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REPORT.

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

TWENTY-SIXTH REPORT :

Your Committee have had under consideration certain items set forth, under
the heading “ Government in Keewatin,” on page C—236 of the Report of the Aud-
itor General on Appropriation Accounts for the year ended 30th June, 1889-90 ; and
in connection therewith have examined witnesses under oath, and for the informa-
tion of the House report herewith the evidence given by such witnesses.

All which is respectfully submitted,

N. CLARKE WALLACE,
Chairman.
CoMMITTEE Roon,
Monpay, 14th September 1891

2x—1%






MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

ComyITTEE Rooy,
Fripay, 4th September, 1891.

Committee met—Mr, WALLACE in the Chair.
Mr. JamEs STEwart called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Skinner.

1. Where do you live 2—In Winnipeg, sir.

2. What is your occupation 2—Druggist.

3. You make some objection to an account here filed by Lieutenant Governor
Schultz ?—As it appears in the Auditor General’'s Report for 1890: « Expenses
—wages of two men for two months, $180.”

4. This is the item you object to. I will read it: “ Wages of crew, two men,
two months, $180 ?—Yes.

5. What is the objection that you make to that item ?—Because I and my fellow
se:zlman was only a month and a-half in the employ, and we were paid for a month
and a-half.

6. What was the amount the two of you were paid 2—8§67.50.

7. You were paid $67.50 instead of $§180 ?—Well, that is each man, as I under-
stafd. I ean hardly say what the other man had, but I understood he had the same
as L,

8. You say, at all events, that under this item, where it is putdown wages of two
men for two months, that you were one of those men ?>—I was one of those men—I
had charge ot the boat.

9. What were your wages ?—$45 per month.

10. And you were employed a month and a-half?—A month and a-half.

11. And you were paid for that?—I was paid for that. I was paid for that,
with the exeeption of $10.

12. Why were you not paid the $10 ?—Because in the spring T was living in the
house belonging to His Honour the Lieutenant-Governor, and he employed me. He
gave me $10 to employ men to plough a piece of ground for him, which I got done
for him, and he kept that out of my wages when I was paid.

13. Then this ploughing you did for him was on his own private property >—
On his own private property, and for his personal use.

14. Then how much of this $180 were you actually paid ?—I was paid $57.50.

15. What knowledge have you of the wages of the other man who was with
you ?—Nothing further than His Honour himself told me, and the man himself told
me; he had the same wages as 1 had. I could not say what he was paid.

16. At that rate of wages for the time he worked. how much would it amount
to ?—$67.50
17. The two of you would be twice $67.50 ?—Yes.

18. And if he were paid as you suppose he was, he was paid $67.50 ?—Yes.

19. But you only got, for which reasons you have objected, $57.50 ?—Yes.

20. These are the objections you have to that item ?—VYes.

21. What objections have you to any other items ?—Read the next item.

22. The next item is: Repairs to ‘Keewatin,’ $68” ?—I am not aware of any
Tepairs made to that boat, because it was a new boat on her first trip.
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23. Would you have the means of knowing whether there were repairs made to
her ?—I took her out safely and brought her home safely. I could not say whether
there were any repairs made afterwards or not.

24. When was she built >—That same spring ; she was finished in the month of
June. ,
o 25. At what time did you start out on your voyage ?—On the 15th June, I

elieve.

26. Immediately after the completion of the boat ?—Yes, sir.

27. Then how long did your voyage last ?—Well, we returned to Selkirk on the
11th or 12th of July. I think we arrived in the river on the 11th of July; we did
not get to Selkirk that night.

28. What became of the boat, so far as your knowledge went ?—She was brought
up to Selkirk and left there.

29. Was she done for the season ?—So far as I know, she did not make any
further trips that season.

% 30. And you have no knowledge of any repairs being put upon her at all ?—
No, sir.

31. Do you know any reason why she should be repaired ?—No, sir.

32. The next item is : “ Provisions and cooking utensils.” You left her ?—TLeft
her at Selkirk.

By Mr. Foster :

33. That was 11th July ?—July 12th.

34. Did you see her again during that season ?—No, sir.

35. Might not repairs have been made, during the remainder of that season, that
you did not know of ?—Oh, there might be.

36. You cannot swear there were not ?—No ; I cannot swear there were not.

37. After July there would be some three months of the season ?—Yes.

By Mr. Lister ;
38. I understood you to say she was not sailing anymore ?—No,
By Mr. Fuster :

39. Do you swear she did not sail after that >—No, sir ; I cannot actually swear,
but as far as my knowledge goes she never went out again.

By Mr. Skinner :

40. What kind of knowledge would you have ?—At Selkirk,there I would certainly
have heard it if she went out again. ;

By the Chairman :

41. Did you leave her at Selkirk or Winnipeg >—I left at Winnipeg. I really
cannot swear, but I am perfectly certain in my own mind that she did not go out
that fall.

By Mr. Foster : o

42, You would not swear she did not go out ?—I would not.
43. Or that repairs were not put on her ?—No,

By Mr. Skinner :

44. Did you see her after the 12th July ?—I never saw her afterwards.

45. And the reason why you say she was not out is, from your knowledge of
the locality she could not have been out ?—Oh, yes ; I would have been told of it.

46. How far is from where you live in Winnipeg to Selkirk ?—25 miles, I think.

47. The next item is: “ Provisions and cooking utensils $87 ” ?—In that case
there was no provisions charged to the Government at all, as far as the crew were
concerned.

48. Did the crew have to board themselves ?—Yes ; we bought our own provisions.
It cost $16.50. and we paid it out of our own pockets,

~

e e

| SO



49. Who was along with you ?—Joseph Monkman. _
50. Who went on the steamer during the trip ? Did the Lieutenant-Governor
go himself ?—We went out with a detachment of Mounted Police to the Grand
Rapids at the north erd of Lake Winnipeg.
51. How many of them ?—Four.
52. Where did you take them to?—To the Grand Rapids,
53. Were you the only two men in charge of the boat ?—Yes,
54. Sailing ?—VYes.
By My, Lister ;
An open boat, was she not >—Yes; a little boat, with the deck forward.
By Mr. Skinner :

56. What was the size of the boat ?—33 feet keel.

57. Was she propelled by sails or oars ?-—Sails,

58. How long were the four men on board thatyou took out ?—Eleven days.

59. How were they boarding on board the bout ?—As far as I can understand,
their provisions are charged in the Mounted Police account.

By Mr. Lister :

60. What sort of provisions ?—Canned stuff that they took along with them.
They had their provisions out with them.

By Mr. Skinner :

61. As far as you know. they had their own provisions ?—Yes.

. 62. Are you aware of any provisions being supplied by the Government ?—No,
I am not aware of any,

63. You two men had your own provisions ?—VYes.

64. And the provisions of the Mounted Police would have come from the Moun-
ted Police supply ?—Yes.

65. I see there appears on C-214, page 214 of the’Auditor General’s Report a state-
ment of provisions under the head of the Grand Rapids depot division ?—Yes.

66. Would this represent the provisions ot these men ?—I believe so.

67. Read the statement ?— '

55.

Apples, 483 1bs.s 1800 24FIDE.cssiieine v vinsstivnitiussinahsats $ 609
o A0 The B I T ol i Sy S v 44 00
Uatlon, 371 IbE. 7 608 124 ThE: /o himaniliecssnavssatocsats, sonboes 759
~Flous, 488 Tha h B0, e iyes ssonhene Ol M e A e 14 64
Poiatoss, BOup, Peppel, BBLE s rsvasssssssones: angoivs donssn 4 88
Srgar, TS AbEIAY Y0F Gl .50 o5 S i e fassi s ibh ¥ evhans 7 48

68. You say that these amounts cover the board of these men on that boat ?—I
understand it to be so.

69. Why do yousay that these men’s provisions are in that >—Because I under-
stood by the Mounted Police themselves that they bronght their provisions from the
depot—from the Mounted Police depot.

70. At Winnipeg ?—I cannotsay where.

71, Where did you take the men from ?—From Selkirk to Grand Rapids.

72. What knowledge have you of the provisions they had on board ?—Oh, I
know they had a great deal of provisions on board. They had a large quantity
of provisions,

73. A great deal more than was necessary for the voyage ?—VYes.

7 Lt was part of those supplies that they subsisted on after the voyage ?—Yes.

(53. They amount to $84.68 ?—Yes.

76. Now in eleven days there is a charge of $387. How could they use $87

worth in going out on an eleven day’s trip ?—Those are the figures so far as I can
understand,



By Mr. Lister :

77. As I understand you, the supplies of the Mounted Police were their own,
and are charged in the Auditor General’s Report in another place >—Yes.

78. And they amount to how much ?—$84.

79. In the account that the Auditor General has rendered there is charged the
supplies rendered to you for the boat “ Keewatin,” and what you say is, that you and
your co-worker turnished your own supplies, and that the Mounted Police brought

their supplies with them, which are entered in the Auditor General’s Report in
another place 7—Yes.

By Mr. Foster :

80. Will you swear that this item of $34.68, under Grand Rapids division of the
Mounted Police—will you swear on your own knowledge, that that was charged for
the subsistence of the four men on board the boat on the voyage to Grand Rapids ?—
No, I cannot swear that.

81. You leaped to that conclusion ?—I believe that it was so.

= 82. You only think those were the provisions they used during the voyage ?—

es.
*83. But you cannot swear that these were the provisions they used on the

voyage from Selkirk to the Grand Rapids ?—No.

By Mr. Lister :

84. They brought the provisions with them ?—Yes.

85. A large quantity of them ?—Yes.

86. And out of the provisions that they took with them, they subsisted during
the voyage ?—VYes.

87. There was no separate bill ?—No.

88. Did they tell you where they got them ?—No, sir.

89. They did not tell you where they got these provisions ?—-No. .

90. But you say they brought them into the boat ?—Yes.

91. Where werethey taken from ?—They were taken from some store or another.
The men were at Selkirk before I got there.

92. And they were taken from the store to the deck of the boat ?—Yes. They
had provisions, ammunition and all their supplies.

By Mr. McGregor :
93. You have no means of knowing what Governor Schultz paid for these ?—No.
By Mr. Skinner :

94. I understand from you that these men had their supplies from the Mounted
Police supplies that they carried with them ?—Yes.

95. And if you are mistaken in that, there would be nothing in your objection
from that standpoint ?—No,

96. The next item, Mr. Stewart, in thisaccount, is, ¢ Use of small boat for shallow
water "?—We had no small boat, sir. '

97. You had no small boat with you at all>—The Inspector of Police had a
little skiff which he took out with him for shooting purposes. It was used two or
three times in the 11 days.

98. You say you had no small boat with you?—No small boat belonging to the
“Keewatin ” or the Government. AsItold you,the Inspectorof Police broughta small
skiff with him. We used it for landing two or three times during our outward
voyage.

99. It was a boat owned by whom ?—It was owned by Mr. Bégin, the Inspector
of Mounted Police.

4 100. For his private use ?—Yes. On the return voyage we had no small boat at
all.

101. Had you no small boat with you that belonged to the Government ?—No.

b —
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102. You say that the whole item is wrong ?—So far as the small boat is con-
cerned. We had no small boat at all.

By Mr. Lister :

103. How much would the small boat be worth ?—$§15 or $20.
104, And it is charged for $102 ?—Yes.

By Mr. Foster :

; 105. Do you say that the $102 is a charge for that skiff you had with you ?—I
inferred so. o

106. You must not swear to interences. Do you know it to be so ?—There ws
1no other trip made north by the ¢ Keewatin.”
. 107. Do you know that that charge of $102 is for the small skiff which the
inspector had along with him ?—Oh, no.” I do not say it is for that small skiff. All
that I say is we had no small boat connected with the Keewatin.

By Mr. Skinner : T

108. The next item is, “ Wages of men with small boat, $106.” What do yousay
to that ?—Having no small boat, we had no men to work a small boat. The only
men were Mr. Monkman and myself.

By Mr. Lister :

109. And therefore, there being no small boat, you had no men to manage the
boat ?—No, sir. There was no man for a small boat. _
110. Your statement is, so far as that voyage was concerned, nothing of this kind
C{ccurred at all; there was no small boat and no man to manage a small boat ?— -
es; sit

By Mr. Skinner :

111. The next item is, ¢ Repairs to gaol at Norway House " ?—I know nothing
about that at all.

112, Have I gone over all the items, then, in this account, that you say are
incorrect ?—7Yes.

113. These cover your charge ?—Yes, ‘

114, Do you make any other charges with reference to these matters in connec-

tion with these Public Accounts in any way ?—No, sir. |

115. That is the whole story ?—That is the whole story.

By Mr. Lister :

116. What sort of a boat was this remarkable craft that you took the Mounted
Police in?--She was a sort of schooner-rigged boat; two masts on her, 33 feet of
keel.

By Mr. Mulock :

117. Where was that boat built ?—Selkirk.

118. She was 33 feet keei ?—Yes.

119. Do you know who directed the rigging of her?—As far as I am aware, it
was the Governor himself who directed the rigging. :

. 120. How were her topsails secured ?—They were secured in a very unseaman-
like manner. They were nailed to the mast.

121. How did you reef your topsails?—We could not reef them at all. We
could not take them down.

122. You would have to take down the gaff, I suppose?—We took down the
whole thing. We could take in three reefs in the sail, but further than that we had
to take down the whole.

123. How was the jib set up ?—On a plank erected in the bow of the boat.

124. Was the bowspnt a plank ?—Yes.

125. And that is the way she was turned out of the builder’s hands ?—Yes.
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126. ‘Vhat was the size of this plank ?—It was four or five or six inches wide. I
could not say exactly.

127. How did you get the jib in ?—There was a hole through the end of the
bowsprit, and the rope ran through it. In a heavy gale of wind it was somewhat
inconvenient.

128. Where was the foremast stepped ?—Thirty-five feet in length.

129. Could you strike the foremast ?—We had no means ot doing it.

130. Which was the highest, the foremast or the mainmast ?—The foremast.

131. After you got safely back with your lives to Selkirk on this craft, did you
report on her unseaworthiness, or otherwise, to the Governor ?—I did. The boat
herself, I could not find much fault with her.

132. The hull, you mean?—Yes, the hull. Of course, it was not up to my fancy
as a boat, and I think I am pretty well acquainted with boats, having been brought
up to them all my life; but as regards the rigging, I must say it was very unsea-
manlike.

133. And very unsafe, too ?—Yes ; very unsafe.

134. Did you report that to His Honour ?—I reported that, before and after;
before we went up and after I came back.

135. Do you know of her going out to sea after that ?—Yes. She went out a
year after with a party of police. b

136. What time in the next year ?—I do not know exactly what time.

137. On Lake Manitoba ?—No; on Lake Winnipeg. -

138. Did anything occur on that voyage ?—Yes; she got upset and caused the
loss of three lives.

139. Who were they ?2—One was one of the Mounted Police that went out with
me the year before. I was very sorry about him; he was the only one who knew
anything about the sailing of boats.

140. What was his name ?—Mr. Morphy.

141, What was the name of the other who was drowned ? —Rennie, I think. I
do not know muck about him,

142. And the third man ?—That was Mr. Watts. He was the builder of the boat.
When she capsized, he was taken off alive after he had been hanging on the boat
over aweek. He was conveyed to the hospital at Winnipeg and died there.

143. Did that finish her public services that year—the drowning of the three
men ?—No, sir. She was out this year again.

144. Where—Lake Winnipeg ?—Yes; Lake Winnipeg.

145. How did she get on this time ?—Upset again.

146. What happened this time ?—Lost the supplies for the Mounted Police. As
far as I heard, they lost everything. Happily there were no lives lost. One had to
cling to the bottom of the boat for some time. '

147. She did best when bottom up ?—They had an ugly positien.

By Mr. Lister : '

148. Did you ship on this vessel for $45 a month and grub yourself ?—Yes.

149. I see here that the charges for supplies on that trip were: Apples, 48% -
pounds; rice, 83% pounds—and o0 on. The destination was Grand Rapids. Where
did you take this stutf on ?—At Selkirk. I took the passengers ou at Seikirk and
landed them at the Grand Rapids.

150. Did you leave them at Grand Rapids ?—Yes.

151. The value of the stuff you took at the divisional depot at Selkirk seems to
have been $34.68 7—Yes, :

152. Then there are charges for provisions and for cooking utensils, $87 ?—Yes.

153. That would be for provisions used by the crew on the trip up ?—I do not
know what that is for, -

154. What cooking utensils had you?—Noune; that is for Mr. Monkman and I

155. And the police ?—They had their own.

156. They had their own provisions and you had yours ?—Yes.
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. e i at be ing to the boat 7—

157. Were there any cooking utensils kept in the boat bt,longmg: _
No, sir; only what we t§00k aboard. We each took our plate and knife and fork, and
between Mr. Monkman and 1 we bought a little sheet iron stove, which was left in
the boat. I never got anything for my share of that. I do not know what became
of it. ) .

158. Now, then, there is tarpaulin for the Keewatin ?—She had a little duck tent
that went over the boat. o

159. What about the sails? Were they new or old ?—New.

160. How mdny yuards of duck would they contain ?—I do not know.

161. Were they large >—Very large size. - 4

162. What wog'ld t,l?ey be worth ‘?—b—-I cannot form any estimation of that. "

163. The wages of the crew are for two months. You and another man compose
the crew ?—Yes, ] S

164. You were there a month and a-half instead of two months and a?lia(li{,d«llld
you were getting $45 a month each?—Yes; the other man got the same ahY g

165. The Governor told you that, and the other man told you, too ?—Yes,

166. He was there the same time as you were >—Yes.

By Mr. Foster : : :
167. Did he leave the vessel at the same time as you did ?—VYes.
168. Did he go back ?—Not to my knowledge.

169. Would you swear he did not ?—No.

By Mr. Lister : : y

170. Were any repairs on the “ Keewatin” done while you were there ?—No. E

171. “Use of small boat for shallow water.” You say there was no small boat ?
—No.

172, “ Wages of men with small boat, $106.” You say there was no small
boat ?—No. : : o

173. When you got your pay for your wages did you give a receipt ?—I do not
remember exactly. I got some in cash and some by cheque.

174. Where were you paid ?—In Winnipeg.

175. At Government House ?>—Yes; Government_ Hogse. 4

176. You do not know whether you gave a receipt for the money or not?—
have no recollection. i

177. Did you make out any account ?—No, sir; I never made out any accour(;t.

178. Wus the other man with you ?—Not when [ was paid. I may have made
out a receipt; I do not recollect. \

179. You made out no bill ?—No.

180. Nor did your mate ?—Not to my knowledge.

181. Was he present when you were paid ?—No, sir,

182. Were you present when he was paid ?—No. :

183. So you do not know anything about that ?—No, sir. W ; i

184. Do you know whether the Governor bought the provisions and cooking
utensils he charges here 2—No.

18.:). You svge;r positively there was no smaller boat for shallow water taken
along with you ?—I do, positively.

186. .l)(}; you know’tll)mt the governor has a small boat ?—I do not; I never saw
one, ; ' y

187. The craft you sailed on was the smallest boat belonging to him ?—Yes.

188. Do you know where these sails were boughtand tue tarpanlin ?—They were
furnished by Mr, Watts, the boat-builder.

By Mr. Barron :
189. What sort of a boat was this? Is she one of the Hudson Bay boats ?—No,
sir; she is built much like these Liake Michigan fishing boats,

190. Have you ever seen a Mackinaw boat ?—Yes ; it is something like that.
191. Had it two masts ?—Yes.



192. A foremast and a mainmast ?—Yes.

193. Which do you say was the highest ?—The foremast was highest.

194. Had it a topsail to the mainmast ?—Yes; two topsails.

195. Two topsails, a mainsail and a foresail ?—Yes.

196. The foremast was right in the bow ?—Yes.

197. Was the hull of the boat in good condition ?—Yes; it was a fair boat.

198. What was the length between the uprights? Did the bow project up from

the uprights? You know what I mean by the uprights ?—Projected from the keel,
you mean, ‘

199. Yes.—Yes; a little; just turned up.

200. And the stern, too ?—The stern, too.

201. Do you know what the uprights would be—the length between the uprights
—that is straight up from the keel ?—Yes.

202. Well, it was the same way straight up from the stern ?—Yes.

203. What is the length between the uprights ?—Straight, perpendicular, from
each end of the keel it would be 33 feet.

204. Then you say the bowsprit was a plank ?—Yes, sir; bending downrwards.

205. You could not reach the topsails at all?—No, sir; could not take them

_ down even. 1

206. How were the topsails fastened ?—They were nailed to the yard. At least,
the yard was split away, i I remember rightly, and the canvas was nailed in
between it.

207. And you tell me the sail was nailed to the yard ?—Yes, sir.

208. To get the topsail down you would have to take down the yard ?—The
whole of the concern—yes. On the topof the gaft top~ail was what you call a thimble,
i)n seamen’s phrase, The block was slung on to that, ahd we hoisted the whole sail

that.

5 209. Have you been sailing in those sort of boats for many years?—I was
brought up on the Scottish coast for fiiteen years, and from when 1 was eight years
of age I was perfectly at home on the water.

210. Your opinion then, was, the boat wus not seaworthy ?>—She was not sea-
worthy.

211. Did you advise Lieutenant Governor Schultz of that fact ?—Well, I was
told by His Honour to take her over from the boat-builder, and his strong advice to
me, was to say good for the boat and give her a good character.

212. Who advised you 1o do that ?—His Honour. We wentout in the river and
had a sail with her, afier she was loaded up, and she sailed very well—did very well
upon the river; but to save myself I reported to the Licutenant Governor that she
was very good so far as the hull was concerned. 1 made no mention of the sails,
because I told him often before that the sails were not proper.

213. Then you took the Mounted Policemen from where to where ?—From Sel-
kirk to the Grand Rapids.

214, Did you leave them there ?—Left them there, sir.

215. Who came back with you ?—Mr. Monkman and myself, and there was a
young man there who had been in the service of the fish company. Mr. Monkman
was a man of over 80 years of age and not very smart.

By Mr. Mulock :

= 216. Not a very active man to go up the rigging and handle those topsails ?—
ANO, SIT,

By Mr. Barron :
217. As Tunderstand it, then, the two of you went around with the Mounted
Police 7—Yes, sir. : :
218. You left them there ?—Yes, sir.

219. Going back there was just a young man with you ?—Yes; I took him back
to work his way back—he wished to work his way back to Selkirk.

TR TSP —————
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220. Two of you went up and three of you came down ?—Three came down. I

221. Were there any extra provisions bought on account of the third man 1“_']?
came down with you ?—No, sir; we had only the provisions we had bought ourse| \.e.si

222. So that the provisions you bought when you went up with tiv"o, a}}ps\.\ ered
for you and your companion and this young man, wheu you came back P—Yes, 8ir;
the Mounted Policemen did not leave an ounce behind ; infact, we did not know any-
thing about them.

By Mr. Taylor:

223. You reside at Winnipeg, do you ?—Yes, sir. v

224, How far is that from Selkirk ?—About 25 miles. : hin

225. You are the gentleman who made the following affidavit, I presume ?—Yes,
sir, . :

226. I will read it to you :—* I, James Stewart, of the City of Winnipeg, in the
County of Selkirk, Province of Manitoba, druggist, do solemnly declare: 1. T am
the James Stewart whose name is appended to the document hereto annexed, and
marked with the letter ¢ A.’ 2. All the statements made in the said document are
true.” You made that declaration 2—That is right. )

227. You went out with this boat }iln Jun(]a ??-Ir{rJung, sir,

228. And you returned on the 11th of July ?—VYes, sir. ;

229. You got into the mouth of the creek on the 11th and did not get up to the
town ?—Yeg, sir, - 4

230. Where did you leave the boat >—We got the bhoat along ten miles, T think,
at Joseph Monkman’s place, the man who was with me. We got her up that night
We arrived at the river, and I went up—I did not stay there—I walked up to
Selkirk and telegraphed to His Honour that I had arrived back, and on account of
the adverse wind that evening we could not get her up. It was only next day I
went down with the man with me to get her up to Selkirk, and during the time I
went down by land Mr. Monkman got oue of his sons and took her up to Selkirk, so
when ¥ got down to Mr, Monkman’s I found my boat was at Selkirk. :

231. But you remained with her no longer ?—No, sir; I came back to Selkirk.

232, Did you lay the boat up for the season, and take off the sails from her ?—
Oh, no.

' 233. THen you left her there ?—Left her there. I expected she was to make
,another trip. :

234. Did she make another trip >—Not with me.

235. Did she with anybody ?—That I have no knowledge of. :

236. You said she could not have done so without your knowledge ?—I did.

237. How did you know that ?—I would have heard it. _

238. Was it impossible for that boat to go out for two weeks more, without
your knowledge, when you were 20 miles away ?—If she went out on this Govern-
ment employ,

" 239, Was it possible for her to go out ?——Shf} may have gone out,

240. You say she is a'pretty good boat ?>—Iairly good.

241. A fairly good boat ?—Yes.

By Mr. Lister: .
242, That is the hull —As far as the hull is concerned.
By Mr Taylor :
243. What puart is bad >—Rigging is bad. : 4
244, What ](;o you say in youcl?de(?laration here : “ His ideas of ship building are
somewhat hazy, at least the build and rig of this boat were of such a character, as
to make her almost a trap for men’s lives.” Is that true ?—As to the rigging of
course. :
245. Is that true ?—It is true.
246. So far as the boat is concerned ?—So far as the boat is concerned, the
rigging is certainly bad.
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247. What makes the boat a trap for men’s lives if she is a good boat 2—Well, the
boat would do fairly well if it was not for the rigging over head.

248. You make the statement here that the boat altogether, is a trap for men’s
lives ?—Certainly, as she stood there—the whole thing together.

249. You say she capsized this year ?—Yes, sir.

250. You say the boat capsized this year ?—So the report goes.

251. How do you know that ?—I know it because it appear in the paper.

252. But you don’t know that it so capsized ?—I don’t know except by report.
It is a fact that she did capsize.

253. How do you know it is a fact ?—Oh, it appeared in the papers.

254. You know it because it appeared in the papers ?—Yes, and the report
was never contradicted.

255. But how do you know it is a fact ?—Everybody in Selkirk and Winnipeg
knows that it is a fact.

256. But how do you know ?—Oh, it was the general belief. The man was
taken to the hospital when she was wrecked.

257. Do you know Matthew Watts ?—Yes.

258. Where does he reside ?—He resides in some graveyard just now.

259. Did you know him ?—Yes.

260. Who was he 7—He was the builder of the boat.

By My, Lister :
261. And he was drowned ?—Yes.
By Mr. Taylor :

262. Here is a receipt dated 20th of August 183h signed Matthew Watts. [t
says * received from Honourable John Schultz $68.00 for hauling out and repairing

boat Keewatin, mending sails, &c.” Ts that in these accounts, that you referred to, in

the Auditor General’s Report ?—As far as I know the only sails she had were those
she had when I was with her.

263. Is not this $68.00 for hauling out and repairing the sails of the boat?—Yes.

264. Do you know anything about that ?—That was not done when I was with
her. :

265. Who is John L. Watts ?—I don’t know the man at all.

266. Here is a receipt signed 6th of August, 1889. “ Received from Lieutenant-
Governor Schultz $36.00 for cooking utensils, rope, towline, chains &c., for sailing
boat ‘ Keewatin ' ” ?—Yes.

267. Is this included in any portion of the expenses in this investigation >—Not
o far as I know.

268. Were these things got for the boat ?—Not while I was there.

269. But were they supplied for her ?—Not that I know of.

270. But they might have been got, might they not, without your knowledge ?—
Yes, but not when I was with her.

271. Here is another one, dated Selkirk, June 1st, 1889. “Received from John
Schultz $28.00 for making tarpaulin over head tent for protection of crew cruising,
size of sails, block and tackle.” Signed Matthew Watts ?—Yes. ,

272. Who is William Robinson ?—He is a member of the firm Robinson &

Company.

_ 273. Here is a receipt from Mr, Robinson dated August, 1889, “Received from
Lx‘eptenant-Governor Schultz $33.00 for provisions and other supplies put on board
sailing boat ‘ Keewatin.’” Who got these supplies ?—I cannot tell you that.

274. Yoa don’t know whether they went with the supplies thut the police took
on or not ?—I don’t know.

275. They might have done so ?—They might.

276. These accounts T have read over to you. You know nothing about them
at all?—I know, as far as the crew of the “Keewatin” was concerned, we had
nothing to do with them at all.

-
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- i ?—No. ¥
7. You had nothing to do with them? ) il el gt
V' 't k ' Ovis Mr. Robinson’s receip ow;
,‘.g' %gﬁ ggg’tt ll;gg:;r ;?}?61&;2: ltb}l,(;l;rsx;ent on board with the passengers you took
— N at i date of the receipt ? : AP
up?"SEO'Th\eV?:cte;]s)tﬂi):d:tgl August, 1889.1You refused to go any further wi
A s ?—Yes.
the boat than Selkirk when you returned ? A,
: —Yes, I sent in my resignation. s ;
gg}’ SY(gE (li?gt 1}11(?; g;??zo see what the boat was to do for the remainder of the
?— .
seascglsé Vlggé it necessary to have work done on her and to put her bytggrigulz f(z(l)
the s;as(‘)n —I1 suppo;‘e s0. When I came up to Winnipeg I was wan g
Berens’ River., . e :

. 0 ?—Yes. ; - B
ggg %33 c)ly:):’;?cf:g% W(})legther the boat went or not ?—I never heard that she
ok 286. How long would it take to go there ?—It is about Eal{r za) dhog;?: ttlhlf) giwﬁ;

287. How lonE would it take to go down to that plalcg. g boeuzvhalf Fods ik
to Grand Rapids, would take about eleven days. This wou e a :
it mig ir or - six days. ‘ K
- m]‘§8h8t t’%ﬁi)foxlrllli'o(gt ﬁhvaevie)1 hired ay man in your place, aftex‘ y&l {)euf: {hf):;"et'o }If:;rg
this or ;amy otherbtrip down to Berens’ River ?—They mig
that they did.

W W y — Yy wn and
289. How long would the vo age take ?7—They ought to have been down an
e =3

baclk again in 15 days.

290. You don’t know whether this account might not relate to the second trip
e n?’tg?l—lzga you don't know whether the other man that was with you made a
Ti t 7—No. AT e
seeor;{i)ot m{?o(:lr;é)n’t know whether he put in two months or nﬁt ‘;‘OI‘I‘LO S,
29.:;: Still you make a declaration here that he was pai
half‘.;&Ye%ou left the boat and you don't know whether she maiﬁ'& seg?lngeﬁzl%é(l);
a week or ten days or a fortnight, but you made the stategnt%n;nd 2 thf.
paid for a month and a half ?—Yes, I was only paid a mo L e ol e
295. According to your statement the boat had to make a trip
Rlvegg(_;—SYh:udv}gl?ztv%grttl}?;:.she did not go there ?—I won’t swear, but I know that
S e idn’ Well, I don’t know that she went.
. say that she didn’t go ?—Well, iy
ggg %(;‘;'Ve(;lcl)]u}irgusglagil']?%vithin the next few weels after you came back ?—Yes
299. And did you see the boat there ?—N}?. e
300. Did you go down to see it she was there ?
By Mr. McGregor : jhy
i S r down ?—No. ey
33; %)\lga}r:(t)l‘tob?:]ndogvngsb 02? %atter of fact whether t%]e l_)oat v;')ertt gof}g; tgo]g??llde;i
River (;r not ?—I cannot swear she did'nt go to Berens’ River, bu
In my own mind that she did’nt go.
By Mr. Taylor : 3 Ve
303. Y"i)u s:;,id tge Mounted Police officer had a small boat on that trip ?—Yes, a
httle:ﬂ(s)lfiiﬁbo ou know whether Governor Schultz h?d ba ;marlia boat that made
another trip tiat season independent of this boat ?—Only by hearsay.

arsay is not evidence. Do you know whether he had another small
earsay is n .
boat ?—No, T do not,

306. He may have had another small hoat and that boat make a trip without
your knlowledge'?—Yes. He may have had a dozen boats.
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307. You do not know anything about the provisions that the Mounted Police
brought on board—whether they were furnished by Governor Schultz or not ?—
No, I do not.

308. A portion of those furnished by Robinson may have been a part of them ?
—They may have been.

309. So that your statement in your declaration, in reference to the provision is
not correct ?—=So far as the crew was concerned it is.

310. Would it be necessary to have that boat hauled out on the shore, after her
return, and laid up if the Governor wanted to take proper care of her for the winter ?
—=She would have to be hauled out of the water before the ice would malke.

311. It would be necessary to have thatdone ?—Yes, sir.

312. You do not know whether it was done or not ?—No, sir.

313. You did not see the boat again that season ?—No.

314. Have you seen her since you left her ?—No.

315. So that it would be necessary, from the time you left the boat, to put some
other man to lay her up properly for the winter >—Oh, yes. She could be hauled up.

316. She could not he left there in the water if the Governor wanted to take
proper care of her, as Government property ?—No.

By Mr. Somerville :

317. Whom did this boat belong to ?——So far as I know she belonged to His
Honour the Governor.

318. Are you aware that the Governor took a sail on Lake Winnipeg himself in
her ?—I have heard that he went out about a couple of miles at the mouth of the
river. A return steamer took them in tow back again. That is a rumour I heard.

319. The Governor never sailed with you ?—No.

By Mr. Lister :

320. Watts was the builder of the boat 2—Yes.

321. And he was drowned on her?—Yes. He died from exposure.

322. Oh yes, he perished from the effects of exposure ?—Yes.

323. What were the names of others who were drowned ?—There was sergeant
Morphy, and a constable named Rennie.

2 324. Was Morphy a Mounted Policeman ?—Yes; he went out with me the ycar
before.

325. Both he and Rennie were Mounted Policemen ?—Yes, I believe so.

326. They were drowned on the boat ?—Yes.

327. And this man Watts died fiom exposure consequent upon the shipwreck ?—
That was the report.

328. You know he went to the hospital, I suppose ?—Yes,

329. What year was it that that shipwreck took place ?—In the year 1890.

330. In 1889 you went out to the Grand Rapids?—Yes,

331. In the fall of 1890 the boat was wrecked ?—Yes.

332. Has she been capsized again this year ?—Yes, as appears by the papers.

333. By the public press ?—By the public press.

334, Was anybody drowned ?—No, sir.

335. Nobody was drowned this year ?—No, sir.

336. You say the Governor told you to say this was a pretty good boat ?—Yes,
that was his great anxiety both in my report in going up the lake and before I took
herdm[')er from the carpenter—the boat builder, that I should say she was a pretty
good boat,

337. Do you know what she cost?—I cannot tell exactly. I know I went
several trips backwards and forwards between the boat builder and His Honour in
regard to her construction. The Governor's first offer, T believe, was $200, and then
Ml_‘. Watts rather demurred at that to furnish sails. The bargain was to furnish
sails; everything in fitting her out except the anchor and chain, Watts objected to
that. He came up and had some agreement with the Governor, and told me the

R

S
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price of the boat afterwards. He told me what he was to receive, but I do not
remember what it was; it was either $230 or 8250. : : e
338. That was to include sails, hull, and everything except — Anchor and
chain, “
339. When was she built 2—She was finished in June, 1889.

340. The boat was built in 1889 ?—Yes.

341. And you think $230 or $250 was the price 7—Yes; so far as Mr. Watts
said,

342, That would include the sails ?—Yes. (o et

343. Tt would include everything except the anchor and chains ?—Y es. s

344. You were telling us that the Governor wanted you to say she was a go
boat ?—Yes. v : 3

345. Tell us what he said about that?>—He said I ought to give a pretty fair
account of the hoat. He would like to see the boat given a good name to, and so on.
I thought when she was on the river—I was sailing her—that she was not a bad
beat. 1 think so still.

346. The hull was not bad ?—No. s

347. But the rigging makes her dangerous ?—The rigging makes her dangerous
to go in.

By Mr. Mulock : ‘

348. Did you say whether she was decked over or was she open ?—She was
deckedgabout 5 or 6 feet over. : PO

349. Any combine 7—A combing of about four inches. ;

350. Wh);t (;vn;slggv depth of hold ? What draft of water; what did she draw
aft ?—Something about 2} feet. A :

351. And how much forward ?—About 2 fegt.‘forward. )

352. What was her beam ?—About 9% feet if I remember rightly. ]

353. And the height of the masts, from the topmast head ?—The foremast was
35 feet and the main mast 33 teet. . '

354. What was the service she went out to the Grand Rapids upon ?—The ser-
vice she was designed for, as T understood, was a sort of cruising about to prevent
the importation of liquor into the North-West. X % B

355. And you had taken some officers with you as preventive officers ?—Yes.

356. To prevent the taking of liquor mnto the North-West ?2—Yes.

357. And you of course had none on board ?—I had none myself.

358. Had anyone else any on board ?—During the voyage out I never saw any
on board. T had a permit with me from His Honour. I had a pintof whiskey w§th
me and I used to give Joe Monkman a little drop when we got dry. We had a pint
between us, As far as the thing went, we really had no liguor at all. I saw none.
When I came to the Grand Rapids 1 found about half a dozen Hudson Bay officers
there—— : }

Mr. Foster objected to the witness making any further statement on this point
on the ground that it was not relevant to the inquiry.

359. You had a sergeant named Bégin ?7—Yes. 4

360. Did they have an orgie at Grand Rapids 2—A what, sir?

By Mr. Lister : : :
- 361, Did they have a good time at Gran(% Rap1d~s ?—They had a good time.
hie CHAIR) ; that this was irrevelant. ] : ;

362, Digli?x;z;;ﬁ(iish the object of this trip, of preventing the introduction of
liquor into this district ? These expenses are charges for sending this vessel there
to prevent the introduction of liquor, and 1 understand you to say the police officers
brought liquor there ? '

The C%IAILR;(;;eN—e—-We are not trying the case of the Mounted Police.

363. Did the police officers or any of them get intoxicated there?—Some of
them.

Mr. Foster objected.
2X—2
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364. This boat cost $250 2—Something about that.

365. What was she built of ? What kind of wood ?—Pine, I think; but I am
not an adept—pine boards. I could not swear to that, though.

366. Had she a keel ?2—Yes.

367. With a centre board ?—VYes.

368. A flat bottom ?—No, she was not flat-bottomed.

By Mr. Moncrieff :

\

369. This affidavit that you have made here, who did you swear that before ?—
It was in Mr. Ewart’s office.

370. Is he a Magistrate ?—He is a lawyer.

371. Who drew it for you ?—Mr. Ewart.

372. Did you go to him and ask him to draw it ?—No, sir.

373. How did you come to get there ?—I do not know how it came to get there.

374. You know how you come to come to get there ?—I do not know how he

ot it.
: 375. You know how you came to go there. How did you come to go to Ewart’s
office ?—He sent for me.

376. Was this drawn up when you got there ?—No, it was not drawn up.

377. Was it drawn up in your presence >—VYes.

378. Anad then you signed it ?—Yes.

379. Then it was attached to your letter in print and you swore to it ?—VYes.

380. You swore that everything in this letter was true ?—(Reads affidavit)—
Yes, as far as I believed at the time.

381. 1 see here in reading over the items “The next item, 8§68, is purely a
fabrication.”—What is that item ? °

382, 1t is repairs 7—As far as I know.

383. “The next item is purely a fabrication, as the ¢ Keewatin ’ was a new boat
on her first trip and needed no repairs.” You undertook to say that was a pure
fabrication ?—As far-as when I was with her.

384. Did you take any trouble to find out whether these repairs were done ?
Every one knows what a pure fabrication is. Having seen this receipt: ‘ Received
from Hon. John Schultz for hauling out and repairing boat ‘ Keewatin,” mending
sails &e. $68.” Are you prepared to say this is a pure fabrication in the face of
that ?—I cannot say wbetger it is or not. Matthew Watt is dead.

385. You have made a solemn declaration that this item of $68 is a pure fabric-
ation. As an honest man you ought to take the first opportunity of taking it back
on seeing that you are wrong. Now, on seeing that receipt do you swear this is a
fabrication still ?—I could not swear that this receipt is true.

386. I have shown you this receipt for $68, and having shown you that receipt
are you still prepared to say that this matter is a pure fabrication ?—I will not go
that far. So far as T am concerned it was.

387. So far as that trip was concerned there were no repairs ?—That is what I

meant when I wrote that.

388. This is an account for the whole year. Thisis dated 20th August, 1889 ?—
That is after I left her.

389. That appeared in the Public Accounts. You did not take the trouble to
ascertain anything about this $68. You did not go to see the actual account ?—I
never heard of that boat going out that season again.

390. But you knew she had to be hauled out ?—Yes.

391. And knowing she had to be hauled out, and seeing there was an account
for repairs, you never took the trouble to see what the account was for ?—It was
there for repairs. :

392. Did you never take the trouble to investigate the Public Accounts and see
what it was ?—The hauling of the boat out of the river is not repairs.

393. Did you ever take the trouble to investigate the Public Accounts to see
what the items were for ?—The Public Accounts show it.
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394. Did you or did you not take the trouble to see the accounts themselves
before making this statement ?—All that I saw was in the Public Accounts,

395. You never saw it in any other place >—That was all.

396. There was nothing to show you that this $68 was expended when you
were there for six weeks ?—She did not make another trip. That is headed: “ Ex-
penses of the trip north.”

397. Never having seen this account of $68 you still pretend to say that it is a
fabrication ?—(No answer.)

398. Answer the question, you want to deal with this Committee as an honest
man ?—I am dealing as honestly as I can.

399. You were under the impression that the $68 that you were speaking of
had reference to that trip ?—The expenses of the trip 4s stazed in the book.

400. Now having convinced yourself, and believing that when you made this
affidavit it had refercnce to the repairs necessary for that trip, and you having been
shewn a receipt for the very same $68 afierwards, if you had to make that affidavit
over again would you still swear this was a fabrication ?—So far as it is there under
the heading of the expenses of the trip north.

401. T understand that when you made this affidavit you were fully under the
impression that this $68 was attached to the six weeks’ trip that you had ?—VYes.

402. If it did \belong to that, then you unconsciously made a mistake >—That is
the whole of it.

403. And that is the fair and honest way to put it ?—That is the way to put it.

404. The next item is $102 for the small boat ?—Yes.

405. When you looked at that item you were shocked, were you not ¥—VYes.

406. To think that such a payment was made for this little skiff ? It did not
strike you for a moment it might-be connected with some other transaction
altogether ?—It is connected with the expenses of the trip north.

407. Did it strike you it might be some other transaction ?—It did not.

408, If it was really another transaction at a different time, that you did not
know of at that particular time, then you made a mistake, did you not; you uncons-
ciously made a wrong charge against Mr. Schultz ?—Certainly.

409. I find here in reading over the repairs that this charge of $102is: “ Subse-
quent employment of boat of lighter draught for special service, ete., with rigging
and fitting, $102." That could not belong to this little trip of yours at all, could it?
—(XNo answer).

410. Then I understand from you that the $102, being for another transaction
at.another time altogether, if it does not refer to that little skiff, that you uncon-
sciously have made a wrong charge against Mr. Schultz? Now, as to the provisions,
T understand you to say you could not identify the account with the provisions that
came on hourd ?—No, sir. :

411, In making up this statement of yours, you went on by saying—and it is a
very strong inference indeed to make against a public man—that $238 was all you
wished to allow for the trip. This subtracted from $641, as charged in the books,

leaves a balance of $403, almost two-thirds more than the actual expenditure ?—That
was that trip.

412. When you stated that, you thought it referred to this little trip on whic

you were engaged for six weeks ?—Yes, sir. p
413, So that if this $641 was for expenses, not only for this trip but for other
trips and other repairs, at a subsequent time, and for the use of a boat, you have

unconsciously done an injustice to Mr. Schultz ?—Unconsciously, if there was another
trip made north.

'414. If these are outside charges ; if these are just as you have explained it to
me in reference to the item of $68 for repairs; if you did not include that in making
all this deduction and taking out this $102, and if the $102 were paid, unconsciously
you did Mr, Schultz an injustice ?—(No answer).

415. Is that a fact 2—If there was another trip made north. L'y
2X—2% !



416. If those expenses were paid otherwise, then you have unconsciously done
him an injustice. Will you now explain to this Committee, how it was you so
rashly, as I look at it, without having investigated the accounts, came to go into
print ?—The expenses of the trip north—that is how I came to my conclusion, and I
still hold to it.

417. What induced you to put this in print as quickly as you did ?—This is
headed “Hxpeuses of the trip north.” That is why I understood it.

418. You have been misled by the heading, then ?—Yes.

419. You thought it was to include nothing else butl the expenses of thi: xix
weeks’ trip of yours ?—I thought that it was.

420. &’hat induced you tc put this into the newspapers ?— Why, to let the public
know.

421. You did it as a matter of justice to the public ?—Certainly.

422, In the interest of the public ?—Certainly.

423. Did you go to Mr. Schultz and tell him you had found these mistakes in
these accounts ?—No.

424. Would that not have been a fair thing for you to have done, and to say
those were exorbitant charges ?—Yes; if he had done the fair thing by me.

425. 1 thought there was something coming. If he had done the fair thing by
you, you would have done the fair thing by him ?—Yes.

426. He had not done the fair thing with you ?—No.

427. You thought you would stab him in the back ?—No; not at all.

428. You swear if he had done the fair thing you would have gone to him like
a man ?—I¢t is very seldom one does that when they make charges in the Public
Accounts. :

429. You swore a moment ago that you would have done that ?—I would not
have done so.

430. You did not think he had treated you well ?—I say he did not do the fair
thing with me.

431. If he had done the fair thing with you, you would not have taken the
course you did ?—I don’t know.

432, If he had done the fair thing with you, you would have gone out again
with the boat ?—I would not have done so under any circumstances.

433. He acted very shabbily, did he not ?—I should say that he did.

434, He sacked you at the end of six weeks and got another man in your place ?
—No; he did not.

435. Do you say that he did not sack you ?—I resigned.

436. But you had a little trouble before you resigned, had you not?—Yes. I
got a good deal of abuse from him.

437. And you felt hard against him ever since ?—No; I don’t know that I did.

438, What day did you resign on ?-—On the 15th of July.

439. And on what day did you get the abuse from him ?—About a week before.

440. Now, did you write this letter before you resigned or after you resigned ?—
Not until I got Public Accounts.

441. Did you write this letter before you resigned or after you resigned ?—
Which letter ?

442, This letter which you published in the newspapers. Did you write it

before or after you resigned ?—I think afterwards.

443. Did you write it yourself ?—Yes.

444, Why did you write it >—1I don’t know.

445. It was done in spite, was it not >—No.
i 446. You say that you had ill-feeling against him ?—I had no ill-feeling against

im. .

447. Didn’t you swear to me a moment ago that you had ?—No. But I thought
he dealt very shabbily with me.

448. Didn’t you say you had ill-feeling against him ?—I hadn’t any more ill-
feeling against him than anybody else.
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449. You have ill-feeling still against him?—No; T have no ill-feeling against
him, but I was badly treated by him.,
450. And you took the very first opportunity that you could find to revenge
yourself upon him ?—No.
: 451. And there was nothing you could do except to bring this charge of spend-
ing public money ?—(No answer.)
By the Chairman :

452. Did you write that newspaper letter yourself ?—Yes.
By Mr. Skinner ;
453. These items, concerning which yon complain, you took as expenses in con
nection with the trip that you made ?—Yes, sir.
454. And, so far as you are concerned, you say that the expenses of which you
(s}:)s:?epd]am were not incurred in connection with that trip ?—No; that is what I have
By Mr. Barron :

425. How long were you in the employ of Mr. Schultz ?—This last time, do you
mean ? -

_ 4b6. How long were you in his employ altogether ?—I was first in his employ
in the years of the Rebellion, 1868 and 1869. ,

457. How long were you then in his employ >—Two and a-half years.

458. Tn what capacity were you then in his employ ?>—I was a clerk for him.

459. For two and a-half years?—-Yes; for two and a-half or three years.

460. Then how long were you again in his employ before you took charge of the
boat ?—1I was never in his employ after that.

461. Never after that ?—Not permanently.

462. But you did jobs for him now and then, did you not ?—Yes.

463. You were always very intimate with him, were you not ?—Yes.

464. That was the last time yon had any business transaction with him at all ?
—Yes ; the last time was in the ‘“ Keewatin.”

465. Has he ever given you a certificate of character ?—Yes.

466. In writing ?—Yes, sir.

467. Let me see it, please ?—Here it is,

Exarsir No. 1.
“« MANITOBA AND KEEWATIN.

“ GoVERNMENT HOUSE,
“ WINNIPEG, 30th March, 1889.

“ DEAR MR. STEWART,—As I am leaving in a few days for Harrison Lake, I will
not be here at the time when you expect Mrs. Stewart. Case to be further examined
into, but as I have known you for the past quarter of a century, and had you many
years in my employ, T am pleased to be able tosay that you discharge your duties
in different positions of trust in which I placed you with entire satisfaction to
myself, and were I here when the case referred to comesup, I would cheerfully bear
oral testimony, as I do now in this way, to yourentire probity in all business matters,
and truthfulness and honourable dealings in all other ways with your fellow men.

may say, too, that your course during the unhappy occurrences of 1869-70 was
characterized by loyalty to your Queen, and great suftering through long imprison-
ment for attempting to maintain law and order in the land. For Mrs. Stewart I
have the highest respect, and I do not believe that either of you would wrong another
of sixpence nor bear the slightest suspicion of false witness against a neighbour.
“ T am, dear Sir,
“ Very faithfully yours,
(Signed) “ JOHN SCHULTZ.
‘“ JAMES STEWART, Esq.,
(“Late of Selkirk,)
879, Main Street, Winnipeg.”
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By Mr. Gordon ;

468. You were in charge of that boat on the trip you mention.—Yes.

469. In what capacity—as sailor, captain, or what ?—Well, I don’t know.
Something of that kind, I snppose.

470. You are a qualified seaman ?—Yes.

471. And a qualified captain.—Yes, siv. I fulfilled all the requiremeuts of the
Board of Trade as regards navigation. My papers were left with the Hudson’s Bay
Company when I entered their service, and I have never seen them since.

472, The reason I am making the enquiry is, knowing that the vessel was
improperly rigged, it seems to me that a competent seaman would refuse to go to
sea in such a boat.—I will tell you what induced me to go : it was poverty. Gov-
ernor Schultz induced me to come from Selkirk to take this boat. When he was

etting his position as Governor, and wanted everybody to say a good word for him,

e was anxious to get a good word from me. I was then editor of the Selkirk
Record, and being an old acquaintance he asked me to put in a few good words, and
in return he said I would be looked after, and well provided for if he got the posi-
tion. He said I would get a pretty good situation under him. On the strength of
that I spoke in his favour in the paper.

By Mr. Barron :

473. That was in the paper 2—When he was appointed he advised me to come
up from Selkirk and live in one of his houses. I came up and lived there,and some-
how or other I found he took a turn against me. That winter I would have starved
unless I got employment in a printing office.

By Mr. Gordon :

474. Was this, in your opinion, an unseawo thy vessel ?—I am coming to that.
When the time came round and the boat was built he said he had planned this to
give me a situation e asked me to give the boat a good name, and T thought I
would give her a trial, having nothing else to do.

475. Was the other man a competent seaman ?—No, sir.

’ 476, And you wculd risk that man’s life in going to sea in a boat that was
unseaworthy ?—Of course, we risked both our lives.

By Mr. Somerville :

477. When you were editor of that paper, did you write many articles as to
who should, be Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba ?—I wrote one or two, I think,

478. You wrote one or two articles 7—Yes.

479. What did you say in those articles—that he was a proper man to appoint
Lieutenant Governor ?—Yes,

By Mr. McMullen : ‘
480. You did that at his request ?7—Oh, yes; it was hinted to me by His Honour.
By Mr. Somerville :

481. You wrote him up for the position ?—Yes,
482. With the expectation that you would get a reward ?—Yes,

~ By Mr. Barron :

483. You went to Winnipeg expecting to get a position from him?—Yes; that
is the reason I left Selkirk.

484, And you did not get the position you expected to get ?—No sir.

485. And that is the reason you went into the printing office ?—Yes.

486. Because you were in great distress >—Yes. I could get nothing else to- do.

487. All this time his honor was promising you a situation ?—Yes.

488, It was after that you went to Selkirk again to goon this voyage ?—During
the time I was working, they were planning to get the boat built ?




488a. The boat was not built at that time ?—Yes.

489. It was winter that they were planning ?—Yes.

490. And all this time you were in actual distress 7—Yes.

491. You were in want ?—Yes.

492. Aud you went on that boat which was unseaworthy as far as the rigging
Wa.lslconcerned ?—Yes. 1 thought with my own little skill I could manage fairly
well. :

: 493. You were so much in want that you went on her ?—Yes.

494, You told his honor about the unseaworthiness of the boat?—I called his

attention several times to the bad rigging.

By Mr. Gordon :

. 495. Do I understand you to say that your papers were left with the Hudson Bay
Company; your papers obtained in England ?—Yes, they were left with the Hudson
Bay Company.

496. Did you ever apply them to have them duplicated?—In 1850 when I
entered the Hudson Bay Company’s service they required my papers. There was
my Master’s certificate and the clergyman’s paper oblained in my native village of
Stromness in Scotland. The papers were left with the Hudson Bay Company. I
made application for them when I was over in 1881, but the old agent was dead and
Ii could not get them. My ticket was there. We used to call it a ticket in those
days,

497. Was there no other employment in Manitoba in 1889, except to take one
of your fellowmen on board of an.unseaworthy vessel and risk his life on the lake ?—
I have stated my reason for going.

998. He was likely to go with you, knowing you were a qualified seaman?—I
told the Governor I wanted a qualified man with me, but he insisted upon Monkman
going with me. He was as much to blame as I.

By Mr. Somerville :

499. Did you say this man Monkman was a very old man ?—Yes, sir.
500. How old was he ?—He is over eighty.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz:

501. You have stated that you have received payment for your services $67.50,
less $10, kept back from you, partly in money and partly by cheque ?—The money
I received, yes, sir.

502-3, Will you give me the amount paid to you in money. and the amount paid
to you by cheque ?—I have told the committee already I have forgotten the moneys
that I got of each kind. I have really forgotten it.

504. You got some of each 7—I got some of each.

505. Did you get $20, at one time ?—I could not say, sir. I could not swear to
any amount.

506. Did you get $15 7—I might have; I could not say.

507. You think you might have got $15?—I might have; I do not know.
I know I was paid at that rate.

508. You think this $15 was in money and not by cheque ?—I believe by cheque
Or money.

. 909, Take care what you are about, I have your cheque here. Was that $15,
In money or in cheque ?—I do not remember having received $15, by itself. Part
Was In cheque and part was in money.

510. You deny you got $15 ?—I do not deny it and I do not say it was the case,
I may have got it

511. Tell us any amount you received at any time on account of your services?
I could not tell you.

512. Do you mean to say you do not recollect ?7—I do not recollect. I know it
was paid one way or another, I got my wages,



513. How is it you remember you got $57.50 ?—I recollect very well that I was
paid up with the exception of $10, you kept from me.

514. Did you get $57.50 ?—Yes ; I say that much.

515. How much of that was by cheque and how much by money ?—I could not
tell you that.

516. Will you give me one amount you got by cheque or money ?—1 could not
tell you.

'517. And yet you recollect you received $57.50? Did youget it all in one sum ?
—No, sir. IfI got it inonesum, I would remember it.

518. Did you authorize your wife to get any of this money on your account
when you were away ?—No, sir.

519. Had she any right to receive any money on your account while you were
away ?——No, sir.

520. Did she receive any ?—No, sir.

521. You swear to that ?—Yes,

522. Did you receive any ?—From you ?

523. Yes; by cheque or cash ?2—Yex.

524. How is it you recollect the one and not the other ?—I do not recollect the
amount received because it was paid on several occasions.

525. On what different occasions was any paid to you ?—Some was paid when [
went to Selkirk to see about getting the boat ready.

526. How much was received then ?—I could not tell you.

527. Was it $20 ?—I do not recollect.

528. Was it $15 ?—I could not say. :

529. Was it $10 ?—I could not say. I won’t swear to what I do not recollect.

530. You do not recollect anything about it, as to how much money you got ?—
I know I was paid up at that rate. .

531. Do you know you got any money at all >—Yes, I do. I know I got my
wages,

532. Give me any one amount you received ?—1I cannot tell you that, because it
was paid on s0 many oceasions.

533. How many occasions ?—I cannot tell you that, because going up and down
to Selkirk and seeing about getting the boat ready I got a little money from you.

