q. Who began the conversations >—A. Thomas McGreevy himself. He told me
bis brother had enough and he did not want me to be out of the firm. He said 30
per cent. was enough. He told me further that he told Captain Larkin that, coming
down on the cars.

By Mr. Lister:

Q. Before Robert McGreevy was taken into the firm did you have conversations
with Thomas McGreevy 7—A. Yes.

Q. About these contracts ?—A. Yes,

Q. In what regard? About what?—A. About the removal of Kinipple and
Morris, the engineers.

Q. They were the engineers on the work 2—A. Yes; they were the engineers on
the work of the Lévis Graving Dock at that time for the Harbour Commission.

Q. You wanted them removed ?—A. Yes.

Q. Robert McGreevy was not then a partner ?—A. He became a partner, [
think, in 1882, but I had several conversations with Thomus McGreevy previous to
that.

Q. Previous to Robert becoming a partner 7—A. Yes.

Q. Did you want these men removed before, or after Robert McGreevy became
a partner ?—A. Before and after. ‘ -

Q. Then you had convessations with Thomas McGreevy as to the removal of
these engineers ?—A, Yes.

Q. When was that 7—A. Along in 1881 most of the time, and partly in 1882

Q. Robert was a partner then ?—A. He was in 1882,

Q. What did you tell him about your wish as to having the engineers removed ?
——A. They were very severe on us in keeping us to the letter of the contract, and it
was a question whether we would have to give up the contract or the engineers be
dismissed ?

Q. It was a question as to whether you should live up to the contract or the
enginers be dismissed ? )

Sir Jou~y THOMPSON—He did not say ‘“live up to the contract,” he said “give
up the contract.”

Wirness.—Yes; give up the contract. )

Q. Why would you have to give it up —A. Because we could not complete it
at the prices given ; and the way they were forcing us to do the work,

Q. So that you would have to give it up ?—A. Yes.

Q. In other words you eould not live up to it ?—A, No.

Q. So you thought you should get rid of the engineers ?—A. If possible.

Q. You spoke to Thomas McGreevy about that?—A. Yes.

Q. What did you say to him ?—A, There were several conversations, I cannol
remember them all,

Q. You cannot recollect the details ?—A. No.

By the Chairman :
Q. When was the first conversation —A. We had so many, it is impossible for

me to recollect,
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By Mr. Curran :
Q. Was it in the early part of 1881 ?—A. All through 1881.

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. About the removal of Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, did you wish to have them
removed only because as you said they kept you to your contract on the Graving
Dock, or had you in view at the time any future work ?

Mr. StuarT objected to the question.

Wirngss—We knew the Cross-wall work was about being advertized and we
wanted, if possible, to have other engineers instead of Messrs. Kinipple and Morris
control the contract.

By Sir John Thompson :

Q. Was anything said about that to Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes.
Q. When ?—A. During 1881, on several occasions,

By Mr, Curran:
Q. Previous to his brother being taken into the firm ?—A. Yes,

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. As a matter of fact you discussed over and over again the question of their
removal with Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes,

Q. Have you any recollection of the fact that they had been removed ?—A. Yes.

Q. In what year were they removed ?—A. I forget the year, but I know they
were removed.

By Mr. Curran :

Q. How long after these conversations ?—A. I cannot recollect the day. Of
course the minutes of the Board of Harbour Commissioners will show that,

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Do you remember whether they were removed previous to the Cross-wall
contracts being awarded ?—A. They were removed previously.

Q. Did you tender for the Cross-wall work ?—A. The firm of Larkin, Connolly
&Co.? Yes,

Q. In what year was that ?—A. In 1883,

Q. You have stated that Mr. Robert McGreevy was interested in the Cross-wall
to the same extent as he was in the dredging contract ?—A. To the same extent—
the same percentage.

Q. While the tenders were being prepared did you have any conversations or
Communications with Mr. Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes.

Q. Do you remember who were the parties who prepared the tenders in con-
bection with that work—the Cross-wall 2—A. The firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

Q. Who were the tenderers who put in tenders at the time ?——A. John Gallagher,
Beaucage, and Larkin, Connolly & Co.

Q. Do you know who prepared the tenders of these three men ?—A. The firm
of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

By Myr. Lister :
Q. They prepared the three tenders ?—A, Yes.
By Mr. Tarte :

win Q. Can you identify this paper ?—A. Yes. It is the schedule of rates. Begin-

carg’»hlom the beginning, No. 1 is supposed to be John Gallagher’s; No. 2 is Beau-

éef » and No, 3 Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s. (Paper filed and marked Exhibit «“S2.”)
. In this Paper, there is a schedule of rates of Nos. 1, 2 and 3 ?—.\., Yes,
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Who is No. 1?—A. John Gallagher.

No. 2 ?7—A. Beaucage.

No. 3 7—A. Larkin, Connolly & Co.

. Who was the lowest of these three tenders ?—A. John Gallagher.

And the second lowest ?—A. Beaucage.

And the last one ?—A. Larkin, Connolly & Co. .

. Can you tell us in whose handwriting these figures are? To the best of
your knowledge?—A. No. 1, is Michael Connolly’s; No. 2, I believe is Robert
McGreevy’s, and No. 3, is that of Peter Hume, our engineer.

Q. These three tenders where put in ?—A, Yes.

Q. Who is that man John Gullagher ? What was he at that time ?—A. He was
our foreman at the quarries at St. Vincent de Paul—quarrying stone for Quebce
Harbour,

Q. How long had he been foreman for you?—A. For a number of years. Ile¢
had been in Connolly’s employ before I became a partner with them.

Q. Has he been employed since that 7—A, Yes.

Q. And by you?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Amyot :
Q. Is he a man of some pecuniary means?—A, I would rather that some one
else would answer that question,
By Mr. Curran :
Q. Do you know personally what he is worth ?—A. He was working with us
on salary. I presume he was worth a few thousands at the time,
Did you know what his means were at the time?—A. This I know, that he
really had no means of any account.
By Mr. Tarte :
Q. At any rate he was foreman for you?—A. Yes.
Q. You made the figures for histender ?—A. Yes; they were made in the office.
By Mr. Burdett :
Q. In whose interests were they made ?—A. The firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.

LOLLOOH

By Mr. Hector Cameron :

Q. Was Captain Larkin present when they were prepared ?—A. I will not say
that he was. We had very little business with Captain Larkin,

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Theso tenders were then sent in ? To make a long story short—will you
tell us what took place after that ? All these tenders were the firm’s tenders as a
matter of fact 2—A. Yes,

Q. What took place >—A. After,I sent in the tender of Larkin, Connolly & Co.
to the Harbour Commissioners myself. They were all put in as far as 1 know 10 &
regular way. Gallagher put in his tender and Beaucage or some other man for
him put in his. They were then sent to Ottawa where they were opened. We got
information during the time they were at Ottawa, about the relative amounts. Of
course we knew the amount of the three tenders before we sent them in. Th{s
information came from Mr. Thomas McGreevy who directed us to have Gallaghers
tender withdrawn immediately. So a letter fo that effect was prepared and Galla-
gher withdrew his tender.

By Sir Jokn Thompson :

Q. Was the information from Thomas McGreevy by letter ?—A. Verbaily and,

both.
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Q. At what time ?—A, While the tenders were at Ottawa. They were brought
10 Ottawa for the calculations to be made,

By the Chairman :
Q. Were they opened at Ottawa ?—A. They were opened here I understood.

By Sir John Thompson :

Q. They were received at Quebec ?—A. Yes; by the Harbour Commissioners.
Q. Were they not opened there ?—A. That I could not tell you ; I understood
not.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. At the time do you remember having read three letters signed by Hon,
Thomas McGreevy sent for your information in the Cross-wall affair ?—A. His
brother Robert showed me every letter sent by Thomas MeGreevy in reference to
this affair. )

By Mr. Burdett:

Q. Who put up the money for the three tenders?—A. Mr. Thomas McGreevy
told me that he did on the Beaucage tender, and he complained that the Union Bank
charged him 9 per cent., I think it was, but it may be a cheque was put up.

Q. Who put up the cheque for the others ?—A. For Gallagher?

Q. Yes ?—A. I would not be positive, but I think it was Nicholas K. Connolly.

Q. But it was the firm that did it?—A. I suppose so. It was Mr. Nicholas
K. Connolly to the best of my knowledge.

By Mr. Tarte :

A QY At any rate it was put in in the interest of the firm with your knowledge?
—A. Yes.
Q. Look at this letter (Exhibit “B 2,”) dated 5th May—have you seen it before ?
—A. I recollect reading that letter.
" tQ. Now this one (Exhibit “C 2.”) dated 7th May 2—A. Yes.I recollect reading
at,

Q. Look at this one (Exhibit “D2.”) ?—A. I was also shown that. It has refer-
ence to Kinipple and Morris. I recollect it. [ may state here, gentlemen, that Mr.
Robert McGreevy has shown me all these letters that came from his brother Thomas
In reference to all these works.

Q. To all the works ?—A.. Yes.
Q. You stated a minute ago that Mr, Thomas McGreevy said to you that he had
put up the deposit for Beaucage ?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Lister:
Q-YYou say that these letters handed to you by Mr. Tarte were shown to you ?
—A. Yes.
Q. Are they in the handwriting of Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes.
Q. Is the signature Thomas McGreevy's?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Edgar :

_ Q. Look at the letter of the 5th May (Exhibit “B 2.”) and read from the portion
forlnmen?mg, “the tenders for Cross-wall, &c.” 7—A. “ The tenders for Cross-wall
L arrived here yesterday and are locked up until Monday, when he will commence
‘;‘?V‘C}?]clllauons. I will write you Tuesday and let you know the result. Larkin
. ‘d'bt °re yesterday. I told him that it would be useless to got Peters out of the way,
\:UIUI:IVOUId be tantamount to giving thecontract to the highest tenderer, that you
h?;ve to stick to Beaucage’s tender as it was fair.”

fro Q. Now the second letter (Exhibit “C 2”), dated 7th May. Read, commencing

W the words ¢ hope " ?—A. “I hope to let you know tu-morrow about the result
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of Cross-wall tenders. Have your arrangements right with Beaucage before result
is known. I will give you timely notice.”

Q. Now the one dated 17th May (Exhibit “D 27) ?—A. “ As I told you yester-
day to try and get a good plan, and as quick as possible, in answer to the letter
that Gallagher and Beaucage will receive about their tenders to bring them over
L. & C., so as their contract will be the lowest. The contract will be awarded from
Ottawa direct. 1 think I will go down Saturday.” I was shown that at the time.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Now, that you have read the letters, will you tell the story as it is? Four
tenders wentin in all, Peters’, Gallager’s, Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s and Beaucage's ?—
A, What story do you want?

Q. How did you get that work >—A: We were instructed to have Gallagher ask
for the withdrawal of his cheque or tender—to s¢nd a letter to Ottawa to that effect,
and it was done. I met Mr. Thomas McGreevy in Dalhousie Street, Quebec, and
he told me that he had promised Beaucage, after Robert McGreevy had got the
assignment of the contract to him, that he would give him (Beaucage) $5,000, and
he wanted Larkin, Connolly & Co. to give it to Beaucage or else that he should get
it from them to give to Beancage. 1 then proposed that I would give $25,000 if
Larkin, Connolly & Co. got the contract.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Proposed to whom ?—A.. To Thomas McGreevy.
Q. Well 2—A. Well, the result was we got the contract.

By Mr. Davies :

Q. You proposed to Mr. Thomas McGreevy to give $25,000 to some one ? To
whom was that ?—A. We proposed that we would give $25,000 for it. It was to
Thomas MceGreevy I was talking.

By Mr.- Amyot :

Q. If I understand you properly, Mr. Murphy, you had got Gallagher yourself
to withdraw his tender. There then remained between your tender of Larkin,
Connolly & Co.’s that of Beaucage’s 7—A. Yes.

Q. It was lower than yours 7—A. Yes.

Q. Then Mr. McGreevy told you he had bought,- or something to that effect,
Beaucage’s interest under a promise of $5,000 ?—A. No.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Will you please repeat what he did say ?—A. We knew at the time that Gal-
lagher was the lowest, that Beaucage was the next and that we were the highest.
But directions came to let us make some errors, if you please. When we got the
result we found that Beaucage was over us and Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s tender was
lower.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. I want to understand what those $5,000 promised by Mr. McGreevy to Beau-
cage were for —A. To get Beaucage to give up the contract and to assign it t0
Larkin, Connolly & Co,

By Mr. Burdett :
Q. Was it done ?—A. The assignment was made.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. Then you told Mr. McGreevy that instead of giving $5,000 to Beaucage, if
he could manage things so that your tender would be accepted and the contract
given to you that you would give him $25,000 7—A. Yes.
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By Mr. Mulock :

Q. You promised $25,000 to Mr. Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes,
Q. Did you give it to him ?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. This is outside the interest of Robert McGreevy as a partner ?—A. Yes. We
got information at the time to show that Gallagher was the lowest, Beaucage next
and Larkin, Connolly & Co. highest.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. What about Peters ?—A. Peters was under Larkin Connolly & Co. he was
next to Beancage. The figures were shown me in pencil and then it was that I
made the proposition to give $25,000.

By Mr. Mills (Bothwell) :
Q. Who showed you the figures —A. Thomas McGreevy.

By Mr. Davies :

Q. In the letter you read (Exhibit “D2”) hesays “ try and get a good plan, and
as quick as possible in answer to the letter that Gallagher and Beaucage will receive
about their tenders to bring them over L. & C., so0 as their tender will be the lowest.”
Was there any agreement made, or did you adopt any plan to accomplish this sug-
gestion 7—A, Yes,

Q. What plan was it?—A. There was doubt about the sheet piling on the back
of the cribs and we intended originally to lay that out as a blind—as doubtful prices
in figuring. And the letter came to us and one of the things was to change that
sheet piling from so many dollars per running foot to so many cents. And it was
made eents instead of dollars,

Q. In the letter >—A, In the letter that went from Quebec to Ottuwa,

Q. You say that in the tender which you submitted to Ottawa you had tendered
for sheet piling ?—A. We sent a schedule of rates.

Q. So much per foot ?—A. So much per lineal foot on the face of the work.

Q. You had sent it in cents 7—A. 1t was to be left as evasive as possible.

Q. What is the tender ?>-—A. Twenty-five cents.

Q. In each of the three tenders or only in Larkin, Connolly & Co’s ?—A. They
were put in one of them at twenty cents, and in Beaucage’s twenty-six cents and we
put in at twenty-five cents,

Q. All in the same form ?—A. Nearly the same.

Q. You received information from Ottawa with respect to that item. Have youn
any letters >~—A, Yes; I will read the following:

(Exhibit «T 2.7 “ DEPARTMENT oF PuBLIc WORKS, CANADA,
)0. 6905, “CHIEF ENGINEER's OFFICE, OTTAWA, 17th May, 1883,
Quebee Harbour Works.

“Sir,—In your tender for the construction of the Cross-wall harbour works,
9}}8?%, there is an evident error in the prices. You have given for ““sheet piling,”
“ . 6” and 4” thick white pine, and 6” thick, any timber, as per clause 18. If you
will examine the form of tender you will note the prices asked for are “ per lineal
f"'ot'm line of work,” which means a measurement along the top of ths work after
having been done, and not with any reference to the length of piles to be driven, &c.
From the prices you have given it is inferred that you have named a price per lineal
Juot of pile instead of per lineal foot of work.

L am directed to call your attention to this, and to request an immediate reply
Wéethef an error has or has not been made by you, and if so, that you will name a
{;’ 'c¢ per lineal foot in line of work, to enable me to compare your tender with others
0 have given prices as per the requirements of the tender.
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I have to call your attention to the price you have placed in your tender “for
pile driving to any depth not exceeding twenty feet,” and the note that you have
placed that this price is for ¢ labour only.” It is clearly stated in clause 80 of the
specification that all prices named in the schedule shall be held to cover not only
the cost of lubour, but of all the machinery, plant, &ec.

“I am, Sir, your obedient servant,
“ HENRY F. PERLEY,
‘“ Chief Engineer.”

Q. He speaks of that as a plain, palpable error. Was that made purposely ?—
A. I believe so.

Q. When you got that letter from Mr. Perley asking you to correect it, what
course did you take with reference to each of these tenders? What did you do with
Gallagher’s ?—A. It was withdrawn.,

Q. What did you do with Beaucage’s 2-——A. Madeitdollars. $20 perfootinstead
of twenty cents,

Q. What did you do with your own? A. Let it remain as it was.

Q. By altering Beaucage’s you put his tender above yours ?—A. Not me,

Q. Larkin, Connolly & Co. ?—A. That is for somebody else to answer.

Q. By altering Beaucage’s tender it made it higher than Larkin, Connolly &
Co’s ?—We were told that was the way it was done.

By Mr. German :
Q. Who told you ?2—A. Thomas McGreevy.

By Sir John Thompson :

Q. Would you just read the item of the tender referring to the piling so that we
may see how the mistake occurred ?~—A. That (referring to the document in his
hand, Exhibit S 2”) was only the draft we made our tender from.

Q. Who was the person who actually prepared these tenders ? Who attended
to that business in the firm ?—A. We all did. There was no particular person.

Q. You all knew what was being done ?7—A. Yes.

Q. Was the same mistake made in Gallagher’s and Beaucage's ?-—A. Yes; in
the same way but with different prices.

Q. They were all put in by measurement along the top of the work ?—A. In
the length of the pile.

Q. That did not include materials ?—A. So Mr, Perley says.

Q. Do you know ?—A. I do not. I have not read it since.

Q. Did you know at the time these tenders were being put in that this error
was being made purposely ?7—A. They were made all three alike at the time and we
knew it would include all labour in connection with these piles. We knew very
well that it included all labour.

Q. What did ?—A. These piles.

Q. Do you mean that the specification calling for the tender covered the labour
and material or both; or was that your tender ?~A. The specification and tender both.

Q. Did your tender include both P—A. Certainly.

Q. Then where was the mistake ?—A. It was purposely done.

Q. In that respect you departed from the specification 7—A. We were told that
it was a mistake in the letters from Ottawa,

Q. Did you know that it was done at the time ?—A.. Yes.

Q. In all three tenders 7—A.. I did not see Beaucage’s go in.

Q. Did you know that that departure was made in all three 2—A. We discussed
these tenders all together.

Q. Did you know that that change was being made in the other two tenders a3
well as your own ? That is, in Beaucage’s, Gallagher's and Larkin, Connolly & Co.s?
—A. I want to answer the question, but I want it to be put so I can understand it.

Q. The specification called, in the section Mr. Perley has referred to, for a
tender for labour and material both. You knew that ?—A. Yes.
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Q. You knew you did not tender in Larkin, Connolly & Co.s tender for labour
and material both, but tendered only for one ?—A, The tender was for labour and
material both.

Q. In Larkin, Connolly & Co.s tender ?—A. In the whole three of them.

Q. Then there was no mistake made and no change from the specification ?—A..
It was not a mistake, You understand one thing and I another.

Q). But you said a few minutes ago that there was a mistake made in these ten-
ders? —A. There was evidently a mistake.

Q. What was the mistake ?—A. It is for him to say.

Q. What was the mistake?—A. That we had not price enough for the sheet
piling in line of work and if we intended that for dollars or cents.

Q. Hadn’t you enough ?—A. We thought we had enough, but it was for other
people to think different.

Q. What I want to know is, that you said a few minutes ago that there was a
mistake made about it; but now you say there was none, so far as you know?
—A. No.

Q. Not in Larkin, Connolly & Co’s tender ?—A. I am speaking of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co.

Q. Was there any made in Gallagher’s or Beaucage’s?—A. The prices were the
same only a little elaboration, as it was the same parties.

Q. Will you say there was no mistake made intentionally in this ?—A. 1 think
not.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Was there any correction made intentionally ?—A. Those are things that it
is hardly fair to put to me now. Itis a long time ago.

Q. The tender was 8o many cents in each case per lineal foot. You have read
a letter from Mr. Perley drawing attention to what he calls an evident error in that,
He said it was an evident error in his letter >—A. Yes.

Q. Do you know whether Gallagher and Beaucage received similar letters from
Mr. Perley 7—A. Gallagher’s tender was withdrawn. At this time it was not neces-
sary.

Q. Larkin, Counolly & Co. received a similar letter 7—A. Yes.

Q. In answer to that letter, did Larkin, Connolly & Co. make any correction of
what Mr, Perley called an error?—A. No.

(?. What did they do?—A. We dictated a letier something like this: “ Notwith-
standing.”

Q. You made no correction ?—A. No; as near as [ can recollect we dictated a
letter like this: “ Notwithstanding that there is an error in this thing we will, if the
Ctontract is awarded still adhere to the tender.”

_ Q. As to the Beaucage tender what was done in reply to Mr. Perley’s letter ?
Was it allowed to stand as it was?—A. It was changed from twenty cents to
dollars, It was made dollars instead of cents in the Beaucage tender in'tho letter
to Ottawa,

.. Q. With what object and with what effect was that change made ?—A. We were
infotrmed that that would bring it over Larkin, Connolly & Co. and give us the
‘Ontract,

Q. Who informed you that ?—A. Thomas McGreevy.

. Q. Isee these letters were dated Ottawa. Did he go to Quebec to see you?—
A. Quebec,  Yes. -

Q. Did you see him in Quebec ?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you get that information from him there ?2—A. [ got it first from Robert

and from himself afterwards.

P Q.’ Was it before or after you got that information that you sent in answers to
erley’s letter 9—A. After.

Q. And the effect, what was it 7—A. We got the contract.

C"nt;‘?. tIt put Beaucage higher than you and you got the contract 2—A. We got the
“ltraet,
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By Mr. Curran :

Q. As I understand you, you had made these three tenders yourself 7—A. Yes,

Q. You knew what was in these tenders 7—A. Yes,

Q. You knew what would be your relative positions. If you changed the
Beaucage tender from cents to dollars and left your own as it stood what need had
you to get information from Thomas McGreevy >—A. We got the information to do
that.

Q. How ?—A. From Thomas McGreevy.

Q. You said that you found out, as I understood you, that if this were done it
would alter the matter >—A. It would bring Beaucage's tender over Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co’s.

Q. What necessity was there for Mr. McGreevy telling you that ?—A. T think I
explained that so plain that everybody could understand it. When we put in the
tenders John Gallagher was the lowest by a large amount. That was the tender we
would do the work for. We thought it was fair prices and we were willing to do
the work for them, Beaucage’s was put in as a catch. Larkin, Connolly & Co. was
away above that. Then, when we found that there was no one between Gallagher
and Beaucage we were ordered to withdraw Gallagher’s tender, which was done.
And then we were only anxious to get Beaucage's. Thus it came that Mr. McGreevy
and T made the bargain for $25,000.

Q. We have all that down ?—A. Then when T made the proposal, when I was
asked for the $5,000, I said I will give, or the firm (I was acting for the firm) will
give $25,000 if the contract is awarded to us. Or in other words, to what was known
as number three.

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. Was it large enough to allow that margin ?—A, Yes ; more.

By 8ir John Thompson :

Q. Who prepared the answer to Perley from Beaucage ?—A. It was prepared,
I think, by Robert McGreevy. I think the letter was drafted in the form we should
send it in.

Q. Robert McGreevy prepared the reply for Beaucage about the supposed mis-
take ?—A. Yes; and also prepared the draft of a reply Larkin, Connolly & Co. was
to send in,

Q. The firm knew what was going on?—A. Yes,

By Mr. Curran :

Q. What was the need of getting any information from anybody that the tender
of Beaucage would be higher than the tender of Larkin, Connolly & Co., since you
knew yourselves all the figures 7—A. T will answer that satisfactorily. We knew
the figures in Quebec and the measurements we had taken, but then it was a ques-
tion how they were figured up at Ottawa and the quantities multiplied, if you please,
and why they were.

Q. After that arrangement had been made by which these cents were changed
into dollars, the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. came in next to Beaucage. Is that
80 7—A. Peters would be next—if any alterations were made—if any changes were
made from the tenders as they left Quebec, s0 we understood.

Q. I say, after that alteration had been made from dollars to cents—or, rather,
cents to dollars—I understand you to say that Larkin, Connolly & Co.’s tender came
next. Is that so?—A. The information T got was that that would put Beauncage
over Larkin, Connolly & Co.

Q. And Larkin, Connolly & Co. would be next to Beaucage? You said some
thing about Peters >—A. I will explain that, as I explained about the three tenders:
We were over Peters as the information came. Then I proposed myself to try an
get Peters out by giving him $10,000, previous to making this offer of $25,000, {md
there came a letter of instruction to me not to go near Peters. I believe thereis#
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letter there to that effect. Counsequently 1 did not go near Peters. Then I made
this offer of $25,000.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. From whom did that information come not to mind Peters ?—A. There is a
letter from Thomas McGreevy to his brother Robert,

By Sir John Thompson :

Q. I want to ask you if you let Beaucage know when that letter was prepared
for him to sign 7—A. The McGreevys did that.

Q. They did that with your knowledge? Did they or did you let Beaucage
know that you intended to stick to your tender 7—A. The McGreevys were dealing
with him altogether.

Q. Did anybody let him know ?—A. That I do not know.

By Mr. Davies :

Q. The tenders as they went in to the Department would not show to an out-
sider which was the lowest? They would have to be tabulated; the prices would
have to be tabulated 7—A. The amount or quantities,

Q. That is a pretty ticklish job ?—A. It is very simple.

Q. It was not done by the parties tendering ?—A. No.

By Mr. Kirkpatrick :

Q. How was Peters’ tender got rid of ?—A. That is for somebody else to answer
beside myself.

By Mr. Tarte :

o Q. Were you told >-——A. We were told he was figured over Larkin, Connolly
¢ Co.

Q. Who told you that ?—A. Thomas McGreevy. In other words, the answer
was given to me that instead of being figured down they were figured up.

Q. In Peters’ case 2—A. In all cases.

By Mr. Amyot ;

Q. What was the consequence about the prices ; did it make Peters’ higher or
lower than yourselves >—A. Higher, of course.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Here is a document produced by the Deputy Minister of Public Works from
the Public Works Department, which is annexed to a report of Mr. Perley, and
tontains a great deal, in fact, most of the information in connection with this Cross-
wall tender. It contains a tabulation in detail of all the different tenders added up
and showing, as it does here in red ink, the changes in Beaucage’s tender, which
?Ppﬂl‘ently raises it from $592,463, which is in pencil, up to $640,808; and Larkin,
-onnolly & Co.’s is put down as $634,340. In connection with these reports there
?re some of these letters which Mr, Murphy has been speaking about. There is a
‘¢lter here from Larkin, Connolly & Co. to” Mr. Perley, dated 19th of May, on the
‘T“ b,lect of these tenders. There is another letter on the subject of these tenders from
John Gallagher., I do not know whether the witness knows the handwriting ov
ntnature.  Here is another letter on the subject of these tenders from George
woucage.  Perhaps the witness can tell us about these. Do you know the hand-
. r}“llg ?—A. The first letter is from Larkin, Connolly & Co. The handwriting is
“hatof Peter Hume, the engineer who is in our employ.

43



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

Q. Read it ?
“ LarkIN, ConvoLrLy & Co,,
(Exhibit © U 2."7) “ CoNnTRACTORS GRAVING Dock,
“ Henry F. PERLEY, “LEvis, P.Q., 19th May, 1883.

¢ Chief Engineer, Public Works.

“ DEaR S1r,—Your favour of 17th May is received, and in reply would say that
in tendering for the Harbour Werks at Quebec, our interpretation of the specification
was as we tendered, per lineal foot for each pile driven. Notwithstanding the error
we have made, we hold ourselves ready to enter into contract at the prices submitted
in our tender, provided the work is awarded us.

“We have the honour to be,
“Your obedient servants,

“ LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.”

Q. Here is a letter from Gallagher. Do you know that writing ?—A. That is
Michael Connolly’s writing :

(Exhibit “V 2.7) “ MoNTREAL, 19th May, 1883.

“Henry F. PERLEY, Hsq., C.E,,

¢ Chief Engineer Public Works, Ottawa.

“ Sir,—Since 1 wrote you my withdrawal of tender for Quay wall, Quebec
Harbour Works, I received your letter of 17th inst. asking me certain questions as
to my intentions on the sheet piling, &c. I wish to say in reply, that my prices
were 25¢. 20c. 15¢. and 18c. per foot b.m. respectively, for these four items.

“I remain, Sir, very respectfully yours,

“ JOHN GALLAGHER.”

Q. There is a letter apparently signed by George Beaucage. Do you know
the writing ?—A. I do not know that writing:

(Exhibit « W 2.) ‘“QUEBEC, 21st May, 1883.
“ Henry F. PERLEY, Esq.,
Chief Engineer,
Department of Public Works,
Ottawa.

“Sir,—I have received your letter of 17th inst., No. 6905, relative to items in my
tender for Cross-wall which demand an explanation. Having examined, on receipt
of your letter, my memo. of dotails of calculations for this work in harbour of Quebec
I find that my rates or prices, as is evident on the face of it, are based on foot lineal
of pile, and the width of these piles are assumed at 9” to 10” wide each, and Iso
read those items as meaning foot lineal of pile. This, I must say, is a serious error
on my part. My rate for this work as now explained by you would be $19 per foot
for sheet piling, 8” thick driven from 6 to 8 feet, white pine; do 6 inches thick,
$17; do 4 inches, $15 per foot; do 6 inches thick of any timber as per clause 18 ot
specifications, $15.75, all per lineal foot in line of work, and I desire my tender to
be so amended. I think, under the circumstances, this addition should be allowed
to my tender, seeing it is evidently an error, caused by a misunderstanding of the
terms of the schedule. With regard to the second question in your letter on the
item “ pile driving to any depth not exceeding 20 feet,” where you say I have put
the words ‘labour only,’ this has also been an error, but as clause 80 of the specitici-
tion you invoke is clear on the subject, I would strike out the words ¢ labour only
which I paut.

Hoping these explanations are clear and satisfactory,
“I remain, your obedient servant,
“GEORGE BEAUCAGE.”
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By Mr. Lister :

Q. You say you agreed to pay $25,000 to get the contract awarded to Larkin,
Connolly & Co. Was the contract awarded to you?—A, Yes.

Q. Did you pay the $25,000?—A. Yes.

Q. Who to?—A. If there is no objection I will explain: AsI made the proposal
T expected it would be money paid as we got it out of the works; but as soon as the
contract was signed Robert McGreevy came to me and said his brother wanted notes
and, of course, the firm all met in Thomas McGreevy's office. We went in and went
down through a trap door in the office, and I drew the notes, one to Mr, Larkin, one
to Nicholas Connolly, myself signing them for Larkin, Connolly & Co. They were
then endorsed by the different parties. When I got all the notes endorsed, the
several members handed the notes to me and I handed them to Robert McGreevy.
When the notes became due I paid them.

Q. Where was Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Part of the time, and most of the time
I think, he was down stairs. He was there part of the time. We went in upstairs
and down to this little office where I signed the notes.

Q. And you banded the notes to Robert McGreevy ?.—A. Yes.

Q. Do you know of your own knowledge whether he handed the notes to Thomas
McGreevy ?—A. That is for Robert McGreevy to say.

Q. Did you pay the notes subsequently ?—A. I did.

Q. Who to?—A. Different parties,

Q. You took ap the notes. Where were they ?—A. Different places. One was
paid in James Ross’ office. I always drew the money outofthe bank and paid them
without giving cheques.

Q. Were the entries of these payments duly made in the books of the company ?
—A. The books of the company were not audited up in time. There was a good
deal of trouble about them after.

