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REPORT.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts, beg leave to present the
following as their

TWENTY-SEVENTH REPORT:

Your Committee have had under consideration certain accounts of the Department
of the Interior, showing the amounts paid for salaries and for extra work performed
from the 1st July, 1884, to the 1st July, 1891, and in connection therewith have ex-
amined witnesses under oath, and for the information of the House report herewith
the evidence given by such witnesses.

All which is respectfully submitted.
N. CLARKE WALLACE,
Chairman.

Coymrrree Roox,
Monpay, 21st September, 1891.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

TAKEN BEFORETHE SELECT STANDING COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
ACCOUNTS, RESPECTING THE PAYMENTS MADE BY
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR FOR
- EXTRA SERVICES.

Coxyrrres Room, WEDNESDAY, 8th July, 1891.
Committee met, Mr. WALLACE in the Chair.
Mr. J. Lorsy McDovaaLrL, Auditor General, called and examined :(—

By Mr. Somerville :

1. Do you know a person by the name of Low in the Department of the
Interior ?—T know one person by that name.

2. A, P. Low ?—Yes. ; .

3. Was he promoted recently ?—He was appointed recently to the permanent
staff,

4. Was there not some trouble about his appointment ?—Well, yes; there was
Some delay about it. ;

5, Wg’at caused the delay ?—He had been paid out of the outside vote—the vote
to which those cheques are charged for which you asked—and my view of the law
Was, at the time, that the clause in the Civil Service Act under which an extra clerk
could be appointed to the permanent staff at his average salary for the last two
years did not apply to persons employed as Mr. Low was, and I objected to his
bemg placed on the permanent staff. 1 may say this, that there was an appeal from
my decision to the Treasury Board, as in all such cases, and I was over ruled. I
May say also that my opinion, after thinking over the matter, is that the view I

18t took is wrong. My view at first was that the only persons entitled to the privi-
1e_g9 of being appointed to the permanent staff were the extra clerks paid out of the
1vil Service contingencies.

By Mr. Foster :

. 6. As being in the service before 1882 ?—Yes; this matter is perhaps alittle com-
plicated to people giving it attention for the first time. The Civil Service Act says
tha.t any person who is in the service before July, 1882, would be exempt from ex-
4mination, and could be appointed at the average salary for the last two years, that
18, appointed to a permanent position—I took it that this clause did not apply to persons
1ot paid out of Civil Government Contingencies. The Treasury Board overruled my
view, and in that T believe now the Treasury Board were right. Under the view that I
took at first those persons who are employea and paid out of this vote were not subject to
any of the restrictions of the Civil Service Act—that is to say, they could be paid any
salary the Government choose to pay, provided there was the appropriation. You
are aware that the persons paid out :)f Civil Government Conm_ngencies cannot be
Ppaid, except for special service, more than $400 a year, but I think that Parliament,
I making a special vote to pay’ for extra clerks outside gave to the Government the
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right to pay to such persons any remuneration that the Government pleased, and to
keep them as long as they desired. It was in that way that I objected to Mr. Low
being made a permanent clerk, as I did not think the clause in the Civil Service Act
applied to such cases as his.

By Mr. Somerville :
7. Mr. Low occupies the position to which he was appointed ?—He does now,

By Mr. Bowell :

8. You state, Mr. McDougall, that the Treasury Board’s action was based on the
opinion of the Minister of Justice ?—That is always so ; that is part of the law. The
Minister of Justice always gives an opinion before the Treasury Board can overrule
the decision of the Auditor.

9. The Civil Service Act also provides, does it not, that a person continuously
in the employ of the Government since 1882 can be placed on the permanent list
under that decision at the salary he was receiving at the time ?—Yes ; his average
salary for the last two years.

10. And not the minimun salary, $400 ?—No ; of course, under that decision of
the Treasury Board every extra clerk, as long as he is paid as an extra clerk, must
be paid equal to $400, unless he came in before 1882.

Mr. J. A. PiNARD called and examined :

By Mr. Somerville :

11. What position do you occupy in the Department of the Interior ?—
Accountant.

12. You have the attendance books in connection with your Department, have
you not?—Yes, sir.

13, This is it, is it not ? (Identifying book.)—This is the one in connection
with my branch—the Accountant’s staff.

14. Are those all the employés you have under you whose names appear here?
—Yes; all that were on the pay-list; those who are receiving monthly salaries.

15. And the outside vote ?—Yes, sir; they are included—the extra clerks as
well as the permanent officers.

16. And they all sign this book ?—Certainly—that is, the clerks, any of those
you have in this list. Some get monthly salaries and others get pay for work which
is done outside.

17. Those that get pay for work done outside are not in your charge ?—They
do not sign the books.

18. Do they sign any books ?—I am not aware that they sign any books.

19. Who keeps account of their work ?—That is done in other offices of the
Department ; not in my office.

20. Do you know in what office the account is kept ?—The accounts, as far as
the moneys which are paid out, are kept with me.

21. No; I mean the work ?—It depends on the nature of the work that is done.

22. Copying work ?—Most of the copying is done under Mrs. Lee.

23. Itis sometimes done by the hour ?—That is extra work. Extra work is
given to officers who are paid monthly; of course, where extra work is mentioned
the names should appear in some of the books as extra work. It is given to officers
who are working under salary; but there is also extra work, such as copying, given
to people entirely outside of the staff.

24. Then the man who does extra work ought to have his name in some of the
attendance books ?—I should think so. Extra work is given, in addition to the
ordinary salary received, for work performed after hours,

25. Do you know a man in the Department named Joseph Wright?—I do not
know Joseph Wright,



26. Do you see his name here? * Extra work, 475 hours, at 50 cents.” That is
at page 34-B of the Auditor General’s Report. Do you not know Joseph Wright ?—
Noj; T do not know Joseph Wright. g

27. You ought to know who are in the employ of the Department in that
branch ?—I must say that some of them I have never spoken to. I have seen the
name on the list, but T do not know all the officers. I know my own staff, of course.
That is a case out of the regular routine.

28. Tt is extra work, is it not ?—That is true. ;

29. You do not know this man at all, Mr. Pinard ?—No, sir. : :

30. Have you never heard of him ?__Certainly I have heard of him this way,
the accounts come through my office.

31. Who certifies to the work that he does, or his attendance in the Department,
extra work, at so much per hour 9—The accounts would come to me in th_e usual
way. After I receive the account a cheque is issued from my office after the .
aceount is approved.

32. Tt is diffieult for me to know how these things are done, and I am some-
What in the dark. I must depend on you to enlighten me ?—I will explain to you

Ow the accounts are paid, and then you can deduce from that, so as to arrive at
a conelusion. That account will be paid through the Accountant’s office, as all the
accounts are paid. The account is filed in the }i)epm‘tmeﬂt, certified and 9'PP",OVEd'

hat is the rule for all accounts. They are certified outside of my office entu‘gl‘y.

33. Certified by whom ?—All accounts that arve-paid are supposed to be certified
:’y tlll)e party who knows the work to have been done; they are then approved by

€ Deputy. :

34, Who signs the cheque then ?—I sign the cheque after the account comes

0 me. You will find all the cheques there have been signed by me, unless some of
them have been signed in my absence by the Assistant Accountant.

35. Here is a cheque made to the order of Joseph Wright ?—That is signed by
me and Mr, Hall. T would presume that in that special case the account has been
approved by Mr. Hall, as he signed the cheque. It may have been approved by Mr.
Blll‘gess. There is a standing rule in my office; of course there may be exceptions,
and there were some years ago ; but within the last year or so all the accounts that
have been paid have been certified and approved. I do not go any further than that
In paying accounts. :

36. It is not your business to examine the account ?—Not at all. The moment
I get an account certified and approved it is my duty to issue the cheque.

37. Ofcourse you could not identify this as Joseph Wright’s signature, because
You do not know the man ?—Not at all.

38. Do you know a Miss Nellie Myers in the Department ?—I know there is a
Young lady of that name.

39, She is credited with having worked 240 days at $1.50 a day, and received
$363. Do you know her ?—Miss Nellie Myers, as far as my memory tells me—in
t.he statement I made a few minutes ago—this name_brings a matter up in connec-
thn_With it. There may be some accgunts, and I think this is one of them, where
¢lerical work is done by persons who do not sign the book, but who render their
monthly accounts.

40. Who do not sign the atterdance book ?—Yes ; and who render monthly
accounts, In that case the account would come in in the same way as the others,
certified and approved,

41. Would that work be done in the offices of the Department ?—I could not
say that,

42. Where would Miss Nellie Myers be working during that time? Would she
1ot be required to be in the offico 7— That I do not know ; I never saw her.

43. Do you know a Miss Jane Hay ?—No; 1 do not.

44. Do you know a Miss A. Duhamel ?—No; I donot. I may have seen Miss

Duhair;el, 1 think T did see her in the Department.



By Mr. Bowell :

45. Do I understand you to say that the parties that are on the regular staff
sign the book if they do extra work at night?—I did not mean that; I did not
intend that my expression should give you that understanding. There were a few
cases like that of Miss Myers’, who did not sign the attendance book.

46. I am not speaking of that point at all. You stated that there were parties
on the permanent staff who did extra work by the hour, and their names should be
in the book ?-—We have two classes of employés, the permanent officials, who are

aid out of Civil Government, and those who are paid out of Dominion Lands [ncome.
hese are the extra clerks,

47. What I want the Committee to understand is this: is it necessary in the case
of a permanent clerk doing extra work after hours, and who is paid extra for it thut
he should sign the attendance book at any other time than in the morning when he
comes ?—All that I know is that all the clerks sign the attendance book.

48. But if a man ends his employment of the regular day’s work at 4 o’clock,
and after dinner, say, he is engaged for three hours, does he sign the book in the
evening ?—He only signs the attendance book in the morning.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

49. What hours do they sign the attendance book ?—Generally half-past nine.
That is the hour it should be signed.

50. How long does it remain open for signature >—Until ten o’clock.

51. At ten o’clock what do you do with it ?—The book is put away.

By Mr. Somerville :

52. They are all apparently very regular in their attendance.—The book speaks
for itself. I am as carcful as possible in seeing the attendance is kept up.
53. You do not know Mr, Wright ?—No. :

Mr. A. M. Buraess called and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

£4. Do you know why Mr. Wright is not here, Mr. Burgess ?—Yes; I can tell
you. I am glad to have the opportunity to tell the Committee just exactly what
there is in this Wright matter, because I can clearly see for one thing that Mr.
Pinard did not quite understand some of the questions put to him. He was asked,
for instance, whether all these people signed the attendance book, and he replied
that they did. I ought to state to the Committee that for a number of years past a
large number of people have been working for the Department, particularly
in 1885, 1886 and 1887, for whom I could not find any accommodation in
the Government building. As it stands at present, one-half of the staff
is at present located over the Bank of Ottawa—the technical branch—and nearly all
the extra work done in the Department has been done outside. It has been taken by
people to their own homes, and the work counted by Mrs. Lee or the officer under
whose superintendence it is performed, and certified to by the officers who examine it.
It is paid for sometimes at so much per hour, sometimgs per folio, dependant on the
nature of the work to be done. If it was copying at so much per folio; the person
who gave it out would see that the work was properly done and certify to it ; if at
so much per hour, the chief clerk or other responsible officer under whom the work
was done would also certify the account after which I would approve, as the Account-
ant has explained. It is then sent to the Accountant who would draw the cheque,
which would be signed by himself and by me, or in my absence by the Acting Deputy.

By Mr. Foster :

55. When you pay at so much per hour how do you count the hour >—That
must be done under supervision in a private room. The history of the Joseph Wright
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case in this: In 1883, when I became Deputy Minister of the Interior, I found that
no account had been kept of the secrip, military bounty and mounted police warrants
issued from time to time, nor had any account been kept of these warrants and scrip
which had been paid into the Department in payment for land. 1 called the atten-
tion of the Accountant, Mr. Pinard, who received his appointment at the same time
as myself, to this state of matters, and said to him I thought that we should open
a book of accounts in regard to serip and warrants, exactly the same as if they were
cash. THe concurred in this view, and immediately opened such a book, or rather,
set of books. 1 told him at the same time that T thought the whole of the work of
the past in regard to this particular matter should be e:\'amined and the accounts
brought.up to date. Several years elapsed when Mr. Pinard reported to me that
he had not sufficient staff to overtake this work, which was naturally very onerous,
from the beginning up to the 1st of July, 1883. The Honourable Thomas White
was then Minister of Interior. I discussed the subject whith him, and suggested that
one of two things should be done: either that an expert accountant should be
employed from outside to go into the work from the beginning, or that some one in the
employ of the Department, competent to do the work, should be given it as a special
job. He asked which T thought would be the most satisfactory, and at the same time
thé most economical, mode of doing the work; to which I replied that in my opinion
some clerk in the Accountant’s office, orin the office of the Chief Clerk of P.atents where
theinformation was to be found, should be & »pointed to do the work as either of them
would know the routine of the bepartment otter than an outsider. He asked me
whom I thought would be the best person O employ, and told me to
look and see and select the man whom in my judgment was best fitted for
the work., After a time we decided that H. H. Turner, a third-class clerk in the
Accountant’s office, and a man gefting a small salary, would be the best man for th.e
work., T told Mr. White ’Lhata I thought it would take some years to do this
work, and meantime it was necessary to arrive ab some understanding as to how the
man should be paid. Fifty cents an hour was what was allowed for extra work, and
Mr. White and myself agreed that Turner could not in any case earn more than the
maximum salary of the class to which he belonged. The question arose as to how
h‘e was to be paid, and I mentioned that in the Post Office Department and the
Finance Department st the end of the year certain permanent ‘g:lerks are allowed the
opportunity to earn something extra by making computations and other work
necessary to the speedy closing of the accounts, and I said Twould find out how these
were paid. I do not remember whether 1 did or not, but the conclusion we arrived
at was, that in reference to this work, especially that which he could do at his own
house, Turner would need assistance. The idea W28 that he would take his facts an_d
ﬁg_““es out of the books in rough form, and then get them out at his own house. His
wife was a clever woman; she had been 2 school teacher in Ontario. I do not know
Whether the suggestion came from Mr.White or not, but for anumber of years it was
going on with the consent of Mr. White, or the chief clerk of the Department, that
this money was to be for Mr. Turner’s benefit, because he was the one who did the
?Ork. Tarner had the misfortune to lose his wife, and then the account was put in
the name of a friend, I did not know of that change for a considerable time after it
ook place, but I did know in course of time that it was done.

By Mr. Foster :
56. Tt was in the name of his wife while she lived ?—Yes.
By Mr. Somerville :

57. What was her name ?—I do not know.
. 58. How long is it ;?:ce she died ?—I do not know really what was the wife’s
name. She had a sister here; it may have been in her’s.

59. How long is it since his wife died 7—Four or five years. It must be subse-
quent to 1884 since this commenced.
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60. How did you come to adopt the name of Joseph Wright ?—I did not adopt
it ; he adopted it himself, I understand.

61. Who is Joseph Wright >—I understand he is a friend of Mr. Turner’s. [
may say to the Committee that it is only within the last few days that my attention
was called to this, All I know is, that the work was done and the Auditor was
furnished with the results of this man’s labour.

62. How could the work be given out to a man who apparently had no existence?
—Of course the man has existence.

By Mr. Sproule :

63. Might it not have been given to Turner, who employed Wright ?—I suppose
it was. I spoke to Turner about it yesterday and I asked him about it. I can only
say that I was anxious about the work. I know from time to time that it was
going on as I could see the results of it.

By Mr. Somerville :

64. That system of doing business might lead to a great deal of trouble?—I
quite agree with you. There is no doubt about it that the regular mode would have
been to come down to Parliament and ask Parliament to vote this additional
remuneration.

65. Why was that not done >—For the simple reason that a portion of the work
had to be done with assistance.

66. What salary did Turner get ?—I think $600 at that time. =

67. I see that last year he got $862.50 >—Probably he would be only getting
$500 at that time. k

By Mr. Sproule :
68. He would be getting steady increases since ?—Yes.
By Mr. Somerville :

69. As far as you know, there is no Mr. Joseph Wright?—As far as I knoW,
except for Turner’s putting the account in his name; that is all I know.

70. You know it would be contrary to the Civil Service Act to allow Turner t0
draw this money ?—I do not think it occurred to me before that this was the case

71. You know no permanent clerk is allowed to draw anything beyond his salarys
except on Order in Council or through the Supplementary Estimates ?—That 18
quite true.

Mr. BoweLL—Not even by Order in Council.

By Mr. Foster :

72. Are you satisfied that the extra work was done ?—I know it was.

73. How do you know ?—I could show you from the records of the Department:
Anyone can understand it when he comes to know what work this man was doing
He had to enter up all the scrip that had been issued and all the warrants, and 1f
was a very laborious task, as millions of dollars had been paid in in this way. i

3 74. Since when ?—From the beginning. I suppose the first scrip was issued 12
1883.

By Mr. Somerville :

75. I cannot understand why, when a man was giving good service for the work
he was performing that any back-loor method of payment should have to be
adopted ?—I frankly state that I do not ;think it is a very defensible thing
myself. Isay to the Committee that I took full responsibility ; but there is 1%
secret about it—everybody in the Department knew it was being done and who
was doing it. ;

|
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76. And all this time H. H. Turner was pocketing this money ?—I cannot say
e was pocketing it; he really earned it.

By Mr. Denison :

717. Could he only have done this work after hours >—He could only do it after
hours, because the books in the possession of the Department were in use during the
day. Ifan expert accountant had been brought in he could only have worked after
hours, because the books were in constant use during the day.

By Sir Richard Cartwright:

78. This money credited to Joseph Wright was paid to H. H. Tarner ?—I so
uunderstood. 3

By Mr. Foster :
9. For working after hours 9_Yes ; and for assistance.

By Mr. Somerville:

80. Are you aware whether he got assistance Or not?—I certainly understood
that he did, - Of course, 1 did not go to his house to see.

81. But you did not know whether his wife did any ?—Truly, truly ; but I knew
the work was done.

By Mr. Corby : :

82. And it cost you less than if you had employed an expert?——It did not cost
us one-half what it would have cost the other way.

By Mr. Somerville:

83, Why did you not have the work done according to the requirements of the

Civil Service Act, and save this enquiry ? Therc must have been some reason f"or it?

—No reason in the world, except my anxiety to get the work done. It was in the

IIr’nddle of the season, and I could not have got a cent for it until the meeting of
arliament, :

8. Could not the Minister have employed another man ?—He could have
employed an outsider, but as Turner was able to do the work better than any other
outsider T preferred he should getit. I have no hesitation in saying that if 1 had to
begin again this would not be done.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

85. The law had been deliberately violated and with the consent of his chief ?—
Certainly I never paid a cent without the concurrence of the Department.

By Mr. Bowell :

86. What T understand the position to be is this: During the life of Mrs. Turner
the account was paid to her. After her death the work was continued to be done at
Mr. Turner’s house ?—Partly at the house and partly at the office, just as before.

87. And after his wife's death Mr, Turner put in the accounts in the name of
Mr. Wright? Did you know whether Mr. Tarner, in order to evade the provisions
of the Civil Service Act substituted another name for the work done by himself, and
then took the money ?—I must say I never asked him that. _

88. Or whether Mr. Wright really did the work under the superintendence of

r. Turner and then Mr. Turner put in the account in the name of Mr. Wright, or
whether did he do it to evade the law ? —I did not think of it.

By Mr. Somerville :

89, If Mr. Turner did th I himself, the theory Mr. Bowell sets up may be
accepted somewhat ;n l;:ut lif Tui':;(fgavz the work to this man Joseph Wright, then it
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was not because Mr. Turner was eminently fitted to do the work that it was given to
him ?—It was because he was fitted for the work that it was given to him. First of |
all, the facts and figures had to be extracted from the books, which only an officer
of the Department or an expert accountant could have done. Turner is a good
accountant; his wife, I understand, was to do the tabulation, which was to be written
out at his own house.

90. Sir Richard Cartwright stated that this had been done with the consent and
approbation of the chief of the Department?—Yes; when it was in Turner’s wife’s
name.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

91. Who certified to Joseph Wright's account ?—I think the chief clerk of the
Patent Branch.

By Mr. Somerville :

92. Here are Mr. Turner’s cheques (producing cheques). Do you know his
handwriting ?—I do.

93. Is that anything like it %anding cheque to witness) ?—That is not like it. °

94. Because this man Joseph Wright has no existence ; some one has written his
name on the cheque ?—All that I can say is, that after I issued the cheque I had no
more responsibility.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

95. Whom were Joseph Wright's eheques given to?—They were given t0
Turner. I do not want the Committee to be uuder any misapprehension; I knew
perfectly that Turner was getting paid for this work. I do not say that I knew of
this at the time Wright’s name was first used that Joseph Wright represented this
particular work, but it was to pay for the work.

96. Did you know that Joseph Wright was a real person or a fictitious person?
—To this moment I did not know; I never knew about it.

97. Why should he use Joseph Wright’s name ?—There is no earthly reason for
it, except that it was a well-understood rule that he could not get extra pay in his
own name, unless it were voted by Parliament.

By Mr. Foster :

98. He could not get the cheque for himself?—No; for the very good reason
that the Auditor-General would not pass it.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

99. He was violating the law. and has been doing it for years >—There is no
doubt that there has been a technical violation of the law.

By Mr. Somerville ;

100. I think there was a gross violation?—I do not think it was a violation
when the work was actually done.

101. Can we see this work that was dyne ?—Certainly.

102. Well I will ask you to bring it for the next meeting. Now there are som¢
other persons whom I have been informed—I am only acting on information from
other persons, and I have to substantiate it by the evidence I have to bring forward
—Do you know a Miss Agnes Duhamel ?—I do; well.

103. Ts she in the employ of the Department now ?—Not now.

104. When did she cease to be in the employ of the Department ?—I do not
remember, but the last time that payment was made to her would be shown in the
Public Accounts,




105. I see in the attendance book there is the signature Agnes Duhamel, under
date 20th April, 1889 ?—That is her name. ; : .

106. Shle si,gned this attendance book all through—this book commencing the 1st
Marcﬁ, 1889, up to— 5 : :

v, CHATRMAN—31st August, . :

Mr, SoMERVILLE—But she ceased to sign the book before that. Now if you
look at this signature (pointing to book) Agnes Duhamel, and compare it Wlt}l‘ he;
signature in another place, Agnes Duhamel, they are not in the same handwriting ?
—I think they are. I assure you she was working in the Department up to August
1889,

i nd si i | itti t all.

107. This second signature does not look like the lady’s handwritting a

She was in the Departrgnent employed up to August you say ?—Up to that time. L

may say to you that Miss Agnes Duhamel is a niece of the Archbishop of Ottawa.
108. We don’t care anything about that ?—Txcept that it will be a test of her

respectability.,

. i 109. T a}:n not talking about her respectability ?—I thought that you were doubt-

ing the signature.

By Mr. Bowell :

. 110. Has Miss Duhamel received any pay since she left in August, 1889 7—No,
8ir; she has not.

By Mr. Somerville :

. S : i for
111. My information is that Miss Duhamel has not been in the Department
over two yg;.rs—that she has been in Paris, France, studying music ?—If the man
Who says that professes to say that of his own knowledge he deliberately lies.

By Mr. Denison :
112. Has she been drawing pay since August, 1889 ?—She has not.
By Mr. McMullen :

113. What particular work was she doing ?—She was copying in Mrs. Lee’s
office—copying letters for signature.

By Mr. Somerville :

114. Hero is one of Miss Duhamel’s cheques. You will see that it is endorsed
gnes Duhamel. Willfyou Zay whether Lheqsame party who wrote the endorsement
on the cheque is the same one whe wrote the signature in the time-book ? Do you
think the person who signed the cheque si ned the attendance book ?—I could not
Say as to that. All I know is, that Miss %uhamel wags actually working in the
Department of the Tuterior ui> to the time she ceased to be paid, and that the cheques
were issued in her name. This lady actually worked the same as the rest of the
ladies did from day to day in Mrs. Lee’s office.

By- Mr. McMullen :

115. She . but submit the two signatures to an expert, and he
would not sayTﬁgyhzziedgll:: :gxﬁeb?u——%gel], T know this, that Miss Duhamel o:ame to
the office every day and at the time she is marked for. I saw her from day to day.

p—

H. H. Turner called and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

116. What is you position in the Interior Department ?—1I keep the ledgers, sir.
117, There ap};eaxg isli :?12 ulltuditm-.(}eneral’s Report an amount paid to Joseph
right for extra work, $237.50. and 1 understand from Mr. Burgess, the Deputy
Minister, that you are the party, that has got this money ?—Yes; I got that money.
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118. How did it come that you entered it in Joseph Wright’s name ?—In the
first place, before my wife died—— :

119. Just a moment, When did your wife die >—Unfortunately, I have lost both.
It was my first wife who did the work, and after she died the name of Joseph
XVriiqht was substituted for hers. He went to the old country, and I believe issince

ead.

120. When did she die ?7—About five years ago. I married again and lost my
second wife.

121. It was after your first wife died that you substituted Joseph Wright's
name for that of your first wife >—Just that.

122. How long has Joseph Wright been dead ?—I said I believed he is dead.

123. How long is it since he went to the old country ?—About a year, I think.

124. What was he employed at in the city while here ?—He was not employed
at anything.

125 Did he live with you ?—He did not live with me.

126. Was he a man of means ?—Well, no; not a man of any great means.

127. He must have had some way of living ?—Yes; I suppose hehad. I only
saw him occasionally.

128. How often did you used to see him ?—Not every often.

129. Did he ever do any of this work ?—Certainly not. He is a connection of
my first wife’'s. He never did any of the work ; that is what suggested it to me.

130. Who suggested it to you to put it in the name of some other person ?—I
do not know. :

131. It must have been somebody ?>—I think the suggestion came from Mr.
Douglas. :

132. What Mr. Douglas ?— He was at that time the Assistant Secretary of the
Department. I think the suggestion came from him.,

133. Did you submit Mr. T)ouglas’ suggestion to anybody ?—No, sir.

124. Then you adopted that name from that out ?—Yes.

135. Here are Joseph Wright's cheques. Who signed the name on the backs of
the cheques ?—-I did. :

136. You put Joseph Wright's name there ?—I did.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :
137. Have you a power of attorney from Joseph Wright ?—No.

By Mr. Bowell :
138. Had you any authority from Joseph Wright to do that ?—Oh, yes.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

139. Do you not think that was rather a queer way of doing business ?—1
suppose it was like this. There was the work, the work was done, nobody eap
dispute that; it was work done until 12 o’clock at night and often until 2 o’cloek iB
the morning:

By Mr. Somerville :

140. Would it not have been better for you and for the Department, and better
for the public interest, if the Department had raised your salary and then given yoo
this work to do ?—I understood that that would be done. The way in which I took
the matter is this: I was doing a whole lot of work, very arduous itself, and there
was a great deal of it. Thewhole of the North-West scrip issued since we commenced
to issue scrip—nine-tenths of that has been drawn with my pen, and that in addition
to my own work. Moreover, I have some knowledge of French and as a good many
of these names were in French I had a good deal of writing and work to do in that

-

direction. The factof the matter is that the money that was paid in the name ©
Joseph Wright has been earned twice over.



18

DA ARE S SRR

i ut you in
141. We are not disputing that at all, Mr._Turn'er. kI'x?o? :r?tlrirxl-is:ls ti?x l'zhe {;ublic
any false position or do you any injury, I am simply (r;n i u rencllember whether you
interest. There is no desire to hurt your_feelmgs. an yo e e ke Tocph
R yéﬁr 0 A OfﬁclerS Wltxt;hgzgazgmt: fsggntioned, Mr. Douglas,
Wright 2—At that time the gentleman ¥ g
o i ipe > en
5 tlflii% %h?%%‘;gt&s your accounts now ?—Since the scrlplc'ea:eld L t;l;g;iﬁxsvle E;ve
none, I have received none of this extra work for the past 150 3
never received a dollar extra since then.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

& E=o t
143. You endorsed Joseph Wright's name after his death ?—No, sir; I dono
know that he is dead.

. d ar th
144. You said he was ?—1I said I believed he was; I had hem\d a report that he
was dead.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

2 i b
145. Do I understand you to say that this Joseph \YTerght had no existence &
all?—Oh yes; at one time. I believe oA h‘?veli‘lo vas a distant connection of

146, What relationship did he bear to you = e g
Tl g 1L id t
2 v;g’?.s'Did he do this work for you and you regeive the money ?—I it
work, and T received the money. R
] 2__And used his name. : h
ﬁg ﬁ?}g ssf)gegﬁexlr;zfter he lett this country, you signed the name e
Wright ?— s, but I think only once. e t 156

8150‘ YOO‘}: S};e;’ht;uleft this cour}lrtry bout a year and a half ago?—Abou

months ago, I won’t say exactly. ; s ;
151. But J oseph Wr}i’ght did not do any Og tbfswzgfé{ s?a El'}i);t:.my
152. And the work was done by yourself ?— Y
153. Who did the balance 2—The late ‘ballance.self
154. During the last five years ?—1I did it mysell.

By the Chairman :

i i had
155. Did your second wife do any worl ?—She d;gesggn:hglﬁﬁgg- After T
done the work she read it over with me for the purP g

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

- 4 = - . _k
156. But practically speaking Mr. J oseph V{[l‘éght, as a perso’n doing this wor
had no existence at all.” You used his name ?2—Yes. ;

By Mr. Foster :

157. Did you sign Joseph Wright's name to thes:nctheques ?—Certainly.
158. And with his consent >—And with his consent.

159. Although you have no written power of attorney ?—No.

By Mr. Hyman : . )
160. How did you come to get that consent ?—He simply gave it to me.
161

. 9—No.
. But you had no power of attorney from him ?—No

By Mr. Somerville :

162. When he went to the old country; did he give you permission to use his
name ?—Not particularly.

163. But you used his name 9__(ertainly.
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :

164. Who was Joseph Wright; what was his business or calling ?—He was 8
school teacher, over in the States.
165. Was he not residing here ?—No. He came to see us once or twicc.

By Mr. Hyman :

166. What suggested to you to use Joseph Wright’s name ?—My first wife died.
She had been a school teacher and was doing practically the most of this work.

By Mr. McMullen :

167. Was her name Wright before she was married >—No.

168. Did you use her name 1n putting in her accounts ?—I did.

169. In what year >—At the very beginning. You will see her name probably
in the Auditor General’s Report—Mrs. Emma Turner. :

170. That would be 1884 or 1885 ?—Yes ; about then.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

171. During the whole of this five years you say Wright visited you only two
or three times ?—Yes.

172. And during the whole of this time, Wright’s name has figured on the®
backs of these cheques >—No ; because there have been no cheques issued for the
last fifteen months. You have to take that period off.

173. You commenced using Joseph Wright’s name about five years ago ?—Yes.
I was told it was used for five years, but it is not over four; it is only three years
and a-half.

By Mr. Wood ( Westmoreland) :

175. What bank are those cheques drawn on ?—The Bank of Montreal.

175. To bearer or order ?—To order.

176. Did you draw this money personally ?—I drew it personally.

177. Did the bank know you ?—I do not know. They always paid the cheques;
they always paid my salary cheque too.

178. Will the bank pay cheques here that any person presents?—I do nof
know. The cheques may not have been given me at the same time.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

179. Could you give us Mr. Joseph Wright's present address ?—I think so.
180. What is it®—3 Vietoria Terrace, Lightcliff, near Halifax, Yorkshire, -
England.

By Mr. Somerville :

181. I understood you to say he was dead ?—1I said he might be. If he is not
you will hear from him at that address. :

(At this point Mr. Burgess pointed out to the Committee an entry in the Auditor
General’s Report of payment made to Mrs. Emma Turner for extra work.)

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

182. (To witness) Are you aware of any other parties in the Department who
have been drawing money in the same way in other people’s names ?—Not that !
know of, sir. Not that I know of of my own knowledge. I do not think there are
any.

By Mr. McMullen : \

183. You say that your chief in the Department suggested to you the way, of
at least acquiesced or was cognizant of the fact that you were drawing money it
this way ?—Not my chief ; it was Mr. Douglas.
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‘ 3 S e that time I was
184. What was his suggestion 9—As I said my wife died. At
Vgt oSS had done the Work, and I wanted the money. My
wife was dead and this name was t%kerﬁ Douglas ' :

185. Who sted the name ?—Mr. Douglas. ' o

186. But hi“gﬁenft suggest this particular nhame ?>—He said some name must be
taken,

By Mr. Somerville:

187. Who certified to the work after it was done ?—TMr. Douglas.

188. But since Mr. Douglas’ death ?9—Different part_les.

189, Who were they >—The accounts thenqselyes will show. S ki

Mr. Burgess—(interposing) It would principally be the Chief Clerk 1
Patent Office.

Wirness—They were certified by different clerks who were in a position o know
that the work had been done.

By Mr. Somerville:

190. Who has charge of these accounts that were certified ?—The Auditor
General, :

191, Has he the accounts 2—Why, certainly.
By Mr. McMullen :

: ; i de to you in
192. Was any other porson cognizant of the payments being ma
addition to Mr. gouglas 1]; the Department 9_1 am not sure. I do not know. I am

perfectly certain I never told anybody. 1f they were aware they got to know in
some other way.

By Mr. Somerville:

193. Did Mr. Burgess know?
Mr. Burcess—Not at the time. i 4 thi 2
194, Mr. SomErvILLE—How long is it since you found this out

Mr. Bunarss—I could not definitely say. It is not more than 3 or 4 months
ago; comparatively recently at any rate.

By Mr. McMullen :

%&35. Were you aware of it before the sewﬁcf closed in the name of Wright?

r. BurgEss—No. At least I do not think was.

196. Mr. MCM&I.%EN—;EZ person who certified to the accounts must have been
aware of it ? :

Mr. Buraess—I could not say that. That would not follow. There wasa great
deal of our work being done outside the office. | "
~ 197. Mr. McMuLLEN—DBut the man certifying t0 the correctness of an accoun
in the name of Mr. Wright must have been cognizant when certifying to that
account—must have known who did the work?

Mr. Burcess—I do not think he would know it. He had simply to compare the
account with the work done; that was all.

By Mr. Bowell (to Mr. Turner) :

198. Did Mr. Douglas giv any reason for the course that he suggested
when you substituted ghgsns:n: Oyf%u&r;g}};t for that of your wife? I understand that
your wife did the work, and in that case it was quite proper that the account should
80 in her name ?—My wife died. : ‘
199. Did Mr. Douglas give you any reason why you should substitute some-

ody else’s name instead of hers? Did he say t0 yoU that you could not draw the
money in your own name under the Civil Qervice Act, and consequently it is necess-
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ary to substitute some other name, or did you not think anything of it ?—Really, to
tell you the truth, I did not think much about it. I had not been at that time very
long in the Department, and I thought it was to obviate jealous feelings in a great
measure—that if peope saw I was getting more pay then they were—people who had
been in the Department for a longer time then I had—it would cause jealousy.

200. Did you know it was contrary to the Statute to draw extra pay in this
way over and above your salary ?—No; I thought it was in this way: Here was
certain special work to be done

201. That is not what I want to know. Did you know personally whether it
was contrary to the provisions of the Civil Service Act to draw money other than
your salary for extra work ?—I did not know that.

By Mr. McMullen :

202. It was during the lifetime of your first wife that this business com”
menced ?—Yes.

203. How long were you married the second time?—About a year elapsed
after the death of my first wife. I had little chiidren and I married again.

204. After you got married again you still continued to draw the extra pay in
the name of Wright ?—Certainly.

205. Why did you not adopt the principle of drawing the money in your second _
wife’s name ? She would be there then to sign the cheques ?—That is true, but still
it would make a great deal of bother in changing the accounts. The reason I did not
do it was to avoid trouble. The fact of the matter is, I never troubled my mind
about it.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

206. Why did you cease drawing it in the name of your wife >—My wife died.

207. But apparently, after you supposed this man Joseph Wright had died, you
went on to use his name ?—I said I heard that he was dead; I do not know that he
is dead.

By the Chairman :

208. What time did you understand that this Mr. Wright died ?—1I think it i8 ‘
about a year ago, or something like that, that I heard he wasdead. Iamnot certain
that I received any cheque at all after I heard he was dead. If I did, it was only
one.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

209. Did you get your cheques cashed at the same bank—your own salary
cheque and the one in Wright's name ?—Yes, sir; both.

210. Did they make any inquiry when you drew the money for Wright ?—No;
certainly not.

211. Though they knew you to be Mr. Turner, they never made any inquiry
about Mr. Wright ?—Certainly not. Itisin this way: On a departmental pay-
day—anyone can substantiate what I am going to say who knows anything of the
way the Departments are run,on a departmental pay-day it is like a pay-day at any
large establishment. You have to go to the teller’s wicketat the bank in single file-
The teller pays out the money as fust as he can pay it. Among the hundreds, I
might say the thousands that are there I do not think he would take much notice
as to who the man was who presented the cheque, provided the cheque was pro-
perly signed.

By Mr. McGregor :

212. But your cheques were not issued on the same day ?—No; but if they had
been T would have presented them on the same day. It would not have made any
matter. {

ﬂ

-
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By Mr. McMullen :

213. Who is Secretary of the Interior Department 9—Mr. J. R. Hall. :

214. Was hz SaS;v;?'e o¥ the cheques passing in this way ?—I do not know, Sir.

9215. You do not know whether Mr. Hall was aware of the fact that the money
was drawn in Wright's name or not 2—I do not know anything about that. When’
the work was done it would be checked and passed and, the account certified by
somebody, and then the account would be gent _down for approval to the Deput};
Minister or Secretary, as the case might be. When 1t came back to the Accountan
he would look at it and if he saw that it had been certlhed. by a permanent officer,
and approved of bv’ Mr. Burgess, or Mr. Hall, or the acting Deputy, whoever he -
might be, then he would issue a cheque for the amount.

By Mr. Taylor :

216. In addition to the payments of your wife and those. in Wright’s name, did T
anderstand you to say that you had rendered more service then the value you
received 7—You understood me to say that in addition to that for which I was paid
I put in 210 nights of work, for which T have never received a cent yet.

By Mr. McMullen :

217. Have you pocketed all the money you received for extra work?

Mr. TAYLOR.—]I do not think the word pocketing 18 the correct word to use.

218, Mr. MCMULLEN.—(TO witness)— ell, did you receive all_ thg money
credited in these names for extra work 91 received the whole of it; indeed I
earned it,

By Mr. Taylor:

219. You say you have done 210 nights of extra work, for which you have not
received pay ?—I do. _ ) . :

220. For what reason have you not received pay for that 9__Tn this way :(—1
bhad to get the books out. It was regular office work and I did it out of love for my
office and in order to get the work completed. If anybody knew how Mr. Beddoe
and T were rushed in doing the work they would say we ought to be paid for it.

By Mr. Somerville:

221. When did you do this extra work of 210 nights 9—When I first came into
the Department. ‘

22% %Vhen was that 2—In 1883. About 210 nights
3. How many hours do you say ?—ADbOQ b il
B ot o S 188371 think so—in 1883 and 1884.
Altogether there were 210 nights that I came back again and worked.
225. You worked in 1883 and 1884 ?—Yes and since ;
%%g Have you a book with the names of the days marked down ?—I have.
227. Have you kept track of them ?—I have. :

, 228, Did you statg) to your superior officer that you thought you should be paid
for this extra work ?—I did in this way: 1 ‘nentioned that I had done a good deal
of extra work, and I thought T might reasonably expect promotion. I thought it
Would be a good backing.

229, What cheomneoinse stood in the WaY of your promotion ?—I was not at
the head of my class.

230. What salary do you receive now 2—$950.
By the Chairman :

231, What salary did you receive in 1883 ?7—$600. I passed the examination
with four optionals, an soystarted at $600, instead of $400.
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By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

232. You did not make this change of name without conference, without the
knowledge, consent and approval of your superior officer—it was known to him?
It was known to Mr. Douglas that I used the name of Wright.

233. He was your superior officer ?—My wife died, and I had to use some name
because I wanted the money.

234. Mr. Douglas certified the account ?—Yes.

235. Did any one else know ?—Not to my knowledge.

By Mr. McMullen :

236. Were you ever questioned by any other person inregard to using the name
of Wright ?—1I was about four or five months ago. I was going along the corridor,
when a gentleman in the Audit Office met me with one of these accounts in his
hands. He asked me: “ Who is Joseph Wright” ? I said: “I suppose the man who
signed the cheque.” That is all I said; I then walked on to my office.

237. Who was this officer whom you met in the corridor ?—Mr. Macdonald.

238. Who is he 7—He is a clerk in the Audit Office.

By Mr. Hyman :

239. Ts that the first time you were spoken to ?—He is the first and only man.
240. How long is that ago ?—A few months ago.

Mrs. Lz called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

241, What position do you hold in the Interior Department Mrs. Lee ?—I am
chief in charge of the ladies branch of copyists.

) 242, What are your duties?—To superintend the attendance book and the

general work in the office; to see that each lady performs the work given to her in

the best possible manner.

243. You give the work out ?—Sometimes, but I am speaking now of the ladies
in the office. I superintend their work in every particular,

244, When the work is sent in to you, you receive the work that is required to
be done ?2—Yes ; I receive it.

246. And you allot it to the different clerks under you ?—Yes.

247. And keep a record of the amount of work they do?—In one way I keep
a record of all the work done, but not of each individual lady. That is not necessary.

248. Do you not have a file of the work each employé does ?—No; not in regard
to that. Hach employé is supposed to be at work the day long. A record of the
work that has gone through my office is kept and in that way we have a record of
the work done.

249. Do you know Miss E. Bell—is she in your Department ?—No. The ladies
employed under me are in this book. ,

250. Do they all work by the day ?—All those whose names are in the attendance
book.

251. Have you in charge any of those whose names are not in the attendance
book ?—We used to give a good deal of work outside, particularly two or three years
ago. Those that were employed outside, those who are not regularly employed, are
not recorded in the attendance book. ‘

252. But when they were employed outside you kept a record of the folios ?—
Certainly. We kept a record of the files that passed through the office.

! 253. How long is it since you ceased to give work out?—Since the 1st of July
ast. ;

254. There was some work done previous to June, 1890, under that head ?—Yes.

255. You have the superintendence of this attendance book ?—Yes.
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256. You witnessed the signatures ?—I initialled the book eachlday, showing that
it is a oct i AR

25?7?1};;2;1;‘5(;“ had a Miss Agnes Duhamel in your branch ?—Yes; I have had
her for some years. ; . .

258, Hgv?r’ elolnbor is it since she ceased to work for you ?—Since A‘}i‘_%l“_bg- I think
she left in August or September, the year before last, but t.he book will show.

259. Do y%u know Miss Duhamel’s sxgﬁxatu:e ?C—(ze‘rrt‘:]l}l'nly.

260. Did vou see her write her name here f—lertainiy. ; SNIER

200, Didyon ue b et et e L e bk - That f b signa
ture, = :

262, : itive 2—Perfectly positive. c ot :

263. ﬂoghﬁeﬁz?ﬁﬁamers sign};tlure (pointing to book) ?—That is her signa-
ture, to the best of knowledge and belief. :

264, Theeieé)omtin Zignature i% not like the first one T showed you ?—I? could not
say. A good deal depends on the pen. Is that a cheque you have th?f‘? o st

265. Yes?—I do 1ot see them sign the cheques. I should say this is her sign
ture, to the best of my knowledge and -belief. el Lo :

266. But ;ou arngupob-itive ttat Miss Duhamel was performing W(})lllx e your
Department up to the date the book shows ?—Up to the date the book shows.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

267. The lady said August last, a year ag0 ?—I am not positive, but the book
will show,

By Mr. Somerville :

August, 1889
268. 1 fi to the attendance book that the 2nd of Augus , 1889,
Seems to besi(}}xeb {’asrt-eo?;:lg?gn on which she has signed ?—I am perfectly positive, as
told >
> 26%(_)111&[;&)11;:-(,]1?;;’1%?;: ;g't correct then, that Miss Duhamel has not been at the
epartment ?—I should say o. . 3 ]
270. T have been inforr};ed that she is in Paris, France ?—So she is. I have had
letters from her. 50 A s
271. When had you letters from her last ?—ADbOUL 81X MONTAS 485, :
lof 1;372. When did sl}:e go to Paris ?—I understood she was going to Paris when she
it here,
273. Do you know Mrs. Forrest?—I know Mrs. Forrest.
274, Ts s)lrxe one of the staff >—She was one of the outside {staff.
%?7% Had you the superintending oflger work ?—Certainly.
6. She does not sien any book ?—No. ; {
" 23 7. She does extra 3\701'k,y that is, work glV‘?E l?;%ggéiap)md by the folio?—She
paid by the day. tside, but is pal 7.
: 278,y1{03v dﬁ,y yofi?]x?fe (i;loi]k: 9__Because she returns the work to me. She
Eunder my supervision, or was up to the 1st July. She received the work from
e and refurned it to me. y )
279, How did youn;::aep track of the work she did 2—By keeping the record.
280. Do you know by the amount of work she does ?—Certainly I did. :
281. T would ask you to send over to the Department for Mrs. Forrest's
zivlork ?—I do not know how you can get that. I can only give you the number of
es that she did, )
.. 282. You say she has been working steadily ?—No. There are some days she
did not work, beeause we had not anything for her. ’
283. How much did she work ?—The average amount.

284, She worked regularly last year ?—1 do not say that. Shedid not work every

day, but on the averagef: : 3

ot 28(;3 I see that she was paid for 365 days 9—That is the way, I suppose, they are
paid,

32
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286. You are perfectly positive she has worked ?—I am perfectly positive she
has worked.

By Mr. Sproule :

287. Does the Department pay for the working hours in the day or only the
24 hours ?—Really I do not know. The regular hours in the office are from half
past 9 until 4. i

By Mr. Bowell : ‘

288. You would consider that a regular day’s work >—Certainly. 1 would count
a day from half-past 9 in the morning until 4 in the afternoon of the same day.

By Mr. Sproule : |

289, If a person did twice as much work in a day as they were ordinarily
required to do, by putting in more time, would you count that as so much more ;
work ?—She would get what she considered a day’s work—sometimes more, some-
times less.

290. But if she put in 365 days—that would be including the Sundays, and she
is not supposed to work on Sundays ?—No. -

291. But might she not put in the ordinary office hours, from 9.30 to 4—that 15
six and a half hours—and then put in more by extra work in the 24 hours ?—1I sup”
pose she might, but she never got any extra work.

By Mr. Bowell :

292. That principle of allowing clerks to put in two days within the 24 hours
has never been recognized ?—No. . '

By Mr. Sproule :
293. Do you pay for Sundays ?—Certainly.
By Mr. Somerville : i

294. When you get a piece of copying to do, and hand it out to a certain lady,
do you not keep a record of that >—Certainly, of the file, but not of the number of
the page.

p29g5 Well, could you not give us Miss Duhamel’'s work ?—It is impossible for
me to give you the work of any particular lady in the office. I divide the work ouf
amongst them, but I do not keep any record of that which they write in the office, .
because they work each day, and they are working all the time. It would take & -
a great deal of time to hunt up each file each lady has done.

296. You have a means of ascertaining ?—Of course, I know myself whether & }

:

|

lady has done her proper day’s work.

297. Do you not keep a record of the work done, say by Miss Jones or Mis$
Smith ?—When I receive papers to be copied I divide these out amongst the ladies
in my office to the best of my judgment, and when the work is done I have a recor®
as to where it was sent to be compared, but not the work each individual lady ha#
done in the office. L

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) : |

298, T understand you give out a certain amount of work to the ladies, and d0
not take any account of it, beyond this, that you are satisfied in your own mind that
they have each done a fair day’s work; but in a large amount of copying you keep # -
record of that ?—Decidedly. : |

299. Did Mrs, Forrest work inside or outside ?—She worked inside for som€
time, but her health would not permit her to continue. She got a doctor’s certificates
and therefore she was given work outside. |

¥
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By Mr. Somerville : :
300. When Mrs. Forrest got the work, did she go for it herself to the Bepart-

t=]
ment or send for it 2—She usua

lly sent for it; sometimes she came.
301. You < work ?—Certainly.

302, Yéu ?{l:ﬁ:i}vi%;}lfumber of folios ?jNot the folios; the number of the files.

303. I want to get the number of files handed out to Mrs. Forrest during the
last year 2—That would not show the amount of her work, but it might give 2 fair
idea.” Of course, there might be a great many enclosures.

304. Do you know a Miss Jane Hay ?—No.

305. Is she in your branch at all ?—No.

306. You do not know her at all 7—No.

307. Do you know her, Mr. Burgess ?2—Mr. Burgess.—Oh, yes. :

. 308. Mr. SOMERVILLE.— W hat is she doing ?—Mr. Burarss.—She is doing gene-
ral copying for the Department. i e

3})3 {g]nder Whosepsupervision ?2—She is outside the service. She is like a great

many more who have been employed outside. . _ .
310. (To Mrs. Lee)—Did you ever have a cheque made out in yout name for

Which you did not get the money yourself 7—Not that I know of. I always get my

Own cheque and receive the money. ! e

311. Do you remember having a cheque made out in your name for services
rendered, the amount of which you did not receive yourself ?—I do not.

312. You do not remember ¢—1 do not remember anything of the kind.

313. Did not you get an extra allowance last yoar %__That was for working on
returns, 1 got the cheque for that, and the money, t00. ]

314. T see, according to the Auditor General's Report, that you were paid 184
days at $2 per day, and 181 days at $2.50 ?—That was calculated at 50 much per
hour, Tt was considered extra work beyond my regular dl{tles-

315. When was that work performed 9__Before and after hours.

By Mr. McMullen :

316. How long have you been in the service, Mrs. Liee ?—More than nine yes‘;rs.
317. And you have been continuously in the service since you commenced ?—
e8!

R

K. J. Henry called, sworn and examined .—
By Mr. Somerville :

318, What branch of the public gervice are you in?—I am in the Secretary’s
ranch of the Interior Department. :

319. What is the nature of your duties 91 am styled the Registrar of corres-
pondence—that is, [ open all the letters coming to the Department, all telegrams,
and see that they ave recorded and indexed, and sent round to the different branches
%’r action. On their return, after action has been taken on them, I see that they are

led away properly. «

. 820."You have something to do with the certifying of accounts ?—1 have, sir;
quite a few.

391 To whoss acsounts do vou certify 7—To those in my sub-branch.

322. You do not certify to azy accoun)ts in the copyists staff, do you ?—Oh, no.

323. What branch do vou certify the aecounts 10 ?—Registration—the sub-
branch, ) y
o 324, Do you know a man named James A. Hickey 9—I do, sir. I do mnot know

ether his name is James or John, but I think it is J ohn. X

325, Did you ever certify to an’y accounts for Mr. Hickey ?—I think I did.
. 326. 1 see that last year he was paid for 276 hours at 50 cents an hours, amount-
r\g to $138, Do you remember certifying those cheques ?—I cannot say that T
n%':lilrlllber. I certified to accounts, but ohether to that amount in his name I do

ow. -
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327. Do you remember certifying to any accounts for extra work ?—Oh, yes,
I certified to accounts all along.

328. For Mr. Hickey >—Yes, for Mr. Hickey. I won’t swear that I did, bub
the accounts will show. That is my recollection. ‘

329. Did you ever certify an account in the name of an extra clerk, and was i
within your knowledge that that extra clerk did not draw the whole amount of the
money —I did, sir.