534. How much did you get at any one time ?—I cannot really tell. Perhaps
sometimes $2 and sometimes $5.

535. Did you get $5 at any one time ?—Yes, [ think it was about that. I
could not swear to that. I think perhaps I did.

536. Do you think you may have got $25 any one time ?—I cannot tell you.

537. Do you deny it ?—No ; I do not deny it.

538. Did you get $40 at any one time >—Not that I know of.

539. Did your wife get any for you ?—Not for me.

540. Did she get any money while you were away >—She got money for hard
service while she was at Government House.

541. Was she at Government House while you were away ?—She was worn out
by the hard work she did at Government House while [ was away.

542. Then she did not get pay for services rendered at Government House
while you were away ?—Not on my account.

543. Did she get any money ?— I do not know anything about it.

544. You cannot recollect anything you got ?—No, I do not know of any par-
ticular sum,

215, Do you swear positively you did not get $100 ?—I swear that positively.
. 546. Do you positively swear you did not get $15 from Hon. Dr. Bown in cash
in my presence ?—For what ?

547. I am asking you, not you me. Answer my question.—Not as my wages.

548. Did you get it for any purpose ?—I do not think so. I do not remember it.

549. Do you think you may have done so ?—I cannot remember Dr. Bown
giving me $15.
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550. You swear positively you did not get $15 in my presence from Hon. Dr.
Bown at Government House ?—Was Dr. Bown paying any part of my wages ? .

551. I am asking you the question.—If it was outside of wages, you have nothing
to do with transactions between me and Bown.

552. Answer my question.—No, sir, I will not ; because I think you have no
business to ask what passed between me and Bown. ;

By the Chairman : : .
553. Dr. Bown is the Governor’s Private Secretary. Did Dr. Bown pay you
mbney in his presence ?—He never paid me a cent in his presence.

By Lieut. Gov. Schultz :

554. Did he pay you $15 for anything ?—I do mnot recollect getting $15 from
Dr. Bown, -

555. Would you swear positively you did not get it 2—1 would not swear it &
cannot see what I got it from him for.

any

By the Chairman :

s

556. You have no recollection of getting any money from him ?—I had no money
transactions with Bown at all.

By Lieut. Gov. Schultz ;

557. Is that your signature >—Yes, that is my signature (referring to cheque
exhibited.) Tt looks like it.

558. Is it, or is it not your signature, as it involves a question of money ?—I
would not swear it is my signature.

559. Can you tell your own signature ?—It is very like my signature.

560. What moneys did you receive from me in 1888 ?—I received no money

from you in 1888. You generally gave me perhaps a dollar. In 1888— that was to
go on the trip up the Lake.

961, You received no money in 1888 ?—Yes, I did.

962, How much did you receive ?—I do not remember.

563. Was it $50 ?—I cannot tell.

56+, Was it $20 ?—I cannot tell. I was employed by you to go out on a trip
with the steamboat.

565. Did you get any money at all for it >—Yes, I got some money.

566. Did you give a receipt for it >—I do not remember whether I did or not.
If T did, T suppose you have it.

567. As to this trip, did you make any report when you came back >—Yes.

568. Would you know your own report ?—Yes.

569. Would you know your own signature ?—Yes.

570. Why didn’t you know it on your cheque ?—If you show me what is in the
cheque, of course I could. I do not dispute, that it is my signature.

571. Now you made a report when you came back. What is in that report ?—
There was various things in it.

. 572. Do you recollect anything at all that was in it ?—I think there was some-

thing in it about fisheries.

573. Anything else ?—Something about liquor in the North West.

573%. What else >—That is all T can think about. T think there was something
about sowing wild rice among the Indians.

574. What did you say about liguor in the North West ?—I did not say anything
about liquor in the North West. I said there was a sort of jamboree in Manitoba.

575. *“ Just arrived back 7. Is that the way you commenced your report ?—Yes.

576. Is this your report ?—That is my report.

577. Your signature is attached to that report >—Yes, it is my report.
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Exnisit No. 2.

(Copy.)
JAMES STEWART'S REPORT.

“ Hon. Dr. JouN ScHULTzZ,
“ Lieutenant-Governor of Keewatin.

“Sir,—In accordance with your instructions thatI should proceed to Lake Winni-
peg and visit its further end, keeping to the east shore, and report to you upon
liquor, fish and generally as regards the country adjacent to the lake, I proceeded
down the lake, the passage proving to be a very stormy one. A series of storms
with snow and sleet considerably delayed us, but on the whole I found it better for
my purpose, as I had more time to gather the information I wanted. I visited
various points on the lake, hereinafter referred to, and have just arrived back.

“In the following report I will first speak of fish, the principal varicties being
whitefish, sturgeon, lake trout, perch, pike, pickerel, gold eyes, two or three species
of suckers, tullabee and a few other kinds of less value. The most valuable of these
is the whitefish, which has beeu the principal food of the Indians who live arcund
the shores of the lake. The spawning season generally begins about the middle of
October and ends about the middle of November. During this season they frequent
the shallow water around Bull Head, Dog Head, Elk Island, Rabbit Point, Swampy
Island, and the mouths of the Little Saskatchewan River, Grand Rapids, Blood River,
Beaver River, Leaf River, Poplar River, &c¢. After spawning the fish seek for deep
water, and are generally to be found all over the lake. With regard to the question
as whether the supply of these fish is diminishing I may say that it is the universal
opinion of all I have conversed with that they are diminishing to an alarming extent,
especially at the south part of the lake. The fishing grounds around Bull Head,
Dog Head, Elk Island, Swampy Island and Berens’ River are almost depleted owing
to the wholesale slaughter that has been carried on there during the past few years.
The people I have spoken with, who live around the lake, inform me that unless this
wholesale exportation of whitefish to the United States is stopped that in a
couple or three years Lake Winnipeg will be completely denuded of fish. Even at
the present time, I understand, that the Indians in these vicinities find it a hard
matter to get enough {o supply their wants. I will take, for instance, the mouth of
the Little Saskatchewan River, I remember that about thirty years age, that at that
place in the fall of the year the Indians were used to stand on the shore, with a
scoop net, and take out two and three whitefish at a time, whereas in the present
day there is hardly any to be got there at all. It is the general opinion of all who
are conversant with the matter, that unless some means are taken to stop this whole-
sale slaughter of fish now carried on, the Government will have to feed all the Indians
and half-breeds around the shores of Lake Winnipeg, apart from the Icelanders who
have settled there, as they are beginning to find it a difficult matter to catch enough
to supply them with food. Again, the people of Manitoba can hardly get any for
their own use. I am told that to-day fresh whitefish are dearer in the market of the
City of Winnipeg than they are in Chicago or Buffalo.

“In my opinion the same law that prevents the exportation of game, should be
applied to the traffic in whitefish, otherwise it will be a serious matter for the Indian
and half-breed population and all who depend upon fish for food.

I notice also that there is a great waste of fish at the fishing stations, of such
fish as perch, tullabee, and suckers. A great many of these are caught by the fisher-
men in the white-fish nets and are thrown away with the offal of the whitefish, I
observed at fishing stations & pit dug in the ground, where all the refuse of fish is
thrown, and I there saw a considerable number of good perch and suckers thrown
away there to rot.

On the whole if our Indians are to be kept on their Reserves around Lake Win-
nipeg, something will certainly have to be done to preserve the fish supply. Most of
the Reserve consists of rock and marsh, altogether unfit for agricultural purposes,
except it may be that a few potatoes can be raised in some places. Therefore, if the
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supply of fish becomes exhausted, asit certainly will do if the present wholesale slaugh-
ter continues, there is then no alternative for the Indians but to roam over a rugged
country in search of deer and moose, which will, at best, prove but a precarious
means of subsistence, while at the same time this roving mode of life would place
them beyond the means of civilization. So far as I have conversed with these Indi-
ans on my route, they all seem to look forward with dismay to the approaching
ruin of their principal food supply.

I would strongly recommend the Dominion Government to stop the exportation
of fish to the United States, and means used to preserve the fish from being want-
only destroyed as seems to be the case at present,

Wild rice is found in many places around Lake Winnipeg, especially around
Fort Alexander and Berens River. It is a very hardy plant and will grow in places
where there is shallow and still water. I have known several instances of its being
sown and always found it to grow in any place adapted for the purpose. There are
a considerable number of small rivers and small lakes on the east side of Lake Win
uipeg where it could be sown with advantage, and which in a few years wouid sup-
ply the natives with a very good article of food. The average depth of water requi-
red for its growth is from three to four feet and the best time to sow it is in the
fall season. The first season after being sown, it generally comes up_very thin
and spare, but in the course of two or three years it comes up abundantly and yields
a good crop. I think that an effort should be made to sow this excellent food bear-
ing plant in overy place suitable for the purpose, and there are very many such pla-
ces in the vicinity of Luke Winnipeg, the east side especially. This region on the
East side of the Lake is generally rocky and marshy, with innumerable small rivers
and small lakes. There is very little of it adupted for agriculture, but the wild rice
could be raised almost anywhere throughout this part of the country. By an abund-
ance of this article of food, together with a proper protection of our fish, the Indians
would be able to support themselves in comfort, and save the Governmeunt a consi-
derable amount which they would otherwise have to expend in feeding them.

From all T can learn I think there must be a considerable amount of intoxicating
liquor carried around the shores of Lake Winnipeg. I noticed that at every point
we called there was some, more or less, to be had if wanted. Whether there is any
supplied to the Indians I am unable to say from personal observations, although I
am led to believe that uuprincipled persons very often supply the natives with it.
I was informed by one of the officers of the steamboat that during the past summer
there were complete und general drinking bouts among the Indians at the Little
Saskatchewan River. The liquor was brought out there by a man whose name I
could not learn, as it appeared he was hiding in the woods on the opposite side of
the river, where the Indians were observed to cross and bring over hottle after
bottle of the stuff. The consequence was that a complete scene of confusion and
noise took place, and the river side was converted into a pandemonium. A con-
siderable quantity of vile stuff is traded among the Indians under the name of
“essence,” either essence of peppermint, ginger or lemon. These so called essences
are put up in small bottles and sold freely among the Indians, and it is no uncommon
thing for an Indian to get drunk on a bottle of essence of ginger. This stuff is
generally supplied by petty traders in the summer time, who go out in small boats
around the various points in the lake where the Indians frequent, and trade off their
vile stuff for either turs or dressed moose and deer skins. I do not think that any
great quantity is carried out on the steamboats of the North-West Navigation Com-
pany, as I think it would be probibited by them if known. But it is carried out by
the small traders who take it out in small boats, and take it into every bay and river
where Indians can be found. A little may be taken out in the winter time by
sleighs; but the summer time is the principal season that thisillicit traffic is carried on.

In my opinion, in order to put a stop to this demoralizing traffic,it would be for
the Government to hire or purchase a good fastsailing boat, capable of being worked
by two men, one of them at least a good sailor and thoroughly acquainted with Lake
Winnipeg, to watch these small craft which swarm around the lake, having power



to examine all merchandise taken out for trading purposes, and seizing all liquor
«carried, without a permit from the proper authorities. At the sume time these
boatmen could do good service by sowing wild rice in any suitable place found along
the lake, or in the small lakes not far distant in the interior. The cost of such an
outfit would be a mere bagatelle, compared with the advantage which might be
gained by increasing the food production of that part of the country, and thus
materially adding to the wants of the Indian population which would necessarily
lessen the cost of feeding them. It would also be the means of effectually putting a
stop to the liquor traffic in every shape. The chief place that the liquor or so-called
essences are supplied from is West Selkirk, and no doubt some from Winnipeg, but
it all must pass mostly from the Red River into the lake. No restrictions could be
placed on the traffic at Selkirk, as it could easily be carried out of that place and
embarked at any point along the river. The most effectual method would be as L
have suggested, to have a boat to watch along the mouth of the Red River and Gimli
and other points,

I have taken particular care, both by personal observation and by well authen-
ticated informatior, to look for a region suitable for an Indian Reserve, and from
my own knowledge of the country and from what has been told me by Officers of
the Hudson Bay Company, who are well acquainted with the country around Lake
Winnipeg, I would recommend the East side of the Lake, from Mossy Point near
Berens River, Northward to Montreal Point, adjoining Play Green Lake. This dis-
trict has a coast line of about one hundred or one hundred and twenty miles. There
are numerous small rivers along this part, the principal ones being Leaf River flow-
ing from Leaf Lake, a small sheet of water about forty miles inland ; Pelican River
flowing from Pelican Lake, about thirty miles inland, Poplar River, a good sized
stream, where there is a Hudson Bay post. This river flows from two lakes, the
first about fifty miles, and the second about seventy miles inland. They are respect-
ively named Thunder Lake and Windy Lake, Black River flowing from Black Lalke,
about sixty miles inland, and Little Black River flowing from the same source. There
are numerous other small streams, which are all more or less stocked with fish. This
country is but little adapted for agricuitural purposes, being composed principally
of rock and marsh, interspersed with innumerable small lakes and rivers. Of course
certain spots may be found where a few potatoes, barley or garden vegatables might
be raised, but not very extensively. The country however is well adapted for abode
of our Indians, being well supplied with all things necessary for their mode of living.
The country is covered with timber, chiefly red pine, white spruce, tamarac and pop-
lar. Berries in the proper season are abundant: namely, black and red currants,
strawberries, gooseberries, pemmican berries, cranberries and huckleberries. Where-
ever wild rice is found there are ulways great numbers of wild ducks, as these birds
feed on the rice. The country is also abounds with deer and moose, as some black
aud brown bears. Of the fish, I have already spoken. So far there have been no
fishing stations established in this part of the lake, for the purpose of exportation.
Taking all these things together, I do not think that a befter place could be selected
for an Indian Reserve than this place I have reference to. Were the cultivation of
wild rice carcfully attended to, in the above mentioned district, I*have no doubt but
that the number of wild geese would be materially increased, as these birds flock
to the places where this plant grows, to feed thereon.

“ I consider that this place should be selected for an Indian Reserve, that some
measures should be taken to preserve the whitefish in that vicinity. For this pur-
pose, I think that no company or persons who fish for exportation, should be allowed
to fish in these waters within six miles from the shore. This would keep the feeding
grounds of these fish intact. These Fish Companies, when stormy weather occurs,
are sometimes not able to go to their nets for two or three days. In such cases,
when the nets are lifted they are full of dead fish, such as perch, suckers and tull-
abees. These are often thrown overboard, which naturally sink on these feeding
grounds. The whitefish being a very sensitive fish, with regard to cleanliness, soon
desert the place and seek ather quarters and new grounds. The wholesale slaughter
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of fish must and will in a very few years, have the effect of depleting the lake of
whitefish, and thus necessitating some other means to be adopted in providing food
for our Indian population,

“ My trip through Lake Winnipeg necessarily curtailed the range of my observ-
* ations. But having many years ago been a resident at Norway House and Berens’

River and the mouth of the Little Saskatchewan, I was in a better position to know
the nature of the country surrounding the above named lake than persons who only
have business on the lake itself.

“A proper survey of Lake Winnipeg is much wanted. Very few maps of that
sheet of water are to be had, and even these which have been made are inaccurate and
unsuitable, In some maps 1 have seen, islands are set down where none exist, and
those islands that are set down are out of place. The same may be said of the head-
lands, bays and rivers around the coast. All are so distorted that they areno guides
at all to any person sailing through the waters.

“I am sorry that my present report is so narrow and limited, but as I have already
mentioned the short time that I had at my disposal necessarily accounts for its bre-
vity.

“T have the honour to be,
“ Honourable Sir,
“Your obedient servant,

(Sgd.) “JAMES STEWART.”
By Lient. Governor Schultz :

: hE’)78. Are you well acquainted with Lake Winnipeg ?—I am fairly well acquaiuted
with it,

579. Have you ever lived on it ?—Yes, sir. T have lived on it.

580. Where have you lived ?—At Berens River. »

581. Have you lived at Norway House ?—Yes, but that’s not Lake Winnipeg.

582. You know the lake well, do you ?—Fuairly well.

583. Are you a master mariner ?—Yes, sir.

584. Did you ever get a certificate as a master mariner ?—VYes,

585. From whom ?—The British Board of Trade.

586. Where is that certificate ?—It is in the possession of the Hudson’s Bay
Company.

587. Can you take observations ?—Yes, sir.

588. Are you familiar with the compass ?—Yes, sir.

. 989, Is there any variation of the compass in Lake Winnipeg >—Are you exa-
mining me in navigation ?
. 990. Answer that question, sir. Is there any variation of the compass in Lake

Winnipeg ?—There is.

591. How much ?—T cannot tell you now.

592. Is it Bast or West ?—It is East, I think.

593. But you don’t know, sir ?—I cannot tell you now.

594. And yet you know Lake Winnipeg all the way to Grand Rapids ?—Yes.

595. You don’t know whether it is East or West ?—No answer.

596, Supposing it to be Bast or West how many degrees variation would there
be ?—Tt varies' yearly a little. There is no cornstant number.

Mz, Skinner objected. Objection overruled.

597. How many lighthouses are there in Lake Winnipeg ?—Well ; there is not
enough.  There is one at Swampy Island, I know.

598.-Will you swear that that lighthouse is on Swampy Island ?—I cannot;
because I never saw that lighthouse. It was not on our route.

599. Do you know an island called Channel Island ?—Yes.

600. Do you know an island called Reindeer Island ?—Yes.

601. Is there a lighthouse on that Island 2—Not to my kunowledge.

602. Is there a lighthouse on Channel Island ?—Not to my knowledge.
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603. Have you consulted the Public Accounts with reference to Lake Winnipeg ?
—1I have scen the Public Accounts.

604. Do you mean to tell me that you have not seen in the Public Accounts a

ayment to the keeper of the Channel Tsland lighthouse upon ILake Winnipeg ?—
No ; T have never seen that.

605. You say then that there is no lighthouse there?—No; I don’t say that. I
don’t know it. 1 was acquainted with the keeper cf the other.

606. You don’t know the lighthouses on Lake Winnipeg ?—No.

607. And yet you are competent to navigate that lake ?—Yes.

608. How near can you approach with safety with a centre board boat 6 feet
beam on the north side of Channel Island ?—Not very close I should think.

609. How close ?—I cannot say just now at the present moment,

610. What depth of water is there ?—I cannot say just now.

611. If you were approaching there at night what would you have to do ?—I
cannot tell.

612. You don’t know ?—No.

613. Do you know how near you can approach on the east ?—No.

614. Do you know on the south ?—No.

615. Do you know on the west ?—No.

616.- You don’t know anything about it ?—I know that there are shallows all
around the island.

617. Do you know that nearly every steamer that passes through Lake
Winnipeg passes near by it ?—No. )

618. How is it that you don’t know it ?—I don’t know.

619. You don’t know the Channel Island lighthouse—you don’t know whether
there is one or not ?—No.

620. And yet you are a master mariner, a sailing master competent to work a
boat, and you admit that you have been paid $67.50, and you don’t know where
Channel Island lighthouse is?—No; I don’t know, because all the time I was on
Lake Winnipeg there was no Channel Island lighthouse. :

621. Will you swear positively thatthere was no lighthouse in 1889 ?—I did not
see any lighthouse there.

622. There has been one there for the last five years. What is the compass
course from Long Point to Spider Island Harbour. Never mind the variations out
with it ?—It would nearly lie north by west, it would be close on north-west, I should
think. h

623. What is the compass course from Long Point to Montreal Point ?—Nearly
east. In sailing this country we have to go near the coast.

624. You cannot always go near the coast. As a master mariner you don't

know the course ?—You are always in sight of the coast.

625. Are you certain you are always in sight of the coast?—Yes; you are
always in sight of it.

626. What is the compass course from the Channel Island Light to Jack Head?
—I told you I do not know where the Channel Island Light is.

627. What is the compass course from the north end of Reindeer Island to Mon-
treal Point? Out with it now ?—It would lie north-east I should think.

628. What is the compass course from the south end of Grassy Narrows to Elk
Island ?—That would be about south, south-east, I should think, .

629. What is the compass course from Elk Island to the foot of Black Island?
—Close on north; due north.

630. On what compass course would you with five feet draft strike the outer
entrance of Berens’ river >—The outer entrance is crooked.

631. On what compass course would you strike the entrance to Berens’ river ?—
You would north east and then turn again and go about south west, 1 think. I
would like to make a remark here. It is impossible to tell right offthand the com-
pass course of anything without having a chart with you. You cannot keep all
these in your head all the time.
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632. How many half points are there to a compass? Out with 1t now, quick?
—Just wait a little.
: 333 Well, a master mariner should know that >—There are 32 points; 64 half-
points, ;
634. You are quite sure there are not 34 points to a compass? Will you swear
there are not 34 points toa compass ?—It depends on what you call a point.
635. Will you swear there are not 34 points to a compass ?—What is a point ?
636. Will you swear positively there are not 34 pomnts to a compass. Take
‘care; you are on your oath ?—There are 32 full points to a compass.
_ 637, You have insinuated in your letter that the boat known as the patrol boat
Keewatin is an unsafe boat ?—Yes, sir. i
638. Did you ever state to anyone that she was perfectly safe ?—I did to you:
at your request.
639. At what time ?—Before I sailed in her, and when I came back.
640. Verbally orin writing >—In writing. T
641. You stated it in writing that she was a safe boat when you believed she
was not >—The boat was all right enough ; it is the rigging I say is bad.
642. Did you state that at the time?—No, I did not.
643, Did you say that the boat was safe >—Yes, I did; but you must remember
that you requested me to say so.
644. Did you state that she was a safe boat, in writing, or in words ?—In writing,
645. Where was it written from ?—I think it was in my report to you.
646. What time did you make your report to me ?—After & came back.
647. What time did you come back >—I came back on the 11th of July. Ithink
I came up to your place on the 11th or 12th.

By Mr. Barron :
648, What year was that ?—1889.

By the Lieut. Governor :

649. Will you look at that and say if that is your signature ?—That is my
signature,
650. You are positive about that ?—Yes.

651. I will read it:
Exmmsir No. 3: “ WEesT SELKIRK, 15th June, 1889.

“This is to say that I have this day received from Mr. Matthew Watts, boat
builder, the sailing yacht ‘ Keewatin,” in excellent working order and after due trial
found her to work very satisfactorily in sailing quantities and seems to be well suited

for the purpose for which she is intended.”
(Sgd.) “JAMES STEWART.”

Q. Did you write that ?—That is right enough.

661. Where did you write that from ?—From Selkirlk.

662. Was I with you at the time ?—No, sir.

663. Did anyone compel you to write that, letter ?—You did. You said you
. would not take over the boat until that letter was written. That was the time you
asked me to give a good name to the boat.

664, Were you aware that the whole of the payment for the building of that
boat had not been paid to Matthew Watts until you made that inspection ?—No; I
‘was not aware of' it. ;

665. You were not told that by me ?—No, sir.

666. You did not know that this réeport determined whether he was to receive
the rest of his pay or not ?—I did not.

667. Did you ever hear chat from me ?—I never heard that from you,

668. Why did you give the report ?—I was told by you to take over the boat
from him. "hat is the reason it was written,
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669. Was that in the report >—No. I did not say that inthe report. Itis merely
taking over the boat from Watts? Watts had the certificate in another shape and I
shaped it in that way. : :

670. Watt drafted this ?—Watts drafted one certificate, but it was considerably
different from that.

671. This is yours ?—VYes.

672. Every word of it ?—Every word of it.

673. You stand to it to-day ?—As far as the boat herself is concerned, I do stand
to it to-day. v

674. Do you stand to it now ?—As far as the boat herself is concerned, I do.

675. Is that statement true or false ?—It was true enough, so far as I saw her on
the river at that time. ‘

676. It was utterly true and yet utterly false at the time you wrote it ?—I
thought she was a good boat then. T still think she was all right enough, as far as
the boat was concerned ; but, as I have told you several times, the rigging is bad.

By Mr. Somerville :
677. You had only tried it on the river then?—Yes.
By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

678. You say that Matthew Watts made out a report which you requested him
to alter 7-—Yes.

: 679. What was the pature of his report ?—I forget now.
©7° 680. In any case, this is your report, and what you have written in here is true ?
—It is true as far as the hull of the boat is concerned.

681. Is it true or false ?—It is false as regards the rigging.

682. Did you write that statement knowing it to be a falsehood ?—It is true as
regards the boat.

683. Did you write that statement knowing it to be a falsehood ?—I did not.
It is true as regards the boat.

By Mr. Taylor :

684, Was the boat equipped and ready for use when you wrote that statement ?
—Yes.

685. Then, does that apply to the boat as she was that day?—Yes; on a trial
on the river. Certainly, that day I had confidence in the boat. I believed what I
had written that day.

By Mr. Moncrieff :

686. Did you notice the defect in the rigging at that time ?—Yes; I told His
Honour about that before.

687. Did His Honour tell you to report that the rigging was right, although it
was wrong ?—He wished the thing to be reported good.

688, Did he wish you to report a falsehood ?—No, no.

689. Why do you wish to lead us to that inference >—He wished me to report
favourably.

690. He wished you to report on the vessel >—Yes.

691. And you told him that she was not rigged properly ?—Yes.

692, And then did he tell you to report that she was all right ?—I said nothing -
about the rigging. She worked very well that day on the river.

693. Did you leave it out purposely ?—No ; 1 did not.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

694, Did you make any other statement aboul this boat?—I think there is
something said about it in this report.

695. Did you make any report when you came back ?—VYes.

. 696. Would you know it if you saw it ?—That report you showed me just now,
that is it. : :
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697. Did you report the incidents of the trip that you made out ?—PFairly well.

698. When did you reach Long Point ?—I can tell-that by my journal.

699. Where is your journal ?—Here. It wason a Sunday; I knoxy that.

700. Find out anything you say about the “Keewatin” in that journal ?'—-We
had to run against a fearful gale that day. She stood it very well. I seethat it was
on the 23rd of June,

701. What did you say about the boat then? Did you keep that journal for
your own information ? Is it true ?—Yes. )

702. Was that journal written under compulsion or at my request ?—No.

703. Read out'of it what you say about the “ Keewatin?"—I do not think I
have anything about the “ Keewatin.”

704. Turn up Sunday, the 23rd 2—Yes; that is what I have here. :

705, What do you say ?—* Left the island at 6 a. m. with a strong east wind,
Wwhich increased in violence as the day wore on. We scudded before it with close-
reefed sail and soon lost sight of land. The sea became rough and violent, and we
soon lost; sight of land. I\shaped my course by the compass for Long Pm(xt. At 2
P. m. land was discovered ahead, which I knew to be Long Point, 1 instantly
altered my course to clear the north end, which we rounded at 4 p.m., and it was
With no small satisfaction that we got around into smooth water and in a cove we
landed for the night.” .

706. The 23rd of what month ?—June.

707. That is all there is there ?—That is all that I have got there.

708, Did you ever give me a copy of that journal ?—I think so.

709. Is this your handwriting ?—Yes, sir. :

710. The whole of it ?—Yes; this is my handwriting, I believe.

T11. 1s that a copy of your journal (handing it to witness) ?—Yeos.

712, What do you say about Sunday, 23rd >—I have just read it.

713. You have nothing else ?—No. = :

714. Then I will read to you from your own handwriting: “On Sunday 23rd,
left the Island at 5 a.m., and with a strong wind from the south-east mad_e f'o_r Long

oint.  We were soon out of sight of land, when the wind increased in Ylolgnce.
The sea became very rough, much heavier than I had ever seen on Lake Winnipeg.
The “ Keewatin,” however, behaved nobly, and passed through the seething water
Wwithout shipping a drop ” 2—That is all right.

715. You are a truthful man ?—Yes. ; L

716. How is it you have not got that in your journal? You did not read it out
of the journal 2—It is not here. 3

717. Then the journal does not contain everything that is here?—Yes; I remember
writing that now. {

718. You remember writing what I have just read ?—Yes, sir.

719. And that is true ?—It is true. .

720. Did you write that under compulsion ?—No ; not under compulsion.

721. You stated here it was the most stormy sea you ever had on Lake
Winnipeg ?—Yes, sir. ¢ 5 AR
- 722, You passed through those seething waters without shipping a drop ?—

es, sir,

723, How does that agree with the “Keewatin” being an unsafe boat? You
don’t know ?—I do know. > - :

724. You are a good sailing master ?—Yes; and I can tell you T was the only
one who brought her safe back here. I was at the helm that day, that is how it is.

By Mr. Barron :

725. You were pretty badly scared, though ?—I was not much scared ; sailors
should never be afraid.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

726. We will go back to the question Qf.accounts. You have stated in your
evidence that your furnished your own provisions on the trip in 1889 on board the
“ Keewatin ” 7—Yes, sir.
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727. What provisions did you take with you ?—We bought pork. Mr. Monkman
and I bought it together. ~
728. How much did you pay ?—I paid for the outfit.
729. How much was it ?—$16.50.
730. What did it consist of ?—Of tea, sugar, biscuit, and some bacon.
31. Who did you buy it from ?—Mr. Galloway.
32. Have you got Galloway’s receipt ?—1I have not.
33. Why have you not got it ?—I don’t know what became of it.

By Mr. Foster :

734. Do I understand that $16.50 was your share, or was it for your's and
Monkman’s ?—No, Sir; it was for both of us.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

* 735, Then you swear positively you paid one half of those provisions 7—Yes,
I do.

736. You paid one half and Monkman the other half ?—Ye-.

737. You swear that positively ?—I do.

738. Is Joseph Monkman a truthful man ?—Yes, sir.

By Mr. Barron : 3 :
739. You believe him to be ?—I believe him to be.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

740. Is the Mayor of Winnipeg a truthful man?—Mr. Pearson ? Yes. I never
heard anything to the contrary. y

741. Is Mr. Whitla a truthful man ?—I believe so.

742. 1s B. L. Barber a truthful man ?—I think so.

743. Is Mr. W. G. Fonseca a truthful man ?—Yes.

744. Is Frank I. Clark, barrister, a truthful man ?—I don’t know.

745. Have you any reason to believe he is not truthful ?—I don’t know any-
thing about it at all, sir.

746. Is Joseph Monkman a truthful man ?—Yes, sir.

Mr. ScauLrz—I now produce a document signed by Monkman to be placed on
file.

Mr. BaArroN—You cannot put it on file before you call Monkman.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

747. You did not get these provisions 7—We got them ourselves. There was
none of them charged to the Government.

748. The Lieutenant Governor charged the Government—is not that what you
say ?—We bought them ourselves, out of our own pockets.

749. You and Monkman ?—Yes, sir.

750. Which one of you selected them ?—Monkman.

751. Did he select, tea, sugar and bacon and biscuits to the value of $18.50 ?—
I have said it was $16.50. It may have been $18 but I don’t think it was. T think
it was $16.50.

752. If Monkman were to say you paid nothing, would you believe him ?—No,
I would not ? :

753. Yet you believe he is truthful ?—Yes, he is truthful.

754. If you saw a sworn statement, would you believe it 7—I would.

755. His sworn statement is that you mnever paid a cent of it ?—That I never
paid a cent of it.

756. You paid nothing ?—I certainly paid my share of it.

757. You would not believe his statement then ?—Not in that way, certainly
not, : /
758. Well, that is what he states.




Mr. BarroN.—You have no right to say it. You have no right to say there is
a sworn statement against a witness, unless you brought the man here and allowed
us to put him under cross-examination.

Mr. SeuvLrz.—I understand Mr. Chairman, I am not to place this statement
before the committee. I call your attention to the fact that the whole of this inves-
tigation has arisen from a sworn statement by Mr. James Stewart.

Mr. SKINNER.——I do not think a sworn statement is evidence unless the person
making it is here to be cross examined.

By Lieut.-Gov. Schultz :

759, 1f Mr. Joseph Monkman says he was employed in 1889 by the Lieutenant
Governor, through his secretary, to act as guide and assistant on the first trip of the
patrol boat “ Keewatin ” would that statement be correct ?—Yes.

760. If he said : “ I was informed that James Stewart was to be sailing master,
and that both of us were to be under the command of Captain Begin of the North
West Mounted Police, and to carry out such directions as he gave us. My wages
were 10 be $40 per month if I boarded myself, and $30 if supplied with food. After
the completion of my term of service I received in all, for this service, the sum of $30
for which I gave a receipt to His Honour the Lieut. Governor, My connection
with the patrol boat ceased after the two months service for which I was paid, as I
did not feel safe with a man like Stewart. I remained at my home till I was asked,
later on, to accompany Mr, John Cornish in a light draught boat, which had been
purchased, from which service I returned, being paid for the last named service $28
in cash. I was unwilling to go out with Stewart again because I did not feel safe
with him. The light draught boat drew six inches of water and the patrol boat
¢ Keewatin ” from 18 inches to 2 feet. I took with me upon the trip in the patrol
boat “ Keewatin ” the following provisions which I purchased from Mr, Thomas
Galloway, merchant of Selkirk—tea, sugar, bacon and biscuits, to the value of $18.50
for which I paid him, and for which I have since received as much provisions from
Lieut. Governor Schultz. Of this amount James Stewart paid nothing, but he
shared in the provision. James Stewart did not furnish any of-the provisions used
during the whole trip of the patrol boat ¢ Keewatin ” ?

By Mr. Barron :

761. 1f this man has said what has just been read to you, is it true ?~—No; it is
not true. Monkman has misunderstood the facts. e went up and bought provi-
sions and paid for them. He told me that he had $5 from Doctor Bown, and he
wished me to take that $5 to Doctor Bown, and the balance I paid to him.

By Mr. Moncrieff :
762. Then it is all correct but that ?—In the general way.
By Lieut.-Gov. Schultz :

763. If he says he was paid $80 for his services with the “ Keewatin,” would
you believe him ?—I don’t know.

764. Do you think he might have received that ?—I don’t know.

765. Would you believe it he told you, he had received $80 ?—Yes; if he said so.

766. If Captain Begin were to make a statement like this, would you believeit :
“A few days afterwards we arrived at Grand Rapids. I had thusfound that Stewart
was unfit to take the boat back to Selkirk, and finding a strong man there wishing to
g0 I sent him with the boat. My own experience of the boat on that trip was that
she was well built, well rigged and in due proportion. Everything was new and
good. The canvas was new and the sails; both had three reefs and were strong and
good. The boat I believe to have been one of the best ever put on Lake Winnipeg.”
Now, do you agrec with Captain Begin 2—I don’t agree with him.

767. And if he described further in his report the incidents of the voyage and
stated that you were so frightened that he had to let you lie down on the bottom of
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the boat, and that you lay there while he took her into the harbour, would that be
correct 7—No, sir; it is not true.

768. I want to ask you a few questions more, the first relates to your storm
seamanship. Did you go up to Captain Begin in the storm and tell him you did not
know what to do, and did not your conduet nearly occasion the loss of the boat and
the lives of those on board ?—XNo.

769. Is it not a fact, sir, that “ When the stormy winds did blow, the captain
would be found below ? "—No.

770. Are you brought here as a marine curiosity or a patent prevaricator ?

Tue CoaiRMAN—That was not a proper question.

771. Do you swear positively that the “ Kcewatin ” was a 35-feet keel ?—I never
measured her keel, but that is what they told me was the size of her.

772. Why did you swear to it then ?—The fact that she was'a 35 feet keel was

given me by the carpenter.

By Mr. Barron :
773. When you gave a certificate on the 15th June, 1889, that she wasseaworthy,
where did you try her ?—On the river.
774. You did not go down the lake at all ?—No.
775. Tt was after this that you went on the voyage ?—Yes; after that.
776. You gave that certificate on the 15th June; where were you on Sunday,
23rd June ?—We were sailing below Reindeer Island, and we were in a storm.

The Committee then adjourned.

CoxmiTTeE Rooy, THURSDAY, 10th September, 1891,

Committee met—Mr. WALLACE in the chair.
J. L. McDougaALL, called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Taylor :

777. T would like to ask if the amounts appearing in the Auditor-General’s Report
under the heading “ Expenses of trip North,” are expenses connected with that trip ?
—1 was instructed to ascertain that, but I did not, of course, make out the accounts.
It is well understood that I do not make out all the parts of the report. My
instructions are, to the persons who do that, to make it as clear, and as intelligent,
and as correct as can be done. I am not prepared to say that in that report there
may not be some inaccuracies. I don’t Eelieve there are any, but, the Committee
will recognize, it is a work working a good deal of labor.

778. There is a requisition, with the Governor’s Warrant, for the payment of
these items, and can you explain why that heading is there “Expenses of trip
North "?—I spoke to the person who made out this portion, and he said that was the
conclusion he arrived at from these vouchers, That they were all connected with
the same trip, and of course repairs.

779. Have you examined the account since I spoke to you ?—I have not. But
1 sent the young man who made those items out to examine them.

780. Here is a requisition for the payment of those accounts. Isthereanything
to indicate whether it is in connection with the trip North ?—I saw some correspon-
dence. I came to the conclusion that there was but one trip in connection with
these accounts,




Jayes STEWART re-called and further examined :—
By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

781. Dr. Bown states in a declaration—I simply read it for the purpose of asking
you if it is true :—“ That James Stewart, formerly sailing master of the patrol boat
“Keewatin’ was paid $100 in 1889 for an allowance of two months time waiting for
and on board of the said patrol boat. in the following sums :—Household cheques $10
to James Stewart and $10 to Mrs. Stewart on account of her husband’s engagement.
Ordinary cheques to Mrs, Stewart $25 and $40 ; and $15 in cash” making $100 in
all.  Is that correet ?—It is not correct.

_ 782, Then what amounts did you receive ?—Well, T could not say, because I got
it in driblets, and I took no account of it.

783. Can you eive me any one amount you received 9—1 received one and a half
month’s pay—that is what 1 received.

784. Give me any one amount that you received at any one time ?—Oh, I could
not say-any oneamount. I think I got $10 at one time. E

785. What other amounts ?—I could not say.

786. You cannot recollect any amount but that ?—No, I did not set them down.

787. Did you come down with Mr, John Cornish from Winnipeg ?—Yes, I did.

788. Did Mr. John Cornish tell you that after you returned in the “ Keewatin"—
at least ten days afterwards—he went out with a different boat on the lake on spe-
cial service ?—Yes, within the Province of Manitoba.

789. Did he tell you that he came back on the 6th of August?—He came back
sometime in August, I don’t recollect the date exactly.

790. Do you know that Lieutenant Governor Schultz took the  Keewatin,”
after she was repaired on the 23rd August, and made a trip down the lake ?—I have
no knowledge of that further than hearsay. I heard she went on the lake a little
way.

791. You heard I went out on the lake ?—I heard it reported you did.

792, You remember that on Friday you said the “ Keewatin ” made only one
trip ?—One trip north, that is what I said, one trip outside of Manitoba.

793. Is this document in your handwriting ?—Yes.

794. I will read it:

Exmisir No. 4.

“ SELKIRK, 14th June, 1880.

~ “HoNOURABLE SIir,—On my arrival here on Wednesday 1st. I found the yacht
‘ Keewatin’ still incomplete, and I have been hurrying up Mr. Watt ever since.
We got the sails bent to-day, and took in a part of the cargo, enough to ballast her,
and took a sail about two miles down the river. I tind that she works admirably,
and I think will prove a fast sailer. She is very quick in the stays, even under the
foresail alone. We had a pretty smart breeze, buta little irregular in force. So far
as I have seen she pleases me very much. The chains and blocks came down all
right, and I managed to borrow an anchor, which is rather too small, but 1 will try
and make it do for this trip. Should Your Honour order one for next trip, you can
say that one of about 75 1bs. will do.

“Her spread of canvas fits beautifully. The sheet of the jib stands rather high,
otherwise everything is all right and in good working order.

“On our trial trip I borrowed a British flag, which we put up on the main mast,
while I put the “ Keewatin” pennant on the foremast.

“There are some little fixings to be done on the boat, which will be done on our
return. We have got her loaded up this evening after supper, and will have every-
thing on board, so as to make an carly start to-morrow morning.

“I find Mr. Begin a very nice gentleman, and I think that we will have a very
pleasant time together. He has three men with him, two of whom are from Toronto,

and are excellent boatmen, so that we will have a good crew on the outward passage
at any rate.



“I have given Mr. Watts a receipt for the boat, showing her to be in good con-
dition and excellent working order, so far as completed. Of course I have given
him to understand that he must finish any little addition which may be required.

“Your obedient servant,
“JAMES STEWART.”
“ Honourable J. C. ScauLTz,
“Lieutenant Governor, Manitoba.

795. That is your writing ?—Yes, sir.

796. You stated in evidence the other night, and some mariners from the Don
River langhed at the idea, that this boat had her foremast right in the how and that
the foremast was the larger mast of the two and had the larger sail. They laughed
when you said that; but from the Geological Survey official pictures I ask you to
look at that boat and say which is the largest mast there >—The largest mast is the
foremast.

797. Is it in the bow or not ?—It is in the bow. '

798. Is that what it pretends to be, a fishing boat on Lake Winnipeg?—I do
not know what it pretends to be

799. Look at 1t; what does it read ?—It reads “Fishing boat on the Saskatche-
wan.” The mast was too long and was too heavy in the bow.

800. Here are the pictures of a dozen boats. Are these masts in the bow and

are they the largest or not ?—With such a boat it depends on the wind.
: 801. Answer my question ?—I have seen hundreds with masts in the bow, but
there is such a thing as overdoing such a thing.

By Mr. Lister :

802. Does that picture represent the size of the “Keewatin” ?—Is it anything
more than a fishing boat ?—It is something the same build as a fishing boat, but the
mast is out of proportion with the boat.

803. None of these pictures represent the “ Keewatin ” 7—No.

804. Are the boats the same size as the “ Keewatin ” 2 =1 do not know.

By Lieut.-Governor Schultz :

805. Are the ordinary fishing boats on Lake Winnipeg the same size as the
“ Keewatin ” 7—Yes. :
806. Did Matthew Watts build her the size of a fishing boat ?—Yes.
807. Is this what I read correct or not:

Exuisit No..5.

“ CouNtY OF LISGAR: as a fishing boat at Grand Marais.
“To Wit :

“1I, John Cornish, of the City of Winnipeg, in the County of Selkirk, Gentleman,
dosolemnly declare :—that I am the John Cornish who was employed by Lieutenant
Governor Schultz in 1889 on a special mission, a report of wbich I afterwards fur-
nished. Lieutenant Governor Schultz sent for me and asked me whether I knew the
smaller harbours of the east and west coasts of Lake Winnipeg well, stating that he
wished to send some one out who was familiar with the shallower waters of the lake.
He asked me whether I knew of a light draught boat which could be got cheaply,
stating that the “ Keewatin ” had exceeded her contract dranght and that he did not
wish to incur on account of the (tovernment too much expense in the purchase of
another boat. I told him of a boat drawing six inches of water of the following
dimensions :—length over all, 29 feet 3 inches ; beam, 10 feet 3 inches ; rigged with
two sails and a centre-board. T told him, however, that the boat had not been used
lately, owing to the fishing out of the head of Lake Winnipeg, and that the boat, if
bought, would need caulking, a new floor, and some other appliances. 1 made a

“MANITOBA : } In the matter of a light draught boat, formerly used




bargain with Mr. David McGregor, the owner of the boat, for fifty dollars, which
amount was paid Mr. McGregor by cheque. I then undertook to put the boat
temporarily in repair for the price of twenty-five dollars, and to paint her, put in
strips and put in new flooring for the sum of twenty-fivedollars ; I afterwards agreed
to take charge of a special service on which I afterwards reportied, being accom-
panied by Joseph Monkman, an old, experienced and very good man, knowing the
shores of the lake well, He was paid by Liéutenant Governor Schultz for the ser,
vice twenty-eight dollars, and T received for my services the sum of fifty-two dollars.
I have to-day seen the boat in question, hauled up on the bank at Monkman’s. She
has been caulked, painted and repaired, and with a new suit of sails and rigging,
which she needs, she is good for any lake service for five years yet; and is a boat
which must have cost when first built about three hundred dollars.

“And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be
true, and by virtue of the Act respecting Extra-Judicial Oaths,

Selkirk, in the County of Lisgar,
this thirty-first day of July 1891, .

“L. S. VAUGHAN,
“ A Commissioner in B, R. &c.

“ Declared before me at the Town of
JOHN CORNISH.

Have you any reason to believe that Mr. Cornish declared falsely when he made
that declaration ?—I have no knowledge of that whatever.
808. There is one other statement which I wish to put in:

Exmsir No. 6.

In the matter of the services of Joseph Monkman on Light

“ CouNTY OF LISGAR: Draught Boat

“To Wit;

“T, Joseph Monkman, of the Parish of Saint Peter's, in the County of Lisgar,
Ferryman, do solemnly declare that I am the Joseph Monkman who accompanied
Mr. John Cornish in 1889 on a Light Draught Boat, with centre-board and two sails,
of the following dimensions:—length over all, 29 feet 3 inches; beam, 10 feet 3
inches: the boat had been used as a fish boat at Grand Marais, and being of much
* lighter draught than the Patrol Boat Keewatin was sent out on this service on
account of the lake being about five feet lower than usual; this boat which proved a
good one in all except her sails, answered very well, it being possible with her to go
in very shallow water and to land on the beach almost anywhere. This boat was
hauled out of the water by me last fall, has been repaired and painted ; and her hull
is now quite as good as when she was bought, but the sails are now quite useless. I
received as payment of my services when on board of her twenty-eight dollars from
Lieutenant GGovernor Schultz.

“ And T make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be
true and by virtue of the Act respecting Extra-Judicial Oaths.

“ MANITOBA : }

“ Declared before me at the Parish of Saint

Peter’s in the County of Lisgar this “ ‘ N2
Bk et By ol 81T 1891,0 Having JOSEPH MONKMAN.

first been read over and explained.

“L. S. VAUGHAN, :
« A Commissioner in B. R., &c.
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809. Have you any reason to believe that Joseph Monckman declared falsely
when he declared that ?—I know nothing about it,
810. There is one other matter I must also ask you about:

Exursir No. 7.

“ 566 MAIN STREET,
* WINNIPEG, August 6th, 1889,
“ LIEUT-GOVERNOR SCHULTZ, IN AccOUNT WITH J. L. WELLS,
Dealer in Hardware, Stoves and Tinware, Heating Apparatus and Galvanized Iron
Work, Plumbing and Steam Fitting in all its branches.

June 12, 1o 100 feet chain for boat........ cicceeriraieaciicironns $6 25
* 12, to paid express on same to Selkirk...........cceuenn.nn 1 00
SEil2 Sto me pupHor bealial: fo Sl 3 00
12, to rope for Ii)oat .............................................. 127
197 fo 1 hand ‘axe; .00, 1 fry-pan; D0.v.i.. i secsicione, 1 50
a9 tailapal, Sronspatls sl Kol SRR 50
#1:19,'t0'1 eovd. pail 30 i1 do. 25 ot s i biiag 55
5 105108 0% CIPS. . fads Siesuenhanins TR AL S R 40
519,006 tin. Lot BROONE.Li.5us ieiediats e stasivashenasysoveas 15
#0119 toibtiatable BPOODE.. | dusiei fiis csssstrsrnssnsess manestige 20
“ 19, to 4 forks, 15 cts., flesh-forks 40 ¢t8..c.coe. cevueunens 55
el o Eramba Pot... Sl senars v tes o i tsn st 110
“ 19, to 1 lid 10 cts., 4 doz. knives and forks 60 cts....... 70

ANgs 1b: 10 1 aBehor 10 0TdOr: ioc. iiies s soonitsssrsvrsetsspanrechns 8 50
ety e v U QT 1m0 01 Bl e L e C e SOl o e o 85

: $26 52
‘¢ 21, to 1 tow line 604 feet, at 17 ots..c.ccccrrecsicrniirans . 10 28

$36 80

“Paid August 22nd, 1889. .

“J. L. WELLS.

Mr. LisTeR objected to these declarations being filed.

811. T have read these declarations, the declarations of Cornish, Monkman and
Bown, are they true or not true ?—I say that Dr. Bown’s is not true. I never
received that amount of money. 5 :

812. What about the declarations of Cornish and Monkman ?—I know nothing
about them. :

813. There is one item of which you have seen the receipt—the item of $36.80.
You have led the Committee to believe that that $36,80 was for cooking utensils
supplied to you on hoard the ¢ Keewatin” ?—That is my impression. That was
char%ed for on the trip north.

14. Here is the account from J.I.. Wells, a man whose receipt you find attached
to the papers before this Committee. (filed as Exhibit No. %.) ~ You say that none
01; th?l articles for this $36.80 went on board the “Keewatin 7 ?—I say no cooking
utensils,

815. Your own letter shows you got the chain. You are pinned to that 2—Yes.

816. Did you not pick that chain ?—Yes.

817. Was it not sent by you to Selkirk ?—Yes.

818. Did you not get a pump ?—No.

819. Did the pump arrive there after you left; it is charged here on the same
day ?—We generally bailed. ;

820. The next item is an axe $1; did you get that ?—No.

By Mr. Montague :

821. Did you have that pump at all ?—No.




By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

822. Did you feel safe in going out without that pump ?—We bailed her out.
She made very little water,

823. On the 19th June you were on' Lake Winnipeg during this storm. There
is a charge for an axe, a frying pan, a galvanized iron pail, a common pail, a half
dozen tin cups, six table spoons, four forks and a granite pot amounting to $6.35. ¢
suppose that was for this expedition of the Lieutenant Governor—some articies of
luxury for the trip which he took. These were probably supplied to the Lieutenant
Governor on his trip out on the 23rd August ?—Very likely.

By Mr. Denison :

824. Did you have an axe ?—We had an axe, but I think it belonged to Joseph
Monkman,

825. Do you know who it belonged to, of your own knowledge? Was it a new
axe ?—No ; it was not a new axe.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

826. On 5th August the anchor was bought that you recommended and charged
$8.50, with 10 per cent off, and on the 21st Aungust, two days before I went out,
there is a tow line, sixty pounds in weight, charged at $10.28.

Mr. SKINNER objected to the witness being asked these questions.

827. Who gave you the money to come down here ?

{ Mr. McMuLLeEN—That is not a proper question; that is a matter personal to
imself.

828. About the last question I wish to ask you is this: You saw in the Auditor
General’s Report this account, and you believed it to be for the trip north in the
“ Keewatin.” Did you study the Auditor General’s Report for the year before that?
—That is 1888? '

829. 1888-89, expenses. No ; I never saw that.

830. When you were looking for a scandal in regard to the “ Keewatin,” how is
it you did not look at the year before that, because there is money spent there too ?
—I have no knowledge of any moneys being spent there. '

831. You will find in the book that $740 were spent, and if you had access to
my correspondence in the Department you would

Mr. McMuLLEN—TIs this in order?

The CuareRman—He is in the middle of a question. Proceed, Lieutenant Gov-
ernor Schultz.

832. This amount is incorrectly stated in that book to be for the travelling of
the Lieutenant Governor, whereas the larger portion was for the building of the
patrol boat “ Keewatin ” and lighter draught boats for river and for ferrying pur-
poses, and the payment of two men. I have a copy of your receipt here, sir ?—That
Is in 1888 that I went out in the steamer “Princess.”

Mr. SkiNnNER—I object to going into a matter that is not before this Committee.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

833. There is only one other question I wish to ask you. As I understand, you
have practically broken down—at least, you have admitted that you have been mis-
led by this matter, and with the exception of grou‘r own wages, that you still stand
by, you have relinquished the other portions of your statement >—My statements as
to the trip north in the ¢ Keewatin,” that is outside the Province of Manitoba, those
were what I went by and 1 still hold to it. s

834. You made a statement in your last evidence that very materially affects a
very worthy officer, Captain Bégin. You have stated he was drunk at Grand Rapids,
I suppose there will be no objection to my reading his statement in the form of a
question to you ?

Mr. FosTeER—Captain Bégin is here, and I propose to have him called.




The WirNess—I don’t think I said in my evidence Mr. Begin was drunk. I
said they had a spree that night, and that evidently he was in his cups, but I did
not say that Captain Bégin was drunk.

By Mr. Somerville :
835. Where did they get the liquor ?—I was informed Bégin bronght it there
himself.
836. On the boat ?—On the boat.
837. And he was going up to stop this traffic, was he ?—That was the idea.
833. And he carried liquor up with him so as to help him to do it ?—I know I

was told by the Hudson Bay Company’s officers that they found there was no liquor
at the place, and they were asking for it.

By Mr. Macdonald ( Winnipeq) :

& 839. The amount you actually received for wages was paid by Dr. Bown ?—
h, no.

840. By whom were you paid ?—The Lieutenant Governor himself.

841. By the Lieutenant Governor personally ?—Yes.

842. You received nothing from Dr. Bown ?—Nothing from Dr. Bown.

843. What were your wages to be ?—$45 per month.

844. How much do you acknowledge you received ?—I received for a month
-and a-half, less $10. ;

845. How much is that altogether ?—$57.50.

846. How was that paid ?—I think there was one cheque and the rest was paid
in amounts of $2 and $3, and perhaps $5 and $10. I think I received $10 once.

847. What was the amount of the one cheque ?—I could not tell you, because I
took no notice.

848. How much was paid in cash ?—If I knew how much the cheque was, I
could tell you how much I was paid in cash.

849. If you don’t remember how much you were paid in cash and by cheque,
how in the world do you know how much you received altogether ?—I know I was
paid for one month and a-half.

850. You say that you got this money at different times? By what system of
arithmetic do you arrive at the conclusion that you received wages for a month and
a-half ?—I kept it in my mind.

851. If you kept it in your mind I want to know what it is ?—I really don’t
remember the sums, that is all T can say.

852. And you mean to say you remember you got a definite amount only two
years ago, and you cannot tell how that was made up ?—No.

853. You cannot tell how you arrived at that ?—No. -

854. Well, then, you are not certain as to the amount ?—I am certain as to the
amount, less $10. '

855. How are you certain ? How do you arrive at it ?>—Because I would have
remembered if he had kept anything off my wages—I would have remembered that.

856. You remember that he paid you for a month and a-half?—For a month
and a-half,

857. Less $10 2—Yes,

858, You got one cheque ?—1I got one cheque; I could not tell the amount of it.

859. And you cannot tell the amount you received in cash ?—No; as I said
before, if I knew the amount of the cheque I could tell the amount of cash.

860. The fact is, you do not remember anything about the payments ?—No; I

don’t remember when, or how much I got at a time.

861. Or where or in what shape ?—No. I know I was paid by a cheque and
sometimes in money. .

862. Will you swear you did not receive $15 in cash?—No; I will not, because
I forget the amount.

863. You may have received $15 in cash ?—I may have received it.
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864. From Dr. Bown ?—No ; not from Dr. Bown.

865. From the Lieutenant Governor >—Yes.

866. You may have received it ?—I might have.

867. You won’t deny it ?—I won’t deny receiving the amount that I did for a
month and a’half.

868. And the rest was paid by cheque ?—Yes.

869. One cheque or more ?—Only one, I think. I am not perfectly sure of that,
but T think only one.

870. Was that cheque given to you ?—To me.

831. Payable to your order?—I think so.

2. Were any cheques given to Mrs, Stewart?>—Not on my account.

873. You swear that positively ?—I am quite positive of that.

874. You gave no directions to that effect ?—No ; none whatever.

875. You never authorized any payments to Mrs, Stewart for you ?—No, sir.

876. That is all you remember about it >—That is all I know about this thing.
If T knew the amount of the cheque, I could tell you exactly #vhat it was.

877, I am not impugning your veracity at all. The only thing I think is, it is

a little extraordinary you cannot tell what you received ?—It is, I suppose. I got a
month and a-half's wages.

878. You won’t say you did not get $15 in cash altogether ?—I won’t say. I
might have got it and I might not; I don’t remember,

By Mr. Lister :

879. All the money that was due to you was for a month and a half’s wages ?—
A month and a-half’s wages.

880. At $45 a month ?>—That is it.

881. That is all Dr. Schultz paid you ?—Yes.

882. And you got your pay ?—I got paid. ,

883. It was paid in small amounts at ditferent times, but amounted to one month
and a half at $45 ?—Less $10.

884. With the exception of $10 he kept from you for something else ?—Yes.

By Mr. Somerville :

885. If Dr. Bown paid any money to Mrs. Stewart it was on account of work
done by Mrs. Stewart herself, was it not?—Murs, Stewart worked a long time at
Government House.

886. It was tor her own work ?—Yes.

887. The Governor still owes Mrs. Stewart ?—He owes her quite a sum yet,

By Mr. Lister :

888. As a matter of fact, your wife was working for Dr. Schultz ?—There is no
doubt about that, ! :

889. And whatever money she received was for money owed her ?—Most cer-
tainly.,

By Mr. Taylor :

890. Are you acquainted with William Forsyth McCreary, a lawyer in Winni-
eg ?—VYes. ;
= 891, Areyou acquainted with John Robinson, of Winnipeg ?—That is at Selkirk ?