Q. Were the entries of the notes in the books ?—A. No.

Q. Were the payments >—A. There was a bulk sum of $25,000, chargeable to
Quebec Harbour Cross-wall,

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Under what heading ?—A. Quebec Harbour Improvements,
Q. Under what heading in the books ?—A. Expense account.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. Did you ever have any conversation with Thomas McGreevy about these
notes after they were given to Robert ?—A. No.

Q. Were these notes endorsed by Thomas McGreevy ?—A. I_have no recollection
of that. The notes were made payable—I made them payable—to different members
of the firm and they endorsed them. :

By the Chairman :

Q. Was Tnomas McGreevy present when the notes were delivered to his brother
Robert 2—A. T do not know that.

Q. You say you delivered the notes to his brother Robert. Was Thomas
M('(Treevy present 7—A. T am not clear on that point where he stood. We all went
vut to Dalhousie Street. I think Mr. McGreevy was present, but I am not clear on

tkat. I would not like to swear positively.
By Mr. Mulock :
Yeo Q. Did you say you first of all assembled at Mr, Thomas McGreevy's office ?—A

beQ' Who caused you to asssemble there? How came it you met there ?——A.
e"\f cr't stated that his brother wanted notes. We did not expect to give notes but
“Pected to make future payments,
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Q. Whom did you meet there ?—A. Thomas McGreevy.

Q. And you went down stairs through this trap door into a lower office?
A. Yes: on a level with the street, and made these notes.

Q. How long were you there ?—A. I cannot tell. I did not keep time.

Q. Did Thomas McGreevy take partin the conversation ?7—A. Part of it.

Q. As to the division of the money ?—A. He asked for notes, and I think there
were five,

Q. Who asked for notes ?-—A. Robert McGreevy said his brother asked for them.

By the Chairman :

Q. Was Thomas McGreevy present when his brother said so?—A. No; I think
aot,

The Committee then adjourned.
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House or Comyons, Tuespay, 2nd June, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.; Mr. Girouard in the chair,

Investigation into eertain circumstances and statements made in connection with
the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, &c., resumed.

Mr. MicHAEL CoNNOLLY recalled.

By the Chairman :

Q. Has Mr. Connolly brought the books he was told to produce ?

Mr. FErRGUsoN.—The books that have been requested to be brought here are, 1
understand, on their way to Ottawa, and will be here at 1o’clock. Steps were taken
at once to have them brought from Quebec.

Q. Why were they not here before ?~—A. Witness—I could not get them ready
for the express train on leaving Quebec.

Q. Could you not have sent them on Saturday ?—A. I could not very well, I
only got to Quebec on Sunday morning. :

J. B. GEORGE SAMSON sworn:

By the Chairman :

Q. What is your name ?—A. J. B, George Samson.

Q. You are a messenger of the House of Commons, are you not?—A. Yes, Sir ;
a sessional messenger.

Q. Did you proceed to Quebec after the last meeting of the Committee to serve
& subpeena upon Martin P. Connolly 7—A. Yes, Sir; I was sent down by the Deputy
Sergeant-at-Arms,

Q. Was that on Friday or Saturday?—A. I left here on Friday night. I
arrived at Quebec on Saturday morning, and did all I could to find out Martin P,
Connolly. All the persons I quostioned told me he was not in Quebec, and had not
been there for a couple of weeks. I did all I could to find him.

Q. You could not find him ?—A. No, Sir.

By Mr. Wood (Brockville) :
Q. Did you hear where he was?—A. Most of those of whom I inquired told me
he wus in Kingston.
By Mr. Edgar :

Q. You did not go to Kingston?
The CrA1RMAN—That was another messenger.

ALEXANDER SHARPE sworn :

By the Chairman :

Q. What is your name ?—A. Alexander Sharpe.
Tes % You are one of the messengers of the House of Commons, are you not ?—A.
y OIT,
. Q. Did you go to Kingston for the purpose of serving a subpena on Martin P.
Connolly 24 T i Sir. - PP s P
left 1? Tell us when you went, and describe in a few words what happened ?—A. I
ans ere Frxday evening on the 10.45 train and went to Kingston. 1 could not do
Ything that night, but on Saturday morning I went about making inquiries. I
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could not find anything about Martin P, Connolly at all. No person knew him,
in fact. They all knew Mr. Michael Connolly and Nicholas K. Connolly, but no
person in Kingston seemed to know Martin,

Q. Did you know Martin, yourself 7—A. No, Sir; I did not.

(. Did you go to the office of the firm to make inquiries 7—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. And whom did you address yourself to?—A. To Mr. Michael Connolly and
Mr. Nicholas K. Connolly. They were both in the office.

Q. And what answer did you get >—A. They told me Martin P. Connolly was
not with them.

Q. Did they tell you where he was ?—A. No, Sir.

Q. Did you ask them ?—A. Yes, I asked them.

Q. What did they say ?—A. They said he was not with them now,

Q. Did you ask them if they knew where he was now, and do you remember
what answer they gave 7—A. I do not exactly remember. I know they did not tell
me where he was, anyway. .

Q. So you could not serve a subpoena ?—A. No, Sir.

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. Did either of the Messrs. Connolly say when he had been in Kingston ?—
A. No; they did not tell me when he had been in Kingston.
Q. Did they tell you how long since he left their employ ?—A. They just told
me that he was not with them now.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. Did you tell them to tell him what you wanted him tor 7—A. No; I simply
asked them if he was there, and if they knew where he was.

By the Chairman :

Q. You say you saw Mr. Nicholas Connolly in the office in Kingston ?—A. Yes;
those two gentlemen were there,

Mr. MicuasL ConNoOLLY recalled.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Mr. Connolly, do you know where Martin P. Connolly could be found since
last Saturday ?>—A. I do not, Sir.

Q. Do you know whether he was in Kingston ?—A. I do not.

Q. Did you know at the time where he was —A. No, Sir.

Q. When did you see him last?-—A. The day before leaving for Ottawa.

Q. What date was that ?——A. I think it was the 25th of last month.

Q. Where did you see him ?—A. At the depot of the Kingston and Pembroke
Railway, in Kingston.

Q. Where was he going then ?—A. I do not know that he was going any place
in particular.

Q. Did you have any conversation with him at that time >—A. Yes; he came
down, I think, to see me off.

Q. Did you give him any instructions, or did he tell you anything about going
away anywhere 7—A, No, Sir,

Q. Do you know as a fact whether he has left Kingston or not ?-——A. Nothing,
except what my brother said to me,

Q. Did you have any conversation as to his going away ?—A. No, Sir.

Q. Did he tell you anything about it 2—A. No, Sir.

Q. Do you know to-day where he is 7—A. I do not, Sir.

Q. Is he still in your employ ?—A. My brother says not.

Q. When was he discharged *—A. I cannot say.

Q. When did he get his last pay 7—A. I do not know even that. )

Q. Do you know whether he got any money to go away with from your firm:
—A. Ido not know,Sir. I presume my brother can tell that.
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By Mr. Lister :

Q. The last day you were here vou stated he was sent up to Kingston for the
purpose of preparing your estimates ?—A. Well, I said he went up there, not for the
purpose of preparing the estimates, but of looking after the business.

Q. Then on the 25th of last month he was in your employ ?—A. He was at the
depot.

P Q. He was in your employ ?—A. Yes; as far as I know.

Q. What member of the firm was at Kingston, besides yourself 7—A. My brother
was there.

Q. Had you any conversation with your brother, about discharging him ?—A.
None whatever.

Q. There was no intention to dismiss him ?—A. Well I do not know.

Q. I am speaking of your own knowledge. Do you know of any intention at
that time of dismissing him ?—A. I do not know that I did.

Q. Do you know that he has been dismissed ?—A. Not of my own knowledge,
except what my brother told me.

Q. What did your brother tell you ?—A. That he had nothing further for him
to do, and he told him to go.

Q. What time was that 7—A. He did not tell me what time.

Q. It would be after the 25th of May ?—A. It must be, of course.

Q. You do not require a book-keeper there at all ?—A., We have not had one,.
We have had a time-keeper to do all that sort of business up to the present; Martin
used to come up occasionally to prepare the balance cheques.

Q. Why did you bring him up ?—A. To look after the accounts,

Q. Was that all 2=—A. That is all, as far as I know.

Q. You had no intention at all of keeping him on ?—A. Well, T cannot answer
that whether we intended to keep him on or dismiss him.

Q. How had he been hired and how was he paid 2—A. He was paid whenever
he applied for money

Q. How much a year ?—A. Well, T do not know that.

Q. You do not know what his salary was 7—A. I think something like $1,000.
It might not be that much or it might be more.

Q. TIs that your recollection ?—A. I do not know that.

Q. Is that your recollection 2—A. I cannot say exactly what the amount was.

Q. When did his year begin ?—A.. I do not know.

Q. How Jong had he been working for you ?—A. I told you since 1884,

(% Is the work you were engaged on in Kingston very large wourk ?—A. Not
very large,

Q. How many hundred thousand ?—A. I cannot tell until it is finished.

Q. Can you tell us what your contract is >—A. No.

Q. You do not know what the contract is ?—A. I do not know exactly ; it
(lepends altogether upou the amount of material put in.
int Q. What is your judgment as to the price >—A. I do not know that I ever looked

110 it

Q. You never considered it at all?—A. No.

Q. And you do not know when this man commenced to work for your firm ?—
AT told you it was 1884,
thinkQ' You do not know what time of the year?—A. Some time in the winter
Q. Then, being a yearly servant he would have entered upon a year ?—A.
suppose 50,

\ %0 Anélkhe simf}?ly ieﬂ:l without making any eclaim for dismissal, or that sort?
- not know of any claim.

By Mr. Edgar :

- C% There are no other members of the firm, besides yourself and brother, who is
Ye”—A. That is all,
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Q. There is no other partner, nor anyone else interested ?—A. None.

Q. Where does Martin P. Connolly live >—A. His home has been in Quebec.

Q. You said you do not know the amount of your contract ?—A. No.

Q. Well, you knew the amount that was estimated when you got the contract,
did you not?—A. No ;I did not.

Q. Did you not know the gross amount estimated by the Department ?

Mr. LisTeR.—He cannot come within $100,000 of it.

Q. Do you not know whether your tender was highest or lowest ?—A. Iknow we
were simply awarded the countract, and signed for it.

Q. Was there any talk of dismissing Martin P. Connolly before you were here
last meeting ?—A. I do not know that there was. We have very little work to do;
our work is drawing to a close, and we do nothave any use for him as a book-keeper.

Q. You have pay-sheets 7—A, Yes.

Q. According to my recollection you said you would be here to-day with your
pay-sheets P—A. We looked after the business and not after the books.

Q. You know you told us he prepared your pay-sheets ?—A. That would be his
duty, if he were there. )

Q. That would be on the 15th of June?—A. Yes, that would be the 15th June.

Q. You would not prepare them two weeks ahead of the 15th June?—A, He
would prepare them immediately atter the first.,

Q. Are they prepared ?—A. I do not know.

Q. On what day was it your brother told you he was dismissed ?—A. He did
not tell me.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. When did your brother tell you he was dirmissed ?—A. This moruing.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. You had not seen him before?>—A. Yes; I saw him on Saturday in Kings-
ton.
Q. Had your brother told you when he left your employ ?—A. No.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. He only told you this morning that he had left your employ ?—A. He only
told me this morning.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Did he give you any idea where be was to be found ?—A. No.

Q. Did you ask him ?—A. 1 did not.

Q. Why was he dismissed ?—A. I cannot tell any further than our work for
contract was w0 close there, and I did not see we had much use for a book-keeper.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. Diid your brother state that reason to you this morning ?—A. I do not
remember that he gave any reason.

Q. You do not remember what ocenrred this morning on that point ? —A, He said
he had left our employ. That was all he told me this morning.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Was he engaged by the year ?—A. I could not say whether he was engage!
for a year. My recollection is he was on yearly salary; but I did not hire him,only
recommended him,

By Mr. Mulock -
Q. How did your brother come to tell you he was dismissed ?—A. We were talk-
ing about him this morning, and I asked him where Martin was, and he said he did
not know,
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Q. Why did you ask him that >~—A. Because I understood the Committee wanted
him,

Q. What was the question you put to your brother ?—A. I asked him where
Martin was,

Q. Did you ask him if he had come to Ottawa ?—A. No ; I did not.

Q. You did not expect him to come to Ottawa?—A. I do not know what I
expected.

Q. Did you not undertake to produce him here to-day ?—A. No; I did not.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. When did you leave Kingston to come here this timo ?—A. Ileft last Saturday
to go to Quebec.

Q. Oh, you went to Quebec—and where was your brother?—A. He was in
Kingston. He arrived last night and I arrived about midnight,

Q. Was Martin P. Connolly, a faithful employé ?~—A. As far as I know he was.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Did you have any interviews with your brother in Kingston since you have
been before this Committee? Did you see him there ?—A. I met him on Saturday
morning after getting there.

By Mr. Burdett :

Q. With whom does he make his home in Quebec?—A. I presume he makes
his home with his father and mother who are in Quebec.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. About your brother in Kingston—what did you discuss with him there on
Saturday, Did you talk about this ease at all 2—A. Yes.

Q. Did you talk about the books ?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. Did you talk about who was to get the books ?—A. Well, yes; he suggested
I'should go down to Quebec and bring the books up, I think.

Q. Arranged all about that? And what did you say about Martin P, Connolly
then—was anything said about him at all 7—A. Nothing at all.

Q. No?—A. No.

Q. But you suggested his name in connection with getting the books ?—A. No.

Q. T think you told us the other day he had charge of these books ?—A. I did.

Q. For years 7—A. Yes.

Q. Well, now, how did it happen that you did not discuss Martin P, Connolly at
all when you were talking about these books, this inquiry and everything ?—A. I
did not know it was necessary to explain anything. I told him what ocecurred.

.. Q. You positively swear you never mentioned Martin P. Connolly’s name in
hmg.ston when you were talking with your brother on Saturday ?—A. I may have
menltloned his name, but as I told you before my brother told me he was out of our
employ,

. Q. What time did your brother tell you that >—A. In the morning, the very
U.me‘this messenger of the House of Commons came to serve a subpeena, I asked
him in the presence of that gentleman where he was.
em ]Q~ And what did he answer ?-—A. Hesaid he did not know. He was out of our
-Mploy.
el Q] What time of day on Saturday would that be ?—A. I think about 9 or 10

lock,
Q. What else—what was the subject of your conversation >—A. That was all.

. Q. This man coming in to serve the subpcena was what gave rise to the conver-
”‘3‘“0‘}——(10 you mean to say you and your brother never discussed Martin P. Con-
nolly’s name or whereabouts, without talking about those books he was in charge of
=0 many years ?—A. I do.

Q. You do ?7—A. I do.

1—41
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Q. Do you happen to know you distinctly told this Commitlee positively and
repeatedly, over and over again, that you never heard about his dismissal or his
leaving your employ until this morning ?—A. I told them nothing of the kind; I
said my brother told me of it again this morning.

Q. He told you of his dismissal this morning after he had discharged him ?—A,
He told me he had left our employ of his own acecord ; that was all 1 understood him
to say.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. You are a witness here simply. You have no other interest in this matter
except that of witness 7—A. None that I know of.

Q. Have you employed counsel 2—A. Yes; this morning I have,

Q. And you have no interest in this except that of witness ?—A. Nothing that
I know of.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. About these books you were to bring up—what books are they ?—A. They
are the books of the office relating to the business of the firm,

By Mr. Tarte :
Q. And papers, too?—A. I bave got a lot of papers I brought from Kingston
relating to this case.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Have you got all the books and papers that there ever were in the office in
connection with this business ?——A. I can only tell you this—I brought all the books
I found in the office that I thought had any bearing on this case.

Q. How far back do those books go ?—A. I suppose they go back to the com-
mencement of the firm.

Q. They were all the firm’s books were they 7—A. You can ses when they
come and judge for yourself.

Q. 1 do not happen to know what they are, T want the information from you—
Was there anybody assisting you in collecting these books and bringing them here ?
—A. There was one man there who had charge of the plant.

By Mr. Amyot ;

Q. What wus his name 7—A. Kelly.
Q. What Kelly ?—A. P. Kelly.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Books are not plant—had he charge of the books too —A. He was1n charge
of the office but had no right to make any entries in the books, or make any
changes.

Q. Were these books in the vault or safe ?—A. I think they were in a box.

Q. In the office ?—A. Yes.

Q. How many books were there 7—A. T cannot tell exactly, there were a great
number.

Q. Where were the books when you found them ?—A. In the box.

Q. 1s there a vault or safe 7—A. A safe.

Q. Is it a small safe or a large one >~—A. An ordinary sized safe, large enough
to contain a set of books.

Q. These books were in a box left in the office—did you ascertain or take any
means of ascertaining that these were all the books that had been leoft by Martin
Connolly >—A. No. I could not tell them if T did.

Q. You did not take any means to enquire? There was nobody there Who
could tell you ?—A., Nobody could tell me. I knew probably more about the books
than anybody else who was there.
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Q. But Martin Connolly was the one who knew more about the books than any-
body else. was he not ?—A. He ought to know,

Q. Does anybody else know anything about these books than Martin Connolly ?
—A. I would know them.

Q, Do you know much then ?—A. I know a good deal.

Q. Could you explain the vouchers in this case ?—A. No.

Q. Well, who ean ?—A. T do not believe anybody can.

Q. Not even Martin P. Connolly. Who mde the entries in the book ?~—A. He
may not have made all the entries. We had other book-keepers besides Martin P.
Connolly. '

Q. yDm'ing the same time as Martin P, Connolly ?7—A. No; not at the same
time. .

Q. Well, some of the entries in the books—did you make all the entries in the
book yourself ?7—A. No.

Q. Since 1884 have you had any book-keeper making any entries in these books
but Martin P. Connolly ?—A. No.

Q. Who audited these books 2—A., Martin was one of the auditors,

Q. Who wus the other of the auditors 2—A. Mr. Hume.

Q His first name, please 7—A. Peter.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. Where does he live ?—A. In Kingston.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Is he one of your employés ?—A. He ix.
Q. Were they the only two anditors >—A. There was another auditor who
audited the books in the interest of Mr. Larkin,
Q. Who is he 2—A., His name is Kimmitt,.
Q. Where does he live ?—A. St. Catharines.
Q. Were those audits made regularly 7—A. Well, I do not know, I was not there
when a great many of the audits were made.
Q. Well, you received astatement from the auditors, did you not, like the other
partners ?—A. Yes ; sometimes [ did. v
Q. And who would those be signed by P—A. They were generally signed by the
auditors, I think, .
Q. Were they trial balance sheets or what ?—A., Yes ; trial balance sheets?
Q. And signed by the auditors ?—A. Yes.
Q. And did the firm sign them usually 2—A. I think sometimes they did. But
We never could get Mr. Bob, Mclireevy to sign them.
Q. Did you ever find fault with those trial baulance sheets 2—A. Yes; many times
—not with the trial balance sheets, but the way in which the money was squandered.
Q. T am talking about the trial balance sheets being made up by these auditors ?
—A. Tt was too late to find fault with them then.
Q. Have you any of those trial balance sheets yourself as a member of the firm ?
—A. I'think perhaps I have.
W'thQ' Can you produce any of them ?—A. T do not know that I have any of them
1th e,
Q. You were told to bring with you everything relating to this case ?—A. 1 bave
E(O‘L seen any since I was in British Columbia—I do not know whether T have any
0w,
m tQ ngll you swear that you have not got any >—A. I may have in Kingston, in
¥ trunk,
Q. T want you to produce them ?—A., I will produce them, or anything else I
€ In my possession.
Q. You have notbrought any of them ?—A. I did notthink they were required
Q. Well, we wil! require them in this matter. You will produce them at the
lext meeting ?—A, If you want all the documents, it will make fully a carload.
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Q. Well, we will have a special train and stay here for three years if necessary,
We want all the evidence you know. XXow is it there are so many documents, that
it will fill a carload ?—A.. All our business was kept by vouchers, you see.

Q. Explain, Mr. Connolly, how there comes to be so very many papers, books
and documents connected with this case—you have not thought of bringing them
with you ?—A. Well, every bhill we got from anybody, and a separate voucher, as
far as I know was made out. for these bills and filed und put away. Each voucher
could be found on referring to the book.

Q. Have you all of these ?—A. I think so.

Q. Where are they ?—A. There may be a lot of them up with the books 1n
Quebec,

Q. When are they coming up ?—A. To-day. If there are any others you want
there may be some in Quebec and Kingston, and we will send for them.

Q. How many bcoks did you pack up?—A. One box.

Q. That is not a carload ?—A. There are alot of vouchers not included in those
at all,

Q. Did you not think of bringing them?—A. If you want them, you can
have them.

Q. You have not produced them ; are they there 2—A. They are there

Q. There was a lot of correspondence connected with this matter, was there
not ?—A. Well there was correspondence—yexs.

Q. Where 1s that correspondence 7—A. What correspondence do you refer to?

Q. Any correspondence connected with this matter ?—A. To the Public Works
Department ?

Q. Well, say to the Public Works Department as you suggested it—was there
any ?—A. Yes; there was.

Q. And you have brought them up, I suppose —A. No; I did not think the
letter-books were sent in the box of books.

Q. Do you mean to say the letters received are not in any of those sent ?7~—A. I
do not think so.

Q. The files of these were not sent ?—A. I do not know where [ could find the
files of letters. I fancy all those contained written by the firm are kept in some of
the letter-books.

Q. You have not brought those?—A. If you want them I will telegraph for
them and get them.

Tnr CaarRMAN—Here is the order of the Committee : * You are required to
bring with you all the hooks, contracts, vouchers, letters received and other
documents in your possession belonging to the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co.” in
connection with this investigation.

A. About those contracts—the originals are here in the Public Works
Department. Of course we have the copies,

Q. You are asked to produce all the copies?—A. I had all the copies in my
possession when we left.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Are you in the habit of keeping or destroying your business correspondence
yourself 7—A. I never kept a copy of any letters I wrote to any member of the firm
myself. I do not think I did, I am not in the habit of doing so.

Q. You have the originals of letters received from other members of the firm I
suppose ?—A. I do not think so; I have only a very few.

Q. .How many do yousuppose you have >—A. I do not know really how many.

Q. Where are they 7—A. I presume they are here.

Q. Where 7—A. In Ottawa, I have brought whatever I had with me,

Q. Have you got them in the room here >—A. Idid not think I would be called
upon this morning to produce them, but I can get them in a very few minutes.

Q. You were called upon to produce everytbing ?—A. I will produce every-
thing I have.
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Q. From whom are those letters 7—A. There are some from Murphy.

Q. Owen Murphy ?—A. Yes.

Q. Are there many ?—A. I do not think so.

Q. Written by him to you, from where ?—A. From Quebec.

Q. Where did you receive them ?—A. I could not tell exactly. I may have
been in British Columbia.

Q. Texas?—A. No, I have no letters written to me while there.

Q. Did you receive letters from any other members of the tirm ?—A. T received
letters from all the members of the firm at different times,

Q. Did you receive any from Robert MecGreevy ?7—A. T only received onc or
two letters from Robert McGreevy.

Q. You have those, I suppose ?—A. I do not know that I have them,

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. What became of them ?—A. I destroyed them.

Q. Are you sure of that?—A. T am quite sure I destroyed the greater part of
them.

Q. Have you been looking for any of these letters lately >—A. Noj; I bundled up
everything T had in Kingston in a hurry and have not looked at them since I came.

Q. Has anybody else looked at them ?— A, No.

Q. What other membe: of the firm did you receive letters from ?—A. I received
letters from all the members of the firm.

Q. Have you gotany letters from Mr. Thomas McGreevy in connection with this
matter? —A. I do not know that I ever did.

Q. You do not know that you did ?—A.. T do not.

Q. Are you sure you did not?—A, I am pretty sure I did not.
Q. Will you swear you did not ?—A. I will swear that I never received a letter
trom Mr, Thomas McGreevy all the time I was in British Columbia,

Q. Where were you when you received a letter ?—A. I may have reccived a
letter from him, but I am not sure; I may have done s0 when in Point Lévis,

Q. About what time would that be ?—A. I do not know thatIever received any
letter from him, but it T did it would be there,

Q. Where are they ?—A. Destroyed.

Q. Why did you destroy them ?—A. I did not want to encumber my=zelf with a
lot of useless stuff,

Q. I suppose they would be from Ottawa ?—A. I do not know where they would
be from. They may have been from Quebec or from Oitawa.

Q. When did you destroy them ?—A. Immediately after receiving them or a few
days after.

Q. Is it usual with you to do that with business letters ?—A. Did 1 say they
Wwere business letters ?

Q. [ asked you if you received any letters about this contract >—A. And I stated
that if I received any it would be at Point Lévis.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. Were they business letters ?—A. I do not know what they were.
Q. Just friendly letters >—A. Yes.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Did you write to Mr. Thomas McGreevy on business in connection with some
of these contracts >—A. I do not think 1 ever did.
Q. Will you swear you never did ?—A. I will swear I do not believe I ever did.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Did you write any letters to Mr. Owen Murphy ?—A. Yes.

Q. Have you copies of them ?>—A. No. ‘

Q. Did you write any letters to Mr. Robert McGreevy ?—A. Tdonot think I wrote
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more than one or two letters to Robert McGreevy. I never liked the man and never
cared to have any correspondence with him.

Q. You only wrote to men whom you liked? You wrote to Mr. Murphy ?—A.
Yes; for a time, until I found out his true character.

Q. Did you keep up correspondence with Mr. Larkin >—A. Yes; we were very
friendly. Anything that I wrote derogatory to Larkin was brought out by the lies
told to me by Murphy.

Q. Did you keep copies of your letters to Mr. Larkin ?—A. No.

Q. Have you any of his letters sent 1o you ?—A. I think I have.

Q. Are they here 7—A. No; I do not think I have any of Larkin’s letters here.
I won’t swear I have any of his letters left,

Q. Where would they be if they were not here >—A. In Kingston.

Q. Then you did not bring any with you which related to this matter?—A. I
think I did. I searched wherever I could, except a trunk. There were some
letters in that. It is a trunk that I have not opened much, or used since I came
back from British Columbia,

Q. You have not searched that for papers 7——A. Not when I was coming away.

Q. At any time lately?—A. I do not think I searched it for any considerable
time.

Q. For how long a time ?—A. Perhaps six months,

Q. You made a considerable search in it then?—A. Yes; I believe I did.

Q. What were you looking for?—A. I could hardly tell; whatever papers I
might find,

Q. This business was already in the newspapers?—A. I might have been look-
ing for some summer or winter underclothing.

Q. Yes; but underclothing is not documents, although your name may be on it.
Were you looking in the trunk for papers at all?—A. Yes; [ may have been looking
for papers.

Q. I asked you were you looking for papers ?—A. The chances are that I was
looking for them.

Q. Are not the chances this—that this matter between Mr. Tarte and McGreevy
was much spoken of in the newspapers about that time. You rcad about it in the
papers did you not?—A. Yes. 1read about it in the G'lobe at the time.

Q. Were you looking in the trunk for papers in connection with this matter ?—
A, No; I was looking for some notes that were due me.

Q. Connected with these matters?—A. No.

Q. Did you sce many of the papers in the box then ?—A. No; not many.

Q. Tt was not underclothing then that you were looking for; it was notes ?—
A. It might have been. I was looking for underclothing at one time.

Q. And now, that underclothing is out of the box, and the papers are there?—
A. Some of them are there yet.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Did you bring with you all the notes paid by the firm?—A. No; I did not
know that 1 had to.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. Did you bring any of them ?--A, I cannot say that T did.

By Mr. Amyot :
Q. Where are they ?—A. I cannot say.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. You do not mear to say that you do not know that notes have been paid by
the firm ?—A. I know it too well. _
Q. But you cannot tell us whether you have any of these notes now ?2—A. No.
Q. Where are they 7—A. I cannot tell.
56




54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1) A. 1891

Q. Do you know anyone who can tell >—A. I do not know.

Q. Did you see these notes lately—some of the notes paid by the firm?—A, I
may have seen notes paid by the firm.

Q. When?—A. 1 do not know when. What notes do you refer to?

Q. 1 would like to have all the notes paid by the firm since 1884?

The CraieMAN—I do not think that is a correct question; it is not legal. You
do not want any of the notes with other parties, that have no connection with this
case.
Witness—There is a note for $400,000 that I gave to Mr. Murphy. It is in the
Court House at Quebec.

Mr. TarTE—That has nothing to do with this case,

Wirness—I thought, perhaps, that wus one of the notes you wanted.

Mr. TartE—I do not know what that note is, as a matter of fact, and I do not
wish to know,

By Mr. Lister :

Q. Have you any of the notes given by the firm and which Robert McGreevy
got?—A. I cannot say that Robert McGreevy ever got any notes from the firm.

Q. Did you endorse a note to Robert McGreevy for $5,000?—A. I do not know
that 1 did.

Q. Will you swear you did not ?—A. I cannot swear that I did.

Q. Do you know anything about those notes given to Robert McGreevy—a note
payable to you made by the firm and endorsed by you?—A. There muy have been
such a note,

Q. I ask you whether you ever endorsed such a note; I am not asking whether
there may or may not have been such a note?—A. And I tell youl have endorsed
several notes.

Q. Did you endorse one note made by the firm payable to yourself endorsed by
x\qu and handed to Robert McGreevy?—A. I never handed any note to Robert
MeGreevy.,

Q. T)he charge is that $25,000 was paid to Thomas McGreevy in promissory
notes, signed by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., which notes were given
0 Robert McGreevy and that they were signed in your office in Quebec ?—-A. 1 say
[ know nothing about that.

Q. Did you ever sign such a note?—A. A note for $25,000?

Q. No.  $25,000 in five notes ?—A. I never signed five notes for $5,000 each.
h Qﬁ Did you endorse one ?—A. I may have. I won’t say that I did, one way or

¢ other,
. Q. So that your answer is that you do not recollect anything about it ?—A. Yes.
That is my answer.

By Mr. Tarte :
Q. Do you say you kuow nothing about the notes >—A4., I do.

By Mr, Lister :

Q. You never endorsed a mote to Robert McGreevy ?—A. Did Isay I never
endorsed a note ?
Q. You were not present when these notes were made and endorsed by several
members of the firm ?—A. Not that I reeollect.
Q. Had you any papers in British Columbia ?—A. Yes. -
Q. At the office there 7—A. Yes.
Q. Had you an office there 7—A. Yes.
Q. When did you close that office ?—A. When we finished our work.
Q. When was that?—A. In 1887. '
Q. énd your work was finished then ?—A. Yes.
. Q. You had no further business in British Columbia in connection with that
“Btract?—A ., I think not.
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Q. Did you have an office out there >—A. Yes; I told you we had.

Q. Were all the papers in thatoffice brought east 7—A. I believe they were, all
that were necessary.

Q. Were all the papers in connection with the business in British Columbia
brought east>—A. No; all letters and unnecessary papers were destroyed.

Q. And all that were not destroyed were brought east?—A. T suppose so.

Q. Were they or were they not ?—A. I did not pack them up. I think one of
the boys in the office packed them up.

Q. When was that done?—A. When we closed the works,

Q. When was that?—A, In 1887.

Q. You have told us that you have seen from time to time references to these
charges in the newspapers, and have been a careful reader of the G'lobe ?—A. Yes;
I saw many of the statements in the G'lobe; perhaps one or two escaped me.