330. Who for ?—Mr. Humphreys.

331. Where is he now ?—In Winnipeg. 1

332. In the service of the Department?—IHe is in the office of the Commissioner
of Dominion Lands, -

333. When was he sent out there ?—Quite recently; since this trouble of the
Lowe matter.

334. What was the amount of the cheque you certified ?2—$200,

335. To Mr. Hamphreys ?—Yes.

336. For extra work ?—Yes.

337. How much did he get ?—$100.

338. Where did the other go ?—I understond it went to Mr. Chisholm. \

339. How did he come to get it >—He got it as he stated for Mr. Burgess. Al
that time he was private secretary to Mr. Burgess.

340. When you certified to this account, did you know that the services had
beer. performed ?—It was in this way, I was coming in from luncheon about 2 o’clock
that afternoon, and I knew that Mr. Humphreys had been wanting to get an addi
tional cheque as a sort of remuneration. He was getting $1.50 per day, and th
deputy had allowed him to get an extra 50 cents a day or something like that, He
was to get it in this way about every five or six months to prevent others in th
Department being dissatisfied. I looked upon Humphreys as being a better ma
than many in the Department who, if they knew, he was getting this additional
sum would probably bring political influence in order that they might also gef
it. I had no hesitation in doing it, although I said at the time I did not think 1
was right. But I was anxious that he should get some additional remuneration:
I was coming into the office about 2. o’clock in the afternoon, when I met M
Burgess. 1 think it was in 1887. He was leaving for the North-West the next da,
and he said to me—he met me on the top of the stairs—“ Henry, if you make ou?
that cheque in favour of Mr. Humphreys and add an additional $100, I'will approve
of it.” I had issued one or two before that for Humphreys for the same sum, althoug
I think on every occasion I said it would be much better to give him an additional
50 cents a day and I would bear the brunt of it rather than to do this. Mr. Burges®
was in a hurry, and, of course, I did notwant to stop him, knowing he was anxious t0
get away to the North-West. I did as I was requested, but it occurred to me at the
time—who is this additional hundred dollars for? 1 thought I had a perfect right
know this. I had every confidence in Mr. Burgess and no doubt he will tell me, Mz
Burgess, however, went away to the North-West the next day, and I did not see him
for a long time afterwards. The nextday, Mr. Chisholm, his private secretary, cam®
to me and said: Have you not got $100 for the deputy ? No, I said. Hesaid, Yot
must have, Humphreys has the $100, and you had better see him. Humphrey®
had not got the cheque at that time, and I think the next day, when he had got the
cheque and Chisholm had been to him two or three times for it. At all events b®
could not get it. Chisholm thereupon wrote Humphreys a note. This is wha
made me feel anxious, and I have felt ever since that the only wrong thing I eve
did. I cannot remember the words of Chisholm’s note to Humphreys, but I saw 1
and it ran something like this—My dear Humphreys—You have got a cheque for
$200, the other hundred is for the Deputy Minister. I want it to pay his debts.

341. Who wrote this, do you say ?—Mr. Chisholm. He was then Mr. Burge$
Private Secretary.
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By Mr. Foster :

. 342, Whose debts was it to pay ?—Mr. Burgess’. I said to Humphreys : this is

4 queer thing, what are we to do aboutit? He said, I will hold the note, and I told
'm he had better do so. When Mr. Burgess returnsfrom the North-West, doubtless
e will be able to explain it.

343. Well, Mr. Burgess returned in due course, but he was very sick at the time
and was laid up weeks afterwards, if I remember rightly.

Mr. Buraess—You are mistaken. :

Mr. Hexry—I cannot say positively, but I think that was it. At any rate I
f?ItI wasin an awkward position, and I felt, moreover, that I should have an explana-
tion, Possibly I would have had that explanation sooner, if it had not been for my
friend My, Goodeve—I suppose you will be having him here—

344, Who is Mr. Goodeve ?—He is Chief Clerk of the Patents Branch ?
345. Whatis his first name ?—W. M. Mr. Goodeve is a friend of mine; we have
known each other since 1872, and we have been together almost daily in the office
and out of the office. I confided the matter to him and I said such and such a thing
238 happened, He said “ Oh by-the-bye I heard of it before you spoke to me, ”
a0d T said I did not know it was common talk in the Department. He told me I
ad better hold on, but after awhile I felt it was my duty to see Mr. Burgess and
ave an explanation. I saw Mr. Burgess, told him my case and stated what had
4ppened. Mr, Burgess then gave me the explanation. At first we were alone, but
Sald to him that I would like Mr. Humphreys and Mr. Chisholm to be present to
ST what he had to say. He thereupon sent for Mr. Chisholm, Mr. Humphreys and
v. Hall was brought in to listen.

346. What is Mr, Hall’s name >—John R. Hall. He is secretary of the De{)art-
Elent. He was brought in to hear what Mr, Burgess had tosay. Mr. Burgess’ explana-
flc_m, 80 far as I can remember, was that this $100 that he got was for his late
a‘hel‘-in-law for work that he did, T think, in connection with the report of the
- Orestry Commission, Mr. J. M. Morgan. It was particular work and his late father-
W-law, My, Anderson, read the proofs, I think that was it, he compared and read

€ proofs, and he, Mr. Burgess, thought Mr. Anderson was entitled to this sum of

Oney, and that he hesitated about saying anything to the Minister or putting in an
secount for it, Mr, Anderson being his father-in-law, that he took this method of paying

m, e said he had advanced his father-in-law the money out of his own pocket,
‘Whepher by cheque or bills I do not now remember, and this is the way he took to
88t it back again,

347, When was this work performed ?—I think before Mr. White's death.

By the Chairman :

" 348, Who were present when the explanation was made ?—Myr, Hall, M+
Umphreys, Mr, Chisholm, and Mr. Goodeve.

Tas 349. Did My, Humphreys give Mr. Chisholm this $100 ?—I understood so, but
did not see him.

By Mr. Somerville :

¥ 350, You say this was done back of 1887?-—Do yon mean comparing the

orestry Keport ?

351. Yes? T really cannot tell you, You have that report here in the House.

as printed in the Departmental Report. :

foo] 52. You felt you had done something wrong ?—TI did, and I feel it to-day. I
! ought to be censured; I have always felt that. A

0 you know of any other cheques having been issued on that account ?—

at is the only one.

Itw

3.
NO: Sir, th
4. Are you aware of any cheques having been paid to permanent clerks in

the n o0 :
he Dames of extra clerks ?—Yes, there have been moneys paid to permanent men
My own staff.



355. To whom?—They were all working together and the cheque would be
drawn in the name of the extra men.

356. And the extra men did not get the money ?—They divided up the money.

If an extra man and a permanent man worked together, they divided up the money.

357. Supposing Smith and Jones were working together, Smith was the per-
manent man and Jones were the extra man, Jones would have the cheque made
out in his name ?—Yes.

358. Well, did he do the work ?—Both would do the work; the extra clerk and

the permanent one.

359. And the cheque would be drawn in the extra clerk’s name ?—VYes.

360. And he would divide with the other man ?—Yes.

361. Why was it done ?7—Because the work had to be done.

362. How long has this practice been going on ?—It was going on in Mr. White’s
time ; in 1885 and 1886.

363. Is it a common practice >—Certainly ; I do not think it is going on now.

It was stopped last spring.
364. How do they get the extra money now ?—I do not know.

365. You do not know of any other plan having been adopted ?—Not that I
know of,

By Mr. Foster:

366. You say this has been done in several cases ?—As regards my own branch,
I will give you the names of my staft, every man of whom, with the exception of
myself, having participated in this.
367. Give us the names ?—J. A. Coté.
368. He is a permanent clerk ?—Yes.
369. Who was his partner ?—The accounts will show that.
By the Chairman, :

.

370. How will the accounts show that, when the names do not appear in the

account ?—That is true; I had not thought of that. I had a little time-book {

that I kept.
By Mr. Foster:

1
i

1
i
i

{
!
i
I

371. Was it a private book ?—No. The clerks got about $9 a week each, that

is, two would go on this week, two the next, and so on through the batch. Itwould
be seven or eight weeks before the first two came on again, unless in the meantime
someone got sick and his place had to be filled by another.

By Mr. Hyman :

372. Do you know of any instances in which permanent clerks have done extra
work during office hours, and received extra pay for it ?—I cannot say that I do.

373. 1t has always been done after hours 7—To my knowledge. Of course there
may be cases, but I do not know of any.

By M. Somerville :

374. I suppose everybody in the Department knows the law ?—I do not plead
ignorance of it.

375. You knew that the way these men were being paid was illegal ?—I did, ‘

and I said so time and again to Mr. Hall and Mr. Burgess.

376. What did they say ?—What could you say ?  Here they were getting extra
pay all through the Department. A clerk would come to me and say: “1 am a
married man on only $500 or $550, with a family to support, and I do not see why I

should not get extra pay as well as other permanent officials.” I had no hesitation,

however, in telling them it was wrong.
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377. You knew the work was being done 2—Yes, I knew it.

378. When you certified to the accounts, you certified to it in the name of the
man who did the work ?—In the name of one of the men.

379. And he shared it up ?—Yes.

380. Do you know James A. Hickey ?—I know John A. Hickey. .

381, I see he is down for 376 hours overtime and got $735.50 altogether ? Did
1ZY}(I)U.tcertify to his accounts ?—I dare say I did, but the accounts themselves will show

at, \

382, Do you know if he got the whole of that >—Sometimes the extra men
Would apparently have too much for one month, and it might therefore be run over
nto the next month, ~

383. You did not want him to get more than $9 per week ?—I wanted to restrict
them to $9 per week. '

384, And this extra besides >—And this extra besides. Hickey would put in an
account in his name for that.

By Mr. Foster :
385. You knew that ?—I knew that.

By Mr. Somerville :
386. Did your superior officers know about this >—I think not.

By Mr. Hyman : a
387. Did you not have conversations with them ?—No,

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

388. Were the salaries of these clerks only $9 per week ?—Oh, no. They bad
$150 a day or $45 per month. '

389. That was the regular salary >—Yes. And in addition I did not want the
Men to 20 beyond $9 per weelk for extra work to give each man a chance. There
Were 18 men altogether, and if you did not restrict them, some of them would get
Mmore than their share.

By Mr. Somerville :

390. What is your salary >—$1,800.

391 Did you get any of this extra money ?—I never took any.

392, And you knew all the time you were doing this you were doing what was
¥rong ?—T did, Sir.

393, How many years has this been going on ?—A good many years.

394, Under whose administration was it started ?—I think in Sir David Mac-
Pherson’s time.

By Mr. Foster :

(i 395, Have you any special reason for saying it was in Sir David Macpherson’s
'Me ?—] have not ; it may have been in Mr. Mackenzie’s time.

By Mr. Taylor :

396. The money was well earned in every case >—Oh, yes.
. 397. And if it had not been paid in that way, you would have had to employ
Xtra clerks ?—T cannot say that. We were engaged on an index, condensing three
%’Veaps Into one, in order to enable us to get at the papers readily. You, gentiemen,
n(?;,ﬂd come over to the department every day and want papers, and if they were
i Olgtamed within three or four minutes there was a row. I wanted a system
Stablished in order that we might get the papers readily.

By Mr. Foster :

i 398: B4 Sy ecessary work ?—Certainly. It was a valuable index and is not
en finished to this day.



By Mr. Taylor:

399. The Department got full value for the money ?—Yes, full value.
400. And if these clerks had not been employed you would have had to employ
experts ?—You would have had to wait.

By Mr. Somerville :

401. Could not this index have been prepared in office hours ?—No, I do not

think it could, because the books are almost in constant use.
By Mr. Taylor :
402. And the regular staff were the best men to do it ?—Certainly.
By Mr. Somerville :

403. Did Humphreys get his money in the regular way ?—Oh, yes, with the
exception of that which I have spoken of.

404. What about that cheque for $200 ?—That was independent of extra work.

405. How did he come to get that >—Because as I tell you, the deputy wanted
to give him an additional 50 cents a day.

406. And if he had given him an additional 50 cents a day it would have heen
recorded in the Auditor General’s Report ?—Yes, and he did not want to do that.

By Mr. Corby :

407. How is that $200 entered ?—I suppose it is entered to B. H. Humphreys
for extra work,

By the Chairman :

408. You stated this was done about 1887 ?—I think that was it, but the accounts

will show. :
By Mr. Taylor :
409. How long have you been in the service ?—Since the 24th May, 1871.

By Mr. Foster :

410. In this position ?—In pretty much the same position.

411. And why do you not know if this has been going on since 1871 up to the
present time ?—You have me on my oath ; T cannot swear positively.

412. You say it has been going on during Mr. White’s time, probably in Sir
David Macphersoun’s time and it may have been going on in Mr. Mackenzie’s time ?—
It may have been.

413. Having been there all that time, cannot you say when it first came to yonr
knowledge ?—I cannot exactly tell you that ; T cannot say when.

414. You could not come near the time ?—I am pretty suze it was going on as
far back as Sir David Macpherson’s time, and it may have been going on in Mr.
Mackenzie’s time.

By Mr. Somerville :

415. Can you state positively when this was commenced ? Was it in force last
year ?—Oh, yes.
416. That was in 1890, well, was it in force in 1889 ?—1I think so.

417. And in 1888 ?—I am only speaking about my own work. Sometimes the

index would stop for a few months.
418, But during the year 1888 ?—I think so.
419. Was it in operation in 1887 ?—I think so.
420. In 1886 ?—I think so.
421. You knew it, you say ?—I think so. :
422, Well was it in operation in 1885 ?—I would not say whether it was or was
not in 1885. 2

-
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423. You would not go back of that?—I would not.
By Mr. Foster :

424, But you have no reason to think it was not ?—Itis very difficult for me to say.
By Mr. Somerville ; ' ;

425, T understand the witness is positive as far as 1885 7—No, I am not positive.
By Mr. Taylor :

426. By looking over the accounts for moneys paid, can you ascertain exactly
When this practice was first in operation, whether in 1871 when you commenced, or
What year after that. Have you any way of reaching that 2—I got work in that
Way in the Finance Department in 1872.

By Myr. Foster :

427, For what work ?—Counting notes. .
428, That is the practice to-day ? When did you go into the Interior Depart-
ment ?—Jn 1873,
. .429. Dia you get any extra work in that Department ?—I did ; prior to the
il Service Act going into effect.

By Mr. Somerville :
430. It would not be contrary to law before that Act passed ?—No.
By Mr. Taylor :

431, Did you get any extra work in 1874 ?—I do not know that I did.
432, Tn 1875 ?—I cannot say.
I 433. You have no reason to believe you did not, over and above your salary ?—
hav.e no reason for believing, but 1 do not know that I did. In fact, I am almost
“ertain I did not get anything.
434, Did any of the other clerks ?—I do not know ; I cannot speak for them.
435. You do not know whether they did or did not ?—They may have done so.

By M. Paterson (Brant) :

436. Would it be contrary to law previous to 1882.—1I do not think so.
437. But after that it was irregular ?—Irregular and illegal.

Mr. Burgrss re-called, and further examined :—
By Mr. Sproule :

el ‘%38. We have heard about information having been given, and rumours in cir-
Wation with reference to your Department. Do you know of any parties who gave

Y information, or whether these reports come from reliable sources or otherwise ?

s CHAIRMAN,—I think Mr. Burgess had better be sworn, seeing that we have

thi(:sp:fg the principle of swearing witnesses since Mr. Burgess was first examined

3 rning,

R. BU};{GESS.——I am ready to take the oath and to swear to everything that I

aid in my previous examination. 4

HE CHAIRMAN then administered the oath to the witness.

R. SPROULE repeated his question. ;

do not know positively who gave the information. I may say, however, that
a month ago I received a message through the assistant secretary of the

ofepartment, from a Mr. Harry Palmer, who was an extra clerk in the Department

e ]nterior, to the coffect that unless by the 20th June—this must have been

efore that, but T do not remember the date—unless by the 20th June I found a
*'manent situation for him in the public service, or employment for his daughter

have 8

ahoyt
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in the Department of Indian Affairs, he (Palmer) was going to make disclosures
concerning me.

By Mr. Somertille .

439. Was it a letter 7—No; it was a verbal message. This was communicated
to me by the assistant secretary of the Department. I told him I wanted him to
put the message in writing, and he did so. It was to the effect that I have stated,
that unless by the time mentioned this was done, he (Palmer) was going to make ’
disclosures which would make it hot for me.

By Mr. McMullen :

440. Who was this man ?—His name is Harry A. Palmer, He was taken into
the Department several years ago, but being over 33 years of age, and not having
passed the Civil Service Examination, under the decision of the Treasury Board, to‘
which reference has been made this morning, he, along with others, had to leave the
service.

By Mr. Hyman :
441, Where is he now ?—That I do not know.

- By Mr. Sproule : f

442. How long is it since he left the Department ?—He left it immediately after
I got that message. : '

By Mr. Daly :
443. He was fired 7—Yes ; he left immediately I got that message.

By Mr. Foster :

444, Will you give an explanation of the circumstances connected with the
$200 cheque drawn up in favour of Mr. Humphreys ?—In the first place, permit me
to say that I never drew a dollar or a cent of money myself from the Government
by way of extra remuneration from the day I entered the service up to the present ﬂ
moment, directly or indirectly. I remember the particular occasion mentioned by
Mr. Henry. I was about to leave, as he says, for the North-West. The circumstances
are pretty much as he has stated them, except that he has omitted to give the
explanation I made to him when the cheque was drawn. The claim that was made
on account of Mr. Humphreys I always understood to be for the reason that he
worked after 4 o’clock.

445. The claim had been standing ?—It had been standing, and, as Mr, Henry
says, it had been arranged that he should be paid for that work.

By Mr. Somerville :

: 446. By whom had it been arranged ?—With myself and the Minister of the J
nterior.

447. With Mr. Dewdney ?>—Noj; with Mr. White. He was an extra clerk and
could have been paid any amount of money we choose to give outof the outside vote
but T did not want to break down the rule in the Department of paying more than
$1.50 a day. I quite agree with Mr. Henry that this man was entitled to additional
remuneration; but I did not want to break down the rule of $1.50 per day.

!

By the Chairman :

448. He was superior to the clerks in the Department?—He was. The day
before I left for the North-West I said to Mr. Henry that I would let Humphreys
account pass for $200 ; but it is also true, which Mr. Henry appears to have forgotten
that I explained to him what I intended to do with $100 of it,
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By Mr. Foster :

449, What was Humphreys’ claim for $100 or $200 ?—It was realy, I under-
stand, for more than $100. But if he had been given more than that he would have
exceeded the 50 cents a day extra which it was proposed to give him in this way.
.I told Mr. Henry then, as I told him subsequently, but evidently he has forgotten
it, that T intended this extra $100 for Mr. Anderson. Ido not see why Mr. Henry
should have laid such stress on the fact that Mr. Anderson was my father-in-law.

e was an old and accomplished journalist, and when the report was made on Fores-
try by Mr. J. M. Morgan, of Amhertsburg, after reading it over I considered it was
ot in good literary form, and had to be revised by somebody. I therefore gave it

this old gentleman, who carefully went over it from be%inning to end. He re-
Wrote the whole of it, and afterwards revised the proofs. thought he was entitled
to something, but I had some delicacy about giving it to him directly, as Mr. Henry
says, because he was my own father-in-law. That being the day before I was leaving
or the North-West, and Mr. Anderson being in the act of changing his residence, it
eing the first of May, I put my hand in my own pocket and gave him $100, and I
8aid, that when Mr. Humphreys handed over the extra $100 out of the $200 to M.
isholm, he could give it to me. I considered that I had a perfect right to recoup
myself for that amount.

By Mr. Hyman :

N 450. You knew that in doing this you were doing something that was illegal ?—

1 0; I do not know that, Mr. Henry excuses himself for receiving money up to

1332: but in this case the work was performed, not by Mr. Humphreys, but by another
n,

th 451.. Would not the better way have been to have put Mr. Anderson’s name in
¢ ordinary way ?>—Doubt]ess. 3 :
452. You must have acknowledged that you were doing what was wrong ?—I did
06 think it was wrong.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

i 453. Did Mr. Henry sec you subsequently to this interview ?—No; I went off
Mmediately to the North-West. ’
54. T 'do not mean then, but at any subsequent time ?—Yes ; a few months ago.
. 455. He wanted to ascertain the reason then, for the payment ?—Yes. He had
; Mme cause then. I had had occasion to take objection to the size of his staff and
the Way he was running it, and the suggestion was made that if he were only to see
€ size of the staff in the Land Commissioner’s Office at Winnipeg he would notice
© difference, 1 may say, also, that some years ago I refused to recommend Mr.
enry’s promotion.

By Mr. Hyman :

% 456, Was this previous to the receipt of the $100 ?—I never received it. To Mr,
ldersou, as [ said.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

u 457. At this interview at which the others were not present, did you tell Mr.

c}enry what was to be done with the money When you asked him to draw the

inlleque ?—I think I did; I think that question Was discussed then. Mr. Henry’s
Pression was that I had not told him, and my impression 1s that I did.

. 4:58_ So that the Ollly discrepancy between you 18 .that Mr. Henry states that

YOu did not tell him at the time, while you think you did ?—That is so.

By Mr. Corby :

it go 0. If Mr. Henry did not think it was right, why did he not speak to you about
O such a long period afterwards ?—That I do not know.
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By Mr. Taylor:

460. When did you enter the service, Mr. Burgess ?—In 1876.

461. Was it the practice in that year to pay the permanent staff to do extra
work ?—I so understand.

462. In 1876 ?—Yes,

463. And the practice has been continued more or less ever since ?—VYes.

464. Where there was extra work to be done by the permanent staff?—Oh,no; I
never understood that Mr, Henry’s permanent clerks were getting any of this extra
money. e did come to me and object to certain office accounts, but I never under-
stood that was his objection.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

465. What was his objection ?—That was the end of it, as far asI know. He says
every clerk in the office got some share of this extra money. If they did, I did not
know it.

466. You knew the system was being carried on ?—I knew the extra men were
being paid.

467. And the system of sharing up with the permanent staff—you knew it ?—I
did not; positively I did not.

By Mr. Taylor :

468. But in" 1876 permanent clerks were occasionally employed over-time and
paid for it?—I know that some of the clerks of the Interior Department were
employed over-time in the Finance Department.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

469. But anything before 1882 would not be irregular, so far as those payments
were concerned ?—I suppose not; on the mere ground of the law, there was no irre-
gularity in paying those extra clerks.

By Mr. Foster :

470. What I understand you to say is, that you knew permanent men in your
Department were receiving extra pay ?—I did not. I thought that only the tempo-
rary men ‘n the Department were receiving extra remuneration.

471. You knew the temporary men were receiving extra pay ?—Yes.

472. And you did not know your permanent men were in partnership with the
extra men, and were getting part of what these extra men were drawing ?—I did not.

By Mr. Somerville :

473. Was Mr. Humphreys a permanent clerk ?—No; he was an extra man. He
is in Winnipeg now. If you were to call him here he could not tell you more than
I have told you at the present moment. The reason he went to Winnipeg is this:
The late Mr. White had arranged that he should be appointed permanently, but being
a young-looking man, unfortunately I allowed him to attain his 35th year before the
appointment was made. In fact, up to that time a vacancy had not presented itself.
I represented his case, as I am doing now, to Mr, Dewdney, with a view to securing
him a permanency, but meanwhile he is engaged in the Land Commissioner’s Office at
Winnipeg.

By Mr. Foster :

474. When did Mr. Anderson do the work you have mentioned ?—In the fall of '
1886 or the other part of 1887.

475. Did you arrange for him to be paid for it ?—I did not make any arrange-
ment with him.

By the Chairman :
476. What is your value of the work ?—Certainly more than $100.




By Mr. Paterson (Brant):

477. Why should there have been any delicacy about it ?—I see now there
should have been none. I suppose it was mistaken delicacy. He was the only rela-
tive I had in the country, and as something had been said in the newspapers about
his getting employment in the Department, perhaps it was on that account.

By Mr. Hyman :

478. You paid the money out of your own pocket ?—I paid him the morning 3
Was going to the North-West.

479.” And you got it back again >—My private secretary got it.

480. How long was it after the work was done in 1887 ?7—It was immediately

after the work was completed. It was work that took a considerable time ; it was
n the winter of 1886-87.

By Mr. Memullen :

481. The Minister knew the work was being done ?—He did.

482. He was cognizant of the fact >—He was, but not of my giving the money
% Mr. Anderson.

483. Practically, there is no certificate in the Department that he did the work ?
~—Oh, yes. There is the pamphlet; it speaks for itself. ‘

484. You made the Minister aware of the fact that Mr. Andersondid the work ?
—Most decidedly. I may say that the Minister was being pressed to publish this

orestry pamphlet.

485. And the Department received full value for this $100 ?—It received much

more than value.

486. Then the only thing about this transaction is the simple irregularity in
reference to the way it was being paid.

By Mr. Hyman ;

. 487. Did the Minister know the money was being paid _?—I arranged with the
Minister that it should be paid, but he did not know the way it was paid.

By Mr. Bowell :

488. T understand you to say that to your knowledge no permanent clerk in
your Department has received extra pay ?—I say, with the exception of Mr. Turner
Who was here this morning, there has not.

By the Chairman :

489. You speak of the whole Department ?—I do.
490. You do not know of any other ?—No.

The Committee then adjourned.

P

Comrrree Room, TuespAy, 14th July, 1891.
Committee met—Mr, WALLACE in the Chair.
Franors MoCase called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

491, In what part of the public service are you em loyed now ?—I am at pre-
Sent employed on the Census staff of the Department 0 Agriculture,
492, At one time you had a position in the Interior Department ?—Yes; I was
émployed there as temporary clerk in that Department for some time.
I 493, What was the nature of your duties ; what work were you employed at?—
Was part of the time comparing letters that were sent into the Department with
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the original drafts ; part of the time I was précis-writing, and I was for a time
assisting in settling up the claims of the volunteers who served in the North-West

Rebellion of 1885. I was some time at that. I was for quite a while employed in com-

paring official documents in the Department.

494, That was your particular duty ?—For a part of the time ; not all the time.

495. T see, according to the Auditor General’s Report, page 33-B, you were paid
for 365 days at $1.50 a day, and extra work 102 hours, at 50 cents. That would be
$561 you got for extra work. Do you remember that ?—Which year, please ?

496. The fiscal year ending 30th June, 1890 ?—I remember doing extra work ;
I do not remember just now what it was,

497. Here is one of your accounts, Will you take a look at it. Is that your
writing ?—Yes.

498. Here is another account—is that your writing 7—Yes.

499. The whole of it ? Yes.

500. Is the bottomline yours, too ?—Yes.

501. And the whole account is in your handwriting ?—Yes.

502. What is the date of the first one ?—27th January, 1890.

503. What is the date of the next one ?—27th February, 1890.

504. And you identify these two accounts as having been made out by you ?—
I identify the handwriting in the body of the account, but I notice a certain cor-
rection made in the date which I do not remember having made myself.

505. Were you instructed to make that account out yourself, or did you do it
of your own option ?—Will you permit me to give an explanation ?

506. Certainly, we want to get at the truth, and you can make whatever expla-
nation you please.

507. Who certified to those two accounts as being correct 2—Mr. F. Nelson.

508. Who is he 2—He is a clerk in the Department of the Interior.

509. Is he one of the principal clerks ?—He is a second-class clerk.

510. Can you explain about this account >—About this date—27th January,
1890—as well as I remember, I was employed in the Department working under
Mr. J. S. Brough. I was, I think, as well as T can remember, allowed some extra
work at that time. I know I was allowed extra work.

511. I want you to be particular about that, and to be specific as to what you
were allowed ?—At that date or during this winter—the winter of 1890—and for
sometime previous, to the best of my knowledge, T was drawing some extra pay. I
was a temporary clerk in the Department, and I am willing to refer the case to my
chief as to whether I earned that money or not.

512. That is not the question?—I think I earned whatever money I drew for
myself as an extra clerk.

By the Chairman :

513. What was the work you were doing ?—At that time, as far as I can remem-
ber, I was doing précis-writing.

By Mr. Somerville :

514. What I want to get at is, what were the services rendered for that
account ?—§o far as I remember about the account certified to by Mr. Nelson, he at
that time, to the best of my knowledge, was away from his regular work engaged in
preparing, or assisting to prepare, the annual report of the Department. That is
what I think, and he had helping him at that time, to some extent, Mr. Palmer.
Either he or Mr. Palmer, I cannot just remember which, came to me and said they
had a great deal of extra work to put in in connection with that report; that they
worked after hours and they were entitled to extra pay for it; and they asked me——

515. Who asked you ?—One of them; I don’t remember which.

516, Try and remember ?—I cannot distinctly remember.

517. Can you not come to a conclusion as to who it was ?—To the best of my
recollection I think it was Mr. Palmer. I am not quite certain.
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518. What occurred then ?—It was stated to me on that occasion that this extra
Wwork had been done 3

519. By Palmer and Nelson ?—Yes; and that it was felt that extra pay was
Mmerited. 1 was then asked to allow my name to be used in that connection, without
any consideration at all—that I was not to receive any lziart of the money.

520. You were not to reccive any of the money ?—No; not any part of it, but
to oblige them by letting them use my name in the matter. After considering the
matter, and enquiring into the amount of work done and the character of the work,

concluded to wive them the use of my name. I did not wish to get any of the
Money myself, [t was not given with that intention. It was merely an accommodation.

521. This Nelson is a permanent clerk ?—Yes.

522. About the other account, was it got up in the same way—the account dated
27th February in the same year ?—I only have to tell you that I do not remember
of Mr. Kinloch ever having certified to an account of mine. I do not remember ever

aving asked that gentleman to certify to an account for me. :

523. When you say that, do you imply that some other officer took it there ?—
L do not know.

524. This first account was made out by you at the dictation of Palmer or
Nelson. You would not know what they were entitled to ?—After telling their case
0 me I enquired into the amount of work and the character of the work and I
thought at that time that whatever money they would get would be got honestly—

at they were honestly entitled to. As a matter of accommodation I allowed my
lame to be used.

525. You could not know what amount of work they had done ?—I enquired.

526. From them ?—Yes; as far as I remember. it il

527. It was by the information you received from them, and at their dictation,
{’0‘1 H}I’ade up this account ?—If I remember correctly, they showed me the work

ey had,

528, It was at their dictation you made the account ?—1I do not remember the

etails at all, I know this much’: the account would never have been made out
Unless they had asked me to do so. oL -

529. Is the other account in the same position ?—I do not remember to this
Moment, My, Kinloch ever certifying to an account for me.

530. Was it under similar circumstances? Who requested you to make out that -
Seécond account ?—I do not remember. ;

N 531. Did you do any work for that account, or was it done by Palmer and
elson ?—1 do not know. : 3 ST

532. Did you do it ?7—All I wish to state is this, that at this time of the year I
Was working after hours in the Department, It was decided I should receive extra
Pay for the extra work that I did.

By Mr. Hyman :

533. Who decided ?—I was told by Mr. Hall, Secretary of the Department,
Some time previous to this date. During this time I was receiving extra pay.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

.534, Do you not remember whether in that month you received a sum of money
®Quivalent to that account ?—I do not remember the amount I received each month.

By Mr. Somerville :

535. It is a sim 5 to say if you remember distinctly how you came to
Svl_ake that out.a Didpl;orlrlng?rthe WOyl‘k er that account ?—If you Willjallow me, 1
il continue my statement, which is all I have to say to you.
o 536. 1 am asking you with regard to this account, and not with regard to your
nf tra pay in the Department. What I want to get at is this first: Was that account
ade out for work done by yourself, or work done by other men, or by another man ?
L Was about to tell you that I do not remember this particular account. The
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work which I was doing at this time, with the exception of this first account, was,
as well as I can remember, certified to by Mr. Brough, and thisis the first intimation
I have received of Mr. Kinloch’s name being put to an account of mine.

537. The certificate has nothing to do with the work. You certainly remember
if you did the work ?—I was telling you that at this time I was offered extra work.
When 1 was doing this work I handed every account to Mr. Brough, to the best of
my knowledge. This first account is one that I told you was certified to by M.
Nelson, but all the rest, with the exception of the one I thought was certified to by
Mr. Nelson, was certified to by Mr. Brough. I was working under Mr. Brough ab
that time. I did not expect to meet this kind of certificate by Mr. Kinloch. ‘

538. Here is the cheque for the first account—$24.50. You got that cheque, [
suppose ?—I see it is made out in my name. Yes; I endorsed that.

539. Do you remember drawing that money out of the bank ?—I do not remember
having drawn it.

540. Did you get that money ?—That is the one certified t& by Mr. Nelson. I
gave the money to Mr. Nelson or Mr. Palmer. I gave it to both ot them.

541. Did you get any portion of it?—Not that I remember, not from Mr.
Nelson.

542, Did you get any portion of that money ?—Not of the account I put in. I
do not think, as far as the account I put in.

543. Who did you hand the cheque to after it was given to you?—I do nof
remember ; I cannot remember just now.

544. Do you remember that after the cheque was made out you handed it to &
certain man in the Department, and he took it to the bank and got it cashed ?—I do
not remember at all. [ do not remember whether I got it cashed or he.

545. Did you not get §5 out of that amount ?—Of which amount ?

546. That first cheque.—To the one certified to by Mr. Nelson ? .

547. Yes.—I do not remember having got it. I remember getting $5 at thal
time from Mr. Palmer. I always thought in consideration of extra work that I did
for him. I think that was the intention; I do not know what his intention was—
but I took it as that. 3 1

548. That he paid you for work you had done for him ?—He was aware that I'l
did the work, and I took it as the regard for that. I did not take it as an incitement
to preparing the account. '

549, Was there any remark made when Mr, Palmer paid you that ?—No; T do_
not remember any.

550. What portion of the second cheque did you get ?—The one certified to by
Mr. Kinloch ?

551. Yes.—I do not remember that account at all. !

552. Did you get any portion of that?—No, sir; I am sure I did not, because I
do not remember the account. ;

553. Did you not get $4 for it ?—I do not remember it.

554. Do you remember getting a cheque in the previous year, or cheques, for
$254 for work done ?—Excuse me. About that $5, [ remember some money being
given me. I know it was a small amount, and I think it was $5. But this $4 I do
not remember anything about at all.

555. You remember you said you were working in connection with Mr. Brough:
You remember getting a cheque for extra work in 1888-89, and how much of that
did you hand over to Mr. Brough as his share>—What month ?

556. I cannot tell the month. You remember getting a cheque that year for
extra work ?—Yes; I remember that. 1 remember doing extra work and getting
extra pay.

557. Did you share your extra pay with Mr. Brough ?—Part of the time T did.

558. How much did you give him of the amount? 1 am informed you got $264
for extra work in 1889 and shaved it with Mr. Brough.—Yes.

559. How much did you give of it to Mr. Brough ?—I do not remember, but 3
would like to explain the matter briefly. )
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :

560. Can’t you tell us generally? Did you give him half ?—While we worked
together I did, I think. I was working with Mr. Brough before his name was men-
tioned in this connection of extra pay, and I felt I worked very well for it and
Teceived it honestly and legally. Some time during that winter Mr. Brough came
to me and stated that I was to work with him. There was then, I think, returns
for the House of Commons being prepared, which was in addition to the usual work

was doing. 1 continued to do this extra work which T had been previously doing,
and joined in with Mr. Brough in doing this other work. Mr. Brough and I worked
t‘?gether after hours, sometimes in the morning, as far as I can remember, before
hine o’clock. We worked very hard, and the account we made out in my name
ecause I was an extra clerk; but I divided the money with Mr. Brough.

561. Because you were an extra clerk 9—Mr. Brough was a permanent clerk
and I was an extra, and they were made out in my name.

562. You knew Mr. Brough was not entitled to receive any ?—I felt he was
honestly entitled to receive it. - g )

563. Did you not know it was contrary to the Civil Service Act ?—I felt it was
Dot strictly in accordance with the Act.

By Myr. Somerviile:

564. Who instructed you to do this 9—Mvr. Brough himself.

565. Did you receive instructions from anybody else ?—Not directly.

566. Had you any instructions indirectly ?—No. Mr. Brough told me he was
t work with me.

567. You, to the best of your recollection, gave Mr. Brough about half the
amount you received for extra work in 1889 9—Yes; I do not remember whether
We exactly divided, but whatever Mr. Brough and I got I felt we were very honestly
entitled to it,

568. Was Mr. Brough the party who certified to the account?—I handed the
accounts to Mr. Brough because I was working under him; but I do not remember
Whether he certified to them or not. ;

By Mr. Hyman :

Br 56}?. Who was the person who should have certified to the account ?—Mr.
ough, =

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

570. T understood you to say in your previous evidence that Mr. Brough had
EZf_t{ged to your accounts ?—Before Mr. Brough came into the matter at all he
Criified

571. Did he certify to this particular account that you divided with him ?—I
ded them to him; but I do notremember seeing his initials or certificate attached.
Suppose the account will show.

2. It was his custom to certify ?—Yes.

By Mr. Somerville :

% 573. You came to this understanding to share up this extra money because it
o as the usual practice in the Department. You knew it was in practice there by
er clerks. It was a common practice there ?—I was informed it was.

wh 574. Who informed you ?—1 remember having heard it stated. I do not know
By other the practice prevailed to any great extent, but [ understood it did. Mr.
ugh spoke to me about working with him. " v
1890 5. Can you give me some information about this account of 27th February,

? Because, may tell you that I have another witnese who knows all about
t At account, and you might just as well tell about it now ?—I assure you'I am trying

0 cloak nothing. * If [ cannot answer this question toyour satisfaction it is because
23

han
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I do not know it. May be if my memory is refreshed I may get along better. I am
sure you cannot show I did anything wrongly. 3
576. But you did not get this money at all>—The only way in which I cas
remember Mr. Kinloch’s name being mentioned is that Mr. Palmer told me that an.
account I put in in connection with work done by Mr. Nelson was taken.in to Mz
Hall by Mr. Nelson and Mr. Kinloch. I see that these dates do not correspond—
that is, the date certified to by Mr. Nelson and by Mr. Kinloch. One is the 27th of
January and the other is the 27th of February. ]-
577. Can you recollect how that came about ?—Really 1 cannot. I do nof
remember Mr. Kinloch ever having certified to an account, and I don’t remember
ever having asked him to do it.
578. Do you remember in 1886 giving a clerk in the Departments the use of
your name for an account amounting to $73.50 under similar circumstances 0
these ?—If you will excuse me for a moment, I would say that as far as this account.
of Mr. Kinloch’s is concerned I should be glad if any explanation could be giver
that would refresh my memory upon the subject. If this could be done I would bé
quite willing and happy. I don’t remember at this moment that Mr. Kinloch evel
certified to that account. i
579. Well, in 1886 do you remember allowing your name to be used for apl
account amounting to $73.50 ?—Can you tell me the month, please? ;
580. I cannot. I have not the papers here; we have only the papers for last
ear ?—I remember allowing my name to be used for some account. I think it waé
$73.50. ,
581. I asked you if you allowed the use of your name for that account ?—Well;
at that time I was working ; ‘
582. Now, this is a simple question ; answer it directly. Who asked you foF
the use of your name ?—I think it was Mr. Nelson. !
583. The same man who asked you for the use of your name in the other case!

—1I don’t say whether in that other case it was Mr. Nelson or Mr. Palmer.

584. He asked you for the use of your name for this $73 account in 1886 ut}d:_
you gave it to him ?—He drew my attention to the fact that there was a certail
amount of extra pay for work done partly by me and partly by himself. He said
“that extra pay was deserved for the work that was done,” and that he knew th
amount of extra hours charged for were put in, and I was asked to allow my nam®
to be entered as extra clerk. I never received a dollar of that money. I did if
‘because I felt the money was honestly earned—probably not legally earned—but I
felt the money was earned, because I understood Mr. Nelson had put in extra time:
I put in extra time myself, but I did not keep an account because I was not looking
for extra work.

585. How much of that $73 did you get >—I don’t remember ever getting any
of it.

586. Then it all went to Nelson?—To the best of my recollection it did. I
was not looking for any, and don’t remember ever having got any. I felt when !
allowed the amount to go in my name that the money was well earned. It was fof
extra hours put in partly by Mr. Nelson and partly by myself. I don’t know ho¥
many I put in. I putin some, and he put in a great many, or at least I under
stood so. |

By Mr. Foster :

587. Did you say you did part of the work >—I worked extra time, but I w#
not looking for extra pay. ] d:
588. You did not get extra pay ?—No more than the use of my name. I di®
not get any.

By Mr. Somerville: i
589. You said Mr. Nelson kept the whole of this $73.50 ?—Yes. i
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By Mr. Lister:

590. How long has this sort of thing been going on, in so far as you were con-
¢erned—for how many years past >—The extra pay, you mean ? 5
591. Yes; the permanent clerks being paid in this way for extra work >—Of
Course, I am only aware of those two gentlemen I spoke of. S
592. T am only asking you to speak so far as your knowledge extends >—This
case— . §
. 593. Never mind this case. How long has this been goingon? You have only
8lven two or three cases.—This case was the first I had anything to do with,
294. That was in 1886 ?—Yes. Lo Lo
95. But you had sdmething in 7 ?—For whom ? " Lt
596, T dog’t care for whom—for Palmer or Nelson ?—Yes ;_for Mr. 'Nelsoq in
1887, T think it was. I remember working on an index of Orders in Council relating
to the Department of the Interior. I put in extra time at it, and I felt whatever
money we got was well earned. :
597. I am not doubting that ?—We got money, and I think to the best of my
recollection it was given in my mame. -
598. How much was that ?—I do not remember; it wasnot a very large amount,
L think I received about $10. - ’
..., 999. How much did Mr. Nelson receive ?—I don’t know. It was probably a
little more, My account was very small. : ’ ;
600. That was in 1887 >—Yes; I think it was. That is the only instance in
~1887 that I think of now. Plar
601. You swear it is the only one >—To the best of my recollection, it was the
only one,
602. Tn 1888 the same thing took place. An account was made to you and a
ue was made to you ?—I don’t remember, sir. : 1
603. Do you swear you don’t remember whether in 1 88‘8 extra work was paid
for in that way ?—I1 never knew that I would have to give this evidence until lately.
.- 604, That'js only two years ago >—Yes; I think I commenced to get extra pay
1n 1888, S
605. Who was the gentleman over you—Mr. Nelson ?—I think in 1888 I was
Working for Mr. Brough. i (
606. Did you “divvy ” up with him ?—In this particular case I spoke of I have
already said he and T worked together. Bk G ke
607. That was in 1889 ?—1I don’t remember if 1 “divvied up ” in 1888,
608. Just try and put your thinking-cap on and refresh your memory ?—Of
8¢, [ am free to admit what “divvying ” I did with Mr. Brough; it was in 1889,
: You say he did work for you, and you did work too, and you divided upon
B cheque ?—VYes,

188 610. Did you do that in 1888 ?—T don’t Temember whether it was in 1888 or
9. H
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. But you had extra work every year, had you not, since 1886 ?—I only got
Work myself, I think, in 1888 and in 1889. i
- But your chief, Mr. Nelson, did extra work every year, did he not ?—Mr.
Nelson did work in 1886 and 1887. We did a little extra work on the index of
rders in Couneil,

613, Well, in 1888 then, T understand you to say, you cannot swear whether
there wyq any money paid, in the way of a cheque being given to you for extra
Work dope by Mr, Nelson ?—I don’t remember, sir. ] S
s ﬁl614. You do remember in 1839, and you doremember in 1890 >—Which instance

at, sir ?

I 615, Well, did you have extra work in 1889 ?—I remember doing work in 1889,
Was Working under Mr. Brough. .
- And you and he were working together ?—Part of the time,
617, And ‘the cheque was made out in your name ?—Yes,

—
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618. And you gave him a share of the money ?—Part of the time I did.

619. What portion of the year would that be?—I think it was during the
session.

620. During the time Mr. Brough and you were working together, doing extra
work, cheques were made out in your own name ?—Yes.

621. And the cheques were divided ?—VYes.

622. He getting a portion and you a portion ?—VYes.

623. Who got the lion’s share ?—I think it was equally divided.

624. Did not Mr. Brough get the most of it >—I think it was pretty will divided.

625. What is your judgment? Did Brough get the most of it, or did you get
the most ?—On the whole, I don’t think I got the most.

626. Who was your immediate chief in 1889—Mr. Brough ?—Yes.

627. Then there was an arrangement made between you and Mr. Brough that

Mr. Brough should have extra work, and you should have extra work, and that the

cheques should be made out to you. That was the agreement, was it not ?—That is
what I understood it to be.

628. Was there not an expressed agreement ?—I don’t remember. I have an
impression the cheques were made out in my own name.

629. You want the committee to understand there was no conversation ?—I don’s
remember any conversation. Brough told me we were to work together, and I
understood the cheques were to be made out in my name. Iwas the extra clerk and
he was not.

630. He was your chief?—Yes,

631. You have told us you enquired into this extra work considerably to satisfy
ourself that Mr. Brough had done his share of the work ?—No; with Mr. Nelson.
knew what Brough was doing. :

632. You enquired into Nelson’s case, to see he was not getting more than he was

entiled to ?—I enquired into the amount of work done.

633. Who did you speak to about that ?—I think to him and to Mr. Palmer.

634. Did you speak to Palmer ?—I don’t remember more than I had a conver-
sation with Mr, Nelson upon the subject, and I asked about the amount of work and
the kind of work that was done.

635. You said you enquired into the work, and considered it was fair to allow
the use of your name to Palmer and Nelson ?—I considered the work was well earned.
636. You investigated the work that was done ?—Yes ; I enquired about it.

637. Who did you enquire from ?—I think I went up to the room and asked.

638. Asked whom ?—I think I spoke to Mr. Nelson and to Mr. Palmer.

639. You thought it was your duty to investigate what your superiors had done,
and to see whether they were doing too much or too little>—They were not my
immediate superiors in that case.

640. Well, they were your co-conspirators?—I don’t think I was a conspirator;
Mr. Lister. '

641. Well, put it as you like. You thought it was necessary to investigate the
work they did ?—I don’t know that I thought it necessary. I enquired into it.

642, And from the enquiries you made, you satisfied yourself that the charges

that they were making were right ?—The charges for money, you mean ?

643. For extra work ?—Yes; I considered at the time.

644. Who investigated your account, because you had a share? You put in for
work, too ?—When ? 4

645. Did you or did you not get a share, or did this money go to them? Did
all that money go to them ?—In that connection ?

646. There was a cheque made out, we will say, for $800, half to go to you and
half to the chief, Palmer or Nelson or Mr. Brough. Now, your work had to be
supervised by some body ; who did that for you ?—I was working under Mr. Brough:
Mzr. Brough supervised it. 3

647. Mr. Brough supervised your work and you supervised Mr. Brough®
work ?—I think so. i
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648. Of course he was over you ?—He is my chief—yes. ¢

649. He certified to the work you did and you investigated the work he did ?—
We worked together. e

650. You told us you investigated ?—You are mixing the two names togethgr.

651. Well, we will call it Nelson. Did Nelson certify to your work ?2—Which
Work—the work done by me when T was under Mr. Brough ? ,

652. When you were under Mr. Nelson. Were you ever under Mr. Nelson ?
—1 was under Mr. Nelson, when I left the Department last‘fall.. :

653. And you and Mr. Nelson had a little charge ot_" this kind, and Mr. Nelson
certified to your work. Yes or no 9—T understood he did.

654. You know he did. And did you investigate Mr. Nelson’s work ?—I was
not called upon. o

655. You told me for the purpose of satisfying yourself the money was fairly
earned you made enquiries >—That is the time Mr. Nelson and Mr. Palmer drew
extra money. I enquired into the amount of work they did.

656. You had nothing to do with Palmer and Nel.son. rFhey came to you as
a stranger ?—Not as a stranger. I was very well acquainted with them.

657. And asked you to allow them to use your name PL_Wieg!

658. You were working under Mr. Nelson on 27th January, 1890, were you
10t ?—I think I was working under Mr. Brough then.

659. And that account for Mr. Nelson, was it not 1n January, 1889, for $24. 507
—I think so.

660. Ts that your handwriting ?—Yes.

661. Well that work was for Mr. Nelson?—That was the account. :

662. And you made out the account in your own name and Mr. Nelson certi-
fied it as correct ?—It appears so.

663. That is so, is it not ?—It appears 0. bt y ;

664. Well, was there any part of that for Mr. Nelson’s services or was it ali for

18 services ?—I don’t remember having done any work of that character.
665. That was all for Nelson. He got the $24.50 ?—Yes.

By Mr. Devlin :

.666. Did you not do a great deal of that work for which pay has been given ?—
Which work, sir ?

- 667. The extra work ?—I have done a great deal of extra work in the Depart-
ent,

668, With regard to those cheques, do you think that Mr. Nelson or Mr. Palmer
Would have complained had you kept the full amount of the money, or would they have
been satisfied that you had done the work meriting those cheques ?—I don’t remem-
ber, Mr, Devlin, more than that 1 was working after four and after six in the even-
ing, but T don't remember the circumstances of the case at all. X
.. 669, And when you allowed your name to be used by Mr. Nelson you did not

you were doing anything wrong ?—No; T did not_think T was doing a dis-

onest thing, by any means. 1 enquired into the work they did and found they did
€hough work to merit the money. :

670. You were induced to do that by Mr. Nelson 9—REither he or Mr. Palmer
8poke to me, I had a conversation with both before it went through.

671. If you had kept the money for which the cheques were made your con-
slence would not have reproved you—you would have felt satisfied you had done
the work ?—T felt, satisfied I was doing enough extra work at the time.

By Mr. Somerville:

672. You have alr ted in your evidence that you did not work for this.
You just allowed th: ‘;:: (?f’- ;E)?x:i;?nz to Mr. Nelson for that amount ?—Yes. )

73. You did not do any work for this 9—It was extra work under another chief.

£ 674.. You did not do any extra work for this amount; it was Mr. Nelson ?—My

collection is, I simply lent my name.
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675. You simply lent your name to Mr. Nelson ?—To either him or Mr. Palmer,

By Mr. McMullen :

676. When did you enter the service ?7—In 1885.

677. As temporary clerk ?—Yes.

678. Who obtained the position for you?—I got the position through Mr.
Macmaster, who was then member of Parliament for Glengarry.

679. And you have been in the service since 1885?—I1 think my appointment
that year was only for the session; I left when the session was over, and shortly I
was reinstated in the Department, and remained there until last autumn, when I
resigned and went to Toronto to study medicine.

680. When did you return ?—I returned this spring, and received employment

on the Census staff,
By Mr. Denison :

681. You are an extra clerk now then?—Yes. If the Committee wish any
more evidence from me I shall be most willing to give it. I would like to say this
before leaving: Any money I received from the Department of the Interior I felt
that I honestly earned it, and I think the gentlemen who were my chiefs will swear
to that—that I legally and honestly earned it.

By Mr. Lister :

682. Were you receiving any money while you were studying in Toronto ?—
Any pay while I was there ?

683. Yes ?—When I left the Department, as far as I can remember, I had not
taken my regular holidays. I applied for my holidays just when I was leaving,
because I had not taken my holidays during the year, which was customary for the
clerks to take, and for the first month I received a cheque.

684. That was all ?—VYes.

Harry PanMERr called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

685. How long have you been working in the Interior Department ?—Seven
years next November. I was doing outside work for about six months before X
went into the inside service.

686. What branch were you in ?—First of all I was in charge of 30 or 35 women
—outside copyists; I counted all their work, and made out their accounts on the
15th of every month. The accounts then went to Mr. Hall, the Secretary of the
Department, when I had initialled them and certified to them.