892. No; John Robinson, of Winnipeg ?—No; I cannot say. What is he
employed at ?

893. You do not know him ?—No.

894. But there is a person by the name of John Robinson who came to Mr.
McCreary and said that you authorized him to say that if he could settle this matter
with Governor Schultz for $200 you would never come to Ottawa and make these
charges ? [s this statement true ? :—
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Exusir No. 8.

PROVINCE OF MANITOBA,
To wit : :

In the matter of certain investigations now going on at Ottawa relative to cer-
tain irregularities alleged to have been committed by the Honourable John Schultz,
Lieutenant-Governor of Mauitoba.

I, William Forsythe McCreary, of the City of Winnipeg, in the Province of
Manitoba, Attorney-at-Law, do solemnly declare and say:—

“1. I am now, and have been for upwards of one year, an attorney in actual

practice in the Province of Manitoba.

#2. For nearly nine years prior to my commencing to study law in Manitoba I
was employed as book-keeper and manager ot the estate of the Honourable John
Schultz, and since I left his permanent employ I still look after some of his busi-
ness transactions and have close acquaintance with him.

“3. A short time previous to quitting the permanent employ of the said John
Schultz, I sold certain property on Main Street, north of the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way track, to one John Robinson, who is still the owner of the said property and
resides in the building on same along with one James Stewart, a druggist, who, as I
am informed and believe, was instrumental in making some of the charges to be
enquired into in this investigation. |

“4, From conversations held with the said Robinson at various times, I learned
that he had largely assisted said Stewart in starting and carrying on said business,
and that he, Stewart, was considerably in arrears for rent and money supplied, and
that their business relations were very close.

“5. Sometime about a month ago, or a little over that time, the said John
Robinson called me up by telephone and said he wished to make an engagement
with me on a matter of importance, and upon my going to meet the said John
Robinson, he told me that he supposed I had heard that James Stewart was going to
malke certain charges at Ottawa against the Honourable Lientenant-Governor Sehultz,
to which I replied that I had seen the fact mentioned in the paper, and after some
further conversation Robinson made a proposition to me, as I understood acting for
and with the consent of Stewart, that it I could get Stewart a sum of money, say
$100, and another $100 for Mrs. Stewart, then that Stewart would withdraw any
charges he had made, as he, Stewart, knew that there was little or nothing in them,
but that Schultz had used him badly and he wanted to have revenge.

“ 6. Subsequent to the first interview with Robinson he came several times to me
and stated that they were anxious to get the matter fixed and urged me to try and
get the money from Schultz as Stewart did not want to have to go to Ottawa, but
that he thought he should get $200.00—as above proposed.

“7. Since the conversations above referred to, I have had no communications or
interviews upon the subject with the Honourable John Schultz or with any body
acting in his behalf,

“And I make this declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and
by virtue of the act respecting Extra Judicial Oaths.

“Made and declared at Winnipeg,
this seventh day of September, W. P. McCREARY.

A. D.1891. Before me,
“Gxo. A. ELL1oTT,
“ A Notary Public in and for the Province of Manitoba.”
Is that true or not 7—As far as I know about the thing, this is the first I have
ever heard of it.

895. I ask you, did you authorize Mr. John Robinson to go to Mr. McCreary
and effect a settlement through him with Dr. Schultz ?—I did not.
896. Or anybody else >—Or anybody else.

s E >
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897. The question was asked where you got the money to come down here. Did
Mr. Robiuson furnish the money ?>—No. I did not receive it from John Robinson.
898. You say you did not try to effect a settlement before coming ?—No.

899. Then were you paid money before coming here ?
Mr. Somerville objected.

By Mr. Lister :

900. Do you know Dr. Bown ?—I do.

901. He has lived with Dr. Schultz for about twenty years ?—Yes; over twenty
years, ;

902. Lives in his house ?—Yes.

903, Sleeps in the garret 7—Yes, as far as T am aware.

904, He 1s an invalid >—Yes, as far as I know of. .

905. And is drawing $600 from the Manitoba Government ?— Yes.

. 906, You see he is drawing $600, from the Dominion as Private Secretary to

Lieutenant Governor Schultz ?—Yes. Y

907. Do you know if he is doing any work for his money ?—I do not know.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

908. Do you say that Dr. Bown sleeps in the garret ?—His room is in the high-
est part of the house.

904. Do you say that Dr. Bown is unfit to be Secretary for the District of
Keewatin ?—I do not say that, but I say he is very much of an invalid.

910. Do you know that Dr. Bown was a member of the first Executive Council ?
—VYes.

911. And has been in the country for twenty-eight years ?—Yes.

912. Do you know that he is a man of large private means ?—If so, I do not
know what has become of his means.

913. Do you know that he knows that country better than almost any man in
it ?—He knows the country fairly well, but I do not see what that has to do with
the question. :

914. Are you prepared to say to Dr. Bown himself, who, you say, is an invalid,
sleeps in the garret and is unfit to be Secretary ?—I do not say it is a garret, but it
is a very lofty room.

915. Invalid as he is with the rheumatic gout, are you prepared {o say that to
his face ?—It is a good job that it is not insanity.

916. You are insulting an absent man, and it is characteristic of the evidence
you have heen giving here ?—I am not insulting him at all.

Captain Josepn Vicror BEGIN called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Foster :

917. Was this affidavit made put by you ?—Yes, sir.
918. And sworn to by you on the 9th day of September, 1891 ?—Yes, sir.

Exursit No. 9.

“ Dominion of Canada,))
Provinee of Ontario, | In the matter of the Patrol boat “Keewatin ” and the
County of Carleton, { Public Accounts Committee of the Parliament of Canada.
* To wit : )
“I, Joseph Victor Bégin, Inspector in the North West Mounted Police, do
solemnly declare that v
“1, That during the summer of 1889, I was stationed as the police officer at
Grand Rapids, in the North West Territories.
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“T arrived at Selkirk from Grand Rapids on 23rd August, 1889. I there met His
Honour Lieutenant Governor Schultz going to Captain Robinson’s store to purchase
provisions for his trips in the patrol boat Keewatin. He asked my advice as to some
of his'provisions and he asked me to be good enough to come on board and help him
with an Ieclander to pull the boat down to the lower landing to take cn the provi-
sions, which thereupon I did, the bouat being at the time in front of Matthew Watts’
working shop. The provisions were there taken on board and I went down the
river with him in the boat two or three miles to where he camped that night, I re-
turning on foot to Selkirk. On leaving, His Honour requested me to report at Gov-
ernment House, Winnipeg, where I would receive directions from his Secretary as
to my future movements, I being subject to his orders. I reported there next
evening and his Secretary gave me a telegram from His Honour tothe Secretary
directing me to await his the Governor’s return and 1 did so.

“ And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be
true and by virtue of the Act respecting extra judicial oaths,

“J. V. BEGIN,
“ Inspector, N. W. M. P.

“ Declared before me at the City of Ottawa, in the County of Carleton, this 9th
day of September, in the year of our Lord, 1891.

“J. A, GEMMILL,
“ Commissioner, ete.”

S Wit

“In the matter of the Patrol boat Keewatin and the Public Accounts Committee
of the Parliament of Canada.

“T Joseph Victor Begin Inspector in the North West Mounted Police, do sol-
emnly declare that I have read the newspaper reports of the evidence given before
the Public Accounts Committee of the House of Commons by James Stewart of
Winnipeg, in which he made a false statement, which I desire to correct. In June

*“ CANADA. }

1889 in consequence of a joint request from the Licutenant Governor of the North

West Territories and the Governor of Keewatin—Grand Rapids being on the West-
ern side of the border between the two territories—I was sent by the Commissioner
of the North West Mounted Police to Winnipeg to make arrangements with the
Lieutenant Governor of the District of Kewaytin regarding the establishment of a
detachment of police at Grand Rapids. I therefore reported at Government House
Winnipeg and received instructions to proceed to Grand Rapids by the first steamer
from Selkirk. Disappointed on getting out on the steamer I requested the use of
the boat Keewatin which His Honour the Lieutenant Governor granted, and he
})laced the boat and crew under my command. A few days after the boat wasready

was informed by His Honour Lieut Governor Schultz that James Stewart was en-
gaged as Sailing Master and Joseph Monkman as guide. Their instructions were to
take me with my men and baggage and provisions to Grand Rapids and to return
to Selkirk. The day previous to our departure His Honour requested me and Stew-
art to have a trial of the boat, after which Stewart was to give a certificate and I
was to give my opinion, so that he could pay the builder Matthew Watts. T ordered
some of the provisions and the stores of the detachment to be put on board as bal-
last.  We had a sail in the river, there was a nice breeze at the time. While cruis-
ing a little in the river, I took Stewart ashore with me to have a look at the boat
when she was sailing for the purpose of judging the rigging, Stewart and I came to
the conclusion that her rigging and sails were good and she tacked well with the
foresail only. T approved of the boat, an approval fully concurred in by Stewart,
And I then reported in writing to His Honour that the boat was fit for the duties
intended. I left Selkirk on the 15th of June. After two or three days sailing I
found that the sailing master James Stewart knew nothing about the Lake and but
little navigation. Joseph Monkman was'a competent guide on the shore line—or
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old route of the Hudson’s Bay boats. I lost confidence entirely in Stewart, and did
not depend much on him. T relied more on my own policemen and myself. I
having had an experience of seven years in navigation, four years of which time I
was captain of a steamer on the St. Lawrence plying between Father Point and
Montreal. We followed the west shore as far as Cats Head—there being a wide
traverse here I asked a sailing master if he knew the steamboat tcourse, he said he
had a steamboat course given him at Selkirk. I told him then it would better to
go straight from island to island as T was more afraid of the rock near shore than
of the open sea. I had confidence in the boat, but was unacquainted with the lake,
when we came to the last island he did not know its name. I looked at the maps
and found it was Reindeer Island. He agreed with me it must be Reindeer. See-
ing the open sea ahead, and calculating the distance, I asked the sailing masterif he
knew the course to strike Long Point. He said he had been told the course was
north west. ‘We agreed to take that course and left with fair wind. At about 8
o'clock in the morning the wind freshened and we lost sight of land. As
Monkman thought we were going too far north we steered more westerly
and we struck a little west of the point. The course given him at Selkirk was
right. The wind had increased and the sea was very heavy. I never saw since on
the lake a heavier sea. Seeing that Stewart could not steer it properly in a heavy
sea, I told him he was unfit to steer a boat and I put Corporal Morphy to steer
under my direction. Stewart, although not liking my decision, seemed relieved that
Morphy was placed at the helm. We reached the Point at 2 p.m. We stayed there
in the sea all afternoon. Although myself and men were only passengers, we were
left on the boat and virtually managed her while Stewart and Monkman, who were
supposed to have charge, slept on shore. That night before going to sleep I gave
the order that as we were in a bad place, if the wind shifted, that every man should
sleep aboard that night. T heard one of my men ask Stewart if all hands were to
sleep on board that night and Stewart replied “ that is the order.” 10 and 11 o’clock,
I think, the wind changing, coming from the north, woke me up, I called everybody,
Stewart being fast asleep, and asked him what was to be done. I saw he was so
nervous and excited he did not appear to be able to do anything. He replied he did
not know. I said, “ What are you going to do we cannot stay here.” He did not
answer. [ said, “ I see you do not know what todo, I will take command of the boat
and I will be responsible for her.” T gave orders to take up the anchor and make
sail and told the men we must go around the point and again get in the sea, and as
these were doubtless far out from shore I was afraid to keep close and said we must
keep well out to keep free of them. As it was very dark I directed Corporal
Morphy to go to the bow with a field glass and keep watch for boulders. T directed
Stewart 1o steer as I told him, I was in the centre to be able to hear both of them.
As the wind was blowing heavily, about two hours were consumed in rounding the
point and getting into safety. We staid over the next day. On the second day, I
think, the wind looked like changing. again. I ordered a watch to be kept that
night, detailing the sailing master to make the first watch up to midnight with
Monkman, then to wake up Corporal Morphy who would, with the other men, keep
the succeeding watches. 1 was awakened by the wind half an hour after midnight,
looking at the time and found it was half an hour after Corporal Morphy should -
have been on watch. I called him and asked him for an explanation why he was not
on watch? He answered : ““ I wasnot called.” I asked him: * Did not the sailing master
walke you up ?” hesaid : “ NoSir.” I then called Stewart, who was fust asleep, and asked
him why he did not awake Corporal Morphy at midnight, he said “ He did not think
it was necessary as at that time it was fine.” I then censured him and told him to
feel the wind and in such a bad place, he was very nervous and excited. I told him
again he was incapable and I would take the boat into a safe place. Corporal Morphy
and myself took the boat clear of the rocks and then sailed into a deep bay where
we found a small harbour. After the wind abated we sailed with good breeze to
Grand Rapids where, not thinking Stewart able to take the boat back to Selkirk, I
told the sailing master to look for a man, and he found one willing to go and I had
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him go. On my arrival at Grand Rapids I found several Hudson's Bay officers with
their families and servants waiting for the steamer. I had a permit given to me by
the Lieutenant Governor of the North-West Territories for two gallons of spirits.
But I did not have that amount with me. I gave a little to my friends of the
Hudson’s Bay Company, but not enough to intoxicate them, being saving of it for
cold weather and sickness. I saw no one drunk or even slightly under the influence
of liquor. There was no liquor there as the Hudson’s Bay parties were coming
from the interior. I never knew Stewart had a permit to haye any or had liquor on
board. I herewith append a list showing the permits granted and in force at that
time for the district of Kewalttin. The next day or the day after, the patrol boat
“ Keewatin ” left for Selkirk with the extra men on board and my connection with
Stewart ceased. No information was given to me of any intoxication at Grand
Rapids at the time or since, nor have I heard he reported it to the Lieutenant
Governor on his return to Winnipeg. There was no intoxication and no ¢ orgie.”

“And T make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be
true, and by virtue of the Act respecting extra judicial oaths.

«J. V. BEGIN,
“Inspector, N. W. M. P.

“Declared before me at the city of Ottawa, in the County of Carleton, this 9th
day of September, A. D. 1891.
“J. A. GEMMILL,

“A Commissioner, d&c.

|
No. | Name. Purposes. “ Quantity. : Date.
Rt i _
1 |John Sinclair........... Sacarmental .l nes - AR RSl WIRES ST Na L B R e e s July 25, 1888
211G D. MeViear . ........ Wediamal T 700 8T 2 galls. rye whiskey....... ........ Anug.13, 1888
3 |Rev. J. Lofthouse....... Sacramental and medicinal 1 case brandy, 2 cases wine and 1
| {4 casebeer. ..l fifsl ssves s Mar. 4, 1889
4 |E. McDonald. .:........ Mediemal'c .. iie vl bas 2 galls. wine and 2 galls. whiskey .. /May 17, 1889
b | Allex, Stoub. |7 5 DL (o TR e S e SR 2 galls. spirituous liquors .. .......| do 14, 1889
6 W, Flett. .., . 0. 80r, 2 sl e |2 i i D e T do 17, 1889
7 |Henry McLeod ....... s Q0 1 i St s ke .2 o R S e do 17, 1889
8 [A. A. McDonald....... D R i s e e & gallk. WHIBKEY. [« v aeios ieens do 17, 1889
GUID. WIORAe. . o.os L. iz 73 SR (N (2 HotPArE o o L A G do 17, 1889
10 [Jas. Robertson .........| B A A I Ak 2 do Yo Syt aoa il do 17, 1889
11 [John Robertson......... " o OB i ) 2 G AR e T do 17, 1889
12 W A . Ui s s T O TISAAt S e L |Zgalls. spirituous liquors. ........ do 17, 1889
13 |Hector Morrison. ....... A0 A T 5 2 galls Bparsi. Y U a s WIS do 17, 1889
14 |James Garson..... ... do Sl e it o RS I BRET A | L do 17, 1889
15 |Chief Factor McDonald.. (s T U ORI PR Sl L {2 do and 2 galls wine. . ..
16 |John R. Spencer....... dor & ettt 2 do 2 galls. port wine
and 1 case Bassale.............. do 19, 1889
17 |Geo. Garrioch. . ........ i R M P 1R galll Tornl, L Lh e St SR R June 6, 1889
18 |John Daniel ......... O s bt S 2 galls. whiskey.......... ¥ ey do 6, 1889
19 [Ven. Arch. Winter...... 4002 - 3 A Mo L 3 galls. Port Wile...veueine. s inmess do 6, 1889

By Mr. Lister :

919, What position do you oceupy in the Mounted Police ?—Inspector.

920. And you were one of the gentlemen who went on the celebrated yacht
“ Keewatin "—Yes, sir,

921. On that trip Mr. Stewart was Captain of the vessel 2—Well, he was not
Captain.

922. Well, sailing master ?—That is a difference.

923. Were you in charge of the Mounted Policemen ?—Yes, T was.

924. How many of you were there altogether ?—I had three men with me.

i< 925, There would be four belonging to the Mounted Police, including yourself?

—Yes. .

i e
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926. Will you tell us, whether on that trip you supplied your own provisions ?
—I supplied my own provisions.

927. You bought them as Captain of the force, I suppose ?—Yes, I bought
them. I had a requisition in the usual way.

928. You had a requisition to get them in the usual way ?—Yes, I bought them.

929. In other words Lieutenant-Governor Schultz had nothing to do with the
purchase of them ?—Not for those provisions,

930. How much were those provisions ?—I don’t remember the amount at all.

931. According to the Public Accounts, page C 240, the amount was $84.60.
There were provisions for four men for four months, I believe ?—Yes; that is about
the amount of the rations T think.

LievreENaNT-GoVERNOR ScmULTZ—This is a good deal out of order. It has
nothing to do with the accounts for the District of Keewatin and is quite improper.

Tue CuarRMAN.—I think that Mr. Lister wants to show that the account pre-
viously spoken of and this account for provisions and cooking utensils are the same.

By Mr. Lister :

932. T believe the men belonging to the boat, including Stewart, had their own
provisions ?—Yes, I think so.

' 933. And took a little of yours on the way ?—Yes, they had a little provision.

934. You had arranged with Dr. Schultz to take passage on this boat. How did
you come to go by the “ Keewatin ” ?—That is stated in my affidavit, I explained
everything.

035, Just tell us shortly ?—I would like to read it.

936. T would rather you would not read it. I just want to see how good your
memory is. How is it, you came to go by the “ Keewatin” ?—My memory is bright
and good for that trip.

937. T want to try it ?—Well, T was sent by the Commissioner of North-West
Mounted Police to Winnipeg to make arrangements with His Honour the Lieutenant-
Governor of the Distriet of Keewatin, for the establishment of a detachment of
North-West Mounted Police at Grand Rapids. It was a joint consent with Lieu-
tenant Governor Royal, and as Grand Rapids is in the North-West Territories ; it
was jointly requested by Lieutenant Governor Royal, and Lieutenant-Governor
Schultz that a detachment should be sent there. On my arrival at Government House,
Winnipeg

938. Excuse me one moment, Perhaps we could get on quicker if you would
just answer my question? Did you intend going by some other boat?—Yes, I was
to go by the steam-boat, )

939. You met Dr. Schultz, Licutenant-Governor?—I reported at Government-
House.

940. And he told you he was going to send the “ Keewatin ” up there and asked
you to go by the ¢ Keewatin” ?—No,

941, How is it you went by the “ Keewatin” ?—Oh, well, that is because the
steamer was not starting for eight or ten days. I missed the first boat.

942, So the arrangement was made when you got to Winnipeg that you should
20 by the “ Keewatin” ?—After I explained to His Honour that the boat would not
start for eight or ten days, something like that, he offered me his boat. 1 knew he
had a boat, and I was very pleased to take if.

943. Had you a small boat of your own ?—Yes.

944, What was it ?—A nice little skiff.

945. Was it a canoe ?—No a skiff, one of those fancy skiffs.

By the Chairman : .
946. Did you take it with you ?—I took it with me,
By Mr. Lister :

947. Do you know anything about the “Keewatin” going to sea again that
season ?—After that?
2 X—4
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948. Yes ?—Yes, I know something about it.

949. How long after?—On the 23rd Aungust. On my arrival from Grand
Rapids I met His Honour Lieutenant-Governor Schultz going to Captain Robin-
son’s store. He asked me to go with him, he was going to purchase some provisions.
I went with him there. We spoke about the voyage and he asked me different
things. He asked my advice on some of the provisions.

950. He asked your advice about some of the provisions ?—About some of their
provisions—the good provisions to be bought for the trip, for camping—and he
bought the provisions.

951. How much did they amount to ?—I don’t know anything about it.

952. Did you go out with him ?—After that the boat was lying in front of
Matthew Watts’ the builder,—in front of his shop,—and His Honour asked me, as he
had only one man to help him, to help him to take the boat to the landing, for the
purpose of taking the provisions. I helped him there, and from there I went down
with him about 23 miles on board the boat and came back to Selkirk. ;

953. What account have you attached to your affidavit ?—Those are the lists of
the permits that the Lieutenant Governor gives to a person who has got liquor.

954. Were those permits given to you ?—Given to me by His Honour before my
departure to Grand Rapids.

955. Did you have any lists on board ?—They were as instructions. I would
know by those lists everybody in the district who was allowed to have liquor.

956. You went up for the purpose of suppressing the liquor traffic ?—Certainly.

957. Did Lieutenant Governor Royal give you those ?—Those lists were given
by the Lieutenant Governor of Keewatin District, not Lieutenant Governor Royal.

958. Lieutenant Governor Schultz gave you those lists 7—Yes.

959. And they were for the purpose of informing you as to what parties were
entitled to have liquor in their possession ?—Yes.

960. You had none with you on the boat ?—I had a permit from ilis Honour the
Lieu'enant Governor of the North-West for two gallons. [ had not quite two
gallons on board.

961. I suppose you got the two gallons in the first place ?—I don’t think so.

962. They cheated you?—No; but I had an eye on all these things. I had not

the two gallons.
By Mr. Somerville :

963. What kind of liquor was it ?—1I had a permit for liquor.

964. What kind did you have on the boat ?—That means spirits ?

965. What kind ?—A little of all kinds,

966. What was it ?

Mr. Foster objected.

967. 1 want to know what kind of liquor you had on this boat?

Mr. FosteEr—I think this affair regards more the North-West Territories.

968. What kind of liquor had you ?—I do not remember. I know I had some
curagoa. 1 had some other things, but I remember that.

969. A previous witness swore when you reached Grand Rapids, where you had
Leen sent to put down the illicit traffic in liquor, that you got on a spree. Did you?
—No; certainly not. Neither I nor any people there.

970. You did not drink any of the liquor ?—I drank some. I had the right to
do it. I have told you what I have done,

971. You did drink some of it ?—Yes.

972. Did you and your men get on a spree ?—My men did not touch that much
(snapping his fingers).

973. How much of these two gallons was left next morning ?-

The CuaremMaN ruled the question out of order.

974. How long did the two gallons last ?

The CuarrvMaN ruled the question out of order.

e i
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By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

975. You found me on the 23rd August purchasing provisions at Captain Robin-
son’s store for that trip of mine on the “ Keewatin” ?—Yes.

976. That is so 2—Yes.

977. Did you see these provisions come on board in several boxes and other
lIots ?—Yes.

978. Did you go down with me on that boat for two or three miles, provisions
and all 2—VYes.

979. You are quite sure that I did start from Selkirk on the 23rd, and I took
these provisions, for which thereis a receipt attached to the papers before this Com-
mittee, on this boat ?>—I say that.

By Mr. McMullen :
; 980. Do you know that he went to Keewatin ?—Yes; because I went with him
in the boat. :
981. The whole of the road ?—No ; two or three miles. T
982. Did he go to Grand Rapids ?—This was on my return from Grand Rapids.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

983. This is the receipt. Is that Captain Robinson’s handwriting ?—Yes.

984. He says “ Received from Lieutenant Governor Schultz $33 for provisions
and other supplies put on the sailing boat * Keewatin.” Is that Captain Robinson’s
receipt ?—This certainty is his handwriting.

985. I desire to put in this declaration :

(Copy.) Exusir No. 10.

DOMINION OF CANADA,
Province oF ONTARIO, l
Jounty of Carleton,
To Wit :

“In the matter of the investigation before the Honourable the Committee on
Public Acccunts into certain charges made by James Stewart in connection with
expenditures made for the District of Keewatin:—

“1, Joseph Victor Bégin, an Inspector of the North-West Mounted Police, of the
North-West Territories, do solemnly declare that in the year 1889 1 arrived at Sel-
kirk from the Grand Rapids by steamer on the 23rd day of August, and that I learned
that Lieutenant Governor Schultz was just starting out on the patrol boat ‘Keewa-
tin’ to Lake Winnipeg, and I found him purchasing provisions at the store of Cap-
tain Robinson. He took my advice as to the Froper selection of them, and asked me
to be good enough to assist him from where the boat was lying in front of Matthew
Watts” workshop, she having been under repairs there, down to the lower landing,
where the provisions were to be taken on board. I did this, and at the lower landing
the provisions in several boxes were put on board. Finding the Governor anxious t0
proceed, and as he was assisting in pulling the boat himself, I volunteered to assist
him, and did assist him to his first camping place, a couple of miles below, returning
on foot to Selkirk, he having ordered me to report to his Secretary at Government
House, Winnipeg. I reached Winnipeg on the following morning and reported to
his Secretary as ordered. The Secretary showed me a telegram from His Honour
the Lieutenant Governor directing me to remain in Winnipeg till his return from
Lake Winnipeg. This I did.

“ And T make this solemn declacration, conscientiously believing the same to be
true and by virtue of the “ Act respecting Extra-Judicial Oaths.”

“Declared before me at the City of
Ottawa, in the County of Carleton,
this ninth day of September, in «J, V. BEGIN.
the year of our Lord 1891.
“J. A. GEMMILL,
“ A Commissioner, etc.”
2X—4%
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986. Is that your signature ?—Yes.
987. And that is your statement ?—Yes.
988. Is that a correct statement ?—Yes.

By Mr. McMullen :

989. Will you swear that the Lieutenant Governor went to Grand Rapids on
that occasion ?—No ; certainly not.

990. He may have been on a pleasure tour for all you know ?—I do not know
what the purpose was.

By Mr. Foster :

991. You went on the trip north to Grand Ra))lds ?—Yes.

992. With Mr. Stewart as sailing master ?—Yes.

993. You know the conduct of the vessel, and how she behaved, and how she was
managed ?—Yes,

994. What is your opinion of the seamanlike qualities of Mr. Stewart as sailing
master of that boat >—That he did not know anything about Lake Winnipeg.

995. In your affidavit have you made that statement ?—Yes ; I put it in my affi-
davit. As a sailing master he may have known something in his young days, but
he was a very poor sailing master there. He was so nervous and excited in his
temperament that—

996. Did you state that to Mr. Stewart ?—Yes.

997. Did you inform any other person of that >—Yes ; certainly—

998. Whom ?—I reported to Lieutenant Governor Schultz on my arrival from
the lake.

By Mr. Somerville :

999. Had you navizated Lake Winnipeg previous to this trip ?2—No.

1000. What did you know about this lake?—I did not say that I knew the
lake.

1001. How, then, can you state on your oath that this man did not know any-
thing about navigation ?—I know something of navigation. Ihave been captain of
steamers from Father Point.

. 1002. Will you swear you never navigated the lake before 2—No ; not that lake.
I was depending entirely upon the sailing master. I was a passenger on board, but
after that I was very sorry I ever put my foot on board the boat with a man like
James Stewart as sailing master. :

1003. You admit you never navigated the lake, and yet you condemn the doings
of another man ?—It is very easy to know if a man does his duty or not without
being a sailor.

1004. You have been accustomed to navigate the prairie, I believe ?—That is
another thing,

1005. Instead of the lakes ?—I am in the North-West Mounted Police.

1006. Did you ever lose yourself on the prairie within a few miles of the station ?

Question objected to.

By. Mr. McGregor :

1007. Monkman, who was with you, was a good sailor ?—He was a good guide—
he was engaged as guide.

1008. He was a good hand on the boat, was he not ?—He was a good hand, but
he was a little old.

By Mr. Somerville :

1009. This boat was brought safely to Selkirk, was it not, by Mr. Stewart ?—
Yes; he did. .

1010. Was the boat ever known to be brought back safely trom any trip in any
body’s else’s hands than Mr, Stewart’s ?—He made only one trip. He went to Grand
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Rapids, stayed there two or three days, and went back. If you refer to the accident
last summer, the boat crossed the lake perhaps ten or fifteen times.

1011. I want you to answer this question. Captain Stewart was the only man
who brought that boat sately back to Selkirk, to your knowledge? You are aware
that Captain Stewart did bring the boat back ?—Yes.

1012. Are you aware that this boat never was brought back safely in anybody
else’s hands than Mr. Stewart’s ?—I just brought the boat back on the last of this
month to Selkirk.

1013. Is it not a fact that lives were lost the next year, after Captain Stewart
brought it back, and is it not a fact that the boat was upset the fiext year again ?—
That was the boat that was upset last year.

1014. Then Captain Stewart must have been a good navigator, if he could sail
a boat like that and bring her back safely 2—1I wish you had been there yourself on
board the boat that trip.

By Lieutenant Governor Schultz :

1015. Was the Keewatin wrecked in a storm, or did she strike an unknown
shoal, and in consequence of that the men lost their lives >—They tried in the even-
ing before the dark to reach the harbour, and they could not go into the harbour
because it was getting too dark, and they then struck a shoal.

By Mr. Lister :
1016. Were you there ?—No.
By Mr. Bergeron:
1017. How many times did this oceur ?—I don’t know. I was in her often and

I never upset. It is three years now that I have beenin this command in the District

of Keewatin, on Lake Winnipeg, and I kave been on board every year and neverhad
the least little accident.

By Mr. Taylor ;
1018, Did you consider her a good, safe sailing boat ?—I considered that trip I

made to Grand Rapids, the sea was so heavy I never saw it more heavy on Lake
Winnipeg since, and I considered her a good boat; she behaved splendidly.

By the Chairman :

1019. What experience had you in navigation previous to going up to the North-
West?—1 went from Quebec and I used to be navigating there, from Father Point to
Montreal, and I was four years captain on board a steamer.

The Committee then proceeded to other business.

. ComyrrTeEE Roon,
Fripay, 11th September, 1891.

Committee met—Mr. WALLACE in the Chair.
Joux CornisH called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Skinner :

1020. Where do you reside ?—In Winnipeg.

1021. What is your business >—I am a bailiff.

1022. Do you know Lieutenant Governor Schultz ?—I do, sir.

1023. Will you look at these items here under the heading “Government
Keewatin” more especially under those of heading ““ expenses of trip to the north” ?
—I do not know anything about them. )
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1024. Have you any knowledge at all concerning any of these items under that
heading ?—I do not think I know anything except as regard one. The use of smaller
boat for shallow water.

1025. What knowledge have you of that item ?—I sold the Governor the boat
and sailed upon the trip.

1026. At what date did you make the sale of the smaller boat for shallow water ?
—1I think it would be along about the 16th or 17th of July.

1027. What year ?—1889.

1028. What was the bargain ?—$50 for the boat and $25 for extra work done.

1029. You sold the boat for $50 and then did the work on her for $25, mnaking
the entire thing $75 ?—Yes.

1030. What was your connection with the boat for shallow water ?—I then made
an engagement to make a trip on her.

1031. From where to where ?— From Selkirk round to Bullshead and back. I
wanted to go to the Saskatchewan river, but we did not get there.

1032. Where did you take it from ?—Lake Winnipeg.

1033. How much pay were you to have for doing this 2—I1 was to have $2.50
from the day I left to the day I returned, and made my report to the Governor.

1034. What did your bill come to for your wages ?—I think if my memory
serve< me right it was $52.50.

- 1035. That ended your connection with the matter, did it ?—That ended my
connection,
: 1036. You sold the boat with repairs for $75 and then you did services for $527
—Yes.

1037. That was your entire connection with her ?—Yes.

1038. Was this the same boat that $152 is charged for the use of ?—I cannot tell.

1039. Do you know whether it is the same boat that you sold to the Governor ?
—The boat for shallow water is the boat I sold to the Government.

1040, So far as you know this boat for shallow water is the same boat that you
sold to the Governor ?—Yes.

1041. This item ¢ use of smaller boat for shallow water ’ refers to the boat you
sold ?—As far as I know it was the same boat that I went on this voyage in.

1042. 1t was the shallow water boat that you made the voyage on ?—Yes,

1043. Did you know of any other voyage being made on this boat for shallow
water except this one ?—No.

. 1044. The Keewatin made a trip earlier in the season ?—VYes.

1045. The trip in the boat for shallow water was made later ?—Yes. I can tell
you the date that we left and the date that we returned. It was Thursday the 25th
July that we left Selkirk, and I returned and reported to the Governor on Tuesday
the 6th August. I think I called on him on the 5th and he was busy and told me to
call again, so I called again on the 6th.

1046. That was the 6th of August 7—Yes. My instructions were to report as
soon as I returned.

1047. Who accompanied you on this trip ?—Joseph Monkman.

1048. Do you know what Monkman’s wages were ?—I think Monkman told me
they were $28.

1049. What other expenses were incurred by you ?—There were the provisions,

1050. Who found the provisions ?—The Lieutenant-Governor.

1051. I suppose they were put on the boat and you did not have anything to do
with them ?—Yes, I did.

1052. With the purchasing of them, you did not pay for them ?—I paid for them
in the first place.

1053. And were repaid again ?—Yes.

1054, How much is that pay about ?—$6 or $8.

1055. Were these all the expenses of the trip, that is your wages, Monkman’s
wages and the $6 or $8 for provisions ?—Yes, except that there was a loss of canvas
and we lost a rudder and we had to pay for replacing those.

R S
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1056. How much did you give for them ?—8$6 more.

1057. Does this cover the whole expenses of the trip >—VYes.

1058. Is this included in the $52 that have been alrcady referred to ?7—Yes.

1059. Now, let us recapitulate so that we may have a clear understanding on
the matter. You say that your bill was $50, and Monkman’s bill was $28 ?2—I had
nothing to do with that.

1060. I know that, but I am speaking of the whole of the trip. Then there was
a bill of $6 or $8 for provisions? Was that included in the $52?—Yes. That was
il;]cluded in the $52. The whole of the items I have enumerated I have included in
that.

1061. So that your whole bill for $52, covered the provisions, the wages, towing
and repairs. In fact everything with the exception of Monkman's wages ?—Yes.

1062. And your Lill was for $52.5¢ and Monkman’s $28, and this covered the
whole of the expenses ?—VYes, if I am right.

1063. Did you go, during that trip, out beyond the confines of Manitoba ?—No.

1064. This trip was all in Manitoba ?—VYes.

1065. Here is a bill produced by Lieutenant-Gove.nor Schultz, does that bear
your signature ?—Yes.

Exhibit No. 11.
“The Hon. JoEN SCHULTZ
“To Joun CorntsH, DR.

“To painting and repairing boat as per agreement. $25 00

“To paid for oil and lead.. .ooooiiiviiiiiniiinnns 125

supplies per bill..oo. 8 50

e repairing rudder irons. ...... T 1. 29

: towing from Big Island...........co.. e 5 00

“Mo 14 days &t 250, cemiieies ciiniiiiiinns 35 00
“To paid fare from Selkirk..............c.. Yt et 1 S0DRE ST 00
“ By check in Selkirk....... coocviieni 25 00

“ Received payment by cheque,

“JOHN CORNISH.
“Winnipea, Max., 6th August 1889.”

1066. Ts this bill initialled and dated August 6th, 1339 ?—Yes.
1067. And the duplicate is of the same date ?—Yes.

Exhibit No. 12.

“ REcEIvED from Honourable John Schultz, Lieui-a3:t Governor of Keewatin,
seventy-seven dollars, payment in full for ge: ‘Ces to ¢»->1n charge of the ¢ Grand
Marais” light draught lake fishing boat.

S S 7 “JOHN CORNISH.

“Wix~ieeg, 6th August, 1889.”
1068. Here are two cheques produced, dated 25th July and 6th August ?—Yes.
Exhibit No. 13.

« WinnNipEG, MAN,, 25th July, 1889.
« Tg MERCHANTS BANK OF CaNADA.

“ Pay John Cornish, lsq., orle: or bearer on account of services, twenty-five

lollars
dollars, “ JOHN SCHULTZ.”
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Exhibit No. 14.

“ WinnipEG, MaN., 6th August, 1889,
‘ “Tae MEerRcHANTS BANK OF CANADA.

“Pay John Cornish, Esq.,order or bearer in full of services, work on boat expen-
diture for commission towing, &c., fifty-two dollars to this date.

“ JOHN .SCHULTZ.”

Mr. Murock asked that Lieutenant-Governor Schultz be called.

His Honour at first objected on the ground that the Committee had decided that
he should not be called until the charge had been made out, but afterwards waived
his objection and was sworn.

By Mr. Mulock :

1069. When did you enter upon your duty as Lieutenant-Governor of Manitoba
and Keewatin ?—First of July, 1888.

1070. And you built for the Dominion Government the sailing vessel ** Keewa-
tin ? "—I did not.

1071. Well, who built her ?—Matthew Watts.

1072, I did not suppose you thought I would put you down as the builder of the
_ boat. You got Matthew Watts to build her, did you?—I made a contract with

Matthew Watts to build her.

1073. And how much did you pay Matthew Watts ?—$300.

1074. What did that $300 include ?—It included a boat such as the ordinary
fishing boats on Lake Winnipeg.

1075. Did it include the rigging and sails ?—It included the ordinary fishing
boats on Lake Winnipeg.

1076. 1 am not aware what the ordinary fishing boats on Lake Winnipeg
include; therefore, I wish to know whether the contract of $300 entitied the Govern-
ment to the whole of a boat with the rigging and sails or what ?—To two masts and
two sails. -

1077. A foresail and mainsail, I suppose —Yes.

1078. Anything more besides the hull >—The hull and the two sails.

1079. And a jib as well ?—No,

1080. Topsails >—What do you mean by topsails ?

. 1081, Those sails that you nailed to the gaff?—The yard, you said the other
ay.
d1082. Well the yard, have it as you wish >—There were no sails nailed to the
yard. 3
1(|)83. There were topsails above the mainsails, were there not ?—There were no
topsails,

1084. Wasx there any sail above the yard ?—There were no yards to the hoat.

1085. How was the mainsail hoisted and held in position ?—By the halyards,
and held in position by the sheet.

1086. No sheet would hold them in position. There must be something to hold
the peak out ?—I understand you to ask, was the sail hoisted, and how it was held in
position. My answer to that is. it was hoisted by the halyards and held in position
by the sheet.

1087. 'That would not hold the peak out. We generally have a gaff for a vessel
of that size ?—I have nothing to do with your opinion, sir.

1088. Well, were there topsails or not ?—There were no topsails.

1089. There were no topsails included in the original coutract nor subsequently
purchased ?—Yes.

1090. The “ Keewatin " made a trip to Grand Rapids ?—Yex,

1091. Who were on board of that vessel in the pay of the Government ?—James
Stewart, sailing master, and J oseph Monkman.



-

[

1092. When did James Stewart’s wages begin ?—James Stewart’s wages began
two monthx before 15th July, 1889.

1093. What day did his pay begin ?—15th May, 1889.

1094. What day did the vessel sail >—The vessel sailed several weeks later.

1095. Do you know the date of hersailing ?—I could tell you if it was important.

1096. And you say his engagement began on the 15th of May ?—Yes.

1097. You speak from recollection, do you ?—He was paid for two-months, I was
informed by my secretary.

1098. You know on what day the vessel sailed ?—I believe she sailed nearly a
month after his engagement.

1099. Mr. Stewart tells me that she sailed on the 15th of June ?—That seems to
be corroberative.

1100. You don’t question the accuracy of that date ?—I do not remember. I
was not there when she sailed, but I infer that from Stewart’s certificate, put in
here, as to the character of the boat. .

1101. What were the men doing for a month before sailing ?—Waiting for the
completion of the boat.

1102. And you hired them a month before it was necessary for them to sail ?—
That is a question ?

1103. You can consider that a question ?—The answer to that is yes, because under
the contract the boat was to be completed on the 10th day of May, and I wished her
to go out at once.

1104. And she did not leave until the 15th of June ?—Yes.

1105. Did you go to see how near she was to completion before you engaged the
men ?—I[ did not.

1106. Was Mr. Stewart, during that time, engaged in any work for you?—He
has stated in his own evidence that he went down several times to see about the
building of the boat.

1107. I am speaking about you personally. During that period that he was
engaged. he has sworn he did some gardening for you, ploughing and preparing
ground for potatoes, and planting potatoes, 1s that true or not ?>—Mr. Stewart never
ploughed any ground for me, he never planted any potatoes fqr me, he never_dld any
other services for me, from the 15th May to 15th June, excepting in connection with
this boat. i

1108, Did he at any time that spring, plant any potatoes for you or do any per-
sonal service for you ?—Mr. Stewart, to my knowledge never planted a potatoe for
me inmy life. . : : .

1109. Was Mr. Stewart in your employment ut all except for the Government
of Cunuda ?—At what time ?

1110. In 1889 ?—He was not. f

1111. During 1889, did he render any service for you personally 2—I do not
think ke did.

1112, Mr, Stewart has sworn that his engagement for the “Keewatin” began the
Ist of June, 1889, and terminated on the 15th day of July thfareatter. Is_ that correct?
—I swear ’positi;'elv that his engagement began on the 15th day of May, because

expected the boat to be completed then. . !

1113. Have you got the receipt for the wages paid to him ?—No. I have not.

1114. How much did you pay him ?—I paid him $85 by cheques, and my secre-
tary paid him $15 1n cash. _ ) ‘ ]
1115. What was the rate per month 2—$30 per month, Stewart to board himself.

1116, e him $100 for wages ?—Yes. ;
111’? E\[‘Nl’nk?::tyvg:avg: l(ﬂ(cjl (li'}‘:)nkman receive 2—$40 a month, he to board himself.
. ges

1118. That is the way you make up the $180 ?—Yes. . .
1119. So that you would have to pay Mr. Stewart $100 for the time you said he

Was engaged ?—VYes.



1120, “What receipts have you to show you paid him that $100 ?—I have
Mr. Stewart’s cheques to persons he authorized to receive that $85, and the sworn
statement of my secretary, Mr. Bown, that he paid him $15 in cash.

1121. T am asking you for the receipt signed by Stewart ?—I appeal to this
committee to say whether I have not answered every question as put by one gentle-
man to another.

1122, Answer the question please? You are the witness now. I wish you to
produce any documents or vouchers you have of Stewart’s showing that you bhave
paid him the $100 2—When Mr, Stewart was giving evidence before this Committee
I had the cheques for $85.

1123. Are they here?—I will answer your question. I have been a member of
this Committee for 13 years before this. I know exactly what a witness should do,
and knowing it T will reply to your questions in my own way.

1124, T ask you have you got any receipts or vouchers signed by Stewart for
this $100 ?—I have not finished yet. I had these cheques before this Committee.
Ishowed them to Mr. Stewart and asked him to acknowledge hissignature on the back
of the first of those cheques. He would not acknowledge his signature, and I then
sent the cheques up to Wiunipeg to obtain testimony that the signatures were his ;
that they were paid by the bank, and to the person whose name was on the face of
them,

1125. What I am asking you now is; have you got any vouchers in your pos-

_session signed by Mr. Stewart for this $100? If so, will you please produce them
before this Committee ?—I have not got them, they are now in Winnipeg.

By the Chairman :

1126. When did you send them there?—I sent them the day Mr. Stewart
refused to acknowledge his signatuare.

By Mr. Skinner :

1127. You should have had counsel on that matter. Itsvas anabsurd thing to
send them away without first obtaining advice on the point?—Well. then, [ ask
that the banker in the bank, on which the cheques were drawn, be summoned here.

By the Chairman :
1128. These cheques are coming back, I understand ?—Yes, sir.
By Mr. Mulock :

1129. How long was Mr. Monkman employed ?—Two months,

1130. In the same time that Mr. Stewart was employed ?—Yes,

1131. His engagement began and ended at the same time, did it ?—Yes.

1132. Were there any other persons engaged under pay onthat trip cither going
or returning ?—No. '

1133. You are quite sure about that. As far as I know. Captain Begin
finding Stewart unfit to bring the boat back from Selkirk to Grand Rapids employed
a man there to assist in bringing her back to Seikirk.

1134. Who was that man ?—His name was Mc¢Lellan, T think.

1135. McLellan was employed on the boat to come back in her from Grand
Rapids to Selkirk ?—Because Mr, Stewart was unable, in the opinion of Captain
Begin, to bring her back. ;

1136. That is Captain Begin’s explanation ?—Yes.

1137. How much did you pay McLellan ?—I paid him nothing. I never saw
him afterwards.

1138. No charge was made for his services—There was no charge for his
services. 7

1139. You do not claim that any money was paid for this man ?—No.

1140. You do not include his wages in any of your accounts ?—No,

1141. In your accounts here there is an item, “Tarpaulins, sails, &c., $98.”
Will you explain that item please ?—That account is explained by this receipt



attached to the papers now before this Committee. You have the original here. Tt
reads, “received from Hon., John Schultz $98 for making tarpaulins, over head
tent for protection of crew, increasing size of sails, blocks and tackle,” it is signed
by Matthew Watts.

1142. What were the sails included in that account ?—One jib.

1143. What sails 2—That is all.

1144. Only one jib; is that the only sail ?—Yes..

1145. Mr. Watts is dead, I believe ?—Yes.

1146. He died from having been wrecked on this boat ?—He died from exposure.

1147. The result of a wreck ?—Yes. I wish to add to that answer that he was
not dead when he signed that receipt. ;

1148. You depend upon the receipt of $68 for the repairs to the “ Keewatin " ?—
That is explained by this receipt, dated 20th August, 1889: ** Received from Hon.
John Schultz $68 for hauling out and repairing boat ‘ Keewatin,” mending sails, &e.—
Matthew Watts.” -

1149. These were for repairs to the “ Keewatin” ?—Yes. N

1150. When were these services rendered ?—Towards the latter part of August,

1151. I see in the account here an item ¢ Use of smaller boat for shallow water,
$102." Would you explain that item, please? Where was that smaller boat used —?
I have a right 1o answer your first question. :

1152. I am sorry I checked you then. Answer the question ?—That is explained
by a receipt for $102: “ Received from Hon. John Schultz $102 for caulking, towing
%8 Selkirk, painting and strengthening light draught boat ¢ Grand Marais.'—Matthew

atts.”

1153. What boat was that ?—It was the light draft boat mentioned in the account.

1154. Where did it come from ?—I bought it.

1155. Where from >—From Mr. David MeGregor.

1156. What was that boat known as >—As the “ Grand Marais.”

115¢%. For whom was it purchased ; for you personally or the Governmeut ?—

{ was purchased for use on that trip.
1157. Was it purchased for you personally or the Government ?—1t was pur-

chased for use on that trip. Sg
1158. Who owned the boat after the purchase ?—The Dominion Government,

after the repairs were put on her. ;
1159. Was it purchased by you for the Government or for yourself personally?

—It was purchased for the service of that trip. ]
1160. When you purchased it; did it from the moment you purchased it, beCUmc}
your property or the Government’s ?—I purchased it in a hurry to send the men off.
1161, Did it become your property or the Government's ?—It became the pro-
perty of the Government after the repairs were put on-it.

1162, I am speaking of the purchase ?—That is your answer.

1163. 1 want to know whether, when you purchased that boat it became yours
or the Government’s 7—When the boat was purchased it was placed at the disposal
of the Government. e

1164. When the boat was purchased, whose property did it become—yours per-
sonally or the Government’s 2—1It was purchased by me for the service of that trip.

1165. I would like an answer P 1-espectfully submit that the answers have

been a great deal more intelligible than the questions. :
1166. I want to know whether it was purchased for the Government or your-

self ?— : g .chased for the purpose T have mentioned.
; 11E,SI';}.]erg(:ﬁ-lt v;ﬁ: R:{jig about the lpurcha,se, but who became the owner ?—I
signed the cheque to David MeGregor.
1168. Was it yours personally ot
property of the (Government until the rep
1169. It was yours at the time you pt :
1170. How long did it continue to be yours
expedition und the repairs were put on her.

the Government’s ?—It did not become the
airs were put upon it.

rchased it ?7—Yes.

?—Until it was sent out on this
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1171. What date was that ?—Give me Mr. Cornish’s evidence ?

1172, Will you take his date 7—Yes.

1173. it became the property of the Government when it sailed under Mr.
Cornish on this expedition ?—Yes,

1174. Until that time it was yours ?—Yes.

1175. Personally ?—I purchased it, and paid for it. I did not charge the
Government for the purchuase money.

1176. You make no charge to the Government for the purchase money ?—No,

1177. Have you any claim against the Government for the purchase money ?
—I bave not.

1178. So it is the Government’s now ?—Yes.

1179. So it continued the Government’s from the 17th July, 1889 until the
present time ?—If that is the date. .

1180. That is the date Mr. Cornish gives as the date of sailing ?—T think Mr.
Cornish’s evidence is wrong. It was about that time.

1181, At all events, it was from that date until she sailed on the trip to Bull's
Head in July—on the trip that Mr. Cornish has referred to—she was the property
of yourself, and then she became and ever since has continned to be the property of
the Dominion Government ?—You are putting my statement incorrectly.

1182. Then correct me ?-—I have stated that it was my property until the first
expenditure by the Government of $25 was put upon her, and then she was the

- property of the Government.

1183. We will accept the correction. She continued your property from the
day you purchased hev until the first expenditure of $25 upon her ?—Ye-.

1184. Then she became the property of the Government ?—Yes.

1185, When was that expenditure of $25 put upon her ?—That expenditure of
$25 was on the 23rd July when the cheque was given. The services for that cheque
were a few days before that.

1186. Will you let me see those voucheis—is this the cheque you refer to? -
—Yes.

1187. You now produce a cheque for $25 bearing date 23rd July, 1889, drawn
and signed by John Schultz. That is your name, your signature, I believe. It is
payable to the order of John Cornish and endorsed Ly John Cornish ?—Yes.

1188. Now what was this $25 for ?—Painting and repairing the boat as per
agreement,

1189. That is for painting and repairing the “ Grand Marais ” ?—Yes,

1190. And the cheque that you now produce is the correct amount for what
you paid for, the painting and repair of the boat ?—Yes,

1191, Then you assume it to be given on the 23rd July and it is for the $25?—
Yes. 3 :

1192. How else do you make up the $102? Is the $25 part of the $102, or is it
part of anything that appears in the Auditor General’s Report ?—Yes. It is part of
the items, wages of two men in the smaller boat.

1193, T ask you if that $25 is part of any of the items in the Auditor General’s

Report ?—It is part of the item of $106, wages of two men in the smaller boat.
1194. Who were the two men in the smaller beat >—Joseph Monkman and
John Cornish.
1195. Is this the same cheque you handed in before ?—Yes.

1196. A moment ago you handed me this cheque, and said it was paid to John
Cornish for repairs on the boat? Is that correct 7—Yes.

1197. Then you called, wages of the two men, while they were on land prepar-
ing the boat ?— Yes, Mr. Cornish charged for repairing the boat.

1198. This then was not for services for navigating the boat, but for doing the
work on the boat ?—Yes. :

1199. You say that the two men on the “ Grand Marais ” were Monkman and"
Cornish ?—Yes.
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1200. When did their period of service begin?—Mrv. Cornish has correctly
stated it.

1201. Were there any other men on the boat besides these two ?—XNo.

1202. Where did they take the “Grand Marais” oo this trip ?—They started
from Suskatchewan River, but they only succeeded in getting as far as Bull’s Heud,
where they lost their sails and had to come back.

1203. They went out to inspect the tisheries, did they not ?—Not.altogether.

1204 Do you know which Saskatchewan River they started for ?—They started
for the Saskatchewan River.

1205. But which of them ?2—They were to reach the larger Saskatchewan, if
they could. .

1206. That is in Keewatin ?—VYes. :

1207. There was nothing about the smaller river ?—There was nothing about
the smaller,

1208. How much were you to pay these men for their services during the time
they were engaged ?—$2.50 a day to Cornish. I forget what Monkman was to
_ receive, but I think he received $28.

1209. That is all you paid him?—Yes. '

1210. And he was with you two months ?—You seem to be somewhat confused
with these payments to Monkman. Monkman's c_onnection with the “ Keewatin "
ended with the 15th of July, and then the other trip was undertaken. You will not
trap me into confusing these two things.. ) g 2

1211. I have no desire to trap you into anything. Then the $25 is for repairs
to the boat ?—TIt is for painting and repairing the boat.

1212, When was this done ?—Part of them were done after they were started,
and part of them before they were started.

1213. Did you hear Mr. Cornish’s statement as to the amount of the money you
paid him ?—Yes. ¢ ; )

1214. What do you say to that ?—It agrees with this exactly.

1215. How do you make it out —8$77 to Cornish altogether, $28 to Monkman,
and $1 in a railway account. .

1216. You say you used this boat, I understand, for yourown private purposes ?—
I was never out with the boat in my life. ‘ .

1217. Tam told that you had it for going out shooting ?—Whoever told you that,
told you what is not true.

1218. Did you report to the G
had the repairs done in their name
necessary to get a small boat.
1219, Did you make known
In their name and that you were
these details to the Government,

1220. You are above reporting
that. What I say is, that I do not rep

overnment that you had bought the boat and had
?—I reported to the Government that [ found it

to the Government that you had purchased the boat
expending public money on it?—I do not report

these details to the Government ?—I do not say
ort these petty details in general.
) ; ?—I would inform the Govern-
1221. You do not report when you buy a boat ;
ment in my usual 1'epOl't=l! that 1 had employed a boat for a certain purpose, and that

the necessitv for this boat had created an expensc of $102. s 3
lgze; Sllt))o f)o:)ut }f;:ow of Dr. Bown ever having gone out shooting in this boat?

—No: or t out shooting in the boat. :

01’2 zlgr . ll)gi(()i“;?()::e(::;r\::;l‘ 3Mr. Cornish that Dr. Bown had gone out shooting in
this boat ?—1I never did.

1224, Did you ever say that he went
you may take shelter under thfe shooting.
no sh > atever o inferences. .

¥ 1(‘31;;1 gil:jl;?gfle?ggtgll ]Cornish that Dr. Bown had ever gone out in the boat ?
—Not in .conne(:tion with the shooting, but I told him that he had gone out in the

boat, : i1
1226, Where is that boat now 9—The boat lies at l’eg‘w’l?h 8.

out for the purpose of shooting; perhaps
He may not have shot anything ?—I take



1227. Engaged in any service there >—She is waiting to be employed, if neces-
sary.
‘ 1228. Here is a receipt dated August, 1889, for $102, signed Matthew Watts, for
painting and other expenses incurred in connection with the boat “Grand Marais.” Is
that correct 7—That was the $102 expended on the “Grand Marais.”

) 1229. The next item, $106, was expended, most of it in repairs and in fitting
out the boat ?—No ; that is not true.

1230. How much was paid for services and how much for repairs ?—There is
$28 for Monkman. What is the amount?

1231. The $106, and whatever was paid {o Cornish as well, and repairs, these
were public moneys expended on this boat 2—Well, $106, and $102, yes.

1232. The $106 weas expended on a boat belonging to the Dominion Government,
and which you bought without the knowledge of the Government ?—Yes,

1233. Therefore without their authority ?—Yes.

1234. And the purchase of which you have never reported to the Government ?
—Yes, I have.

1235. And the boat is now lying on the bank of the river ?—The Red River, at
Pegwith’s.

1236. Will you give me the dates, please, of the item: “ Provisions and cooking
utensils, $87 "’ 2—1 wish to add something to the last question. I do it for the better
information of the Committee. I am afraid that nearly all the members of the Com-
mittee have been confused by the attempt made to fasten this expenditure for a boat
and skiff on Captain Begin’s skiff, costing $10 or $15, and capable of holding three
men. [ state here now, that this boat is a boat capable of carrying four tons, and
instead of carrying only four men, will carry half the members of this Committee.

1237. The “ Grand Marais” ?—Yes. '

1238. What is her draught of water ?—Six inches.

1239. A flat-bottomed boat, what is her dranght att ?—Do you want an answer
to that question ?

1240. Mr. McGregor tells me she does not draw anything aft. Is the total draught
six inches when she is equipped, and when a crew are on board ?—If you will give
me the avoirdupois of the Committee I will tell you.

1241. She is a vessel recognized as having a certain draught. What is her
dranght ?—Six inches, and she has two sails and two masts.