Q. Did it ever strike you that you might be a witness in this case ?—A, Cer-
tainly it did.

Q. You felt ratisfied you would be called as a witness 2-—A. Certainly.

Q. And did it strike you it was necessary to brush up a little as to the facts ?—
A. What do you mean?

Q. Did it oceur to you that it would be necessary to refresh your mind ?—A. I
do not know that my mind needed refreshing.

Q. I should think it to be necessary from your answers to-day. Did it occur to
you that your mind required refreshing »—A. I remembereverything that occurred.

Q. You did not think it was necessary to look and examine what papers you
might have in your possession 7—A. I tell you I brought everything I had.

Q. I ask you that question and I want an answer—did you consider it was ne-
cessary for you or subsequently, to examine the papersin your possession connected
with these charges >—A. I do not think that my mind required any refreshing.

Q. Then you say you did not do it 7—A. I cannot answer that.

Q. Do you swear you cannot tell ?—Did you or did you not ?—A. T may have
looked at some of the papers; I do not know whether 1 did or not.

Q. That is your answer ?—A. Yes, yex.

Q. Within a year—you cannot say whether you did or did not ?—A. Not par-
ticularly. I do not think that Idid.

Q. Yon say not particularly, and you cannot remember ?—A. No.

Q. I understand that you had no business in British Columbia after 1887 ?—A.
Certainly we have interest there yet.

Q. But your business is all closed np there 7—A. We have plant there yet.

Q. You were paid for your work ?—A. No.

Q. Was there anything to take you out to British Columbia ?—A. Yes; the cars.

Q. It is not necessary for you to be impertinent, Sir. Was there any business
to take you out there recently 7—A. Yes.

Q. When were you there last ?—A. I was there in March,

Q. March past 7—A. Yes; this past March.

v Q. That was long after the charges had appeared in the G'lobe newspaper ?—A.
es,

Q. Was it after Parliament had met?—A. No; it was before Parliament had
met,
Q. You knew at that time that Mr. Tarte intended preferring charges against
a member of Parliament?—A. Yes; he stated that in the public print.

Q. You knew it and you went to British Columbia ?—A. I did.

Q. To gather up your plant >—A. To dispose of it if I could.

Q. How long did you remain there?—A. About a week.

Q. Did you dispose of the plant ?—A. I did not.

Q. You only waited a week in British Columbia?—A. That is all the time I
could spare.

Q. Did you look for any papers while you were out there —A. There are none
of our papers there that I know of.
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Q. A word or two about Martin P. Connolly, this book-keeper of yours. He
remained in charge of your office after you had left Quebec and commenced work-
ing in Kingston ?—A. He wus in our office at Quebec, the greater part of the time,
but we often got him up to Kingston. '

Q. He remained in your office at Quebec, after you commenced work at
Kingston >—A. He attended to our business there until we called him to Kingston.

Q. How long did he remain in Quebec—until he was required permanently at
Kingston ?—A. We never required him permanently at Kingston.

Q. What period elapsed between the time you left Quebec and before you com-
menced work at Kingston ?—A. It might be five or six months, oritmight be longer.

Q. Then during all this time Martin Connolly was at your office in Quebec until
vou commenced work at Kingston ?—A. During all which time ?

Q. The time you stopped work at Quebec and until you required him at King-
ston?—A. Yes; he was in our employ attending to our buasiness generally.

Q. You huad an office there 7—A. Yes.

Q. After you commenced work at Kingston, you brought him up from Quebec
as you required him ?—A. He came up whenever he was sent for,

Q. How long would that be? How many years have you been in Kingston 7—
A. A couple of years.

Q. Then he remained in Quebec two years and six months, until such time that
you required him at Kingston?—A. I suppose so,

Q. Did he put in much of his time at Kingston?—A. Not much.

Q. So most of his time was spent at Quebec ?—A. Yes.

Q. The books were in the office at Quebec ?7—A. Some of them were,

Q. The books in Quebec were in his charge?—A. Yesx.

Q. When was it he was dismissed from your employ or left you at Kingston ?2—
A. Ttold you the first T heard of it was last Saturday when the messenger came to
serve him with a subpeena.

Q. Did your brother tell you he had dismissed him ?—A. e did not tell me
he had dismissed him then. I thought he had left of his own accord.

Q. Did you understand that from your brother? What did you understand
from him ?—A. He told mec that this man was no further in our employ.

Q. From that you understood he had left voluntarily ?—A. Yes.

Q. And that he had not been dismissed ?—A. My brother told me this morning
that he had paid him off.

Q. You say he had been in your service for 8 or 9 years ?—A. Since 1884.

Q. You asked your brotber nothing further about him? He did not tell you
anything further about him ?—A. No.

Q. The inference you drew was that he had left your employ voluntarily ?—
A. That was the inference I drew on Saturday last.

Q. Did your brother tell you that he had left 7—A. No; he did not.

Q. You had seen Martin Connolly working in the office a day or two before ?—
A. I'saw him a week ago yesterday.

Q. That would be four days previous to the time your brother told you this ;
%0 that he was in your employ a week ago Monday ?—A. Yes; that was it.

Q. Working in your establishment?—A. He was not working the last time I
52w him; he was at the depot.

Q. Seeing you off 7—A. Yes.

_ Q. Who had charge of the office in Quebec when he was away ?—A. This man
Kelly—the man who signed those telegramns that came from here.

Q. Was the office under lock and key ?—A. T think so.

Q. Was it 2—A. I think so.

Q. And Kelly had the key ?—A. The office was open when I arrived, and Kelly
Was in the office.

. Q. You got there Sunday morning ?—A. Yes; [ g.t there Sunday morning. I
et to the office Monday morning, and when I got there, probably about 8 or 9
oclock, the office was open; I presume Kelly had the key.

59



54 Victoria. Appendix (No. 1.) A. 1891

Had you seen Kelly before that Monday morning ?—A. I had.

. When had you seen him before ?—A. On Sunday.

Forenoon or afternoon ?—A, Forenoon and afternoon, both.

. You told him what you wanted ?—A. Yes,

. You told him you had come for the papers ?—A. I did.

. What is Kelly’s particular work ?—A. To exercise supervision over the
plant and workmen in charge.

Q. Was he a practical workman ?—A. He was time-keeper and exercised
Supel’VIS]Ol]‘ .

Q. You saw him on Sunday morning and afternoon and then on Monday morn-
ing ?—A. Yes.

Q. What was he doing on the Monday morning when you got there ?—A.
Packing up the books.

Q. Did you tell him what you had come for P—A. T did,

Q. Were the books pretty well packed up when you got there >—A. Yes; a
great many had been packed.

Q. Had not Martin P. Connolly been in Quebec between the time you saw him
on Saturday and the day he saw you off on the train and your arrival in Quebec on
Sunday ?—A. How could I tell ?

Q. I am asking you ?—A. I cannot tell.

Q. Did anyone tell you that he had been there 7—A. No.

Q. Did you enquire ?—A. Yes; I enquired ot Kelly if he had been there.

Q. So, although he was no longer in your employ, you went to Quebec and saw
Kelly and asked him if M. P. Connolly had been there ?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you ?—A. I did.

Q. What did you do that for ~—A. I wanted to know if he had been down—if
Kelly had seen him,

Q. Did you expect him to be there?—A. I do not know whether I expected him
or not. 1f he were no longer in our employ he would naturally go home. I knew
he was in Kingston when I left,

Q. How did you expect him to be there ?—A. He might have gone home to
see his mother or father.

Q. You expected him to be there?—A. Did 1?

Q. Did you?—A. I do not know whether [ did or not.

Q. Why did you enquire for him, if you did not expect him to be there >—A.
Because that was his place.

Q. You expected him to be there >—A. I do not know that I did. He may have
been there. He is liable to be there. [ cannot tell you whether he was.

Q. But you enquired for him ?—A. I asked Kelly if he had seen him round.

Q. Kelly told you that he had not ?—A. Kelly said he had not seen him.

Q. Did you enquire of anybody else 7—A. I may have; I do not think I did.

Q. Will you swear you did not ?—A. I cannot say.

Q. This 1s not a long while ago. It was only on Sunday ?—A. Yes; but a great
many things may happen in a couple of days.

Q. Did you enquire from anybody else >—A. I do not remember. 1 may have
inquired but I will not swear whether I did or did not.

Q. Were you not told that Martin Connolly had been there ?—A. I was not.

Q. You say you won't swear? Was he not in the city, as a matter of fact ?—A.
I know nothing of that,

Q. You were not told it ?—A. He may have been there. He may be there now
for all T know.

Q. And you know nothing about it >—A. No; nothing whatever.

By Mr. Langelier :

Q. You stated at the commencement of your examination that on the 25th of
May, you met Martin P. Connolly at Kingston 7—A. Yes.

Q. Did you speak with him on that occasion and tell him that he would be
wanted here as a witness 7—A. No; I did not.
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Q. Were you aware he would be wanted as a witness >—A., There was very
little conversation between us. It was at the station when I was coming away. All
that he was talking about was this man Murphy.

Q. What Murpby ?—A. Owen Murphy.

Q. What did be say to you about Murphy ?—A. What did he say? He said a
great many things.

Q. Was it something in connection with this investigation ?—A. He said for
one thing that he was a great scoundrel.

Q. How did he come to speak about Murphy ? Was there any conversation
between you and him in relation to this investigation?—A. I asked him if he
thought that Murphy would be in Ottawa, or something like that. I think he told
me that he did not believe Murphy would ever have the cheek to appear here,

By Mr. Mulock :

Q. How did Martin P. Connolly come to go to Kingston? Why did he go
there ?—A. I suppose he came up to attend to our business.

Q. Did he come up of his own aceord ?—A., I cannot tell you that.

Q. Did not you send for him to come up to Kingston on the occasion of his
going there about the 21st of May ?—A. I think I telegraphed to him some time ago
10 come up as soon as he got through.

Q. Did you telegraph that you wanted him?—A. I think I sent for him to
come up as soon as he got the dredge ready to leave Quebec.

Q. When did you communicate with him to come up?—A. I do not recollect.

Q. Was it by telegram or by letter 2—A. I think it was by telegram.

Q. From Kingston ?—A. No; I think it was from Montreal,

Q. Where did you hand in the despatch 2 Which line of telegraph did you send
it by ?—A. I do not know exactly. 1 thinkit was thatlinein the Grand Trunk office,

Q. When were you in Montreal >—A. I am in Montreal very frequently—every
week or two, '

Q. What was the date when you were in Montreal when you telegraphed to
Martin P. Connolly ?—A. I do not know; I cannot say.

Q. What month was it >—A. I presume it was in the month of May.

Q. How many times in the month of May, 1891, were you in Montreal ?—A, I
cannot tell you,

Q. Were you there more than once ?—A, I may have been there several times,
My business calls me to Montreal about. twice a month or probably more.

. Q. I am speaking of what happened in May, 1891. How many separate (rips
did you make to Montreal in May, 1891?—A. T may have made one or two, or L
may have made more I caunot tell.

Q. Was it more than two ?——A. T cannot say.

Q. You do not know ?—A. It may have been more than two; it may not have
been that many.,

Q. Will you swear you were not in Montreal more than twice in May, 1891 2—
A. To the best of my knowledge and belief, I may have been in Montreal from one
to three times.

Q. The best of your knowledge and belief is what >—A. I may have been from
One to three times in Montreal; I may have been more than that,

_ Q. So then the best of your kunowledge and belief is that you do not know any-
thing about it ?—A. T know that 1 have been there.

Q. You swear you cannot say whether it was once, twice, three times, or more
“eparate occasions ?—A. 1 say I may have been there from one to three times, per-

aps more,

last QQ.EO?t\hat you do not know how many times you were in Montreal in May
dsl f—r .‘TO'
Q. On which occasion was it that you telegraphed to Mr, Martin P. Connolly
ome to Kingston ?—A. Some time during the month.
. Which time during the month ?—A. I do not know which oceasion it was;
4s some time during the month of May.
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Q. That is quite clear from what you have stated. Did you get any answer from
Martin P. Connolly ?— A. No.

Q. What did you say in your telegram to him ?—A. I told him to come to
Kingston, I think.

Q. Did you meet him in Kingston 7—A. Yes; I believe I was in Kingston the
day he arrived.

Q. The first day he arrived there, you saw him ?—A. Yes.

Q. How long was that after you telegraphed him ?—A.. I do not know exactly,

Q. What time elapsed between your telegraphing him and meeting him at
Kingston ?—A. I cannot tell exactly.

Q. How many days ?—A. I could not tell.

Q. A week ?—A. I could not tell.

Q. How near could you tell 2—A. I know that he came some time after receiv-
ing the message.

Q. I presume it was not before the message was sent. IHow long after ?—A.
Only a few days. Anyway he came up as soon as he got the business in shape to
leave it.

Q. So he came to Kingston from Quebec in answer to your telegram ?—A, I do
not know that it was in answer to my telegram,

Q. In consequence of your telegram ?—A, He could better answer that question.

Q. You swore in answer to Mr. Lister that he came there because you called
him to Kingston ?—A. I asked him to come to Kingston, I said.

Q. And you said he came because “we” called him~—meaning Larkin, Connolly
& Co. 7—A. Yes,

Q. You were a member of the firm that called him to Kingston ?—A. Yes.

Q. You saw him in Kingston the day he arrived in answer to your telegram ?
—A. I think I saw him the very day he arrived.

Q. He arrived in Kingston, you said, on the 21st May ?—A. Did T tell you he
arrived on the 21st May ? ‘

Q. You did. Youn said you saw him that day ?—A. I said I saw him.

By Mr. Choguette :

Q. When did you meet your brother in Montreal ?—A. We often met in Montreal-
Q. But in May last 7—A. My brother and 1 are down in Montreal about twice
a month attending to our business.

Q. Did you meet Martin P. Connolly in Montreal >—A. No ; I did not.
Q. In May last —A. No.

By Mr. Tarte :
Q. Are you quite sure you did not bring up with you any notes paid by your
firm in connection with work in Quebec or British Columbia ?—A. I would not
swear that I did not. They may be in the books.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. When you went down to Quebee did you find the books at the same pluace
you had seen them at the previous time?—A. I did not pay any attention to the
books on any previous occasions.

Q. Did you keep them in the safe or in the box ?—A. There was no room in the
safe for them. We could not keep them there.

Q. Where did you keep promissory notes; in the safe or in the box?—Ai. 1
suppose promissory notes after being paid were destroyed, probably.

Q. But you do not know about that 2—A. No.

Q. Where did you keep letters rcceived ?—A. Any that were of any consequence
were put on file.

- Q. Where is the file; is it in the safe ?—A. It is gencrally hanging in the
office. .
Q. Are the letters there still >—A. I do not think so. I do not know,I am sure.
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Q. Did you keep a copy of the letters sent by you?—A. I hardly ever keep a
copy of letters sent,

Q. Do members of the firm ?—A. Letters of any consequence.

Q. Where is the book containing those copies ?—A. To what firm do you refer,

Q. Larkin, Connolly & Co. ?—A. The letter books may be in the box that is
coming. They may be in the office in Quebec. If not in the books that are coming
they are certainly in the office in Quebec. :

Q. What did you keep in that safe if not receipts and promissory notes paid ?—
A, We kept cash and bank books and everything of that kind we had room for,

Q. Anything else?—A, There might be something else. Maybe the keys of
some doors or drawers.

Q. You cannot tell us how many books there were in your office concerning these
transactions ?—A. I cannot.

Q. Could you give us an idea of the books—the day books?—A. There is
usually a cash book, ledger and journal.

Q. Did you keep a separate set for each transaction?—aA. I think not. I think
the harbour works and everything relating to that were in one set of books, accord-
ing to my recollection.

Q. All your money transactions, were they entered in your books ?~—A. Yes; I
presume so.

Q. Do they still exist 2—A. As far as I know.

By Mr. Fraser :

Q. Did your firm have a bill book ?—A. For bills receivable ?

Q. Payable ?—A. I cannot say that they did or did not.

Q. If they had, is it in the office in Quebec ?—A.. It must be among the books
that are coming, and I assume there was.

By Mr, Davies:

Q. Did they keep a cheque book ?—A. Yes.

Q. And the stubs will be there showing what cheques they paid ?—A. T presume
50,

Q. Did you say whether you had a bills payable or cheque book in the office?
—A. I told this man Kelly to put up everything. I was xo busy I could not give
my personal attention to it,

Q. You did not examine the books ?—A. T told him to send everything that had
relation to the matters in this case. I had a special appointment with Mr. Poupore
with respect to a plant he was buying from us. | wanted to do that business and
zet back here to attend the meeting of this Commitrtee.

By Mr. Tarte:
b Q. Where is Martin P. Connolly ?—A. I told you before I donot know anything
about it,
Q. But you have strong suspicions >—A. You may have strong suspicions.
Q. Did you enquire of his mother ?—A. No; I do not know his mother.
Q. I very much suspect you could tell us?>—A. You may suspect what you like.

By Mr. Moncrieff :

Q. Did you give him any special instructions—thatis Kelly 7—A. Ttold him to
ut any of the books relating to the harbour works, the South-wall, and the graving
dock in the box.,

By Mr. Tarte:
C Q. Did you tell him to put in all the papers?—A. I did not suppo=e that the
1}0“,‘?‘““‘96 would want all the vouchers. I told him to let them remain until we
w’(““}‘l out what was wanted and then we could send for them. I concluded you
ould not want al] the papers after having copies of many of them here in Ottawa,
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Q. Did you look in the safe?—A. The safe was open when I went in.

Q. I see ?—A. I do not think I have the combination of the safe myself.

Q. Did you have it ?—A. I do not believe I could open it.

Q. Who could open it ?—A. I suppose this man Kelly could. He must certainly
be able to open it, beeause it was open when I went into the office,

Q. You found the safe open ?—A. Yes.

By the Chairman :

Q. Was anyone in charge of the office at the time ?—A. This man Kelly.

Q. Did this man Kelly open the safe ?—A. Yes.

Q. Was this Martin P. Connolly a relative of yours ?—A. No relation whateve:
that 1 know of.

Q. You were present when Mr. Murphy gave his evidence. Did you hear him
speak of notes being given to Robert McGreevy at the request of Thomas McGreevy ?
—A. Yes.

Q. And that it was with the knowledge of every member of the firm ?—A. That
15 not true.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q, You swore a minute ago that you did not know anything about this
matter?—A. I do not know anything about that.

Q. How can you say it is not true ?—A. It is not true as far as I know.

Q. It you do not know anything about it you cannot be well informed ?-—A. To
the best of my knowledge and belief I swear.

By Mr, Edgar :

Q. After these long years of faithful service by Mr. Martin P. Connolly I sup-
pose you gave him a certificate of character and all that ?—A. I do not know what
was given him. T do not know that he asked for it.

Q. You never heard ¥—A. No.

Q. Do you know when he is to go back to your employ ?—Any arrangement
made about that ?—A. None that I know of.

Q. Did your brother tell you all about it ?—A. I did not ask him.

Q. He told you of the event without you asking him ?—A. No.

Q. Did he tell you that he had been asked for a certificate of character by
Martin Connolly >—A. No.

Q. Didn’t it strike you as strange that this man after faithful service should be
dismissed without a certificate of character ?—A. I take very little regard for cer-
‘tificates of character. The worst men we ever had, came to us with the best certifi-
cates of character,

Q. He was a faithful servant ?—A. Yes; as far as I know he was.

Q. A good, honest man ?~—A. So far as I know.

Q. And was trustworthy ?—A. T believe so.

Q. And truthful as far as you know ?—A. As far as T know.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. You told us that this Martin P. Connolly came to Kingston on the strength
of a telegram sent by you from Montreal ?—A. No; he came subsequently to receiv
ing that telegram. That was some time in the month of May.

Q. You said “we” called him to Kingston, that is true 7—A. There is no doubt
about that,

Q. Had he ever been to Kingston on the works before ?~—A. Many times.

Q. Was he always sent for by telegram ?—A. Generally by telegram.

YQ,. When you wanted him at Kingston you generally telegraphed for him P
A. Yes.
Q. Owen Murphy is a very bad man ?—A. His record says that,
Q. You say he is>—A. He is a man I have very little confidence in.
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Q. He is your uncle though ?—A. Oh, Lord, no.

Q. He is not your uncle; is he no relation?—A. Well, I heard that he was;
Lut upon my word I can’t believe it.

Q. You are s0 honest and he is so dishonest you do not think it is possible that
vou can be related ?~—A_ That is it.
" Q. What relation is he to you?—A. I would not swear he was any relation of
mine.

Q. What relation by reputation ?—A. A cousin, I believe; but I am not sure.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. You are not sure at all that he is a cousin ?7—A. How could I be sure.

Q. Tdid not ask that. Do you swear that he is not your cousin ?—A. No; of
course I do not swear that. Why should I swear that? I can only swear what I
imow of my own knowledge. You have to take other people’s word for that.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. Did you recognize him as your cousin ?—A. When, ?
Q. In letters or in speaking ?>—A. In writing to him, I think my usual mode of
address was “ Friend Owen.”

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. So dishonest a man, *“Friend Owen” ?—A. At thetimeI had a good opinion
of him,

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. When did that good opinion finish? When did you find out that he was a
scoundrel ?—A. When he commenced attacking us in the papers after we had paid
him a large sum of mouey for his good will and interest in the business—nearly
twice as much as we asked for a similar interest.

By Mr, Tarte:

Q. Will you swear that in 1883 five notes of $5.000 each were not given?
—A, I will not swear. They may have been given. We had a great many trans-
actions that it is impossible for me to keep track of.

Q. Will you swear that these notes were. not subsequently paid by the firm ?—
A. T suppose that if any notes were issued by the firm they were paid.

Q. Then you cannot say. You dn not remember, I suppose, that these five notes
of 85,000 each were paid by the firm?—A. If the notes were issued by the firm
Fam pretty well satisfied they were paid.

Q. But you do not remember that they were issued ?—A. I do not remember
the time they weve issued. There were a great many notes issued by the firm and
1t 1s impossible for me to recollect the notes that were signed and issued by the firm.

Q. Were you generally present when the auditing of accounts took place ?—
4. I was generally consulted about the items that were objected to.

Q. Do you remember having found in one of the audits of the firm the amount
OI' 823,000, representing these five notes that I speak of now?—A. I have no
recollection,

.. Q. Did you generally sign the audits of the firm ?—A. I generally signed them
i they were presented to me.

Q. Then you do not remember if the audits in 1883, 1884 and 1885 have been
presented to you ?—A. I do not know; I would not swear that they had or had not.

Q. You do not remember >—A. I do not.

Te(’ﬁ‘l?li VDld you look to see if these audits were in your possession?—A. Not
for tﬁ?ém\\?hen did you look for them last?>—A, I do not remember that I ever looked

Q. When you received the order to bring up here all the papers you had you
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did 1 ot think proper to look ifyou had these papers?—A. No; I did not think tacre
were any of my personal papers, except life insurance policies there.

Q. You did not enquire or look if these audits were in your own possession ?—
A. Idid not.

Q. Do I understand you to say that all the notes paid by the firm—given and

aid by the firm—were destroyed ?—A. You must not understand me to say anything

of the kind. They may be destroyed.

Q. Did youlook for the notesand papers; that is, notes relating to these contracts ?
Did you look for the notes ?—A. I did not. I had not the time. My time was very
much occupied while I was in Quebec.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. You say that the office in Quebec was in charge of Mr, Kelly?—A. Yes; he
was in charge, as well of all the plant.

Q. What is Mr. Kelly’s Christian name ?—A. Patrick.

Q. Is he any relation of yours?—A. I believe he is.

Q. What relation is he by reputation ?—A. A cousin, I believe.

Q. Mr. Tarte has asked you one or two questions about these notes. The charge
here is that five notes of 5,000 each were made by the firm and were handed to and
endorsed by each member of the firm and that these notes were prepared in the
office of the firm at Quebec ?—A. In the office of Larkin, Connolly & Co.?

Q. No; Thomas McGreevy's at Quebec. Were you there at all 7—A. T never
prepared or signed a note in the office of Thomas MeGreevy in my life.

Q. Did you endorse one ?—A. I do notthink I did.

Q. Will you swear you did not ?—A. To the best of my knowledge and belief I
did not. :

Q. Were you never told by the members of the firm that five notes had veen
given by the firm for $5,000 each, and endorsed by each member ?~—A. I do not
" recollect that I was ever told.

Q. Will you swear ?—A. I may have been told, but I cannot remember it or
recall the circumstance,

Q. Did you ever observe in the expense account that this $25,000 was charged
to expenses P—A. I do not know that I ever looked over the expense account.

Q. You do not remember that you ever endorsed a note in Mr. Thomas
McGreevy’s office 7—A. I am very positive that I never did.

Q. Is there a.room below Mr. McGreevy's office, and on the ground floor 7—A.
What office do you refer to ?

- Q. Has he severul offices 2—A. He has several offices. There is the office of the
Richelieu and Ontario Navigation Company and the Tow Boat Office.

Q. The Tow Boat office—do you know that ?—A. Yes.

Q. Has he an office up-stairs >—A. He had and has yot.

Q. Is there an office that can be entered by a trap-door ?—A. If there is, I am
sure I never went down the trap-door.

Q. Were you present when Larkin and other members of the firm endorsed pro-
missory notes for $5,000 apiece ?—A. If they made notes there and endorsed them, I
swear I was not present. I swear I was never present in Thomas McGreevy’s office
where we signed and endorsed notes.

Q. Did you ever endorse a $5,000 note that now forms the subject of this
inquiry ?—A. Where ?

Q. Anywhere ?—A. I cannot tell. I may have. I generally endorse paper
when it is presented to me.

Q. Without asking questions 7—A. By thunder—yes.

By Mr. Curran:

Q. Did you ever endorse a note for $5,000 made payable to your order by the
firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co. in any of Mr. McGreevy’s offices, either the Tow
Boat office, the Richelien Company’s office or the office at his private residence,
or anywhere else to your knowledge ?—A. No, Sir.
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By Mr. Mulock :

Q. Or any other place —A. If I ever endorsed a note it was at my office.
Q. Do you swear vou never endorsed a note made by your firm for $5,000 and
payable to your order 7—A. I may have. Itis quite possible I did.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q, You have been a partner with Mr, Murphy for a time? Have you been a
partner with Mr. Murphy for a time?—A. No ; except in the works that we were
connected with,

Q. In what works were you connected with him or interested with him ?—A. In
the graving dock and harbour works and the British Columbia Graving Dock.

Q. As a matter of fact, did you know Owen Murphy before coming into Canada
here ?—A. Yes ; I knew him in New York.

Q. Were you not born in Ireland, both of you?—A. I was very young at the
time and I do not recollect it. I only have other people’s words for that.

Q. As a matter of fact, do you not know you were born in Ireland ?—A. I have
the word of my parents that I was.

Q. And do you not know that Mr. Murphy was born in Treland too?—A. I do
not know of my own knowledge.

Q. You knew, I think, in the United States, as both you and he had lived there. Is
that from your own knowledge 7—A. Yes.

Q. You have known that man for a long time ?7—A. Yes; I have known him off
and on for a great number of years.

Q. Is it a tact that you have asked from him many aservice for a long time and
{l.mt ?you have written letters to thesame effect ?—A. That I have asked services from
him ?

Q. Yes ?—A. I never asked anything that was not due.

Q. Will you swear that you did not ask him to keep a share of the works in
Quebec for you wien you were in Texas ?——A. Yes ; certainly he was in correspon-
dence with me all that time,

Q. T will say more than that. Ls it a fact that you have recommended Hon. Mr.
McGreevy to him ? Is it a fact that you wrote such letters >—A. It is quite possible.

By the Chairman :

Q. Do you recollect either having signed or endorsed any note intended for the
Hon. Thomas McGreevy in relation to these works ?—A. I do not recollect having
signed a note for the Hon, Thomas McGreevy in my life.

Q. Nor coming from your firm ?—A. No.

Q. Are you sure about that>—A. I am pretty sure about it.

Mr. N1cHoLAS K, CONNOLLY sworn.

By the Chairman :

Q. What is your first name ?—A. Nicholas.

Q. When did you see Mr. Martin P. Connolly last ?—A. Last week.

Q. W.hat day last week ?—A. I think it was on Wednesday last.
. Q. Did you know then that he knew a subpeena had been issued for him to
dppear before this Committee >—A. I do not know that he did.
. Q. On what occasion did you see him and where ?7—A. I saw him in Kingston,
aud in our office there.
\ Q. Why did he go there ? Was he living in Kingston or somewhere else ?—
A. He wasg living in Quebec,
. For what reason did he go to Kingston ?7—A. To settle up, I think and see
about our books, -

Q. Who sent for him ?—A. I did.

Q. By telegram or letter ?—A. By telegram, I think.
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Q). What did you say in your telegram ?—A. That 1 wanted him in Kingston,

Q. For what reason ?—A. To see about the books,

Q. Was it in relation to this investigation ?—A. No.

Q. Did you mention anything about this investigation after he arrived in
Kingston ?7—A. No.

Q. Did he say anything to you about it ?—A. No.

Q. When did he cease to be in your service ?—A. On Wednesday or Thursday,
I think,

Q. Under what circumstances did he cease to be in your service 7—A. Our
work is about finished, and he wanted to go and get a place where he could get
another job.

By Mr. Lister :

Q. Your work is nearly finished, where ?——A. Kingston,

Q. Was he employed in connection with you in Quebec ?— A, He was employed
at Quebec and occasionally came to Kingston. ]

Q. The last day you saw him, did he tell you where he was going to ?—A. My
opinion is he went to Toronto, but I do not know.

Q. Upon what do you base your opinion ?—A. Upon the fact that he asked me
if T could get him a pass on the boats to Toronto.

Q. Did he ask for a pass beyond that point 2—A. No.

Q. Did he tell you what he was going there for 7—A. No.

Q. Did he tell you what he was going there for ?—A. Tinferred it was for work.

Q. Do you know where he is to-day ?—A. No.

Q. Suppose you wanted to communicate with him, what would you do ?—A. I
would go to his mother, or where his father lives in Quebec.

Q. That is the only way you could find his whereabouts ?7—A. Yes.

Q. He was your book-keeper in Quebec ?—A. Yes.

Q. Are you aware that these books are coming up to Ottawa to-day ?—A. My
brother told me so.

Q. Is Martin Connolly the only man who could explain these entries in the
book *—A. I am not a bookkeeper myself.

Q. Can you explain these entries yourself?7—A, No; I do not know that I could.

Q. Who is the best man to give the Committee any information about the entries
in these books ?—A. I suppose any bookkeeper who is in the habit of keeping books.

Q. Will you give us the name or names?—A. Any bookkeeper I think; any
expert bookkeeper.
. Q. Would any expert give you the circumstances under which the entries are
made P—A. I think the entries were made in the regular way. I do not know any-
thing to the contrary.

By Mr. Davies:

Q. How long was Martin P, Connolly in your employ ?—A. About five or six
years.
Q. Under what terms was he employed —A. He was paid so much a month.

Q. How much ?—A. I think it was $50 a month.

Q. At the beginning of each month ?—A. Yes,

Q. He had been a faithful employé ?—A. Very good.

Q. When you sent for him to come up from Quebec, did you give him any inti-
mation that you were going to discharge him ?—A. He has been doing little or
nothing for the last two years.

Q. Did you give him any intimation in the telegram that you intended to dis-
charge him ?—A. No,

Q. When he came there what did he come for; for what work ?—A. Some
settlement or to do some things with regard to the books. He was balancing the
accounts.

Q. Have you many men employed ?—A. Yes; a good many.
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Q. How many ?—A. About 75 or 100.