687. To come down to business, look at this account, dated January 27th, 1890.

Did you ever see that account before ?—Yes, sir.

688. Where did you see it >—Mr. Nelson had charge of getting up the Annual
Report for the Interior Department, and he called upon me to assist him. I had
been on that work for three or four years previous. Mr, Parsons and I one year got
it up together, but I received no extra pay for it. When Mr. Nelson and Mr.
Parsons had charge of the work they got $100 for it; Mr. Parsons got $50 and Mr.
Nelson got $50.

689. How did the parties get that money ?—>Mr, Nelson did not do any of the
work ; he simply had the supervising of it. [ did the work after my usual day’s
work. I would often commence work again after supper, at half-past six or seven,
and work until eleven or half-past. At the end of the month Nelson came to me

and said, “ T guess you are entitled to extra pay for this work.” I said to him, « All

right. how much am I entitled to?” and he said, “$24 or $25.” I thought half &
loaf was better than none at all and I said, “I have got a family to support and I

would sooner take half of it than nothing at all.” I said I had put in a great many



39

more hours than what he proposed to pay me for, and he said to me, “Yes, I know
you have,” ]

690, You were not a permanent clerk 2—No, sir; anextra elerk. g

691, And you were, therefore, entitled to draw pay for extra services ?—Yes.
After T made up the account he certified to it and he said, “ ¥ would.lxke to get some
100; do you think you could fix it with McCabe.” I said, * McCabe is a pretty good
fe low, and I think he would have no objection.” He said, “ I done it some years ago,
and I do not see why he should not do it.” 1 may say that McCabe is one of the
most faithful and hard-working officers we had in the Department.

692. I notice that you certify to each other’s character ? E

Wirness.—No, not pa{'ticularly; but I will say th1§: he was a hard-worl‘cmg man
and never left the office at four o’clock as the others did. Well, I saw M'c(;abe' and
at first he refused to do what Nelson wanted. He said, “T am damned if ”I will do
it.” He said, “Nelson did not treat me right when I came downstairs. I said,
“If you don’t do it T will lose my share;” and then he said, “If it is to help you 3;
will do it; if you are going to lose yours I will do it.;" 50 he done it. I accordingly
bro“ght up the account and Mr. Nelson certified to it. _
. 693, €Vere vou present when tHfis account was made out >—Yes; he made it out
M my presence and I took the account to Nelson. I was there while he made it out.

694. What was the understanding, that it was for services rendered by MecCabe
or Nelson ?—By Nelson.

By Mr. Foster :

695. And yourself?—No, sir. My own account ought to be there also for
$24.50. We gzg evzzf:moun’ts. Well}, I brought the account up to Mr. Nelson
and he took it to Mr. Burgess and it was certified to by Mr. Burgess. When Mr.
Nelson came upstairs again he stated to me, « Tdid not like to approach Mr. Burggss

-0 this matter with this account, but I told him you had refused 1o accept any mouey
because it is T who got it.” I said, “You told him a damned lie, Mr. Nelson.

696. Did Nelson do any of this work ?—Yes ; some of it. I went to his house
aﬁ.’(} worked for four hours on two consecutive Sabbaths. That is all the work

elson did, g
697. That is how that account originated ?—Mr. Nelson took the account in to
Mr. Beddoe and then got the cheque. gl presume Mr. Beddoe sent the cheque to
T. Burgess and it was signed by him. Mr. Nelson handed me the cheque and told
Me t0 g0 to the bank and draw the money. I thereupon took the cheque to McCabe
:{]’d he endorsed it. When I camo up again I said that McCabe had to get some-

it ltng out of this, for the use of his name, and I got $5 out of the account and handed

0 McCabe., .

. 698, Who told you to hand that to McCabe 9—Mr. Nelson; it was for the use of
hls name.

th 699. Now about the next account, dated February 27th, 1890. Did you see
at made out ?—I did. o
thi 00. Tell us the circumstances.—Mr. Nelson said: “I do not want to Rresent
18 account to Mr. Bureess on account of getting the_other one. H’e gaid : “ Could
If_ft you fix it and get Mr. Hall to certify it?” I said: “No, I won’t go near Mr.
Mall, nor ask him for any such thing.” He said T was a great personal friend of
- Kinloch, « Could you not get Mr. Kinloch to present it to Mr, Hall. If he does
iy ali right’." Mr. Kinloch refused point-blank at first to do it. However, he re-
cﬁ)nsldered the matter and said, I will take it in t0 Mr. Hall.” He did, and Mr.
to?n certified to it, and that is "the end of that. When he got that cheque Mr. Nelson
d me to get it cashed, and I got that cheque cashed also.

By Sir Richard Cartwright:

701. Read that (pointing to the account).
¢ Certified correct.—H. KINLOCH.
“ Approved.—J.R. H.”
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702. I thought you said that Kinloch refused to certify to it ?—He did at first,
but he afterwards reconsidered his decision. Well,I got the cheque cashed and camé
back, and Nelson said, “I suppose $4 will be enough for M¢Cabe for this account.’
1 said, “I do not know about that ; this is your generosity ; you can do as you like."
Well, he gave me the money and I handed Mr. McCabe the $4.

703. What did you say to McCabe when you gave him the $4 ?—1I said: «Mr.
Nelson sends you this e

704. What for? For the use of his name ?—Yes ; the same as he got $5 for the
first one

Mr. McCaBE (interrupting)—I do not remember that.

Mr. PaLmer—Your memory is pretty short. You remembered it well enough
a few days ago. :

By Colonel Denison :
705. Are you in the Department now ?—No, sir.
By Mr. Foster :

706. Will you explain clearly why this second account was not taken to M
Burgess ?—I do not know, except that Mr. Nelson did not want it to go to M
Burgess.

707. He gave you no reason ?>—No, sir.

By Mr. Bowell :

708. But surely he must have assigned some reason. Was it in his own nam?
that it was presented to Mr. Burgess 7—He gave me no more particular reason tha?
this. He said: “I do not want to trouble him with a second account.” He was
working on the annual report with Mr. Ogden, ex-M.P. There was a second chequé
for $95 of which he was to receive half for that, and so he was really paid twic®
over. Ifhe received $47.50 from Mr. Ogden, he would get this other for doing
nothing.

By Mr. Somerville :

709. And this work if it was done, was done during office hours ?—My work
was done after hours, and he supervised it in office hours.

710. And he did not do any work for this ?—Except on the two Sabbaths
when we worked four or five hours each.

By Mr. Lister:

711. Will you make this Ogden matter clear >—Well, the men who get up th¢
annual report are always entitled to $100 for the work.

712. And you say that for this amount nothing was done ?—No, I say that}
worked at this altogether with Nelson. Ogden was sick at the time, and when b
got better the report was nearly all done.

By Mr. Somerville :

713. You state that this man Nelson did no work for this first account dated
January 27th, 1890, except in office hours ?—Yes, with the exception of the tW¢
Sabbaths in which | went to his house. We worked for about four or five hours.
took the galieys.

714. Oh, you were reading proof. Who held the copy ?—I held the copy. |

715. And you worked four hours each Sunday ?—It might be four, five or si%
We started at ten in the morning and I did not come away until half-past three o
four in the afternoon. .

716. You were kept continuously at work ?—Oh, yes. }

717. But there was no work done for this at all ?—Except during office how™

F
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By Mr. Adams :

718, When did you leave the Department >—On the Sth June.
: 719. What was )Lrhe reason you })eft the Department ?—That would be a long
Story .
720. Give i tly.—It is a long story.
721. Caney(t)lfliglll \»Zhy you left the Deiy)artment on the 8th of June ?—On the
6th of June I met Mr, Pereira, the Assistant Secretary, at about a quarter to six, at
¢ corner of the Union House. I was going down to my lea, I asked N[’I,'. Pere-n-a
Ot an interview and when he could give me one. Hesaid: “ With pleasure.” T said:
“Where wil] I meet you ;- will you come to my house or come to the hotel and meet
me at the Russel] ? ” He said : “ Anywhere you say,” and he asked at what time.
said ; « Any time this evening,” and he said he would meet me at the summer
Ouse. T met him at half-past seven and then commenced to tell him z}bout the ugl_y
Tumours that were beiug circulated about our Department. I told him about this
Case of Joseph Wright, Mr. A, Berry and numerous other cases which I presume
Will come up afterwards. He stayed with me until about ten minutes before the
dgath of Sir John. T asked him to lay these facts before Mr. Burgess and to tell
ili‘m that the dismissal of twelve or fourteen of us extra clerks would have an ugly
eliect,

By Mr. Foster :

722, On whom ?—On our party.

723. Which party ?—The Conservative party.
" 24. Do you belong to that party ?—Yes, sir, I do. I never became a renegade
OF any office. I never put pen to paper

By Mr. Somerville :

b 25, Go ahead with your story.—I laid all these facts_ before him and I said :
You know what I am.” I told Mr. Pereira: “ Now,” I said, “ you know very well
that I haq 5 partial promise to have my daughter put in the Indian Department.
To proye that T am disinterested, you promise that you will do all you can—she is a
ISt-clags typewriter, as the Messrs. Holland Brothers will certify—if you will do
A, and it'is done b)’v the 20th, I will step down and look for a job somewhere else.
F YOu will do that, I will step down and out of the Department ; but I would like
l0 ave sufficient bread and butter, as I might not be able to get a job in Ottawa and
°4v¢ my family here.” I supposed we could get along on that for a year, with
What My wife has, We have a couple of Senators with us during the Session. I
Merely stated T would step down and out of the Department if he would do that, and
Would like an answer by the 20th. Whatever facts he laid before Mr. Burgess, I
0 00t know., Would you like me to vead Mr. Burgess’ letter of dismissal ?

By the Chairman -

Th; 726. When did this conversation take place with Mr. Pereira ?—6th of June.
'8 18 the letter I received from Mr. Burgess :—

(Exmsrr No. 159)

“Orrawa, 8th June, 1891.
(13

SIR,—Mr, L. C. Pereira has conveyed to me your message to the effect that
Unlegg by the 20th instant provision is made for continuing you in the employment
(1>)fthe Government, or g situation be found for your daughter in one of the public
- oPartments, you 'propose to make some disclosures which, in your opinion, will
Yeflect upon mae and other officers of this Department in connection with its adminis-
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tration. I have now to inform you that your services as a clerk in the Department

of the Interior are dispensed with from this date.
“T am, Sir,
“Your obedient servant,
“A. M. BURGESS,

“ Deputy of the Minister of the Interior.
“Mr. H. A. PAuMER,

¢ Department of the Interior,
“Ottawa.”

When I received this letter I went to Mr, Pereira and asked him if he would
give me an interview with Mr. Burgess. He said: “It is no use; you had better
see your friends.” I said: “I will not beg; I will not ask my friends for nothing.”
However, Mr. Birkett volunteered, and said : *“ I will take Mr. John Graham up with
me.” They went up and asked Mr. Burgess if he would see me, and he said no, he
did not want anything to do with me.

By Mr. Somerville :

727. Why did you want to leave the Department?—Because I thought if they
provided for my daughter it would be sufficient.

728. I thought you said you were disgusted with the proceedings. Why were
you so disgusted ?—This thing has been hanging over our heads for the last two
years.

729. What thing ?—Our dismissal. Every three months or so we were told we

would have to go. Two years ago, I thing about April or June, they made up a list
and it was approved by Mr. Dewdney, and there were thirty-two of the extra clerks
on this list. I was told by a gentleman who saw the list.

By Mr. Montaguc :

730. Were not all the extra clerks on it ?—All in our Department,
731. There was no discrimination ?—I cannot speak about Mr. Deville’s branch.

By the Chairman :
732. Have you passed the Civil Service examination ?—No; I was over age.
By Mr. Montague :

733. You were not threatened with any dismissal except what the law provided ?
—No; but we did not want it applied to one Department. We were told every
month or so: “ You must go next June.” That time would be tided over and then we
were told “ You will have to go in September.” Then, we did not hear anything

more about it until the 1st of January. “On the 1st of January you must go sure;”

but we never received any notice at that time. It was just a dog’s life. Every man
will tell you the same as I have told you, that it was a constant irritation. Every
month or we were told we would be fired. I got so disheartened that Isaid: « I will

¥

i

get out,” I thought I was entitled to a position for my daughter. I think Mr.

Mackintosh will bear me out that when he could not raise a corporal’s guard for Sir
John Macdonald that I marched at the head of seventy-five men and gave Sir John
a reception.

By Mr. Adams :

734. Did you tell anyone but Mr. Pereira ?—No; because I had the interests of
the Department and the party at heart.

735. After you got this letter from the Deputy Minister on the 8th of June, did

you then tell angone about this 7—No, sir; I did not. I never mentioned it to any
person but Mr, Pereira up to the present time.

l

i
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By Mr. Montague :
736. You say you wrote to somebody ?—I enclosed a letter to the Minister of
the Interior, enclosing a copy of Mr. Burgess’ letter, which I have here.

By Mr. Adams:

737. Did you tell any person since receiving the letter of the 8th of June ?—I

?iave not, although Mr. Burgess accused me of being the man who gave this informa-
on. T have not.

By Mr. Somerville:

738. You spoke to Mr. Graham 9—1I never gave Mr. Graham any secrets.
739. But you told him about your being discharged —Yes.

By Mr. Adams :

740. Did you inform any person outside of Mr. Pereira as to the matters {estified
ere to-day ?—No, sit, because I was well treated in the Department, both by Mr.
urgess and all the officials. AT i

741. You say that Mr. Burgess wrongfully accused you ?—Yes ; it came out in
the public evidence in the papers. It would mnot take a very small mind to know
0 accused me. Mr. Burgess had not the slightest occasion for that accusation.

By Mr. Paterson ( Brant) :

to h

b 742, You had told no one until you read that evidence ?—No, sir; and then my
ﬁ”gi;its were untied, and I did not hesitate. When Mr. Burgess accuses me I have a

to protect myself and family, and I will endeavour to do it.
By Mr. Bowell:

th T43. Were you not aware that the Auditor General had taken the position
at those who had not passed the Civil Service examination could not remain on
© pay-list ?7—We were told so, but I was informed the Auditor General denied that.
il 744, Who informed you ?—It was spoken of around the Department. I can-
name them now, as it is a long time ago.

By the Chairman :

o 745. Did you receive a notice from the Interior Department some tinie ago
% ﬁt your services would be dispensed with ?—Yes; along with fourteen or fifteen
ers. THere is the letter:—

(Exursrr No. 2.)

« PDEpARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
« Orrawa, 28th April, 1891.

& “DeAR Mr. PanmEer,—I regret very much to be obliged to inform you that:
Nder the provisions of the Civil Service Act, it will not be possible to retain you in
18 Department after the 30th day of June next. .
« Yours faithfully,
«JOHN R. HALL,
“ Secretary.
« HENR’Y PALMER,
“ Department of the Interior,
“Ottawa.”

By Mr. Somerville :

dis 46, You were dismissed then at that time with fifteen others?—No; I was

Pe;:ii“ed on the 8th of June, because of this conversation which I held with Mr.
Ta 7

41, Did any others go out at the same time ?—No, sir.
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748. Have any others gone out since ?—I think two or three are out.

749. Are there any more than three out, then ?—All were taken back. They
went back on the following day, except Mr. Hickey, who remained out one day.

750. Is he back ?—I may say that I simply expostulated.

By Mr. Taylor :

751. How do you know about Mr. Hickey ?—I know he is back, and he was ouf
for one day.

By Mr. Lister : :
752. There is only one of the fifteen struck off >—There was Col. Bethune, M

York and I think a Miss Slater-—beside myself. Mr. Pereira’s brother drew up &
list, and I suggested drawing up a memorial to Mr. Burgess.

By Mr. Monlague :

753. When was that—previous to the time you had made the threat ?—Thié
was in May.

By Mr. Somerville : '

754. The witness denied that he made a threat?—I said they would have %
make up their minds. I said there was no use for a man who threatened to writé
the whole Department up, j

By the Chairman :

755. Will you explain how the giving your daughter a position would prevent
these diclosures ?—I had nothing to do with that. They were made afterward. *
never threatened to make any disclosures, and if Mr. Burgess says so he says wha ‘I'
is false, 1
756. Why did you want your daughter to get employment?—Because I had
worked hard for the party. ‘

757. You said you would step down and out if your daughter got a position:
That has, to my mind, rather a peculiar meaning under the circumstances ?—I woul
not state it was those exact words ; but I think [ used these words.

758. But the Government were employing you?—That was a matter with M
Burgess. If he decided to retain me I did not want a position for my daughter. |

759. Why was your daughter connected with it ?—She has passed her exam)
nation and was promised a position in the Indian Department.

760. And if your daughter had got the position you would not be here to-day
giving evidence ?—I do not know whether I would or not.

761. What do you think ?—I think possibly T would be here; because I find out
that other men had made up their mind to make these disclosures. 3

By Mr. Denison :

762. What was the name of this old newspaper man ?—The old newspaper ma?
~—1I think he was—was Mr. Hickey.

763, He said he would show up the Department ?—Yes; he said he would sho¥
them all up. |

By Mr. Daly :

764. Mow do you know he was taken back ?—Because I was told by half
dozen men, There is the gentleman himself over there in the corner. ¢

]

Frank NeLson called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville : i

765. You are an officer in the Interior Department ?—I am 1
766, What position do you hold >—There is no official title to my position. B
am a second-class clerk in the Secretary’s branch of the Department.



45

767. What salary do you receive 2—$1,250 at present. I Areceived $700 when I
entered first, ’

768. How long have you been in the Departmen??——Nearly nine yeurs.

. 169, What busines were you at before you went into the Department ?—I1 was
0 a railway office in Chicago before 1 entered the Interior l?epartment. _

770. You are a man who received a very good education ?—Yes; Lam a BA

fg‘)m Toronto University. 1 had a pretty high standing there, too—a B.A. with
onours, T T

T71. You are conversant with the Civil Service Act ?—I have seen the Civil
Service Act, but T never studied it out. I do not suppose one in fifty has done so.
L do not know that it is the business of an ordinary clerk to do so.

T71a. You are sufficiently conversant with the Civil Service Act to know how
you should conduct yourself in your own Department ?—Yes. :

772. You have read the Aet, and know that no permanent clerk can receive pay
unless it is voted by Parliament ?—Yes. 3

T73. When you entered the service of the Governmenb—.—when youwere appomted
o office—you took an oath ?—Not at first; but I think T did take the oath
of office in"the office of the Clerk of the Privy Council. I did not remember that.
It was some time after entering the service. That is on record.

T74. Would it be five years ago?—About that.

TT5. Just read that, and put in your name where the blanks are.

“I, Frank Nelson, solemnly and sincerely swear that T will falt.hfully and
honestly fulfil the duties which devolve upon me as & clerk of the Interior Depart-
ment, and that I will not ask or receive any sum of money, Services, recompense Or
Matter op thing whatsoever, directly or indirectly, in return for what I have done
Orhmay do in discharge of any of the duties of my said office, except my galary or

What may he allowed me by law or by an order of the Governor in Council ; so help
me God,” :

T76. Well, that is the oath you took ?—Yes. !
e T, You have been in the Zoom, have you not, while the other witnesses were
weﬁng ?Xamined 9__T have been here some little time. Mr. McCabe was on the stand
en [ came in., ;
I 778, We will just refer you back to this account. Do you see this account here 2

—Lsee it is an account for 49 hours’ extra work. )

N 1\'779. Well, give the date of it 9__97th January, 1890, and certified to by F.
= 52181(.) ?l‘hl'?t is my signature.
- That is for $24.50 ?—VYes. .

e 181, You heaf&' ?h: ezidenceegiven by Mr. MecCabe with regard to that account ?
1 don’t know that I did. : t
of § 82, You heard the evidence given by Mr. Palmer?—Yes; and to say the leas

allt[;]I wax greatly surprised indeed. I must say I am plt;epared to contradict Mr.
vmer on nearl ; . ith rd to this account.
183, Did ;'051’1 321211}\713)011&][ng§)9 fl";g?he ase of his name when that account was
ﬁade Ot 2T did not spe;ak to Mr. McCabe at all about it before that account was
ade out, :

184, Who did yo k to about it ?—1I did not spealk to any body about it.
785. How did 5i7t gosrgzam l?eargade out 7—At this time the ¢ grippe,” I think, was
El‘evalem, and the clerks of the Department were depleted ; several in my office were
inay. There were several jobs on hand—the annual report, and 1 do not know
2ether it is confidential to say the North-West Territories Act,—and a large amount
1 tgi?,li: i% connection with the Canadian Pacific Railway. Judge Clark was here,

, about that time.

i 6. A member; SZlecting lands 7—Yee ; & large amount of work had to be done
Connection with that matter. Mr. Burgess Was short of hands—at least, he asked
e if I could assist him in any way. I told M- Burgess I was short, and that I was
Working night and day with vyvhat I had on hand. Isaid with regard to this: “ There
- Palmer ; he is not sick ; I see him around; T will get him, and he will help me
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out of the work.” It was a work Mr. Palmer was conversant with, Mr. Palmer
and I did considerable work. He says he was at my home two Sundays in successio:
Perhaps that was true. I do not remember. I know that when I was engaged 08
the work I was stricken with “ grippe” too, and Dr. H, B. Small ordered me to g0
home and go to bed for three days, or I would be very ill. I went home and went
bed. Dr. Small called to see me and I was sitting up in my bedroom in a dressing
gown and working. He said this would not do, that I would have to go to b

and remain in bed. Mr. Palmer called shortly afterwards and we worked together
Most of that time we were working at my home I was in bed. I think Mr. Palme!
will admit that when we got done with this work Mr. Palmer said to me: *“Nelsob
I will put in my account now.” I had kept pretty faithful track of Mr. Palmer®
work, and Mr. Palmer, if I rightly remember, wanted more than I would certify to«
He said : “ Nelson

787. I only want to know about this account ?

Several MEMBERs.—He is leading up to it. ]

Mr. Palmer said : “ See here, I want to put in more than my own account.” !
said : 1 know what you want to do, but I won’t have anything to do with it.” H¢
said then something abont speaking to Mr. McCabe. What it was I do not know,
or what he intended to say. When Mr. Palmer laid his account before me this o
Mr., McCabe's was with it. I said: “ What is this?” He said : “ Mac has bee?
working over time, g—— d—— it, until 6 o’clock at night, and he has done tha!
work.”  Well, I took the account along with Mr. Palmer’s and put it into mf
pocket. I saw Mr. McCabe shortly afterwards, and I said: “ Mr, McCabe, tha®
matter of Palmer’s is all right, is it not ? You did the work ?” He said something
about working overtime, and working at night, and something or other about 4
hours’ extra work. In this case I was led to ask, because the work is not speciﬁed
here and I had not supervised it. I assured myself from enquiries of Mr. Palme!
that the work was done and of Mr. McCabe, I spoke to him afterwards. He sai
he was working overtime, and I knew Mr, McCabe would not make an account ot
unless he thought he was justified. In matters of this kind, sometimes we hav®
largely to depend upon the honour of the man who makes the account out. I cannd
keep an account of work done when a man works at his own home, but I was alway®
scrupulously careful to either inspect the work myself, or by carefully examining
and carefully questioning to elicit from them information which satisfied me the wor®
was done. 1 was satisfied Mr, McCabe did his work. Mr. Palmer said he handel
me a cheque and I handed it to him. I never saw the cheque.

788. If Mr. McCabe stated he never did any of the work he is not telling th*
truth ?—I

789. Answer the question. If Mr. McCabe says he did not do any of the work
he is not telling the truth ?—For that particular account Mr. MeCabe told m¢
he worked overtime ?

790. I want you to answer the question, sir. If Mr. McCabe swears he e
dered no service for that account—that he did not work for it—you say then thatb?
is not speaking the truth ?—I did not say Mr. MeCabe is not speaking the truth. !
say Mr. McCabe told me at the time he was working overtime. I tell you,
Somerville, we are not used to being pulled before a tribunal like this, as Mr. Palme?

Mg. PALMER.—You're a liar, sir, 1 never was before any tribunal.

Messrs, McCabe and Palmer were then ordered to leave the room.

By Mr. Somerville :

791. What I want is an answer to my question, I do not want to get you in¥
any trouble, but I want to ask you this question : Mr. McCabe swears that he re®
dered no service for that account, that it was made out to accommodate you and #
your request ?—If he says at my request ‘

792. Wait a moment. He says that he rendered no service for that account, bt
that it was made out for the purpose of helping you ?—At my request, you say ? s
was not at my request.

i



47

~—————

793. He did it either at the request of Mr, Palmer or Mr. Nelson ?—Mur. McCabe
said that ? T did not speak to MecCabe at all about this thing. The account is made
out in a very unusual way. Itsays: “4Y hours’ extra work.” I know Mr. Burgess
enquired the date of the work, and what work was done. When I presented the
aceount Mr, Burgess said : “ What is this? I replied: “I enquired about the work,

T, Burgess, and I am satisfied it is done,” and he then approved of it.
794. What was the nature of the work ?—It was writing actions on the back of
les, assisting in preparing correspondence, and indexing books. It was more than
e work of one man, and Mr, McCabe did that work unQer Mr. Brough and myself.
.. 795. We have already in evidence Mr. McCabe’s testimony to the effect that he
did not do any work for that account 29— T don’t know that. Mr. McCabe satisfied me
at the time that he did. His extra work I don’tknow, but he satisfied me at the time. I
Was scrupulously careful in certifying to any of their accounts. There is my certifi-
Cate that the work was done. I was scrupulously careful to enquire and satisfy my-
self that the work was done before I put my name to.

A MempEr.—Then you must have been satisfied by MecCabe ?—I was, and by Mr.
P_a]mer. He said : “G—— d—— it, McCabe has worked until six o’clock every
" Might, and he ought to get pay for it.”

By Mr. Somerville :

796. For extra work on the 28th of January, 1890, there is a cheque for $24.50,
Tepresenting that account endorsed by McCabe ?—Yes. .
797. Did you ever have that cheque in your possession ?—I never saw it before,
Dless amongst a bulk of papers. I never saw that cheque before.
N 98. Did you ever hand a cheque to Mr. Palmer to go to the bank to cash ?—
ever, unless one of my own salary cheques, and I always cashed them at the bank
myself, [ never handed a cheque to Mr. Palmer to go to the bank and cash. What
onnection would I have with it? How would that cheque come into my hands
en the Accountant signs the cheque to the man himself? 4
99. You were in the room when Mr. Palmer gave his evidence ?—I was in.
800. And you heard him swear that when this account was certified by you you
8ave him this cheque to go to the bank ?—Yes; I heard him say so, and I did not
81ve him that cheque. I never saw that cheque or Mr. Palmer’s letter.
801. Did you not give Mr. Palmer $5 to hand to Mr. McCabe for the use of his
Dame 27 did ‘not give Mr. Palmer $5 to give to Mr. McCabe ; that is a matter that
* Will swear that T have nothing to do with whatever. i
£ 2. Do you say on your oath that you never received any portion of the money
'om this cheque ?—I will explain now.

Bt h803. I want you to answer that question 9—I cannot say what money was drawn
at ¢

heque.
.. 804, Tgere was $24.50 drawn on it 7—You asked me if I received any portion of
1, anq T wagq going to explain what did happen. You will notice another account here
of My, Palmer’s about the same time for almost the same amount. I think T would
10t certify to Mr. Palmer’s account for $40 as he wanted me to.

By Mr. Montague :
805

; . He ask . ?—Yes ; for the time he was working for me I kept a
ecord ; T knew tﬁf&t)ﬁfoand that was not work that he was calling for. He gaid
. °Te were some big errors for which he was entitled, and I replied: I don’t know

NYthing of that; I will certify to the work you had with me.” A few days after
an?ise accounts were made I found—I won't be sure of the sums—$20 on my table
My I surmised at once it had been placed there by Mr. Palmer. When I spoke to
th{- almer about it I said: Here, did you do this ?” H’e sald": “Dor’t ask any-
. 0¢ about it,” I said: “See here, you know this won’t do.” Tdon’t remember
Xactly the words that passed between us, but I said : “See here, this won’t do ;
& f«lve 4 regular salary as permanent clerk.” Well, he said: “ When a man works

OMme on Sunday in bed sick, if he is not entitled to a little extra money I don’t
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know who is.” T said: “That is not the point at all,” but I acknowledge that !
received the money. s

806. How much money ?—I received about $20. I am not sure whether it 18
that account, whether Mr, McCabe and Mr. Palmer took the two accounts and puf
them both together and divided them up. I don’t know what they did; 1 onlf
received the sum I mentioned.

By Mr. Somerville :

806a. My recollection of what Mr. McCabe said is that he never received any
money at all 7—He said he received $50, I think, for Mr. Palmer. Whether that
was the amount or not Idon’t know. Mr. Palmer did the financial part of the work:
That money, Mr. Somerville, was forced upon me; it was laid on my desk. I knoW
that I should not have taken it, but it was left there and it was forced upon me.

807. What portion of this account did you get—(account produced) ?—* Certl
fied correct "—I knew nothing about that account.

808. Did you get any portion of that?—I never remember of receiving any
thing. That is the account I think Mr. McCabe said he knew nothing about to Mr:
Kinloch and Mr. Hall.

809. Well, then, you say distinctly that the statements made by Mr. Palmer and
Mr. McCabe with reference to more accounts are not here ?—I don’t say that.
know some of these settlements made by Mr. Palmer are certainly not here; and |
must state to you I have heard before I was brought up to be examined that some
body had a particular spite against me in this matter, and they were going to roasl
me ; and it did not take very long when Mr. Palmer came up here to see the sourc®
of it. With regard to this account, I don’t know. You are asking me now about a?
account that Mr, Kinloch certified to, and of which I know nothing.

810. Did you send Mr. Palmer to Mr. Kinloch to certify to that account ?—
did not send Mr, Palmer to Mr. Kinloch; I knew nothing of it. '

811. You knew nothing of it at all >—I knew nothing of that account.

812. Do you know this: Mr. Kinloch took that account to Mr, Hall. Is it no
Mr. Hall’s signature to it 2—Yes.

813. After Mr. Kinloch took that account to Mr. Hall, and got it certified t0
did you not go into Mr. Hall’s office the next day, a short time afterwards, and meet
Mr. Hall, and thank him for certifying that self-same account ?—I don’t remembe*
having done so.

814. Well, now, try and remember that ?—I don’t remember.

815. Well, now, try and remember; because L am in possession of informatiof
that you did that in regard to the second account ?—With regard to the second
account, I have no recollection of that. y

816. You swear you do not remember thanking Mr. Hall for his kindness
certifying to that account ?—I don’t remember.

By Mr. McMullen :

817. Will you swear you did not ?—I may have done so; I amspeaking now £
the best of my recollection. 4

818. I am asking you will you swear you did not ?—I will not swear I dlfi
not. A groat many things pass through my hands, and Mr. Hall and the officers 9
the Department wall about a great many things that one time and another. All
can say is this account is entirely new ta me, Mr. Hall may have spoken to me abot™
this but I have no recollectisn.

By Mr. Somerville :

819. Why would Mr. Hall speak to you if your name is signed there ?—I don’
remember Mr. Hall having spoken to me about it.

820. And you don’t remember having spoken to him ?—No; I won’t swear £
the honourable gentleman that I did not; absolutely I swear that I have no recolle”
tion of speaking to Mr. Hall. '



49

By Mr. Lister :

821. If such a thing did happen, why would you thank him ?—I don’t know.
822, You have no interest at all in the cheque or the money, and you have no
knowledge of whether you thanked Mr. Hall ?—I don’t know.

By Mr. Somerville :

823. You know something about the system which has been prevailing in that
Department for some time—that is, for extra clerks to do work and share up the
Mmoney with permanent clerks ?—Yes, you are right ; I have known that system ; at
€ast, I have known it to prevail more or less.
824, For how long a time ?>—For four or five years, perhaps.
825. As far back as 1885 ?—No; I would would not be sure. I cannot be sure
35 to dates, but I know the system has prevailed. b 4
826, Regularly ?—Not regularly, as far as I know. It was in cases of a special
'ush, such as the North-West Rebellion, and cases where the work necessitated the
Orks remaining over time. Sometimes nearly every night the staff was doubled up
andmade to work. I know cases of that kind necessitated the increasing of the staff,
and adding to the expense. The clerks of the Department work overtime, and I
O‘DOVZ it was the custom, at least, so far as I'was concerned, to allow the clerks to work
vertime,

827. { would like you to say how long this has been the custom ?—Well, it has
been the custom perhaps since 1884 or 1885; it may be further. v
828, What year did you go into the service >—In 1882,

829. You commenced drawing it about 1884 ?—Yes; I was an extra clerk at
that time,

830. When were you madc a permanent clerk ?—1In 1885 or 1886.

831. You are speaking from your own recollection.  What year did you com-
Mence to draw extra pay ?—At the time of the North-West Rebellion.
& 832. And who was working with you then ? As 1 understand it, you worked two
Ogether ?— A1l the clerks of the Department were working overtime then.

882, You worked i les. did you not ? And the extra man was paid by the
Service ?—Not, ‘;%rcegsalr?l;ro&gt we Wozked in couples; the North-West Rebellion gave

115 10 a great deal of extra work. ;

ks 834, Yes ; we all know that, but in 1885, you say you were appointed a perma-
°0t clerk ?—Yes,

)’eal-835' At that time you commenced to get extra pay ?—No; it was not in that

t was in the year following, I think in 1886.
i 836. Well, in 1886 you commenced to get extra pay ?—Not for work I did
Yself, understand that. '

837. Well, who did you get it for ?—Mr. McCUabe mentioned here the case of an
d6Count that went through. Mr, McCabe had been working overtime amongst a
arge numbey of others, and T had been busy at that time, as Mr. Burgess can tell
yw?u.; worked so hard that it brought on a fit of nervous prostration, and Dr.
bolt‘ilgh‘_c attended me. He told me I would have to give up that kind of work and

€ring 80 much about it. '

«1 838. What year was this ?—In February, 1886. Ispoke to Mr. Burgess and said :
putl}an been working as you know, and I ‘am going to ask for abonus of $500 tobe
tha.t,m the Estimates”” There were others who had been working too, and I thought
e 35‘5‘00 was about a fair return for the work that had been done. Mr. Burgess told
Your mn 2 16 would take a good deal of trouble to get that; I will perhaps promote
| g That was all the conversation that passed between Mr. Burgess and myself, and
Thé urgess gave me to understand this would count in my getting promotion.
elel.]z tlet the honus go. I spoke to Mr. McCabe about the matter. He was an extra

e ‘I S Y Wa cannot get the bonus through; you are an extra clerk, you had

°F get it in the extra way.”

—4
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839. Was that for Mr. McCabe ? - Mr. McCabe did the work; 1 only received
the money. Mr. McCabe did the work. Hedid work enough to cover the account;
and a great deal more, ;

840. In 1886 7—Yes. )

841. How much did you get ?—I do not remember the exact amount.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :
842. About $73, it is stated 2—That is about it.

843. How much did you get of that ?—Mr. McCabe says he handed me the whole
of it, and I do not deny getting it. :

844. If McCabe did the work, how did you come to get the money ?—He gave
it to me. I considered it was McCabe’s, legally and honestly.

By Mr. Somerville :

845. McCabe must be a very generous man ?—I suppose he is. :

846 Did you get the whole of that $73 ?—I do not recollect the exact amount
but he says he handed the whole of it to me.

847. When you took the whole of that, you knew you were contravening thé
Civil Service Act ?—No. The money was legally McCabe’s ; it was properly his, an
if he chose to hand me that money it was his affair. I may state that shortly beforé
this there was a charge made against him that he had made a serious mistake in &
letter, by leaving out the word “not” where it should have been, and as a conseé
quence he was threatened with dismissal. I looked the case up; L knew him to b“ﬂ
a man honourable and big-hearted. I examined the thing, and found he was not
responsible. I pointed it out to Mr. Douglas, the then Assistaut Secretary, and *
said it was too bad to dismiss McCabe for this when it was not his fault. The‘ll‘
result was, that McCabe was not dismissed, and he has always regarded me since,
think he will tell you so if you ask him, as a true friend of his. I do not say it wa®
on this account that he handed me the money, but it may have been.

848. He did the work, and banded you the money ?—Yes; aund it is a matter of
his own account. n

849. Did you certify to this account ?—I think that I did. ,

850-1. When you certified to that account, did you have any expectation of ge¥
ting the money from him ?—I left that to Mr. McCabe. : 1

852. You had an idea, then ?—I had an idea I would get something. |

853. Was it left on your desk ?—No; it was handed to me by Mr. McCabe.

By Mr. Watson :

854. Was it forced on you ?—No ; T think it was handed to me on the street.
855. That transpired in 1887 ?—I do not remember ; have you got the accounts

By Mr. Lister : |
856. Did you get money in 1887 ?—I do not remember. '1
By Mr. Hyman : !

2 3 4 s 3 A |
857. Will you swear you did not 7—I won’t swear I did not. Excuse me, sif
what is your name ?

?r‘

Mr. Hyman.—Hyman is my name.
By Mr. Somerville : y

658. Do you know Mr. Ogden ?—I know Alfred Ogden. :

859. He used to be a member of Parliament?—He was member for Guysboro?
I believe.

860. Is he in the Department now ?——No; he is away in Nova Scotia now,
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :
861. What is he doing ?—I think he is superintendent of fisheries.
By Mr. Somerville :

862. How long has he had that appointment ?—-I think since the first of July.
863. He was a candidate down there at the general elections ?—Yes; I think
4gainst Mr, Fraser. \
863a. Was he in the service of the Department up to the time he entered the
‘ampaign >—No ; the date of his resignation is there, and the date of the campaign
You know, T think it was the 1lst of February when he resigned. There were
TUmours of the election coming on, as you know, and it was some time just before
at he resigned his appointment, as he was an expectant candidate.
864. Did you ever certify to an account for Mr. Ogden ?—I did.
865. Do you remember a particular account for $95 that you certified to for Mr.
en?—No; but I certified accounts for Mr. Ogden. I acknowledge that.
866. Did you ever get any share of the accounts you certified for Mr. Ogden ?
—~I do not, know that I did, but I will explain my relation to Mr. Ogden. When he
bimt came into the Department of the Interior he was, to use a very familiar expres-
100, very hard up.
: 67.)Sick, dlid you mean ?—Financially straitened. His family were in
Iiil ifax; and he was here with no money, and Mr. Allison, another ex-M.P., from
Ova Scotiy,
868. Was he hard-up, too ?—I do not know, but he was getting a salary. Well,
When My, Allison was going to the North-West he came to me and said : “ Ogden is
§oIng into the Interior Department,” he was trying to get Ogden into his place :
€ 1s very hard up; will you sign with me and another gentleman a note for $100,
relieve him”? I said I do not know Mr. Ogden, except to see him, and he has
¢laim on me, but if he is in such desperate straits as yousay I wilisign the note.”
69. You signed with whom ?—With Mr. Allison and Mr. Douglas Stewart, of
the Depax-tmexuc of Justice. Mr, Ogden got the money and paid off the note
OCcasionally, $10 or $5 at a time.
0. To whom ?—To the gentlemen who advanced the money and who held the
EOte, myself at the end paid $20 on that note, and Mr. Ogden at various times
anded me hack sums of money on this account. Whether these were from extra
‘mqlley he received or from his salary as an extra clerk I did not inquire, but he
P 1t to me gy g legitimate debt on the note as it became due.
al 871. Did you ever share in pay with Ogden ?—Except in that way. T may say,
%%, that when he went down to Nova Scotia, at one time I loaned him $100. He
B;B goiug down into business when the Short Line opened to St. John. He
K Plained"to me that he had got freight rates from the Canadian Pacific Railway,
14 told me the prices he would pay in St. John and what he would receive in
an(:intrea}, and what a grand chance it was. I said: “ Here is ’:che chance of a lifetime,
Ay \Z:'ll give it you if you cannot get it anywhere else.” He could not get it
¢ else, and so I gave him the money. -
! 2. You swear you did not get any money for extra work done by My, Ogden ?
tless Mr, Ogden paid it to me as a legitimate debt. That is the only answer I

Ogd

0 give,

By Mr. Lister:

873 T ; = : LR e o

Was d’(?)f]‘e_Dld you certify to any of his accounts 7—Yes; because I knew the work

mit 874, With the understanding that you were to be paid?—No. If the Com-

he (}?&3 Wishes, I can not only procure a statement of his work, but the actual pages
i

g
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By Mr. Montague :
875. Was he a permanent clerk ?—No; an extra clerk.

By Mr. Somerville :

876. Referring to the work of the clerks, did you examine it before certifying
to the accounts ?—I said that on all possible occasions I examined the work, Wheré
I could not examine, we had to trust to the honour of the clerk making the account-

877. In 1888-89 did you get anything from Mr. Ogden ?—Nothing, except i
payment of legitimate debts..

878. Did he not present you with a watch at one time for allowing him to get &
cheque 7—Mr. Ogden offered me a silver watch. He wanted me at one time to shar¢
il\? ilccount with him. He said I am indebted to you for a great many favours, M=
Nelson. |

879. For what—sharing ?—No for speakiny to Mr. Hall and Mr, Burgess on hlﬁlks
behalf and for loaning him money. When he got a cheque he said : “ It is not fail
to take the whole of thismyself,” and I said: “You know I cannot touch it, Ogden.
He had a silver watch which he wanted to sell, and I said I will trade you my
watch for yours, and I gave him my silver watch for his silver watch. !

By Mr. Hyman : g

880. Which was the more valuable >—Well, I thought Ogden’s was the mor®
valuable. ; i
881. You knew you were getting the better watch ?—Yes, This is one of the
instances which shows the animus against me. b
By Mr. Lister : L

882. What do you mean by “animus” ?—This is one of the smallest instanceq.“llj'

I have ever heard of. I heard it was to be brought up against me. i

By Mr. Somerville :

883. Do I understand that you received the watch as payment of your part o
the cheque that you were sharing with Mr. Ogden ?—N»o. Mr. Ogden wanted m¢
to take money, and I said : You know I cannot take it, and, another thing, do not tl’ﬁj

~

and force it on me. o#
884. I'want to know what you mean by this “ animus” ?—I have heard—one &
my friends told me that they were after me particularly. § |
885. Who were after you ?—I do not know whom. 2

886. Where ?—I do not know where, |
By Mr. Lister: i

887. You refused absolutely to take Mr. Ogden’s earnings ?>—Yes, j

888. And whatever you received was paid in satisfaction of a debt due you 7
Yes. '

888a. Did he apply all the moneys he received as extra pay for these debts ?
He only paid the debts when they became due; I do not know where he got th
money, whether it was from his salary cheque or from extra pay. )

888b. Youlcertified his accounts ?—Yes; and I knew what money he was drawi®
I have the actual work.

888¢. You knew how much he was drawing as extra pay ?—Yes.

888d. And he suggested sharing this with you ?—Yes,

888e. And you refused >—Yes; I refused to have anything to do with it.

889. It is a pity you did not do so all along ?—I¢ is a pity.

890. When did he make these offers to you ?—I do not remember when it wa#

891. As late as 1890 ?—Some time then.

892. And you got the $20 in 1890 ?—Yes.
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893. Was it before that that Ogden offered you a share ?—1 am not sure; I
could not answer that. I do not remember the date at all.

894. Do you know how much Ogden paid you altogether ?—No; I do mnot
remember how much he paid me altogether.

895. You have no account of it at all2—No; I did not keep any account.

896, How long was Ogden in the Department ?—About 18 months.

897. And you have no idea at all how much he paid you ?—No.

898, His last cheque was $100 9__I do not know ; I loaned him $100.

899. Was that paid back in a bulk sum 9__1 do not remember; I alsoloaned Mr.
Ogden 2.

By Mr. Hyman :

900. As a matter of fact, you do not know whether he has paid the money back
th?t you loaned him or not. He may have paid you more or less ?—He may have
Paid me move or less. 1 was under the impression that he owed me a little when he
eft the Department. 3 ;

. 901, Did you speak to him about it?—I spoke to him about it, and we were
Satisfied to cail quits. g
902. Let us understand about the watch question. DoT gnden-stand you that
gden approached you to join with him in getting money which was not his due ?
—N0; Ogden earned the money legitimately, according to law. I certified to his
accounts ; he drew the money, and he thought T was entitled to a share of it. »

903. Why should he offer the watch, then,if he had earned it legitimately 7—He
‘v‘va"t.ed me to share the money with him, and then he offered me Lhe: watch; 1 said.

is won’t do; it is contrary to the Civil Service Act;” and I said : “You know

hat, Ogden.” Ho said : “ All right. I wish you would take something for your
Mdness” and he kept on at me.

904, What do vou mean when you say it was contrary to the Act ?—It was
Contrary to the Civil Service Act for a permanent official to take money for extra
Wo_rk_ 1 told Oeden so. and then we changed watches, His was a sxlvcr'watch with

Silver cage, °1 afterwards exchanged the case with McMil_lan, the jeweller, on
ldeau street, Tt was a good time-keeper. [ said to him : I will make a trade with
OUin watches; but I do not suppose there Was $5 difference between them. We
ade a trade of watches, which 1s all there is in it. ) :
905. You told Ogden it was contrary to the Act to take this money, or was it

-Contrary to the Act always ?—1 do not know that it is contrary to the Act to take

Oney from a man who owes it to you. 1 said to him, however, I could not take any
Money on account of extra work. ~He got a regular salary of $2 per day, and once
M 4 while extra money, and with this money he paid his legitimate debts with both
accounts, T do not know whether it was from his salary or his extra money.

By My. Somerville :
906, The fact is, that this system which prevailed throughout the Department

YOU knew to be a case of sharing with permanent clerks ?—I knew it in my own case.
th 907. You actually received money from these extra clerks and shared with
G:m ?T}‘I have acknowledged receiving this money—this money that was earned by
« MeCabe, ¢
i 907a. You say you did not receive any money from Mr. Ogden, except such as he
od you ?—Except what paid his legitimate debts.
By Mr. Lister:
", 908. Do you remember the amount he wanted to share with you ?—I do not
Member the month, and I do not know if I could specify the account, ‘
o 909, Was he owing you ?—Yes, The note We signed, that we were liable for,
S . i

all he owed me for
takegtm_ bt et Uihua oot 80 oD Oibs.  BOW much was that debt ?—I did not
he money from Mr. Ogden then.
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :

911. I do not know whether you were in during the whole of the time, but an-
other witness who was under examination and under oath stated that he had received
the sum of §95 or $100 for preparing the report of the Department, in which you
had assisted him. Do you recollect that ?—I do not recollect that particular trans-
action. I know Mr. Ogden assisted me, and I know he got paid for it. 1

912. Did he receive extra pay >—Perhaps there was extra pay. I cannot stato
the exact amount. ‘

913-8. You do not recollect anything about that ?—I recollect Mr. Ogden doing the
report with me, and I recollect him getting paid for it, and I recollect going over the .
account for it ; but the exact amount I do not remember, :

By the Chairman :
tl

919. Did you prepare the the whole of that report ?—It was done under
supervision, with Mr. Ogden’s assistance,

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

920. That particular sum which was paid to Mr. Ogden for preparing this
report under your supervision, did you receive any portion of it?—I have to state
again that I have no recollection of that specific amount, and my recollection tells
me there was no such large amount—no more than $40 or $50. That we could
easily ascertain from the accounts,

921. That was the statement made ?—If that witness could produce the account
it would speak for itself. If there wasany such account I could not have receive
any part of it.

922, The statement made by the witness was that you and Mr. Ogden generally
prepared the report ?—That is correct. :

923. But that sum was divided between you. You say that is not the case ?—
That is not the case; I received no part of it.

924. I have nothing to say with regard to Mr. Ogden, but if there was
extra work you received no part of that ?—No. 3

By Mr. Daly :

925. Do I understand you to say you did not receive from Mr. Ogden any mo-
ney out of the extra pay he received, except to repay you the legitimate debts he
owed you ?—Only legitimate debts. I do not know whether he paid me one dollar
of that extra money or whether it was his regular salary.

926. You do not know whether there was any understanding about it ?—No.

927. Was there any understanding between you and Mr. McCabe ?—I did nob
speak to My, McCabe.

928, Was there any understanding with Palmer? Was there any understand’
ing between you and Palmer by which you were to share this extra pay ?—No*
There may have been that understanding between Mr. Palmer and McCabe; bub
between mys=elf and McCabe there had been no conversation about it. ‘

By Mr. Bowell : 4

3

929. You have stated that you certified to the account of Mr., Ogden. Did yot
ever certily to any uccount for Mr. Ogden for,which work had not been performed?
—No; I am sure of that. :

930. Mr. Palmer stated here that you said when asked to present an account—
you told him—you did not like to take it to Mr. Burgess ?—I do not know anythin
about the second; but the first [ told him I did not like to take to Mr. Burgess unti
I bad an explanation. I am satisfied Mr. McCabe did the work. He worked a greal
deal overtime and he always had a legitimate claim for overwork. '
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931. Was that because you could not tell Mr. Burgess about the work ?—I
g“quired first if the work was done. Then I told Mr. Burgess that the work was
one, :

932, Mr, Burgess was particular ?—Yes.
By Mr. Montagué :

933. Do you know of any accounts having been certified to for which work
Was not done ?—No.

By Mr. Foster :

934. This system of sharing with permanent clerks—was that undertaken to
Provide for presz of work ?——Fogr unusugl press of work. I do not know what Mr.
B\ll‘gess’ views were. but mine are that to increase the staff to meet the demands of

at work would entail ten times or a hundred times the expense on the Govern-
ment; hecause, when a man comes into the Departmert it 1s hard to get rid of him.
> Ar. Burgess is a man of hard-working habits himself, and it was hisidea that clerks
should do the same, So, instead of engaging outside clerks to come 1n, thereby
Increasing the staff, we doubled up the staff we had, in order to meet the emergency.

935. So that, although we agreed to it having been 1rregular,.the work was
more economically done than it would have been done under other circumstances ?
—A8 far as my knowledge goes, T am satisfied the work was done, and I am also

?I?tiSﬁe(l that under this system tens of thousands of dollars have been saved to the
Teasury,

By Mr. Somerville :

& 936, With reference to this first cheque which Palmer says Nelson asked him
0 share with McCabe, what do you say ?—I deny that point-blank.
337. And that you gave him 85 for McCabe's share ?2—I deny that.

g 3R, And that you refused to take the second account to Burgess ?—The second
eount I know nothing of.

By Mr. Taylor :

R .939, You did not give $4 to Palmer to take to McCabe on the second cheque ?>—
05 nor $5 on the other.

By Mr. Hyman :

Tk 940. What do you mean by “system” 9—You cannot hair-split on my words.
oW it was a system that prevailed.
knoxgﬂ' That permanent clerks should get work as extra clerks ?—I say I do not

of any instances except my own. I have heard rumours.
By Mr. Montague :

Yo 942, Have you had any conversation with Palmer since he was dismissed ?—
)

sati I have met him a number of times on the strcet, but have not had any conver-
Aton with him,

By Mr. Somerville: :
4 943, You say this system which has been established in the Department has
Ved tens of thousands of dollars to the Government 2— Yes.
have944"dThen it must have been a system ?—1If I used the word ¢ system” I should
Sald practice,
D - You said this practice has saved the Government tens of thousand of dollars.
0 you me

an annually ?—No ; not annually, I think it would take ten or twenty

clep! y
CIRs at, times,
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946. It was with the full knowledge of the heads of the Department that this
practice was established ?—I know nothing about that. You will have to ask the
heads of the Department. .