1242, T was asking you to explain the item $87 for provisions and utensils ?—I
am surprised you should leave such an interesting subject so quickly.

1243. T am glad it affords you so much amusement, Governor. It will be a
pleasing episode in connection with your trip here. What boat were those provisions
and cooking utensils for ?—For the *“ Keewatin.”

1244. That $87 was for the *“ Keewatin” ?—VYes.

1245. On what trip 2—On her second trip to Lake Winnipeg in 1880,

1246. At what period ?—On the 23rd August.

1247. Was any part of this for the first trip ?—No.

1248, Neither the provisions or the cooking utensils 2—No:

1249. The whole of that $87 was for the second trip ?—HExcept a chain and
pump.

1250. What does that amount to?—Wells’ invoice is on file here—put in as
evidenco here yesterday.

1251. Explain the item $87 ?—The charge of $68 is explained by two receipts.

1252, Was it $67 or $87 ? It is $87, I think; I am speaking of the item for pro-
visions and cooking utensils ?—That is $87. It is explained by two original
receipts here: one from John L. Wells, $36.80, and one from William Robinson, $33.42.

1253. The account dated August 6th, 1887, from J. L. Wells for $36.80, you
swear is part of the item of $87 in the Auditor General’s Report?—Yes.

1254. And the items mentioned in this account you say were for use on
board the “Keewatin ” ?.—Yes.

1255. On a subsequent trip ?—No.



1256. On her second trip ?—No.

1257. You said on her sccond trip ?—No, I did not. I said the two first items
were on the first trip—the chain and the pump.

1258. You say all of this account except the chain and the pump, went on the
second trip ?—Yes.

1259. What is the charge on the chain and pump ?—8$6.25 for the chain, $1.00
for express, pump $3.00, rope, etc., $1.27; total $11.52. The chain reached the
boat in time for the first trip and went out on her. The pump, Mr. Stewart says in
his evidence, did not reach in time. That may be the case. It was sent from
Winnipeg.

1260. How do you make up the balance of the $87 ?—(Witness produces receipt.)

1261. You point me to a receipt from William Robinson, dated August, 1889, as
follows :— Received from Hon. John Schultz, $33.42, for provisions and other sup-
plies put on board the sailing boat “* Keewatin "—Those are the provisions that
Capt. Begin saw me purchasing ; that he saw me put on board. 5

1262. You swear that you purchased those provisions yourself from William
Robinson ?—Yes.

1263. In August, 1889 ?—Yes.

1264. For the second trip on the “Keewatin” ?— Yes.

1265. And they were so applied ?—They were so applied.

1266. What is the balance of the account ?—816.75. There is a ditference of 2
cents in the balance. I cannot prove that.

1267. What trip did the boat make on this occasion 2—She started with me.

1268. Who was on board ?—I was on board; Matthew Watts was on board ; an
Icelander was on board; my wife was on board, and a young lady friend.

1269. How long were you out 2—We must have been out, I think, about 10 days.
I cannot give you the date. o

1270. Where did you go ?—I started to get as far down Lake Winnipeg as I
could. I reached Lake Winnipeg and the sea was very rough. My wife became
sea-sick and we went on shore and camped. The weather continued rough and I
practically only went a few miles down Lake Winnipeg on that trip. 4

1271.” What do you call a few miles; five or ten?—I call 5 or 6 a few miles,

1272, You went down Lake Winnipeg 5 or 6 miles and came back, and this 887
was for provisions required for that trip ?—It wus not for provisions,

1273. Well, less the pump and chain ?—1 want you to state it as it s,

1274, $11.52, 1 think, was the amount you gave me as paid for the chain and
the pump, including express charges, so that it makes about $75 and something ?7—
Yes, it was an expensive trip. For instance, there was a galvanized pail costing
50 ceuts, which was bought and paid for by the Governmeut. Then there was one
covered pail, 30 cents; a wooden pail, 25 cents; half a dozen tin cups at 8 cents
apiece, 40 cents ; six tin tea-spoons, 15 cents; six tin table spoons, 20 cents; four
iron forks, 15 cents. There was also a pot fork, whatever that was, for 40 cents;

0, a lid for it, 10 cents; half a dozen knives and torks, 70 cents ;
one anchor, $8.50. The anchor, Mr. Stewart in his report stated to be necessary.
It was paid for and taken on board. It is not amongst the provisions.

1275. This account is not for provisions ?—No. ran)

1276. The Robinson account was for provisions, I believe ?—Yes.

1277. What became of those chattels ?—Which do you want—the tin spoons ?

1278. These articles you have mentioned, are they on the “Keewatiu” or the

“Grand Marais " ?—There are a number of 1t0m§t:1htil‘e-“ Grand Marai d
. ! .ontinued as going wi 1@ rand Marais” or mixed up

Withlt-l‘ll géun[i?I; ::te%rflzizn‘ ¢ 1%22;: tin” ?’%_The tin spoons, I think, I put in my safe 0%1
my return.

1280. What became of this Government prop
the boat “ Keewatin.”

1281. Did they go to the bottom W

one granite pot, $1.1

erty ?—They were put on hoard

hen the boat capsized ?—The chain broke.
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1282. The result of that trip was that you went 6 miles up Lake Winnipeg with
your wife and family ?—My answer to that is, that I started out with the intention
of going as far as I could.

G. E. FurnraORP called sworn, and examined :—

By Mr. Mulock :

1283. What is your business ?—An accountant.

1284, Where do you reside ?—At Selkirk.

1285. Did you ever reside at Winnipeg ?—I did.

1286. When ?—For the last fifteen years.

1287. Where were you during the year 1889 ?—I was in Winnipeg.

1288. Were you in the employ of Lieut.-Gov. Schultz ?—Yes.

1289. In the year 1889 in whose employment were you ?—In the employment
of Lieut.-Gov. Schultz—in the latter part of the vear,

1290. What did you do for Lieut.-Gov. Schultz ; what service did you render ?
—I was his accountant and agent for his lands.

1291. Where was your office ?—On Main Street.

1292, In the City of Winnipeg ?—VYes.

1293. Was that Lieut.-Gov. Schultz’ office 7—That was my office.

1294. Your own private office ?—It was the office I used.

1295. I mean were you the tenant or the owner of the office ?—The Lieuterant-
Governor was the owner of the office.

1296. Did he personally own the building ?—Yes.

1297. What service did you render ? You say you were accountant, and looked
after his lands ?—Yes, and taxes,

1298, I am speaking from the 1st November, 1889, to the 30th June, 1890 ?2—Yes,

1299. During that period you were in the service of Lieutenant-Governor
Schultz. Your office was in his building, his own personal private property in the
city of Winnipeg, and your duties were to look after his land and taxes ?—Yes.

1300. Anything else ?—I looked after his general business.

1301. Do you mean as Lieutenant-Governor, or in his private capacity ?—In his
rivate capacity, and sometimes I attended to his official business. I had a desk at
rovernment House.

1302. Were you often there ?—Yes.

1303. Are you a stenographer ?—No.

1304. Nor a typewriter ?—No.

1305. You signed a receipt of which I read a copy: “200—Winnipég, 9th June,
1890. Received from His Honour Lieutenant-Governor Schultz, $200 for my services,
for the District of Keewatin, as writer and for stenographer and typewriting, from
1st November, 1889 to 30th June, 1890, Signed in duplicate—G. E. Fulthorp.”

Lieutenant-Governor ScavuLrz,—I submit that the receipt is not read correctly.
It should be for “Stenographing and typewriting.” You are trying to make out
that this man is a stenographer, which he is not.

1306. The original reads:

“ WINNIPEG, 9th June, 1890,

“ Received from His Honour Lieutenant-Governor Schultz two hundred dollars
for my services, for the District of Keewatin, as writer, and forstenographing and
typewriting, from 1st November, 1889, to 30th June, 1890.”

“&. By BULPHORP;”

That is your receipt, I believe. That is for writer, and stenographing and type-
writing.  Are you a stenographer or a typewriter ?—No.

1307. Why did you receive money for services as writer for stenography and
typewriting from the Dominion Government ?—A. portion of that moncy was for
my own services, and a portion was for typewriters and stenographers who had
been there and worked there from time to time. I did not receive all that money
myself personally, but a portion of it I did.
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1308. How much of it personally did you receive?—I do not remember.
About $60 or $70.

1309. For yourself ?—Yes.

1310. For what service ?—For extra work done in connection with the
Governor’s official position as Governor of Keewatin.

1311. What were those duties >—Copying reports and making out papers in
connection with the Governor's duties.

1312. Was there any bargain that you were to be paid for this work ?—Yes,
that was the understanding. \

1313. You sigued a receipt for $200, only $60 of which you received. Is that
correct ?—No.

1314. What did you say ?—I say about $60 or $70.

1315. You only raceived some $60 or $70 out of the $200 ?—Yes.

1316. The other was for services rendered by other people ?—Yes, it was paid
out,

1317. Did you pay it out ?—It was pail out with my knowledge.

1318, Did you pay it out ?—I did not.
. 11319. Did you make any memorandum on signing this receipt ?—Yes, I think

id.
1320. Will you produce it ?—I haven't got it.
1321. Why did you not produce it ?—I did not see any object in doing so.

By Mr. Bowell :
1322. Were you summoned to produce papers ?—No.

By Mr. Mulock :

1323. You were told to produce papers ?—No.

1324. Were you not asked to produce papers here ?—No,

1325. You made a memorandum about signing this receipt and do not produce
the memorandum ?—I did not brins it along.

1326. You knew what youn were summoned about ?—I knew it was in connec-
tion with this, Mupr. Chairman, I desire to call your attention and to ask the protec-
tion of this Committee. I was insulted yesterday by someone in connection with this
Commiitee who seems to constitute himself a sort of Pontius Pilate here. He had
uo right to call me the name he did and I resent it.

1327. Whut name was it he called you ?—It is in the paper.

1328. What name did he call you ?—I never saw the man in my life and I object
to 1t. 3

1329. What name did he call you?—He was a man by the name of Lister,

1330. What did he call you?—A stool pigeon.

1331. Do you think that is the same as being called Pontius Pilate ?7—I was
undeserving of that title. He had no right to give me such aname, and I call the
attention of the Chairman to it. G

Mr. MuLock.—It is for the Committee to decide whether you were a stool

pigeon or not.

By Mr. Barwick :

1332. You are a writer, and you were paid for writing for the Governor ?—Yes.

1333. For Lieutenant Governor Schul.tz ?—_—Yes. :

1334. And the payment for your services 1s part of the $200 ?—Yes, sir.

1335. Then there were other people employed by the Governor for stenograph-
ing ?—Yes, there was,

1336, Who were they ?—There was Mr. Gregory for one. He was a young man
up there in Winnipeg, a Canadian, I do not know where he came from.

1337. Did you get him for the Governor ?—No, he was there.

1338. You did not get him ?—No. ’

1339. Who else did you employ ?—There was a Mr. Hawkins.

2xX—b
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1340. Who got him ?—I presume he was there.

1341. Was he living in your house ?—Yes, he was living in my house.

1342. Was he a typewriter or a stenographer ?—Both.

1343. Who else had you besides Gregory and Hawkins ?—There was a young
fellow named Grey, from the office of a firm of merchants.

1344. Was he a typewriter ?—Yes.

1345. And a stenographer ?—I am not sure whether he was a stenographer or
not. He was employed here for typewriting ; a young fellow about 20.

1346. Who else ?—Two or three others whose names I do not remember.

1347. You got these men just as you could in the evening to assist in the work ?
—Yes.

1348. To assist in the work that you could not do yourself because you were not
a typewriter 7—Yes.

1349. For how long a time, how many weeks were these men employed ?—I
could not state particularly.

1350. Several months ?—Well, it extended over a period of 6 or 7 months from
the time I went there until the following summer.

1351. It was about the 1st of November that you went there ?—Yes.

1352. And you remained until the 1st of next July ?—Yes.

1353. So that during that time you had 6 or 7 typewriters employed in the
evenings from time to time as you required them, and about $130 of this money
went to them ?—Yes.

1354, Did these men earn this money ?—They certainly did. I think it wasa
very moderate payment.

1355. What was the rate at which you paid them ?—$25 a month.

1356. How many hours a day did they work ?—I could not tell you that, it
would be impossible.

1357. You employed them by the hour, did you ?—No, not by the hour. An
estimate was made of the work and they were paid by the month.

1358. You estimated that their work was worth $25 a month and you paid them
that amount ?—Yes.

1359. And these payments made up $130 ?—Yes.

1360. That is the money paid from you to them ?>—The cheques were made out
generally to the young men themselves. I think these cheques would bein existence
to-day and could be produced as vouchers, if I recollect right.

1361. You took the cheques to these young men for their $130 and signed the
receipt for $200 ?—VYes.

1362. The whole of it had gone through your hands ?—Yes, the whole of it.

1363. The whole of it had been paid by June, 1890 ?—Yes. It was for services
mup to the end of June.

1364. And at that time you made out the receipt ?—Yes.

1365. The whole of the $200 had been paid ?—Yes.

1366. You had seen it all paid out ?—Yes.

% 1367. And that amount went in payment of the services of these young men ?—
“es.

1368. So that you had seen the money going out—seen it actually going ihto
‘their hands, and then you signed their receipt >—Yes.

1369. Do you think that, in what you stated in your evidence to Mr. Mulock,
there was anything improper >—No. i

Mr. Murock objected.

1370. Do you want to make any explanation of that receipt? You had seen the
money actually going into their hands?—Yes. I have no explanation beyond the
fact that I knew that the money had been all paid and I di'l not see any harm in
signing the receipt for more than had actually been paid to myself.

1371. The whole of the $200 you had actually seen go to these men apart from
the amount you were entitled to yourself ?—Yes.




By Mr. Mulock :

1372. How much did you pay Gregory ?—I could not say.

1373. How much did you pay Hawkins ? By the way, did you keép any memo-
randum of the services ?—No.

1374. Then how much did Hawkins get out of the $200 >—T cannot say.

1375. How much did Mr. Grey get ?—Very small amount, I think $20 or $30.

1376, Did you keep any account of his serviees ?—No, I did not.

1377. You spoke of two or three others, how much did they get ?—I cannot tell
you now. '

1378. Did you keep an account of their services ?—No, I did not.

1379. Then from whom did you learn ot their services to His Honour ?—I was
there, present, myself and knew that they were engaged at the time.

1380. Did you say that the cheques in all cases were handed to them ?—I said
that in some cases they were handed to them, and in some cases they went direet to
the parties themselves.

1381. They went directly to the parties themselves and did not pass through
your hands ?—They did not pass through my hands. But the cheques eventually all
passed through my hands after they had gone through the bank.

1382, That was in your private capacity as accountant ?— Yes.

1383, Will you tell me who certified this account at the bottom ?—Dr. Bown,

1384, You know Dr. Bown ?—Yes.

1385. He is private secretary to His Honour, is he ?—Yes.

1386. I am told that he is practically incapacitated for work ?—He is sick, but
he is round at his work in the day time.

1387. Is that his handwriting or is it a stamp imitation of his handwriting ?—
I would not swear to that, but I think it is his signature.

1388. T am told that he is incapable of signing ?—He is not.

1389. At all events you recognize this as his handwriting ?—I do.

1390. Is this a correct statement ?—It is. 3 :

1391. It is a requisition from Robert Bown, private secretary to His Honour,
requesting as follows :— “ Requisition for payment for stenograph writer aud type-
writer for the District of Keewatin, Governor’s House, Winnipeg, 9th June.” Then
payment to Mr. George E. Fulthorp, of Winnipeg, for the following services, namely,
from the 1st November, 1889, to the 30th June, 1890, 8 months at $25 per month—
$200, vide duplicate receipts attached.—Yes. s

1392. Was there any engagement between you and His Honour that you
were to be paid $25 a month %)y His Honour ?—There was 4 specific engagement
between the Governor and myself, that I was to be paid for extra work—that is for
work that was done in connection with Keewatin. :

1393, Was there any engagement that you were to be paid the sum of $25 per
month for eight months from 1st November, 1889, to 39th June, 1890 ?—I was
to be paid at the rate of $35 per month for extra work I did.

1394. And how many extra months did you work for the Government of Canada
under the direction of His Honour, at the rate of $35 per month ?—To the best of

& i t two and a-half months.
= 1‘1%090511 eﬁ?féiﬂ?thez have you been paid at the rate of $25 a month ?—I have

d regular employees in that capacity. . : ;
it g)ggztlsgihde ;;ﬁ Il?gce;veg anythinz bye'yond what is mentioned in this receipt ?—

No, i .
1397. You never received anything more than that ?—No, I have not received

anything more than that.
1398, From the Dominion Go

By Mr. Barwick : : 4
1399. This $25 not only covers what you got, but it covers what the other people

vernment ?7—Not that I recollect of.

t : A -
2 ﬂﬁgg‘lls‘?o vlvtix(::g;'er work was done, whother by you or the shorthand writer or
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typewriters, the whole work cost $25 a month ?—Yes.

1401. You did not get $25 a month, but it was what the other people got paid
besides ?—I got what was coming to me.

1402. You got your share of the $25 ?—Yes.

1403. And the other people mentioned, they got their share of the $25 ?—Yes.

1404. So that you divided up the $25 a month for the six or eight months you
were employed ?—At that rate I don’t know how many months it was; it was from
the beginning of November, eight months.

1405. Mr. Bown is the private secretary ?—He is.

1406. Has he an office at Government House ?—He has.

1407. And was he the man who kept track of the work done by those other
men ?—Yes.

1408. Did Mr. Bown keep track of all the work these men did ?

Mr. Murock—Mr. Bown aione can tell that, I object to any hearsay evidence.

By Mr. Barwick :

1409. Do you know of your own knowledge that Mr. Bown kept track of the
work ?—I know he knew of it. He is there every day in association about the
house.

1410. Did Mr. Bown keep an account of the work done by the various men ?—
I think he did.

1411. Do you know whether he did or not? If you know he did, say so?—I
don’t know.

By Mr. Bowell :

1412, It has been stated that Mr. Bown is an invalid; I believe that is correct,
is it not ?—Yes.

1413. Has he ever been incapacitated from doing ordinary work in the office, or
signing his name, as indicated by Mr. Mulock ?—Never.

By Mr. Taylor :
1414. Does he live up in the garret in the Government House >—No, he does not

By Mr. McMullen :

1415. Does he sleep there ?—Dr. Bown has elegant quarters in the Governor’s
house—I have been the ¢ myself.

By Mr. Barw «/: :

1416. Did you see Dr. Bown ¢ nstantly ?—I saw him constantly, every day that
I went to Governor Schultz’s house.

1417. You saw him since he signed the requisition, I suppose ?—I did not see
him since I left Governor Schultz’s employ, last May or June.

1418. Of this year ?—Of this year.

1419. Was he then attending to his duties >—He was.

1420. What were the duties he was actually attending to then?—I cannot
specify, but they were the duties appertaining to the private secretary—all the
official business connected with the office of Lieutenant-Governor.

1421. Was he sitting in his office —He was sitting in his office writing reports.
I could not begin to specify them, because it never came my way to do much reports.

1422. But when you saw him last he was sitting in his office—he was attending
to the ordinary duties of secretary ?—He was, yes.

By Mr. Taylor :

1423. If Mr. Stewart swore that Dr. Bown lived up in the garret, in Govern-
ment House, would that statement be true or false >—He did not mean that, he meant
to qualify that. e knows the place well enough.
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1424. Is that statement true or false ?—It was just a misnomer. He knows well
enough it is not the garret. It is the highest rooms in the Government House, but
Government House is large, and the Doctor has elegant quarters there. Iknow that
of my own knowledge.

Mr. Barwiock—I do not intend to call Lient.-Governor Schultz as a witness, but
he is here ready to answer any further question. Although the other side desire to
call no further witnesses he does not desire to take any advantage of that; he is
ready to give any further evidence upon it that he can. It seems to him he has
fully explained the items, but if any further explanation is desired of him he will
cheerfully give it.

Lieut.-Governor Schultz—May I ask before any action is taken upon it—Mr.
Mulock has certainly acted in a very gentlemanly manner this morning—May I ask
Mr. Mulock, since he finds that the statements made to him of what Mr. Stewart
would say on evidence have practically failed, and as what Mr. Fulthorp, it has been
stated to him, would say on his evidence has also failed, may I ask him, as one gen-
tleman to another, simply to say that he was misled unconsciously in this matter,
and to allow this question to drop. ?

Mr. Munock—I have no objection to expressing my opinion on the matter.
When His Honour came down here on Friday evening although I much regretted it,
I was obliged to go away owing to sickness in my family. Iwas anxious His Honour
should have the first opportunity of making an explanation, and for that reason as
well as for the fair condue! of examination, I proposed to this Committee he should,
as the first witness, first make his explanation. Had he been the first witness, I do
not know how far the enquiry would have gone. I have not heard Mr. Stewart’s
evidence; I do not know what Mr. Stewart swore to after I left on Friday evening.
When I left he was in the middle of his examination by Mr. Moncrieft and therefore
I cannot say what he swore to. T have not seen the minutes of evidence, nor have I
seen anything but a brief reference to it in the press. I dare say that a gO(_)d deal
of the confusion and misunderstanding has arisen from a lax state of keeping the
accounts. I think His Honour must admit, every person who is in charge of public
money must admit, that the last transaction we haye investlgatgd to-fiay was not
regular. It is not, in my opinion,a regular way to discharge public business, for one
man to sign receipts for money not paid to him. Of the .others, however, explana-
tions may be offered, and I prefer to accept the explanation of irregularity rather
than one of a more serious character. It must be borne in mind, however, that on
one item there is a direct conflict of testimony. Mr. Stewart has sworn that his
services began on the 1st June and lasted until the 15th July,a period of one month
and a half, and that for that period he only received at the rate of a month and a
half’s pay. Then there is a direct conflict between himself and His Honour. Ihave
10 reason to think Mr. Stewart untruthful, and I am willing to put it down as one of
those misunderstandings between parties over accounts, growing out of an irregular
system—an irregular way of transacting business. I preferrto accept that expla-
nation rather than to say either of these gentlemen has stated what is untrue. The
amount is too trivial to warrant one in really coming to the conclusion that a person
in the high position of His Honour would do what, on the surface of it, might be
supposed to have occurred. But if no m.lsunderstandmg has taken placez we must
attribute it to an irregular system of keeping accounts. I must say I was impressed
with the truthfulness of Mr. Stewart’s statements, and L am at a loss. to understand
how, on that item, there should be any dispute. Mr. Stewart says his wages began
on the 1st June, and His Honour says they began on the 15th of May. Whoislikely
to be in error? The workingman whose time 1s his whole capital is more likely
to be accurate as to when his wages began than a person having, like His Honour,
a multiplicity of duties. I think His Honour, if it came down to a question of
Probability, is mistaken. On that item I would acquit His Honour of doing inten-
tional wrong, and willingly do so. I must say, however, I was impressed with the
earnestness and truthfulness of everything that fell from Mr. Stewart.

2% —6
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Lizvur. Gov. Scunurnrz re-called and further examined :—

By Mr. Barwick :

1425. You have heard the remarks of Mr, Mulock with regard to these services
possibly not having been rendered for which the receipt for $200 was given ?—Yes.

1426. Will you be kind enough to say whether these services were rendered or
not ? Make any explanation you please ?—The services were rendered at the rate of
$25 a month. I informed the Government it would be necessary for me to have
them done, and they made no objection to it. They were performed by James
Dryden. He was consumptive and had to go south. I then told Mr. Fulthorp that
on condition of his doing the extra work he could have the extra pay of $25amonth,
as he was a particularly good writer, but I told him that for such portions 2s needed
the employment of a stenographer and type-writer such services would have to be
paid for out of that $25 a month. He did the work, and the cheques for the pay of
those who were employed in this way passed through his hands. He has stated
that distinetly. :

By Mr. Mulock :
1427. All of them ?—The services were rendered and the money was paid.
By Mr. Foster :

1428, How much had you been paying Dryden ?—$25 a month. The person who
succeeded Mr. Fulthorp was getting $25 a month, and my present man is being paid
at the same rate. I wish to say this distinctly, that I am responsible alone for any
inaccuracies in these accounts. The Government gave me no directions in regard
to them. I am responsible for the purchase of these boats, and there is no degree of
blame attached to the Government one way or another. I alone am responsible for
it. The total expenditure in 1889 was $741. The total expenditure in the year be-
fore was about the same amount. Whether I have done well or ill must be judged
by the results. I have reduced the appropriation for the District of Keewatin from
about $5,000 down to what you voted the other night—an amount of $2,000. That
i practically what the Government of Keewatin is costing to-day, and it is utterly
impossible for a Minister to dictate to me the means I should take to govern that
country. The moment the power is taken away from me, to do as I choose in these
small matters, that moment I want to be relieved of the position of Governor of that
country,

By Mr. Barwick :

1429. What was the work that these shorthand writers did ?—They took my
statements, correspondence and reports.

1430. Reports to the Minister of the Interior ?—Yes.

1431. This is entirely connected with the District of Keewatin ?

Mr. MuLock—Under what Department is the district ?

Mr. Foster—The Department of the Interior.

The Committee then adjourned. o
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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.

CommrirTEE Rooy,
Monpay, 21st September, 1891.






MINUTES OF EVIDENCE

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

CoxyirrEx Room, WEDNEsDAY, 8th July, 1891.
Committee met, Mr. WALLACE in the Chair.

Mr. J. Lor~y McDovugaLL, 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 ?—I 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. What 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
being placed on the permanent staff. I may say this, that there was an appeal from
my decision to the 'I}I)‘easury Board, as in all such cases, and I was over rulefi. I
may say also that my opinion, after thinking over the matter, is that the view I
first took is wrong. My view at first was that the only persons entitled to the privi-
lege of being appointed to the permanent staff were the extra clerks paid out of the

Civil 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
that any person who is in the service before July, 1882, would be exempt from ex-
amination, and could be appointed at the average salary for the last two years, that
is, appointed to a permanent position—I took it that this clause did not apply to persons
not paid out of Civil Government Contingencies. The Trgasury Board ovex-.ruled my
view, and in that T believe now the Treasury Board were rxght: Under the view _that I
took at first those persons who are employed and paid out of this vote were not subject to
any of the restrictions of the Civil Service Act—that is tosay, they could be paid any

salary the Government choose to pay, })rovi_ded there was the appropriation. You
are aware that the persons paid out of Civil Government Contingencies cannot be

< . : roar 2 - t,
aid, except for special service, more than $400 a year, but I think that Parliament,
?n m’akinzpa specigl vote to pay’ for extra clerks outside gave to the Government the



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 ?
—7Yes; 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 Y—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 whq 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 ?—
No; I do not know Joseph Wright.

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 I 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 >—The accounts would come to me in the usual
way. After I receive the account a cheque is issued from my office after the
account is approved.

32. It is difficult for me to know how these things are done, and I am somec-
what in the dark. I must depend on you to enlighten me ?—I will explain to you
how the accounts are paid, and then you can deduce from that, so as to arrive at
a conclusion. That account will be paid through the Accountant’s office, as all the
aceounts are paid. The account is filed in the %)epartment, certified and approved.
"That is the rule for all accounts. They are certified outside of my office entirely.

33. Certified by whom ?—All accounts that are paid are supposed to be certified
by the party who knows the work to have been done; they are then approved by
the Deputy.

34.pW}t,10 signs the cheque then ?—I sign the cheque after the account comes
to 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. I 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.
Burgess. 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 goany further than that
in paying accounts. )

36. Tt is not your business to examine the account ?—Not at all. The moment
1 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

Yyoung 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
the statement I made a few minutes ago—this name brings a matter up in connec-
tion with it. There may.be some accounts, and I think this is one of them, where |
clerical work is done by persons who do not sign the bhook, but who render their
monthl ts.

407\%%08 u(;losnot 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 7—I could not
say that,

42. Where would Miss Nellie Myers be working d.urin% that time ? Would she
not be required to be in the office >—That I do not know ; 1 never saw her.

43. Do you know a Miss Jane Hay ?—No; I do not.
44. Do you know a Miss A, Duhamel ?—No; I do not. I may have seen Miss
Duhamel ; I"think I did see her in the Department.

1y



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. T 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 Income.
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 careful 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 courted 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, sometimes 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 ofthe 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 scrip, military bounty and mounted police warrants
issued from time to time, nor had any account been kept of these warrants and serip
which had been paid into the Department in payment for land. I 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 scrip and warrants, exactly the same as if they were
cash. He concurred in this view, and immediately opened such a book, or rather,
set of books. I told him at the same time that I thought the whole of the work of
the past in regard to this particular matter should be examined 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 I thought would be the most satisfactory, and at the same time
the most economical, mode of doing the work; to which I replied that in my opinion
some clerk in the Accountant’s office, or in the office of the Chief Clerk of Patents where
the information was to be found, should be appointed to do the work as either of them
would know the routine of the bepartment better than an outsider. He asked me
Whom I thought would be the best person to 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 getting a small salary, would be the best man for the
work, T told Mr. White that I thought it would take some years to do this
work, and meantime it was necessary to arrive at 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
he was to be paid, and I mentioned that in the Post Office Department and the
Finance Department ot the end of the year certain permanent clerks are allowed the
opportunity to earn something extra by making computations and other work
hecessary to the speedy closing of the accoupts, and I said I would ﬁnq out how t!lese
were paid. I do not remember whether I did or not, but the conclusion we a,.rrxved
at was, thatin reference to this work, especially that which he could do at his own
house, Turner would need assistance. The idea was that he would take his facts and
figures 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 a school teacher in Ontario. I do not know
whether the suggestion came from Mr. White or not, but for al.lumber of years it was
going on with the consent of Mr. White, or the chief clerk of the Departmenp, that
this money was to be for Mr. Tarner’s benefit, because he was the one who did the
work, Tuarner 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

took place, but I did know in course of time that it was done.

By Mr. Foster :

56. It was in the name of his wife while she lived ?—Yes.

By Mr. Somerville :

9—1T do not know. )
gg g)hv:tl:)v:; I;Sriltla;?nece she died ?—I do not know really what was the wife’s

. 1 R
name, She had a sister here; it may have been in her’s.
59. How long i: it since his wife died >—Four or five years. It must be subse-

quent to 1884 since this commenced.



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. L
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 theé 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. [ cau only
say that I was arxious 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.

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 T 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 to
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 salary,
except on Order in Council or through the Supplementary Estimates ?—That is
quite true.

Mr. BoweLL—Not even by Order in Council.

By Myr. 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 serip that had been issued and all the warrants, and it
was a very laborious task, as millions of dollars had been paid in in this way.

188374. Since when ?—From the beginning. I suppose the first scrip was issued in

By Mr. Somerville :

75. I cannot understand why, when a man was giving good service for the work
he was performing that any back-door method of payment should have to be
adopted 7—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 no
secret about 1t—everybody in the Department knew it was being done and who
was doing it.



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

By Mr. Denison :

77. Could he only haveé 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. If an 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. Turner ?—I so
understood.

By Mr. Foster :

79. For working after hours >—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, I 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 enqhiry ? There must have been some reason for it ?
—No reason ih the world, except my anxiety to get the work done. It was in the -
middle of the season, and I could not have got a cent for it until the meeting of
Parliament,

84. 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 I preferred he should getit. I have no hesitation in saying that if I 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 I 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. Turner, 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. i

88. Or whether Mr. Wright really did the work under the superintendence of
Mr, 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 the work himself, the theory Mr. Bowell sets up may be
accepted somewhat; but if Turner gave the work to this man Joseph Wright. then it



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 ot
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 ?—1I 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 (handing 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 cheques given to?—They were given to
Turner. I do not want the Committee to be under 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 dne ?2—Certainly. - |

102. Well I will ask you to bring it for the next meeting. Now there are some
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 ?—1I do; well.

103. Is 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. She signed this attendance book all through—this book commencing the 1st
March, 1889, up to——

Mr, CoATRMAN—31st August, 1889.

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 with her
signature in another place, Agnes Duhamel, they are not in the same handwriting ?
l—Sé think they are. I assure you she was working in the Department up to August

9.

107. This second signature does not look like the lady’s handwritting at all.
She was in the Department employed up to August you say ?—Up to that time. I
may say to you that Miss Agnes Duhamel is a niece of the Archbishop of Ottawa.,

108. We don’t care anything about that ?—Ixcept that it will be a test of her
respectability.

109. I am 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 2—No,
sir; she has not.

By Mr. Somerville :

111. My information is that Miss Duhamel has not been in the Department for
over two years—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. Here is one of Miss Duhamel’s cheques. You will see that it is endorsed
Agnes Duhamel. Will you say whether the same 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 signed the attendance book ?—I could not
say as to that, All I know is, that Miss Duhamel was actually working in the
Department of the Interior up 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. MecMullen :

115. She may have done so; but submit the two signatures to anexpert, and he
would not say they were the same ?—Well, I know this, that Miss Duhamel came to
the office every day and at the time she is marked for. I saw her from day to day.

H. H. Tur~er called and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville : 1
116. What is you positionin the Interior Department ?—I keep the ledgers, sir.
117. There appears in the Auditor-General's Report an amount paid to Joseph
Wright for extra work, $237.50, and I 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, T have lost both.
It was my first wife who did the work, and after she died the name of Joseph
XVright was substituted for hers, He went to the old country, and I believe issince

ead.

120. When did she die ?—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. TIonly
saw him occasionally.

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

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 Secrotary of the
Department. I think the suggestion came from him.

133. Did you submit Mr. Douglas’ 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 My. Paterson (Brant) :

139. Do you not think that was rather a queer way of doing business ?—I
suppose it was like this. There was the work, the work was done, nobody can
dispute that; it was work done until 12 o’clock at night and often until 2 o’clock in
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 you
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. The whole 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 fact of the matter is that the money that was paid in the name of
Joseph Wright has been earned twice over.
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141. We are not disputing that at all, Mr. Turner. I do not wish to put you i
any false position or do you any injury, I am simply making enquiries in the public
interest. There is no desire to hurt your feelings. Can you remember whether you
ever consulted your superior officers with regard to using the name of Joseph
Wright ?—At that time the gentleman whose name I mentioned, Mr. Douglas,
certified my accounts,

142. Who certifies your accounts now ?—Since the scrip ceased, there have been
none. I have received none of this extra work for the past 15 or 13 months. I have
never received a dollar extra since then,

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

143. You endorsed Joseph Wright's name after his death ?—No, sir; I do not
know that he is dead.

144. You said he was ?—1I said I believed he was; I had heard a report that he
was dead.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

145, Do I understand you to say that this Joseph Wright had no existence at
all 7—Oh yes; at one time. I believe he may have now.

14f6. What relationship did he bear to you?—He was a distant connection of
my wife’s.

147. Did he do this work for you aund you receive the money ?—I did the
work, and I received the money.

148. And used his name ?—And used his name.

149. And subsequently after he lett this country, you signed the name of Joseph
Wright ?—Oh yes, but I think only once.

. 150. You say he left this country about a year and a half ago?—About 15

months ago, I won't say exactly.

151. But Joseph Wright did not do any of this work ?—Not any.

152. And the work was done by yourself ?—I won’t say that.

153. Who did the balance ?—The late balance.

154. During the last five years ?—I did it myself.

By the Chairman :

155. Did your second wife do any work ?—She did some checking. After I had
done the work she read it over with me for the purpose of checking.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

156. But practically speaking Mr. Joseph Wright, as a person doing this work
had no existence at all. You used his name ?—Yes.

By Mr. Foster :

157. Did you sign Joseph Wright’s name to these cheques ?—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. 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 ?—Certainly.
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By Sir Richard Cartwright :

164. Who was Joseph Wright; what was his business or calling 7—He was a
school teacher, over in the States.
165. Was he not residing here ?—No. He came to see us once or twice.

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 m{r salary cheque too.

178. Will the bank pay cheques here that any person presents?—I do not
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 Victoria Terrace, Lightcliff, near Halifax, Yorkshire,
England.

By Mr. Somerville :

181. T understood you to say he was dead ?—I 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 I
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, or
at least acquiesced or was cognizant of the fact that you were drawing money in
this way ?—Not my chief ; it was Mr. Douglas.
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184. What was his suggestion ?—As I said my wife died. At that time I was
in a great deal of trouble. I had done the work, and I wanted the money. My
wife: was dead and this name was taken.

185. Who suggested the name ?—Mr. Douglas. :

186. But he did not suggest this particular name ?—He said some name must be
taken.

By Mr. Somerville:

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

188. But since Mr. Douglas’ death ?—Different parties.

189. Who were they >—The accounts themselves will show.

Mr. Buraess—(interposing) It would principally be the Chief Clerk in the
Patent Office.

Wirness—They were certified by different clerks who were in a position to 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 >—Why, certainly.

By Mr. McMullen :

192. Was any other person cognizant of the payments being made to you in
addition to Mr. Douglas in the Department ?—I am not sure. I do not know. I am
perfectly certain I never told anybody. If 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.

194. Mr. SomeErvVILLE—How long is it since you found this out ?

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

By Mr. McMullen :

195. Were you aware of it before the service closed in the name of Wright ?

Mr. Burgess—No. At least I do not think I was.

196. Mr. McMuLLEN—The 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—But the man certifying to the correctness of an account
_ in the name of Mr. Wright must have been cognizant when certifying to that

account—must have known who did the work ? ‘

Mr. BuraEss—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 give you any reason for the course that he suggested
when you substituted the name of Wrigh_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
go in her name ?—My wife died.

199. Did Mr. Douglas give you any reason why you should substitute some-
body else’s name instead of hers ? Did he say to you that you could not draw the
money in your own name under the Civil Service 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 Ipay then they were—people who had
been in the Department for a longer time then 1 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 Actto 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 botherin changingthe 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 ?—1I 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 is
about a year ago, or something like that, that T heard he wasdead. Iamnot certain
that I received any cheque at all after I heard he was dead. If Idid, it was only
one.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

209. Did you get your cheques cashed at the same bank—jyour 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. It is in 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 fast 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

'-beea [ would have presented them on the same day. It would not have made any
matter,
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By Mr. McMullen :

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

214. Was he aware of the cheques passing in this way ?—I do not know, sir.

215. You do not know whether Mr. Hall was aware of the fact that the money
was drawn in Wright’s name or not ?—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 sent down for approval to the Deputy
Minister or Secretary, as the case might be. When it came back to the Accountant
he would look at it, and if he saw that it had been certified by a permanent officer,
and apgroved of by 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 I
anderstand you to say that you had rendered more service then the value you
received ?—You understood me to say that in addition to that for which I was paid
I put in 210 nights of work, for which I have never received a cent yet.

By Mr. McMullen :

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

Mr. TayrLor.—I do not think the word pocketing is the correct word to use.

218. Mr. MocMuLLEN.—(To witness)—Well, did you receive all the money
credited in these names for extra work ?—I 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?—In this way :—I
bad 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 I 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?—When I first came into
the Department.

222. When was that ?—In 1883,

223, How many hours do you say >—About 210 nights.

224. You worked 210 nights extra in 1883 ?—I think so—in 1883 and 1884.
Altogether there were 210 nights that T came back again and worked.

225. You worked in 1883 and 1884 ?—Yes and since ;

226. 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 state to your superior officer that you thought you should be paid
for this extra work ?—I did in this way: I mentioned that I had done a good deal
of extra work, and I thought I might reasonably expect promotion. I thought it
would be a good backing.

229. What circumstance stood in the way of your promotion ?—I was not at
the head of my class.

230. What salary do you receive now ?—8§950.

By the Chairman :

231. What salary did you receive in 1883 7—§600. I passed the examination
with four optionals, and so started 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 ?7—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 ?—I 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. Is 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. LeE 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 ?—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 7—No; not in regard
to that. Bach 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.

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

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 each’day, showing that
it is a correct list.

25'%7. Have you had a Miss Agnes Duhamel in your branch ?—Yes; I have had
her for some years.

258. How long is it since she ceased to work for you ?—Since August. I think
she left in August or September, the year before last, but the book will show.

259. Do you know Miss Duhamel’s signature ?—Certainly.

260. Did you see her write her name here ?—Certainly.

261. Is that Miss Duhamel’s signature (pointiug to hook) ?—That is her signa-
ture,

262. You are positive ?2—Perfectly positive.

263. Is that Miss Duhamel’s signature (pointing to book) ?—That is her signa-
ture, to the best of my knowledge and belief.

264. The second signature is 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 there ?

265. Yes?—I do not see them sign the cheques. I should say this is her signa-
ture, to the best of my knowledge and-belief.

266. But you are positive that Miss Duhamel was performing work in your
Department up to the date the book shows ?—Up to the date the book shows.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

26%7. The lady said August last, a year ago ?—I am not positive, but the book
will show.

By Mr. Somerville :

268. I sec by reference to the attendance book that the 2nd of August, 1889,
seems to be the last occasion on which she has signed ?—I am perfectly positive, as
I told you, about her signature.

269. My information is not correct then, that Miss Duhamel has not been at the
Department ?—1 should say so.

270. I have been informed that she is in Paris, France ?7—So she is. I have had
letters from her. |

271, When had you letters from her last ?—About six months ago.

] 272. When did she go to Paris ?—I understood she was going to Paris when she
eft here.

273. Do you know Mrs. Forrest ?—I know Mrs. Forrest.

274. Ts she one of the staff ?—She was one of the outside staff.

275. Had you the superintending of her work?—Certainly.

276. She does not sign any book 7—No. .

277, She does extra work, that is, Work_ given out and paid by the folio ?—She
1s paid by the day. She works outside, but is paid by the day. ;

- 278. How do you know she works ?—Because she returns the work to me. She
1s under my supervision, or was up to the 1st July. She received the work from
- e and returned it to me.

279. How did you keep track of the work she did ?—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
Wwork ?—T do not know how you can get that. I can only give you the number of
files that she did. ;

.. 282, You say she has been working steadily ?—No. There are some days she
did not work, because we had not anything for her. .

283. How much did she work ?—The average amount.

284. She worked regularly last year ?--I do not say that. She did not work every
day, but on the average. : j
- 285. T see that she was paid for 365 days ?—That is the way, I suppose, they are

paid.
2—2
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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 hoursin the office are from half-
past 9 until 4.

By Mr. Bowell :

288. You would consider that a regular day’s work ?—Certainly. I 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 is
six and a half hours—and then put in more by extra work in the 24 hours ?—I 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 :

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.

p2£§5. 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 out
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
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 a
lady has done her proper day’s work.

297. Do you not keep a record of the work done, say by Miss Jones or Miss
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 record
as to where it was sent to be compared, but not the work each individual lady has
done in the office.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

298. I understand you give out a certain amount of work to the ladies, and do
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 a
record of that ?—Decidedly. '

299. Did Mrs. Forrest work inside or outside ?—She worked inside for some
time, but her health would not permit her to continue. She got a doctor’s certificate,
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 Depart-
ment or send for it ?—She usually sent for it; sometimes she came,

301. You checked the work ?—Certainly.

* 302. You know the number of folios 2—Not 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 ?—That would not show the amount of her work, but it might give a 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 atall ?—No.

306. You do not know her at all >—No,

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

308. Mr. SoMErRVILLE.—What is she doing ?—Mr. Bureess.—She is doing gene-
ral copying for the Department.

309. Under whose supervision ?—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 your name for
which you did not get the money yourself —Not that I know of. I always get my
own cheque and receive the money.

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 ?—I do not remember anything of the kind.

313. Did not you get an extra allowance last year ?—That was for working on
returns. I got the cheque for that, and the money, too.

«  314. I see, according to the Auditor General’s Report, that you were paid 184
days at $2 per day, and 181 days at $2.50 7—That was calculated at so much per
hour. It was considered extra work beyond my regular duties.

315. When was that ‘work performed ?—Before and after hours.

By Mr. McMullen :

316. How long have you been in the service, Mrs, Lee ?—More than nine years.

317. And you have been continuously in the service since you commenced ?—
Yes:

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

318. What branch of the public service are you in?—I am in the Secretary’s
Branch of the Interior Department.

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

- filed away properly.

320. You have something to do with the certifying of accounts?—I have, sir;
quite a few,

321. To whose accounts do you certify ?—To those in my sub-branch.

322. You do not certify to any accounts in the copyists staff, do you ?—Oh, no.
: 323. What branch do you certify the accounts in ?—Registration—the sub-

ranch,

324. Do you know a man named James A. Hickey ?—I do, sir. I do not know
whether his name is James or John, but I think it is John,

325. Did you ever certify to any accounts for Mr. Hickey ?—I think I did.

. 326. I see that last year he was paid for 276 hours at 50 cents an hours, amount-
lug to $138. Do you remember certifying to those cheques ?—I cannot say that I
remember. 1 certified to accounts, but whether to that amount in his name I do
not know.

2—2%
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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, but
the accounts will show. That is my recollection.

329. Did you ever certify an account in the name of an extra clerk, and was it
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.

332. In the service of the Department?—Ie 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 ?—$200.

335. To Mr, Haumphreys ?—Yes. '

336. For extra work ?—Yes.

337. How much did he get ?2—$100.

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

339. How did he come to get it ?—Ie got it as he stated for Mr. Burgess. At
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 ?—1It 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 the
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 the
Department being dissatisfied. I looked upon Humphreys as being a better man
than many in the Department who, if they knew, he wus getting this additional
sum would probably bring political influence in order that they might also get
it. I had no hesitation in doing it, although I said at the time I did not think it
was right. Buf 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 Mr.
Burgess. 1 think it was in 1887. He was leaving for the North-West the next day
and he said to me—he met me on the top of the stairs— Henry, if you make out
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, although
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. Burgess
was in a hurry, and, of course, I did notwant to stop him, knowing he was anxious to
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? I thought I had a perfect right to
know this. I had every confidence in Mr. Burgess and no doubt he will tell me. Mr.
Burgess, however, went away to the North-West the next day, and I did not see him
for a long time afterwards. The next day, Mr. Chisholm; his private secretary, came
to me and said: Have you not got $100 for the deputy ? No, I said. Hesaid, You
must have. Humphreys has the $100, and you had better see him. Humphreys
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 he
could not get it. Chisholm thereupon wrote Humphreys a note. This is what
made me feel anxious, and I have felt ever since that the only wrong thing I ever
did. T cannot remember the words of Chisholm’s note to Humphreys, but I saw it,
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. Burgess’
Private Secretary.




By Mr. Foster :

342. Whose debts was it to pay ?—>Mr. Burgess’. I said to Humphreys : this is
a queer thing, what ave we to do aboutit? He said, I will hold the note, and I told
him he had better do so. When Mr. Burgess returns from the North-West, doubtless
he 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. BurGgEss—You are mistaken.

Mr. HeNry—I cannot say positively, but I think that wasit. At any rate I
felt I wasin anawkward 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 Mr. Goodeve—I suppose you will be having him here—

344. Who is Mr. Goodeve ?—He is Chief Clerk of the Patents Branch ?

345. Whatis hisfirst 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
has happened. He said “ Oh by-the-bye I heard of it before you spoke to me, ”
and I said I did not know it was common talk in the Department. He told me I
had better hold on, but after awhile I felt it was my duty to see Mr. Burgess and
to have an explanation. I saw Mr. Bargess, told him my case and stated what had
happened. Mr. Burgess then gave me the explanation. At first we were alone, but
I said to him that I would like Mr. Humphreys and Mr. Chisholm to be present to
hear what he had to say. He thereupon sent for Mr. Chisholm, Mr. Humphreys and
Mr. Hall was brought in to listen.

346. What is Mr. Hall’s name ?—John R. Hall. He is secretary of the Depart-
ment. He was brought in to hear what Mr. Burgess had tosay. Mr. Burgess’ explana-
tion, so far as I can remember, was that this $100 that he got was for his late
father-in-law for work that he did, T think, in connection with the report of the
Forestry Commission, Mr. J. M. Morgan. It was particular work and his late father-
in-law, Mr. Anderson, read the proofs, I think that was it, he compared and read
the proofs, and he, Mr. Burgess, thought Mr. Anderson was entitled to this sum of
money, and that he hesitated about saying anything to the Minister or putting in an
account forit, Mr. Anderson being his father-in-law, that he took this method of paying
him. He said he had advanced his father-in-law the money out of his own pocket,
whether by cheque or bills I do not now remember, and this is the way he took to
get 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?—Mr. Hall, My

Humphreys, Mr. Chisholm, and Mr. Goodeve.
349. Did Mr. Humphreys give Mr, Chisholm this $100 ?—I understood so, but

I did not see him.

By Mr. Somerville :

350. You say this was done back of 1887?-—Do you mean comparing the
Forestry Keport?

351. Yes? I really cannot tell you. You have that report here in the House.
It was printed in the Departmental Report.

352. You felt you had done something wrong ?—I did, and I feel it to-day. I
feel T ought to be censured; I have always felt that,

353. Do you know of any other cheques having been issued on that account ?—
No, sir, that is the only one. i ol '

354. Are you aware of any cheques having been paid to permanent clerks in
the names of extra clerks?—Yes, there have heen moneys paid to permanent men
on my own staft.
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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 ?—VYes.

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 ?—Yes.

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

361. Why was it done ?—DBecause 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 oh now.
It was stopped last spring. h

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 staff, 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 7—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:

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 ?—Tomy knowledge. Of course there
may be cases, but I do not know of any.

By Mr. 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: “I1 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.” T had no hesitation,
however, in telling them it was wrong.
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377. You knew the work was being done ?—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
you certify to his accounts ?—I dare say I did, but the accounts themselves will show
that.

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
into 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 :
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
$1.50 a day or $45 per month.

389. That was the regular salary 7—Yes. And in addition I did not want the
men to go beyond $9 per week 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
more 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
wrong ?—I 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 :

: 395. Have you any special reason for saying it was in Sir David Macpherson’s
time ?—1 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
extra clerks ?—1I cannot say that. We were engaged on an ind ex, condensing three
years into one, in order to enable us to get at the papers readily. You, gentiemen,
would come over to the department every day and want papers, and if they were
not obtained within three or four minutes there was a row. I wanted a system
established in order that we might get the papers readily.

By Mr. Foster :

398. It was necessary work ?—Certainly. It wasa valuable index and is not
even 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 7—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 7—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 been
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 ?—Yon have me on my oath ; I cannot swear positively.

412, You say it has been going on during Mr. White's time, probably in Sir
David Macphersou’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 your
knowledge ?—I cannot exactly tell you that ; T cannot say when.

414. You could not come near the time ?—I am pretty sure 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 ?—I 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 =o.

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.



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. I understand the witness is positive as far as 1885 2—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 >—I got work in that
way in the Finance Department in 1872.

By Mr. Foster :

427. For what work ?—Counting notes.
428. That is the practice to-day ? When did you go into the Interior Depart-
ment ?—In 1873.
429. Did you get any extra work in that Department ?—I did; prior to the
Civil 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. In 1875 ?—1I cannot say.-
433. You have no reason to believe you did not, over and above your salary?—
I have no reason for believing, but I do not know that I did. In fact, I am almost
certain 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 Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

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

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

438. We have heard about information having been given, and rumours in eir-
~ culation with reference to your Department. Do you know of any parties who gave
any information, or whether these reports come from reliable sources or otherwise ?

Tue CaATRMAN.—I think Mr. Burgess had better be sworn, seeing that we have
adopted the principle of swearing witnesses since Mr. Burgess was first examined
this morning. '

Mr. Buraess.—I am ready to take the oath and to swear to everything that I
have said in my previous examination. :

Tur CHAIRMAN then administered the oath to the witness.

Mr. SProULE repeated his question. :

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

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

of the Interior, to the effect that unless by the 20th June—this must have been
before that, but T do not remember the date—unless by the 20th June I found a
Permanent situation for him in the public service, or employment for his daughter
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in the Department of Indian Affairs, he (Palmer) was going to make disclosures
concerning me.

By Mr. Somerville :

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 35 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 :

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
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
nterior.

447. With Mr. Dewdney ?—No; 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 I 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 : ‘ 1

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 1 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 really, 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 I 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.
He was an old and accomplished journalist, and when the report was made on Fores-
try by Mr. J. M. Morgan, of Ambhertsburg, after reading it over I considered it was
not in good literary form, and had to be revised by somebody. I therefore gave it
to this old gentleman, who carefully went over it from beginning to end. He re-
wrote the whole of it, and afterwards revised the proofs. fthought 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
for the North-West, and Mr. Anderson being in the act of changing his residence, it
being the first of May, I put my hand in my own pocket and gave him $100, and I
said, that when Mr. Humphreys handed over the extra $100 out of the $200 to Mr.
Chisholm, he could give it to me. I considered that I had a perfect right to recoup
myself for that amount.

By Mr. Hyman :

450. You knew that in doing this you were doing something that was illegal 2—
No; I do not know that. Mr. Henry excuses himself for receiving money up to
1882, but in this case the work was performed, not by Mr, Humphreys, but by another
man,

451. Would not the better way have been to have put Mr. Anderson’s name in
the ordinary way ?—Doubtless.

452. You must have acknowledged that you were doing what was wrong ?—I did
not think it was wrong.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

. 453. Did Mr. Henry sec you subsequently to this interview ?—No; I went off
Immediately to the North-West.

454. 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
Some 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
the size of the staff in the Land Commissioner’s Office at Winnipeg he would notice
the difference. I muy 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,
Anderson, as I said.

By Myr. Paterson (Brant) :

457. At this interview at which the others were not present, did you tell Mr.
enry what was to be done with the money  when you asked him to draw the
cheque ?—I think T did; I think that question was diseussed then. Mr. Henry’s
Mmpression was that I had not told him, and my impression is that I did.
458. So that the only discrepancy between you is that Mr. Henry states that
You did not tell him at the time, while you think you did ?—That is so.

By Mr. Corby :

459, If Mr. Henry did not think it was right, why did he not speak to you about
1t for 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 ?7—Yes,

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

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. He 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 asT 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 ?—1I 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 ?—1 did not make any arrange-
ment with him.

By the Chairman :
476. What is your value of the work ?—Certainly more than $100.
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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 counfry, 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 I
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 ?—It was immediately
after the work was completed. It was work that took a considerable time; it was
in the winter of 1886-87.

By Mr. Mcmullen :

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
to 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
Forestry 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. I understand you to say that io 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.

Commirtee Room, TuespAy, 14th July, 1891.
Committee met—Mr, WALLACE in the Chair.
Francrs MoCABE called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

491, In what part of the public service are you emfployed now ?—I am at pre-
sent employed on the Census staff of the Department of Agriculture.

492, At one time you had a position in the Interior Department ?—VYes; I was
employed there as temporary clerk in that Department for some time.

493. What was the nature of your duties ; what work were you employed at ?—
I 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. 1 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
$51 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. j

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 ?—Yes.

499. The whole of it ? Yes.

500, Is the bottom line 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 ?—Mr. F. Nelson.

508. Who is he ?—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 I 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 ?7—At that date or during this winter—the winter of 1890—and for
sometime previous, to the best of my knowledge, I 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 T 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
work had been done

519. By Palmer and Nelson ?7—Yes; and that it was felt that extra pay was
merited. I 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 part 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,
I concluded to give them the use of my name. I did not wish to get any of the
money myself. It 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
having 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 ?—
1 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 7—After telling their case
to 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—
that they were honestly entitled to. As a matter of accommodation I allowed my
name 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. :

527. It was by the information you received from them, and at their dictation,
you made up this account?—If I remember correctly, they showed me the work
they had. :

y528. It was at their dictation you made the account ?—I do not remember the
details at all. I know this much: the account would never have been made out
unless they had asked me to do so.

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

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

531. Did you do any work for that account, or was it done by Palmer and
Nelson ?—I do not know.

532. Did you do it >—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
equivalent to that account ?—1 do not remember the amount I received each month.

By Mr. Somerville :

535. It is a simple matter to say if you remember distinctly how you came to
make that out. Did you do the work for that account ?—If you will allow me, I
will continue my statement, which is all I have to say to you.

536. I am asking you with regard to this account, and not with regard to your
extra pay in the Department, What I want to get at is this first: Was that account
made out for work done by yourself, or work done by other men, or by another man ?
—I was about to tell you that I do not remember this particular account. The
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work which T was doing at this time, with the exception of this first account, was,
as well as I can remember, certified to by Mr. Brougll)m, 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 ?—1I 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 Mr.
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 at
that time. I did not expeect to meet this kind of certificate by Mr. Kinloch.

538. Here is the cheque for the first account—$24.50. You got that cheque, I
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 to by Mr. Nelson. I
gave the money to Mr. Nelson or Mr. Palmer. I gave it to both of them.

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

542. Did you get any portion of that money ?—Not of the account I putin, 1
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 not
remember ; I cannot remember just now,

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

548. That he paid you for work you had done for him ?—He was aware that I
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; I 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, I 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. I remember doing extra work and getting
extra pay.