Q. Somebody has to see them paid and prepare the pay lists 7—A, Yes.

Q. What work did you put him at when he came there?—A. I did not put
him at any particular work. He at once took hold of the work himself. It was
not necessary to tell him anything.

Q. He went to work preparing the pay lists 7—A. No; he was balancing the
accounts, I think.

Q. Did he pay the men while he was there —A. No; not as a general thing.

Q. I say this time ?—A. No.

Q. Did he prepare the pay lists 7—A. No.

Q. Did he get any instruction from your brother to do that?—A. Not that I
know.

Q. Would it be curious if your brother had given instraction to him to see if
the men were paid ?—A. I do not think it would be curious. He used to do that
when he was there constantly.

Q. When he went over the books, what did he do ?—A. He first went over the
books and made out vouchers fov bills that had been paid.

Q. That is what he came there for ?7—A. Yes,

Q. How many days was he doing that P—A. I think two or three days.

Q. Ther how many was it before that that he had been making up the books
before he came ?—A. He had been in Kingston, three or four different times since
we commenced that work.

Q. How many days elapsed since the previous visit 7—A. I think about two or
three months.

Q. So that there were two or three months of books to go over?—A. Yes.

Q. Did he make up a balance shect 7—A. I do not know.

Q. Did you ask him to ?—A. Yes. He said there was little or nothing to do
any more,

Q. Did you ask him if he had made up a balance sheet ?—A. No; I think not.

Q. Then your books were not balanced up by him when he came there the last
time 7—A. No.

Q. T understood you to tell me that he was not to pay the men or make up a
balance sheet, but to go atthe books and make them up?—A. He did go at the books.

Q. That was what you sent for him for ?—A. Yes; that was his business,

Q. When he came there he went at it?—A. Yes.

Q. But he did not finish it 7—A. No; we are not done the work and he could
not finish the work.

Q. And he did not make up your books for you?—A. No.

Q. What caused him to leave ?—Did he go of his own accord 7—A. Not entirely
i)f his Ov&i)n accord; but partly. He wanted to get a job where he would have a
onger job,

Q. He had been with you seven years?—A. Yes.

Q. And you still have 75 men in your employ ?——A. Yes.

Q. And you will be engaged all this summer ?—A. [ think not.

Q. Do you mean to say he came to you and asked to be discharged ?—A. No.

Q. Did you discharge him ?—A. Not exactly. He said he wanted to go some
Vlace where he could do better, and I was quite willing to pay him off.

Q. He said he wanted to get some place where he could do better >—A. Yes.

Q. Where did this take placc 7—A. Kingston.

N QT-\THad you any conversation with him in which you expressed dissatisfaction?
—A. No,

N QN He had never made any complaint before with regard to his work or pay?
—A. No,

Q. But he suddenly came to you, On what day ?—A. Thursday or Friday.
A Q. Three or four days after his arrival. Did you say you were dissatisfied ?—
- 1 do not think there was any dissatisfaction.

Q. When was that 7—A. Last week.
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Q. What did you say to him ?—A. That I would be glad to see him do better,

Q. Was that the end of it 7—A. Yes.

Q. Was anything more than that said ?—A. Nothing more than that he wanted
what money was coming to him. I gave him a cheque for what was coming.

Q. How much was that ?—-A. $150, I think.

Q. You made an entry of that at the time in the books ?—A. No; I do not touch
the books,

Q. Was there an entry made in the books ?—A. Not unless he made it.

Q. What bank did you give him a cheque on ?—A. The Union Bank.

Q. Of Kingston ?—A. No; there is no Union Bank of Kingston.

Q. What Union Bank was it 7—A. Of Montreal or Lower Canada.

Q. Which was it, Union Bank at Montreal or Lower Canada?—A. It is the
Union Bank of Canada.

Q. Where was the cheque cashed ?—A. It might be cashed in Iingston or
Montreal

Q. On whom was the cheque drawn and on which of the Union Banks of
Canada ?—A. It is the Montreal Bank where we do our. business,

Q. This man who had been in your employ seven years and came there to
balance up your books, suddenly said: “I would like to do better,” and you at once
signed a cheque for $150 ; then there was nothing more said or nothing done about
his leaving. At this time when you gave him this cheque and discharged him had
you received the subpcena to attend before this Committee >—A. T had not.

Q. Had your brother received a subpeena ?~—A. I believe he had.

Q. Did you discuss that fact with your brother ?—A. No.

Q. Did you receive the information from your brother that he had received a
subpaena ?—A. I receipted a letter for my brother with the subpcena in it.

Q. Was there any conversation between you and Martin P. Connolly about this
investigation ?—A. Not at that time.

Q. At any time?—A. Yes; there might have been.

Q. What time was it 7—A. As soon as this Committee was first established.

Q. Where did the conversation take place ?—A. I think it was in Quebec.

Q. What was the nature of the conversation you had with him ?—A, T do not
know that anything more was said than that there was going to be an investigation
and we would likely all be up.

Q. You told him that?—A. There was a conversation something like that
taking place.

Q. That was Martin P. Connolly and you. Was anyone else present 7—A. 1 do
not know that there was,

Q. Then this Committee was sitting ?~—A. It was about the time the Committee
was formed.

Q. And you expected to be called upon to give evidence P—A. Yes,

Q. And he was the man who had the best knowledge of entries in your books
and of all these transactions 7—A. Yes.

Q. You knew he must be examined if the truth was to be got at ?—A. I did not
know that at that time.

Q. But you know now ?—A. Yes; from what I have heard since I came up.

Q. Did you give a cheque to facilitate his coming to this Committee or to help
him get away ?—A. I had no choice. Ido not know but I would prefer to have
him here.

Are you a Director of the Richelieun Navigation Company ?—A. Yes.

Did you give him a pass to go ’—A. No.

And did not assist him anywhere ?2—A. No.

. Did he ask for a pass ?—A. No.

Will you swear he did not get it ?—A. Yes,

Did he get a pass anywhere else ?—A. I do not know.

. Did you try and get it ?—A. No.

. What did you say to him in respect to that point >—A. I told him that the
President wonld have to issue a pass or the General Manager.
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Q. Who was the President ?—A. Thomas McGreevy.

Q. And who was the Manager 7—A. Julien Chabot.

Q. You do not know whether he went to the President or Manager to get a
pass?—A. No.

Q. You do not know where he is now ?—A. No.

Q. You do not know whether he got the pass or not ?—A. No. My opinion is
that he did not get a pass, for there was no one there to give him a pass.

Q. The Manager was not there ?—A. No.

Q. Was the office opened where the Manager carries on his business ?—A. Yes.

Mgr. CaneroN—The boats were not running until yesterday.

By Mr. Davies :

Q. Did he give you any id2a that he was going to assured employment, or going
on speculation to try and get it >—A. I do not know that it was assured employ-
ment.

Q. Well, employment in which he was engaged seven years ago?—A. Five or
six years ago,

Q. Your brother has sworn it was in 1884 ?-——A. Well, it may have been that
long ago. .

gQ.D Do you know anything about the custody of the books yourself ?—A. I had
nothing to do with the custody of the books or making entries in the books,

Q. Nothing at any time ?—A. No.

Q. Who was the man who made entries in the books and who kunows all about
them ?—A. We had several bookkeepers.

Q. Since 1884, Mr. Martin P. Connolly the witness who disappeared is the man,
and the only man, who made entries in your books I believe.

Mr. Ferauson—There were several.

Mg. Davigs—No; 1 did not understand the witness to intimate there were
several since 1884, I am asking previous to 1884 7—A. In 1834 we had.

Q. I did not ask about British Columbia. I was asking who had charge or the
hooks since 1884 and made entries in them ?—A. Martin P. Connolly.

Q. And he was the only one 7—A. Yes.

Me. Lister—I object on the part of the Comunittee to the counsel interfering at
all in the examination of this witness.

Mr. Fereuson—I did not interfere.

Mg. Lister—I think you have.

TrE Caairman—I did not notice anything of the kind.

Mr. Lister—The question was “ Who made the entries in the book.” He said
“* Connolly,” and my learned friend said “ several.”

1 ,I]\?Il Fercusoxn—I beg your pardon, I made the remark to Mr. Davies and to
Mr. Tarte.

By Mr. Davies :

Q. With respect to the books in relation to the British Columbia contract, where
were these books kept ?—A. In British Columbia,

Q. They were not kept in Quebec ?—A.

Q. Were there any books kept in Quebec with regard to your British Columbia
contract ?——A. No.

Q. Do you or do you not know whether there were any books kept in the Quebec
office in relation tothe British Columbia contract ?—A. Well, there were some entries
made in the Quebec books, of money sent to British Columbia to carry on that work,
transmitted both ways, backwards and forwards.

Q. Then there would be an account opened with the British Columbia Bank in
the Quebec books ?—-A. Yes.

\ YQ' That account would contain entries of moneys forwarded there, I suppose ?-—
L. Yes,

Q. And Mr, M. P. Connolly entered that ?—A. Yes..
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Q. And when the notes of the firm were paid was M, P. Connolly the man who
would make entries in the books and give the cheques 7—A, No. He never gave
cheques.

qQ. He would make entries in the book, would he ? A. He would make entries
in the book.

Q. Who would give the cheques then, if Martin P. Connolly would not ?—A.
Martin P. Connolly would generally fill the cheques out.

Q. And who would sign them ?—A. I would sign a great many of them, M.
Munphy would sign many of them and my brother also.

Q. So you three members of the firm, yourself, your brother and Mr. Murphy
would sign cheques as the book-keeper told you they were required ?—A. Yes.

Q. When notes were given, who would sign them, an individual member of the
firm ?—A. Mr. Murphy might sign them, or my brother,

Q. Can you swear having signed notes yourself ?—A. I think I did sign one or
two.

Q. Do you remember certain notes that were drawn for the sum of $25,000 in
notes of $5,000 each endorsed by the individual members of the firm in the City of
Quebec ?—A. T have no recollection of it.

Q. Do you remember, did you not endorse a note for $5,000 signed and drawn
by Larkin, Connolly & Co. in your favour ?—I do not think I did.

Q. Did the other members of the firm endorse notes for similar amounts, at or
about the same time ?—A. I do not know. They may have done so.

Q. What is your belief; did they ?—A. With regard to the signing of notes?

Q. With regard to others signing similar notes to the one you endorsed ?—A.
To the best of my opinion they have.

Q. They did sign. What became of these notes afterwards? Were they
paid 7—A. I think all our notes have been paid.

Q. Were these individual notes all paid—on your oath to the best of your belief ?—
A. I think so.

Q. Do you know where they are now ?—A. I do not,

Q. Have you ever seen them since they were endorsed by you and the individual
members of the firm ?—A. I may have seen them. I do not know.

Q. Where do you keep the notes when they are taken up ?—A. In the office.

Q. They are not destroyed 2—A. Sometimes they may be destroyed.

Q. So, if these notes were paid in the usual course of events, they would still be
in the office at Quebec?—A. If not destroyed.

Q. Was there any special reason for destroying them ?—A. Not that I know of.

Q. When paid they would be charged in the books by Martin P. Connolly ?—
A. Yes.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. Was there a book for the notes payable or receivable %A, No; I think not.

Q. Are you sure that there was none ?—A. There may have been, but to the
best of my recollection there was not.

Q. I want to understand exactly what occurred with the witness Martin P.
Connolly. Did he ask to go away, or did you send him away. Did you give him
his discharge ?—A. I did not give him his discharge exactly. He talked of going
away for some time back. Ie told me he would like to do better, and asked me to
give him what was coming to him. I asked him to see what was coming to him
and I gave him a cheque for it.

N Q? It amounts to his asking you to go away. Do you swear to that?—A. To
what ?

Q. To his asking to go elsewhere ?—A. I had very little use for him any longer.
His work has been done for nearly two years.

By Mr. Lister :
Q. Did you decide to send him away or did he ask togo away ?—A. 1 decided to

send him away because there was no work for him any more.
[
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. So, it is out of your desire that he went away ?—A. Yes,
. Did you do that without consulting the other members of your firm?—A,

Q
Q
Q. Did you inform any of them since ?—A. Yes.
Q. Whom ?—A. My brother.

Q. When ?—A. When he came from Ottawa last Saturday or Sunday I, think
Q. Was that in Kingston?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you kindly tell us what you told him abcut it?—A. I told him Martin
bad left us.

Q. On what account?—A. I did not say.

Q. You did not tell him at ail?—A. No,

Q. You did not tell him if you had sent him awuay or if he had asked to go
away ?—A. T do not think that question was raised, but if T spoke about it I would
say I had sent him away.

Q. You knew then that he was wanted as a witness here ?~—A. T had no know-
ledge of his being wanted here.

Q. Did you suspect that he was wanted here as a witness >—A. I did not know
who would be wanted here as a witness.

Q. Did you ask him where he was going ?—A., No.

Q. Did you ask him the combination of the safe at Quebec 7—A. No; I did not.
X Q. Did you ask him if he had the keys of the box containing the books ?—A.

o.

Q. Nothing at all?—A. No,

Q. Only you sent him away because you had nothing more to do with him?
Was that the reason you sent him the telegram requesting his presence at Kingston
a few days previous P—A. There was some work to be done there, some vouchers to
be made out that he had been working at before, and he had nothing to do in Quebec.

Q. How many days afterwards was it that you dismissed him ?—A. Three or
four days.

By Mr. Davies :

Q. You stated that you endorsed a note for $5,000, and you believed the othe1
members of the firm did so also? Will you tell me where you endorsed that note ?
—A. T thinkit was in our office in Quebee.

Q. Who were present at the time?—A. I do not remember who was present.

Q. You were not alone of course ?—A. No.

Q. Can you recollect anyone who was there 7—A. I think the book-keeper may
have been there.

Q. Anybody else?—A. I do not know of anybody else; I do not remember.

Q. The book-keeper was Martin P. Connolly ?—A. Yes.

Q. You think you and Martin Connolly were there alone >—A. No; I say there
may have been somebody else. '

. Q. What other people would likely be there?—A. When any notes of that
kind were endorsed Mr. Murphy was generally present.

Q. Notes of that kind, you say >—A. Notes of any kind.

Q. And Mr, Murphy would be present >—A. Yes,

Q. Do you recollect whether he was there or not?—A. I do not remember; he
may have been there.

Q. Were any other members of the firm present >—A. T could not say.

Q. They may or may not have been ?—A, 1f they signed they must have been
there, e
Q. Do you remember who filled the notes out >—A. I do not remember.

). What particular note of $5,000 is it that you have a distinct recollection of
g endorsed in your office 7—A. I have signed several notes of $5,000.

Q. You singled out one note of $5,000 ?—A, No; it was you singled it out.

. What makes you believe you endorsed it in the office ?—A. Thatis the place
¢ we generally do our business.

avi
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Q. And it was not because you had any special recollection of any particular
note, but because you gencrally did your business there 7—A. Yes.

Q. Will you swear you have no special recollection as to whether this parti-
cular note of $5,000 was signed by you?—A, No.

By Mr. Moncrieff :

Q. What $5,000 note is My, Davies talking about? (To witness) Have you
endorsed more than one $5,000 note P—A. Yes.

Q. You have endorsed more than one ?—A. Yes.

Q. How many >~—A. I suppose ten or fifteen during the last five or six years,

Q. In answering Mr. Davies, what note of $5,000 were you referring to ?—A., I
am entirely at a loss as to any particular note, but I have signed notes for $5,000.
If I saw the note I might be able tostate whether Isigned it or tell something aboutit,

By Mr. Davies :

Q. When you were answering my questions you had no reference to any
particular note?7—A. No; but I knew I had signed notes.

Q. On your oath now had you not reference, and did you not intend to give the
Committee to understand, that you referred toa particular $5,000 note not signed by
you ?—A. I say I signed several.

Q. 1 did not ask you that >—A. A particular note? No; for the reason that [
have not seen the note you are referring to.

Q. You know there was a note endorsed by yourself, and others by the members
of the firm ?-—A. Yes ; there were several.

Q. Had you not at the time you answered me, reference to a particular class of
notes making $25,000 in all >—A. I do not know that I had.

Q. What was it for, then ?—A. I do not know.

Q. You cannot swear abouv the $25,000 in notes made up in that way ?—A. I
could not swear there were $25,000, less or more.

Q. Have you a distinct recollection of such a transaction ?—A. There was some-
thing of that kind.

Q. You have sworn already distinctly, as far as you are personally concerned,
you did endorse a note of your own, you recollect that ?—A. That is my recollection.

Q. And you swear further, if 1 understood you correctly, you believed the
others endorsed their own ?—A. Well, I could not swear to that,

Q. You could not swear positively to that, but that was your belief ?—A. Yes.
: Q. T understood you to say you believed those notes had been subsequently paid?

—A. Yes. We paid off the notes outstanding against us.

Q. Did you have a monthly statement made up by your bookkeeper showing
your expenditure 7—A. No; not what you might call a monthly statement. Full
statements were made up every year.

Q. But subsequent to giving and paying those notes, did you have a statement
made up in which the payment appeared ?—A. I could not swear to that.

Q. What is your belief on your oath now?—A. When notes were paid they
were entered in the books.

Q. But subsequently to the payment of those particular notes that I have
reference to, did you not have a statement made up in which those notes appeared
to have been paid ?—A. T could not swear to that,

Q. Have you any doubt of it ?—A. It may or may not be, .

Q. Have you not sworn just now that all the notes which were entered in this
statement were paid >—A. I believe they were all paid.

Q. Would there be any special reason for excepting these particular notes in the
statement showing what the firm had paid 2—A. I do not know as there would.

Q. Well, were those notes in that statement?—A. I cannot swear they were !l
that statement—I have not seen that statement, Our yearly statement was made 0P
at the end of the year as a general thing, and all thosé notés were included in that
statement.
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By Mr. Tarte :
, You were summoned to appear before this Committee ?—A. Yes,
. Did you read your summons? —A. Yes,
. Did you notice in it that you were asked to bring up before the Committee
papers and letters that you may have in your possession 7—A. Yes.

L0

Q. Have you got any letters or papers with you ?—A. Letters or papers ?

Q. Yes ?—A. In reference to what ?

Q. In reference to those contracts, of course ?—A. I have not.

Q. Did you have any letters from Mr, Murphy ?—A. Not in my possession now,

Q. Have you got any letters from Mr. Murphy that were written to you ?—A.
No.

Q. If there are any letters, you do not know where they are ?——A. No; I do not,

Q. As a matter of fact do you know that another person has letters written to

yvou by Mr. Murphy ?—A. No.

Q. They may be in the possession of some one of your friends or relatives or one
of your employés ?—A. Not to my recollection.

Q. You have said that all the notes given by you were paid ? and that after-
wards they were kept as vouchers among your papers ?—A. That is my opinion.

Q. Do you know what became of tive notes of $5,000 each, given in 1883 in con-
nection with the Cross-wall contract 7—A. What became of them ?

Q. Yes?—A. I do not know.

Q. Were they paid ?—A. If we gave them they were paid.

Q. Did you give them ?—A.. T think so.

Q. Then if you gave them they were paid. If they were paid, was that amount
entered in the books of your firm, to your own knowledge ?—A. Not to my own
knowledge.

Q. Did you never examine the books ?—A. I never examined the books to see.

Q. You swear to that ?—A.. I do.

Q. I think you said that you had a yearly audit of your account ?—A. Yes,

Q. Is it a fact that you have some of these notes in your possession; or where
are they ?—A. They were in the office. Fach member of the firm got the audit.

Q. Signed by every one of you?—A. Signed by the book-keeper, the auditors
and by the firm,

Q. Will you swear that in these audits, even one of these audits, this sum of
$25,000 was not entered >—A. I cannot swear positively.

Q. You have no recollection of that 7—A. Not now.

Q. Did you think over it after having signed it or lately ?—A. Did I what?

Q. Did you think about the notes ?—A. I may have.

Q. Did you look to find out these notes as you were ordered to do 7—A. I had
none of the papers or books in my possession.

Q, But they were certainly under your power ?—A. Yes. My brother went to
Quebec on Saturday last to get them and I believe they are on the way up here,

Q. As a matter of fact, you have not in your possession to-day and you cannot
tell us where those notes of $5,000 may be ; and you cannot tell us whether there
are letters written to you by Mr. O. E. Murphy in connection with these works.
You cannot tell us that ?—A". I never got any lotters of Mr, Murphy.

Q. Did you keep copies of yours letters to him ?—A. Some of them I may.

Q. Will you produce the copies of them ?—A. They are in the office. They
were copied in the regular books of the office.

. Q. Will you undertake to have those copies here ?—A. I expect they are included
With the papers that are on the way here now.

Q. As a matter of fact, did you write a great many letters to Mr. Murphy in
tonnection with these works ?—A. Not a great many.

Q. Did you not write dozens and dozens to him ?—A. No,

You are sure ?—A. Yes.

Q. Then how many do you think you have written ?—A. [ cannot tell you how

many I have written, probably eight or ten, more or less.
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Q. Then you are not sure you have copies of those letters 2—A. No.

By Mr. Curran :

Q. Do you know the office of Mr, McGreevy in Quebec ? How many offices has
he ? He has an office for example with the Richelien Navigation Company ?—A. I
did not know that Mr. McGreevy has any office of his own in Quebec. I generally
found him at the Richelieu office.

Q. You have been speaking of certain notes of $5,000 each that were given by
your firm and endorsed by the individual members of the firm. Do you know Mr.
Murphy was a witness here for the last few days ?—A. I saw by the papers he
was here.

Q. Is that Mr. Murphy a partner in your firm ?—A. He used to be a partner of
our firm.

Q. Are you aware that Mr. Murphy at any time took you and your partnersinto
one of Mr. McGreevy's offices and there caused you to endorse notes for $3,000 each,
prepared by him in the name of the firm, which were to be given to Mr. McGreevy
as payment for'his influence in connection with these contracts, and amounting in the
aggregate to $25,000 7—A. No; there never was such a transaction.

Q. Do you remember having been at any time in any office, over which Mr.
Thomas McGreevy has control, and passing down through a trap door into another
office below, and such a transaction being carried out there?—A. Noj; there was
never any such thing.

Q. On your oath, as a member of that firm, I ask you to swear positively
whether on any occasion there was a sum of $25,000, or any sum of money whatso-
ever, paid by your firm to Mr. Thomas McGreevy for his influence in connection
with any of these contracts ?—A. Not a dollar, to my knowledge.

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Have you any recollection of having written letters to Mr. Owen Murphy
asking him to secure the influence of the Honorable Thomas McGreevy? Did you
write any letters of that kind ?—A. I may have.

Q. Did you write such letters or not?—A. I may have done so.

Q. Doyouremember having written such letters about the Cross-wall in Quebec ?

(Objection taken that the question should not be put, unless the letters were
produced.)

Q. Did you write any such letters 7—A. I may have done so, concerning his
influence.

By the Chairman :

Q. You said something about $5,000 notes being signed ? Were any of thosc
notes intended for Mr, Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Not to my knowledge.

Q. What do you mean by that ?—A. I mean that if Mr. Thomas McGreevy was
to get any of that money I did not so understand it.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. Who was to have them ?—A. That I could not tell you.

Q. Why cannot you tell ?—A. I could not say who was to get them.
By the Chairman :

Q. Because you have no knowledge of them ?—A. Yes,

Q. Do you undertake to swear that Thomas McGreevy directly or indirectly
did not receive the produce of any of your notes or of any of your firm ?—A. Not a
dollar to my knowledge.

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. You stated that you had audited statements from the firm delivered to you?

—A. Yes.
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Q. Have you got them now ?—A. No; they are in the office with the other
papers. I did not keep the separate statements. I left them in the office.

Q. That is where they ought to be ?7—A. Yes.

Q. They ought to be produced to-day ?—A. I did not know that they would be
wanted.

Q. You left them in the office ?—A. Yes; I left them with the book-keeper.

Q. You say you had statements to date, from the firm ?—A. Yes,

Q. Have you got them now ?—A. No; they are in the office, I think, with the
other paper.

J. B. GEoRGE SaMsoN recalled.
By the Chairman :

Q. Did you make any enquiry about the receipt of the registered letter 2—A. I
enquired of Mr, Kelly, who was in charge of the office. He told me the registered
letter was in the office.

Q. Who received the registered letter >—A. It must have been Mr. Kelly.

Q. Did he tell you ?—A. I did nov enquire of him.

Q. Did you see the letter >—A. No; I did not see the letter, but he told me it
was in the office.

By Mr. Curran :

Q. Did you enquire of the Connolly’s family in Quebee ?—A. No, Sir.

Q. You see they were the only persons who could have given you any informa-
tion ?—A. I was instructed by Mr. Murphy and Mr. Robart McGreevy who were the
most interested in the question that they were sure M. P, Connolly was not in Que-
bee, They made all the enquiries in company with me. I went to the place where
he used to board and made all the enquiries I could but could not find him.

By Mr. Amyot :

Q. You did not go to his mother ?—A. No. I wentto the place where Connolly
used to take his lunch every day—the Blanchard Hotel—and he had not been there
for a couple of weeks.

Mr. Nicaornas K. ConNoLLY re-called.
By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Perhaps the witness could tell us if he heard by what train M. P. Connolly
igft by and where he went ?—A. I cannot tell you any more of his departure from
\ingston,

Q. He asked you for a pass to Toronto? You did not object to his going there
or to Quebec or to anywhere at all ?—A. I do not know which way he went.

Q. You swear you have not the faintest knowledge ?—A. I swear to the best of
my knOWledge he went to Toronto, and that was the reason I gave for his asking
me for a pass.

Q. Did he tell you he was going to see about employment at Toronto ?—A. Noj;

he did not tell.
“ Mr, FrrzpaTrick.—1I think it only right to state that I have not seen Martin
-onnolly since he left Quebec, if T recollect right,about a fortnight ago. Since that
tme I have neither seen nor heard of him, and I am prepared now to submit myself
10 a cross-examination under oath.

Mr. Davies.—Nobody suggests that you have.
that 3%:‘(} Frrzparrick.—I am not so sure about that. However, have to say further
o Il . onnolly is not produced, it will be a matter for me to consider seriously how
ey can be further connected with this case. I now submit I am prepared to

SWer any question under cross-examination.
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Mr. Nicronas K. ConnoLLY re-called and further examined.

By Mr. Mulock :

Q You telegraphed Martin P. Connolly—by what line ?—A. I think it was by
the Canadian Pacific Railway.

Q. Well, I would like to have that telegram produced. Perhaps it can be pro-
duced at less expense than by bringing up the officer who has custody of it? Atany
rate I would like to have the telegram here. And I presume the examination of
both the Connollys is to be continued.

Mr. Fraser.—If Mr. Connolly would agree the Canadian Pacific Railway Co.
would have no objections to sending a certified copy.

TuE CHAIRMAN.—Do you agree to that Mr. Connolly ?—A. I have no objection
to that.

The Committee then adjourned.
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House or Commons, Wednesday, 3rd June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., Mr. Girouard in the Chair,

Investigation into certain circumstances and statements made in connection
with the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, &c., resumed.

Mz. MicHAEL CONNOLLY re-called.

Wirngss.—I wish to state, Mr. Chairman, that all the books we have in our pos-
session are here in the building and we are ready here to submit them to inspection,
but I do not think we ought to have them open to the public. If there is any par-
ticular entry wanted I am ready to read it.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Will you produce on the table of this Committee all the books, contracts,
vouchers, letters, receipts, cheques and other documents in vour possession or under
vour control in connection with: first, the dredging of the Harbour of Quebec since
1382; second, the Cross-wall in connection with the same work; third, the dredging
of the wet basin in the same harbour; fourth, the South-wall or retaining wall in the
same harbour ; fifth the graving dock at Lévis ; sixth, the graving dock at Esqui-
malt, as ordered by a subpceena issued by this Committee upon the 20th May lust
and again by a second summons dated the 26th May last, and again by an order given
on the 29th May last to you ?—A. Here is a list of the documents we have and if
there is anything here that this Committee

By the Chairman :
Q. Is this a list of the documents asked for by Mr, Tarte ?—A. I believe it is.

By Mr. Davies :
Q. Do you produce the documents asked for here ?—A. Yes; I do.

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Will you read the list you have produced ?—A. Lévis graving dock—two
cash books, two ledgers and two journals. Quebec Harbour Improvements—two
cash books, one ledger and one journal. South wall—ledger and journal. Esqui-
malt dock—two ledgers, three journals and one cash book,

By Mr. Amyot : .

Q. These books now belong to the Committee ?—A. No; they do not belong to
the Committee,

Mr. FErouson.—The statement I have to make on behalf of Messrs, Michael
and Nicholas K. Connolly is that they are ready and willing to attend before this
Comlmttge and to exhibit the books from time to time for the purpose of showing
4ny particular entries therein, as to which witnesses may be examined pertaining to
th? charges referred for investigation in this matter. We take the position that these
?1”()1“ contain a largp number of accounts and transactions in no way pertaining to
u;i A-!ll{),]eet of investigation before this Committee. There are a large number of
Cl)'xﬁttlftvi accounts by the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., for which Nicholas K.
. ]12 7 and Michael Connolly are alone liable, and they submit that they should
m;vghcalled upon to submit these books for general exploratory inspection but that
tinge : ould be called upon to produce them and point out entries and accounts from
. muldo time as they are required for the purposes of the Committee, and that they
X‘em-tinl}m be given up for general inspection and general discovery. They should
the ;\'oriin their own custody. The point I make is that in the general meaning of
tbpen (];roductzon they are not produced. Thg witness is attendmg. here .under a
ety e ?fces tecum but they are not produced in the ordinary sense in which docu-
Iimc} ould be produced in'a suit. He is here as a witness producing them from

© Uime, the books remaining in his custody.
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By Mr. Tarte :

Q. You have handed to this Committee a list of the books which we have now
in our possession ?7—A. A list of the books 1 have here yet.

Q. But you have produced here a list of books ?—A., Yes.

Q. Have you got any other papers, vouchers, receipts, cheques or notes belong-
ing to you, or under your control, bearing on the works that are the subject of this
enquiry ?—A. All the papers I have are here. There is another list not enumerated
in that list, but they are here. This is the list:—1. Trial balance-sheet, Esquimalt
graving dock. 2. Contracts—(a) Graving dock, Esquimalt ; (8) Closing of opening
of Louise embankment; (¢) Graving dock, Point Lévis; (d) Contract for dredging
Quebec Harbour; (e) Cross-wall; (f) Quebec Harbour dredging ; (g) Letter, H. F,
Perley to Larkin, Connolly & Co., May 17, 1883.

Q. Is there a trial balance-sheet ?—A. Yes.

Q. Will you produce it ?—A. With pleasure. Here is the contract for the
Esquimalt graving dock (FExhibit ¢ X2").

Q. You say you have brought the contracts here ?—A. All the contracts enu-
merated in that list are here,

Q. What are they ?—A. For the closing of the opening in the Louise embank-
ment (Exhibit “Y2”); Contract for dredging the Quebec Harbour works (Exhibit
¢ 727y ; Contract for the construction of the Quay-wall; an entrance for the Wet-dock,
Quebec, between the Quebee Harbour Commissioners and Messrs, Larkin, Connolly
& Co., dated Quebec, 6th June, 1883 (Exhibit ¢ A3"") ; Contract for dredging and re-
moving material from Wet-basin, Quebec Harbour Commissioners and Larkin,
Connolly & Co., No. 3796 (Exhibit ¢“B3”); Graving Dock contract, Point Lévis (Ex-
hibit “C3”). This is a trial balance-sheet of the Esquimalt Graving Dock (Exhibit
(14 D3 n)'

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Is that the final one ?7—.\. I cannot tell.