947. Did Mr. Burgess know anything about this ?—I told Mr. Burgess this work
had been done by Mr. McCabe.

948. You knew this practice was prevailing in this Department for years?—
I did not know it.

949. Why did you say it saved ten thousand dollars a year ?—By making clerks
work over time.

950. You said, the practice of doing this work with extra clerks and sharing
with them ?—I did not say sharing. I mean the practice of making clerks-eome
back and do the work, whether they got paid or not. I did not say anything about
extra pay.

951. You know, as a matter of fact, that work has been done by permanent
clerks and they have been paid for it ?7—I have heard it rumoured.

952. Did you ever hear of the Joseph Wright case >—No; until the thing came
up here.

"y 953. There were general rumours to that effect ?—I have heard them.

954. Mr. Burgess never knew you shared this money ?—What money ?

955. With McCabe.—No. 1

Mr. Bowell asked at the last meeting of the Committee during the examl-
nation of Mr. Burgess:—

“488. I understand you to say no permanent clerk in y our Department has
received any extra pay” ? and he replied: “Only Mr. Turner.”

956. You do not know of any ?—No; I can only speak from my own experience. 1
know Mr. Burgess was not aware any of this money was given to me. I suppose
it is a revelation to him now.

By Mr. Bowell :

957. Who suggested this mode of evading the law f—1I do not know. I suppose

each man did it for himself,

958. With how many clerks could you, if you had wanted, shared in the
Department ?—I have no idea.

959. How many accounts could you have certified to there? You have
mentioned Mr. Ogden, Mr. McCabe and Mr, Palmer.—There were a large number
of extra clerks in the Department,

P

)
i
]

960. How many are there beside these three ?—1I do not know how many extra

clerks there are in the Department.

961. How many could you have certified for 2—I do not know.

962. I want an answer.—I1 do not know.

963. How many clerks have you under you ?—I have one extra clerk under my
charge. A little while ago 1 had three under my charge, and at another time I had
two.

By the Chairman :

964. How many permanent clerks ?—A short time ago I had two permanents
and now I have one. ~Sometimes the clerks were not under my charge, although
they were in the same office.

By Mr. Bowell :

965. The Deputy Minister had no other way of finding out how many hours
these men had work but by you?—He had to take my word for it.

5

By Mr. Bergeron : g
i
'i




By Mr. Hyman :
966. 1 see your name appears for $1,200 in June, 1890. Did you receive any
Other moneys except those you have told us about 2—No. The accounts will be here.

967. T am speaking of the accounts in your name ?—No. )
968. Did you receive any other moneys, except what appears in your name ?

Mr. A. M. Buraess.—Might I be allowed to make a statement. I simply beg
1o state that in the excitement of the moment at the last meeting, in answer to a
question by Mr, Somerville, as quoted to-day, I stated what T would very seriously
Dodify tO-aﬂy that is. that T knew of no cases in the Department. T thought it
was Mr. Foster who asked me the question, and I understood it to refer to the pre-
Paration of the Burr Index: “Did I know whether any permanent clerks had
Shared in the money paid for extra wok?” That is what [ understand the question
tobe. If I had understood it to be otherwise I should bave answered it otherwise.
K did know of a practice prevailing in the Department in several instances, of which
3m quite prepared to give a list to the Committee at the next rr_leeting. That is
Why 1 would prefer to keep my statement until the next meeting, so that I may
aceompany it with a list of those cases in which this practice has prevailed.

By the Chairman :

969. Youranswer had reference to the Bure Index ?—Yes; when occasional extra
;01'_ was given to other clerks, or their fomale relatives, for the express object of
aking up their salary.

By Mr. Foster :

970. Permanent clerks 7—Yes. g : "
e 971. In those cases,did you know that full work was given ?—I say so positively.
00k the greatest pains in those cases.

By Mr. Bowell :

thi 972. Could you tell us—because there may be some mi_sapprehension about

Ols‘lf you know of any cases in which permanent clerks 'recewed money for work

no“e by Friends of theirs and for which they themselves did no work ?—I know of

i cases of that kind, I did know of cases in which the relatives of permanent
orks were paid for the work which the permanent clerks did themselves.

By Mr. Foster :

e 972a. Your answer the other day was under & misapprehension 2—Yes ; under a
“pprehension, I take the opportunity of saying 50 NOW .

By Mr. Montague :

3. 1T . : know that certain permanent clerks
w . I understand you to say you did not KnOW Zid ; :
“Te doing extra workyzmd get,t}iyn}g extra money in this irregular way ?—Yes I did.

By Mr. Somerville : L
97

€Xtrg . You say the relatives of these permanent clerks were drawing pay as for
gsgrw‘ce ?—Well, I understand they were relatives.
ing The wives of these men ?—In some cases the %mvles: o o0 i
e W"hoDs(;] you know the name of Miss Lizzie Evans f—1 cannot say; I thought
© was.
7. Do vou kno b - Wvans 2—1I think I know bot}x of them.
978 Misg Lizz?e Yﬂ\%\fx.;s: ;%C%ZELGO in 1886 and $280.80 in 1887. You don’t
Wifr. Who she is? She would be the wife of some clerk ‘.?-—I don’t tt}mk she was the
i She was a cousin, I think, of the wife of Mr. Pereira, the Assistant Secretary.

kne
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979. She was the cousin of the wife ?—Yes ; she was living at Pereira’s house, 50
I understand. I profess no personal knowledge of that.

980. Do you know Miss Lucy Evans ?—I understood she was the sister of Miss
Lizzie, but of my own personal knowledge I don’t know. In 1886, and these days
when there was an enormous quantity of work being done by the Department,
don’t pretend to L now one-half of those who were at work. :

By Mr. Montague :

931. So this practice allowed, was the means of avoiding the Civil Service Act
for the purpose of fraudulently giving money to these clerks, was allowed by you a8
a matter of economy ?—It was allowed by me as a matter of economy.

982. There was no intention of defrauding the public ?—No; and I have no
reason to suppose any fraud was ever committed ; I took the strictest pains to assure
myself on that point.

.

By Mr. Bergeron :

983. You heard a witness state a moment ago that he certified to accounts:
You had confidence in him that he would not deceive you ?—Unless they were
officers of that kind about me my position would be intolerable.

By Mr. Montague :

984, You believe every dollar paid there, was for work done ?—I will go further
than that, and say there were many thousand dollars of extra work if you count
everything, even the official day. |

By Mr. Somerville :

985. When this work was being done, in that way you knew there were per
manent men who, were receiving a share of the money for the work done by the
extra clerks, had read the Civil Service Act, did you not ?—I thought so.

986. Well, you knew that more men were required to take the oath ?—Yes.

987. You knew the nature of that oath ?—I would not like to say that was presen
tomy mind at any time while this arrangement wax in force. 4

988. You knew of the oath ?—I always knew of it, because I took it myself'; if
was not present to my mind. Moreover, I would not have ailowed it. .

989. But you remember the oath >—I must have known it; I would be very poor]
fitted for the office which I fill if I did know that. T had no idea whatever I w#?
dging the injury. The injury it appears I was doing, I am sure I had no intentio®
of it.

By Mr. Montague :

990. I understood you to say that if you had employed outside clerks the sum
spent would be much larger than under the present system ?—Yes; I would g%
further, and say a good deal of the work could not have been done by peopie outside

It had to be done by people who knew the Department,
By Mr. Somerville :

991. Do you know anything aboutl the account (produced)?—No; I kno®
nothing about it. Mr. Nelson reminds me I had made some objection about it, b
I don’t remember, ;

Mr. Nerson.—I remember you enquiring, “ What is McCabe doing ?

Mr. Buraess.—It is very likely.

The Committee then adjourned.




ComMITTEE Roo,
THURSDAY, 16th July, 1891,

Committee met; Mr. WALLACE in the Chair.

of Mr, Fosrer presented a statement in reply to an allegation of Mr. Palmer that
the 15 clerks who had been dismissed from the Interior Department on the 30th
Fllne', all had been re-instated except two or three, which statement was filed as
“xhibit No, 8, and is as follows : —

(Exmrsrr No. 3.)

e I examined the pay list for this month, and find that none of these names appear,
10 cheques have been made out for any of them: E. P
‘L- F. Cross—Gone. ; .
Tty i Humphreys—-'l‘rausfem‘ed to the Winnipeg office, to fill a vacancy in the
- DOﬁﬁee there, caused by the creation of the Lake Dauphin Land Agency and the
eer Land Agency.
- Palmer—Dixmissed.
rs. Graburn—Gone.
s, Forrest—Gone.
Miss Slater—Gone. g 1
mate(sl) . ﬁlldel.?on—Gone (waiting for proposed gratuity in Supplementary BEsti-
- Loss of an eye.
% A, Hickey—nge; came back a fow days after the 30th June.
« Mungovan—Gone. :
é R. Bethune—Gone.
- V. York—Gone.
Went ??$'l G_ray__Tl-ansfem-ed to Regina Agency for same reason as Humphreys
innipeg. : ) 3
endeq W. Hoggins_Notiﬁed at the beginning of the month that his services were
and that he could no longer be paid, but has been hanging about the buildings.
William Peart—Gone. )
of olq | ). O'Brien—Gone; gratuity asked for in Supplementary Estimates on account
age. (Nine years in service.) :

~

\

—

and Ml‘ Buraess read the following statement, which was filed as Exhibit No. 4,
18 as follows :— 3
(Exmsir No. 4.)
Orrawa, 15th July, 1891
Stateltlnr' CuatrMaN—I crave the permission of the Committee to submit a written
Ueng clent in explanation of the extra payments which have been made to perma-
ose oks in the Department of the Interior and the circumstances which led to
» P‘lyments being made. : )
o env:as secretary to the Deputy Minister of the Interior in 1881 when the contract
Pany ered into between the Government and the Canadian Pacific Railway Com-
0ne.b At that time the staff of the Departmeﬂ‘t was quite equal to the work to be
f'()llo{vegt on account of the enormous expansion of the Departmental business which
Toaq, ¢ llll)on the completion of the contract and the commencement of work on the
ang ;et.olouel Dennis, then Deputy Minister, pecame incapacitated from overwork
- Felired from the service at the end of the year. After the 1st January, 1882, a
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reorganization of the Department took place, which it was hoped would increase ité
efficiency so that the work might be overtaken. Mr. Lindsay Russell, Surveyor
General, was appointed Deputy Minister, and a new branch was created to conducﬁu
the correspondence, with myself at the head of it as Secretary. How cver, the work
grew out of all proportion to the machinery in existence for its conduct, and early
in 1883 Mr. Russell was compelled to give up work, and has been incapacitate®
from business ever since. 1 was then charged with the duties of Deputy Minister;
and on the 1st July, 1883, was confirmed in the position. About that time the
Government made every effort to strengthen the working power of the staff. Mr
Hall, the present Secretary, was transferred from the Department of Justice t0
succeed me in that office; Mr. Joseph Pope, now the Prime Minister’s Private Secré
tary, and Mr. Arthur Chisholm, now Private Secretary to the Minister of the Intée
rior, were transferred from the Department of Marine; and about this time, also, Mr.
T. G. Rothwell, a solicitor in active practice in Ottawa, Mr. G. U. Ryley, a Domi*
nion Land Surveyor, now in charge of the Timber and Mines Branch, and Mr. L. U=
Pereira, now Assistant Secretary, were brought into the Department. With thes®
and other subsequent additions to the staff, the business was systematized, and
had been brought into a state of efficiency when, in the spring of 1885, th®
North-West Half-breed Commission was appointed. All the labour at;tella’;i
dant upon the organization of the Commission and the preparation of the
instructions fell to the share of the Minister and myself, but when the Commissioa

got to work in the North-West and began to send in- batches of claims which the,
had investigated and approved, it was found that there was no provision in the orgal
ization of the Department for doing special work, such as the issue of serip for thes¢
claims. I regarded it as important that the issue of this scrip should be surrounde {
by the same safeguards as the payment of money, and it was arranged that D";,.
scrip should be drawn except upon requisitions signed by myself and countersigne"{‘
by the Chief Clerk of Patents, in whose branch the recommendations of the Com%
missioners were examined and classified. The requisitions were then transmitted
to the Accountant, in whose office the scrip notes were prepared for signature, th*
same as ordinary cheques. '
During the session of 1885, also, there was an unusual demand from Parliame?
for information respecting the Department of the Interior; and the Rebellion al
added enormously to the work, both directly and indirectly. The volunteers wh
took part in its suppression were granted by the Military Bounty Act the choice &
320 acres of land on homestead conditions. or land serip for $80. It was necessary ©
communicate with each volunteer to ascertain his option, and as in many cases th%
volunteer disposed of his right, powers of attorney had to be filed in the Departmﬂ
to enable the purchasers to receive the scrip or warrant, as the case might be.
there werc over 6,000 of these cases, the correspondence of the Department W
greatly augmented. ‘
All this additional business was thrown on the staff almost simultaneously, al'
as there was no provision in the organization of the Department for conducting it verf|
great pressure of work existed ir the offices of the Secretary and the Accounmﬂ;‘i
It became a question whether an effort should be made to oveértake the work by th :
ordinary staft or whether the Government should be asked to devise some speC‘,)
means of meeting the exigency. The officers, especially the Accountant and P
assistant, protested strongly at various times that the pressure upon them was ¢
great, 1o which my invariable answer was, that the work must be done and that*
would endeavour to find some means of remunerating the staff for their extra labott
This class of business was spread over the years 1885, 1886, 1887, and part of 1888-,8
and in these years there was also added the office business connected with the Ci
Rebellion losses claims, These claims were investigated on the ground by a Co™
mission, but the necessary steps to make payment for the losses fell to the share®
the Department of Interior.
In 1886 the Department commenced to wind up the business between
various colonization societies and the Government, and this work has been spr
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over the intervening years. The following summary of scrip notes of various kinds
Which have been drawn in the Accountant’s office and issued by the Department in
08e years will give some idea of the extent of this special class of work :—

Manitoba Supplementary Half-breed sCIip. ....cceetcvvuerinnns L1
North-West Half-breed SCrip «.ocoocveeeerersereenns ceeee e BT90
Serip in commutation of the right of hay and common on
the Red and Assiniboine Rivers................. S NEERE 235
Old! Whiite wottlors’ BOrEDAuvis s veitsinacs iissssiarevsssboviiios dndilia 96
Military Bounty scrip and land warrants.........coeeee ueee 6,106
Colonization 80Cietios’ SEFP . ce weereresserereirasssrnnenseisiiunvas 3,896
7% 94 TR PRI 1O A0 N S g W 17,837

All this work was intermittent in its character, and had to be performed in
addition to (he regular duties of the persons to whom it was entrusted. It would
ave been diffeult to obtain outside assistance whenever and only for such periods
3 might he necessary, and, even if obtainable, such assistance would be of little
Value withoyg previous experience of the business methods of the Department. _
¢ annual report of the Department is brought down, in so far as the various
4gencics ip Manitoba, the North-West and British Columbia are concerned, to the
8t October each ye’ur and in fact a statement of all the business of importance
YWn 0 the close of the calender year is included. The surveyors employed by the
®partment usually do not return from the field until November, and between the
ond of the year and soon after the opening of the session of Parliament their reports
nbon the seagon’s operations, as well as the reports of the Crown Lands and Crown
quDber Agents from Lake S’uperior to the Pacific Coast, have to be collected, care-
Y Tevised, the proofs read, and the whole summarized, indexed and printed. This
ans that g very large amount of work is erowded into a short time. It can only
0, or a all events be done far better, by regular employés.
t the end of the financial year, too, there is, in so large a Department, neces-

;’:‘:l‘ily 4 great amount of extra labour in closing (1\? and balancing the appropriation
s‘?“"ts of the Department, the accounts of the North-West Government and of the
ernm

ent of the District of Keewatin, and the accounts connected with the Tor-
8 System of registration. i e
of th @ selection of the material required for returns to Parliament, the distribution
Oert'e ﬁlgs among the sessional writers who copy them, and the examination and
4 ication of the copies composing the return, has for many years made very large
durtr_lands upon the time of the regular employés_m addmgn to their evef'yday
ret lef" find on examination that the cost of copying, at a given rate per folio, the
s called for since 1884, has been as follows :—

L i SRR Rl e ek = K S S e $6,369 50
L AR ' i S et e 2,912 00
| R S s Bl O e 1,100 00
L A R AR I St ey e 952 05
L S S AR W e e 780 00
e R I Al o, T W el 700 00
10 T e g e s el ety SR S $12.813 55
In addition to : cer, it is f ficer t
th r however, it is necessary for some officer to
;ﬂ:(fit the materia] toebgl?:o(;)iggpig:;g’subsequex;tly care has to be taken that the pro-
oc¢ ;

; Uments have b ied and that they are correct copies. Of course, such

i : een copied an ) rse,

igfgﬁ allon as can be extraclted from the records of the Department is furnished, as
© case of all other Departments, without involving extra expenses.
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With a correspondence averaging, for the past five years, over 47,500 lettell)'ﬁ
received per annum, not perhaps all of very great importance, but all requiring to b8
attended to and answered (involving, in most instances, also, a reference to the Jand
registrars or survey records of the Department), and requiring to he cm'efullﬁ
indexed, registered and filed, so as to be easily found when required, it is necessarf’
that the officers and clerks of the Department generally should not adhere to the
officé hours of 9.30 to 4 o’clock, and I think it will been seen by the Committee that
additional demands of the nature I have been describing (the list of which could b&
greatly amplified if necessary), upon the time of the regular employés, must me#
great pressure of work and the devotion to their duties of a large amount of ext
time. .
I desire here to state most emphatically that no payment was ever authorize"--il
by me except for work which was certified by the proper officer to have been pe
formed or where I had personal knowledge of the fact myself. It was as a rut
work of an important and pressing nature, which could not have been perform \
within official hours, nor to the best of my judgment and belief by others than thé
permanent employees of the Department. This is not stated by way of defence, but
to show that the Government received actual value for every dollar that wi#
expended in this way. In every instance, so far as I can remember, this work wi
done and the payments made in pursuance of a previous arrangement with the clerks
and none of the payments were in any sense a gratuity. |
The payment made to the late Mr. Anderson was irregular, but this was HO%:J
payment made to a permanent official. - Except in this instance, none of the employ®
who have benefited by these irregular payments are connected with me in any wafi
directly or indirectly. None of them, so far as I know, regard the office hours #
the necessary limit of their labours; but, on the contrary, it must be within the pe*
sonal knowledge of a very large number of the Committee that they do not as a ruf®
leave their offices until between 5 or 6 o’clock each day ; and they are always readl
to return if necessary. Nor would I have the Commitiee to understand that anf
attempt has been made to make even the appearance of compensation to th®
permanent employés in question for all the extra labour they perform. :
I have gone carefully through that portion of the Auditor General’s Reporf“'?
having reference to the accounts of this Department for the years 1885-86 to 1889-90
inclusive, with a view to discovering how much, to my personal knowledge, h#
veen paid to permanent officers, exclusive of what Mr. Turner got. The amount is
small that I hesitate about submitting it to the Committee, being only $1,818.45, of
about $360 per annum. As to the payments made indirectly to permanent clerk%.‘.
of which I have no knowledge, it is impossible for me at the present time to ascel™
tain the exact amounts, but I believe them to be inconsiderable. E
In addition to the statement which I made to the Committee at its last meetiﬂ%}:;
in relation to the Burr Index of correspondence, I may say that when, in the fir®h
instance, Mr. Henry stated that permanent clerks had been e. ployed on the making
of this index I felt sure that I had no knowledge of this, and, as already explain -_;-?
that was what I intended to say to the Committee. I have taken every means in My
pow: * to refresh my memory on this point, and I am of the same belief still. I, ],{
course, have had no communication with Mr. Henry, but I have no recollection oﬁ_t
any conversation with him, either before the work was commenced or while it W v
going on which would indicate that permanent men wee to be so employed. ﬂ
stated to the Committee that what he did in this relation was authorized DY
his superior officer, 1 presume he refers to Mr. Hall, the Sccretary of th?
Department. I do mot recollect whether Mr. Hall ever told me that any pe¥
manent clerks were assisting in the making of the index and sharing the pr’
ceeds with the temporary clerks so empioyed. The question of the inde
however, was frequently discussed between us, and in order that this matter m#
be cleared up beyond doubt I have telegraphed to Mr. Hall, who is absent !
Boston on his holidays, to return here. If, when Mr. Hall comes before the Com*
mittee, he will say that he informed me that permanent men were so employed

sl |

‘



63

k___’—’///_‘——,‘-_‘

have no doubt that such was the faet, since I well know of the existence of the
bractice in the Department, and had authorized it in other specific cases. Whether
new of it in this instance or not is not of much importance. Itis an undoubted
fact, T believe, that the junior clerks in Mr. Henry’s office were so employed, and
that they were paid in the manner indicated. I remember that the work upon the
Index was stopped some time during 1890, on a representation made by Mr. Hall, the
nature of which I cannot recall, and it bas made no p:ogress since. It is a large
Index of a series of smaller indices, and its usefulness as a work of reference is chiefly
In relation to the earlier papers composing the Departmental records, particularly
Itle papers, and even what has already been done—it is almost complete from 1870
OWn to the close of 1882—has expedited the work of the Department very greatly.
dgree with the opinion expressed by Mr. Henry, that it would be a tedious, angl 1
am afiraid an impossible task, to bring it up to date by any system of working which
could be applied to it during office hours. | i
L would also state that upon further examination I find that the extra time for
Which Mr, Turner was paid, as explained at the last meeting of the Committee, was
Spent to a much greater extent in examining Half-breed scrip files and preparing the
2(131‘,11) notes for signature, examining, classifying and scheduling Rebellion losses
walms, and in writing up the Establishment Liedgers of the Department, tl}an in the
i.(_)rk of checking and making a regular account of serip and warrants of all kinds
Ssued prior to 1883.
s am reported as saying that Jane Ha‘y, one of the persons mentior:ed in the
Senc‘; gf; the Clerk of the Committee to the Secretz:ixy.o‘f ghtlal l]?elpartmenti W h((i)b_e ptxi’e-
e re for the purpose of giving ovidence was desired, has been employed in the
o, nical Branch of the Department. What I thought I said, and what I had
& ﬁen(_i‘fd to say was that I was, informed and believe that Jane Hay is a real and not
fictitious person, and that she has been paid for work performed in one of the
c;: l;{ches of the Department. I understand that she is a relative of a third-class
lealzh in the Department, who, at the time of his appointment, was a Public school
Helé.er in Ottawa, at a salary, I am informed, of over $600 per annum. He was
and(fed for appointment during the year 1887 because he was a good.stenographer
the lyPeWmter, and assistance of that kind was and is mdxspensable in conducting

arge correspondence of the Department. I understood at the time that he was
promISQd a

ad salary of $600 per annum (0 commence with, on the presumption, no
o thF’ that he had passed in a sufficient number of optional subjects to enutl_c him
alth at amount. It transpired, however, that he had not passed in any optionals,
at Szggh fairly well qualified in the two mentioned ; and he could only be appointed
Was 1, U per annum. There is no doubt that the object of giving the extra Writing
30th 3) make up the deficiency. Since the close of the financial year ending on the
une, 1890, the payment in question has been d_lscontinued. : .

Thom, ave seen in one newspaper suggestion that in May, 1887, when 1 paid Mr.
ied a8 Anderson $100, that gentleman was dead. I beg to stale that Mr. Anderson
viouﬁﬁ.the 23rd January, 1888, having been in his ordinary health up to the pre-
clerk j ay, and that when the transaction referred to took place he was a temporary
ave - he Department of the Interior. The same newspaper represents me to

: state;f‘ \ld that the $100 was never repaid to me. I never intended to make any such
did gq ;,(r)): Although I did not personally receive this repayment, Mr. Chisholm

me,

made have already frankly admitted that the payments complained of have been
ave 11 I contravention of the provisions of the Civil Service Act, but I repeat that they
angd ac‘%"armbly been made, so far as I know, for substantial service really rendeved
0 eseauauy necessary in the interest of the business of the Depur.tment: th de§1re
There Pe no portion of the responsibility which attaches to me in this relation.
Work tl]: 10 doubt that the proper wey to have obtained for the men who did the
ag eciﬁe Temuneration to which they were honestly entitled would have been to get
and R ¢ appropriation for that purpose. That method is adopted in the Post Office
hance Departments, and 1 greatly regret thatit was notadopted in the Interior
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Department. I would point out, however, that the work so provided for in both the
Departments mentioned occurs with perfect regularity at a fixed period of the yeal
that the cost can be very closely calculated in advance and the sanction of Parliament
obtained so that the payments can be made when the service is rendered. The
amounts paid out irregularly in the Department of the Interior have been mainlf
for work that could not have been anticipated, but of course the payments migh
and ought to have been delayed until Parliamentary authority was obtained. *
_ respectfully submit that the irregularity is one which does not involve my honouar 0
my bonesty. i
I would also take leave to say, Mr. Chairman, in relation to the evidence givel
by Mr. Henry, that I regret very much that in a moment of anger I should hﬂ.W% '
said anything that would reflect upon him. I prefer to believe and do believe, from
what I have known of Mr. Henry during the last 16 years, that he made the staté
ment he did and gave the evidence in the way he did from conscientious motives
and belicving that it was his duty to do so.

By Mr. Somerville :

992. You said, in giving evidence here at tne previous meeting, that this system% :
of paying temporary.clerks for work which was afterwards shared with permanen’
clerks was commenced in 1885, after the Hon. Thomas White was appointed, arldl,;
that you had a consultation with Mr. White in regard to the method you WOul.&@
adopt in order to pay for that work, and that either you or he suggested that thi®
method should be adopted ?—I think I stated that in regard to the case of M
Turner only. |
993-4. Can yousay when the Hon. Thomas White was appointed to office =
cannot say definitely, but I think it was August, 1885. 4
. (?95. The 5th August, 1885 ?—Some time in August, 1885; I do not remembe’
the date.
996. Mr. Turner, then, did not receive any money for extra work previous%
that. In fact, in your statement to-day you say that this class of work commence®
in 1885 ?—Yes; this class of work. 1

997. In your opinion Mr. Turner did not receive any money for extra sservi(‘z‘;’it

W

previous to 5th August, 1885 ?—I could not say that. I have no recollection
payments to Turaer in this manner before 1886 myself. i
998. Your conversation with Mr. White occurred after his appointment <

It must have been after his appointment, of course. {
999. And this extra work not having started until after Mr. White’s appoin®
ment, you must be positive that no money was paid to Turner for work of this ch®
racter before that ?—I could not be positive. Ip may say that I made no inquif)
with a view to ascertaining that; it did not occur to me. I only say that, to M
own knowledge, nothing was paid before 1886. !
1000. What was the name of the party used by Mr. Turner before Joseg;

. Wright's name ?—I do not know. I never knew of any party other than his wil%

myself personally. ’JI'

1001. Do you know what his wife’s name was ?—I do not. ]

i

H. H. Turner recalled and further examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1002. In what name did you receive extra pay previous to receiving it in
name of Joseph Wright ?—I received it in the name of my wife altogether.

1003. What was her name ?—Emma M. Turner, ‘

1004. Did you receive any in the name of M. E. Slighter ?—That is my wifé
maiden name. ]
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1005, lid vou come to use your wife’s maiden name ?—I think that was a
*3‘1ggexs.tionlgf9 g\éhldtt{(M: Douglas. )As I stated to the Committee before, he said to
me that there were certain jealous ones in the Department, and that as I was getting
Pay for extra work and others had been there longer than I had, they thought they
Were entitled to it, but could not do the work. The suggestion therefore came fn_-om
him that [ should take my wife's maiden name. I only received but three or four
Payments that way. I could give you my diary, if you like, showing when I received
¥ A money' FoR} 7)) . =

1006. The first payment you got, was it in your wife’s nameor M. E. Slighter’s '
- It was changed, I think, after the 1st of July, after I had received four or five

Payments—not a large amount, perhaps $70 or $80.

1007. O@ what date ?—1884-85, 1 think. '

1008. Atwhat date in those years?>—That is more than I can tell you. My written
record shows that I only began on the Ist of January, 1885, and then I have an
Wnbroken record for two years or over. .

.. 1009, Before that ?—No. I did not receive anything before that. I only came
Into the Department in the fall of 1883. I had been a temporary clerk for some
. time before [ ot my permanent appointment. ol
tell 1010. What is the date of the first payment in your wife’s name ?—I could not
you that unless d the ledgers. -
M 1011. 1 woue[?i l{k};atr) know who suggested you should use the name of Miss
- B. Slighter 2—Mr. Douglas. S
1012, My, Douglas?—Yes; he suggested I should change the name to my wife’s
Maiden name, because of jealousy. 3 i e
th 1013. You were drawing in your wife’s name before you Shanged ?—Yes; 1ew.;v
th:‘;et%l' four amounts, not very large, in all perhaps some $70 or $80, but not more
at. »

1014, According to my information, which has been taken from the Auditor-
*eneral’s Report, and which I have not had an opportunity of verifying myself, you
Teceiveq somethiixg like $2.291.80 ?—I daresay. 1t would average about $300 a year.
Work 15. Sometimes it was $500 or $520 ?—That depended upon the pressure of
TK,
1016, You did all that work yourself?—1I did all the work myself—every bit of it.
bi 1017, T want to know if youystlm'ed that work with anybody else?—No; not a
WOl Tt was money of my own which was earned by myself, and I used it
Myself,
1018. Nobody ever got a portion >—Nobody ever got one cent of it.
1019. Here iZ an acﬁqount to Miss Slighter, $251.30. (To the Auditor General) :
you hav_e not the vouchers for 1884 and 1885, or any record in the books showing
e this payment was made. ’
bo e AUDITOR GENERAL—Not in our books; we keep the vouchers every year to
eXamined hy Parliament. Then we send them back to the Department. It
zg,pe-"s in this particular case we have not the vouchers. We have the monthly
810 the ledgers, but not all the details.
By Mr. Bowell : ,
-1 1}020. Can you ascertain by the books when this payment was made, Mr.' Turner ?
OW very well about it myself.

& By Mr. Lister :
21. What is v : t that ?—I was appointed a permanent
Clexy SO0me tin?e, ;Stﬁi(:;: ,I;S (;‘)iﬁ.cut;?-;, i;%%l; 1 did not do any extra work for a few

Ilzo‘lths} after that time; I should say perhaps it was about the end of 1884 or the
Sining of 1885 that 1 first received any extra pay in this way.

By Myr. Denison :

10‘222- él‘hat. was, in your wife’s name 9__Yes; or in any other name.

—
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By Mr. Lister :

1023. According to your recollection, it would be previous to the time of th
appointment of Mr. White, if he was appointed the 5th August, 1885, that you h
been receiving money ?—I may have received a little money—not very much.

By the Chairman :

1024. You say that the payments were first made in the name of your wife
Mrs. Emma Turner ?—Exactly. -

1025. And afterwards it was in the name of M. E. Slighter ?—Exactly ; that l’l
my wife’s pame, too. ‘

1026. How do you account for the payments in 1884 and 1885, “ M. E, Slightef
copying, 10 cents a folio, $251.30.” Was there a payment made in your wife’s nam
before that year ?—No.

1027. Well, then, the payments commenced with your wife’s maiden namé
according to this report, in 1884 and 1885 ?—I don’t think it did. There were o{ll‘
two payments made under the name of Turner. The name Turner was drawis
attention to me, and it was causing jealousy in the Department, too.

By Mr. Hyman :

1028. Were you drawing payments at one and the same time under your wife
maiden name and under the name of Mrs. Turner ?—I think not.
1029. You won’t swear you were not?—I could tell if I looked at the books.

By Mr. Lisier :

1030, T think what Mr. Hyman means is, that you were drawing an amouf‘
of say $100 in your wife’s maiden name, and a sum of $100 in your own name =
Oh, no; certainly not.

By Mr. Chrysler :

1031. I would like to put one question on behalf of Mr, Burgess. Did you [‘
any conversation with Mr, Burgess on the subject, or had you any means of kno 1
ing that he was aware of what took place ?—I don’t know about that, sir. 4
work was given to me to do under Mr. Douglas’ direction by Mr. Howe, Mr. Rot*
well and other parties. I had no dealing with any person except Mr. Douglas, M*
Douglas was at that time Assistant Secretary of the Department. It was under
order that I did this outside work, and I did the work, and I received the pay, 885
have said, .

1032. What is your answer to the question as to Mr. Burgess’ knowledge, s0
as you know, of the payments that you were receiving in 1884 and 1885 ? Do y*
know anything about it ?—I don’t know anything about it.

H. A. Parmer made the following statement to the Committee :—

I wish to apologise for the intemperate language I used the other day, buf’
don’t mean in that apology to include Mr. Nelson. I regret very much in y0%
presence, sir, and the honourable gentlemen, that I made use of that language. .
would like also to modify the statement which T made with regard to some one 2%
ing me if T had made any statement to any person with regard to the Departmel;
After we got our notices of discharge on the 28th April many of the men who were’
the same boat as myself used to come to my room and discuss the thing, and of coul:
I may have suid something, just the same as they. They discussed the thing W
me and I discussed it with them, but no word was said about giving anything aw¥
except on one or two occasions, and not by me. I suggested a respectful memor’
to Mr. Burgess asking him to lay the case before the Honourable Mr. Dewdney, %
Minister, asking that he should get an amendment to the Act covering our cases. 4
have also a recollection of, I think, four or five of us, in company with Mr, Satche
meeting Mr. Charles Mackintosh. I said: “You are just the gentleman we are 10
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ing for,” 1 showed him the notices, think, \vhic}n we had. r?ﬁewed, angt?srllitzlnholllll;
a8 a personal favour if he would interview the Minister 01}t‘]1 ke Somsl?t i
ehalf, and T stated to Mr. Mackintosh that it would be Entl;)c'] a)tt’:tiil‘d, bé:ﬂ g
4 great many rumours going around, apd. a great many 1§ - i{'i{ert et ol
Tegard to showing it ll‘p’ and I stated if 1t was shown up e Ry ey
be a small matte;compared with it, because it was a petty thm_gi,‘a‘l‘lﬂl‘ y e Ve
on the Depariment and the officers of the Department. ﬁe Silal‘ e t:«r};)dfterwm:ds.
zv(?;l agﬁlin,” but I never had any co“?“f;‘?g%fﬁlfgﬁ ple.titif:)(rzlslz:lsl;i’l\g e to Il

18 % i ing down to his hous S P ) o v
it efol.z ﬁ(fe]%lel?\la Ké‘fol:ﬁn‘ljt i all the 1.?0011ect'10n, as far 25 1 know, of any con
Versation with any outside gentleman outside the Department.

By Mr. Foster :

1033, i Iv spoke with Mr. Pereira, the men whp wanted thfa samg
object as ylgltl)?ste{?’ g;)(;l %?r.yl\‘[lackintosh ?—And the men clerks in tt}:e 11)1epa1tment,
Sir, and I"think 1 have had two or three conversations th}} Mr. Rot Wet S

1034. With whom ?—Mr. Rothwell. I had nothing of any mon;ent., ; have;
We spoke about the Department ; that is all, to the best of my recl())'l(fc }O'n'diﬁ’erent

+ heard no threats of any outside party giving anything away, good, bad or 1n -

By Mr. Monlague :

b i ‘e ; Mr. Mackintosh ?
1035. Perhaps y il tell us who did make the threats to Aty . |
You say youefv;.lés ]Su(iltlxga:i in making those stntelrx}%ntslto Murl'b el\rf%ckin(ti(())snl}{: S};Jli
Must have & meaning? You say you spoke toa liberal me i
Spoke to g Libex'aillrggmbel‘; I di?ir 1?0t speak to anybody. They c%ime into my room.
1036, Who were they ?—Mr. Hickey, Mr. Bethune and Mr. ‘lo(fogov(ﬁl]x:in s
1037, Who made threats?—I think to the_ best of my knowecge Surite P
Norning—T think Mr. Satchell was present when We Wore discussing the )
1

i i i hi # ' Phatas all;

ickey stated i were discharged 1 will write the thing up. Ak
that iy the zlﬁ; igcl(fllgcetivov:le Il‘havebheard other remarks outside that the thing
Would | .

e shown up, not by parties connected with the office. T}}ilﬁ ll?etoa:(};et:i:’ngt'
My recollection, I made also certain statements 0 Mr. chke}:\ IWZl ﬂ' kg g
Evozﬁ 80ing on in the Department. I was entitled, and so was Mr. Hickey, y

Ser 4r we earned, because the law allowed extra clerks to receive full pay for extra
Service,

By Mr. Foster :

1038, You said threats were being made to Mr. Mackintosh, and the only pers?x;
You ever heard making threats of showing up the Department was Mr, Hickey ?
\ThfS';gWel‘e S tly, now, sir
39. What s ?—I ¢ t say exactly, . !
1040, an?;o(t)t;gff,.gmir;%l;}:daggoﬁe%_x think there were several who spoke in
p geri%ml way—if ‘they had to go « We would do so-and-so.
41,

M ou cannot remember any of their names ?—Only with the exception of
r. Hickey.,

By Mr. Bowell :
1042, Did Mr. Satchell 9~ Noj; Mr. Satchell did not make any threats.

By M. Montague :
very1043' Were

you among the number 9__No; I was not. The Minister was always
and od to me

: sati aid T was treated with kxm.iness by Mr. ‘White
axkoq 3 CUTgess boItr}l].corlwtfa:z‘;mno(?’c}n?{lplaints, except I thought it was unjust, and I
®d Mr. Poreira if Mr, Burgess would grant me an interview. lked
oug 1044, Then, when they made threats, you disputed with them ?—No; I wa ?1
of the Department, I was trying to get & position not in the service at all.



68

With regard to the reinstatement of these men, I was credibly informed that Mr.
Hickey returned to work on the following morning. I saw Mr. Hickey on Saturday
morning, and he told me he was offered extra work. He said we could all get extrd
work, and asked it he should intercede with Mr. Henry to make up what I -was

- salar aid: «] AV O - indif8
getting as a salary. I said: “No, sir; I do not want any favours, good, bad or indi i
ferent in that way.” There is a statement made that no person has been retnrned
to the pay-list.

s S =

J. Li. McDouvgALL called and further examined :—
By Sir Richard Cartwright :

1045. You have been here, and heard the evidence as to the manner in which
some permanent clerks have made use of some extra clerks for the purpose ©
receiving additions to their salary. You are yourself the head of the Department
—Yes.

1046. Is it within your knowledge thatsuch a thing has ocenrred in your Depaﬂf*l’
ment ?—I am sure it never did.

S

TroMAs G. RorEWELL called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

1047. What branch are you employed in ?—I am not employed in any branehi
I am law clerk of the Department. It is a departmental title. [ do not think it¥
recognized by the Department of Justice, but I am addressed that way officially b:
the Department. .

1048, Are you the solicitor of the Department ?—1I look after legal matters. I
matters of legal moment my opinion is asked, and if Mr. Burgess is satisfied with !
he uses it, and if not he refers it to the Department of Justice; or very often, whe?
opinions are given by the Department of Justice, they are sent to me to look ovet.
before Mr. Burgess deals with them.

1049. You have been a long time in the service ?—Not very long.

1050. How long ?—Eight or nine years.

1051, You, of course, understand the nature of this enquiry. Can you give 0%
any information with regard to certifying to accounts and these irregular paymen®
that have been made ?—I am very glad to be able to do so, because I think th®
matter has not been put fairly before this Committee. The general statement h#
been made that it is a general practice in the Department for permanent officials an®
extra clerks to divide payments, Thatis not true. Certain permanent clerks *
the Department of Interior I know have done so. As far as my knowledge is co™
cerned, it is that Mr. Burgess was pressed from time to time by permanent official®
whom I may call juniors, to advance them; and these juniors along with extt
clerks have to my knowledge been getting extra pay. Of course, I have heard thY
evidence here, and it has been brought out that other people got extra pay. I h&
heard that, too, but not in any way that I care to say anything about.

1052, About what ?—That I heard that persons calling themselves officials of 00
Department were certifying to accounts and taking part of the money themselve”

1053. You heard that ?—Yes; certainly.

1054. It it within your acknowledge as to who really were engaged in that 7
I know from Mr. Nelson's sworn evidence that he did so. I have heard that othe®®
did so, but I do not know of it. }' -

1055. Do not know what 2—That they certified 1o accounts themselves and &
the money ; but I know that they got money from cheques certified to by others. =

1056. And shared with others ?—I think the work was done by members of t4*
family or something of the kind. I would like to say a little more about the pré®



tice of the Department as 1 know it. When I went in there in 1883 and 1884 that

Practice was in existence. 1did not {hink much about it then, but I have 2 great
deal since.

By Mr. Foster :

: v i 9 -
1057. At that time, when you went 1n, such a practlce :‘Yﬁb 1{:\01«_;)% ? tzlgl\::lge(x)f
stand it was in vogue for years, and it is in vogue all through the ‘ e.par_ 1 Jsr;n
the Civil Service in the way T speak of—that 18, permanent clerks earning SmMe
salaries were receiving extra payments.

By Mr. Somerville:

1058, In contravention of the Statute ?—That depends upon the construction

Pt upon it, There has been 3 very strict construection put upon that clause of
the Civil Service Act.

By Mr. Sproule :

1059. The Civil Service Actwas only passetl in 1882 ?—A. That was the pract}ce,’
as far as T know. 1 have heard talk, but I do not know. There 18 another pomti‘
that extra work has not been disticguished pefore this Committee. Tt consisted of
two kinds—first, copies of papers, such as returbs to Parhament,.an'd other })ulfi
poses. For instance, when we have papers t0 cend to the Commissionet we sen

mere copies, and we furnish copies for many other purposes. A good deal f)f‘that,
however, has been done away with of late. The next class 1s that Sl_)Oken of as hav-
ing been done in the Department by permanents and the cheques being made out 1
the name of other people for that work. S0, there are two classes of work. The
class of work that was sworn to here the other day, for which permanent oﬁiclfilg
Were in the habit of certifying t0 their own accounts and dividing the cheques wit

‘}llnfortunate extra clerks, is stc;mething 1 had only heard of, but did not know until T

eard it acknowledged hore.

By Mr. Somerville:

. 1060. You say, then, it was a common pmctice, according to your explanation,
10 all the Departménts 9__1 have heard 50 ; put I do not know it.
1061. Heard so from pal‘ties in the other Departments ?9—Just general talk. 7
1062. You know of no spccial cages?—1 have been told tha} Lhereywere specm\
- tl‘&s'es in the different Departments if I would look inthe Auditor-(reneral s hooks; but

did not wish to become adetecti\:c in this business, just because our own Department

ad got into trouble.

1063, Did you certify to accounts 7—I cortified to a great many accounts for
COP‘(?ﬁ of papers of returus to Parliament and copies of files that are se}xt to Com-
g\clssmnem, and ,copies of papers for other purposes- T have also certified to one

count—that is, the account of Jane Hay. o § g 5 B
ROW;%?‘L Who is she ?—The mother of 2 junior official in the Depa tment, H. B

1065. Who di.  9—Rowatt. I will tell you all T know about it. Mr.
%owatt came to mg ;Plzx}‘;(l)\r; deat%o(\} the late M1- Douglas, the Assistant Secretary .
% © told me that he had been receiving sufficient extra work to make his salary up
0 a stated figure, I think $600 or $700. His statement was that he had resigned
i8 position in the Public school, where he was receiving $600 or $650 ; that he bad
ﬁe:n Promised an equal positim; in the Departmen.t of the Interior; that after get-
onlg into the Department, and on account of & rule in the Treasury Board, he could
b Y receive $400; that the difference had poen made up to him by extra work done
Y himself and the cheques issued in the maiden name of his mother. He told me
co?,tﬁlﬁ s t?l‘)ug\as had done that for him, and he said that he had been sent to me tO
¢ the practice
1066. Who did he say s : 17—7T knew that the practice was wrong,
d T refased tg (}ill‘:lvs :;3{1,23,{;&?31(}&"{\? it; but having found that his story Was
v (=]
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correct, I did it, and continued doing it. I continued doing it for three or four:
months, and then I told him this matter must be fixed, and that I would havé
nothing morve to do with it. Finally, I called him into my room and told him that
if he had not political friends to make this matter right I had, and I would see them:
He asked me to speak to them, and I spoke to one of them, and he was voted hi8
salary in Parliament. L
1067. Who spoke to you ?—I knew it was wrong—that it was wrong with the
strict construction placed upon the Act, and I accept the full blame. '
1068. When you refused to do thix, and wanted authority, whom did you geb
authority from ?-—I spoke both to Mr. Burgess and to Mr. Hall about the matter
They said it was all right, and -what I understand was this: that any payment®
allowed by either Mr. Hall or Mr. Burgess were as salary. I think myself it waé
salary. That is my own opinion, that it is rot fixed what the working day is—tha
it is not fixed when a man shall be brought back and when not. I may say, as &
permanent official of that Department, I have come back myself for five or six years
and I have worked in that Department for between eight hundred and a thousand
nights. I have left Mr. Burgess working there occasionally until twelve and oné
o’clock ; T have seen him working there with Mr. Chisholm, and I have seen MI:'
Chisholm ill over it. We used to bring back juniors and extra clerks. Who told"
them to come back I do not know. These extra clerks we could allow 50 cents al
hour, but the junior clerks we could not allow one cent. The result was that tbezv‘
continually worried Mr. Hall and the Deputy of the Department for extra pay, an®
in a moment of weakness he allowed it. This is all there is in this thing, except the
acknowledgment that certain permanent officials, getting good salaries—more thal
twice as much as some of us, who are working our ears ofi—and sharing the extrd
payments of these unfortunate men, who are telling all they know. I know one maﬂ;
who came to me and spoke to me nearly out of his mind. He was d‘smissed onc?
on my recommendation, because I thought he was a poor clerk. He came back
afterwards on the influcnce of Mr. McMaster, and he came to me at the first meeting
in this room. I refused to listen to his case. I said: “Tell the whole truth; tell &lil
you know; what makes you ask?” He told me that Frank Nelson did not want hi
to tell the truth. !
1069. Did he say that he had been approached by Frank Nelson ?—He said that
Frank Nelson told him tv say that he had spent the money for hotel bills. I do HO"‘H
know if that is true. I stopped him. ,
1070. What kind of a man is this McCabe ? Is he reliabie ?—I cannot tell yo%
that. He knew 1 had recommended his dismissal to the Deputy, and afterwards !
spoke to him about it, and said that since I knew he was doing better work I w8
sorry I had put him under that reflection. |
1071. You know nothing against the man’s character 2—I know nothing wha
ever against McCabe, except that he is uncertain. |
1072. Uncertain in his work ?—I know nothing about his work. w;
1073. Uncertain in what ?—He has been worried about men coming to him ¥
cover up things that there was no necessity to cover up.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

1074, Do you consider there is nothing at all to cover up in the practice of e
tering in the Public Accounts statements of account and moneys paid to people Wh
have not done the work ?—Certainly, or I would not have refused continuing to c€
tify their accounts; but as far as I know, every dollar’s worth of work certified ¥
that Department has been done.

By Mr. Somerville : '

1075. Some of the witnesses who have been here say differently. Mr, McCab®

swore, that accoun's had been certified for work which had never been performed ?

I am speaking of my own knowledge; I know nothing about that class of wor y
except what 1 have beard.
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1076. Do you know Mrs. E. Shore?—I do not know her. : .
1077. Did you ever certify to any aceounts in her name ?—I cannot tell until I
ave seen them, Hundreds of accounts were brought hto me to certify, and T paid
10 attention to the name, provided the files were all right.

1078, You would not I1)'emembcr Miss E. Berry 9—No; I do not know what that
Dameis, may say thatpossibly I know only a few of those accounts, because you must
understand that permanent officials came to me, knowing I had control of the returns

0 Parliament, and if they presented their accounts I simply saw that the work was
One and certified the account.

By Mr. Devlin :

1079. How long is it since you recommended the dir?m_issz.l.l of McCabe ?—He
had heen in the Department for about a year; I suppose it is five or six years ago.

1080. Since then you have known nothing against him ?—No. I may say, how-
éver, that with the exception of nodding to him and saying I was sorry L was S0
hars' to him, I have not spoken to him since. He might speak to me out in the
forridor or on the street, and that’s all.

1081. He is an able and reliable man?—Yes. :
By 1082. Are you aware that he was highly recommended to the Department?—

Yourself ? _

1083, Oh, no. I do not even know him ?7—I was told he was highly recom-

Tended to the Department.

By Mr. Somerville:
il

.. 1084, Do you mber Turner resenting his account anq your refusing to cer-
by i7" 1 do.yOI Zﬁ?ﬁe%e some ac([:)ounts in the name of Slighter. Very often I
gave him special work in connection with returns to Parliament. [ had an extra
?lerk named Deacon, and when a certain return was required by Parliament }n\:olv-
}:.)g Carefully preparéd statements I gave a portion to Deac‘on by Mr. Burgess’ direc-
vm“: and the other portion to Turner. I first went to Mr. Turner, as he was working
h‘-’ry ard, and asked him how much he could do. He took the half of it,and I gave
tlllm s0me more sheets and the balance to Deacon. Afterwards M‘l Douglas told me
g At Mr. Tarner was dissatisfied, and I then discovered that Mr. Turner was getting

X113 pay in the name of Mrs, Turner ? S )

085, At the same time?——1I could not tell'you if it was the same time. 1 may

I:dve certified to some further accounts after that, but after this came to my know-
8¢ I refused to certify any more. : :

I 1086, Were you instructed by any officer in the Department to continue 10

iy accounts ?—No; it is just the general way of doing the work.

By Mr. Foster :

1087. You spok t a view you had about that section of the Civil Service
é,ct' . Will you e]?)xp&ianb(\)r;lhm it is ?y—Certainly. There is nqthll}g to .sh_ow w.bat the
al?;kmg out of the Civil Service Act is. There is an Order in Council in existence,
b Lbelieve a ruling of the Treasury Board, which authorizes a Deputy Minister to
he o8 Pack any official he likes. As far as my memory goes, I do not think it says
It ‘shall pay them or shall not. I want to say something else, if you will permit me.

el 'hNelS(m, the other day, when before the Committee, s.tmed in his evidence that
an bad eard that Somebody had said he was going for him. 1 do not say I go for
at}imody without cause. I was the man whosaid that. ~When I heard him sneering
- L. Henry for giving away this thing, as they stated, and acting like that, I did
iug;.“}mgs about him and another that were perhags hasty, but there was some
fed ‘g‘eat‘ion for it. These men had been behind the Deputy Minister; they had bgeln
Wo.l‘k);v];lm’ he had given them lots of work, while other men doing more responsible

: : . oper d [ felt very much hurt that
this 1 e getting nothing, exceptin the proper s :
: egectlon should have been brought on the whole Department by a few; because

ay this, that there are in that Department 50 or 60 gentlemen with whom(
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am proud to work. I therefore said I would give it to Nelson if I got the chance:
I wish my statement {0 be scattered as broadcast as his was scattered. The man
who will come here and deliberately say that he is getting extra work, that he is &
prominent officer of the Department, and mixes himself up with men in the Depart:
ment who are doing work with which his cannot be compared, who admits that he~
has taken advantage of his Deputy Minister, and that he has taken money from &
unfortunate Civil Service employé, whois getting only $400 or $500 a year, deserves.
all T said of him, and I would like to say more and do more. I would rather be M+
Harry Palmer, or any other man who started this thing, than Mr. Frank Nelson,
to day.

Mr. PaLMER.—I beg your pardon ; I did not start this thing. ‘

Mr. RoraweLL—I did not say you did, but you have been blackened and madeé
a scapegoat in connection with this matter.