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

558. How much did you give him of the amount? I am informed you got $254
for extra work in 1889 and shared it with Mr. Brough.—Yes.

559. How much did you give of it to Mr. Brough?—I do not remember, but I
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
received 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
I was doing. I continued to do this extra work which I had been previously doing,
and joined in with Mr. Brough in doing this other work. Mr. Brough and I worked
together after hours, sometimes in the morning, as far as I can remember, before
nine o’clock. We worked very hard, and the account we made out in my name
because I was an extra clerk; but I divided the money with Mr. Brough.

561. Because you were an extra clerk ?—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.

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

By Mr. Somerviile :

564. Who instructed you to do this ?—Mr. Brough himself.

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

566. Had you any instructions indirectly ?7—No. Mr. Brough told me he was
to work with me.

i 567. You, to the best of your recollection, gave Mr. Brough about half the
amount you received for extra work in 1889?—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 :

569. Who was the person who should have certified to the account?—Mr.
Brough.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

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

571. Did he certify to this particular account that you divided with him ?—I

' handed them to him; but I do notremember seeing his initials or certificate attached.
I suppose the account will show.
572. It was his custom to certify ?—VYes.

By Mr. Somerville :

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

574. Who informed you ?—I1 remember having heard it stated. I do not know
Whether the practice prevailed to any great extent, but [ understood it did. Mr.

rough spoke to me about working with him.

575. Can you give me some information about this account of 27th February,
1890 ? Because, I may tell you that I have another witnese who knows all about
that account, and you might just as well tell aboutit now ?—I assure you I am trying
to cloak nothing. = If I cannot answer this question to your satisfaction it is because

2—3
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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.

576. But you did not get this money at all?—The only way in which I can
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 Mr.
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 I cannot. I do not
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 to
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 given
that would refresh my memory upon the subject. If this could be done I would be
quite willing and happy. I don’t remember at this moment that Mr. Kinloch ever
certified to that account.

579. Well, in 1886 do you remember allowing your name to be used for an
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
year ?—I remember allowing my name to be used for some account. I think it was
$73.50.

581. I asked you if you allowed the use of your name for that account ?—Well,
at that time I was working E

582. Now, this is a simple question ; answer it directly. Who asked you for
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 and
you gave it to him ?—He drew my attention to the fact that there was a certain
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 the
amount of extra hours charged for were put in, and T was asked to allow my name
to be entered as extra clerk. I never received a dollar of that money. I did it
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 I
allowed the amount to go in my name that the money was well earned. It was for
extra hours put in partly by Mr. Nelson and partly by myself. I don’t know how
many I put in. I put in 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 was
not looking for extra pay.

588. You did not get extra pay ?—No more than the use of my name. I did
not get any.

By Mr. Somerville:
589. You said Mr. Nelson kept the whole of this $73.50 ?—Yes.
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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-
cerned—for how many years past ?—The extra pay, you mean ?

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.

592. I am only asking you to speak so far as your knowledge extends ?—This
case

593. Never mind this case,. How long has this been going on ? You have only
given two or three cases.—This case was the first I had anything to do with.

594. That was in 1886 ?—Yes.

595. But you had something in 1887 ?—For whom ?

596. I don’t care for whom—for Palmer or Nelson ?—Yes; for Mr, Nelson in
1887, I 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 was not a very large amount.
I think I received about $10.

599. 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.

601. You swear it is the only one ?—To the best of my recollection, it was the
only one.

602. In 1888 the same thing took place. An account was made to you and a
cheque was made to you ?—I don’t remember, sir.

603. Do you swear you don’t remember whether in 1888 extra work was paid
for in that way ?—1 never knew that I would have to give this evidence until lately.

604. That is only two years ago ?—VYes; I think I commenced to get extra pay
in 1888, :

605. Who was the gentleman over you—Mr. Nelson ?—I think in 1888 I was
working for Mr. Brough.

606. Did you “divvy” up with him ?—In this particular case I spoke of I have
already said he and I worked together.

607. That was in 1889 ?—I don’t remember if I “divvied up” in 1888,

608. Just try and put your thinking-cap on and refresh your memory ?—Of
course, I am free to admit what “divvying ” I did with Mr. Brough; it was in 1889.

609. You say he did work for you, and you did work too, and you divided upon
the cheque ?—Yes.

610. Did you do that in 1888 ?—I don’t remember whether it was in 1888 or
1889.

611. But you had extra work every year, had you not, since 1886 ?—I only got
extra work myself, I think, in 1888 and in 1889.

612. 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
Orders in Council.

613. Well, in 1888 then, I understand you to say, you cannot swear whether
there was any money paid, in the way of a cheque being given to you for extra
work done by Mr. Nelson ?—I don’t remember, sir.

- 614. You do remember in 1889, and you doremember in 1890 ?—W hich instance
18 that, sir ? 2

615. Well, did you have extra work in 1889 ?—I remember doing work in 1889,

was working under Mr. Brough.

616. And you and he were working together ?—Part of the time.

617. And the cheque was made out in your name ?—Yes,

2—3%
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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 ?—Yes.

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

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’c
‘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. Ycu 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 thiuk 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 2—When ?

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.

647. Mr. Brough supervised your work and you supervised Mr. Brough’s
work ?—I think so.
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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. J

650. You told us you investigated >—You are mixing the two names together.

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

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

653. And you and Mr. Nelson had a little charge of this kind, and Mr. Nelson
certified to your work. Yes or no?—I understood he did.

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

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 Nelson. They 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 ?—Yes.

658. You were working under Mr. Nelson on 27th January, 1890, were you
not ?—I think I was working under Mr. Brough then.

659. And that account for Mr. Nelson, was it not in January, 1889, for $24.50 ?
—I think so.

660. Is 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 1s so, is it not ?—It appears so.

664. Well, was there any part of that for Mr. Nelson's services or was it all for
his services ?—I don’t remember having done any work of that character.

665. That was all for Nelson. He got the $24.50 2—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-
ment,

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 I don't remember the circumstances of the case at all.

669. And when you allowed your name to be used by Mr. Nelson you did not
think you were doing anything wrong ?—No; I did not think I was doing a dis-
honest thing, by any means. I enquired into the work they did and found they did
- enough work to merit the money.

670. You were induced to do that by Mr. Nelson ?—Either he or Mr. Palmer
spoke to me. I had a conversation with both before it went through.

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

By Mr. Somerville:

672. You have already stated in your evidence that you did not work for this.
you just allowed the use of your name to Mr. Nelson for that amount ?—Yes.

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

674. You did not do any extra work for this amount; it was Mr. Nelson ?—My
recollection 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 ?—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 ?—I 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 2—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 ?—Yes.

Harry PALMER 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 I
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 ?—7Yes, sir. -

688. Where did you see it 7—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. I 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, “I 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 a
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
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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 ?>—No, sir; an extra clerk.

691. And you were, therefore, entitled to draw pay for extra services?—Yes.
After I made up the account he certified to it and he said, “I would like to get some
too; do you think you could fix it with McCabe.” I said, *“ McCabe is a pretty good
fellow, 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.” I 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 ?

Wirness.—No, not particularly ; but I will say this: he was a hard-working man
and never left the office at four o’clock as the others did. Well, I saw McCabe and
at first he refused to do what Nelson wanted. He said, “I 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 I will lose my share;”” and then he said, “If it is to help you I
will do it; if you are going to lose yours I will do it;” so he done it. I aceordingly
brought up the account and Mr. Nelson certified to it.

693. €Vere vou present when this account was made out ?—Yes; he made it out
in 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 McCabe
or Nelson ?—By Nelson.

By Mr. Foster :

695. And yourself?—No, sir. My own account ought to be there also for
$24.50. We got even amounts. Well, T 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, “ Idid not like to approach Mr. Burgess.
in this matter with this account, but I told him you had refused to accept any money
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
and worked for four hours on two consecutive Sabbaths. That is all the work

elson did.

697. That is how that account originated ?—Mr. Nelson took the account in to
Mr. Beddoe and then got the cheque. I presume Mr. Beddoe sent the cheque to
Mr. Burgess and it was signed by him. Mr. Nelson handed me the cheque and told
me to go to the bank and draw the money. I thereupon took the cheque to McCabe
and he endorsed it. When I camo up again I said that McCabe had to get some-
.thing out of this, for the use of his name, and I got $5 out of the account and handed
1t to McCabe.

b 698. Who told you to hand that to MecCabe ?—Mr. Nelson; it was for the use of
18 name,

699. Now about the next account, dated February 27th, 1890. Did you see
that made out ?—1I did. S

700. Tell us the circumstances.—Mr. Nelson said: “I do not want to present
this account to Mr. Burgess on account of getting the other one.” He said: “ Could
Dot you fix it and get Mr. Hall to certify it?” I said: “No, I won't go near Mr.
Hall, nor ask him for any such thing.” He said T was a great personal friend of
,Ml'- Kinloch, “ Could you not get Mr. Kinloch to present it to Mr. Hall. If he does
1t is alj 1‘ight’.” Mr. Kinloch refused point-blank at first to do it. However, he re-
considered the matter and said, “I will take it in to Mr. Hall.” He-did, and Mr.

all certified to it, and that is the end of that. When he got that cheque Mr. Nelson
ld 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 came
back, and Nelson said, “I suppose $4 will be enough for McCabe for this account.”
I 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 o

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 Mr.
Burgess 7—I do not know, except that Mr. Nelson did not want it to go to Mr.
Burgess.

707. He gave you no reason >—No, sir.

By Mr. Bowell :

708. But surely he must have assigred some reason. Was it in his own name
that it was presented to Mr. Burgess ?—He gave me no more particular reason than
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 cheque
for $95 of which he was to receive half for that, and so he was really paid twice
over, If he 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 7—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 the
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 I
worked at this altogether with Nelson. Ogden was sick at the time, and when he
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 two
Sabbaths in which I went to his house. We worked for about four or five hours, I
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 six.
We started at ten in the morning and I did not come away until half-past three or
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 hours.
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By Mr. Adams :

718. When did you leave the Department ?—On the 8th June.

719. What was the reason you left the Department ?—That would be a long
story.
720. Give it shortly.—It is a long story.

721. Can you tell why you left the Department on the 8th of June ?—On the
6th of June I met Mr. Pereira, the Assistant Secretary, at about a quarter to six, at
the corner of the Union House. I was going down to my tea. I asked Mr. Pereira
for an interview and when he could give me one. He said : ¢ With pleasure.” T said:
“ Where will I meet you; will you come to my house or come to the hotel and meet
me at the Russell ?” He said: “ Anywhere you say,” and he asked at what time.
I said: “ Any time this evening,” and he said he would meet me at the summer
house. I met him at half-past seven and then commenced to tell him about the ugly
rumours that were beiug circulated about our Department. I told him about this
ease 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
death of Sir John, I asked him to lay these facts before Mr. Burgess and to tell
him that the dismissal of twelve or fourteen of us extra clerks would have an ugly
effect.

By Mr. Foster :

722. On whom ?—On our party.

« '7123. Which party ?—The Conservative party.
724. Do you belong to that party ?—Yes, sir, I do. I never became a renegade
for any office. I never put pen to paper

By Mr. Somerville :

725. 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 had a partial promise to have my daughter put in the Indian Department.
To prove that I am disinterested, you promise that you will do all you can—she is a
first-class typewriter, as the Messrs. Holland Brothers will certify—if you will do
that, and it is done by the 20th, I will step down and look for a job somewhere else.
If you will do that, I will step down and out of the Department; but I would like
to have sufficient bread and butter, as T might not be able to get a job in Ottawa and
leave my family here.” 1 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 I would step down and out of the Department if he would do that, and
I would like an answer by the 20th. Whatever facts he laid before Mr. Burgess, I
_ do not know. Would you like me to read Mr. Burgess’ letter of dismissal ?

By the Chairman :

726. When did this conversation take place with Mr. Pereira ?—6th of June.
This is the letter I received from Mr. Burgess :—

(ExmrsiT No.1.)

“Orrawa, 8th June, 1891.
“Sir,—Mr. L. C. Pereira has conveyed to me your message to the effect that
unless by the 20th instant provision is made for continuing you in the employment
of the Government, or a situation be found for your daughter in one of the public
epartments, you propose to make some disclosures which, in your opinion, will
reflect upon me 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. PALMER,
“ 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. 1 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. Montague :

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: “T will
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 anyone about this >—No, sir; I did not. I never mentioned it to auy
person but Mr, Pereira up to the present time.
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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
have not, although Mr. Burgess accused me of being the man who gave this informa- -
tion. T have not.

By Mr. Somerville:

738. You spoke to Mr. Graham ?—I 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 testified
to here to-day ?—No, sir, because I was well treated in the Department, both by Mr.
Burgess and all the officials.

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

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

742. You had told no one until you read that evidence ?—No, sir; and then my
hands were untied, and I did not hesitate. ~When Mr. Burgess accuses me I have a
rightto protect myself and family, and I will endeavour to do it.

By Mr. Bowell :

743. Were you not aware that the Auditor General had taken the position
that those who had not passed the Civil Service examination could not remain on
the pay-list >—We were told so, but I was informed the -Auditor General denied that.

744. Who informed you ?—It was spoken of around the Department. I can-
not name them now, as it is a long time ago.

By the Chairman :

745. Did you receive a notice from the Interior Department some time ago
that your services would be dispensed with ?—Yes; along with fourteen or fifteen
Others. Here is the letter:—

(ExmiBIT No. 2.)

“ DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
“ OTTAWa, 28th April, 1891.
“DeAR Mr. Panuer,—I regret very much to be obliged to inform you that,
Under the provisions of the Civil Service Act, it will not be possible to retain you in
.this Department after the 30th day of June next.
“Yours faithfully,
“JOHN R. HALL,
b “ Secretary.
HeNry PaLMEg,
¢ Department of the Interior,
“Ottawa.”

By Mr. Somerville :

. T46. You were dismissed then at that time with fifteen others ?—No; I was
dismissed on the Sth of J une, because of this conversation which I held with Mr.
ereira, :
747. 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. Ave 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 thatI simply expostulated.

By Mr. Taylor :

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

By My. Lister :

752. There is only one of the fifteen struck off >—There was Col. Bethune, Mr-
York and I think a Miss Slater—beside myself. Mr. Pereira’s brother drew up a
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 ?—This
was in May.

By Mr. Somerville :

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

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. 1
pe;elr threatened to make any disclosures, and if Mr. Burgess says so he says what
is false.

756. Why did you want your daughter to get employment?—BecauseI 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 apeculiar meaning under the circumstances ?—I would
not state it was those exact words ; but I think 1 used these words.

758. But the Government were employing you?—That was a matter with Mr.
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 exami-
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.

By Mr. Denison :

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

763. He raid he would show up the Department ?—Yes; he said he would show:
them all up.
By Mr. Daly :

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

Frank NeLson called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :
765. You are an officer in the Interior Department?—I am

766. What position do you hold ?—There is no official title to my position, I
am a second-class clerk in the Secretary’s branch of the Department.
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767. What salary do you receive ?7—8$1,250 at present. .T received $700 when I
entered first,

768. How long have you been in the Department >—Nearly nine years.

769. What busines were you at before you went into the Department ?—I was
in a railway office in Chicago before I entered the Interior Department.

770. You are a man who received a very good education?—Yes; I am a B.A.,
fﬁ'om Toronto University. I had a pretty high standing there, too—a B.A. with

onours.

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

77la. 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 Act, and know that no permanent clerk can receive pay
unless it is voted by Parliament ?—Yes.

773. When you entered the sexvice of the Government—when you were appointed
to office—you took an oath ?—Not at first; but I think I 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.

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

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

“I, Frank Nelson, solemnly and sincerely swear that I will faithfully and
honestly fulfil the duties which devolve upon me as a clerk of the Interior Depart-
ment, and that I will not ask or receive any sum of money, services, recompense or
matter or thing whatsoever, directly or indirectly, in return for what I have done
or may do in discharge of any of the duties of my said office, except my salary or
what may be allowed me by law or by an order of the Governor in Council; so help
me (rod.”

776. Well, that is the oath you took ?—Yes.

777. You have been in the room, have you not, while the other witnesses were

eing examined ?—I have been here some little time. My, McCabe was on the stand
When I came in.

778. We will just refer you back to this account. Do you see this account here ?
—I see it is an account for 49 hours’ extra work.

779. Well, give the date of it ?—27th January, 1890, and certified to by F.
Nelson. That is my signature.

780. That is for $24.50 ?—Yes.

781. You heard the evidence given by Mr. McCabe with regard to that account ?
—I don’t know that I did.

782. You heard the evidence given by Mr. Palmer?—Yes; and to say the least
of it, T was greatly surprised indeed. I mustsay I am prepared to contradict Mr.

almer on ncarly every point with regard to this account.

783. Did you ask Mr. McCabe for the use of his name when that account was
made out ?—1 did not speak to Mr. MeCabe at all about it before that account was
“made out.
784. Who did you speak to about it ?—I did not speak to any body about it.

785. How did it come to be made out ?—At this time the ¢ grippe,” I think, was
Prevalent, and the clerks of the Department were depleted ; several in my office were
away. There were several jobs on hand—the annual report, and I do not know
Whether it is confidential tosay the North-West Territories Act,—and a large amount
of work in connection with the Canadian Pacific Railway. Judge Clark was here,
I think, about that time.

. 186. A member: Selecting lands >—Yes; a large amount of work had to be done
In connection with that matter. Mr. Burgess wasshort of hands—at least, he asked
me if [ could assist him in any way. I told Mr. Burgess I was short, and that I was
Working night and day with what I had on hand. Isaid with regard to this: “ There
18 Mr, Palmer ; he is not sick ; I see him around; I 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 succession.
Perhaps that was true. I do not remember. T know that when I was engaged on
the work I was stricken with “grippe” too, and Dr. H. B. Small ordered me to go
home and go to bed for three days, or I would be very ill. T went home and went to
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 bed
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. T think Mr. Palmer
will admit that when we got done with this work Mr. Palmer said to me: *“Nelson,
I will put in my acecount now.” I had kept pretty faithful track of Mr. Palmer's
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.” I
said : “ 1 know what you want to do, but I won’t have anything to do with it,” He
said then something about 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 of
Mr. McCabe's was with it. I said: “ What is this?” He said : “ Mac has been
working over time, g d—— it, until 6 o'clock at night, and he has done that
work.”  Well, I took the account along with Mr. Palmer’s and put it into my
pocket. I saw Mr. McCabe shortly afterwards, and I said : “ Mr. McCabe, that
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 49
hours’ extra work. In this case I was led to ask, because the work is not specified
here and T had not supervised it. I assured myself from enquiries of Mr. Palmer
that the work was done and of Mr, McCabe, I spoke to him afterwards. He said
he was working overtime, and I knew Mr. McCabe would not make an account out
unless he thought he was justified. In matters of this kind, sometimes we have
largely to depend upon the honour of the man who makes the account out. I cannot
keep an account of work done when a man works at his own home, but I was always
serupulously careful to either inspect the work myself, or by carefully examining
and carefully questioning to elicit from them information which satisfied me the work
was done. I was satisfied Mr. McCabe did his work. Mr. Palmer said he handed
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 the
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, McCabe told me
he worked overtime ?

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

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 into
any trouble, but I want to ask you this question : Mr. McCabe swears that he ren-
dered no service for that account, that it was made out to accommodate you and at
your request ?—If he says at my request

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




47

793. He did it either at the request of Mr. Palmer or Mr. Nelson ?—Mr. McCabe
said that ? I did not speak to McCabe at all about this thing. The account ismade
out in a very unusual way. It says: “49 hours’ extra work.” I know Mr. Burgess
enquired the date of the work, and what work was done. When I presented the
account Mr. Burgess said: “ What is this? I replied: “I enquired about the work,
Mr., 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
files, assisting in preparing correspondence, and indexing books. It was more than
the work of one man, and Mr. McCabe did that work under 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 ?—Idon’t know that. Mr. McCabe satisfied me
at the time thathe did. His extra work I don’tknow, but he satisfied me at the time. I
wus 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 MeuBER.—Then you must have been satisfied by McCabe ?—I was, and by Mr.
Palmer. He said: “G——d it, McCabe has worked until six o’clock every
night, 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,
representing that account endorsed by McCabe ?—Yes.

797. Did you ever have that cheque in your possession ?—I never saw it before,
unless amongst a bulk of papers. I never saw that cheque before.

“798. Did you ever hand a cheque to Mr. Palmer to go to the bank to cash ?—
Never, unless one of my own salary cheques, and I always cashed them at the bank
myself. I never handed a cheque to Mr. Palmer to go to the bank and cash.  What
connection would I have with it? How would that cheque come into my hands
when the Accountant signs the cheque fo the man himself ?

799. 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
gave him this cheque to go to the bank ?—Yes; I heard him say so, and I did not
give him that cheque. 1 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
name ?—I did not give Mr. Palmer 85 to give to Mr. McCabe ; that is a matter that
I will swear that I have nothing to do with whatever.
802. Do you say on your oath that you never received any portion of the money
from this cheque ?—I will explain now.
803. I want you to answer that question ?—I cannot say what money was drawn
on that cheque. 3
804. There was $24.50 drawn on it >—You asked me if I received any portion of
it, and T was going to explain what did happen. You will notice another account here
of Mr. Palmer's about the same time for almost the same amount. I think I would
not certify to Mr. Palmer’s account for $40 as he wanted me to.

By Mr. Montague :

805. He asked for $40 7—Yes; for the time he was working for me I kept a
record ; I knew the work, and that was not work that he was calling for. He said
there were some big errors for which he was entitled, and I replied: *I don’t know
anything of that; I will certify to the work you had with me.” A few days after
these accounts were made I found—I won’t be sure of the sums—$20 on my table
and I surmised at once it had been placed there by Mr, Palmer. When I spoke to
Mr, Palmer about it T said: «Here, did you do this?” He said: “Don’t ask any-
thing about it.” I said: “See here, you know this won’t do.” Idon’t remember
exactly the words that passed between us, but I said : “See here, this won’t do ;

ave a regular salary as permanent clerk.” Well, he said: “ When a man works
at home 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.” I said: “That is not the point at all,” but I acknowledge that I
received the money.

806. How much money ?—I received about $20. T am not sure whether it is
that account, whether Mr. McCabe and Mr. Palmer took the two accounts and put
them both together and divided them up. I don’t know what they did; 1 only
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 ?—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) ?—* Certi-
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. I
know some of these settlements made by Mr. Palmer are certainly not here; and T
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 roast
me ; and it did not take very long when Mr. Palmer came up here to see the source
of it. With regard to this account, I don’t know. You are asking me now about an
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 ?—L
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 not
Mr. Hall’s signature to it ?—Yes, :

813. After Mr. Kinloch took that account to Mr. Hall, and got it certified to,
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 remember
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 information
that you did that in regard to the second account ?—With * regard to the second
account, I have no recollection of that.

816. You swear you do not remember thanking Mr. Hall for his kindness in
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 to
the best of my recollection.

818. I am asking you will you swear you did not ?—I will not swear I did
not. A great many things pass through my hands, and Mr. Hall and the officers of
the Department walk about a great many things that one time and another. All T
can say is this account is entirely new ta me, Mr. Hall may havespoken to me about
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’t
remember Mr. Hall having spoken to me about it.

820. And you don’t remember having spoken to him ?—No; I won't swear to
the honourable gentleman that I did not; absolutely I swear that I have no recollec-
tion of speaking to Mr. Hall.
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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
money with permanent clerks ?—Yes, you are right; I have known that system; at
least, 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 2—No; I would would not be sure. I cannot be sure
as to dates, but I know the system has prevailed.

826. Regularly ?—Not regularly, as far as I know. Tt was in cases of a special
rush, such as the North-West Rebellion, and cases where the work necessitated the
clerks remaining over time. Sometimes nearly every night the staff was doubled up
and made to work. I know cases of that kind necessitated the increasing of the staft,
and adding to the expense. The clerks of the Department work overtime, and T
know it was the custom, at least, so far as I was concerned, to allow the clerks to work
overtime.

827. I 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. 8

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 made a permanent clerk ?—In 1885 or 1886.

831. You are speaking from your own rccollection. What year did you com-
mence to draw extra pay ?—At the time of the North-West Rebellion.

832. And who was working with youthen ? As I understand it, you worked two
together ?—All the clerks of the Department were working overtime then.

833. You worked in couples, did you not ? And the extra man was paid by the
service ?—Not necessarily that we worked in couples; the North-West Rebellion gave
ise to a great deal of extra work.

834. Yes; we all know that, but in 1885, you say you were appointed a perma-
nent clerk ?—VYes.

835. At that time you commenced to get extra pay ?—No; it was not in that
Year. It was in the year following, I think in 1886.

836. Well, in 1886 you commenced to get extra pay ?—Not-for work I did
myself, understand that.

837. Well, who did you get it for ?—Mr. McCabe mentioned here the case of an
account that went through. Mr. McCabe had been working overtime amongst a
large number of others, and T had been busy at that time, as Mr. Burgess can tell

-{{T)u; I worked so hard that it brought on a fit of nervous prostration, and Dr.
right attended me. He told me I would have to give up that kind. of work and
othering so much about it.
" 838. What year was this >—In February, 1886. Ispoke to Mr, Burgess and said :
I have been working as you know, and I am going to ask for a bonus of $500 to be
put in the Estimates.” There were others who had been working too, and T thought
“ that $500 was about a fair return for the work that had been done. Mr. Burgess told
Me: “Noj; it would take a good deal of trouble to get that; I will perhaps promote
Jyou.” That was all the conversation that passed between Mr. Burgess and myself, and
r. Burgess gave me to understand this would count in my getting promotion.
hen I let the bonus go. I spoke to Mr. McCabe about the matter. He was an extra
clerk, T said: “We cannot get the bonus through; you are an extra clerk, you had
better %et it in the extra way.”
2—4

-« \0
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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 ?—VYes.

841, How much did you get ?—I do not remember the exact amount.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :
842. About $73, it is stated —That is about it.

843, Howmuch did you get of that ?—Mr. McCabe says he handed me the whole
of it, and I do not deny getling 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 the
Civil Service Act ?—No. The money was legally McCabe's ; it was properly his, and
if he chose to hand me that money 1t was his affair. I may state that shortly before
this there was a charge made against him that he had made a serious mistake in a
letter, by leaving out the word “not” where it should have been, and as a conse-
quence he was threatened with dismissal. I looked the case up; 1 knew him to be
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 I
said it was too bad to dismiss McCabe for this when it was not his fault. The
result was, that McCabe was not dismissed, and he has always regarded me since, 1
think he will tell you so if you ask him, as a true friend of his. I do not say it was
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; and it is a matter of
his own account,.

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 get-
ting the money from him ?—I left that to Mr. McCabe.

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.
By Mr. Hyman :
857. Will you swear you did not ?—I won’t swear I did not. Excuse me, sir,
what is your name ?
Mg. Hysan.—Hyman is my name.

By Mr. Somerville :

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
against Mr. Fraser.

863a. Was he in the service of the Department up to the time he entered the
campaign ?—No ; the date of his resignation is there, and the date of the campaign
you know. I think it was the 1st of February when he resigned. There were
rumours of the election coming on, as you know, and it was some time just before
that 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.
Ogden ?—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

first came into the Department of the Interior he was, to use a very familiar expres-
sion, very hard up.

867. Sick, did you mean ?—Financially straitened. His family were in
Hulifax, and he was here with no money, and Mr. Allison, another ex-M.P., from
Nova Scotia—

* 868. Was he hard-up, too ?—I do'not know, but he was getting a salary. Well
when Mr. Allison was going to the North-West he came to me and said : “ Ogden is
going into the Interior Department,” he was trying to get Ogden into his place :
“he is very hard up; will you sign with me and another gentleman a note for $100,
to relieve him”? I said “ I do not know Mr. Ogden, except to see him, and he has
no claim on me, but if he is in such desperate straits as you say I wili sign the note.”

869. You signed with whom ?—With Mr. Allison and Mr. Douglas Stewart, of
the Department of Justice. Mr. Ogden got the money and paid off the note
occasionally, $10 or $5 at a time. ;

870. To whom ?—To the gentlemen who advanced the money and who held the
note, I myself at the end paid $20 on that note, and Mr. Ogden at various times
handed me back sums of money on this account. Whether these were from extra
money he received or from his salary as an extra clerk I did not inquire, but he
paid it to me as a legitimate debt on the note as it became due.

871. Did you ever share in pay with Ogden ?—Except in that way. 1 may say,
also, that when he went down to Nova Scotia, at one time I loaned him $100. He
was going down into business when the Short Line opened to St. John. He
explained to me that he had got freight rates from the Canadian Pacific Railway,
and told me the prices he would pay in St. .John and what he would receive in

ontreal, and what a grand chance it was. I said: “ Here is the chance of a lifetime,
and I will give it you if you cannot get 1t anywhere else.” He could not get it
anywhere else, and so I gave him the money. ;

872. You swear you did not get any money for extra work done by Mr."Ogden ?
—Unless Mr. Ogden paid it to me as a legitimate debt. That is the only answer I
can give,

By Mr. Lister:

873. Did you certify to any of his accounts ?—Yes; because I knew the work
was-done. g
874. With the understanding that you were to })e paid ?—No. If the Com-
?ittee wishes, I can not only procure a statement of his work, but the actual pages
e did.
2—4%



By Mr. Montague :
875. Was he a permanent clerk ?7—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. Where
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 in

ayment of legitimate debts.

878. Did he not present you with a watch at one time for allowing him to get a
cheque ?—Mr. Ogden offered me a silver watch. He wanted me at one time to share
an account with him. He said I am indebted to you for a great many favours, Mr.
Nelson.

879. For what—sharing ?—No for speakiny to Mr. Hall and Mr, Burgess on his
behalf and for loaning him money. When he got a cheque he said : “It is not fair
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 :

880. Which was the more valuable ?—Well, I thought Ogden’s was the more
valuable.

881. You knew you were getting the better watch ?—Yes. This is one of the
instances which shows the animus against me.

By Mr. Lister :

882. What do you mean by “animus” ?—This is one of the smallest instances
I have ever heard of. I heard it was to be brought up against me.

By Mr. Somerville :

883. Do I understand that you received the watch as payment of your part of
the cheque that you were sharing with Mr. Ogden ?—N»o. Mr, Ogden wanted me
to take money, and I said : You know I cannot take it, and, another thing, do not try
and force it on me.

884. I want to know what you mean by this ““ animus ” ?—I have heard—one of
my friends told me that they were after me particularly.

885. Who were after you ?—I do not know whom.

886. Where ?—I do not know where,

By Mr. Lister:

887. You refused absolutely to take Mr. Ogden’s earnings ?—VYes.

5 888. And whatever you received was paid in satisfaction of a debt due you ?—
es.

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 the
money, whether it was from his salary cheque or from extra pay.

888b. Youcertified his accounts ?—Yes; and I knew what money he was drawing.
I have the actual work.

888¢. You knew how much he was drawing as extra pay ?—Yes.

8884. And he suggested sharing this with you ?—Yes.

888¢. 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 was.

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 ?—I am not sure; I
could not answer that. Ido not remember the date at all.

894. Do you know how much Ogden paid you altogether ?7—No; I do not
remember how much he paid me altogether.

“895. You have no account of it at all?—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 ?—I do not know ; I loaned him $100.

899. Was that paid back in a bulk sum ?—I do not remember; I alsoloaned Mr.
Ogden $20.

By Mr. Hyman :

900. As a matter of fact, you do not know whether he has paid the money back
that you loaned him or not. He may have paid you more or less ?—He may have
paid me more or less. I was under the impression that he owed me a little when he
left the Department.

901. Did you speak to him about it?—I spoke to him about it, and we were
satisfied to call quits.

902. Let us understand about the watch question. Do I understand you that
Ogden approached you to join with him in getting money which was not his due ?
—No; Ogden earned the money legitimately, according to law. I certified to his
accounts ; he drew the money, and he thought I was entitled to a share of it.

903. Why should he offer the wateh, then, if he had earned it legitimately ?—He
wanted me to share the money with him, and then he offered me the watch. I said,
“This won't do; it is contrary to the Civil Service Act;” and I said : “ You know
that, Ogden.” He said : “ All right. I wish you would take something for your
kindness,” and he kept on at me.

904. What do you 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
work. I told Ogden so, and then we changed watches. His was a silver watch with
a silver case. - I afterwards exchanged the case with McMillan, the jeweller, on
Rideau street. It was a good time-keeper. I said to him : I will make a trade with
you in watches; but I do not suppose there was $5 difference between them. We
made a trade of watches, which is 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 ?—I1 do not know that it is contrary to the Act to take
money from a man who owes it to you. I 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
1n a while extra money, and with this money he paid his legitimate debts with both
accounts. I do not know whether it was from his salary or his extra money.

By Mr. 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.
907. You actually received money from these extra clerks and shared with
them ?—T have acknowledged receiving this money—this money that was earned by
Mr. McCabe.
907a. You say you did not receive any money from Mr. Ogden, except such as he
owed 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
remember the month, and I do not know if I could specify the account,

909. Was he owing you ?—Yes. The note we signed, that we were liable for,
Was all he owed me for.

910. It would have been so much on it. How much was that debt ?—I did not
take the 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.

912. Did he receive extra pay ?—Perhaps there was extra pay. T cannot state
the exact amount.

913-8. You do not recollectanything 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 :

919. Did you prepare the the whole of that report?—It was done under my
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 was any such account I could not have received
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.

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 not
speak to Mr. 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; but
between my=elf and McCabe there had been no conversation about it.

By Mr. Bowell :

929. You have stated that you certified to the account of Mr. Ogden. Did you
ever certily to any account for Mr. Ogden for which work had not been performed ?
—No; I am sure of that, 3

930. Mr. Palmer stated here that you said when asked to present an account—
you told him—jyou did not like to take it to Mr. Burgess ?—I do not know anything
about the second; but the first I told him I did not like to take to Mr. Burgess until
I bad an explanation. I am satisfied Mr. McCabe did the work. He worked a great
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
enquired first if the work was done. Then I told Mr. Burgess that the work was
doue,

932. Mr. Burgess was particular ?—Yes.

By Mr. Montague :

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 press of work ?—For unusual press of work. I do not know what Mr.
Burgess’ views were, but mine are that to increase the staff to meet the demands of
that work would entail ten times or a hundred times the expense on the Govern-
ment; because, when a man comes into the Department it is hard to get rid of him.
Mr. 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 in, 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 irregular, the work was
more economically done than it would have been done under other circumstances ?
—As far as my knowledge goes, I am satisfied the work was done, and I am also
satisfied that under this system tens of thousands of dollars have been saved to the
Treasury.

4 By Mr. Somerville :

936. With reference to this first cheque which Palmer says Nelson asked him
to share with McCabe, what do you say ?—I deny that point-blank.

937. And that you gave him $5 for McCabe’s share ?—I deny that.

932, And that you refused to take the second account to Burgess ?—The second
account I know nothing of.

By Mr. Taylor :

939. You did not give $4 to Palmer to take to McCabe on the second cheque ?7—
No; nor $5 on the other. -

By Mr. Hyman :

940. What do you mean by “system” ?—You cannot hair-split on my words.
I know it was a system that prevailed.

941. That permanent clerks should get work as extra clerks ?—I say I do not
know of any instances except my own. I have heard rumours.

By Mr. Montague :

942, Have you had any conversation with Palmer since he was dismissed ?—
No; I have met him a number of times on the strcet, but have not had any conver-
sation with him.

By Mr. Somerville :

943. You say this system which has been established in the Department has
saved tens of thousands of dollars to the Government ?— Yes,
944. Then it must have been a system ?—If I used the word “ sys‘em” I should
have said practice. : :
945. You said this practice has saved the Goverqment tens of thousand of dollars.
0 you mean annually ?—No; not annually. I think it would take ten or twenty
clerks at times.
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946. It was with the full knowledge of the heads of the Department {hat 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 come
back and do the work, whether they got paid or not. I did not say anything about
extra pay.

9%1. You know, as a matter of fact, that work has been done by permanent
clerks and they have been paid for it ?—I have heard it rumoured.

952. Did you ever hear of the Joseph Wright case ?—No; until the thing came
up here.

3 953. 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.

Mr. Bowell asked at the last meeting of the Committee during the exami-
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. I
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 —I do not know, I suppose
each man did it for himself.

By Mr. Bergeron :

958. With how many clerks could you, if you had wanted, shared in the
Department ?—1I 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,

960. How many are there beside these three ?—I do not know how many extra
clerks there are in the Department.

961. How many could you have certified for ?—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.
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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 ?—No. The accounts will be here.

967. I 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. Burcess.—Might I be allowed to make a statement. I simply beg
to state that in the excitement of the moment at the last meeting, in answer to a
question by Mv. Somerville, as quoted to-day, I stated what I would very seriously
modify to-day—that is, that T knew of no cases in the Department. I 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 work?” That is what I understand the question
to be. If I had understood it to be otherwise I should have answered it otherwise.
I did know of a practice prevailing in the Department in several instances, of which
I am quite prepared to give a list to the Committee at the next meeting. That is
why 1 would prefer to keep my statement until the next meeting, so that I may
accompany it with a list of those cases in which this practice has prevailed.

By the Chairman :

969. Youranswer had reference to the BurrIndex ?—Yes; when occasional extra
work was given to other clerks, or their female relatives, for the express object of
making up their salary.

i By Mr. Foster :

970. Permanent clerks ?—Yes. -
971. In those cases,did youknow that full work was given ?—I say so positively.
I took the greatest pains in those cases.

By Mr. Bowell :

972. Could you tell us—because there may be some misapprehension about
this—if you know of any cases in which permanent clerks received money for work
done by friends of theirs and for which they themselves did no work ?—I know of
no cases of that kind. I did know of cases in which the relatives of permanent
clerks were paid for the work which the permanent clerks did themselves.

By Mr. Foster :

972a. Your answer the other day was under a misapprehension ?—Yes; under a
misapprehension. I take the opportunity of saying so now.

By Mr. Montague :

973. 1 understand you to say you did not know that certain permanent clerks

' Were doing extra work and getting extra money in this irregular way ?—Yes; I did.

By Mr. Somerville :

974. You say the relatives of these permanent clerks were drawing pay as for
extra service 2—Well, I understand they were relatives.

975. The wives of these men ?—In some cases the wives.

976. Do you know the name of Miss Lizzie Evans ?—I cannot say ; I thought I
knew who she was. ,

977. Do you know Miss Lucy Evans ?—I think I know both of them.

978. Miss Lizzie Evans got $231.60 in 1886 and $280.80 in 1887. You don’t

now who she is? She would be the wife of some clerk ?—I don’t think she was the

Wife ; she was a cousin, I think, of the wife of Mr. Pereira, the Assistant Secretary.
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979. She was the cousin of the wife ?—Yes ; she was living at Pereira’s house, so
I understand. T 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, I
don’t pretend to Lnow 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 as
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 outh ?—Yes.

987. You knew the nature of that oath ?—I would not like to say that was present
tomy mind at any time while this arrangement was< in force.

988. You knew of the oath ?—I always knew of it, because I took it myself; it
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 poorly
fitted for the office which I fill if I did know that. I had no idea whatever I was
doing the injury. The injury it appears I was doing, I am sure I had no intention
of it.

By Mr. Montague :

990. I understood you to say that if you had employed outside elerks the sum
spent would be much larger than under the present system ?—Yes; I would go
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 about the account (produced)?—No; I know
nothing about it. Mr, Nelson reminds me I had made some objection about it, but
I don’t remember.

Mr. Nenson.—I remember you enquiring, “ What is McCabe doing? ”

Mr. Buraess.—It is very likely.

The Committee then adjourned.




CoMMITTEE Roowy,
TrURSDAY, 16th July, 1891,

Committee met; Mr. WALLACE in the Chair.

Mr, FosTER presented a statement in reply to an allegation of Mr. Palmer that
of the 15 clerks who had been dismissed from the Interior Department on the 30th
June, all had been re-instated except two or three, which statement was filed as
Exhibit No. 3, and is as follows : —

(Exarsrr No. 3.)

I examined the pay list for this month, and find that none of these names appear,
and no ¢heques have been made out for any of them: E. P.

J. F. Cross—Gone.

B. H. Humphreys—Transferred to the Winnipeg office, to fill a vacancy in the
Land Office there, caused by the creation of the Lake Dauphin Land Agency and the
Red Deer Land Agency.

H. Palmer—Dismissed.

Mrs. Graburn—Gone,

« Mrs, Forrest—Gone,

Miss Slater—Gone.

C. B. Anderson—Gone (waiting for proposed gratuity in Supplementary Esti-
maies). Loss of an eye.

J. A. Hickey—Gone; came back a few days after the 30th June.

P. Mungovan—Gone.

A. R. Bethune—Gone.

G. V. York—Gone.

Samuel Gray—Transferred to Regina Agency for same reason as Humphreys
Went to Winnipeg. . :

T. W. Hodgins—Notified at the beginning of the month that his services were
ended and that he could no longer be paid, but has been hanging about the buildings.

William Peart—Gone.

R. D. O'Brien—Gone; gratuity asked for in Supplementary Estimates on account
of old age. (Nine years in service.)

Mr. Buraess read the following statement, which was filed as Exhibit No. 4,

and is as follows :—
(Exusit No. 4.)
Orrawa, 15th July, 1891,

Mr. CHAIRMAN—I crave the permission of the Committee to submit a written
Statement in explanation of the extra payments which have been made to perma-
Nent clerks in the Department of the Interior and the circumstances which led to
these payments being made. Ll e

I was sceretary to the Deputy Minister of the Interior in 1881 when the contract
was entered into between the Government and the Canadian Pacific Railway Com-
Pany. At that time the staff of the Department was quite equal to the work to be

one, but on account of the enormous expansion of the Departmental business which
followed upon the completion of the contract and the commencement of work on the
road, Colonel Dennis, then Deputy Minister, became incapacitated from overwork
and retired 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 its
efficiency so that the work might be overtaken. Mr. Lindsay Russell, Surveyor
General, was appointed Deputy Minister, and a new branch was created to conduct
the correspondence, with myself at the head of it asSecretary. How.ver, 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 incapacitated
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 to
succeed me in that office; Mr. Joseph Pope, now the Prime Minister’s Private Secre-
tary, and Mr. Arthur Chisholm, now Private Secretary to the Minister of the Inte-
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. C,
Pereira, now Assistant Secretary, were brought into the Department. With these
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, the
North-West Half-breed Commission was appointed. All the labour atten-
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 Commission
got to work in the North-West and began to send in batches of claims which they
had investigated and approved, it was found that there was no provision in the organ-
ization of the Department for doing special work, such as the issue of scrip for these
claims. I regarded it as important that the issue of this scrip should be surrounded
by the same safeguards as the payment of money, and it was arranged that no

serip should be drawn except upon requisitions signed by myself and countersigned

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, the
same as ordinary cheques.

During the session of 1885, also, there was an unusual demand from Parliament
for information respecting the Department of the Interior; and the Rebellion also
added enormously to the work, both directly and indirectly. The volunteers who
took part in its suppression were granted by the Military Bounty Act the choice of
320 acres of land on homestead conditions. or land serip for $80. It was necessary to
communicate with each volunteer to ascertain his option, and as in many cases the
volunteer disposed of his right, powers of attorney had to be filed in the Department
to enable the purchasers to receive the scrip or warrant, as the case might, be. As
there werc over 6,000 of these cases, the correspondence of the Department was
greatly augmented.

All this additional business was thrown on the staff almost simultaneously, and
as there was no provision in the organization of the Department for conducting it very
great pressure of work existed in the offices of the Secretary and the Accountant.
It became a question whether an effort should be made to overtake the work by the
ordinary staff or whether the Government should be asked to devise some special
means of meeting the exigency. The officers, especially the Accountant and his
assistant, protested strongly at various times that the pressure upon them was too
great, to which my invariable answer was, that the work must be done and that I
would endeavour to find some means of remunerating the staff for their extra labour.
This class of business was spread over the years 1885, 1886, 1887, and part of 1888-89,
and in these years there was also added the office business connected with the Civil
Rebellion losses claims. These claims were investigated on the ground by a Com-
mission, but the necessary steps to make payment for the losses fell to the share of
the Department of Interior.

In 1886 the Department commenced to wind up the business between the
various colonization societies and the Government, and this work has been spread
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over the intervening years. The following summary of serip notes of various kinds
which have been drawn in the Accountant’s office and issued by the Department in
those years will give some idea of the extent of this special class of work :—

Manitoba Supplementary Half-breed serip.....c.cc..covuuiinnne 1,717
North-West Half-breed serip ..o.veeeveannnn. el (I i DT 0
Serip in commutation of the right of hay and common on
the Red and Assiniboine Rivers......cvesissuscsiiaasonisisee 235
Old white. gettlers’ BOrIP idise;teail Lttt ssecusd chamis s i shvhaiia 96
Military Bounty scrip and land warrants........ccoeveee vanee 6,106
Colonization BOBIEHI0R BOEIPNits htera s nbe t4stousasosssbamanbrstst 3,896
Botall geladamisdbusdstdil Shatasdi e towise 17,837

All this work was intermittent in its character, and had to be performed in
addition to the regular duties of the persons to whom it was entrusted. It would
bave been difficult to obtain outside assistance whenever and only for such periods
as might be nccessary, and, even if obtainable, such assistance would be of little
value without previous experience of the business methods of the Department.

The annual report of the Department is brought down, in so far as the various
agencies in Manitoba, the North-West and British Columbia are concerned, to the
31st October each year, and in fact a statement of all the business of importance
down to the close ot the calender year is included. The surveyors employed by the
Department usually do not return from the field until November, and between the
end of the year and soon after the opening of the session of Parliament their reports
upon the season’s operations, as well as the reports of the Crown Lands and Crown
Timber Agents from Lake Superior to the Pacific Coast, have to be collected, care-
fully revised, the proofs read, and the whole summarized, indexed and printed. This
means that a very large amount of work is crowded into a short time. It can only
be done, or at all events be done far better, by regular employés.

At the end of the financial year, too, there is, in so large a Department, neces-
sarily a great amount of extra labour in closing up and balancing the appropriation
accounts of the Department, the accounts of the North-West Government and of the
Government of the District of Keewatin, and the accounts connected with the Tor-
rens system of registration. :

The selection of the material required for returns to Parliament, the distribution
of the files among the sessional writers who copy them, and the, examination and
certification of the copies composing the return, has for many years made very large
demands upon the time of the regular employés in addition to their everyday
duties. I find on examination that the cost of copying, at a given rate per folio, the
returns called for since 1884, has been as follows :—

R R e s B e L SR $6,369 50
BB  a aR e l  Cal T e 2,912 00
BR6RT R G T U SIS S Tl 1,100 00
T8RRI i e L Sl R TS S 952 05
R R0 I T R SR 4 ME Y 780 00
S oot EE | Mo B e S S D i A T 700 00

Vi ) e SRS L DR L IS ] $12,813 55

In addition to the mere copying, however, it is necessary for some officer to
select the material to be copied, and subsequently care has to be taken that the pro-
per documents have been copied and that they are correct copies. Of course, such
information as can be extracted from the records of the Department is furnished, as
In the case of all other Departmerts, without involving extra expenses.
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With a correspondence averaging, for the past five years, over 47,500 letters
received per annum,not perhaps all of very great importance, but all requiring to be
attended to and answered (involving, in most instances, also, a reference to the land
registrars or survey records of the Department), and requiring to be carefully
indexed, registered and filed, so as to be casily found when required, it is necessary
that the officers and clerks of the Department generally should not adhere to the
office 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 deseribing (the list of which could be
greatly amplified if necessary), upon the time of the regular employés, must mean
great pressure of work and the devotion to their duties of a large amount of extra
time.

I desire here to state most emphatically that no payment was ever authorized
by me except for work which was certified by the proper officer to have been per-
formed or where I had personal. knowledge of the fact myself. It was asa rule
work of an important and pressing nature, which could not have been performed
within official hours, nor to the best of my judgment and belief by others than the
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 wuas
expended in this way. In every instance, so far as I can remember, this work was
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 not a
payment made to a permanent official. Except in this instance, none of the employés
who have benefited by these irregular payments are connected with me in any way,
directly or indirectly. None of them, so far as I know, regard the office hours as
the necessary limit of their labours; but, on the contrary, it must be within the per- .
sonal knowledge of a very large number of the Committee that they do not as a rule
leave their offices until between 5 or 6 o’clock each day ; and they are always ready
to return if necessary. Nor would I have the Committee to understand that any
attempt has been made to make even the appearance of compensation to the
permanent employés in question for all the extra labour they perform. 5

I have gone carefully through that portion of the Auditor General’s Reports
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, has
veen paid to permanent officers, exclusive of what Mr. Turner got. The amount is so
small that I hesitate about submitting it to the Committee, being only $1,818.45, or
about $360 per annum. Asto the payments made indirectly to permanent clerks,
of which I have no knowledge, it is impossible for me at the present time to ascer-
tain the exact amounts, but I believe them to be inconsiderable.

In addition to the statement which I made to the Committee at its last meeting
in relation to the Burr Index of correspondence, I may say that when, in the first
instance, Mr. Henry stated that permanent clerks had been e. ployed on the making
of this index [ felt sure that I had no knowledge of this, and, as already explained,
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, of
course, have had no communication with Mr. Henry, but I have no recollection of
any conversation with him, either before the work was commenced or while it was
going on which would indicate that permanent men we e to be so employed. He
stated to' the Committee that what he did in this relation was authorized by
his superior officer. 1 presume he refers to Mr. Hall, the Secretary of the
Department. I do not recollect whether Mr. Hall ever told me that any per-
manent clerks were assisting in the making of the index and sharing the pro-
ceeds with the temporary clerks so empioyed. The question of the index,
however, was frequently discussed between us, and in order that this matter may
be cleared up beyond doubt I have telegraphed to Mr. Hall, who is absent in
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 I
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have no doubt that sueh was the fact, since I well know of the existence of the
practice in the Department, and had authorized it in other specific cases. Whether
1 knew of it in this instance or not is not of much importance. Itis an undoubted
fact, I 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 has made no piogress since. It is a large
index of a series of smaller indiees, and its usefulness as a work of reference is chiefly
in relation to the earlier papers composing the Departmental records, particularly
title papers, and even what has already been done—it is almost complete from 1870
down to the close of 1882—has expedited the work of the Department very greatly.
I agree with the opinion expressed by Mr. Henry, that it would be a tedious, and I
am afraid an impossible task, to bring it up to date by any system of working which
could be applied to it during office hours,

I 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
scrip notes for signature, examining, classifying and scheduling Rebellion losses
claims, and in writing up the Establishment Ledgers of the Department, than in the
work of checking and making a regular account of scrip and warrants of all kinds
issued prior to 1883.

I am reported as saying that Jane Hay, oue of the persons mentioned in the
letter of the Clerk of the Committee to the Secretary of the Department, whose pre-
sence here for the purpose of giving evidence was desired, has been employed in the
Technical Branch of the Department. What I thought I said, and what I had
intended to say was that I was, informed and believe that Jane Hay is a real and not
a fictitious person, and that she has been paid for work performed in one of the
branches of the Department. I understand that she is a relative of a third-class
clerk in the Department, who, at the time of his appointment, was a Public school
teacher in Ottawa, at a salary, I am informed, of over $600 per annum. e was
selected for appointment during the year 1887 because he was a good stenographer
and typewriter, aud assistance of that kind was and is indispensable in conducting
the large correspondence of the Department. I understood at the time that he was
promised a salary of $600 per annum {0 commence with, on the presumption, no
doubt, that he had passed in a sufficient number of optional subjects to entitle him
to that amount. It transpired, however, that he had not passed in any optionals,
although fairly well qualified in the two mentioned ; and he could only be appointed
at $400 per annum. There is no doubt that the object of giving the extra writing
was to make up the deficiency. Since the close of the financial year ending on the
30th June, 1890, the payment in question has been discontinued.

I have seen in one newspaper a suggestion that in May, 1887, when I paid Mr.

_Thomas Anderson $100, that gentleman was dead. I beg to state that Mr. Anderson
died on the 23rd Junuary, 1888, having been in his ordinary health up to the pre-
vious day, and that when the transaction referred to took place he was a temporary
clerk in the Department of the Interior. The same newspaper represents me to
have said that the $100 was never repaid to me. I neve: intended to make any such
statement, Although I did not personally receive this repayment, Mr. Chisholm
did so for me.

I have already frankly admitted that the payments complained of have been
made in contravention of the provisions of the Civil Service Act, but I repeat that they
have invariably been made, so far as I know, for substantial service really rendered
and actually necessary in the interest of the k;usmess of the Department. I desire
to escape no portion of the responsibility which attaches to me in this relation.

here is no doubt that the proper way to have obtained for the men who did the
work the remuneration to which they were honestly entitled would have been to get
4 specific appropriation for that purpose. That method is adopted in the Post Office
and Finance Departments, and I greatly regret thatit was not adopted 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 year
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 mainly
for work that could not have been anticipated, but of course the payments might
and ought to have been delayed until Parliamentary authority was obtained. T
respectfully submit that the irregularity is one which does not involve my honour or
my honesty.

I would also take leave to say, Mr. Chairman, in relation to the evidence given
by Mr. Henry, that I regret very much that in a moment of anger I should have
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 state-
ment he did and gave the evidence in the way he did from conscientious motives,
and belioving 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 permanent
clerks was commenced in 1885, after the Hon. Thomas White was appointed, and
that you had a consultation with Mr. White in regard to the method you would
adopt in order to pay for that work, and that either you or he suggested that this
method should be adopted ?—I think I stated that in regard to the case of Mr.
Turner only.

993-4. Can yousay when the Hon, Thomas White was appointed to office ?—I
cannot say definitely, but I think it was August, 1885.

h (?95. The 5th August, 1885 ?—Some time in August, 1885; I do not remember
the date.

996. Mr. Turner, then, did not receive any money for extra work previous to
that. In fact, in your statement to-day you say that this class of work commenced
in 1885 ?—Yes; this class of work.

997. In your opinion Mr. Turner did not receive any money for extra services
previous to 5th August, 1885 ?—I could not say that. I have no recollection of
payments to Turner in this manner before 1886 myself.

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 appoint-
ment, you must be positive that no money was paid to Turner for work of this cha-
racter before that ?—I could not be positive. 1 may say that I made no inquiry
with a view to ascertaining that; it did not occur to me. I only say that, to my
own knowledge, nothing was paid before 1886.

1000. What was the name of the party used by Mr. Turner before Joseph
Wright's name ?—I do not know. I never knew of any party other than his wife,
myself personally.

1001. Do you know what his wife’s name was ?—1I do not.

H. H. Tur~ER recalled and further examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

1002, In what name did you receive extra pay previous to receiving it in the
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 thé name of M. E. Slighter ?—That is my wife’s
maiden name.
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1005. How did you come to use your wife’s maiden name ?—1I think that was a
suggestion of the late Mr. 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 from
him that I 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
the money.

1006. The first payment you got, was it in your wife’s name or 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. On what date ?2—1884-85, I think.

1008. At what date in those years?—That is more than I can tell you. My written
record shows that I only began on the 1st of January, 1885, and then I have an
unbroken 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 ['got my permanent appointment.

1010. What is the date of the first payment in your wife’s name ?—I could not
tell you that unless I had the ledgers.

1011. I would like to know who suggested you should use the name of Miss
M. E. Slighter ?—Mr. Douglas.

1012. Mr. Douglas?—Yes; he suggested I should change the name to my wife’s
maiden name, because of jealousy. :

‘1013. You were drawing in your wife’s name before you changed ?—Yes; I drew
three or four amounts, not very large, in all perhaps some $70 or $80, but not more
than that. ;

1014. According to my information, which has been taken from the Auditor-
General’s Report, and which I have not had an opportunity of verifying myself, you
received something like $2,291.80 ?—I daresay. It would average about $300 a year.

1015. Sometimes it was $500 or $520 ?—That depended upon the pressure of
work.

1016. You did all that work yourself ?—1I did all the work myself—every bit of it.

1017. I want to know if you shared that work with anybody else ?—No; not a
bit of it. It was money of my own which was earned by myself, and I used it
myself.

1018. Nobody ever got a portion 7—Nobody ever got one cent of if.

1019. Here is an account to Miss Slighter, $251.30. (To the Auditor General) :
you have not the vouchers for 1884 and. 1885, or any record in the books showing
When this payment was made.

The AuprTor GENERAL.—Not in our books; we keep the vouchers every year to
be examined by Parliament, Then we send them back to the Department. It
happens in this particular case we have not the vouchers. We have the monthly
sums in the ledgers, but not all the details.