Q. Look at it?—A. It says: “Trial balance of Esquimalt Graving Dock up to
date.”

Q. What date ?—A., I do not see any date on it.

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. In the list of the books I see “ Levis Graving Dock—two cash-books.” Will
you produce them ?—A. They are all here, and I am ready to produce any item you
want.

Q. Will you produce them ?—A. I must decline to give them up.

Q. Will you please put those two books on the table of this Committee ?—A.
The books are on the table. I am willing to point out any particular item in the
the books and read it to the Committee, and willing to remain here from day to day
and be examined on any item.

By the Chairman :

Q. You are ordered to lay those two books on the table and leave them under

the control of the Committee ?—A. ITam quite willing to leave them on the table and

open the books and read any portion that the Committee may desire, but to turn
them over to the custody of the Committee I must decline.

By Mr. Davies :
Q. T ask you to produce those two books and have them identified ?

(No answer.)
The Caairman.—Let the Clerk take the books,
Wirness.—I decline to allow the Clerk to touch those books.

By the Chairman :
Q. You are ordered to lay on the table the above two cash books for the purpose
of being marked and identified ?—A. I am quite willing to do that, but I do not know
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exactly what that means. If it means turning the books over to the custody of th¢
Committee I must decline ; but if it does not mean that, if it is intended for th
purpose of investigation, I am quite willing to do that.

Q. Are you quite willing to lay the books on the table for the purpose of being
marked and 1dentified 7—A. Yex.

Q. Give us those two cash books in order that a letter may be put on each of
them 7—A.. T may state, if you will allow me, that we have made every effort since
yesterday to ascertain the address of our bookkeeper. It possible we will have him
here. He can identify everything in these books. We have nothing to hide or

conceal.
The following Exhibits were filed :

Levis GravING Dock.

(Exhibit “E 3.”)—Cash book.

(Exhibit “F 3.”)—First journal,

(Exhibit “G 3.”")—First ledger.

(Exhibit ¢ H 3.”)—Second ledger (private journal of N, K, C.)
(Exhibit “ I 3.)—Second journal.

(Exhibit “J 3.”)~Third journal.

QuEBEc HARBOUR IMPROVEMENTS,

(Exhibit “ K 3.”)—First cash book.
(Exhibit “ L 3.”)—Second cash book.
(Exhibit “ M 3.”)—Ledger.
(Exhibit “ N 3.")—Journal. v
Sourn WALL.

(Exhibit “ O 3.”)—Ledger.

(Exhibit “P 3.”)—Journal.

Esqummarr Dock.

(Exhibit “ Q3.”)—First ledger.

(Exhibit “R 3.")—First journal.

(Exhibit “8 3.”)-—Second journal.

(Exhibit “T 3.”)—Third journal.

(Exhibit “ U 3.”)~Second ledger.

Tar CoAIRMAN—I understand, Mr. Ferguson, that you undertake to produce the
books here to-morrow.

Mz. FERGUSON—TYes.

Mr. Murock—We do not want any undertaking.

Mr. FErcuson—-Then I withdraw my undertaking,

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Mr. Connolly can you point out in any one of the books any entry for
vxpense, for notes of $25,000 in 1885, I think?—A. I suppose I could. It would
take me a good while to find it though.

Q. Will you try—from 1883 to 1885 >—A. What book is the entry in?

Q. The Cross-wall.—A. What date?

Q. I cannot give you the date?—A. You see I will have to hunt through the
whole book.

Q. You will hunt then ?—A. What year was the entry you speak of ?

N I%’dl diil not make the entry myself. Did you make the entry about the notes ?—

e 1d not,

L Q. Who did >—A. I think that all the entries in these books were made by
artin P, Connolly.

vl Is it to your knowledge that some entry was made about $25,000 notes,

=!Ven 1n 1883, in connection with the Cross-wall 7—A. I cannot say that there was.
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Q. Did you ever see any entry in the books about those notes?—A. T never
examined the books; my time was fully occupied on the works directing the
operation of the men and that sort of thing.

Q. Then you are not in a position to say when that entry was made, if made ?
—A. No, Sir, I am not.

Q. You cannot point out to us the books, or the book, in which such entry
should have been made or has been made ?—A. No; all T can do is to bring the
books here and hunt up any item you tell me, which, of course, I am quite willing
to do.

Q. Can you tell us if to your knowledge any entry of about $22,000 notes in 1884
was entered in the books ?—A. These books? These books are the books of the
Quebeec Harbour Improvements.

Q. Have you the books in connection with the Graving Dock at Lévis 2—A. Thave.

(). And the supplementary contracts ?—A. I have them here.

(). Are you in a position to point out to me in what book that entry of about

22,000 notes was made ?—A. 1 am not.

Q. Did you make the entry yourself 2—A. No.

Q. You unever saw such an entry before ?—A. I never examined the books nor
andited them.

By Mr. Davies : :

Q. Did you sec it >—A. I may have seen that or I may not. As I said before
my time was fully occupied.

Q. Did you see the entry or did you not ?—A. I won’tswear that 1 did, ordid not.

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Did you ever sce any of the cheque books of the firm? A, Yes; T have seen
many cheque books,

Q. Have you some of those cheque books left with you ?—A. There are none of
them here. I telegraphed to Quebec yesterday afternoon when you gave an order
for the books, and I think all the cheque books, letter books and vouchers will be
here to-day.

Q. Are you prepared to hand over to this Committee the vouchers that are
coming up to-day ?—A. I am prepared to hand over, or explain anything to the
Committec that I am able to explain, but to give up possession of the books, I must
decline, as I said before.

Q. I'do not spealk of the books, but the vouchers, receipts, papers or notes that
you may have in your possession 7—A. I have no objectionsto the vouchers, but the
letter books must remain in our possession. I am willing to read any lettersin
those books,

Q. Will you answer in a positive manner that you have no objection to handing
over letter books, cheque books, notes, and receipts that you may have in your
possession in connection with the Cross-wall, dredging in Quebec, and the Graving
Dock at Esquimalt and Lévis?—A. I have answered that. [ amwilling to turn over
any vouchers we have, but letter hooks and account books we must consider in our
possession, of course allowing the Committee the privilege of hearing any entry
that they may wish, or having any letter read.

Q. You have stated a minute ago that you have no knowledge that an entry for
$25.000 notes was mude in 1883 2——A. No; I did not say that. They may be there.
or they may not. X

Q. You said to your knowledge there was no such entry ?—A. I said nothing of
the kind. I said they may be there. If you ask me to read any item I will,

Q. Can you point out to me where that entry is —A, T cannot, I will have to
look it up.

By Mr. Daly :

Q. Will you kindly turn up the expense account of the Quebec Harbour In-
provements in May, 1883 ?—A., I cannot find it.

The Committee then adjourned.
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House or Coxyons, THURSDAY, 4th June, 1891,

The Committee met at 10:30 a.m., Mr. Girouard in the Chair.

Investigation into certain circumstances and statements made in cornection
with the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, &e., resumed.

Mg, Aymyor.—What has become of the books, and are they in the possession of
the Committee ?

Mk. Feracuson.—Yesterday the books were taken by the Messrs. Connolly into
the other room and put in a box which they had there for that purpose, and which
thev had brought from Quebee, and locked them up under lock and key, the key
being in possession of Mr. Conuolly, and they are there yet.

Tre CHAIRMAN.~—Are the books now at the disposal of the Committee ?

Mr. FErRGUsON.—In the same way as yesterday, They wiil be produced here
when called for as yesterday.

Mr. Davigs.~—Mr. Ferguson claims control and will not give them to the Com-
mittee.

Mg. FERGUsON.—Exactly.

Mr. EngAr.—Are the books here for the Committee to examine?

Mz. FErRGUsON.—No.

Mge. KirkpaTRICK.—Are they open for examination by any member of the Com-
mittee on any item connected with this enquiry?

Mg. FERGUSON.—Y es.

Mr, MicHAEL CONNOLLY re-called.

By the Chairman :

Q. Will you bring those two cash books please ?-—A. Yes Sir; here are the two
ciush books,

By Mr. Choquette :

Q. Let me see the two cash books. Will you hand those books to me that T
may look into them ?—A, No, Sir; I must decline to let the books pass out of 1y
]ossession,

By Mr. Moncrieff :

Q. T would ask, Mr, Connolly, whether you would have any objection to let any
member of the Committee look at any page of the book while you stand by and have
Possession of the book 7—A. Not the slightest.

Q. You are perfectly willing that I should go there and turn over every page of
the book ?—A. Noj; not every page. I wish them to specify what particular page
they want,

Q. Of every account belonging to this investigation ?—A. Yes; every account
from start to finish.

Q. At the same time keeping control of your books ?—A. Yes.

By Mr. Kirkpatrick :

Q. Why didn’t you allow Mr. Choquette to look at your book ?—A. Because he
10t specify the account.

By Mr. Daly :

e Q I would like to know if Mr. Connolly has any specific reason for not wishing
" Produce the books in the manner required by Mr. Choquette >—A. T have, Sir.
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There are a great many unsettled claims in those books and a great many other
matters not pertaining to this enquiry that 1 do rot want other people to prowl
through.

Q. Can you give us the names of those people ?—A. There are a great many
contractors here that I do not want to have see our books.

Q. And there may be friends of the contractorson the Committee 7—A. Just so.

By Mr. Amyot :
Q. Would you kindly state the names of some parties who have claims against
Larkin, Connolly & Co. in 1883 ?—A. I must decline to state that.
Q. Do you give the same answer to 1884, 1885, 1886 and following years 2—A.,
I must decline to give the name of any of our creditors.
Q. Would you give us an idea of the amount of claims there are?—A, They
are not the subject ot enquiry before this Committee.

Mr. A. Goseirn, Deputy Minister of Public Works, sworn.

By Mr. Geoffrion .

Q. In what capacity are you now employed in the Public Works Department ?
—A. As Deputy Minister,

Q. Since when ?—A. Since the 1st of January last.

Q. Prior to that date what was your employment -—A. I was Secretary of the
Department of Public Works.

Q. For how many years ?—A. T was appointed Secretary in January, 1885.

Q. Who was your predecessor >—A. Mr. Ennis; he is now dead.

Q. Will you be kind enough, if you find it amongst the papers of the Public
Works Department, to file before this Committee a letter from Mr.John B. Gallagher
to the Department, dated the 16th of May, 1883, giving the number ?—A. The num-
ber of the paper as filed in our Department is 31029,

Q. In whose handwriting is the body of the letter ? Do you know whose it is?
—A. I canuot tell.

Q. To whom is it addressed 7—A. It is addlessed to the Secretary of the
Department of Public Works, Ottawa,

Q. Read it.

(Exhibit “V 3.7
“To the Secretary,
‘“ Department Public Works,
“Ottawa,
“ MoNTREAL, 16th May, 1883.
¢ S1r,—Since my proposal for the < Cross Wall’ Quebec, Wthh I learn from the
Secr etary of the Harbour Works has been sent to your Department I find, owing
to the length of time that has passed since my tender went in and the time it may
take to deude and from the fact of fearing further delay, I have taken another con-
tract and wish to withdraw my tender for “The said work on condition of my deposit
cheque being returned to me,
“Very respectfully, &e.,
“JOHN GALLAGHER.

Q. Will you file, if it is there, a letter dated 9th June, 1883, from Mr. Ennis
addressed to Mr. Vezret Secretaxy of the Harbour Commission of Quebec, in cow
nection with that letter of Mr. Gallagher’s 7—A. Yes.

Q. What is the number of the letter —A. The number of the letter sent i*
18801.

Q. Will you read it please ?
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A. (Exhibit “W3.”)
No. 18801
12 “ DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIc WORKS,
34629, 34911, 35034. “Orrawa, Yth June, 1883.
“Sir,—An Order in Council having issued to allow Mr. John Gallagher to
withdraw his tender for the construction of a proposed Cross-wall, Quebee Harbour
Works, and return to him the bank cheque for 87,500 submitted with his offer, I am
directed to enclose herewith the cheque in question to be transmitted by you to Mr.
Gallagher.
“T have the honour to be, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
“F. H. ENNIS,
“ Secretary.
“A. H. VERgET, Esq.,
“ Secretary Harbour Commissioners,

“ Quebec.”

(Dept. Note)—Enc. cheque on Imperial Bank of Canada for $7.500 favour
Minister of Public Works, dated St. Catharmes, April 30th, 1883 and signed John
trallagher.

Q. Will you see whether you can find a copy of a letter from Mr. Perley to Mr.
Gallagher allowing him to withdraw his tender ?—A. I think it has already been
tiled a few days ago.

Q. Can you file all the tenders that were put in for the Cross-wall at Quebec 2—
A, Nu, Sir.

Q. They are not in the Department ?>—A. I understand they are not in the pos-
session of the Department. I understand they were first of all received by the
Hurbour Commissioners, then sent by them to the Department of Public Works and
after the contract had been awarded they were returned to the Harbour Commis-
sioners,

Q. Have you the extensions of those tenders ?—A. Yes, Sir. Itix the same
bandle of papers that were producel before, at least T expect it is,

By Mr. Fitzpatrick :
Q. Let us verify that fact >—A. The extensions of the tenders are here.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will you file them ?2—A. Yes.

(Extension of Tenders filed «nd marked Exhibit “ X 3.7)

Q. Now the report of Mr. Perley on the tenders 7—A. Here it is.

(Report filed and marked Exhibit “ Y 3”.)

The next paper is the copy of a letter from Mr. Perley to Messrs, Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., dated 17th May, 1883.

(Letter filed and marked Exhibit “Z 3”))
] The next one is the reply of Larkin, Connolly & Co. to Mr. Perley’s letter and
dated 19th May, 1883.

Tue CuairMan—That document has already been filed as Exhibit W 2.”

Wirvess—The next docament T have is a copy of a letter from Mr. Perley to
Jol Gallagher, dated 17th May, 1883.

(Letter filed and marked Exhibit « A 4.”)
. The next is the reply of John Gallagher to Mr. Perley’s letter, and is dated 19th
May. T see it has already been filed as Exhibit «V 2.” ’

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Do you know the handwriting ?—A. I do not know the handwriting at all.
‘. Q. Now the next one ?—A. The next one is a letter similar to the others, and
'* addressed by Mr., Perley to Mr. Beaucage.

(Letter filed and marked Exhibit < B 4.7)
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Then there is the reply from Beaucage. dated May 21st, 1883.
Tae CaairMaN—That is in already as Exhibit “ W 2.7

By Mr. Geoffrion:

Q. Do you know whether there was any correspondence between Mr, Perley
and the Harbour Commissioners about Gallagher withdrawing his tender ?—A. T
cannot find any.

Q. Do you tind an Order in Council dated the 30th May, 1883, and No. 35034 ?
~A. Yes,

Q. Please file it and read.

(Eshibit “C 4.7) 1290

Cer1IFIED CoPY of @ Report of a Committee of the Honourable the Privy Council,
approved by His Excellency the Governor General in Council on the 30th May, 1833.

“ On a Memorandum, dated 30th May, 1883, from the Minister of Public Works,
s'ating that of the tenders received by the Harbour Commissioners of Quebec, and
forwarded to his Department, for the construction of the proposed Cross-wall in con-
nection with the works of harbour improvements at the mouth of the River St.
Charles, the lowest was that made by Mr. John Gallagher.

¥ The Minister represents that an evident error was made in such tender, and
Mr. Gallagher was communicated with and that he adhered to his prices. but having
in the meantime taken another contract, he desired to be allowed to withdraw his
offer, and requested the return of the accepted cheque enclosed thereswith,

“ The Minister recommends that authority be given to allow Mr. Gallagher to
withdraw his tender; and to return to him the cheque.

“The Committee submit the above recommendation for Your Excellency's
approval.
“ JOHON J. McGEE,
“ Clerk, Privy Council.”

. Can you find a letter written by Mr. Ennis to Mr. Verret, dated 30th May,
1883 7——A. Yes, Sir; here it is.

(Exhibit «D 4.7)
(Copy) 18604
12

34891 “ Orrawa, 30th May, 1883.

“Sir,—I am directed by the Honourable the Minister of Public Works to
transmit to you herewith a copy of the Order in Council of the 28th inst., accepting
the tender of Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Company for the construction of the
proposed Cross-wall in connection with the works ot harbour improvements at the
mouth of the River St. Charles.

“T also enclose the form of contract and of sccurity agreement used by this
Department for works of about the same nature, which form the Honourable the
Minister suggests might be used in the present instance by the Board of Harbour
Commissioners. If used,it will not be necessary to submit the draft contract to thiz
Department,

“Should any change be made from the conditions of the enclosed form, then the
draft of the proposed contract will require to be sent here for the approval of the
Honourable the Minister, the Department of Justice having given its opinion that
such should be done,

“T return herewith the tenders forwarded with your letter of the 2nd in=t.
and the cheques enclosed with those offers, with the exception of that submitted by
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Mr. Gallagher, which is retained pending the taking of the necessary steps for its
proper disposal.
“I have the honour to be, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
“F. H. ENNIS,
“ Secretary.
“A. H. Verrer, Esq.,
“ Secretary Harbour Commissioners,
“Quebec.”

Q. Will you file a telegram dated the 23rd of March, 1883, addressed by Sir
Hector Langevin to his Deputy from Quebec ?—A. Yes,

(Exhibit “E 4.7)
(No. 49, by telegraph from Quebec.)
“ Orrawa, 23rd March, 1883,
“To G. F. BAILLAIRGE.
‘“ Send to Quebec Harbour Commissioners plan and specifications about Cross-
wall, with letter asking them their opinion thereon. Do that immediately.

“ HEC. L. LANGEVIN.”

Q. Will you ascertain whether between the 26th of May, 1884, and the end of
October, 1884, there were auy new plans prepared for the Esquimalt Graving Dock ?—
A. T have a paper here which seems to have some connection with the preparation
of' some modified plans. It is a letter from Mr. Truteh.

Q. Will you make a search fov the plans or modifications to which you find
reference in that letter ?—A. I will, but I cannot give you the answer now.

Q. Have you filed the original plans of those works ?—A. 1 believe not. [
believe they are in the Department,

Q. I mean those anterior to those referred toin this letter 7—A. We could file
the contract plans. They have been sent down.

Q. And accompanied by specifications ?—A. The specifications are attached to
the contract, which T think is attached to the papers,

Q. And the plans, too ?—A. The plans are here.  There is a long roll of plans,
16 or 17 of them, by themselves in the next room.

Q. The contract would contain the specifications 2—A. Yes; this is the contract
with the specifications att®hed.

(Contract filed and marked Exhibit “F 4.)

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. What is the number ?—A. No. G83.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Can you find a memorandum addressed to the Minister of Public Works by
Larkin, Connolly & Co,, or in their behalf, in connection with this Esquimalt Dock
contracts prior to the awarding or signing of the contract?—A. I cannot find any
trace of such a memorandum. ~Of course there is the usual correspondence hetween
th‘{('011tralct;()x's before the awarding of the contract, and after the tender has heen
decided upon—the correspondence asking them if they are prepared to enter into a
vontract, and their answer thereto, saying whether they will or not. This is the
Usual correspondence. Outside of that T cannot find any other. I have a telegram
o La!‘_kin, Connolly & Co. of the 28th October, asking them if they are prepared to
enter into a contract for the Esquimalt Graving Dock. Then there is an answer and
dfter that a telegram to Larkin asking if he got the message repeated from Quebec.

By Mr. Edgar -

Q. Have you got 28590 there >—.A. Yes.
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Q. That is a telegram to Larkin, Connolly & Co. informing them that the con-
tract tor the Esquimalt Graving Dock would be ready for signature on Friday and
that a further sum would be required on deposit from them. That is a synopsis of
the document.

Q. Read the whole of it please, and file ?—A.

(Exhibit “ G 4.”)
“Copy of telegram sent No. 28590.

“ DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIc WORKS,
“ Orrawa, 5th November, 1884.
“LarkiN, ConnorLy & Co,,
Indian Cove, Quebec.

“Contraet for B. C. Graving Dock will be ready for your signature Friday next,
A further sum of $11,200 will be required in addition to your cheque for $7,500 to
complete 5 per cent. security. Please have it in readiness on Friday, when Sir
Hector desires you to be here to sign the contract.
“F. H. ENNIS.”

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will you see whether you can find a letter from Thomas McGreevy to Mr.
Perley, dated 9th September, 1884 ?—A. It is not here.

Q. Will you try and find a letter from Mr. McGreevy to Mr, Perley any time
during the month of September?—A. I have been looking through the lotlers for
the whole of that month. I had only four letters in that month, and cannot find
what you want.

Q. You have none from McGreevy to Perley ?7—A. No, Sir.

Q. Is there an answer by Mr. Perley to Thomas McGreevy dated the 11th
September, 1884 ?—A, No, Sir; I have none,

Q. The list you have is that of all the letters and papers on file in the Depart-
ment?—A. Yes, Sir; inso fur as a very careful search has enabled me to find out. It
has been done very carefully.

Q. Will you find a letter of 8th May, 1884, from Mr, Baskerville to the Depart-
ment, and file it ?—A. It is here.

(Exhibit “H 4.77)
“Orgawa, 8th May, 1884,

“ The Honourable Stk HEcToR LANGEVIX,
¢ Minister of Public Works, Ottawa.

“DEAR S1R,—We have some time since submitted a tender for the completion
of a Graving Dock at Esquimait, B.C.

“If you will agree to the substitution of solid masonry and dispense with the
use of concrete and brick backing, we will consent to build the same for $16 per
square yard, which will reduce the bulk sum about fifty-three thousand dollars
($53,000). Hoping that this will meet with your approval,

“ We remain, your obedient servants,
“ BASKERVILLE & CO.”

By Mr. Tarte :
Q. Do you know the handwriting ?—A. T do not.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will rou now file Mr. Perley’s report, dated the 9th May, 1884, No. 470497
—A. Yes.
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(Exhibit “I14.7)
“ DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIc WORKS,
“CHIEF ENGINEER's OFFICE, OTTAWA, 9th May, 1884.

“No. 19319.
“Subj., Exq. Graving Dock,

“ Sir,—With reference to the communication from Messrs, Baskerville & Co.,
containing an offer in modification of their tender for the construction of the graving
dock at Esquimalt, B.C., T have to report as follows : —

“In Februavy last, tenders were called for the completion of this dock and only
two were received, one from Messrs. Baskerville & Co., and the other from Messrs,
Starrs & O’'Hanly.

“Using the quantities supplied by Mr. Bennett, the Resident Engineer, through
the Honourable Mr, Trutch, these tenders monied out as follows :

Baskerville & Covuereriverinniiiiiiiiiin i 8465,309.54
Starrs & O'Hanly.....oooivniiin inne e 315,240.58

““ As from each of these tenders the sum of $50,288.69 for plant, tools, materials,
&c.. on the works have to be deducted, their net amounts become respectively $415.-
028.85 and $264,951.89.

“In my estimate of the cost of this graving dock, T placed the cost of completing
the dock work proper at $340,000, and in my memorandum of 17th Ap:il last, on
these tenders, I expressed the opinion that one tender was greatly in excess of the
actual value of the work to be done, whilst the other was as much too low,

“Since the date of my memorandum, Messrs. Baskerville, Cassidy and Stewart
have called on me with reference (o their tender, and as Mr. Stewart had
made a special visit to British Columbia, for the purpose of examining the work
done and to be done, where materials could be procured, prices of labour, &e., I ascer-
tained that the amount fixed by the Honourable Mr. Trutch (See No. 43615) and
myself was less than the work could be constructed for, if the plans and specifica-
tions were strictly followed.

“ These plans were prepared by Messrs. Kinipple and Morris, English engineers,
and ave based as regards the materials used in their construction upon English
practice and English precedent, principally in the use of Portland cement, concrete
in the backing up what may be termed a veneering of ashlar masonry.

“ In Canada the cost of this backing is very expensive, owing to the fact that
the Portland cement required has to be obtained from England and large quantities
are needed,

“ On the canal works the masonry in the lock chambers is analogous to the
Wasonry n a graving dock, and in all that has been constructed since the in-
¢eption of a canal system, rubble backing alone has been employed, using Thorold
and other cements which are allowed to be inferior in quality to Portland cement,—
Yet for all this no complaints have ever been made respecting the strength, per-
Mmanence and utility of masonry which has been constructed, and I see no reason
Why the walls of the graving dock in British Columbia may not be censtructed with

i‘\l{'t’lble backing instead of concrete backing and the brickwork in connection there-
“ith,

. ‘] I:Ia\'ing submitted to Messrs, Baskerville & Co. a proposition to amend their
\\"(‘el b’) the substitution of rubble backing in lieu of concrete backing, lgmckwork,
B t ﬁy now offer to build the masonry for the sum of $16 per yard, which would
0 \f; the effect of reducing the net bulk sum of their offer to (say) 8362,000., which
o~ g“? of the high cost of labour and materials in British Columbix may be accepted
** 212w value of the work to be done to complete this doclk.
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“ Ag Messrs, Baskerville & Co. have executed for the Department of Railways
and Canals, the new works on the Ottawa at Ste. Annes, and as contractors possess.
experience and means for carrying out large works, I beg leave to submit for consi-
deration by the Honourable the Minister the desirability of arranging with that firm
for the works at Esquimalt under the terms of their tender as amended by them,
and the alteration of the plans whereby rubble backing shall be used instead of
conerete backing, and that such other changes be made as will dispense with the
use of brick work in connection with the walls,

“T have the honour to be, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
“HENRY F. PERLEY,
“F, H. Ennis, Esq., “ Chief Engineer.
“Secretary, Public Works Department.”

Q. Please read and file a letter from Mr. P. Baskerville dated 26th May, 1884,
to Sir Hector Langevin ?

(Exhibit “ J 4.7) “O1TAWA, 26th May, 1884,

“ Honourable Sir HecTor LANGEVIN,
“ Minister of Public Works, Ottawa,

“ DeAr Sir,—Since I had the last interview with you, in reference to the B. C.
Graving Dock contract, my brother had a proposition trom your engineer, Mr.
Perley, which he accepted and put in writing; therefore I consider the matter was
finally settled to your Honour’s satisfaction, until I was informed on Saturday last by
Mr. Bryson, M.P., that he heard it was to be tendered for over again. I, therefore,
made several attempts to-day to see you, but as I did not succeed and having heard
that you were going away, 1 thought I would write you again.

“As I always try to be guarded and not place your Government in any false
position, before moving in this matter, and as they were both Irish Catholic firms
that were in for the work, and being aware that collusion is very often practised in
tendering for contracts, I asked my brother if he had been awure of Starrs &
O’Hanly’s tender before they were opened, and both he and the rest of the mem-
bers ot his firm informed me that they did not,and were all willing to make
affidavit to that effect if necessary. They further stated that although they
expected a good deal of competition there were no parties more surprised than they
were to find competition from that quarter,

“ Therefore, feeling satisfied that their tender was a bond fide one, I thought it
my duty to ask your honour to accept it, and am willing to hold myself responsible
for their actions.

“Mr. Stewart, one of the members of the firm, had an interview with Mr.
Perley respecting the work and prices tendered for, since my last interview with
your honour; therefore Mr. Perley can inform you as to Mr. Stewart being out to
view the situation, and his knowledge of the work. Not hearing from your honour
gince my last interview with you, yet I trust the result will be favourable to my
friends, notwithstanding the rumours I have heard to the contrary. If it shouid
not, it will place me in an awkward position with my friends in the different con-
stituencies around here, and if it should be favourable to them I will always look
on it as a personal tavour to myself, and 1 have no doubt everything will be carried
out to your satisfaction.

“ As your honour remarked to me to have this matter kept quiet, my brother
and T did so. He still holds the cheques in his possession as he expected he woull
get the work and would require to return them to you. Trusting that you will
excuse me for troubling you so much and let me know the result «f your decision
as s00n as convenient,

“ I remain your humble servanti.
“ P, BASKERVILLE.”
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By Mr. Tarte :

Q. There is something written by the Minister on the letter, please read it?—A,
“ Memo.—Inform Mr, Baskerville that new plans and specifications have been
ordered and that new tenders will be called for.—H. L. L. ”

By Mr. Edgar :
Q. Whose handwriting is that in ?~—A. In Sir Hector Langevin’s handwriting.
By Mr. Geoffrion :
Q. Please file copy of a letter addressed by the Public Works Department to
Starrs & O'Hanly, dated Tth October 1884 ?—A.
(Exhibit “ K 4.)”
“Copy of letter sent No. 28, 140.
“ DEpARTMENT OF PUuBLIc WORKS,
“Orrawa, Tth October, 1884,

“ GENTLEMEN,—Having reference to your tender, dated the 20th ult. for the
completion of the graving dockat Esquimalt B. C., I am directed by the Honourable
the Minister of Public Works to inform you that he allows you until Saturday
next the 11th inst., at 11 o’clock a. m. to strengthen yourselves financially by asso-
ciating with you xome man financially strong. ,

“’At the time mentioned he, the Minister, will expect to be informed of the
name of such associate, if any; and whether he and you will be prepared to sign
then a contract for the exccution of the work.

“[ have the honour to be, gentlemen,
“Your obedient servant,
“TI, M. ENNIS,
* Seeretary.”
“ Messrs., Starrs & O'Hanvy,
“ Contractors, Ottawa,

Q. Do you find an answer to this letter dated the 10th October, 1854 ?—A. Yes.

(Exhibit <« Ti4.)” “QOrrawa, 10th October, 1884,
“T.IL Esws, Esq.,
“Secretary Department of Public Works, Ottawa.

“8ir,—We have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 7th
inst,, conveying the wish of the Honourable the Minister of Public Works, re our
tender for the completion of the Esquimalt Graving Doclk, British Columbia,

“In reply we beg to inform you that after considering the suggestion made of
associating another contractor with us, we are of opinion that as we have the neces-
sary means ourselves we will be better able to pertorm the contract to the satisfac-
ton of the Government, without the assistance of another contractor.

“We will be ready to sign the contract Monday and malke the necessary deposit.

“We have the honour to be, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
“STARRS & O'HANLY.”
Q. Please file a letter dated the 21st of October, 1834, addressed by the Depart-
ment to Starrs & O’Hanly ?
(Exhibit <M 4.)”
“ Copy of letter sent No. 28376.
“ DEPARTMENT oF PtBLIC WORKS,
, “Orrawa, 21st October, 1884.
" MicHAEL Starrs, Esq.,
B “Clarence Street, Ottawa.
. “Will you be good enough to call to this Department at once, re Esquimalt
(n=av1ng Dock.
“F. H. ENNIS,
« Secretary.”
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By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Will you now produce Mr. Perley’s report dated the 29th September, 1884 ?

(Exhibit “ N 4.) ¢Cuier ENGINEER'S OFFICE,
“ DEPARTMENT oF PuBLIC WORKS,
“O11awa, 29th September, 1884,
No. 11728, Subj., Esq. Graving Dock.
(Memorandum.)

“Eight tenders have been received for the completion of the graving dock at
Esquimalt, British Columbia, under the terms and conditions stated in an advertise-
ment dated Ottawa, 8th August, 1884, which have been marked respectively A to H.

“On applying the quantities to the prices stated in these tenders it is found that
tender ‘A amounting to $338,945.1% is the lowest.

“ With reference to the lowest tender, I am of the opinion that, after deducting
the amount to be paid for plant as per specification, namely, $50,288.69, the balance
remaining, namely, $288 656.40, is too small for the completion of the work in a
satisfactory manner.