By Mr. Taylor :

1088. You state that an Order in Council exists by which the Deputy Minister
can call back any official of the Department?—He can call back any official in the
Department, high or low. Some of the Civil Servants do as they are told; others
perhaps, do not do everything ; and if I have done anything wrong I take the respon®
sibilities on my own shoulders. ,

1089. Does the Civil Service Act make provision, in case a Deputy Minister
orders back a permanent clerk to do work, by which he can be paid >—That depends
altogether upon the construction of the Act. I will not undertake to interpret
it; others can do with that. '

By Mr. Lister :

1090. I understood you to say you never received any extra pay yourself ?——NO?'
one dollar, That brings a matter to my mind which I will frankly state to the"
Committee. It is one of the things which has perhaps made me feel indignant aby
somebody who said I was as bad a man as any of the rest of them. Thereis asmall
account in the Auditor General’s Report which gives the whole thing away. That.
account is in the name of Mrs. T. M. Rothwell ; that is the name of my wife, [ havé
the good fortune or the bad fortune to have a wife who has a better head tha?
myself. Mr. Burgess, in 1890, told me to go to Banff on important business. 4
salary is $1,450 a year, and although I have not a very large family I hesitated, an¢

"

he asked me “ what was the matter.” I said “I do not wantto go without my wife,
and he said, “Take heralong.” I said, “I cannot on the pittance allowed by the Civit:
Service Act, $3.50 a day. I would have to stop at the Canadizn Pacific Railway hotel
and the fare is considerable.” I afterwards said to Mr. Burgess. “Supposing M1
Rothwell does some extra work,” and he kindly gave me $100 worth of work for hel* =
1 took the work and she did some 40 odd dollars worth herself. She did it herselfi
the cheque was made out in her own name and she got the money. When I cam®
back: as the money did not come up to the $100, I paid back the difference. I pai®
over $60 on account of personal expenses. :

Joun A. Hickey called, sworn and examined :—

By the Chairman :

1091. Your name is John A. Hickey ?—Yes, sir; Mr. Palmer stated here no¥
in his evidence that I had used threats when we were notified to leave the Depa®
ment. T would explain how the matter occurred. 2

Mr. Lister.—I think Mr. Somerville had better go on with the examinatiod
and let any explanations you have to make come after the evidence. B

WirNess.—I thought you would be kind enough to allow it, as Mr. Palmer W&
granted the privilege. The occasion 1 refer to was after being notified by th®



Department our services were dispensed with on the 30th of June. Well, a ferv of
Us met together, and we were discussing the matter. (Of course, mos'glof t 135;,
DPresent felt naturally annoyed, I thought, on being dlsm.\ssed so summarily, au:1 ;
8aid if T was not satisfied that there was absolute necessity for being dismissed a

the time I might be inclined to go for the Department, or to give them a raking
through the press on account of it; but being afterwards satisfied, 1 took no action
aud done nothing.  On the contrary, when Mr, Palmer was dismissed I endeavoured
to keep him as quiet as possible; and Mr. Henry is here, he can testify to that, I
Went on two oceasions in order to intercede with the Deputy Minister to get him
back, because T apprehended trouble, as he had threatened trouble if he w:.as‘uot
taken back, and Mr. Henry seemed inclined to act; but on further consideration he
declined, He said he did not like to interfere in the matter, so Mr. Palmer then
Stated to me he was prepared to give any explanation or any denial, or sign any
doellment, provided he would be taken back. Now, that is true, gentlemen, with

tegard to the whole matter. Instead of encouraging him to go on, 1 done all T could
%o dissuade him.

By Mr. Somerville :

d 1092. Why did you dissuade him to go o.n 9__Because I did not consider it would
0 any good, but only give a lot of trouble. s
1093. To whom ?—To everyone of the Departments :}nd everyone concex;)e 5
wh 110%4. How many in the Department did you consider were concerned ?—The
ole Department. : T
1095. The whole house? But whom do you cons_xder.was 1mpllcated? Was
the ) inister implicated 7—No; I don’t say anyone was implicated, but 1 say all this
. onfusion has heen made by his dismissal, as far as I know. g
12096, What position did you hold in the Department? Are you there now f—
am not, 4
1097. How long had you been in the service ?9—Qver seven years.
1098, And whe%r\ Wel-g you dismissed ?—1 was dismissed on the 30th June.
1099. You were an extra clerk 7—Yes. e
36 1100. I see in the Auditor General's Report for last year that you were pal or
505 days at $1.50 a day, and that for extra work you are down for 376 hours at 50
Cents an hour —that would be $188.00 Did you get all that money ?—No.
1101, You did not ?—The gentleman who was working with me. :
Pal‘t; 1028- Who was the gentleman working with you ?—It was not always the same
“EAYL - Som

tons of M etimes it would be a different clerk. 1 was acting under the instruc-
r. Henry
110 5 A e & AR »as I re ber
1 dOn,l‘_‘OE};iHOW much of the $188 did you get for yourself? As far as I remem

nk T got more than half that amount.
1104, About $74 ?2—Yes.

S 1105. But cannot you be positive 9__As far as I remember. It is sometime
e, you know,

11 i 1 i 'S e e 5 I
gave hgﬁ: f}))ld you get the cheque signed 9__The cheque came out in my name;

¢ amount to the party who was working with me.
§10 - Did you draw the money yourself’?—-l d_‘d- 5
108. Who did you give the money to ?—1I gave it 10 the party who had the cheque.
timell(}g}; Who was the party ?—There was Mr. Connolly, I worked most of the
With, T worked i 8
ber 1110, What is ﬁe f?l_s%zlf;]aoili‘;;'anem clerk. T don’t know whether he was a
mﬂlnent clerk myself at that time. ; —
11. How much did you give to Mr. Connolly 7—Well T don’tremember precisely.
m 1112, Who else did vou divide with ?—1 don’t well remember, there were SO
any of yg, J
hiy 1113, This one single transaction ?—The reason I remember is, T was more with
™ than any one else, '
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1114. This is a single transaction. Surely you can remember whom you shal'e'?1
the money with ?—I don’t think it was the same person. They were all charged to mé:
1115. But when you drew your money out of the bank you knew how much
you put in your own cheque, did you not ?—I did. A"‘
1116. And you knew who you gave the rest to ?—As far as I know, Mr. Counollf|
is the only person I gave to. |
1117. You shared with Mr. Connolly the whole of the $183—he got the rest of
it 2—I would not say he got the whole of it. ]
1118. The whole of the rest ?—I would not say he got the whole of the rest, bik
I know he got the greatest portion of it. .

By the Chairman : '{
1119. You say you divided the money with some other clerks. Surely you cal
give us their names ?—I don’t remember any other person but My, Connolly, he W“”‘:
the one I worked principally with. |

By Mr. Somerville : h

1120. What others did you work with ?—I remember I worked with Mr. Curleyi
he was an extra clerk.

1121. And he would not get any of it ?—Of course ; he would get half.

1122, Not with your cheque; he had a cheque of his own ?—Yes. ‘

1123. Who did you work with besides Mr. Connolly ?—Well, T didn’t pay pﬂr']
ticular attention at the time. _

1124. You must remember who you worked with ?2—Well, Mr. Connolly was th"‘f
principal person; of course, I worked with Mr. Curley, now I remember. Those at®
the only two I remember.

1125. Was Mr. Curley a permanent clerk ?—No; he is an extra clerk. &

1126. You did not share with Mr. Curley? What permanent clerk did yot
work with ?—I happened this way : That Mr, Curley was away, and when he returné®
we worked together.

1127. T am not speaking of extra clerks, I am speaking of permanent clerk®
What other permanent clerks did you work with ?—I don’t remember any other.

1128. At all events, you only got $74 of this amount ?—Yes.

1129- How long have you been in the Department?—Over seven years.,

1130. And you have been in the habit of earning this money in this way pl'ef?'
viously ?—I never received a cent of extra money in that seven years only this, and =
would” not have received it only for a friend of mine who ‘is down stairs in Mt
_ Henry's office. It appears Mr. Henry always considered the work would be bett?®
done by permanent clerks. It was a particular kind of work, and could only be.
done by experts, who were familiar with the work. It was most intricate and pa
ticular work ; and I may say here that this work, although done by permanent clers?
if extra had been called in it would have involved three times the expense, and
would have taken a certain time to train them. f

1131, That is your opinion. Are youa competentjudge ?—Mr. Henry is here, 1
can testify to that. It would cost the Department three times the amount. :

.. By Mr. Lister :

1132. You had made up your mind at this little meeting, you and a few of yo!
friends, to invoke the power of the press against this ?—No ; I said if [ was not satisfi®
that it was necessary to dismiss us I might be inclined to do so. Being afterwar®
satisfied it was, we did not do so. The Deputy Minister afterwards explained af
meeting downstairs, and fully satisfied me we had no reason to do so, and therefo”
I would not take any action. Or I never wrote a seroll. ‘

1133. Then it was on account of finding out there was no substantial reas?
that you changed your mind from resenting it >—I merely felt annoyed at the tit
as any one would under the circumstances.
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b -wards, if T had been
1134, And you were going into the press 9T would afterwards, i
freated unjustly : onted justly ?—I did,
11351.1,]%5013 found out afterwm-ﬁs t'ntzl_h {'}(1);1 }‘\:{Eli(xi]iz:::?fﬁ tﬁi ('{uitoj communication
1136. Did you communicate that to \
wit o i - person whatever. y Lok MR S
hﬂl??’lD%?l:;g,s; glf;?l?;‘nolt'lclt?;e}zt ':o make. How many were you?—I thin
were four - fi " have the writing
1fl%l§.te§?3uoivgge§: (;)(f ltll:e writing, were you 7_Tt[ would have done g
myself. I considered I would be jusm-:led in doing I' T S R Y IR
L189. What were you going 10 write v o hes n%cn a great many of them,
Necessary tyranny to send so many men adrift, and these ,ag

it we ard to be summarily
were unfitted for other callings, and I thought it was very hai
dismissed,

Ll e e e

. i e sidered if it was
1140. You considered it was a fearful piece of tyranny ! L cons:
Unnecessary i BT 7 dnane AEp 't know
(ldﬁslqr){'gtlvgvoe‘:'led;)oeir:}glgonggandon the Govemmenltl fcfl :in?li]]tgv;glil d l[m(.i\?ensatisﬁe d
1t would affect the stability of the Government, but at all events
my feeling 9 't know that it
; lljg.g You were going to abandon the .Go"erm%en-t.’ frzglggeld dr?&'t fl'erelalings, any
Would seriously affect the Government, but it would have ]
Wa,y_

se 7—Well I would con-
.. 1143, Well, now, you were going to attack them, Iysuppose? We
"der T would have péffect right ; this is a free el d of thisdistribution of extra
1144, Were you going to attack them on the ground o
PAy?—No; not on that account. : g
1145, You swear that was not in your mind: et L el
ki d1146. It was not to show the Department up =—=0; g
ind,

« .annically with a few of your own
£ 1147, Nothing more than they were acung -tyllx‘l(lilil:rs;itilgil]:l‘h‘- y
"lends ?—J thounwht they were acting summarily in dl 0 e?‘ Dractices prevailing
. 1148, You h?md no intention whatever of showing impr P
n the

and all [ could to
1 the Department? You would not do it ?—1I would not, and I done
strain Palmer from doing it.

By Mr. Somerville:

: ) 3 id before, I was
Why have you changed your mind 9—Because, as 1 sa ’
: . T
With a proper dismissal.

By Mr. Lister:

Now o i at v 2
i S sentlemen who met in that room
=iy 1150. No , have you seen your friends—the &

1149

Hl“fgtl t}fm oceasionally. ) 4
- Every day ?—Not every ¢ ay. t. Mr, Palmer drew up a petition,
but, 1115-'- re you going back ?—1 don’t know that. 2

. 7 w up a petition my-
Wanted to do 1t in a legal and consti_tunonal ;v?nyig?(;lt;gzsvriti}nz.l
ilm'i we decided to give it to Mr. Pereira to pu 2
. ' e i i as not sufficient to
ungd 1154, %gllll (\l::f;e;lf;;i?d P[:\(llrlr:er’s constitutional knowledge was not suff
dertake that pay rork ?—Well, yes.
rt of the work ? ell, y e . ey
1155 Was Palmer present when you drafted it ° 1 - rtion of it mywself. There
156, It was a joint work ?—I done the P"!“?pron}:oit hastily, in a few minutes.
s lhlaﬁ‘{ze been some alterations made in if. ;ejaurbs and you swear that only on gng
: ¢ o for seven ) t ¥ P
it Lo Bave b thore T sovt, Yo 0 208 il e
it 5 Pormanent clerk ? —As far as 1 1‘0membet’"-xs far as I remember.
o i U e e e been more ; but I said before
th t1159‘ Ouly on one occasion?—There may have bo )
At there may have been more.

self,

on wa,



76

1160. Do you undertake now to swear that there were no more cases ?—I’Wﬂ[
not ; I will not swear to anything but what I know to be true.

1161. And you do not know that ?—I do not. '

1162. Who did you divide up with ?—with Connolly ?—Connolly and Curley.

1163. Why did you divide with Curley ?—He worked with me. 4

1164. He was an extra clerk ?—As [ said before, we should have worked, I think:
together. That was how the matter occurred. I remember we worked togethels
but I forget the details,

By Mr. Bowell :

1165. I understood you to say that you divided with Mr. Curley because yots
worked on a certain piece of work together and put in one account, which yot
divided ?—Mcr. Curley put in a cheque at one time for me and then I putin a chequ®
for'him. . ™

1166. You were both extra clerks ?—Yes.
By Mr. Lister :

1167. Why should he put,in an account for you ?—Because at the time it Wi
put in it was arranged that we took work alternately, week about. That is, whe®
we extra employés worked. We averaged about twenty hours a week. ]

1168. Then you would have two weeks in one cheque ?—No. The amount 0%
his week’s work of ten hours at 50 cents would be $5, and my work at $5 would b
$10. We would malke the cheque out for two weeks. ‘

1169. You could have put your own account in ?—VYes. 5

1170. And he could have put his in ?—Yes; but it would only be a small matt€
of a few dollars. I am prepared to say the work was faithfully and honestly doﬂ‘e,

1171. Mr. Connolly was a permanent clerk ?—He was latterly. ¢

1172. And he was at the time the cheque was made out to you ?—He was part
the time, but I do not think he was a permanent clerk for the whole of the time.

1173. Was he a permanent clerk at the time the services were rendered o'
which you got a cheque ?—As I said, he was for the most of the time; but I thip*
there was a portion of the time he was not. :

1174. Was there any portion of it earned while he was a permanent clerk
There was. |

1175. Was he the only permanent clerk you divided with ?—There may hat®
been others, but he is the principal one I recolleet. g i

1176. Was that last year ?—Last year.

1177. You swear that you have no recollection of dividing up with permane’™
clerks previous to last year ?—No. 4

1178, And that you never earned any extra pay yourself ?—No; only on th#
oceasion.

1179. Did you ever act as a convenience for some permanent clerk who ha%
done work—to have a cheque made out in your name and go and draw the mon€
and give it to him, you doing none of the work yourself ?—I may have done it, b*
I do not remember.

1180. Do you swear you do not remember ?—I do not remember. I remembﬁ; :
one occasion I was approached to do it, but I did not. {
1181. Was that lately ?—It was about the last time we went to work there.

1182. Do you tell the Committee here that you never allowed your name to "
used for the purpose of drawing money for permanent clerks ?—As far as mf
memory goes, I do not remember it. I remember distinctly that I refused whe¥
asked, although I was conscious he did the work, and that it would be certified toPX-
Mr. Henry.

1183. Did you, during the time this conspiracy was hatched up >—There wit
no conspiracy.

~
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i 1l your friendy, at_ the
1184, p 1d be the better word. Did you tell your y 86_&
‘e you }?glgfi;x(:‘ggnvg(g‘igce, that you had received cheques for permanent clerks?
—1do not remember.

4 1185. Will you swear you did not ?—I may have kaid something of the kind, but
0 not remember it. : i : "y
1186. What ?:; ;our present employment,—in the Civil Service ?—Noé at p1 ebenrf{
1187. Do you expect to receive employment ?>—No; not from any ; ovegnmer o
!;_ources. I had been acting as insurance agent, and I bave been a notary by p
ession,

1188, Tn Quebec ?>—Yes. i : :
b 1189, Yo? have been in expectation of receiving employment again ?—There has
€€n no promise made to me. ; .
119(ID). Did you ask ?—No ; but when I was dismissed I applied to §°{ne 4 d’ﬂty
riends—it is not necessary to mention the gentleman’s names. I certainly tried to
8¢t back again, but I found it was useless.

"By Mr. Taylor:

: he employés
1191, You made the statement here a few moments ago that all t
drew money in this way. What did you refer to,—all the employés in your room
- Orin the whole Department ?—1I did not say that.
1192, That waI; the interpretation I put upon it, that all the employés of (?‘;12
Department earned it in this way ?—I did not say it. In fact, I got Eo extr?) W .
€re myself except that year, although- I had been seven years t el('ie. lrc1l ont
9¢Casion when T had been burned out here I applied for extra '?vork and could nod
8etit. The Deputy told me that this extra work was only given to orphans an
Widows, anq persons in very distressed circumstances.

By Mr. Lister :

g 1193. You do not recollect being offered money for your name ?—No. If ithad
N offered I would not have taken it.

By the Chairman :

d 1194, This work was faithfully performed that you spoke about as having been
one by Mr, Conmolly ?—1t was earned faithfully.

By Mr. Denison :

= sountry.
I w1195. How many years were you engaged on the press ?—It was up the country

i 228 00t & journal of great importance. 1t was a paper conducted by Dr. Shannon.
Was the Eganville Enterprise.

—

Mz, G. RotaweLy recalled and further examined :—

By Mr. Taylor :

1196, T w3 : ou certified to were for work gctually
done gpnq theW r‘:gntzc;'a:frrlec‘agl‘;ihi?e?coil?éig};t to say that in the case I mentioned of
itl" Rowatt T told him he would have to do the work again before 1 would poriity

»80d he actually worked two hours for every one he was paid.

——

L. C. Prrerra called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville: Bt ¢

o th1197. What position do you occupy in the Department ?—Assistant Secretary
& Department 1 .
1883 ow long have you been in the Department ?—Since the 1st of January,

1199, What salary do you get ?7—$1,800.
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1200. Is that the whole salary you get ?—That is the whole salary I am drawind
to-day. i

%’201. How is that money paid ?—That is my Permanent salary.

1202. You are acting as Private Sccretary ?—I was.

1203. But not now ?—No.

1204. When did that salary cease ?—30th June last.

1205. Who is Private Secretary now ?—I do not know.

1206. How long did you occupy the position of Private Secretary?—I hav®
been Private Secretary under different Ministers.

1207. Can you remember when you were appointed ?—I came up first as Private
Secretary to Sir David Macpherson. ]

1208. Were you filling another appointment in the service ?—I was a second
class clerk in the service.

1209. [ am informed that you have been in the habit of drawing money othet
than your salary from the Department. Isthat the case ?—I have.

1210. In your name, or in what other names have you drawn money.?
name of Lizzie Evans. :

1211. Any others ?—Ellen Berry.

1212. Any others ?—No.

1213. Just those two ?—Yes.

1214. You know Lucy Evans ?—No. s

1215. Did you ever draw any money in the name of Lucy Evans ?—No.

1216. Where does Lizzie Evans live 2—She is my wife.

1217. Who is Miss Berry. Not your wife, too ?—That is an assumed name.

1218. There is no such person ?—No.

1219. How did you come to make out an account in Ellen Berry’s name ?—*
would like to make some statement to the Committee.

1220. Answer the question first and make some statement afterwards. Vel'
well, then you may make your statement ?—After the session, at the time. of th%
North-West Rebellion, the two private secretaries of the Minister of Militia had®
grant of §500 each for extra work, which was entailed upon them by the occurrent
of the North-West Rebellion. The late Minister of the Interior, the Hon. Thomd®
White—who was subsequently made Minister—was asked on my behalf it a simildh
compensation would be made to me, because it was represented to him that I ha®
certainly done as much work as either of these two other secretaries, if not moré
My Minister said at the time, that he did not care to ask anything for his oW"
private secretary, as it would seem too much like a personal favour, He st
sequently, as I was informed by my Deputy Minister, authorized that a certall’
amount of work should be given to my wife in compensation for the extra services
had rendered, instead of asking for a grant for me. This extra work the Depu®
Minister allowed my wife to do from time to time as it could be found, and the*
was an amount paid up to about $280 in that name. :

1221. In which name ?—Lizzie Evans. I may explain to the Committee, th#
Evans is my wife's maiden name. The work up to about $230, I think——

1222. What year was that in ?—That was up to the year ending 30th Jun®
1887.

1223. How much did you get that year under the name of Lizzie Evans?7
$280. In the spring of last year, 1890, I was very much pressed with work, and
had made application to the Deputy Minister for some sort of assistance, and
reminded him that my wife had nof got the benefit of the whole of what the 18t
Minister had sanctioned to be given to her on my behalf, and he authorized me &
allow her to help me in my work to the extent of a further amount which woul®
about cover what the late Minister had sanctioned.

1224, How much did he sanction ?—He sanctioned at least $400, I know. )

1225. A year ?—No, for the whole thing; and I am not surethat he did not 5%
that it might be extended to $600; but I have nothing to show for that and I am %
certain,

In the
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1226. Have you anything to show for the $400 ?—The work that was _done in
the spring of 1890. was done during April and May, and the account for it would

ave been made out in my wife’s maiden name in the same manner,
1227, Bllen Berry ?—No; Lizzie Evans. I had mmgientally heal;d some talk
about extra work, and had heard it mentioned in a peculiar way: « We know who
is man is and that man, and we know who Lizzie Evans is.” I 1ook upon myself
t e responsibility, of which this Committee will be the judge, of not allowing my
Wife's name to appear any longer in the matter, and the account I made out myself
In Bllen Berry’s name. When the cheque was made out, I endorsed that cheque.
ere is no such person as Ellen Berry. The work was done'by my wife and I took
© responsibility of making the account out and the cheque in that other name for

@ reason which I have explained.

By Mvr. Lister:

1228, You sta t the Minister authorized you to do the extra work ?—Yes.

1229, Thatswz: tﬁ- the balance between they $280 and the $400?—No. The
Deputy Minister authorized the balance of the work on the authority which he had
Previously received from the late Minister. I would like to add to my statement
that with regard to the sanction given by the late Minister for the work to be given
O my wife, | have the authority of the member for Cardwell, for making that state-
ment to the Committee.

By Mr. Somerville:

1230. When you had this work given to your wife, why did you call her Miss
itlzzle Evans?” ‘What was that done for ?—I did not think it was desirable to make
Public in any way that my wife was getting the work. "
obi 1231, For wha{ reason};irl you not, if it was honestly carned ? 'Why did you
5 Ject? —For one reason I suppose that if it were known, very likely a number of
er permanent clerks might ask for the same thing.
u 1232, You state that the late Minister authorized you to get up to $400 ?—Yes,
stp tt° $400; but I am not certain that he did not say 1t might go up to $600. I may
ate that, because I have a note with me as to that.
1233, Whom did you get the information from that you were to be allowed to
%O Up to $600 ?—The Deputy Minister said that he thought that that authority had
a]t‘;en given, He was not quite positive on the point, but he was certainly positive
out t})e amount of $400. g ;
of ¢ 1234, How did you come to draw more than $400 >—T did it under the authority
6 }}:e Deputy Minister, because he was under the impression, and 1 have no doubt
5 u;dtgoé)d grounds for having that impression, that the Minister had said it might
0 $600. o
iy 1235. You were more interested in this than the Deputy Minister, but your
e bression was that it was $400 2—No, Sir; what Isaid was that I knew that I had
immelhlpg to show it was up to $400, but beyond that I had nothing except the
Pression, but what 1 received from the Deputy Minister. :
#h 6. Who was present beside the Minister and yourself when this understand-
g V{as come to ?—Nobody else was present. : FrL
had 237. Was the Deputy Minister not present ?—1I presume the Deputy Minister
an interview with the Minister because he conveyed the information to me.
‘30!1811‘133 . After you had had a consultation with the Minister?—I had had several
tations with the Minister about it.

By Mr. Haggart :

I understood t that you ‘had something to show that that arran-
'§::1°m. was made, O%v?,';’f d?) ?g; mea}lr] by that. Have you anything in writing
op(fc"'lng that 8400 7T have shown the member for Cardwell confidential corres-

out o ¢e with the late Minister’s brother which I think will satisfy him that it bears
My statement,

1239,
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Sik Ricmarp Carrwricn?—I think that correspondence should be producedy
Mr. Chairman, ‘
Wirness—If the member for Cardwell has no objections I have no objections:
It was a letter written by the late Minister to his brother at the time the arrangé
ment was made. He was helping me financially and the money was paid to him
out of this extra money. :

By Mr. Somerville :

1240. Repaid to whom ?—To Mr. Richard White, of Montreal.
1241. Then you were in financial difficulties?—I had borrowed some monéy
from him. <

By the Chairman :

1242, Is this letter in your possession now ?—The correspondence is in the po
session of the Deputy Minister. It is aletter in his private letter book. I have &
copy of it.

Mr. R. S. WeirE, M.P.—Perhaps I may be allowed to say that I knew nothing
of the existence of this letter until yesterday, when in the course of conversatio®
with me, Mr. Pereira showed me this letter written by Mr. Burgess to Mr. Richat®
White of Montreal. Of the statements in that letter, I have no doubt as to thei
truth, but I never saw the letter or knew it was in existence until yesterday. I a®
not in a position to authorize Mr. Pereira to produce it, but [ am satistied Mr«
Burgess’ statements contained in it are correct.

1243. Mr. SOMERVILLE (to witness). You have a copy of that letter in youl
possession ?—Yes.

1244, You have it with you ?—Yes. ‘

Mr. SomervILLE—I think we ought to have the copy of that letter produced:

After some discussion upon the point the Chairman ruled that the Committe®
had no authority to compel the witness to produce this copy of the letter, but tha®
Mr. Burgess could produce it if he cared to do so. )

Wirness—If the Committee will allow me I might say that the letter contain®
other personal matters which have no bearing whatever on the subject-matter of th®
conversation.

By Mr. Somerville :

1245. When did you first commence drawing any extra money in your wife®
name or in anyone else’s name ?—I had drawn money in her name for work th#*
she had done previously to this. :

1246. What time did you commence to draw that ?——I have no note of that.
have no doubt the Auditor General’s Report will show. =

1247. Did you draw any in 1883-84 ?—I cannot say. I have not made &
examination of the Auditor’s Report to see. :

1248. But you certainly could remember the year in which you commenced ¥
draw this extra money ?—I cannot say without referring to the Auditor’s Report. -

1249. But you did draw moneys before the arrangement was made with the 1%
Minister which you have spoken of ?—Yes, there have been amounts drawn.

1250. In the name of your wife 7—Yes. )

 1251. And in the name of anyone else ?—In the name of Ellen Berry, as I stated:
In the spring of 1890. '

By Mr. Lister:

1252. Is that the first time Ellen Berry’s name appeared in 1890 ?—Yes. i
1253. Previously to that time, in whose name were the cheques made ?—*
Lizzie Evans’ name. :
1254-5. And only in her name ?—Yes. ]
1256. For what services were the payments previous to the arrangement mad
by the late Minister >—They were all made for extra work.
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By Mr. Somerville :

1257. According to the Auditor General’s Report for 1883-84, I see, “Miss Lizzie
Evans, $120.20.” You got that mouney 9—No doubt I did. ! 1

1258. By whose authority did you get that work ?—Of course, I got it by the
Authority of'the Deputy Minister.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

1259. Were you not aware that it was contrary to the Civil Service Act to
Teceive pay for work done in that way 91 do not know that I was. I do not think
that T had”ever looked at the Civil Service Act at that time. _

1260. You took an oath when you entered the Service ?—T did not take an oath
When I entered the Service, and 1 do not think I did until quite recently.

1261. This was merely’a subterfuge on your part ?—I want the Committee to
Understand that my wife did that work ; and as to what the late Minister authorized,
he authorized it as compersation for the extra labour performed during the session
When the work of the Rebellion was on the Department, and that the work had
actually to be done over twice so that it might be really her own.

< 1262, But with respect to the previous payments 9__That was for extra work
one by my wife.

By Mr. Chapleau :

1263. You were compensated for extra work you had done ?2—Yes. z

v 1264, And to cofnpeg:ate you for the extra work you had done your wife had
0 that extra work ?—Quite 0. A 3
1265. You certified to your wife’s accounts ?—I1 did in one case;—certamly.
1266, When she did the work ?—In the case of Ellen Berry I did.

By Mr. Hyman :

. 1267. Did Rllen Berry do the work 9—No; the work was done by.my wife.
en Berry represented my wife.

By Mr. Somerville :

Ber 1268, What T understand you is, that this work done in the name of Ellen
r{:‘; was done by your wife ?—Yes. ]
did ; 269. And when she did the work you certified the account was correct ?—I
~1n the case of Ellen Berry. ’
12 0. In every instance ?—No; in no other instance.
1 7L Only the payments to Ellen Berry ?—Yes ; just the two.
i 272, Who had the checking of the work 91 checked the work myself, because
i}'ll ¢ only person who knew what had been done.
n0b0d“3' Did not you submit that to your superior 92— Ass a matter of fact there was
Y to submit work of that kind to. s A
Work 4. Vho knew in the Department that you were certifying to your wife’s
aceount:_I did not know if the Deputy Minister knew 1 certificd these particular
1275, Who : k the work to my wife myself
; sent the work to your wife ?—1I took the wor y wife mysell.
yg::.y Say to the Committee thatythere is not one night in the month for all the
mzl have worked here—and I was appointed in 1883—that I have not taken work
myself, altogether irrespective of that which my wife did.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1 ¢ 1 4 . - Y 4
the W?)Zﬁ: Did you select the work, or did your superior officer select it 7—I selected

By Mr. Somerville :

you gzz - You selected the work, tool it home, and afterwards when it was done,
2!ﬁed to the account in this fictitious name ?—Yes.

—6
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By Mr. Foster :

1278. For all that work, whether before this arrangement with the Minister,
after, which has becn done, and paid for, either in the name of Lizzie Evans or Ellel
Berry, the actual work was done by your wife?—The actual work was done "
every case.

1279. And certified to by you?—Certified by me in some cases.

1280. And in other cases ?—In other cases the work was done. 4

1281. Tt was work necessary for the Department >—Yes; it helped me and savet
me a good deal of my time. It would have necessitated employing an assistant fof
me if it had not been given to my wife in that way. ‘

By Mr. Foster :

1282. So in no case did you use your wife’s name—Ellen Berry’s name—as *
mere convenience to draw sums for yourself ?—No—never.

By Mr. Chapleau :

1283. There was no fictitious account ?~—There were no fictitious accounts.

By Mr. Lister:

1284. You said you took work home and your wife and yourself did it ?—Ye8

1285. That is so, is it ?—Yes. .

1286. I don’t care how much your wife and you did, but the work was do¥®
between you ?—The work was done. :

1287. The account was made out in her name and certified to by you?—*
some cases.

1288. In the two cases to Ellen Berry ?—Yes. : 4

1289, Part of that money was for work that had been done by you ?—The who®
of it was work done by my wife. 1

1290. You say you took work bome and your wife and you did it ?—I alwa)®
took work home.

1291. Did you do any part of it 7—My wife did it.

By Mr. Bowell :
1292. What we want to know is did you do any of the work for which ¥%

received money under your wife’s name >—What I wish the Committee to understal
is this—whatever work was charged for was amply covered by the work done

my wife,

By Mr. Lister :

1293. Supposing you took $100 worth of work home, did you and your Wi
work on that together ?—Whatever she would have done would have amounted
the value of $100. : i

1294. And it was for that account only ?—For that account only.

1295. And there was no part of your work included in the accounts of Bl
Berry ?—Not at all. o
o 1296. You did none of that work yourself ?—None. That was all work she &

or me,

1297, Then I understand you did none of the work at all ?—No. .

% 1298. And the bills made out to Ellen Berry were for work done by your wi**
—Yes.

1299. None of which you did ?—None of which I did.

1300. Who certified to the accounts made in the name of Lizzie Evans??
cannot tell, unless I see the accounts. I may have certified to some of them.

Mr, SomERVILLE.—These accounts are not here,

;-
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By Mr. Lister:

1301. You cannot tell. They were certified to, at all events e
1302. You may have certified you say tosome of them ?—I may have done so, but
tannot recollect,

1303. If you did not certify who did >—Some officer in the Department.
By Mr. Bowell :

1304. T understood you to say you take work to do at home for Wh'ich you make
10 extra charge?—I have done that until perhaps the beginning of this year every
Dight of my life since I have been here.

By Mr. Somerville :

1305. How many vears >—>Since 1st January, 1883. ;
% 1306. Since 1st ):Tgrnuary 1883, up to when ?-_Up to till towards the spring of
is year, ; ‘
1307. You were so busy in performing departmental work you had to take 1t
‘}Ii;)me every night ?—I wou{i lil{% to say tﬁat, perhaps a night or two during the
onth T might not do so.

1308. What kind of work would this be 9__Private secretary’s work and depart-
Mental work, \
q 1309. That is what I want to get at. I thought if you were s0O busy doing
epartmental work at that time you could not do much work as private secretary?
Figi: filled the two positions together. I may say, during the time I was working as
gl IVate secretary my Minister's system was to iake the information from the papers
imself jp great measure ; and that necessitated his going through all the papers.
l:ttalszt every case he nad to deal with he pref'erred to do that, and to answer the
Tatl?g: ftlll]“y himself, according to the facts as they appeared in the correspondence,

Fry an simply to send an acknowledgment and have the bulk of the work done
4 departmental matter. t

By the Chairman. : .
1310. That was Mr. White?—Yes, Mr. White, and the previous Minister.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1311, When did .h t has been paid away back in

: 0 t that sum of $400 tha een P ay

1882 or 1883 ?—Thlat Zurlxlx%)(f,' 8400 was paid after the North-West Rebellion.

You 1312, Because some clorks in the Militia Department had got it, you thought

3500W8mi1 entitled to it?—Two private secretaries in the Militia Department got
each,

Shou11§’13' It was thought you should have the same ?—My Minister thought I
13{‘8“70 got compensation. . 1836
1314, What year was that in ?—It must bave been in1886. . o
Was th 5. Was that certified to as work already dong, OX Was there work given f—
A late Minister who authorized the Deputy Minister to give extra work to my
Worl & COmpensation to me for his not being able to ask for a grant for me. The
l.eauyvgas all done over again, and, as a matter of fact, in that way the money was
arned twice, ¢ .
im 316, Thus you thought if you were ontitled to the first grant it was really
p°§)8(i)§)llng upon you to require you to do extra work in order to make payment
13‘.1?‘ did not think I was imposed upon. — ... . 4 g P e
thougt ¢ T ut you thought you were not dealt with as justly as the othersf—
§ab L was as much entitled to it as the other secretaries were.
i h318. And the Minister agreed to that 9—Yes; he agreed, and stipulated T should
; ﬁ Work over again, and he explained his reasons for not asking for a grant,
®h Was it was like asking a personal favour_for himselt if he asked it for his
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By Mr. Foster : ~ H

1319, So your compensation was really a privilege to your wife to earn $400;
which she did ?—VYes.

By Mr. Hyman :

1320. You had taken that privilege before this. What was the object in asking
the Minister to do it again ?—No; I was neveér in a position to give out work myse

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1321. Who selected the work that your wife did for the $400, did you sclect that
yourself ?—Yes.

1322. Did any other officer know the amount she was doing ?—They may havé:
some of them. :

1323. But it was under your charge ?—Yes, under my charge.

By Mr. Lister :

1324, The first work done in 1883 was done by your wife ?—Yes,
1325. And it was selected by you ?—It may have been selected by me.
1326. What about that cheque in 1883, that was to Lizzie Evans ?—Yes.

By Mr. Somerville :

1327. You thought you were insufficiently paid, Mr. Pereira ?—I thought I ba®
done a great deal of extra work which my salary did not cover, during the tW®
sessions of the Rebellion, and in view of the grant that had been made to the tW¢
private secretaries of one single Minister I thought, and I had every reason ¥
suppose, my Minister concurred in my view of the case. 1

By Mr. Lister:

1328. All this money I think you said went to Mr. Richard White ?—No, "‘,
not all of it. : ,

1329. The greater part of it, then ? I cannot tell you for a moment how muc®
of it; but when he knew this arrangement had been made, he was kind enough 4
help me through by an advance, and it was paid by cash. !

1330. When he knew you had made this arrangement with the Minister he 8¢°
vanced you money, and he was repaid ott of the proceeds of this work done ?—M
Richard White did. He was in constant communication with his brother and vvoll1
not have made the advance to me if the arrangement had not been made. I dof”
know if I did before, but I would like to make it quite plain, that the Deputy Minit
ter although be had authorised the work in the spring of 1890, that my wife shou!
get the work, he did not know—and I don’t know that he knows until I appear®’
before the Committee this morning—that the account was made out in any ditfer
name than my wife’s. I took the full responsibility of doing that,and he did not kno™
that I had used any other name than my wife’s maiden name. i

By Mr. Somerville :

1331. Did you ever receive any portion of the cheque made payable to Mr, Hut™
phreys ?—Never. )

1332. Are you sure of that ?—I am quite sure. As Mr. Humphreys name D%
. been mentioned I certified to an account for Humphreys, 1 may say for extra wo'
and the reason why I did so was because he informed me Mr. Henry had refused 3y
certify to it. He did not give me any other reason. He simply asked me if T wol™=
certify to it, and I asked him the whole of the circumstances, and reasons why '
was getting this work, because it was the first time I knew he was getting i, ﬂ“d
made him explain fully to me what he was doing, and I was aware—as I never 1
the Department before six o'clock every evening—he was constantly engaged the™
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doing o) '8, 4 atisfied myself he was doing this work, else I should
after hours, and I satisfied mys g A s

Dot EﬂVe certified to the account, but I know 1 have never received a cent of it and
DOW nothing about it. " P .

1333. T%mt would be this account ofHumphrey's in 1889-90 for 7(6hhoms‘ at 50

8 would it ?—I don’t know, I fancy the Committee are under. per aps,]a mis-

Pprehension about these accounts. Probably that would be made in monthly pay-

Mmentg, ' 2

1334. Did you ever receive a consideration from a man named Walter Hate

¢commending his annual increase ?—No. , :

1335. You n%vcr received any consideration ?——No; Mr, ‘IIut-ch came to m(;‘——.

he had been able to do some departmental work which I had been able to hn({ o1

—and he came 1o me and said that he had not been getting his increase for some

'S, and asked me if I would recommend him.

By Mr. Foster :

1336. w rmanent clerk ?—He was a permanent clerk. He had not
doing g 321’1}6 gar}::t deal of work in the Department, I thought simply, p(;rhal)‘s,
0U8h want of qualification for it to some extent, but I found that I cou d give
M Work which he could make himself useful at, and after he had been at it for
Some time he asked me if, in view of his being able to do some work, I was not able
Tecommend his application for his ordinary statutory increase. . I said if Ille
g“ d put in an application to the Secretary I would state to the Secretary exactly
A he was doing, That is what I did. . :
had 337. He had no'f been receiving his statutory mtc:-rease for some time ?—He
10t been receiving his statutory increase for some time.
S e(i?;sl rlecgeived his stat}t;tory increase since he spoke to you ?—Yes, all
did vy to hand his application over to the Secretary, and I simply stated what
hignew to be just to the man, because I knew he was trying to do what he could in

Se Work.  T'could mot do anything else than hand his application over to the
Cretapy, £

cent,

for .

him
Yea

beer,

Th]339. Why was he not getting his statutory increase the same as other clerks?

that g not g matter T had anything to do with. ) .

0 1340, What kind of work goes this man Hatch do ?—What I give over o Mr.
Aleh, g can find it, is correspondenee. If it is not worrying the Coxpmxt._tee,.l

would 1 © to say what I do is this; to take a fyle and write a letter for him in

::llqzthand, I write it in shorthand myself and send it up to him and he can type-
e it from ¢ t .

li htl341- F l'on? the shorthand ?—Yes. The reason for my work being somewhat
g €r no

: N and writers to do that

W 1s that | have taught three or four of my Sllorlh"-'{ { s
i';d I can 0 a great deal of u%)rk at night in that way. I write the letters in short-
id anq they can read it.

42, Tg't incipal k this man has to do?—That is the principal
Work he hasstohgf; 'the principal wor

1343, What is his grade ?—Third class clerk.

1344, 14 pe emplo;ed pretty steadily in doing this work for you ?—Yes.

S48 How wmany g does he work ?—He is there during official hours,
n 1346, | have bezn informed he does not do an ’hour’s work a d:.ty ?—He is ’,'(I’L
I ht‘:lgerlgom and I am not the head of the Secretary’s branch, but as far as T am able

ept him employed.
13 S A : ?—Yes, as far as I am able,
3 1328: 48 1t your duty to keep him employed ?—Yes, as far as I am able

as he under you ?—He was more immediately under the Secretary of
cbartmen

for hli?xf?);lf yo{l did not find work for him, was it anybody else’s duty to find work

do i atter for the head of the Department to say.
1350, 114 Wag(;tul;{);gx}a tr(];twl:(t;x-lli f:n?iler your instruction ?—Under the instruction
'y. 1 am only the Assistant Secretary of the Department,

Of the Secroty,
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1351. Did the Secretary instruct you that you were to have the services of this
man Hatch under your command ?>—He never instructed me, but looked to me 10
try and utilize everybody in the Department. !

1352. Is it then a fact, that this man Hatch was working under you princF
pally ?—Not under me principally.

1353. How much work does Mr. Hatch do for you daily ?—I cannot say that

By Mr. Bowell :

1354. Did you recommend Mr. Hatch’s statutory increase to be paid ?—When
Mr. Hatch put in his application he asked me if [ would hand it to the Secretary of
the Department, to whom it was addressed, and if I could do so to recommend it.

1355. Did you ?—I said I would state exactly what the facts of the case weré:
I did recommend it. b

1356. Did you do that in consideration of being paid by Hatch ?—No, sir, I d d
not, 1

1357. You did not get anything for that ?—No, sir, nothing whatever. I did it
simply as a matter of justice to the man.

By Mr. Somerville :

1358, No consideration from the man at all ?—No.
By Mr. Bowell :

1359. You borrowed no money from him ?—No ; I have borrowed no monefI
from Mr. Hatch,

By Mr. Paterson (Brant):

1360. What rule prevailsin the Department about certifying to accounts ? HoW
many are allowed to certify to accounts 2—I donot know that I am quite competen®
to answer that question.

1361. T understood you to state that Mr, Henry had declined to certify to 8%
account of Mr. Humphreys. Did you say that ?—Yes; that was what Mr. Hud®
phreys told me

1362. But it was Mr. Henry's place to certify to that particular account ?—Id?
not know that it was his place.” What I understood was that Mr. Henry, would no*
certify because some of the other men wanted to be paid.

1363. It seems to me a strange thing that he should go to Mr. Henry unless M,
Henry was the right man to certify. Does the rule of the Department allow that
a superior officer does not certify to an account the clerk may go to some other pe:
son and have him certify, and his account will be paid on that certificate ?—1I thin®
if a permanent clerk in any position in the Department was satisfied that the wor*
he was asked to certify to was done—as in this case I satisfied myself it was—h"
would have the power to do so.

1364. Any permanent clerk ?—I am not in a position to say that. 1

1365. Is it your belief that any permanent clerk would have the power to ¢@
tify to an account ?—I am not sure about that. 3

1366. 1 am only trying to find out the rule of the Department. To this wor*
which Mr. Humphreys brought to you, Mr. Henry had been asked to certify. ‘
did he go to Mr. Henry first? Did Mr. Henry give out that work to him ?—It W&
extra work on the books.

1367. Who should assist Mr, Humphreys on that >—Mr. Henry, I presume.

1368. Then Mr, Henry surely should have certified to that account that he b
authorized. I want to know what rule of the Department permitted him to go ©
you and how your certificate passed muster. Is every officer who knows nothi%
about anything to have the power to pass what an officer who does know refuses e
In that case it was the fact. But it was not because I knew nothing about it, I sat®
fied myself first,
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1369. If you had not satisfied yourself, or if it had happened to be somebedy
they might have done it too ?—1 cannot say how other clerks would have acted.
1370. In that case this man was working under Mr. Henry and Mr. Henry
eclined to certify 2—Not because the work was not done.
1371 But he declined to certify >—Yes.
1372. And you knowing nothing of the matter yourself, except when the matter
Was brought to you, certified ?—I think I have stated thatfrom the fact of my being
JU8t across the passage— : .
1373. But your work was entirely different ?—Yes. i ¥
. 1374, He came to you with this account, and said: “Mr. Henry will not ccl:mfy
to it 1 am not finding fault with you. I want to find out if it was the rule of the
®partment, You cex?tiﬁed to it, first satisfying yoursel.f that the work had been
one. Is there any supervision over and above this certificate of pe.x'm.angnt clerks
3 to how this is done, and whether it'is to be done under certain jumsdxcmon._ The
Mmere fact, of any oﬂiee’r’s name being on the account, does that pass muster in the
1chest quarter? Can any one of you in command supersede any official, although
YOu have not given the work yourselves ?—I think they were satisfied the work had
cen done, and it was not tor that reason that the person who gave t_h.e work out
‘R‘ll not certify, It was simply because Mr, Henry declined to certify, because
others would want the same thing.

By Mr. Hyman :

oA 1375, Did you take occasion to ascertain from Mr. Henry why he refused to
Ly Humphreys’ account ?—I took Humphreys’ word for it.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

ch.l?m- When this work was certified to whom did your certificate pass ? What
1a

does it then go to ?—To the Accountant.
1377, Was it any part of the Accountant’s duty to go beyond any officer of the
foepa}‘tment in regard to the certitying of accounts, or is that a sufficient authority
M ?—[ do not know what instructions the Accountant may have. ;
1378. But in that case there was no inquiry made by the accountant ?—No.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

oﬁiee1r379, I understood you to say that you did not go to Mr. Henry, who is an

; of considerable rank in your Department, and ask him why he refused to cer-

Egz he account. You had no'} commulx)licatiun with Mr. Henry ?—No, sir ; partly
Use T knew this man was working from day to day.

: 1381 Ir. Humphreys was a temporary clerk ?—Yes: E

this 881 And from what you tell us, it appears the practice of the Department is

cert_\that a temporary clerk comes to you after his superior, Mr. Henry, declines to
1y the account and you certify to it ?—I certified to it.

<. Mr. Henry is an independent officer, as faras you are concerned ?—Yes.

& 1383, And you, the Assistant Secretary of the Department, thirdin coramand,

b 00t deem, i necessary to hold any communication with Mr. Henry as to the

480ns for hig declining to certify to Humphreys’ account ?—I did not think it was
Mygolf because T knew this extra work was being done. I had the evidence of it

else

1384, Ag g matter of discipline in the Department, do not you think an officer in
Zg.‘(l)l‘ Position, whent ,}:eoffinésscffr any reason 1t[.)hat: an officer of high grade, if not of
i Tdinate dogree, declines to certify to an account, as a matter of bnsiness,that., you
anduld have had some communication with Henry about it 2—As a matter of business
(;Ourtegy’ I admit perhaps that I should have done so.

385. You have already told us you believe Mr. Humphreys ?—I knew Humphreys
V"Ol'king there. I think I may say that the Registry branch is in a measure

Wag
u
Just ag Much under the control of the Secretary’s branch, because the Secretary has
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really charge of all the correspondence, and must necessarily, therefore, have charge
of all the files—must have access to them, in order to get information.

1386. It might be a different thing it you had consulted with Mr. Henry, and
then in the exercise of your discretion, after hearing his decision, you had chosen t0
over-rule it. That is a thing which may or may not have been done with pro-
priety under a sense of your responsibility. I am putting the question to yot
however, whether you, as one of the principal officers of the Department, should not
in such circumstances have communicated to Mr. Henry, who was the officer who
gave the work to Humphreys ?—I have stated already that as a matter of busines®
and courtesy it would have been better, but in this particular case Mr. Humphrey®
stated the reason why Mr. Henry declined to certify to the account.

1387. You have stated a dozen times that Humphreys gave the reasons, but I d0
not care a straw for that. The question I put is: whether or not the rules of your:
Department are so loose and so lax that when an officer of that Department, having
given work to a clerk, declines to certify the account, and you certify to it without
the common courtesy and business precaution of communicating with the chief who
gave the work out ?—I think I admitted that I recognized that.

1388. That you had done wrong ?—No; not that I had done wrong ; but that, 88
a matter of business courtesy, it would have been better to have asked Mr. Henrf
about it. I would have done so in any ordinary case, but in this case I knew the
work was done.

By Mr. Foster :

1389. Did you do that more than once ?—I do not think that T did. - A
1390. Then, from this one transaction it would not be fair to deduce that this
was the general practice in the Department ?—Not so far as my experience goes.

By Mr. Lister:

1391. As I understand it, you have permanent clerks and extra clerks in the
Department ?—Yes. 1

1392. And the extra. clerks are doing work under some of the permanent clerks?
—Not necessarily ; they are doing work generally.

1393. Supposing you have someone in your office doing work under you, yoh
as a permanent clerk, would certify to that work ?—Certainly.

1394. Does that prevail all through the Department ?—I do not know; I am
not in a position to know. [

1395. Then, what right had you to certify to that account at all ?—Because
knew the work had been done.

1396. But not under your instructions ?—I knew it was done.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1397. Are you the superior officer of Mr. Henry ?—I do not know; I could n?t
say; but I did not mean, by my certifying to that account, to challenge Mr. Henry®
authority in any way. .

1398. By your rank, could you over-rule Mr. Henry in any way ?—I do not
know about that, ' '

2

By the Chairman. :

1399. About this matter of Walter Hatch : there were two statements made bY
Mr. Somerville. One was that you took money from Hatch to get him an increase 1§
salary. That you have denied upon oath. The second statement is, that Hatch di¢
not do an hour’s work every day, and you say you recommended him for a statutory
iIng}gase. Did you know what work he did, or had you a general idea ?—Certainly

id.
1400. Did he do more than an hour’s work every day ?—Yes. .
1401. Two hours ?—Yes.
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_ 1402. Four hours—did he do a pretty good day’s work every day ?2—17 think he
did a fair day’s work for his ability.

By Mr.-Somerville :
1403. For his ability ?—Every body has not got the same ability.
By Sir Richard Cartwright : '

b 1404. What time did Mr. Hatch enter the service ?—1I do not know, sir; he has
een there a long time.

1405. Longer than yourself ?—I cannot say.

By Mr. Somerville :

t 1406. You say in your evidence that you used to t?ke work home to your house
0 do in the evenings, and also work for your wife ?—Yes. ) ;
1407. You state that you did that nearly every evening 9—7T said I did my own
Work myself,
1408. And you worked every evening ?—Yes.
. 1409, Would that be all the year'round ?—Pretty nearly all year round.

. 1410. Previous to 1890 were you working at home nearly all the year round ?
T les, except that there might be a few nights that I have not worked. at home.
e 14.11- You say you were at home nearly every night in'the year, with one or two

Xeeptions ?—Y es.
e 1412, This man Humphreys put in 776 hours at 50 cents an hour. Now, if he
hos paid for doing work 776 hours at 50 cents, and you were Wo.rkmg extra hours at
P e?}f’ how could you be cognizant of the fact that he was working extra hours ?—
phy aps you do not remember that the office hours ave from 10 to 4. Mr. Hum-

eys, I know that, for the account I certified was working between 4 and 6.