By Mr. Bowell ;

1020. Can you ascertain by the books when this payment was made, Mr, Turner ?
—I know very well about it myself.

By Mr. Lister :

1021. What is your recollection about that ?—I was appointed a permanent
clerk some time, I think, in February, 1884. I did not do any extra work for a few
months after that time; I should say perhaps it was about the end of 1884 or the

eginning of 1885 that 1 first received any extra pay in this way.

By Mr. Denison :

1022. That was, in your wife’s name ?—Yes; or in any other name.
2-25
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By Mr. Lister:

1023. According to your recollection, it would be previous to the time of the
appointment of Mr. White, if he was appointed the 5th August, 1885, that you had
been receiving money ?—I may have received a little money—mnot 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 is
my wife’s rame, too.

1026. How do you account for the payments in 1884 and 1885, “ M. E. Slighter,
copying, 10 cents a folio, $251.30.” Was there a payment made in your wife’s name
before that year ?—No.

1027. Well, then, the payments commenced with your wife’s maiden name,

according to this report, in 18584 and 1885 ?—I don’t think it did. There were only -

two payments made under the name of Turner. The name Turner was drawing
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’s
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. I think what Mr. Hyman means is, that you were drawing an amount .

of say $100 in your wife’s maiden name, and a sum of $100 in your own name ?—
Ob, no; certainly not.

By Mr. Chrysler :

1031. I would like to put one question on behalf of Mr. Burgess. Did you have
any conversation with Mr. Burgess on the subject, or had you any means of know-
ing that be was aware of what took place ?—I don’t know about that, sir. The
work was given to me to do under Mr. Douglas’ direction by Mr. Howe, Mr. Roth-
well and other parties. I had no dealing with any person except Mr. Douglas. Mr.
Douglas was at that time Assistant Secretary of the Department, - It was under his
order that I did this outside work, and I did the work, and I received the pay, as I
have said.

1032. What is your answer to the question as to Mr. Burgess’ knowledge, so far
as you know, of the payments that you were receiving in 1884 and 1885 ? Do you
know anything about it ?—I don’t know anything about it.

H. A. Panver made the following statement to the Committee :—

I wish to apologise for the intemperate language I used the other day, but I
don’t mean in that apology to include Mr. Nelson. I regret very much in your
presence, sir, and the honourable gentlemen, that I made use of that language. I
would like also to modify the statement which I made with regard to some one ask-
ing me if I had made any statement to any person with regard to the Department.
After we got our notices of discharge on the 28th April many of the men who were in
the same boat as myself used to come to my room and discuss the thing, and of course
I may have suid something, just the same as they. They discussed the thing with
me and I discussed it with them, but no word was said about giving anything away,
except on one or two occasions, and not by me. I suggested a respectful memorial
to Mr. Burgess asking him to lay the case before the Honourable Mr. Dewdney, the
Minister, asking that he should get an amendment to the Act covering our cases.
have also a recollection of, I think, four or five of us, in company with Mr. Satchell,
meeting Mr. Charles Mackintosh. I said: “ You are just the gentleman we are look-
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ing for.” I showed him the notices, I think, which we had received, and asked him
as a personal favour if he would interview the Minister or take some action on our
behalf, and I stated to Mr. Mackintosh that it would be much better ; that there were
a great many rumours going around, and a great many threats had been made with
regard to showing it up, and I stated if it was shown up the Rykert scandal would
be a small matter compared with it, because it was apetty thing, and it would reflect
on the Depariment and the officers of the Department. He said: “Harry, I will see
you again,” but I never had any communication with Mr. Mackintosh afterwards,
with the exception of. going down to his house with this petition, asking him to lay
it before Mr. Dewdney. That is all the recollection, as tar as I know, of any con-
versation with any outside gentleman outside the Department.

By Mr. Foster :

1033. That is, you only spoke with Mr. Pereira, the men who wanted the same
object as yourself, and Mr. Mackintosh ?—And the men clerks in the Department,
sir, and I think I have had two or three conversations with Mr., Rothwell.

1034. With whom ?—Mr. Rothwell. I had nothing of any moment, that is all.
We spoke about the Department; that is all, to the best of my recollection. I have
heard no threats of any outside party giving anything away, good, bad or indifferent.

By Mr. Montague :

1035. Perhaps you will tell us who did make the threats to Mr. Mackintosh ?
You say you were justified in making those statements to Mr. Mackintosh. You
must have a meaning? You say you spoke to a Liberal member ?—I don’t say I
spoke to a Liberal member ; I did not speak to anybody. They came into my room.

1036. Who were they ?—Mr. Hickey, Mr. Bethune and Mr. Mongovan.

1037. Who made threats?—I think to the best of my knowledge during one
morning—I think Mr. Satchell was present when we were discussing the thing—
Mr. Hickey stated if we were discharged “I will write the thing up.” That is all;
that is the only recollection. I have heard other remarks outside that the thing
would be shown up, not by parties connected with the office. That is to the best of
my recollection. I made also certain statements to Mr. Hickey with regard to what
was going on in the Department. I was entitled, and so was Mr. Hickey, to every
dollar 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 person
You ever heard making threats of showing up the Department was Mr. Hickey ?
—There were others.

1039. What others ?—I could not say exactly, now, sir.

1040. Cannot you remember anyone ?—I think there were several who spoke in

a general way—if they had to go “ We would do so-and-so.”

1041. Youa cannot remember any of their names ?—Only with the exception of
Mr. Hickey.

By Mr. Bowell :
1042. Did Mr. Satchell 2—No; Mr. Satchell did not make any threats.

By Mr. Montague :

1043. Were you among the number ?—No; T was not. The Minister was always
very good to me. In conversation, Isaid I was treated with kindness by Mr. White
and My, Burgess both, I have no complaints, except I thought it was unjust, and I
asked Mr. Pereira if Mr. Burgess would grant me an interview,

1044. Then, when they made threats, you disputed with them ?—No; I walked
out of the Department. 1 was trying to get a position not in the service at all,

2—5% :
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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 extra
work, and asked if he should intercede with Mr. Henry to make up what I -was
getting as a salary. I said: “No, sir; I do not want any favours, good, bad or indif-
ferent in that way.” There is a statement made that no person has been retnrned
to the pay-list.

J. L. McDouveALL 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 of
receiving additions to their salary. You are yourself the head of the Department ?
—Yes.

1046. Is it within your knowledge that such a thing has occurred in your Depart-
ment ?—I am sure it never did.

TromAs G. RorHWELL called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1047. What branch are you employed in ?—I am not employed in any branch;”

I am law clerk of the Department. It is a departmental title. I do not think it is
recognized by the Department of Justice, but 1 am addressed that way officially by
the Department. .

1048. Are you the solicitor of the Department ?—I look after legal matters. In
matters of legal moment my opinion is asked, and if Mr. Burgess is satisfied with it
he uses it, and if not he refers it to the Department of Justice ; or very often, when
opinions are given by the Department of Justice, they are sent to me to look over
before Mr. Burgess deals with them.

1049. You have been a long time in the service 7—Not very long.

1050. How long ?—Eight or nine years.

1051, You, of course, understand the nature of this enquiry. Can you give us
any information with regard to certifying to accounts and these irregular payments
that have been made ?—I am very glad to be able to do so, because I think the
matter has not been put fairly before this Committee. The general statement has
been made that itis a general practice in the Department for permanent officials and
extra clerks to divide payments. That is not true. Certain permanent clerks in
the Department of Interior I know have done so. As far as my knowledge is con-
cerned, it is that Mr. Burgess was pressed from time to time by permanent officials,
whom I may call juniors, to advance them; and these juniors along with extra
clerks have to my knowledge been getting extra pay. Of course, I have heard the
evidence here, and it has been brought out that other people got extra pay. I had
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 our
Department were certifying to accounts and taking part of the money themselves.

1053. You heard that ?—Yes; certainly.

1054. It it within your acknowledge as to who really were engaged in that ?—
I know from Mr. Nelson’s sworn evidence that he did so. I have heard that others
did so, but I do not know of it.

1055. Do not know what ?—That they certified 1o accounts themselves and got
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 the
family or something of the kind. I would like to say a little more about the prac-




tice of the Department as I know it. When I went in there in 1883 and 1884 -that
practice was in existence. I did not think much about it then, but I have a great
deal since.

By Mr. Foster :

1057. At that time, when you went in, such a practice was in vogue ?—I under-
stand it was in vogue for years, and it is in vogue all through the Departments of
the Civil Service in the way I speak of—that is, permanent clerks earning small
salaries were receiving extra payments,

By Mr. Somerville :

1058. In contravention of the Statute ?—That depends upon the construction
put upon it. There has been a very strict construction put upon that clause of
the Civil Service Act.

By Mr. Sproule :

1059. The Civil Service Act was only passed in 1882?—A. That was the practice,
as far as I know. I have heard talk, but I do not know. There is another point:
that extra work has not been distitguished before this Committee. It consisted of
two kinds—first, copies of papers, such as returns to Parliament, and other pur-
poses. For instance, when we have papers to send to the Commissioner we send
mere copies, and we furnish copies for many other purposes. A good deal of that,
however, has been done away with of late. The next class is that spoken of as hav-
ing been done in the Department by permanents and the cheques being made out in
the name of other people for that work. So, there are two classes of work. The
class of work that was sworn to here the other day, for which permanent officials
were in the habit of certifying to their own accounts and dividing the cheques with
unfortunate extra clerks, is something I had only heard of, but did not know until I
heard it acknowledged here.

By Mr. Somerville :

1060. You say, then, it was a common practice, according to your explanation,
in all the Departments ?—I have heard so ; but I do not know it.

1061. Heard so from parties in the other Departments ?—Just general talk.

1062. You know of no special cases ?—I have been told that there were special
cases in the different Departments, if I would look in the Auditor-General’s books ; but
I did not wish to become a detective in this business, just because our own Department
had got into trouble.

1063. Did you certify to accounts ?—I certified to a great many accounts for
copies of papers, of returus to Parliament and copies of files that are sent to Com-
missioners, and copies of papers for other purposes. I have also certified to one
account—that is, the account of Jane Hay.

.R 1064. Who is she ?—The mother of a junior official in the Department, H. H.
owatt. '

1065. Who did the work 2—Rowatt. I will tell you all I know about it. Mr.
Rowatt came to me after the death of the late Mr. Douglas, the Assistant Secretary.
He told me that he had been receiving sufficient extra work to make his salary up
1o a stated figure, I think $600 or $700. His statement was that he had resigned
his position in the Public school, where he was receiving $600 or $650 ; that he had
been promised an equal position in the Department of the Interior; that after get-
ting into the Department, and on account of a rule in the Treasury Board, he could
only receive $400 ; “that the difference had been made up to him by extra work done

y himself and the cheques issued in the maiden name of his mother. e told me
that Mr. Douglas had done that for him, and he said that he had been sent to me to
Continue the practice.

1066. Who did he say sent him to you?—I knew that the practice was wrong,

and I refused to have anything to do with it; but having found that his story was
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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 bave
nothing more 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 his
salary in Parliament.

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 this, and wanted authority, whom did you get
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 payments
allowed by either Mr. Hall or Mr. Burgess were as salary. I think myself it was
salary. That is my own opinion, that it is not fixed what the working day is—that
it is not fixed when a man shall be brought back and when not. I may say, as a
permanent official of that Department, 1 have come back myself for five or six years,
and [ have worked in that Department for between eight hundred and a thousand
nights. I have left Mr. Burgess working there occasionally until twelve and one
o’clock; T have seen him working there with Mr. Chisholm, and I have seen Mr.
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 an
hour, but the junior clerks we could not allow one cent. The result was that they
continually worried Mr. Hall and the Deputy of the Department for extra pay, and
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 than
twice as much as some of us, who are working our ears offi—and sharing the extra
payments of these unfortunate men, who are telling all they know. I know one man
who came to me and spoke to me nearly out of his mind. He was d'smissed once
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 all
you know; what makes you ask?” e told me that Frank Nelson did not want him
to tell the truth. '

1069. Did he say that he had been approached by Frank Nelson ?—He said that
Frank Nelson told him to say that he had spent the money for hotel bills. I donot
know if that is true. I stopped him.

1070. What kind of a man is this McCabe ? Is he reliable ?—I cannot tell you
that. He knew 1 had recommended his dismissal to the Deputy, and afterwards I
spoke to him about it, and said that since I knew he was doing better work I was
sorry I had put him under that reflection.

1071. You know nothing against the man’s character ?—I know nothing what-
ever against McCabe, except that he is uncertain.

1072. Uncertain in his work ?—I know nothing about his work.

1073, Uncertain in what ?—He has been worried about men coming to him to
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 en-
tering in the Public Accounts statements of account and moneys paid to people who
have not done the work ?—Certainly, or I would not have refused continuing to cer-
tify their accounts; but as far as I know, every dollar’s worth of work certified in
that Department has been done.

By Mr. Somerville :

1075. Some of the witnesses who have been here say differently. Mr. McCabe
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 work,
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 accounts in her name ?—I cannot tell until I
have seen them. Hundreds of accounts were brought to me to certify, and T paid
no attention to the name, provided the files were all right.  °

1078. You would not remember Miss E. Berry ?—No ; T do not know what that
nameis. Imay say thatpossibly I know only a few of those accounts, becanse you must
understand that permanent officials came to me, knowing I had control of the returns
to Parliament, and if they presented their accounts I simply saw that the work was
done and certified the account.

By Mr. Devlin :

1079. How long is it since you recommended the dismissal of MecCabe ?—He
had been 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-
ever, that with the exception of nodding to him and saying I was sorry I was so
harsh to him, I bave not spoken to him since. He might speak to me out in the
corridor or on the street, and that's all.

1081. He is an able and reliable man ?—Yes.

1082. Are you aware that he was highly recommended to the Department?—
By yourself? ;

1083. Oh, no. I do not even know him ?—I was told he was highly recom-
mended to the Department,

By Mr. Somerville :

"1084. Do you remember Turner presenting his account and your refusing to cer-
tify it 2—T do. I certified some accounts in the name of Slighter. Very often I
gave him special work in connection with returns to Parliament. I had an extra
clerk named Deacon, and when a certain return was required by Parliament involv-
ing carefully prepared statements I gave a portion to Deacon by Mr. Burgess’ direc-
tion, and the other portion to Turner. I first went to Mr. Turner, as he was working
very hard, and asked him how much he could do. He took the half of it, and I gave
him some more sheets and the balance to Deacon. -Afterwards Mr. Douglas told me
that Mr. Turner was dissatisfied, and I then discovered that Mr. Turner was getting
extra pay in the name of Mrs. Turner ? :

1085. At the same time ?—I could not tell you if it was the same time. T may
have certified to some further accounts after that, but after this came to my know-
ledge T refused to certify any more.

1086. Were you instructed by any officer in the Department to continue to
certify accounts ?—No; it is just the general way of doing the work.

By Mr. Foster :

1087. You spoke about a view you had about that section of the Civil Service
Act.  Will you explain what it is >—Certainly. There is nothing to show what the
working out of the Civil Service Act is. There is an Order in Council in existence,
- and [ believe a ruling of the Treasury Board, which authorizes a Deputy Minister to
bring back any official he likes. As far as my memory goes, I do not think it says

e shall pay them or shall not. I want to say something else, if you will permit me.
Mr. Nelson, the other day, when before the Committee, stated in his evidence that

e had heard that somebody had said he was going for him. I do not say I go for
anyhody without cause. [ was the man whosaid that. When I heard him sneering
at Mr, Henry for giving away this thing, as they stated, and acting like that, I did
say things about him and another that were perhaBs hasty, but there was some
Justification for it. These men had been behind the Deputy Minister; they had been
fed by him, he had given them lots of work, while other men doing more responsible
Work were getting nothing, exceptin the proper way, and I felt very much hurt that
this reflection should have been brought on the whole Department by a few ; because
I will say this, that there are in that Department 50 or 60 gentlemen with whom(



am proud to work. I therefore said I would give it to Nelson if T 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 heis getting extra work, that he is a
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 takemn advantage of his Deputy Minister, and that he has taken money from &n
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 Mr.
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. RorawerL—I did not say you did, but you have been blackened and made
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 ?—Not
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 at
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. I have
the good fortune or the bad fortune to have a wife who has a better head than
myself. Mr. Burgess, in 1890, told me to go to Banff on important business. My
salary is $1,450 a year, and although I have not a very large family I hesitated, and
he asked me “ what was the matter.” I said “I do not want to go without my wife,”
and he said, “Take her along.” I said, “I cannot on the pittance allowed by the Civil
Service Act, $3.50 a day. I would have to stop at the Canadizn Pacific Railway hotel,
and the fave is considerable.” I afterwards said to Mr. Burgess. “Supposing Mrs.
Rothwell does some extra work,” and he kindly gave me $100 worth of work for her.
I took the work and she did some 40 odd dollars worth herself. She did it herself’;
the cheque was made out in her own name and she got the money. When I came
back: as the money did not come up to the $100, I paid back the difference. I paid
over $60 on account of personal expenses.

Joun A. Hickey called, sworn and examined :—
By the Chairman :

1091. Your name is John A. Hickey ?—VYes, sir; Mr. Palmer stated here now
in his evidence that I had used threats when we were notified to leave the Depart
ment. I would explain how the matter occurred.

Mr. Lister.—I think Mr. Somerville had better go on with the examination,
and let any explanations you have to make come after the evidence.

Wirness.—I thought you would be kind enough to allow it, as Mr. Palmer was
granted the privilege. The occasion 1 refer to was after being notified by the
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Department our services were dispensed with on the 30th of June. Well, a few of
us met together, and we were discussing the matter. Of course, most of those
present felt naturally annoyed, I thought, on being dismissed so summarily, and I
said if I was not satisfied that there was absolute necessity for being dismissed at
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, I took- no action
and 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 occasions in order to intercede with the Deputy Minister to get him
back, because I apprehended trouble, as he had threatened trouble if he was not
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
document, provided he would be taken back. Now, that is true, gentlemen, with
regard to the whole matter. Instead of encouraging him to go on, I done all I could
to dissuade him.

By Mr. Somerville:

1092. Why did you dissuade him to go on ?—Because I did not consider it would
do any good, but only give a lot of trouble.

1093. To whom ?—To everyone of the Departments and everyone concerned.

1094, How many in the Department did you consider were concerned ?—The
~whole Department, .

1095. The whole house? But whom do you consider was implicated? Was
the Minister implicated ?7—No; I don’t say anyone was implicated, but I say all this
confusion has been made by his dismissal, as far as I know.

: 1096. What position did you hold in the Department? Are you there now?—
am not.

1097. How long had you been in the service >—Over seven years.

1098. And when were you dismissed ?—I was dismissed on the 30th June.

1099. You were an extra clerk 7—Yes.

1100. I see in the Auditor General’s Report for last year that you were paid for
365 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 2—The gentleman who was working with me.

1102. Who was the gentleman working with you ?—It was not always the same
party, Sometimes it would be a different clerk. I was acting under the instruc-
tions of Mr. Henry.

1103. How much of the $188 did you get for yourself ?—As far as I remember -
I don’t think I got more than half that amount.

1104. About $74 ?—Yes.

" 1105. But cannot you be positive 7—As far as I remember. It is sometime
since, you know. _

1106. Did you get the cheque signed >—The cheque came out in my name; I
gave half the amount to the party who was working with me.

1107. Did you draw the money yourself?—I did.

1108. Who did you give the money to ?—I gaveit to the party who had the cheque.

1109. Who was the party ?—There was Mr. Connolly, I worked most of the
time with, I worked also with others. ‘

1110. What is he ?—He is a permanent clerk. I don’t know whether he was a
Permanent clerk myself at that time.

1111. How much did you give to Mr. Connolly ?—Well I don’tremember precisely.

1112. Who else did you divide with ?—I don’t well remember, there were so
many of us.

1113. This one single transaction ?—The reason I remember is, I was more with
him than any one else.
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1114. This is a single transaction. Surely you can remember whom you shared
the money with ?—I don’t think it was the same person. They were all charged to me.

1115. But when you drew your money out of the bank you knew how wmuch
you put in your own cheque, did you not ?—I did.

1116. And youn knew who you gave the rest to 2—As far as I know, Mr. Counolly
is the only person I gave to.

1117. You shared with Mr. Connolly the whole of the $185—he got the rest of
it ?—TI 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, but
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 can
give us their names ?—I don’t remember any other person but Mr, Connolly, he was
the one I worked principally with, ;

By Mr. Somerville :

1120. What others did you work with ?—I remember I worked with Mr. Curley ;
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, I didn’t pay par-
ticular attention at the time.

1124. You must remember who you worked with ?—Well, Mr. Connolly was the

principal person; of course, I worked with Mr. Curley, now [ remember. Those are .

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 you
work with ?—TI happened this way : That Mr. Curley was away, and when he returned
we worked together.

1127. T am not speaking of extra clerks, I am speaking of permanent clerks.
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 pre-
viously ?>—I never received a cent of exira money in that seven years only this, and I
would not have received it only for a friend of mine who is down stairs in Mr,
Henry's office. It appears Mr. Henry always considered the work would be better

~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 par-
ticular work; and I may say here that this work, although done by permanent clerks,
if extra had been called in it would have involved three times the expense, and it
would have taken a certain time to train them.

1131. That is your opinion. Are youa competentjudge ?—Mr. Henry is here, he
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 your
friends, to invoke the power of the pressagainst this ?—No; I said if [ was not satisfied
that it was necessary to dismiss us I might be inclined to do so. Being afterwards
satisfied it was, we did not do so. The Deputy Minister afterwards explained at a
meeting downstairs, and fully satisfied me we had no reason to do so, and therefore
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 reason
that you changed your mind from resenting it ?—I merely felt annoyed at the time,
as any one would under the circumstances,
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1134. And you were going into the press ?—I would afterwards, if I had been
treated unjustly.

1135. You found out afterwards that you had been treated justly ?—I did.

1136. Did you communicate that to the Minister ?—I had no communication
with the Deputy, or any other person whatever.

1137. It was a fearful threat to make. How many were you?—I think there
were fourteen or fifteen of us.

1138. You were to do the writing, were you ?—I would have done the writing
myself. I considered I would be justified in doing it.

1139. What were you going to write about?—I thought it was a piece of nn-
necessary tyranny to send so many men adrift, and these men, a great many of them,
were untitted for other callings, and I thought it was very hard to be summarily
dismissed.

1140. You considered it was a fearful piece of tyranny ?—I considered if it was
unnecessary it would be tyranny.

1141. You were going to abandon the Government for doing it ?—I don’t know

“it would affect the stability of the Government, but at all events it would have satisfied

my feeling ?

1142. You were going {0 abandon the Government, eh ?—I don’t know that it
would seriously affect the Government, but it would have relieved my feelings, any
way.
: 1143. Well, now, you were going to attack them, I suppose ?—Well I would con-
sider I would have perfect right ; this is a free country.

. 1144. Were you going to attack them on the ground of this distribution of extra
pay ?—No; not on that account.

1145. You swear that was not in your mind ?—No.

0 1146. Tt was not to show the Department up ?—No; nothing whatever of that .
<ind. ol

1147. Nothing more than they were acting tyrannically with a few of your own
friends ?—I thought they were acting summarily in dismissing us.

1148. You had no intention whatever of showing improper practices prevailing
in the Department? You would not do it ?—I would not, and I done all I could to
restrain Palmer from doing it.

By Mr. Somerville :

1149. Why have you changed your mind ?—Because, as I said before, I was
satisfied with a proper dismissal.

By Mr. Lister:

1150. Now, have you seen your friends—the gentlemen who met in that room?
—I meet them occasionally.
_ 1151. Every day ?—Not every day.

1152. Ave you going back ?—I don’t know that. Mr. Palmer drew up a petition,
but T wanted to do 1t in a legal and constitutional way and I drew up a petition my-
self, and we decided to give it to Mr. Pereira to put it into typewriting.

1153. You drafted it ?—I drafted it.

1154. You were afraid Palmer’s constitutional knowledge was not sufficient to
undertake that part of the work ?—Well, yes.

1155. Was Palmer present when you drafted it ?—He was.

1156. It was a joint work ?—I done the principal portion of it myself. There
may have heen some alterations made in it. I just done it hastily, in a few minutes.

1157. You have been there for seven years, and you swear that only on one
Otcasion was there a cheque made out to you, the proceeds of which were divided

- With a permanent clerk ? —As far as I remember.

1158. Do you swear that ?—1I do swear that, as far as I remember.
1159. Only on one occasion ?—There may have been more; but I said before
that there may have been more. :
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1160. Do you undertake now to swear that there were no more cases ?—I will
not ; I will not swear to anything but what I know to be true.

1161. And you do not know that ?—1I 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.

1164. He was an extra clerk ?—As I said before, we should have worked, I think,
together. That was how the matter occurred. I remember we worked together,
but I forget the details,

By Mr. Bowell :

1165. T understood you to say that you divided with Mr. Curley because you
worked on a certain piece of work together and put in one account, which you
divided ?—Mcr. Curley put in a cheque at one time for me and then I putin a cheque
for him.

1166. You were both extra clerks ?—VYes.

By Mr. Lister :

1167. Why should he put in an account for you ?—Because at the time it was
put in it was arranged that we took work alternately, week about. That is, when
we extra employés worked. We averaged about twenty hours a week.

1168. Then you would have two weeks in one cheque >—No. The amount of
his week’s work of ten hours at 50 cents would be $5, and my work at $5 would be
$10. We would make the cheque out for two weeks.

1169. You could have put your own account in ?—VYes.

1170. And he could have put his in?—Yes ; but it would only be a small matter °
of a few dollars. I am prepared to say the work was faithfully and honestly done.

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 of
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 for
which you got a cheque ?—As I said, he was for the most of the time; but I think
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 have
been others, but he is the principal one I recollect.

1176. Was that last year ?—Last year.

1177. You swear that you have no recollection of dividing up with permanent
clerks previous to last year 7—No. -

1178. And that you never carned any extra pay yourself ?—No ; only on that
occasion.

1179. Did you ever act as a convenience for some permanent clerk who had
done work—to have a cheque made out in your name and go and draw the money
and give it to him, you doing none of the work yourself ?—I may have done it, but
I do not remember.

1180. Do you swear you do not remember >—I do not remember. I remember
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 be
used for the purpose of drawing money for permanent clerks?—As far as my
memory goes, I do not remember it. I remember distinctly that I refused when

asked, although I was conscious he did the work, and that it would be certified to by .
Mr. Henry.

1183. Did you, during the time this conspiracy was hatched up ?—There was
no conspiracy. i
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1184. Conference would be the better word. Did you tell your friends, at the
time you held the conference, that you had received cheques for permanent clerks ?
—1I do not remember.

1185. Will you swear you did not ?—I may have said something of the kind, but
I do mot remember it.

1186. What is your present employment,—in the Civil Service ?—Not at present.

1187, Do you expect to receive employment ?—No; not from any Government
?ources. I had been acting as insurance agent, and I have been a notary by pro-
ession,

1188, In Quebec ?—Yes.

1189. You have been in expectation of receiving employment again ?—There has
been no promise made to me.

1190. Did you ask ?—No ; but when I was dismissed I applied to some of my
friends—it is not necessary to mention the gentleman’s names. I certainly tried to
get back again, but I found it was useless.

By Mr. Taylor :

1191. You made the statement here a few moments ago that all the employés
drew money in this way. What did you refer to,—all the employés in your room
or in the whole Department ?>—I did not say that.

1192. That was the interpretation I put upon it, that all the employés of the
Department earned it in this way ?—I did not say it. In fact, I got no extra work
there myself except that year, although I had been seven years there. OnTone
oceasion when I had been burned out here I applied for extra work and could not
get it. The Deputy told me that this extra work was only given to orphans and
widows, and persons in very distressed circumstances.

By Mr. Lister :

1193. You do not recollect being offered money for your name ?—No. If it had
been offered I would not have taken it.

By the Chairman : :

1194. This work was faithfully performed that you spoke about as having been
done by Mr. Connolly ?—It was earned faithfully.

By Mr. Denison :

1195. How many years were you engaged on the press ?—It was up the country.
It was not a journal of great importance. Itwas a paper conducted by Dr. Shannon.,
It was the Eganville Enterprise.

Mr, T. G. RoraweLL recalled and further examined :—
By Mr. Taylor :

1196. I wish to ask if all the accounts you certified to were for work actually
~ done and the money earned ?—Yes. I forgot to say that in the case I mentioned of
Mr. Rowatt I told him he would have to do the work again before I would certify
1t, and he actually worked two hours for every one he was paid.

L. C. PereiraA called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

1197. What position do you occupy in the Department ?—Assistant Secretary
of the Department.

18831198. How long have you been in the Department ?—Since the 1st of January,
1199, What salary do you get ?—$1,800.
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1200. Is that the whole salary you get ?—That is the whole salary I am drawing
to-day.

{’201. How is that money paid ?—That is my permanent salary.

1202. You are acting as Private Secretary ?—I was.

1203. But not now ?—No.

1204. When did that salary cease 2—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 have
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 other
than your salary from the Department. Isthat the case ?—I have.

1210. In your name, or in what other names have you drawn money ?—In the
name of Lizzie Evans.

1211. Any others ?—Ellen Berry.

1212. Any others ?—No.

1213. Just those two ?—Yes.

1214. You know Lucy Evans ?—No. .

12I5. Did you ever draw any money in the name of Lucy Evans ?—No.

1216. Where does Lizzie Evans live >—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 ?—I

would like to make some statement to the Committee.

1220. Answer the question first and make some statement afterwards. Very
well, then you may make your statement >—After the session, at the time of the
North-West Rebellion, the two private secretaries of the Minister of Militia had a
grant of §500 each for extra work, which was entailed upon them by the occurrence
of the North-West Rebellion. The late Minister of the Interior, the Hon. Thomas
White—who was subsequently made Minister—was asked on my behalf it a similar
compensation would be made to me, because it was represented to him that I hud
certuinly done as much work as either of these two other secretaries, if not more.
My Minister said at the time, that he did not care to ask anything for his own
private secretary, as it would seem too much like a personal favour. He sub-
sequently, as I was informed by my Deputy Minister, authorized that a certain
amount of work should be given to my wife in compensation for the extra services I
had rendered, instead of asking for a grant for me. This extra work the Deputy
Minister allowed my wife to do from time to time as it could be found, and there
was an amount paid up to about $280 in that name.

1221. In which name ?—Lizzie Evans. I may explain to the Committee, that
Evans is my wife’s maiden name. The work up to about $230, I think——

i 1222. What ycar was that in ?—That was up to the year ending 30th June,
1887. ’

1223. How much did you get that year under the name of Lizzie Evans ?—
$280. In the spring of last year, 1890, I was very much pressed with work, and I
had made application to the Deputy Minister for some sort of assistance, and I
reminded him that my wife had not got the benefit of the whole of what the late
Minister had sanctioned to be given to her on my behalf, and he authorized me to
allow her to help me in my work to the extent of a further amount which would
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 notsay
that it might be extended to $600; but I have nothing to show for that and I am not
certain.
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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
have been made out in my wife’s maiden name in the same manner.

1227. Ellen Berry ?—No; Lizzie Evans. I had incidentally.heard some talk
about extra work, and had heard it mentioned in a peculiar way: “ We know who
this man is and that man, and we know who Lizzie Evans is.” I {ook upon myself
the 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 Ellen Berry’s name. When the cheque was made out, I endorsed that cheque. .

There is nqo such person as Ellen Berry. The work was done by my wife and I took
the responsibility of making the account out and the cheque in that other name for
the reason which I have explained.

By Mr. Lister:

1228. You state that the Minister authorized you to do the extra work ?—VYes.

1229. That was for the balance between the $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
to my wife, I 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
Lizzie Evans ?”  What was that done for ?—I did not think it was desirable to make
it public in any way that my wife was getting the work.

1231.' For what reason did you not, if it was honestly earned? Why did you
object ? —For one reason I suppose that if it were known, very likely a number of

. Other permanent clerks might ask for the same thing.

1232. You state that the late Minister authorized you to get up to $400 ?—Yes,
up to $400; but I am not certain that he did not say it might go up to $600. I may
state that, because I have a note with me as to that. s

1233. Whom did you get the information from that you were to be allowed to
20 up to $600 ?—The Deputy Minister said that he thought that that authority had
been given. He was not quite positive on the point, but he was certainly positive
about the amount of $400.

1234. How did you come to draw more than $400 ?—I did it under the authority
of the Deputy Minister, because he was under the impression, and I have no doubt
he had good grounds for having that impression, that the Minister had said it might
£o up to $600.

1235. You were more interested in this than the Deputy Minister, but your
impression was that it was $400 ?—No, Sir; what Isaid was that I knew that I had
Something to show it was up to $400, but beyond that I had nothing except the
impression, but what I received from the Deputy Minister.

1236. Who was present beside the Minister and yourself when this understand-
ing was come to ?—Nobody else was present. _ !

1237. Was the Deputy Minister not present ?—I presume the Deputy Minister
had an interview with the Minister because he conveyed the information to me.

1238, After you had had a consultation with the Minister?—I had had several
‘consultations with the Minister about it.

By Mr. Haggart :

1239. I understood you to say that you had something to show that that arran-
gement was made. What do you mean by that. Have you anything in writing
respecting that $400 ?—I have shown the member for Cardwell confidential corres-
pondence with the late Minister’s brother which I think will satisfy him thatit bears
‘out my statement.

———
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Sik RicHARD CArrwriGHT—I think that correspondence should be produced,
Mr. Chairman.

Wirngss—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 arrange-
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 money
from him.

By the Chairman :

1242. Ts this letter in your possession now ?—The correspondence is in the pos-
session of the Deputy Minister. It is aletter in his private letter book. I have a
copy of it.

p)Mr. R. S. WrrTE, 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 conversation
with me, Mr. Pereira showed me this letter written by Mr. Burgess to Mr. Richard
White of Montreal. Of the statements in that letter, I have no doubt as to their
truth, but I never saw the letter or knew it was in existence until yesterday. I am
not in a position to authorize Mr. Pereira to produce it, but I am satisfied Mr.
Burgess’ statements contained in it are correct.

1243. Mr. SoMERVILLE (to witness). You have a copy of that letter in your
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 Committee
had no authority to compel the witness to produce this copy of the letter, but that
Mr. Burgess could produce it if he cared to do so.

Wirness—If the Committee will allow me I might say that the letter contains
-other personal matters which have no bearing whatever on the subject-matter of the
conversation.

By Mr. Somerville :

1215. When did you first commence drawing any extra money in your wife’s
name or in anyone else’s name ?—I had drawn money in her name for work that
she had done previously to this. : :

1246. What time did you commence to draw that ?——I have no note of that. I
have no doubt the Auditor General’s Report will show.

1247. Did you draw any in 1883-84 7—I cannot say. I have not made an
examination of the Auditor’s Report to see.

1248. But you certainly could remember the year in which you commenced to
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 late
Minister which you have spoken of ?—Yes, there have been amounts drawn.

1250. In the name of your wife ?—Yes.

1251. And in the name of anyone else ?—In the name of Ellen Berry, as I stated. A

In the spring of 1890.
By Mr. Lister:

1252. Is that the first time Ellen Berry’s name appeared in 1890 ?—Yes.

1253. Previously to that time, in whose name were the cheques made ?—In
Lizzie Evans’ name.

1254-5. And only in her name ?—Yes. '

1256. For what services were the payments previous to the arrangement made
by the late Minister 7—They were all made for extra work.

s
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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 money ?—No doubt I did.
~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
receive pay for work done in that way ?—I do not know that I was. I do not think
that I had ever looked at the Civil Service Act at that time.

1260. You took an oath when you entered the Service ?—I did not take an oath
when I entered the Service, and T do not think I did until quite recentiy. _

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 compevsation 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 ?—That was for extra work
done by my wife. »

By Mr. Chapleau. :

1263. You were compensated for extra work you had done ?—Yes.

1264. And to compensate you for the extra work you had done your wife had
to-do that extra work ?—Quite so.

1265. You certified to your wife’s accounts ?—I did in one case—certainly.,

1266, When she did the work ?—In the case of Ellen Berry I did.

By Mr. Hyman :

1267. Did Ellen Berry do the work >—No; the work was done by my wife.
Ellen Berry represented my wife.

By Mr. Somerville :

1268. What I understand you is, that this work done in the name of Ellen
Berry, was done by your wife ?—Yes.

1269. And when she did the work you certified the account was correct ?—I
did in the case of Ellen Berry.

1270. In every instance 7—No; in no other instance.

1271. Only the payments to Ellen Berry ?—Yes ; just the two.

»  1272. Who had the checking of the work ?—I checked the work myself, because
I was the only person who knew what had been done. ;

1273. Did not you submit that to your superior ?—As a matter of fact there was
nobody to submit work of that kind to.

- 1274. Who knew in the Department that you were certifying to your wife’s
work ?—I did not know if the Deputy Minister knew I certified these particular
accounts,

1275. Who sent the work to your wife ?—I took the work to my wife myself.
I may say to the Committee that there is not one night in the month for all the
years I have worked here—and I was appointed in 1883—that I have not taken work
home myself, altogether irrespective of that which my wife did.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :
1276. Did you select the work, or did your superior officer select it ?—I selected
the work.

By Mr. Somerville :

1277. You selected the work, took it home, and afterwards when it was done,
you certified to the account in this fictitious name ?—Yes.
2—6

e

————e
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By Mr. Foster :

1278. For all that work, whether before this arrangement with the Minister, or
after, which has becn done, and paid for, either in the name of Lizzie Evans or Ellen
Berry, the actual work was done by your wife?—The actual work was done in
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.

1281, It was work necessary for the Department ?—Yes; it helped me and saved
me a good deal of my time. It would have necessitated employing an assistant for
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
mere convenience to draw sums for yourself ?—No—never.

By Mr. Chapleaw.:

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 7—Yes.

1285. That is so, is it ?—Yes. :

1286. I don’t care how much your wife and you did, but the work was done
between you ?—The work was done.

1287. The account was made out in her name and certified to by you?—In -
some cases.

1288. In the two cases to Ellen Berry ?—Yes.

1289. Part of that money was for work that had been done by you ?—The whole
of it was work done by my wife.

1290. You say you took work bome and your wife and you did it ?—I always
took work home.

1291. Did you do any part of it ?—My wife did it.

By Mr. Bowell :

1292. What we want to know is did you do any of the work for which you
received money under your wife’s name >—What I wish the Committee to understand
is this—whatever work was charged for was amply covered by the work done by
my wife. ¥

By Mr. Lister :

1293. Supposing you took $100 worth of work home, did you and your wife
work on that together 7—Whatever she would have done would have amounted to
the value of $100.

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 Ellen
Berry ?—Not at all, )

. 1296. You did none of that work yourself ?—None. That was all work she did
or me.

1297. Then I understand you did none of the work at all ?7—No.

& 1298, And the bills made out to Ellen Berry were for work done by your wife ?
—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?—I
cannot tell, unless I see the accounts. I may have certified to some of them.

Mr, SomERVILLE.—These accounts are not here.

as a
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By Mr. Lister :

1301. You cannot tell. They were certified to, at all events ?—Yes.

1302. You may have certified you say to some of them ?—I may have done so, but
I cannot recollect.

1303. If you did not certify who did ?—Some officer in the Department.

By Mr. Bowell :

1304. I understood you to say you take work to do at home for which you make
no extra charge ?—I have done that until perhaps the beginning of this year every
night of my life since [ have been here.

By Mr. Somerville :

1305. How many years ?—Since 1st January, 1883.

: 1306. Since 1st January, 1883, up to when ?—Up to till towards the spring of
this year.

}17307 . You were so busy in performing departmental work you had to take it
home every night ?—I would like to say that, perhaps a night or two during the
month I might not do so.

1308. What kind of work would this be ?—Private secretary’s work and. depart-
mental work.

1309. That is what I want to get at. I thought if you were so busy doing
departmental work at that time you could not do much work as private secretary ?
—I filled the two positions together. I may say, during the time I was working as
private secretary my Minister’s system was to take the information from the papers
himself in a great measure ; and that necessitated his going through all the papers.
In almost every case he nad to deal with he preferred to do that, and to answer the
letters fully himself, according to the facts as they appeared in the correspondence,
rather than simply to send an acknowledgment and have the bulk of the work done
as a departmental matter.

By the Chairman :
1310. That was Mr. White?—Yes, Mr. White, and the previous Minister.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1311. When did you get that sum of $400 that has been paid away back in
1882 or 1883 ?—That sum of $400 was paid after the North-West Rebellion.

1312. Because some clerks in the Militia Department had got it, you thought
you were entitled to it?—Two private secretaries in the Militia Department got
$500 each. g5

1313. It was thought you should have the same ?—My Minister thought I
should have got compensation.

1314. What year was that in ?—It must have been in 1886.

1315. Was that certified to as work already done, or was there work given ?—It
was the late Minister who authorized the Deputy Minister to give extra work to my
wife as compensation to me for his not being able to ask for a grant for me. The
work was all done over again, and, as a matter of fact, in that way the money was
really earned twice. | :

1316. Thus you thought if you were entitled to the first grant it was really
imposing upon you to require you to do extra work in order to make payment
possible ?—I did not think I was imposed upon. . '

1317. But you thought you were not dealt with as justly as the others?—I
thought I was as much entitled to it as the other secretaries were.

1318. And the Minister agreed to that?—Yes; he agreed, and stipulated I should
do the work over again, and he explained his reasons for not asking for a grant,
which was it was like asking a personal favour for himself if he asked it for his
Private secretary.
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By Mr. Foster :

1319. So your compensation was really a privilege to your wife to earn $400,
which she did 7—Yes.

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 never in a position to give out work myself.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1321. Who selected the work that your wife did for the $400, did you select that
yourself ?—VYes.

1322. Did any other officer know the amount she was doing ?—They may have,
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 ?—VYes.
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 had
done a great deal of extra work which my salary did not cover, during the two
sessions of the Rebellion, and in view of the grant that had been made to the two
private secretaries of one single Minister 1 thought, and 1 had every reason to -
suppose, my Minister concurred in my view of the case.

By Mr. Lister :

1328. All this money I think you said went to Mr. Richard White ?—No, sir,
not all of it.

1329. The greater part of it, then ? I cannot tell you for a moment how much
of it; but when he knew this arrangement had been made, he was kind enough to
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 ad-
vanced you money, and he was repaid out of the proceeds of this work done ?—Mr.
Richard White did. He was in constant communication with his brother and would
not have made the advance to me if the arrangement had not been made. I don’t
know if I did before, but I would like to malke it quite plain, that the Deputy Minis-
ter although be had authorised the work in the spring of 1890, that my wife should
get the work, he did not know—and I don’t know that he knows until I appeared
before the Committee this morning—that the account was made out in any different
name than my wife’s. I took the full responsibility of doing that, and he did not know
that I had used any other name than my wife’s maiden name.

By Mr. Somerville:

1331. Did you ever receive any portion of the cheque made payable to Mr. Hum-
phreys ?—Never.

1332. Are you sure of that >—I am quite sure. As Mr. Humphreys name has
been mentioned I certified to an account for Humphreys, I may say for extra work
and the reason why I did so was because he informed me Mr. Henry had refused to
certify to it. He did not give me any other reason. He simply asked me if I would
certify to it, and I asked him the whole of the circumstances, and reasons why he
was getting this work, because it was the first time I knew he was getting it, and I
made him explain fully to me what he was doing, and I was aware—as I never left
the Department before six o’clock every evening—he was constantly engaged there
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doing work after hours, and I satisfied myself he was doing this work, else I should
not have certified to the account, but I know I have never received a cent of it and
know nothing about it.

1333. That would be this account of Humphreys in 1889-90 for 776 hours at 50
cents would it ?—I don’t know, I fancy the Committee are under perhaps, a mis-
apprehension about these accounts. Probably that would be made in monthly pay-
ments.

1334. Did you ever receive a consideration from a man named Walter Hatch
for recommending his annual increase ?—No. .

1335. You never received any consideration 2—No; Mr, Iatch came to me—
he had been able to do some departmental work which I had been able to find for
him—and he came o me and said that he had not been getting his increase for some
years, and asked me if I would recommend him.

By Mr. Foster :

1336. Was he a permanent clerk ?—He was a permanent clerk. He had not
been doing a very great deal of work in the Department, I thought simply, perhaps,
through want of qualification for it to some extent, but I found that I could give
him 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
te recommend his application for his ordinary statutory increase. I said if he
would put in an application to the Secretary I would state to the Secretary exactly
what he was doing. That is what I did.

“ 1337. He had not been receiving his statutory increase for some time ?—He
had not been receiving his statutory increase for some time.

1338. He has received his statutory increase since he spoke to you ?—Yes, all
I did was to hand his application over to the Secretary, and I simply stated what
I knew to be just to the man, because I knew he was trying to do what he could in
gis work. I could not do anything else than hand his application over to the

ecretary.

]53»9Y Why was he not getting his statutory increase the same as other clerks?
—That is not a matter I had anything to do with.

1340. What kind of work does this man Hatch do ?—What I give over io Mr.
Hatch, as I can find it, is correspondence. If itis not worrying the Committee, I
would like to say what I do is this; to take a fyle and write a letter for him in
shorthand. T write it in shorthand myself and send it up to him and he can type-
write it from that.
~ 1341. From the shorthand ?—Yes. The reason for my ‘work being somewhat
lighter now is that I have taught three or four of my shorthand writers to do that,
and I can do a great deal of work at night in that way. I write the letters in short-
hand and they can read it.

- 1342. Is that the principal work this man has to do?—That is the principal
work he has to do.

1343. What is his grade ?—Third class clerk.

1344. Is he employed pretty steadily in doing this work for you ?—Yes.

1345. How many hours does he work ?—He is there during official hours,

o 1346. I have been informed he does not do an hour’s work a day ?—He is not
In my room and I am not the head of the Secretary’s branch, but as far as T am able
have kept him employed.

1347. Was it your duty to keep him employed ?—Yes, as far as I am able.

1348. Was he under you ?—He was more immediately under the Secretary of
the Department. '

1349, If you did not find work for him, was it anybody else’s duty to find work
for him ?—I do not know. That is a matter for the head of the Department to say.

1350. Hewassupposed to work under your instruction >—Under the instruction
of the Secretary. I am only the Assistant Secretary of the Department,
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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 to
try and utilize everybody in the Department.

1352. Is it then a fact, that this man Hatch was working under you princi-
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 I 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 were.
I did recommend it.

1356. Did you do that in consideration of being paid by Hatch ?—No, sir, I did
not,

135%7. 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 2—No.
By Mr. Bowell :

1359. You borrowed no money from him ?—No ; I have borrowed no money
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 ?—I donot know that I am quite competent
to answer that question.

1361. T understood you to state that Mr. Henry had declined to certify to an
account of Mr. Humphreys. Did you say that ?—Yes; that was what Mr. Hum-
phreys told me

1362. But it was Mr. Henry's place to certify to that particular account ?—Ido
not know that it was his place. What I understood was that Mr. Henry, would not
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 Mr.
Henry was the right man to certify. Does the rule of the Department allow that if
a superior officer does not certify to an account the clerk may go to some other per-
son and have him certify, and his account will be paid on that certificate ?—I thinl
if a permanent clerk in any position in the Department was satisfied that the work
he was asked to certify to was done—as in this case I satisfied myself it was—he
would have the power to do so.

1364. Any permanent clerk ?—I am not in a position to say that.

1365. Is it your belief that any permanent clerk would have the power to cer-
tify to an account ?—I am not sure about that.

1366. 1 am only trying to find out the rule of the Department. To this work
which Mr. Humphreys brought to you, Mr. Henry had been asked to certify. Why
did he go to Mr. Henry first? Did Mr. Henry give out that work to him ?—It was
extra work on the books.

1367. Who should assist Mr. Humphreys on that 2—Mr. Henry, I presume.

1368. Then Mr. Henry surely should have certified to that account that he had
authorized. I want to know what rule of the Department permitted him to go to
you and how your certificate passed muster. Is every officer who knows nothing
about anything to have the power to pass what an officer who does know refuses 7—
In that case it was the fact. But it was not because I knew nothing about it, T satis-
fied myself first,
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1369. If you had not satisfied yourself, or if it had happened to be somebody
else they might have done it too ?—I cannot say how other clerks would have acted.

1370. In that case this man was working under Mr. Henry and Mr. Henry
declined to certify ?—Not because the work was not done.

1371 But he declined to certify 7—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
Jjust across the passage

1373. But your work was entirely different ?—Yes.

1374. He came to you with this account, and said: “ Mr. Henry will not certify
to it.” I am not finding fault with you. I want to find out if it was the rule of the
Department. You certified to it, first satisfying yourself that the work had been
done. Is there any supervision over and above this certificate of permanent clerks
as to how this is done, and whether it is to be done under certain jurisdiction. The
mere fact of any officer’s name being on the account, does that puss muster in the
highest 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
been done, and it was not for that reason that the person who gave the work out
would not certify. It was simply because Mr. Henry declined to certify, because
others would want the same thing.

By Mr. Hyman :

1375. Did you take occasion to ascertain from Mr. Henry why he refused to
certify Humphreys’ account ?—I took Humphreys’ word for it.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1376. When this work was certified to whom did your certificate pass ? What
official 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
Department in regard to the certifying of accounts, or is that a sufficient authority
for him ?—I 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 :

1379. I understood you to say that you did not go to Mr. Henry, who is an
officer of’ considerable rank in your Department, and ask him why he retused to cer-
tify the account. You had no communication with Mr. Henry ?—No, sir ; partly
because I knew this man was working from day to day.

1380. Mr. Humphreys was a temporary clerk ?—VYes. 3

1381. And from what you tell us, it appears the practice of the Department is
this—that a temporary clerk comes to you after his superior, Mr. Henry, declines to
certify the account and you certify to it ?—I certified to it.

1382. Mr. Henry is an independent officer, as far as you are cox_lcel.'ned ?—Yes.

1383. And you, the Assistant Secretary of the Department, thirdin command,
do not debm it necessary to hold any communication with Mr. Henry as to the
Teasons for his declining to certify to Humphreys’. account ?—I did not think it was
necessary, because I knew this extra work was being done. I had the evidence of it
myself.

. 1384. As a matter of discipline in the Department, do not you think an officer in
your position, when he finds for any reason that an officer of high grade, if not of
co-ordinate degree, declines to certify to an account, as a matter of business,that you
should have had some communication with Henry about it ?—As a matter of business
and courtesy, I admit perhaps that I should have done so.

1385. You have already told us you believe Mr. Humghreys —I knpw Humphreys
Was working there. I think I may say that the Registry branch is in a measure
Just as 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 to
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 you,
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 business
and courtesy it would have been better, but in this particular case Mr. Humphreys
stated the reason why Mr. Henry declined to certify to the account.

1387. You have stated adozen times that Humphreys gave the reasons, but I do
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, as
a matter of business courtesy, it would have been better to have asked Mr. Henry
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 I did.
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.

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, you,
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 ?7—Because T
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 not
say; but I did not mean, by my certifying to that account, to challenge Mr. Henry’s
authority in any way.

1398. By your rank, could you over-rule Mr. Henry in any way ?-—I do not
know about that. :

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 : - increase in
salary. That you have denied upon oath: The second statement is, thac Hatch did
not do an hour’s work every day, and you say you recommended him for astatutory
iIng};eiaase. 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 ?—I 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 :

1404. What time did Mr. Hatch enter the service ?—I do not know, sir; he has
been there a long time. '
1405. Longer than yourself ?—I cannot say.

By Mr. Somerville :

1406. You say in your evidence that you used to take work home to your house
to do in the evenings, and also work for your wife >—Yes.

1407. You state that you did that nearly every evening ?—I 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 ?
—7Yes, except that there might be a few nights that I have not worked at home.

1411. You say you were at home nearly every night in the year, with one or two
exceptions ?—Yes,

1412. This man Humphreys put in 776 hours at 50 cents an hour. Now, if he
waspaid for doing work 776 hours at 50 cents, and you were working extra hours at
home, how could you be cognizant of the fact that he was working extra hours ?—
Perhaps you do not remember that the office hours are from 10 to 4. Mr. Hum-
phreys, I know that, for the account I certified was working between 4 and 6.

1413. And you were still in the Department then ?—Yes.

1414. Are you aware that in the evidence given by the Deputy Minister before
this Committee, Mr. Burgess explained that this man Humphreys was paid this 50
cents as a consideration for his excellent qualities as a clerk, and not for extra work
at all ?—I know that Mr. Humphreys was an exceedingly good man, and that he
was working over hours. I do not know the reasons that may have been given for
his getting the extra 50 cents,

Mr. Buraess—The fact is, that in 1887 Mr, Humphreys was paid an extra 50
cents a day because he was a superior clerk to those who were gefting $1.50 a day.

By Mr. Chapleaw :

1415. You have mentioned your work outside of this Department. You were
a Departmental clerk at the same time that you were Private Secretary ?—Yes,

1416. And for the work you did, at home did you receive any consideration ?—
None at all. .

1417. What were your ordinary office hours in the Department ?—The official
hours were from 10 to 4.

1418. But you were in the Department up to what time ?—I never left the
Department before 6 and sometimes even 7 o’clock,

1419. Did you receive any remuneration ?—Nothing, except this favour I have
8poken of,

By Mr. White (Cardwell) :

1420. "desire to understand a little more clearly this arrangement which you
say was made with the late Minister. It was for an allowance of $400 ?—That was
the amount in the aggregate.

1421. And the work was to be performed by Mrs. Pereria, and was to be done
Over again to be earned ?>—Yes.

1422. And it was earned over again—every dollar of it 2—Yes.

2—17
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1423, If Mrs. Pereira had not been employed, would some one else have been
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 arrangement ?
Was that arrangement in contravention of the Civil Service Act ?—I cannot say
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 ?--Yes;
it was my wife’s maider name.

1426. Had the cheques passed under the notice of the late Minister?—No; I
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 the
aggregate to $280—that was the amount earned—and that the whole of this $280
earned was subsequently paid to Mr. Richard White, of Montreal ?—I cannot say
how much.

1428. Was the late Minister a party to the arrangement ?—Not that [ know of
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 should
give compensation for Mrs. Pereira’s work ?—It was after Mr. Richard White had
given his authority to-it.

1430. And who gave the information to Mr. Richard White >—The Deputy
Minister did.

1431. Not Mr. Thomas White himself ?—No.

By Mr. Hyman :

1432, In regard to that—Humphreys’ account of $200, you spoke of certifying
to it ?—I did not speak of certifying to it.

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 certi-
fying to it ?—As far as I recollect, the reason he gave was that Mr. Henry thought if
he got extra work or extra pay that others in his room should get 1t too. Well, 1
knew of course that was a matter for the Deputy Minister or the Minister. That
was nothing to Mr. Henry or myself, and I knew this work was being done by Mr.
Humphreys.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1435. Mr. Henry thought there were others in theroom entitled to this work as
well as Mr. Humphreys ?—That was the reason Mr. Henry gave me.

By Mr. Lister :

1436. You certified to the 766 hours for Mr. Humphreys account ?—I don’t
know that I certified to it. That is an account for the whole year.

1437. This is the aggregate ?—Yes; but what I certified to might be only for 50
or 60 hours.

Mr. BuraEss recalled.
By Mr. Foster :

1438, There were some questions as to what was the practice of the Department
in this matter of certifying. One case was proved, in which Mr. Pereira certified to
an account. In view of that special case, the rule might be deduced from it of con-
siderable looseness. Would you state what is the practice in your Department in
reference to certifying and paying accounts ?-—Only the clerk who is in charge of
the room in which the work is performed certifies. Take Mr. Henry, for example:
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he is a first-class clerk, drawing the same pay as Mr. Pereira. A certificate from
him to me that the work had been performed in his room would be a satisfactory
certificate.

By Mr. Hyman :

1439. Can you tell me if this account Mr. Pereira speaks of passed through by
this rule ?—If it was certified to by Mr. Pereira I would be perfectly satisfied. He
is 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.
1441, Well, why was this rule not adopted ?

Mr. Foster.—There was no reason to adopt it.

Mr. Lister.—He said he had the right to certify to it.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1442. Had he the right to certify to an account with which he had nothing to
do ?—Both of these gentlemen are in the same branch of the Department. The
room in which the one man works is right opposite the other man’s room.

Sir RicmaRp CARTWRIGHT.—Yes; but that would not enable 2 man to see
through the wall, or whether the work was done ?

The Wrrness.—They are engaged in exactly the same class of work. If Mr,
Pereira wanted any papers he either goes or sends into Mr, Henry’s room for them,
which, as I have said, is opposite, and any explanations he might want of Humphreys’
account could be obtained there.