“The tender next in order, letter ‘C that of Messrs. Larkin, Connolly & Co.,
for $374,559.53, gross, or, deducting the amount to be paid for plant, &e., $324270.84,
net, is one for which the works can, in my opinion, be completed. This firm is now
engaged in the construction of the graving dock at Quebec and possesses not only the
requisite plant, but also special knowledge und experience in connection with the
manner in which graving docks are built.

“HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.”

Q. Is there nothing to show what was done with that report; whether it was
approved or not ?—A. There is nothing on the paper.

Q. Now we want the Order in Council of the 16th October, 1884, awarding the
contract to Starrs & O’'Hanly ?7—A. It is numbered 52845,

(Exhibit “ O 4.”)

“CerTIFIED CoPY of a Report of a Commiltee of the Honourable the Privy Council,
approved by His Euxcellency the Governor General in Council on the 16th of
October, 1884,

“On a Memorandum dated 13th October, 1884, from the Minister of Public Works
submitting, that in answer to public advertisement, eight tenders for the completion
of a graving dock at Esquimalt, British Columbia, were received and that the
tenders were made at schedule rates, and with the prices applied to approximate
quantities were found to range from $338945.19 to $540,454.35, if concrete be used
for backing, and from $375.238.49 to $563,264.85, if rubble be used for backing.

“The Minister represents that the lowest $338,945.19 is from Messrs. Starrs &
O'Hanly of this city, who have, as vequired by advertisement, deposited with their
tender an accepted security cheque for $7.500, and that upon the submission of
Messrs. Starr’s & O’Hanly’s tender, the chief engineer reports expressing opinion
that after deducting the amount, $50,288.69, to be paid for plant as per specification,
the balance which would remain to the lowest bidders, namely, $288,565.:10, is too
small for the completion of the work in a satisfactory manner.

“The Minister further represents that Messrs. Starrs & O'Hanly were communi-
cated with under date Tth October, inst., requesting them to strengthen themselves
financially by associating with them some man financially strong, and informing them
that they would be allowed until Saturday last the 1lth, at 11 a.m., to do so, when
they would be expected to give an answer stating the name of such associate, if any,
and whether they would then be prepured to sign the contract, and that a reply
dated the 10th inst. has this day been received in which Messrs. Starrs & O'Hanly
state that in their opinion they have the.necessary means themselves, without the
assistance of another contractor, and that they are ready to sign the contract and
make the necessary deposit, it being 5 per cent. of the amount of the tender, or say
$17,000.
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“ The Minister in view of all the circumstances and considering the large amount
of $17,000 which will be held by the Government as security for the fulfilment of the
contract does not consider that the lowest bidder should be pussed vver and
recommends that upon Messrs, Starrs and O'Hanly depositing to the credit of the
Hon. the Receiver General, the sum of §93,500, requited to complete the recurity for
the amount of their tender, the contract for the completion of the dock be awarded
to them.

“The Committee submit the same for your Excellency’s approval.

“JOHN J. McGEE,
““ Olerk, Privy Council,
“To the Honourable
“ The Minister of Public Works.”
Q. Please file copy of the Order in Council of the 25th October, 1884 ?

(Exhibit “P 4.7)
2055.

“ CermiFIED CoPY of a Report of a Committee of the Honourable the Privy Council,
approved by His Excellency the Governor General in Council on the 25th October,
1834, .
“On a Memorandum dated 24th October, 1684, from the Minister of Public

Works, submitting that Messrs. Starrs & O’Hanly whose tender for the completion

of the Esquimalt graving-dock was accepted by Order in Council of the 16th October

instant, have to-day by letter signified that they made mistakes in some items of their
tender, and find that their prices are generally too low, submitting that it would not
therefore be prudent for them to take the contruct and requesting to be allowed to
withdraw their tender and have their deposit cheque returned to them.

¢ The Minister states that the chief engineer of his Department reports to the
effect that their tender was too low and that the wcrk could not be done for the
prices named ; that the figures for masonry and concrete, the two principal items,
are s0 low that they barely cover the cost of the stone to be quarried, leaving nothing
for cement and labour and cutting and scttling the stone in the work, and that it is
evident that Messrs. Starrs & O’Hanly have made serious mistakes in their tender
as regards these items.

“The Minister in view of these circumstances, recommends that Messrs. Starrs

& O’'Hanly be permitted to withdraw their tender and have the security deposit

returned to them, and that the contract be awarded to the next lowest tenderers,

Messrs. Larkin, Connolly &, Co., whose offer is for $374,559.53, if concrete be used

for backing and $403,373.03, if rubble backing be used.

“ The Committee submit the same for your Excellency’s approval.
' “JOHN J. McGEE,

, “ Clerk, Privy Council.

“To the Honourable
“The Minister of Public Works.”

Q. Will you now produce the schedule of tenders, the second set, No. 53501 ?—

A. Ttis here.

Q. What is it endorsed ?—A. “Schedule of tenders for completion of Graving

Dock at Esquimalt, B.C. (second set).”

Q. Is there any endorsation upon it ?—A. Yes.
Q. Please read it 7—A. ¢ Report to Council, recommending the acceptance of

the lowest tender, viz., that of Messrs Starrs & O'Hanly.—H.L. L.

“Orrawa, 13th October, 1884.”
The contract with Larkin, Connolly was signed on the 8th October, 1884,
Q. Whose writing is that >—A. This is the writing of the endorsation clerk in
the Department.
Q. Who is H.L.L. ?7—A. The Minister of Public Works.
Q. Please file it ?
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(Exhibit “Q 4.7)
#ScHEDULE of Tenders received for Completion of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt,

B.C.
Letters. ! Name. Address. i Remarks.
A ?Il%t‘f’anauly B )' Ottawa ......... . ... .. Accepted cheque for &7,500.
B John McMullin .. ... . ...0 Vietoria, BLCLooo0 oL do K7,5060.
C Larkin, Connolly & Co . .. .... 124 Dalhousic St., Quebec. . do 87,500,
D W..J. Baskerville........ .o Ottawas Lo Ll ) d <7500
Hugh Stewart............... .. . Montreal ..... ... ..... J © =000,
E M. P Davis] ‘| .
W. H. Davis - Wm, Davis & Sons - Ottawa. ......... ....... i do 87,500,
J. T, Davis !
F R.P.Cooke........ . ........... ‘Brockville... _..... ..., ) ‘
Chilion Jones......... ... ...... | do oL : do &7,500.
P.L.Immes ......... ... . .. JToromto.... . .. ... '
G H.F.Keefer. ... . ... .. Victoria, B.C.... . ... : do S7,500.
] D A1 )
H  R.PMitchell ..o L Ottawa.. .. ..o No cheque enclosed.

. John MeKenna .. . ... ..., J i

*Engineer’s estimate, $340,000 net, after allowing for deduction for plant.

“ SUMMARY.

! |
1, \r Amount { Amount
No. | Nawe. | Letter.  with Concrete | with Rubble

: ’ . Backing Backing.

i 8 cts.
1 Starrs & O'Hanly ..o oo ! 375,233 44
2 Larkin, Connollv & Co.. ....... ..o oo ; | 403,373 43
3 Baskerville & Stewart .. ... . ... ..., . ] ¥ 498,357 55
4 Johm MeMullin. ..o | 09,426 36 H2L, 464
5 H.F. Keefer. ... ... ... .. 429,298 02 : 505,425 52
6 Mitchell & MeKenna,...... ... . ; £ : 558,819 40
T Cooke, Jones & Innes .. ... oo . F ‘ 591,736 17
8 Wi Davis&Sons....... ... L) E | 540,454 35 563,264 8

‘ . {

* Report to Council recommending the acceptance of the lowest tender, namely.

that of Messrs. Starrs & O’Hanly,
“HECTOR L. LANGEVIN.”

“Orrawa, 13th October, 1884.”

Q. Have you in your Department the tenders put in by Baskerville, Starrs &
O'Ianly, and Larkin, Connolly & Co.?—A. There are eleven tenders altogether.

Q. I refer more especially to those of Baskerville, Starrs & O’Hanly, and Lar-
kin, Connolly & Co.?—A. No. 53490 is that of Starrs & O'Hauly.

Q. How is it signed ?—A. It is signed M. Starrs, Contractor, Ottawa; J. L. P.
OHuanly, Civil Engineer, Ottawa.

Q. Now Baskerville’'s—how is it signed ?—A. W. J. Baskerville, Contractor.
Ottawa ; James O’Connor, Contraztor, Ottawa; Patrick Cassidy, Contractor, Ottawa :
Hugh Stewart, Contractor, Mountreal.

Q. What is the number ?—A. No. 53491.

Q. Now Larkin, Connolly & Co.'s—how is it signed 2—A. Larkin, Connolly & Co.
per O.E.M., Contractors, 124 Dalhousie Street, Quebec.

By Mr. Tarte:
Q. Do you kuow the handwriting ?—A. I could not tell.
The Committee adjourned.
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House or Coxdons, Fripay. 5th June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10,30 a.m.; Mr. Girouard in the chair,

Investigation into certain circumstances and statements made in connection
with the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, ete., resumed.

Mr. A. GoseIL, Deputy Minister of Public Works, recalled.
By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Will you tile a copy of the Order in Council passed 3rd February, 1885, in
vonneetion with the Esquimalt contract ?—A. The document is here.

Q. Will you please read the endorsation ?—A. “Order in Council authorizes
that the inverts and caisson recess shown in plans for Esquimalt Graving Dock be
not constructed, and that the dock bottom be carried out in order to obtain an addi-
tional length of 50 feet at the further cost of 835,000.”

“To Mr. Perley. Yes. H.L.L.”

“Mr. Trutch has been furnished with a copy of this account and instructed to
have its provisions carried out, II. I, Perley.”

171285 :

The document was filed and is as follows :

(Exhibit “R 4.”)

CerTIFIED CoPY of a Report of a Committee of the Honourable the Privy Council,
approved by His Excellency the Governor General in Council on the 3rd February,
1585.

“ On a Memorandum dated 26th January, 1885, from the Minister of Public Works,
<ubmitting that it has been represented that the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, B.C.,
the works for the completion of which are now under contract, will, if constructed
I accordance with the present design, prove to be too short—not for the vessels
employed in the present traffic, but for those likely to be engaged in that of the
future, the tendency being to increase the size of vessels as traffic increases,

“ That according to the contract plans, the available length of the dock will be
380 feet, the width at the bottom or floor 63 feet, and ut the top or ground level 90
feet 5 the width at the entrance (5 feet, with, say, 25 feet on the sill at ordinary
bigh water.
~ “That the steamers now plying between Europe and the Atlantic ports, range
from 360 to 460 feet in length, and it may be assumed that steamers of a rimilar
class will ply to and from the Pacific side of the Dominion,

“That therefore the question hax been mooted whether it is not desirable now,
whilst opportunity offers. to construct the dock of a sufficient length to accommo-
tate such a class of vessels.

“ The Minister of Public Works represents that the Chief Engincer of his
Department reports that so far as he has been able to ascertain, no increase in the
length of the dock is, he thinks, required for Her Majesty’s ships. He states that
the “Minotaur,” “ Agincourt " and “ Northumberland ” are each 400 feet in length,
that the draft of the last mentioned vessel being 28 feet is too great to permit her to
euter the dock ; that the ¢ Inflexible,” “ Ajax” and  Agamemnon " are each 320
ieet/]ong, but that owing to their width—the “ Inflexible” being 75 feet wide and
the “Ajax " and “* Agamemnon  each 68 feet—they also will be unable to enter the
dock ; that following the vessels pamed, the longest ships in the British navy are
?}?e “Inconstant,” the “ Shah,” the *Iris,” and the “ Mercury,” which range” from
U to 337 feet in length, and which could be docked provided their draft does not
exceed 25 feet,
for ti; The Minist‘er further represents that the plans show and the contract provides

¢ consiruction at the head of the dock of inverts und a caisson recess, in anti-
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cipation of the construction, at a future date, of another dock beyond the present
one, and the Chief Engineer reports that these inverts, etc., which occupy a length 6f50
feet 6 inches are and will remain practically useless for any purpose in connection
with the dock, merely adding to the cost of its construction without adding anything
to its usefulness, and that if the dock bottom were carried out, and these works
abolished, a further length of 50 feet would be obtained within the limits of the
present contract at an additional expense of say $35,000, or a total of $§410,000.

“The Minister recommends that authority be granted that the inverts and
caisson 1ecess provided for in the plans, ete., and herein referred to be not construc-
ted, and that the dock bottom be carried out at the additional cost of thirty-five
thousand ($35,000) dollars, as estimated.

“The Committee concur in the foregoing recommendations and they submit the
same for Your Excellency’s approval.

“ JOHN J. McGEE,

“ Clerk, Privy Council.”

Q. Now a letter from Mr, Perley dated 14th February, 1885?—A. I do not
appear to have a letter of the 14th. I have a letter of the 16th February from Mr.
Trutch, .

Q. Will you read the letter?

“ CANADIAN Pacrric RainLway,
“ Office of Engineer in Chief,

(Exhibit “S 4 7). “ Orrawa, L6th February, 1885,

“ S1r,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of a copy of an Order in
Council, conveyed to me under covering letter of the 14th instant from the Chief
Engineer, authorizieg the omission of the works for a second entrance at the head
of the Esquimalt Dock and the extension of the dock bottom and side walls to obtain
a further length of 50 feet in the body of the dock, and to state that the necessary
instructions will be at once sent to the resident engineer and to the contractors, for
carrving these alterations into effect.

“In connection with this subject, I take this opportunity of calling your attention
to the fact that the sandstone intended to be used in this work, though the best
obtainable after a careful search and selection, is of a soft character, and will, I fear
not wear well in positions in the work where it is liable to crushing strain, heavy
blows or much friction, as, for instance, in positions such as the altars, the ladders,
the dock bottom under the keel blocks, the culverts, ete.

1t would undoubtedly add very materially to the valne of the dock by rendering
it a more permanent work, and thus diminishing the liability to after expenditure
tor the removal of these portions of the work (which would certainly be a contin-
gency to Le provided for if they were built of sandstone) should they be constructed
at once of granite instead, an abundant supply of which material of excellent
quality is available to the contractor,

*“A price for granite is specified in the schedule of the existing contract and at
this price the additional cost of substituting granite for sandstone in the portions.of
the work which, in my judgment, should be constructed of this enduring material
would not exceed $45,000—an increase of cost which, I am of opinion, would be far
more than compensated by the economic advantages wnich would be thereby secured.

“T have the honour to be, Sir,
“ Your obedient servant,
“JOSEPH W. TRUTCH.
“ The Honorable Sir HEctor Lancevin, K.CM.G.,
“ Minister of Public Works, Ottawa, Canada.”

Q. Will you file Mr. Perley’s report dated 21st February, 1885 ?—A. The paper

is produced.

Q. Will you read it?.
a6
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(Exhibit “T 47) “ CaHIEF ENGINEER’S OFFICE, OTTAWA, 218t February, 1885.

“ No. 13036.
Subj.: Esquimalt Graving Dock.
“ Ref. No. 56915.

“Sir,—1 have carefully read Mr. Trutch’s letter of the 16th (No.56915) calling
attention to the desirability of substituting granite for sandstone in certain portious
of the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, and recommending that such substitution be
authorized.

‘“ Having had occasion last summer to examine a large number of graving
docks in England and Scotland, T particularly noticed that the bottom of the docks,
the altars, filling and emptying culverts, steps, timber slides and copings were the
points where the greatest wear and tear took place—in fact that they were the
working points of the docks, and, therefore, were built accordingly.

“The sandstone specified for the IEsquimalt Dock is of a very soft and friable
nature and liable to fracture under a heavy blow or strain, and may be classed as
unfitted for use at points where it would be subject to the constant wear it would
sustain if placed in the parts of the dock uabove referred to.

“ By subtituting granite for sandstone, at these points, not only would a greater
degree of solidity be given to the work. but the amount of ordinary wear and tear
would be reduced to a minimnm—in faet, it might be assumed that once built a
necessity for repair would be almost nil, whilst, it built of sandstone, I believe a
yeurly expenditure would have to be made for restoration of damaged work,

I have also looked into the matter of cost and find that by substituting granite
for sandstone at the salient points, there would be added about $45,000 to the cost of
the dock, and I am of the opinion that the benefit to be derived by the use of granite
would justify the expenditure required to place it in the work, and I therefore join
with Mr, Truteh in recommending its use.

“I have the honour to be, Sir,

“A. GoszIL, Esq., “Your obedient servant,
“Sec’y., P. W. Dept. “HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Approved and recommeunded, “ Chief Engineer.”

“Hecror L. LANGEVIN,
“Or1AaWA, 21st February, 1885.”

Q. Will you read the endorsation 7—A. “I have been informed by the Minister
that Council has decided against this application.
“2712) 85" “HENRY F. PERLEY.”
By the Chairman :
Q. That is written by whom ?>—A. Mr, Perley.
Q. That is his signature ?—A. Yes; the whole of it is in his handwriting.
By Mr. Geoffrion: ~
Q. Can you find any Order in Council to which reference is made in that
endorsation ?—A. No.
Q. You do not find any ?—A. No.
Q. Will you file a report by Mr. Perley, dated 21st January, 1885, and also read
the endorsation ?—A. « No. 55887, 21st January, 1885, Esquimalt Graving Dock,
C. Chief Engineer Public Works submits a memorandum in which suggestions
ire made in reference to proposed additional length of the Graving Dock at Esqui-
malt, B.C., at a further cost of $35,000, or a total of $410,000.
. “Prepare for my signature on Monday morning a reportto Council in the sense
Of this document. Ottawa, 24th January, 1885.—“H. L. L.”
Q. Will you read the document in full ?
(Exhibit « U 4.7)
' Memorandum for the Hon. the Minister in re Esquimalt Graving Dock :
| “As per the contract plans the available length of the graving dock at Esqui-
malt, B.C., is 380 feet, the width at the bottom or floor 65 feet and at the top or

9
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ground level 90 feet; the width at the entrance 65 feet, with, say, 25 feet on the sill
-at ordinary high water.

¢ The plans show, and the contract provides for the construction at the head of
‘the dock ot inverts and a caisson recess in anticipation of'the construction at s future
date ot another dock beyond the present one, and these inverts, &c., occupy a length
of' 50 ft. 6 ins. and are practically useless for any purpose in connection with the
dock. They merely add to the expense of its construction without adding anything
to its usefulness.

“It has been stated that the dock is too short and should be lengthened, not in
view of the present traffie, but in view of the traffic of the future, as the tendency is
to increase the size of vessels with the increase of traffic.

“The steamers now plying between Kurope and the Atlantic ports range from
360 to 460 feet in length; and it may be assumed that steamers of a similar class
may ply to and from the Pacific side of the Dominion; and therefore the question
has been mooted whether it is not desirable now, whilst opportunity offers, to con-
struct the dock of a sufficient length to accommodate such a class of steamers.

“BSo far as I have been able to ascertain, T do not think that any increase in
length is required for Her Majesty’s ships.

“The ‘Minotaur,” ‘ Agincourt, and ‘Northumberland’ are each 400 feet in
length, and I alm personally aware that the ‘ Northumberland’s’ draft is 28 feet—
oo great to enter the dock.

“The ‘ Inflexible” is 320 feot long, and 75 feet wide, and the ‘Ajax’ and < Aga-
memnon’ are 320 feet long and 68 feet wide, but these ships are too wide to enter
the dock,

“Following these, the longest ships in the navy are the ‘Inconstant) the
“Shah,” the ‘Iris’ and the ¢ Mercury,” which range from 300 to 337 feet in length,
all of which counld be docked, provided their draft does not exceed 25 feet.

** As before stated, the works for a second entrance at the head of the dock are
and will remain useless ; and if the dock bottom were carried out, and these works
abolished, a further length of 50 feet would be obtained within the limits of the pre-
sent contract, at an additional expense of, say, $35,000, or a total of $410,000.

“HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.”
“ CaIer ENGINEER's OFVICE,
“ Pueric Works DEPARTMENT,
“Orrawa, 21st January, 1885.”

Q. Will you look for a letter from Mr, Trutch dated 16th April, 18857—A. 1
find it.

Q. Is there a letter from Mr. Bennett ?—A. There is a copy of a letter from Mr.
Bennett to Mr. Trutch, and one from Mr. Trutch to the Minister enclosing it.

Q. Please read them?

(Exhibit “V 4.7) Vicroria, Bririse CoLumsLs, 16th April 1885.

“Sir,—I have the honour to enclose a copy of a letter to me from Mr. W. Bennett
resident engneer on the Esquimalt Dock Works, stating that he has delivered over-
to the contractors the whole of the plant and material detailed in the schedule attached
to the specifications which forms part of their contract, except a few articles which
had been expended amounting to the aggregate value of $10.45 as per the list there
of appended to Mr. Bennett's letter, )

“Since my return to Victoria, Mr. Connolly, representing the contractors for
this work, has represented to me at an interview at this office that their firm are
unwilling to take over the articles of plant referred to in Mr. Bennett’sletter as having
been objected to by them, to the agregate value of $12,403.09 as per schedule, as they
find them not suitable for the purposes of the work, and, therefore, valueless, and that
they consequently do not consider themselves bound to take over these articles or
to be charged for them at the rates of price stated in the schedule.
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“ 1 represented to Mr. Connolly that I understand it to be clearly one of the
terms of their contract that the whole of the material and plant detailed in the sche-
dule should be taken over by them, and be charged againstthem at the pricesstated,
and that this material and plant had accordingly been handed over to them, and was
now in their possession and would accordingly be charged againstthem, except as to
the missing articies to the value of $10.45 and that, as provided in the specitication
attached to the contract, a deduction of ; of the aggregate price of the material and
plant so handed over to them would be made from the amount of the payments to be
made to them on each of the 12 first nonthly progress estimates, certified to by the
Resident Engineer,

“ Upon this, Mr. Connolly asked that the first progress estimate to be given on
the Ist proximo should not be subject to any deduction on this account, as their tirm
had made larger expenditures in preparing to commence the worlk; but that the
first deduction on account of plant and material should be deferred, and be charged
against the second estimate to be given on the first June next. To this I replicd
that I could only refer his application for your consideration and decision, as 1 now
beg to do.

“ I have the honour to be Sir,
“Your obedient Servant,

“JOSEPH W. TRUTCH.”
“ Sir Hector Lavaeviy, C.B., K.C.M.G.,
“ Minister of Public Works,
¢ Ottawa, Canada.”
(LExhibit “W 4.7)
(Copy.) “ ENGINEER'S OFFICE,
“ Esquimart, 16th April, 1885.

% Sir,—I have the honour to inform you that in December last, Messrs. Larkin,
Connolly & Co., the contractors for the Esquimalt Graving Dock were placed by me
In possession of the plant and materials as per schedule attached to specification.

“ The whole of the plant and materials mentioned in the schedule were shown
to the contractors and handed over to them by me, except the articles mentioned in
the list herewith enclosed, which werenot forthcoming, having been expended during
the period since the work and plant were taken over by the Dominion Government;
the agaregate value of these articles as per schedule is, however, only $10.45.

“ The contractors took over, without demur, sundry articles of the piant and
materinl, amounting to the aggregate valuation as per schedule of $38,038.28, but
expressed themselves reluctant to receive the balance of material and plant, valued
in the schedule at $12,403.09.

T have the honour to be, Sir,
“ Your obedient servant,
(Signed) “ W. BENNETT,
) “ Resident Engineer.”
“Hon, J. W, Trurch, C.M.G.,
“Victoria.”

Q. Can you now find Mr. Perley’s letter dated 29th April, 1885 ?2—A.. The paper
has been sent here, but I cannot find it at the present moment.

Q. Will you be kind enough to make a search for it ?—A. Yes,

Q. Will you give us your synopsis of it until it is found ?—A. “ The Chief Engi-
"€eT reports on 58847 and states that the above plant, &c., should be accepted by the
Contractors at prices named in the inventory attached to specification, and also
'ecommends that the first deduction on account of same be made from the second
¢Uimate and that Mr. Trutch be notified of the above at once.”
hereQ. Can you now give us Mr. Gobeil’s lotter of the 12th May, 1885 >—A. It is

Q. Will you read it?
1—73
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(Exhibit “«X 4.7)
(Copy of letter sent, No. 31916.)
“ DEPARTMENT oF PuBLIc WORKS.
“OTrawa, 12th May, 1885.

“ Sir,—Having reference to your letter of the 16th ult., stating that the con-
tractors for the completion of the Esquimalt Graving Dock are unwilling to accept
certain plant to the value of 812 403.09, included in the inventory attached to the
contract, and which, by the terms of such contract, they agreed to take over at the
prices stated in thav inventory, and that they request no deduction to be made on
account of piant, from the first progress estimate in their favour; I am directed by
the Hon. the Minister of Public Works to state that the specification is very clear,
and that there is no option on the part of the contractors to take what plant, etc.,
they please und to refuse what they do not want; and that they will have to take
over all that is named in the schedule.

“The Honourable the Minister agrees, however, that the first deduction on
account of the plant shall be made only on the second progress estimate.

“I have the honour to be, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
(Signed) “A. GOBEIL,
“ Secretary.”
“Hon, J. W. Trurch, C.M.G.,
“ Resident Agent for the Dominion,
“Victoria, B.C.”
By Mr. Edgar :

Q. Will you turn up file No. 108538 please?—A. That is a very late paper.
It is here.

Q. What document is that>—A. I could not find the paper, but so as to satisfy
the Committee that I was doing my best to get every paper, and to bring every
paper in my Department, I got the backing of the paper. As I could not find the
paper, to show 1 was producing as much as possible under the circumstances, I
copied the endorsation and produced the back.

Q. Read the backing.—A. (Exhibit “Y 4.”) “ Graving Dock, Esquimalt. Clerk
Privy Council. Transfer copy of a despatch from the Secretary of State for the
Colonies, conveying information to the effect that the Lords Commissioners of the
Admiralty are unable to incur any expenditure from naval funds for the purpose of
extending the Graving Dock, as the present dock is considered to be large enough
for all naval requirements.”

Q. Where would the original be in your office ?—A. It ought to be in the
Department of Public Works. As a matter of fact, I have seen it before. It is sent by
the Secretary of the Department of Public Works to the Clerk of the Privy Council.
The paper must be in the Department somewhere, but 1 could not lay my hands on
it at the time.

Q. You have seen it before yourself ?—A. I was sccretary during that time and
I must have seen it. It must have come to me first.

Q: You caused that endor-ement to be made >—A. Yes; it was made by the
endorsing clerk,

Q. And you have reason to believe it is correct >—A. Yes; I have.

Q. Will you make enquiries of the Privy Council Office to see if the original is

there ?—A. Yes. ‘
Sir Jorx THoMPsoN—The original is never returned to the Department but 2

copy.
pr. Can you find for me, if you have not got it bere, the report of the Minister
of Public Works, made 12th November, 1889, on the subject of an increase of thelength
in the Esquimalt Dock ? That is the document I wish you to be good enough to
try and find ?—A. I will try and get it. The Order in Council is here.
Q. Read it ?
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(Exhibit “Z 4.")

(Copy of No. 103765.)
¢ CERTIFIED Cory of a Report of a Committee of the Honourable the Privy Council,

approved by His Hxcellency the Governor General in Council on the 21st November,

1889.

“ On a Report, dated 18th November, 1889, from the Minister of Public Work «
submitting that the Secretary of the Canadian Pacific Railway Company represent ¢
to him that the company has cntered into contracts for the construction of three
steamers for service across the Pacific Ocean, which are to be delivered in 14, 15 and
16 months, and that these vessels will measure about 480 feet in length, and are
built under an arrangement with the Impecial authorities by which they may be
used as cruisers in time of war, and as the Esquimalt Graving Dock is only 434 feet
in length, the company asks that its length be increased by 100 feet.

“The Minister states that there are at present three graving docks on the
North Pacitic Coast, besides the one at Esquimalt. They ave all situated at San
Franciseo; one owned by the United States Government, being 4 feet longer than
the Esquimalt Dock, and the other two owned by private companies, being some-
what larger and able to accommodate vesselsof about 6,000 tons.  Should the length
of the Esquimalt Dock beincreased by 100 feet, it would be by far the finest dock on
the Pacitic Coast. :

“The Minister in view of the representation of the Canadian Pacific Railway
Company, and of the growing importance of the Pacific trade and the necessity for
affording it proper facility, is of opinion that the length of the Graving Dock at
Esquimait should be increased by 100 feet, giving it a total [ength of 534 feet,and that
its extension would cost at least $100,000, he recommends therefore, that inasmuch
as the Graving Dock at Esquimalt is ot great importance from an Imperial stand-
point, and a contribution of £50,000 sterling (out of a total cost of $1,157,060.41,
equal to £237752, to 30th June, 1889) was made by the Imperial Government towards
its construction to its present size, the fact of the enlargement required by the size
of the Canadian Pucitic Railway Company’s steamers be communicated to Her
Majesty’s Government with a view of a further contribution to the extent of ten
thousand pounds sterling.

“The Committee concurring advise that Your Excellency be moved to forward
a copy of this Minute to the Right Honourable the Secretary of State for the Colonies,

“ All of which is rexpectfully submitted for Your Excellency’s approval,

(Signed) “ JOHN J. McGEL,
*To the Honourable “ Clerk Privy Council.”

“The Minister of Public Works.”
By Mr. Geoffrion:

Q. Tread at page 573 of the Sessional Papers, Volume 21, No. 2 of 1888, the
following entry under the head of Esquimalt Graving Dock :—“ Plant taken by con-
tractors, $50,288.67 ; less rendered useless, $19,873.18. Paid in 1884-85, $34,486 ;
pald in 1885-86, $325,720. Amount retained as drawback, 8127.41." Can you tind
iny report or Order in Council authorizing that reduction after the report of Mr,
Bennett thatonly $10 was to be deducted >—A. That isa question of acconnt and Iam
afraid that I will not be able to explain it.

Q. Is there any Orderin Council allowing the reduction ? What I want is letters,
Yeports or telegrams, and that would justify this entry with the reports filed up to
t.hxs minute ; that there was no reduction contemplated except $10 ?—A. 1 cannot
find any just now,

Q. Will you then take a note of it and endeavour to scarch for it? Any

Public officer ought to be able to tind out how this was done ?—A. I will look it up.

15 Q. Will you now look at page 235 of the Sessional Papers, volume 19, No, 10,

86, being the Public Works Report, or the report from Joseph W.Truich to the

partment of Public Works, «nd included in the Department of Public Works
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Report, and say whether you have found the following telegrams and letters which
are mentioned in the report :— Letter of 22nd July, 1884 ?—A. It is here. It was
produced yesterday.

. Fifteenth September, 1884 ?—A. I cannot see that one.

. Fourth November ?—A. I have a letter to Trutch of the 3rd.

. Have you any letter from Trutch, 4th November ?—A. No.

. Eighth December ?—A. I have not got it.

Q. Tenth December ?—A. I have not got it.

. Twelfth December ?—A. No,

Now, 6th May, 1885 ?—A. There is a telegram from Mr. Trutch.

Q. Have you a letter >—A., I have a letter of 6th May.

Q. Is it here ?—A. Yes.

Q. Fourteenth May ?—A. It is not here.

. Nineteenth May ?—A. There are two of the 19th May. (

. They are missing. Now the 22nd of May ?—A. There is one here dated 22nd
of May, from My, Trutch.

Q. What is your memo. ?—A. My memo. 1s:— Acknowledges 31916 and states
that instructions will be duly carried out.”

. Telegrams of the 3rd July, 1884 ?—A. No.

. Eighteenth July ?—A. Not here. ,

Also missing. 31st August ?—A. Not found.

Third September ?—A. No.

Fouth September ?—A. No.