413. And you were still in the Department then ?—VYes. A

thig %}414- Are you aware that in the evidence given by the Deputy Mxmst_er bgfore
sint Ommittee, Mr. Burgess explnined that t};xs man Humphreys was paid this 50
at alsl 4s a consideration for his excellent qualities as & clerk, and not for extra work
wa ?—I know that Mr. Humphreys was an exceedingly good man, and that he

hi; Working over hours. 1 do not know the reasons that may have been given for
getting the extra 50 cents. :
conty ¥ SURaxss—The fact is, that in 1887 Mr. Humphreys was paid an extra 50

day because he was a superior clerk to those who were getting $1.50 a day.
By Mr. Chapleau :

a B 1415, You have mentioned your work outside of this Department. You were
ePartmental clerk at the same time that you were Private Secretary ?—Yes.
None te'nADd for the work you did, at home did you receive any consideration ?7—
a

hour1417- What were your ordinary office hours in the Department ?—The official
S were from 10 to 4.
Depart 8. But you were in the Department up to what time ?—I never left the
ment hefore 6 and sometimes even 7 0'clock.

spokei 2{' Did you receive any remuneration 9—Nothing, except this favour I have

By Mr. White (Cardwell) :

say v1v420' T desire to understand a little more clearly this arrangement which you
the g n‘i‘ made with the late Minister. It was for an allowance of $400?—That was
Tao Bt in the aggregate. ;
OVer g L. And the work was to be performed by Mrs. Pereria, and was to be done
8aIn to be earned ?—Yes. :
- And it was earned over again—every dollar of it ?—Yes.

o~
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1423, If Mrs. Pereira had not been employed, would some one else have beel
engaged ?—Certainly; a second-class clerk would have been necessary to do the
work, and that would have involved an expense of $1,000 a year. }

1424. There was no loss to the Treasury in consequence of this arrangemen”“‘
Was that arrangement in contravention of the Civil Service Act ?—I cannot saf
that ; Tam not clever enough to interpret the Civil Service Act. ,

1425. You say the cheque was made out in the name of Lizzie Evans ?--Yesi
it was my wife's maider name.

1426. Had the cheques passed under the notice of the late Minister ?—No ; *
don’t think so. After he had given his consent to the arrangement he had nothing
further to do with it afterwards.

1427. I understand you said that most of this money, which amounted in th¢
aggregate to $280—that was the amount earned—and that the whole of this $2
earned was subsequently paid to Mr. Richard White, of Montreal 7—I cannot &,
how much. :

1428. Was the late Minister a party to the arrangement?—Not that [ know &
at all. It is quite possible he was not. It was an arrangement between myself and
Mr. Richard White.

1429. And it was made subsequent to the arrangement that the Minister shoul
give compensation for Mrx, Pereira’s work ?—It was after Mr, Richard White ba®
given his authority to it.

1430. And who gave the information to Mr. Richard White ?—The Depuli
Minister did.

1431. Not Mr. Thomas White himself ?—No.

By Mr. Hyman :

1432, In regard to that—Humphreys’ account of $200, you spoke of certifyité
to it ?—I did not speak of certifying toit. ~ ~ '
1433. What was the amount ?—It was probably only a small amount.
1434. What reason did Mr, Humphreys give to you for Mr. Henry not certy
fying to it ?—As far as I recollect, the reason he gave was that Mr. Henry thought
he got extra work or extra pay that others in his room should get 1t too. elly
knew of course that was a matter for the Deputy Minister or the Minister, Tho"
was nothing to Mr. Henry or myself, and I knew this work was being done by M
Humphreys.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) : 7

1435. Mr. Henry thought there were others in the room entitled to this work

well as Mr. Humphreys ?—That was the reason Mr. Henry gave me.
By Mr. Lister :

1%

1436. You certified to the 766 hours for Mr, Humphreys account ?—I doB™
know that I certified to it. That is an account for the whole year. A
1437. This is the aggregate ?—Yes; but what I certified to might be only for?=

or 60 hours.

Mr. BuraEss recalled.
By Mr. Foster :

1438. There were some questions as to what wasthe practice of the Departm®®
in this matter of certifying. ~ One case was proved, in which Mr, Pereira certified®’
an account. In view of that special case, the rule might be deduced from it of €%
siderable looseness. Would you state what is the practice in your Department %
reference to certifying and paying accounts >——Only the clerk who is in charge ',
the room in which the work is performed certifies. Take Mr. Henry, for examp®



: . g M sreira. A certificate from
h.e 15 & first-class clerk, drawing the same pay as Mr. Pereira

Im to me that the work had been perfol'med in his room would be a satisfactory
Certificate,

By Mi. Hyman :

£ 1hi -eira speaks d through by
1439, C: 11 f this account Mr. Pereira speaks of passed thr
this rule ‘?_rll;‘1 i{(:;,-la;ece::?ﬁ:;d to Sby Mr. Pereira I would be perfectly satistied. He

8 an officer of that standing. His certificate would have to be taken, or the Depart-
ment could not, be run.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1440, There is no supervision ?—Certainly there is a supervision.
1447, Well, why was this rule not-adopted ?

T, Foster,—There was no reason to adopt it. !

r. Lister,.—He said he had the right to certify to it.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1442, Haqd he the right to certify to an account with which he hu‘d notthiugf,mt]o
Qo2 —p,q, of these gentlemen are in the same branch of the D?vpuhltmeﬂ . e
100m in which the one man works is right opposite the other m:\nlb room. 1 -
th ir Ricuarp CarrwricnT.—Yes; but that ?would not enable 2 man to se

Tough the wall 'k was done ?

all; or whether the work was :
Dag s WITNESS’.—Th(.y are engaged in exactly .the same class ’ofwork% 'Ithr.

FreIra wanted any papers he either goes or sends into Mr, Henry’s room for lt om,
ac '¢h, as T have said, is opposite, and any explanations he might wantof Humphreys
€0unt could be obtained there.

By Mr. Lister :
1443

. TS S s working in Mr. Henry’s room, and the work was given by
1S Illfzry ?—He is in charge of more than one rOS{)m.S * Sars
4. ut the ok w:is iven b Mr. Henry —S0 1 app ars.
Cer 1#45. Wel], Was niot Mi. Ifenl’y tg,e proper person to certify to that account ?_.
tainly; ‘thero is ro doubt about that.

By Mr. Somerville :

out 446, Tn the course of evidence here Mr. Pereira said he had accounts made
in the
d

: soote Bvans . the proceeds. You
) names of Ellen Berry and Lizzie Evans, and he kept the pr

IO}? (;, }llmow anything at)gut ?h‘gt? No; I only knz)w now for the first time, although
4 heg f

bug 4, rd since these things have come to be talked about it has been stated to me,
(;t‘;]ls & matter of personal knowledge. it e e
hen were you appointed Deputy Minister ?—I pri
] 8. And you were nor} alxwm‘e Mr. F’ereim was drawing money in the_name‘ of
* Lizzie Evans and Mrs. Ellen Berry all these years ?—It was paid in 1885, I think

By the Chairman : '
49, 14 : rou were aware of that fact, that the
- . wa ._p -athat ou were a y 0 -
l%te Hon, hom:S %%Ltﬁi hbg(rl %&thoili‘:;(lj $400 v)vorth of work to be done by his wife.
of etr OU aware of that ?—I have served under Six Ministers, Mr. Chairman, three
an iving and three of them dead, but I do not feel at liberty to indicate what
Y of them may have said to me in the course of confidential communications.

By Mr. Somerville:
1450 It w ived permission from the Minister 2—
inly as stat -oess, you received permission ]
ertamly’ that issqﬁifg ’c}o&rll:elc;tu llgisgfi;gcinyself said to Mr. White, when I heard sup-
2
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plementary payments were to be made to the Private Secrataries in the Militia Deps
ment, that Mr, Pereira had worked for Sir David Macphersonnightandday, and I though®
that during the period preceding and succeeding the Rebellion he had probably nf
more than two hours sleep at night, as nearly as I could judge. Since the others wer
being dealt with in that way, T thought he should be dealt with in a similar fashio™
Mr. White then inade confidential communications to me of the reasons why ¥
would not recommend a grant to Mr. Pereira. They were not personal to Mr, Peret®
in any way, but he suggested (o me, instead, that I might find means of giving hi¥
something. He said his wife was a clever woman, to his knowledge, and could wri
a clever hand. There was no reason she should not get some of the very latg
amount of extra work in the Department. I might say, until I looked at the lette
which Mr. Pereira referred to the otherday, If T had been asked what my recollectify
was of the amount [ would have said $600. On referring to my note to Mr. Richa®
White I find the amount stated at $400.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant):

1451. How many officials of the Department of the Interior are authorised ¥
certify to accounts ?—There would be the Surveyor General, or the officer acting!®
him, the Secretary, the AssistantSecretary, Mr. Henry; or if Mr. Henry were absél
then the officer acting for him, would be entitled to certify in the same way Wi
Mer. Pereira. '

1452. That would be all ?—That would not be all.

By Mr. Lister :

1453. Mr. Nelson ?—Yes ; Mr. Nelson. :
1454. T suppose every permanent clerk who has any one extra working W=
him ?—No one certainly, below an ordinary second-class clerk,

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1455. Does he certify ‘to it, and does it pass supervision in that way ?—N0;
comes to me for approval. b
kG 1456. I don’t see how you account for it 2—Well, I do manage to keep track
it.

The Committee then adjourned.
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'\_____’——————v_'f/'

CommrrTEE R00M,
TaURSDAY, 23rd July, 1891. .

Committee met.—Mr. SPROULE in the Chair,
Mr. Burgess recalled and further examined :—
By Mr. Somerville:

1457, Tw i ask a few questions with regard to the payment of money
by. r, Pereiﬁ?]%Ol"i\{{[(i-_toR?ZLax-d W%ite, of Montreal, to be taken out of extra work
%h‘“h was to be furnished by you under an understanding with the late Minister.

U have in your possession'a lotter instructing Mr. Richard White that the pay-
Ment should be made ?—Informing him, yes. : by e
oriéill14"ilssi tWen, T would like to have that letter?—I have not got a copy of the

al letter, . o
. 1459, Tf you have a-copy of the letter I think we ought to have it, because it is
mportgy t fory us toa;{iol‘: tgzt- an arrangement of that kind was made ?—1I tell you

! Arrangement, of that kind was made. , ; s
for 460. Mr. Pereira got $400 worth of extra work, and the amount he receive

" the work was to repay a loan by Mr. Richard White?—That is not the way.
case %46%. That shows the necessity of having that Jetter ; we want the facts of the

s can tell \e facts of the case. iz

i j462. Well, tﬁgz,t;guitgy this arrangement was made ‘.vith the then Minister of
o aaMerior, that Mr. Pereira was to get this extra work ?—That Mr. Percira was

8¢t this extra work. 75
it H_b . For what?—In consideration of the fact that tbe Minister had' not found

r})vomb1e to obtain the same consideration for Mr. Pereira that was given to the

ate secretaries in the Militia Department for the same class of service.

transl- 4. How did it come that Mr. Richard White’s name was mlxe}l: up .th,h the
l‘eeondctl.o“ ?—Mr. Pereira would be better able to explain’ that than I; but my
€ction is this, that Mr. Pereira, these arrangements having been made, wrote
some'r‘ ichard White, who was an old friend of his, asking hxr;\ to advance him
read; Money on the faith of this arrangement, and Mr. Richard White expressed his
ené"ess to do, so, providing I would write him a letter telling him the arrange-

t Wasand l;l(lldertaking to see that the money was gent to him from time to time as

By Mr. Adams :

1465. He was to get extra work ?—Mrs. Pereira Was to get the extra work,

By Mr. Somerville : :
Oné;fBG. You hecame responsible to Mr. Richard White for the payment of this
; ’6?7‘“ of the earnings of Mrs, Pereira ?—Yes. :
lottgy .= Was that all there was in this letter ?—That was all there was in the
12‘? far as I recollect, . ;
Tangen, Id the Minister know anything about this arrangement ?—Which ar-
146%] t do you mean ? oh o
that —°: That Mr, Richard White was to be paid this money ?—I could not say

147,
%’lllace Subgg(}sd
(3} extru Woi

2—g

you any conversation with him about'it.?_——No, I had not, That took
ent to thg conversation I had with the Minister about Mr, Pereira and
.k.
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1471. Well, you said, in the course of your examination at one of the previo®
meetings, that the payments that were made to Mr. Turner were commenced afté
Mr. White was appointed Minister of the Interior ?—That was my recollection.

1472, It was for special work ?—Yes, that was my recollection, and is my rec0*
lection still. , 1

1473. Are you not aware that the practice was in vogue before that time, an
that Mr. Turner was drawing money in the name of Joseph Wright, and in th¢
name of his wife before that ?—No.

1474. You were not aware of that ?7—No.

1475. You were not aware of it at the time ?—I have no recollection of it.

1476. Could he draw that money in that way without your knowledge ?—
think very likely he could. As I explained before, a great many extra clerks wel
employed, whose names I did not know, and whose personality I was
acquainted with. 4

1477. Then you are positive you have no knowledge of this money being p#
in that way, before the arrangement was made with Mr. White ?—I am as positive?
I can be about a thing that took place so long ago ; T have no recollection of it.

1478. You went out to the North-West some time ago and got sick. What dat
was that ?—I have been taken sick twice in the North-West. 3
1479. Well, about 1888 you were away for about six months ?—More than 8"
months. : ‘

1480. Do you remember the dates?—I could not say the date of my leavil
here exactly; it was some time either in the latter part of June or the early p#
of July.

1481. In 1888 ?—Yes. )

1482. And when did you get back ?—I got ‘hack to my office on 1st Janua®l
1889. |

1483. Indexing the Dominion Lands Act would be special work entrusted &
the regular officers of the Department, would it not ?—It would greatly depend &
the condition of the work in the Department at the time.

1484, It is not work likely to be entrusted to outsiders ?—It might be. 3

1485. Is it possible that you would give it to men not working in the buildif
at all 2—It might be.

By Mr. Bowell :

1486. It is just the kind of work to be given {o an outsider ?—I have no "“'f
ticular recollection of the indexing of the Act, but I should think that work mig*
be done outside. i

H. Kinvocu called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1487. What position do you hold in the Interior Department ?—First-class clé®

1488. How long have you been in that position?—As first-class clerk, si¥ ©
seven yea.s. | have been in the Service about 15 years. '

1489. What is your salary now ?—=$1650, I think. 5

1490. Are you aware of any irregular payments having been made to perf
nent clerks in the Interior Department contrary to the provisions of the Civil »*
vice Act ?—No, sir. .

1491. You are not aware of any irregularities of that character ?—No, sir. ¢

1492, You are not aware that work was given to extra clerks, and after °;
work had been certified to and payments ordered that the money was aflerwi
divided with permanent clerks?—I know more about that since I have heard of *
investigation than I did before. I did not know it.

1493. You were not aware of that ?—No, sir,
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1494, Did you never share any of that money yourself ?—No, sir.
1495, You are positive as to that 2—Yes, sir. :
1496. Do you kIl)l()W a man named William McMahon ?—Yes. g o,
1497, Where is he engaged just now 9__Just now he is assistant superintenden
of the Print; 4
ing Bureau. Pl
498, Arg; vou awarce that Mr. McMahon has done some work for the Depart-
mem'lzg the Interior ?—No. s
9. You are not awas e of it 2—No. ; g, 3
D 1500, Here is an account, ¢ Department of the Interior to William MeMahon
'3 to copying 152 folios, $15.20 2—Yes. s
: 1. You see who witnessed the pazirr;enjtL of that ?—Yes.
502. Ts not that your name attached ?—Yes. . ,
1503. Does not th)at account bring it to your recollection ?2—To the best of my
recollection that work was done by a lady who did not wmh her name to appear.
€ account was made out in Mr. McMahon’s name and he signed the receipt. Mr.
¢Mahon got not one cent of that, neither did 3
- 1504, Who got it 2—A lady.
1205. Who was the lady ?—Miss Armstrong.
06. Miss E. M. Armstrong ?—No. S b _ -
“C 1507, What is her name ?—I am nut sure of the initiale. T know the first one is
» but T do not know the second one. !
1508. How did it come that the work was done 1n that roundabout way ?—It
5 a time when we were very much pressed in the Department. We were sending
;‘I‘l‘]great deal of copying out of the Department, in fact we were pushedlf‘ol copyists.
& at lady was g friend of mine who was glad to receive copying anfi lfl':id (111)1; done
5 rdher as she did not wish her name to appear. M1 McMahon was li ;1(tin ‘9 mllne
clﬁe @ allowed the use of his name as far as signing the receipt and endorsing the
9

an“Ie,hbuL as far as receiving any part of the money he had no more to do with
ad.

One 15({{9 You swear you did not get anything of the proceeds of the work ?—Not
hicke], v

15\10' Here is another account from Mr. MeMahon 2—The same thing.
(Exhibits Nos. 5, 6,7 and 8 filed). 3 E g e
& L. You see that account (Exhibit No. 8) is for work in indexing Dominion
SUARE 7~ Yexr. sir, is i
that_lf’l?-- Worls n’f'that character is done in the Depux-tme_nt is it not 2—Work of
“haracter very seldom turned up. '
2 1513, o isythﬂ“ ?—Well, indexing of that Act needed somebody spe;clally
ea}lllﬁed from his intimacy with the Act and with a legal 1§|1owledge to do it pro-
1 {, that could not have bheen done by an outsider as well as it could have been done
108 familiar with the Act.

index 9 dou say that this required special knowledge, the preparing of this

: ¢ y 18, i 1d be very
0 not mean to say that exactly. What 1 mean to say is,it wou y
El&l:vgl bgtte,- done by somebr):ly who is fa{nilinr with the Act, and having some legal
Cdge,
1515,

be giva According to that statement, it would not be likely that that work would
4 1;';{1 10 a lady ?—Certainly not. 6
15 6. Was this work given to this same lady ?—No.
1517. ho was it given to ?—It was given 10 Mr. Rothwell and myself.
1518- ou did this work ?—We did it together. ) b
1520 And you got Mr. MeMahon to allow you {o use his name P—Yes.
We d'520' Why did ;ou do that >—Because it could not be given to permanent cle.rkr's.
K(i) tthis work night after night, Sunday after Sunday. It was worth $100 if it
th a cent ais
Vieg A5§tla Iyghen you did this work you knew you were contravening the Civil Ser

7 d the service?—I knew I had done
the Work fo, tlﬁ?g?ath you took when you entere

—



1522. Read over that oath.—(Reads the oath previously given in the p10
ceedings.)
1523. You were aware this could not be allowed to you by law ?—No; it coul
be allowed by law. {
1524. 1f voted by Parliament, but in no other way.—The oath reads: In the
discharge of the duties of my office” ?—That was not a matter that came within thé
duties of my office. g
1525. 1f it is a straightforward transaction, why did you need to get the use
Mr. McMahon’s name ?—That is a matter for the interior economy of the Depart
ment,
1526. When you did this were you aware that it was being practised by othet
permanent clerks of the Department, and that this system wasin operation there =~
I was not aware of anything at all there, except that I was told to do this work !
my extra hours, and 1'did it with the assistance of Mr. Rothwell. 1 worked fof
more than twice that amount. :
1527. You do not mean to say that you invented this system of getting money*
—Oh, no. ]
1528. You knew it had been invented before ?—I did not know; I know*
earned the money and got it. A
1529. There is a memorandum put on this amount: “Who is he ?”” Who put tha!
there ?—I do not know.
1530. You have no idea who put that there ?—No.
The AuniTor GENERAL.—It is written by a clerk in the Audit Office.
1531. Here is another amount, $13.20 (Exhibit No. 9), in the name of M&
William McMahon for copying in 1884, Who did this work ?—The same lady"®
mentioned betore. 4
1532. Whose writing is that in the account ?—Mine. h
1533. “ Copying a portion of Moose Jaw squatters file, 132 folios.” Who hﬂ“‘
charge of this ?—The Registrar of the Department.
1534. Who is the Registrar 7—Mr. Henry was, but he is suspended at present"
1535. Here is another account of Mr. McMahon’s. What is that? TIs that yot=
writing : “For copying M. A. files 1693 ” (Exhibit No. 10)? What does that refé’
to ?—The Manitoba Act files. .
1536. Who did this work ?—The same lady. ,
1537. When these cheques were drawn in favour of W. Mc¢Mahon, who we®
they sent to ?—To him for endorsation. 4
1538. Is it not necessary that all receipts shall be witnessed ?—1It is customatd*
1539. You see that receipt ?—Yes. d |
1540. Mr. McMahon’s name is there, and there is no witness to it >~—That is f‘
the Auditor General and the Finance Department to deai with.
1541. Who approved of that account ?—Mr, Douglas. P
1542. How did you come to think of getting Mr, McMahon to let you use i
name for this purpose 7—He is a very intimate friend of mine, and it was as I Wt‘
you before. The lady did not wish to have her name mentioned, and it answer¢:
all practical and honest purposes that somebody else should have got it. There W%
no concealment in the matter.
1543. That will do, as far as the lady is concerned, but in the other case whel™
you did the work, why did you then get Mr. McMahon to allow you the use of b
name ?—For the same reason as Mr. Pereira says, that permanent clerks are 1%
given that sort of work when others are anxious to get it. i
1544. You swear positiveiy, Mr. Kinloch, you did not receive a portion of thi”
moncy yourself. I may as well tell you that I have information which is to ¥
effect that you received the whole of it ?—Your information is absolutely incorré®
I deny that most flatly.
hlf')l-%_ﬁ. You got the portion that was for indexing the Dominion Lands Act?
got half.
~ 1546, Who got the other half ?—Mr. Rothwell.

|

e =
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1547, Was any other officer of the Department aware that th_is-—[ might C‘;l“‘ it
€rooke | transaction—was being done ?—I cannot answer a guestion that you infer.
w ¥ don’t you say it was a crooked transaction? I don’t think it was.

Mr. T, G. RorawErr vecalled, and further examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

1548, You wish to make a statement ?—The payment that was stated to have
been made to me—I don’t know what the amount is, for I have never:cenlthl;;
Jeque—wyas for work done by myselfand Mr. Kinloch, when I was an extra cler
U the Department. My appointment as a permanent clerk took place almost two or
threo days afler the work was completed, and I remembe‘."thl_nkmg that the money
Would b Jost, and mentioning it to Mr. Kinloch, who said it would be all 1-1ghti
Aﬁerwa"d";l think, he cave me $30. What I said here the other day ik that
lad N0t been paid o)ne cgnt for any extra clerk’s work I h_ud done as a permanent
Clerk iy the Department. I was considerably excited over it. ; e
d ,1549. You got $30 2—$30 from Mr. Kinfoch. I think that is the amount ;

Ot remember whether it was $25 or $30.

By Mr. Foster:

01e1-11550' For work done when you were an extra clerk ?—When I was an extra
<,

; t was a few days before I was permanently appointed. I had helped Mr.
nloch

of at his own house to do the work ; after I left here the other day I thougbt
the matter,

By Mr. Barron :

1551, w . 9__Yes: at that time. I asked Mr.

. Was M. Kinloch a permanent clerk? ) i win

&Gddoe ssistant Accoumant,] to find out, "if he could, what was paid. He desct fbeii

W:i(? éque to me particularly, and told me that on 1t Was marked in my own hand-
tlng %3 Received.”

ur 152, You 2ot $30 of this amount ?——§25 or $30. T don’t remfam‘bei- tlf 1Mllk
oftlzg’r:Sﬂ Paid me when I was an extra clerk, Since I have be‘er.x a pet T‘mut]« ‘cf(ihe
evide Deparment I never received one six-pence, and the new.,?.q?fxt ‘:;wéxllb 5 uv e
of vy, n_ce given here are not very correct. I have seen it stated that tfs zlotlﬁe
b m?é}: given to Mrs. Rothwell to do—of which she OBily d;)d, ':\hep(z*\ii:]oil:{e?-n o
saiq tha:vi;i never done—is credited with having been given by
» 1t was not correct ; it was Mr. Burgess.

PR

TR, Has called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville : :
ﬁ?ﬁ What office do you hold in the Interior Department ?—Secretary.

- What is your salary ?—$2,800. : _
‘Vorlif?%' ou somztimes U er)t,ify il EzheunS, do you not?_——Yes; if [ know that the
10 co L done, but it is not my practice to certify. 1 require some permanent officer
kn()w‘tlf « Tapprove and pass the account for payment. I don’t certify unless [

1‘5t~?).my own knowledge, that the work has beeu done. g s A
an g 26, When « Ay rov%d”’ is written on an account what does it xignify ?—1t is
the Bthority to the &c%ountant to pay the amount. The Accountant won't pay unless

c%uep“ty or myself authovizes him to pay. . The approval is the authority for the

Rtant to pay that account.
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1557. And in order that you may approve of an account, the account must bé
certified to by some competent authority in the Department as being correct ?
Yes, by a permanent officer always—the head of the room in which the work is done:

1558.—Is it not a fact, that at times the accounts are certified to by not only
first but by second and third class clerks ?—Yes. A

1559. Is there any rule as to who should certify to accounts 2—The rule is, that
the man in charge of the work should certify. There might be a third-class clerky
who-would have work given out to several of these ladies outside to copy, and he
would have to count it when it came in. In that case I would take a certificate.

1560. Have you no written or printed instructions from the Finance Departmenty
regulating the payment of money in your Department >—Not that I know of, excep®
the Civil Service Act.

1561. Have you no general rules for your guidance ?—Only the Civil Servicé
Act.

1562. I was given to understand there were some printed instructions issued
by the Finance Department, or the Treasury Board ?—There was a Treasury Boat®
minute, I think, somewhere about July, 1882, after the Act of 1882 went into forcé
laying down regulations, but that was about the attendance book, and about going
out to lunch, and I think also there was a paragraph in that about the payment %
extra clerks, but I cannot remember.

1563. Is that still in force, then ?—That is still in force.

1564. Have you a copy of it in the Department ?—Yes. I

1565. I would like you to send me one over. You heard the evidence givel
with regard to those McMahon accounts and cheques ?—Yes.

1566. I see you approved of some of those accounts. I think thatis your sign®
ture on Exhibit 8?—Yes; that is my signature; that is for indexing the Dominio
Lands Act. :

1567. You approved of that?—I authorized the work, and 1 approved thé
account,

1068. You authorized the work ?—Yes; T told Rothwell and Kinloch to do th&®
indexing. y !

1569. You knew that Kinloch was not entitled to do that work, yet you allowel
him to do it?—Yes ; but Rothwell was an extra clerk at the time. He was entitlé®
to do it,

1570. Why did you tell Kinloch?—He got Kinloch to help him.

1571, Why did you tell Kinloch ?—It was to help Kinloch.

1572. In what way ?—Financially, unquestionably.

1573. You are aware this system has been carried on in your Department 0
some years, of giving extra work or extra clerks work, with the understanding th®
they were to share the proceeds with permanent clerks ?—Yes,

1574. You know that has been done ?—Yes,

1575. It has been the practice ?—Yes. v !

1576. Since when ?—I could not tell when it began. I came into the Depa'™
ment in 1883. It may have been donc before my time.

1577. But has it been done continuously since your time ?—I think so.

1578. You think it has ?—On special oceasions—that is, special work; but it ¥
not an everyday occurrence,

1579. It was usual, when an officer of the Department: became “ hard up," v
got into financial difficulties, that you would throw a little of this extra work in ¥
way, would you not?—~If I could. ,

1580. That was the practice >—Yes; I have had to go down to the court hoty
a take a man “out of bond,” because I wanted him to come to work for me. -
cannot do that out of my own pocket.

By Mr. Barron :

1581. You were anxious to have the work done ?—Yes, l :
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By Mr. Somerville:

1582. Did you ever have any conversation with an extra clerk named McCabe
about dividing the proceeds that he used to get for some work that he did?—No;
2SVer. T never told extra clerks to divide up with permanent clerks; that was an
atrangement entirely between themselves. 1t was a matter of honour. If an extra
lerlc 8ot a permanent clerk to help him, and divided up, it was a matter of honour,

fever got any extra cierk to share up with a permanent clerk.
B 3. Do you remember having a conservation with a permanent clerk named
f0ugh 1 have had a great many conversations with Brough. He was in the
Partment before 1 entered the Interior Department.
584. He is a favourite of yours, is‘he not ?—Not particularly. ‘

1585. Do you remember the time Mr. Brough was about to be married ?—Yes.

. 1586. Did not you ask an extra clerk in the Department to whom extra work
S given to divide up with Mr. Brough, because you wanted: to assist him a little

DOW {hat he was coing to be married ?—I do not recollect it. Who was the extra
Qlerk 9 o 5

Bro 1587. McCabe ?—T never asked McCabe to share with Brough. I once allowed
it inug-h t0.(10 a little extra work after his. marriage. .It amountexl, to $12. Ete got
Bioyer o ife’s name. You will see it in the Auditor General's Report, “ Mary
llg_h. Lt is the only account of the kind that 1 remember.
1588. You will understand that T am working somewhat in the dark; sometimes
8 not be on the right track ?—I[ will give you all the information in my power.
\Yels i YO_u remember the case of Joseph Wright. You have seen that reported ?
15 that is Turner'’s case.

the ; 0. You know there was no such man as Joseph Wright ever employed about
Cpartment ?—Yos.
15971,

Do you know that Mr, Turner drew the money ?—Yes; and did the work.
namlggz' I see that your name is attached to this account in Joseph er.‘lht_s
Wa,: “~Yes, ¢ Certified correct, P. B. Douglas.” “Approved” by e July 188‘_'
NOrth]?{mbably Acting Deputy at the time. Generally the Deputy would go to the
-West in summer time. :
}{’93- You were acting Deputy then ?—Yes; I signed the cheque asacting Deputy.
129%‘ Here ?s your shign.ature agai)n—J uly, 1887 ?—X es. L
Bor Here is another signature of your-—August, 1887 ?7—Yes. 3 |
aceg + 10U were uware at the time you signed these cheques and approved the
"BES that 1o such man as Joseph Wright existed ?—Not that there was no such
m_nzi J‘Oseph Wright, but that Turner was doing the work and getting the money.
15987“)’;’ there is such a man—a friend of his. AR L i SRR
the T ; Ou are aware that tlns‘syste}}l is being cfl;‘i%fortl}:n letel'ioll)“jl) ill?nt I“3 ;
[h;we b :Y( U entered the servlco.of the Government ! e epartment.
lz‘)ggum 2:3 years in the service of the Government. WE
Was Bos . Thls practj(;e was contrur_y to law ?—Cel'tamly. The Civil Service Act
“Ing broker.

By Mr. Tuylor :
v"Orkl?)gg' In all these payments that have been made to your knowledge, has the
thay |, 'en done in every case and a saving to the Government been effected, rather
1(5}(’,6%”“‘% it 1o outsiders ?—Unquestionably.
; L every case ?—Yes.
Perfom o In any Case has a payment been made unless the work has been actually
the ‘peme and the money earned >—The work was always done, and well done, by
"ellderr,ma‘.“ent men. Wherever a permanent man got money beyond his salary, he
16Ld full valye for it.
frieﬂd 02. I i not a fact that you, Mr. Kinloch and Mr. McMahon ave very great
Bl at is putting it too strong. I have a great many friends.
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1632. He got an Irish hoist out of the Department ?—We could not keep him
here, and we dil not want to turn him off. We sent him up to Winnipeg, where
there happened to be a vacancy, and put him in the Commissioner’s office.

1633. Are you aware that Mr. Humphreys divided these moneys he earned with
some permanent clerks?—I do not think he did. [ think he got it all himself.
cannot say positively, but from what [ know of Humphreys I think he knew he wa$
entitled to it and kept it himself. He did the work. |

1634. He must have been an exception to the general rule 2—We have got good
and bad there.

1635. I mean to the general rule of dividing up. He must have been a favourite
in not being asked to divide up with the permanent men ?—As I said before, I never
asked an extra clerk to divide up with permanent men. . i

1636. You must admit that this man must have been a favourite when he was
allowed to keep it himself?—He was a goo | clerk, and all goods clerks are favourites

1637. Do you know Miss H. M. Mosden ?—No.

1638. Do you know whether she ever did work for the Department ?—I do nob
recollect her at all.

1639. Do you know Miss E. M. McRae ?—No.

1640. Never heard of her ?—I may have seen the account, but never saw her i
flesh—so to speak. ¢ ‘

1641. Do you know A. Dubuque ?—No; his name is not familiar in connectio®
with any extra work in the Depariment.

1642. Do you know N. S. Dubugue ?—No. :

1643. Do you know Mis~ E. N. Charbonneau ?—Yes; she represents Mr. Loyel:
of the Crown Timber Office. He got about $15 per month in her name.

1644, What is his frst name ?—Frangois,

1645. He draws in the name of Miss Charbonneau ?—In the name of Miss Chat?
bonneau. k.

1646. This Miss Charbonneau is a fictitious person ?—No ; she is some relatio®
of Loyer’s.

1647. Does she live in the city ?—1I think so.

By Mr. Bowell :
1648. Is Loyer a permanent clerk ?—Yes.
By Mr. Somerville ;

1649. How long has Loyer been getting this money ?—Since 1887. There W&
an old man named Gormully, who came from Cobourg, who was employed at $49 4
month to assist Loyer. Loyer is a very exceilent clerk and has a lot of work to d0
Gormully died about 1887, and Mr. Ryley, who is in charge of the Timber and Min
Branch, consulted with Mr. Burgess and myself as to who should tike Gormully?®
Elace. Our policy was not to increase the staff, and the suggestion was made by Mf
vley that Loyer should come back and work at night, He was a married man, an
a very hard worker, and was getting a salavy of $600 or $700 a year. He was aske®
to come back to do the work at $15 a month for which Gormully had got $49
Neither Burgess nor I saw there was any harm in this, and we allowed it to be doné
It was an infraction of the Civil Sorvice Act, but we were saving $30 per mont
Mr. Loyer. being a permanent clerk, could not draw this money in his own namé
and, therefore, drew it in the name of a female relative—Miss Charbonneau,
1650. You see this letter on page D-157 of the Auditor General’s Report
1890 (letter filed as Exhibit No. 11 and read) :—

“ AupiT OFFICE, Orrawa, Ma:ch 14, 1890.

“S1r,—During the fiscal year 1883-89, and also during the first six months of be
current fiscal year, Miss E. Charbonneau has been paid out of the vote for Domin
Lands $15 a month for copying 300 folios cach mouth, 5 cents a folio. The sm#
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hanceg o
both e,
ave the

f a round sum for one month, and of an equality of work for two mlgll]t,hs,
me impossibilities when the time extends over eighteen months. ease
vouchers amended if the arrangement is for $15 a month.
“I am, Sir, your obedient servant,

“J. L. McDOUGALL, A.G.
13 3
YTh° Dy. Minister of Interior.” e g
wd he Auditor General thought there was something irvegular.

1651. You did not reply until 20th May, when the Assistant Secretary replied as

follows .

“ Depr. oF INTERIOR, OTTAWA, May 20, 1890.

R,—In reply to your letter of the 14th March lasfc, in relation to'the pay-
1ade to Miss B, Charbonneau for copying, I am dxrecteq to explalp to you
© account is made out for 300 folios each month, us that is ‘the outside llmllz
Minitt '8 Department will pay in one month, in this case, for colr)ymg.‘h"lt‘hel Ix)epu;ly'

Q“‘S. CL, 1t may be added, takes care to assure himself each time that the work

€18 10t Jess than that limit.
“ I am, Sir, your obedient servant,
« LYNDWODE PEREIRA,
“ Asst. Secy.”

Do you know Miss Florence K. Campbell ?—No; the name is strange to
e Interior, i )
A.udilrf;s(;e 0 you know any other nlysterious. stw;gjlsb \Vh)(z,:(i):::ﬁ:ﬁ: {z,rl)(!);kt llﬁ iﬁg
Cparme o al's Report and whose BAmCS a6 used by perma g slonie B i
Wl_j"htm.en‘r. Lell me all vou know ?—There are tl‘u, three regu d'lL I'LbA. T%]
Wereb 6 {?&' Tua. ner, Jane Hay for Rowatt and Mlss (,h:u"bmme):u‘l L.f(n 11(1)) f[l“ musz
aboyt uéae.g"°C1 men, working hard, and got this extra remuneration his
« o Tregular way. 4 is a McDonald Gox
dop W D you know a man named C. Gordon ?—No; the:-(i x a McDonald Goz
{ard 18 ouy Inspector of Agencies; but I do not know C. Gordon.
16‘56. 0 do not know him at all ?—N?' Vi 5 oA LI A
cler. O you know a man named C. C. Rogers ?—Yes; he is a second-clas

o

o St
ents n
thag

“
The Auditop General.”

1652,
me jp ¢}

Cduﬂt???\%“ the Department ?—Yes. His principal duty is looking after Orlers in

© Pvint a whole volume of them every year affecting the Department.

By Mr. Cameron (Inverness) :
}ggg id Mr, Brough ever get money under another name ? —Not that Tknow.
MGyt ‘ |

¢Cabe O you know that F. McCabe got money and shared \vith Broagh ?—-I]f:
red up with Brough I could not possibly know, but I say distinetly
cley); b ‘abe to share with Brough or with anybody. I never told any extra
Must share with o permanent clerk.

By iy, Paterson (Brant) :
1660, w;
Wollld 110[( ith

shy

reference to the matter Sir Richard Cartwright was speaking of, I

Depam o find out, the rules of the Department. I understand the rules of the
Who }, ent are they whoever gives out work is authorizel s0 to do, and is the one

1t GOmtS‘ %) Cerlify o the account 7—Not only does he give it out, but he sees it when

for :0 ae cal;nd counts it before ho certifies. The work that is given out is paid

"tally g gqne s, 3 folio, red words. Some permanent clerk must
Tally count ¢, olio, at 5 cents a hundred I

164 14t work, and certify that the account is a correct one.
dogg 'l' That {5 where | am a liL{le confused. - You say some permanent clerk
Who A any permanent clerk certify ?—No; it must be the permanent clerk

hag ¢
Worldl?: Pharge, but we prefer the head of the room. If three o: four men are
S M & 100m the senjor clerk should certify.
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1662. But if he did not, do I understand you to say that any permanent clerk
can?—Yes. The head of the room may be absent on leave or ill, and a permanent
clerk, but no extra clerk, can certify to an account. There is some rule, I think.
The Auditor General knows the rule, and the Audit Office would not take a certificate
unless it was from a proper person. : |

1663. In the case of a person doing this extra work, could any of the permanent
clerks certify to that without first speaking to the head of the Department, so to |
speak ?—VYes. \

1664. Well, then, really, the certificate of any permanent clerk is accepted, and
the account passed onit. [s that the rule of the Department ?—VYes ; that is the
rule. We assume that all the permanent clerks are reliable and honourable men,
who would not certify to anything that is not true.

1665. How many permanent clerks would there be in the Department ?—
I guess some 50 or 60 permanent clerks, 1

16i6. Would you consider it a regular transaction—that of Mr. Pereira, referred
to by Sir Richard Cartwright—when the immediate officer over Mr. Humphreys
gave him the work, and having been asked to certify to the account declined to do
so—that it was proper for him then to go to Mr. Pereira, and Mr. Pereira to certify
to it, without consulting the person who had given out the work ? Is that quite
proper >—That was irregular, but I would point out Mr. Pereira occupied a little
different position, as Assistant Secretary, to the ordinary run of permanent clerks. He
migh assume a little more executive authority than the ordinary second or third-
class clerks.

1667. But if any permanent clerk certifies to an account you don’t go beyond
that ?—Not unless 1 suspect there is something wrong. :

By Mr. Foster :

1668. Suppose A and Bare permanent clerks, and that A gives out alot of work
to some person, can the person who does the work take that to B, who did not give
it out, and did not know of its being given out, and get it certified and passed ?—
No; [ would never take a certiticate from a man who did not know positively that
the work had been done. ‘

1669. What I want to get at is this : Must it be the person who gives out the
work, or with his supervision ? I ean quite see how any person can count the work
and judge that the work tallied with that given out, but should he not then go to the
person who gave out the work in order to get it certified ?—No; because I might :
myself, as Secretary, give out a whole bundle of papers to somebody to copy. Well,

I cannot count that when it comes in; somebody else will count it.

1670. But you would certify to it ?—I would approve it for payment on the
certificate of the person who had counted it. '

1671. That would be something you yourself knew about 2—I would know that
it had been given out, but not that it had been properly counted. I would take the
certificate of the officer counting it that it had been properly counted.

1672. But suppose some other officer, who knew nothing about the transaction,
did what you suggest ?—I don’t quite catch the question.

1673. Supposing Mr. Henry gave it out ?—He never gave out any work:
Mr. Henry’s work is registration work.

By Mr. Taylor:

1674. As I understand it, the permanent clerk certifies to the work being done:
Then a clerk goes to cither you or Mr. Burgess to approve the account, and then yot
or Mr. Bu gess will not approve of it until you question the certifying clerk, and ar¢
satisfied that the work has been performed ?—Yes; excepting that it is not necessary
the certifying clerk should bring the account to me. The person in whose favour
the account is made might bring it to me and ask me to pass it, or bring it to the
accountant, and the Accountant might coilect those accounts and bring them in#
batch 1o me.
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1675. And you do notpass them until you make enquiries that everything has
been done, and you are satistied by the certifying clerks that the work has been

One, before you approve ?—Certainly; I never passed any bogus account. I
Satisfied myself always the value was received for the money to be paid.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant):

1676. You mean by that you are satisfied it is not bogus, because the name of
the.])erson authorised to sign is attached to it, and that makes it genuine 7—Well, a
Ctitious name might be attached, but I mean I would be satisfied that the work was
One, 7

1677. That was an irregular thing that Mr. Percira did ?—Yes.
S 1678 Well, was there any means by which you might be able to detect that
“'re{{lﬂarity ?—I had 0 accept a certificate from the Assistant Secretary, a man

Ing 4 position next to myself in the Department, without any question.

th 1679. And he could have done it many times, if he had chosen to do so, and
~°T¢ would be no way of checking the irregularity >—I would not question a

Certificate,

it 1680. If it was some one lower than Mr. Pereirain position-.—would you question

i ' the case of the certificate of any permanent clerk ?—If I did not know what it
Vas for T would question it. T would send for the parties and ask: “ What was this

Worl ; what did you do ; where did you do it,” and find out all about it.

th 1681. But as a matter of fact, it is largely, if not wholly, a matter of honour for

I °%¢ permanent clerks. You have to trust almost entirely to their honour ?—
MUst do so with a large staff like that.

By Mr. Denison :

1682, How long have you been in the service >—I wasin the Finance Department
1867 to 1871 . then I resigned and went into the Department of Justice, where
remqlned from 1873 to 1882, when I entered the Interior Department.

Per 3. Were payments ever made, before the Civil Service Act was passed, to
Manent, clerks ?—In the Department of Justice ? ‘
WOk 84, Anywhere ?—No. 1 was nine years in the Department of Justice,

N2 nights and Sundays, and never got a cent of extra pay. ,
0T T In any case, do you know if it was ever done ?—1 don’t know. I worked
QXtr: Ihance Department and the Department of Justice, and I only got about $20
Mite Work in the six years I was in the former Department. Thatistheonly extra
16r.2Ve had since I entered the service. . :
SPeak 6. T want to get at whether it was done at all ?—I don’t know ; I cannot
of other Departments.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :
Not to your knowledge ?—No.

By the Chairman :
168

Wnhgg; 8. You would accept Mr, Pereira’s certificate that the work was performed
atingly 2 Most unquestionably. hpaoe
i"l'egul. - Was Mr. Pereira, in certifying to work, not aware he was acting in an

4T matter —I cannot assume that Mr. Pereira did not know it.

fl‘om

1687,

By Mr. Taylor :
b, 1690,

o oth I would ask the witness if this work that was given to My, Turner and
Cerlain?r Permanent clerks was absolutely in the interests of the Department ?—
oy
in 0&)59‘1. If it had not been performed by these clerks you would have had to call
may, tel €Xperts or else outside assistance ?—Yes; we would have had to get a good
©do Mr. Turner’s work. He is an excellent clerk.
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1692. And the other permanent clerks referred to ag doing extra work ?—Yes.

1693. Had you not given it to permanent clerks it would have.cost more money
and would not have been as well done >—Yes ; we could not have got a man for it;
we could not get a man, without much difficulty, to do the work Loyer was doing
on these works. I might remark here thut all this-extra work has been stopped,
and will never be resumed again in the Department.

By Mr. Somerville :

1694. Since when ?—Since last June. It occurred in this way : There was &
minute of the Treasury Board over-ruling a decision of the Auditor General. The
Auditor General had always taken the ground that the Dominion Lands Income vote,
out of which the extra clerks were paid, was not subject to the provisions of the
Civil Service Act. The Auditor General had always held that view, and the.
Department was justified, thercefore, in paying extra clerks more than if they had
been paid out of Civil Government Contingencies, which, under the Civil Service Ach
would only be the minimum of the salary of a third-class clerk, $400. The Depart-
ment did not pay them out of Civil Government contingencies, but out of the Domin-
ion Lands Income vote at the head office at Ottawa, and the Department always felt
we could do pretly much as we pleased, and pay for the extra work out of that vote:
The Minister of Justice, however, decided otherwise. Mr, McDougall said he was
very glad to be over-ruled; he still held to his opinion, but in the interest of the
Civil Service he was glad to have his objection over-ruled ; and accordingly, in the
case of' a clerk named Philip Low, there was a minute of the Treasury Board over
ruling Low and placing him on the permanent list. In future anything paid 18
the Department must be in accordance with the Civil Service Act.

Mr. BoweLn,.—Or by vote of Parliament.

By Mr. Bowell :
1695. Or special vote of Parliament ?—Yes ; as in the case of Mr. Rowatt.
By Mr. Chrysler :

1696. Will you say whether, in your view of the Civil Service Act, youthought
that these payments were outside ot that Act ?—I always thought so. ‘

1697. And that wus the view entertained by the Auditor General as well as by
yourself 7—Yes, :

1698. Until the decision you speak of ?—Yes, ,

1699. That decision was given—when ?—In June last. It was given verballf"
some time ago by Sir John Thompson. Ie had told us nearly 18 months ago tha
this Dominion Lands income money should be subject to the provisions of the Civis
Service Act. He had not done that officially, but at that time Mr. Burgess warn
all these temporary clerks that they would have to pass the Civil Service Act an
come down from $500 a year to $400, and that if they did not pass the examination®
they would have to get out. It was not until the Treasury Board passed the minut®
that decisive action was taken,

1700. That was the view entertained up to that time ?—Yes.

By Mr. McGregor :

1701. Do you know of any case, outside of that of Pereira’s, where a man give®
out the work to himself and certified to his own account ?—No.

By Mr. Chapleau :

1702. Are you aware that that work given by Pereira to be done by his wifey
was with the consent of the authorities of his Department ?—1I take it that he b
the authority of the Deputy Minister.

1703. You did not know it yourself ?—No.
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1704. You did not know that it was a kind of compensation to him for extra
Work done during the time of North-West insurrection, and which was to be paid by
Some extra work done by his wife >—I know that now.

WiLLian MoMamox called, 'sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

1705. What position do you occupy in the service of the Government?—At
Present I am the Assistant Superintendent of Printing.
1706. How !ong have you occupied that position ?—About two years. 1 was
APpointed to the Civil Service about July, 1890.
G 1707. Previous to that, what was your engagement ?—I was employed with the
OVernment contractors for printing.
1708. McLean, Roger & Co. 7—Yes.
1709, Had you ever been in the Civil Service previous to the appointment you
20w hold ?—Never.
Ihe 17!0. You were not in the Civil Service in 1884 ?—Never previous to the date
Ve just now given. : ~
top; 11. You are aware that a number of accounts were passed through the In
o 1or Department for payment for work said to have been done by you. Here is
08 of them (referring to Exhibit No. 10) ?—That is a cheque made payable to me.
1712, 1« that your signature ?—That is my signature on the back.
1713. Dig yoti‘ ever do any of the work in the Department ?—Never,
1714, Not for the Department at all ?7—Never.
everl.n{)‘. You never performed any services for these sums at all ?—Never; nor
received any money. 3
=N 1716, How did you come to lend your name to the officers of the Department?
one Was asked for as an accommodation. Seeing that the cheque was an official
Vhe’wﬁtt 1t was countenanced by ’t}xe Department, I dx(cil not ;ch}nk 1P anytlnnlg out Qf
R e, e e o e e T
Quent] icial one. The work was supposed. t0 5 § :
Y a3 it was an accommodation 1 signed the cheque.
2 > r
17. You say you did not do any work ?—Yes.

; 13‘8- Did you make the accounts yourself ?2—I did not,
to m1‘19. Who brought the account to you ?—Mr. Kinloch brought the cheque
1:72 Taa A > L ¥ : < 9—No: .
roughtoto%r?él did not know anything about the account ?—No; the cheque was

che 1721, You never saw anything but the cheque ?—I never saw anything but the
qUe; T never saw the money.
10 g . ou did not know what was in the account ?—The cheque was presented
5 1 endorsed the cheque and handed it back. ;
Work o Did you know what the cheque was for ?—I supposed it was for extra
2 D0t T did not know. !
Senteq 4. You did not do any extra work ?—No; but as the gen_ﬂeman who pre-
Sieis 160 me must have done the extra work, I took it for granted it was so when he
ed the cheque from the officers of the Department.
72 id you ask any explanation why the cheques were submitted to you ?—
1726 at they were for, and he said extra work. )
<. And you allowed your name to be used >—That is all; as an accommoda-
, f the officers of the Dupartment permipted him to do extra work it was all
Conlq’ do it new him to be able to do it quicker than the ordinary extra clerk

s lfom Y
&?\SO lon
At gentlo

ou did not think it was any of your business to inquire anything about
g as the cheque was made out by the officers of the Department in which
man was employed I saw no reason for inquiring.

i
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C. C. Rocers called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1728. What position do you hold in the Interior Department ?—The position of
a second-class clerk. - y
1729. What is your salary ?—$1,400 a year, the same as it has been for seven
ears.
1730. They have not been using you right ?—I have been in the same position
for seven years.
1731. You ought to have been advanced ?—I have not said so.

By Mr. Bowell :

1732. You have been a second-class clerk for seven years?—I have been
receiving the saiary of a senior second-class clerk for seven years.

By Mr. Somerville :

1733. Did you ever get any money for extra work performed ?—Where? I
received extra money in the Department during twenty-one years.

1734. There is an account here in the name of C. Gordon. (Exhibit No. 12.)
—That was not received by me.

1735. Do you know Gordon ?—Yes.

1736. Who is he ?—It isn’t a he at all; it is a she.

1737. Who is she ?—I suppose you all know that my brother was shot in the
North-West Territories in 1885, and he has never received anything—or, rather, his
people—from the Government. I have been at several times straitened in
circumstances, and that lady is my sister-in-law, whom I have kept for twenty years,
and she has helped me on a great many occasions when I have taken work home;
and I have asked Mr. Burgess to give her some small assistance in the way of giving
us some extra work. That work has been done faithfully and thoroughly. I have
seen to it myself. 1 have been doing night work for the Government all my life-

1738. Your sister-in-law did this work ?—Yes. She has not been employed by
anybody. I have had to keep her. ]

1739. She is not your brother’s wife—No; he was single. To show you how I
was straitened, you see here (showing some letters) that Sir David Macpherson
recommended me for promotion and a bonus of $100 for long and hard work; bub
I never got it. You will also see Mr. Lindsay Russell’s testimonial.