By Mr. Lister :

1443. This man was working in Mr. Henry’s room, and the work was given by
Mr. Henry ?—He is in charge of more than one room.

1444. But the work was given by Mr. Henry ?—So it appears.

1445, Well, was not Mr. Henry the proper person to certify to that account ?—
Certainly; there is ro doubt about that. ;

By Mr. Somerville :

1446, In the course of evidence here Mr. Pereira said he had accounts made
out in the names of Ellen Berry and Lizzie Evans, and he kept the proceeds. You
don ’t know anything about that ?—No; I only know now for the first time, although
I had heard since these things have come to be talked about it has been stated to me,
bu_t not as a matter of personal knowledge.

1447. When were you appointed DeButy Minister ?—In 1884,

1448. And you were not aware Mr. Pereira was drawing money in the name of
Miss Lizzie Evans and Mrs. Ellen Berry all these years ?—It was paid in 1885, I think

By the Chairman :

1449, It was stated by Mr. Pereira that you were aware of that fact, that the

late Hon. Thomas White had authorised $400 worth of work to be done by his wife.

ere you aware of that ?—I have served under six Ministers, Mr. Chairman, three

of them living and three of them dead, but I do not feel at liberty to indicate what
any of them may have said to me in the course of confidential communications.

By Mr. Somerville:

1450. Tt was stated, Mr. Burgess, you receiqu permission from.the Minister ?—
Certainly, that is quite correct, 1 have myself said to Mr. White, when I heard sup-

-
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plementary payments were to be made to the Private Secrotaries in the Militia Depart-
ment, that Mr. Pereira had worked forSir David Macphersonnightandday,and Ithought
that during the period preceding and succeeding the Rebellion he had probably not
- more than two hours sleep at night, as nearly as I could judge. Since the others were
being dealt with in that way, I thought he should be dealt with in a similar fashion.
Mr. White then inade confidential communications to me of the reasons why he
would not recommend a grant to Mr. Pereira. They were not personal to Mr, Pereira
in any way, but he suggested {o me, instead, that I might find means of giving him
something. He said his wife was a clever woman, to his knowledge, and could write
a clever hand. There was no reason she should not get some of the very large
amount of extra work in the Department. 1 might say, until I looked at the letter
which Mr. Pereira referred to the otherday, If T had been asked what my recollection
was of the amount I would have said $600. On referring to my note to Mr. Richard
White I find the amount stated at $400.

By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1451. How many officials of the Department of the Interior are authorised to
certify to accounts ?—There would be the Surveyor General, or the officer acting for
him, the Secretary, the Assistant Secretary, Mr. Henry; or if Mr. Henry were absent
then the officer acting for him, would be entitled to certify in the same way with
Mr. 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 with
him ?—No one certainly, below an ordinary second-class clerk.

By Mr. Paterson (Brani) 3

1455. Does he certify to it, and does it pass supervision in that way ?—No, it
comes to me for approval.
1456. I don’t see how you account for it >—Well, I do manage to keep track of
&1t

The Committee then adjourned.
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ComMITTEE Rood,
TaurspAY, 23rd July, 1891,

Committee met.—Mr. SPROULE in the Chair,

Mr. Buracess recalled and further examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

1457. T would like to ask a few questions with regard to the payment of money
by Mr. Pereira to Mr. Richard White, of Montreal, to be taken out of extra work
which was to be furnished by you under an understanding with the late Minister.
You have in your possession a letter instructing Mr. Richard White that the pay-
ment should be made ?—Informing him, yes.

1458. Well, T would like to have that letter?—I have not got a copy of the
original letter.

1459. If you have a copy of the letter I think we ought to have it, because it is
important for us to know that an arrangément of that kind was made ?—I tell youn
an arrangement of that kind was made.

1460. Mr. Pereira got $400 worth of extra work, and the amount he received
for the work was to repay a loan by Mr. Richard White >—That is not the way.

1461. That shows the necessity of having that letter; we want the facts of the
case ?—1I can tell you the facts of the case.

1462. Well, then, you say this arrangement was made with the then Minister of
the Interior, that Mr. Pereira was to get this extra work ?—That Mr. Percira was
to get this extra work. ,

1463. For what?—In consideration of the fact that the Minister had not found
it possible to obtain the same consideration for Mr. Pereira that was given to the
Private secretaries in the Militia Department for the same class of service.

1464. How did it come that Mr. Richard White’s name was mixed up with the
transaction ?—Mr. Pereira would be better able to explain that than I'; but my
Tecollection is this, that Mr. Pereira, these arrangements having been made, wrote
to Mr. Richard White, who was an old friend of his, asking him to advance him
some money on the faith of this arrangement, and Mr. Richard White expressed his
readiness to do so, providing I would write him a letter telling him the arrange-
ment, and undertaking to see that the money was sent to him from time to time as
1t was earned.

By Mr. Adams :
1465. He was to get extra work ?—Mrs. Pereira was to get the extra work,
By Mr. Somerville :

1466. You became responsible to Mr. Richard White for the payment of this
money, out of the earnings of Mrs. Pereira ?—Yes. :

1467. Was that all there was in this letter —That was all there was in the
letter as far as I recollect,

1468, Did the Minister know anything about this arrangement ?—Which ar-
Tangement do you mean ?

1469. That' Mr, Richard White was to be paid this money ?—1I could not say

thatese
17 0. Had you any conversation with him about it ?—No, I had not. That took
Place subsequent to the conversation I had with the Minister about Mr, Pereira and
¢ extra work.
2—8
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1471. Well, you said, in the course of your examination at one of the previous
meetings, that the payments that were made to Mr. Turner were commenced after
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 recol-
lection still.

1473. Are you not aware that the practice was in vogue before that time, and
that Mr. Turner was drawing money in the name of Joseph Wright, and in the
name of his wife before that ?—No.

1474. Youn were not aware of that ?—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 ?—I
think very likely he could. As I explained before, a great many extra clerks were
employed, whose names I did not know, and whose personality I was not
acquainted with.

1477. Then you are positive you have no knowledge of this money being paid
in that way, before the arrangement was made with Mr. White ?—I am as positive as
I can be about a thing that took place so long ago ; I have no recollection of it.

1478. You went out 1o the North-West some time ago and got sick. What date
was that ?—I have been taken sick twice in the North-West.

1479. Well, about 1888 you were away for about six months ?—More than six
months.

1480. Do you remember the dates?—I could not say the date of my leaving
here exactly; it was some time either in the latter part of June or the early part
of July.

1481, In 1888 ?—Yes.

1482. And when did you get back ?—I got back to my office on 1st January,
1889.

1483. Indexing the Dominion Lands Act would be ‘special work entrusted to
the regular officers of the Department, would it not?—It would greatly depend on
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.

1485. Is it possible that you would give it to men not working in the building
at all 2—It might be.

By Mr. Bowell :

1486. It is just the kind of work {o be given {o an outsider ?—I have no par-
ticular recollection of the indexing of the Act, but I should think that work might
be done outside.

H. Kinvrocwu called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1487. What position do you hold in the Interior Department ?—First-class clerk.

1488. How long have you been in that position?—As first-class clerk, six or
seven yea.s. I have been in the Service about 15 years.

1489, What is your salary now ?—$1650, I think.

1490. Are you aware of any irregular payments having been made to perma-
nent clerks in the Interior Department contrary to the provisions of the Civil Ser-
vice Act ?—No, sir. 3

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 the
work had been certified to and payments ordered that the money was afterwards
divided with permanent clerks?—I know more about that since I have heard of this
investigation than I did before. I did not know it.

1493. You were not aware of that ?—No, sir.




95

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 know a man named William MecMahon ?—Yes.

1497. Where is he engaged just now ?—Just now he is assistant superintendent
of the Printing Bureau.

1498, Are you aware that Mr. McMahon has done some work for the Depart-_
ment of the Interior 2—No.

1499. You are not awaie of it 2—No.

1500. Here is an account, “ Department of the Interior to William MeMahon
Dr.; to copying 152 folios, $15.20 ?—Yes. :

1501. You see who witnessed the payment of that ?—VYes.

1502. Is not that your name attached ?—Yes.

1503. Does not that account bring it to your recollection ?—To the best of my
recollection that work was done by a lady who did not wish her name to appear.
The account was made out in Mr. McMahon’s name and he sigiied the receipt. Mr.
McMahon got not one cent of that, neither did I. ;

1504. Who got it ?—A lady.

1505. Who was the lady ?—Miss Armstrong.

1506. Miss E. M. Armstrong ?—No.

1507. What is her name ?—I am not sure of the initials. I know the first one is
“(C,” but I do not know the second one.

1508. How did it come that the work was done in that roundabout way ?—It
Wwas a time when we were very much. pressed in the Department. We were sending
a great deal of copying out of the Department, in fact we were pushed for copyists.
That lady was a friend of mine who was glad to receive copying and I had this done
for her as she did noc wish her name to appear. Mr. McMahon was a friend of mine
and he allowed the nse of his name as far as signing the receipt and endorsing the
('lheque, but as far as receiving any part of the money he had no more to do with
than I had.

1509. You swear you did not get anything of the proceeds of the work ?—Not
one nickel.

1510. Here is another account from Mr. McMahon ?—The same thing.

(Exhibits Nos. b, 6, 7 and 8 filed).

1511. You see that account (Exhibit No. 8) is for work in indexing Dominion
Lands Act ?—Yes, sir. 4

1512. Work of that character is done in the Department is it not ?—Work of
that character very seldom turned up.

1513. How is that ?—Well, indexing of that Act needed somebody specially
qualified from his intimacy with the Aect and with a legal knowledge to do it pro-

erly, that could not have been done by an outsider as well as it could have been done
y those familiar with the Act.
. - 1514. You say that this required special knowledge, the preparing of this
index ?—I do not mean to say that exactly. What I mean to say is, it would be very
much better done by somebody who is familiar with the Act, and having some legal
nowledge.
1515. According to that statement, it would not be likely that that work would
e given to a lady ?2—Certainly not.

1516. Was this work given to this same lady ?—No.

1517. Who was it given to ?—It was given to Mr. Rothwell and myself.

1518. You did this work ?—We did it together.

1519. And you got Mr. McMahon to allow you to use his name ?—VYes.

1520. Why did you do that ?>—Because it could not be given to permanent clerks.
We did this work night after night, Sunday after Sunday. It was worth $100 if it -
Was worth a cent.

~ 1521. When you did this work you knew you were contravening the Civil Ser-
Vice Act and the oath you took when you entered the service ?—I knew I had done
the work for this.
2--8}




1522. Read over that oath.—(Reads the oath previously given in the pro-
ceedings.)

1523. You were aware this could not be allowed to you by law ?—No; it could
be allowed by law.

1524. If 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 the
duties of my office.

1525. 1f it is a straightforward transaction, why did you need to get the use of
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 other
permanent clerks of the Department, and that this system was in operation there ?—
I was not aware of anything at all there, except that I was told to do this work in
my extra hours, and 1 did it with the assistance of Mr. Rothwell. I worked for
more than twice that amount.

0h15‘77 You do not mean to say that you invented this system of getting money s
T no

1528. You knew it had been invented before ?—I did not know; I know I
earned the money and got it.

1529. There is a memorandum put on this amount: “Who is he ?” Who put that
there ?—I do not know.

1530. You have no idea who put that there ?—No.

The AupiTor 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 Mr.
William McMahon for copying in 1884, Who did this work >—The same lady
mentioned before.

1532. Whose writing is that in the account ?—Mine.

1533. “Copying a purtion of Moose Jaw squatters file, 132 folios.” Who has
charge of this ?—The Registrar of the Department.

1534. Who is the Registrar 7—Mr. Henry was, but he is suspended atv present.

1535. Here is another account of Mr, McMahon’s, What is that? Is that your
writing : “For copying M. A. files 1693 " (Exhibit No. 10) ? What does that refer
to ?—The Manitoba Act files.

1536. Who did this work ?—The same lady.

1537. When these cheques were drawn ‘in favour of W. McMahon, who were
they sent to ?7—To, him for endorsation.

1538. Is it not necessary that all receipts shall be witnessed ?—It is customary.

1539. You see that receipt ?—Yes.

1540. Mr. McMahoun’s name is there, and there is no witness to it 7—That is for
the Auditor General and the Finance Department to deai with.

1541. Who approved of that account ?—Mr. Douglas.

1542. How did you come to think of getting ] Mr. McMahon to let you use his
name for this purpose ?—He is a very intimate friend of mine, and it was as [ told
you hefore. The lady did not wish to have her name mentloned and it answered
all practical and honest purposes that somebody else should have got it. There was
no concealment in the matter.

1543. That will do, as far as the lady is concerned, but in the other case where
you did the work, why did you then get Mr. McMabon to allow you the use of his
name ?—For the same reason as Mr. Pereira says, that permanent clerks are not
given that sort of work when others are anxious to get it.

1544. You swear positively, Mr. Kinloch, you did not receive a portion of this
money yourself. I may as well tell you that I have information which is to the
effect that you received the whole of it ?—Your information is absolutely incorrect.
I deny that most flatly.

1545. You got the portion that was for indexing the Dominion Lands Act ?—I
got half.

1546. Who got the other half ?—Mr. Rothwell.
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1547. Was any other officer of the Department aware that this—I might call it
crookel transaction—was being done ?—I cannot answer a question that you infer.
Why don’t you say it was a crooked transaction? I don’t think it was.

Mr. T. G. RotawELL recalled, 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 scen the
cheque—was for work done by myselfand Mr. Kinloch, when I was an extra clerk
in the Department. My appointment as a permanent clerk took place almost two or
three days after the work was completed, and I remember thinking that the money
would be lost, and mentioning it to Mr, Kinloch, who said it would be all right.
Afterwards, I think, he gave me $30. What I said here the other day was that I
had not been paid one cent for any extra clerk’s work [ had done as a permanent
clerk in the Department. I was considerably excited over it.

1549. You got/4$30 2—$30 from Mr. Kinloch. I think that is the amount; I
don’t remember whether it was $25 or $30.

By Mr. Foster :

1550. For work done when you were an extra clerk ?~——When I was an extra
clerk. It was a few days before I was permanently appointed. I had helped Mr.
Kinloch at his own house to do the work ; after I left here the other day I thought
of the matter. :

By Mr. Barron :

1551. Was Mr. Kinloch a permanent clerk ?—Yes ; at that time. I asked Mr.
Beddoe, Assistant Accountant, to find out, if he could, what was paid. He described

* the cheque to me particularly, and told me that on it was marked in my own hand-

writing *“ Received.”

1552. You got $30 of this amount ?——$25 or $30. T don’t remember if Mr.
Burgess paid me when I was an extra clerk. Since I have been a permanent clerk
of the Deparment I never received one six-pence, and the newspaper accounts of the
evidence given here are not very corvect. [ have seen it stated that the $100 worth
of work given to Mrs. Rothwell to do—of which she only did a portion, and the

alance was never done—is credited with having been given by the Minister. If I
said that, it was not correct ; it was Mr. Burgess.

Mr. J. R. HALL called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1553. What office do you hold in the Interior Department ?—Secretary.

1554. What is your salary ?—$2,800.

1555. You sometimes certify to cheques, do you not?—Yes; if [ know that the
work is done, but it is not my practice to certify. I require some permanent officer
to certify., T approve and pass the account for payment. I don’t certify unless I

now, to my own knowledge, that the work has been done.

1556. When “ Approved ” is written on an account what does it signify ?—1t is
an authority to the Accountant to pay the amount. The Accountant won't pay unless
the Deputy or myself authorizes him to pay. The approval is the authority for the
Accountant to pay that aceount.
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1557. And in order that you may approve of an account, the account must be
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 ?—VYes.

1559, Is there any rule as to who should certify to accounts ?—The rule is, that
the man in charge of the work should certify. There might be a third-class clerk,
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 Department,
regulating the payment of money in your Department >—Not that I know of, except
the Civil Service Act.

1561. Have you no general rules for your guidance ?—Only the Civil Service
Act.

1562. I was given to understand there were some printed instructions issued
by the Finance Department, or the Treasury Board ?—There was a Treusury Board
minute, I think, somewhere about July, 1882, after the Act of 1882 went into force,
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 of
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.

1565. I would like you to send me one over. You heard the evidence given

with regard to those McMahon aceounts and cheques ?—Yes.

1566. 1 see you approved of some of those accounts. I think thatis your signa-
ture on Exhibit 8 >—Yes; thatis my signature; that is for indexing the Dominion
Lands Act,

1567. You approved of that?—I authorized the work, and 1 approved the
account,

1068. You authorized the work?—Yes; I told Rothwell and Kinloch to do that
indexing.

1569. You knew that Kinloch was not entitled to do that work, yet you allowed

him fo do it?—Yes ; but Rothwell was an extra clerk at the time. He was entitled °

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 for
some years, of giving extra work or extra clerks work, with the understanding that
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. - ;

1576. Since when ?—I could not tell when it began. I came into the Depart-
ment in 1883, It may have been done before my time.

1577. But has it been done continuously since your time ?—I think so.

1578. You think it has ?—On special occasions—that is; special work; but it is
not an everyday occurrence.

1579. It was usual, when an officer of the Department became “ hard up,” or
got into financial difficulties, that you would throw a little of this extra work in his
way, would you not?—If I could.

1580. That was the practice >—Yes; I have had to go down to the court house
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,




99

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;
never.~ I never told extra clerks to divide up with permanent clerks; that was an
arrangement entirely between themselves. It was a matter of honour. If an extra
clerk got a permanent clerk to help him, and divided up, it was a matter of honour:
I never got any extra cierk to share up with a permanent clerk. :

1583. Do you remember having a conservation with a permanent clerk named
Brough ?—I have had a great many conversations with Brough. He was in the
Department before 1 entered the Interior Department.

1584. 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
was given to divide up with Mr. Brough, because you wanted to assist him a little
now that he was going to be married ?—I do not recollect it. Who was the extra
clerk ?

1587. McCabe ?—I never asked McCabe to share with Brough. I once allowed
Brough to do a little extra work after his marriage. It amounted to $12. He got
it in his wife’s name. You will see it in the Aunditor General's Report, “ Mary
Biough.” 1t is the only account of the kind that 1 remember.

1588. You will understand that I am working somewhat in the dark; sometimes
I may not be on the right track ?—I will give you all the information in my power.

1589. You remember the case of Joseph Wright. You have seen that reported ?
—Yes ; that is Turner’s case.

1590. You know there was no such man as Joseph Wright ever employed about
the Department ?—Yes. -

1591. Do you know that Mr. Turner drew the money ?—Yes; and did the work.

1592. T see that your name is attached to this account in Joseph Wright's
name ?-—Yes, ¢ Certified correct, P. B. Douglas.” “Approved” by me July 1887,
I was probably Acting Deputy at the time. Generally the Deputy would go to the
North-West in summer time.

1593. You were acting Deputy then ?—Yes ; I signed the cheque as acting Deputy.

1594. Here is your signature again—July, 1887 ?7—Yes.

1595. Here is another signature of yours—August, 1887 ?—Yes.

1596. You were aware at the time you signed these cheques and approved the
accounts that no such man as Joseph Wright existed ?—Not that there was no such
man us Joseph Wright, but that Turner was doing the work and getting the money.
Turner says there is such a man—a friend of his.

1597. You are aware that this systemis being carried on in the Department from
the time you entered the service of the Government ?—Of the Interior Department.
[ have been 23 years in the service of the Government.

- 1598. This practice was contrary to law ?—Certainly. The Civil Service Act
was being broken.

By Mr. Taylor :

1599. In all these payments that have been made to your knowlec_lge, has the
work been done in every case and a saving to the Government been effected, rather
than by giving it to outsiders >—Unquestionably.

1600. In every case ?—Yes.

1601. In any case has a payment been made unless the worlk has been actually
performed and the money earned >—The work was always done, and well done, by
the permanent men. Wherever a permanent man got money beyond his salary, he
rendered full value for it. .

1602. Is it not a fact that you, Mr. Kinloch and Mr. McMaI_lon are very great
friends ?—That is putting it too strong. I have a great many friends.
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1603. Is it not a fact that you are pretty thick, as theysay ?—No. XKinloch was
a clerk in the Department of Justice when 1 was there, and we were intimate there.
Since 1 have come to the Interior Department I have taken a higher position there.
He got married and we drifted apart.

1604. How about McMahon, have you drifted apart from him?—I do not see
him once in three or four months, except just to say how do you do.

1605. That is since he has been at the Printing Bureau ?—He was clerk with
McLean, Roger & Co.

1606. Were you not intimate with him then ?—No ; I have only been in his house
once. I may state, however, that I am not ashamed of my friendship for Willie
McMahon. [ think he isa fine fellow.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

1607. You stated just now that the practice in your Department as to the certi-
fication of work was that the head of the room in which the work was done should
certify to it, or, in other cases, that the officer in charge should certify to it ?—
Yes, sir,

1608. That is, I suppose, the invariable rule of the Department, that the party
who gives out the work, whoever he may be, to the permanent or extra clerk who
does it, is the one to see that the work was done ?—Certainly; not merely that he
gives out the work, but sees it when it comes back, and counts it.

1609. Have you read the evidence given by Mr. Pereira, the Assistant Secretary
of the Department, at the previous meeting ?—I have not got the evidence at all; [
was not present at the early meetings.

1610. I want to ascertain the point distinctly, because it bears very materially
on the discipline of the Department. Mr. Pereira stated that a certain officer of the
name of Humphreys, whether a permanent or extraclerk I donot now remember ?—
Extra.

1611. That this officer had received certain work from Mr. Henry. What is
Mr. Henry ?—He is in charge of the registrationof the correspondence.

1612. That Humphreys had received certain work from Mr. Henry, and that
when he took this work to Mr. Henry and asked for a certificate Mr. Henry refused
to give it, for some reason or other. I think he said that the other men in the room
were as well entitled to extra remuneration as Humphreys. Thereupon Humphreys
went to Pereira and told him that Mr. Henry had refused to certity to the work, for
the reason which I have stated, and that Mr. Pereira thereupon took upon himself,
although I understood he did not give out the work, and although this work had
been done under Mr. Henry’s supervision, to certify to it

Mr, CHAPLEAU.—Because he knew the work was done.

Sir Ricearp CarrwricaT.—He said he knew it had been done, but I was not at
all satisfied with his statement. (To witness): Well, Mr, Pereira undertook, accord-
ing to his sworn evidence, to certify to this worlk, and undertook to do it without
any communication with Mr. Henry, who had given out the work, and who, I under-
stood you to say, was the person who ought to have certified tv it 2—Yes; Mr. Henry
should have certified to it. I ought to state, however, that it was not work given
out; it was overtime work done by Humphreys.

1613. But Henry was the proper person to certify to it ?—Certainly.

1614. Lt was done in Henry’s room ?—Yes.

1615. And having been done in his room, it was not possible for Pereira of his
own personal knowledge to have known whether Mr. Humphreys had done the
work properly or not ?—He may have known, because Pereira’s room was just
across the passage, and he may have seen Humphreys working.

1616. But Pereira could not tell that Humphreys was working in the other
room when he was not present >—Undoubtedly, Mr. Henry should have certified
to it.

1617. Well, under such circumstances, I want to know whether it was not the
bounden duty of your Assistant Secretary to communicate with Mr, Henry, after
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having been told that Henry had refused to certify to the work, and ascertain what
his reasons were for so refusing, and not simply to have taken Humphreys’ state-
ment ?—I think it was.

1618. Otherwise, you will see that no discipline can exist in the Department ?
—I do not quite understand the statement that Henry refused to certity to Hum-
phreys’ work, because Henry repeatedly pressed on me to do something for Hum-
phreys—that he was one of his best men. ;

1619. I would ask you whether, in your experience and knowledge of the Depart-
ment, that was not a gross breach of discipline, as well as a want of business courtesy,
for one officer to take the thing out of the hands of another ?—DMr. Pereira was
Henry’s immediate superior, and I presume he had the knowledge at the time that
Humphreys had done the work.

1620. Pereira did not claim to be Henry’s superior ?—He is his next immediate
superior. He is the Assistant Secretary.

1621. If he chooses to take the responsibility, it would no doubt alter matters to
some extent; but the statement made by Mr. Pereira when I cross-examined him
was not to that effect ?—If you will allow me to explain: I always understood that
Mr. Henry contended that there were other men that were entitled to be paid for
overtime as well as Humphreys, and that is the reason why he refused to certify for
Humphreys and not because Humphreys had not done the work. There was a cer-
tain hardship in Humphreys’ case. He had passed Civil Service examination, and
we had recommended the Department to appoint him as a clerk; but while his
application was before the T'reasury Board he passed his 35th birthday, and the
Board refused 1o allow his appointment.

1622. The reason is this: It is quite obvious that if one officer undertakes to
certify for work which another officer refuses to certify to, according to every busi-
ness rule which I have ever heard of'and the practice of the Departments which I
know anything of, it was the bounden duty of the officer who chose to do so to have
communicated with the other officer ?—Certainly. g

By Mr. Somerville :

1623. You say that this man Humphreys, you thought, was harshly used ?—It
was a rather rough deal on Humphreys that he was not appointed before he passed
his 35th birthday. He had qualitied himself, and came into the Department at 33.
He was a good clerk, and when we found he wus nearly 35 we hurried off a report
to Council, which report went before the Treasury Board, and lay there until he had
passed his 35th birthday. :

1624. He was an extra clerk all along in this Department ?—Yes.

1625. I see in 1888, 1889 and 1890 he was paid for 365 days at$2 a day, making
$730; and he was paid for extra work during the same time, 776 hours, at 50 cents,
8388, making altogether $1,118 in one year. That was more than an ordinary
third-class clerk would get ?—Yes; the maximum of the third class is $1,000.
ki 1626. What about the second class ?—They commence at $1,100 and go up to
$1,400, :

1627. He was ranking better than a third-class clerk ?—He did very well that
year,

1628. The next year he got $876, and the year previous, 1887-88, he got $824.50
—>551 hours, at 50 cents, in addition to working 366 days. You must have been
working this man to death ?—He certainly worked overtime from four to six, and
came back, I understand from Mr, Henry, to work at night.

1629, In 1886-87 he got $732.50, and so on all the years through. Now, was it
usual to give any one extra work or so much extra employment as this 2—No; he
Wwas looked upon as a particularly good man.

1630. Where is he now ?>—Winnipeg—in our service.

1631. Do you know what salary he is getting?—I think $730—$2 a day. I
would not be positive.
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1632. He got an Irish hoist out of the Department ?—We could not keep him
here, and we di.l 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. I
cannot say positively, but from what [ know of Humphreys I think he knew he was
entitled to it and kept it himself. He did the work.

1634. He must have been an exception to the general rule ?—We have got good
and bad there.

1635. T mean to the general rule of dividing up. He must have beern 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.

1636. You must admit that this man must have been a favourite when he was
allowed to keep it himself?—He was a gool 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 not
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 in
flesh—so to spealk.

1641. Do you know A. Dubuque?—No; his name is not familiar in connection
with any extra work in the Department.

1642. Do you know N. S. Dubuque ?—No.

1643. Do you know Mis« E. N. Charbonneau ?—Yes; she represents M. Loyer,
of the Crown Timber Office. He got about $15 per month in her name.

1644. What is his first name ?—Frangois, :

1645. He draws in the name of Miss Charbonneau ?—In the name of Miss Char-
bonneau.

1646.- This Miss Charbonneau is a fictitious person ?—No; she is some relation
of Loyer’s.

1647. Does sho live in the city ?—I think so.

By Mr. Bowell ;
1648. Is Loyer a permanent clerk >—Yes.
By Mr. Somerville ;

i

1649. How long has Loyer been getting this money ?—Since 1887. There was
an old man named Gormully, who came from Cobourg, who was employed at $45 a
month to assist Loyer. Loyer is a very exceilent clerk and has a lot of work to do.
Gormully died about 1887, and Mr. Ryley, who is in charge of the Timber and Mines
Branch, consulted with Mr. Burgess and myself as to who should take Gormully’s
place. Our policy was not to increase the staff, and the suggestion was made by Mer.
Ryley that Loyer should come back and work at night. He was a married man, and
a very hard worker, and was getting a salary of $600 or $700 a year. He was asked
to come back to do the work at $15 a month for which Gormully had got $45.
Neither Burgess nor I saw there was any harm in this, and we allowed it to be done.
It was an infraction of the Civil S:rvice Act, but we were saving $30 per month.
Mr. Loyer. being a permanent clerk, could not draw this money in his own name,
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 for
1890 (letter filed as Exhibit No, 11 and read) :—

“ Aupit OrricE, OrTAwA, Maich 14, 1890.

“Sir,—During the fiscal year 1883-89, and also during the first six months of the
current fiscal year, Miss E. Charbonneau has been paid out of the vote for Dominion
Lands $15 a month for copying 300 folios cach month, 5 cents a folio, The small
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chances of a round sum for one month, and of an equality of work for two months,
both become impossibilities when the time extends over eighteen months. Please
have the vouchers amended if the arrangement is for $15 a month.

“T am, Sir, your obedient servant,

v “J. L. McDOUGALL, A.G.
“The Dy. Minister of Interior.”
Yes; the Auditor General thought there was something irregular.

1651. You did not reply until 20th May, when the Assistant Sccretary replied as
follows :— : ;
“ Depr. or INTERIOR, OTTAWA, May 20, 1890.

“Sir,—In reply to your letter of the 14th March last, in relation to the pay-
ments made to Miss E. Charbonneaun for copying, I am directed to explain to you
that the account is made out for 300 folips each mounth, as that is the outside limit
that this Department will pay in one month, in this case, for copying. The Deputy
Minister, it may be added, takes care to assure himself each time that the work
done is not less than that limit.

¢« I am, Sir, your obedient servant,
“ LYNDWODE PEREIRA,

“The Auditor General.” ¢ Asst. Secy:

1652. Do you know Miss Florence K. Campbell ?—No; the name is strange to
me in the Interior.

1633. Do you know uny other mysterious strangers whose names appear in the
Auditor General’s Report and whose names are used by permanent clerks in the
Department. Tell me all you know ?—There are the three regular ones: Joseph
Wright for Tu ner, Jane Hay for Rowatt and Miss Charbonneau for Loyer. These
were three good men, working hard, and got this extra remuneration in this round-
about and irregular way.

1654. Do you know a man named C. Gordon ?—No; there is a MeDonald Gor-
don, who is our Inspector of Agencies; but I do not know C. Gordon.

1655. You do not know him at all 2—No.

1656. Do you know a man named C. C. Rogers ?—Yes; he is a second-class
clerk.

1657. In the Department ?>—Yes. His principal duty is looking after Orders in
Council. We print a whole volame of them every year affecting the Department.

By Mr. Cameron (Inverness) :

1658. Did Mr. Brough ever get money under another name ?—Not that I know.

1659. Do you know that F. McCabe got money and shaved with Brough ?—If
McCabe shared up with Brough I could not possibly know, but I say distinetly I
never told. McCabe to share with Brough or with anybody. 1 never told any extra
clerk he must share with a permanent clerk.

By Mr. Paterson (Brand) :

1660. With reference to the matter Sir Richard Cartwright was speaking of, T

- would like to find out the rules of the Department. I understand the rules of the

Depnr(mcnt are that whoever gives out work is authorized so to do, and iz the one
who has to certify to the account ?—Not only does he give it out, but he sees it when
it comes back and counts it before he certifies. The work that is given out is paid
for at so much a folio, at 5 cents a hundred words. Some permanent clerk must
actually count that work, and certify that the account is a correct one.

1681, That is where 1 am a little confused. You say some permanent clerk
does that. Can any permanent clerk certify >—No; it must be the permanent clerk

who has charge, but we prefer the head of the room. If three oc four men are

working in a room the senior clerk should certify.
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1662. Bat 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. Is that the rale of the Department ?—Yes ; 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.

166. Would you consider it a regular transaction—that of Mr. Pereira, referred
to by Sir Richard Cartwright—when the immediate officer over Mr. Humphreys
cave 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. Percira 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 B are 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 certificate from a man who did not know positively that
the work had been done.

1669. What 1 want to get at is this : Must it be the person who gives out the
" work, or with his supervision ? I can 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 ?—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 either you or Mr. Burgess to approve the account, and then you
or Mr. Bu gess will not approve of it until you question the certifying clerk, and are
satisfied that the work has been performed ?—VYes; 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 a
batch to me. .
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1675. And you do not pass them until you make enquiries that everything has
been done, and you are satistied by the certifying clerks that the work has been
done, 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 person authorised to sign is attached to it, and that makes it genuine ?—Well, a
fictitious name might be attached, but I mean I would be satisfied that the work was
done.

1677. That was an irregular thing that Mr. Percira did ?—Yes.

1678. Well, was there any means by which you might be able to detect that
irregularity ?—I had to accept a certificate from the Assistant Secretary, a man
holding a position next to myself in the Department, without any question.

1679. And he could have done it many times, if he had chosen to do so, and
there would be no way of checking the.irregularity ?—I would not question a
certificate.

1680. If it was some one lower than Mr. Pereira in position—would you question
it in the case of the certificate of any permanent clerk ?—If I did not know what it
was for I would question it. T would send for the parties and ask: “ What was this
work ; what did you do ; where did you do it,” and find out all about it.

. 1631. But as a matter of fact, it is largely, if not wholly, a matter of honour for
these permanent clerks. You have to trust almost entirely to their honour ?—
I must do so with a large staff like that.

By Mr. Denison :

1682. How long have you been in the service ?—I was in the Finance Department
from 1867 to 1871 ; then I resigned and went into the Department of Justice, where
I remained from 1873 to 1882, when I entered the Interior Department.

1683. Were payments ever made, before the Civil Service Act was passed, to
permanent clerks ?—In the Department of Justice ?

1684. Anywhere?—No. 1 was nine years in the Department of Justice,
working nights and Sundays, and never got a cent of extra pay.

1685. In any case, do you know if it was ever done ?—I1 don’t know. I worked
in the Finance Department and the Department of Justice, and T only got about $20
extra work in the six years I was in the former Department. That isthe only extra
work I have had since I entered the service.

1686. I want to get at whether it was done at all >—I don’t know ; I cannot
speak of other Departments.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :
1687. Not to your knowledge ?—No.

By the Chairman :

1688. You would accept Mr. Pereira’s certificate that the work was performed
unhesitatingly ?—Most unquestionably.

1689. Was Mr. Pereira, in certifying to work, not aware he was acting in an
irregular matter —I cannot assume that Mr. Pereira did not know it. °

By Mr. Taylor :

1690. I would ask the witness if this work that was given to Mr. Turner and
gle other permanent clerks was absolutely in the interests of the Department ?—
ertainly.
. 1691, If it had not been performed by these clerks you would have had to call
in other experts or else outside assistance ?—Yes; we would have had to get a good
man to do Mr. Turner’s work. e is an excellent clerk.
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1692. And the other permanent clerks referred to as doing extra work ?—VYes. ]

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 that all this extra work has been stopped,
and will never be resumed again in the Department,

By Mr. Somerville : 3

1694. Since when ?—Since last June. It occurred in this way : There was a
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, thercfore, in -paying extra clerks more than if they had
been paid out of Civil Government Contingencies, which, under the Civil Service A ct,
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 pretty 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 in
the Department must be in aceordance with the Civil Service Act.

Mr. BoweLr.—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 ?-—Yes.

1698. Until the decision you speak of 7—VYes.

1699. That decision was given—when ?—In June last. [t was given verbally
some time ago by Sir John Thompson. He had told us nearly 18 months ago that
this Dominion Lands income money should be subject to the provisions of the Civil
Service Act. He had not done that officially, but at that time Mr. Burgess warned
all these temporary clerks that they would have to pass the Civil Service Act and
come down from $500 a year to $400, and that if they did not pass the examinations
they would have to get out. It was not until the Treasury Board passed the minute
that deecisive action was taken,

1700. That was the view entertained up to that time ?—Yes.

By Mr. McG'regor :

1701. Do you know of any case, outside of that of Pereira’s, where a man gives
out the work to himself and certified to his own account ?—No.

By My. Chapleau :

1702. Are you aware that that work given by Pereira to be done by his wife,
was with the consent of the authorities of his Department ?—I take it that he had
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 o be paid by
some extra work done by his wife ?—I know that now.

Wintiam McMason 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 long have you occupied that position 2—About two years.” 1 was
appointed to the Civil Service about July, 1890,

1707. Previous to that, what was your engagement ?—I was employed with the
Government contractors for printing.

1708. McLean, Roger & Co. ?—Yes.

1709. Had you ever been in the Civil Service previous to the appointment you
now hold ?—Never. _

1710. You were not in the Civil Service in 1884 ?—Never previous to the date
I have just now given.

1711. You are aware that a number of accounts were passed through the In
terior Department for payment for’ work said to have been done by you. Here is
one of them (referring to Exhibit No. 10) 2—That is a cheque made payable to me.

1712. Is that your signature >—That is my signature on. the baclk.

1713. Did you ever do any of the work in the Department ?—Never.

1714. Not for the Department at all ?—Never.

1715. You never performed any services for these sums at all ?—Never; nor
ever received any money. ‘

1716. How did you come to lend your name to the officers of the Department?
—Tt was asked for as an accommodation. Seeing that the cheque was an official
one, that it was countenanced by the Department, I did not think it anything out of
the way to encorse the cheque. The cheque was made out in my name; I saw it
was an official one. The work was supposed to be done, or was done, and conse-
quently as it was an accommodation 1 signed the cheque.

1717. You say you did not do any work ?—Y'es.

1718. Did you make the accounts yourself ?—I did not.

1719. Who brought the account to you ?—Mr. Kinloch brought the cheque
to me.

1720. You did not know anything about the account ?—No; the cheque was
brought to me.

1721. You never saw anything but the cheque ?—I never saw anything but the
cheque ; I never saw the money. ;

1722. You did not know what was in the account ?2—The cheque was presented
to me ; I endorsed the cheque and handed it back.

1723. Did you know what the cheque was for ?—I supposed it was for extra
work, but I did not know. 4

1724. You did not do any extra work ?—No; but as the gentleman who pre-
sented it to me must have done the extra work, I took it for granted it was so when he
received the cheque from the officers of the Department.

1725. Did you ask any explanation why the cheques were submitted to you ?—
I asked what they were for, and he said extra work.

1726. And you allowed your name to be used ?—That is all; as an accommoda-
tion. If the officers of the Deparfment permitted him to do extra work it was all
right. I knew him to be able to do it quicker than the ordinary extra clerk
could do it.

1727. You did not think it was any of your business to inquire anything about
it ?—So long as the cheque was made out by the officers of the Department in which
that gentleman was employed I saw no reason for inquiring.
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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.
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; but
I never got it. You will also see Mr. Lindsay Russell’s testimonial.

1740. Herve is an account, certified to by whom ?—Mor. Coté. It wes work done
for his branch. It was copying files with regard to the Half-breeds. There was a
great deal of work of that kind in 1886. _

1741. Did Mr. C6té know about this ?7—Yes; he knew it was a lady. T did not
tell him who it was. I told him it was done by a lady, because I had had to certify
to the account before.

1742. Did this lady do the work, or you ?—She did it, but I helped her a good deal.
Some of it had to be compared, and I had to show her how to do it. She is a lady
who is eapable 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 the
hour or by the folio.

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 ?—I was the one who
had to tell 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.

" 1749. What check was there on you ? Did this C. Gordon check you ?—No.

For instance, if she was going to work she would sit down at a certain time and her

“work would be regular. The clock was there, and I wasalways around the house.
1 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 number of hours ?—A. Certainly.

1752. You could not make any mistake about it ?—No.

1753. But you could make a mistake if you chose ?—Yes ; she might have got
$50 as well as $38, if there had been an intentional mistake.

1754. There was no check on Miss C. Gordon or you ?—None more than giving
the Deputy my word of honour.

1755. You took the work and checked the time, and informed your superior
officer that it was done ?—Yes ; of course.

1756. And got the money ?—Yes; she always went and got the money herself.

1757. Here isanother account for $36.25, 5th May, 1886 : “To services prepar-
ing index Half-breed scrip claims, heads.” (Exhibit No. 14.) What the meaning of
that ?—That index was work that had to be done for Mr. Cté at the time they wert
to settle up matters with the half-breeds—some time after the Rebellion. I do not see
any date on it, but it is all 1886. That was index work that was done for Mr. C6té.

1758. Who is Mr. Coté ?—He is a first-class clerk in charge of all the Half-breed
work—scrip work. _

1759. Is he your superior officer ?—I forget whether he is a first-class clerk or
not. Yes, he is. He is in Mr. Goodeve’s Patent Branch. In this case I merely asked
Miss Gordon to let me use her name. This work had to be done in the office at night
I think there was myself and another man who were specially qualified to make
indexes, and we were told we would be compensated if we came back at night.

1760. You got that money ?—In that case, certainly. That index work is not
done outside of the building.

1761. 724 hours’ work at 50 cents. (Exhibit No. 14)?—The books are over
there, and I should like the Committee to send over and see them. I am not
ashamed of my work. '

1762. You knew you wére not complying with the Civil Service Act?—I was
not aware. It was work that did not appertain to my duties.

1763. You did it in your office >—Not in my office. I did it in Mr. C6té’s own .
office. It was not work that either the Deputy or Minister could say : ‘‘ You must

- go and do this work by compulsion.” I had no acquaintance with it in the day
time. It was not a case in which I might do the work through the day.

1764. Why did you not use your own name ?—Because it was the custom for
permanent men not to get paid for extra work.

1765. The custom must have had some sanction ?—In the time of Mr., David
Mills T did a good deal of extra work.

1766. But the Civil Service Act was passed in 1882 ?—Custom grows, however,
and custom becomes second nature.

By Mr. Denison :

1767. Was it done in other names, then ?—It was the custom for permanent men
to get extra pay.
1768. The money would not be paid in his own name ?—No; the money was not

Paid in his own name.
2—9
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By Mr. Somerville:

1769. But it was not contrary to the law ?—If it was not contrary to the law
why did they do it? It was the custom. I say that if a man did any extira 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 it
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 the Privy Council then
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 I am employed, say in the Finance Depart-
ment, to do a certain work in the day time and another work at night, that does not
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 ?—I
believe it is.
1774. That oath is taken by everybody who works there, and is not intended to
be the same in extent as the Act itselt ?—No.
Mr. SoMERVILLE.—Mr, Burgess, do extra clerkstake that oath ?
Mr. Burgess.—Yes.

By Mr. Chapleau :

1775. You state that at times extra work was paid by the hour and at other
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. Hims-
worth, of the Privy Council, he gave me some work in preparing indexes for his
Department. He paid me by the hour, as there were thousands of figures in the
index and the work had to be done with perfect accuracy. If you give a person
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 the
hour ?—There were not two payments,

1778. How long have you been in the service >—Since 1870. I became an extra
clerk in 1870, and a year after that 1 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 to
a second-class clerkship in 1878. I was at the maximum in 1884 and have not
" received any increase since.

1780. The custom which you spoke of, and which, in your opinion, was second
nature, as you put it, was it prevailing in the Department since 1870?—Of giving
extra work to permanent men ?

1781. Yes.—They used to do it. I used to get extra work in the time of Sir
Richard Cartwright, when he was Minister of Finance. There were men who were
first-class clerks engaged then in destroying notes. It was confidential work.
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; because
it was not considered wrong. It was considered right for a man to improve his
time, just as men in the Civil Service use their time for literary work.
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By Mr. Paterson (Brant) :

1784. Was the account made out in your own name or anybody else’s in the
time of Sir Richard Cartwright ?—There was just a pay-sheet.

1785. Was the pay sheet signed in your name, or was it signed in the name
of some person else 7—I do not think so.

1786. 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.
I did not get any in my Department since. It was only subsequent to the death of
my brother in the North-West.

1787. Why did you say this custom grew out of a custom which had prevailed
in the Department prior to the passing of the Act?—I think I stated what was quite
right—that in the time of Mr. Mills I did one or two little jobs and got paid for them,
but not in my own name.

1788. Youdid work in the time of Mr. Mills and were paid, not in your own
name ?—Yes ; I was paid in the name of my sister-in-law. She was helping me.

By Mr. Barron :

1789. In the case of Mr. Mills she did extra work ?—Yes; we both did the work,

1790. And it was in her name the account was put ?—Yes; it was work for the
Ordnance Lands Office.

1791, At that time there was no law against that sort of thing ?—I never fol-
lowed that sort of thing.

1792. When you say the custom was kept up, the same custom as formerly, that
is not exactly the case ?—I think you misunderstood me. I said there was not a
custom at all allowing permauent clerks to get extra work. Of course, there might
be a number of cases, but I could not answer for them.

1793. When permanent clerks got extra work they got paid for it in their own
names in Mr. Mills’ time ?—Yes.

1794. Not in anybody else’s name ?—No.

1795. Did you never see the statute upon this ?—I read it; but it did not inter-
est me very much.

1796. I want to point out to you what the statute says. It says: “No extra
salary or additional remuneration of any kind whatsoever shall be paid to any Deputy
Head, officer or ecmployé in the Civil Service of Canada, unless the same has been
placed for that purpose, in each case, in the Estimates submitted to and voted by
Parliament.” You see that statute is somewhat different from the oath, and pre-
vents you from even doing extra work when it is in another Department ?—I don’t
know, sir; I might argue that point—I think it is possible to do it. A certain sum
of money is voted indirectly to cover extra work; I think this covers the case.

By Mr. Taylor :

1797. I understood you, whether correctly or incorrectly, to say that during
the time of Mr. Mills you had done some work in which your sister-in-law assisted
You ?—And got paid—yes.

1798. In whose name was it paid ?—I got the pay in her own name, as well as
my memory serves me.

By the Chairman :

) 1799. 1 understood you to say that the work was done jointly byJyou two, but
1t was paid in the name of your sister-in-law ?—We "both did the work and it was
Pay for her for work we did.

By Mr. McGregor :
1800. She got the money, did she not?—Yes.
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By Mr. Bowell :

1801. You got the work for your sister-in-law, you assisted her in doing it, she
drew the money for the work which the two of you did in your own house ?—
Certainly.

By Mr. Chapleaw :

1802. The work was for her ?—Yes.

1803. And you said that in a certain manner the exiras were to compensate
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’s
name because, according to custom, I could not get it otherwise; but I did the work,
and I would have made it out in my own name, but it was not the custom, and
probably the Auditor General would not have allowed it to pass.

The Committee then adjouraed.
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Comyrrree Rooy, WEDNESDAY, 29th July, 1891.
Committee met—>Mr. SPROULE in the Chair.
A. P. SHERWOOD called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1804. You are chief of Dominion Police ?—Yes.

1805. You have certain duties to perform with regard to the keeping of the
time of the men going in and out of the Departments ?—Going in and out of the
buildings. Anybody going in after hours, before 7 in the morning or after 6 in the
evening, has his time taken, and unless he is on the pass list of the Department he
is not allowed in.

1806. What do you mean by pass list ?—An order from the Deputy Head to go
in.

1807. Can you turn up your books and tell me whether Mr, B. H. Humphreys
had an order of that kind from the 15th December, 1888, to the 1st of May, 1891 ?—
T cannot go back to 1888, as the information I was asked to give was from the 1st of
July, 1889, to the 30th June, 1890. I have brought my books with me.

The examination of Mr. Sherwood was suspended, to enable him to procure the
information asked for by Mr. Somerville.

H. E. Hume called, sworn dnd examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

1808. What position do you occupy in the Interior Department ?—I am asecond
class clerk ?

1809. What is your salary ?—$1,100. .

1810. You are private secretary to Mr. Burgess, are you not?—I attend to his
personal correspondence ?

1811. What does that mean?—I wrote his letters.

1812. You were called private secretary, were you not ?—No, sir; there is no
office of that name.

1813. But you discharged the duties of that position ?—I was Mr. Burgess’
correspondence clerk. hGs

1814. Did you ever receive any extra pay for services in the Department ?—I
have received extra pay.

1815. When ?—In the spring of 1887 I received a payment.

1816. Of how much ?—$50.

1817. From whom ?—I received it through a clerk named Hastings.

1818. Do you see that account, Mr. Hume (producing account). Is thatjthe
money you got ?—Yes, sir; I received part of this account.

1819. How much of that did you receive 7—=$50.

1820. By whom is that account made out ?—I wrote the account myself at Mr,
Hastings’ request.

1821. And you certified it as correct ?—I certified that it was correct.

1822. You got the money ?—I received a part of the money.

1823. Who instructed you to do this ?—I received instructions to do it, but I do
not think it is quite fair to say right out who told me. gt

Mr. SoMERVILLE.—I think it is right that you should tell every thing you'know.
You cannot inquire of anybody here. You are sworn, and you must give the evidence.

Mr. FostER.—You must answer.

2—10



114

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. v

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 ?
—I 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 2—
I certified that the work had been performed. T 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 ?—VYes; sir.

1835. Here is another account (Exhibit 16) of the same character. Do you
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 circnmstances led up to your receiving this ?—The circumstances
were, as far as I can.remember, exactly the same as in the other case.

1839. Who has certified to that ? That is not a certificate at all, is it ?—That is
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 not
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 that it
was not certified.

1843. At all events, you received the money ?—I received the money.

1844. Here is another account (Exhibit 17). What about that 2—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 for
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 is
that that account was put in by Mr. Hastings for work he did himself, and he received
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 ?—It is

so long ago I eannot be positive ; but I can swear that to my recollection I received
no part ot that $10.
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1850. $58 was the first account. Youreceived all of that 2—No, sir ; I received
$50 of that.

1851. The second account was $15 and this is $10. You say you are a second-
class clerk ?—I was at that time a third-class clerk.

. 1852. You are a second-class now ?—I am now.

1853. Did you ever read the Civil Service Act ?—VYes, sir.

1854. Read that clause.—(Reads the clause in relation to extra salary or remu-
neration).

1855. Don’t you think that is pretty plain? Is that not very plain ?—My idea
always was that the Civil Service Act was intended to prevent civil servants from
receiving pay from outside persons. It is possible that a man might be offered
money by an outsider for having attended to business for him. I understood the
Civil Service Act to apply to payments of that kind.

By My. Foster :

1856. For work done in or out of hours ?—I understood it to be for work pro-
perly belonging to the office; that any person offering pay to a clerk other than his
salary, the clerk should not receive it.

By Mr. Somerville:

1857. Did you ever certify to any other accounts for other extra men ?—I have
certified to an acconnt of Miss Armstrong’s—Miss E. M. Armstrong. She did some
typewriting work for the Department and I certified to it.

1858. There was another Miss Armstrong—a Miss C. Armstrong?—I do not
know her.

1859. Do you know Miss C. Armstrong ?—I do not know her.

By Mr. Taylor:

1860. For these three accounts—$58, $15 and $10—that were received by Mr.
Hastings and of which you received a part, there was work actually performed and
services rendered to the value of theseamounts for the Government ?—Yes, sir; I per-
formed the work to the extert to which I received payment.

By Mr. Foster :
1861. Is Hastings an extra clerk 7—Mr. Hastings was an extra clerk.
By Mr. Chrysler :

1862. When did you become the secretary or clerk of Mr. Burgess. How long
have you been acting in that capacity ?—Since October, 1886 ; that is to say, I have

/

_been working for him since that date, but I took the place of his clerk in 1889.

1863. Whom did you replace as his clerk >—Mr. Chisholm.

1864. At what date in 1889 ?—About the 1st May.

1865. Take this first account of the 12th August, 1886, of $10. Were you Mr.
Burgess’ clerk at the time that work was done?—I received no part of this account.

1866. On the 30th June, 1886, were you his clerk at that time ?—I was doing
Wwork for him.

1867. But you were not his clerk ?—No, sir.

1868. And the work that is referred to there is it in the case of Mercier vs.
Fonseca ?—Yes.

1869. Do you know whether that was gone into—he was called as a witness in
his official capacity ?—I don’t know whether he was called in his official capacity or
not, but I presume that the work was such as would come within his office.

1870. All these accounts, then, were anterior to the time that you became his
Special clerk ?—VYes, sir.

2—10%
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Joun Masox 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 ?—I 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 ?—Yes,
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 ?—A|l the time.

1879. Do you everdo any outside work for outside parties ?—Sometimes.

1880. Have you done any lately 7—Not lately.

1881. When did you do the last ?—I suppose about three months ago.

1882. Whom did you work for then ?—Mr. Dewdney ; I did some extra work for
the Minister. ;

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, 1 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 ?—I 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 ?—Yes.

1892. You entered the building after hours ?—I was there in the building late
at nights and early in the morning, and I had my son helping me. He is a carpenter,
and I had him to help me.

1893. Where did you get the lumber ?—Bought it.

1894. You carried it to the Department ?—I brought it into the Department. I
made a wardrobe and bought all the stuff.

1895. Have you-the bills for that stuff ?—I have the bills for the cedar.

1896. You have the bills ?—Certainly, the bills that I paid. Whatever I
bought I paid for, and Mr. Dewdney paid me.

1897. When did Mr. Dewdney pay you ?—-I think the last bill he paid me was
in the first of the new year—I1st of January.

1898. Have you got any pay from Mr. Dewdney since ?—Not one cent.

1899. You had leave of absence, had you not, in 1890 ?—I had, sir.

1900. How long ?—1I think it was six or ten days, I forgot which—six days I
think. ;

1901. Not longer ?—It may have been ten.

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 ?—DPositive ; can swear to it upon my oath. I swear
positively.

1906. How did you put in your time during your leave of absence ?—Working
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 ?—I
was working at my own place, not Mr. Dewdney’s. My son was in the buildings.
If there was rush at the stores my son was in the place during my leave of absence-

1908. Then your son had a salary ?—No, sir ; 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
to attend to the stores; that I would have to see to the boxes to go away, and I had
to 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 :

1911. Now, did you ever make any meat safes in the Department for Mr.
Dewdney ?—I made a meat safe.

1912. When did you do that ?—I did it in my own time ; it took me perhaps, to
make that meai safe, over six weeks. I entered the building at 6 o’clock in the
morning and I had two houars then. I have never received a cent in my life since
I have been engaged with the Gvernment, and I have been engaged since 1858.

1913. You never received a cent for what ?—Over and above my pay.

By the Chairman :

1914. Tt is desired to know whether you used in doing any of this work the
time you ought to be at Government work ?—I may have ; I won’t swear; I may
have taken an hour or so. There was one time I could not help it. My son was
working with me there at the time and [ think I took an hour for the purpose ot
gluing on some cedar.

By Mr. Foster :

1915. Your son was working for you at thistime ?—Yes; he was backwards and
forwards all the time, so that it would not interfere with my own work.

By Mr. Somerville :

1916. Is it not a fact that you had not a great deal of work in the Department,
that you had lots of idle time ?—I might say as a general rule I have so much to do
I do not know what to take up first. I have always jobs on hund that I can take up.

1917. Did you do any work for Mr. Dewdney this spring ?—I did.

1918. What did you do ?—This spring [ made a couple of boxes and a mosquito
frame ?

1919. How many frames ?—One.

1920. In whose time did you do that>—In my own time.

1921. You are positive about that ?—Yes. S0t

1922. This did not need any special gluing, and you did it in your own time ?—

Idid.

1923. Do you know a man named George V. Yorke ?—1I do.

1924. Where is he now ?—I am sure I cannot tell you. In the States—at least,
in.Toronto.

1925. Do you know a man named Donovan?—Yes; that is the man I got to take
the things to the Minister’s house when I had made them. I paid him for doing
that. ;

1926. When was the last payment the Minister made to you?—On the 1stof
January.

19%7. Did he not send you a cheque about the 1st of May last ?—That was the
last,

1928. I thought you said the 1st of January?—It was the 1st ‘of January, I
think.

1929. Did he not send you a cheque in May this year?—I think not.

1930. Are you sure?—I do not recollect it. The last cheque sent to me I think

Was in January.
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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 ?—Mur. White asked me if 1 could do a
little extra work in my own time for the Minister, and I said I did not know. I said:
I cannot see my way clear at present, but will see you again. Tconcluded that I
could manage to do this littlejolf), with the assistance of my son.

1934. How long is that ago ?—About three years ago.

1935. The first job was putting up shelving in Mr. Dewdney’s house ?—A little
shelving.

1936. How much did he pay you for doing that?—I could not say. I have not
got the bill here. It is a very small account.

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 1 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 my
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 three
cheques together.

1947. First of all, he gave you one for the shelves 7—Yes; and perhaps for some
other little work.

1948. What else would it include, if itincluded more than the shelves ?—I made
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 the
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 a
kitchen table ?—Yes.

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 ?—Wherc
did T get the material ? I brought it from home.