. Fifteenth September ?—A. No.

. Fifteenth April 1885. Two on thatdate are mentioned in the report ?—A. T
have one of the 16th, but none of the 15th.

There should be two on the 15th. 18th April —A. Not here.

First of May ?—A. I have one telegram.

Q. There are two telegrams of that date ?—A. I find one.

Q. You mentioned that you have one telegram dated 1st May, Have you any
of the 2nd of May ?—A. I do not see any there.

Q. To help you in your search, will you be kind enough to talke note of the
reference made to such a message at page 39, Sessional Papers, 59 ¢ 1890, which is
the book you hold in your hand, and where vou read of your long letter to Mr.,
Perley and your long message of the 2nd laid before Sir Hector ?—A. I cannot find
such a letter.

Q. Do you remember having seen such along message whilst in the Depart-
ment ?—A_ It is a long while ago. I must have seen it. I suppose I must have
seen it, as I was Secretary then ; but I do not remember it.

Q. To further help your memory can you state whether in a letter now before
this committee, written hy Mr. Thomas McGreevy and dated 4th May, 1885, page
23 of the Proceedings, reference is made to the following despatch: ¢ Still there
was a despatch from them to-day which cost $15.” >—A. Inever saw it that I can
remember. I never saw a message costing $15 that I can recollect.

Q. Will you look at the 4th May, and see if you find another telegram ?—A. No.

Q. Sixth May do you find two ? There are two on that date.—A. Ifind onlyone
from Mr. Trutch on that date.

Q. Seventecnth June ?7—A. T find one of the 15th.

Q. The 17th June you do not find ?—A. No,

Mr. GeorrrioN.—The examination of this witness may now be suspended until
he has made the search for these papers.

Wirness—I have been looking through the book exhibited by Mr, Geoftrion
and tind, and I believe 1 am correct, that all those letters which he asked me 1o
produce are correspondence which passed between the Chief Engineer and Mr.
Trutch. There is a kind of unwritten rule in the Department that all correspon-
dence which only refers to routine matters between the Chief of that branch and his
assistants outside, is not filed in the Department. I expect that every one of those
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letters is an authority for the expenditure of money or some detail of work which it
is not necessary to file in the Department and keep there. I think I can get them.
I do not say that T will not produce the papers, but I will try to obtain them. That
is the explanation I have to give in case I should not produce them.

By Mr. Edgar :

Q. There may be others of the same kind ?~—A. There may be, but I do not
know. Of course as I say in matters of detail of that sort,——

Mr. TarTE (interrupting)—They do not bear at all on details ?

Wirness.—That is the question. I will look for them and produce as many
as I can get,

Mr. Owen E. Murpray recalled.
By Mr. Geoffrion:

Q. You have already stated that you are a member of the firm of Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co. 7—A, Yes, Sir.

Q. Will you look at this document now shown to you and say whether it is the
articles of partnership between you and your co-partners? To make the question
more precise, I mean the partnership in connection with the Cross-wall contract ?—
A. Yes, that is the contract making Robert McGreevy a partner.

Q. Robert MeGreevy a partner in the Cross-wall contract 7——A. Yes.

Q. That is to say there was a pactnership for general business by Larkin, Con-
nolly & Co., and this document shows that Robert Mc¢Greevy became interested with
Lurkin, Connolly & Co. in the Cross-wall work 2—A, Yes,

Q. By whom is it signed 7—A. It is signed by Patrick Larkin, Nicholas K.
Connolly, myself, and Robert H. McGreevy.

Q. In whose handwriting is the body of the document ?—A. Michael Connolly’s.

Q. Is it dated 7—A. Yes, tth June, 1883,

(Exhibit “ A5 "),
ARTICLE of co-partnership made this 6th day of June, 1883, by and between Patrick

Larkin, of the City of St. Catharines and N. K. Connolly and O. E. Murphy and
Robert H. McGreevy of the city of Quebec.

“The said parties hereby agree to form and do form a co-partnership for the
purpose of carrying on the contract for the Cross-wall in the harbour of Quebec, and
all work connected therewith, on the following terms and articles of agreement, to
the fuithful performance of which they mutually engare and bind themselves.

“The style and name of the firm or co-partnership shall be Larkin, Connolly &
Co. und shall begin this day. Each of the said parties agrees to contribute to the
fands of the co-partnership when called upon, and at any time in the following pro-
portions:—R. H. Mc¢Greevy, thirty onehundredths, and the remaining members
their proportion of the balance of the funds required for carrying on the above
mentioned contract, and the said parties shall be owners of the joint contract in the
sime proportion,

“In witness whereof the said purties have hereuntoset their hands and seals the
day and year first above written.

* Signed in the presence “«“P, LARKIN.
of “N. K. CONNOLLY.
“ M. CoNNOLLY. “0. E. MURPHY.

“ ROB. H. McGREEVY.”

Q. Had Michael Connoily an interest in that Cross-wall contract >—A. Not then,
Q. Did he become interested in it ?—A. Yes.
Q. When ?—A. After we got the papers signed. I cannot give you the date.
It was sometime after this that Mr. Conuolly, his brother, myself and Mr. Larkin,
gave him 171 per cent. interest in the Cross-wall contract.
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Q. You did not alter the proportion of Robert McGreevy by taking this new
partner ?—A. No.

Q. This 17} per cent. was taken from your three shares?—A. There was 70
per cent. divided equally amongst the four of us.

Q. You have already stated that you have negotiated with Mr. Thomas Me-
Greevy, and had seen him frequently about the ditferent contracts you had obtained.
When you so acted, was it with the knowledge and authorization of your partners?
—A. Yes,

Q. Have you any correspondence from them ratifying or suggesting that you
should go on with those negotiations ?—A. 1 believe there are letters to that effect.

Q. Have you any letters from Nicholas Connolly ?—A. T think so.

Q. Will yon take communication of the letter which is now shown to you and
say whether 1t is one of the letters that you received from Nicholas Connolly in con-
nection with the Cross-wall work and ThomasMeGreevy.

Mr. FirzraTtrick—I object to the production of this letter on the ground that it
is not the best evidence.—A, It is in the handwriting of Nicholas Connolly and
received hy me,

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. And signed by him ?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you receive it about the date it bears?—A. The usual time. A few
days after. It is written from St. Catharines and took a couple of days to come
down.

Q. In the usual course ?—A. Yes; (letter identified).

Q. 1 will now ask to be allowed to have the letter read.

(Counsel objected—Objection sustained.)

By Mr. Geoffrion:

Q. You have stated that money had been paid by the firm of Larkin, Connolly
& Co., in connection with these contracts, and especially so far, with the Cross wall
contract 7—A. Yes.

Q. Did you have any entries made in your books about tho=e payments? Did
you instruct that entries should be made ?—A. The ditferent members of the firm
discussed that question. I caused none myself,

Q. Do you know as a matier of fact whether those payments were entered in
the books ?—A. I believe so.

Q. What are your grounds of belief that these were entered in the books ?—A.
I asked the bookkeper to give me a statementof the moneys paid, and he gave them,
and in my presence certified to it as a correct statement of the payments from the
books chargeable to the several contracts.

Q. Were the books of the firm audited 7—A. Yes.

Q. Were copies of the results of the audit handed to you ?—A. Yes.

Q. Did those audits show that such entries haud been made? —A. Yes; they
showed the general amount.

Q. The total amount ?—A. Yes; the total amount.

Q. Will you look at the document now shown to you and say whether this
is a statement which was prepared by the book-keeper at your request and handed
to you ?—A. This is a statement that Martin P. Connolly gave to me and certified
to.

. Is Martin P. Connolly the book-keeper you mention ?—A. Yes.

. Is it in his handwriting 7—A. Yes,

. And certified by him ?—A. Yes.

. Is it dated ?7—A. Yes, it is dated April 25th, 1889,

. Do you tind in this statement any entry in connection with a payment of
$25,000 ?

Mg. Frrzratrick—I think the whole of the document should be read.
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Wirness—The books were nearly two years without being audited. There

was no audit in 1884 and th

ere was nothing in 1883. We had a good deal of trouble,

We had not a proper book-keeper until Mr. Martin P. Connolly came.

By Mr. Daly :

Q. Is he here in the room?—A. I do not see him. He was the book-keeper in
charge of the books when I left. The first item is that of the notes for $25,000.

Q. To whom ?—A. I believe Mr. McGrecevy got that.

SEVERAL MEMBERS—Let the Chairman read the document,

The CHAIRMAN, reading:

(Exhibit “B 5 7).

“Q. H. I
April —, 1885, 25,000
November, —, 1885........... e 500
December 3 1885....cciiiiiiiiinin, 100 Valin,
January 8, 1886...cceviniiniens e 100 do
March RAT €= 5,000
April, 1886...cevvinnennnnn. 500 Sharples.
May 8, 1836, c.iuiieccninnnanee 50
August 28,1886, ..cviiiiinnn e 100 Vincellette.
September 30, 1=86......cviviiininns 5,000

October 2 1886, ...ocoeiiiinn et 150 Valin,

October 13, 1886...ccoeeiviiannen.e. 3,000 do

December 20, 1886.......ccovevve nnen 250

February 15.1887.. i 200

March 18, 1887 e vevirieiniinnes 215 POV,

March 26, 1887 . ceee s 100 Cardinal’s reception.

March 28, 1887 iiieniiiiiiinennn 27,000

May 28, 1887 i 40

August 3, 1887 i 1.000

August 8, 1887, v 4,000

September 6, 1887. .....c.cooennnnnn. 100 Exhibition,

December 26, 1887.....cueeuiiuieeinnenn 250

January 23, 1888................l 150 J. E. Prince.

May 22,1888, it e e 50 Jacques Cartier Monument.

December 21, 1883.......ccoieveennnins 250 per O. E, M.

December 24, 1888....... ......o. s 250 per M. C,

December 31, 1888, ...covvviveer wuneee 3.000 per N. K. C.

Pelletier—

SeaB0N 1887 1iunet iiiiiei it itiet e eiereaeiaiaees aaeeneans $2,129 50
Ao I8B8 it e e 1,515 00

Germain—

Seas0n 1887, iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee s vt etare e nes . 395 00
Ao 1888 .t e, ererieriesearene 50 00

Brunelle—

Seas0n 1887 ciiiutiiiin it eeeiee e e s 710 00
O 1888 iiiiiiiieeiii et et e 950 0u

“Correct copy from books, 25th April 1889,
“M. P. CONNOLLY.”
ot rle‘fﬂ: CHAIRMAN—There is something in pencil on this document which I have
By Mr. Geoffrion :
Ay ‘Q- I see that there is no name or mention of anything opposite the first item of
April, 1885, $25 0v0.  Are you able to state or can you give any information to the
‘Mmnmittee as to what that item consisted of ?
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Mr. FirzrATRICK objected. Question allowed.

A. It was five notes of $5,000 each, paid as I originally stated for getting the
contract for the Cross-wall.

Q. Will you examine this document and say whether this is a trial balance sheet
certified to by the auditors who audited the books at the date mentioned at the foot
of the document 7—A. Yes.

Q. Give the date of the aundit and the names of the auditors.

(Exhibit “C 5.7)

“We have examined and audited the receipts and disbursements in the books of
the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., from March 1st, 1883, to May 1st, 1885, and find
the above trial balance of cash to be correct.

«“ RICHARD KIMMITT,

« P, HUME. }AUdz'tors,

“ QUEBEC, 2nd June, 1885.”

Q. Read what there is in the margin ?—A. “ Quebec, 2nd June, 1885. Quebec.
We approve of the audit of our books, accounts and vouchers as made by Messrs.
Kimmitt and Hume as shown by this trial balance.
“P. LARKIN,
“Witness : “ N. CONNOLLY,
“ Ricuarp Kiyuirr, “ 0. E.MURPHY.”
“P. HoME.

Q. Does this audit refer to the Cross-wall or to the Lévis Graving Dock ?—A.
The Graving Dock,

Q. That is another contract 2—A. Yes; the first contract.

Q. Now look at this document and please say whether it is an aadit of your
books, to what contract it applies, and for what year was it 7—A. It is from Ist
March, 1883, to 1st May, 1885.

Q. Applying to what works?—A. “Cush trial balance, Q.H.I., from 1st March,
1883, to 1st May, 1885. Quebec, 2nd June, 1885. We have examined and audited
the receipt: and disbursements of the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., from 1st
Mavreh, 1883, to 1st May, 1885, and find the above trial balance of cash to be correct.

“RICHARD KIMMITT, Auditor.”

“ QUEBEC, 2nd June, 1885.”

It is only signed by one of the auditors, The marginal note reads :

“We approve of the audit of our books, accounts and vouchers as made by
Messrs, Kimmitt and Hume as shown by this trial balance, errors and omissions
excepted.

“ QuEBEC, 2nd June, 1883.”
“P. LARKIN,

“Witness: “ N, K. CONNOLLY,
Rrcaarp Krvurrr “0. E. MURPHY,
“ P. HrME. “ROB. H. McGREEVY.”

(¥xhibit “D 5.7)

Q. Do you find in that trial balance sheet (Exhibit “D 5”) any entries refer-
ring to, or including the item of $25,000, which you mentior as having been paid tv
Mr.Thomas McGreevy ?

Mg. FirzpaTrick.—The witness has never stated that it was paid to Thomas
McGreevy. )

Mr. GeorrrioN.—I will put my question in a different way, and will say : paid
by way of promissory notes ot $5.000 each, which you mentioned as having been paid
by you in connection with the Cross-wall contract ?—A. It is in the item of expens¢
$29,202.77

The Committee then adjourned.
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Houske or Commons, Friday, 19th June, 1891.
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m., Mr. Gircuard in the Chair,

Investigations into eertain circumstances and statements made in connection
with the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, ete., resumed.

Mr. Owen E. MUrpHY recalled, and examination continued.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. At the last adjournment of the examination of witnesses, I was handing in
trial balance sheets in connection with the firm of Larkin, Connolly & Co., two of
them were filed and we are now going to hand in others. Will you take a note of
these three trial balances and state to the Committee what they are and to what
works they apply ? Give the dates, please 7—A. The first one is from May 1st, 1885,
to April 1st, 1886 (Exhibit “E 5”), The next is from April 1st, 1886, to April 1st,
1387, for the same works (Exhibit “F 57). The next is from April lst, 1887, to
February, 1888, for the same work- (Exhibit “G 5).

Q. By whom is Exhibit “E §” certified 2—A. By Richard Kimmitt and Peter
Hume.

Q. And they both signed the certificate ?—A. Yes, Sir, and it is approved by
Patrick Larkin,

Q. The only signature you find of members of the firm on Exhibit “1 5?"—A.
Yes.

Q. Is Exhibit “F 5 also signed by the same auditors>—A. Yes. The rest are
signed by the same auditors and approved by Patrick Larkin, Nicholas K. Conuolly,
Owen E. Murphy and M, Connolly.

Q. And Exhibit “G 5,” how is that certified 7—-A. By tho same auditors.

Q. Will you explain the nature of the item ‘““expense $7,393.14, in Exhibit “E
5"?—A. That is money that has been paid during that year to those donations, if you
please, or subscriptions. .

Q. What is the nature of the item $35,000 suspense, in Exhibit “F 5?"—
A. For the same purpose, I believe, mostot it. I paid most of it myselt; I had the
clieques there.

Q. And about $5,000 expense in “G 5" ?—A. That was for the same purpose.

By the Chairman:

Q. In cheques ?—A. No, cash.

Q. I thonght you said cheques. Did you not say a moment ago you paid some
amounts in cheques?—A. I drew cash.
_ Q. Look at those trial balances. Thisis about the Lévis dock; to what work did
Wapply ?—A. Tt is a trial balance statementof the graving dock at Lévis, from April
1511887, to February 1st, 1888, signed by Richard Kimmitt and Peter Hume, and
ffl'ill'l‘_o}'ed by P. Larkin, Nicholas K. Connolly, myselt and M. Connolly. (Exhibit

O. )

Q. Will you explain the nature of the item $10,243.04 expense, in that state-
ment 2—A. This $10,243.04 has been given, I suppose, for the same purposc.

. But you are aware of $10,000?—A. Yes.

. Q. Will'you identify this trial balance statement and state it to the Committee
(Exhibit «T 57)2—A. Tt is trial balance statement ofthe Esquimalt Dock contract,
from the commencement up to March 1st, 1888, signed by Patrick Larkin, N. K.
Connolly, myself and Robert McGreevy.

Q. What is the nature of the item $41,750.48 expense, in that trial "balance 7—
A Tris money that has been paid out for the same purpose as the other one.
o Q Will you explain the nature of the five amounts of $43,195.81 written at the
(f'mt this document, beside the nameof the five partners ?—A. That was thie profits
"tthe work which cach member of the firm received.
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"Q. After having paid that cxpense of $41,000 7—A. Yes.

Q. Each of the five partners reccived the amount of $48,1957—A. Yes.

Q. Profits?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. Would any of the items just mentioned by you as being suspense or expense
be included in the statement filed by you the other day as Exhibit “B 5" and printed
on page 109 of the evidence ?7—A. [ don’t know what statement has been filed. No,
there is none. That has reference to the Quebec Harbour Improvements.

Q. Then you do not understand my question. Your answer applies only to
Esquimalt?>—A. Now.

Q. I have just examined you and made you file five statements, some applving
to the Quebec Harbour Improvements. That is why I ask you whether some of these
statements would be ineluded in Exhibit ¢ B5 "?7—A. All this is in the statement of
the Quebec Harbour Improvement works filed.

Q. Sotheitemsincluded in the exhibits applying to the Quebec Harbourimprove-
ments would be included in this statement, Kxhibit “B 5”7 ?—A., Yes.

Q. Is the Lévis Graving Dock in that statement?—A, No.

Q. Nor the Esquimalt 7—A. No.

Q. Which of the items in Exhibit “B3,” page 109, are mentioned in those trial
balance sheets ?—A. Each order would be entered up ot itselt nccording as the books
were audited, and as this amount was paid it would be in the next audit.

Q. Do you find any of the amounts mentioned in the trial balance sheet for
Quebee Harbour Improvements mentioned in the statement filed 7—A. The first
item, April 1885. $25,000, $500, $100, would be in the first, when the books were
audited up from April, 18383 to 1883, and so on it goes according as the books were
audited.

Q. Will you refer to the item of $27,000 of 1887, and say if it would be included
in the audit of Quebec Harbour Improvements ?—A. Yes.

Q. To what work would this $27,000 apply 7—A. To the dredging.

. Now you suid that these items were composed, almost in the whole, of dona-
tions. Will you explain to the Committce what you mean by donations, and to whom
were the donations mpde ?—A. The small amounts we gave as donations to the
parties named. Mr. McGreevy would come and ask for a certain amount for a certain
purpose, say $5.000, and so on. I would pay it after consultation with one of my
other partners.

Q. What McGreevy was that ?7—A, My, Thomas MceGreevy. Some of them were
bargains made and moneys asked for.

Q. In the statement, Exhibit “ B 5,” which was handed to you, as you stated
by the book-keeper, there is an item dated 13th October, 1886, of $3,000, with a
word “ditto” written opposite under the word * Valin —was this amount ot $3,000
paid to Valin ?—A, It went to Thomas McGreevy,

Q. It is an error in the statement?—A. Itis an error. Mr, Valin never asked
for it and never got it.

Q. He never asked for it?>—A. No. Thomas McGreevy would ask for the
money and Robert would come and get it,

Q. And you say Valin never asked for it and never got it?—A. Yes.

Q. It was asked for by Thomas McGreevy and got by Robert McGreevy >—A. 1
believe I handed it to Robert McGreevy.

Q. You have already spoken of 825,000 paid at the request of Thomas McGreevy
to Robert McGreevy. This applied to the Cross-wall contract 7—A. Yes.

Q. You stated that that amount was paid by notes 7—A. Yes. )

Q. Do you remember when those notes were made ?—A. They were given 1t
June, 1883, and I ante-dated them so that they could not be traced, 1think they were
all dated 1st of' May, 1883, so that the notes could not be traced and it become known
that they were for that work. .

Q. The day when they were made and signed was in June >—A. Some time 11
June.

Q. In June, 1883 ?—A. Yes.
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Q. At that date had Larkin, Connolly & Company an office in Quebec 2—A. No.
Q. Where was it ?—A. At St. Joseph, where the graving dock was.

Q. That is Lévis?—A. Yes,

Q. Were the notes prepared and signed at Quebec ?—A. Yes, at Quebec,

Q. Where?—A. In the office under Mr. McGreevy’s, Tt was in the same
building, but on the ground floor; a building in which he occupied an office upstairs.
Q' Which Mr. McGreevy do you mean ?—A. Thomas McGreevy,

Q. How could you get into the ground floor office ? Were there two exits 7—
A. The way [ went in, and most ot the members, was through Mr, McGreevy’s
office on the second floor, through a trap door and down a stair, leading down stairs,
There was a counter, pen and ink, paper from Mr. McGreevy’s office upstairs brought
down. T made the notes down stairs 1 filled them in.

Q. You provided the notes?—A. Yes, Sir.

Q. You signed them for the firm?—A. I filled them in and signed Larkin, Con-
nolly & Company.

Q. How many were there ?—A. Five,

Q. To the order of whom?—A, The different members of the firm—Nicholas
Connolly, Michael Connolly, Patrick Larkin, and myself.

Q. That is only four ot you?—A. Yes, but one of us signed twice,

Q. Were the notes then and there endorsed 7—A. Yes,

Q. By the different partners?—A. Yes. They were made for different dates.
I recollect making my own note for 12 months, but it was afterwards changed for a
shorter time, as Mr. McGreevy’s brother came to me and said Thomas wanted it for
a shorter period, as it would be more convenient, and I did so.

Q. You say it was made for 12 months ?—A. Yes,

(). And subsequently, for the convenicnce of Thomas McGreevy, the duration of
the note was altered 7—A. Yes.

Q. Where were the Cross-wall tenders prepared >—A. They were prepared in
the same office, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Q. But they were not prepared at your office in Lévis >—A. Oh, no, We may
have done some figuring there, but they were afterwards prepared in the same office,
as far as I can recollect.

il ? If not in the same apartment, in the same building?—A. Yes, in the same
building,

By Mr. Henry:

. Q. On the same floor >—A. I do not know whether it was on the same floor, but
1t was in the same building.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

. Q. Will you take cognizance of Exhibit “V 3,” and say in whose handwrit-
g this letter is ¥—A. T believe it is in Michael Connolly’s,

Q. Have you any doubt that it is not his handwriting ?—A. To the best of my
knowledge and belief, it is his handwriting.
. Y. You do not recognize the handwriting as that of Gallagher 2—A. Oh no, it
1> not Gallagher’s,

Q. You are sure it is not Gallagher’s ?—A. T am positive.

Q. I belicve you were not the original contractor for the Lévis Graving Dock
works?—A . No.

. Q. Did you join the firm during the execution of the first contract?—A, Mr.
gwl}l)olly bought out Mr. Nihan, one of the firm, for $33,500 and sold out to me for
#4000 and T got a third interest in that way.

Q. When did you become interested in there works ?—A. In 1880.
Q. Were the works completed in 1884 ?—A. No.
Yoo ¥ You were aware that a supplementary contract was signed in 1884 ?7—A,
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Q. Who were the parties interested in that?—A. Patrick Larkin, Nicholas
Connolly, myself and Michael Connolly.

Q. Robert McGreevy had no interest in the Lévis works ?—A. No.

Q. That supplementary contract or agreement was to build the works for a
lump sum ?—A. Yes. I may explain that that lump sum did not interfere with our
schedule of rates for the former contract, anyway. It was an addition.

Q. So much to complete the works ?—A. Yes.

Q. Had you been doing by the day’s work any part of these supplementary
works until it became obvious that you were to finish it for a lump sum 7—A. We
were doing it by the day’s work and charging the Gowernment for material in the
same way, such as cement and labour and all kinds of timber, horses and nails.

Q. There was not much profit in such gradual work ?—A. We had some profit,

Q. Who proposed it first to have a contract for finishing the work for a lump
sum ?—A. I believe it was Mr, Thomas MeGreevy.

Q. You are not positive~—A. No.

Q. Had Mr. Thomas McGreevy anything to do in the negotiations to come to
these supplementary contracts?—A. Yes.

Q. Had you anything to do with that contract >—A., T had.

Q. Personally ?—A. Yes.

Q. Please explain to the Committee how you came to tender and under what
circumstances ?—A. We had a great deal of trouble with the engineers and Harbour
Commissioners generally, and under a lump sum contract we could make donations
to parties, if you please, and for other purposes.

Q. Was there any talk of it before the tender was made, about future donations ?

—A. Yes; Mr. McGreevy made this statement: That Sir Hector’s paper was not
haying.
b Q. Which Mr. McGreevy ?—A. Thomas. He said if some lump sum could be
made o0 as some of his friends could be pleased, they could make something out of it.
After several conversutions, carried on chiefly by myself and Thomas McGreevy,
they figured up to us what it would come to, and I finally came to the agreement
with Mr. McGreevy that all over $50,000 himself and his friends could take, and we
submitted a plan or estimate in pencil, made by our engineer, that amounted to
some $43,000; and on the shortening up of the dock—it was to be shortened a
certain number of feet—the increase would show $64,000; and then there was to be
$10.000 allowed for building the caisson, which made it $74,000; and after we
agreed on that and got the contract there was some misunderstanding between
Mr. McGreevy and myself about $2,000. It was a trifling data, and that is how the
notes for $22,000 came to be given instead of $24,000.

Q. You said that your engineer, Mr. Hume, figured up in the neighbourhood
~ of $43,000 or $44,000 7—A. Yerx.

Q. What was the bond fide or actual tender which you made for that supple-
mentary work in a lump sum on the basis of these figures 7—A. $i4,000.

Q. Though you were willing to accept $43,000>—A. We were to accept about
$40,000 or even less.

Q. What did you ask ?—A. We asked $50,000. All above $50,000 our friends
could tale.

Q. The tender was put in $64,000 ?—A. Yes.

Q. Making a total of $74,000 to complete the work ?—A. Yes.

Q. Which was the tender to the Government as agreed on?—A. Yes.

Q. Out of that how much was the firm to get ?—A. $50,000.

Q. All above that was to go to whom ?—A, Thomas McGreevy. .

Q. Will you look at this slip of paper and say whether it is the pencil figuring
you have referred to as having been prepared by your clerk or engineer 7—a.
These figures made out in pencil mark are by our engineer, Mr. Hume. This is the
statement of what it would cost, in pencil made out by our engineer, as a guide, and
which I showed Mr, McGreevy at the time.
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Q. This is in Hume’s handwriting? (Exhibit “J 5.”)—A. In Hume’s hand-
writing.

Q. And the total is $43,980 2—A. Yex,

Q. After having shown that to Mr. Thomas McGreevy you were authorized by
your tirm to accept $50,000 for the worlk >—A. Yes.

Q. Besides these calculations prepared by your engineer, had you received any
information from the Public Works Department here, or purporting to come from
that Department, as to the nature of the work required >—A. T believe therc was,
but we had so much conversation about the matter at the time that it is almost im-
possible for me to recollect it.

Q. Do you have no positive recollection of what information you may have re-
ceived from Ottawa ?-—A. No.

Q. Do you remember receiving any letters from Ottawa?—A. I believe there
came letters asking for a bulk sum., The firm must have them,

Q. Do you remember where, and in the presence of whom the tender for thut
supplementary work for Lévis Dock was prepared 7—A. I got a letter from Mr.
Thomas McGreevy’'s house. [t was handed to myself. Both of them were there
instructing me—(Counsel objected.)

Q. Were you called to some place >—A. T was invited to Thomas McGreevy’'s
house at Quebec and there got a letter of instructions how to write our letter in
answer tothe one from the Public Works.

Q. Did you go to Thomas McGreevy’s 7—A. Yes.

Q. And whom did you meet there beside Thomas McGreevy 7—A. 1is brother
Robert.

Q. Nobody else?—A. No, unless myself.

Q. Was the draft of the tender then and there prepared ?—A. T was handed it
there ; I don’t know whether they prepared it.

Q. But you were handed there at Thomas McGreevy’s house a draft of a letter
a copy of which was to be sent to the Department of Public Works 2—A. Yes,

Q. Will you look at this and see if' it 13 the draft sent by you-—(Counsel objected.)

Q. Would you look at these papers and see whether you will find there the
draft of the tender or letter which you had sent in the name of the firm. (Exhibit
“K 5”)—A. This letter is dated 19th May, 1884, It is in the handwriting of
Robert” McGreevy, I believe, 1 »eceived it from Thomas McGreevy, and Thomas
made some erasures and gave me instructions that our firm should send in as soon
as we could a copy of this to the Department of Public Works. The other writings
are in the handwriting of the same. T toolk the letter to my partners, and the other
ix in the handwriting of Mr. Peter Hume, our engineer,

. Q. But the two other documents are in the handwriting of Mr. Hume ?—A.
es.

Q. But this document? (Exhibit “X 5.”)—A. I reccived it in Mr. Thomas
McGreevy's house.

Q. From Thomas ?—A. Yes.

Q. And it was the one in which Mr. Thomas McGreevy himself had made the
Crusures and alterations 7—A. Yes.

By Mr. Kirkpatrick :
Q. What is the date of that letter >—A. Quebec, May 19th, 1884. This is the

draft,

. Q. The draft of the letter stating that they would take the sheet piling ?—A.
No: not the sheet piling, but the supplementary work.,

By the Chairman :

. Q. Mr. Murphy, can you point out the erasure made by Mr. Thomas McGreevy
in that first letter 7—A. I believe, to the best of my knowledge and belief, it was this,
Q. The two alterations on the first page >—A., Yes.
. Q. And the other erasures, what were they >—A. Some of these were not made
1 my presence, but this was made when I was sitting at the table with him.
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Q. Are you positive as to that ?—I am quite positive he made the erasures.
Q. These two erasures ?—A. Yes, to the best of my opinion,
By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. You mentioned donations, and that there was some difficulty about $2,000.
What was the amount of the donations you finally had to make ?—A. Instead of
$24,000 we made it §22,000; they were made in notes also.

Q. HHow many notes, do you remembgr ?—A. There was one of $2,000 made to
the order of Michael Connolly for two months. There was oue of $5,000 made to
my own order for three months. There was one made to Nicholas Connolly of
$5,000 for four months. There was one made to Michael Connolly of $4,000 for five
months, There was one made to Patrick Larkin for $6,000 for six months. The
$6,000 note Mr. Robert McGrecvy afterwards gave to me and told me bis brother
wanted smaller notes. T paid him $2,000 in cash and gave him two notes to the
order of Michael Counolly for $2,000 each.

Q. Subsequently 7—A. Yes,

Q. You have described that the notes were payable to the different parties.
Were those notes endorsed by the parties to whose order they were made ?—A. Yes,
The notes were dated, I believe, June 2nd, 1884,

Q. To whom did you hand the notes when they were signed and completed ?—
A. To Robert McGreevy.

Q. At whose request had you prepared those notes ?—A. I made a bargain with
Thomus McGreevy, and Robert McGreevy came to me and told me that his brother
wanted the notes. ,

Q. This is prior to when you received any money on your contract ?7—A., Yes,

Q. You made a bargain with Thomas McGreevy ?—A. Yes.

Q. And you agreed on the amount ?—A. Yes,

Q. Originally it was for 824,000, but you finally settled for $22,000 ?—A. Yes,
for $22,000.

Q. Will you look at this statement and say in whose handwriting it is ?—Mar-
tin P. Connolly’s.

Q. It is signed by him ?—A, Yes,

Q. Martin P. Connolly was then your book-keeper 2—A. Not then, but after-
wards.

Q. He was not your book-keeper at the time the contract was signed, but at the
time he handed you the document he was your book-keeper ?—A. Yes.