1740. Herve is an account, certified to by whom ?—Mr. C6té. It was work doné
for his branch. It was copying files with regard to the Half-breeds. There was &
great deal of work of that kind in 1886. ‘

1741. Did Mr. C6té know about this 7—Yes; he knew it was a lady. I did no?
tell him who it was. I told him it was done by a lady, because I had had to certifyf
to the account before.

1742. Did this lady do the work, or you ?—She did it, but T helped hera good deal:
Some of it had to be compared, and I had to show her how to do it. She is a lady i
who is capable of ‘doing work.

1743. You did some of it ?—I have no doubt I did a great deal of it. I have had
to read all those things. ’

1744. Here is another account in the name of C. Gordon (Exhibit No. 13) ?— &
It is stated there * Half-breed.”

1745. It is 77 hours at 50 cents. Would that be hours you worked or the lady
worked ?—There was a time they paid them by the hour, and sometimes by the folio-
It was sometimes one and sometimes the other. I have seen some Departments pay
by the folio and some by the hour. There was no regular rule of pay, either by th®
hour or by the folio. i

1746. Look at this account, It is for 77 hours at 50 cents. Was that work¥
done at your house ?—Every bit of the work of that sort was done at my house.
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1747. There was no check on these hours, except your own ?—] was the one who
had to te]] Mr. C6té that it was honestly and faithfully done.
1748. Suppose you did half of it yourself. ~What check was there on you ?—I
always try to speak the truth. bt :
1749.” What check was there on you ? Did this C. Gordon check you ?—No.
Or instance, if she was going to wouk she would sit down at a certain time and her
Work would be regular. The clock was there, and I was always around the house.
am always at home at night with my children. .
1750. You would sit down and work, too ?—I had in a great many cases to do
that work, because it was all kinds of handwriting and difficult to read.
1751. You kept account of the pumber of hours ?—A.. Certainly.
1752. You could not make any mistake about it ?—No. b
" o 1753. But you could make a mistake if you chose ?—Yes ; she might have got
$50 as wel] as $38, if there had been an intentional mistake. 5
th 1754. There was no check on Miss C. Gordon or you ?—None more than giving
€ Deputy my word of honour. : h .
~ 1755. You took the work and checked the time, and informed your superior
Oficer that it was done ?—Yes ; of course. ; |
1756. And got the money ?—Yes; she always went and got the money herself.
i 1757, Here is another account for $36.25, 5th May, 1886 : To services prepar-
l?]g index Half-breed scrip claims, heads.” (Exhibit No. 14.) What the meaning of
at ?—That index was work that had to be done for Mr. Coté at the time they wert
1o settle up matters with the half-breeds—some t{ime after the Rebellion. I do not see
a0y date on it. but it is all 1886. That was index work that was done for Mr. Coté.
o 1758. Who is Mr. Coté 7—He is a first-class clerk in charge of all the Half-breed
OTk—serip work.
1759. Is he your superior officer ?—I forget whether he is a first-class clerk or
E[o.t' es, he is. He is in Mr. Goodeve’s Patent Branch. In this case I merely asked
88 Gordon to let me use her name. This work had to be done in the office at night
fd Ink there was myself and another man who were specially qualified to make
€Xes; and we were told we would be compemsated if we came back at night.
2 1760. You got that money 9__In that case, certainly. That index work is not
1€ outside of the building.
1761. 723 hours’ work at 50 cents. (Bxhibit No. 14) ?7—The books are over

:léﬁre’ and T should like the Committee to send over and see them. I am not
amed of my work.

! 1762. You knew you were not complying with the Civil Service Act?—I was
aWare, Tt was work that did not appertain to ™y duties.

ofig 1763. You did it in your office ?—Not in my office. Idid it in Mr. Coté's own

2o ae'd t was not work that either the Deputy or Minister could say :  You must

timen do this work by compulsion.” I had no acquaintance with it in the day
* Tt was not a case in which I might,do the work through the day.

Deru}764' Why did you not use your own name ?—Because it was the custom for

4nent men not to get paid for extra work.

Millsl ’{65-' The custom must have had some sanction ?—In the time of Mr. David

did a good deal of extra work.

and ¢ 86. But the Civil Service Act was passed in 1882 2—Custom grows, however,

Ustom becomes second nature.

By Mr. Denison :

gtalt727't Was it done in other names, then ?—It was the custom for permanent men

Xtra pay,

paid1-768: The money would not be paid in his own name ?—No; the money was not
' his own name, : .

—9



110

By Mr. Somerville:

1769. But it was not contrary to the law ?—If it was not contrary to the la®
why did they do it? It was the custom. I say that if a man did any exira work
and the Minister wanted it done he was compensated in the name of some relative:

1770. That was the understanding with the Minister »—At that time I think if
was. I think the Minister knew as much of what went on as anybody else.

1771. Was that prior to 1878?—Yes; I did work for thie Privy Council the?
many times. I mean to say, that the thing grew out of a regular practice.

By Mr. Barron :

1772. You forget that the Statute came in between and prohibited it ?—No; I
speak as a man of some education, If [ am employed, say in the Finance Depart
ment, to do a certain work in the day time and another work at night, that does nof
appertain to my office duties. It is special work, which does not attach to my office
I have been doing extra work for years and getting nothing for it.

By Mr. Chrysler :

1773. Is that oath taken by all the extra clerks, as well as the permanents 21
believe it is. :

1774. That oath is taken by everybody who works there, and is not intended
be the same in extent as the Act itself 7—No.

Mr, SoMERVILLE—Mr. Burgess, do extra clerkstake that oath?

Mr. Burgess.—Yes,

By Mr. Chapleaw :

1775. You state that at times extra work was paid by the hour and at othe
times by the folio ?— Yes.

1776. You said there was a period at which it was paid both ways. What do
you mean by that?—I mean in the period away back. In the time of Mr. Him®
worth, of the Privy Council, he gave me some work in preparing indexes for b
Department. He paid me by the hour, as there were thousands of figures in th®
index and the work had to be done with perfect accuracy. If you give a perso®
clear printed work, for example, it is easy to count it.

1777. You did not mean to say that it was paid both by the folio and by th®
hour ?—There were not two payments. ;

1778. How long have you been in the service >—Since 1870. I became an oxtr®
clerk in 1870, and a_year after that I was made permanent by Sir John Macdonald
who put me in the Ordnance Office. It was the Queen’s Printer’s Office.

1779. Since how long have you been a second-class clerk ?—I was promoted ﬁ;
a second-class clerkship in 1878. 1 was at the maximum in 1884, and have n°
received any increase since. q

1780. The custom which you spoke of, and which, in your opinion, was seco =
nature, as you put it, was it prevailing in the Department since 1870 ?—Of giviPa
extra work to permanent men ? .

1781. Yes.—They used to do it. I used to get extra work in the time of 9 ”
Richard Cartwright, when he was Minister of Finance. There were men who Wek,
first-class clerks engaged then in destroying notes. It was confidential wo¥
They would come on at 7 o'clock in the evening and work until 11 or 12,

By Mr. Taylor :
1782. Did they draw the money in their own name ?—Their own.

By Mr. Somerville :

1783. There was no necessity for their trying to evade the law ?—No; becﬁuaﬂ‘
it was not considered wrong. It was considered right for a man to improveh;;
time, just as men in the Civil Service use their time for literary work. is
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By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1784, Was the account made out in your own name or anybody else’s in the
of Sir Richard Cartwright ?—There was just a pay-sheet. \ L
85. Was the pay sheet signed in your name, or was it signed in the name
of some person else ?—1 do not think so. ) o v , _
6. Do you believe that prior to the passing of the Civil Service Act any extra
Work you did was paid for in the name of any other person ?—It may have been.
Ldid not get any in my Department since. It was only subsequent to the death of
my brother in the North-West. : ]
e L Why did you say this custom grew out of a custom which had prevailed
0 the Department prior to the passing of the Act?—I think I stated what was quite
H8ht—that in the time of Mr. Mills I did one or two little jobsand got paid for them,
Ut not in my own name. ¢ y
1788. Youdid work in the time of Mr. Mills and were paid, not in your own
fame ?— es; I was paid in the name of my sister-in-law. She was helping me.

By Mr. Barron :

1789, Tn the case of Mr. Mills she did extra work ?—Yes; we both did the work.
Ord 90. And it was in her name the account wss put 2—Yes; it was work for the
Mance Lands Office, Bgca .
i - At that time there was no law against that sort of thing ?—I never fol-

Wed that sopt, of thing. :
is 2. When you s?xy the custom was kept up, the same cqz;tpm as formerly, that
3k 0t éxactly the case ?—I think you misunderstood me. I said there was not a

Stom g »)f allowing permauent clerks to get extra work. Of course, there might
. Mmber of cases, but I could not answer for them. ' Vi :
Daml‘%‘ When permanent clerks got extra work they got paid for it in their own
;i ;)“ Ml\}“ Mills’ time ?—Yes. i

- Not in anybody else’s name ?—No.
1795, Dig ymil ;{32;(3};ebebthe statute upon this ?—I read it; but it did not inter-

much,
L want to point out to you what the statute says. It says: “No extra
additional remuneration of any kind whatsoever shall be paid to any Deputy
lage(’iof Cer or omployé in the Civil Service of Canada, unless the same has been

time

St me very

arl; at purpose, in each case, in the Estimal.tes submitted to and voted by
ven lament,” You see that statute is somewhat different from the oath, and pre-
you from gyen doing extra work when it is in another Depaytment ?—I don’t
of moperr 3 L might argue that point—I think it is_possible to do it. A certain sum
Oney is voted indirectly to cover extra work; I think this covers the case.
By Mr. Taylor :
the t1'797' I understood you, whether correctly or incorrectly,” to say that during

You ?ltne of Mr, Mills you had done some work in which your sister-in-law assisted
1798nd] 80t paid—yes.

¥ mep..* Whose name was it paid ?—I got the pay in her own name, as well as
MOTY serves me,

i By the Chairman, :
. lrgg g o e v
it . 4 understood to say that the work was done jointly byJyou two, but
Da;afo. in the name)(r)(f)‘l;’ozr sg;ter-in-law ?—We both did the work and it was
" her f, work we did.

s By ., MeGregor :
800. She got the money, did she not?—VYes.
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By Mr. Bowell :

1801. You got the work for your sister-in-law, you assisted her in doing it, shé
drew the money for the work which the two of you did in your own house ?—
Certainly.

By Mr. Chapleau. :

1802. The work was for her ?—Yes.

1803. And you said that in a certain manner the exiras were to compensaté
you for your brother being killed in the North-West?—We had a great deal of
trouble and loss and expense. I acknowledge that I merely used my sister-in-law’
name because, according to custom, I could not get it otherwise; but I did the wor
and I would have made it out in my own name, but it was not the custom, an¢
probably the Auditor General would not have allowed it to pass.

a5

The Committee then adjouraed.
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ComyrrTEE Room, WEDNESDAY, 29th July, 1891,
Committee mot—Mr. SPROULE in the Chair.
A.P. SuErwoO0D called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1804, You are chief of Dominion Police ?—Yes. 2 ST
1805. You have certain duties to perform with regard to the keeping of the

fime of the men going in and out of the Departments >—Going in and out of the
bmldi“gs- Anybody gBing in after hours, before 7 in the morning or after 6 in the

S¥ening, has his time taken, and unless he is on the pass list of the Department he
1800t allowed i,

1806. What do you mean by pass list >—An order from the Deputy Head to go

1807. Can you turn up your books and tell me whether Mr, B. H. Humphreys

haq 4 order of‘ythat kind }’x-g’m the 15th December, 1888, to the 1st of May, 1891?—

Jcam‘o"» g0 back to 1888, as the information I was asked to give was from the 1st of
uly. 1889, t4 the 30th June, 1890. T have brought my books with me.

¢ examination of Mr. Sherwood was suspended, to enable him to procure the

lnfblmation asked for by Mr. Somerville.

H. E. Huxe called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

. : positi by in the Interior Department ?—I am a second
clasg clerk ‘;Vhat position do you oceupy in p
ig(l)?) {Yhat is your salary ?—$1,100.

ou are private secretary to Mr. Burgess, are you not?—I attend to his
al Correspondence ? :
+ What does that mean ?—I wrote his letters. . X
ofﬁcel Sf... - e private secretary, were you not ?—No, sir; there is no
0

that ng
813 name.

“Orregp,

perSOn

- But you discharged the duties of that position?—I was Mr, Burgess’
ndence clerk, 3 :
9 id you ever receive any extra pay for services in the Department ?—I
© Teceived oxtra, pay. :
18 "hen ?—In ‘the spring of 1887 I received a payment.
816. Of how much ?—$50. bt A
1817, From whom ?—I received it through a clerk named Hastings,
1818, D you see that account, Mr. Hume (producing account). Is that the
1870 806 ?—Yes, sir; I received part of this account.
8‘ + How much of that did you receive ?—$50.
ast!&)'o' By whom is that account made out ?—I wrote the account myself at Mr,
lngs’ request X
1821, %d by(')u certified it as correct ?—I certified that it was correct.
1822, ou got, the money ?—I received a part of the money. "
nog t1$23. ho instructed y6u to do this ?2—I received instructions to do it, but I do
hink j ;4 quite fair to say right out who told me. ,
You o SOMERVILLE T think it is right that you should tell every thing you know.
EI Ot inquire of anybody here. You are sworn, and you must give the evidence.

' YOSTER.—You must answer.
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By Mr. Somerville :

1824. Who instructed you to do it ?—The Deputy Minister instructed me.

1825. How did he come to instruct you; how did he come to tell you to make it
out ?—He said to me one day that I might have extra pay for certain special
services I rendered.

1826. That you had rendered ?—Yes.

1827. What were these special services ?—In the first place, I wroteout for him
his evidence concerning a certain case in which he was examined—a certain land
case. A commission was issued to take his evidence, and I wrote some of his evi-
dence for him. There was also work in connection with the preparation of the
annual report, which I did over and above my ordinary duties.

1828. When did you do this ?—Which do you mean ?

1829. This extra work ?—At different times previous to this account.

1830. Did not Mr. Hastings do any work ?—He did work I think to the value
of 8.

1831. In that account?>—Yes. .

1832. The account is for $58. (Exhibit 15). I see it is extra work since the
15th December, 1886, 85 hours at 50 cents, and then extra work on the annual
report, 31 hours™ at 50 cents. Who did the first part of this work, you or Hastings?
—1I think that includes the $8 worth of work which Mr. Hastings did—that first
item. The second item is for work which I performed.

1833. Were you doing right when you certified to that account for yourself ?—
T certified that the work had been performed. I knew that it had been performed.
The Deputy Minister was satisfied with my certificate that the work had been per-
formed.

1834. Did he instruct you to make out an account in that way ?—Yes, sir.

1835. Here is another account (Exbibit 16) of the same character. Do yot
know anything of that ?—Yes, sir; I think I remember about this account.

1836. What do you remember about it ?—I received the proceeds of that account:

1837. Made out in the name of S. J. Hastings ?—Yes, sir. :

1838. What circumstances led up to your receiving this ?—The circumstances
were, as far as T can remember, exactly the same as in the other case. 1

1839. Who has certified to that ? That is not a certificate at all, is it >—That ¥
an endorsation in the Accountant’s office.

1840. Is that account certified to ?—It is not certified. ‘

1841. Not by anybody ?—No, sir; it is approved by the Deputy Minister and no
certified.

1842. Is it not necessary to have an account certified ? Is that not a rule of the
Department ?—I am not in a position to say whether it is a rule of the Department
or not. Accounts are usually certified. I have no doubt it was an oversight that1
was not certified.

1843. At all events, you received the money ?—T received the money.

1844. Here is another account (Exhibit 17). What about that >—This account’
is dated the 1st August, 1886. I remember about that to a certain extent.

1845. What about the circumstances connected with it ?—I remember simply
that 1 did not receive any part of that account; that it was paid to Mr. Hastings 0¥
work done by him. That is so far as my recollection goes.

1846. You certified to that ?—Yes, sir; I certified. -

1847. But in that case you say Mr. Hastings did the work ?—My recollection ¥
that that account was put in by Mr. Hastings for work he did himself, and he recei¥
the proceeds of the cheque.

1848. You are positive about it ?—That is my recollection.

1849. You are positive you did not get that account or any portion of it ?—I1t 8
so long ago I cannot be positive ; but I can swear that to my recollection I received
no part ot that $10.

1
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£50 1850. $58 was the first account. Yourcceived all of that ?—No, sir ; I received
of that,

1851. The second account was $15 and this is $10. You say you are a second-
Class clerk T was at that time a third-class clerk.

1852, You are a second-class now ?—I am now. . %

1853. Diq you ever read the Civil-Service Act ?—Yes, sir.

1854, Read that clause.—(Reads the clause in relation to extra salary or remu-
neration)_

1855. Doy’ ink that is pretty plain ? Is that not very plain ?—My idea
always was t(H)a:, f}?él (gli:ilLService Kct \g’a}s intended to prevent cxvﬂ' servants from
r%ei"ing pay from outside persons. It is possible that a man might. be o.ﬂered
(n)l-or-ley by an outsider for having attended fo business for him. T understood the

Wil Service Act to apply to payments of that kind.

By Mr. Foster :

J856. For work done in or out of hours >—I understood it to be for work pro-

E:{Iy 'belongingF to the office; that any person offering pay to a clerk other than his
1Y, the clerk should not receive it. ;

By Mr. Somerville :

1857. Dig ify 7 other accounts for other extra men ?—I have
ot ; ou ever certify to any other acco :
:’;E;ﬁed to an ayécount of Mies;y Armstrong’s—Mlssf&i}?i. M._tArmstrong. She did some
Wiiting work for the Department and I certified to it.
kno‘,:h - There was anotheri' Miss Armstrong—a Miss C. Armstrong?—I do not
er

1859, 1, you know Miss C. Armstrong ?—I do not know her.

By Mr. Taylor:
1

860 For 5 and $10—that were received by Mr.

e these three accounts—$58, $15 an

seist-lngs and of Wl:ich you received a part.’, there was work actually performed and

formey Fe0dered to the value of these amounts for the Government ?—Yes, sir; I e
med the Wwork to the exter.t to which I received payment.

By My, Foster

1861, 14 Hastings an extra clerk ?—Mr. Hastings was an extra clerk.

By Mr. Chrysler :

1862 . ¢ lerk of Mr. Burgess. How long
haye vo= When did you become the secretary or clerk of Mr. ge ong
bee: 37(:)‘11-1:)'%“ acting in that capacity ?—Since October, 1886 ; that is to say, I have

1862 D for him since that date, but I took the pl‘aqe of his clerk in 1889,
18?)‘4' hom did you replace as his clerk ‘;—tl}i[t[' Chisholm.
s AU what date in 1889 ?—About the 1st May. .
By ,1 86?- Take this ﬁrcstlgccount of the 12th August, 18_86, of $10. Wen_a you Mr,
898’ cloyk a1 the time that work was done?—I received no part of this account.
WOrk fo, Tty the 30th June, 1886, were you his clerk at that time ?—I was doing
1867, - : o
1861 .t you were not his clerk >—No, sir. i B8 _ e
Fonsfcgs?:%[nes the work that is referred to thereis it in the case of Mercier vs.
hig 86.9‘ Do y hat was gone into—he was called as a witness in
hot(’gﬁel%l Gangil;yk?ni‘{ (ﬁlg?gierfogv%vg:thg he was called in his official capacity or
i 13; Presume that the work was such as would come within his office. ;
a] - these accounts, then, were anterior to the time that you became his
clel‘k ol G a ) )
2\10% 3 3

Spec
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Jounx Mason called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1871. What positiondo you occupy in the Interior Department ?—I am emp‘-.oyed‘ ;
in the storeroom.

1872. Were you the carpenter ?—I am a carpenter by trade.

1873. You had carpentering work there ?—I1 did carpentering work there inmy
spare time, when I am not employed in the stores. .
1874. Are you employed steadily in the Department all the year round ?—Ye&
sir. ‘ :

1875. What was your salary last year ?—$730.

1876. What are your hours supposed to be ?—From 8 to 5.

1877. Are you constantly employed in the Department ?—Constantly.

1878. You have work there all the time ?—All the time.

1879. Do you ever do any outside work for outside parties 7—Sometiies.

1880. Have you done any lately 7—Not lately.

1881. When did you do the last ?—I suppose about three months ago. E

1882. Whom did you work for then ?—Mr. Dewdney ; I did some extra work 0¥
the Minister. X ;

1883. Where did you do it?—I did it in the building.

1884. What kind of work was it ?—Screens for mosquito blinds.

1885. How many screens did you make ?—Altogether, I think about eight.

1886. Kight mosquito screens 7—That is two years ago.

1887. Where did you get the material for that ?>—I bought it.

1888. What other work have you done ?—1 put up a shelf or two.

1889. You put up some shelves—when ?—A couple of years ago.

1890. When did you do this work ?—I did it in my own time.

1891. After hours 7—Yes. :

1892. You entered the building after hours ?—I was there in the building 1ate
at nights and early in the morning, and I had my son helping me. He isa carpent
and I had him to help me.

1893. Where did you get the lumber ?—Bought it. : 7l

1894. You carried it to the Department 2—1I brought it into the Department. =
made a wardrobe and bought all the stuff.

1895. Have you the bills for that stuff >—I have the bills for the cedar. .
S 1896. You have the bills 7—Certainly, the bills that I paid. Whatever =
bought I paid for, and Mr. Dewdney paid me. }

1897. When did Mr. Dewdney pay you ?—I think the last bill he paid me W&
in the first of the new year—I1st of January.

1898. Have you got any pay from Mr. Dewduney since ?—Not one cent.

1899. You had leave ot absence, had you not, in 1890 ?—I had, sir. b

1900. How long ?—I think it was six or ten days, I forgot which—six day®"
think. 3
1901. Not longer ?—It may have been ten. i

1902. Was it no longer than ten ?—No.

1903. Are you sure ?—Certain.

1904. It was not five weeks ?—Five weeks—no. ‘

1905. You are positive ?—Positive ; can swear to it upon my oath. I sW&
positively. . .

1906. How did you put in your time during your leave of absence ?—Work*
for Mr. Dewdney ; six days would finish all the work that was done there,

1907. You spent your leave of absence working in Mr. Dewdney’s house,
was working at my own place, not Mr. Dewdney’s.” My son was in the buildi?2,
If there was rush at the stores my son was in the place during my leave of abse?™

1908. Then your son had a salary ?—No, 8ir ; not but what I paid him.
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1909. It was not leave of absence at all, then >—Mr. Hall told me I would have
ttend to the stores ; that I would have to see to the boxes to go away, and I had
0 see to that, and if I was away my son was there doing this work.

By Mr. Foster :

1910. Your son is a carpenter ?—Yes, sir.

By Mr. Somerville :

D 1911, Now, did you ever make any meat safes in the Department for Mr.
*Wdney T made a meat safe. 8 i ;

1912, When did you do that ?—I did it in my own time ; it took me perhap-, to
Make that mea safe, over six weeks. I eutered the building at 6 o'clock in the
iYIOming and I had two hours then. I have never received a cent in my 11f§ since

have Been engaged with the Gvernment, and I have been enguged since 1858.

1913, You never received a cent for what 2—Over and above my pay.

to a

By the Chairman :

1914, Tt is desired to know whether you used in doing any of this work the
han;e YOou ought to be at Government work ?.—-I may have; I won't SW:*“'; I may
wonLaken an hour or so. There was one time I could not help it. - My son was

Oking with me there at the time and [ think I took an hour for the purpose of
Sling on 5ome cedar, )

By Mr. Foster :

15. Your son was working for you at this time ?—Yes; he was backwards and
rds al] the time, so that it would not interfere with my own work.

By Mr. Somerville :

1916, 1 j4 not a fact that you had not a great deal of work in the Department,
Iq You had lots of idle time ?—I might say as a general rule I have so much to do
© 10t know what to take up first. [ have always jobs on hand that Ican take up.

19
fol‘Wa

1917, pig you do any work for Mr. Dewdney this spring ?—I did. '
fram]égzl& What did you do ?—This spring [ made a couple of boxes and a mosquito

}9‘}& How many frames ?—One. 4

185(1) In whose time did you do that ?>—In my own time.

e You are positive about that ?—VYes. 75 . Ty i
Laig 22. This did not need any special gluing, and you did it in your own time ?—
1923, D, Yorke ?—1 d
52 Y9 you know a man named George V. Yorke 0.
in ngz“' Wthe is he now ?—1I am sure I cannot tell you. In the States—at least,
ontg

the %9.25- bo you know a man named Donovan?—Yes; that is the 1.nan.I gqt to ta:{ke
that, hings (o the Minister’s house when [ had made them. I paid him for doing

Janu}t?_zé- When was the last payment the Minister ma(ie to you?—On the 1stof
last, 1927, Did he not send you a cheque about the 1st of May last >—That was the

lhinligzs‘ I thought you said the 1st of January?—It was the, 1st of January, I

1929' D

1930, 2

id he not send you a cheque in May this year?—I think not.

- Are you sure?—I do not recollect it. The last cheque sent to me I think
Jauual.),'_

-
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By Mr. Mulock :

1931. What was the first job you did for Mr. Dewdney ?—I could hardly tell
you. I think it was putting up a little shelving.
1932. Where ?—At his house, when he first went there. |
1933. By whose orders did you do that ?—Mr. White asked me if 1 could do :
little extra work in my own time for the Minister, and Isaid I did not know. I sal I
I cannot see my way clear at present, but will see you again. Iconcluded that®
could manage to do this little job, with the assistance of my son. |
1934. How long is that ago >—About three years ago. :
o) 1935. The first job was putting up shelving in Mr. Dewdney’s house ?—A little
shelving. J
1936. How much did he pay you for doing that?—I could not say. I have nob
got the bill here. It is a very small account. i
1937. When did he pay you for that ?—I suppose about 6 or 8 months after.
1938. How did it come to run so long ?—Because I never put it in.
1939. When did you pat in the account ?—I have not the date with me.
1940. You did put it in, did you ?—I did. :
1941. Seven or eight months after the work was done ?—Yes; to the best of mf
recollection, but I do not remember the amounts. ,
1942. You do remember that you were paid ?—Yes.
1943. By Mr. Dewdney ?—Yes.
1944. Personally ?—Yes.
1945. Where ?—It was a cheque on the bank.
1946. Did that cheque include other work ?—I think he gave me two or thI®
cheques together. .
1947. First of all, he gave you one for the shelves ?—Yes; and perhaps for som?
other little work. )
b1948. What else would it include, if itincluded more than the shelves ?—I mad®
a table, : |
1949. That was the next work for him ?—I would not say it was the next.
1950. What kind of a table was it ?—A table for the kitchen.
1951. Was that the next work you did ?—Yes. .
1952. How long was it after you had made the shelving that you made £he
table ?—It was soon after. '
1953. A week, or two or three weeks ?—It might have been a fortnight after =
1954. Within a fortnight, or soon after you put up the shelving you made =
kitchen table ?—Yes. . 1
1955. Where did you make the table ?—In the building.
1956. In your shop ?—Yes. -
1957. Where did you get the material from which you made the table ?—Whesy
did I get the material ? I brought it from home. 4
1958. You remember that well ?—Yes. ;
1959. You had the exact timber required ?—Yes; I have lots of timber at homei
I brought it down. '
1960. T suppose there were ‘other things required. Where did you get e
nails ?—I bought the nails. 4
1961. And the tools ?—They were my own tools. o
1962. You have a complete set of tools apart from the Government’s p—TH
Government has no tools. ’
1963. When did you get paid for the table ?—I could not say the date. ;
1964. How long was it atter the table was made ?—I could not say that ; som”
months after. 1
1 1965. Was the price of the table included in the cheque for the shelving?'.‘
es. 4
1966. Did that cheque cover just those two items ?—It covered other things:
1967. What else did you do for Mr. Dewdney ?—There was a plate rack. j
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1968. You made that in the buildings, too >—Yes.
1969, What was the price of the plate rack ?—I could not say.
1970, What was the price of the table ?—I could not tell you that even.
1971. Have your no idea ?—I have not, ‘ :
1972, Hav: _';ou no idea of the price of the plate rack ?—1t is on the bill I gave
to My Dewdney. ' ; .
T 1973. Was'that included in the first cheque he gave you?—1 think it was.
0se are about the first items I did. :
b 1974, What was the next item you did >—The next was this wardrobe I spoke
about, J
1975. That is the work that took six weeks to do ?—Yes.
1976. What was the price of the wardrobe ?—1 forget that,
1977, Have you no idea ?—I forget.
1978, You have no idea of the price of the wardrobe ?—No,
1979, You have not the faintest idea ?—Not Just now.
}380. $50 ?—No. ¥
81. $10 >—About $30 or $35, I should say. :
¢ 1982, So you have an idea. Did that go into the first cheque ?—Really I could
not te]] you, Ay :
th 1983. Now the second cheque was not included in that?—I think I had only
'ee cheques altogether.
& 1984:.Cl What was the next work you did for Mr. Dewdney ?—I do not know ;
4t very near finished it, .
985, Oh1 ng.lb ]\LVel have the mosquito nets. What was the next in order of
ou have to go over two other cheques yet. He would not give you other
heques for nothing. I suppose it simply means this: that you were doing little
chores fo, Mr. Dewdney ?—I kept no regular account. : :
No 1?86- And you cannot now with accuracy give us details of the account ?—
did not keep an account. N o
th 7 1tsimpl3p7 means that from the time of Mr. Dewdney .benpg Minister of
b ® Interior ynif now you have been doing work off and on for him in the way you
Ve mention e ?—Yes; butIhavenotdoneanything for him for the last three months.
Y88, And you have been paid out three cheques 7—I think it is about that.
1989, During all this time you have been in the public service ?—Yes.
rawing pay at what rate 7—$2 ?a dggfé
- For how many days in the year ?—365. ;
Min; : 2. You have beeﬁ pa‘%,d for 365ydays in each year since Mr. Dewdney became
18tey ?

Yo, )
e 1993, Angsoceasionally you got leave of absence from Mr. Dewdney ?—Not
asllggally; never but once in my life. TN ik
& M 4 f absence once ?—Mr. Dewdney did not.
Ziked Me. I\&I:Lil?)e;vg;ifi}rlgﬁzs Z(ﬂlttllf::;?igate work to do and I would like leave o’f"
So_nce- e said : “I do'not see how we can spare you ; tpe goods must go away.
evsald: L will attend to that ; if [ am not there my son will be there and see that
*tything i 1| right.” i
1995, 'yoy got leave of absence from Mr. Hall to do private work ?—Yes.
}89& What private work ?—Mr. Dewc}ney’s work,
193;‘ You did it for Mr. Dewdney ?—Yes.
1999° And delivered it to him ?—Yes. _
9. He knew you were doing it ?—Yes.
ang 3000' During the time you were off duty you got your son to take your place
r)l'ew Pay from the Government ?—Yes. .
;881) Your son does extra work ?—He does not.
500" Ath(ft is your son’s name; ?—YJohn.
003, Ay + ; s ¥ on:
200 see)tgg:exgzrgep?y{;m)g:t hereeto S. J. Mason, Is he not your son ?—No.

timeg ?
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2005. Your name is John Mason, “ packer, 365 days, at $2 a day, $730.” That
is what you have received ?—Yes.

By Mr. Foster :

2006. During the last three years, which have been in question, you have had
leave of absence for how long ?—I think it was 6 or 10 days.

2007. Is that all >—That is all I have had since I have been in the employ of
the Government.

2008. Why did you get this leave of absence ?—I had this little private work 10
do, and I did not see my way clear to do it ; but I thought if I could get leave for &
few days, then I could do it.

2009. Whom did you ask ?>—Mr. Hall.

2010. What did he say ?—He told me, he says: “I will give you leave, John,
but I do not see how we are going to do without you ; goods are going away every
day.” I said I would see there would be no delays, as my son would be there in case
I could not be.

2011. You got your 6 or 10 days’ leave ?—Yes. J

2012. And during that time your son was engaged in your place ?—Not all the
time ; every time there was work to be done he was there.

2013. That work that yon would have done was done by him ?—Yes.

2014. Did he receive pay for it ?—I paid him.

2015. I mean from the Department ?—No; not at all.

2016. He received no pay from the Department during the time he was at work
while you had received leave of absence ?—Not one cent.

2017. Did you do this work for Mr. Dewdney in office hours or out ?—I may
have used a few hours in office hours.

2018. How many ?—Not a day altogether.

2019. All the rest was done outside of time ?—Yes :

2020. And for everything you did Mr. Dewdney paid you ?—Yes; as I sent iB
my bill. T paid for everything I used.

2021. The material you used for these articles you bought and paid for yourself
out of your own money ?—Yes.

By Mr. Somerville :

2022. You wanted this special leave of absence at this time to do work for
Mr. Dewdney ?—Yes.

2023. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Dewdney about it ?—I did not:

2024. Mr. Dewdney asked you to do the work ?—No, sir; Mr. Fred. White cam?®
to me and asked me if I thought I could do this work for Mr. Dewdney. He wante
this work done.

2025. Who is Mr. White ?—Comptroller of the Mounted Police.

2026. Is he your superior officer ?—No, sir.

2027. He said Mr. Dewdney wanted this work done ?—Yes; Mr. Dewdney asked
if he could recommend him some one. :

2028. When was this ?—This was when the Minister first came.

2029. But I mean with reference to your leave ot absence ?—That is the time I3
had my leave of absence—the first of the year 1890. :

2030. Previous to that, according to your own statement, you had been doing
work for Mr. Dewdney ?—Not at all.  This was the first commencement. i

2031. Had you not done any work for Mr. Dewdney before these holidays com”
menced ?—No.

2032. You got these special holi(fays of six to ten days in order that you migh?
do work for Mr. Dewdney by instruction from Mr. Fred. White ?—No instructiof:
He came and asked me it I could do iv. Itold him, I did not sce my way clear al
present, but would let him know again; and I thought thatifhe was not in a hurrys
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ad it did not matter how long I took over it, I would do it in my spare time. My
o0 Would help me, and I conld manage it. .

2033, YO& did this work right along when you got your holidays ?—Not at all.

2034, T mean this special work ?—I did the bulk of it. & »
D 2035, What were you doing during these holidays ?—I was working at Mr.

*Wdney’s house and in the buildings in my own shop. .
t 2036, Hadn't you your son at work in the buildings ?—Sometimes 1 would come
here When I was using glue, and so on, I had not that at home.

2037. You were working at Mr. Dewdney’s house, and came back when. you
Wanted to e the glue ?—I was not at Mr. Dewdney’s house when I was using the
8lue at the buildings. 1 B

<038. Certainly not. This holiday wvas specially to work at Mr. Dewdney’s ?

\Ye‘

S

By the Chairman :

get }?039- Is it customary for clerks working on the same lines of work as you to
Olidays some time in the year ?—Yes.

2040. "Does their pay go ou during their absence >—Yes, The Board of Works

I men holidays.

By Mr. Barron :
2041, Ty it customary to get holidays to do work for a particular Minister ?—No

By Mr. Taylor :

. 20 A g et . rernment ?—More or less
Singg 1%?9 How long have you been working for the Governm

gi}'es thei

2043. And these are the first holidays you ever had ?—Yes,

WLy PEARrT called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

04 y s b £ tho
Ist op f:ﬂe}}gg}).long have you been in the service of the Governmen ince the

mentzg 0..Whe1-e did you reside previous to t.hat ?—I was engaged in the Govern-
” 2Oerv1ee on the 1st of June 1880 in \V}nmp.eg. 2 ,
9 6. What were your duties in Winnipeg ?—Messenger of the Department.
fﬁg Of what Department ?—The Indian Department. gt s
SAW ap o Whp appointed you to that position 7—I was living ldn. d]nmpgg an
5 a ver'tlsemlent in the pls.pex- ;‘ol;rahmisseing)en; :Onnd I applied and got it.
e rom did v 4 7 t0 P— e heas or . :
gggo You-weredi:)n ('le:elgalx)-v)ice of the Govern%nent in Winnipeg from 1880 ?—Yes.
2052 Nl when ?—The present time.

‘T“ne, 188 Ut you are not now in Winnipeg ?—I was in Winnipeg from the 1st of

0: until th 2
e Ist July, 1882, My

38?3 2 OLel you transfei)n’-ed from Winnipeg to the service in Ott:AWi.L ?—I was.
to, \§4' OW did that come about ?—I was transferred by the order of the Minis-

. hen 1, Dewdney, was made Minister [ was his messenger in the North-

é05 Crefore, he had me transferred from Regina to Ottawa.

2055 v Were his special messenger out there 7—I was. :

2057 wol Went there in 1882, when Mr. Dewdney came ?—I did not, 3
l'efno\re(f' hen 2—T Joft Winnipeg in 1882 and went with the Department when it

0 : : '

203 ©gina, :
o R °8. Hoyw did you come to vet to Ottawa ?—On the train, I suppose. I went
tran:té_:lfla 0 July, 1%82 and remained there until the 1st November, 1888, and was

‘*ed fromthere to: here. ?
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2059. What did you do at Regina ?—I was messenger to Mr. Dewdney, as b
was Indian Commissioner and Lieutenant-Governor.

2060. What were your duties as messenger ?—Anything I was asked to do.

2061. What character of duties had you to do ?—The duties of a me=senger. "

2062. In the morning what did you do?—I went to the office and cleaned}
out and looked after it. I went to the post office and got the mail and distrib\ltegi
it to the clerks. I worked in the office all day long and put letters on the files 8%
put the files away and copies letters and stayed there until the work was finishé®

2063. You had no duties outside of the office ?—No; I had not. |

2064. You did not do any work outside of the office ?—I went up and dow?
with telegrams and posted the letters. §

2065. But you did mot do any work outside of office duties ?—What kind &
work ?

2066. That is what I want you to tell me ?—If you ask I will probably gl"ﬂ
you the information,

2067. You were transferred to Ottawa in 1888 ?—I was,

2068. Mr. Dewdney was then Minister of the Interior ?—Yes.

2069. Where do you live ?—-With Mr. Dewdney.
2070. What time do you come to the office here ?—On an average at half-p
nine. ;

2071. What time do you leave ?—When the Minister leaves. - .

2072. When does he leave >—Some times four o’clock, sometimes half-past fou’!
sometimes it is five o'clock; but mostly it is half-past six. It is oftener sev®
o’clock than four. |

2073. You are a kind of body servant to Mr. Dewdney ?—I am his special me¥
senger. That is what I go by. s

2074. You do work down at his house ?—I do, certainly. I live there. Thaﬂi
my home. I do no work there except when I am through with the office, befor
go to the office and after. That is my home. g

2075. If any of the other parties in the Interior Department were to lea
evidence to show that you were not in the Department more than from one to ¢
and a-half hours per day what would you say ?—That it is not so. 8

2076. Don’t you act as general chore man or boy around the residence of the.
Minister ?—1I do, but that has nothing to do with the Government whatever.

2077. You wait on the table ?—I do. ;

2078. You black the boots ?—I do all sorts of work around the house. :

2079. You black the boots ? There is no disgrace about that, because I d0
myself ?—VYes.

2080. You clean the windows ?—Yes. : i

2081. You are general butler or body servant to Mr. Dewdney ?—I am, ou?
office hours; not in office hours. ; ;

2082, Will you swear that you attend the office during office hours constaﬂ"l ’
do you swear that?—I do, for the most of it, with the exception that when *5
Dewdney is at the house working I remain at the house as his messenger. Sometim™y
he is laid up sick and not able to be at the office, and I am his special messenger; hi’“
live at the house, and run up and down from the house to the office, and bring "
letters and all sorts of documents to be signed, and bring them back to Mr. Hall i
Mr. Burgess, or whoever is acting Secretary. A i

2083. What do you do in the Department ?—I am Mr, Dewdney’s messenge"‘yr

2084. You really work for Mr. Dewdney ?—I suppose so. I am Mr, Dewdn® =
special messenger in'the Department.

2085. When Mr. Dewdney travels, do you go with him ?—I do.

2086. When he goes to the North-West ?—Yes.

2087. What are your duties then ?—I am his messenger.

2088. When he gets out on the prairie, what work have you to do there 2—The 3
is lots of work. Telegrams and letters have to be sent. -
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2089. What kind of work do you do when you are travelling with Mr. Dewdney ?
Tell us without hesitation 2—I would rather be asked particularly.

By Mr. Somerville :

. 2090. When you were travelling with Mr. Dewdney what did you do ?—I go out
Ly telegrams to the stations and get letters when there is need of it, and so on.
2091, D,

oes he have with him a Secretary, too ?—Certainly.

2092. Who is his Secretary ?—Last time Mr. Dewdney went up Mr, McGirr
Wentzgg’ I believe.

3. And do you get travelling expenses ?—Yes. ; ' )
Yo 2094, Y ou get}travglling expena%s when you are travelling with Mr. Dewdney ?+—
S,
“;835 How much allowance do you get besides your pay ?—I get $1.50:
2096

: i ‘th-W s ¢ 't of the
« When Mr, Dewdney goes into the North-West ‘or into any part of
:‘?J-IMPY 0 you always attendyhi\fn ?-—Well, I have done so, but I have only gone out
1ce,

2095, Have you ever been in any other par’g Wi\§h him ?—No.
8. Were you ever down to the sea coust?—No.
2Q99. They 30 not give you such nice trips as that? You draw your salary of
 Sht along, T suppose >~ Well, I have done so until the 30th Jame. :
besiqu. . And you get this extra pay likewise when you are off on these trips
emd‘)e* —I have done so.
S101. Who do you get it from ?—From the Department.
2102, Under what name did you get it ?—In my own name.
2103, Are you sure of that ?—Positive.

By Mr. Mulock :
gt i do you make that out?
* 1ouare serving two masters ?—How do you make '
My 2105. Arg you s:arvin% two masters >—Well, I am working for Mr, Dewdney and
Oﬂzi‘gDewdneY’S house is mby home, and I am at liberty to do whatever I wish before
l;)h()urs or after office hours, | o
;106' T'e you serving two masters >—I don’t know how you get at tha s
9 107. Ave you serving the Minister of the Interiorin his official capacity ?—VYes.
and 2108, You ‘arg a servant with the Minister of the Interior in his official capacity,
g(l)ggare a servant of Mr. Dewdney in his private capacity ?—I am.

to Malke - en you are serving two masters, are you not ?—I suppose so, if you like
¢ 1t out that way.
iniit1 1. ave you a?;)y regular hours of duty to the Government master—the
°t of the Interior 3T generally come down.

Vi i it ) ring on duty on the

* &M asking you if you have regular hours for appea g 3
‘iﬁﬁ?rtment of the In%e{ior ?—yWell, the office hours are from 10, I believe to 4; some-
S I am here from 9.30.

duty o o1 A08Wer my question, sir ?2—Have you any regular hour for appearing on

2ait the Cpartment ?—Well, on the average at 9.30. :

21}3' Ou say the average is 9.30 ?—Sometimes before, sometimes after.

2114' Do you sign the roll ?—I do. ol B

"115' The roll will show how far you have kept up to that average ?— Yes.

‘:’ug' OU 8ign it every morning When you are there ?—VYes.

2r1d It sets forth the hour of your arrival 7—Yes; it does. X
i - Supposing Mr. Dowdney required you to remain one hour later than the
\%uéar hour fi ap geal'ingf-?o ?g‘r}naixil at yogyx- home—which order would you obeX
not g f(‘-)r"der of Mr, Bewdney or the order of the Minister of the Interior?—That is
21(;3‘ Question, T think’ s oLl

" ¢ 3 asking you a perfectly fair question ?— hat 1s not a fair que i
2120' I want to k%g’\v WhEthe?' ygu would obey the Minister or Mr. Dewdney ?—

'
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Tae CuareMAN.—I would like as the Chairman to give him an explanation of
it. The witness may not understand, when an ovder is given by Mr, Dewdney,
whether he is acting as Minister of the Interior or as a private individual.

Mr. Murock.—If he will accept that, I will accept his answer. Is that the
case 7—Yes,

2121. You don’t know whether you obey the Minister or Mr. Dewdney in his
private capacity ?—Yes.

2122. You told us you drew pay from two sources. Do not you draw pay from
Mr. Dewdney for the service you rendered him ?—That is private.

2123. Did you or did you not ?—I do. |

2124. Then you are drawing pay from three sources and you have to render
value t(i Mr. Dewdney in his private capacity for the pay he gives you, do you
not ?—I do.

2125. You have to give value to him for what he pays you privately for
wages ?—Yes.

2126. And you try to remder value, I presume, to the Government for the
pay they give you ?—I do.

By Mr. Somerville :

2127. How much did Mr. Dewdney pay you privately ?--L am not at liberty——

2128. You are at liberty to tell all you know ?—I am not at liberty to give my
private atfairs in this way.

2129. Who told you that ?—I know that——

Mr. FosTER objected to the question being put concerning a matter of a privaté
character.

2130. I want you to tell me who told you you were not to tell 2—My private
affairs belong to myself.

2131. Who told you not to tell that here ?

J. R. HALL re-called and further examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

2132. You stated I think—I have not got the printed evidence here—that -
Humphreys got extra work in the Department ?—VYex. ;

2133." And were you aware he had performad extra work ?—I was aware, 8
certified to by Mr. Henry who gave him the work.

2134. Did you certify to this account of Mr. Humphreys’' ?—Not beyOﬂd
December, 1888, It you will allow me to explain tite matter [ think it may probab!
save time, Humphreys came into the Department in 1883 at $1.50 a day. Som®
time in 1885 he commenced doing extra work, for which he was allowed to mak®
about 50 cents a day, to make his pay up to $2 a day. It was in the month &
December, 1888—I was acting Deputy at the time—that Mr. Henry, who had bee”
certifying to this account, said: “ Would it not be better to give him 50 cents *
day more and put him on the pay list at that rate?” I said, yes. He had bee®
given this for several years and I thought it would be better to put it straight O
the pay list and I authorized that and he was paid it. I suid to Mr. Henry: = Thi®
is to end any extra work for Humphreys. Whether he does it or not, he must be
satisfied with the $2 a day.” And since December, 1888, I have not certified to %
approved of any payment to Mr. Humphreys. I am told be did extra work o}
indexing at night and did other work between four and six. That is the prinClPad
time he did the over-time. But since the time that I took the stand that he showl®
be satisfied at $2 a day 1 have not passed any accounts,
¥ 2135. What was there special about this man Humphreys that he should get Sg

much extra pay ?—I do not think his salary in any one year exceeded $1,100, 8%
some years it did not reach that. He was a good all-around man and a good worke
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2136. He & s to have got a good deal more than any other man in respect to
eXtra work, eY?)zmseeoin 1885-89 he was paid for the full year, 153 and 212 days
—Making up the full ’ycar—and then, he was paid for 445 hours at 00‘ceynts an
ho“"» making $222.50." In the previous year, or rather 1889-90, he worked 365 (iqu,
at §2 4 day ‘making $730, and he was allowed 776 hours at 50 cents, $388, making

L1I8.  Could that man do this extra work for 776 hours and do Justice to the
“Partment by working full time for every day in the year?—He could put -in a
§00d deal of time between four and six o'clock. He W:lts altl. extra clerk, and for
Xtra clerks, hetween four and six-was looked upon as extra time.
37. Yoﬁesa;ethfs work was done ?—It W:lls certified to by Mr. Henry up to
the eng of 1888, '
2188 T am asking what you know about it ?—I was not present in the room

While b giq the work. 1 accepted the certificate of his superior officer.

2139, You believe, he did this work ?—Yes, 5

. 2140. Beside having worked 365 days in one year, he worked 776 hours?—I
t\hlnk, that would not be more than two or two and a ha}f hours a.dﬂ.Y-

B 41. And you think, he did that ?—I believe, he did. If he did not, I have been
€Ceived, and | ‘am very sorry to hear it.

:3142. Who told you that he did this work ?—Mr. Henry.

gi‘if Who else ?—Mr. Pereira. < ’

144 Anybody else —Not that I know of. ;

h 2145, %h:?tb:ta}tei:e?lt seems to be rather strange in the face of the fact that we
ave the Deputy Minister’s statement, I think, to the effect that this 50 cents an
0T, was not for extra work at all, but was given to make up his salary ?—I have

ead My, Burgess's statement.

r 2146, Was tfﬁit- not your statement, Mr. Burgess >—Mr. Burgess—I do not
Cmemlyg,.,

2147, Do you know Mrs. E. J. Orde ?—Yes.

18872148' Who is Mrs, Orde ?—She was my sister. She died in the mounth of June,

2149, v

2150 our salary is $2,800 a year ?—VYes.

$235 ¢ +- -0Cking through a number of accounts here I see that Mrs. Qrde recelv?}d
—-09.60 in 1883 ?—The total she got wasabout $480, extending over thntee_n maonths
.thg year 1885 and Januury, 1886. Will you allow me to_explam about it ? e
fro =151, Cez-tainly.—Before giving that work to my sister I asked permission
exnrll-l Mz, Burgess o do so. There were about twenty-five women in Qttawa‘ getting
ask 3wox-k from the Department at that time. A great many returns were belrlljg
done for by the House of Commons, and there was a gremde‘al of ‘copying to be
sigte’ 15 work was copied at so much per folio. The work was done by my
{2 0F by hep eldast boy, a school boy of 15, who wrote a good hand.. ‘The money
'awn by her in her own name. I never touched one cent of it in any way.
tolg h-"'k Was counted up every month by Mr. Wm. Howe, who is since _dea('i_. I
™M 10 be ¢reful and count the work fairly, as Mrs, Orde was my sister; he
eounto ¢ Particular to see that it was counted right. ‘One month .Mr. K. C'. ngprtelol
Depaftd 1t, Mr. Howe likely having been away. In 1386 thve que:itlog Sroag 1r:l se]:‘i
the ¢ ;Ilent 48 to whether we could give out copying lf).all) one ;}rlxod ? émo )gdsm
siﬂter o eTvice examination. Immedmte]y that qgestmn was &;I'S()zl | o‘p‘l‘ d thy
CXamj fom getting any more work, though dozens of others, who had not passe : e
they, "Nations, continued to get the work. However, I wanted to make sure t“at
baiq tWas Nothing irregular, as far as my sister was concerned. For every do aI;
touchO er the work was honestly done, it was properly counted, and I did 1?0.
She oo Cent of the money in any shape or form. My sister lived at my house;
Wgny o O Young children, and she did not even pay her board out of that money,
Y Way. " I never touched or received anything out of that money.

By Mr. Taylor :
2150 Y Mr. Taylor :

n « Dwant (o ask you a question in reference to the work given to Mr. Ander
* I thiy the impression was left on the minds of the Committee, when Mr.
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Burgess was under examination, that he gave out that work., Will you please make -
a statement of what you know of it >—My recollection of it was that Mr. Burgess
came to me one day in my office with the Forestry Report. He said to me: This
report is written in such bad English, it.is so ungrammatical that we cannot publish
it in the Blue Book in its present shape. Whom can I give it to in the Department
to revise. I have not time to take it home and do it myself. I at once thought o
old Mr. Anderson, a man who had been editor of a newspaper in Scotland for many
years, and one thoroughly competent to do the work. He was at that time getting
$1.50 a day in the Department—not very extravagant pay for an ex-editor. I thought
that if a little could be thrown in his way no harm would be done. Mr. Anderson
took the work home; he did it after hours. It took him five or six weeks to do ifs
That was in the year 1886. The result of that was published in a pamphlet—not in
the report of the Department, but in a separate pamphlet, which was laid before
Parliament. In reference to paying him for the work, had old Mr. Anderson come
to me direct I would have paid him straight. Unfortunately. however, Mr. Burgess
took a round-about way to pay him,and no one regrets it now more than Mr. Burgess
himself. There was nothing wrong or crooked about the matter that I can see.
Mr. Anderson was an extra clerk at $1.50 a day. He did the work at night; he did
it well, and got $100 for it. That is all I know about it.