1958. You remember that well ?—Yes,

1959. You had the exact timber required ?—Yes; I have lots of timber at home;
I brought it down.

1960. T suppose there were other things required. Where did you get the
nails ?—I bought the nails.

1961. And the tools ?—They were my own tools.

1962. You have a complete set of tools apart from the Government’s ?—The
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 ; some
months after.

1965. Was the price of the table included in the cheque for the shelving ?—

Yies.
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.
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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 ¢ould not tell you that even.

1971. Have your no idea ?—I have not. ,

1972. Have you no idea of the price of the plate rack ?—1¢t is on the bill I gave
to Mr. Dewdney. )

1973. Was that included in the first cheque he gave you?—1 think it was.
Those are about the first items I did.

1974. What was the next item you did >—The next was this wardrobe I spoke
about.

1975. That is the work that took six weeks to do ?—Yes.

1976. What was the price of the wardrobe ?—I 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 ?7—Not just now.

1980. $50 ?—No.

1981. $10 ?—About $30 or $35, I should say.

1982. So you have anidea. Did that go into the first cheque ?—Really I could
not tell you.

1983. Now the second cheque was not included in that?—I think I had only
three cheques altogether.

198+, What was the next work you did for Mr. Dewdney ?—I do not know ;
that very near finished it.

1985. Oh, no. We have the mosquito nets. What was the next in order of
time? You have to go over two other cheques yet. He would not give you other
cheques for nothing. I suppose it simply means this: that you were doing little
chores for Mr. Dewdney ?—I kept no regular account.

1986. And you cannot now with accuracy give us details of the account ?—
No. I did not keep an account,

1987. 1t simply means that from the time of Mr. Dewdney being Minister of
the Interior until now you have been doing work off and on for him in the way you
have mentioned ?—Yes; butIhavenotdone anything for him for the last three months.

1988, And you have been paid out three cheques ?—I think it is about that.

1989. During all this time you have been in the public service ?—Yes.

1990. Drawing pay at what rate ?—$2 a day.

1991. For how many days in the year ?—365.

1992. You have been paid for 365 days in each year since Mr. Dewdney became
Minister ?—Yes.

1993. And occasionally you got leave of absence from Mr. Dewdney ?—Not
occasionally ; never but once in my life.

1994. Mr. Dewdney gave you leave of absence once ?—Mr. Dewdney did not. I
asked Mr. Hall. I said I had a little private work to do and I would like leave of
absence. He said : “I do not see how we can spare you ; the goods must go away.”
Isaid: “I will attend to that ; if [ am not there my son will be there and see that
everything is all right.”

1995. You got leave of absence from Mr. Hall to do private work ?—Yes.

1996. What private work ?—Mr. Dewdney’s work.

1997. You did it for Mr. Dewdney ?—Yes.

1998. And delivered it to him ?—Yes.

1999. He knew you were doing it ?—Yes.

2000. During the time you were off duty you got your son to take your place
and drew pay from the Government ?—Yes. >

2001. Your son does extra work ?—He does not.

-2002. What is your son’s name ?—John.
2003. And your name is John ?—Yes.
2004. I see there is a payment here to S. J. Mason. Is he not your son ?—No.
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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 Grvernment.

2008. Why did you get this leave of absence ?—-I had this little private work to
do, and I did not see my way clear to do it ; but I thought if I could get leave for a
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
T could not be.

2011. You got your 6 or 10 days’ leave ?—Yes.

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 you 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 in
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 ?—VYes.

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 camo
to me and asked me if I thought I could do this work for Mr. Dewdney. He wanted
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 of absence ?—That is the time I
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.

2031. Had you not done any work for Mr. Dewdney before these holidays com-
menced ?—No. :

2032. You got these special holidays of' six to ten days in order that you might
do work for Mr. Dewdney by instruction from Mr. Fred. White ?—No instruction.
He came and asked me if I could do it. Itold him, I did not sce my way clear at
present, but would let him know again ; and [ thought thatifhe was not in a hurry,
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and it did not matter how long I took over it, I would do it in my spare time. My
son would help me, and I could manage it.

2033. You did this work right along when you got your holidays ?—Not at all.

2034. I mean this special work ?—I1 did the bulk of it.

2035. What were you doing during these holidays ?—I was working at Mr.
Dewdney’s house and in the buildings in my own shop. -

2036. Hadn't you your son at work in the buildings ?—-Sometimes 1 would come
there 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 use the glue ?—I was not at Mr. Dewdney’s house when I was using the
glue at the buildings.

. 2038. Certainly not. This holiday was specially to work at Mr. Dewdney’s ?
—Yes,

By the Chairman :

2039. Is it customary for clerks working on the same lines of work as you to
get holidays some time in the year ?—Yes,
2040. Does their pay go ou during their absence ?—Yes. The Board of Works
gives their men holidays. -
By Mr. Barron :
2041, Ts it customary to get holidays to do work for a particular Minister ?—No

By Mr. Taylor : - .

2042. How long have you been working for the Government?—More or less
since 1859.
2043. And these are the first holidays you ever had ?—Yes,

WiLriam PEearr called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Somerville :

2044. How long have you been in the service of the Government ?—Since the
1st of June 1880.

2045. Where did you reside previous to that ?—I was engaged in the Govern-
ment service on the 1st of June 1880 in Winnipeg.

2046. What were your daties in Winnipeg ?—Messenger of the Department.

2047. Of what Department ?—The Indian Department.

2048. Who appointed you to that position >—I[ was living in Winnipeg and I
saw an advertisement in the paper for a messenger and I applied and got it.

2049. Wnom did you apply to?—The head person.

2050. You were in the service of the Government in Winnipeg from 1880 ?—Yes.

2051. Until when ?—The present time.

2052. But you are not now in Winnipeg ?—I was in Winnipeg from the 1st of
June, 1880, until the 1st July, 1882.

2053. Were you transferred from Winnipeg to the service in Ottawa ?—I was.

2054. How did that come about ?—I was transferred by the order of the Minis-
ter. When Mr. Dewdney was made Minister I was his messenger in the North-
West. Therefore, he had me transferred from Regina to Ottawa.

2055. You were his special messenger out there ?—I was.

2056. You went there in 1882, when Mr. Dewdney came ?—I did not.

2057. When ?—TI left Winnipeg in 1882 and went with the Department when it
removed to Regina.

2058. How did you come to get to Ottawa ?—On the train, I suppose. I went
to Regina in July, 1882, and remained there until the 1st November, 1888, and was
transterred from there to here.
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2059. What did you do at Regina ?—I was messenger to Mr. Dewdney, as he
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 it
out and looked after it. I went to the post office and got the mail and distributed
it to the clerks. I worked in the office all day long and put letters on the files and
put the files away and copies letters and stayed there until the work was finished.

2063. You had no daties outside of the office ?—No; I had not.

2064. You did not do any work outside of the office ?—I went up and down
with telegrams and posted the letters.

2065. But you did not do any work outside of office duties >—What kind of
work ?

2066. That is what I want you to tell me ?—If you ask I will probably give
you the information.

2067. You were transferred to Ottawa in 1888 ?—I was.

2068. Mr. Dewdney was then Minister of the Interior 2—Yes.

2069. Where do you live ?—-With Mr. Dewdney.

2070. What time do you come to the office here ?—On an average at half-past
nine.

2071. What time do you leave 2—When the Minister leaves.

2072. When does he leave ?—Some times four o’clock, sometimes half-past four;
sometimes it is five o'clock; but mostly it is half-past six. It is oftener seven
o’clock than four.

2073. You are a kind of body servant to Mr. Dewdney ?—I am his special mes-
senger. That is what I go by.

2074. You do work down at his house ?—I do, certainly. Ilive there. That is
my home. I do no work there except when I am through with the office, before I
go to the office and after. That is my home.

2075. If any of the other parties in the Interior Department were to give
evidence to show that you were not in the Department more than from one to one
and a-half hours per duy what would you say ?—That it is not so.

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 do it
myself?—Yes. i

2080. You clean the windows?—Yes.

2081. You are general butler or body servant to Mr. Dewdney ?—I am, out of
office hours; not in office hours.

2082. Will you swear that you attend the office daring office hours constantly ;
do you swear thuat?—I do, for the most of it, with the exeeption that when Mr.
Dewdney is at the house working I remain at the house as his messenger. Sometimes
he is laid np sick and not able to be at the office, and I am his special messenger, and
live at the house, and run up and down from the house to the office, und bring his
letters and all sorts of documents to be signed, and bring them back to Mr. Hall or
Mr. Burgess, or whoever is acting Secretary, :

2083. What do you do in the Department ?—I am Mr. Dewdney’s messenger.

2084. You really work for Mr. Dewdney ?—I suppose so. I am Mr. Dewdney’s
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 ?—[ am his messenger.

2088. When he gets out on the prairie, what work have you to do there >—There
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 ?—I would rather be asked particularly.

By Mr. Somerville :

2090. When you were travelling with Mr. Dewdney what did you do ?—I go out
with telegrams to the stations and get letters when there is need of it, and so on.

2091. Does he have with him a Secretary, too ?—Certainly.

2092. Who is his Secretary ?—Last time Mr. Dewdney went up Mr. McGirr
went up, I believe.

2093. And do you get travelling expenses ?—Yes.
£ 2094. You gettravelling expenses when you are travelling with Mr. Dewdney ?—

e

o

2095. How much allowance do you get besides your pay ?—I1 get $1.50. :

2096. When Mr. Dewdney goes into the North-West or into any part of the
country do you always attend him ?--Well, I have done so, but I have only gone out
twice.

2097. Have you ever been in any other part with him ?—No.

2098. Were you ever down to the sea coast?—No.

2099, They do not give you such nice trips as that? You draw your salary of
$395 right along, I suppose ?—Well, I have done so until the 30th June.

2100. And you get this extra pay likewise when you are off on these trips
besides ?—I have done so.

2101. 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 ?—DPositive. :

By Mr. Mulock :

2104. You are serving two masters ?—How do you make that out?

2105. Are you serving two masters >—Well, I am working for Mr. Dewdney and
Mr. Dewdney’s house is my home, and I am at liberty to do whatever I wish before
office hours or after office hours.

2106. Are you serving two masters ?—I don’t know how you get at that.

2107. Ave you serving the Minister of the Interiorin his official capacity ?—Yes.

2108. You are a servant with the Minister of the Interior in his official capacity,
and you are a servant of Mr. Dewdney in his private capacity ?—I am.

2109. Then you are serving two masters, are you not ?—I suppose so, if you like
to make it out that way.

2110. Have you any regular hours of duty to the Government master—the
Minister of the Interior ?—I generally come down.

2111. I am asking you if you have regular hours for appearing on duty on the
Department of the Interior 7—Well, the office hours are from 10, I believe to 4; some-
times I am there from 9.30.

2112. Answer my question, sir 7—Have you any regular hour for appearing on
duty at the Department ?—Well, on the average at 9.30. s

2113. You say the average is 9.30 7—Sometimes before, sometimes after.

2114. Do you sign the roll ?—I do.

2115. The roll will show how far you have kept up to that average ?— Yes.

2116. You sign it every morning when you are there ?—Yes.

2117. It sets forth the hour of your arrival 2—Yes; it does.

2118. Supposing Mr. Dewdney required you to remain one hour later than the
regular hour for appearing—to remain at your home—which order would you obey
—the order of Mr, Dewdney or the order of the Minister of the Interior ?—That is
not a fair question, I think.

2119. T am asking you a perfectly fair question >—That is not a fair question.

2120. I want to know whether you would obey the Minister or Mr, Dewdney ?—



Tae CaaiRMaN.—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 ?—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 to 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 render 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 ?-—-I am not at liberty

2128. You are at liberty to tell all you know ?—I am not at liberty to give my
private affairs in this way. .

2129. Who told you that ?—I know that

Mr. Foster objected to the question being put concerning a matter of a private
character. :

2130. I want you to tell me who told you you were not to tell >—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 ?—Yes.

2133. And were you aware he had performed extra work ?—I was aware, as
certified to by Mr. Henry who gave him the work.

2134. Did you certify to this acconnt of Mr. Humphreys’?—Not beyond
December, 1888, It you will allow me to explain the matter I think it may probably
save time. Humphreys came into the Department in 1883 at $1.50 a-day. Some
time in 1885 he commenced doing extra work, for which he was allowed to make
about 50 cents a day, to make his pay up to $2 a day. It was in the month of
December, 1888—I was acting Deputy at the time—that Mr. Henry, who had been
certifying to this account, said: “Would it not be better to give him 50 cents a
day more and put him on the pay list at that rate?” I said, yes. He had been
given this for several years and I thought it would be better to put it straight on
the pay list and I authorized that and he was paid it. I said to Mr. Henvy: © This
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 or
approved of any payment to Mr. Humphreys. I am told he did extra work on
indexing at night and did other work between four and six. That is' the principal
time he did the over-time. But since the time that I took the stand that he should
be satisfied at $2 a day I have not passed any accounts.

2135. What was there special about this man Humphreys that he should get so
much extra pay ?—I do not think his salary in any one year exceeded $1,100, and
some years it did not reach that. He was a good all-around man and a good worker.
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2136. He seems to have got a good deal more than any other man in respect to
extra work. You see, in 1888-89 he was paid for the full year, 153 and 212 days
—making up the full year—and then, he was paid for 445 hours at 50 cents an
hour, making $222.50. In the previous year, or rather 1889-90, he worked 365 days,
at $2 a day, making $730, and he was allowed 776 hours at 50 cents, $388, making
$1,118. Could that man do this extra work for 776 hours and do justice to the
Department by working full time for every day in the year?—He could put in a
good deal of time between four and six o'clock. He was an extra clerk, and for
extra clerks, between four and six was looked upon as extra time.

2137. You say, this work was done ?—It was certified to by Mr. Henry up to

* the end of 1888.

2138. T am asking what you know about it ?—I was not present in the room
while he did the work. T accepted the certificate of his superior officer.

213Y9. You believe, he did this work ?—VYes. 7

2140. Beside having worked 365 days in one year, he worked 776 hours?—I
think, that would not be more than two.or two and a half hours a day.

2141. And you think, he did that ?—I believe, he did. If he did not, I have been

deceived, and 1 am very sorry to hear it.

2142, Who told you that he did this work ?—Mr. Henry.

2143. Who else ?—Mr. Pereira.

2144. Anybody else ?—Not that I know of.

2145. That statement seems to be rather strange in the face of the fact that we
have the Deputy Minister’s statement, I think, to the effect that this 50 cents an
hour, was not for extra work at all, but was given to make up his salary ?—I have
not read Mr. Burgess’s statement.

2146. Was that not your statement, Mr. Burgess ?—Mr. Burgess—I do not
remember.

2147. Do you know Mrs. E. J. Orde ?—Yes,

2148. Who is Mrs. Orde ?—She was my sister. She died in the month of June,

2149. Your salary is $2,800 a year ?—Yes.

2150. Locking through a number of accounts here I see that Mrs, Orde received
$235.60 in 1885 ?—The total she got wasabout $480, extending over thirteen months
—the year 1885 and January, 1886. Will you allow me to explain about it?

2151. Certainly.—Before giving that work to my sister I asked permission
from Mr. Burgess to do so. There were about twenty-five women in Ottawa getting
extra work from the Department at that time. A great many returns were being
asked for by the House of Commons, and there was a great deal of copying to be
done. This work was copied at so much per folio. The work was done by my-
sister, or by her eldest boy, a school boy of 15, who wrote a good hand. The money
was drawn by her in her own name. I never touched one cent of it in any way.
The work was counted up every month by Mr. Wm. Howe, who is since dead. I
told him to be ¢ reful and count the work fairly, as Mrs. Orde was my sister; he
was to be particular to see that it was counted right. One month Mr, F. C. Capreol
counted it, Mr. Howe likely having been away. In 1886 the question arose in the
Department as to whether we could give out copying to anyone who had not passed
the Civil Service examination. Immediately that question was raised I stopped my
sister from getting any more work, though dozens of others, who had not passed the
examinations, continued to get the work. However, I wanted to make sure that
there was nothing irregular, as far as my sister was concerned. For every dollar
paid to her the work was honestly done, it was properly counted, and 1 did not
touch one cent of the money in any shape or form. My sister lived at my house;
she had five young children, and she did not even pay her board out of that money,
in any way. I never touched or received anything out of that money.

By Mr. Taylor :

2152. T want to ask you a question in reference to the work given to Mr. Ander
son, I think 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 of
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 dayin the Department—not very extravagant pay for an ex-editor. Ithought
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 it.
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 Mr.
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 to
help her towards that end. I have no doubt that she did the work. If I am not
right in my supposition, probably Mr. Burgess can correct me.

Mz. 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 her
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, so
that if she failed in Paris she could come back into the Department. That arrange-
ment was allowed on the understanding that it wasto be for one year. It drifted on,
however, into two years, and all the time, during her absence, the work of an extra

_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 to
Paris that is a private matter. All that we saw was that the work was done. It
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. Miss
Duhamel’s sister has passed the Civil Service examination and is entitled to do extra
work. I was always under the impression that Miss Nellie Myers actually did the
work until yesterday, when Mrs. Dubamel came to my office and admitted that her
~Maughter did the work and that Miss Nelly Myers did not. However, the work was
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 to
Paris 7—A. Yes.

2158. In the Department ?—No ; at home at night time. Those two books
which I gave to Mr. Somerville will give an idea of the number of files got in the
name of Miss Nellie Myers from day to day. Mrs. Lee happened to have those. two,

but she generally throws them in the waste paper basket. They are just rough
memoranda.
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By Mr. Somerville :

2159. The accounts were certified, Miss Nellie Myers signed the cheques, and
they were witnessed by some person of the name of Duhamel ?—That was probably
the sister, Miss Agnes Duhamel—the one who is here in Ottawa.

* 2160. She is employed is one of the Departments ?—I believe so.

2161. What Department ?—I think the Post Office Department, but I am
not sure.

2162. She would be receiving a salary in the Post Office Department ?—Yes.

2163. Did you have any consultation with Mr. Dewdney about this matter ?—
Oh, no; I have not spoken to Mr. Dewdney about it. T think the arrangement was
made with Mr. Burgess to oblige the Duhamel family.

2164. There is such a person as Miss Nellie Myers ?—Yes. She has been here
ready to be called before the Committee.

2165, She did not do this work at all?—She says now she did not. I always
understood she did.

2166. What object was there in putting the account in a fictitious name ?—
Because the other Miss Duhamel being being already employedin the Civil Service,
could not be drawing other pay, I suppose.

By Sir Richard Cartwright :

2167. Is she a permanent official >—I do not know. I dare say she could have
done it.

By Mr. Somerville :

2168. I understand from the Auditor-General that she is not apermanent clerk ?
—1I cannot speak positively about that.

2169. Do you know why the account was put in Miss Nellie Myers’ name ?—
That is a matter between the Duhamel family and Miss Nellie Myers. 1 know
nothing of the arrangement. I was only concerned to see the work was well done.

2170. Did you examine the work ?—I have seen specimens of it; it s in an
excellent handwriting.

2171. I asked Mrs. Lee to furnish a statement to show the work she did. Mrs.
Lee gives out the files every day ?—A portion of them.

2172. She ought to know what amount of work is done for this money by the
files ?—Yes.

2173. She is in a position to furnish to the Committee the amount of work done
by Miss Nellie Myers ?—Yes. Mrs, Lee has assured me that Miss Nellie Myers, or
whoever did the work for Miss Duhamel, did as much or more than the average
lady copyist.

2174. Iwould like to have that evidence here 7—You have the primary evidence

here already, if you run through those little books which I gave you.

2175. What do the figures represent ?—The number of the official files. It may

_mean that the whole file has to be copied cr only one or two papers from it.

2176. Can you give any reason why this other person should be substituted for
the real person doing the work ?—I know of no reason except that the other Miss
Duhamel was employed in another Department. y

2177. But that would not be sufficient reason ? She is not a permanent clerk ?—
I do not know whether she is permanent or not.

Mr. SomeErvILLE.—The Auditor-General says she is not.,

The AUpITOR-GENERAL.—I am not positive on the point; I am only speaking
from memory.

By Mr. Somerville :

2178. The payment of this money has been stopped ?—At the end of June. That
was the period up to which, by a mutual arrangement with the Auditor-General and
the Treasury Board, we were allowed to continue. We gave them all notice in the
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month of May that those who had not passed the Civil Service Examination must go
atthe end of June. That was the outcome of the minute of the Treasury Board on
the subject of this extra work.

By Mr. Taylor :

2179. Can you give us a statement as to whether the expenses in connection
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 and
see whether we have been extravagant, so that I find there has been a steady decrease
for the last two years, and a contemplated greater decrease. In civil government
here at Ottawa we have made a cut of nearly $5,000 in the last two years. We esti-
mate between six and seven thousand this coming year, and it will thus be in three
years eleven thousand. In 1889-90 we saved $13,000. We made a reduction of
$13,000 in the outside service, and in 1890-91 we made a reduction of $11,000 ; thatis
$24,000 in the outside service, besides $11,000 at the Head Office ; and we will make
a still further cut. Under Mr. Dewdney’s administration of three years we will have
effected a saving of fully $40,000 between the Inside and the Outside Service. But I
would like to say right here, and I thitk it is due to the memory of the late Mr.
White, that at the time of his death he had fully made up his mind to make the very
same reductions. He spoke to Mr. Burgess and myself about it repeatedly, and
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 were
extraordinary years ?—Yes; those were extraordinary years.

2182. Well, is it a comparison with them ?—I said with 1889 or 1890. My first
reduction is in 1889-90, the second 1890-91, and I am now entering upon 1891-92, in
which we are still going on with this reduction,

2183. Well, in the ordinary course of affairs the expenditure of that Department
would be less now than in 1886, shortly after the Rebellion, when there was so much
work connected with it ?2—Oh, ves; for several causes we have been able to cffect these
reductions; for instance, when the colonization companies were wound up we disposed
of Mr. Rufus Stephenson’s services at $3,000 and $1,000. In the same way we disposed
of the Forestry Commission, with $2,600 =alary and $1,000 expense attached.

By Mr. Somerville :

2184. Was Mr. Stephenson’s salary not $5,000 7—$3,000 salary and $1,000 expenses.
In these two matters we have saved $7,000, and whereever we have a vacancy in the
Crown Timber Office in the North-West, either by resignation or by death, we have
amulgamated the Crown Timber Offices and the Dominion Lands Offices. We have
done that at Winnipeg, Calgary, Edmonton and Prince Albert, and the salary of a
Crown Timber Agent was $1,200 with contingencies, so there was a considerable
saving there. We disposed of the Land Guide service, and in the year 1886 two com-
missions went out to settle Half-breed claims, and there were expenses in connection
with it. All these things are now settled up, and about the year 1887, before Mr.
White’s death, he began to see his way clear to make these very large reductions
which Mr. Dewdney has since carried out.

2185. Reductions have been made because the work was not there to do. That
is the reason of the expenses being cut down ?—Yes; but if the Government wishes
simply to make places for men they could have filled all the vacancies in the Crown
Timber Office without any question being raised. They preferred, however, to cut
down these expenses if possible, and united the Dominion Lands and Crown Timber
Offices.
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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. Itis easy to find something
to do for a Government Official.

 2186a. Is that your experience >—I have always found plenty to do.

2187. It has been suggested to me that there are many men in the Department
who don’t faithfully discharge their duties 7—There, at the Head Office ?

2188. Yes, that there are some men ?—Not a great many.

2189. There are some ?—I dont know that I am authorized by the Minister to
go into questions of internal economy in the Department.

2190. There are some men who do not render much service; would not the
Government be doing its duty to get rid of those men who dont give much value ?
—Here at Ottawa ?

2191. Yes ?—I know some of them who I think in very few years will have to
be superannuated ; they are getting on towards that. There would be a still further
reduction in our staff at Ottawa.

2192. The other day in giving your evidence you said you sometimes had to go
down to the jail to get some of these men out—did you not ?—I did.

2193. How did they get in there ?—Debt—Division Court.

2194. Division Court debts ?—Yes.

2195. And would you go down and get them out.

Mr. FosTER objected to this question.

J. A. Corf 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, 1887.

2198. You were an extra clerk before you were advanced to the position of
permanent clerk, and you were in habit of doing a lot of extra work, were you not?
—1I did some but not very'considerable and 1 did some sometimes.

2199. Well I see in 1883-84 your salary was $547.40 and you get $417.15 extra
work ?—VYes.

2200. Well the next year your salary was $547.50 and you got extra work
amounting to $450.50 ?—Yes.

2201, —That was 1884-85. Well then in 1885-86 your salary was $547.50 and
you got only $109.25 worth of extra work ?—Yes,

2202. How do you account for such a drop as that; you got $417 one year,
and $440 another year, and then it dropped down to $109 ?—Well during the years
of 1884-85 the extra work that was put down as having been performed by me, was
not in reality performed by myself.

2203. Who was it performed by ?—It was performed by a brother of mine who
~was engaged in compiling an index for the Department and who was working after
hours, ~ He adopted this means of getting the pay because I was an extra clerk, and
he could not very well draw the money himself because he was prevented, being a
Permanent clerk.

2204. Tt was merely a matter of accommodation for your brother ?—Exactly, yes.

2205. He got the money in fact 7—He got the money every cent of it.

2206. Did he not give you a little share of it ?—Not a cent ; it was no trouble
for me to do that.

2207. You just let him have the use of your name?—Exactly. The thing was
customary, at least I had heard in the Department. I did not know there was any
thing dishonest about it. The work was done and well done.

2208. How do you know it was well dcne ?—The work is there yet, and if you
£0 over the work you will see it is well done.

2209. There seems to be a difficulty in getting a sight of the work ?—I would

e very glad to see the work brought here and examined by the honourable members
of the Committee.
2—11
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2210. You did not make out the account then ?—I cannot recollect.

2211. Here are some of those accounts. Did you make that out (Exhibit
No. 18) ?—Yes; I made that out. I might have made out the account and drawn
the money and given him the money.

2212. Here is another one certified {0 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 7—8$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 ?—1It is certified to by Mr. Henry. I did not
do any extra work at all for my brother, or pass any account in my name for him
after 1885, only during 1884, because the work he was at was completed at the end
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, of
$417.50, you say, all went to your brother 2—Every cent of extra work in 1884 and
1885.

2219. And you just allowed him to use your name ?—Yes. Of course, I myself
performed a little extra workin those days. I may have put in an account, but thereis
nothing to distinguish now between the accounts filled for my brother as accommo-
dation, and probably a little extra work I did in my own name.

2220. I am speaking of these accounts—you got none of this ?—I got none of
the money that I received from the accounts that were filled in for my brother’s
accomodation.

2221. And the total amount was for his accomodation ? In these years as I
understand you ?—Yes.

2222. You knew at the time that you were doing wrong ?—I did not. I did not
think then I was doing anything dishonest, there may have been something irre-
gular, but I did not think there was anything dishonest or that would in any way
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 index
which should be examined.

By Mr. Chrysler :

2225. The work that your brother was doing was the work he could not take
home ?—No. Not easily.

2226. What was it ?—It was a compilation of three different indices into one
undor the Burr system of indices. It was the indices for different years from 1874
to 1879. They were all made according to the old system of indexing under the first
letter, and as the work was increasing considerably in the Department it was very
difficult to get at any of the previous correspondence so they thought it a desirable
time to complete those.indices under the Burr system. The work was long and
tedious and required long experience.
¥ 2227. As I understand they were the indices to a large number of books ?—

es.

2228. Which could not be conveniently removed from the Department ?—Not
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 in
the office were not using them ?—VYes,
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Narcissg CorE called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

. 2231, What is your position ?—I am first assistant in the Patent Branch of the
Interior Department.

2232. What is your salary ?—$1,400.

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
a second class clerk.

2235. You have heard the evidence given by your brother, is that correct ?—
Perfectly. ‘

2236. You got the whole of this money ?—Every cent. Atthe time I was draw-
ing a small salary and had not taken the oath of office, or anything of that kind,
although I don't attach any importance to that.

2537. In 1883, 1884 what was your salary ?—In 1885 I was made a second class
clerk—on the 1st of January with a salary of $300 or $900.

2238. It would be the same in 1884 ?—No, I was a third class clerk then, get—
ting a statutory increase of $50 a year, soin 1884 I was getting $50 less than in 1885.

2239. Who was this arrangement made with ?—When 1 started work, it was
made with the then Deputy Minister Mr. Lindsay Russell.

2240. How long did you continue in this work ?—I was engaged in that work
all the time I had this extra work.

2241. Two years ?—Yes two, or three years. It was in the fall of 1882 that I
commenced the work and it was, as has been explained, upon indices covering the
years 1874 to 1879, inclusive, and these books could not possibly botaken out of the
office or used during the day, because we were constantly referring to them during
office hours and in connection with the correspondence. It was an index of the
correspondence received through the Department during those years.

2242. Why don’t you ingist upon having it done in a square way—having the
vote for this extra work put in the estimates ?—It never struck me that there was
anything out of the way in it.

2243. You knew about the Civil Service Act ?—I do not know whether I did.
I suppose I did. I did not think there was anything really wrong about it. I was
not ashamed to tell those who were entitled to know about it that I was doing it.
They knew that I was quite willing to put in a good deal of extra time without extra
pay, as I have done since ; but they knew that I was not doing all that work night
after night from zeal.

2244, Did you know anything of this provision in the law ?-—I know all aboutit
now, but I do not know whether I did then. Even in the face of that I do not know
whether it would have been an objection as I look at it.

2245. Was it not your duty to look at the Civil Service Act ?—I think it was

just in the fall of 1882 that the Act came into force.

2246. Since that time you have been travelling in the North West ?—Y es, sir.

2247. What special business were you on there ?—I was Secretary of the North
West Half-breed Commission, but in 1887 I was made a member of that Commission.

2248. Did you draw pay as a departmental officer and as a Commissioner too ?—
No, no. T drew just the pay of the Department and the ordinary living allowance
of $3.50 a day. At first I drew $5 a day because that was the rate allowed to
employees travelling in the North West ; but later on that was reduced to $3.50.
I started when the living allowance was $5, and a special Order in Council was passed
allowing me to draw the $5, as the arrangement was that I was to draw $5 when I
started out.

2249. Did you draw anything else than your living allowance for that service ?
—In 1887, after I had performed the service, a vote of $500 was passed by Parlia-
ment to me 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. T 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, you
~ rendered all the services ?-—I did the extra work. During the day, of course ; but I
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
in your brother’s name ?—I did, and I would not do that same work again for twice
the money. :

2254, The Government got full value ?—I would not, if allowed by this Com-
mittee, do that work again for twice the money.

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, I
think it was March 1878. Before that time I had done some work in the Public
Works Department. I would like to say that that work could not possibly have
been done outside of the Department, and I think I was the only one then in the
Department qualified to do the work. I was then assisting Mr. Henry, and I do not
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 necessity
for these works, and now these books are being used every day in the Department.
We have now to go through these books to see if there was any previous corres-
pondence. The Deputy Minister knew it and the work was certified to by the person
in charge of that office.

y. SR SHERWOdD called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

2258. You have examined the books with regard to the attendance of Mr.
Humphreys between certain dates ?—The 15th of December, 1888, and 1st May, 1891.

2259. You have ascertained that this statement (Exhibit 21) as prepared is
correct from the books ?—Yes.

The Committee then adjourned.
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CommirTEE RooyM, THURSDAY, 6th August, 1891.
Committee met ;—Mr. Wallace in the Chair.
"K. J. HENRY re-called and further examined :—

Tae CaareMAN—Mr. Henry, I understand, desires to make some corrections in
his evidence, and also to make a further statement.

Mzr. HENrRY—Question 336, on page 20 of the printed evidence, I should have
sald that the account was put in under the heading of cxtra work. It was a
difference in Salary on extra work. Question 340—In the sentence, ‘‘ Henry,
if you make out that cheque in favour of Mr. Humphreys, and add an additional
hundred dollars, I will approve of it,”” the “cheque” should be “account.” The
words “one or two before, for the same sum,” should be for two sums, being
difference in pay for one year between $1.50 per day and $2. Question No. 351
—I believe now I should have said that the Forestry Report was a separate report
and not part of the annual report. Question 371—1I find that in some cases the clerks
exceeded the sum of $9 per woek, and [ account for it in this way: at the end of the
week the work was not in a fit shape to hand over to the next two clerks, conse-
quently they did in many cases exceed the above sum. Question 381—Mr, Hickey
may have had his name used by more than one permanent clerk, which will account,
I think, for the larger amount which he appears to have drawn; a comparison of
dates of cheques and accounts with time-book will no doubt clear this up. Questions
384, 386 and 387—I cannot for the life of me understand why I gave such answers.
I must have been rattled, as I often spoke to Mr. Hall, and I also think to Mr.
Burgess, that I tried to restrict the clerks to $9 per week, and that all the statf were
on the work excepting Mr. Bell, whom I thought was getting a salary sufficiently
large without it, and [ may also say that he never appeared anxious or asked for
the work. In question 389, where I say 18 men altogether, I find I exceeded the
number. T once had that many in my office, but I find that the time-book does not
give so many ; it should be 16.

v

STATEMENT respecting payments made to Mr. Humphreys—Difference in salary
during years 1887 and up to 1889.

Mr. Pereira and Mr. Hall have both stated in their evidence that I gave Mr.
Humphrey extra work and when same was done refused to certify. This is not
correct, as any extra work done by him under my instructions was always certified
to by me, or in my absence, by my first assistant, Mr. Geo. Bell. The whole
amount earned by Humphreys on the Burr Index was between $80 and $100, as the
time-book, which I now submit, and which turned up since I gave my evidence,
shows. The accounts which I refused and which were afterwards certified to by

"Messrs. Pereira and Bell, were after the $200 account, and, as I understood it, and

firmly believe, were for difference in salary, not for work actually done, but an
allowance granted by the Deputy Minister as difference in pay between $1.50 and
$2 per diem. FEach time these accounts were presented to me for certificate I
refused, because I thought he, Humphreys, should be paid in the regular way. I
also thought, and no doubt said, that if he was paid in that way—the irregular way
I mean—there were other clerks in my office who should receive similar treatment,
not that I would have certified in their case ecither, as after certifying to the $200
account I had made up my mind that accounts of that description would never again
be certified to by me. The fourth account was also presented to me by Mr. Hall,
and again refused, and I again urged him, particularly as he was then acting Deputy
Minister, to get the sanction of the Minister to increase the salary from $1.50 to $2
and thus put an end to an irregular and unpleasant matter. This was done, and
Humphreys was paid at the latter rate. I desire further to explain the statement
made by Mr. Burgess in his evidence, in which he alleges as a reason for my
2—13
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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 ta be true. Mr. Burgess did promise to
recommend me for a chief clerkship, and also informed me what he intended to do
for some others in same class ; but further said that as Mr. Hall was only getting
$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, and
I am still a first class clerk. The late Mr. White, when Minister of the Interior,
also promised and assured me that what I was applying for should be given and even
when I questioned him ciosely and said I would need to refresh my memory or in
other words, prepare for the examination, his answer was, to do so, as he fully
intended to promote the late Mr. Douglas, who was then Assistant Secretary, and
myself, to the rank and pay of a chief clerk. I mention this to the Committee to
show that I have had reasons for feeling disappointed, but as to having any animus
to Mr. Burgess, or having tried to injure him, such is not the case—I feel now, in
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 irregular
business away ” may live to find out that it is false, and that, perhaps, the chief
information which led to its publicity, was worked up by others, who did not have
as good a reason for feeling disappointed as myself. Further, I deny in tofo 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 Mr.
Burgess’s statement, submitted to the Committee on 16th July, 1891, which referred
to Mr. Henry’s evidence, as follows :—

“I would also take leave to say, Mr. Chairman, in relation to the evidence given
by Mr. Henry, that I regret very much that in a moment of anger I should have
said anythinithat 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 state-
ment he did and gave the evidence in the way he did from conscientious motives,
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 were
to be promoted ? How long ago ?—Prior to 1887.

2261. That has been hanging over ever since ?—Yes.

2262. You say that Mr. Hickey’s name was used by more than one permanent
clerk ?—The time book there will explain everything. For instance, there might be
two permanent men working on this work, and, of coursé, the permanent men could
not get the pay ; but they might use Mr. Hickey’s name to get the pay. The work
was done jn every case, as I have sworn. :

2263. I have been tryirii for some time to get at the bottom of this Humphreys’
matter. Can you say who Mr. Humphreys shared with. He got, according to the
Auditor General’s Report, a large amount of money for extra work—very much
more than any of the others—and it was stated that on.account of his excellent
qualities as a clerk he was paid this extra amount of money. I see he has been sent
to Winnipeg and gets 82 a day ?—That was what he was getting in the Department.
I do not know what he is getting now.

2264. Do you know whether Mr. Humphreys shares this extra money with
anybody ?—I cannot say that. For any extra work that he got, and I certified to, I
do not know that he shared it with anybody.
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CommiTTEE Rooy, Turspay, 25th August, 1891.
Committee met—Mr. WALLACE in the Chair.

James S, Brouau called, sworn and examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

2265. What is your position in the Department of the Interior ?—Iama second
class clerk in the Department of the Interior.

2266. How long have you occupied that position ?—About two years.

2267. What is your salary ?—$1,200. Since the 1st of July it has been that.

2268. 1st of July of this year ?—Yes ; of this year.

2269. *You have been on the permanent staff in the Interior Department, since
when ?—Since 1882, T thinis.

2270. Before that you were on the staff but were not permanent ?—Before that
I was in the Department of Inland Revenue. I had charge of a subdivision at
Elora, near Guelph.

2271. You have heard or read the evidence that has been taken in regard to
this investigation into the management of the Interior Department ?—Yes.

2272. You understand the run of it ?—I do. T cannot say that I have read the
evidence through very carefully.

2273. Are you aware, of your own knowledge, of irregularities occurring in the
Interior Department—that is extra clerks sharing up with the permanent men ?—
Yes.

2274. You know that has been done ?—Yes.

2275. Has it ever been done in your own case ?—Well, yer.

2276. Extra men have shared their money with you ?—Certainly. It was a
general practice in the Department.

2277. Will you name the parties ?—Mr. McCabe was one that I did some work
with in connection with returns for the House of Commons. The account was of
course put through in his name.

2278. You remember the date of it ?—It was during the session of 1889, There
were, I think, but two cases; it was extra work in connection with returns for the
House of Commons which Mr. McCabe had to do. As it was work which required
two men to do he asked me to assist him and I did so. The work was done after
hours—Ilate at night and early in the morning. We were at work by 7 o’clock in
the morning, working up to 11 o’clock at night.

2279. Would it be usual for an extra clerk to ask a permanent clerk to assist
him ? Would not the practice be the reverse of that >—That I could not say. This
work, however, required two men to do it.

2280. One reason why I called you as a witness was in consequence of a letter
which was published in the Citizen some time ago ?—Yes ; I contradicted in the Citizen
a report wEich had appeared in the evening papers with reference to myself, which
was to effect that I got the greater part of $2564, which was a lie. It was not the case
at all.

2281. Will you read your contradiction which appeared in the Citizen ?—

“ INTERIOR DEPARTMENT INVESTIGATION.
0 Wrag \
“ Editor of The Citizen.

“ Smr,—In the evidence given by Mr. Francis McCabe yesterday before the
Public Accounts Committee, as reported by the Evening Journal, the following state-
ments appear :

© “¢1n 1889 he (McCabe) got $2564 for extra work, He (McCabe) gave Brough
about half the money.”

2—14
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““On the whole, he thought Mr. Brough got the most of the money.’

“ Permit me to say that the above evidence, in so far asit applies to me, is wholly
false, as I am prepared to testify under oath when called upon to do so.

“ I am afraid the whole of this wretched business is little else than a contemptible
conspiracy against those who really honestly tried to do their duty, and have in
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 a
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 a
statement that I got half the money or most of the money which was charged,
against McCabe in 1889. That statement, I say, is wholly untrue.

2284. But stil! 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 have the accounts here, and they will show ?—I suppose so. 1
can probably help you to get at the figure, to a certain extent. Mr. McCabe was
allowed for overtime. He was paid for overtime. e was not able to complete his
work within the regular hours, and he was therefore paid for overtime in connec-
tion with that work. His account generally ran $20 or $22, or somewhere about
that every month.

By Mr. McMullen :

2288. For extra time?—For extra time. In the two cases I refer to, whetre 1
assisted him, the amounts were entered in the regular monthly account for overtime.

By Mr. Somerville :

2289. Your time was entered there 7—Not exactly my time, but it was mentioned
in the account that there was an item for extra work in connection with the House
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 average
therefrom, which is somewhere about $20 a month, and divide the remainder by two,
you will find what we got in connection with the House of Commons return. 1
think in one case it will come to somewhere about $16, and in another case about
$5 or $6.

By the Chairman :

2290. Were these the only payments you got that year ?—These are the only
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 returns
called for by the House of Commons—66 hours, at 50 cents, equal $33.” = If you
deduct $20 from that, McCabe’s average, it will leave you $13. Divide that by two
it leaves $6.50. That is one of the accounts I had reference to. (Account filed as
Exhibit Ne. 22.)

2292. You say you only got $6.50 of that account ?—I say I did not get any
more; I probably got less. Here is the other account: “ March 1st, 1889: To extra
work during the month of February last, entering up action on files and comparing
returns for the House of Commons and documents for the Commissioner’s office at
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Winnipeg—102 hours, at 50 cents, equals $51.” If you deduct from that amount
$20, McCabe's average, it will leave $31; divide that $31 by two you get $15.50,
which was about the amount I received. (Account filed as Exhibit No. 23.)

2293. How much did you get from Mr. McCabe altogether—$22 according to
your statement ?—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 sctual facts of the case.

2294. I do not think that is in accordance with the official report of the evidence
as given by Mr. McCabe ?—Perhaps not.

2295, You say you only received $22 from Mr. Mc¢Cabe ?—I did not say that; [
said that was about it.

2296. Did you share with anybody else, or did anybody else ever share with
you?—No; he was the only man.

F. McCaBe re-called, again sworn and further examined :—
By Mr. Somerville :

2297. Mr. McCabe, you gave evidence before this Committee some time ago with
recard to certain matters ?—Yes.

2298, You worked with Mr. Brough, did you not, in the Interior Department—
in connection with the work of the Interior Department ?—Yes; I worked with him
some time.

2299. And you shared the money with Mr. Brough after you earned it?—I did
for a time,

2300. Here is an account. Look at that account (filed as Exhibit No. 24.) Wha'
is the date of it ?-—This is the 3rd of January, 1889.

2301. And the amount of the account ?—The account was for $37.

2302, How much of that money did you pay Mr. Brough ?—I paid half of it, to
the best of my recollection.

2303. I want you to recollect it distinetly? You say you paid half of the $37 ?
—Yes.

2304. Here is another account (Exhibit No. 22.) What is the date of that
account ?—The 1st of February, 1889.

2305, What'is the amount?—That is for $33. I shared half of that with him,
too.

2306. You paid half of that to Mr. Brough ?—Yes.

By the Chairman :
2307. The statement by Mr. Brough was that you deducted $20 for your own
over-time ? and after that divided it ?—There was no such arrangement at all.
By Mr. Somerville :
2308. Now,there is another account, (filed as Exhibit No. 23). What is the amount

of that account 2—$51.

2309. What is the date ?—The 1st. of March, 1889.

2310. How much of that did you pay Mr. Brough ?—Half of'it.

2311, Are you sure ?—I am satisfied I paid half.

2312. You are positive of that ?—Yes.

2313. Now there is another one (filed as Exhibit No. 25) ?—I would not swear
that he got any part of that. I think I got all that myself.

2314. Are there any other accounts that you shared with him before that date?
—No, none that I will swear to.

2315. Now Mr. McCabe from whom did you get instractions that you were to
share this money ?—From Mr. Brough himself.

2316. How did he come to tell you that you were to share it with him ?—Mr
Brough stated to me that he was going to work with me and that we were to divide the
pay, later on he told me that. I remember he told me that we were to work together
and that the pay was to be divided afterwards. It was understood at the time I did
the work with him, that he was to get an equal part of the pay.
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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 system
was being carried on ?—Yes, I think so, as far as 1 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 your
evidence in this room with reference to the subject of this inquiry ?—Yes, I had.

2322. Of what nature was it—touching your own evidence ?—Well, yes ; it
would be to a certain extent.

2323. You and Mr. Nelson had a conversation about what you were going to
testify ?—Yes.

2324. What did Mr. Nelson say to you ?—Well, he at first, so far as I remember,
said that he felt that the extra pay was going for extra work and the accounts were
made out in the extra clerk’s name, and the money given to him and it ended there.
He thought the extra pay was given to the extra clerk, and there the matter rested.
If T understood him correctly, he said that the Committee had not the power to make
him, the extra clerk, tell what he did with the money. : .

2325. The impression that he left upon your mind was what ?—The impression
was—well, T did not agree with him, I felt that the Committee had power to make
me tell.

2326. Was that all the conversation that took place about this ?—I think some
time about a week before I gave evidence here, Mr. Nelson came to me, over in the
Department of Agriculture, in which I was then working, and talked over the mat-
ter again just about what I say. He thought as he thought before, and said, just as
he said before, that he did not think that we should tell what we did with the money,
and he stated that if we were pressed to tell, if we had to tell what we did with the
money, we could say how the money was got.

2327, That is the money you yourself got?—I never distinguished between
that money and that which my partuer got. The account was for the whole money
and we sent it in the general way. I will say this, that he came to me the last time
of all and said, so far as he and I were connected in our dealings, that he felt that
any work that I did thut was in the account—that was put in my name as earned
by me, and that if 1 shared up the money afterwards it was nobody’s business. He
took pains he said to know that my name did not go down for any other money
than the money earned by myself, and if I shared it up afterwards it did not matter.

2328. So that he had two conversations with you ?—He had two or three, I
think.

2329. Did he ever say to you that you should not tell this Committee that you
shared the money with him ?—I do not think that he put it in that way.

2330. Did he leave you with an impression as to what he would have liked you
to do before the Committee ?—Yes,

2331. That you should not tell the Committee that you had shared the money
with him on the grounds that it was a private matter ?

Mr. BArRrRON objected.

2332. Did he tell you or did he not ?—Tell me what ?

2333. Tell you that in giving evidence before the Committee you should not
state the fact that you shared the money with him ?—No ; he did not say that.

2334. Did he leave that impression on your mind ?—Well, the impression that
I had was that Mr, Nelson probably thought it would be better I should not tell,
but he did not tell me not to tell, more than what I said, that the money I spent, I
might say, I spent iv in the way young men generally spent money, but I did not
just at the time know whether he meant the whole of the money I got or the part I
got for myself, and I did not ask him. :
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By Mr. Taylor :

2335. These accounts are made out for extra work and returns for the House of
Commons, are they ?—Which accounts, sir ?
2336, These accounts which have just been referred to >—These with which Mr.
Brough was connected ? Two of them are. :
2337. Then you and Mr. Brough jointly prepared the returns asked for by the
House of Commons ?—Yes.
2338. The work was actually done by Mr. Brough and yourself for these
amounts ?—Yes.
By Mr. Landerkin :
2339. Who is Mr. Nelson—a clerk in the Department ?—Yes. r
2340. Is he there now ?—I don’t think so; I think he has been suspended. I
might say in relation to that letter of Mr. Brough's, at least the statement that he
contradicts in the Evening Journal, that that was not my evidence. I did not say I shared
$254 with Mr. Brough, that was wrongly reported, but so far as deducting a portion
of those accounts—so far as my getting my usual amount of those accounts, and then
sharing half of the remainder with Mr. Brough, that is an arrangement I swear, is
not so.
By Mr. Somerville :
2341. Did you give him half in every one of these cases 7—Yes.
By Mr. McMullen :

2342. What is your salary in the Department—what do you get ?—I am out of
the Department now.

2343. What did you get when you were there 2—When I was in the Interior
Department ?

2344. Yes.—$1.50 per day. ,

2345. Who got you the appointment?—I got it in the first place from Mr.
MacMaster.

2346. Were you promised any extra amount, over $1.50 per day, for extra work,
when you were appointed ?—Not when I was appointed.

2347. You had no understanding ?—No.

By Mr. Taylor :

2348. You were merely an extra clerk ?—Yes.

2349. Mr. Brough was a permanent clerk ?—Yes.

2350. And that, as you understand it, Brough’s work was done, and the work
went in your name as the extra clerk ?—Yes.

2351. That is the way it was done. You were extra and he was a permanent
clerk, and the account was made out in your name, you having done the work
Jointly 2—We did it together.

By Mr. McMullen ;

2352. What was the nature of the work you did with Mr. Brough ?—It was
comparing official documents in the Department,

2453. Did Mr. Brough do exactly one-half and you the other, or did you do
most of the work 7—We both worked together.
_ 2354. But the work for which you drew extra pay, did you each do a half of
it ?—My recollection is this; that I did the regular work that I had been doing, and
that Mr. Brough did that during the day, and sometimes after fouro’clockintheevening,
and we joined in the evenings comparing, and at nights, and after four o’clock in the
evening very often, ,

k2355. Comparing the work you did during the day ?—Oh, no, comparing other
work.

2356. What other work ?—Copies of returns for the House of Commons, and
copies of files sent to the Commissioner’s office in Winnipeg ; and then the accounts
Were made out in my name, and we shared them up. I want to make an explana-



X dees St e S S SR R I A e LS e i e T M AN e s

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 the
time comparing letters that were sent into the Department with the original drafts.”
I meant to say letters sent out of the Department, in that case. I mightsay 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 CaarRMAN—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 I did not
know until that day. [ thought on that occasion it would be certified to by Mr.
Nelson. 1 did not know that Mr. Kinloch certified to an account. That was an
arrangement done without my knowledge, after the accounts were made out, and I
felt it would appear there was some such deal between Mr. Kinloch and myself]
which there never was, and I was trying to think what it could possibly be ; but
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 the
Committee wishes to put to me in regard to anything I did wrong in the Department,
other than to allow my name to go in for permanent clerks for extra pay, 1 would
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 [ never went
to a permanent clerk in my life and asked him to share with me. On each ocecasion
I was directed by my superior officer, and I never allowed my name to go in on any
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 Sceretary
of the Department.

2358. Who do you mean when you say that you were directed by your superior
officers ?—When Mr. Brough told me to divide with him, he said it was at the direc-
tion of Mr. Hall. When these accounts went through connected with the name of
Mr. Palmer and Mr. Henry, I gave it to be understood that I wanted Mr. Hall to
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 it.

2359. He said the Deputy Minister arranged it?—Yes; he said that he had seen
the Deputy Minister and he had decided to allow it.

By Mr. McMullen :

2360. Did you say you did not expect extra pay?—Not at the time the $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 put
in an account for $73.50.

2363. Who did you share with ?—That is the account he shared in.

By Mr. Landerkin :

2364. Have you any knowledge of any other irregularities in the Department ?
There is one place here in the evidence, No. 511, where I was asked : “ I want you
to be particular about it and specific as to what you were allowed ?—At that time to
the best of my knowledge I was drawing extra pay.” I thought at the time I was.
I was thinking of the previous year. 1 did not say so for a fact, but I thought 1
knew it. I say that that winter I was doing a good deal of extra work, and I had
expected extra pay for it. I had worked all that summer and all that spring, before
I resigned from the Department, and Mr. Nelson was willing to certify to the account
for me; but when he spoke to the Deputy Minister about it, it was decided that I
should not get extra pay. I spoke to Mr. Hall some time before about getting extra
pay or an increase of salary, I said my expenses would be heavy, that I was going
away, and that I was taking private lessons, and he said he could not give me any
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extra salary : but he said to keep account ofthe work I was doing and he would see
if I could get extra pay. However, I did not get any extra pay.

A. M. Buraess 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 ?—I think so.

2366. That extra work was arranged for by you with the late Minister of the
Interior, the Hon. Thomas White ?2—Up to $400.

2367. Did you see that the work was given to Mr. Pereira?—I cannot say that
I saw the whole of it was given, but I know I saw that a great deal of it was.

2368. In his evidence he swears that he selected the work and took it home, and
afterwards when it was done he brought it back and certified to it himself ?—He may
have certified to it, but 1 know that a great deal of it was shown to me. What [
mean is, that his certifying to it-would not prevent me from seeing it.

2369. Would it not be a very unusual thing for a man to perform work and
certify that the work was done himself? You would think that a very irregular
way of doing business ?—Seeing that I was a party to the arrangement, I cannot
say that.

d 2370. Would you not feel bound to see that you got value for the money ?—
I would and I did. .

2371. Did he certify to the account >—He may have done that, but it was always
within my power to see the work myself.

2372. Did you in this case see that the work was done ?—I did.

2373. In every instance ?—It is so long ago that I could not swear that I did in
every case, but I know that in many instances I-did.

2374. There is an account in the name of Lizzie Evans. That was the name of
who ?—I said before who I understood that was; but Mr. Pereira has since testified
that Lizzie Evans was his own wife.

2375. There is the cheque for that account (filed as Exhibit No. 26). Look at
that. 'The amount is $49.20. Look at the endorsement on that cheque. How did
your name come to be there ?—I do not remember. I see that it is paid at the Bank
of Montreal, and I must have got the money for it, and sent the money to Richard
White in accordance with the arrangement in that letter.

2376. Did you ?—I cannot say.

2377. We want positive evidence ?—At this date I cannot remember this
particular sum being sent, but I know I had to send these sums from time to time
as they were earned.

2378. Would ic not be a usual thing to sent the cheque to Mr. White ?—I cannot
really at this time say which I did. I could by looking at my letter books, and by
seeing the letter with which the money was enclosed. ‘

2379. There is another account for $97.30 (filed as Exhibit No.27). It is dated
the 15th September, 1886. Look at that cheque to correspond ?—I donot remember
it.

2380. Your name is on the back of that ?—Yes.

By Mr. Hyman :
2381. Did you get the money ?—No; not in the sense of it being for myself.
2382, What is your name on the cheque for ?—I have nodoubt that Mr. Pereira

asked me to put my name on it. I remember having done that forextra clerks who
were not known at the bank. : ; ;
2383. Is your name there simply as to identity ?—That only.
2384, Why did you not mark on it “identified” ?—I know it was for that
purpose alone.
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By Mr. Somerville :

2385. And you got the money too?—Yes; it was probably sent to me. Do you
mean to me personally ? No, no. I do not think so.

2386. The amount is marked paid ?—Yes; it was paid to the messenger.

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 in
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 ?—Yes. >

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 7—Very likely. Seeing he was my Secretary at the time, I might have asked
him to look over the work when it came back, to satisfy himself that it. had been
done.

2395. Can you tell us whether you did receive this money ?—If I did receive it,
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
am trying to be as candid with the Committee as I can. I could not certify to each
particular account, but, generally speaking, I undertook to send the money to Mr.
Richard White, in accordance with the letter which Mr. Somerville has seen, and I
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 Mr.
White ?— So it appears now. But if I had been asked before whether I got cheques
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,
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REPORT.

CommitrTee Roowm,
TuespAy, 18th August, 1891.

The Select Standing Committee on Public Accounts beg leave to present the

following as their

EIGHTEENTH REPORT :

Your Committee have had under consideration certain items affeciing John R.
Arnoldi and ‘charged under the heading “ Dredging—Details of Expenditure ” in the
Report of the Auditor-General on Appropriation Accounts for the year ended 30th
June, 1889-90 ; and in connection therewith have examined 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.






MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Commrrree Room, Friday, 24th July, 1891.
Committee met—Mr. Wallace in the Chair.
Mgz. F. MEerrrrr, called, sworn and examined :—

By Mr. Lister:

. Where do you live ?—I stay in Aylmer.

. Do you live in Aylmer now ?—7Yes. .

. What is your occupation *—I am a clerk in the Bank of Montreal.

. How long have you been in that position *—About four years, I think,
or a little over.

5. Are you any relation to Mr. John R. Arnoldi ?—I am.

6. What econnection —A nephew.

7. How long did you say you had been living in Aylmer ?—Since the 8th
of May last, coming in in the morning and going out in the evening. It is a
summer residence.

8. You spend your evenings there and your days here ?—Yes.

9. You are employed in the city *—Yes.

10. In a bank in the city —Yes.

11. What bank *—The Bank of Montreal.

12. And you have been so employed for how long?—In the Bank of
Montreal for a little over four years, but not in this branch.

13. Do you know anything about a lot on Vittoria street—you know
where Mr. Arnoldi’s stable is 7—1I do.

14 You know the lot 7—7Yes.

15. Do you own that lot *—No.

16. Did you ever own it *—No.

17. Did you ever have any claim to it —No.

18. Nothing to do with it —No.

19. Look at this account, date<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>