Q. This document is as follows :

(Exhibit “L 5.”)
“ GrAVING Dock At LEVIS,
“ Notes—Apr., 1885.....cceuennan.n $22,000.00
Nov.,, 1887 .cier v erennnns 10,000.00
Feb. 29, "88. ...c. wiinuis 1,588.93 TForsythe note.

“ Correct copy from books
“ Apr. 25th, 89,
“ M.P. CoNNOLLY.”

Q. Will you explain what this document was meant for >—A. This document of
Forsythe’s note was a personal matter. When I was going to build the Cap Rouge
railway, there came a good deal of trouble between Mr. McGreevy, Colonel For-
sythe and Sir Adolphe Curon about the construction. 1 had an interview with James
Ross in the presence of Forsythe. He gave aletter as a guarantee if I would go on
with the construction. It was previous to the elections of 1887. I did not like
the way it was put, but I furnished some to Colonel Forsythe and some to his fore-
man, John Murphy. They went on to grade, cutting the wood and so on, and when
the time came I refused 1o go on and I asked them to pay me for the amount I had
advanced. Finally, I took his note, as I could not get paid, and I renewed it. I was
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about suing him for the amount of money when he met Mr. Larkin and complained
to him in some way, Larkin wanted to know the trouble between Forsyth and my-
self and I explained the situation. Larkin says: The company will pay it. Of course
I accepted it, and I was paid the amount and it was charged to the graving dock at
Lévis.

Q. What is the explanation of the $22,000 in April, 1885 ?—A. Those are the
notes.

Q. The notes just meutioned ?—A. Yes,

Q. What is meant by the $10,000 in November, 1887 ?—A. That was also moncy
paid out by mwe. :

Q. When they endorsed the notes you have described amounting to $22,000, were
your partners aware of the use that was to be made of those notes ?—A. Certainly,
[ was acting for them.

Q. You reported to them ?>—A. Certainly.

Q. Aud they were fully aware of the nature of those notes ?—A. Yes,

Q. Larkin, Connolly & Co. had been carrying on a contract of some years stand-
ing, dredging in the Quebec¢ Harbour, have they not ?—A. Yes.

Q. Since when ?7—A. T believe it was 1882, they got the contract.

Q. Were you still carrying on that dredging on the old price in 1886 ?7—A. Yes.

Q). Was there any change in the price about that time, and if so, state under
what circumstances that change happened to be made ?—A. During the first contract ?

Q. No, the change from the first contract to the new contract—how did that
happen to be made ?—A. It was about the time Mr. McGreevy wanted to raise funds
for the elections in 1887—(Counsel objected.)

Q. How do you know he wanted ?—A. Mr. Robert McGreevy came to me and
told me his brother wanted to see me—(Counsel objected.)

By the Chairman :

Q. Who was talking to you? Was it Thomas or Robert McGreevy 7—A. If I
way be permitted to explain, a messenger came after me, and he told me—(Counsel
objected.)

Tur CHAIRMAN,—GO on,

Wirness—Mr. Robert McGreevy came to me and said his brother wanted to see
me about the dredging matter, I went to his house in Quebec and we talked over
the matter and he told me that he wanted to raise $25,000 for the elections.

Tae CratRMAN.~~I do not know what Mr. Robert McGreevy said or what
Thomas said. Go on, please.

Wrtvess.—I went to Mr. Thomas McGreevy’s house—

By Mr. Davies :

Q. 1t was Mr. Thomas McGreevy who made this statement to you ?—A. Yes.
He then stated there was eight hundred thousand yards of dredging to be done in
the inner basin and he wunted to make a new contract, and if the Company would
allow three cents per yard to go to a fund, to make $24,000,—that is, eight hundred
I_hou.sa_nd yards at three cents would make $24,000. After considerable conversa-
ton with him in his house—we had prices of twenty-seven cents, twenty-nine cents
and thirty-three cents—they mentioned thirty-five cents, and I wanted to take the
tontract at one ot our prices. He said it was just as easy to give thirty-five as thirty-
three, After settling it at thirty-five cents, we were to pay—that is, Larkin, Con-
“f”)' & Co.—to him or whom he would designate, the $24,000 ; we partly agreed on
'he basis for that, I told him we would malke it an even $25,000. I added $1,000,
"hOmas McGreevy asked me if my partners would concur cr were satistied. I said,
Yes. He said, *“ You had better see.” I went and saw my partners and consulted
with thegl and they agreed to it. '
was ;Ql;‘;lfzu reported to your partners 7—A. Yes; the two Connollys. Mr. Larkin
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Q. You had a schedule of prices for this dredging at the time, and I understand
the witness to say a new contract was entered into for larger prices 7—A. Yes,

Q. Who made the statement about it being just as easy to get thirty-five cents ?
—A. Mr. Thomas McGreevy.

By Mr. Mulock :
Q. Did you get thirty-five cents 7—A. We did.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. After this interview with Thomas McGreevy you went and consulted with
all your partners who were then in Quebec?—A. Yes.

Q. Did you explain to them the nature of the proposition ?—A. I did.

Q. Did they agrec?--A. They did.

Q. To pay the $25,000 provided they would get eight hundred thousand cubic
yards of dredging at thirty-five cents 7—A. They did.

Q. Did thefirm sign a documentshowing their agreement to that 7—A. They did.

(). Was that document shown to and handed to Mr. Thomas McGreevy ?—A.
It was.

Q. Will you look at this paper and say in whose handwriting it is and by whom
it is signed for the firm ?—A. It is in the handwriting of’ Michael Cornolly.

Q. He signed in the name of the firm and with your consent 7—A. Yes.

Q. I will read it. It bears no date.

(Exhibit “M 5.”)

“If contract is entered into with Harbor Com., and approved of by the Minister
of Pub. Works, for 800,000 yards of dredging at 35c., to be dumped in river, orif
in more difficult place, to be paid extra, we give 25,000.00. All over 200,000 at
Lévis doeck., Extras B.C. about 73,000 of which we give 23,000. :

“LARKIN, CONNOLLY & CO.”

Q. Where was this document written and prepared ?—A. In the Company’s
office on the Louise Embankment,

Q. You had then an office on the Quebec side?—A. It is what they cull the
Louise Embankment. We had an office there and also an office on the Quebec side.

Q. As the document bears no date, are you able to inform the Committee about
what date it wus drafted and signed —A. I think it was early in January, 1887.
The original negotiations were in the latter end of December, 1886,

Q. You referred to elections. I think you referred to provincial elections?—
A. No; general elections,

Q. Do you know who was present when the document was prepared and sigued
by Michael Connolly ?—A. Robert McGreevy and Nicholas Connolly and myself,
and I think Martin P. Connolly was in the room. I do not think he saw the docu-
ment, but he was in the office.

Q. After it was completed, to whom was it handed by Michael Connolly ?—A.
I am not aware whether he handed it to Robert McGreevy or myself, but we both
read it. It was to one of the two. We brought it up to Thomas McGreevy’s house
and handed it to him.

Q. Did you both go to Thomas McGreevy’s house ?—A. Yes.

Q. And what did you do with the document?—A. It was handed to Mr. Thomas
McGreevy, and he said that was satisfactory.

Q. Did he keep the document ?—A. One of them kept it.

Q. It was not handed back to you ?—A. No.

Q. You left the document there?—A. Yes.

Q. Were you informed or instructed by anybody how to tender for that altera-
tion or was there any correspondence in connection with that alteration in the
price 2—A. There was some correspondence but I have not got it with the Depart-
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ment of Pablic Works and the contractors, or between the Engineer of the Depart-
ment and the contractors.

Q. Did you send a tender or a letter of any kind offering to do the work for 35
cents or did you receive the contract without tendering ?—A, Whether we did as
we were contracting ?

Q. Whether you wrote a letter ?—A. I believe the chief engineer wrote a letter
to the contractors asking for prices instead of having the different prices all made
into one price.

Q. Were you shown a letter which was filed as Exhibii “E 2, on page 18,
and which reads as follows :

“ Housk oF CommoNs, 16th April.

“ My DeArR RoBERT,—I have just seen Perley about dredging. I have arranged
to meet him on Monday to discuss this dredging report before he sends it to Har-
bour Commissioners, also other matters about Graving Dock &c.

“I have arranged with Fuller to have office in Quebec opened as Public Works
office and put Lepine in charge and let Perley be architect. I want you to get
O’Dondell to write a letter to Fuiler as enclosed, so as they may get another month’s
pay until the money is voted. As Curran’s motion is coming up on Monday, I
thought better to remain here, also, to see Perley and arrange matters with him,
When I am wanted below you will let me know.

“ Yours,

“ THOMAS.”

Q. Were you shown that letter by Robert ?7—A. I was.
Q. Were you shown another letter by Robert, dated 26th April, marked
Exhibit “ F 2" on the same page 18, reading:

“Jousk oF Commons, 26th April.

“My Drar RoBerT,—I have just seen Perley on dredging. I think he will report
on 35 cents, and put in some conditions which will amount to nothing, He will
report when I will be there.

~ “I have had a conversation with Shakespeare on the lengthening of the British

CUolumbia dock. T told him to unite with the others and push it. He is prepared
to doso. T told him to write and get the length of steamers chartered by the Can-
adian Pacific Railway Company from the Cunard Company. He has promised to do
0. Connolly had better wait until next week to come up. When I come down we
will talk the matter over. I intend leaving here on Thursday evening, if you do not
telegraph not to come. Vote will be taken on Home Rule to night.

“Yours,
“THOMAS McGREEVY.”

A, T was.

Q. On the following day did you receive a letter, which is printed on page 19 of
thef]?l)llue Book, (Exhibit “N 5°’) in connection with these Quebec Harbour Works ?
as tollows:

“OTrawa, 27th April, 1887,

“GENTLEMEN,—There remains a very large quantity of materials in the Wet
BaS}D, Quebec Harbour Works, a portion of which it is desirable should be removed
QH‘rlng the ensuing summer. and the propriety of proceeding therewith I desire to
bring to the notice of the Commissioners. Before I can do this I wish to obtain the
brice per cubic yard, measured in the same manner as was the dredging previously

0 e“by you, al which you will do what is required.

_ ‘L want only one price, which must cover the dredging to any depths required,

which may not exceed fiftcen feet below low-water spring tides, and the conveyance
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to a place of deposit, whether on the embankment or in the river. An early answer
will oblige.

“Yours obediently,
“HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.”

Q. Did the firm receive such a letter ?—A. It did.

Q. When you received that letter from Mr, Perley asking you for a price, had
you received the letter dated the previous dav from Mr. Thomas McGreevy, stating
be had seeu Perley, and he would report for 35 cents ?—A. These letters Mr. Thos,
McGreevy sent his brother were all shewn tome.  Of course I would have to see
the letters now to identify them again,

By Mr. Tarte ;
Q. Let us have the letters then ?
By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. You have already stated the letters from Thomas McGreevy were shown you,
The point I wish to make is this: Whether when you received that letter from Mr.
Perley you had then seen a letter from Mr. Thomas MeGreevy informing you that
35 cents was the price fixed by Perley ?—A. Yes.

Q. Now we find in the Blue Book (kExhibit “N 5”), a letter signed Larkin,
Connolly & Co., Quebec, 28th April, 1887. It is on page 19, and reads:

“ S1r,— Your favour of the 27th inst. is at hand. In reply we would beg tosay
that we are prepared to do what dredging is required, as mentioned in your letter,
for the average price of our previous dredging, viz.: thirty-five (35) cents, although
the difficulties are greater than we have had to contend with during the progress of
our previous dredging, inasmuch as the passage is narrow, the currents stronger,
and the distance to the place of deposit further.

By Mr, Geoffrion :

Q. Under whose instructions did you write the letter dated 28th April, 1887,
just read to you in answer to Mr. Perley’s asking you for a tender ?2—A, I would
have to see the letter before I could answer that question.

Q. Were you satisfied an answer was given to Mr. Perley ?—A. Yes.

Q. By whose instructions did you give the answer to Mr. Perley’s request for a
tender ?—A. The balance of the firm. If they were absent, I acted myself for the
firm.

YQ. Did you consult with any members of the firm before writing that letter ?—
A. Yes.

Q. Was any suggestion made to you, either by your engineer or otherwise, as
to the difficulties suggested at the end of your letter, “inasmuch as the passage is
narrow, the current stronger, and the distance to the place of deposit further.”
Were any suggestions made to you as to these difflculties —A. These things were
put into the letter to show that the work would be more difficult and so on,

Q. Was there any ruggestion made to you that it would be better to point out
difficulties like that ?—A. I think it was Michael Connolly’s suggestion to the best
of my recollection. I understand you are asking me if any members of the firm
knew about these things,

Q. You have answered that. I am now going further, and I want to know if
the difficulties mentioned in the letter were suggested to you either by your
engineer or anyone else ?—A. As far as I can recollect the answer and the way the
letter should be prepared was prepared by Robert McGreevy by instruction of
Thomas McGreevy, I believe.

Q. Were you present when Mr. Thomas MeGreevy instructed, as you believe,
his brother Robert? ~A. I was present in Mr. McGreevy's house so much that it 18
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almost impossible to recollect all the conversations in reference to this dredging
matter.

Q. As a matter of fact, were there any of the difficulties pointed out in this
letter,or were they imaginary ?—A. They were all imaginary ; they were considered
imaginary.

Q. For instance, what about the narrow passage? Explain that ?—A. I would
have to get a map of the baxin in order to explain it properly to the Committee.
I wasin charge of the dredging for two years, and under the supplementary con-
tract we dumped it nearly all in the river. It was less expense and trouble to dump
it in the river than on the bank.

By Mr. Tarte:

Q. Why ?—A. Because any man who knows anything about dredging knows
that it is much easier and cheaper to dump it into the river, There is less handling
to be done, if you please.

Q. How is that 7—A_ It is less expense; itischeaper. In the previouscontract
we had to throw all the dredging material over the wall of the Louse Embankment
and lift it up with tugs, and it cost two or three handlings and in that way was so
much more expensive. The supplementary contract for dredging was nearly all
dumped into the river. It was simply taken up by the dredge, dumped into dump
scows aud then dumped into the river. There was a little more towing, but it did
not amount to much.

Q. Asa matter of fact under your previous contract was there a difference of
price made in your settlement for the material dumped in the river and the material
dumped on the embankment ?—A. When Mr. Boyd was in charge of' the works, for
the material which was dumped into the river, he deducted 5 cents per yard.

By Mr. Tarte.

Q. Out of the 27 cents >—A. Out of the 27 or 29 cents, whatever we were heing
paid. We had various prices. I had considerable trouble with Mr. Boyd to try
and induce him not to deduct the 5 cents, if you please, and finally he said we
might get it allowed afterwards. We did get it allowed by the Commissioners at
the close of the season, but at the time the engineer deducted 5 cents.

Q. He was of opinion that the work was worth less ?— A. Yes.

Q. When you wrote that letter of the 28th April, 1887, were you aware that
there was very little dumping required on the embunkment ?—A. There was little
required,

Q. It was well known the bank was full?2—A. Yes,

Q. T sce that in the request for a tender contained in the letter which was sent
to you by Mr. Perley on April 27th, 1887, and which appears at page 13 of the Blue
Book (Exhibit “ N 57) it is stated, “ I want only one price, which must cover the
dredging to any depth required, which may not exceed 15 feet helow water, spring
tides.” In your contract printed at page 14 of the book, I see you have agreed to do
the work “’to any depth which shall not exceed 15 feet below low water spring
tides.” Can you explain the difference between the price asked for and the agree-
tent of the contract? Was there any agreement or discussion about that change
in the request ?—A, Discussion with whom ?

Q. Between either Mr. Perley or the authorities at Ottawa or the Commission-
ers?—A. I do not think there was any discussion as far as I can recollect. I made
this with Thomas McGreevy verbally as to how it was to be done. They carried
out their part and we carried out ours. There were a few details which' I cannot
remember,

Q. Anyhow, you binding yourselves to dredge to a depth not to exceed fifteen
feet was less onerous than to any depth whatever ?—A. The depth increased the
°Xpense. T may say here that with the class of dredges we have there the depth
as very little more expense for five or ten feet, We had dredges that would dredge
th very deep water. There is a classes of dredges that cannot dredge in shallow
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water. For instance the two dredges we had could not dredge in any less than 15
feet of water.

Q. In your schedule of prices under the former contract you had mude, was not
the depth an item of increase? Was it not a fuct that the scale of prices was based
upon the depth 7—A, We were called upon to tender for a certain depth of dredging.
For instance, 15, 18and 36 feet, and we tendered according to depth.

Q. At page 2 of the blue book (Exhibit “ N 5”) I read that your schedule of
prices was as follows: “To 15 feet at low water, 27c.; from 15 to 20 feet at low
water, 29¢.,” and so on. Doesthat not bear me out in saying that under your former
contract the depth was taken into consideration in your prices ?—A. Certainly.

Q. According to your former contract the same work, not exceeding 15 feet,
ought to have been done for 27¢. >—A. Yes.

Q. And were vou bound also by that contract to throw the stuff into the em-
bankment ?—A. Over the wall.

Q. So by your contract of 1887 you took no more onerous contract than the
contract of 1882 7—A. Not as much.

Q. On account of the dumping having to be done in the river in larger quan-
tities 2—A. Yes.

Were you losing money on your contract of 1882?—A. No,

Were you making money ?2—A. The Company thoanght so.

You were quite prepared and willing to go on at the same prices ?—A. Yes.
. Did you ask for an increase 2—A. No.

. Not until it was suggested at the end of 1836 ?—A. No,

. Your contract says that your work was to close in 1884 ?—A. The contract
was to be ended.

Q. What I want to know is whether yvour first contract was not at an end and
whether you did not continue to voluntarily work under it?—A, We continued as
long as we could get paid for it.

Q. You had no objection to taking higher prices ?—A. Certainly not.

Q. You stated a minute ago that they fulfilled their part and you fulfilled yours,
First of all you had to execute the work ?7—A. First of all we had to pay the money.

Q. Even before you had begun the work? A. Yes.

Q. How much money had you to pay before beginning work ?—A. $27,000.

Q. How much did you pay first? What was the first payment of that amount ?
—A. The first payment was $10,000.

Q. When?—A. I would have to get the cheque here. I signed the cheque
myself. I have not the date of it.

Q. Was it carly in the winter of 1887 ?—A. It was previous to the elections.
M:. Thomas McGreevy told me he wanted to put $10,000 into the general fund.

Q. You paid 810,000 to Mr. Thomas McGreevy you say ?—A. I will explain to
you how it was paid if you will allow me, Mr, Thomas McGreevy came to me and
wld me they wanted to pay in $10,000 to the general fund and that his brother
would come for it. I gave that first $10,000 to Robert Mc(ireevy by order of
Thomas. The next $10,000 Robert came to me and told me his brother wanted.
1 signed the cheque myselfto the order of Nicholas Connolly, drew the money, and
brought it myself and gave it to Thomas McGreevy personally in his own house.
The other 85,000 Thomas told me to keep it for the elections. I kept it and spent
it for his election, and found it necessary to use mine, about $2,000, so that $27,000
was charged instead of $25,000.

Q. So he left in your hand $5,000 which ought to have been money coming to
him by agreement ?—A. Yes.

Q. Tustructing you to use it for the election ?—A. Yes, for the election.

Q. And finding the $5.000 not too much you went $2,000 better ?>—A. To be
accurate about it I spent $1,500 for Mr. Thomas McGreevy’s election and gave it to
the parties I was ordered to. $250 went to Montmorency election for Mr. Valin und
$250 to the Levis election, That is how the other $500 was spent, so it was $26,000.
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Q. But this cash $5,000 which was spent willingly by you explains the entry in
vour books $25,000 7—A. Yes,

" Q. Though the amount agreed was $25.000 ?—A., Yes.

Q. Is this amount of $27,000 the one referred to in Exhibit “ B 5 dated March
28th 1887 at page 109?—A. Yes, but the money was paid previous to this,

Q. And it was entered in the books afterwards ?—A. Yes.

Q. Have you any remembrance of the amount?—A. I remember the amount;
there was some difficulty about this $2,000. I spent the $2,000 on my own account,
and I had some difficulty with my partners about it. Mr. Larkin, if you please, and
Nicholas Connolly found some fault, but after a consultation they agreed to let it go
that way, and it was entered in the books.

Q. In that statement ?—A. Yes.

Q. 1 come back to Exhibit “M 5,” being this pencilled paper signed by Larkin,
Connolly & Co., and written by M. Connolly. Will you explain what is meant by
the figures “ 25,000 ” in that document?—A. T have explained that,

Q. I don’t think you have explained it ?—A. That is for dredging.

Q. But what ix it—francs, coppers ov cents ?—A. Dollars.

Q. Now, can you explain (o the Committee the meaning of the words “all over
200,000 at Levis dock.”—A. T eannot recollect; it was a verbal phrase used by
Mr, McGreevy and myself, but I cannot go into details.

By Mr; Tarte:

Q. State what it means ?—A. It means we would give so much money—all over
that—to Mr. McGreevy or his friends.

By Mr. Geoffrion:

Q. Tt means all amounts got from the Government over $200,000 on the Lévis
works would go in donations ?—A. Yes.

Q. What is the class of donations that you mention—the same class ?—A. Yes.

Q. Now, what is the meaning’of the word “ Extras B.C. about 73,000, of which
we give 28,000 ?—A. That was the claim the Company had at the British Col-
umbia works. They had a dispute sent in for $73,000, and 1 proposed myself that
we would give all over $50,000.

Q. That is the meaning of it ?—A. Yes.

Q. This was also hinted in this obscure way ?— A, Agreed.

By Mr. Mulock :

Q. You meant you would give all over $50,000 you recovered from that elaim ?
—A. Yes.
Q. To whom ?—A. Mr. Thomas McGreevy.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. B.C. means British Columbia, does it not ?—A. Yes; British Columbia.
Q. How much did you get from the Government ?—A. I really do not know.
I believe we got the most of it.

By Mr. Ouimet :

Q. Who wrote these words which appear to be written in ink at the bottom of
the writing : “In my presence” ?—A. I think it was myself, Sir.

Q. You think. "Cannot you recognize your writing and swear to it ?—A. It
was myself,

Q. Tt was yourself 7—A. Yes.

By Mr. Fitzpatrick :

Q. Who rubbed it out —A. Myself,
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By the Chairman :

. Q. At the time ?—A. Yes,
Q. I now come back again to Exhibit “ B 5,” and would ask you to explain to
the Committee the meaning of the six last items, reading as follows :

Pelletier—
Season, 1887............. e eeeen et ae e traeee e aeas 2,129 50
40 1888..ureerarnrre e e e e, 1515 00
Germain—
Season, 1887 . i iiiiiiiiirii it e 395 00
A0 1888ttt e e e 50 00
Brunelle—
Season, 188T..ciiviiviiiiiiiieniiinn s evva s senes 710 00
do 1888.. ..... P N 950 00

—A. These items I know nothing about more than I paid my share; they were
charged to me, I suppose, in the books and Mr. N. Connolly admitted paying them.
I cannot explain any more than they were charged to me and I had to pay my
share of them. I had not charge of the dredging in 1887 or 1888,

By Mr. Ouimet :
Q. These were not paid by you?—A. No.
By Mr, Geoffrion :

Q. When your partner wanted to make or made that charge did he explain
why he paid those amounts ?

Counsel objected.

Q. Did he tell you why it was to be charged ?—A. The notes were made and
the payments without my knowledge. If the Committee would allow me, I would
state what occurred at the time ? 1 did not know these charges were made ; I knew
nothing about them.

A QI. Wihen you discovered the entries in the books did you ask for explanations?
—A. Idid.
Q. From whom did you receive explanations ?7—A. From Nicholas K. Connolly.

By Mr. Ouimet :

Q. Do you know who those gentlemen, Pelletier, Germain and Brunelle were ?
—A. They were inspectors on the works.
" Q. Officers of the Department of Public Works ?—A. They were hired by the
Harbour Commissioners, I believe,

By Mr. Tarte :

Q. Was any one of them in your employ ?—A. I would rather that Mr. Con-
nolly answered that question.

Q. Were they in your employ or not ?—A. They were in the employ of the
Harbour Commissioners.

The further examination of this witness was postponed.

The Committce then adjourned.
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House or Coymyons, Tuespay, 23rd June, 1891,
The Committee met at 10.30 a.m.; Mr. Girouard in the chair,

Investigation into certain circumstances and statements made in connection
with the tenders and contracts respecting the Quebec Harbour Works, &ec., resumed.

Mr. A. GoBEIL re-called.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Have you here all the correspondence which took place between the Depart-
ment and Larkin, Connolly & Co., or any other interested parties, in connection with
this supplementary contract at the Lévis Graving Dock ?—A. T have produced all
the correspondence in the Department, and I could find no reference to the Liévis
Graving Dock. Ido not know what supplementary contract means—what would
be the date of that? I have produced an Order in Council of Tth June, 1884,
approving of the action of the Harbour Commissioners, and an intimation to the
Department that they had awarded the contract for the completion of the Graving
Dock to the present contractors. The contract was entered into with the contrac-
tors by the Harbour Commissioners ; therefore we have no record of it,

Q. 1 asked for the correspondence ?—A. I have a letter of the 24th June. That
is the letter in which they say they have awarded the contract to the present con-
tractors. Then there is the Order in Council to which 1 referred, approving of the
contract.

Q. Have you any letters from Mr. Perley ?—A. There may be some letters that
escaped my attention, and I will take a note of it. Yes, there was an application
from the Harbour Commissioners on the 16th February, 1884, for a grant of money
to complete the Graving Dock, and then the report of Mr. Perley of the 4th March,
1884. Of course, it must be observed that Mr. Perley was acting in the two capa-
clties,

By Mr. Davies :

Q. What two capacities?—A. Chief Engineer for the Quebec Harbour Com-
missioners and Chief Engineer for the Department of Public Works, We would have
correspondence as Chief Engineer of the Department of Public Works, but the
correspondence for the Harbour Commissioners would not be in the Department at
all. That is the reason I could not produce it.

By Mr. Geoffrion :

Q. Could you find theletter signed Larkin, Connolly & Co., and addresed to Mr,
lPerley or the Department, dated 31st March, 1885?7—A. No, sir; I have no such
etier,

.. Q. Was there such a letter?—A. If it is a correspondence with Mr. Perley as
Chief’ Engineer of the Harbour Commissioners we could not have it.

. Q. Can you find a letter signed by Mr. Perley to the firm of Larkin Connolly &
Co., dated Tth April 1884?—A. TIs that about the Graving Dock?

Q. Yes >—A. No; we would not have it in the Department. The details of
the‘W_OI'k were not carried on in the Department. Mr. Perley would then be acting
as Chief Engincer of the Harbour works.

Q. Did you muke a search for a letter from Mr. Thomas MecGreevy to Mr.
Perley, dated 9th September, 1884 ?—A. Noj; it cannot be found,

Q. Do you find traces of an answer to such a letter, dated the 11th of the same
month?—A_  No, sir.

Q. My question was, whether you had made a search for them ?—A. T asked my
clerk to make a search for them, and he told me that he could not find them. I
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have a paper here which I was asked to produce on the 2nd day of my examination.
I got a copy from the Clerk of the Privy Council. It is the letter of the Admiralty,
as follows :
(Exhibit “0 5.”)
“Copy—~Canada.
No. 61.
“ Lord Knutsford to Lord Stanley of Preston.

“ Downing STREET, 16th April, 1890,

“My Lorp,—I have the honour to acquaint you, for the information of your
Government, that I caused your dispatch, No. 246 ot the 25th of November, and its
enclosures, to be duly laid before the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, and
that their Lordships have informed me, in reply, that after full consideration they
regret that they are unable to incur any expenditure from naval funds for the pur-
pose of extending the Graving Dock at Esquimalt, asthe present dock is considered
to be large enough for all naval requirements.

“I have, &e.,
(Signed) “ KNUTSFORD.”

Q. Did you find any instructions that were sent to the engincers on the works
at Bsquimalt-——Mr, Trutch and Mr. Bennett—about the deduction to be made from
the $50,000 that were charged to the contractors on the plant ?7—A. Yes.

Q. Will you read it 7—A. It is a telegram of the 2nd May, 1885.

Q. I do not mean that. It issome time in 1886 ?—A. This has reference to how
much was to be paid back by the contractors on their estimates; thatis not what
you want ?

Q. No; wbat I want to know is, how it happened that from $50,000 it was
reduced to about $30,000, and what were those instructions ?—A. I could not find
any correspondence about that,

Q. Will you look again, because there was some correspondence. There were
instructions sent out there, and you will find them ?—A. T have here all corres-
pondence between Mr. Perley and Mr. Trutch, from December, 1885, to December,
1886, and it is not there. It is not in these papers which I have filed; but I will
make further search.

Q. I am about sure it isthere. Will you file a telegram, dated 16th April, 1885,
sent by Mr. Perley to Mr. Trutch ?—A. I have it.

Q. Will you read it ?—It reads as follows:

(Exhibit “P 5.”) ’ “16th April, 1885,
No. 13,415.
Esquimalt Graving Dock.
¢ Hon, J. W, TRUTCH,
Vietoria, B.C.

““ Contractors’ engineer has submitted his design for re-coursing Graving Docks
and also for alteration in the course for inclination or drip in bottom, and informs
me that he furnished Bennett with copies of changes proposed. You are authorized
to permit contractors to make these changes; plan circular head will be forwarded.

“HENRY F. PERLEY,
“Chief Engineer.
“Chg. D. P. W.”

Q. Have you a letter of the same date addressed by Mr. Perley to Mr. Trutch?
—A, Yes.

(Exhibit “Q 5.”)

No. 13416—Esquimalt Graving Dock. “16th April, 1885.
“S1r,—I write in confirmation of the following telegram sent you this day:
“Contractors’ engineer has submitted his design for re-coursing Graving Dock.

and also for alteration in the course for inclination or drip in bottom, and informs
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me that he furnished Bennett with copies of changes proposed. You are authorized
to permit contractors to make these changes. Plan circular head will be for-
warded.’

“The contractors have called my attention to the fact that no provision is made
in the plans for thoroughly draining the caisson chamber, supposing it to be neces-
sary to place stoplogs and pump the chamber out for repairs to the caisson or
otherwise,

* Please instruct Mr, Bennett to see that provision be made for this. It is made
in the Quebec Dock, and is necessary.

“ There would appear to be an intention on the part of Mr. Bennett to adhere
literally to the plans for this dock, even where it has been shown to him that a
change is necessary for the benefit of the dock.

“ This ought not to be so, for there is no doubt that before the doclk is finished
many oceasions will arise when departures must be made from the plans, and Mr,
Bennett should exercise his judgment in such cases.

“ The plans furnished to the contractors are those received from yourself, and no
changes or alterations were made in them in my office up to the present date.

“1 have obtained from Mr. Hume the intormation necessary to enable me to
prepare a plan of the alteration at the head of the dock, a copy of which will be
sent you in a day or two.

“Yours obediently,
(Signed) “HENRY F. PERLEY,
“ Chief Engineer.
“ Hon. J. W. TrurcH, CM.G.,
“ Vietoria, B.C.”

Q. Do you know who is the Mr. Hume referred to there >—A. By common
report, I hear he was the engineer of the contractors.

Q. He was not in the employ of the Government ?—A. No; not that I know of.

Q. Do you 