2153. Who is Mrs. Elizabeth Anderson ?—I do not know, unless she is M-
Anderson’s wife. :

2154. I sce that in 1887-88 she was paid $75. The account is certified to bY
Mr. Chisholm and approved by Mr. Burgess ?—I think after Mr, Anderson’s death
his widow decided to return to Scotland, and some copying was given to her 0
help her towards that end. I have no doubt that she did the work. If I am no
right in my supposition, probably Mr. Burgess can correct me. :

Mgr. Buraess—That is correct.

By Mr. Somerville :

2155. Do you know anything about Miss Duhamel’s case ?—Yes. .

2156. There seems to be some mystery about that. I would like to get to the
bottom of it ?—About two years ago Miss Duhamel, who, I believe, is one of the
coming prima donnas, decided to go to Paris to finish her musical studies, and het
mother asked that we should not give her a year's leave of absence, but if possible
to hold the appointment open for her, if the work could be done in her absence, 8¢
that if she failed in Paris she could come back into the Department. That arrang®
ment was allowed on the understanding that it was to be for one year. It drifted om
however, into two years, and all the time, during her absence, the work of an extfﬂ_
clerk, the average day’s copying of a lady copyist—I think more than the average—
was done for and on behalf'of Miss Duhamel. If the parties sent the money %
Paris that is a private matter. All that we saw was that the work was done. 11;‘
was done in a very good hand. The work I have since been informed was done bY.
her sister, but the account has been put in the name of Miss Nellie Myers, Mis
Duhamel’s sister has passed the Civil Service examination and is entitled to do extr®
work. I was always under the impression that Miss Nellie Myers actually did the
work until yesterday, when Mrs. Duhamel came to my office and admitted that her
daughter did the work and that Miss Nelly Myers did not. However, the work wis
done. It stopped at the end of June, like all those other extra clerks. ;

By Mr. Barron :

2157. The lady who did the work was the sister of Miss Duhamel who went %
Paris 7—A. Yes.
2158. In the Department ?—No ; at home at night time. Those two hook®
which I gave to Mr. Somerville will give an idea of the number of files got in b 9
name of Miss Nellie Myers from day to day. Mrs. Lee happened to have those tW®
but she generally throws them in the waste paper basket. They are just roug”

memoranda.
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By Mr. Somerville :

- : s g3 s signed the cheques, and
2159. Th ts were certified, Miss Nellie Myers signe ;
they were wi:neascszzutl)]yssome person of the name of Duhamel ?—That was probably
the Sister, Miss Agnes Duhamel—the one who is here 12 OItt{)W\lT_a-
2160. She is émp]oyed is one of the Departments ?— e)xeve 80. SRR G
2161, What Department ?—I think the Post Office Department,
00t supe
; : - g t ?—Yes.

2162, § ceiving a salary in the Post Office Departmen

Ol 2163, Dtilg yool;ll(}imk?e?n; cox%sultation with Mr. Dewdney about this matter ?—
, 0

; I have not spoken to Mr. Dewdney about it. I think the arrangement was
Made witp,

216
resdp o

. Burgess to oblige the Dnhamel family. 4 ' :
’11}%21'333?; t’s?lzqh (;. person as Miss Nellie Myers >—Yes. She has been here
10 be called before the Committee.

9. She did not do this work at all>—She says now she did not. I always
"derstood she g,

2166. What object was there in putting the account in a fictitious name ?—
Be(:&llsa th 1

¢ e other Miss Duhamel being being already employedin the Civil Service
ould not g drawing other pay, I suppose.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :
2

167. Ts she a ermanent official >—I do not know. I dare say she could have
dong ¢ P

By Mr. Somerville :

1 2168, 1 understand from the Auditor-General that she is not apermanent clerk ?
Aot speals positively about that. ; . ; T, :
That2¥69- 3)) youp know \.\)*711y the account was put 11(1i 11\\?'88 ?\Telll;ieehlff;;; nalmlfan.o-;-v
.15 & matter bet the Duhamel family and Miss Nellie Myers. Tk
Ilothln{%‘ of the :Ifrz:)nengiil:lt. I was only concerned to see the work was well done.
exe “‘ *.Vid you examine the work ?—I have seen specimens of it; it 1sin an

ellent, hand writine i ¥
i 2171, asked i\rbgq Lee to furnish a statement go show the work she did, Murs.
$17es out the files .every day ?—A portion of them. .
2 . 'k is s money by the
filgg ?\Y'es he ought to know what amount of work is done for this money by
£L78. She is | iti ni Committee the amount of work done
R ER 8 to furnish to the Com : f ‘
SVS;)M'SS Nellie lfllrl;ra; };2%:30:1 Mrs. Lee has assured me that Miss Nellie Myers, or
1ﬂd§ever did ¢ e‘}\vrvo;-lé for Miss Dubamel, did as much or more than the average
00 . .
Yist,

hepg o0 I Would like to have that evidence here ?—You have the primary evidence
d alreadY’ if you run through those little books which I gave you. : i
g 2175, hat do the figures represent ?—The number of the official £ es. It may
Yy that ¢ e whole file has to be copied or only one or two papers from it. o
the v Can you give any reason why this other person should be substltuted“ or
D“hl;zeal Person doiﬂgo- the work ?—I know of no reason except that the other Miss
Sl was emnloGed | o 4 f
ployed in another Departmen } ‘ '8
I d°2nl77' But th}at vyvould not, be suﬁ‘ici%nt reason ? She is not a permanent clerk 72—
Ot knoy Whether she is permanent orlnot. Rl
o CHMERVILLE.— ditor-Generul says s . :
from 10 AUDITOR-GENEEEE ﬁli am not positive on the point; I am only speaking
m memory, ;

2 By M, Somerville :

8. The i has been stopped ?—At the end of June. That
Tiod };;ytrg ev:ltli(c):gﬂ;)l;r r:()r::g{ual arrangement with the Auditor-General and
)

was he pe
WBury oard, we were allowed to continue. We gave them all notice in the

the {‘l‘e
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month of May that those who had not passed the Civil Service Examination must g0
atthe end of June. That was the outcome of the minute of the Treasury Board 0%
the subject of this extra work.

By Mr. Taylor :

2179. Can you give us a statement as to whether the expenses in connecti
with the Department of the Interior have been increasing or decreasing for the last
two years ?—Y es. ‘

2180. Will you please do so?—Yes. I took the trouble to look into that an®
see whether we have been extravagant, so that I find there has been a steady decreas®
for the last two years, and a contemplated greater decrease. In civil governmen®
here at Ottawa we have made a cut of nearly $5,000 in the last two years. We est
mate between six and seven thousand this coming year, and it will thus be in tht
years eleven thousand. In 1889-90 we saved $13,000. We made a reduction
$13,000 in the outside service, and in 1890-91 we made a reduction of $11,000 ; that®
$24,000 in the outside service, besides $11,000 at the Head Office ; and we will mat®
a still further cut. Under Mr, Dewdney’s administration of three years we will hav®
effected a saving of fully $40,000 between the Inside and the Outside Service. But*
would like to say right here, and I thivk it is due to the memory of the late M
White, that at the time of his death he had fully made up his mind to make the vetJ
same reductions. He spoke to Mr. Burgess and myself about it repeatedly, 8%°
would have carried out those reductions had he lived.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

2181. You are making comparison with what year—1885, 1886 and 1887 we*
extraordinary years ?—Yes; those were extraordinary years.

2182, Well, is it a comparison with them ?—I said with 1889 or 1890, My fir™"
reduction is in 1889-90, the second 1890-91, and I am now entering upon 1891-92,
which we are still going on with this reduction,

2183. Well, in the ordinary course of affairs the expenditure of that Departmei =
would be less now than in 1886, shortly after the Rebellion, when there was so ma®"
work connected with it ?—Oh, ves; for several causes we have been able to effect tbes
reductions; for instance, when the colonization companies were wound up we dispoy
of Mr. Rufus Stephenson’s services at $3,000 and $1,000. In the same way we disp08®
of the Forestry Commission, with $2,0600 salary and $1,000 expense attached.

By Mr. Somerville :

2184. Was Mr. Stephenson’s salary not 85,000 2—$3,000 salary and $1,000 expens™
In these two matters we have saved $7,000, and whereever we have a vacancy in®
Crown Timber Office in the North-West, either by resignation or by death, we
amalgamated the Crown Timber Offices and the Dominion Lands Offices. We
done that at Winnipeg, Calgary, Edmonton and Prince Albert, and the salary of g
Crown Timber Agent was $1,200 with contingencies, so there was a considel'”'
saving there. We disposed of the Land Guide service, and in the year 1886 two oo
missions went out to settle Half-breed claims; and there were expenses in connect
with it. All these things are now settled up, and about the year 1887, before ¢
White’s death, he began to see his way clear to make these very large reducti®®
which Mr, Dewdney has since carvied out.

2185. Reductions have been made because the work was not there to do. ‘,.__
is the reason of the expenses being cut down?—VYes; but if the Government WIS'
simply to make places for men they could have filled all the vacancies in the Crov
Timber Office without any question being raised. They preferred, however, t0 *;'.f;
down these expenses it possible, and united the Dominion Lands and Crown Tlﬂlj 4
Offices. d
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2186. It is because there was not enough for them both to do, T suppose ?—Oh,
there may have been an excuse for having two there. It is easy to find something
% do for'a Government Official.

2186a. Is that your experience ?>—I have always found plenty to do.

2187, Tt has been suggested to me that there are many men in the Department
Who don’t, faithfully discharge their duties ?—There, at the Head Office ?

88. Yes, that there are some men ?—Not a great many. Y
. 2189. There are some ?—I dont know that I am suthorized by the Minister to
€% Into questions of internal economy in the Department. .
0. There are some men who do not render much service; would not the
Gove!'nment be doing its duty to get rid of those men who dont give much value ?
€re at Ottawa ? 4 ; :
b 2191. Yes ?—J know some of them who I think in very few years will have to
© Superannuated ; they are getting on towards that. There would be a still further
Clion in our staff at Ottawa. s :
d 2192, The other day in giving your evidence you said you sometimes had to go
OWD to the Jail to get some of these men out—did you not ?—I did.
2193, How did they get in there 7—Debt—Division Court,
2194, Division Court debts ?—Yes.
2195. And would you go down and get them out.
t. Foster objected to this question.

J. A, Cong called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville : \ .

2196, What position do you hold in the Department ?—I am a third class clerk.

2197, When were you advanced to that position ?—Since the 1st January,'188‘.
P 2198, You were an extra clerk before you were advanced to the position of
\einé?élent clerk, and you were in habit of doing a lot of extra work, were you not?

/£.80me but not very considerable and 1 did some sometimes.
Wol.ki)«}gg& Well I see in 1)883—84 your salary was $547.40 and you get $417.15 extra

—Yeg

am0220.0~ Well the next year your salary was $547.50 and you got extra work
2508 10 845050 >—Yes. . : _ s b
You 1.—That was 1884-85. Well then in 18}85—86 your salary was $547.50 an
89t only $109.25 worth of extra work ?—Yes. =
an 2. How do you account for such a drop as that; you got 34!4 one year,
of 188 0 anothey year, and then it dropped down to $109 ?—We}l during the years
ot in4~‘8 the extra work that was put down as having been performed by me, was
_ 22893 iy performed by myself. o i ¥
Wag o 0 was it performed by ?—It was performed by a brother o mine w q
houl‘sng&ged in compiling an index for the Department and who was working after
he 001'11 € adopted this means of getting the pay because I was an extra clerk_, and
Perman(ila.otlvory well draw the money himself because he was prevented, being a
clerk,
3304- It was merely a matter of accommodation for your brother ‘?—-‘Exactly, yes.
2205° ¢ got the money in fact >—He got the money every cent of it.
op 06. Diq he not give you a little share of it ?7—Not a cent ; it was no trouble
o0 do that,  © .

Cug * 10u just let him have the use of your name?—LRxactly. The thing was
thiut;né?'ry ) at 1gast I had heard in'the Depa}r’tment. I did not know there was any
2201§ onest about it. The work was done and well done. =
go Ovep 4} OW do you know it was well dcne ?—The work is there yet, and if you

2209he Work you will see it is well done. : 7
2? Very .l ore seems to be a difficulty in getting a sight of the work ?—I wou
t

hel Og to see the work brought here and examined by the honourable members
2°m1mittee.
=11



130

2210. You did not make out the account then ?—I cannot recollect. ¥

2211, Here are some of those accounts. Did you make that out (Exhibif
No. 18) ?—Yes; I made that out. I might have made out the account and draw?
the money and given him the money.

2212, Here is another one certified to and approved by Douglas ? Is that your
writing (Exhibit No. 19) ?—My writing, yes.

2213. And you got no money for that; how much is it ?—It amounts to $42.

2214. How much was the first 2—§51. » .

2215. Here is another one; how about that (Exhibit No. 20) ?—That is one of
the same sort I suppose.

2216. Did you make that out?—I did not make this out; it is in the hand
writing of my brother. ]

2217. And certified to by whom ?—It is certified to by Mr. Henry. I did qoﬁ
do any extra work at all for my brother, or pass any account in my name for hil
after 1885, only during 1884, because the work he was at was completed at the en
of 1884, and any account that you will find after that date was done for himself.

2218. Well then this account for extra work which was done in 1883, 1884, 0"
$417.50, you say, all went to your brother ?—Every cent of extra work in 1884 ab® .
1885. -
2219. And you just allowed him to use your name ?>—Yes. Of course, I mny’!‘£
performed a little extra work in those days. I may Bave put in an account, but there’®
nothing to distinguish now between the accounts filled for my brother as accomm?®
dation, and probably a little extra work I did in my own name. of_

2220. I am speaking of these accounts—you got none of this ?—I got none ¢
the money that I received from the accounts that were filled in for my brother®
accomodation. 1

2221. And the total amount was for his accomodation ? In these ycars as =
understand you ?—Yes. "

2222. You knew at the time that you were doing wrong ?—I did not. I did n® i

think then I was doing anything dishonest, there may have been something irf®
gular, but I did not think there was anything dishonest or that would in any waf
arouse any suspicion.

2223. Do you know anything about when your brother did this extra work !~
After hours, .

2224. Did he do it in the building ?—Exactly, in the building and I am very
sure he was there every night for over two years. He was working on this ind®
which should be examined. :

By Mr. Chrysler :

2225. The work that your brother was doing was the work he could not tak®
home ?—No. Not easily. 4

2226. What was it ?—It was a compilation of three different indices into 0“4
undor the Burr system of indices. It was the indices for different years from 1873
to 1879. They were all made according to the old system of indexing under the
letter, and as the work was increasing considerably in the Department it was Ve‘le”
difficult to get at any of the previous correspondence so they thought it a desir b
time to complete those indices under the Burr system. The work was long 8%
tedious and required long experience. > -

2227. As I understand they were the indices to a large number of books *”
Yes. ' :

2228, Which could not be conveniently removed from the Department ?——N"‘\
very conveniently.
2229, Were those books in use during office hours ?—They were constantly.
2230. And for that reason the work would have to be done when the clerks’
the office were not using them ?—Yes. i
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Narcisse Corf called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

2231, What is your position ?—1I am first assistant in the Patent Branch of the
Interior e artment.

2232, What is your salary >—$1,400. n

2233, How long have you been getting that ?—Only since last January.

2234, What did you get before ?—I have been increasing $50 a year since I was
& second class clerk. . X
Perf22315' You have heard the evidence given by your brother, is that correct ?—

ectly, A .

2236, You got the whole of this money ?—Every cent. Atthe time I was draw-
ullg 4 small salary and had not taken the oath of office, or anything of that kind,
Athough T don't attach any importance to that. 3
% 2537, In 1883, 1884 what was your salary ?—In 1885 I was made a second class

®rk—on the 1st of January with a salary of $300 or $900.
2238. Tt would be the same in 1834 ?—No, I was a third class clerk then, get—
ng g Statutory increase of $50 a year, so in 1884 I was getting $50 less than in 1885.
m ho was this arrangement made with ?—When I started work, it was
ade with the then Deputy Minister Mr. Lindsay Russell, v
all 24(_)- How long did you continue in this work ?—I was engaged in that work
the time T had this exira work. h
Two years ?—Yes two, or three years. It was in the fall of 1882 that I
°mmenced the work and it was, as has been explained, upon indices covering the
%’.ears 1874 to 1879 inclusive, and these books could not possibly botaken out of the
© or used durin’g the day, because we were constantly referring to them during
001‘00 houpg and in connection with the correspond_ence. It was an index of the
"®Spondence received through the Department during those years. ;

Vote f 2. Why don’t you insist upon having it done in a square way—having the
an th(‘)r this extra work put in the estimates >—It never struck me that there was
YRUnE out of the way in . :

I sy -3. You knew about the Civil Service Act ?—I do not know whether I did.
ot BPOSS T did, T did not think there was anything really wrong about it. I was
Theas amed to tell those who were entitled to know about it that I was doing it.
Pa Y knew that T was quite willing to put in a good deal of extra time without extra
&ftz’ a8 I haye done since ; but they knew that I was not doing all that work night

" Dight from zeal,
» Did you know anything of this provision in the law ?—I know all about it
3‘7(;1:{,1? ut T do nyot know Whe}t’her Igdid then?. Even in the face of that I do not know
°F 1t would have been an objection as I look at it.
Just | 245, Was it not your duty to look at the Civil Service Act ?—I think it was

. B fall of 1882 that the Act came into force. : )

99 ince that time you have been travelling in the North West ?—Y es, sir.
WeSt, 47. What special business were you on there ?—I was Secretary of the North

Half-breed Commission, but in 1887 I was made a member of that Commission.

No n 48. Diq you draw pay as a departmental officer and as a Commissioner too ?—
of ég (5)' L drew Jjust the pay of the Department and the ordinary living allowance
emp] L dday. At first I drew $5 a day because that was the rate allowed to
Istm?ty °@s travelling in the North West ; but later on that was reduced to $3.50.
alloy;, . When the living allowance was $5, and a special Order in Council was passed

BtartelclI] %1:? e to draw the $5, as the arrangement was that I was to draw $5 when I

2249 D Y, i06 ?
~I . Vid you draw anything else than your living allowance for that service
lnex?t ltg 7, after I had perf%z-’medgthe service, a vote of’ $500 was passed by Parlia-

e R

108 for my services. That appears in the Estimates,
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By Mr. Denison :

2250. Did you draw extra pay before the Civil Service Act was passed ?—I com*
menced doing extra work in the fall of 1882, I do not believe I did any before that
The Civil Service Act came into force about that time.

By Mr. Taylor :

* 2251, How long have you been in the service >—Since 1878, _
2252, For this work that the accounts were put in in your brother’s name, yo!
rendered all the services >—I did the extra work. During the day, of course ; but 1
did not do any of that kind of work for which I was paid afterward. .
2253. 1 mean for this index that you did and for which the account was put ¥

in your brother’s name ?—I did, and I would not do that same work again for twi¢
the money. 3
2254. The Government got full value ?—I would not, if allowed by this Com™
mittee, do that work again for twice the money. 1

By Mr. Coatsworth :

2255. Did you enter the service in 1878 ?—Yes. : :

2256. What part of 1878 ?—I first commenced doing work as an extra clerk*
think it was March 1878, Before that time I had done some work in the Publ®
Works Department. I would like to say that that work could not possibly ha¥
been done outside of the Department, and I think I was the only one then in %
Department qualified to do the work. I was then assisting Mr, Henry, and T don?
think any one but a man familiar with all the correspondence could do it. :

By Mr. Mulock :

2257. Were you ordered to do it ?—I asked to do it. I represented the necess!¥
for these works, and now these books are being used every day in the Departm:
We have now to go through these books to see if there was any previous cor
pondence. The Deputy Minister knew it and the work was certified to by the pers™
in charge of that office. ¥

A. P. Suerwoop called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

2258. You have examined the books with regard to the attendance of
Humphreys between certain dates 7—The 15th of December, 1888, and 1st May, 18
2259. You have ascertained that this statement (Exhibit 21) as prepared;
correct from the books ?—Yes. ' 4

The Committee then adjourned.
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CoxmITTEE Rooy, THURSDAY, Gth August, 1891.
Committee met ;—Mur, Wallace in the Chair,
K. J. Hexry re called and further examined :—

hi T.HE CHATRMAN—Mr.- Henry, I understand, desires to make some corrections in
' evidence, and also to make & further statement.

Mg, Hexry—Question 336, on page 20 of the printed evidence, 1 should have
Sald thag

dify the account was put in under the heading of extra work. I’E was a
callerence p Salary on extra work. Question 340—In the sentence, Henry,
% Jou make out, that cheque in favour of Mr. Humphreys, and add an adt,iyltloual
w‘lﬂdred dollars, I will approve of it,” the “cheque” should be “account. The
d%}'ds “one or two before, for the same sum,” should be for two sums, being
\lIereI{ce In pay for one year between $1.50 per day and $2. Question No. 351
Sl believe noyw 1 should have said that the Forestry Report was a separate report
8% 0t part of the annual report. Question 37 l—I'fn'\d thgtm some cases the clerks
Wec?fded the sum of $9 per week, and I account for it in this way: at the end of the
qug the work was not in a fit shape to hand over to the next two clerks, conse-
ma Otly ¢ €y did in many cases exceed the above sum. Question 381—Mr, Hickey
I\tg' have had his name used by more than one permanent clerk, which will account,
d&telsnk’ for the larger amount which he appears to have drawn; a comparison of
384 3%1‘(-, €ques and accounts with time-book will no doubt clear this up. Questions
Mg 6 and 8871 cannot for the life of me understand why I gave such answers,
6 5t have bheen rattled, as I often spoke to Mr. Hall, and 1 also think to Mr.
Sy t%ess, that T tried to restrict the clerks to $9 per week, and that all the staff were
ar ee Work excepting Mr. Bell, whom I thought was getting a salary sufficiently
thegwwlthout it, and [ may also say that he never appeared anxious or asked for
Ny}, r * N question 389, where I say 18 men altogether, I find I exceeded the
once had that many in my office, but I find that the time-book does not

© Many; it should be 16.

T. | .
AEENg respecting payments made to Mr. Humphreys—Difference in salary
during years 1887 and up to 1889,

HumM}rl' Pereira and Mr. Hall have both stated in their evidence .that T gave Mr.
eox'relc)t 'Y extra work and when same was done refused to certify. This is not

to by 228 ANy extra work done by him under my instructions was always certified
Aoy p ¢ % O in my absence, by my first assistant, Mr. Geo. Bell. The whole
timg.}, farned by Humphreys on the Burr Index was between $80 and $100, as the
00k, whicl I now submit, and which turned up since I gave my _evidence,
Mesﬂri h*} accounts which I refused and which were afterwards certified to by
firm) b'b Creira and Bell, were after the $200 account, and, as I understood it, and
ow};neeheve, Wwere for difference in salary, not for work actually done, but an
Per de' 8ranted by the Deputy Minister as difference in pay hetween $1.50 and
Sedl blem. Each time these accounts were resented_ to me for certificate I
algq thoy ocause I though t he, Humphreys, should be paid in the regular way. I
L » and no doubt said, that if he was paid in that way—the irregular way
10t thay 1ot ® Were other clerks in my office who should receive similar treatment,
Acconpg 14 oWd have certified in their case cither, as after certifying to the $200
© certig dad made up my mind that accounts of that description would never again
Anq agaj > 10 by me.” The fourth account was also presented to me by Mr. Hall,
Mihisdnern 1'G’ﬁ“‘iﬂd, and I again urged him, particularly as he was then acting Deputy
anq thyg to get, the sanction of the Minister to increase the salary from $1.50 to $2
Hump ; PUt an end to an irregular and unpleasant matter. This was done, and
Made b °YS was paid at the latter rate. I desire further to explain the statement
2\% © burgess in his evidence, in which he alleges as a reason for my
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““gupposed ” animus towards him, was because he had declined to recommend me for
a chief clerkship. Notwithstanding his apology, the statement has gone through-
out the public press, and many believe it to be true. Mr. Burgess did promise t0
recommend me for a chief clerkship, and also informed me what he ifitended to do
for some others in same class ; but further said that as Mr. Hall was only gettin
$2,400 per year, and to place others who were in same branch in same class, although
at the minimum salary, he did not think would be fair, but so soon as Mr, Hall got
his pay increased to $2,800 that my promotion would follow. This was done, an
Iam still a first class clerk. The late Mr. White, when Minister of the Interiol;
also promised and assured me that what I was applying for should be given and eve?
when I questioned him ciosely and said I would need to refresh my memory or 18
other words, prepare for the examination, his wnswer was, to do so, as he fully
intended to promote the late Mr. Douglas, who was then Assistant Secretary, an
myself, to the rank and pay of a chief clerk. I mention this to the Committee %
show that I have had reasons for feeling disappointed, but as to having any animt®
to Mr. Burgess, or having tried to injure him, such is not the case—I feel now, 1%
the interest of myself and family, that I must clear my character from wrong doing:
If I have done wrong it is in carrying out the instructions of my superior officers:
Some of those who may have “sneered at me as they say, for giving this irregulal
business away ” may live to find out that it is false, and that, perhaps, the chi
information which led to its publicity, was worked up by others, who did not havé
as good a reason for feeling disappointed as myself. Further, I deny in toto having
had anything to do towards bringing about this enquiry, except by answering truth
fully the questions put to me by the various members of this Committee. \

Respectfully submitted,
K. J. HENRY.

The Chairman read from the printed minutes of evidence that portion of Mz
Burgess’s statement, submitted to the Committee on 16th July, 1891, which referr
to Mr. Henry’s evidence, as follows : —

“T would also take leave to say, Mr. Chairman, in relation to the evidence give® 1
by Mr. Henry, that I regret very much that in a moment of anger I should hav®
said anything that would reflect upon him. I prefer to believe and do believe, fro® -
what I have known of Mr. Henry during the last 16 years, that he made the stat®
ment he did and gave the evidence in the way he did from conscientious motive®
and believing that it was his duty to do so.”

By Mr. Somerville :

2260. When was it you had an understanding with Mr. Burgess that you wet®
to be promoted? How long ago ?—Prior to 1887. ]
2261. That has been hanging over ever sincc ?—Yes. ¢
2262. You say that Mr. Hickey’s name was used by more than one permane?
clerk ?—The time book there will explain everything. For instance, there might b
two permanent men working on this work, and, of course, the permanent men co%”
not get the pay ; but they might use Mr. Hickey’s name to get the pay. The wo¥
was done in every case, as I have sworn. :
2263. I have been trying for some time to get at the bottom of this Humphrt’lj"se
matter. Can you say who lér. Humphreys shared with. He got, according to b
Auditor General’s Report, a large amount of money for extra work—very mu¢
more than any of the others—and it was stated that on account of his excelle?
qualities as a clerk he was paid this extra amount of money. I see he has been ﬂ""t
to Winnipeg and gets $2 a day ?—That was what he was getting in the Departme?”
I do not know what he is getting now. : 4
2264. Do you know whether Mr. Humphreys shares this extra money W‘t’l
anybody ?—I cannot say that. For any extra work that he got, and I certified t0 "~
do not know that he shared it with anybody. }
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CommrTTEE Rooy, TUESDAY, 25th August, 1891,
Committee met—Mr. WaLLACE in the Chair.

JAMES S. Brovan called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

: 2265, What is your position in thé Department of the Interior ?—Iam a second
class cleyic in the Department of the Interior.
2266, How long have you occupied that position 7—About two years.
2267. What is your salary 2—$1,200. Since the 1st of July it has been that.
2268, 1st of July of this year ?—Yes ; of this year. : '
4269. You have been onthe permanent staff in the Interior Department, since
When ?—ince 1882, T thini.
% X70. Before that you were on the staff but were not permanent ?—Bgfgl:e that
Ervas I the Department of Inland Revenue. I had charge of a subdivision at
0T, neay Guelph. .
thi 2 1. You have heard or read the evidence t-hat:, has been taken in regard to
1§ Investioation into the management of the Interior Department ?—Yes.
ev'd~ You understand the run of it ?—I do. I cannot say that I have read the
- once through very carefully. “ b L
Bt Are you aware, of your own knowledge, of irregularities occurring in the
Ye:I 1or Department—that is extra clerks sharing up with the permanent men ?—

2274, You know that has been done ?—Yes.

?)275- Has it ever been done in your own case ?—Well, JOR
gene::{m- Extra men have shared their money with you ?—Certainly. It was a

Practice in the Department. y
With, ill you name the parties 2—Mr. McCabe was one that I did some work
Coupge - OMnection with returns for the House of Commons. The account was of
829 Put through in his name. ) .
Were 2'78-.You remember the date of it ?2—It was during the session of 1889, There
Hoy, Lt Ink, but two cases ; it was extra work in connection with returns for the
tw oo °f Commons which Mr. McCabe had to do. As it was work which required
houl.!Ilen % do he asked me to assist him and I did so. The work was done after
the lfl\l%te at night and early in the morning. We were at work by 7 o’clock in
2§£"1Dg, working up to 11 o'clock at night. A
bin 9 9. Would it be usual for an extra clerk to ask a permanent clerk to assist
Work Would not the practice be the reverse of that >—That I could not say. This
2’2%8Wever, required two men to do it. '
Which v One reason why 1 called you as a Wltness7was in consequence of a letter
il g}lblished in the Citizen some time ago 7—Yes ; I contradicted in the Citizen
wasli 't Which had appeared in the evening papers with reference to myself, which
at allo effect that T got the greater part of $254, which was a lie. It was not the case

2281, Wil you read your contradiction which appeared in-the Citizen 2—

gy “ INTERIOR DEPARTMENT INVESTIGATION.
I of The Citizen.

13
P ublics.f&lz’(gln the evidence given by Mr. Francis McCabe yesterday before the

Men g a a‘:_“_ts Committee, as reported by the Hvening Journal, the following state-
113 . \

about‘ 1N 1889 b (McCabe) got $264 for extra work. He (McCabe) gave Brough
2 havlf thc money.!) S



136

]

“‘On the whole, he thought Mr. Brough got the most of the money.’ :

“ Permit me to say that the above evidence, in so far as it applies to me, is wholly
false, as I am prepared to testify under oath when called upon to do so.

“ 1 am afraid the whole of this wretched business is little else than a contemptibl®
conspiracy against those who really honestly tried to do their duty, and have 1B
consequence incurred the ill-feeling and spite of some dangerous and cowardly char™
acters. A few irregularities, caused by an imperfect Civil Service Act, set up in #

broad framing of lies, has been presented to the public and has been mistaken for

corruption in the Department.
“ Yours truly,
; “J. 8. BROUGH.”
“Orrawa, July 14th.”

2282. You say now it is not wholly false. You say you did share some of the
money ?—Certainly.

2283. You swear you did share with McCabe ?—In this letter I contradict the
statement which appeared in the evening papers. That statement is false, It is &
statement that I got half the money or most of the money which was charg
against McCabe in 1889. That statement, I say, is wholly untrue.

2284. But still you did get some of the money ?—I1 got in one case about $16,

and on another occasion about $5 or $6.
2285. Is that the whole you got ?—That is the whole I got.
2286. About $22?—About $22. I cannot swear to the exact figures.

2287. Well, I bave the accounts here, and they will show ?—I suppose so. L8

can probably help you to get at the figure, to a certain extent. Mr, McCabe Wi
allowed for overtime. He was paid for overtime. Ie was not able to complete hi*
work within the regular hours, and he was therefore paid for overtime in conne¢
tion with that work. His account generally ran $20 or $22, or somewhere abot
that every month.

By Mr. McMullen :
2288. For extra time?—For extra time. In the two cases I refer to, where 1

assisted him, the amounts were entered in the regular monthly account for overtim®

By Mr. Somerville :
2289. Your time was entered there ?—Not exactly my time, but it was mentioned

in the account that there was an item for extra work in connection with the Hous®

of Commons in the two cases, If you hunt up the accounts you will find that that

is the case. If you take the total of those accounts and deduct McCabe's averag®
therefrom, which is somewhere about $20 a month, and divide the remainder by Woi '

you will find what we got in connection with the House of Commons return.
think in one case it will come to somewhere about $16, and in another case abot
$5 or $6.

By the Chairman :

t

2290. Were these the only payments you got that year >—These are the onl)

payments; I have never had any others.

By Mr. Somerville :
2291. Here is one of the accounts ?—Yes. 1st February, 1889, “ to extrawork
during the month of January last, entering up action on files and comparing retw”
called for by the House of Commons—66 hours, at 50 cents, equal $33.” It YO

deduct $20 from that, McCabe’s average, it will leave you $13. Divide that by b

it leaves $6.50. That is one of the accounts I had reference to. (Account filed
Exhibit Ne. 22.)

2292. You say you only got $6.50 of that account?—I say I did not get #
more; I probably got less. Here is the other account: “March 1st, 1889: To ex!
work during the month of February last, entering up action on files and com aribo

returns for the House of Commons and documents for the Commissioner’s office *
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;’Ziﬂnipeg—loz hours, at 50 cents, equals $51.” If you deduct from that amount

<0, McCabe’s average, it will leave $31; divide that $31 by.tAv.voyou‘)g(et $15.50,
Which wag about, the amount T received. (Account filed as Exhibit No. 23.)
2293. How much did you get from Mr. McCabe altogether—$22, according to
your statoment ?—About that. I cannot swear exactly to a dollar, but these are
the two accounts, and I am trying to help you to get at the actual facts of th(? case.
2294, T do not think that'is in accordance with the official report of the evidence
- g“"en by Mr. McCabe ?—Perhaps not.

3 S8 7 recei 22 from Mr. MceCabe ?—I did not say that; I
Said 15 5. You say you only received $22 fr A "
296. Did you share with anybody else, or did anybody else ever share with

at was about it.
ERRC N5 1o was the only man.

p . 5 o ‘@ N .
F. McCage re-called, again sworn and further examined : —

By Mr. Somerville :
2297
e .M
2
1 Conpeg
S0me timg,
2299
for a til’ne An

s ¢ 2300-.Here is an account. Look at that account (filed as Exhibit No. 24.) What
he date of i(?. _This is the 3¢d of January, 188. ‘

301 And the amount of the account ?—The account was for $37. :
b2302. How much of that money did you pay Mr. Brough ?—I paid half of it, to
2%t°f my recollection. L i
\Yes303' I want you to recollect it distinctly? You say you paid half of the $37
acg 2304, Here is another account (Exhibit No. 22.) What is the date of that

Olzlnt- *—The 1st of February, 1889. : g th ) L
too, 305. What ig the amount?—That is for $33. I shared half of that with him,

r. McCabe, you gave evidence before this Committee some time ago with
to certain matters ?—Yes. b i :

You worked with Mr. Brough, did you not, in the Interior Depar tment—
tion with the work of the Interior Department ?—Yes; I worked with him
e

d you shared the money with Mr. Brough after you earned it?—I did

the

2306, Yoy paid half of that to Mr. Brough ?—Yes.
By the Chairman :

Ovey 307, The statement by Mr. Brough was that yoﬁ deducted $20 for your own
time? gnq after that divided it >—There was no such arrangement at all.

By Mr. Somerville : :

b 2308, NOW,there is another account, (filed as Exhibit No. 23). What is the amount

b acoount 851
?2,3(1)3 What is the date ?—The 1st of March, 1889.

2311 How much of that did you pay Mr. Brough ?—Half of it.
931%- Are you sure >—I am satisfied I paid half.
931" You are positive of that ?—Yes.
thag i‘?& Now theII')e sis avnother one (filed as Exhibit No.l 25) ?—I would not swear
§0tany part of that, I think I got all that myself. ~
i, l'ey tll)xere any other accounts that you shared with him before that date?
2'3110ne that I will swear to. - : :
Share th{?. oW Mr. McCabe from whom did you get instructions that you were to
+> Money ?—From Mr, Brough himself. , { i
BI'0112316‘ OW)triid hercome to tell )grou that you were to share it with him ?—Mr.
Day, % Stated to me that he was going to work with me and that we were to divide the
‘md’t-}? ¢".0 he told me that. I remember he told me that we were to work together
the W‘()at e Pay was to he divided afterwards. It was understood at the time I did
k wit him, that he was to get an equal part of the pay.



138

e E——iS = - e

2317. Did he say who it was understood with ?—He told me that it was 8%
arrangement with Mr. Hall.

2318. That you were to work with him and share the money with him ?—Yes

2319. It was generally understood in the Department, was it, that this systel
was being carried on ?—Yes, I think so, as far as I can understand it,

By Mr. Foster :

2320. Do you know Mr. Nelson ?—Yes.

2321. Did you have any conversation with Mr. Nelson before you gave yoilf
evidence in this room with reference to the subject of this inquiry ?—VYes, I had.

2322. Of what nature was it—touching your own evidence P—Well, yes ; i
would be to a certain extent.

2323. You and Mr. Nelson had a conversation about what you were going
testify ?—Yes. .

2324. What did Mr, Nelson say to you ?—Well, he at first, so far as I remembeh
said that he felt that the extra pay was going for extra work and the accounts wet®
made out in the extra clerk’s name, and the money given to him and it ended ther®
He thought the extra pay was given to the extra clerk, and there the matter reste:
If T understood him correctly, he said that the Committee had not the power to ma
him, the extra clerk, tell what he did with the money. ;

2325. The impression that he left upon your mind was what ?—The impreBSl"n
Was—vlvell, I did not agree with him, I felt that the Committee had power to m
me tell.

2326. Was that all the conversation that took place about this ?—I think som’
time about a week before I gave evidence here, Mr. Nelson came to me, over in
Department of Agricnlture, in which I was then working, and talked over the ma®
ter again just about what I say. He thought as he thought before, and said, just
he said before, that he did not think that we should tell what we did with the moneﬁ
and he stated that if we were pressed to tell, if we had to tell what we did with
money, we could say how the money was got. ;

2327. That is the money you yourself got?—I never distinguished betwee?
that money and that which my partuer got. The account was for the whole mon®
and we sent it in the general way. I will say this, that he came to me the last 1‘:111‘t
of all and said, so far as he and I were connected in our dealings, that he felt th%
any work that I did thut was in the account—that was put in my name as earl,
by me, and that if I shared up the money afterwards it was nobody’s business. i
took pains he said to know thht my name did not go down for any other mone) h
than the money earned by myself, and if I shared it up afterwards it did not matw’i

2328. So that he had two conversations with you ?—He had two or three,
think. [
2329. Did he ever say to you that you should not tell this Committee that 7
shared the money with him?—I do not think that he put it in that way. 0

2330. Did he leave you with an impression as to whathe would have liked ¥°
to do before the Committee ?—Yes.

2331. That you should not tell the Committee that you had shared the mond!
with him on the grounds that it was a private matter ?

Mr. BaArroN objected.

2332. Did he tell you or did he not ?—Tell me what ? b

2333. Tell you that in giving evidence before the Committee you should 1
state the fact that you shared the money with him ?—No ; he did not say that. o

2334. Did he leave that impression on your mind ?—Well, the impression thw
I had was that Mr, Nelson probably thought it would be better I should not ¢
but he did not tell me not to tell, more than what I said, that the money I speﬂt"
might say, I spent it in the way young men generally spent money, but I did nt:‘
just at the time know whether he meant the whole of the money I got or the p#*"
got for myself, and I did not ask him.
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2335.13’31,‘11]<t[sr(; :{;Z‘Z)l:;izs are made out for extra work and returns for the House of
Tg%%?’ 'zll‘li‘lzst:?1}(;c?(;pcyshig]}:igﬁcl?:\rv\éﬁj,ll?t‘rgoel1 referred to ?—These with which Mr.
Hr°“28§3¥a§‘l?g:r;?;-;egl;?d )r}‘lwcii(x):)l:c;}eln_llotil(:ly prepared the returns asked for by the

ou;%:gg.o'_%glem:\?:r‘i: \1\::; actually done by Mr. Brough and yourself for these
Amoyptg ?—Yes.

By Mr. Landerkin : ! SR
2339. Who is Mr. Nelson—a clerk in the epartment ?—Yes,
. 2340, I5 he there now ?—I dor’t think s0; I think he has beent suspgngea('lt. h(I>
:gn ight Say in relation to that letter of Mr. Brough’s, at lfz(:ilst theI stg l?:;«::y I, :h‘u-ed
onadicts in the Hvening Journal, that that was not my evidence, I did not shai
3254 with Mr. Brongh (1 \ 1, but so far as deducting a portion
ith Mr. Brough, that was wrongly reported, a ;
ot those accou; o f ing 1 1 amount of those accounts, and then
s Ceounts—so far as my getting my usual amot @
; t“ng half of the remainder )wiéth Mr. Brough, that is an arrangement I swear, is
0t 50,

Com

By Mr. Somerville :
41. Did you give him half in every one of these cases ?—Yes.
By Mr. MeMullen :
the ]%342' What is your salary in the Department—what do you get ?—I am out of

epartment now,

2343, What did you get when you were there 2—When T was in the Interior
epal'tment?

2344, yoq —$1.50 per day. .
Mac§345- Who got' yOlII) the zppointment?—l got it in the first place from Mr.
aster, a g e
wh 2346, Were you promised any extra amount, over $1.50 per day, for extra work,
egi U Were appointed ?—Not when I was appointed.
47. You had no understanding ?—No.

By . Taylor :

%gig You were merely an extea clerk ?—Yes.

Mr. Brough was a permanent clerk ?—Yes.
Wenr,2 5, And thatgas you g)ndex'stand it, Brough’s work was done, and the work
a5 YOUr name as the extra clerk ?—Yes.
clef](235l- That is t}‘:e wl-xy it was done. You were extra and he W:(IJS a pe:i;nmnen]té
j l ‘ ; b i : avi e wor
J°int]:y‘f? the account was made out in your name, you having done

‘_' e did it together.
By my. Me Mullen ;

2 2359

Ompg g

* What was the nature of the work you did with Mr. Brongh ?—It was
2450 S Official ts in the Department. y
mOstz:)l? ) Didcﬁrd%};rlrll;g E:i:)n exactlypone-half' and you the other, or did you do
the wor)c ?—We both worked together. :
it?\2354. But the worle( f'(())r which you drew extra pay, did you each do a llalf (()lf
thatM Y Yecollection is this : that I did the regular work that I laad been doing, an
ang . OUgh did that duri,ngthe day, and sometimes after fouro’clockin the ov_emnl;g,
even‘ﬁf Joined’in gh evenings comparing, and at nights, and after four o’clock in the
) vel‘y often. ;
WOrl:.3 ; COmparing the work you did during the day?—Oh, no, comparing other
s i : H f Commons, and
Copj * What other k ?—Copies of returns for the House of Co S,
Dlos of files sent t: lthvgo(go(mmisasiI:)ner’s office in Winnipeg ; and then the accounts
Ut in my name, and we shared them up. I want to make an explana-
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tion with regard to my evidence. I was asked at question 493: “ What was the
nature of your duties? What work were you employed at?—I was part of thf |
time comparing letfers that were sent into the Department with the original drafts.
T meant to say letters sent out of the Department, in that case. I might say too, that
it has been stated to me by some that I endeavoured to save certain members of the -
Department, that I tried to save the Department, and it has been stated by others
that T was too severe on the Department. ‘

The CaaArrRMAN—Never mind that, just refer to your evidence. :

Wirness—The only thing that embarrassed me upon that occasion was the
account placed before me certified by Mr. Kinloch. That was something T did nof
know until that day. [ thought on that occasion it would be certified to by M.
Nelson. 1 did not know that Mr. Kinloch certified to an account. That was ai
arrangement done without my knowledge, after the accounts were made out, and
felt it would appear there was some such deal between Mr. Kinloch and mysell
which there never was, and I was trying to think what it could possibly be; bub ‘
afterwards I found Mr. Kinloch certitied to one account which was given, but not by
myself. 1 may say further, that if there is any question which any member of th®
Committee wishes to put to me in regard to anything I did wrong in the Departments
other than to allow my name to go in for permanent clerks for extra pay, 1 wou
be most happy to give an explanation. When I allowed my name to go in for per”
manent clerks I did it under the dircction of my superior officers, and I never wel
to a permanent clerk in my life and asked him to share with me. On each occasio” -
I was directed by my superior officer, and I never allowed my name to go in on a8y
of those accounts without the knowledge and direction of my superior officers. ‘

2357. Who where your superior officers ?—Mr, Hall is one.—He is the Secretar}
of the Department.

2358. Who do you mean when you say that you were directed by your superio® -
officers >—When Mr. Brough told me to divide with him, he said it was at the dire%
tion of Mr, Hall. When these accounts went through connected with the name ¢
Mr. Palmer and Mr. Henry, I gave it to be understood that I wanted Mr. Hail ©0
know that they were not for me, and when that account went in for $73.50 for Mr
Nelson, he told me that it was understood that the Deputy Minister had arranged 1*

2359. He said the Deputy Minister arranged it>—Yes; he said that he had se¢®
the Deputy Minister and he had decided to allow it. '

By Mr. McMullen: s

2360. Did you say you did not expect extra pay?—Not at the time the 3’73~50
was put it.

2361. Who suggested it to you ?—Mr. Nelson. |

2362, He suggested that you should ask for extra pay ?—No; that I should P**
in an account for $73.50. .

2363. Who did you share with ?7—That is the account he shared in.

By Mr. Landerkin :

2364. Have you any knowledge of any other irregularities in the Departmel‘t’?j
There is one place here in the evidence, No. 511, where I was asked : “ 1 want 7o
to be particular about it and specific as to what you were allowed ?—At that timo
the best of my knowledge I was drawing extra pay.” I thought at the time I W4
I was thinking of the previous year. 1 did not say so for a fact, but I thoughid‘
knew it. I say that that winter I was doing a good deal of extra work, and I ba™
expected extra pay for it. I had worked all that summer and all that spring, befor i
I resigned from the Department, and Mr. Nelson was willing to certify to the accounlf
for me; but when he spoke to the Deputy Minister about it, it was decided thab o
should not get extra pay. I spoke to Mr. Hall some time before about getting e",t;g\
pay or an increase of salary, I said my expenscs would be heavy, that I was g2
away, and that I was taking private lessons, and he said he could not give me vl
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T salary : but he said to keep account of the work I was doing and he would see
Could get extra pay. However, I did not get any extra pay.

A. M. Burgess re-called and further examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :
2365. You were in the room when Mr. Pereira gave evidence as to the extra
WOrk he did 2—7 think so. ; e ihe
1 2368. That extra work was arranged for by you with the late Minister of the
Metior, the Hon, Thomas White 7—Up to $400. 14
=567, Did you see that the work was given to Mr. Pereira ?—I cannot say that
"W the wholg of it was given, but I know I saw that a great deal of it was.
af 2368, In his evidence he swears that he selected the work and took it home, and
.terwal‘ds when it was done he brought it back and certified to it himself ?—Ile may
o certified to it, but 1 know that a great deal of it was shown to me. What |
WM 18, that hig cértifying to it would not prevent me from seeing it.
B 2369, Would it not be a very unusual thing for a man to perform work and
Wmfy'that the work was done himself? You would think that a very irregular

Ba;ytgt doing business ?—Seeing that I was a party to the arrangement, I cannot
at,
Iwoi?go- Would you not feel bound to see that you got value for the money ?—
and T did, X
with'2371' Did he certify to the account ?—He may have done that, but it was always
g.l g Bower to see the work myself. ‘
312, Dig you in this case see that the work was done ?—I did. T
Ve, 273, 1n every instance ?—It is so long ago that I could not swear that I did in
Y case

: but I know that in many instances I did.
h 2374, 7There is an account in thye name of Lizzie Evans. That was the name of
tha(t)i\.l said before who I understood that was; but Mr. Pereira has since testified
1271

1e B s i
2375 vans was his own wife.
that,
! yolll' n

19. There is the cheque for that account (filed as Exhibit No. 26). TLook at
The amount is $49.20. TLook at the endorsement on th.at'cheque. How did
of M AMe come to he there?—I do not remember. 1 see that it is paid at the Bank
Whi? Weal, and I must have got the money for it, and sent the money to Richard
2?37" accordance with the arrangement in that letter.
oo16. Did you ?—1I cannot say. ; )
Dart{; e € want positive evidence ?—At this date I cannot rempmber Fhls
iy theu %;' Sum being sent, but I know I had to send these sums from time to time
g overe earned, .
278, Would i5 not be a usual thing to sent the cheque to Mr. White ?—I cannot
Sooing o S time say which I did. I could by looking at my letter books, and by
2é’3the etter with which the money was enclosed. oAl : :
the 15th9' There is another account for $97.30 (filed as ]uxlnblt; No.27). It is dated
it, SePtember, 1886. Look at that cheque to correspond ?—I donot remember

2380‘ Your name is on the back of that ?—Yes.
By iy, Hyman :

238]_ Dig o ) - AR & Weihp for self.
Doy et the money 2—No ; not in the sense of it being for myself.
aﬂkejssz' Whil}t, is .’)%our ncamg or? the cheque for ?—I have no doubt that Mr. Pereira
Weyg Dos O Put my name on it. 1 remember having done that forextra clerks who

2385 9OWN af the bank. ‘
2384 ) UL name there simply as to identity *—That only. e
purpos@ :il:ghy did you not mark on it “identified” ?—I know it was for that
e.

b
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By Mr. Somerville :

2385. And you got the money too?—Yes; it was probably sent to me. Do yot
mean to me personally ? No, no. I do not think so. :

2386. The amount is marked paid ?—Yes; it was paid to the messenger. X

2387. And it was paid to you by him ?—Either to me or to Mr. Pereira. This
was long ago, and I cannot remember. Generally speaking, I did that for a great
many others besides him.

2388. I have looked over most of the accounts since 1884, and I never saw it it
another instance ?—It is so, nevertheless.

2389. There is another account (filed as Exhibit No.28) of the 31d of July, 1886
What is the amount of that ?—$47. ;

2390. Your name is on the back of that cheque, too ?—TYes.

2391. Here is another one. What is the date of that ?—9th December, 1886.

2392, How much is the amount ?—$87.30. (Account filed as Exhibit No. 29):

2393. Who certifies to that account for the work ?—Mr. Chisholm. :

. 2394, Would Mr. Chisholm have anything to do with the giving of the work
out ?—Very likely. Seeing he was my Secretary at the time, I might have aske
him to look over the work when it came back, to satisfy himself that it had bee®
done.

2395. Can you tell us whether you did receive this money ?—If I did receive ik
I sent it to Mr. Richard White.

By Mr. Hyman :

2396. Well, did you receive it ? If you received it, why do you not say so ?/I,H

am trying to be as candid with the Committee as I can. T could not certify to eac” -
articular account, but, generally speaking, I undertook to send the money to Mk
Richard White, in accordance with the letter which Mr. Somerville has seen, and 1

did so. Seeing I endorsed these cheques, I must have got the money.
2397. As a matter of fact, then, you got the money and did send it to M-

White ?— So it appears now. But if I had been asked before whether I got cheque®

or the money I could not have said.

By Mr. Somerville :

2398. You know positively you did send the money to Mr. Richard White
Oh, yes. I received acknowledgements from him from time to time,

7~
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